Please note: the information below was provided to DFAT by CSIRO. Enquires about this information should be directed to CSIRO.  

How to catalyse investments to enable recovery for long-term resilience
Understanding the investment deficits
Preparedness
1. There is limited understanding of:
· the magnitude and significance of the problem; 
· what is required to create well-adapted and disaster resilient futures (regions, economies and communities); and 
· roles and responsibilities of government, community and business.
2. There are limitations to prevailing assessment approaches and processes at accounting for the systemic and uncertain nature of risks and the opportunities / benefits from creating value through building resilience.
3. There are deficits and asymmetries in data and capabilities to assess and prioritise resilience, DRR and adaptation options.
Consequently, there remains massive shortfalls in public and private investments to reduce disaster risks, build resilience, and adapt to change, even though:
· It is recognised that targeted investment in resilience and adaptation will significantly reduce these costs….and, if planned for, will create additional value. 
Disaster risk reduction and resilience decisions
Decision contexts can be usefully characterised by the combinations of the levels of:
· Ambivalence of goals (values)
· Uncertainty of knowledge 
· Distribution of power (rules) (see Voss et al, 2007)
1. Multiple or cross-jurisdictions, and repeated, and large scale – exceed the capacity of jurisdictions.
2. Role for feds and army and industry and community? Needs to be decided in the strategic phase outside of disaster.
3. Hazards so intense and impactful they are creating substantial social (psychological, cultural, etc) harm…threatening values we thought would always be there. This is fundamentally changing the nature of relief and recovery – can’t recover to ‘normal’.
4. The strategic and operational no longer distinct…decisions around the strategic influence the operational and vice-versa.
5. Need to understand the systemic dimensions – can no longer tweak existing.
6. The systemic and strategic need to inform / influence the governance, objectives and resourcing of event-based decisions and approaches .

Some lessons
1. Climate and disaster risk information is NECESSARY but not SUFFICIENT.
2. Governance failings and limitations in capability (assessment tools, processes, data) and competencies are the most critical risks / barriers to resilience investments.
3. Using the ERI approach:
· at a project-level ‘entry point’: broadened the scope of options, created networks and agency, and stimulated thinking and action about what needs to be done at policy and strategy levels.
· at the strategy level ‘entry point’: created shared visions and high-level development pathways, as the basis for subsequent prioritisation of options and further development of resilience investment cases.
4. There is an urgent need to:
AUGMENT risk management mindsets and processes 
· Current service delivery/emergency mgt
· Design options
· Planning process
· Career / discipline training
· Legislated requirements
· KPIs
· Funding prioritisation and allocation processes
WITH:
· Detailed visions of adapted futures
· Value creation + systemic risk mitigation approaches
· Broader sets of capabilities and competencies – futures literacy, multi-stakeholder collaboration
· Authorising environments to do things differently
