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Abstract
The substantial damage to homes and infrastructure in Australia rekindles the push 
for improved governance frameworks and adaptive policy measures. Coordinating 
efforts across federal, state, and local governments has proven challenging due to 
policy fragmentation, delayed responses, overlapping roles, and disparities in resource 
allocation. This study examines the strengths and weaknesses of Australia’s flood risk 
management (FRM) policies through a qualitative document analysis approach, comparing 
governance structures with international best practices from countries such as Japan, 
the Netherlands, and the United States. The findings highlight Australia’s strengths 
in collaborative governance, targeted funding mechanisms, and advanced technical 
resources such as flood mapping and real-time monitoring systems. However, key 
weaknesses include governance fragmentation, inconsistent policy implementation, and 
insufficient support for rural and regional councils. The study proposes a more integrated 
and adaptive governance framework incorporating cross-jurisdictional coordination, 
enhanced stakeholder engagement, and sustainable investment strategies. The results 
contribute to policy discussions on flood risk governance by offering recommendations for 
strengthening institutional resilience and improving disaster preparedness. By addressing 
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governance inefficiencies and adopting international best practices, Australia can develop a more 
cohesive and adaptive FRM system to mitigate future flood risks.
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Flood Risk Governance; Policy Fragmentation; Climate Adaptation; Resilience; Disaster Management

Introduction
Major flood events have caused losses of lives, injuries, and damages to properties, infrastructures, and 
environments (Ladds et al., 2017; Ulubaşoğlu et al., 2018). Between 2011 and 2022, severe flooding events 
in Australia resulted in over 160 fatalities and caused economic losses exceeding $30 billion (Coates, 2022; 
ICA, 2024), with the 2022 Eastern Australia floods alone accounting for 22 fatalities and approximately 
$4.3 billion in damages (Royal Far West and UNICEF Australia, 2022). These events highlight the need 
for stronger governance frameworks and coordinated flood policymaking to manage flood risk and mitigate 
socio-economic impacts (Howes et al., 2015).

Effective flood governance involves multi-level coordination, disaster response frameworks, and 
stakeholder engagement. In this aspect, governance frameworks for flood risk management (FRM) can take 
various forms, each with different levels of stakeholder involvement and responsibilities. Some frameworks, 
like centralised government-led models, ensure strong leadership but may lack local adaptability, while 
decentralised community-based approaches empower local actors but require resource support. Others, such 
as collaborative partnerships, watershed-based management, and risk-based decision-making, integrate 
multiple stakeholders and scientific assessments to enhance resilience. Table 1 presents various forms of 
governance frameworks being used for FRM globally.

Globally, countries usually consider their affordability and geographical vulnerabilities when deciding on 
FRM approaches. High-income countries, such as Japan, the United States, and most countries in Europe, 
focus on advanced flood infrastructure, legal frameworks, and multi-agency coordination (Ishiwatari and 
Hirai, 2024; Van der Keur et al., 2017). For example, Japan’s comprehensive river basin management strategy 
and the United States’ National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) showcase the importance of cohesive 
planning and community participation (Brown, 2016; Ishiwatari, 2024). Middle-income countries like 
Indonesia focus on stakeholder engagement and community-based disaster risk reduction. For example, 
Indonesia’s community-led initiatives have successfully enhanced flood resilience despite budget constraints 
(Sunarharum et al., 2020). In contrast, low-income countries like Cambodia emphasise early warning 
systems and disaster preparedness, supported by international aid (Plate, 2007).

In comparison, Australia adopts an FRM approach that stresses coordinated efforts by the federal, state, 
and local governments. The federal government offers disaster relief funding and establishes overarching 
policy guidelines (GA, 2020a). State governments implement FRM policies and coordinate mitigation 
strategies (NSW Government, 2022), while local councils handle on-the-ground disaster responses, such 
as flood mapping, land-use planning, and community engagement (Queensland Government, 2021). Key 
frameworks include the National Disaster Risk Reduction Framework and state-level flood mitigation 
plans (AIDR, 2017). However, reports highlight challenges in achieving a cohesive approach due to 
jurisdictional overlaps, data fragmentation, inadequate planning, unequal resource allocation across regions, 
and disengagement with the community (Parliament of Australia, 2024).

