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1. WELCOME MEMBERS OF PUBLIC

2. OPENING PRAYER
Heavenly Father, we ask you to give your blessing to this Council, direct and prosper its deliberations to the
advancement of your glory, and the true welfare of the people of the Pyrenees Shire.

Amen
3. ACKNOWLEDGEMENT OF COUNTRY
We acknowledge the people past and present of the Wadawurrung, Dja Dja Wurrung, and Djab Wurrung
tribes, whose land forms the Pyrenees Shire.

We pay our respect to the customs, traditions and stewardship of the land by the elders and people of
these tribes, on whose land we meet today.

4. APOLOGIES
5. NOTICE OF DISCLOSURE OF INTEREST BY COUNCILLORS AND OFFICERS

6. CONFIRMATION OF PREVIOUS MINUTES
RECOMMENDATION

That the Minutes of the:

e Ordinary Meeting of Council held on 10 December 2019;
e Closed Meeting of Council held on 10 December 2019

as previously circulated to Councillors be confirmed as required under Section 93 (2) of the Local
Government Act 1989.

7. BUSINESS ARISING
Responses to questions taken on notice at the previous ordinary Council meeting on 10 December 2019

7.1. Ms Jones
Question: To move ahead, is it possible for Council to consider the information detailed in DELWP’s
document on crown water frontages?

Response by CEO: It is intended that Council give further consideration to the planning of open spaces
in Avoca as part of its Avoca Framework Plan. A copy of the DELWP document will be made available
to Councillors to reference as part of that planning consideration.

8. PUBLIC PARTICIPATION

Questions

e All questions and answers must be a brief as possible, and no debate or discussion will be allowed
other than for the purposes of clarification

e The number of questions that any person may ask at each meeting is limited to two.

e A question may include a brief introduction.

e Atime limit of five minutes for each question will apply but the time may be extended at the discretion
of the Chairperson.

e Questions will only be heard at a meeting if the person who submitted the question or their nominated
representative, is present at the meeting.
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e The Chairperson or an Officer may:
a. Immediately answer the question asked; or
b. Require the question to be taken on notice.

Submissions

e Any member of the public wishing to address Council must submit a brief synopsis of the address in
writing to the Chief Executive Officer a week prior to the Council meeting.

e Atime limit of five minutes for each address will apply but the time may be extended at the discretion
of the Chairperson.

e  Council may decide to defer an address until a later date.

e The Chairperson may, at their discretion, refuse a request to address Council.

e Addresses will only be heard at a meeting if the person who submitted the synopsis, or their
nominated representative, is present at the meeting.
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9. ITEMS FOR NOTING
ASSET AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

9.1. PLANNING AND DEVELOPMENT REPORT
Katie Gleisner — Manager Planning and Development
Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 66/02/02 —08/02/02 — 50/24/02 — 46/02/02

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with an update on activities within Planning, Development
and Regulatory Services, during December 2019.

This report includes four parts:
e Part A: Planning
e Part B: Building

e Part C: Environmental Health
e Part D: Community Safety and Amenities

PART A: PLANNING

The planning activity statistics for November and December 2019 are summarised in the table below:-

Activity November 2019 | December 2019 Al i
to date

Applications received 14 8 58
Applications completed 12 14 68
Number of referrals 1 4 21
Requests for further information 5 6 37
Estimated cost of works $1.17m 670,000 7.15 million
General Enquiries for November 2019

. Year to date
Enquiry Type December (financial)
Pre-purchase enquiry 20 249
Pre-application enquiry 50 427
Existing permit enquiry 16 134
Current application enquiry 9 202
All other enquiries 14 234
Total Enquiries 99 1146
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PART B: BUILDING

Activity

The building activity statistics as at 31/12/2019 are summarised in the table below:

CATEGORY NUMBER COMMENT
Permits issued by private Building Surveyor 9

‘Property Information Certificates’ prepared 12

and issued

‘Report and Consent’ issued

Building Notices

Building Order

Resolved Building Notices
Resolved Building Orders
Direction to Fix Building Work

Building permit inspections undertaken

WINO FP FP NP W

** Council have not issued building
permits since June 2018

Council issued permits finalised

Council plan / legislative requirements
- Council Plan 2013-2017

- Building Act 1993

- Building Regulations 2018

Financial / risk implications

The Municipal Building Surveyor must have regard to any relevant guidelines under the Building Act 1993
or subordinate regulations. The building services department must ensure that a responsive service is
provided that meets the demand of the building industry within the municipality.

PART C: ENVIRONMENTAL HEALTH

Activity: Wastewater

Applications to .
Permits to
. Install or Alter Approval to .
Period . Install or Fees Paid
Septic Tanks Use Issued
. Alter Issued
Received
1st — 31st December 2019 1 3 2 $390

Wastewater activity statistics for December 2019
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Permit To Install Issued

[J Approval to Use Issued

Monthly wastewater activity (December 2018 to December 2019)

Wastewater related tasks for November 2019

Septic Tank Inspections 7
Domestic Wastewater Management Plan Inspections 25
Domestic Waste Water Service Agent Reports 8

Activity: Food, Health & Accommodation Premises

Food Act 1984 and Public Health and Wellbeing Act 2008 Premises activity

Complaints
New . -
. Routine Follow Received
. Premises & . Food .
Period Inspections and Up about Fees Paid
Renewals . . Recalls
Assessments Inspections | Registered
Premises
1st—31st December 2019 40 13 1 0 6 $8,659
Mobile and Temporary Food Premises in the Shire (Streatrader)
Routine New
New New Inspections Statements
Period Applications & Class 4 P Fees Paid
Renewals Notifications and of Trade
Assessments (SOT)
1st—31st December 2019 10 0 0 23 $1,089.50
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At 31st December 2019, Pyrenees Shire had 43 current registrations with 48 premises registered, 77 low
risk notifications and 164 current Statements of Trade (SOT).

Activity: immunisations
Immunisation sessions were conducted in Beaufort and Avoca and the opportunistic immunisations
performed by the Maternal Health nurses have continued.

Session Type Number of Clients & 2 Month - 4+ Secondary Adult
w Vaccines Yr Old School

o Clients 20 0 2

MCHN Opportunistic -
Vaccines 42 0 2
) Clients 0 0 0

Beaufort Sessions -
Vaccines 0 0 0
. Clients 2 0 0

Avoca Session -
Vaccines 6 0 0

Immunisation activity statistics for December 2019

Council plan / legislative requirements
- Council Plan 2017-2021
- Domestic Wastewater Management Plan 2015-2018
- Food Act 1984
- Public Health & Wellbeing Act 2008
- Public Health & Wellbeing Regulations 2009
- Tobacco Act 1987
- Environment Protection Act 1970
- EPA Code of practice — onsite wastewater management

Financial / risk implications

The Environmental Health Officer (EHO) must work with regard to various legislative requirements with
respect to Food Safety (Food Act 1984), Public Health (Public Health & Wellbeing Act 2008, Environment
Protection Act 1970), Tobacco (Tobacco Act 1987) and Wastewater (Environment Protection Act 1970,
Domestic Wastewater Management Plan, Code of Practice for Septic Tanks).

It is necessary for the EHO to adapt to any changes in regulations whilst still providing a service that
meets the demands of residents within the municipality and complies with legislation.
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PART D: LOCAL LAWS AND ANIMAL CONTROL

ACTIVITY - Animals

December 2019 Total Year to date
Cats Registered 624 -
Dogs registered 2506 -
Cats impounded 10 56
Cats reclaimed 1 5
Cats Euthanised 9 48
Dogs impounded 2 18
Dogs Reclaimed 2 15
Dogs Euthanised/surrendered 0 3
Stock impounded 0 9

ACTIVITY - Infringements

Registration and impoundment statistics

Infringement Type December 2019 Total YTD (2019/20)
Domestic Animals Act 1 58

Local Laws 1 12

Road Safety Act 15 46
Environment Protection Act 0 0
Impounding of Livestock Act 0 0

Other 0 0

Total Infringements Issued 16 116
Prosecutions 0 7

Council plan / legislative requirements

Council Plan 2017-2021
Domestic Animals Act 1994

Domestic Animal Management Plan 2017-2021

Environment Protection Act 1970

Infringements Act 2006

Impounding of Livestock Act 1994

Road Safety Act 1986 / Road Safety Road Rules 2017

Council General Local Law 2019

Infringement statistics
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CORPORATE AND COMMUNITY SERVICES

9.2. CUSTOMER ACTION REQUESTS — DECEMBER 2019
Kathy Bramwell — Director Corporate and Community Services
Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 16/08/04

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to update Council on requests made through the Customer Action Request
System (CARS) for the month of December 2019.

BACKGROUND

Council has operated an electronic Customer Action Request System (CARS) for a number of years enabling
residents to lodge service requests. Requests can be lodged in person, via telephone, via Council’s website
or by using a smart phone “Snap Send Solve” application.

Service requests are received for operational issues regarding maintenance, pools, local laws, building
maintenance and compliance matters. The system is also used for internal telephone messaging and case
management of some matters (primarily local laws, dogs and cats).

ISSUE / DISCUSSION

210 customer action requests were received in December2019, 86 of which related to telephone messages.
223 requests were closed during the month resulting in 171 outstanding. As at the 31° December 2019 the
status of CARS was as follows:

e 4 re-opened from 2016 currently being actioned — currently at 4

e 4 re-opened from 2017 currently being actioned — currently at 5

e 1 closed from 2018 — currently at 5

e Currently 157 outstanding from those received in 2019

e Notwithstanding the additional 8 re-opened to record actions underway from 2016 and 2017, a 8%
decrease in total outstanding requests was recorded in December (from 184 to 171)

The following table shows an overview of requests received and outstanding by Ward. Requests received
over and above these numbers relate to telephone messages which are not allocated by Ward.

De
Avoca Beaufort Ercildoune Mount
Cameron
Ward Ward Ward Emu Ward
Ward
Number of R t ived in D ber 2019
umber of Requests received in December 26 (42) 54.(77) 20 (24) 9(22) 15 (10)

(last month)
Requests received in December still outstanding 11 9 10 3 6
Outstanding requests older than 1 month 32 41 15 13 7
Total outstanding requests (last month) 43 (42) 50 (59) 25 (26) 16 (19) 13 (14)

Telephone messages: As at the end of December 2019, 24 telephone messages remained open. This is
largely due to the holiday break and most are being dealt with upon staff return to work.

10
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Outstanding Requests
Year Jan-19 | Feb-19| Mar-19 | Apr-19 | May-19| Jun-19 | Jul-19 |Aug-19| Sep-19 |[Oct-19( Nov-19 | Dec-19 |% Change
2016 1 1 - - - - - - - - - 4 0
2017 6 4 3 2 2 2 2 2 2 2 1 5 80%
2018 105 65 36 22 17 15 16 14 13 13 6 5 -20%
2019 60 20 98 166 186 186 236 188 205 222 177 157 -13%
2020 - - - - - - - - - - - - #DIV/0!
Total 172 160 137 190 205 203 254 204 220 237 184 171 -8%

Total Received 178 160 216 203 303 182 258 214 211 219 235 210 -12%

Some outstanding CARs, originally received in 2016 and 2017 and formerly closed, have been re-opened. As a greater emphasis is put on improved
actions recording, these items are currently being actioned. They will be reclosed after works are completed.

350
300
250
200
150
100

Number of Requests

w CARS Outstanding
wes CARS received

Feb-19
160
160

Mar-19

137
216

Outstanding Customer Requests

Apr-19 May-19
190 205
203 303

Jun-19
203
182

Jul-19
254
258

Aug-19
204
214

Sep-19

220
211

Oct-19
237
219

- —~—————

Nov-19
184
235

Dec-19
171
210

11



(‘ .
21 JANUARY 2020 — PYRENEES SHIRE COUNCIL — ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL "& Pyrenees

-

AGENDA — ITEMS FOR NOTING e GG
31 December 2019 - Open Requests - Type
Nov-19 Dec-19 | Change
Roads 21 24 3
Streetlights 1 1 0
Drainage 15 20 5
Footpaths 6 6 0
Roadside Veg 27 22 -5
Environmental 1 0 -1
Planning 0 0 0
Bld maint 18 18 0
Park & Reserves 6 8 2
Local Laws 31 16 -15
Fire Hazard 3 0 -3
Bld Compliance 0 0 0
Road Maint 8 12 4
Waste 3 0 -3
Roads Unsealed 2 2 0
Road Maint Unse 4 4 0
Cats 1 1 0
Natural 0 0 0
Pools 0 0 0
Council Clean 1 1 0
EPA - Litter 1 1 0
Design & Assets 0 0 0
GIS 0 0 0
Com Wellbeing 1 1 0
Dogs 9 9 0
Livestock Act 1 1 0
Parking 0 0 0
Telephone mess| 24 24 0
Total 171 171 0

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE
Strategic Objective 1 - Roads and Townships. We will plan, manage, maintain and renew infrastructure in a
sustainable way that responds to the needs of the community.

1.1 - Ensure local roads are maintained and renewed in line with adopted plans and strategy to provide a
safe transport network and meet community needs.

ATTACHMENTS
Nil
FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS

There are no financial implications associated with this report.

CONCLUSION

The Customer Action Request System remains an integral part of Council’s reactive identification of issues
that need attention, as well as case management of more complex matters. Ongoing focus and effort
continues with regard to resolution of customer requests in a timely and effective manner.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council notes the above report.

12
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9.3. COUNCILS AND EMERGENCIES PROJECT REPORT — PHASE TWO
Kathy Bramwell — Director Corporate and Community Services

Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 28/06/04

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to provide Council with a report detailing outcomes from Phase Two of the
Councils and Emergencies Project.

BACKGROUND

The Councils and Emergencies Project (the project) is a multi-year, three-phase project led by the State
Government to enhance the capability and capacity of councils to meet their emergency management
obligations.

Phase One was conducted in 2017, clarifying and confirming the emergency management responsibilities
and activities of councils. The final report for Phase One, published in December 2017 [The Councils and
Emergencies Position Paper] identified ninety-four emergency management responsibilities and activities
undertaken by one or more councils, without judgement as to whether they were legislative requirements
or simply customary. The position paper categorised the responsibilities and activities as occurring:

e Before an emergency (planning)

e During an emergency (response and relief)

e After an emergency (recovery)

e As part of business as usual and with emergency management implications.

The position paper emphasised that community needs differ among councils and not all councils will or
should carry out all the responsibilities and activities.

Phase Two was conducted in 2019, aimed at understanding councils’ emergency management capability
and capacity, based on the needs and risk profile of each municipality. The final report for Phase Two was
published in December 2019 and was circulated to Council, together with a report specifically relating to
the Pyrenees Shire Council.

Phase Three is the final phase of the project and will commence in early 2020. During Phase Three, all
councils, relevant state government agencies, organisations and peak bodies will be engaged to develop
action plans and strategies to address the areas for improvement in councils’ emergency management
capability and capacity identified in the report.

The strategies and action plans developed in Phase Three will align with other sector reforms that aim to
build safer, more resilient communities, including the Victorian Preparedness Framework, Emergency
Management Planning Reform and Resilient Recovery Strategy.

13
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ISSUE / DISCUSSION

1. Phase Two Methodology

Phase Two utilised a maturity model to evaluate each council’s emergency management capability and
capacity. The model involved determining a target maturity and an actual maturity.

By comparing the actual maturity with the target maturity, councils determined whether they were below,
on or above their target. This then provided an understanding of their emergency management capability
and capacity.

e Capability is defined as the ability of councils to undertake emergency management responsibilities
and activities.

e Capacity is defined as the level of resourcing councils have to undertake emergency management
(including people, resources, governance, systems and processes).

A council’s target maturity indicates the level at which it would like to be able to provide emergency
management services to its community. A council’s target maturity was evaluated using relative need and
emergency risk.

e Relative need indicates how well councils are resourced to undertake their services, including
emergency management. A high relative need indicates a council has limited resources as an
organisation and therefore has fewer resources to undertake emergency management. A low
relative need indicates a council has greater resources as an organisation and therefore more
resources to undertake emergency management.

e Emergency risk indicates how the municipality could be affected by an emergency and therefore the
level to which council may need to resource emergency management. A higher emergency risk
indicates a council has a greater risk of being affected by an emergency and could allocate more
resources to undertake emergency management planning. A lower emergency risk indicates a
council has a lower risk of being affected by an emergency and could allocate less resources to
undertake emergency management planning.

The final stage of this Phase involved the provision of data through the analysis of Council’s target maturity
and the answering of survey questions designed to reflect Council’s current maturity in meeting its target
maturity. The survey consisted of 90 questions about Council’s capability and capacity to undertake
emergency management. The questions addressed emergency management preparedness and planning
activities and responsibilities. The questions were grouped into six categories:

e Planning with stakeholders

e Planning within council

e Planning for activation

e Planning for relief coordination

e Planning for recovery coordination
e Risk mitigation

2. Pyrenees Shire Council (PSC) position on emergency capability and capacity maturity

A team of staff directly involved in emergency management planning, response and recovery were involved
in Phase Two of the Project, including the Municipal Emergency Manager [MEM], Municipal Emergency
Resource Officer [MERQO], Municipal Recovery Manager [MRM] and the Emergency Management
Coordinator.

14
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Target maturity

When assessing Council’s target maturity, the formula used by the Phase Two online modelling provided a
target maturity of 2 out of a maximum of 5. This indicated that the model identified the Pyrenees Shire’s
aim was to undertake its emergency management responsibilities and activities to a fairly basic level only,
and that the risk of emergency impacting upon the Shire was low. The Pyrenees Shire Council team
considered that the automatic target maturity level was inconsistent with what the relative need and
emergency risk actually was in the Shire and accordingly over-wrote the target maturity to a more realistic
level of 4. Of the 79 councils in Victoria, 78% identified a target maturity of 3 or 4, indicating the level
assessed by the PSC team to be more realistic than the automatic model assessment.

Actual maturity

Overall 59% of councils had an actual maturity below their target maturity, including the PSC (-1: actual
maturity of 3). However, the report does indicate that 77% of councils were on or within one level of their
target maturity (again including the PSC) meaning that most councils are operating at or close to their
identified target maturity.

If Council had chosen the automatically allocated target maturity of 2, without overriding this, PSC would
have had an actual maturity above their target maturity. However, without doubt there is need for
improvement at the PSC so hindsight would indicate that the overwriting of this value was accurate and in
accordance with our knowledge and experience of where our capacity gaps exist.

3. Key areas of exposure for the Pyrenees Shire Council and its municipality

It was noted by the PSC Team, and documented in the survey responses, that the Phase Two survey
guestions focused on planning rather than the actual delivery of activation, relief or recovery activities and
as such gave a skewed picture of the true capacity of council, particularly in the event of a prolonged
incident.

It was also noted that emergency planning strongly depended upon the funded role of the Emergency
Management Coordinator and that funding (Municipal Emergency Resourcing Program [MERP]) was (at the
time the survey was undertaken) only guaranteed to 30 June 2020. It is pleasing to note that this funding
has now been confirmed as ongoing to 30 June 2024 which gives some continuity of planning support —
however, this funding remains at the same level as when originally allocated in 2016, in real terms reducing
each year and not allowing for wage increases negotiated through the Enterprise Agreement negotiations,
resulting in a long term need for Council to subsidise this position. In the report it was acknowledged that
the industry considers the level of MERP funding to be insufficient to fulfil their increasing emergency
management responsibilities.

It is noted that legislative change in the emergency management field includes new mandated positions of
Municipal Emergency Management Officer and Municipal Recovery Manager. Although these positions
cover activities currently undertaken at PSC, these are roles secondary to the main operational focus
[substantive role] of each incumbent and as such are unfunded if they expand.

The survey response analysis indicates that, of the focus categories, PSC are weakest in:

e Planning with stakeholders (-1.1 below target maturity); and
e Planning for recovery coordination (-1.2 below target maturity).

However, although the analysis indicates a potential exposure in planning for recovery coordination, actual
recovery activities undertaken following the Lexton fires in December 2019 were prompt, efficient and
well-coordinated by experienced and knowledgeable staff. Contracted resources were quickly obtained to
allow the uninterrupted delivery of Council’s normal services.

15
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The survey response analysis indicates that PSC’s strengths are:

Planning for activation (-0.9 below target maturity); and
Planning for relief coordination (-0.9 below target maturity).

Common areas for improvement were identified through the survey data, including:

Emergency relief and recovery - councils identified a lack of capacity and capability to undertake
their emergency relief and recovery responsibilities and activities.

Integration of emergency management into business as usual — councils reported the significant
impact that the coordination of emergency relief and recovery imposes on their organisations. 54%
of councils were below their target maturity for planning to maintain their capacity for business-as-
usual services during an emergency.

Community engagement for emergency management — councils reported that emergency
management planning with the community is a large capability and capacity gap. 69% were below
their target maturity for collaborating with the community to plan for emergency events, and 70%
were below their target maturity for collaborating with the community to mitigate emergency risk.
Further clarification of council roles in emergency management — there remains uncertainty in the
emergency management sector about the responsibilities and activities of councils, including the
extent to which councils should undertake particular responsibilities or activities and the difference
between a lead and support role.

Emergency management budget and funding — given the wide range of services councils provide to
their communities, the budget they can allocate to emergency management is often constrained
and where MERP funding is received, the level of that funding is insufficient to fulfil increasing
emergency management responsibilities.

4, Summary of issues

The report identified the following issues that commonly challenge councils in meeting their target
maturity. The most common reason councils identified for not achieving their target maturity was that
they lack the capacity to undertake the required range of emergency management responsibilities.

Capacity

o People - staffing (before) — the emergency management planning function is commonly
undertaken by one or a few staff, sometimes as an additional responsibility to their non-
emergency management substantive role. This results in a reduced staffing capacity to plan
for emergencies.

o Systems — budget — for some councils emergency management is not as high a priority as
other council functions. Councils provide a wide range of services to their communities and
allocate their budget accordingly and emergency management budgets are commonly
constrained.

o Governance — funding — councils that receive funding through MERP reported that although
these funds increase capacity, they are insufficient to cover the wide range of emergency
management responsibilities.

o Processes — procedures — councils have formal municipal plans that outline high-level
arrangements for emergency management, but they often lack the capacity to develop
detailed procedures.

o People — staffing (during and after) — lack of staffing capacity is an issue during and after
emergency events, when council staff must be diverted from their normal duties to
undertake emergency roles. Councils have limited numbers of staff available due to:

* need to maintain business-critical functions

16
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= total number of staff may be insufficient to maintain normal services and emergency
management needs in a major emergency
= staff may be unable to take on emergency roles because they are not sufficiently
resiliently to deal with the trauma of affected communities, or they may be
personally affected by the emergency
» not all councils have formal resource-sharing agreements or detailed procedures
about how to activate and carry out a resource-sharing agreement.
Geographic size — councils with large geographic areas have additional barriers: distances to
travel to local communities, dealing with a large area for hazard planning, undertaking relief
and recovery functions in multiple geographic areas. This issue is amplified in geographically
larger municipalities with smaller rate bases, a large amount of assets and less available
council resources.

e Capability

o

People — organisational knowledge — most emergency management knowledge and
expertise is held by only a few people within council. Staff responsible for emergency
management have strong capability but that often does not extend to the surge workforce
or the wider organisation.

People — emergency event experience — infrequent emergency events mean there are
limited opportunities for staff to gain experience.

Systems — training — there is little emergency management training available in the sector
and councils reported that a lack of training leads to a lack of capability in surge staff with an
emergency management role. Although some councils have developed training internally or
through an emergency management collaboration, most emergency planning staff lack
capability and capacity to do this.

Processes — procedures — a lack of clearly written procedures and other reference
documents can result in staff not understanding their role and its requirements.

People — organisational changes — staff turnover results in a loss of staff with experience in
emergencies and reduces an organisation’s capability.

5. Next steps
The report states that Phase Two of the Councils and Emergencies Project has completed a comprehensive

evaluation of the emergency management capability and capacity of Victoria’s 79 councils. It has identified
strengths and areas for improvement to be addressed to improve capability and capacity across the local
government sector.

During Phase Three of the project, councils and other agencies will be engaged to develop strategies and
action plans to address the areas for improvement:

e Emergency relief and recovery

e Integration of emergency management into business as usual

e Community engagement for emergency management

e Further clarification of council roles in emergency management
e Emergency management budget and funding

In Phase Three, councils and other agencies will have the opportunity to review and discuss the areas for
improvement and develop strategies and action plans to address them.
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The findings of Phase Three will be developed into a final report which will identify options to address
areas for improvement and support wider emergency management sector reform, with a wider aim to
build safe, more resilient communities.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE

Council operates under various pieces of legislation, including the Emergency Management Act, that
dictate the roles and responsibilities of local government in emergency management planning, response
and recovery activities.

ATTACHMENTS
9.3.1 Councils and emergencies capability and capacity evaluation report

FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS
Areas of risk exposure have been discussed in the body of this report.

CONCLUSION

The Councils and Emergencies Project is a multi-year, three-phase project to enhance the capability and
capacity of councils to meet their emergency management obligations. Phase One of the Project was
completed in 2017 and Phase Two was undertaken in 2019, with data compiled into a report published in
December 2019. An Appendix Report was also provided to each council providing a greater level of detail.
Phase Two of the Project evaluated councils” emergency management capability and capacity, based on the
needs and risk profile of each municipality.

This report provides an overview of the Phase Two outcomes and the key issues facing the Victorian Local
Government sector in meeting its emergency management responsibilities in support of their respective
communities.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

It is recommended that Council note this report.
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9.4. AVERAGE RATE CAP INCREASE FOR 2020-21 FINANCIAL YEAR
Kathy Bramwell — Director Corporate and Community Services
Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 52/04/20

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to inform Council of the rate cap set for the 2020-21 financial year.

BACKGROUND
The Victorian Government introduced rate capping effective from the 2015-16 financial year. In previous
years, the rate cap set ranged between 2.0% and 2.5%.

Where appropriate, councils may apply for higher rate cap consideration under the “Fair Go Rates” system
subject to meeting certain criteria. At its meeting in November 2019 Pyrenees Shire Council resolved not
to apply for a rate cap increase for the 2020-21 financial year.

ISSUE / DISCUSSION

The Minister for Local Government, the Hon Adem Somyurek MP, announced in December 2019 that the
Average Rate Cap for the 2020-21 financial year will be 2.0%, applicable to all Victorian councils. This will
be factored into Council’s 2020-21 Budget.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE
Under Section 185D(1) of the Local Government Act 1989 the Minister for Local Government may set an
Average Rate Cap for a financial year by publication in the Government Gazette.

ATTACHMENTS
Nil

FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS

Council’s long term financial sustainability has been identified as a high risk for Pyrenees Shire Council. The
setting of the 2020-21 average rate cap at 2% presents increased risk for Pyrenees Shire Council following
the 2019 Enterprise Agreement being set at an annual increase for staff at 2% or $28 per week (whichever
is the higher). This annual increase, plus annual salary increases relating to band increments, takes the
annual salary cost increases to nearer 2.5%, potentially escalating the risk to Council’s financial
sustainability.

