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Abstract
The COVID-19 pandemic brought 
attention to scarce clinical 
resource allocation via secondary 
population-based triage (S-PBT) 
throughout the international 
healthcare community. 
Experiences overseas highlighted 
the importance of coordinated 
and consistent approaches 
to allocating resources when 
facing overwhelming demand, 
particularly for critical care. Noting 
the importance of consistency 
and the system of devolved 
governance deployed in Australia, 
this study aimed to identify and 
analyse sources of high-level 
policy that affect Australia’s 
health system preparedness 
for the operationalisation of 
S-PBT. Of the 39 documents 
reviewed, 17 contained potential 
references to S-PBT. There was 
a lack of clear recommendations 
and guidance to inform S-PBT 
operationalisation and, where 
provided, advice conflicted 
between documents. Many 
jurisdictions did not detail how 
S-PBT would be operationalised 
and failed to delineate stakeholder 
responsibilities. These results are 
important as they reveal a lack 
of high-level jurisdictional policy 
preparedness for coordinated and 
consistent S-PBT operationalisation. 
These results offer insights and 
opportunities for enhanced 
disaster preparedness as clinicians, 
policymakers and academics 
critically reflect on pandemic 
responses. The results show a need 
for enhanced preparedness around 
the management of overwhelming 
demand and clinical resource 
management in Australia.

Australian high-
level public policy 
preparedness for 
population-based triage 
during the pandemic

Introduction
For many countries, the COVID-19 pandemic generated 
significant surges in demand for in-patient and critical care 
and health systems faced collapse. Traditionally, health 
resources are allocated to patients in an order determined 
by clinical acuity. However, pandemics create such significant 
demand that traditional triage models cannot drive 
scarce resource allocation decisions, especially if resource 
allocation will result in patients being denied care on the 
basis of availability (Burkle 2002, 2006).

In such circumstances, population-based triage (PBT) 
becomes necessary. There are 2 tiers of PBT in pandemic 
settings or bioagent events: primary population-based triage 
(P-PBT) and secondary population-based triage (S-PBT) 
(Burkle 2002, 2006). P-PBT sorts the population according 
to infection status to prevent further transmission or 
contamination and S-PBT sorts the population according 
to the clinical condition of individuals, their context within 
the population and health resource availability (Burkle 
2002, 2006; Bielajs et al. 2008; Burkle & Burkle 2005). S-PBT 
thereby overcomes the limitations of traditional triage as it 
prioritises the patients most likely to benefit from available 
resources and may guide withdrawing resources after a ‘trial-
of-therapy’ has failed (Burkle 2006; Bielajs et al. 2008; Burkle 
& Burkle 2005; Christian et al. 2006a; Christian et al. 2006b; 
Powel, Christ & Birkhead 2008).

S-PBT has not been implemented and recorded on a scale 
earning significant global attention prior to the COVID-19 
pandemic, but the construct of PBT itself is not new. Early 
work identifying and exploring the construct emerged 2 
decades prior to the COVID-19 pandemic (Burkle 2002, 
2006), yet no proposed S-PBT protocol has been adequately 
validated or demonstrated to improve health resource 
allocation and overall mortality (Christian et al. 2009, 
Christian et al. 2011, Kanter 2015, Guest et al. 2009, Cheung 
et al. 2012). This carries significant weight due to the ethical, 
emotional, clinical and professional implications associated 
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with S-PBT decisions. Regardless, the pandemic drove S-PBT into 
operationalisation for the first time on a large-scale and with 
significant visibility; a reality first experienced in the pandemic by 
the Italian health system (Faggioni, Gonzalez-Melado & De Pietro 
2021).

Australia recorded 28,631 confirmed COVID-19 cases in 2020. 
Of this, 72% occurred in Victoria, demonstrating that Australia 
evaded case numbers seen elsewhere during the early pandemic 
(National Notifiable Diseases Surveillance System 2021, State of 
Victoria Department of Health and Human Services 2021). In the 
same period, there were 20 million cases in the United States 
of America, 10 million cases in India, 7 million cases in Brazil, 
nearly 3 million cases in the United Kingdom and 2 million cases 
in Italy (World Health Organization 2022). Although S-PBT did 
not become necessary during Australia’s early experiences of the 
pandemic, it is critical to consider Australia’s policy preparedness 
as the threat from COVID-19 and other emerging infectious 
diseases remains.

