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Executive Summary

e The 2019 Townsville monsoonal floods were caused by prolonged heavy rainfall and the
release of water from the Ross River Dam, impacting thousands of properties and
infrastructure.

e Preparedness: Only half of surveyed households felt adequately prepared for the flood,
despite 65% having disaster kits and 74% having insurance.

e Evacuation Plans: 62% of respondents did not have an evacuation plan, and 50% were unaware
their homes were in flood zones.

e Evacuation Actions: Over half of respondents evacuated, with 70% seeking refuge with friends
or family, while only 4% used official evacuation centres.

e Sources of Information: Facebook, the Local Government Disaster Management Dashboard,
and the Bureau of Meteorology were the primary sources of information during the event.

e Ratings of Information: Official sources like the Bureau of Meteorology were rated highly for
accuracy, usefulness, and trustworthiness, while news media and community-based sources
received mixed reviews.

e Misleading Information: 58% of respondents encountered inaccurate or conflicting
information, particularly regarding dam releases and evacuation advice.

e Areas for Improvement: Suggestions included clearer evacuation alerts, earlier release of flood
maps, more specific warnings, and better communication about evacuation centres and pet
accommodation.

e Trust in Information: While overall trust in information was positive, only 9% found it
completely trustworthy, reflecting the uncertainty of the event.

e Impact on locations: the suburbs of Idalia, Rosslea, and Fairfield Waters were among the most
affected due to their proximity to the Ross River and low-lying terrain.

e Community Support: Informal networks, such as friends and family, played a significant role in
evacuation and recovery efforts.

e Challenges with Alerts: Text messages were perceived as often vague, overly frequent, and
lacking specific geographic details, leading to both confusion and complacency.

e Evacuation Influences: Decisions to evacuate were influenced by rising water levels, advice
from emergency services, and concerns for safety, pets, and children.

e Lessons Learned: The event highlighted the need for improved disaster planning, including
better flood mapping, targeted alerts, and mandatory evacuations for high-risk areas.

e Demographics of Respondents: The survey sample was skewed towards older, highly
educated residents, which may not fully represent the broader Townsville population.



The Monsoonal Weather Event

The floods that inundated large parts of Townsville in late January and early February 2019 are
described by the Bureau of Meteorology in its Technical Flood Report for January and February 2019,
cited in references. Sections of this report describing the impact upon Townsville are copied below and
cited.

“Meteorological Conditions

In late January, a burst of monsoonal westerly winds invigorated a weak monsoon trough located
through the Arafura Sea and northern Gulf of Carpentaria. Several low-pressure centres were initially
present around Cape York, before a tropical low designated '13U'2 was identified over land, east of
Mapoon on 23 January 2019. By 25 January 2019, the monsoon trough stretched across the northern
tropics from tropical cyclone Riley in the Indian Ocean, to 13U located over the Cape York Peninsula.
The low moved westward over the northeastern Gulf of Carpentaria the following day and deepened.
Tropical cyclone advices were issued for the Gulf of Carpentaria coast, but the system moved back over
the Cape York Peninsula near Cape Keerweer early on 26 January 2019 and did not develop into a
tropical cyclone.

Later on 26 January 2019, thunderstorms developed on the monsoon trough and produced torrential
rainfall about the Mossman and Daintree catchments of the North Tropical Coast District. In the 24
hours to 9am on 27 January 2019, Mossman Central Mill recorded 562 mm, China Camp 426 mm, and
Daintree Village 405 mm.

Tropical low 13U then moved slowly southwest into the southern Gulf Country and remained there
between 31 January and 5 February 2019. At the same time, the monsoon trough extended eastwards
from this low through Cardwell and into the Coral Sea. A blocking high in the Tasman Sea contributed
to keeping the monsoon trough near-stationary during this period which directed humid easterly flow
onto the coast to the south of the monsoon trough.

This humid easterly flow resulted in torrential rain for about a week both near the tropical low over
northwest Queensland and to south of the monsoon trough over the Herbert and Lower Burdekin
District, most notably Townsville and surrounding areas. The monsoon trough and embedded lows
continued to track slowly eastwards during 8 February 2019, with rainfall easing over Queensland's
interior. By 9 February 2019, the monsoon trough and embedded lows had moved off the Queensland
coast.” (Bureau of Meteorology 2019 page 6)

“The heaviest rainfall recorded during the event occurred in the Townsville, Bluewater and Paluma
areas, with some locations exceeding their average annual rainfall in less than a week. More than 2
metres of rainfall was recorded over a 12-day period at numerous locations. Some significant multi-
day rainfall totals are shown in Table 1.

Multi-day
Station End date of Days of
number e raln(ﬁlrlnt)otal accumulation period accun!:ulation
532047 Upper Bluewater Alert 2223.0 2019-02-06 10
532049 Paluma Alert 2212.0 2019-02-05 10
33307 Woolshed 1669.2 2019-02-05 7
532091 Rollingstone Al 1425.0 2019-02-05 7
32040 Townsville Aero? 1259.8 2019-02-08 10

Table 1. Significant multi-day rainfall totals at sites around Townsville for January to February”
(Bureau of Meteorology 2019 page 8)

“Widespread heavy rainfall and major flooding occurred over coastal and inland areas between
Cardwell and Bowen from 29 January 2019 to 9 February 2019. This included the Herbert, Upper
Burdekin, Bohle, Ross and Haughton Rivers. Heavy rainfall associated with the tropical low and rising



flood levels also affected the Flinders and Leichhardt Rivers in the Gulf Country from 31 January 2019
to 26 February 2019.

The weather pattern remained largely static for the following five days, with heavy rain continuing to
fall in coastal areas between Cardwell and Bowen, and across inland areas between Mt Isa and
Hughenden.

The most significantly impacted areas near the coast included:

e Townsville in the Ross River catchment, where new multi-day rainfall and peak flood height records
were set. Infrastructure, businesses and thousands of properties were impacted.

¢ Giru on the Haughton River, where equal record-flood levels were recorded, and the town remained
isolated for over a week.

* The Burdekin River, where the road crossing at Sellheim (Macrossan Bridge) was flooded for over a
week, cutting the flow of traffic between Charters Towers and Townsville. Burdekin Falls Dam
(Queensland's largest water storage) spilled, with approximately 16,000 m3/s of water flowing over
the spillway at the peak of the flooding.”

(Bureau of Meteorology 2019 pages 11-12)

“Ross-Bohle Catchment Summary

The Ross-Bohle catchment includes the Ross, Bohle and Black rivers and Bluewater Creek located
around and just to the north of Townsville with a catchment area of approximately 750 square
kilometres.

