Responding to hazard effects: promoting
resilience and adjustment adoption

Introduction

Central to contemporary emergency
planning is the use of risk management
principles to promote resilience to a range
of potential hazards. These principles
underpin the development of strategies
designed to minimise the adverse effects
of disruption (Kaniasty & Norris 1999;
Lindell & Prater 1999; Lindell & Whitney
2000; Paton & Bishop 1996). Existing
attempts to achieve this outcome have
enjoyed limited success (Lindell & Whit-
ney 2000; Paton etal., in press). Promoting
this capability is also rendered more
complex by the fact that reduction
initiatives are typically undertaken
during periods of hazard quiescence and
focus on attempting to motivate people
to deal with infrequently occurring and
destructive or disruptive hazards (e.g.,
earthquakes, volcanic eruptions, land-
slides) whose nature and intensity do not
lend themselves readily to mitigation by
individual action (Sjoberg 2000; Spedden
1998). Effects perceived as insurmoun-
table and emotionally threatening can
lessen the likelihood of adjustment
adoption. Focusing on hazards, loss and
vulnerability may thus not represent the
most appropriate paradigm for planning
and encouraging adjustment adoption.
An alternative involves identifying the
factors that facilitate individual, com-
munity and institutional resilience
(Buckle, Mars, & Smale 2000; Carver 1998;
Tobin 1999; van den Eyde & Veno 1999;
Violanti, Paton & Dunning 2000).

Resilience

Resilience describes the capacity of
systems to maintain their integrity and
the relationships and balance between
elements in the presence of significant
disturbances by drawing upon internal
resources and competencies to manage
the demands, challenges and changes
encountered. Resilience can operate at
several, interdependent levels. For exam-
ple, the ability of a community to use its
own resources to maintain its integrity
and balance following disruption by
hazard activity requires that attention be
given to safeguarding the built environ-
mentand lifelines, economic and business
continuity, the continuity of social and
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administrative institutions (including the
mechanisms linking them with com-
munity members), and the development
of the capacities of individuals (Buckle
etal. 2000; Chavis 1995; Eng & Parker 1994;
Paton & Bishop 1996; Paton & Smith, in
prep.; Tobin 1999).

While relationships between these
levels have been modelled (Tobin 1999),
the diversity of the elements proposed,
the lack of an overarching theoretical
framework, and a lack of operational
definitions of core elements currently
limit attempts to comprehensively test
this model. This paper focuses on one
element of Tobin’s composite model,
psychological resilience, and seeks to
operationalise it. Specifically it discusses
the psychological mechanisms that
facilitate individual capability to resist
adverse hazard effects and that underpin
the adoption of measures to minimise
disruption.

A focus on individual resilience and
adjustment adoption is important in
communities vulnerable to highly disrup-
tive and destructive hazard activity that
can temporarily incapacitate institu-
tional resources. When this disruption
occurs, individuals will be responsible for
their safety and well-being until institu-
tional resources recover. While adopting
this approach, a conceptual and practical
distinction between individual and
collective (community) responses is
acknowledged. We also discuss strategies
to facilitate the development of individual
resilience through empowerment. This
approach provides a precursor to the
development of a model capable of
integrating individual and collective
(community) resilience (Paton & Smith,

in prep) and provides links with models
of institutional resilience (e.g., Buckle et
al.2000).

Resilience in an all-hazards
environment

To be of value for emergency planning,
resilience variables must have predictive
validity independent of the community
or hazard under investigation. This paper
examines the ability of a model descri-
bing individual resilience to a toxic waste
hazard (Bachrach & Zautra 1985) to
predict resilience to volcanic hazard
effects. If the utility of this model can be
verified against another hazard, and with
residents of a different community, the
predictive capability of the model will be
enhanced. The model described by
Bachrach & Zautra (1985) comprised three
factors: sense of community, coping style
and self-efficacy.

Self-efficacy describes individuals’
appraisal of their performance capability
and influences their receptivity to
information and the likelihood of their
adopting risk reduction behaviours
(Bennet & Murphy 1997; Lindell &
Whitney 2000; Yates, Axom, & Tiedeman
1999). Problem-focused coping (confron-
ting the problem) represents a mechanism
for facilitating resilience (Bachrach &
Zautra 1985; Yates, et al. 1999). Sense of
community (feelings of belonging and
attachment for people and places)
facilitates involvement in community
response following disaster and increases
access to, and utilisation of, social support
networks (Kaniasty & Norris 1999; van
den Eyde & Veno 1999).