CONCLUSION

The Minister for Local Government has set the Average Rate Cap for the 2020-21 financial year at 2.0%. As
this is below the actual increased wages cost to Council in 2020-21 of nearer 2.5%, this is likely to escalate
Council’s financial sustainability risk.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council notes the Average Rate Cap set for the 2020-21 financial year at 2.0%.
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10. COUNCILLOR ACTIVITY REPORTS

Cr Tanya Kehoe — Mount Emu Ward

December

Tue 3 Council Planning Day Waubra
Wed 4 You the Man Performance Beaufort
Thu 5 MAYV Mayoral Induction Day Melbourne
Tue 10 Councillor Briefing Beaufort
Tue 10 Council meeting Beaufort
Wed 11 Beaufort Primary School Grade 6 Presentation Beaufort
Tue 17 Woady Yaloak Primary School Presentation Smythesdale
Tue 17 Beaufort Secondary College Presentation Beaufort
Wed 18 Migrant Day Afternoon Tea Beaufort
Thu 19 Xmas Dinner Beaufort

Fri 20 Rail Fast Track Ballarat

Fri 20 CHCV Mayors and CEOs Meeting Ballarat
Sun 22 Community Meeting — Lexton Fire Miners Rest
Mon 23 Community Meeting — Lexton Fire Lexton

Tue 24 Meeting with Lexton residents Lexton

Cr David Clark — Ercildoune Ward

December

Tue 3 Council Planning Day Waubra
Wed 4 You the Man Performance Beaufort
Mon 9 Central Highlands LLEN Ballarat
Tue 10 Councillor Briefing Beaufort
Tue 10 Council meeting Beaufort
Fri 13 Waubra Primary School Concert Wendouree
Tue 17 Waubra Primary School Pen Presentation Waubra
Thu 19 Xmas Dinner Beaufort

Cr Robert Vance — De Cameron ward

December

Tue 3 Council Planning Day Waubra

Thu 5 Senior Citizens Election

Tue 10 Councillor Briefing Beaufort

Tue 10 Council meeting Beaufort

Fri 13 Rural Councils Victoria Meeting Melbourne
Mon 16 Moonambel Primary School Presentation Moonambel
Tue Community Safety Advisory Meeting Landsborough
Thu 19 Xmas Dinner Beaufort
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Pyrenees

Cr Ron Eason — Avoca Ward

December

Tue 3 Council Planning Day Waubra
Sat 7 Picnic by the Pool Project Opening Avoca
Tue 10 Sunraysia Highway Meeting BIRCHUP
Tue 10 Councillor Briefing Beaufort
Tue 10 Council meeting Beaufort
Wed 18 World Migrant Day Afternoon Tea Beaufort
Thu 19 Avoca Primary School Presentation Night Avoca
Thu 19 Xmas Dinner Beaufort
Cr Damian Ferrari — Beaufort Ward

December

Tue 3 Council Planning Day Waubra
Wed 4 You the Man Performance Beaufort
Tue 10 Councillor Briefing Beaufort
Tue 10 Council meeting Beaufort
Thu 19 Xmas Dinner Beaufort

21



21 JANUARY 2020 — PYRENEES SHIRE COUNCIL — ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL ’& Pyrenees
AGENDA — ASSEMBLY OF COUNCILLORS e ENSACAER

11. ASSEMBLY OF COUNCILLORS

MEETING INFORMATION

Meeting Name Councillor Planning Day

Meeting Date 3 December 2019 commenced at 9.15am and closed at 5.30pm

Meeting Location | Quoin Hill Vineyard, Waubra

Matters Discussed | 1. Environmental Scan
2. Workforce Planning
3. Economic Development Strategy
4. Frontline Services Review
5. Operational Matters
6. Agenda Review (December Council Meeting)
ATTENDEES
Councillors Mayor Cr Tanya Kehoe Cr Damian Ferrari
Cr Ron Eason Cr David Clark
Cr Robert Vance
Apologies Nil
Staff Jim Nolan (Chief Executive Officer)

Douglas Gowans (Director Asset and Development Services)

Kathy Bramwell (Director Corporate and Community Services)
Norman Prueter (Manager People and Culture) — Item 2

Ray Davies (Manager Economic Development and Tourism) — Item 3

Visitors Craig Kenny (Mach2 Consulting) — Item 4
CONFLICT OF INTEREST DISCLOSURES
Matter No: Councillor making Particulars of disclosure Councillor left
disclosure meeting
Nil
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MEETING INFORMATION

Meeting Name

Councillor Briefing Session

Meeting Date

10 December 2019 commenced at 2.00pm and closed at 5.45pm

Meeting Location

Quoin Hill Vineyard, Waubra

Matters Discussed

Old Beaufort Primary School

Agenda Review (December Council Meeting)
Staff Meet n Greet

Council Debt Collection Update

Planning Application — Keeping of 40 Dogs
Planning Matters

QU hwWNE

ATTENDEES

Councillors

Mayor Cr Tanya Kehoe Cr Damian Ferrari
Cr Ron Eason Cr David Clark
Cr Robert Vance

Apologies

Nil

Staff

Jim Nolan (Chief Executive Officer)

Douglas Gowans (Director Asset and Development Services)
Kathy Bramwell (Director Corporate and Community Services)

Ed Riley (Strategic Planning Officer) — Item 3

Rashil Pradhan (Engineer) — Item 3

Shaun Elliott (Information Systems Officer) — Item 3

Rebecca Briody (Community Safety and Amenity Officer) — Item 3
Hannah Shanks-Colla (Environmental Health Contractor) — Iltem 3
April Ure (Manager Governance, Risk and Compliance) — Item 4
Katie Gleisner (Manager Planning and Development) — Iltem 5

Visitors

George Kirsanovs, Bill Blackburn, Nicole Battle, Philippa Hedges, Pauline Ball, Sue
Foster, Catherine Tweddle, Deborah Bourke, Murray Walker, Cara Lovejoy, Sharon

Roxburgh —Item 1

James Isles (iPlanning Services) — Item 5
Simon Tol — Item 5

Julie Lee (NRLinks) — Item 5

CONFLICT OF INTEREST DISCLOSURES

Matter No: Councillor making Particulars of disclosure

disclosure

Councillor left
meeting

Nil
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12. ITEMS FOR DECISION
ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT AND TOURISM

12.1. RV FREE CAMPING
Ray Davies — Manager Economic Development and Tourism
Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 62/22/06

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to inform council about the operation of the Beaufort RV free camp site on
completion of the twelve month trial period.

BACKGROUND
Council established a trial RV free camp site at 10 Audas Lane Beaufort in late 2018 and RV dump point in
early 2019.

The free camp was established as a means of Beaufort qualifying for RV Friendly Town status with the
Campervan and Motorhome Club of Australia (CMCA). The free camp site at Audas Lane was endorsed by
Council as the preferred option on a twelve month trial basis after consideration of the sites outlined
below:-

1. The former Beaufort Primary School oval

2 Council land adjacent to the Beggs Street Playground

3. Land adjacent to the former goods shed on the north side of the Beaufort Railway Station

4 Council owned land that includes the facilities of the Beaufort Apex and Croquet Clubs at 10

Audas Lane Beaufort.
5. Raglan Recreation Reserve

Council decided to trial the site at Audas Lane for a period of twelve months with an interim report having
been provided to Council in September 2019.

During the course of the trial during 2019 the site was monitored (during week days) for two periods:-
The first period was from 27 February up to and including 1 June 2019 with the following observations:-

e During the period 27 February to 31 March the use of the site peaked on 12 and 13 March
(following the Labour Day public holiday) with up to five RV users observed at the site. There were
25 RV campers recorded in total during this period while there were nine days where no RV’s were
observed

e  During April 36 RV units were observed and only one day where campers were not noted at the site

e During May there were 31 RV units observed for the month, however there was a peak of up to
seven RV’s at the site during the week of the Lake Goldsmith Steam Rally weekend with patronage
declining later in May.

The data for the latter part of May indicated a level of the reduced activity from RV’s during the onset of
the winter period (which was very wet during 2019) and therefore consistent with occupancy trends at the
local caravan park. The peak periods for camping activities in the region generally occur during the spring
and autumn seasons, generally reducing after ANZAC day, and in the case of Beaufort following the Steam
Rally.
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The second period of observation for the trial commenced during spring and included the period from 1
October up to and including half of December with the following observations.

e RV activity was observed at the site on 42 days out of a total of 54 monitoring days during this
period representing activity on 79% of the days observed. Based on these observations it appears
that the site is being used a majority of the time.

e The busiest period of activity was during the week of the Lake Goldsmith Steam Rally, as was the
case in autumn

e Atotal number of 67 RV’s were observed at the site during the spring monitoring period

Based on the observations from both of the monitoring periods, which included weekdays only, there was
a total of 159 RV’s using the site with up to seven units using the site at any one time.

Assuming an average of one and one half people for each RV unit, then the estimated economic return (at
an average visitor spend in the Pyrenees of $109- per night) for this period amounted to at least $25,996-
50-. It is reasonable to also expect that:-

1. There have been other patrons using the site at weekends and over public holidays that will have
provided additional economic benefit and

2. Because the observations were made at single point in time on each day there may have been times
when activity was not captured such as for example, with early departures

ISSUE / DISCUSSION
The observations of the Audas Lane site are that it is attracting regular RV patronage and has fulfilled
Council’s objectives of:-

1. Becoming an RV Friendly Town and
2. Having regular usage at the designated site

While there has been interest by some members of the community to see the site relocated to the former
Beaufort primary school oval, that site presently remains under the control of the Victorian Government.
Furthermore, there may be alternative future uses for the former school oval put forward by the
community for consideration by Council. It is envisaged that these alternatives will be explored in more
detail during the consultancy phase of the Pyrenees Futures project and other strategic work being
undertaken by Council.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE
Strategic Objective 5 - Development and Environment. We will undertake forward planning, and facilitate
growth in our local economy while protecting key natural and built environmental values.

5.4 - Increase the visitor economy by implementing the Pyrenees Shire Council Tourism Strategy.
ATTACHMENTS
Nil

FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS

Council invested $38,306- to establish the free camp site (not including the RV dump point) with
maintenance of the facility (similar to its previous use) being built into councils existing operational
budgets.

CONCLUSION
The existing free camp site is being well utilised and remains the preferred option at this time.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council concludes the trial phase of the RV free camp and allows the site to remain at the present
address.

26



(S,
21 JANUARY 2020 — PYRENEES SHIRE COUNCIL — ORDINARY MEETING OF COUNCIL g Pyrenees
AGENDA — ITEMS FOR DECISION 2 ‘

12.2. WATER SUPPLY PROPOSAL
Ray Davies — Manager Economic Development and Tourism
Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 60/12/04

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to inform Council about and seek its support for a proposed water supply
project in the north west of the Shire that has been initiated by the Natte Yallock Landcare group.

BACKGROUND

Council has deemed that a town water supply at Moonambel is a high priority for some years. Various
studies into the project have been completed since late 2013 which have culminated in the completion of a
business case almost twelve months ago.

In Late March 2019, Natte Yallock Landcare held a meeting where a major agenda item was the
opportunity to extend the SW Loddon Mallee Pipeline project - or develop a new, similar project - to
include farm businesses around Natte Yallock and other adjacent areas.

At the time, many farmers in the area had scarce water supplies in farm dams and water carting was
relatively common in the north of the Shire.

Thirty one farm businesses were represented at the meeting where preliminary information was presented
by a local water engineer, Eddy Ostarcevic. While there was a general discussion of service connection, the
primary discussion was about costs and what additional funding would be needed to resource the project
adequately.

The notes supplied by the Landcare group from that meeting indicate there was overwhelming support and
preparedness by participants to cover any liabilities they would meet in securing a farm supply — this
included for the purchase of a water allowance, annual meter charges and also usage charges.

“As one landowner said ‘If | have to spend 520,000 securing a reliable water supply to drought-proof my

277

farm, then it’s a cheap buy’”.

Everyone at the meeting was prepared to sign a formal expression of interest and commit to meeting the
farm costs.

Following the meeting, and with the assistance of Eddy Ostarcevic, contact was made with GWM Water
(GWMW) who supplied fact sheets which were circulated to all group members at Natte Yallock.

In preliminary discussions by the Landcare group with GWMW there was talk of setting up a community
meeting that would include not only Natte Yallock but any other interested farm businesses in the district
(beyond the borders of Pyrenees Shire). Phone calls between Natte Yallock Landcare, the Buloke and
Northern Grampians Landcare Network and GWMW took place over an extended period trying to set this

up.
Contact was made with Council by the Landcare group in late November 2019 to provide the background

to their objectives which also raised the possibility of including the Moonambel town water supply within
the scope of a feasibility study.

A meeting of stakeholder agencies was called by Natte Yallock Landcare for 10 December which was held at
St Arnaud. The meeting was attended by the Member for Ripon and representatives of Natte Yallock
Landcare, GWMW, Central Goldfields Shire Council, Northern Grampians Shire Council and Pyrenees Shire
Council.
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Natte Yallock Landcare opened the meeting and made a presentation about the need for water to service
the farming community south of the GWMW South West Loddon Pipeline scheme including areas within
Northern Grampians and Central Goldfields Shires. GWMW outlined the process they used to develop
schemes of this type. The water authority mentioned the Loddon SW Mallee project was strongly driven by
Loddon Shire Council and that this proposal by the Landcare group would require a lead agency to act as
the proponent.

The following steps were outlined as a way forward:-

1. A proponent for the scheme is required to lead the advocacy for the proposal to GWM as
mentioned above. This could be PSC based on council objectives for both a Moonambel Water
Supply project (a Council priority for many years) and the ability to include a reliable General Stock
and Domestic water supply to farmers within the shires boundaries for drought mitigation purposes

2. Undertake a feasibility study which includes an EOI process to determine the potential client base
and financial viability. Support of Local government GIS officers is required during this phase to
assist with establishing databases for property owners and expression of interest mail outs to land
holders within the proposed footprint of the scheme. While no quotes have been obtained for the
study at this point, based on past experience of GWMW, the estimated cost is in the vicinity of
$40,000-

3. Develop a business case (with costs unknown at this time)

The Natte Yallock Landcare group have been urged to have their members individually write to their
elected representatives to take action so as to develop the interest of councils and state and federal
government MP’s. A public meeting has been suggested in early 2020 to raise interest in the project
and to get the written support from as many interested parties as possible.

Assuming there is sufficient community support for the proposal then sharing of the costs of the feasibility
study will need to be negotiated with other stakeholders including the water authority and local
governments. There already appears to be evidence of strong support in the Natte Yallock area based on
the sentiments expressed at the March 2019 Landcare meeting.

ISSUE / DISCUSSION
The proposal by the Natte Yallock Landcare group touches on two strategic priorities of Council:-
1. Supporting the livestock and grain growers, with reliable supplies of good quality water for animals
and crop spraying. This industry is a key propulsive sector in the Pyrenees economy contributing to
30% of output generated within the Shire and 28% of all jobs
2. A possible alternative town water source for Moonambel which would support tourism operators to
provide better quality tourism experiences and unlock the potential for further investment

Completing a feasibility study would substantiate for all stakeholders, whether or not such a scheme is
plausible.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE
Strategic Objective 5 - Development and Environment. We will undertake forward planning, and facilitate
growth in our local economy while protecting key natural and built environmental values.

5.3 - Grow the economy by implementing the Pyrenees Shire Council Growth Strategy.

ATTACHMENTS
Nil
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FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS
While quotes for a feasibility study have not been sought at this stage, preliminary estimates based on
similar projects by GWMWater indicate that a feasibility study is likely to cost around $40,000-.

Council will need to negotiate what portion of this amount is to be shared with other agencies involved in
the project.

In addition to a share of the cost of consultants to develop the report, there will be officer time involved
which is difficult to determine at this early stage. This will include but not be limited to the following
activities:-
e Represent council at stakeholder meetings
e Project management and governance of meetings and stakeholder relations should PSC become the
proponent for the project
e Communications with the local community
e GIS mapping to produce landholder databases for mail outs to landholders within the footprint of
the scheme within the Shire boundaries
e Regulatory services relating to planning provisions will be required post feasibility study phase

In the event the project is deemed feasible then the next steps involve development of a business case
which has not been costed at this time.

CONCLUSION
The completion of a feasibility study will be beneficial to achieving Council priorities from two

perspectives:-
1. It will determine whether there is an alternative water supply source for a town supply at

Moonambel and

2. Whether there is scope for GWMWater to expand their reticulated water supply footprint for the
benefit of farmers to the north west of the Shire and into adjoining municipalities to the north and
east of Natte Yallock

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

1. That Council endorses it’s in principal support for the project.

2. Council provides its support to the Natte Yallock Landcare group in holding a public meeting to
further develop this proposal.

3. That the CEO be allowed to negotiate Council’s participation in the project with other key
stakeholders, including whether its involvement be as the project proponent.

4. That the CEO be able to negotiate Council’s financial contribution towards completion of a

feasibility study up to $15,000.
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ASSET AND DEVELOPMENT SERVICES

12.3. OLD SHIRLEY ROAD, BEAUFORT ALIGNMENT
Ross Cowie — Project Engineer
Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 604047100

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to propose that Council commences the statutory procedure to declare a
section of OIld Shirley Road formally as a road and public highway under Section 11 of the Road
Management Act 2004.

BACKGROUND

In June 2019, Council was advised in writing by a property owner that a section of Old Shirley Road
(approximately 575m long) traverses his property. Although the road is fenced on both sides, the land
incorporated within the fences has never been declared as a road. The road is therefore effectively
constructed on freehold land. Council maintains this section of Old Shirley Road, which is on Council’s Road
Register.

ISSUE/DISCUSSION

In his letter to Council dated 04 June 2019, the property owner stated that “I expect the Pyrenees Shire to
correct the former Ripon Shire oversight in completing the legal paperwork which should have been done
when the road was realigned, as soon as possible.”

Council has received advice that it has the power under Section 11 of the Road Management Act 2004 to
declare a road. The Act states that a road authority may (under this Act) declare a road over any land
managed by the road authority, by a notice published in the Government Gazette. If the land is freehold
land owned by a person, the road authority must obtain the written consent of that person. It is considered
that the property owner’s letter dated 04 June 2019 constitutes such consent.

The Act also states that land declared to be a road under Section 11 of the Act becomes a road from the
date of publication of the notice in the Government Gazette, and further that a road so declared is
dedicated to the public as a public highway within the meaning of the common law or any Act.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE

The proposed road declaration is in accordance with the relevant Strategy in the Council Plan, namely that
“We will plan, manage, maintain and renew infrastructure in a sustainable way that responds to the needs
of the community.”

The proposal complies with:

e Local Government Act 1989

e Road Management Act 2004

e Pyrenees Shire Council’s Road Management Plan

ATTACHMENTS
12.3.1 Locality plan
12.3.2 Photographs

FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS
Costs for the road declaration will be accommodated within Council’s recurrent budget.
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The property owner indicated in his letter dated 04 June 2019 that he had concerns about his legal liability
if @ motor accident was to occur on the section of road on his freehold land. The declaration of the road
will remove any legal ambiguity, and will also formalise Council’s obligations under the Road Management
Act and Council’s own Road Management Plan.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council, pursuant to Section 11 of the Road Management Act 2004 resolves that:

1. The statutory procedure be commenced to declare as a road that section of Old Shirley Road,
Beaufort as shown on the attached plan.

2. The Chief Executive Officer or his delegate be authorised to arrange for a notice of declaration to
be published in the Victorian Government Gazette.
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12.4. UNUSED GOVERNMENT ROAD - LEXTON
Katie Gleisner — Manager Planning and Development
Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 30/02/08

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is for Council to consider making a determination that a section of government
road, in the township of Lexton, is not considered to be required for public traffic and that it is an unused
road.

BACKGROUND

Council has received a request from a property owner who adjoins a government road (shown red on the
below map) seeking that Council gives notice to the Secretary of the Department of Environment Land
Water and Planning, advising that the section of unused government road, adjoining the southern and
eastern boundary of land in Plan of Consolidation PC356583 and Crown allotment 12, Parish of Lexton, is
not required for public traffic and is unused, in accordance with section 400 of the Land Act 1958.

The land owner has made an application to the Department of Environment Land Water and Planning, to
licence the described portion of road in accordance with section 138 of the Land Act 1958, for the purposes
of undertaking conservation and fire prevention activities.

Teglen Fudey Grafioo

Adjoining Landownen/Applicant

bexton
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ISSUE / DISCUSSION

Before the Department of Environment Land Water and Planning can enter into a licence agreement over
the described land, Council must have first provided notice that the road is not required for public traffic
and is unused.

The portion of road is not on Council’s road register and is not made or maintained. It is heavily vegetated
and does not accommodate vehicular access. The intent to licence was advertised in the Pyrenees
Advocate — Public Notice on the 22nd November 2019.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE
Strategic Objective 5 - Development and Environment. We will undertake forward planning, and facilitate
growth in our local economy while protecting key natural and built environmental values.

5.1 - Provide efficient and effective land use planning, ensuring local policies within the Pyrenees Planning
Scheme remain relevant and forward looking.

ATTACHMENTS
12.4.1 Pyrenees Advocate — Public Notice Excerpt - 22 November 2019

FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS
The management responsibility that currently rests with Council will be transferred to the applicant at such
time as a licence under section 138 of the Land Act is issued.

CONCLUSION

Giving notice that the portion of road is not required for public traffic and is unused, will not impact the
access to surrounding freehold properties.
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OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council gives notice to the Secretary of the Department of Environment Land Water and Planning,
advising that the section of unused government road, adjoining the southern and eastern boundary of
land in Plan of Consolidation PC356583 and Crown allotment 12, Parish of Lexton, is not required for
public traffic and is unused, in accordance with section 400 of the Land Act 1958.
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12.5. UNUSED GOVERNMENT ROAD - MAHKWALLOK
Katie Gleisner — Manager Planning and Development

Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 30/02/08

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is for Council to consider making a determination that a section of government
road, in the parish of Mahkwallok, is not considered to be required for public traffic and that it is an unused
road.

BACKGROUND

Council has received a request from a property owner who adjoins the western side of a government road
(shown red on the below map) seeking that Council gives notice to the Secretary of the Department of
Environment Land Water and Planning, advising that the section of unused government road, adjoining the
western boundary of Lot 2 on PD604561 and Lots 2 and 4 on TP173370, Parish of Mahkwollok, is not
required for public traffic and is unused, in accordance with section 400 of the Land Act 1958.

The land owner has made an application to the Department of Environment Land Water and Planning, to
licence the described portion of road in accordance with section 138 of the Land Act 1958, for the purpose
of grazing.

ubject road

Adjoining Landowner (Applicant
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ISSUE / DISCUSSION
Before the Department of Environment Land Water and Planning can enter into a licence agreement over
the described land, Council must have first provided notice that the road is not required for public traffic

and is unused.

The portion of road is not on Council’s road register and is not formally made or maintained. It has a farm
track established on it hosts the occasional tree (both native and exotic). The intent to licence was
advertised in the Pyrenees Advocate — Public Notice on the 25th October 2019.
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Officers have contacted the only adjoining land owner and the Stockyard Hill Wind Farm and have
confirmed that they do not object to the road being declared as not required for public traffic and
subsequently licensed for grazing.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE
Strategic Objective 5 - Development and Environment. We will undertake forward planning, and facilitate
growth in our local economy while protecting key natural and built environmental values.

5.1 - Provide efficient and effective land use planning, ensuring local policies within the Pyrenees Planning
Scheme remain relevant and forward looking.

ATTACHMENTS
Nil

FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS
The management responsibility that currently rests with Council will be transferred to the applicant at such
time as a licence under section 138 of the Land Act is issued.

CONCLUSION
Giving notice that the portion of road is not required for public traffic and is unused, will not impact the
access to surrounding freehold properties.

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

That Council gives notice to the Secretary of the Department of Environment Land Water and Planning,
advising that the section of unused government road, adjoining the western boundary of Lot 2 on
PD604561 and Lots 2 and 4 on TP173370, Parish of Mahkwollok, is not required for public traffic and is
unused, in accordance with section 400 of the Land Act 1958.
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CORPORATE AND COMMUNITY SERVICES

12.6. RECOVERY UPDATE
Martin Walmsley — Manager Community Wellbeing
Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 28/06/37

PURPOSE
The purpose of this report is to update Council on recovery arrangements for the Lexton — Ben Major
bushfire.

BACKGROUND

At approximately 4.30pm on Friday 20" December, the Country Fire Authority issued an “Advice” message
regarding a grassfire that had started near the Lexton — Ararat Road, Amphitheatre. The grassfire was
travelling in a south easterly direction towards Ben Major Forest.

The fire burned approximately 3000 hectares of farmland and bush. Loss and damage included:
e one primary residence and 26 farming properties were impacted (11 primary producers).
¢ 4 sheds (2 wool and 2 machinery)
¢ 120 kilometres of fencing
¢ 1056 sheep (219 in the fire, 850 euthanised - 10 by a farmer and 840 by AgVic)

* 92 hectares of cropping (85h field crop and 7.2h hay)
e total pasture 1123 hectares

At the height of the fire a call to evacuate the township of Lexton was made when a forecasted westerly
wind change was made known. It was feared that the strength of this wind change could turn the fire front
directly towards the town. Fortunately the forecasted wind change was weaker than expected and the fire
was contained.

ISSUE / DISCUSSION
Council enacted the Pyrenees Shire Emergency Management Plan and established two Relief Centres in
Avoca and Learmonth (City of Ballarat) to accommodate evacuees.

A community Recovery Centre was set up at the Lexton Community Centre on Saturday 21° December to
provide information and assistance. The Centre was closed on Monday 23" December at dpm.

A community meeting was held at Miners Rest at the CFA station on Saturday 21/12 at 12:30 attended by
approximately 20 people, followed by one at the Lexton Community Centre on Sunday 22" December at
6:00pm with approximately 60 people in attendance. The Incident Controller provided a status report on
the fire.

A Blaze Aid team has been established at the Lexton Recreation Reserve to assist with the repair and
rebuilding of fences damaged in the fire.

Council’s Emergency Management staff have also undertaken the following Recovery tasks:
e Municipal Post Impact Assessment — Council infrastructure and private property
e disposal of animal carcasses
e publication and distribution of the Lexton — Ben Major Bushfire Newsletter - Issue 1

The Lexton — Ben Major Bushfire Recovery Implementation Plan has also been drafted to guide recovery
operations.
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The Plan provides for 14 Key Recovery Areas and includes:

Emergency Relief Services

Business continuity

Impact assessment

Temporary accommodation

Communication and information

Animal welfare

Donations

Recovery centre

Facilitate municipal recovery across the municipality
Social and Community Development Task Force
Agriculture Task Force

Council Infrastructure and Assets Task Force
Funding and finance

Organisational resilience

Two other matters for Council to give further consideration relating to the Lexton-Ben Major fire are 1) the
financial implications for Council and 2) the future plan for the Rainbow Serpent Festival.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE
Strategic Objective 3 - Community Connection and Wellbeing. We will engage with communities to provide
responsive, efficient services that enhance the quality of life of residents and promote connected, active
and resilient communities.

3.3 - Community Development - Supporting communities to build connections, capacity and resilience.

ATTACHMENTS
12.6.1 Lexton — Ben Major Bushfire Recovery Implementation Plan — circulated separately

OFFICER RECOMMENDATION

1.

That Council notes this report and the Lexton — Ben Major Bushfire Recovery Implementation

Plan.

That a further report be brought to a future Council meeting to consider the financial impacts on

Council as a result of the Lexton-Ben Major fire.

That a further report be brought to a future Council meeting regarding the proposal by the
Rainbow Serpent Festival organisers to hold an event during Easter 2020.
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12.7. S86 COMMITTEE EXEMPTION FROM PRIMARY AND ORDINARY RETURNS
April Ure — Manager Governance, Risk and Compliance
Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 16/16/04, 16/16/10, 16/16/26, 16/16/20 and 16/16/24

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to seek Council’s approval to exempt members of special committees of
Council, appointed under Section 86 of the Local Government Act 1989 (the Act) from the requirement to
submit Primary Returns and Ordinary Returns, normally required under Section 81(2) and 81(5) of the Act.

BACKGROUND
Section 81(2A) of the Local Government Act 1989 gives Council the discretion to exempt members of
special committees (who are not Councillors) from being required to submit a primary return or an
ordinary return.

ISSUE / DISCUSSION

Following completion of the mandatory reviews of the Instruments of Delegation for Council’s special
committees appointed under Section 86 of the Act, Council approval is requested to exempt members of
these committees (who are not Councillors) from the requirement to submit Primary Returns and Ordinary
Returns under Section 81(2) and 81(5) of the Act.

Primary and Ordinary Returns are currently submitted twice per year by Councillors, members of Council’s
Audit & Risk Committee, and nominated officers [Senior Officers of Council and other members of the
Council staff nominated by the Chief Executive Officer] but not for members of special committees
appointed under Section 86 of the Act (5.86 Committees).

The basis of this request for exemption is that Council relies on the volunteer effect of the community
members who contribute to the various Section 86 Committees and it is considered that the requirements
of the Act in this regard would be onerous to those volunteers; and may deter some community members
from remaining on committees due to the personal nature of the information that is required to be
disclosed.

If approved, the current and future Committee Members of the following committees would be exempted
from the requirements of Section 81(2) and 81(5) of the Act.

This report recommends that Council exempts all Section 86 Committee Members from the requirements
of Section 81(2) and 81(5) of the Act.

If approved, this exemption will be further reviewed after the next general election of Council in
accordance with Section 81(2B) of the Act.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE

Strategic Objective 2 - Community

Support and promote the development of community hubs, where applicable, as a means of increasing the
utilisation of community assets throughout the Shire.

Sections 81(2A) provides Council with the power to exempt a member of a special committee (who is not a
Councillor) from being required to submit a primary return or an ordinary return.

ATTACHMENTS
Nil
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FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS
There are no financial costs associated with this resolution.

This resolution reduces the risk of committee members resigning from their committees due to eliminating

the requirement of having to disclose personal information to Council.

CONCLUSION
Section 81(2A) of the Local Government Act 1989 provides councils with the power to exempt a member of
a special committee who is not a Councillor from being required to submit a primary or ordinary return.

This resolution will reduce the risk of committee members either resigning from committees or not joining
committees, by eliminating the need for members to disclose personal information to Council.

OFFICERS RECOMMENDATION

That Council provides its approval to exempt current and future members of special committees of
Council, appointed under Section 86 of the Local Government Act 1989 from the requirement to submit
Primary Returns and Ordinary Returns under Section 81(2) and 81(5) of the Local Government Act 1989.
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12.8. COLLECTION OF FARM DIFFERENTIAL RATES AND CHARGES
April Ure — Manager Governance, Risk and Compliance

Declaration of Interest: As author of this report | have no disclosable interest in this item.
File No: 52/08/02

PURPOSE

The purpose of this report is to consider the impact of a variation to the implementation of Council’s
Revenue Collection Procedure in relation to 28 properties that were affected by the Lexton-Ben Major
bushfires in December 2019.

BACKGROUND

Rates and Charges are raised on all assessable properties annually and form a major part of Council’s
income in the annual Budget. Farm differential rate assessments comprise approximately 30% of total
rateable assessments, and generate approximately 51% of rates income. Action taken towards collection
of overdue rates and charges is undertaken in accordance with Council’s Revenue Collection Procedure.

In December 2019, 28 properties were directly impacted by the Lexton-Ben Major bushfires. This event
will significantly impact the cash flow and profitability of affected farmers, and hence their capacity to pay
their outgoings including their 2019/20 Council Rates and Charges.