The flood warning service provided for the Ross-Bohle River catchment for this event is summarised
in Table 42

Ross/Bohle Rivers flood warning services overview

No of Flood Warnings issued 77

Date of Flood Watch Saturday 26 January 2019 (issue #4)
Date of Initial Flood Warning Tuesday 29 January 2019

Date of Final Flood Warning Wednesday 13 February 2019
Forecast locations affected Aplin Weir and Mt Bohle

Table 42. Summary of Ross and Bohle rivers flood warning services

The Ross, Bohle and Blue rivers and Blackwater Creek catchments experienced heavy rainfall during
late January to early February. Over 1000 mm was recorded at every rain gauge ....over the 10 days to
9am on 4 February. The highest 10-day total within the period 23 January to 8 February 2019 was
recorded at the Upper Bluewater Alert rain gauge, with a total of 2223 mm recorded to 9am on 6
February 2019. Upper Bluewater Alert also recorded the highest total across the event (2414 mm). The
highest 24-hour total recorded within these catchments was at Woodlands Alert (located immediately
upstream of Ross River Dam) with a total of 402 mm to 9am on 4 February 2019.

At most river level locations in the Ross-Bohle catchment, multiple peaks were observed during the
event. In particular, Bluewater Creek had three separate peaks above the major flood level within a
three-day period. The Ross River Dam spillway gates were fully opened on the evening of Sunday 3
February and Aplin Weir Alert (downstream of the Ross River Dam) peaked with a record major flood.”
(Bureau of Meteorology 2019 pages 50-51 & 54)

Summary of 2019 Monsoon Trough Rainfall and Flood Event Impacts

The "2019 Monsoon Trough Rainfall and Flood Event" report, presented by the Inspector-General of
Emergency Management, evaluated the effectiveness of recovery efforts in Queensland after three
years had elapsed. The report, developed in consultation with a range of stakeholders, highlighted 22
examples of good practice and significant positive changes in disaster recovery delivery since 2019. It
did not compare the 2019 recovery efforts to current practices but serves as a reference for ongoing
improvements.



The report assesses the recovery of 39 local government areas (LGAs) impacted by the monsoon
trough from January 25 to February 14, 2019. The North and Far North Queensland Monsoon Trough
State Recovery Plan (2019-2021) guided the recovery, focusing on sustainability and resilience across
five areas of recovery: human and social, economic, building, roads and transport, and environment.
(Office of the Inspector-General of Emergency Management 2024)

Key findings included:

The evolution of state-level recovery plans.

The lack of a defined "effectiveness" in Queensland's disaster management legislation.
Alignment of recovery outcomes with the Australian Government’s evaluation framework.
The importance of clearly defined recovery outcomes for evaluating effectiveness.

The need for specific, measurable, achievable, relevant, and time-bound (SMART) activities.
Insufficient data for some recovery activities.

The need for comprehensive data collection by state agencies.

Human and Social Recovery:

Thirty six activities focused on housing, health, psychosocial support, education, and social services.
Community Development Officers (CDOs) facilitated community-led initiatives and collaboration.
Local organizations provided trusted recovery services.

Challenges included coordinating multiple recovery partners and addressing long-term housing issues.

Economic Recovery:

Twenty five activities aimed at supporting small businesses, primary industries, and tourism.

The Queensland Small Business Recovery Centre (QSBRC) and mobile support roadshows were
perceived to be effective.

Awareness of long-term mental health risks for small business owners was highlighted.

Insurance issues and the need for better awareness of ombudsman services were noted.

Building Recovery:

Fourteen activities focused on repairing and rebuilding residential, commercial, and public
infrastructure.

Local recovery efforts were supported by the Building Recovery Group (BRG).

The Townsville Community Rebuild Project provided significant support to vulnerable households.
Challenges included delays in repairs and the need for better referral pathways.

Roads and Transport Recovery:

Seven activities aimed at restoring critical transport routes and improving infrastructure resilience.
The Department of Transport and Main Roads (DTMR) efficiently repaired key routes, restoring supply
chains.

The $30 million Betterment Program improved flood immunity and resilience at 10 sites.

Environment Recovery:

Sixteen activities focused on minimizing pollution, restoring biodiversity, and managing parks and
forests.

The Environmental Recovery Program delivered 145 projects despite challenges like remote locations
and weather constraints.

The Weeds and Pest Management Program and Riparian and Coastal Recovery Program were effective.
The report emphasised the importance of continuous improvement, research, and collaboration
across all lines of recovery. It highlighted the need for better data sharing, community engagement,
and adaptive approaches to recovery planning and implementation. The findings and insights aimed



to inform future disaster recovery efforts and enhance the resilience and sustainability of Queensland
communities.

Research Method of Online Household Surveys

Centre for Disaster Studies survey instruments have been employed extensively in communities
throughout Queensland and elsewhere in Australia, for almost 30 years. Each survey is modified
slightly in relation to the place, time, event and specific issues that had already been identified by
media and response organisations, but the primary instrument is quite standardised.

A qualitative questionnaire approach was used:

a) Semi-structured online survey with householders, individuals and residents in affected
communities. These usually take 15 to 30 minutes. Most questions are factual, very short answer, avoid
accounts of stressful situations, or require a selection from suggested responses. The only personal
guestions are factual and straightforward based on census characteristics;

b) Observations of locations by researchers. Disaster impacts for specific places are collected
from emergency management and local government organisations to provide context to the residents’
responses. This is on-going during the time of the surveys.

Apart from using the results of surveys to analyse community experience of warnings, preparation and
awareness, the researchers of the CDS have also contributed to methodological analysis of post
disaster studies — for example:

Cottrell, A. and King, D. 2010. Social assessment as a complementary tool to hazard risk assessment
and disaster planning. The Australasian Journal of Disaster and Trauma Studies.

Gurtner, Y., Cottrell, A. and King, D. 2008 PRE and RAPID. Community Hazard Recovery Needs and
Capacity Assessment. Unpublished Report. Department of Communities & James Cook University
Research Project.

Following JCU Human Ethics approval (H9365) the electronic survey was distributed predominantly via
local community based social media groups on Facebook. Consistent with previous CDS research, the
guestions covered the following themes:

o Household Preparedness (kits, plans, insurance)

o Event impacts and evacuations

o Sources of event information, and perceived credibility (and misinformation)
o Basic demographic data

Initially, a brief introduction, overview, and link to the survey were sent to relevant online group
administrator/s requesting permission to post and distribute. The approved social media post
encouraged community members and respondents to share the link to anyone that may have been
impacted by either event. Established contacts from the local council community disaster recovery
committees were additionally approached via email to promote the survey throughout their networks.
Paper-based versions of the survey were available on request. As the intent was to accurately capture
and document lived experiences of events, the surveys were closed on 1 March 2019. The survey
instrument and explanation are reproduced in the appendix.



Results

The online survey was delivered through Survey Monkey which produced results of responses in an
excel database. Each question has been downloaded as a simple table showing the numbers of each
response. These have also been displayed as percentages of the number of responses to each question.
For clarity each percentage has been rounded to the nearest whole number, or percents of less than
1 shown as a decimal. Consequently, the totals in each percentage column may add to 99 to 101, but
equalled 100 before rounding. An initial 705 people started the survey and responded to some of the
guestions. Responses to many of the questions were made by a subset of people, with around 550
answering questions in most cases.