Assessing resilience

The capability of these variables to act as
predictors of resilience can be illustrated
using data collected from residents
(Paton, et al., in press) of a community
exposed to the effects of the eruptions at
Ruapehu volcano, New Zealand, in 1995
and 1996. Two years of volcanic activity
had resulted in significant disruption to
the winter sports industry upon which
this community is economically depen-
dent. Residents were surveyed in June
(n=92) and September (n=52) 1997 to
assess the psychological impact of this
disruption. Psychological impact was
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assessed using the Hopkins Symptom
Checklist - 21 (Green et al. 1988). To
promote comparability, data on resilience
variables (self-efficacy, coping style and
sense of community) were collected with
scales used by Bachrach and Zautra
(1985). The present discussion focuses
on the June data. Where individuals who
responded to both surveys could be
identified, these data were used to assess
changes in the psychological impact of
disruption. During the period between
June and September, minor eruption
activity and media reporting provided
constant reminders of eruption threat. As
a consequence, the surveys could be
differentiated with respect to the threats
faced by community members. In June,
they faced both economic and eruption
threats, whereas in September a good ski
season reduced the economic threat.

Self-efficacy (r = -0.27, p < 0.01) and
problem-focused coping (r = -0.24, p <
0.05) correlated significantly with stress
scores in the direction anticipated if they
constituted resilience resources. No
significant correlation was found for
sense of community ( r = -0.01, ns).
Regression analyses confirmed self-
efficacy (Beta = -0.24, p< 0.05) and
problem-focused coping (Beta = -0.23,
p<0.05) as predictors of psychological
resilience. To assess the relative contri-
butions of economic and eruption threat,
the stress scores of 31 subjects who
completed both surveys were compared.
Mean stress scores dropped from 55 in
July to 47 in September (t = -10.66, p <
0.0001, df = 30) with the initial recovery
of economic activity.

Discussion

Psychological resilience to volcanic
hazard effects

The data presented here provide support
for the role of self-efficacy and problem-
focused as indicators of psychological
resilience to volcanic hazard effects. As a
consequence of their ability to predict
resilience to volcanic and toxic waste
(Bachrach & Zautra 1985) hazards, and
doing so in individuals drawn from
different communities, the predictive
validity of these variables within an all-
hazards framework is enhanced.

While the anticipated role of ‘sense of
community’ was not supported, this could
reflect social fragmentation resulting
from hazard activity. A clear distinction
between a ‘winter sports’ group and an
‘agricultural’ group could be discerned in
this community as a consequence of the
differential implications of ash fall for
their respective livelihoods. Ski field

employees were affected whereas those
employed in agricultural were not. This
distinction could have led to social
fragmentation an limited opportunities to
utilise social support networks within the
wider community. This interpretation has
implications for recovery planning.
Because this group diversity did not exist
prior to this hazard activity, and emerged
as a consequence of a specific set of
circumstances, recovery planning and
intervention strategies should be guided
by the anticipation of how hazard activity
may differentially affect community
dynamics (Paton & Bishop 1996). A failure
to find the anticipated effect for ‘sense of
community’ is thus understandable within
this sample. It is important that future
research continues to examine the
potential of these variables to influence
resilience and to explore the environ-
mental contingencies that mediate their
role.

Risk perception issues

During the first survey the community
faced both economic and eruption
threats. During the second the economic
threat had subsided but the eruption
threat remained. The significant decrease
in stress scores suggests that respondents
perceived economic and volcanic threats
differently, and attributed greater salience
to the former. If so, risk communication
messages should focus on the specific
implications of hazard effects for salient
community activities. For example,
information concerning ash threat would
be attended to more readily if framed in
terms of its effect on economic activity.
Similarly, risk reduction strategies should
focus on actions to safeguard economic
integrity against disruption from these
effects.

Economic factors may also influence
the manner in which community mem-
bers impose meaning on hazard activity.
For example, some 91% of respondents
were financially dependent upon winter
sports for their livelihood. Their conse-
quent vulnerability to ash and lahar
activity led to these becoming salient
components of their risk perception and
motivated their participation in the
surveys. Information from focus groups
suggested that community members
employed in agriculture, for whom ash
fall did not have any direct consequences,
attributed a lower level of risk to volcanic
activity and influenced their low level of
participation in the survey and their
reluctance to support the expenditure of
public funds on hazard adjustments for a
problem they did not perceive to exist.