ISSUE / DISCUSSION

Given the financial impact on the income of farmers affected the Lexton-Ben Major bushfires in December
2019, it is appropriate that Council considers varying the implementation of its Revenue Collection
Procedure in 2020. The variations for consideration are an interest waiver and deferral of payment of the
2019/20 Rates and Charges until 15 February 2020.

Under Section 171(1)(b) of the Local Government Act 1989 “Council may waive the whole or part of any
rate or charge or interest in relation to any other class of persons determined by the Council for the
purpose of waiving rates or charges on the grounds of financial hardship. A resolution of the Council for the
purposes of subsection (1)(b) must include the objectives to be achieved by the waiver.”

For the purposes of this discussion an “interest on overdue rates waiver” is defined as Council not raising
any interest on overdue 2019/20 rates on selected rate assessments until 15 February 2021.
Council consideration of two actions would provide meaningful assistance to farmers impacted by the
Lexton-Ben Major bushfires:
e Council resolution to waive interest for overdue rates for all affected ratepayers; and
e Council resolution to defer the due date of payment for the 2019/20 Rates and Charges to the 15t
February 2021.

These actions would allow those affected to focus their attention on recovering from the devastating
events.

Following previous natural disasters, Council considered a range of options including exclusion of all farm
differential ratepayers from debt collection. This had an unintended consequence of providing the
opportunity for some ratepayers to unnecessarily delay the payment of outstanding rates and charges,
thereby creating a much larger debt to Council in 2019 and negatively impacting Councils cash flow. Based
on this experience, this recommendation would be to only exclude those affected ratepayers who find
themselves in financial hardship as a consequence of the Lexton-Ben Major bushfire. To reduce the burden
on individuals, officers who were involved in the emergency have provided a list of the 28 affected
properties, and the hardship provisions could be automatically applied under the Hardship section of the
Revenue Collection Procedure.
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By implementing this hardship provision, Council would forgo collection of $61,690.80 of 2019/20 Rates
and Charges until 2021.

COUNCIL PLAN / LEGISLATIVE COMPLIANCE
Strategic Objective 1 - Leadership

1.1 - Communicate the Council's decisions, policies and activities and the reasons behind them, in a form
relevant to ratepayer needs and expectations in accordance to Council's communication strategy.

ATTACHMENTS
Nil

FINANCIAL / RISK IMPLICATIONS
Implementation of the recommended action will predominantly result in a change to the timing of
Council’s cash flow, and will have a small but immaterial impact to Council’s long term profit and loss.

CONCLUSION

Given the significant impact of the December 2019 Lexton-Ben Major bushfires on the cash flow and
profitability of some farm enterprises within the Shire, it is considered appropriate that Council provide an
interest waiver to affected properties, and defer the payment date of the 2019/20 Rates and Charges to
15% February under the Hardship section of the Revenue Collection Procedure.

OFFICER’S RECOMMENDATION

As a result of the significant impact of the Lexton-Ben Major bushfires in December 2019, on 28 affected
properties within the Shire, that Council resolves to:

a. Waive interest on their outstanding 2019/20 Rates and Charges under the Hardship section of
the Revenue Collection Procedure, until 15t February 2021; and

b. Defer due payment of their outstanding 2019/20 Rates and Charges to 15t February 2021 under
the Hardship section of the Revenue Collection Procedure.
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13. COUNCILLOR REPORTS AND GENERAL BUSINESS
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14. CONFIDENTIAL ITEMS

CLOSURE OF MEETING TO MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC
That pursuant to the provisions of Section 89(2) of the Local Government Act 1989, the meeting be closed
to the public in order to consider a contractual matters.

RECOMMENDATION

That the meeting be closed to members of the public under Section 89(2) of the Local Government Act
1989, to consider a report on the:-

14.1 Bridge Component Installation on Eurambeen Streatham Road
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RE-OPENING OF MEETING TO MEMBERS OF THE PUBLIC

RECOMMENDATION

That Council, having considered the confidential items, re-opens the meeting to members of the public.

15. CLOSE OF MEETING
Meeting closed at

Minutes of the meeting confirmed

2020 Mavyor
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1. Lexton-Ben Major Fire Summary

The 2019 December 20-22 grassfire just west of the Lexton township started at 4:30pm on Friday, 20" of December. The fire burned approximately 3,000
hectares of farmland and bush. Loss and damage include:

e one primary residence and 26 farming properties (11 primary producers);
e 4 sheds (2 wool and 2 machinery);
e 120 kilometres of fencing;
e 1056 sheep (219 in the fire, 850 euthanised - 10 by a farmer and 840 by AgVic);
e 92 hectares of cropping (85h field crop and 7.2h hay);
e total pasture 1,123 hectares.
At the height of the fire a call to evacuate the township of Lexton was made when a forecasted westerly wind change was made known. It was feared that

the strength of this wind change could turn the fire front directly towards the town. Fortunately the forecasted wind change was weaker than expected and
the fire was contained.

2. Relief Centre Activation

Two relief centres were established during the fire to accommodate evacuees. The Avoca centre at the recreation reserve was managed by the Pyrenees
Shire Council and the Learmonth centre at the Learmonth recreational reserve was managed by the City of Ballarat. Ararat Rural City provided some of the
staff at the Avoca ERC and PSC staffed the night shift at Learmonth.

3. Recovery Centre Activation

A community recovery centre was set up in Lexton Community Centre on Saturday 21/12 to provide information and assistance to those who needed it.
The centre closed on Monday 23 at 4:00pm.
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4. Community Meeting

Two community meetings were held at Miners Rest at the CFA station on Saturday 21/12 at 12:30 attended by approximately 20 people, and then at the
Lexton Community Centre on Sunday 22" of December at 6:00pm to which approximately 60 people attended. The Incident Controller provided a status
report on the fire. They displayed a map of the fire ground and explained the fire behaviour including their reasons for evacuating the Lexton township.

5. Municipal Impact Assessment
This is a two-fold task:
a) Assessment of the impact on council infrastructure and assets which is conducted by the PSC Assets Team
b) Assessment of the impact on private property and businesses which is conducted by the PSC Post Impact Team

The PSC Assets Team conducted their assessment of the roads and bridges and found minimal damage. Their initial report stated:

e One road side barrier needs replacement

e Agroup of dangerous trees have been felled and left by the roadside. The council will clear them away. (See above)
e The Rainbow Festival area was burned resulting in damage to the festival infrastructure and will need cleaning up.

e The PSC Post Impact Assessment Team conducted assessments on the afternoon of the 24th™ of December. Three teams of two visited the 12
affected properties and did the following:

Pyrenees Shire Council Lexton-Ben Major Bushfire Recovery Action Plan — Last Updated 14/01/2020
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e Recorded details of loss and damage when viewed
e Provided a recovery information leaflet when required
e Provided contact information when required

Refer to the report when it is completed after the Christmas break.

6. Animal Welfare

The loss of over 1000 sheep activated the Council Animal Welfare Team. Their responsibility was to dispose of the sheep carcasses which involved the

following:

e Liaise with the Victorian Environment Protection Authority and identify the suitable burial site for the dead animals

e Dig the burial pit, move the majority of the carcasses to the pit and bury them. Some farmers transported small numbers to this communal pit.

e This task was completed on Monday, 23rd of December.
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Lexton-Ben Major Bushfire Recovery Action Plan

KRA 1: Emergency Relief Services
Goal:  Provision of essential needs to individuals, families and communities during and in the immediate aftermath of an emergency.

Provide a facility for During the emergency, the PSC EMT determined the safest Completed = 20-21/12/19
community members to | option for opening an emergency relief centre (ERC). It was
use as a shelter during decided that two ERCs would be opened —in Avoca north of

the bushfire Lexton and Learmonth which was south-east of Lexton

The City of Ballarat agreed to open and staff their Learmonth | COB Completed = 20-21/12/19

ERC at the recreation reserve while PSC opened and staffed PSC

their Avoca ERC at the Avoca recreation reserve.
To provide food, water Each Council relief centre team coordinated the provision of ARC Completed = 20-21/12/19 | ARC only coordinated
and information to the food and water PSC registration at Avoca.
evacuees. ERC staff provided information to the attendees COB & PSC Completed  20-21/12/19

20-21/12/19 .

To register evacuees and | ARC team registered ERC attendees. ARC SReELe Z\ljgr;:e_rszo

place this information

on the ARC database Learmonth - 25

Provide the evacuees Agencies in attendance. COB & PSC Completed 20-21/12/19 | Salvation Army provided
with recovery support Avoca - Vicpol, bedding for both centres
services Learmonth — Vicpol, VCC and DHHS
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KRA 2: Business Continuity.
Goal: Resource response and recovery needs for the emergency event and ensure essential services to the community are maintained or returned as

soon as possible and that non-essential services are returned as soon as practical

Evaluate essential Call a meeting of the Critical Incident Team (CIMT) to assess CEO, MEM Incident not large enough in
services and cease non-essential tasks to provide resources to reqmred impact to require redirection
emergency response and recovery functions of council resources.

Resource essential Not required
services
Implement Not required

organisational structure
for “Normal” and
“Recovery” function
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KRA 3: Impact Assessment.
Goal:  To gather and collate accurate information of the bushfire impact on the community and the PSC land and assets

Obtain and collate data Source an initial impact assessment (IlA) report from the Completed Day 2 This was obtained within a
on the impact to the Incident Control Centre (ICC) and collate. day and the data was good.
community, PSC
business and the
organisation

Carry out detailed impact assessment and cross reference PSC Completed Day 4 12 farms impacted.
information obtained in the IIA. The following was done:
e PSC Works and Assets staff assessed damage to
council land and assets
e 3 PSC teams conducted the assessments on private

property.
e  Building surveyor and EHO conducted hazards MRM Commenced | 7 days Ray to consult AgVic
assessment ? regarding primary producer
e AgVic conducted assessments on commercial farm visits

properties?

Carry out an assessment | Capture information on the number of people who have MRM Completed 4 days DHS emergency grants

with DHS on the number | accessed grants through DHS, federal government and provided to one eligible

people accessing other agencies household. Still waiting to

Emergency Grants see if ‘hardship grants’ will
be approved.

Assess community Assess dangerous trees in affected Manager Works Commenced | 8/1/20 Safety is a priority

assets in bushfire roadsides/reserves/facilities and make recommendations

affected areas. about immediate and long term removal and clearance of

trees and vegetation.

Assess road assets in affected areas and make Manager Assets = Commenced @ 8/1/20
recommendations about both immediate and long-term and Engineering
road clearance and reinstatement requirements.

Audit road signage and barriers in affected areas. “ Completed 23/12/19 1 barrier needs replacing
Assess open space and any cultural assets in affected areas Director Assets | Commenced 8/1/20 Environment Officer to
and make recommendations about both immediate and and conduct this assessment

long term reinstatement requirements. Development
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Assess bushland reserves in affected areas and make Manager Works | Commenced @ 8/1/20
recommendation about both immediate and long term
regeneration and revegetation requirements.

Assess remnant vegetation and impact on significant “ Commenced TBA
conservation areas
To assess Shire facilities Inspect all sports grounds used for staging areas to assess Not
affected by the damage caused. required
emergency event Inspect sporting facilities used as relief centres to assess Not
response. any damage or repairs required. required
Inspect all Shire buildings used for Recovery Centre and Not
community response operations and quantify any required

reinstatement needs.

KRA 4: Temporary Accommodation
Goal: To assist households who have lost their primary residence in finding alternative local accommodation

Objective Strategies and Actions Responsibility Status Timeframe Comments
Identify those Using information on affected households gathered MRM Completed Day 5 1 family has been identified
households who need through PIA, community meetings and the Recovery Centre,
assistance determine the accommodation needs of each household.

Find temporary accommodation for those in need using MRM Completed Day 5 Accommodation has been
local networks and agencies found. Being followed up.
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KRA 5: Communication and Information.

Goal:  To provide accurate information of the recovery operation to the community and other organisations

Ensure accurate and Develop an engagement plan detailing how council will MRM, Commenced 7 days
timely information communicate with the community on recovery based Comms
provision to inform the issues. The plan would identify the types of information Coordinator
community of progress provision and frequency.
on Fhe PSC Recovery Conduct a community meeting/s to inform those in MRM Completed Two meetings were held in
Action Plan attendance about the available recovery services and Miners Rest and Lexton.
assistance measures
Liaise with GCHC regarding the affected families and their MRM Commenced
needs
Engage the council Communications Coordinator to manage | Director Completed Communications Coordinator
media releases, community newsletters etc Corporate and already in place and
Community managing the media and
Services community information
dissemination
Publish newsletters and disseminate plus an. A3 copy left Director Commenced Ongoing First newsletter published
on community noticeboards. Links to the PSC web site sent | Corporate and and distributed 8/1/20
via e-mails - addresses collected at the meeting. Community
Services
Develop a recovery service directory for the community MRM Not
Required
Provide accurate and Regularly brief the PSC CEO and Mayor in the progress of MRM Commenced Ongoing
timely information to the recovery operation
PSC management and Implement an internal communication process with staff Director Commenced Ongoing
staff (needs to be regular and detailed to address staff morale, Corporate and
customer service and consistent message) Community
Services
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KRA 6: Animal Welfare
Goal:  To ensure animals displaced or affected by the bushfire are cared for and humanely dealt with

Assist AgVic with the PSC EHO and Ranger will liaise with DPI and PSC Planning to | Manager of Completed Day 3
disposal of burnt determine locations of stock disposal pits Planning and
livestock and wild life. Development
PSC provide the machinery and staff to dig and manage Manager of Completed Day 4
those pits Planning and
Development
Rehouse and reunite lost | Lost animals and those without homes have been provided | PSC Ranger Not
pets with temporary accommodation required
A number of lost pets have been reunited with their owners | PSC Ranger Not
required

KRA 7: Donations
Goal:  To effectively manage material and financial donations from the public

Ensure offers of material | Advise the public that material aid offers will not be held by | Director Donors directed to state and
donations are handled the Council, but instead they will be recorded on file untila | Corporate and requwed national appeals
sensitively and in a recognised need is identified. Community
practical manner Services
All donations (when solicited) should become resources to MRM Not
be used in the recovery process where best needed and not required

subject to conditions by the donor or returned.

Manage an appeal for The PSC Corporate and Community Services Director will Director Not
funds to assist bushfire work in partnership with Bendigo Bank to establish this Corporate and required
affected members of the | appeal fund. Community
community with their Services
recovery Ballarat Community Health Centre will auspice the appeal in | Director Not
partnership with the Appeal Management Team. Corporate and required
Community
Services
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The Media LO will prepare and distribute a press release on | Director

the fund. Corporate and reqwred
Community
Services

KRA 8: Recovery Centre
Goal:  To set up and operate a recovery centre which will enable affected community members to access relevant information services in a ‘one-stop-
shop’ environment.

Select and operate a The Lexton Community Centre will become the bushfire MR Completed

suitable community recovery centre and the community will be advised of that

facility within easy fact with operating dates and times.

access of the bushfire Recovery centre is operational: PSC staff will be presentto | MRM Completed Opened on Saturday day
affected area to run as assist with requests for information and assistance relevant 21/12 2:00-4:00pm and
Bushfire Recovery to Council responsibilities closed on Monday 23/12 at
Centre. Agencies invited to attend were: 4:30pm

e  Grampians Community Health— personal support

Recovery centre is closed and handling of requests for MRM Completed
recovery services is referred to the Customer Service

Department

Operational debrief of all recovery centre staff is conducted | MRM Completed
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KRA 9: Facilitate Municipal Recovery across the municipality.

Goal: To establish a Bushfire Recovery Committee to coordinate community recovery services and activities
Determine the Present the meeting with a : Commenced | 1 week First committee meeting held
membership of this e Draft agenda and a Recovery Committee terms of on 7/1/20
recovery committee and reference
convene a meeting e Draft bushfire recovery action plan
Present the Post Impact Assessment report PIA Coordinator | Commenced @1 week Information available from
PIA Coordinator as of 6/1/20
Council teams and agencies present their progress reports Responsible Commenced Regular meeting of the
which include: Council and recovery planning committee
agenc lanned.
e Council Assets and infrastructure gency . P
. representative
e EHO and Buildings hazards
e GCHC personal support
e Relief and Recovery Centre operations
e Aged Care and vulnerable people
e Any other relevant report
Form Recovery task Using the available data, sort the identified recovery MRM Not Event small enough to be
forces services and activities into the recovery environments. Required managed by Council staff

Any large recovery service groups requiring coordination
should be assigned ‘task force’ status, membership
determined and allocated a chair.

Likely task forces for bushfire recovery could be:
e Social and Community Development
e  Agriculture
e Council Infrastructure and Assets
e Economic Development
e Natural Environment

Task forces meet and See KRA 10, 11 and 12 for examples Task Force Chair | Not
develop their action plan Required
Task Forces implement Task forces meet regularly. See KRA 10, 11 & 12 Task Force Chair | Not
their action plan Required
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KRA 10: Social and Community Development Task Force

Goal:  To establish a bushfire recovery Social and Community Development task force to coordinate community recovery activities

Determine the recovery | Assign a Personal Support Worker to those households and | GCHC Commenced @ First week

services and activities individuals to require assistance and advocacy. Referral and as

required to assist the process has been agreed upon with GCHC required

community return to a

normal level of Locate temporary accommodation for homeless TBA Completed 2 weeks

functioning households
List community development activities that are being CLO/ MG Commenced Community events planned
considered or should be planned for. later

Prepare the Social and The action plan should list all agreed recovery activities, Task Force Chair | Not

community who will be responsible for implementing them, a Required

development action plan | proposed timeline and what resources will be required.
The plan should include:
e Aged Care services
e An Outreach operation (week 4 — 6)
e Financial assistance (appeal)
e Material aid
e Communications strategy
e Volunteer coordination

Implement the action Secure the required resources to fund the various activities | Task Force Chair | Not started
plan which could include:
e Funding

e Volunteers
e Equipment
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KRA 11: Agriculture Task Force
Goal:  To establish a bushfire recovery Agriculture task force to coordinate farming recovery activities

Determine the recovery 12 farms have been directly impacted by this fire and may MR Commenced 2 weeks Blaze Aid has been contacted
services and activities require assistance with: Manager of to assist with fencing
required to assist the Economic

. e Fodder

impacted farms return Development

to a normal level of e Fencing — boundary fences on the farms first and and Tourism

functioning smaller properties to follow.

e Agribusiness advice

e Insurance advice

Prepare the Agriculture The action plan should list all agreed recovery activities, Commenced Life of the
action plan who will be responsible for implementing them, a Recovery
proposed timeline and what resources will be required. Action Plan
The plan should include:
e The assistance measures listed above
e Communications strategy
e Volunteer coordination

Implement the action Secure the required resources to fund the various activities “ Commenced Life of the
plan which could include: Recovery
e  Funding Action Plan

e Volunteers
e Equipment
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KRA 12: Council Infrastructure and Assets Task Force
Goal:  To establish a bushfire recovery Infrastructure task force to coordinate Council infrastructure and assets recovery activities

Prepare the recovery Using the data collated in the post impact assessment, Manager Assets = Commenced 2 weeks Important to coordinate with
action plan prepare an action plan which sets out the works required to | and Engineering other task forces on the
reinstate what Council infrastructure and assets were lost recovery committee
or damaged
To reinstate e Carry out road repairs within affected areas. Manager Assets Life of the
infrastructure that was e  Repair and carry out surface works to council car and Engineering Recovery
damaged/lost. parks that were affected as a result of staging Action Plan
operations.
e Replace all damaged/lost signage and road Manager Assets Life of the Not required
furniture. and Engineering Recovery
e Reinstate sites used for temporary recovery centre Action Plan
facilities.

e Repair and reinstate sportsgrounds and sporting
facilities used as staging areas.
e Replace lost/damaged fencing in open space

reserves.
Reduce threats posed by e Remove dangerous trees in affected Manager Assets | Commenced | 4 weeks Hazard reduction is a priority
hazards identified in the roadsides/reserves/facilities. and Engineering

post impact assessment e Arrange for safe removal of dangerous chemicals

and substances from burnt building sites
e Arrange for dangerous structures to be contained
before they are demolished

Organise clean-up of Provide residents with: Manager Assets 4 — 6 weeks

bushfire affected areas . . and Engineering
e Advice on safe clean-up practices

e Dumping sites/skips for debris from the clean-up
of damaged properties, fences and structures

Life of the
Recovery
Action Plan

Implement the recovery | Secure the required resources to fund the various activities | Task Force Chair
action plan which could include:

e  Funding

e Equipment
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KRA 13: Funding and Finance. (If required)
Goal: Develop systems and structure for funding allocation to works associated with response, recovery and business continuity

Establish funding Seek funding arrangements available for community and MR Commenced Requirements being
sources for various council Task forces investigated
.stages for emergency Write to Office of Emergency Services Commission, Minister | Chief Executive May not be required
impact - response and for Local Government and Dept Treasury advising of Officer
recovery potential to seeking financial support up front

Develop initial cost estimate for internal costs and impact Director C&CS

(inform advocacy and recovery plan).

Develop financial Create new program for Bushfire Event, with sub program Director C&CS
structure based on for both Response and recovery and list of cost centres for
recovery / response and | specific projects and funding sources

funding sources

KRA 14: Organisational resilience.
Goal: Develop systems and services to support and ensure staff welfare and strong and resilient individuals and teams

Objective Strategies and Actions Responsibility Status Timeframe Comments
Implement physiological | Implement support services for teams and individuals in CIMT Commenced Life of the Requirements being
support service for staff | proactive engagement with staff in place and as an on call PSC Managers Recovery monitored
involved and or affected | service Action Plan
by the fire Ensure staff have access to debriefing for teams and CIMT ”

individuals PSC Managers
Provide rostered periods | Program staff to provide coverage across a 7 day week and CIMT “
of rest for staff involved program staff regular 48 hour breaks PSC Managers
in recovery and response
Debrief staff in response | Carry out operational debriefs to gather learnings from the | CIMT Commenced “
and recovery phase response and recovery phases to assist in systems PSC Managers

improvement and improve resilience for future events
Ensure staff are kept See Communication and Information KRA 5 Commenced “
informed
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Department of  Environment,
Land, Water and Planning 073429
PO Box500, East Melbourne,
VictoriaB002Australia
delwpvic.gov.au
MrJim Nolan o /
Chief Executive Officer ALEN02
Pyrenees Shire Council DOCNo......
5 Lawrence Street BEAUFORT o4 if C 2019
ACTION:..
Dear Mr Nolan INFORMATION:

COUNCILS AND EMERGENCIES CAPABILITY AND CAPACITY EVALUATION REPORT
I am writing regarding the Councils and Emergencies Project.

The Councils and Emergencies Project (the project) is g multi-year, three-phase project to enhance
the capability and capacity of councils to meet thelr emergency management obligations. Phase Two
of the project evaluated councils emergency management capability and capacity, based on the
needs and risk profile of each municipality.

As you may recal, between April to June 2019 all councils devoted significant time, energy and
resources INto completing an emergency Management capability and capacity self-evaluation. |would
liketo thank yoyr council and officers for the effort put into completing the evauation and for
contributing their knowledge, experience and perspectives.

The data from all evaluations yygs Used to develop the Councils and Emergencies Capability and
Capacity Evaluation Report which provides a comprehensive view of the emergency management
capability and capacity of Victoria's local government sector. The report was approved by the State
Crisis and Resilience Council on 21 November 2019 and three copies gre included for yoyr reference.

The report contains data from all 79 councils and presents g State-wide view of the local government
sector. To provide clarity of individual results, Local Government Victoria (LGV) has also produced gn
individual report for each council. This individual report provides g greater level of detail and can be
used as g reference tool to inform municipal and regional emergency Management planning.
Individua council reports have been provided only to the identi?ied council. A copy Of your council’s
report is enclosed.

Publication of the Councils and Emergencies Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report marks the
completion of Phase Two of the project. Phase Three, which isthe final phase of the project will
commence inearly 2020. During Phase Three, al councils, relevant state government agencies,
organisations and peak bodies will be engaged to develop action plans and strategies to address the
areas for improvement incouncilsS emergency management capability and capacity identified inthe
report.

Panning for Phase Three has now commenced and LGV will contact your council following the
2019/20 gymmer season to invite its participation inthe Phase Three consultation forums.

Once again, 'would liketo thank you for the input and contribution that yoyr council has provided into
the Councils and Emergencies Project.

ahformati 5: i @ﬁ |: denwdl deth isi
Anyersonahform |aitnbu %Lﬂﬁ;c,tlwhrg)rﬁrty oueorrespondenedbeprotectaahdetheprovisionfthe

PrivacgndDatdrotect rdi scl osethappropri abi ni steri@atutorx uthori gy,
departmenmaffnregarm ur &%)NV i Chtyy rOV|dedé1le5$ee(C%uwe&authonz awEnquiriés ORIA
aboubccesdol nformatianou Lﬁ ytheD epartmestioul thedi recterbf ol . unitidel w.vic. povepBOl <.
Unit)epartmestEnvironm dyVateandPlanning0 Box600EastM el bourvg,ctof8D02.





Should you have any questions, please contact Wayne Buckman Senior Project Manager, Resilience
and Capability on (03) 9948 8566 or email at wayne.x.buckman(delwp.vic.gov.au.

Yours sincerely

Cohn Morrison
Acting Executive Director
Local Government Victoria

19/12/2019

Enclosures:

1. Councils and Emergencies Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report
2. Individual Council Evaluation Report _ Pyrenees Shire Council
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Councils and Emergencies Evaluation Report

Appendix

Pyrenees Shire Council is classified g5 5 Small Shire’ and iswithin the ‘Grampians' region.
Council Results
The report provides the following council symmary results:

1. Overdl (for the six categories combined)

2. For the six categories

3. For each question (represented at their first level of maturity only).

Council results gre expressed gs being below, on or above their target maturity and the value
difference between the actual and target maturities. This cgn give council gn understanding of how far
away from their target maturity they gre and therefore how much work they mgy need to do to reach

their target.

Grouped Results

The following results gre expressed inthree groupings; state, comparator and region.
The report provides the following grouped symmary results:

State

1. Overdl- count of councils inthe state with gn actual maturity below, on or above their target
maturity overall (for the six categories combined)

Region
1. Target- count of councils inthe region that identified each target maturity

2. Category- count of councils inthe region with g actual maturity below, on or above their
target maturity for the six categories

3. Question-

a State- percentage of councils inthe state with gn actual maturity below their target
maturity

b. Region- number and percentage of councils inthe region with gn actual maturity
below, on or above their target maturity

Comparator
1. Target- count of councils inthe comparator group that identified each target maturity

2. Category- count of councils inthe comparator group With an actual maturity below, on or
above their target maturity for the six categories

3. Question-

a State- percentage of councils inthe state with gn actual maturity below their target
maturity

b. Comparator- number and percentage of councils inthe comparator group With an
actual maturity below, on or above their target maturity

Using the data

This data can be used to compare council results against the region, comparator group and the state.
This can assist groups to identify greas where they should share information or work collaboretively to

enhance the overall capability and capacity of the group.





Further information

This report should be read inconjunction with the Councils and Emergencies Capability and Capacity
Evaluation Report. The methodology used to evaluate council’s capability and capacity and to
summarise the results is available within the Evaluation Report.

Loca Government Victoria's (LGV) website has g complete list of all evaluation questions, including
al Type One questions and maturity level statements, Type Two and Type Three questions.

These are group summary results only. For state results refer to the Evaluation Report. For detailed
council results, refer to the excel spreadsheet that \was generated from the online evaluation. This
details all questions and levels of maturity, council’s tick or cross response and their commentary and
can provide greater understanding of council’s results. For g copy, please contact

LGV .emergencies@delwp.vic.gov.au

State  Overall Result

Table 1 compares councils overal result against the state's overall result

Table 1. Number of councils in the state with gn actual maturity below, on or above their target
maturity overall.

Number of councils inthe STATE COUNCIL result

Below, on Difference

. Below Above or above between
Evaluation Category Target On Target Target terget actua and

X target

maturity maturity

47 3 29
All Below

(59%) (4%) (37%)





Region-  Grampians Results

This region consists of eleven councils. These gre: Ararat, Ballarat, Golden Plains, Hepburn,
Hindmarsh, Horsham, Moorabool, Northern Grampians, Pyrenees, West Wimmera, Yarriambiack.

Target Maturity

Council identified g ‘4’ target maturity (overridden from 2). Figure 1 compares councils target maturity
against the regions target maturity

! |
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TARGEVMATURITY

Figure 1. Number of councils in the region that chose each target maturity.

Actual Maturity- Category
Table 2 compares councils category results against the regions category results

Table 2. Number of councils in the region with gn actual maturity below, on or aove their target
maturity for each evaluation category.





Actua Maturity- Questions
Table 3 compares councils question results against the state and region question results

Table 3. Count of councils in the region with gn actual maturity below, on or above their target maturity for all responsibilities and activities questions within the
evaluation.