A summary of survey questions is included in the appendix. The question, as worded in the survey, is
included in the column heading of each table. Open ended responses to some of the questions are
listed as written by respondents in the appendix. Some analysis of key words and concepts has been
summarised from open ended responses, and Word Clouds are used to illustrate key words. Tables and
graphs are grouped into clusters of response sections. These are Disaster Preparation, Residential
Location of Respondents, Sources and ratings of Information and Communication, Shortcomings and
Areas for Improvement, Evacuation, and Demographic Characteristics of Respondents.

Disaster Preparation

Almost two thirds of the respondents had prepared a disaster kit and almost three quarters had
household and/or contents insurance, but only half of the people felt that they were adequately
prepared for this flood. The practice in Townsville and northern Queensland is to prepare for the
annual cyclone season between November and April. The disaster kit is part of that preparation. Floods
are frequently a part of cyclone impact, but a recent increase in extreme or severe floods goes beyond
normal expectations and preparation activities.

Table 1. Disaster Preparation
Do you feel that you/your household was adequately | Number Percent
prepared for a disaster before the flood event happened?

Yes 356 51
No 284 40
Other 65 9

Total Responses 705 100

See appendix for open ended responses to this question
Did you/your household have a disaster kit prepared before
the event (minimum 3 days food, water and supplies)?

Yes 458 65
No 247 35
Total Responses 705 100

Did you/your household have household and/or contents
insurance before the event?

Yes 522 74
No 170 24
Other response 13 2

TOTAL 705 100

While it is positive that 74% of households are covered by insurance, the 24% who are not, are a cause
for concern. The demographic characteristics of the respondents are skewed towards older and highly
educated residents, among whom it may be reasonable to expect higher levels of insurance cover than



among the bulk of the population. Insurance aids recovery, with a lack of insurance increasing the
vulnerability, and reducing the resilience, of a significant proportion of households. This issue extends
to a lack of disaster kit and a strong perception of unreadiness for this severe flood event. Table 1 thus
indicates a significant lack of resilience among many of the people who responded to this survey.

Residential Location of Respondents

The monsoonal flood impacted Townsville residents very unequally. Ross dam at the southern end of
Kelso was constructed for flood control, supplementing earlier weir flood controls further down the
river. However, it is also used as a primary reservoir supplying water to the residents and businesses
of the city. These uses are conflicting, with a tendency on the part of the dam management authority
to maintain high levels of water for general residential use. After the severe flood of early 1998, the
flood sluice or spillway gates in the main dam wall were modified to reduce the maximum water level
and to allow greater release of water in the event of future floods. While the catchment of the Ross
River upstream of the dam is relatively small, extreme rainfall events such as in 2019 are capable of
channelling enormous quantities of water into the dam in a very short time. As the Ross dam filled to
a level far above capacity at about 247% by the beginning of February the spillway gates were opened
to release water. Immediately below the dam the Ross River flows in a deep channel between hills and
high levees. Once it turns sharply eastwards at the Willows, the channel becomes progressively
shallow downstream with low banks. Consequently the release of water especially impacted the low
lying flat landscapes of the suburbs towards the mouth of the river. However, the extreme rain event
occurred across the city and the whole region, such that most creeks and rivers, old river channels,
drainage areas and flat lands were inundated.

Survey respondents stated their suburb or postcode of residence. Of the 705 places that were
identified, the most commonly repeated names are illustrated in the word cloud in figure 1, and are
further grouped into contiguous clusters in table 2. Some people identified their residence in a couple
of adjacent locations, while others were listed as neighbourhoods within suburbs, or they used the
postcode, which included multiple suburbs. There are some non Townsville locations, but the flood
event extended over the whole region such that they shared the same experience.

Figure 1. Word Cloud of most common suburbs of respondents

BluewaterPark

Fairfieldwaters NellyBay Vincent
Cranbrook Deeragun
. AlligatorCreek Burdell Magneticlsland
Aitkenvale puronoPark

Kirwan Hyde Heatley ) HollowaysBeach
ailway Currajong TownsvillsCity Nome

R
SouthTownsville | 5,iss  GulliverEstate |l Garbutt

Valley Ingham , Cungu

BalgalBeach yr

a
HvdePark VWulguru
Rosslea Yeera™ oimiico

MountLow \West Townsville _
Park Cargwell Shaw NorthWard Condon  MountLouisa

Jensen Hermit End Kelso westEnd
Lynam  Bluewater Mysterton Gumlow AliceRiver

HorseshoeBay BushlandBeach pghiePlains
Rasmussen 1 nt BelgianGardens HerveyRange

Picnicbay
. Pallarenda
Mundingburra Douglas cugen

BlackRiver ChartersTowers

Toonpan

Note: Many double named locations are compacted for clearer identification.



Table 2. Suburb of Residence of Households impacted by the Flood

Location of Respondents: suburbs or postcodes Number Percentage
Idalia, Cluden & Fairfield Waters, Rosslea 162 23
Oonoonba, Roseneath, 4811 49 7
4818 — Northern Beaches — Bushland Beach, 45 6

Deeragun, North Shore, Jensen, Bluewater, Black
River, Lynam, Burdell, Mount Low, Jensen, Shaw

Hermit Park 43 6
Railway Estate 43 6
Annandale 41 6
Kirwan & 4817 38 5
Kelso, 4815, Upper Ross, Condon, Rasmussen 30

Aitkenvale 21

4814 — Garbutt, Heatley, Mount Louisa 19

Cranbrook 15

Mundingburra 15

4810 - Townsville City, West End, Townsville, South 15

Townsville

4812 - Hermit Park, Hyde Park, Mundingburra, 14

Mysterton, Gulliver, Currajong
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Table 2 indicates percentages for only the major clusters of flooded suburbs. All named places are
listed. While a number of locations are numerically small, they cumulatively add to the overall impact.
The first two clusters of Idalia, Cluden & Fairfield Waters, Rosslea, Oonoonba, Roseneath, and postcode
4811 (which incorporates them) are vulnerable to flooding in terms of their altitude close to sea level
and flat terrain, but their principal impact was a consequence of the release of flood water from the
dam. Additional clusters of locations in Mundingburra, Aitkenvale, postcode 4810, Townsville City,
West End, South Townsville, postcode 4812, Hermit Park, Hyde Park, Mysterton, Gulliver and
Currajong were also subject to direct river flooding or to inundation from former channels of the Ross
River.

A secondary primary impact area is the cluster of locations in postcode 4818 comprising Northern
Beaches, Bushland Beach, Deeragun, North Shore, Jensen, Bluewater, Black River, Lynam, Burdell,
Mount Low, Jensen and Shaw. These low altitude, flat terrain outer suburbs are also drained by the
Bohle, Bluewater and Black Rivers and their tributary creeks, which frequently overflow their banks
during flood and high rainfall events.



Sources and Ratings of Information and Communication
The major focus of the online survey was on sources of information and modes of communication, as
these contribute towards individual and household education and awareness of disaster risk

reduction. Education and awareness drive preparedness and build resilience to hazards and disaster.