High-level and even seemingly non-clinical policy is relevant 
in applications of S-PBT due to the structure of disaster 
and healthcare governance in Australia. Hospitals are not 
independent enterprises and do not operate with complete 
autonomy as in other countries or health systems. The Australian 
Government and respective state and territory governments 
share ultimate responsibility and provide the overall framework 
for healthcare delivery within respective jurisdictions (Australian 
Institute of Health and Welfare 2018). Between individual 
hospitals and services, variations in care and service delivery 
are accepted if they comply with regulations and standards 
determined by local health networks as well as government 
(Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 2018). Although 
resource allocation at the level of individual patients is often 
considered a clinical decision made by clinicians, the health 
system structure in Australia means processes such as S-PBT are 
heavily influenced by policy arising from government.

A previous review of pandemic plans available in Australia in 
2009 identified significant variability across jurisdictions that 
could undermine effective pandemic responses (Itzwerth, Moa 
& MacIntyre 2018). The review identified that existing policies 
showed significant variations and gaps that were considered 
detrimental in pandemic responses. Since that review, many 
documents have been updated and, critically, this previous study 
did not consider S-PBT preparedness. Australia’s current policy 
preparedness for S-PBT during pandemics has therefore not 
been critically reviewed in the literature. The objective of this 
research is to identify and examine government and medical 
professional body sources of policy that would inform S-PBT 
operationalisation within Australia’s health systems, reflecting 
the overall approach to health system governance and disaster 
preparedness.

Methods
Qualitative document analysis was conducted according to the 
5 stages described by Altheide and Schneider (2013): define 
relevant documents, develop data collection protocol, code and 
organise data, analyse data and report findings.

Relevant documents were those published by the Australian 
Government or relevant professional body informing healthcare 
provision during pandemics. An initial review identified 
pandemic influenza, disaster and COVID-19 plans as primary 
sources of relevant policy. Key terms included ‘pandemic’, 
‘pandemic plan’, ‘influenza plan’ and ‘COVID-19 response’. 
These were used to search the website of each government 
body (Australian Government and each state and territory 
government), respective departments of health and professional 
medical bodies (College of Intensive Care Medicine, Australian 
and New Zealand Intensive Care Society, Australasian College 
of Emergency Medicine, Royal Australian College of Physicians, 
Royal Australian College of Surgeons). The search for relevant 
documents was conducted on 27 July 2021. Policies referenced 
within identified documents were also considered for review. 
Legislation and local (health service or hospital) policies were 
excluded.

Two authors independently reviewed and coded each document. 
Preliminary codes were derived from theoretical principles 
identified or related concepts to reduce the likelihood of 
references to PBT being missed. Codes were refined, with 
consensus between reviewers, after an initial pass of documents 
to ensure abstract references were captured while reducing 
unnecessary coding and analysis of data. Codes included 
exposure screening and minimising exposure, patient cohorting, 
surge resource management, critical care rationing, critical care 
triage and jurisdictional responsibilities or delegations. Coded 
phrases were extracted into Microsoft ExcelTM spreadsheets 
and grouped according to code or theme. Data analysis aimed 
to identify whether each document informed S-PBT, the 
degree to which documents directly informed practice and any 
relationships between data extracted between documents. 
After performing analysis independently, discussion between all 
reviewers occurred until unanimous agreement was achieved. 
Analysis was conducted over a period concluding in October 2021.

Results
This study will not directly replicate word-for-word extracts 
of documents. Rather, results are presented as a summary of 
relevant document sources, an analysis of the terminology used 
when documents refer to S-PBT and a critical appraisal of the 
guidance provided around S-PBT operationalisation.

Document sources
A total of 39 documents was reviewed of which 17 contained 
references to S-PBT (see Table 1). Of these 17 documents, 3 
(18%) came from the Australian Government, 13 (76%) came 
from state or territory governments and 1 (6%) came from a 
professional medical society. Six of the 17 documents had a 
revision or publication date during the COVID-19 pandemic.