Percentage
of councils Number of councils inthe REGION COUNCIL Result
. i ST
Evaluction e Difference
Q“e,\?(')on Evaluation - Question Below their Below their  Onther  Above their \ot  BOW. onor  between
' target target target target licable above target actual and
maturity maturity maturity maturity ap maturity target
matur Jfi
Planning with Stakeholders
Al Does the municipality have 5 multi-agency Municipa 3004 2 L 4 5
Emergency Management_PlanningCommittee (MEMPC)? 0 (18%) (36%) (45°°0) on
Does the municipality have g3 Municipal Emergency 1 5 8 |
3 T 0
A2 Management Plan (MEMP) that has been “considered by 3% (9%) (18%) (73%)

the  nicigj councir (including associated sub plans)?
Has the municipality undertaken gn Emergency Risk 5 3 6
i3 Assessment  (such gg the Community Emergency Risk 25% above I

0, 0, 0
Assessment  (CERA) ¢r equivalent)? (18%) (27%) (55%)
Does council encourage and support the -eerruRtty- 1
. ; 0
to participate in emergency Management awareness _ 24% (27%) (27%) (45%) above I
programs operated by emergency management agencms?
Does council advocate for its community’s emergency [ 62% 9 o 2 below 3
management needs and priorities? (82%) (18%)
125% 2 2 7
S . 5
Does the municipality have a relief and recovery plan’ (18%) (18%) (64%) on o]
Does council review municipal operations and community 6 3 2 below D
consequences  after gn emergency? (55%) (27%) (18%)
Does council have arrangements in place-to-eeHaberate 5 6
. . ; 0
with other councils and agencies to support surge 32% (45%) 0 (55%) below

requirements and share information during emergencies?





Evauation
Question
No.

All

Al12

Al3

Al 4

| 6

I Percentage 1

Planning within Council

Bl

B2

of councils Number of councils inthe REGION COUNCIL Result
Lthe STAh
Evaluation Question . . . . Difference
Below their Below their On their Above their Not Below, on or  between
target target target target applicable above target actual and
maturity maturity maturity maturity maturity target
maturity

Does the municipality have g multi-agency Municipal Fire 27% 3 3 5 below 1A

Management Planning Committee (MFMPC)? (27%) (27%) (45%)

Does councils fire prevention officer grant permits to light )

fire or fires at gny time outside of the Fire Danger Period 3 1 5 5 below "

(FDP) subject to gny conditions or restrictions contained in (33%) (11%) (56%)

the permit?

Does councils fire prevention officer grant permits to light g

fire or fires at gny time during the Fire Danger Period 6

(FDP) subject toyany conditions or restrictions contained in 207 (67%) 0 (33%) 2 below 4

the permit? [ _

Does council have 5 Neighbourhood Safer Places (NSP) ' 2

Plan (or bushfire place of last resort plan)? 23% (29%) 0 (71%) 4 below 3

Has council identified locations for Neighbourhood Safer 1 1 9

Places (NSP) within its municipal district and applied to the 24% (9%) (9%) (82%) above I

CFA to have them assessed and certified?

How well does council collaborate With agency partners to [ 18% 1 7 [ below 0

)lafl for emergency events? (27%) (9%) (64%)

How well does council collaborate with other councils to [ 3 1 6 bel ow 1

)lan for emergencyvents? (30%) (10%) (60%)

How well does council collaborate with the community 68% 3 2 1 1

to plan for emergency events? (50%) (33%) (17%)

Do council staff with gn assigned  emergency

management role have gccess t0 emergency Management 47% 6 3 2 below -2

training? (55%) (27%) (18%)

Has council appointed g Municipal Emergency Resource 2 4 5

0,
Officer (MER)Nder o Instrument of Delegation? 23% (18%) (36%) (45%) on





Percentage

of councils
Evauation inthe STAIl
Quel\thljlon Evauation Question Below their
target
maturity
Has council appointed g Municipal Recovery Manager
B3 (MRM)? 19%
Does council have an emergency coordination system
B4 and/or council operational facilities that cgn be activated 271%
during gn emergency?
Does council have g register of council, municipal and
B5 other respurces available for yge before, during and after 67%
emerciencies?
Has council identified, planned for and documented
B6 emergency relief centres or other locations that will provide 16%
emergency relief services ingn emergency?
Does council have Secondary Impact Assessment (SIA
B7 land Post Emergency Needs Assessment (PENA) tote
rocesses and data-collection systems?
B8 IDO% council plar_l for emergency housing of displaced and [ 5004
ost/stray companion animals?
B9 Has council identified standards for the clean-up and 63%
reyjyf council-managed  assets?
Bl O Has council appointed g Municipal Fire Prevention Officer -~ 290
(MFPO) under gn Instrument of Delegation?
Has council appointed g Vulnerable Persons Cooréinater—
Bil (VPC) according to the DHHS Vulnerable People in 4%
Emergencies Policy?
Does council prepare a Municipal Strategic Statement
B12 (MSS) in accordance with the Planning and Environment 51%
ct?
Bi 3 Does council prepare a Municipal Public Health and 3% j

Wellbein9 Plan (MPHWP) in accordance with the Act?

Number of councils

Below their On their

target target
maturity maturity
2 2
(18%) (18%)
3 2
(27%) (18%)
8 2
(73%) (18%)
2 3
(18%) (27%)
7 2
(64%) (18%)
45%) (27%)
9
(82%) 0
4
(36%) 0
2 |
(18%) (9%)
6 2
(55%) (18%)
(45%) (27%)

in the REGION

Above their
target
maturity

;
(64%)

6
(55%)

1
(9%)

6
(55%)

2
(18%)

(27%)
2
(18%)
7
(64%)

8
(73%)
3
27%)

3
(27%)

Not
applicable

COUNCIL Result

Below, on or
above target
maturity

on

on

below

above

below

below
below

above

above

above

above

Difference
between
actua and
target
maturity

0





Percentage

of councils Number of councils inthe REGION COUNCIL Result
Evauation inthe STATT
Question Evaluation Question . . . Difference
No Below their Below their On their Above their Not Below, on or between
' target target target target licable above target actud and
maturity maturity maturity maturity ap maturity target
maturity
How well does council undertake planning for gn o 2 4 5
B14 emergency? 27% (18%) (36%) (45%) on
. How well does council integrate emergency Planning 0 5 4 2
BI'5 across the organisation? 49% (45%) (36%) (18%) on 0
Bi 6 How well does council understano! ' |_ts emergency 30% 3 3 5 on 0
management roles and responsibilities? J2L%) (27%) (45%)
How well gre council staff trained to competently undertake ! 5 2 4
B17 arolein g emergency? [1 52h 45%) (18%) (36%) below -1
Does council have the capacity to respurce a major 0 8 1 2 i
818 epgency? L 71% (73%) (9%) (18%) below 3
B19 How well does council plan to maintain capacity of 6 2 3 below 3
‘business gg usua services during gn emergency? (55%) (18%) (27%)
Risk Mitigation
Where council is g road authority, does council ensure a
safe, efficient network of roads is maintained, taking into
account obligations under the Victoria Planning Provisions
for managing roadside vegetation?
o Does council operate g fire prevention program with its
residents?
Does council require-Water—Adtherities—te—fixfire plugs to
03 any of the works of the Authority within the water district in

suitable locations for the supply of water for fire-fighting

Does council “provide g pillar hydrant o hydrants at any
04 specified place or places ingor near a public street or road
within the municipal district” when requested bythe CFA?





Percentage

of councils Number of councils in the REGION COUNCIL Result
) theSTAjj
Evaluation —_ - — Difference
Q”ﬁg"” Evaluation - Question Below their Below their  Ontheir  Above their \ot  BEOW, onor  between
* target target target target licable above target actual and
maturity maturity maturity maturity a maturity target
maturity
{104)
C5 Does council manage a registered aerodrome? 10% 0 0 Nl 5 N/A N/A
C6 Does council manage a certified aerodrome? 1 17% ] 0 0 0 ii N/A NIA
Does council manage a port (either g local port or [ o
C7 commercial tradgport)? 33% 0 0 0 11 NIA N/A
i i 2 0
c8 Does council operate g mine or g quarry? 30% (60%) (20%) (20%) 6 NIA N/A
Does council conduct fire prevention activities gn council
owned or managed land or roads to “prevent the o 4 1 6 i
€9 occurrence  Of fires and minimise the danger of the spread 36% (36%) (9%) (55 13) below 1
of fires’?
How well does council undertake emergency sk ) 1 on 2 4 5
do mWgtion? - % (18%) (36%) (45%) on 0
il collaborate wi [
How well does coun_C|I collaborate with all ggency partners 340/ 2 on 0
tomitigateemergencyrisk? (18%) (36%) (45%)
How well does council collaborate with other councils to 6 1 4 below 1
mitigate emergency risk? (55%) (9%) (36%)
How well does council collaborate with the community to ————— 9 2
i3 mitigate emegicy  NISK? 0% (82%) 0 (18%) | below 2
Plannmg for Activation
Can council support emergency Management teams 5 3 6 —
: -y : . . 0
Dl .(EMT.).and agencies by providing local information to assist 34% (18%) (27%) (55%) on 0
indecision-making? L
. . - -
57— Can council support response ageneies—by-providing T [ below >

council resources_as requested? (27%) (27%)





Percentage

of councij Number of councils inthe REGION
Evaluation in the STAEL
Quesiion Evaluation - Question Below their Below their  On their  Above their ot
targgt target target target applicable
maturity maturity maturity maturity
D3 Can council support agencies, where requested, with the 350 5 I 5
dissemination of warnings to the community? (45%) (9%) (45%)
D4 Can council close council-managed land affected by gn 77% 9 0 2
emergency? (82%) (18%)
Does council maintain stream gauges Whose sole purpose 3
D5 iSto serve as an €lement in g total flood warning system 64% (10004, 0 0 8
(TFWS) service?
D6 How well does council plan to activate for g non-major 24% 2 3 6
_ (18/@) (27%) (550)
D7 How well does council plan for activation for g major 'W 1 4 6
(9®) (36/@) (55/@)
Planning for Relief Coordination
. . . . 4 3 4
El Can council coordinate relief following gn emergency? 28% (36%) (27%) (36%)
Can council provide g single point of contact for residents 2 1 3
E2 affected by an emergency that gre seeking support, 54% (64%) (9%) (27%)
services and assistance?
E3 Can council coordinate secondary impact assessment? 73 (64%) (18%) (1%
Can council establish and manage Emergency Relief o 2 3 6
Centres? (18%) (27%) (55%)
Can council support relief and recovery agencies (mcl. 5 3 6
E5 DHHS, Victoria Police, Red Cross) to provide services to 19% (18%) 27%) (55%)
¢pyollpwuig an emergengy?_
Can council coordinate the housing of displaced, lost and 5 3 3
E6 stray companion animals (other than wildlife) in 52% (45%) 27%) 27%)

collaboration with DIJPR?

COUNCIL Result

Below, on or
above target
maturity

below

below

NIA

on

on

below

below

below

above

on

below

Difference
between
actual and
target
maturity





Percentage

of councils Number of councils in the REGION COUNCIL Result
[ STAIL
Evaluation e Difference
Q“ﬁ(’)"” Evaluation - Question Bdow their Below their  On their  Above their ot Below. onor  between
' target target target target applicable above target actua and
maturity maturity maturity maturity maturity target
maturity
Can council conduct safety assessments of council-owned o 4 2 5
E essential  assets and infrastructure? 52% (36%) (18%) (45%) below -3
Es Can council survey and determine the occupancy Of 2 4
damagedbuhngsfoNowinganemergency? (45/0) (18/0) (36/0) on
Can council provide support to VicRoads for partial/full 0 8 )
E9 road closures and deterrmnatkrn of alternative routes? 63% (73%) (27%) below 3
Can council coordinate clean-up activities after gn 0 9 2 i
EIO 63% (82%) 0 (18%) below 3
| How well does council plan for the coordination of relief for 24% 2 3 6 5
a non-major emergency? (18/0) (27%) (55%) on
How well does council plan for the coordination of relief for - o i 5 6
B2 a major emergency? 25% 0 (45%) (55%) on 0

Planning for Recovery Coordination

‘Where council isthe appropriate recovery coordinator, can

Fl council participate inthe transition from response to
recovery?
2 Can council coordinate post-emergency needs

assessments  (PENA)?
Can council collaborate with the community inthe
F3 development and delivery of recovery activities, including
_tablishing e
a recovery committee’

F4 Can council provide and staff g recovery centre?

Can council lead the provision of recovery information to

FS the community?





Evauation
Question
No.

F6
F7
F8
Fo

PO

Fl 1

F12
F13
F14
F15
F16

Fl 7

Percentage

of councils Number of councils in the REGION COUNCIL Result
in the STAII
Evaluation Question Difference
Below their Below their On their Above their Not Below, on or  between
target target target target applicable above target actua and
maturity maturity maturity maturity maturity target
maturity
. , . . 8 3
) 0, -
Can council coordinate socia recovery Services: 63% (73%) 0 (27%) below 4
Can council lead the management of environmental health 5006 5 2 4 0
issues at the local level? (45%) (18%) (36%) on
Can councH support DHHS to coordinate their recovery . . )
services? 657 (64%) u (36%) below 4
Can council support agencies to coordinate spontaneous 8 1 2 below 4
volunteers after gn emergency? (73%) (9%) (18%)
Can council support DJPR to coordinate economic o 10 1 )
recoveryservices? 81% (91%) 0 (9%) below 4
Can council coordinate, assess, rehabilitate and monitor 10 1
council-managed natural and cultural heritage assets after 85% Lol 0 below -3
91°n; (905;
an emergency? ;
Can council coordinate the rebuilding and redevelopment " 0 2
of council assets and infrastructure? 66% (82%) 0 (18%) below -3
Can council support agencies to restore eSsential—assets o 2 P i
and infrastructure affected by o emergency? 85% (82%) 0 (18%) | Delow 3
Can council advocate for planning scheme exemptions for o 9 2 r
people affected by gn emergency? 90% ) (82/) 0 (18/@) below 3
. .. P — F . F
Can council transition Iogal recovery act|V|t|¢s back fo | 77/0 10 0 1 “below 1
business-as-usual  (BAUjactivies and services? (91/0) (9%)
How well does council plan for the coordination of recovery 4 o
for g non-major emergency (36%) (36%) (27%) on
How well does council plan for the coordination of recovery 46% 6 1 4 0

for 3 major emergency? (55%) (9%) (36%) on





Comparator __Smdl Shire Results

This comparator group consists of nineteen councils. These gre Alpine, Ararat, Benala, Buloke,
Central Goldfields, Gannawarra, Hepburn, Hindmarsh, Indigo, Loddon, Mansfield, Murrindindi,
Northern Grampians, Pyrenees, Queenscliffe, Strathbogie, Towong, West Wimmera, Y arriambiack.

Target Maturity

Council identified g ‘4’ target maturity (overridden from 2). Figure 2 compares councils target maturity
against the comparator groups target maturity.

g .

1 2 3 4
TARGENMTATURITY

Figure 2. Number of councils in the comparator group that choose each target maturity.

Actual Maturity- Category
Table 4 compares councils category results against the comparator group category results

Table 4. Number of councils in the comparator group With an actual maturity below, on or @ove their
target maturity for each evaluation categoy.





Actual Maturity- Questions

Table 5 compares councils question results against the state and comparator groups question results

Table 5. Count of councils in the comparator group With an actua maturity below, on or above their target maturity for all responsibilities and activities questions

within the evaluation.

L:ation

Question

Evaluation Question

Planning with Stakeholders

Al

A3

A5

A6

A7

Does the municipality have g multi-agency Municipal
EmergegyManagement Planning Committee (MEMPC)?
Does the municipality have g Municipa Emergency
Management Plan (MEMP) that has been “considered by
the municipal council” (including associated sub plans)?
Has the municipality undertaken gn Emergency Risk
Assessment  (such g5 the Community Emergency Risk
Assessment  (CERA) or ecluivalent)?

Does council encourage and support the community

to participate inemergency Management awaren .
programs operated b%’ eltfnyergency management Bencies?]
Does council advocate for its community’s emergency
rnagment needs and pnorities?

Does the municipality have g relief and recovery plan?

Does council review municipal operations and community
Fconlquences ~ after an emergency?

Does council have arrangements in place to ceHaberate—
with other councils and agencies to support surge
[requirements and share information during emergencies?

j

Percentage
of councils
the STA]

32%

3%

25%

24%

62%

25%

57%

32%

1

Number of councils

3
(16%)

2
(11%)

(2%)

5
(26%)

13
(68%)
6
(32%)
10
(53%)

9
(47%)

7
(37%)

|
(5%)

(21%)

2
(11%)

1
(5%)
2
(11%)
4
(21%)

2
(11%)

in the COMPARATOR

9
(47%)

16
(84%)

(58%)

12
(63%)

5
(26%)
11
(58%)
5
(26%)

8
(42%)

COUNCIL Result

on

on

above

above

below

on

below

below





Evaluation
Question

A9

Al12

A13

Ala

15

A16

No.

of councils
inthe STA11l
Evauation Question Bdow their
target
maturity
Does the municipality have g multi-agency Municipa Fire 279
Management Planmg Committee (MFMPC)?
Does councils fire prevention officer grant permits to light g
fire or fires a gny time outside of the Fire Danger Period 43%
(FDP) subject to gny conditions or restrictions contained in
thepiiit?
Does councils fire prevention—effieergrant permits—te-ight g
fire or fires at any time during the Fire Danger Period 56%

(FDP) subject to gny conditions o restrictions contained in

the permit?

Does council have g Neighbourhood Safer Places (NSP)
Plan (or bushfire pce of last resortplai)

Has council identified locations for Neighbourhood Safer
Places (NSP) within its municipa district and applied to the

CFA to have them assessed and certified?

How well does council collaborate with ggency partners to [
lan for emergency events? L
How well does council collaborate with other councils to

planforemergencyevents?

How well does council collaborate with the community

to plan for emeyvents?

Planning within Council

Bl

B2

Do council staff with gn assigned  emergency
management role have access to emergency managemen
training?

Has council appointed g Munieipa-Emergency Reseuree—
Officer (MERO) under gn Instrument of Dele

Percentage

23%

24%

18°k
33%

68°l

Number

Below their

target

maturity

6
(32%)

7
(47%)

7
(54%)

3
(23%)
4
121°0,

(26%)
5
(29%)

136%)

of councils

On their
target
maturity

3
(16%)

2
(13%)

(8%)

(16%)
0

5
j36%)

in the COMPARATOR

Above their

target
maturity

10
(53%)

6
(40%)

6
(46%)

9
(69%)

15
“ O

(58%)
12
(71%)
4
(29%)

COUNCIL Result

Difference
Not Below, on or  between
licable above target actua and
ap maturity target
maturity
below -1
4 below -4
6 below -4
1
6 | below -3
above |
below -1
below -|
-1





Evaluation
Question
No.

B3

B4

BS

86

B7

B8
B9

BIO

Bil

B12

Bi 3

Evaluation Question

Has council appointed z Municipal Recovery Manager

(MRM)?

Does council have an emergency coordination system
and/or council operational facilities that cgn be activated

during gn emergency?

Does council have g register of council, municipa and

other resgurces available for yse before, during and after

emergencies?

Has council identified, planned for and documented

emergency Ielief centres or other locations that will provide

in an emergency?

emergency relief seices
Does council have Secondary
and Post Emergency Needs Assessment
processes and data-collection systems?

Does council plan for emergency housing of displaced and

lost/stray companion animals?

Impact Assessment

(PENA)

(SIA)

Has council identified standards for the clean-up and

recovery Of council-managed —assets?

Has council appointed g Municipa Fire Prevention Officer

(MFPO) under gn Instrument of Delegation?

Has council appointed 4 Vulnerable Persons Coordinafor

(VPC) according to the DHHS Vulnerable People in

Emergencies Policy?

Does council prepare a Municipal Strategic Statement
(MSS) in accordance with the Planning and Environment

Act?
Does council

prepare a Municipal Public Headlth and

jWellbeing Plan (MPHWP) in accordance with the Act?

Percentage

of councils Number of councils
inthe STAJL
Below their Below their On their
target target target
maturity maturity maturity
3 5
0,
19% (16%) (26%)
6 5
0,
27% (32%) (26%)
1 4
0,
67% (63%) (21%)
4 3
0,
16% (21%) (16%)
o 16 3
84°1 3 16%)
12 1
0,
52% (63%) (5%)
17
0,
63% (59%) 0
°o|
22°! (37%) a
2 4
0
14% (11%) (21%)
5 2
0
51% (26%) (11%)
F 7 1
0,
32% (37%) (5%)

Above their
target
maturity

11
(58%)

8
(42%)

3
(16%)

12
(63%)

0

6
(32%)
2
(11%)
12
(63%)

13
(68%)
12
(63%)

11
(58%)

in the COMPARATOR

Not
applicable

COUNCIL Result

Difference
Below, on or between
above target actua and
maturity target
maturity
on
on 0
below -3
1
above 1
1
1
below -3
|
|
1 below -4
1
1 below -3
above |
[
above |
|
I
above |
above





Percentage |

of councils Number of councils inthe COMPARATOR COUNCIL Result
i ST
Evaluation in the - Difference
Question valuation - Question Below their Below their On their Above their Not Below, on or  between
target target target target licable above target actua and
maturity maturity meaturity maturity ap maturity target
maturity
Bl 4 How well does council undertake planning for gn 27% 4 8 7
emergency? (21%) (42%) (37%) on
, How well does council integraté emergency Planning 0 7 5 7
BI'S across the organisatkn? 49% (37%) (26%) (37%) on 0
B16 How well does council understano! _its emergency—— 30% 7 2 10 on 0
management roles and responsibilities? (37%) (11%) (53%)
. How well gre council staff trained to competently undertake 0 8 5 6
BI 7 a role in gn emergency? [ 52% (42%) (26%) (32%) below -1
Does council have the capacity to resgurce a maor 0 13 2 4
B18 emergency? | % (68%) (11%) (21%) below 3
How well does council plan to maintain capacity of o } 9 6 4
B19 as usuad services » during gn emergengy 4% (47%) (32%) (21%) ! below 3
"Risk Mitigation
Where council is g road authority, does council ensure a
Cl safe, efficient network of roads is maintained, taking into oo 8 3 8 abov
account obligations under the Victoria Planning Provisions (42%) (16%) (42%) ove
for managing roadside ve9etation?
Does council operate g fire prevention program With its ol ‘ 10
c2 residents? 26°l (41%) 0 (59%) 2 above
Does council require Water Authorities to “fixfire plugs to
any Of the works of the Authority within the water district in o 9 I 7 )
<3 suitable locations for the supply of water for fire-fighting 50% (53%) (6%) (41%) 2 below 4
purposes’?
Does council “provide g pillar hydrant o hydrants at any 17 | |
o . ; o -
C4 specified place or places inor near a public street or road 81% (89%) (5%) (5%) below 4

within the municipal district” when requested by the CFA?





Percentage

of councils Number of councils inthe COMPARATOR COUNCIL Result
i All
Evaluation In the STAIlJ Difference
uestion E i i . . :
Q No valuation - Question Below their Below their On their Above their Not Below, on or  between
' target target target target licable above target actua and
maturity maturity maturity maturity ap maturity target
maturity
C5 Does council manage a registered aerodrome? 10% (111%) 0 (898%) 10 NIA NIA
C6 Does council manage a certified aerodrome? 17% (100%) 0 0 18 NIA NIA
Does council manage a port (€ither g local port or o -
7 commercia trading port)? 33% 0 0 0 19 NIA NIA
c8 Does council operate a rraneora quarry? 30/a (33?:%) (25%) (%)45 10 NIA N1A
Does council conduct fire prevention activities gn council
owned or managed land or roads to “prevent the 0 8 2 9
09 occurrence Of fires and mjnimise the danger of the spread 36% (42%) (11%) (47%) below 1
of fires'?
How well does council undertake emergency risk o 5 5 9
do mitigation? 28% (26%) (26%) (47%) on 0
cll How well does council collaborate with all agency partners 3400 5 6 8 0
to mitigate emergency fisk? (26 /o) (329%) (42%) on
How well does council collaborate with other councils to o 8 3 8 L
c12 mitigate emergency Misk? 49% (42/0) (16%) (420) below 1
=——— How well does council collaborate with the community to o 12 5 2
cls mitigate emergency Nik? 0% (63%) (26%) (11%) below
Planning for Activation
Can council support emergency Management teams 7 4 8
DI (EMT) and agencies by providing local information to assist 34% (37%) (21%) (42%) on 0
in decision-making? ° °
D2 Can council support response agencies by providing 42% 9 4 6 below | 2

council respurces as reciuested? (47%) (21%) (32%)





Evaluation
Question
No.

D3

04

D5

06

D7

Evaluation Question

Can council support agencies, where requested, with the
dissemination of warnings to the community?

Can council close council-managed land affected by gn
emergency?

Does council maintain stream—ganges—whose sole

iSto serve as an €lement in g total flood warning system
(TFWS) service?

How well does council plan to activate for 5 hon-major
emergency?

How well does council plan for activation for 3 major
emerciency?

Planning for Relief Coordination

El

E2

E3

E4

E6

Can council coordinate relief following gn emergency?

Can council provide g single point of contact for residents
affected by gn emergency that gre seeking support,
services and assistance?

Can council coordinate secondary impact assessment?

Can council establish and manage Emergency Relief
Centres?

Can council support relief and recovery agencies (md.
DHHS, Victoria Police, Red Cross) to provide services to
the community following gn emergegy?

Can council coordinate the housing of displaced—tost and
stray companion animals (other than wildlife) in
collaboration with DJPR?

28%

54%

73%

16%

19%

52%

Number of councils

6
(329%)

(58%)

16
(84%)
4
(21%)

4
(21%)

12
(63%)

7
(37%)

2
(11%)

3
(16%)
3
(16%)

6
(32%)

1
(5%)

in the COMPARATOR

6
(32%)

6
(32%)
0

12
(63%)

(47%)

6
(32%)

COUNCIL Result

below

below

below

above

below





Percentage

of councils Number of councils inthe COMPARATOR COUNCIL Result
. inthe STAII
Evaluation Difference
Quel\slt(ljon valuation  Question Below their Below their On their Above their Not Below, on or between
' target target target target licable above target actua and
maturity maturity maturity maturity ap maturity target
maturity
Can council conduct safety assessments of council-owned o 12 3 4
= essential assets and infrastructure? 52% (63%) (16%) (21%) below
Es Can council survey and dgtermine the occupancy—ef— 43% 11 3 5 on 0
damaged buildings following gn emergency? (58%) (16%) (26%)
Can council provide support to VicRoads for partial/full 63°! ) 12 3 4 bel 3
road closures and determination of aternative routes? ° (63%) (16%) (21%) elowW -
Can council coordinate clean-up activities after gn 0 17 2
ElO emergency? 63% (89%) 0 (11%) below -3
. How well does council plan for the coordination of relief for 5 6 8
Eli , 24% o on 0
a non-major emergency? (26%) (32%) (42%) L
How well does council plan for the coordination of relief for 0 2 7 10
El2 a malor emergency? 25% (11%) (37°1) (53°/3 | on 0

Planning for Recovery Coordination

Where council is the appropriate recovery coordinator, can
Fl council participate inthe transition from response to
recovery?
Can council coordinate post-emergency needs
assessments  (PENA)?
Can council collaborate with the cemmunrity—Hthe—
F3 development and delivery of recovery activities, including
estabhshing a recovery committee?

F2

F4 Can council provide and staff a recovery centre?

Can council lead the provision of recovery information to
the community?





Percentage

of councils Number of councils inthe COMPARATOR COUNCIL Result
Ev ion in the STA1I .
Q?eﬁtoz Evaluation Question . . . . Difference
No. Below their Below their On their Above their Not Below, on or between
target target target target applicable above target actual and
maturity maturity maturity maturity maturity target
maturity
F6 Can council coordinate social recovery Services? | 63% 12 4 3 below -4
(63%) (21%) (16%)
F7 Qan council lead the management of environmental health 5206 I 4 4 |— on 0
issues at the local level? : (58%) (21%) (21%) :
Can council support DHHS to coordinate their recover 12 2 5
F8 PP y 65% (63%) (11%) (26%) below -4
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Councils and Emergencies
Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

Foreword

In Victoria, we have a goal to build safer and more-resilient communities. From an emergency management
perspective, we need to clearly understand the emergency management sector’s capability and capacity to
plan for, withstand and recover from emergencies.

The Councils and Emergencies Project is a key part of building this understanding. In Phase One, there was
strong alignment between this project and the Victorian Preparedness Framework which continued during
Phase Two. This connection demonstrates the importance of councils in emergency management reform and
acts to ensure councils can meaningfully contribute to Victoria's significant emergency management sector
reform agenda.

This Councils and Emergencies Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report provides a comprehensive
overview of the emergency management capability and capacity of Victoria's local government sector. It
recognises that each municipality and each council is different, and the level to which a council provides
emergency management services depends on its municipal risk profile, on its organisational capacity and
capability and on the unique characteristics of the municipality it represents.

Every council devoted significant time, energy and resources to providing the rich data on which this report
is based. We sincerely thank every one of Victoria’s seventy-nine councils for the effort their officers put into
contributing their knowledge and perspectives.

The release of the report marks the completion of Phase Two of the project. The report will help us better
understand the capability and capacity strengths and areas for improvement of the local government sector,
as well as those of the wider emergency management sector. It will be the basis for proceeding with Phase
Three of the project.

In Phase Three, the focus will shift to engagement and consultation with councils and the emergency
management sector to develop strategies and action plans to address areas for improvement in councils’
emergency management capability and capacity. This report identifies the areas for improvement that will
form the basis of that consultation. Phase Three will contribute to broader emergency management reform in
Victoria including the planning reform (particularly at the municipal level), the Resilient Recovery Strategy and
the implementation of the Victorian Preparedness Framework.