This conclusion is consistent with those
suggesting that attitudes to hazard
adjustments, rather than the charac-
teristics of the hazard itself, are more
predictive of risk perception (Lindell &
Whitney 2000).

This discussion suggests that assess-
ments of risk perception should accom-
modate the contingent and interactive
influence of social, employment, geo-
graphical and temporal factors. These
observations also post a warning for
researchers. Given the differences in risk
perception between groups that emerged
as a consequence of their participation in
specific economic activities, an analysis
that included all community members
could obscure important relationships.
Those unaffected could restrict the
variance of the dependent variable (e.g.,
stress), introducing a downward bias in
the correlation coefficients (Lindell &
Whitney 2000). In addition to providing
insights into the mechanisms that under-
pin psychological resilience to disruption
from hazard effects, the efficacy and coping
variables described here also provide a
basis for increasing the adoption of risk
reduction behaviour.

Community involvement and risk
reduction

Self-efficacy has been implicated as a
determinant of the adoption of risk
reduction behaviour in the Theory of
Planned Behaviour (TPB) (Ajzen 1991;
Bennett & Murphy 1997). This model is
developed here to explore the relationship
between risk perception and adjustment
adoption (figure 1). A prominent role for
self-efficacy and problem-focused coping
is also evident in the Person-Relative-to-
Event (PrE) model (Duval & Mulilis 1999;
Mulilis & Duval 1995). Both the PrE model
and the TPB model have demonstrated a
capability to predict the adoption of risk
reduction behaviours (Ballantyne et al.
2000; Bennett & Murphy 1997; Lindell &
Whitney 2000; Duval & Mulilis 1999).

In this model, motivation to act is
triggered by the perception of a threat,
but the key elements are action-outcome
expectancies, self-efficacy judgements,
past experience, and social norms. Out-
come expectancies, response efficacy
(e.g., decisions regarding whether the
person has the time, skills, resources to
adopt and adjustment) and self-efficacy
judgements are concerned with consi-
dering whether risk may be reduced and
whether the required actions are within
the capabilities of the individual or group.
In this model, action-outcome expec-
tancies precede efficacy judgements.
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People make assumptions about whether
outcomes are possible before considering
engaging in behaviour (e.g., an intention
to adopt a preparatory measure or to
change risk behaviour). If favourable, the
individual moves to the action phase; a
phase strongly influenced by self-efficacy
expectations. The number and quality of
action plans and the amount of effort and
perseverance invested in risk reduction
behaviours is strongly dependent on one’s
perceived competence and experience
(Bennett & Murphy 1997). Adjustment
adoption is also influenced by past
experience and is more likely to be
maintained if supported by the social and
structural environment (Tobin 1999).

This model illustrates the complexity of
the response to risk and helps explain why
the expected link between risk perception
and adjustment adoption has proved
elusive. For example, as discussed above,
the level of perceived risk attributed to
the same hazard event can be diverse.
Further, irrespective of the level of
perceived risk, people are unlikely to act if
they perceive hazard effects as insur-
mountable (low outcome expectancy) or
if they do not perceive themselves as having
the competence to act (low self efficacy).
Outcome expectancy could also be under-
mined by resource inadequacies (low
response efficacy) or if people transfer
responsibility (low perceived respon-
sibility) from themselves to formal
emergency management agencies (Ballan-
tyne etal.2000; Mulilis & Duval 1995; Lindell
& Whitney 2000). Alternatively, the process
could be disrupted if a normative bias
elicited by prior experience lessened the
threat attributed to a hazard or its
consequences or resulted in an over-
estimation of performance capability.

According to this model, for risk
reduction behaviour to occur, strategies
must aim to develop the outcome expec-
tancies, efficacy, experience and social
context necessary for its realisation.
Further, the model must be capable of
functioning effectively during periods of
quiescence for infrequently occurring
hazards. One way of harnessing the
potential of this model that we are
currently exploring involves its appli-
cation within a community empower-
ment process.

