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Project aim
This research aims to understand how multi-hazard 
public information and warning platforms 
contribute to public safety within a broader risk 
communication framework, seeking to explore 
future communication innovations and capabilities.
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Research questions

1. How and why do different community cohorts use multi-hazard public information and warning 
platforms in Australia? 

2. What role do digital platforms play in shaping the community's information-seeking and 
protective action?

3. How might multi-hazard public information and warnings platforms be improved, integrated, 
and adapted to better meet the informational needs of diverse communities into the future?

4. What are the enablers and barriers to designing and utilising a national multi-hazard warnings 
platform, and why, from both the community and emergency management system perspectives? 



Research design

FOCUS AREAS

Platforms in the ecosystem | Receive, Understand, Use | Calls To Action (esp. 'multi')

Visuals to empower or overwhelm | Republishing on third-party platforms | Reach by event type

Education | Future preferences and affordances

Phase 1
Co-design​

Phase 2
Systematic Review

Phase 4
Utilisation

Phase 3
Empirical Research





Phase 2: Systematic review 
RQ1. How and why do different community cohorts use multi-
hazard public information and warning platforms in 
Australia?  

RQ2. What role do digital platforms play in shaping the 
community's information-seeking and protective action?

Search String:
TITLE-ABS-KEY("public information and warnings" OR warnings OR 
"risk communication") AND TITLE-ABS-KEY(platform* OR channel* 
OR app*) AND TITLE-ABS-KEY(disaster* OR emergency OR 
emergencies OR "natural hazard*" OR bushfire* OR flood* OR 
cyclone* OR wildfire* OR storm* OR earthquake*) AND NOT TITLE-
ABS-KEY(health OR hospital* OR patient* OR disease* OR medical OR 
epidemiology OR pandemic)

Source: Scopus, ProQuest, Science Direct; Timeframes: 2015 – 
2025; Peer Reviewed; Language: English; Document type: article, 
conference paper, book chapter, case study, review articles, 
encyclopaedia, case reports, practice guidelines, short 
communications

GREY LITERATURE (Collection)

• Market Research
• Research Reports
• Community Surveys
• Government Reports
• Snowballed References

Public, Non-Public Access



Phase 2: SLR

Terminology inconsistencies. The literature conflated key terms such as 'channel', 'source', 'early warning system', 
and 'platform'. Unclear terminology creates barriers to translating research into policy and practice.

Multi-channel strategy. Strong, consistent support for a multi-channel strategy. Consistent information. Benefits 
outweigh risks of misinformation, conflicting information.

Changing information flows. I2A2C; I2C; C2A The information flows are more complex than ever before. Role of 
intermediaries to translate the data (common in earthquakes; not all hazards).

Platforms. ell broadcast (almost all WEAs US), web-based and mobile applications (e.g., proof-of-concepts; single 
hazard apps; multi-hazard apps), social media (Twitter saturation)

Multi-hazard apps. National and local. Greater retention. Preferred combining natural hazards with anthropogenic 
hazards (such as power outages and infrastructure damage). National as entry point , then directed to 
local/hazard specific. Interconnected with other channels outside app for specific community populations.



Phase 2: SLR
Key functions for multi-hazard apps. Alerts, immediate warning, buttons to request help or indicate safety,sharing
capabilities to send warnings to family and friends through existing platforms such as WhatsApp and Messenger, 
chat functionality for two-way communication, and the ability to report hazards or hazardous local conditions. But 
also, 'slim'.

Timing and frequency of warnings. The area of least community consensus concerned the optimal timing and 
frequency of warnings. Real-time. Over-alerting (e.g., fear; welcomed; did not lead to uninstall rates). Post-alert 
messages help with false alerts, missed events, etc.

Community preferences and cohort differences. Occupation based (farmer), tourist, DHH, CALD, rural/regional, 
low literacy. Personal preferences and structural limitations (e.g., telecomms). Under representation in the 
dataset. But did have a lot of cultural diversity.