RESEARCH PROBLEM AND OBJECTIVES

Policy fragmentation and inter-agency coordination gaps remain detrimental to effective FRM (Lawrence 
et al., 2015; Lietaer et al., 2024). Moreover, disparities in resource allocation and differing policy priorities 

Nguyen et al.

Construction Economics and Building,  Vol. 25, No. 3/4  December 2025255



across jurisdictions exacerbate these challenges (AIDR, 2017; Chow et al., 2023; GA, 2020a). Begg (2018) 
highlights that local stakeholders seldom receive the necessary support and resources to effectively carry 
out flood reporting, prevention, and mitigation responsibilities. Cook et al. (2025) argue that participatory 
frameworks can transform disaster risk governance by fostering institutional change and empowering 
communities to take ownership of flood preparedness and response efforts. While prior studies have 
highlighted various gaps in flood governance in Australia, there has been a lack of holistic reviews, 
particularly regarding how Australia has learned from recent flood disasters and other countries’ experiences.

This study addresses the governance issues through the following objectives:

	 1.	� Analyse Australia’s current FRM frameworks.
	 2.	� Identify governance strengths and weaknesses within Australian institutional processes.

Table 1.	 Summary of governance frameworks being used for FRM

Governance 
framework type

Key features Examples Relevance to flood risk

Centralised 
government-led

A single government 
agency takes primary 

responsibility for 
planning, mitigation, 

and response 
activities.

China’s flood 
management 

system (Xu et al., 
2018)

This approach ensures strong 
leadership and efficient 

resource allocation but may 
lack local knowledge and 
community engagement 

(Moynihan, 2009).

Decentralised 
community-

based

Government agencies 
support local 

communities and play 
a significant role in 

managing flood risks.

Community 
flood response 

in Indonesia 
(Sijbesma and 

Verhagen, 2008)

This approach increases 
community ownership and 

allows for tailored solutions 
but may require strong capacity 

building within communities 
(Stark and Taylor, 2014).

Collaborative 
partnerships

Involves government 
agencies, businesses, 

NGOs, and 
communities working 

together to develop 
strategies.

Netherlands’ 
integrated flood 
risk governance 
(Van Popering-

Verkerk and Van 
Buuren, 2017)

This approach brings diverse 
perspectives and shared 
responsibilities but can 

face complex coordination 
challenges (Foran et al., 2019).

Watershed-
based 

management

Focuses on managing 
flood risk across an 
entire watershed, 

considering upstream 
and downstream 

impacts.

Japan’s river 
basin strategy 

(Fan and Huang, 
2023)

This approach offers an 
integrated approach to 
water management but 

requires cooperation across 
jurisdictions (Kagaya and 

Wada, 2021).

Risk-based 
decision-
making

Prioritises actions 
based on the level 

of risk posed to 
people, property, and 

infrastructure.

U.K. 
Environment 
Agency’s risk 
framework 
(Dale et al., 

2014)

This approach ensures 
efficient resource allocation 

but requires robust risk 
assessment methodologies 

(Maskrey et al., 2022).
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	 3.	� Compare Australia’s flood risk governance to international best practices, including frameworks 
from countries such as Japan, the United States, and Indonesia, which have implemented adaptive 
governance approaches in flood resilience.

This study focuses on governance frameworks at Australia’s national, state, and local council levels. This 
research contributes to understanding how governance frameworks may shape flood resilience efforts by 
examining policy-making processes and inter-agency collaborations. Additionally, comparing Australia’s 
governance structures to global practices highlights areas for policy improvement.

Research methods
This study adopts a qualitative document analysis approach to examine governance and policy processes 
related to FRM in Australia. Document analysis is a systematic procedure for reviewing and evaluating 
documents, making it suitable for research exploring governance-related frameworks where primary data 
collection may be limited or impractical (Bowen, 2009). This method identifies governance structures, 
processes, and outcomes by extracting and coding relevant text, facilitating an in-depth exploration of 
institutional decision-making processes (Kapucu et al., 2023).