Community empowerment

In this study a small, but significant (r =
0.20, p<0.03), correlation between self-
efficacy and community involvement (e.g.
membership of clubs, local action groups)
was noted. While care must be taken in
regard to assumptions of causality, this
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raises the possibility that the observed
resilience reflected a capacity developed
from participation in dealing with salient
issues affecting a community and the
operation of generalised efficacy beliefs
which facilitated peoples’ ability to
respond more effectively to unexpected
adversity (Bennett & Murphy 1997; Lindell
& Whitney 2000). Efficacy beliefs could
thus be facilitated by enhancing the
psychological capacity to respond effec-
tively to day-to-day issues, increasing
personal capacity to respond effectively
to hazard effects even if not engaged in
risk reduction activities per se. Accor-
dingly, resilience can be developed by
empowering community members by

... irrespective of the
level of perceived
risk, people are
unlikely to act
if they perceive
hazard effects as
insurmountable ...
or if they do not
perceive themselves
as having the
competence to act ...

facilitating their participation in iden-
tifying problems and in developing and
implementing strategies to solve or
contain problems in ways consistent with
their needs, systems and values (Paton &
Bishop 1996). The empowerment process
will facilitate the development of indi-
viduals’ self-efficacy and problem-focused
coping. Developing strategies within this
process may be important when dealing
with infrequently occurring hazards and
may encourage personal responsibility for
safety.

Since valid and reliable measures of
some of these constructs are available, they
could serve as key performance indicators
for assessing individual resilience and
anticipating the likely effectiveness of risk
communication and reduction program-
mes aimed at encouraging adjustment
adoption. A measure of the ability of past
experience to support the adoption of risk
reduction behaviour be derived from
Lindell and Prater’s (1999) measure of
hazard intrusiveness (thinking and talking

about, and getting information on,
hazards). It may be advisable to include a
measure of normalisation bias (Mileti &
O’Brien 1992) to assess whether past
experience reduces a propensity to adopt
recommended behaviours.

Outcome expectancies

and development

There remains the problem of creating
outcome expectancies that support the
adoption of risk reduction behaviours
within an environment characterised by
infrequent hazard activity. One way of
tackling this issue involves developing
strategies based on safeguarding or
developing valued personal and com-
munity assets and practices.

Individuals are more likely to engage
in behaviours when the outcome is valued
and perceived as achievable. Realising the
benefits of the above model requires a
shift from a deficit or loss paradigm to
one advocating beneficial effects. For
example, a deficit or loss paradigm leads
to strategies where community members
are urged to spend money on stren-
gthening or altering their house or
building to reduce the loss from earth-
quake hazards. From a development or
beneficial perspective, attention would
focus on encouraging investment in
structural alterations to increase the
capital or re-sale value of a property or
reduce insurance costs (i.e. the focus is
on benefits accruing from adopting
adjustments).

Benefits could be derived in other ways.
For example, in the present study, collabo-
ration between those affected resulted in
their developing economic activities (e.g.
volcano tourism, arts, crafts) to substitute
for those disrupted by volcanic ash fall.
Thus they did not focus on dealing with
the ash fall problem (insurmountable) per
se, but on alternative, more achievable
and meaningful, ways of compensating
for losses. Similarly, Becker et al. (2000)
observed that 38% of their sample of 208
individuals noted benefits (e.g. improved
plant growth, increased business and
tourism opportunities, and enhanced
sense of community) from their volcanic
hazard experience.

Focusing on positive activities (e.g.
enhancing property values, safeguarding
local amenities, developing additional
economic and employment resources),
which can confer day-to-day benefits on
individuals, rather than on uncontrollable
and insurmountable threats such as
earthquakes or ash fall, will provide for
outcome expectancies that are more likely
to support intentions to adopt adjustments,
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promote resilience, and facilitate personal
acceptance of responsibility. Information
on beneficial consequences can inform
the planning, hazard education and
reduction processes and contribute to the
development of programs designed to
promote resilience, adjustment adoption
and development. It is still important,
however, to promote specific hazard
awareness and the adoption and practice
of risk reduction behaviours.

Hazard education and development
Because they are more powerful deter-
minants of behaviour (Bennet & Murphy
1997) attention should be directed to
developing specific efficacy. For example,
the community development process
could be supplemented by providing
community members with hazard scena-
rios. These can be used by them to define
the meaning that specific hazards have
for them, identify the resources and
information they need to define the
problems posed by hazard consequences,
and to formulate strategies to deal with
them that are consistent with community
perceptions, beliefs, attitudes and needs.
The emergency planning role can be
expanded to include assimilating and
coordinating these perspectives and
needs within their strategic planning, and
seeking, as far as possible, to provide the
information and resources necessary to
sustain empowerment, self-help and
resilience.