Thank you for taking the time to read this report and we look forward to your future contributions.

Graeme Emonson Andrew Crisp
Executive Director Emergency Management Commissioner
Local Government Victoria Emergency Management Victoria
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The Councils and Emergencies Project is a multi-
year, three-phase project to enhance the capability
and capacity of councils to meet their emergency
management obligations.

Phase One clarified and confirmed the emergency
management responsibilities and activities of
councils and produced the Councils and Emergencies

Position Paper. Phase Two aimed to understand
councils’ emergency management capability and
capacity, based on the needs and risk profile of each
municipality and produced this report. In Phase
Three, councils and state government agencies

will be engaged to develop strategies and action
plans to address areas for improvement in councils’
emergency management capability and capacity.

Phase Two methodology
For the purposes of this report:

o capability is defined as the ability of councils
to undertake emergency management
responsibilities and activities

e capacity is defined as the level of resourcing
councils have, to undertake emergency
management (including people, resources,
governance, systems and processes).

Councils and the communities they represent have
widely differing emergency management needs and
service responses to those needs. The response of
each council is unigue to their emergency risks, local
circumstances and resourcing.

Accordingly, a maturity model was used to evaluate
each council's emergency management capability
and capacity. The model involved determining a
target maturity and an actual maturity.

A council’s:

« target maturity indicated the level at which
it would like to be able to provide emergency
management services to its community

« actual maturity indicated the level at which it
evaluates it is currently able to provide emergency
management services to its community.
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Executive summary

To evaluate their target maturity, councils used

their relative need and emergency risk to identify

a target maturity level of 1to 5. A council at level
Taims to undertake its emergency management
responsibilities and activities to a basic level only,
completing all legislative requirements and other
responsibilities only as their limited resources allow.
A council at level 5 aims to undertake its emergency
management responsibilities and activities to a best-
practice level, completing all legislative requirements
and other responsibilities.

To evaluate their actual maturity, councils answered
ninety questions about their capability and capacity
to undertake emergency management. The questions
addressed emergency management preparedness
and planning activities and responsibilities.

The questions were grouped into six categories:

» Planning with Stakeholders (category A)

« Planning within Council (category B)

» Planning for Activation (category D)

« Planning for Relief coordination (category E)

o Planning for Recovery Coordination (category F)

« Risk Mitigation (category C)

By comparing their actual maturity with their target
maturity, councils determined whether they are
below, on or above their target. This then provided

an understanding of their emergency management
capability and capacity.



https://www.localgovernment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/91532/Councils-and-emergencies-position-paper-December-2017.pdf
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Summary results
Target maturity

Sixty-two councils (78%) identified a target maturity
of 3 or 4. Only one council identified a target of 1,
while three councils had a target of 5.

Target maturity - State
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Target maturity

Actual maturity

Overall forty-seven councils (59%) had an actual
maturity below their target maturity. The Planning for
Recovery Coordination category was a key contributor
to this result.

Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, all categories, number and per cent

47
(59%)

A below target A ontarget A obove target

05





Difference between actual and target maturity, all categories, state

Number of councils

Sixty-one councils (77%)

were on or within one level

of their target maturity. This
means that most councils are
operating at or close to their
identified target maturity.
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Difference between actual and target maturity

Areas for improvement

The self-evaluation data that councils provided
identified the following common areas for
improvement within councils’ emergency
management capability and capacity. Addressing
these areas for improvement should result in
councils meeting or exceeding their target
maturities, and strategies and action plans to do so
will be developed in Phase Three of the project.

Emergency relief and recovery: councils identified

a lack of capacity and capability to undertake their
emergency relief and recovery responsibilities and
activities. Sixty-three councils (80%) were below their
identified target maturity in the Planning for Relief or
Recovery Coordination categories.

Integration of emergency management into
business as usual: councils reported the significant
impact that the coordination of emergency relief
and recovery imposes on their organisations. Thirty-
nine councils (49%) were below their target maturity
for integrating emergency planning across their
organisation, and forty-three councils (54%) were
below their target maturity for planning to maintain
their capacity for business-as-usual services during
an emergency.
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Community engagement for emergency
management: councils reported that emergency
management planning with the community is

a large capability and capacity gap. Fifty-four
councils (68%) were below their target maturity

for collaborating with the community to plan for
emergency events, and fifty-five councils (70%) were
below their target maturity for collaborating with the
community to mitigate emergency risk.

Further clarification of council roles in emergency
management: there is still some uncertainty in

the emergency management sector about the
responsibilities and activities of councils, including
the extent to which councils should undertake
particular responsibilities or activities and the
difference between a lead and support role. Councils
have a strong understanding of their legislative
responsibilities, however there is less clarity within
the emergency management sector around other
responsibilities and activities.

Emergency management budget and funding:
given the wide range of services councils provide

to their communities, the budget they can allocate
to emergency management is often constrained.
Councils largely rely on funding (including the
Municipal Emergency Resourcing Program or MERP)
to resource their emergency management planning.
In some cases, those that do receive MERP funding
report that the level of MERP funding is not enough
to fulfil their increasing emergency management
responsibilities.





Category results
The summary results for each of the six categories are:

Planning with Stakeholders

a1

(52%)

Planning for Activation

40
(51%)

Planning for Recovery Coordination

14
(18%)

62
(78%)

Councils and Emergencies
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Planning within Council

A below target

A ontarget

A cbove target

Planning for Relief Coordination

A below target

33
(42%) 42
(53%)

A ontarget

A obove target

Risk Mitigation

A below target

51 A ontarget
(65%)

A obove target
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Summary of issues

The evaluation identified the following issues that
commonly challenge councils to meet their target
maturity. The most common reason councils
identified for not achieving their target maturity was
that they lack the capacity to undertake the required
range of emergency management responsibilities.

Capacity

People - Staffing (before): the emergency
management planning function is commonly
undertaken by one or a few staff, sometimes as an
additional responsibility to their non-emergency
management substantiative role. This results in a
reduced staffing capacity to plan for emergencies.
Councils therefore prioritise emergency
management responsibilities required by legislation.

Systems - Budget: for some councils (such as

those with a lower emergency risk), emergency
management is not as high a priority as other
council functions. Councils provide a wide range

of services to their communities and allocate their
budget accordingly. The emergency management
budgets are commonly constrained, which can limit
the resources allocated to emergency management.

Governance - Funding: councils that receive funding
through MERP reported that although these funds
increase their capacity, they are often insufficient

to cover the wide range of emergency management
responsibilities. Without the funding councils

would be unable to undertake some emergency
management responsibilities and activities.

Processes - Procedures: councils have formal
municipal plans that outline high-level arrangements
for emergency management, but they often lack the
capacity to develop detailed procedures.

People - Staffing (during and after): lack of staffing
capacity is also an issue during and after emergency
events, when council staff must be diverted from
their normal duties to undertake emergency roles.
Councils have limited numbers of staff available to
resource emergency management during and after
an emergency for these reasons:
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« the need to maintain business-critical functions
(such as finance and aged care services)

» for a major emergency, the total number of staff
within the organisation can be insufficient to
maintain business-as-usual services and functions
while undertaking emergency management
responsibilities in activation, relief and recovery. This
issue is amplified in smaller councils which will never
be sufficiently staffed to resource a major emergency

« staff are not able to take on an emergency
management role because they are not sufficiently
resilient to deal with the trauma of affected
communities, or they may have been personally
affected by the emergency and are not able to
undertake an emergency role

» not all councils have formal resource-sharing
agreements or detailed procedures about how
to activate and carry out a resource-sharing
agreement.

Geographic size: councils with large geographic
areas reported that the size of their municipalities
made it harder to undertake their emergency
management responsibilities. Barriers they identified
were the distances to travel to local communities,
having to deal with a large area for hazard planning
and undertaking relief and recovery functions in
multiple geographic areas. This issue is amplified in
geographically larger municipalities which can have
smaller rate bases, have a large amount of assets
and have less available council resources.

Population: councils with a large population may
find planning for and responding to an emergency
more challenging. With larger numbers of people
including residents and transient populations
affected, more resources are needed to plan with
and support communities before, during and after
an emergency. People living in urban areas can be
more difficult to engage in emergency management
planning activities because of their limited direct
experience in emergencies.





Capability

People - Organisational knowledge: most
emergency management knowledge and expertise
is held by only a few people within council. Staff
responsible for emergency management have
strong capability but that often does not extend to
the surge workforce or the wider organisation.

People - Emergency event experience: infrequent
emergency events mean there are limited
opportunities for staff to gain experience. If there
have been few or no emergencies, only those

in leadership roles (such as the Emergency
Management Coordinator, MERO and MRM) may be
activated and gain experience.

Systems - Training: there is little emergency
management training available in the sector, and
councils reported that a lack of training can lead
to a lack of capability in surge staff who have an
emergency management role. Although some
councils have developed training internally or
through an emergency management collaboration,
most emergency planning staff lack capability and
capacity to do this.

Processes - Procedures: o lack of clearly written
procedures and other reference documents

can result in staff not understanding their role

and its requirements. This can restrict their
capability to effectively undertake their emergency
management role.

People - Organisational changes: staff
turnover results in a loss of staff with
experience in emergencies, and it reduces the
organisation’s capability.

Councils and Emergencies
Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report
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11 About the project

The Councils and Emergencies Project is a multi-
year, three-phase project to enhance the capability
and capacity of councils to meet their emergency
management obligations.

Introduction

The project is listed as a state-wide strategic priority
in the Victorian Emergency Management Strategic
Action Plan (2018-21), after having initially been
identified in the Hazelwood Mine Fire Inquiry Report.

Figure 1shows the three phases of the Councils and Emergencies Project.

Figure 1: Flowchart of Councils and Emergencies Phases

Phase 2

Phase1 (v

Clarify and confirm the emergency
management responsibilities and

activities of local governments.

111 Phase One

Phase One clarified and confirmed the emergency
management responsibilities and activities of
councils. The Councils and Emergencies Position
Paper was published in December 2017 It identified
ninety-four emergency management responsibilities
and activities undertaken by one or more councils,
without judgement as to whether they were
legislative requirements or simply customary. The
position paper categorised the responsibilities and
activities as occurring:

« before an emergency (planning)
« during an emergency (response and relief)
« after an emergency (recovery)

e as part of business as usual and with emergency
management implications.

The position paper emphasised that community
needs differ among councils, and not all councils
will or should carry out all the responsibilities
and activities.

11.2 Phase Two

Phase Two aims to understand councils’ emergency
management capability and capacity, based on
the needs and risk profile of each municipality.

The emergency management responsibilities

and activities in the Councils and Emergencies
Position Paper were used to develop the Phase Two
methodology. All councils had the opportunity to
evaluate their capability and capacity to undertake
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Understand councils’ emergency

management capability and capacity,
based on the identified needs and risk
profile of each individual municipality.

(V) Phase 3

Develop strategies to
address gaps in councils’
emergency management
capability and capacity.

emergency management responsibilities and
activities, in the context of their organisational and
municipal characteristics and needs.

All seventy-nine Victorian councils completed
the evaluation.

This report contains the outcomes of the evaluations
and marks the completion of Phase Two. The

report supports the emergency management

sector to better understand councils’ emergency
management capability and capacity, and it
provides accurate, current council data and
information for sector reform projects.

The effort councils took to complete the evaluation
and their commitment to the project is a strong
indication of the importance they put on emergency
management. The findings will enable them to
better understand their capacity and capability

and support better emergency management
planning locally.

The Phase Two methodology is explained in Part 2.

11.3 Phase Three

In Phase Three, councils, state government agencies
and other emergency management organisations
will be engaged to develop strategies and action
plans to address the areas for improvement in
councils' emergency management capability and
capacity. The Phase Two capability and capacity
findings will be used to provide an evidence base for
broader emergency management sector reform.



https://www.emv.vic.gov.au/StrategicActionPlan

https://www.localgovernment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/91532/Councils-and-emergencies-position-paper-December-2017.pdf

https://www.localgovernment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/91532/Councils-and-emergencies-position-paper-December-2017.pdf

http://report.hazelwoodinquiry.vic.gov.au/



The strategies and action plans developed in
Phase Three will align with other sector reforms
including the Victorian Preparedness Framework
Emergency Management Planning Reform and
Resilient Recovery Strategy that aim to build safer,
more resilient communities. The findings of Phase
Three will be developed into a final report which
will be used to produce options to address areas
for improvement in the emergency management
capability and capacity of councils and of the wider
emergency management sector.

1.2 Emergency management sector reform

The emergency management sector is currently
undergoing major reforms, some of which have
been completed. The Emergency Management
Legislation Amendment Act 2078 is introducing

new arrangements for integrated, coordinated and
comprehensive emergency management planning
at the state, regional and municipal levels. Current
municipal planning and audit arrangements will
continue until 1 December 2020, when the legislation
will be implemented in full.

New Municipal Emergency Management Planning
Guidelines are currently being developed and

will be released after 1 December 2020 following
consultation with councils and the emergency
management sector.

This report will help to inform development and
implementation of the new planning guidelines as
well as the:

o Resilient Recovery Strategy

o Victorian Preparedness Framework

s Disaster Recovery Funding Arrangements.

Councils and Emergencies
Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

1.3 Victorian Preparedness Framework

The Victorian Preparedness Framework is a planning
tool created to improve understanding of the
capability and capacity required through all stages
of a major emergency. The framework identifies
twenty-one core capabilities required to deliver
emergency management responsibilities for a major
emergency. The emergency management sector is
currently undertaking multi-agency assessments
for each of the twenty-one core capabilities to
understand the extent of the sector’s capability and
capacity against capability targets.

The responsibilities and activities listed in the
Councils and Emergencies Position Paper were
aligned with thirteen of the core capabilities in
the Victorian Preparedness Framework to ensure
consistency between the capabilities required

by state and local governments for delivering
emergency management responsibilities.

The Phase Two findings will also be a key source of
data for emergency management planning reform
in the local government sector and more broadly.
The findings will be incorporated into each of the
thirteen relevant core capability assessments and
contribute to the development of new state, regional
and municipal emergency management plans.

1.4 Municipal Emergency Resourcing
Program

The Municipal Emergency Resourcing Program
(MERP) funds sixty-four Victorian councils to

plan and prepare for emergencies. The current
program funding agreements expire on 30 June
2020. MERP funding is ongoing and the findings of
Phase Two of this project will inform future MERP
program guidelines.

n



https://www.emv.vic.gov.au/how-we-help/emergency-management-capability-in-victoria/victorian-preparedness-framework

http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/Domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/PubStatbook.nsf/f932b66241ecf1b7ca256e92000e23be/857F6CE338E5719ECA2582F0000DFBC9/$FILE/18-036aa%20authorised.pdf

https://www.emv.vic.gov.au/how-we-help/emergency-management-planning
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https://www.localgovernment.vic.gov.au/funding-programs/municipal-emergency-resourcing-program

https://www.emv.vic.gov.au/about-us/current-projects/relief-and-recovery-reform-strategy



PART 02

2.1 Maturity model

Councils and the communities they represent have
widely different emergency management needs and
service responses to those needs. The response of
each council is unique to its emergency risks, local
circumstances and resourcing.

Accordingly, a maturity model was used to evaluate
each council's emergency management capability
and capacity. The model involved determining:

* atarget maturity

e an actual maturity.

By comparing the actual maturity with the target
maturity, councils determined whether they were
below, on or above their target. This then provided
an understanding of their emergency management
capability and capacity.

For the purposes of this report:

« capability is defined as the ability of councils
to undertake emergency management
responsibilities and activities

« capacity is defined as the level of resourcing
councils have to undertake emergency
management (including people, resources,
governance, systems and processes).

211 Target maturity

A council’s target maturity indicates the level at
which it would like to be able to provide emergency
management services to its community. Council’s
target maturity was evaluated using relative need
and emergency risk.

Relative need indicates how well councils are
resourced to undertake their services, including
emergency management.

A high relative need indicates a council has limited
resources as an organisation and therefore

has fewer resources to undertake emergency
management. A low relative need indicates a
council has greater resources as an organisation
and therefore more resources to undertake
emergency management.

Relative need was derived using the methodology

of the Victoria Grants Commission (VGC), which
receives funds from the Commonwealth for
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Methodology

allocation across the seventy-nine Victorian
councils. Councils with the least financial capacity
are assessed as having the highest relative need
and allocated larger grants. Those councils with the
greatest financial capacity are assessed to have the
lowest relative need and allocated the lowest grants.

To evaluate relative need, VGC 2018-19 general
purpose grant amounts per capita for each
council were:

» ordered from highest to lowest

« divided into five percentiles and allocated a number
on a scale from high need (1) to low need (5).

Emergency risk indicates how the municipality could
be affected by an emergency and therefore the level
to which council may need to resource emergency
management.

A higher emergency risk indicates a council has
a greater risk of being affected by an emergency
and could allocate more resources to undertake
emergency management planning. A lower
emergency risk indicates a council has a lower
risk of being affected by an emergency and could
allocate less resources to undertake emergency
management planning.

To evaluate their emergency risk, councils:

« evaluated the consequence of municipal hazards
on their organisation

« compared this with the municipal emergency risk
assessment of the same hazards

» used this comparison to evaluate their emergency
risk on a scale from negligible (1) to extreme (5).

The municipal emergency risk assessment describes
the risk of a hazard to the municipality. The
consequence to council describes the organisation’s
ability to maintain business-as-usual services if the
municipality is affected by the hazard.

Once relative need and emergency risk were
evaluated, the council’s target maturity was
identified using the matrix in Table 1. Councils used
the number derived from the matrix as a guide to
confirm their target maturity. Councils could accept
the target maturity derived from the matrix or could
choose another target that better reflected their
organisation’s target maturity.





Table 1: Target maturity

Emergency Risk

Councils and Emergencies

Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

Relative need

High need (low resourced) Low need (high resourced)

‘Negligible ‘ 1

Figure 2 describes the target maturity levels of the 1-to-5 continuum derived from Table 1.

Figure 2: Target maturity continuum

The council aims to undertake
its emergency management
responsibilities and activities to
a basic level only, completing
all legislative requirements and
other responsibilities only as
their limited resources allow. A
council at this target maturity is
likely to be low-resourced with a
lower emergency risk.

The council aims to undertake
all its legislative emergency
management responsibilities
and activities and most

other responsibilities as their
resources allow.

The council aims to undertake
its emergency management
responsibilities and activities to
a best-practice level, completing
all legislative requirements and
other responsibilities. A council
at this target maturity is likely to
be well-resourced with a higher
emergency risk.
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21.2 Actual maturity

A council’s actual maturity indicates the level at
which it assesses it is currently able to provide
emergency management services to its community.

To evaluate their actual maturity, councils answered
ninety questions about their capability and capacity
to undertake emergency management.

There were three types of actual maturity questions:

e Type One: to gauge a council’s level of maturity
against the responsibilities and activities and
associated core capabilities in the Councils and
Emergencies Position Paper.

e Type Two: to gauge a council’'s perceptions of how
well it feels it performs its emergency management
functions against its target maturity

e Type Three: which required a written response

describing a council’s capability and capacity to
plan for emergencies.

Table 2: Example of a Type One question

B3: Has council appointed a Municipal Recovery Manager (MRM)?

The Type One and Type Two questions are reproduced
in tables throughout this report and given a category
and numerical code for ease of cross-reference. Type
One questions are represented at their first level of
maturity only. Local Government Victoria's (LGV)
website has a complete list of all questions, including all
Type One maturity level statements.

All the questions asked about emergency
management planning rather than emergency
management experience because some councils
have not been involved in a recent or major
emergency and have not been able to test their
arrangements during a real event. Councils with
recent experience with an emergency event
could draw on this experience to answer Type
Two guestions.

Table 2 provides an example of a Type One question.
Each responsibility and activity was divided into four
statements and structured in order of increasing
maturity. Councils were asked to put a tick or

cross against the question and each of the four
statements underneath it to indicate whether the
question or statement was true or false for their
organisation. Actual maturity was evaluated at the
level of the last tick, indicating the council had not
reached the next level of maturity. Councils with an
actual maturity of 5 indicated they undertake all
maturity levels.

Actual maturity

Council has not appointed a Municipal Recovery Manager (MRM) 0

Council has appointed an MRM.

One or more deputy MRMs have been appointed. 2
The responsibilities, duties and training requirements of the role are documented. €
The role allocation is appropriate to the substantive position and the person.

All MRMs have developed knowledge and expertise through regular activations 4
or training/ exercising to competently undertake their emergency management

role. Council management allocates time for MRMs to undertake training

and activations.

The activation of the role is considered in business continuity arrangements. 5
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https://www.localgovernment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/91532/Councils-and-emergencies-position-paper-December-2017.pdf
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Table 3 provides an example of a Type Two question.

Councils were asked to respond to the question by
choosing a number from the 1-5 scale.

Table 3: Example of a Type Two question

Councils and Emergencies
Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

B15: How well does council integrate emergency planning across the organisation?

(0] 1 2

Not at all

3 4 5

Area of strength

2.2 The evaluation

The evaluation was undertaken by all councils from
29 April 2019 to 21 June 2019. LGV conducted regional
workshops for all councils at the beginning of the
period, and it supported councils with email and
telephone assistance throughout.

Councils provided their responses through a
purpose-built online evaluation platform.

Questions were grouped into six categories:

« Planning with Stakeholders (category A)

e Planning within Council (category B)

« Planning for Activation (category D)

e Planning for Relief Coordination (category E)

« Planning for Recovery Coordination (category F)

o Risk Mitigation (category C)

A council’s actual maturity for each category was
calculated by taking the average score of the Type
One and Type Two questions and giving them an
equal weight.

Councils were encouraged to complete the
evaluation as a whole-of-organisation evaluation,
and the council officer responsible for emergency
management usually coordinated the process.
Council responses were approved by their chief

executive officer or delegate before being submitted.

The data on which this report is based has been
derived directly from councils’ responses to the
evaluation. The report reflects councils’ emergency
management capability and capacity according to
how councils interpreted and evaluated themselves
for each question. It reflects a point in time. The
responses have not been verified or audited, but the
data is considered to represent an objective self-
evaluation by councils.

2.3 Phase Two Project Reference Group

A Project Reference Group was created to

provide subject matter expertise to help guide

the development of the capability and capacity
evaluation. The group comprised representatives of:

« each of the eleven council regional emergency
management collaborations

« the Municipal Association of Victoria (MAV)
« Emergency Management Victoria (EMV)

» the Municipal Association of Victoria Emergency
Management Committee

» the state Municipal Emergency Management
Enhancement Group (MEMEG)

o the Department of Environment, Land, Water and
Planning (DELWP) Forest Fire and Regions Group

« DELWP’s Barwon South West Region.
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2.4 Reporting the findings

The report presents the Phase Two findings primarily
by comparing actual maturity to target maturity,

and by summarising councils’ comments on their
emergency management capability and capacity.

To determine a council’s capability and capacity,

its actual maturity was compared with its target
maturity to determine whether the council was below,
on or above its target maturity. This comparison was
made on a question, category and overall scale.

The report has a repeating structure and results are
presented in three levels of detail:

« summary results, which analyse the results of all

categories combined

« category results, which analyse the results
for each category and the questions within
those categories.

e findings, which summarises the comments from
most councils but not necessarily from all seventy-
nine councils.

Within each part, the data is analysed and reported
in three groups:
« state, for all seventy-nine councils in Victoria

« region, using the eight Victorian Government
Regions, which are:

- Barwon South West (nine councils)

- Eastern Metropolitan (seven councils)

- Gippsland (six councils)

- Grampians (eleven councils)

- Hume (twelve councils)

- Loddon Mallee (ten councils)

- North Western Metropolitan (fourteen councils)

- Southern Metropolitan (ten councils)
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comparator, using LGV's standardised Victorian
Local Government Comparator Groups:

- Metropolitan, which are the twenty-two
metropolitan Melbourne councils

- Interface, which are the nine Interface Councils
members, except for Mitchell Shire Council which
is in the Large Shire grouping

- Regional City, which are the ten Regional Cities
Victoria members

- Large Shire, which are the nineteen Rural
Councils Victoria members with more than
fifteen thousand people

- Small Shire, which are the nineteen_Rural
Councils Victoria members with fewer than
fifteen thousand people.




http://knowyourcouncil.vic.gov.au/about

https://www.interfacecouncils.com.au/

https://www.regionalcitiesvictoria.com.au/

http://ruralcouncilsvictoria.org.au/about/

http://ruralcouncilsvictoria.org.au/about/



PART 03

31 Target maturity

311 State

Figure 3 shows the target maturity of Victoria's
seventy-nine councils. Sixty-two councils (78%)
identified a target maturity of 3 or 4. Only one
council identified a target of 1, while three councils
had a target of 5.

Figure 3: Target maturity, state

Number of councils

Summary results

30 32

3 4 S

Target maturity

Councils could accept the target maturity derived
from the matrix or could choose another target
that better reflected their organisation. Fifty-five
councils accepted the target maturity derived
from the matrix and twenty-four chose a different
target maturity. Of the councils that changed their
target maturity:

e seven councils reduced their target maturity: six
councils reduced it by one level and one council
reduced it by two levels

« seventeen councils increased their target maturity:

fourteen councils increased it by one level and
three councils increased it by two levels.

Overall, seventy-five councils (95%) accepted their
target maturity or changed it by only one, which
demonstrates that the combination of relative need
and emergency risk enabled councils to identify an
appropriate target maturity.

3.1.2 Region

Table 4 and Figure 4 show the number and
percentage of councils at each target maturity level
by region and state.

The three metropolitan regions of North Western,
Eastern and Southern Metropolitan had almost
identical percentages of councils at each target
level. These councils had relative need levels ranging
from 3 to 4 and emergency risk levels ranging from
1to 5. One council in each metropolitan region
identified a target maturity of 5, with all other
councils in the regions identifying target maturities
of 3 or 4. All metropolitan councils that identified a
target maturity of 4 or 5 had a relative need of 4 or 5,
indicating they are well-resourced organisations.

Councils in the remaining regions identified target
maturities from 1to 4. These councils had relative
need levels ranging from 1to 4 and emergency risk
levels ranging from 2 to 5. Barwon South West and
Grampians had the highest percentage of councils
with a target maturity of 2, while Gippsland had the
highest percentage of councils with a target maturity
of 4.
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Only two councils in the state identified an
emergency risk of 5 and these are in the Grampians
and North Western Metropolitan regions. Twenty-six
councils identified an emergency risk of 4 and they
ranged across all regions.

Table 4: Target maturity level, state and by region, per cent and number

Target maturity

3

State 1% 1 16% 13 38% 30 A% 32 4% 3
North o o o o o
Western Metropolitan 0% 0 0% 0 6% > S7% & /7% !
Eastern Metropolitan 0% 0 0% 0 29% 2 57% 4 14% 1
Southern Metropolitan 0% 0 0% 0 30% 3 60% 6 10% 1
Barwon South West 0% 0 44% 4 22% 2 33% 3 0% 0]
Grampians 0% O 45% 5 18% 2 36% 4 0% 0]
Loddon Mallee 10% 1 20% 2 50% ) 20% 2 0% 0
Hume 0% o) 8% 1 75% 9 17% 2 0% 0
Gippsland 0% 0] 7% 1 33% 2 50% 3 0% 0)

Figure 4: Target maturity, state and by region, per cent
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3.1.3 Comparator

Table 5 and Figure 5 show the number and
percentage of councils at each target maturity level
by comparator group and state.

All Metropolitan, Interface and Regional City councils
identified target maturities of 3, 4 or 5. Metropolitan
comparator councils had relative need levels of 4

to 5 but emergency risk levels ranging from 1to 5,
reflecting that these councils are generally larger
and comparatively better resourced to undertake
emergency management even if they have a lower
emergency risk.

All Regional City councils identified target maturities
of 3 or 4, with relative need and emergency risk levels
ranging from 2 to 4 reflecting their higher risk profiles
but smaller resource bases.

Large Shire councils identified target maturities of 2,
3 or 4, with the majority identifying a target maturity

Councils and Emergencies
Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

of 3. Large Shire councils had relative need levels of 1
to 3 and emergency risk levels from 2 to 4, reflecting
that these councils generally have limited resourcing
but higher risk.

All but one Small Shire council identified target
maturities of 2, 3 or 4 with the remaining council
identifying a target maturity of 1. These councils are
smaller organisations, so they had lower target
maturities despite in many cases facing a high or
extreme emergency risk level. Two Small Shire
councils increased their target maturity to 4,
indicating the importance of emergency
management to their communities.

Only two councils in the state identified an
emergency risk of 5 and these were in the Interface
and Small Shire comparator groups. In comparison,
twenty-six councils identified an emergency risk of 4,
and they ranged across all comparator groups.

Table 5: Target maturity level, by comparator group, per cent and number

State 1% 1 16% 13 38% 30 1% 32 4% 3
Metropolitan 0% 0 0% 0 32% 7 59% 13 9% 2
Interface 0% 0 0% 0 33% 3 56% 5 M% 1
Regional City 0% 0 0% 0 40% 4 60% 6 0% 0
Large Shire 0% 0 26% 5 47% 9 26% ) 0% 0
Small Shire 5% 1 42% 8 37% 7 16% 3 0% 0
Figure 5: Target maturity, state and by comparator group A State A Metropolitan
A Interface A Regional City
Large Shire A Small Shire
%) N
3] X 5 8
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Target maturity
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3.2 Actual maturity

3.21 State

Figure 6 shows that forty-seven councils (59%) had an
actual maturity below their target maturity for each of
the categories combined. The Planning for Recovery
Coordination category was a key contributor to this result.