The analysis is informed by a governance framework that focuses on key dimensions such as coordination, 
resource allocation, stakeholder engagement, and decision-making processes (Biswas et al., 2019; Braganza 
and Lambert, 2000). This framework provides a lens to assess institutional strengths and weaknesses 
within multi-level governance systems. By comparing Australian governance approaches to international 
best practices, this research aims to generate insights into governance gaps and opportunities for policy 
improvement. Figure 1 illustrates the step-by-step workflow for the document analysis methodology, from 
data collection to triangulation and validation of findings.

Figure 1.	 Methodology workflow for governance and policy document analysis
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The study relies on a comprehensive set of secondary data sources to capture governance structures 
and policy approaches related to FRM. Secondary data sources, such as government reports and policy 
documents, are commonly used in governance research due to their credibility and detailed documentation 
of institutional processes (Cumiskey, 2020; Ika et al., 2024; Kang, 2022).

Key data sources include the following:

	 •	� Government reports: Documents such as the Australian Disaster Resilience Index and state-level 
flood mitigation plans provide insights into current policy frameworks and resilience efforts.

	 •	� Policy documents: FRM strategies, inter-agency agreements, and emergency response guidelines 
outline the roles and responsibilities of various governance actors.

	 •	� International reports: Publications from organisations like the European Commission and case studies 
from regions like Japan, the Netherlands, and Indonesia offer comparative insights into effective flood 
risk governance.

These documents were selected because of the need to understand policy content and implementation 
processes. Recent reports and policy updates were prioritised to ensure that the data reflect current 
governance practices and emerging challenges. A structured search strategy was applied using Google 
Scholar, ProQuest, and Australian government repositories, with search terms including “flood governance 
Australia”, “adaptive policy frameworks flood risk”, “floodplain management plans”, and “state-level flood 
mitigation strategies”. After evaluation, a total of 26 Australian documents were identified, covering all 
seven Australian states and territories, ensuring national representation. These included state-level flood 
policies, disaster response frameworks, and inter-agency coordination reports. Furthermore, to enhance the 
study’s comparative component, an additional 10 international reports were identified from the Netherlands, 
Japan, the United States, England, China, Vietnam, and Indonesia—countries recognised for their flood 
governance frameworks. These were selected using the same search strategy but tailored to international 
flood risk management approaches. All 36 documents (26 Australian + 10 international) were imported into 
NVivo for thematic analysis, ensuring a consistent and structured qualitative assessment.

A qualitative thematic analysis approach was employed to analyse the above governance-related 
documents, following the six-phase framework proposed by Braun and Clarke (2006). The process began 
with familiarisation, where documents were thoroughly read to understand their content and context. 
Next, initial codes were generated by identifying key statements related to governance processes such 
as coordination, funding, and stakeholder engagement. These codes were then organised into broader 
themes during the theme search phase, reflecting patterns such as “resource and capacity limitations” and 
“community engagement strategies”. The themes were reviewed and refined to ensure coherence with the 
data, followed by defining and naming the themes to capture their scope and significance. The final phase 
involved synthesising the findings into a structured narrative that aligns with the research objectives.

Given the nature of this study, an interpretation-focused coding strategy was deemed most suitable. This 
approach involves interpreting the underlying meaning of governance-related statements and identifying 
implicit assumptions or challenges. It is particularly effective for uncovering hidden dynamics, such as policy 
inconsistencies or power imbalances, critical for understanding governance strengths and weaknesses.

As aforementioned, to ensure the robustness of the findings, triangulation was conducted by cross-
referencing themes with secondary sources, including peer-reviewed articles and international reports. This 
reinforced the validity of the analysis and ensured that the themes were grounded in existing research.
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Results

FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT FRAMEWORK IN AUSTRALIA

Several reports (NSW Government, 2022; Parliament of Australia, 2024; Queensland Government, 2021; 
South Australia Government, 2024; GA, 2020a) reveal that Australia’s FRM matches the key features of 
the decentralised community-based model. It can be presented as a five-stage framework emphasising the 
articulation of the responsibilities shared among the federal, state, and local governments and communities 
(refer to Figure 2). 