This process can also be used to identify
and rectify misconceptions regarding
hazards and their effects, and to encourage
acceptance of personal responsibility for
preparedness.

Maintaining the competencies that
underpin resilience to adversity requires
continued participation in problem
solving activities and their integration with
risk management initiatives. Managing this
link between individual capacities and
institutional resources has two impli-
cations for this process. The first relates to
the need for coalitions or partnerships to
perform a mediating role (Buckle et al.
2000; Chavis 1995; Eng & Parker 1994). The
second involves developing planning
models linking individual and community
factors.

Relationship between individual
and community action

Collective community behaviour can be
thought of as the modal behaviour of the
individuals who constitute the community.
This modal behaviour may influence
individual behaviour. In some models,
such as the TPB described earlier, this

possibility is allowed for by the inclusion
of an individual level variable measuring
perceptions of normative behaviour. The
problem with this approach is that it
assumes all relevant trans-individual
factors are perceived and that their effects
can be captured this way. This may not be
the case. Although individual level factors
are nested in communities, it is important
to realise that, for example, while related
aggregate sense of community (SoC) and
individual SoC and collective efficacy and
individual efficacy are independent
constructs (Eng & Parker 1994; Paton &
Smith, in prep).

They are not interchangeable, nor do
they operate at the same level. Each can
independently contribute to the for-
mation of individual and collective beliefs
and behaviour. Further, communities can
be characterised by factors that are not
usually recorded at the individual level
(e.g., geographical characteristics, eco-
nomic indicators, objective risks). Some
of these may be directly perceived or
misperceived by individuals, however,
many will have their effects without
entering conscious appreciation. Two
issues need to be addressed in developing
models that integrate individual and
community dimensions: the identifi-
cation of appropriate indicators for
individuals and communities, and the
question of appropriate methodologies
for research designs and data analyses.

The key to advancing knowledge in this
field is the development of testable

models that combine an understanding
of how people behave in the face of
objective risks with how communities
function as contexts in which these
behaviours evolve and can be modified
by planned interventions. Several
suggestions as to how this might be
achieved emerge from the resilience
literature (Kaplan 1999).

Foremost amongst these is the sug-
gestion that models must be focused on
specific forms of risk and the specific
personal and local factors that ameliorate
or amplify negative outcomes or lead to
desirable or beneficial outcomes (Paton
& Smith, in prep; Tarter & Vanyukov 1999;
Violanti et al. 2000). Here we advocate an
analysis of the factors and their in-
teractions that explain why some people
and some communities fair better than
others in the face of adversity. To describe
such individuals and communities as
‘resilient’ falls well short of explaining why
they fair better. The mechanisms that
underpin this capacity must be defined
and must be tested against actual dis-
ruption.

As a starting point, we need to differen-
tiate individual and community level
factors. The factors listed below are generic
and must be tailored for specific hazards
(earthquakes, cyclones, explosions, etc.)
located in specific geographical and social
settings. Appropriate indicators for
individuals and communities are des-
cribed in table 1 and table 2. These lists are
not exhaustive. Particular situations may

Personality
Behaviour
Beliefs

Knowledge
Experience

QOutcomes

hardiness/vulnerability (intelligence, locus of control, neuroticism)

information seeking, networking, coping strategies

risk perception, self efficacy w.r.t. risk, SoC, action plans (behavioral intentions)
factual risk assessments, of resource availability, of appropriate behaviours
skills training, past hazard experience, interpretation of experience

change in beliefs and knowledge, adjustment adoption

Table 7. Examples of appropriate indicators for individual resilience

Community

Geographical

aggregate Sense of Community, community competence

hazards, risk, response constraints

Economic income levels, industrialisation, social capital (public facilities)
Community social institutions, emergency services, training resources,
Resource public information (availability, access rates)

Outcomes plans, knowledge, skills

Table 2: Examples of appropriate indicators for community resilience
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Level 11— Community
Long-term risk So.C Current risk Response constraints Local govt. plans
SES Norms public facilities public information response teams readiness
Industrialisation emergency services
physical infrastructure training resources
infrastructure
community assets
DISTAL X MEDIATORS » [PROXIMAL] X MEDIATORS » OUTCOMES
Prior events TRAITS/DISPOSITIONS BELIEFS SKILLS PREPAREDNESS
experience intelligence self-efficacy training action plans
past behaviour locus of control causal attributions networking knowledge
gender neuroticism risk perception community involvement skills
SES ‘HARDINESS/VULNERABILITY’ SoC coping r strategies
occupational vulnerability readiness cost/benefit analysis
age outcome expectancy
health support
attribution of responsibility
perceived norms
Level I—Individual

Fgure 1. Generic community-individual levels model of preparedness development.

require additional information not
covered here, and some measures may be
more difficult to obtain that others.