Table 3. Primary Source of Information

What was your primary source of information Number Percent of
regarding the flood event (you may select all
more than one option) responses
Facebook 487 26
Local Government Disaster Management 310 16
Dashboard

Government web site (this includes Bureau of 293 15
Meteorology)

Radio 215 11
Friends/family 137 7
Television 130 7
Weather based app (smart device) 89 5
Media website 58 3
Other 51 3
Community website 47 2
Telephone support service/hotline 24 1
Other internet source 23 1
Twitter 19 1
Print media (newspaper) 14 1
Other social media platform (eg Flikr, YouTube, 8 0.4
blogs)

Instagram 4 0.2
Total 1909 100

Table 2, which is supplemented by figure 2, indicates the primary sources of information for
preparedness, and response actions. Respondents were invited to select more than one option. Not
all of the initial 705 people who started the survey, responded to most of the subsequent questions.
The number of respondents was generally around 560.

Three platforms are dominant: Facebook, Townsville City Council Local Government Disaster
Management Dashboard, and a Government web site (this includes Bureau of Meteorology). The next
group of information sources comprised Radio, Friends and family, and Television, forming 25% of all
sources accessed, compared to 57% for Facebook, Dashboard and Bom site. As these 6 sources
dominate we can infer that when people commented on shortcomings, failures and improvements
that may be made for future events (open ended questions towards the end of the survey) their
responses were primarily influenced by these information platforms.



Figure 2. Primary source of information

Figure 3. Reason to access information
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Figure 3 and table 4 indicate the reasons people gave for accessing information about the flood. The
same group of respondents answered this question as in table 3, but selected a far greater number of
reasons, with most people choosing 3 or 4 options. Given that about 560 people responded the vast
majority of them were concerned with the top 4 reasons: monitoring of the event and local impacts,
dam updates, warning information, and flood/inundation mapping.

Table 4. Reason for Accessing Information

Please indicate the main reason you accessed Number Percent
information regarding the flood event (you may of
select more than one option) responses
Monitoring of the event/local impacts 499 12
Dam updates 463 11
Warning information 440 10
Flood/inundation mapping 403 9
Personal preparedness 362 9
River/waterway levels updates 361 9
Event tracking/updates 279 7
Evacuation information 237 6
Information on emergency response 197 5
Information on impacts 195 5
Information on recovery efforts 172 4
Financial assistance 160 4
Information on relief efforts 147 3
Sandbags and supplies 133 3
Volunteering/donations 119 3
Information about pets/evacuation 68 2
Other 21 0.5
Total 4256 100




Table 5. Official Sources used to Access Information

Please indicate any official source/group you accessed to | Number Percent
prepare or obtain information regarding the flood event of
(you may select more than one option) responses
Bureau of Meteorology 429 21
Local Council Disaster Management Dashboard 425 21
Local Council Based Disaster Information Group 236 12
Queensland Police Service 165 8
Department of Transport and Main Roads 124 6
Flood Event Livestream/Videos 122 6
State Emergency Services (SES) 119 6
Ergon Energy 118 6
Queensland Fire and Emergency Services 108 5
RACQ 67 3
Queensland Health 56 3
Local Politician 27 1
Total 1996 100

Table 5 and figure 4 focus on official sources of information and are an extension of the primary source
of information, outlined above. The Bureau of Meteorology and Townsville City Council disaster
management dashboard along with its related Council disaster information group comprise over half
of access to official sources.

Figure 4. Access to Official Sources
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Bureau of Meteorology and the Townsville City Council sources of information dominate the responses
in table 6 where people were asked to rate official sources generically. Table 5 indicates that the 705
respondents clearly accessed a number of official sources — average of almost 3 per respondent. The
ratings of the official sources are therefore most likely to be concerned primarily with the dominant
sources of information — BoM and Council.



Table 6. Ratings of Official Sources

How would you | Accurate | % Up-to- | % Useful | % Trustworthy | %
rate the date

information

provided by

these official

sources?

Completely 140 25 140 25 139 25 137 26
Very 261 46 261 46 260 46 261 47
Moderately 97 17 97 17 98 17 97 17
Somewhat 41 7 41 7 41 7 41 7
Not at all 12 2 12 2 12 2 12 2
N/A 10 2 10 2 10 2 10 2
No response 6 1 5 1 5 1 0 0
Grand Total 567 566 565 558

Four categories of ratings were presented to respondents. Although there is some relationship and
overlap between them - for example accurate can be assumed to influence the idea of usefulness —
each category is otherwise mutually exclusive as far as the ratings are concerned. The ratings of official
sources within each of the four categories, are on a 5 point scale from completely through very,
moderately and somewhat to not at all. A small number of respondents chose not applicable or gave
no response, while still answering some of the questions. At this stage of the survey around 80% of
the initial 705 respondents answered most questions. It is assumed that the other 20% lost interest in
the survey, or did not feel that a specific question was relevant to their experience. The first question
in the survey asked people ‘Were you or your household impacted in any way by the major flood event
in North Queensland during late January/February 2019’: 694 people indicated yes and were asked to
complete the survey; only 11 people responded no and were instructed not to continue with the
survey although most chose to continue, presumably because their no response was only that they
had not directly experienced inundation.

Table 7. Access to Bureau of Meteorology Information Sources

Please indicate if you accessed weather Number Percent
based information generated by the Bureau

of Meteorology regarding this event

Bureau of Meteorology website 464 35
Bureau of Meteorology facebook page 182 14
Bureau of Meteorology severe weather 315 24
warnings

Bureau of Meteorology rainfall tracking maps 248 19
Bureau of Meteorology live streams/videos 104 8
None 26 2
Total (% rounded) 1339 102

Table 7 and the following ratings question focus closer on the Bureau of Meteorology information
sources. The Bureau of Meteorology was a significant partner with the Centre for Disaster Studies in
sponsoring post disaster surveys from the mid 1990s onwards. The Bureau was interested in feedback
concerning its hazard messaging, and frequently responded to that feedback in its development of
information platforms and language. It is also significant that the Bureau of Meteorology has always
been a major source of information to households, and remains a primary source. However, when
citing the BoM as a source of hazard information there are a number of products or webpages that
people use. The main ones are identified in table 7, and are then generically rated in table 8.



Table 8. Ratings of Bureau of Meteorology Information Sources

Please rate the | Accurate | % | Up-to- % Useful % Trustworthy %
information date

generated by

the Bureau of

Meteorology

Completely 142 25 129 23 149 26 179 32
Very 280 49 261 46 246 44 246 44
Moderately 106 19 126 22 115 20 95 17
Somewhat 21 4 24 4 28 5 20 4
Not at all 3 0.5 4 1 9 2 3 0.5
N/A 19 3 20 4 17 3 20 4
Grand Total 571 564 100 564 100 563

Table 6 in rating all official sources and table 8 rating just the BoM are inevitably very similar, given the
significant overlap of the BoM sources of information. The responses are very similar in each table.
Each of the 4 categories indicate very similar ratings where completely and very (accurate, up to date,
useful and trustworthy) are around three quarters of all responses. Only up to date falls slightly lower,
but still around 70% in each table. The difference is selection of completely or very — accurate etc -
may often represent a personality difference on the part of respondents, rather than a qualitative
evaluation. Some people never tick the outer, more extreme, option. Thus is makes more sense to
group the two positive responses, and the negatives of somewhat or not at all — accurate etc. The
negatives are insignificant, but around 17 to 20% of respondents rated these sources of information
as moderately — accurate etc. This ambivalent, or less impressed rating, suggests that improvements

may need to be considered.