Figure 2.	 Stages of the flood risk management framework in Australia

Stage 1. Data collection and integration: Accurate data collection underpins Australia’s flood risk governance. 
Advanced technologies such as Geographic Information Systems (GIS), Light Detection and Ranging 
(LiDAR), and floodplain mapping are employed to identify vulnerable areas and prioritise interventions 
(South Australia Government, 2023; Victoria Government, 2016a). These tools ensure that stakeholders, 
including planners and emergency responders, have access to comprehensive flood risk information. 

Stage 2. Flood studies and risk analysis: Building on data collection, detailed flood studies are conducted 
to evaluate hazards. Scenario-based modelling is integral to these analyses, incorporating climate change 
projections such as intensified rainfall and rising sea levels (Queensland Government, 2017; Victoria 
Government, 2016b). This stage provides a technical foundation for planning and decision-making.

Stage 3. Flood risk management strategy development: Strategies are developed to translate technical findings 
into actionable policies. For example, Victoria’s Floodplain Management Strategy aligns land-use planning 
with mitigation goals, ensuring a “do no harm” approach to infrastructure development in flood-prone areas 
(Victoria Government, 2019). Similarly, Western Australia uses statutory planning instruments to protect 
natural floodplain functions (Western Australia Government, 2006).
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Stage 4. Policy adoption and implementation: Once strategies are formalised, they are adopted and 
implemented by local councils and agencies. This stage emphasises stakeholder coordination to ensure 
effective risk management plan application. Examples include the Brown Hill and Keswick Creek flood 
plan in South Australia, which highlights multi-agency collaboration (LCA of SA, 2018).

Stage 5. Community engagement and resilience building: Community participation is essential in ensuring 
the sustainability and acceptance of flood risk policies. Initiatives such as the Total Flood Warning System 
(TFWS) in Victoria enhance preparedness by providing tailored warnings and public education campaigns 
(Victoria Government, 2016b). Furthermore, programs like the Resilient Homes Fund in New South Wales 
strengthen local resilience through infrastructure updates and community involvement (Parliament of 
Australia, 2024). This five-stage framework, illustrated in Figure 2, highlights the interconnected processes 
of governance, technical assessment, and community engagement in managing flood risks in Australia.

However, results from the thematic analysis also suggest that the success of the above FRM stages 
depends heavily on the governance structures that underpin them. Governance strengths and weaknesses 
have been identified, focusing on collaborative mechanisms, technical resources, legislative support, and 
community engagement, as well as challenges in resource allocation, policy fragmentation, and land-use 
conflicts.

GOVERNANCE STRENGTHS AND WEAKNESSES OF AUSTRALIA’S FRM FRAMEWORK

Strengths

	 1.	� Collaborative governance and coordination: Australia excels in fostering collaboration across all levels 
of government. Mechanisms like the National Flood Risk Advisory Group (NFRAG) and Flood 
Warning Consultative Committees ensure consistency in policies and resource sharing (COAG, 
2018; GA, 2020a). Regional platforms like the Hazards Services Forum further promote unified 
planning and data sharing (Corangamite CMA, 2022). Cross-agency efforts, such as the Queensland 
Reconstruction Authority’s resilience projects, reinforce this coordination (Queensland Government, 
2017).

	 2.	� Targeted funding and legislative support: Programs like the Disaster Ready Fund and the NSW 
Floodplain Management Program provide vital financial support for resilience projects (NSW 
Government, 2022; Parliament of Australia, 2024). Legal frameworks, such as the Land Use 
Planning and Approvals Act (LUPAA) in Tasmania, embed flood risk mitigation into development 
planning (LGAT and DEP, 2021).

	 3.	� Advanced data and technical resources: Advanced platforms like the National Flood Information 
Database (NFID) and FloodZoom enable precise flood mapping and real-time monitoring (GA, 
2020a; Western Australia Government, 2024). Agencies like the Bureau of Meteorology and 
Geoscience Australia enhance governance capacity through scenario-based modelling and LiDAR 
data (Victoria Government, 2016b).

	 4.	� Community engagement and awareness: Programs such as Brisbane’s Flood Resilient Homes and 
the Get Ready Queensland initiative empower communities with education and tailored resources 
(Queensland Government, 2021). Transparent platforms like TasALERT provide real-time updates, 
enhancing public preparedness and trust (Tasmanian Government, 2016). 