Figure 6: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, all categories, state, number and per cent

47
(59%)

A below target A ontarget A above target
Figure 7 shows the difference between the actual Twelve councils were more than one level below their
and target maturity for all councils. Sixty-one target maturity. These councils have broader areas
councils (77%) were on or within one level of their for improvement that need to be addressed for them
target maturity meaning that most councils are to reach their identified target maturity.
operating at or close to their identified target
maturity. Only six councils identified an actual maturity more

than one level above their target maturity.

Figure 7: Difference between actual and target maturity, all categories, state, number
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3.2.2 Region The Southern Metropolitan region showed 70 to

90% of councils below their target maturity in all six
Table 6 and Figure 8 show that the Eastern categories. Hume had the highest percentage of
Metropolitan region was the only region with a councils below their target maturity in the Planning
majority (57%) of councils on or above their target for Relief Coordination category.

maturity. The Southern Metropolitan and Hume
regions had the greatest number of councils below
their target maturity with 70% and 75% respectively.

Table 6: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, by region, per cent and number

Below target On target Above target
State 59% 47 4% 3 37% 29
North Western Metropolitan 50% 7 0% 0 50% 7
Eastern Metropolitan 43% & 14% 1 43% 3
Southern Metropolitan 70% 7 0% 0 30% 3
Barwon South West 67% 6 0% 0 33% 3
Grampians 55% 6 9% 1 36% 4
Loddon Mallee 60% 6 0% 0 40% 4
Hume 75% 9 0% 0 25% 3
Gippsland 50% 3 17% 1 33% 2

Figure 8: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, by region, per cent
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3.2.3 Comparator and Planning within Council categories, and 100%
were below their target maturity for Planning for
Recovery Coordination. Small Shire councils were
the only group with most councils (53%) on or above
their target maturity and they also had the lowest
percentage of councils below their target maturity
for the Planning with Stakeholders category.

Table 7 and Figure 9 show that all comparator
groups except for the Regional City comparator
councils broadly aligned with the state result. 90% of
Regional City comparator councils were below their
target maturity. Of this group, 90% of councils were
below their target maturity for the Risk Mitigation

Table 7: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, by comparator group, per cent and number

Percentage of councils

Below target On target Above target
State 59% a7 4% 3 37% 29
Metropolitan 55% 12 0% 0 45% 10
Interface 56% S 1% 1 33% 3
Regional City 90% 9 0% 0] 10% 1
Large Shire 63% 12 5% 1 32% 6
Small Shire 47% 9 5% 1 47% 9

Figure 9: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, by comparator group, per cent

A below target A ontarget A obove target
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PART 04

The self-evaluation data that councils provided
identified the following common areas for
improvement within councils’ emergency
management capability and capacity. Addressing
these areas for improvement should result in
councils meeting or exceeding their target
maturities, and strategies and action plans to do so
will be developed in Phase Three of the project.

Of Victoria’s seventy-nine councils, forty-seven (59%)
had an actual maturity below their target maturity.
Only six councils were more than one level above
their target, indicating that most Victorian councils
need to increase their emergency management
capability and capacity.

4.1 Emergency relief and recovery

Councils identified a lack of capacity and
capability to undertake their emergency relief and
recovery responsibilities and activities. Sixty-three
councils (80%) were below their identified target
maturity in the Planning for Relief or Recovery
Coordination categories.

The emergency management planning function

is commonly undertaken by one or a few staff,
sometimes as an additional responsibility to their
non-emergency-management substantiative

role. This results in reduced staffing capacity to
undertake relief and recovery planning. Most
planning capacity is consumed with developing
and updating municipal plans and attending
municipal and regional committee meetings. This
leaves little time for the remainder of the emergency
management responsibilities and activities

(such as developing procedures, training staff to
undertake their emergency role and engaging with
the community).

This lack of capacity at the planning stage is one reason
for councils’ lack of capability during and after an
emergency event. Forty-one councils (52%) were below
their target maturity for training staff to competently
undertake a role in an emergency. If a council has only a
small number of staff trained for an emergency and has
only limited or high-level plans rather than procedures
to reference, it generally will not have the organisational
capability to coordinate emergency relief and recovery.

Relief and recovery coordination can be resource
intensive and can require a substantial numiber of
staff. Councils have a limited number of staff they can
use in relief and recovery operations at any given time

Areas for
improvement

and they can usually only resource emergency relief
for 24 to 48 hours before relying on resource sharing
with other councils. Fifty-six councils (71%) were below
their target maturity for their capacity to resource a
nmajor emergency.

Councils that have not been affected by a major
emergency can lack the capability to plan for relief
and recovery, as they have no practical experience.
Capability issues also arise when councils and

the broader emergency management sector are
uncertain about relief and recovery roles. This can
make it difficult to plan effectively.

4.2 Integration of emergency management
into business-as-usual

Councils acknowledged the significant impact that
the coordination of emergency relief and recovery
imposes on their organisation. Thirty-nine councils
(49%) were below their target maturity for integrating
emergency planning across the organisation, and
forty-three councils (54%) were below their target
maturity for planning to maintain their capacity for
business-as-usual services during an emergency.

If councils don’t consider emergency management
requirements in business continuity planning, they
may not be prepared to allocate enough staff

to maintain essential business activities when
coordinating emergency relief and recovery. Council
business continuity plans do reference emergency
events as an incident that would affect business
continuity, but this is often limited to a business
disruption and it may not consider the additional
disruption caused by the activation of relief and
recovery responsibilities. Councils attribute this lack
of business continuity planning to a lack of capacity
which can be caused by competing organisational
priorities and limited awareness across council
organisations of their roles in emergencies.

4.3 Community engagement for
emergency management

Councils reported that emergency management
planning with the community is a large capability
and capacity gap. Fifty-four councils (68%) were
below their target maturity for collaborating with the
community to plan for emergency events, and fifty-
five councils (70%) were below their target maturity
for collaborating with the community to mitigate
emergency risk. Emergency management staff often
lack the capability to engage with the community, as
they do not have enough knowledge of, or training
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in community engagement practices. In addition,
community engagement staff within councils often
lack emergency management knowledge.

Emergency management staff indicated a general
lack of capacity and therefore prioritise emergency
management planning internally, with agencies and
other councils over planning with the community.
They indicate that there is a lack of integration of
emergency management across the organisation
which results in limited communication and
collaboration between staff with an emergency
management role and staff with a community
engagement role.

Difficulties also arise from the community
composition with some communities having little
appetite for engagement around emergency
management planning or being exposed to a lower
level of emergency risk in their municipality.

4.4 Further clarification of council roles in
emergency management

There is still some uncertainty in the emergency
management sector about the responsibilities and
activities of councils, including the extent to which
councils should undertake particular responsibilities
or activities and the difference between a lead and
support role. Councils have a strong understanding
of their legislative responsibilities, however there

is less clarity within the emergency management
sector around other responsibilities and activities.
Responsibilities are not currently articulated in plain
English making it difficult for councils to understand
and interpret what is required of them. This lack

of clarity leads to differing expectations between
councils and agencies. Councils report that agencies
and the state expect a higher level of capability and
capacity than councils can provide.

Councils have formal municipal plans that

outline high-level arrangements for emergency
management. The Emergency Management
Legislation Amendment Act 2018 introduces new
arrangements for integrated, coordinated and
comprehensive emergency management planning
at the state, regional and municipal levels. The Act
provides a framework for local planning however due
to uncertainty around responsibilities, councils don't
often have plans and procedures detailing exactly
what they are required to do.
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4.5 Emergency management budget
and funding

Given the wide range of services councils provide

to their communities, the budget they can allocate
to emergency management is often constrained.
Councils largely rely on funding (including MERP) to
resource their emergency management planning.

In some cases, those that do receive MERP funding
report that the level of MERP funding is not enough
to fulfil their increasing emergency management
responsibilities. This is evident within the evaluation
which shows that forty of the sixty-four councils
that receive MERP funding were below their target
maturity overall. Forty-two councils (53%) were
below their target maturity for the Planning for Relief
Coordination category and sixty-two councils (78%)
were below their target maturity for the Planning for
Recovery Coordination category.

MERP funding is only available to sixty-four councils
(81%) in Victoria, and the fifteen councils that do

not receive this funding would like to know why

they don't.



http://www.legislation.vic.gov.au/Domino/Web_Notes/LDMS/PubStatbook.nsf/f932b66241ecf1b7ca256e92000e23be/857F6CE338E5719ECA2582F0000DFBC9/$FILE/18-036aa%20authorised.pdf



PART 05

51 Planning with Stakeholders (category A)

This category evaluated councils’ capability and
capacity to plan with emergency management
stakeholders: agencies, other councils and their
community. The questions addressed preparedness
and planning activities councils should undertake
with stakeholders (such as municipal plans,
municipal committees and municipal emergency
risk assessments).

There were seventeen questions in this category:

« Type One: there were thirteen questions to
gauge a council's level of maturity against the
responsibilities, activities and associated core
capabilities in the Councils and Emergencies
Position Paper

A Dbelow target

Number of councils

A on target

Category results

» Type Two: there were three questions to gauge a
council’'s perceptions of how well it feels it plans
with stakeholders against its target maturity

« Type Three: there was one question that required
a written response describing a council’'s capability
and capacity to plan with stakeholders.

511 State

Councils reported greater capability and capacity
for the Planning with Stakeholders category than for
any other category. Figure 10 and Figure 11 show that
forty-five councils (57%) reported they were either on
or above their target maturity. The remaining thirty-
four councils (43%) were below their target with
twenty-one up to one level below and thirteen more
than one level below.

A cbove target

-3 -2 -1 on 1 2 3 4 S

Figure 10: Actual maturity below, on or
above target maturity, Planning with
Stakeholders category, state, number
and per cent

Difference between actual and target maturity

Figure 11: Difference between actual and target maturity,
Planning with Stakeholders category, state, number
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5.1.2 Region

Table 8: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning with Stakeholders category, by region,
per cent and number

Below target On target Above target
State 43% 34 5% 4 52% a1
North Western Metropolitan 36% 5 14% 2 50% 7
Eastern Metropolitan 29% 2 14% 1 57% 4
Southern Metropolitan 70% 7 0% 0 30% 8
Barwon South West 44% 4 0% O 56% 5
Grampians 45% 5 0% 0 55% 6
Loddon Mallee 40% 4 0% 0 60% 6
Hume 42% 5 8% 1 50% 6
Gippsland 33% 2 0% O 67% 4

51.3 Comparator

Table 9: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning with Stakeholders category, by
comparator group, per cent and number

Below target On target Above target
State 43% 34 5% 4 52% 1
Metropolitan 41% 9 14% 3 45% 10
Interface 56% S 0% 0 44% 4
Regional City 70% 7 0% 0 30% 3
Large Shire 37% 7 5% 1 58% 1
Small Shire 32% 6 0% 0] 68% 13
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5.1.4 Questions
Responsibilities and activities (Type One)

Table 10: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning with Stakeholders category, Type One
qguestions, state, per cent

Percentage of councils

Below On Above

. 1
Questions N/A target target target

Does the municipality have a multi-agency
Al Municipal Emergency Management Planning 32% 23% 46%
Committee (MEMPC)?

Does the municipality have a Municipal Emergency
Management Plan (MEMP) that has been "considered
by the municipal council" (including associated

sub plans)?

A2 3% 24% 73%

Has the municipality undertaken an Emergency Risk
A3 Assessment (such as the Community Emergency Risk 25% 1% 63%
Assessment (CERA) or equivalent)?

Does council encourage and support the community
to participate in emergency management
awareness programs operated by emergency
management agencies?

A4 24% 10% 66%

Does council advocate for its community’s emergency

A o
> management needs and priorities?

62% 5% 33%

A6 Does the municipality have a relief and recovery plan? 25% 16% 58%

Does council review municipal operations and

O, 0O, O,
community consequences after an emergency? /% 9% 84%

A7

Does council have arrangements in place to
collaborate with other councils and agencies to
support surge requirements and share information
during emergencies?

A8 32% 15% 53%

Does the municipality have a multi-agency Municipal

A9 Fire Management Planning Committee (MFMPC)?

15 27% 20% 53%

Does council’s fire prevention officer grant permits
to light a fire or fires at any time outside of the Fire
Danger Period (FDP) subject to any conditions or
restrictions contained in the permit?

A10 26 43% 1% 45%

Does council’s fire prevention officer grant permits
to light a fire or fires at any time during the FDP
subject to any conditions or restrictions contained in
the permit?

ATl 38 56% 5% 39%

Does council have a Neighbourhood Safer Places

(NSP) Plan (or bushfire place of last resort plan)? élo 28N e 1%

A12

Has council identified locations for NSPs within its
A13 municipal district and applied to the CFA to have 16 24% 8% 68%
them assessed and certified?

The question was not applicable to the number of councils in this column: the percentages are of the remaining councils.
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Perceptions (Type Two)

Table 11: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning with Stakeholders category, Type Two

guestions, state, per cent

Questions

Above

How well does council collaborate with agency partners to

target

Al4 18% 33% 49%
plan for emergency events?

AS How well does council collaborate with other councils to plan 33% 04% 43%
for emergency events?

A6 How well does council collaborate with the community to plan 68% 0% 1%

for emergency events?

51.5 Findings
Strengths

For this category most councils were on or above
their target maturity for:

« encouraging and supporting the community to
participate in emergency management awareness
programs operated by emergency management
agencies (76%)

« identifying locations of Neighbourhood Safer
Places (NSP) (or Bushfire Place of Last Resort)
(76%) — not applicable to all councils

« having a MEMP (97%) and Relief and Recovery
Plan (75%)

« undertaking municipal emergency risk
assessments (75%).

Councils reported that they prioritise these
responsibilities because they are legislated.

The responses to the perception questions in Table
11 show that councils have good relationships with
their emergency management agencies and other
councils, but they acknowledge that they could
improve on planning with their community.

Issues

Most councils were below their target maturity for:

« advocating for their community’s emergency
management needs and priorities (62%)

e reviewing municipal operations and community
consequences after an emergency (57%)

28

e granting permits to light a fire or fires at any
time during the Fire Danger Period (FDP) subject
to any conditions or restrictions contained in
permits (56%).

Planning with communities

Table 11 shows that fifty-four councils (68%) were
below their target maturity for collaborating with
the community to plan for emergency events. The
Metropolitan and Interface comparator councils
had the greatest percentage of councils below
their target maturity indicating that larger urban
communities are more difficult to engage than rural
communities. Councils reported that large, diverse
communities have little appetite for engagement
around emergency management planning. Councils
also engage less with their communities if there is a
lower emergency risk.

Councils report they were challenged to meet
their target maturity for undertaking emergency
management planning with their communities because:

o their current emergency management staff
have limited capacity to plan for and undertake
community engagement due to their wide range
of emergency management responsibilities
and activities

« community engagement is a lower priority than
meeting legislative requirements

« emergency management staff lack community
engagement expertise, and there are no
formal community engagement procedures for
emergency management





« emergency management engagement is not
integrated into existing council community
engagement programs

o there is limited coordinated community
engagement planning with the MEMPC.

Planning with agencies

Councils report they collaborated better with their
agency partners to plan for emergency events than
with other councils or their communities. Table 1
shows that only fourteen councils (18%) reported
being below their target maturity for collaboration
with agency partners. There was no significant
difference within comparator groups or regions when
collaborating with agency partners.

Councils report they were challenged to meet
their target maturity for undertaking emergency
management planning with agencies because:

« council and agency staff do not have capacity to
engage outside formal committees. Many council
and agency staff undertake the role in addition to
their substantive role.

« representatives of the CFA, Victoria Police
and State Emergency Service always attend
the MEMPC and its subcommittees, but
representatives of other agencies sometimes
do not attend or attend only periodically. Some
agencies do not send staff with an appropriate
level of planning knowledge to the MEMPC

« some agency staff don't understand councils’ role
in emergency management, which can lead to
agencies having unrealistic expectations and a
misalignment of agency and council arrangements

« there is often only a single contact in each
agency which limits their capacity to collaborate
with councils

* agency contacts can change regularly, leading to a
loss of continuity in relationships with councils

« councils take on many of the legislated
municipal planning responsibilities with limited
administrative support from agencies

« agencies don’t engage in municipal initiatives and
don’t seek input about their plans from councils

e large municipal or regional geographic areas

makes it difficult for council and agency staff to
travel to meetings.
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Planning with other councils

Councils collaborate well with other councils to

plan for emergency events. Table 11 shows that only
twenty-six councils (33%) reported being below their
target maturity for collaboration with other councils.
However, some council emergency management
collaborations work more effectively than others.
Southern Metropolitan region and Interface
comparator councils showed a significantly higher
percentage of councils below their target maturity
compared with the state results, indicating a lower
level of collaboration in these areas.

Councils report they were challenged to meet
their target maturity for undertaking emergency
management planning with other councils because:

« some councils are not members of council
emergency management collaborations, often
known as Municipal Emergency Management
Enhancement Groups (MEMEG)

« council emergency management collaborations
are largely led by councils with dedicated
emergency management staff

« council staff do not have the capacity to
engage outside the formal council emergency
management collaboration meetings

» council emergency management collaborations
are not strategic and lack involvement from
council leaders, and they therefore have only basic
decision-making capabilities

» some council emergency management
collaborations don't have the capability and
capacity to develop joint plans or standard
operating procedures

» some council emergency management
collaborations are not signatories to the MAV
Resource Sharing Protocol or have not created their
own formal resource-sharing memorandum of
understanding signed by their chief executive officers.
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5.2 Planning within Council (category B)

This category evaluated councils’ capability and
capacity to plan for emergencies within their

own organisation. The questions addressed
responsibilities and activities across the whole
council, to determine the level of internal emergency
management planning and the integration of
emergency management into the whole range of
council operations.

The questions asked councils about how they
plan to prepare and train their emergency staff,
plan for their relief and recovery responsibilities
and integrate emergency management into their
business continuity arrangements.

A below target

46
(58%)

Number of councils

Figure 12: Actual maturity below, on or
above target maturity, Planning within
Council category, state, per cent

30

A ontarget

There were twenty questions in this category:

e Type One: there were thirteen questions to
gauge a council’s level of maturity against the
responsibilities, activities and associated core
capabilities in the Councils and Emergencies
Position Paper

e Type Two: there were six questions to gauge a
council’s perceptions of how well it feels it plans
internally against its target maturity

e Type Three: there was one question that required
a written response describing a council’s capability
and capacity to plan within their organisation.

5.21 State

Figure 12 and Figure 13 show that forty-six councils
(58%) reported they were below their target maturity
for planning within their organisation. Thirty-one
councils were up to one level below and fifteen
councils were more than one level below. The
remaining thirty-three councils (42%) were on or
above their target maturity.

A obove target

-3 -2 -1 on 1 2 3 4 5
Difference between actual and target maturity

Figure 13: Difference between actual and target maturity,
Planning within Council category, state



https://www.localgovernment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/91532/Councils-and-emergencies-position-paper-December-2017.pdf
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5.2.2 Region

Table 12: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning within Council category, by region,
per cent and number

Below target On target Above target

State 58% 46 9% 7 33% 26
North Western Metropolitan 36% 5 21% 3 43% 6
Eastern Metropolitan 71% S 14% 1 14% 1

Southern Metropolitan 70% 7 0% 0 30% 3
Barwon South West 67% 6 0% @) 33% 3
Grampians 64% 7 0% 0 36% 4
Loddon Mallee 60% 6 10% 1 30% 3
Hume 58% 7 0% 0 42% 5
Gippsland 50% 3 33% 2 17% 1

5.2.3 Comparator

Table 13: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning within Council category, by comparator
group, per cent and number

Below target On target Above target
State 58% 46 9% 7 33% 26
Metropolitan 59% 13 14% 3 27% 6
Interface 44% 4 % 1 44% 4
Regional City 90% 9 0% 0 10% 1
Large Shire 58% i 1% 2 32% 6
Small Shire 47% 9 5% 1 47% 9






5.2.4 Questions
Responsibilities and activities (Type One)

Table 14: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning within Council category, Type One
questions, state, per cent

Below On Above
target target target

Questions

Do council staff with an assigned emergency management

B1 o 47% 15% 38%
role have access to emergency management training?
Has council appointed a Municipal Emergency Resource o o o
=2 Officer (MERO) under an Instrument of Delegation? e M5 S
B3 Has council appointed a Municipal Recovery Manager (MRM)? 19% 18% 63%

Does council have an emergency coordination system and/
B4 or council operational facilities that can be activated during 27% 18% 56%
an emergency?

Does council have a register of council, municipal and
B5 other resources available for use before, during and 67% 10% 23%
after emergencies?

Has council identified, planned for and documented
B6 emergency relief centres (ERC) or other locations that will 16% 22% 62%
provide emergency relief services in an emergency?

Does council have Secondary Impact Assessment (SIA) and
B7 Post Emergency Needs Assessment (PENA) processes and 73% 9% 18%
data-collection systems?

Does council plan for emergency housing of displaced and

B8 ) : 52% 10% 38%
lost/stray companion animals?

B9 Has cour_ml identified standards for the clean-up and recovery 63% 6% 30%
of council-managed assets?

B10 Has council appointed a Municipal Fire Prevention Officer 90% 8% 1%

(MFPO) under an Instrument of Delegation?

Has council appointed a Vulnerable Persons Coordinator
B11 (VPC) according to the Department of Health and Human 14% 25% 61%
Services (DHHS) Vulnerable People in Emergencies Policy?

Does council prepare a Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS) in

B12 accordance with the Planning and Environment Act? S1% 14% 5%
Does council prepare a Municipal Public Health and Wellbeing o o o
B3 Plan (MPHWP) in accordance with the Act? 82% 15% o8%
Note

"This question was not applicable to 15 councils: the percentages are of the remaining 64 councils.
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Perceptions (Type Two)
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Table 15: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning within Council category, Type Two

questions, state, per cent

Questions

Above
target

Below (0]]
target target

B14 How well does council undertake planning for an emergency? 27% 48% 25%

How well does council integrate emergency planning across

O, O, O,
B15 the organisation? R 0% 2%
816 How well does council understohd_|_t§ emergency 30% 35% 349%
management roles and responsibilities?
517 Hovv'vvell are council staff trained to competently undertake a 509, 08% 0%
role in an emergency?
513 Doe; council have the capacity to resource a 1% 0% 9%
major emergency?
519 How well doe§ coluncﬂ plan to maintain capacity of 'business 549, 30% 159%
as usual services' during an emergency?
5.2.5 Findings Most councils were below their target maturity for:
Strengths

For this category most councils were on or above
their target maturity for:

« appointing a Vulnerable Persons Coordinator in
accordance with the DHHS Vulnerable People in
Emergencies Policy (86%)

« identifying, planning for and documenting
emergency relief centres (ERC) or other locations
that will provide emergency relief services in an
emergency (84%)

e appointing an Municipal Recovery Manager (MRM)
(81%) and appointing a Municipal Emergency
Resource Officer (MERO) under an Instrument of
Delegation (77%).

Issues

The responses in Table 15 to the perception
questions show that while councils have a good
understanding of their roles and responsibilities,
emergency management is not well-integrated
across the organisation, and council staff are not
trained to competently undertake a role in an
emergency. Most councils do not have the capacity
to resource a major emergency while maintaining
business-as-usual services.

e possessing Secondary Impact Assessment (SIA)
and Post Emergency Needs Assessment (PENA)
processes and data-collection systems (73%)

e possessing a register of council, municipal and
other resources available for use before, during
and after emergencies (67%)

 identifying standards for the clean-up and
recovery of council-managed assets (63%)

» planning for emergency housing of displaced and
lost/stray companion animals (52%)

e preparing a Municipal Strategic Statement (MSS)
in accordance with the Planning and Environment
Act (51%).

Planning for an emergency event, understanding
roles and training

Table 15 shows that most councils understand their
emergency roles and responsibilities and plan

well for emergencies. Only twenty-one councils
(27%) were below their target for planning for an
emergency and only twenty-four councils (30%)
were below their target for understanding their
emergency roles and responsibilities. Staff training
was also an issue with forty-one councils (52%)
below their target for staff trained to competently
undertake a role in an emergency.
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The Interface comparator councils had the greatest
percentage of councils below their target maturity
for planning for an emergency. The Large Shire

and Regional City comparator councils and the
Gippsland and Eastern Metropolitan regions had the
greatest percentage of councils below their target
maturity for staff trained to competently undertake
a role in an emergency. Councils reported that a
lack of training opportunities makes planning for
and undertaking emergency management roles and
responsibilities challenging.

Councils report they were challenged to

meet their target maturity for undertaking
emergency management planning within their
organisation because:

e the emergency management planning function
is commonly undertaken by one or a few staff
sometimes as an additional responsibility to a
non-emergency-management substantiative role

« emergency management planning staff have
limited capacity to undertake the wide range
of emergency management responsibilities
and activities

« the MEMP and sub plans set out emergency
management arrangements at a high level but
there is a lack of documented procedures that
detail MEMP arrangements

« emergency management planning staff (such as
an emergency management officer) have limited
capacity and capability to develop procedures,
training and exercising, which means that staff with
an assigned emergency role (such as the MERO and
the MRM) and the emergency surge workforce have
little or no access to resources to help them learn
and carry out their emergency roles

« as staff with emergency management roles have
little access to training, they generally learn from
others in the same position or through emergency
activations

« staff with an assigned emergency role (such as
the MERO and the MRM) and the emergency surge
workforce have very little capacity to commit to
emergency management planning and training,
given the demands of their substantiative position

o council staff (such as animal management officers
and environmental health officers) understand
their roles in an emergency, but there is little
understanding of how the scale and complexity
of roles would expand during and after an
emergency event
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» business-as-usual practices will be used during
an emergency, so emergency-specific procedures
have not been created

» councils’ senior management and executive staff
may have limited direct experience of emergency
events, which may reduce the extent of the
organisation’s planning and resource allocation.

Integration of emergency management planning
across the organisation

Table 15 shows that thirty-nine councils (49%)

were below their target maturity for integration

of emergency planning across the organisation.
The Regional City comparator councils and the
Eastern Metropolitan and Gippsland regions had the
greatest percentage of councils below their target
maturity for integration of emergency planning
across the organisation. Councils reported that
emergency management is not well integrated into
their organisation and it is difficult to retain existing
council staff in and attract new staff to emergency
management roles.

Councils are required to prepare a Municipal
Strategic Statement (MSS) and Municipal Public
Health and Wellbeing Plan (MPHWP). All councils
have these documents, but some reported that
they don't contain emergency management
considerations and are not reviewed in consultation
with staff with emergency management knowledge.

Councils report they were challenged to meet
their target maturity for integrating emergency
management into the organisation because:

» given the range of services councils provide to their
communities, there is often little budget in the
organisation for emergency management

« emergency management planning staff have little
capacity to implement council-wide emergency
awareness programs

« council staff have very little capacity to commit to
emergency management training and exercising
given the demands of their substantiative position

e emergency surge workforce roles are usually
optional for staff, leading to limited role uptake

e some council staff do not have the personal
resilience to undertake an emergency role

» turnover of council staff and infrequent emergency
activations reduce the capability of staff

« |lack of procedures is a barrier to staff undertaking an
emergency management role.





Planning to maintain business continuity during
an emergency

Table 15 shows that forty-three councils (54%)

were below their target maturity for their ability to
plan to maintain capacity of ‘business-as-usual
services’ during an emergency. The Regional City
comparator councils and the Eastern Metropolitan
region had the greatest percentage of councils
below their target maturity for planning to maintain
capacity of ‘business-as-usual services’' during an
emergency. Councils acknowledged that emergency
management is generally referred to in business
continuity plans either at a very high level or is not
considered at all.

Councils report they were challenged to meet their
target maturity for planning to maintain capacity of
‘business-as-usual services’ during an emergency
because:

« they have not documented the impacts to business
continuity that may occur from emergency
activations, including impacts to personnel,
resources and services

« they don't have procedures or identified actions
to maintain and restore business-as-usual
activities and services as well as divert staff from
their substantiative positions to undertake an
emergency role

e they lack capacity to maintain business-as-usual
activities and services when responding to a major
and/or prolonged emergency

« they don’t have procedures for deploying staff and
backfilling positions.

Councils’ capacity to resource a major emergency
is examined in the activation, relief and
recovery categories.

Councils and Emergencies
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5.3 Planning for Activation (category D)

This category evaluated councils’ capability and
capacity to plan for emergency activation. The
questions addressed how a council prepares and plans
to support response agencies during an emergency.

There were eight questions in this category:

e Type One: there were five questions to gauge
a council’s level of maturity against the
responsibilities, activities and associated core
capabilities in the Councils and Emergencies
Position Paper

A Dbelow target

Number of councils

1 -5
(1%)

Figure 14: Actual maturity below, on
or above target maturity, Planning for
Activation category, state, per cent
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A ontarget

e Type Two: there were two questions to gauge a
council’'s perceptions of how well it feels it plans for
activation against its target maturity

e Type Three: there was one question that required a
written response describing a council’s capability
and capacity to plan for activation.