Table 9. Access to News Media Outlets

Please indicate any news media outlet | Number | Percent of
source/group you accessed to prepare or Responses
obtain information regarding the flood event

(you may select more than one option)

ABC News 251 20
Local commercial radio station 218 17

7 News 217 17
ABC radio 151 12
WIN News 149 12
None 91 7
Online news based services (eg. news.com) 80 6
Other print based news network (eg. Local 55 4
newspaper, The Australian, Guardian, Reuters

etc)

SBS News 25 2
Other commercial news network 24 2
Total 1261 100




Figure 5. Access to News Media Outlets

ABC Mews

SBS News

T News

WIN News

Other
commercial news
netwark

Other print
bazed news
network (ag....
Online news
based services
(2g. news.com]

ABC radio

Local
commercial
radio station

Mone

0% 10%

20% 30%

40% S50%

60% T0%

B0%

S0% 100%

Note: Percentages are calculated as a percent of all respondents.

Table 9 and figure 5 illustrate access to all news media outlets. The popularity of ABC may in part reflect
the older demographic of most of the respondents. People could select more than one option, as in
previous questions about official sources and all sources. The number of selections, 1261, is
significantly less than access to official sources of information. Ratings, shown in table 10, are also
significantly lower, with around 50% or less rating completely and very. The lowest ratings are
significantly higher, as are moderate ratings. People were less impressed with media information that

official sources.

Table 10. Ratings of News Media Sources of Information

Please rate the | Accurate % Up-to- % Useful % Trustworthy %
information date

from the news

media outlet

source/groups

Completely 55 10 67 12 75 13 70 12
Very 231 40 211 37 206 36 207 36
Moderately 158 28 148 26 148 26 150 26
Somewhat 44 8 58 10 52 9 55 10
Not at all 14 2 19 3 25 4 23 4
N/A 69 12 67 12 66 12 65 11
Grand Total 571 100 570 100 572 100 570 100

Note: Other open ended comments on these ratings are in the appendix.

Community based sources of information have potential to inform local situations and to give
reassurance or community support. Facebook, family and friends comprise almost half of responses,
but are not necessarily mutually exclusive. The flood event group is an interesting emergent
community entity, but we did not gather any more detailed information on the organisation and access

to this group.




Table 11. Access to Community Based Sources of Information

Please indicate any community based forum Number Percent
source/group you accessed to prepare or

obtain information regarding the flood event

(you may select more than one option)

Disaster Response on Facebook 311 26
Friend/family 242 21
Flood event group 205 17
Local questions and answer group 180 15
Community support group 95 8
None 90 8
Local animal or pet focused group 31 3
Local church or religious group 21 2
Total 1175 100

Figure 6. Access to Community Groups or Sources
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Table 12. Ratings of Community Based Sources of Information

Please rate the Accurate | % | Up-to- | % Useful % Trustworthy %
information date

from community

based forum

sources/groups

Completely 53 9 52 9 53 9 78 14
Very 177 31 176 31 176 31 223 39
Moderately 178 31 177 31 178 31 139 24
Somewhat 66 12 66 12 66 12 35 6
Not at all 5 1 5 1 5 1 2 0.4
N/A 89 16 89 16 89 16 90 16
Grand Total 572 100 567 100 569 100 568 100

The ratings on community based sources of information are much less positive than official sources.
Accurate, up to date and useful were rated completely and very by 40% of responses, but trustworthy



at 53% is significantly higher. While not at all is insignificant, moderately and somewhat — accurate etc.
— are as significant as the most positive ratings. It is ;likely that people used these sources of
information as a supplement to more official sources.

Table 13. Access to Non-government Organisation Sources of Information
Please indicate any non-government Number Percent
organisations or agency source/groups
you accessed to prepare or obtain
information regarding the flood event
(you may select more than one option)

None 511 84
GIVIT 36 6
Australian Red Cross 19 3
The Salvation Army 16 3
Volunteering Queensland 14 2
Lifeline 7 1
RSPCA 4 1
Total 607 100

Use of NGO (non government organisation) sources is quite minimal — 84% of responses indicated
none, and this is reflected in the ratings in table 14.

Table 14. Ratings of Non-government Organisation Information

Please rate the Accurate % Up- % Useful % Trustworthy %
information from to-

non-government date

organisations or

agency

sources/groups

Completely 22 4 22 4 25 4 28 5
Very 57 10 51 9 49 9 54 10
Moderately 29 5 31 5 34 6 25 4
Somewhat 12 2 12 2 10 2 10 2
Not at all 1 0.2 2 0.4 3 0.3 2 0.4
N/A 449 79 448 79 447 79 448 79
Grand Total 570 566 568 567




Figure 7. Word Cloud of Most Useful Groups and Sources of Information
Q22: Which group/source did you find most useful/valuable?
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Figure 7 and table 15 illustrate the open ended responses to the question ‘Which group/source did
you find most useful/valuable?’ The responses varied extensively in length, detail and grammar etc.
For example responses identified Bureau of Meteorology, or BOM, or BoM and a few other variants,
including capitalisation or lower case etc. Each of these tabulate and appear in word clouds as separate
entities. Responses such as the disaster management dashboard listed as separate words. The open
ended responses were extensively edited to reduce case, title, spelling and spacing variations,
including the compression of multi word entities into a single word chain.

There were also a number of descriptive words such as ‘local’, and generalised nouns like ‘all, aware
and answers’, which cropped up in various contexts but were important pointers to peoples’ needs.
Otherwise Word Clouds often ignore common words like ‘to’ or ‘is’ etc. The intention in both the word
cloud and the table, was to isolate the most commonly occurring key words that related to sources of
information. Once words, phrases and titles had been standardised between responses, the
generation of the word cloud selected from over 100 most commonly occurring words. Facebook and
BOM really stand out, but local, disaster, group and weather are also commonly repeated terms, that
are not specifically sources of information but are important qualifiers.

Table 15 takes 38 of the most commonly occurring sources of information. These are listed in table 15,
where Al was used to generate word counts. Many responses (283) were long and detailed and
referred to multiple combinations of sources without actually answering the question as to which was
the most useful. The sources that are cited in these response are included in the Word Cloud but as
they indicated multiple sources of information without saying what was the most useful, these are not
listed in table 15 in the single row entities.