	 5.	� Integration of climate adaptation into governance: Flexible policies, such as scenario-based planning 
in Western Australia and Victoria’s flood-resilient building standards, integrate climate adaptation 
into governance (Victoria Government, 2019; Western Australia Government, 2024). Partnerships 
with research organisations further support informed decision-making (Tasmanian Government, 
2013).
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Weaknesses

	 1.	� Resource and capacity constraints: Resource disparities significantly affect FRM, especially in rural 
and regional councils. Limited budgets and technical expertise hinder essential activities such 
as flood mapping and adopting advanced technologies like LiDAR (Corangamite CMA, 2022; 
Wainwright and Verdon-Kidd, 2016). Smaller councils often rely on state or federal assistance, 
creating inequities in resilience across regions (GA, 2020a).

	 2.	� Policy fragmentation: Australia’s decentralised governance results in inconsistencies in flood 
mapping, hazard standards, and planning laws across states (NSW Government, 2022). 
Coordination challenges, particularly in cross-border floodplain areas, delay effective management 
strategies, while the absence of unified national legislation exacerbates fragmentation (GA, 2020a; 
Victoria Government, 2016a).

	 3.	� Information and communication gaps: Inconsistent data collection and sharing practices, along with 
unclear communication of risks like “1-in-100-year floods”, reduce public trust and preparedness 
(Victoria Government, 2016b; Wainwright and Verdon-Kidd, 2016). Communities remain unaware 
of updated flood maps and mitigation strategies, highlighting the need for targeted awareness 
campaigns (South Australia Government, 2024).

	 4.	� Land-use conflicts: Economic pressures and urban development often conflict with flood resilience 
goals. Legacy planning decisions have allowed developments in flood-prone areas, increasing 
vulnerabilities (Queensland Government, 2021). Public resistance to stricter land-use controls 
further complicates long-term mitigation efforts (Western Australia Government, 2024).

COMPARISON OF AUSTRALIA’S FLOOD RISK GOVERNANCE TO INTERNATIONAL PRACTICES

In comparison, countries like the Netherlands, Japan, the United States, Indonesia, and Vietnam 
demonstrate strengths in governance, technology, and planning while revealing common challenges.

Integrated governance and collaboration across stakeholders are key strengths in international systems. 
The Netherlands’ Delta Programme aligns national, provincial, and private stakeholders through Adaptive 
Delta Management, fostering long-term resilience (MIWM, 2022). Similarly, Japan’s Basin Water Cycle 
Plans and Indonesia’s decentralised governance systems empower local authorities and communities 
to address region-specific flood risks (Clegg et al., 2020; JICA, 2022). These collaborative frameworks 
demonstrate the importance of coordination in achieving effective flood management.

Robust legal and financial mechanisms further enhance resilience. The Delta Fund in the Netherlands 
guarantees sustained investments, while Japan’s Basic Act on the Water Cycle embeds sustainable water 
management into law ( JICA, 2022; MIWM, 2022). In the United States, FEMA’s Flood Mitigation 
Assistance program provides grants for reducing risks, and Vietnam’s hydraulic infrastructure improvements 
integrate flood control with socio-economic development (CRS, 2024; Garschagen, 2015).

Technological innovation also supports flood resilience. The Netherlands employs smart water 
management and sediment-based dikes, while Japan integrates multi-purpose dams with hydropower and 
irrigation ( JICA, 2022; MIWM, 2022). In the United States, Flood Insurance Rate Maps guide floodplain 
standards and reduce financial losses (CRS, 2024).

However, these international systems face limitations. Fragmented governance often slows progress, 
as seen in Japan’s administrative divisions and coordination gaps in Indonesia and England (Clegg et al., 
2020; JICA, 2022). Over-reliance on structural defences like dikes limits adaptability, with Vietnam and 
the Netherlands focusing heavily on maintenance rather than proactive social resilience (Garschagen, 2015; 
MIWM, 2022). Public awareness is another challenge, with inconsistent communication strategies reducing 
preparedness in the Netherlands, Vietnam, and Indonesia (Hung et al., 2010; Kaufmann et al., 2016).
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These international cases provide valuable lessons, emphasising the importance of collaboration, 
innovation, and adaptive governance. Australia can draw from these examples to strengthen its FRM 
frameworks while addressing governance fragmentation and over-reliance on structural measures. 