References to S-PBT were found in 4 documents from Western 
Australia (WA), 3 from New South Wales (NSW), 2 each from 
South Australia (SA) and Victoria and 1 each from Queensland 
and Tasmania. No references to S-PBT were identified in 

1. At the time of publishing, COVID-19 case reporting and presentation had 
evolved and is no longer presented in the form of this dataset.
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Table 1: Publicly available policy documents informing secondary population-based triage operationalisation in Australia.

Jurisdiction document title* Description and summary

Australian Government

Australian Health Management Plan for Pandemic Influenza 
(Australian Government Department of Health 2019)

Outlines national health response to pandemic influenza. 2nd version 
published 2019; 232 pages. 

Australian Health Sector Emergency Response Plan for Novel 
Coronavirus (COVID-19) (Australian Government Department of 
Health 2020)

Outlines COVID-19 specific arrangements to supplement national 
arrangements for the communicable diseases. Published 2020; 56 
pages. 

Emergency Response Plan for Communicable Disease Incidents of 
National Significance (Australian Government Department of Health 
2018)

Outlines national approach to communicable disease emergencies 
not covered by a disease-specific plan. Published 2016; 51 pages. 

New South Wales

Influenza Pandemic – Providing Critical Care (New South Wales 
Health 2010)

Outlines the provision of critical care during a pandemic influenza. 
Published 2010; 44 pages. 

New South Wales Health Services Functional Area Supporting Plan 
(NSW HEALTHPLAN) (New South Wales Health 2014)

Outlines health emergency resource management. 4th version 
published 2014; 54 pages. 

NSW Health Influenza Pandemic Plan (New South Wales Health 2016) Outlines health preparedness and response for an influenza 
pandemic. Published 2016; 57 pages.

Queensland 

Queensland Health Pandemic Influenza Plan (Queensland Health 
2018)

Outlines arrangements for responding to an influenza pandemic. 3rd 
version published 2018; 59 pages.

South Australia 

Pandemic Influenza Plan (South Australia Health 2018) Outlines strategic response to pandemic influenza. 5th version 
published 2018; 48 pages.

SA Health Viral Respiratory Disease Pandemic Response Plan (South 
Australian Health 2020)

Outlines state health management plan for viral respiratory illness 
pandemics. 6th version published 2020; 52 pages.

Tasmania 

Tasmanian Health Action Plan for Pandemic Influenza 2016 
(Tasmanian Government Department of Health and Human Services 
2016)

Outlines state government approach to preparedness and response. 
2nd version published 2016; 118 pages. 

Victoria 

COVID-19 Pandemic plan for the Victorian Health Sector (State of 
Victoria Department of Health 2020)

Outlines health sector management plan for a pandemic. Published 
2020; 32 pages. 

Victorian health management plan for pandemic influenza (State of 
Victoria Department of Health 2014)

Outlines state health response to an influenza pandemic. Published 
2014; 121 pages.

Western Australia

Framework to guide decision making on the appropriateness 
of intensive care management during the COVID-19 pandemic 
(Government of Western Australia Department of Health 2020a)

Outlines advice to clinical decision-makers regarding allocation or 
denial of ICU care. Published 2020; 4 pages.

Infectious Disease Emergency Management Plan (Government of 
Western Australia Department of Health 2017)

Outlines management plan for general infectious disease emergencies. 
Published 2017; 24 pages.

State Health Emergency Response plan (Government of Western 
Australia Department of Health 2018)

Outlines state health emergency response. Published 2018; 35 pages. 

Western Australian Government Pandemic Plan (Government of 
Western Australia Department of Health 2020b)

Outlines state whole-of-government response to a pandemic. 5th 
version published 2020; 41 pages.

Australian and New Zealand Intensive Care Society 

Guiding principles for complex decision-making during Pandemic 
COVID-19 (Australian and New Zealand Intensive Care Society 2020)

Outlines professional body recommendations for allocating scarce 
critical care resources due to COVID-19. Published 2020; 10 pages. 

*Note: documents referenced in this table are included in the reference list.
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documents from the Australian Capital Territory (ACT). No 
documents from the Northern Territory (NT) were found.

NSW, WA and the Australian and New Zealand Intensive Care 
Society (ANZICS) each produced a document that specifically 
addressed the provision and continuation of intensive care during 
a pandemic. All other references to S-PBT were identified within 
documents outlining the health response to an infectious disease 
pandemic, primarily an influenza pandemic.