5.31 State

Figure 14 and Figure 15 show there was an almost-
even split between the number of councils below

their target maturity and the number on or above
their target maturity for planning for activation. Forty
councils (51%) were below their target maturity with
twenty-eight of those up to one level below and twelve
more than one level below. The remaining thirty-nine
councils (49%) were on or above their target maturity.

A cbove target

-3 -2 -1 on 1 2 3 4 S
Difference between actual and target maturity

Figure 15: Difference between actual and target maturity,
Planning for Activation category, state



https://www.localgovernment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/91532/Councils-and-emergencies-position-paper-December-2017.pdf



5.3.2 Region

Table 16: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Activation category, by region,

per cent and number
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Below target On target Above target
State 51% 40 1% 1 48% 38
North Western Metropolitan 29% 4 0% 0 71% 10
Eastern Metropolitan 43% 3 0% 0] S57% 4
Southern Metropolitan 70% 7 0% 0 30% 3
Barwon South West 56% 5 0% 0 44% 4
Grampians 55% 6 0% (0] 45% S
Loddon Mallee 40% 4 0% 0 60% 6
Hume 58% 7 8% 1 33% 4
Gippsland 67% 4 0% 0 33% 2
5.3.3 Comparator

Table 17: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Activation category, by comparator

group, per cent and number

State
Metropolitan
Interface
Regional City
Large Shire

Small Shire

Below target

51% 40
45% 10
44% 4
70% 7
47% ©
53% 10

On target
1% 1
0% 0
0% 0
0% 0
5% 1
0% 0

Above target
48% 38
55% 12
56% S
30% 3
47% 9
47% 9






5.3.4 Questions
Responsibilities and activities (Type One)

Table 18: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Activation category, Type One
questions, state, per cent

Below On Above
target target target

Questions

Can council support emergency management teams
D1 (EMTs) and agencies by providing local information to assist 34% 13% 53%
in decision-making?

Can council support response agencies by providing council

D2 42% 27% 32%
resources as requested?

D3 an co‘unql support ogenmes, where requgsted, with the 35% 0% 2%
dissemination of warnings to the community?

D4 Can council close council-managed land affected by 7% 6% 16%
an emergency?
Does council maintain stream gauges whose sole purpose is

D5 to serve as an element in a total flood warning system (TFWS) 64% 9% 27%
service?'

Note

"This question was not applicable to 57 councils: the percentages are of the remaining 22 councils.

Perceptions (Type Two)

Table 19: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Activation category, Type Two
qguestions, state, per cent

Below On Above
target target target

Questions

D6 How well does council plan to activate for a non-major emergency? 24% 30% 46%

D7 How well does council plan for activation for a major emergency? 27% 41% 33%
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5.3.5 Findings

Strengths

For this category most councils were on or above
their target maturity for:

e supporting emergency management teams (EMT)
and agencies by providing local information to
assist in decision-making (66%)

« supporting agencies, where requested, with the

dissemination of warnings to the community (65%).

Issues

The responses to the perception questions in
Table 19 show that councils feel they plan well to
coordinate activation for non-major and major
emergencies but they report that their capacity to
resource a major emergency would only last for a
very short time (24 to 48 hours).

In the Planning within Council category (B), councils
were asked, '‘Does council have the capacity to
resource a major emergency? Fifty-six councils (71%)
were below their target maturity. This indicates that
although councils feel they can plan for activation,

they don't have the capacity to implement their plans.

For the perception questions in Table 19, most region
and comparator group results aligned with the state
results but there were some significant variances.
The Southern and Eastern Metropolitan regions

and Interface comparator councils had the greatest
percentage of councils below their target maturity
for planning for activation for a major emergency.
The Grampians region had the lowest percentage of
councils below their target maturity for the category.

Most councils were below their target maturity for:

« closing council-managed land affected by an
emergency (77%)

e maintaining stream gauges whose sole purpose
is to serve as an element in a Total Flood Warning
System (64%).

Councils report they were challenged to meet
their target maturity for undertaking planning for
emergency activation because:

* some councils and response agencies do not
understand councils’ role in activation or their

organisational capability and capacity to undertake

activation, which can lead to agencies making
unreasonable requests to councils and councils
undertaking additional or unreasonable activities

« council staff (such as operations officers and
communications officers) understand their role
in activation, but there is little understanding

Councils and Emergencies
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of how the scale and complexity of roles would
expand during an emergency event and this is not
addressed in procedures

there is no readiness roster system for emergency
staff (excluding the MERO and the MRM) as
emergency management planning staff don’t have
the capacity to coordinate this function

there is often limited organisational budget
allocated to emergency management, which can
mean the emergency management planning
function is undertaken by one or a few staff
sometimes as an additional responsibility to a
non-emergency-management substantiative role

MEMPs and sub-plans set out emergency
activation arrangements at a high level

councils can lack the capacity to undertake large-
scale activation responsibilities and activities
(such as multiple road closures)

emergency management planning staff (such as an
emergency management officer) have little capacity
and capability for developing activation procedures, and
for developing and conducting training and exercising

staff with an assigned emergency role (such as
the MERO and the MRM) and the emergency surge
workforce (such as the communication officer)
have little or no access to procedures to help them
learn and carry out their activation roles, which
can be a barrier to retaining staff, keeping them
engaged and recruiting new staff

staff with an assigned emergency role (such as
the MERO and the MRM) and the emergency surge
workforce have little access to training, so they
generally learn from others in the same position or
through emergency activations

when training and exercising opportunities do
arise, staff have very little capacity to commit time,
given the demands of their substantiative position

experienced staff leave the organisation and/or
staff participate in emergency events infrequently
which leads to fewer capable, experienced staff

emergency roles are usually optional for council staff,
which can lead to a limited uptake and low capacity
to undertake prolonged emergency activation

e business continuity plans don’t detail or include

procedures about how emergency activation will
affect the organisation, including the loss of diverted
staff, loss of staff who have been personally affected
by the emergency, loss of diverted equipment and loss
or disruption of business-as-usual services.
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5.4 Planning for Relief Coordination
(category E)

This category evaluated councils’ capability and
capacity to plan for emergency relief coordination.
The questions addressed how a council prepares
and plans to support their community during and
after an emergency and how the council would work
with stakeholders to provide relief services.

There were thirteen questions in this category:

e Type One: there were ten questions to gauge
a council's level of maturity against the
responsibilities, activities and associated core
capabilities in the Councils and Emergencies
Position Paper

A below target

Number of councils

Figure 16: Actual maturity below, on or
above target maturity, Planning for Relief
Coordination category, state, per cent

40

A ontarget

e Type Two: there were two questions to gauge a
council’s perceptions of how well it feels it plans for
relief coordination against its target maturity

e Type Three: there was one question that required
a written response describing a council’s capability
and capacity to plan for relief coordination.

5.41 State

Figure 16 and Figure 17 show that most councils
reported being below their target maturity for
planning for relief coordination. Forty-two councils
(53%) reported they were below their target maturity
with thirty-two up to one level below and ten more
than one level below. The remaining thirty-seven
councils (47%) were on or above their target maturity.

A aobove target

-3 -2 -1 on 1 2 3 4 5
Difference between actual and target maturity

Figure 17: Difference between actual and target maturity,
Planning for Relief Coordination category, state



https://www.localgovernment.vic.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf_file/0020/91532/Councils-and-emergencies-position-paper-December-2017.pdf



5.4.2 Region
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Table 20: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Relief Coordination category, by

region, per cent and number

Below target On target Above target
State 53% 42 5% 4 42% 33
North Western Metropolitan 36% 5 14% 2 50% 7
Eastern Metropolitan 29% 2 14% 1 57% 4
Southern Metropolitan 70% 7 0% 0 30% 3
Barwon South West 44% 4 0% 0] 56% S
Grampians 36% 4 9% 1 55% 6
Loddon Mallee 80% 8 0% 0 20% 2
Hume 83% 10 0% 0 17% 2
Gippsland 33% 2 0% 0] 67% 4
5.4.3 Comparator

Table 21: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Relief Coordination category, by

comparator group, per cent and number

State
Metropolitan
Interface
Regional City
Large Shire

Small Shire

Below target

53% 42
45% 10
44% 4
80% 8
47% 9
58% 11

On target
5% 4q
9% 2
1% 1
0% 0)
0% o)
5% 1

Above target
42% 33
45% 10
44% 4
20% 2
53% 10
37% 7

a1





5.4.4 Question
Responsibilities and activities (Type One)

Table 22: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Relief Coordination category, Type
One questions, state, per cent

E1

E2

E3

E4

ES

EG

E7

E8

E9

E10

Below (o], Above
target target target

Questions

Can council coordinate relief following an emergency? 28% 43% 29%

Can council provide a single point of contact for residents
affected by an emergency that are seeking support, services 54% 16% 29%
and assistance?

Can council coordinate secondary impact assessment? 73% 9% 18%
Can council establish and manage Emergency Relief Centres? 16% 22% 62%
Can council support relief and recovery agencies (incl.

DHHS, Victoria Police, Red Cross) to provide services to the 19% 22% 59%
community following an emergency?

Can council coordinate the housing of displaced, lost and

stray companion animals (other than wildlife) in collaboration 52% 10% 38%

with Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions (DJPR)?

Can council conduct safety assessments of council-owned

O, O, O,
essential assets and infrastructure? S0 15% EE%O
Co'n ;ouncﬂ survey and determine the occupancy of damaged 43% 18% 39%
buildings following an emergency?

Can council provide support to VicRoads for partial/full road o o 5

) ) ) 63% 15% 22%
closures and determination of alternative routes?
Can council coordinate clean-up activities after 63% 6% 30%

an emergency’?

Perceptions (Type Two)

Table 23: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Relief Coordination category, Type
Two questions, state, per cent

Below (o], Above
target target target

Questions

EN

E12

How well does council plan for the coordination of relief for a

O, O, O,
non-major emergency? 2 e 44%

How well does council plan for the coordination of relief for a

major emergency? 25% 48% 27%
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5.4.5 Findings
Strengths

For this category most councils were on or above
their target maturity for:

o establishing and managing emergency relief
centres (ERC) (84%)

« supporting relief and recovery agencies including
DHHS, Victoria Police and the Red Cross to
provide services to the community following an
emergency (81%)

« coordinating relief following an emergency (72%).

The responses to the perception questions in
Table 23 show that councils plan well to coordinate
relief for non-major and major emergencies but
councils reported their capacity to resource a
major emergency would only last for a very short
time (24 to 48 hours). This could account for the
low percentage of councils (27%) above their target
maturity for planning for relief coordination in a
major emergency. This low maturity differs from
the responses to the perception questions in the
previous categories.

In the Planning within Council category (B), councils
were asked, ‘Does council have the capacity to
resource a major emergency? Fifty-six councils (71%)
were below their target maturity. This indicates that
although councils feel they can plan for relief, they
do not have the capacity to implement the plans.

For the perception guestions in Table 23, most region
and comparator group results aligned with the state
results, but two groups showed significant variances.
The Southern Metropolitan region and Interface
comparator councils had the highest percentage of
councils below their target maturity for planning for
the coordination of relief for a major emergency.

Issues
Most councils were below their target maturity for:

« coordinating secondary impact assessment (73%)

« providing support to VicRoads for partial/full
road closures and determination of alternative
routes (63%)

« coordinating clean-up activities after an
emergency (63%)

« coordinating the housing of displaced, lost and
stray companion animals (other than wildlife) in
collaboration with DJPR (52%)
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» conducting safety assessments of council-owned
essential assets and infrastructure (52%).

Councils report they were challenged to meet
their target maturity for undertaking planning for
emergency relief coordination because:

« business continuity plans don't detail or include
procedures about how emergency relief will affect
the organisation, including the loss of diverted
staff, loss of staff who have been personally
affected by the emergency, loss of diverted
equipment and loss or disruption of business-as-
usual services.

« some councils and response agencies do
not understand councils’ role in relief or their
organisational capability and capacity to
undertake relief, which can lead to agencies making
unreasonable requests to councils and councils
undertaking additional or unreasonable activities

o thereis alack of documented relief procedures
and plans. Where there are procedures and plans,
they are high level and lack detail

e emergency management planning staff (such
as an emergency management officer) have
little capacity and capability for developing relief
procedures, and for developing and conducting
training and exercising

» staff with an assigned emergency role (such as the
MRM) and the emergency surge workforce (such as
the communication officer) have little or no access
to procedures to help them learn and carry out their
relief roles, which can be a barrier to retaining staff,
keeping them engaged and recruiting new staff

« staff with an assigned emergency role (such as the
MRM) and the emergency surge workforce have
little access to relief training, so they generally
learn from others in the same position or through
emergency activations

« when training and exercising opportunities do
arise, staff have very little capacity to commit time,
given the demands of their substantiative position

council staff (such as operations officers and
communications officers) understand their role in
relief, but there is little understanding of how the
scale and complexity of roles would expand during
an emergency event and this is not addressed

in procedures
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« there is no readiness roster system for emergency
relief staff (excluding the MRM) as emergency
management planning staff don’t have the
capacity to coordinate this function

o experienced staff leave the organisation and/or
staff participate in emergency events infrequently
which leads to fewer capable, experienced staff

5.5 Planning for Recovery Coordination
(category F)
This category evaluated councils’ capability

and capacity to plan for emergency recovery
coordination. The questions addressed how a

council prepares and plans to support its community

after an emergency and how council will work with
stakeholders to provide recovery services.

There were eighteen questions in this category:

e Type One: there were fifteen questions to
gauge a council's level of maturity against the
responsibilities, activities and associated core
capabilities in the Councils and Emergencies
Position Paper

A Dbelow target

Number of councils

Figure 18: Actual maturity below, on

or above target maturity, Planning for
Recovery Coordination category, state,
per cent
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A ontarget

« emergency relief roles are usually optional for
council staff, which can lead to a limited uptake
and low capacity to undertake prolonged
emergency relief

e Other factors, out of council’s control, such as the
remoteness of the emergency-affected area can
also affect council’s capability and capacity to
coordinate relief with communities.

e Type Two: there were two questions to gauge a
council’'s perceptions of how well it feels it plans for
recovery coordination against its target maturity

e Type Three: there was one question that requires a
written response describing a council’s capability
and capacity to plan for recovery coordination.

5.51 State

Figure 18 and Figure 19 show that over three-
quarters of councils reported being below

their target maturity for planning for recovery

coordination. Sixty-two councils (78%) reported they
were below their target maturity. Thirty-four councils
were up to one level below and twenty-eight were
more than one level below. The remaining seventeen
councils (22%) were on or above their target.

A obove target

-3 -2 -1 on 1 2 3 4 S
Difference between actual and target maturity

Figure 19: Difference between actual and target maturity,
Planning for Recovery Coordination category, state
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5.5.2 Region

Table 24: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Recovery Coordination category, by

region, per cent and number

State

North Western Metropolitan
Eastern Metropolitan
Southern Metropolitan
Barwon South West
Grampians

Loddon Mallee

Hume

Gippsland

Below target

78% 62
S7% 8
86% 6
90% 9
78% 7
82% 9
90% 9
83% 10
67% 4

On target Above target
4% 3 18% 14
7% 1 36% 5
0% 0 14% 1
0% 0 10% 1
1% 1 1% 1
0% 0] 18% 2
0% 0 10% 1
8% 1 8% 1
0% 0 33% 2

5.5.3 Comparator

Table 25: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Recovery Coordination category, by

comparator group, per cent and number

State
Metropolitan
Interface
Regional City
Large Shire

Small Shire

Below target

78% 62
73% 16
78% 7
100% 10
84% 16
68% 13

On target Above target
4% 3 18% 14
5% 1 23% 5
0% 0 22% 2
0% 0 0% 0
5% 1 1% 2
5% 1 26% 5






5.5.4 Questions
Responsibilities and activities (Type One)

Table 26: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Recovery Coordination category,
Type One questions, state, per cent

Below On Above
target target target

Questions

Where council is the appropriate recovery coordinator, can

council participate in the transition from response to recovery? S ey 2%

F1

Can council coordinate post-emergency needs

assessments (PENAS)? v o 8%

F2

Can council collaborate with the community in the
F3 development and delivery of recovery activities, including 53% 18% 29%
establishing a recovery committee?

F4 Can council provide and staff a recovery centre? 51% 16% 33%

s Can council Igod the provision of recovery information to 19, 19% 30%
the community?

F6 Can council coordinate social recovery services? 63% 15% 22%

= Con council lead the management of environmental health 509, 19% 099%
issues at the local level?

s Can council sypport DHHS to coordinate their 65% 13% 03%
recovery services?

F9 Can council support agencies to coordinate spontaneous 7% 8% 15%
volunteers after an emergency?

F10 Can council support the DJPR to coordinate economic 81% 6% 13%

recovery services?

Can council coordinate, assess, rehabilitate and monitor
F11 council-managed natural and cultural heritage assets after 85% 8% 8%
an emergency?

Can council coordinate the rebuilding and redevelopment of

O, O, )
F12 council assets and infrastructure? 66% 18% 22%
F13 Con council support agencies to restore essential assets and 859% 4% 1%
infrastructure affected by an emergency?
F1a Can council advocate for planning scheme exemptions for 90% 39 8%
people affected by an emergency?
F15 Can council transition local recovery activities back to 7% 59 18%

business-as-usual (BAU) activities and services?
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Perceptions (Type Two)
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Table 27: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Planning for Recovery Coordination category,
Type Two questions, state, per cent

. Below On Above
Questions target target target
16 How well qloes council plan for the coordination of recovery for 33% 35% 30%
a NoN-major emergency?
F17 How yvell does council plan for the coordination of recovery for 26% 35% 19%
a major emergency?
5.5.5 Findings Built Recovery:
Strengths « advocating for planning scheme exemptions for

Across the state, councils showed no significant
strengths in recovery coordination, with sixty-two
councils (78%) below their target maturity for the
category.

Issues

The responses to the perception questions in Table 27
show that only fifteen councils (19%) were above their
target maturity for planning for the coordination of
recovery for a major emergency. Their limited ability
to plan for recovery is demonstrated by more than
50% of councils being below their target maturity for
all questions in Table 26.

In the Planning within Council category, councils
were asked, ‘'Does council have the capacity to
resource a major emergency? Fifty-six councils (71%)
were below their target maturity. This indicates that
although councils feel they can plan for recovery,
they don’t have the capacity to implement the plans.

For the perception questions in Table 27, most region
and comparator group results aligned with the state
results. The Southern Metropolitan region showed
the most significant variance and had the greatest
percentage of councils below their target maturity
for planning for the coordination of recovery for a

major emergency.

Most councils were below their target maturity for
all recovery responsibilities and activities. Areas
with the greatest percentage of councils below their
target were:

« coordinating post-emergency needs
assessments (73%)

people affected by an emergency (90%)

» supporting agencies to restore essential assets
and infrastructure affected by an emergency (85%)

Natural Recovery:

« coordinating, assessing, rehabilitating and
monitoring council-managed natural and cultural
heritage assets after an emergency (85%)

Economic Recovery:

« supporting DJPR to coordinate economic recovery
services (81%)

« supporting agencies to coordinate spontaneous
volunteers after an emergency (77%)

« transitioning local recovery activities back to
business-as-usual activities and services (77%)

Councils report they were challenged to meet
their target maturity for undertaking planning for
emergency recovery coordination because:

« recovery is complex and responsibilities and
activities are not well documented and understood
by councils and the broader emergency
management sector

» some councils and recovery agencies do
not understand councils’ role in recovery or
their organisational capability and capacity
to undertake recovery, which can lead to
agencies making unreasonable requests to
councils and councils undertaking additional or
unreasonable activities
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e business continuity plans don't detail or include
procedures about how emergency recovery
will affect the organisation, including the loss
of diverted staff, loss of staff who have been
personally affected by the emergency, loss of
diverted equipment and loss or disruption of
business-as-usual services

e emergency management planning staff (such as
an emergency management officer) have little
capacity and capability for developing recovery
procedures, and for developing and conducting
training and exercising

« thereis alack of documented recovery procedures
and plans. Where there are procedures and plans,
they are high level and lack detail

« staff with an assigned recovery role (such as the
MRM) have little or no access to procedures to
help them learn and carry out their recovery roles,
which can be a barrier to retaining staff, keeping
them engaged and recruiting new staff

« staff with an assigned recovery role (such as the
MRM) have little access to recovery training so they
generally learn from others in the same position or
through emergency activations
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when training and exercising opportunities arise,
emergency recovery staff have very little capacity
to commit time, given the demands of their
substantiative position

experienced staff leave the organisation and/or
staff participate in emergency events infrequently
which leads to fewer capable, experienced staff

emergency recovery roles are usually optional for
council staff, which can lead to a limited uptake and low
capacity to undertake prolonged emergency recovery

council staff (such as community engagement
officers and statutory planning officers)
understand their role in recovery, but there is little
understanding of how the scale and complexity of
roles would expand following an emergency event
and this is not addressed in procedures

there is little or no organisational budget
allocated to recovery due to the uncertain nature
of emergency management. External funding is
available through the Disaster Recovery Funding
Arrangements, but councils cannot always meet
the criteria to access this funding.





5.6 Risk Mitigation (category C)

This category evaluated councils’ capability and
capacity to work with stakeholders and within
their organisation to mitigate emergency risk.

The questions addressed risk mitigation measures
and programs councils should undertake with
stakeholders.

There were fourteen questions in this category:

e Type One: there were nine questions to gauge
a council’s level of maturity against the
responsibilities, activities and associated core
capabilities in the Councils and Emergencies
Position Paper

e Type Two: there were four questions to
gauge a council's perceptions of how well it
feels it undertakes risk mitigation against its
target maturity

e Type Three: there was one question that required
a written response describing a council’'s capability
and capacity to undertake risk mitigation.

A below target

24
(30%)

Number of councils

Figure 20: Actual maturity below, on or
above target maturity, Risk Mitigation
category, state, per cent

A ontarget

Councils and Emergencies
Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

The guestions asked councils to evaluate how

they undertake risk mitigation for functions that

are business-as-usual for council, but which have
emergency management implications. These
included functions to mitigate the risks of fires (such
as managing roadside vegetation management and
programs to prevent fire).

Many questions in this category were not applicable
to all councils. This meant fewer councils answered
each question, so the percentages are based on
smaller numbers of councils and do not necessarily
represent the whole state.

5.6.1 State

Figure 20 and Figure 21 show that almost two-thirds
of applicable councils reported they were below
their target maturity for emergency risk mitigation.
Fifty-one councils (65%) reported they were below
their target with thirty-four up to one level below and
seventeen more than one level below. The remaining
twenty-eight councils (35%) were on or above

their target.

A obove target

-3 -2 -1 on 1 2 3 4 5
Difference between actual and target maturity

Figure 21: Difference between actual and target maturity,
Risk Mitigation category, state
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5.6.2 Region

Table 28: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Risk Mitigation category, by region, per cent and
number

Below target On target Above target
State 65% 51 5% 4 30% 24
North Western Metropolitan 50% 7 7% 1 43% 6
Eastern Metropolitan 71% 5 0% ) 29% 2
Southern Metropolitan 80% 8 0% 0 20% 2
Barwon South West S56% 5 22% 2 22% 2
Grampians 64% 7 0% 0 36% 4
Loddon Mallee 70% 7 0% 0 30% 3
Hume 67% 8 8% 1 25% 8
Gippsland 67% 4 0% 0 33% 2

5.6.3 Comparator

Table 29: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Risk Mitigation category, by comparator group,
per cent and number

Below target On target Above target
State 65% 51 5% 4 30% 24
Metropolitan 64% 14 5% 1 32% 7
Interface 67% 6 0% 0 33% 8
Regional City 90% 9 0% 0] 10% 1
Large Shire 63% 12 MN% 2 26% S
Small Shire 53% 10 5% 1 42% 8
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5.6.4 Questions
Responsibilities and activities (Type One)

Table 30: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Risk Mitigation category, Type One questions,
state, per cent

Below On Above
target target target

Questions N/A

Where council is a road authority, does council ensure
a safe, efficient network of roads is maintained, taking

O, O, O,
<1 into account obligations under the Victoria Planning R [l o
Provisions for managing roadside vegetation?
co Does Qounml operate a fire prevention program with 13 6% 8% 67%
its residents?
Does council require Water Authorities to "fix fire
c3 plugs tqony qf the.vvorks of the Authority within the 15 50% % 39%
water district in suitable locations for the supply of
water for fire-fighting purposes"?
Does council "provide a pillar hydrant or hydrants
at any specified place or places in or near a public o o o
= street or road within the municipal district" when 18 =17 S 1157
requested by the CFA?
CS Does council manage a registered aerodrome?? 58 10% 5% 86%
C6 Does council manage a certified aerodrome?? 73 17% 17% 67%
c7 Does couhC|l manage a port (either a local port or 73 33% 0% 67%
commercial trading port)?
c8 Does council operate a mine or a quarry? 59 30% 10% 60%
Does council conduct fire prevention activities on
co council owned or mgnoged an(.JI or roads to "prevent 9 36% 14% 50%
the occurrence of fires and minimise the danger of
the spread of fires"
Notes

"The question was not applicable to the number of councils in this column: the percentages are of the remaining councils.

221 councils indicated they operated a registered aerodrome, there are only 20 in Victoria. Six councils indicated they
operated a certified aerodrome, but there are only two according to the Civil Aviation Safety Authority (as at June 2019).
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Table 31: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, Risk Mitigation category, Type Two questions,
state, per cent

. Below On Above
Sk target target target
C10 How well does council undertake emergency risk mitigation? 28% 45% 27%
o HQW well does counmlpolloborote with all agency partners to 34% 37% 099%
mitigate emergency risk?
cP HQW well does councﬂpolloborote with other councils to 29% 059, 5%
mitigate emergency risk?
13 HQW well does coun<:||. collaborate with the community to 20% 0% 10%
mitigate emergency risk?
5.6.5 Findings Table 31 shows that most councils feel they
Strengths undertake emergency risk mitigation well. Only

For this category most councils (where applicable)
were on or above their target maturity for:

e managing a registered aerodrome (91%)
« managing a certified aerodrome (83%)

« operating a fire prevention program with
residents (74%)

e operating a mine or a quarry (70%)

e ensuring a safe, efficient network of roads is
maintained, taking into account obligations under
the Victoria Planning Provisions for managing
roadside vegetation (where council is a road
authority) (57%) — this is the only risk mitigation
type one question that is applicable to all councils

Councils reported that they prioritise these
responsibilities because they are legislated.
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twenty-two councils (28%) were below their target
maturity for undertaking risk mitigation and only
twenty-seven councils (34%) were below their target
for collaborating with all agency partners to mitigate
emergency risk.

For the perception questions in Table 31, most region
and comparator group results aligned with the

state results, but several groups showed significant
variances. The Eastern Metropolitan region had the
greatest percentage of councils below their target
maturity for undertaking emergency risk mitigation.
The Southern and Eastern Metropolitan regions

had the greatest percentage of councils below their
target maturity for collaborating with all agency
partners to mitigate emergency risk. The Southern
Metropolitan region had the greatest percentage of
councils below their target maturity for collaborating
with other councils to mitigate emergency risk and
the Gippsland region had the smallest percentage
of councils below their target maturity. The Eastern
Metropolitan region and the Interface comparator
councils had the gr eatest percentage of councils
below their target maturity for collaborating with the
community to mitigate emergency risk.
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Issues

For the perception questions in Table 31, fifty-
five councils (70%) were below their target for
collaborating with the community to mitigate
emergency risk. Thirty-nine councils (49%) were
below their target for emergency risk mitigation
with other councils.

Most councils were below their target maturity for:

« providing a pillar hydrant or hydrants at any
specified place or places in or near a public
street or road within the municipal district”
when requested by the CFA (81%).

Councils report they were challenged to meet their
target maturity for undertaking emergency risk
mitigation because:

« staff with an assigned emergency role (such as the
MERO and MRM) and other council staff (such as
the parks team) have very little capacity to commit
to emergency risk planning, given the demands of
their substantiative position

« emergency risk mitigation is isolated from other
business-as-usual activities with risk mitigation
functions (such as statutory planning)

« risk mitigation is complex and cannot be
undertake by a single agency

« MEMPCs and sub committees undertake
emergency risk assessments using the Community
Emergency Risk Assessment (CERA) tool or its
equivalent and the Victorian Fire Risk Register
process. This can lead to high-level emergency risk
planning only and risk mitigation can remain in
the early identification and planning stage without
being implemented (except for fire and flood)

council and agency staff do not have capacity
to engage around risk mitigation outside
formal committees

there is a lack of funding for very expensive
mitigation strategies (such as
infrastructure solutions).

53





PART 06

The responsibilities and activities in the Councils
and Emergencies Position Paper were aligned with
the core capabilities in the Victorian Preparedness
Framework. The framework provides the foundation
for Victoria’s emergency management preparedness
system, and the Councils and Emergencies Project

is aligned with the framework to ensure consistency
between the capabilities required by the emergency
management and local government sectors.

Table 32 shows the percentage of councils with
actual maturities below, and, on or above, their target
maturities. The core capabilities where most councils
had actual maturities below their target maturities
were Economic Recovery, Impact Assessment, Built
Recovery and Critical Transport. These results align
to the Planning for Relief and Recovery Coordination
category results.