Table 15. Compilation of Open Ended Responses to the Most Useful Sources of Information

Which group/source did you find most useful/valuable? Number of times cited
BOM 84
Facebook (includes groups, disaster response, social media & local) 89
Wally’s Weather 42
ABC radio (includes local & news) 26
None or nil 13
Disaster dashboard (includes management, TCC, local and pages) 33
Radio 8
Oz Cyclone Chasers 7
Townsville Storms 6
Friends, family & neighbours 18

Disaster response

Townsville Questions and answers
Friends and family

Idalia Facebook group

Flood event group

Army

LDMG

Disaster management

NQ flood watch

Local radio station

QFES

Dam levels

Radar

Disaster management site
Townsville Disaster Group

All

Townsville Storm

Local suburb Facebook page
Facebook weather pages
Community group

Annandale Staying Aware Facebook
QPs

suburb Facebook group

FNQ Flood watch

Community support group
Higgins storm Chasers
Townsville disaster management

NINININININININININININININININININDNINWIWWWIRA(A|IAWOU

Local council

Various sites described and cited once (including Facebook, Local, 283
Dashboard combinations)

Total 680

Note: Facebook is cited alone or in combinations of sites and locations 209 times. BOM is cited 85
times and ABC 32. Local is cited 85 times. Many respondents cited more than one source. Not all
respondents to the survey addressed this question option.



Shortcomings and Areas for Improvement

As described above for figure 7 and table 15 which compiled open ended responses, the same method
was used to sort and summarise inaccurate, misleading or conflicting information, and the subsequent
word cloud figure 9 illustrating comments on aspects of information, warnings or evacuations that
could be improved . Over half of the respondents felt that information was in various ways inaccurate,
conflicting or misleading.

Table 16. Inaccurate, Conflicting or Misleading Information
Did you come across any Number Percent
inaccurate, conflicting or
misleading information regarding
the flood event?

Yes 328 58
No 242 42
Total 570 100

Figure 8. Word Cloud of Inaccurate, Conflicting or Misleading Information

happen FB
messages SOIMNE flooding
evacuation release . .4 OVETl'  comments

people |nformat|on St

closures
mlsleadln

media datd 1VEr really social Inaccurate
hicher <oran twaterfalse local emergency
g closed Jus most time more Townsville

Group
much OPeN homed al I Imfo Road area

: Fake often
wamingflOOd being jot " Gashboard posting oY
sent event wrong i all texts
conficting - Disaster “O0IEN o Manaoement

roups othergnly FUMOUrs always areas
IroUps AT evacuate g map

e _said Face bOOk abOUt

know saying Oo\rfaguelate posts pages going
news ground army misinformation

public
Lots

The word cloud very clearly highlights people, information, dam and facebook as communicating
inaccurate, conflicting or misleading information. The word ‘People’ occurred in a lot of statements in
a variety of contexts — people spreading misleading information, people as recipients of misleading
information and people impacted in various ways that were not expected or could have been avoided.
Following from this question and responses, survey respondents were asked to comment on aspects
of information, warnings or evacuations that could be improved.

While the misleading aspects were concentrated into a small range of dominant issues, ideas for
improvement were much more varied and specific. These responses are summarised in figure 9 and
table 17. The full list of responses to this question are reproduced in table A3 in the appendix. The
appendices have not been edited, but are reproduced verbatim. As with the previous word clouds and
summary tables, above, raw statements, words and terms can confuse summaries and illustrations.



Words that were entered into the word cloud, and used to generate word counts, were edited to
ensure the same font, spacing and spelling. This avoided some duplication.

Figure 9. Word Cloud of Comments on Aspects of Information, Warnings or Evacuations that Could
be Improved

arm it
concerned . only Message treet flrsn perhaps Y;L\:J%Lt ommunity
evacuation da Senough inundation every

advice expected None
having decision well one Warn|ngS waters two ground provided road

g0 que Make Teleased o general provide pets residents o

- oW Vaguerather told  flooding police an
a" decisions ' “safety think nour best COUﬂCI|g through Y
difficult other informed like zone me need

Idalia house info opening gi\fe gher see 5d useful others

high night official over areas updatesseemed bit local detailed
es

ma way evacuated
p release disaster . “pecause roads

take _Sunday management ITIOSt d
etc 90ing flooded I I |Ore water Stay known after clear

we en't
gates  maps opened "i‘,’;é?, specific fully %Vgr]glrh _believe dam
cos " REGRR Yo Pometo el ek aens o Goon
said petter €ven PublicSES__ just warning 5'-" lac
etter services affected really, late, oqia hel thought

peo pl e streetsvg;uburbs came a|readyte Facebook  full  knock

power hever everyone €dr ier  evacuations . accurate

knocking
sent ood day receiving level access
¢ time needs knowledge

texts some before bein
phone different at;?nwutearly ma”yg evacuate centres probably
done feel dashboard Mmade coverage

saying

The diversity of ideas for improvement generates a more confusing image in figure 9, compared to that
of misleading information in figure 8. The flood event was unexpected and lacked the predictability of
a cyclone, which is addressed through an annual campaign of preparedness. The flood event was
further complicated by the need to release water from the Ross dam, contributing a human induced
element to the flood. Information was constrained by the uncertainty of the event. It did not follow a
historical or predictable pattern.

In order to focus areas for improvement, words and phrases were further standardised into a list of
key concepts in clauses and phrases of open ended responses. This provides a more focussed isolation
of information, warnings and evacuation that could be improved in future events. A cleaner list of
words and phrases generated basic word counts in table 17. The first five concepts —flood or flooding,
warnings, evacuation, more and information — clearly show up in the word cloud. People stated ‘more’
in relation to a range of information and warnings. The idea of people wanting more of these things is
more important than the specific items identified. The uncertainty of the event triggered a need for
more of everything. Other terms like ‘more’ are local, and earlier — words that qualify the information
and advice that people sought. Maps and mapping occurred as information that related to separate
actions, such as flood maps, evacuation routes, as well as flood zones. All together, maps, flood
mapping and flood zones are mentioned 110 times, but they are separated artificially in table 17
because they were about different experiences.



Table 17. Word Counts in Comments on Aspects of Information, Warnings or Evacuations that Could
be Improved

Count of Specific words in open | Number of times
ended responses cited in responses
Flood or flooding 144
Warnings 123
Evacuation 98
More 97
Information 66
Maps or map 66
Text 66
Dam 54
Council 47
Earlier 47
People 47
Flood map or flood mapping 36
Door knock or door knocking 28
Idalia 25
Pet or Pets 23
Local 19
Inundation 16
Advice or advise 15
Facebook 10
Accuracy 8
Flood zone 8

An analytical summary of the open-ended responses suggest several improvements for alert systems
and warnings.

1 More Specific Alerts: Alerts should be more specific to locations rather than blanket warnings to
everyone. This includes specifying streets within suburbs and providing detailed information about the
immediate area of concern.

2 Clearer Wording: Alerts should use clearer and more direct language, such as "evacuate now" instead
of vague phrases like "move to higher ground if concerned."