Terminology
No documents directly used the term ‘secondary population-
based triage’. Data extracted from the documents primarily 
referred to triaging critical care, alternative or modified models 
of care and altered admission or discharge criteria or processes. 
References to triaging overwhelmingly related to standard triage 
or P-PBT and the identification and isolation of suspected or 
confirmed cases. Distinguishing whether a reference to triaging 
related to standard triage, P-PBT or S-PBT required critique of the 
context and the intended triage outcome.

References to S-PBT were occasionally identified in documents 
discussing ‘alternate models of care’, but this required distinction 
between whether the intention was to avoid critical shortages 
(that is, related to increasing surge capacity) or allocate scarce 
resources. Similar distinctions were required when analysing 
data extracts that discussed modified or altered admission or 
discharge criteria or processes.

Practical guidance
The documents published by the Australian Government 
provided that, if required, triage algorithms and documents 
governing changes to standards or models of care would be 
developed in conjunction with state and territory governments 
that would remain responsible for implementation (Australian 
Government Department of Health 2019, Australian Government 
Department of Health 2020, Australian Government Department 
of Health 2018).

Each state and territory accepted this responsibility and outlined 
that pandemic health responses were to be overseen by the 
state or territory departments of health. Nearly all governments 
explicitly outlined a system of further devolved governance 
within their jurisdiction. State governments were to maintain 
strategic oversight within the department but defer operational 
responsibility to local authorities. In doing so, these state 
governments directed local health authorities to prepare policies 
and procedures to manage local surges in demand for in-patient 
and critical care services. The NSW, Tasmanian and Victorian 
governments explicitly stated that collaboration between the 
state government and local health jurisdictions would be relied 
on to achieve a consistent approach but maintained onward 
delegation.

Many of the state-level government documents acknowledged 
the potential requirement for S-PBT; however, there was 
significant variation in the quality and quantity of guidance 
around S-PBT operationalisation. In WA, in documents pre-
dating the pandemic and in one Queensland Government 

document, the potential for S-PBT was acknowledged but they 
provided no further guidance or relevant discussion (Queensland 
Health 2018, Government of Western Australia Department of 
Health 2017, Government of Western Australia Department of 
Health 2018). Tasmania reiterated ethical principles detailed 
in Australian Government documents but provided no further 
guidance (Tasmanian Government Department of Health and 
Human Services 2016). SA noted that guidance around service 
operationalisation delivery limitations and triage algorithms 
would be provided if required but did not discuss implementation 
(South Australia Health 2018, 2020). Finally, Victoria noted a 
reliance on the national development of a triage protocol (State 
of Victoria Department of Health 2020).

One document each from NSW, WA and ANZICS detailed 
practical considerations or recommendations for S-PBT 
operationalisation. The document from New South Wales 
Health (2010) endorsed 2 proposed protocols to guide S-PBT 
within the state. The document endorsed using a statewide 
protocol, outlined protocol administration (including who 
should be involved, the nature of acceptable decision-making 
tools), detailed documentation requirements and deferred 
providing medicolegal and professional protections to individual 
employers. Importantly, this document endorsed the use of 
illness severity quantification (ISQ) tools to inform decisions.

The document by Australian and New Zealand Intensive Care 
Society (2020), produced in response to the pandemic, outlined 
recommendations for the operationalisation of S-PBT. This 
document outlined policy and practical recommendations for 
S-PBT operationalisation, including the considerations that 

��

 

The Health Sector Emergency Response Plan to Novel Coronavirus 
guides Australia's health sector response to pandemics.
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should and should not inform allocation decisions, how allocation 
determinations should be reached and who should be involved 
in allocating critical care resources. This document explicitly 
asserted that clinical prioritisation is best done by subjective 
assessments conducted by experienced intensivists rather 
than ISQ tools. Finally, the document outlined the importance 
of clinicians being protected from legal or professional 
consequences if practicing according to endorsed policies and 
calls for jurisdictional authorities to endorse such policies.

On review, the relevant document from WA served to reiterate 
and endorse the recommendations provided by the ANZICS 
document within the WA jurisdiction but provided no further 
instructions (Government of Western Australia Department of 
Health 2020a).