IMPLICATIONS OF THE FINDINGS

The above comparison reveals that Australia’s FRM system demonstrates notable strengths in areas of 
localised collaboration, targeted funding, advanced technical resources, and community engagement:

	 1.	� Collaborative governance and coordination: Australia excels in fostering collaboration through 
mechanisms like the National Flood Risk Advisory Group (NFRAG) and Flood Warning 
Consultative Committees (FWCCs), which streamline coordination among federal, state, and 
local governments. These platforms ensure consistent disaster response strategies, as exemplified by 
Queensland’s Reconstruction Authority (QRA), which leads multi-agency initiatives to manage 
flood resilience (Queensland Government, 2017). Such efforts reflect Australia’s strong localised 
governance model for specific flood risk scenarios. 

	 2.	� Targeted funding and legislative support: Australia’s financial and legislative frameworks prioritise 
resilience. The Disaster Ready Fund commits $1 billion over 5 years to support proactive mitigation 
measures (Parliament of Australia, 2024). State-level initiatives like the NSW Floodplain Management 
Program reinforce resilience by integrating hazard planning into development processes (NSW 
Government, 2022). These mechanisms, which are effectively applied at localised levels, contrast with 
international struggles to maintain consistent funding or enforce legislation (MIWM, 2022).

	 3.	� Advanced data and technical resources: The NFID and tools like FloodZoom enhance real-time risk 
mapping, enabling evidence-based decision-making (GA, 2020a; Western Australia Government, 
2024). These innovations mitigate global challenges related to data fragmentation and outdated 
modelling techniques, as seen in some international systems (South Australia Government, 2023).

However, governance and policy coherence gaps hinder Australia’s ability to deliver consistent and 
scalable FRM strategies.

	 1.	� Governance and policy fragmentation
		�  Australia’s decentralised governance model creates inconsistencies in flood management across 

jurisdictions. The lack of unified national legislation leads to varying hazard standards and uneven 
application of mitigation measures (Victoria Government, 2019; Wainwright and Verdon-Kidd, 
2016). For example, flood mapping and zoning standards differ by state, complicating cross-border 
coordination and reducing overall policy coherence. In contrast, the Netherlands’ Adaptive Delta 
Management aligns governance across national, provincial, and local levels, demonstrating the 
effectiveness of an integrated approach (MIWM, 2022). 

	 2.	� Resource and capacity disparities
		�  Rural and regional councils often lack the financial and technical capacity to adopt advanced flood 

mitigation measures, relying heavily on inconsistent funding from state and federal levels (McGregor 
et al., 2022; GA, 2020a). Addressing this disparity requires dedicated funding mechanisms, similar 
to the Netherlands’ Delta Fund, which ensures consistent investment in adaptive strategies (MIWM, 
2022).

	 3.	� Information and communication gaps
		�  Australia’s inconsistent data practices hinder decision-making and public engagement. Outdated 

flood maps and complex terminology alienate communities, reducing trust and preparedness (South 
Australia Government, 2024). By contrast, the UK integrates transparent flood risk maps into 
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its governance frameworks, improving public understanding and trust (GA, 2020b). Therefore, a 
centralised data repository and simplified communication strategies could significantly enhance 
Australia’s resilience.

TOWARDS DEVELOPING A NEW FRM FRAMEWORK SUITABLE FOR AUSTRALIA

Findings from the review indicate that FRM in Australia can be significantly enhanced by leveraging 
existing strengths while addressing critical weaknesses identified in current practices. A new FRM 
framework that can prompt more proactive and inclusive actions while maintaining reliance on evolving 
risks is needed. Figure 3 illustrates the elements of the proposed framework for Australia.

Figure 3.	 Proposed adaptive FRM framework for Australia

The proposed framework emphasises collaboration, inclusivity, and sustainability, positioning Australia as 
a leader in global flood risk management practices.