Platform use and protective action. No linear connection. Platform afford warning receipt --> insert other variables 
(e.g., trust in the source, prior knowledge and preparedness, and the ability to make sense of the information 
received) --> action

Trust is critical for platform effectiveness. Trust emerged as a critical factor influencing platform use, information 
acceptance, and protective action.



Study RQ Details Progress

Survey 1 (QUT)
RQ1: How and why do different 
community cohorts use multi-hazard 
public information and warning platforms 
in Australia?

RQ2: What role do digital platforms play 
in shaping the community's information-
seeking behaviour and protective action?

RQ3. How might multi-hazard public 
information and warnings platforms be 
improved, integrated, and adapted to 
better meet the informational needs of 
diverse communities into the future?

National sample Finalising design

Case Study 1 
Interviews (UTAS)

Sample and locations: Regional and Remote in Tasmania;  
Transient population (tourists, remote) in Western 
Australia (Broome) (N=25 in each locations; 50 
total); individual or group interviews (e.g., household)

Tas fieldwork complete

WA field work in July

Case Study 2 
Interviews and 
focus groups 
(RMIT)

Sample: CALD; Regional (N=25 in each locations; 50 total) 
+ 2 x focus groups (N=16)

Locations: Victoria and cross-border NSW

Location decision-making

Case Study 3 
(Monash)

(a) Review of accessibility design standards; (b) Workshops 
with CALD;  Accessibility cohorts (N=40)

Victoria

Designing workshops

Identifying artefacts

Survey 2 (QUT) National sample

Experimental design tests (e.g., overwhelm)

Pending other study outcomes

Interviews (QUT) RQ4. What are the enablers and barriers 
to designing and utilising a national 
multi-hazard warnings platform, and why, 
from both the community 
and emergency management 
system perspectives?

NHRA Forum Workshop (10/6)

Interviews

Designing workshop

Recruiting interviewees

Phase 3: Empirical research



https://www.griffinstudents.com/MHazWarn/AWS_warning_map_vTAS.html

The national platform …

https://urldefense.com/v3/__https:/www.griffinstudents.com/MHazWarn/AWS_warning_map_vTAS.html__;!!NVzLfOphnbDXSw!G6k13BzkdkGtP5sHx_EH_ggIFsWaIVbPm5-TaYwx_r6ELZocjKtt_Byj0ZpNfFRu5pW_b0iyD_HY7VJmG2Xtf0agazuGeoY$




Update from Tasmania



Study 2: Northwest Tasmania

© Natural Hazards Research Australia

Regional/Remote, Low Literacy and 
Digital Access

• Case study in regional and remote 
Northwest Tasmania.

• Digital access & literacy can be limited; 
some people struggle with reading.

• Population is older than national average
• Internet/phone signal is limited in many 

areas.
• NW Tas has recent experience with hazards 

including significant fires and storms.



Study 2: Fieldwork
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42 semi-structured interviews 
undertaken in:

• Smithton (remote, pop. 3990)

• Marrawah (remote, pop. 152)

• Arthur River (remote township, pop. 32) 

• Zeehan (remote, pop. 700)

• Lorinna (remote, off grid, pop 81)



Study 2: Initial findings
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• Predominantly use current Tasmanian app. (TasAlerts), or do not 
use digital warnings.

• Face barriers to connectivity for use of any app (eg: black 
spots/travelling in & out of range)

• Want simple text/read aloud capacity within app and text 
messages.

• Note that some community members (esp. elderly) have no digital 
access/capability.

• Advocated for non-digital warnings, including sirens, door knocks.
• Trust in other community members most. Verify warnings using 

social media, trusting known people and ‘visual proof’ of hazards 
on these platforms. 

• Questioned whether a national platform could be sufficiently 
locally relevant, detailed and timely enough to be relied upon.

Interviewees:
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