Core capabilities

The core capabilities where most councils had actual
maturities on or above the target maturities were
Planning, Intelligence and Information Sharing, Relief
Assistance and Fire Management and Suppression.
These results align to the Planning with Stakeholders,
Planning within Council and Risk Mitigation category
results. The data for the Relief Assistance core
capability was aligned with questions where a

high percentage of councils were on or above their
target maturity and therefore, the results show a
higher maturity than those in the Planning for Relief
Coordination category.

To understand these results, refer to the relevant
category findings. Appendix 2 has a breakdown of
the evaluation questions that were used to produce
these results.

Table 32: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, by Victorian Preparedness Framework core

capability

Core capability

Economic Recovery

Impact Assessment

Built Recovery

Critical Transport

Social Recovery

Assurance and Learning
Community Information and Warnings
Operational Management

Building Community Resilience

Fire Management and Suppression
Relief Assistance

Intelligence and Information Sharing

Planning

Below On or Relevant

target above target Categories
77% 23% F
1% 29% B EF
67% 33% E F
65% 35% E
57% 43% F
48% S52% A
46% 54% D EF
45% 55% B, D F
42% 58% A
35% 65% A C
35% 65% E
34% 66% D
33% 67% A B C
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PART 07

The evaluation identified the following issues that
commonly challenge councils to meet their target
maturity. A summary of the issues is detailed against
capability and capacity below. Each issue is aligned
with one of the core capability elements in the
Victorian Preparedness Framework.

The most common reason councils identified for not
achieving their target maturity was that they lack
the capacity to undertake the required range of
emergency management responsibilities.

71 Capacity

People - Staffing (before): the emergency
management planning function is commonly
undertaken by one or a few staff, sometimes as an
additional responsibility to their non-emergency
management substantiative role. This results in a
reduced staffing capacity to plan for emergencies.
Councils therefore prioritise emergency
management responsibilities required by legislation.

Systems - Budget: for some councils (such as

those with a lower emergency risk), emergency
management is not as high a priority as other
council functions. Councils provide a wide range

of services to their communities and allocate their
budget accordingly. The emergency management
budgets are commonly constrained, which can limit
the resources allocated to emergency management.

Governance - Funding: councils that receive funding
through MERP reported that although these funds
increase their capacity, they are often insufficient

to cover the wide range of emergency management
responsibilities. Without the funding councils

would be unable to undertake some emergency
management responsibilities and activities.

Processes - Procedures: councils have formal
municipal plans that outline high-level
arrangements for emergency management,
but they often lack the capacity to develop
detailed procedures.

People - Staffing (during and after): lack of staffing
capacity is also an issue during and after emergency
events, when council staff must be diverted from
their normal duties to undertake emergency roles.
Councils have limited numbers of staff available to
resource emergency management during and after
an emergency for these reasons:

Summary of issues

« the need to maintain business-critical functions
(such as finance and aged care services)

» for a major emergency, the total number of staff
within the organisation can be insufficient to
maintain business-as-usual services and functions
while undertaking emergency management
responsibilities in activation, relief and recovery.
This issue is amplified in smaller councils which
will never be sufficiently staffed to resource a
major emergency

« staff are not able to take on an emergency
management role because they are not sufficiently
resilient to deal with the trauma of affected
communities, or they may have been personally
affected by the emergency and are not able to
undertake an emergency role

» not all councils have formal resource-sharing
agreements or detailed procedures about how
to activate and carry out a resource-sharing
agreement.

Geographic size: councils with large geographic
areas reported that the size of their municipalities
made it harder to undertake their emergency
management responsibilities. Barriers they identified
were the distances to travel to local communities,
having to deal with a large area for hazard planning
and undertaking relief and recovery functions in
multiple geographic areas. This issue is amplified in
geographically larger municipalities which can have
smaller rate bases, have a large amount of assets
and have less available council resources.

Population: councils with a large population may
find planning for and responding to an emergency
more challenging. With larger numbers of people
including residents and transient populations
affected, more resources are needed to plan with
and support communities before, during and after
an emergency. People living in urban areas can be
more difficult to engage in emergency management
planning activities because of their limited direct
experience in emergencies.
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7.2 Capability

People - Organisational knowledge: most
emergency management knowledge and expertise
is held by only a few people within council. Staff
responsible for emergency management have
strong capability but that often does not extend to
the surge workforce or the wider organisation.

People - Emergency event experience: infrequent
emergency events mean there are limited
opportunities for staff to gain experience. If there
have been few or no emergencies, only those

in leadership roles (such as the Emergency
Management Coordinator, MERO and MRM) may
be activated and gain experience.

Systems - Training: there is little emergency
management training available in the sector, and
councils reported that a lack of training can lead
to a lack of capability in surge staff who have an
emergency management role. Although some
councils have developed training internally or
through an emergency management collaboration,
most emergency planning staff lack capability and
capacity to do this.

Processes - Procedures: a lack of clearly written
procedures and other reference documents

can result in staff not understanding their role

and its requirements. This can restrict their
capability to effectively undertake their emergency
management role.

People - Organisational changes: staff
turnover results in a loss of staff with
experience in emergencies, and it reduces the
organisation’s capability.
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PART 08

Phase Two of the Councils and Emergencies
Project has completed a comprehensive evaluation
of the emergency management capability and
capacity of Victoria’s seventy-nine councils. It has
identified strengths and areas for improvement to
be addressed to improve capability and capacity
across the local government sector.

During Phase Three of the project, councils, state
government agencies and other emergency
management organisations will be engaged to
develop strategies and action plans to address
the areas for improvement in councils’ emergency
management capability and capacity identified in
this report. Key areas for improvement are:

e emergency relief and recovery

« integration of emergency management into
business as usual

« community engagement for
emergency management

« further clarification of council roles in
emergency management

« emergency management budget and funding

Next steps

In Phase Three, councils, agencies and other
emergency management organisations will have
the opportunity to review and discuss the areas for
improvement and develop strategies and action
plans to address them.

The findings of Phase Three will be developed into

a final councils and emergencies report, which will
identify options to address areas for improvement in
councils’ capability and capacity and support wider
emergency management sector reform. These will
inform other sector reforms including the Victorian
Preparedness Framework, Emergency Management
Planning Reform and Resilient Recovery Strategy
that aim to build safer, more resilient communities.
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Abbreviations

—

CERA Community Emergency Risk Assessment

CFA Country Fire Authority

DELWP Department of Environment, Land, Water and Planning
DHHS Department of Health and Human Services

DJPR Department of Jobs, Precincts and Regions

EMT Emergency Management Team

EMV Emergency Management Victoria

ERC Emergency Relief Centre

FDP Fire Danger Period

LGV Local Government Victoria

MAV Municipal Association of Victoria

MEMEG Municipal Emergency Management Enhancement Group
MEMP Municipal Emergency Management Plan

MEMPC Municipal Emergency Management Planning Committee
MERO Municipal Emergency Resource Officer

MERP Municipal Emergency Resourcing Program

MFMPC Municipal Fire Management Planning Committee
MFPO Municipal Fire Prevention Officer

MPHWP Municipal Public Health and Wellbeing Plan

MRM Municipal Recovery Manager

MSS Municipal Strategic Statement

NSP Neighbourhood Safer Place

PENA Post-Emergency Needs Assessment

SES State Emergency Service

SIA Secondary Impact Assessment

TFWS Total Flood Warning System

VGC Victoria Grants Commission

VPC Vulnerable Persons Coordinator






APPENDI

Table 33 shows all Type One questions, sorted by the
percentage of councils with an actual maturity below

their target maturity. Activities councils reported

as strengths (those with a very small percentage

Ordered question results

the '#' column refer to the category of question and

its number.

of councils below target) are at the top of the table,

Table 33: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, by Type One questions and percentage of

councils below target maturity, Victoria, number and per cent

Responsibility or activity

Above

and the activities that require the most improvement
are at the end of the table. The letter and number in

Does the municipality have a
Municipal Emergency Management
A2 Plan (MEMP) that has been
‘considered by the municipal council’
(including associated sub plans)?

Does council manage a

©s registered aerodrome?

Has council appointed a Vulnerable
Persons Coordinator (VPC) according
B11 to the Department of Health and
Human Services (DHHS) Vulnerable
People in Emergencies Policy?

Has council identified, planned for
and documented emergency relief

B6 centres or other locations that will
provide emergency relief services in
an emergency?

Can council establish and manage

E4 Emergency Relief Centres?
c6 Does council manage a
certified aerodrome?
B3 Has council appointed a Municipal

Recovery Manager (MRM)?

Can council support relief and
recovery agencies (incl. DHHS,

E5S Victoria Police, Red Cross) to provide
services to the community following
an emergency’?

Has council appointed a Municipal
B10 Fire Prevention Officer (MFPO) under
an Instrument of Delegation?

58 2

15 9

13

13

73 1

15

15

17

3%

9%

14%

16%

16%

17%

19%

19%

21%

target

19

16

17

17

14

17

24%

5%

25%

22%

22%

17%

18%

22%

8%

target

58

18

39

49

49

50

47

56

73%

86%

61%

62%

62%

66%

63%

59%

71%
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On
target

Responsibility or activity

Has council appointed a Municipal
B2 Emergency Resource Officer (MERO) 18 23% 14 18% 47 59%
under an Instrument of Delegation?

Does council have a Neighbourhood
A12 Safer Places (NSP) Plan (or bushfire 36 10 23% 3 7% 30 70%
place of last resort plan)?

Has council identified locations for
Neighbourhood Safer Places (NSP)
A13 within its municipal district and 16 15 24% S) 8% 43 68%
applied to the CFA to have them
assessed and certified?

Does council encourage and support
the community to participate in
A4 emergency management awareness 19 24% 8 10% 52 66%
programs operated by emergency
management agencies?

Has the municipality undertaken an
Emergency Risk Assessment (such

O, O, O,
& as the Community Emergency Risk el 3 & e 20 B0
Assessment (CERA) or equivalent)?
AG Does the municipality have a relief 20 559 13 7% 16 589
and recovery plan?
co Does council operate a fire prevention 13 7 06% s 8% a4 67%

program with its residents?

Does the municipality have a multi-
A9 agency Municipal Fire Management 15 17 27% 13 20% 34 S53%
Planning Committee (MFMPC)?

Does council have an emergency
coordination system and/or council

s operational facilities that can be el Ao 14 flefz a4 S
activated during an emergency?

= Can council co;)rdlnote relief following 0 08% 34 43% 03 29%
an emergency’

cs Does council operate a mine or 59 6 30% 5 10% 1 60%
a quarry?
Does the municipality have

A a multi-agency Municipal o5 399 18 03% 36 146%

Emergency Management Planning
Committee (MEMPC)?

Does council have arrangements
in place to collaborate with other
A8 councils and agencies to support 25 32% 12 15% 42 53%
surge requirements and share
information during emergencies?

60





Councils and Emergencies
Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

On Above
target target

Responsibility or activity

Does council prepare a Municipal
B13 Public Health and Wellbeing Plan 25 32% 12 15% 42 53%
(MPHWP) in accordance with the Act?

Does council manage a port
Cc7 (either a local port or commercial 73 2 33% 0 0% 4 67%
trading port)?

Can council support emergency
management teams (EMTs)
D1 and agencies by providing local 27 34% 10 13% 42 53%
information to assist in decision-
making?

Can council support agencies, where
D3 requested, with the dissemination of 28 35% 19 24% 32 41%
warnings to the community?

Does council conduct fire prevention
activities on council owned or
(@1°] managed land or roads to "prevent 9 25 36% 10 14% 35 50%
the occurrence of fires and minimise
the danger of the spread of fires"?

Can council support response
D2 agencies by providing council g8 42% 21 26% 25 32%
resources as requested?

Where council is a road authority,
does council ensure a safe, efficient
network of roads is maintained,
taking into account obligations under
the Victoria Planning Provisions for
managing roadside vegetation?

1 34 43% 9 M% 36 46%

Can council survey and determine
E8 the occupancy of damaged buildings 34 43% 14 18% 31 39%
following an emergency?

Does councils fire prevention officer
grant permits to light a fire or fires
at any time outside of the Fire

S Danger Period (FDP) subject to any 8 Z S 2 e 24 S
conditions or restrictions contained in
the permit?
Do council staff with an assigned
51 emergency management role 57 47% 19 15% 30 38%

have access to emergency
management training?

Does council require Water Authorities
to "fix fire plugs to any of the works of
C3 the Authority within the water district 15 32 50% 7 1% 25 39%
in suitable locations for the supply of
watter for fire-fighting purposes"?
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On Above
target target

Responsibility or activity

Does council prepare a Municipal
Strategic Statement (MSS) in

O, O, )
Ei7 accordance with the Planning and .= el i e e S
Environment Act?
Fa Can council provide and staff a 40 19, 13 16% 6 33%

recovery centre?

Can council lead the provision
F5 of recovery information to 40 51% 15 19% 24 30%
the community?

Does council plan for emergency
B8 housing of displaced and lost/stray 41 S52% 8 10% 30 38%
companion animals?

Can council coordinate the housing of
displaced, lost and stray companion
E6 animals (other than wildlife) in 41 52% 8 10% 30 38%
collaboration with the Department of
Jobs, Precincts and Regions (DJPR)?

Can council conduct safety
E7 assessments of council-owned 41 52% 12 15% 26 33%
essential assets and infrastructure?

Can council lead the management
F7 of environmental health issues at the 41 52% 15 19% 23 29%
local level?

Can council collaborate with the
community in the development
F3 and delivery of recovery 42 53% 14 18% 23 29%
activities, including establishing a
recovery committee?

Can council provide a single point of
contact for residents affected by an

E2 . 43 54% 13 16% 23 29%
emergency that are seeking support,
services and assistance?
Does councils fire prevention
officer grant permits to light a fire
ATl or fires at any time during the Fire as o3 56% 5 59, 16 39%

Danger Period (FDP) subject to any
conditions or restrictions contained in
the permit?

Does council review municipal
A7 operations and community 45 S7% 7 9% 27 34%
conseqguences after an emergency?

Where council is the appropriate
recovery coordinator, can council
participate in the transition from
response to recovery?

F1 45 57% 13 16% 21 27%
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On
target

Responsibility or activity

Does council advocate for
AS its community’s emergency 49 62% 4 5% 26 33%
management needs and priorities?

Has council identified standards for
B9 the clean-up and recovery of council- 50 63% ) 6% 24 31%
managed assets?

Can council coordinate clean-up

E10 o 50 63% 5 6% 24 30%
activities after an emergency?
Can council provide support to

£9 VicRoads for partial/full road 50 63% 9 15% 17 0%

closures and determination of
alternative routes?

6 Can council cpordmote social 50 63% 10 15% 7 20%
recovery services?

Does council maintain stream gauges
whose sole purpose is to serve as

DS ) } 57 14 64% 2 9% 6 27%
an element in a total flood warning
system (TFWS) service?

ks Can council support DHHS to 5 65% 10 13% 18 03%

coordinate their recovery services?

Can council coordinate the rebuilding
F12 and redevelopment of council assets 52 66% 10 13% 17 22%
and infrastructure?

Does council have a register of
council, municipal and other
resources available for use before,
during and after emergencies?

BS 53 67% 8 10% 18 23%

Does council have Secondary Impact
Assessment (SIA) and Post Emergency
Needs Assessment (PENA) processes
and data-collection systems?

B7 58 73% 7 9% 14 18%

Can council coordinate a secondary

E :
8 impact assessment?

58 73% 7 9% 14 18%

Can council coordinate
F2 post-emergency needs 58 73% 7 9% 14 18%
assessments (PENA)?

Can council close council-managed

2 land affected by an emergency?

61 77% S 6% 13 7%

Can council support agencies to
F9 coordinate spontaneous volunteers 61 77% 6 8% 12 15%
after an emergency?

Can council transition local recovery

F15 activities back to business-as-usual 61 77% 4 5% 14 18%
(BAU) activities and services?
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On
target

Responsibility or activity

Does council "provide a pillar hydrant
or hydrants at any specified place
C4 or places in or near a public street 16 51 81% 2 3% 10 16%
or road within the municipal district"
when requested by the CFA?

Can council support DJPR
F10 to coordinate economic 64 81% 5 6% 10 183%
recovery services?

Can council coordinate, assess,

rehabilitate and monitor council- o o o
F1 67 85% 6 8% 6 8%

managed natural and cultural

heritage assets after an emergency?

Can council support agencies
to restore essential assets o o o
FiE and infrastructure affected by c =157 S W & e

an emergency?

Can council advocate for planning
F14 scheme exemptions for people 71 90% 2 3% 6 8%
affected by an emergency?

Note
"The question was not applicable to the number of councils in this column: the percentages are of the remaining councils.
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Core capability
evaluation question
alignment

APPENDIX

Table 34 expands Part 6 to show the Victorian
Preparedness Framework core capability description and
the capability and capacity evaluation Type One questions
that relate to the core capability.

Table 34: Actual maturity below, on or above target maturity, by Victorian Preparedness Framework core
capability, with contributing evaluation Type One questions

On or
Core Below above
capability Description target target Contributing questions
Planning Conduct a systematic Does the municipality have a multi-
- RIOCESSIENY LTINS 339 67% AT agency Municipal Emergency
x/) the whole community ° ° Management Planning Committee
of * \ as appropriate in (MEMPC)?
© © © the development of
m m m executable strategic, Does the municipality have
~_ operct!oncl, and/ a Municipal Emergency
or tactical level o Management Plan (MEMP) that has
approaches to meet been "considered by the municipal
defined objectives council" (including associated sub
plans)?

Has the municipality undertaken
an Emergency Risk Assessment

A3 (such as the Community
Emergency Risk Assessment
(CERA) or equivalent)?

AG Does the municipality have a relief
and recovery plan?
Does council have arrangements
in place to collaborate with other
A8 councils and agencies to support
surge requirements and share
information during emergencies?

Do council staff with an assigned

B1 emergency management role have
access to emergency management
training?

Does council have a register of
council, municipal and other
resources available for use before,
during and after emergencies?

BS
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Core
capability

Description

Below
target

Onor
above
target

B6

B8

B9

B11

B12

B13

C1

@S

C6

Cc7

C8

F1

Contributing questions

Has council identified, planned for
and documented emergency relief
centres or other locations that will

provide emergency relief services

in an emergency?

Does council plan for emergency
housing of displaced and lost/stray
companion animals?

Has council identified standards
for the clean-up and recovery of
council-managed assets?

Has council appointed a
Vulnerable Persons Coordinator
(VPC) according to the DHHS
Vulnerable People in Emergencies
Policy?

Does council prepare a Municipal
Strategic Statement (MSS) in
accordance with the Planning and
Environment Act?

Does council prepare a Municipal
Public Health and Wellbeing Plan
(MPHWP) in accordance with the
Act?

Where council is a road authority,
does council ensure a safe,
efficient network of roads is
maintained, taking into account
obligations under the Victoria
Planning Provisions for managing
roadside vegetation?

Does council manage a registered
aerodrome?

Does council manage a certified
aerodrome?

Does council manage a port (either
a local port or commercial trading
port)?

Does council operate a mine or a
quarry?

Where council is the appropriate
recovery coordinator, can council
participate in the transition from
response to recovery?
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Core
capability

Core
capability

Onor
Below above
target target

Description

Deliver public
|nformot|on and 46% 549%
warnings that

are authoritative,
consistently
constructed and
relevant for all
Victorians and visitors
in all emergencies.
Provide timely and
tailored information
that supports the
community to make
informed decisions
before, during and
after emergencies.

Onor

Below above
Description target target
Establish and
maintain a unified 459 559%
and coordinated
operational structure
and process that
appropriately
integrates all
critical stakeholders
and supports
the execution of
core capabilities,
including operational
communications
(the communications
within and between
emergency
management
agencies, when
responding to
emergency incidents,
performing business
as usual activities
in the field or
responding to multi-
agency, large scale
emergency events)

Councils and Emergencies

Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

D3

DS

E2

FS

B2

B3

B4

D2

D4

E1

F4

F7

F9

F15

Contributing questions

Can council support agencies,
where requested, with the
dissemination of warnings to the
community?

Does council maintain stream
gauges whose sole purpose is to
serve as an element in a total flood
warning system (TFWS) service?

Can council provide a single point
of contact for residents affected

by an emergency that are seeking
support, services and assistance?

Can council lead the provision

of recovery information to the
community?

Contributing questions

Has council appointed a Municipal
Emergency Resource Officer
(MERO) under an Instrument of
Delegation?

Has council appointed a Municipal
Recovery Manager (MRM)?

Does council have an emergency
coordination system and/or council
operational facilities that can be
activated during an emergency?

Can council support response
agencies by providing council
resources as requested?

Can council close council-
managed land affected by an
emergency”?

Can council coordinate relief
following an emergency?

Can council provide and staff a
recovery centre?

Can council lead the management
of environmental health issues at
the local level?

Can council support agencies to
coordinate spontaneous volunteers
after an emergency?

Can council transition local
recovery activities back to
business-as-usual (BAU) activities
and services?
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Core
capability

Core

capability

68

Onor
above
target

Description

Provide timely,
accurate and
actionable decision
support information,
resulting from the
planning, collecting,
processing, analysis
and evaluation from
multiple data sources,
which is needed to

be more proactive in
anticipating hazard
activity and informing
mitigation, response 34% 66%
or recovery activities.
It also includes the
assessment of risks,
threats and hazards
so that decision
makers, responders,
and community
members can take
informed action to
reduce their entity’s
risk and increase
their resilience

Onor
above

Description target

Building community

safety and resilience

includes working 42% 58%

together at the local

level. Communities

can strengthen their

lifelines by better

connecting and

working together with

appropriate support

from organisations.

Build on combined

community and

organisational

strengths before,

during and

after emergencies

D1

A4

AS

Contributing questions

Can council support emergency
management teams (EMT) and
agencies by providing local
information to assist in decision-
making?

Contributing questions

Does council encourage and
support the community to
participate in emergency
management awareness
programs operated by emergency
management agencies?

Does council advocate for
its community’s emergency
management needs and priorities?





Core
capability

Onor

Below above
Description target target

Provide firefighting

capabilities to 359 65%
manage and suppress

fires while protecting

lives, property, and

the environment in

the affected (land and

water) area

Councils and Emergencies
Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

Contributing questions

Does the municipality have a
multi-agency Municipal Fire
Management Planning Committee
(MFMPC)?

A9

Does councils fire prevention
officer grant permits to light a fire
or fires at any time outside of the
Fire Danger Period (FDP) subject
to any conditions or restrictions
contained in the permit?

A10

Does councils fire prevention
officer grant permits to light a
fire or fires at any time during the
Fire Danger Period (FDP) subject
to any conditions or restrictions
contained in the permit?

ATl

Does council have a
Neighbourhood Safer Places (NSP)
Plan (or bushfire place of last
resort plan)?

A12

Has council identified locations for
Neighbourhood Safer Places (NSP)

A13 within its municipal district and
applied to the CFA to have them
assessed and certified?

Has council appointed a Municipal
B10 Fire Prevention Officer (MFPO)
under an Instrument of Delegation?

Does council operate a fire
C2 prevention program with its
residents?

Does council require Water
Authorities to "fix fire plugs to

any of the works of the Authority
within the water district in suitable
locations for the supply of water for
fire-fighting purposes"?

C3

Does council "provide a pillar
hydrant or hydrants at any
specified place or places in or near
a public street or road within the
municipal district" when requested
by the CFA?

C4

Does council conduct fire
prevention activities on council
owned or managed land or roads
to "prevent the occurrence of fires
and minimise the danger of the
spread of fires"?

ce
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Core
capability

DETOUR

—

O]

Core
capability

70

Description

Plan for and provide
response and
recovery services
during emergencies
that affect the road
network including
alternative routes,
emergency permits
and escorts for
responders, clearing
and restoration of
damaged roads.
Provide response

to major public
transportation
emergencies
including
infrastructure access
and accessible
transportation
services to ensure
community
movement including
coordination of all
private rail, tram
and bus services

to support priority
response objectives

Description

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

Onor

Below above
target target

65% 35%

Onor
Below above
target target

71% 29%

E9

B7

E3

F2

F1

Contributing questions

Can council provide support to
VicRoads for partial/full road
closures and determination of
alternative routes?

Contributing questions

Does council have Secondary
Impact Assessment (SIA) and Post
Emergency Needs Assessment
(PENA) processes and data-
collection systems?

Can council coordinate secondary
impact assessment?

Can council coordinate post-
emergency needs assessments
(PENA)?

Can council coordinate, assess,
rehabilitate and monitor
council-managed natural and
cultural heritage assets after an
emergency?





Core
capability

Core
capability

Core
capability

Onor

above
target

Below
Description target
The provision of
well-coordinated,
integrated and
timely assistance to
meet the immediate
health, wellbeing
and essential
needs of affected
communities, during
and immediately
after an emergency
event, with the aim
to support social
cohesion and
build resilience

35% 65%

Onor
above
target

Below
target

Description

Return economic and
business activities
(including food and
agriculture) to a
healthy state and
develop new business 77% 23%
and employment
opportunities that
result in a sustainable
and economically
viable community

Onor
above
target

Below

Description target

Restore critical

and community 67% 33%
infrastructure

and establish

safe areas during
and following an
emergency, ensuring
the provision of
facilities and services
to support and
benefit communities

Councils and Emergencies

Capability and Capacity Evaluation Report

E4

ES

EG

E10

F10

E7

E8

F12

F13

F14

Contributing questions

Can council establish and manage
Emergency Relief Centres?

Can council support relief and
recovery agencies (incl. DHHS,
Victoria Police, Red Cross) to
provide services to the community
following an emergency?

Can council coordinate the
housing of displaced, lost and stray
companion animals (other than
wildlife) in collaboration with DJPR?

Can council coordinate clean-up
activities after an emergency?

Contributing questions

Can council support DJPR to
coordinate economic recovery
services?

Contributing questions

Can council conduct safety
assessments of council-owned
essential assets and infrastructure?

Can council survey and determine
the occupancy of damaged
buildings following an emergency?

Can council coordinate the
rebuilding and redevelopment of
council assets and infrastructure?

Can council support agencies
to restore essential assets and
infrastructure affected by an
emergency?

Can council advocate for planning

scheme exemptions for people
affected by an emergency?
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Core
capability

Core
capability

Onor
above
target

Below
target

Description

The longer-term
provision of
assistance and access S7% 43%
to services that allows
individuals, families
and communities to
achieve an effective
level of functioning
after an emergency
event. This includes
safety, security,
shelter, health

and psychosocial
wellbeing and re-
establishment of
those elements of
society necessary

for well-being

Onor
above
target

Below

Description target

Support continuous
improvement to
improve emergency
management practice
and community
safety by extracting
understanding

from experience

and research, 48% 52%
reviewing community
consequences,
investigating causes
and outcomes,
providing assurance
and translating
lessons into
behaviour change

F3

F6

F8

A7

Contributing questions

Can council collaborate with the
community in the development
and delivery of recovery activities,
including establishing a recovery
committee?

Can council coordinate social
recovery services?

Can council support DHHS to
coordinate their recovery services?

Contributing questions

Does council review municipal
operations and community
consequences after

an emergency?
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Table 35 shows the core capabilities in the Victorian Preparedness Framework for which there were no
associated responsibilities and activities in the Councils and Emergency Position Paper and therefore no
associated evaluation questions.

Table 35: Victorian Preparedness Framework core capabilities not within the Councils and Emergencies
Position Paper or evaluation

Core capability

Description

Public Order
and Community
Safety

Fatality
Management

Logistics and
Supply Chain
Management

Search
and Rescue

Health
Protection

Health
Emergency
Response

Environmental
Response

Natural and
Cultural
Heritage
Rehabilitation

Conduct a systematic process engaging the whole community as
appropriate in the development of executable strategic, operational,
and/or tactical level approaches to meet defined objectives

Provide fatality management services, including search, recovery, victim
identification (following Interpol Standards), and repatriation. As well as

the sharing of accurate and timely information with other agencies and

the community, and the provision of support to the bereaved

Deliver essential commodities, equipment, and services in support of
impacted communities and survivors, to include emergency power and
fuel support, as well as the coordination of access to community staples.
Synchronize logistics capabilities and enable the restoration of impacted
supply chains, including removal of debris

Deliver traditional and atypical search and rescue capabilities, including
people and resources with the goal of saving the greatest number of
endangered lives in the shortest time possible

Promotes and protects the public health of Victorians by monitoring
notifiable disease outbreaks in order to control and minimise the risk of
infection. This includes regulating the safety of food, drinking water and
human environmental health hazards such as radiation, legionella and
pesticides. Includes informing the community and health providers about
public health risks and promoting behaviours and strategies to mitigate
and avoid risk. It also includes the development of national policies,
standards and strategies to promote improvements in public health
generally and supports the health system to respond to national public
health risks

The planning, provisioning, response and coordination of pre-hospital
and health emergency care, including triage, treatment and distribution
of patients, in a timely and structured manner, using all available
resources to maximise positive health outcomes

Assess and manage the consequences to the community, environmental
values, domestic animals and livestock of a hazardous materials release,
naturally occurring pests or biological hazard

Protect natural and cultural heritage resources through appropriate
planning, mitigation, response, and recovery actions to preserve,
conserve, rehabilitate, and restore them consistent with post-disaster
community priorities and best practices in compliance with applicable
environmental and heritage preservation laws
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