At the core of this framework is establishing a centralised coordinating body, the Flood Risk 
Management Entity (FRME). This body would oversee sustainable governance arrangements, serve as a 
knowledge hub for FRM practices, and manage risk prioritisation and forward planning. Inspired by the 
Netherlands’ Delta Programme, which emphasises cross-regional alignment and sustainable investments 
(MIWM, 2022), the FRME would standardise policies and integrate national, state, and local efforts 
to ensure coherence across jurisdictions. It is recommended that the proposed FRME to be established 
through intergovernmental agreements in a model legislation framework taken up by different states to 
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address national consistency. The reason is that Australia’s constitutional framework is very different from 
unitary systems like the Netherlands or the UK. Residual powers rest with the states, so a national entity 
cannot be unilaterally imposed by the Commonwealth government (PEO and AGS, 2023). Taking account 
of these limitations, the proposed FRME is not presented as a statutory authority pre-empting state power, 
but rather as a nationally coordinated, state-led arrangement aimed at harmonising standards, enhancing 
data sharing, and enabling cross-jurisdictional collaboration.

The framework’s first phase, 1) risk identification and assessment, relies on enhanced data collection and 
advanced modelling techniques. Australia can strengthen its data-driven decision-making processes by 
utilising real-time monitoring and predictive analytics (CSIRO, 2008). This phase would include socio-
economic impact analyses to prioritise vulnerable communities and inform policy planning. The second 
phase, 2) policy development and planning, aims to address gaps in governance and standardisation. A unified 
FRM Act modelled after the Netherlands’ Adaptive Delta Management strategy and England’s Flood 
and Water Management Act (MIWM, 2022; GA, 2020b), would establish a clear regulatory framework. 
Inspired by Japan’s Basin Water Cycle Plans, participatory governance mechanisms would ensure that 
diverse stakeholders, including communities, non-governmental organisations (NGOs), and private sectors, 
are involved in decision-making processes ( JICA, 2022). 3) Implementation and action form the third phase 
of the framework. Hybrid flood defences, such as combining levees with restored floodplains, could draw 
from Vietnam’s coastal management practices, which balance structural and non-structural approaches 
(Hung et al., 2010). Like the Netherlands’ Delta Fund, establishing a resilience fund would ensure 
consistent, long-term investments in FRM (Kaufmann et al., 2016). Property-level protection programs, 
inspired by England’s resilience grants, could also be scaled to address localised risks (GA, 2020b). The 
final phase, 4) monitoring and review, would incorporate adaptive governance principles to evaluate FRM 
measures’ effectiveness continuously. Lessons from Indonesia’s Integrated Water Resource Management 
approach highlight the importance of cyclical assessments and flexible policy updates to adapt to evolving 
risks (Clegg et al., 2020). These evaluations would ensure that the framework remains relevant and effective 
in mitigating flood impacts.

Cross-cutting processes, including communication and consultation, are integral to the framework. 
Continuous public education campaigns, similar to Japan’s awareness initiatives ( JICA, 2022), and capacity-
building programs for under-resourced councils are essential to enhance community preparedness and local 
governance capabilities (GA, 2020b).

ACTIONABLE RECOMMENDATIONS FOR ENHANCING FLOOD RISK GOVERNANCE IN 
AUSTRALIA

Drawing from the comparative analysis and the proposed adaptive FRM framework, this section presents a 
set of interrelated, actionable policy recommendations to address the identified governance challenges. These 
recommendations are organised into four thematic domains to reflect the systemic and interconnected 
nature of flood governance reform in Australia. Together, they form the basis of a governance wheel model 
(Figure 4, adapted from Co-operatives UK (2020)), indicating how each domain contributes to a cohesive 
and adaptive flood risk management system.

	 1.	� Governance reform
		�  To overcome jurisdictional fragmentation, a national coordinating mechanism, such as an FRME, 

should be established through intergovernmental consent and harmonised state legislation. Owing 
to Australia’s federal constitution, this organisation would have to function with the collaboration of 
state governments and in a manner that provides national consistency. It would oversee coordination 
among federal, state, and local governments, ensure legislative consistency, and standardise flood risk 
planning across Australia.
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	 2.	� Institutional capacity and funding
		�  A dedicated resilience fund should be created to support local councils, particularly those in rural 

and regional areas, that currently face technical and resource constraints. This fund would ensure 
access to critical tools such as LiDAR, GIS, and flood modelling software, and enable investment in 
workforce training, local infrastructure, and hazard mapping initiatives. This approach mirrors long-
term investment strategies seen in international cases such as the Netherlands’ Delta Fund.