3 Timing and Frequency: Alerts should be timely and not sent too frequently, as excessive alerts can
lead to complacency.

4 Detailed Information: Alerts should include detailed information about the severity of the situation,
anticipated water levels, and evacuation routes.

5 Integration with Maps: Flood maps should be released earlier and be easier to read, with street
names and the ability to zoom in on specific areas.

6 Communication Channels: Alerts should be sent through multiple channels, including text messages,
phone calls, and social media, to ensure they reach everyone.

7 Evacuation Centres Information: Alerts should provide information about evacuation centres,
including whether they accommodate pets.

8 Consistency Across Providers: Telecommunication providers should send the same amount of text
messages to ensure consistent information distribution.

9 Link to Official Sources: Alerts should include links to official sources like the disaster dashboard for
more detailed information.

10 Avoiding Confusion: Alerts should avoid causing unnecessary panic by being more targeted and
specific to the areas actually at risk.



While some of these improvements may at this time be technologically unavailable, such as street

level information, advances in IT may enable such detail relatively soon. Otherwise, these suggestions
are sensible and achievable.

Table 18. Overall Level of Trust in Information

Please indicate your overall level of trust in the Number of Percent
information provided regarding the flood event responses

Completely trustworthy 49 9

A great deal 315 55
Moderately 169 30
Not much at all 34 6
Not at all 5 1
Total 572 100

Table 18 summarises the overall level of trust that people had in the information that was provided.
Given the unpredictable nature and novelty of this flood it was difficult for information providers to
keep up with the changing, unfolding situation. However, the question did not address accuracy or
timeliness of information, but asked people to reflect on their level of trust in the information. The
uncertainty of the event is inevitably reflected in the low proportion finding information completely
trustworthy. Overall the level of trust is positive, with the summary of the open ended responses
providing sensible improvements that may improve trust in the future.



Evacuation

Apart from massive surface run off causing extensive localised flooding, the opening of the spillway
gates on the dam resulted in deeper flood levels in the Ross River downstream, and across the lower
river floodplain. The City Council operated six evacuation centres to provide temporary
accommodation; at its peak these accommodated more than 800 people, and overall received 1,000
evacuees (Townsville City Council, 2025). People who used official evacuation centres were only a
portion of those who evacuated, as suggested below in table 22. The somewhat supercilious slogan
that we used a couple of decades ago — make friends in high places —is often commonly used by people
faced with evacuating from a disaster zone. Importantly the slogan suggests moving to friends on
higher ground. Such networks are important and continue to be used by many households during
evacuation, as for most households the move is short duration. Thus it is likely that many more than
1,000 people evacuated during the event, but the informal movement was likely to have been short
duration to friends and relatives.

Table 19. Evacuation Plan

Did you/your household have a disaster evacuation | Number | Percent
plan before the event?

No 436 62
Yes 269 38
Total 705 100

Most households did not have an evacuation plan before the event, but as table 20 indicates, half did
not perceive that their dwellings were in a flood zone.

Table 20. Location in Flood Zone

Is your home located in a previously identified Number of Percent

flood inundation zone? Responses

No 278 50

Unsure 90 16

Yes 192 34

Total 560 100
Table 21. Evacuation Advice

Did you receive advice to evacuate your Number Percent

home/location (you may select more than one

option)?

No 136 14

Door knock by emergency services/military 173 18

Text message 357 38

General warning via media 172 18

Advised by friends/family 69 7

Self evacuated before any notifications 41 4

Total 948 100

Although table 21 invited the selection of more than one option, it is likely that the answer ‘no’
excluded the other options. The discrepancy between tables 20 and 21 is that 136 respondents
received no advice to evacuate, presumably because they were not in an at risk flood zone, but 278
perceived that they were not in a flood zone —ie 142 may have been at risk on this occasion without
prior awareness of that risk. Many who genuinely were not in a flood zone received evacuation advice,
but as the 172 responses of a general warning via media may not have been specific to some



households, households that were not flood threatened may have received general advice anyway.
The other evacuation warnings are much more specific and undoubtedly involved more than one
source for at risk locations.

Figure 10. Advice to Evacuate Figure 11. Response to Evacuation advice
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Figures 10 and 11 supplement tables 21 and 22. Just over half of the respondents evacuated. Table 22
was supplemented with open ended responses which are listed in full, unedited in table 23.

Table 22. Evacuation Action by Households

Did you evacuate your home/location? Number of Percent
Responses
Did not evacuate 295 53
Self evacuated after door knock/warning 57 10
Self evacuated early 43 8
Other (specified in table below) 41 7
Self evacuated after text 33 6
Assisted evacuation (emergency 31 6
services/support)
Self evacuated after general warning 28 5
Assisted evacuation (friends/family) 19 3
Emergency evacuation 13 2
Total 560 100

Table 23. Open Ended Responses to evacuation Action

Open ended specified other response to Did you evacuate your home/location?

Army

Army drove me to higher ground so friend could pick me up

But thought about it only to find out if you did use Ses boats they only took you to the highest
ground and dumped you there with no way of being safe or getting to an emergency centre so lucky
we didn’t as it wasn’t a pleasant experience | have heard from those that did

Checked Flood Mapping and only impact via Dam failure




Did not evacuate. | accessed all plans and maps before TCC released any information. | assessed the
risk myself.

Did not have anywhere to go that was safe or accessible due to it driving and DV

EVACUATED AFTER RAPID WATER LEVEL RISE

Evacuated by family

Evacuated by partner (ADF) as he took the car to work, but returned to get me.

Evacuated to a high house in street when water came up too quickly to safely leave the area.

Evacuated to another address in the same suburb in a higher position. Before | went into SES on the
3rd | packed a duffel with essentials and took it with me in case | couldn't get back to this address.
This proved to be the case, roads were cut and | had to spend a few days at a third address.

Evacuation not required. Outlying Street in the suburb with significantly lower impact

Heard dam gates opening regardless & army came rushing through door knocking, we left half hr
after army

high set house; moved car up the street

| was stuck in Rockhampton and couldn’t get home. My neighbour messaged me to let me know
she was evacuating because a text had been received to move to higher ground by 8.30pm that
night

| went on holiday a week before the floor, supposed to return 2 Feb. Forced to stay longer by road
closures.

It wasn’t easy to find a way out through flooded roads. Extremely stressful. Wading through thigh
high filthy water

Landslide in Wulguru 4 doors down, doorknocked but didn't hear them. Self evac late in afternoon

Left my daughter where | thought she would be safe, and | went to help with SES when my street
started going under.

Live elevated in the city.

No where to go

nowhere to go ...high house so decided to sit it out (been through Yasi)......

Only after advised by Swift Water Rescue to leave with the Army

Only after army came running around panicking on the Sunday afternoon

Only evacuated after losing power

Only evacuated to next door neighbours on Saturday & Sunday nights, as their upstairs is much
higher than my house

Out of country unfortunately

Self evacuated after inadvertently speaking to Army personnel leaving the area

Self evacuated after receipt of Emergency text at 5.52pm on 4 Feb.