Figure 1 incorporates these variables in
a generic model for the development of
individual and community preparedness.
Distal elements are historical and struc-
tural factors that could serve as targets
for strategic change. These influence
contemporary (proximal) states. The
latter represent the resources that
underpin resilient capacity and whose
efficacy is mediated by the availability of
mechanisms that influence the attainment
of desired outcomes at each level.

The purpose models such as those
described in figure I serve to summarise
variables known or hypothesised to affect
outcomes germane to preparedness
(Paton & Smith, in prep).

It is not intended as a working model.
As we have suggested working models
need to be tailored for specific hazards
and settings and for practical purposes
would need to be more parsimonious than
the model in figure 1.

The issues identified here, and the solu-
tions proposed to deal with them, are best
conceptualised over time. Changes in
hazard environments, periodic hazard
activity, and changes within and between
communities over time in prevailing
beliefs and levels of preparedness mean
that these issues need to be conceptualised
within a longitudinal framework. We are
currently developing a model, and the
methodology, to describe the relationships
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between these mechanisms and prepared-
ness for us in planning intervention to
develop individual and community
resilience (Paton & Smith, in prep).

Conclusion

Evidence from empirical studies of
community members exposed to toxic
waste and volcanic hazards suggest that a
model comprising efficacy, problem-
focused coping, and sense of community
can predict resilience to hazard effects
and has explanatory power that transcends
the specific characteristics of the hazard
per se.

Consequently, it can be used to predict
resilience and monitor intervention
effectiveness within an all-hazards mana-
gement framework. A second model,
which includes outcome expectancy,
efficacy, experience, and social norm
factors, can provide a framework for
hazard education and the encouragement
of adjustment adoption.

The process can be facilitated by provi-
ding outcome expectancies based on
benefits for community members. Since
the presence and magnitude of these
factors is, to some extent, a function of
the level of personal involvement in
community activities, the effectiveness of
risk management initiatives can be
promoted by integrating them with
initiatives designed to encourage partici-
pation in dealing with personal and
community issues.

The development of this field requires

the identification of factors that influence
resilience at individual and community
levels, and the development of models that
describe the relationship between levels
and the mechanisms that underpin a
capacity within systems to maintain
integrity and balance when faced with
disruptive hazard activity. By ensuring that
these strategies are developed and
delivered within a resilience/growth
framework, community disruption can
be minimised and the potential for
recovery and growth optimised.
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QN E E R G E

The next Victorian Flood Management Con-
ference will be held in Traralgon in October
2001. It will be jointly hosted by the West
Gippsland Catchment Management Authority
and the Latrobe City Council.

From all accounts the inaugural Victorian
Flood Management Conference held in Wan-
garatta in September 1999 was a significant
step in raising awareness of flood manage-
ment.

For the first time, local government plan-
ners, floodplain managers, emergency plan-
ners, consultants and people from other
disciplines were able to come together to
discuss developments in flood management.
Presentations were made on a wide range of
issues including the Victoria Flood Manage-
ment Strategy, community involvement, the
Victoria Planning Provisions, flood insurance,
legalliability and flood mapping.

Since the last conference was held many of
these issues have continued to evolve and new
ones have emerged to command our attention

Victorian Flood Management Conference
Traralgon, October 2001

In a questionnaire taken at the end of the
inaugural conference, many of the 140 dele-
gates indicated that there was a strong need
for further flood conferences to be held.

The second Victorian Flood Conference will
be held in Traralgon from 9t to 11th October
2001. The Conference theme is Planning for
the Inevitable, which should remind us that
that we should never be complacent about the
frequency of floods or their impact. This is
well illustrated by the fact that the annual cost
of damages from floods in Victoria is now
estimated to be greater than $56m and is
continuing to grow.

The Chairman of the conference organising
committee is Wayne Gilmour, Floodplain
Manager with the West Gippsland Catchment
Management Authority.

For more information, contact Wayne
on: 03 5175 7800 (phone)

A conference brochure and call for
papers will be released in the near future
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