	 3.	� Community engagement and communication
		�  Improving public understanding and community participation is essential. A national flood risk 

communication strategy should be developed to clarify complex concepts (e.g., replacing “1-in-
100-year flood” terminology) and enhance risk awareness. This should be supported by locally led 
education campaigns, participatory planning workshops, and capacity-building programs that 
empower communities to engage meaningfully in FRM decisions.

	 4.	� Advancing climate-adaptive building practices
		�  To complement structural mitigation, scalable grants need to be introduced to support both 

household- and business-level resilience interventions. These may include incentives for elevating 
homes, installing waterproof materials, or retrofitting structures in high-risk areas. Delivered through 
existing platforms like the Disaster Ready Fund, this program is believed to target high-exposure 
zones and promote climate-adaptive building practices.

Figure 4.	� Governance wheel for enhancing flood risk governance in Australia.
Source: Adapted from Co-operatives UK (2020)

Nguyen et al.

Construction Economics and Building,  Vol. 25, No. 3/4  December 2025265



Concluding remarks
This study has provided critical insights into the governance challenges and opportunities in Australia’s 
FRM. The findings highlight persistent issues such as policy fragmentation, coordination gaps among 
federal, state, and local governments, and resource disparities, particularly in rural and regional areas. 
These challenges continue to hinder the efficiency of flood resilience efforts. At the same time, Australia 
demonstrates notable strengths, including collaborative mechanisms like the NFRAG, targeted funding 
programs like the Disaster Ready Fund, and advanced technical tools, including GIS and LiDAR-based 
flood mapping, which have significantly enhanced data collection and decision-making processes. The 
comparative analysis of international cases, including the Netherlands’ Adaptive Delta Management and 
Japan’s Basin Water Cycle Plans, underscores the potential for integrating adaptive and participatory 
governance approaches into Australian flood policy. Notably, the suggestion of a central coordinating body 
is nuanced to recognise Australia’s federal arrangement: such a body would necessitate interstate consensus 
and cooperative governance structures, rather than a statutory authority imposed unilaterally at the 
Commonwealth level. This keeps the proposal constitutionally viable while still remedying fragmentation 
and strengthening national consistency.

This research contributes to policy and theoretical discussions by identifying enablers and barriers that 
influence the effectiveness of Australia’s flood governance. From a policy perspective, it offers actionable 
recommendations, such as establishing a central coordinating entity to standardise flood risk policies 
and enhance cross-jurisdictional collaboration, addressing governance fragmentation, and developing 
unified national legislation. These reforms could ensure greater policy implementation and resource 
distribution coherence, particularly in under-resourced rural areas. Furthermore, increasing investment in 
capacity-building programs and technical tools could address disparities and empower local governments 
to adopt advanced flood mitigation measures. The findings also advance theoretical understanding by 
illustrating how collaborative and participatory approaches can mitigate policy fragmentation and enhance 
institutional resilience when integrated with adaptive governance frameworks. Comparative insights reveal 
that governance frameworks are not universally transferable but must be adapted to socio-economic and 
environmental contexts.

This study has some limitations. It relied on secondary data, which constrain the ability to capture real-
time governance dynamics and stakeholder interactions during flood events. Additionally, the geographic 
scope of the analysis focuses solely on Australia, leaving room for broader cross-regional comparisons. 
Future research could address these gaps by conducting real-time evaluations of governance performance 
during flood events, providing a deeper understanding of dynamic policy responses and interactions. 
Expanding the scope to include regions such as South America or Africa would also enable a more 
comprehensive analysis of how governance frameworks can be adapted to different socio-economic and 
climatic conditions. Exploring the potential of digital technologies, such as artificial intelligence (AI)-
driven flood monitoring and decision-making tools, could further enhance governance capacities and flood 
resilience (Zabihi et al., 2023). These areas of future research would not only complement the findings 
of this study but also contribute to global discussions on adaptive flood risk governance and its practical 
implementation.
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