Self evacuated after Sunday afternoon warming that night when saw more rain coming

Self evacuated after water ran through streets

Self evacuated at own discretion

Self evacuated during event

self evacuated when | realised Burt St Aitkenvale had gone under and friends were stuck.

Self evacuated when water started to come in to home. Prior to this received text messages to say
evacuate if you have concerns. Just after we evacuated we receive a text emergency evacuate.

Sunday afternoon, just before main dam release.

We evacuated to high ground at The Precinct as we could not get out of suburb. We were not door
knocked and did not receive evacuation message until at least 1 hour after we left home.

We flooded fri morning

We got the message to tell us there was increased flooding due to rainfall and to get to higher
ground if concerned. The QPS did not knock on our door and direct is to leave

we weren’t in the mapped areas provided by council this assisted with my decision

went by step ladder over side fence to neighbours high set house




Table 22 suggests more of a structure to evacuation actions than is illustrated by the comments
provided in table 23, although the open-ended responses were only made by a minority of the
respondents — 41 out of 560.

Figure 12. Word Cloud of What Influenced Household Decision to Evacuate or Stay in Place
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See full list of open ended responses in the Appendix

Table A4 in the appendix lists all the open ended responses to question 28 — ‘What influenced your
decision to evacuate or stay in place?’ These were edited and corrected into a list that was used to
generate the word cloud in figure 12. This illustration indicates the wide range of factors that
contributed to each evacuation decision. Contained within the open ended responses in appendix
table A4 are many dramatic events and stories which go far beyond the approximation of influences in
the word cloud. Many decisions were late in time, some were influenced by previous flood
experiences, some decisions were based on conflicting or inexact information, and there was clearly a
lot of luck indicated in people’s evacuation decisions and experiences. Table A4 captures both the
drama and the danger of the flood event. It seems lucky that in a city of almost 200,000 people only 2
lives were lost.

Table 24 and figure 13 record the destinations of evacuees. Only 20 people who responded to this
survey went to the council evacuation centres, that the council records as having accommodated 1,000
people overall. The vast majority went to family and friends - 70% of all those who evacuated. We
cannot extrapolate these responses to the whole population because this very small sample
representing about 1% of the city’s households is probably skewed towards households which were
directly impacted by the flood, as suggested by the locations recorded in table 2. However, it is very
likely that many thousands of people evacuated temporarily as the flood waters threatened.



Table 24. Destination of Evacuees

If you/your household evacuated - where did Number of Percent of
you go? Responses respondents
Did not evacuate 288 51
Friends/family 190 34
Other 47 8
Evacuation centre 20 4
Accommodation service provider 14 2.5
Evacuated out of town 1 0.2
Total 560 100

Figure 13. Destination of Evacuees
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Demographic Characteristics of Respondents

The final questions in the survey asked for basic demographic characteristics. These are recorded in
tables 25 to 27 and supplemented in figures 14 and 15. The characteristics of the respondents are
skewed towards female, older ages, and tertiary qualified. Figures from the 2021 census are placed
alongside the survey categories for comparison. We use these responses as indicators from the
population. The results of the survey cannot be extrapolated to be representative of the whole
Townsville population, which is gender balanced, younger and much less qualified than this survey
sample. However it is possible to suggest that preparation and experiences amongst the mass of the
city population may have been worse, or more vulnerable than this experienced, well educated survey
sample.

Table 25. Gender of Respondents

Are you male or female? Gender Percent
Female 434 78
Male 118 21
Other 3 1
Total 555 100

The ABS 2021 Census profile for Townsville City Council local government area indicates that genders

are balanced and the median age is 36.

Table 26. Age Group of Respondents and 2021 Census Comparison

What is your age? Number in Percent 2021 Census
Age Group TCCLGA
18-20 6 1 4.3
21-29 (ABS Census 20-29) 64 12 15.4
30-39 132 24 13.8
40-49 136 26 12.6
50-59 137 25 12.4
60 or older 80 14 19.9
Total 555 100
Table 27. Educational Attainment of Respondents
What is the highest level of education you have | Number | Percent | 2021 Census
completed? TCCLGA
Primary/elementary school 1 0.2 6.6 <year 9
High school (up to grade 10) 47 8 12.8
Graduated high school (year 12 or equivalent) 66 12 16.8
Vocational certificate or diploma 139 25 29.2
Undergraduate/ Bachelors Degree 161 29 18.1
Post Graduate Qualification 141 25
Total 555 100




Figure 14. Age group Figure 15. Educational Attainment
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Summary

The 2019 Townsville monsoonal floods were caused by prolonged heavy rainfall. The release of water
from the Ross River Dam had widespread impacts on infrastructure, businesses, and thousands of
properties. The event was unprecedented in scale, with some areas receiving over two meters of
rainfall in less than two weeks. The survey conducted by the Centre for Disaster Studies aimed to
understand the preparedness, experiences, and social impacts of affected households.

Preparedness and Insurance

The survey revealed that only half of respondents felt adequately prepared for the flood, despite 65%
having disaster kits and 74% having household or contents insurance. While insurance coverage was
relatively high, the quarter of respondents who reported no cover is significantly high, and probably
represents an indicator of higher levels of no insurance within the general community on account of
the high levels of education and older ages of the respondents to this survey. The lack of disaster kits
and evacuation plans also highlighted gaps in preparedness. Notably, 62% of respondents did not have
an evacuation plan, and 50% were unaware their homes were in flood zones. This lack of awareness
and planning contributed to the vulnerability of many households during the event.

Evacuation Experiences

Evacuation was a critical aspect of the flood response, with over half of respondents evacuating their
homes. Most evacuees (70%) sought refuge with friends or family, while only 4% used official
evacuation centres. The survey highlighted challenges in evacuation planning, including the lack of
pet-friendly evacuation centres and perceived unclear evacuation advice. Many respondents reported
receiving vague text messages advising them to "move to higher ground if concerned," which led to
confusion and delayed decision-making. Additionally, some areas were reportedly not door-knocked
by emergency services, leaving residents uncertain about the severity of the threat.

Sources of Information

Facebook, the Local Government Disaster Management Dashboard, and the Bureau of Meteorology
(BoM) were the primary sources of information during the flood. These platforms accounted for 57%
of all information accessed by respondents. Official sources like BoM were rated highly for accuracy,
usefulness, and trustworthiness, while news media and community-based sources received mixed
reviews. Community-based sources, such as Facebook groups and friends or family, were valuable for
localized updates but were less trusted overall.

Challenges with Communication

The survey revealed significant shortcomings in communication during the flood. Over half of
respondents (58%) encountered inaccurate, conflicting, or misleading information, particularly
regarding dam releases and evacuation advice. Text messages were perceived as often vague, overly
frequent, and lacking specific geographic details, leading to confusion for some residents and
complacency for others. Respondents suggested improvements such as clearer evacuation alerts,
earlier release of flood maps, and more specific warnings tailored to individual streets or
neighbourhoods.

Trust in Information

While overall trust i