Discussion
In Australia, responsibility for disaster management lies with 
state and territory governments. The Australian Government 
does not have the statutory authority to direct states and 
territories in matters of disaster management and adopts an 
advisory and supportive role, if required (Australian Government 
Department of Health and Ageing 2011). Devolved governance 
within state and territory jurisdictions means that ultimate 
responsibility for operational aspects rests with jurisdictional 
health authorities or even individual hospitals. This approach has 
pertinent implications for S-PBT operationalisation.

Terminology used throughout selected documents was 
heterogeneous and often ambiguous, resulting in the reader 

relying on context to identify whether specific details informed 
S-PBT operationalisation. References to triage, models of care 
and rationing variably related to S-PBT. This could stem from a 
lack of clear conceptual and practical understanding of S-PBT and 
its operationalisation, which has remained mostly unchallenged 
prior to the pandemic. Inconsistencies in the language and 
terminology used in documents from both levels of government 
are likely fuelled by ambiguity and attempts to contextualise an 
unclear concept in jurisdiction-specific documents.

There is a significant lack of practical guidance within the 
identified documents that carries significant weight given the 
roles and responsibilities of the Australian Government and 
state and territory governments in disaster management. Only 
one state government provided a robust and descriptive plan 
for S-PBT operationalisation within its jurisdiction; however, the 
detailed approach adopted frameworks yet to be validated by 
empirical evidence and, in some instances, directly conflicts with 
guidelines provided by ANZICS as a body of clinical stakeholders.

The document produced by ANZICS provides many 
recommendations but, on its own, is not sufficient to enable 
S-PBT operationalisation. Importantly, this document serves to 
inform the allocation of intensive care resources only, which is 
only one, although a very prominent, application of S-PBT in a 
pandemic. Additionally, governments and health systems are not 
obliged to adopt these recommendations and adherence to these 
guidelines may expose clinicians to liability. Most documents 
do not address clinician protection and indemnification, 
while some defer this responsibility to employers. This leaves 
significant room for uncertainty and the potential for profoundly 
inconsistent protections within and between jurisdictions.

This analysis suggests that, as at the time of document collection, 
S-PBT operationalisation lacked central coordination and 
cross-jurisdictional consistency. This is evidenced by the overall 
absence of rigorous or comprehensive policy detailing the 
practical aspects of S-PBT. Additionally, documents failed to 
clearly delineate the responsibilities and inputs of the Australian 
and state governments and local health authorities.

Future revisions of pandemic plans in Australia should aim to 
address S-PBT operationalisation, adopt clear and consistent 
terminology, consider the evidence available to inform endorsed 
approaches, clarify the scope and permissible variability between 
operational plans and detail the source and limits of protections 
for clinicians.

Limitations
There are limitations to this study, including that only publicly 
available documents were identified and included. Additionally, 
decentralised responsibility for health responses means that 
documents most clearly outlining S-PBT operationalisation 
may have been at the local level and these were not included. 
However, there are significant findings in relation to consistent 
and coordinated policy preparedness. Finally, despite care 
in identifying potentially relevant documents, it cannot be 
guaranteed that relevant documents were not missed.

COVID-19 
Guidelines 
VERSION 4  |  23 SEPTEMBER 2021

 

The COVID-19 Guidelines are a valuable resource for critical-care 
healthcare workers preparing, training and delivering care for 
patients.
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Conclusion
This review aimed to assess the policy preparedness to 
operationalise S-PBT in response to COVID-19 across Australia. 
Documents significantly lacked practical guidance and, where 
that did exist, there were often conflicts between documents. 
Many jurisdictions do not address S-PBT at all and that must be 
remedied. Documents that did address S-PBT should be revised 
and consider the evidence available to inform this critical facet 
of pandemic management. Document revisions should adopt 
standardised and consistent terminology when discussing 
S-PBT to reduce heterogeneity and ambiguity. Finally, policies 
should address protection and indemnity for clinicians who 
may be required to undertake S-PBT given the marked variation 
in protections detailed and a lack of clarity around where 
protection will come from.

References
Altheide DL & Schneider CJ 2013, Qualitative Media Analysis, 2nd 
edn, Sage Publications, Los Angeles, pp.37–74.

Australian and New Zealand Intensive Care Society 2020, 
Guiding principles for complex decision-making during Pandemic 
COVID-19, Australian and New Zealand Intensive Care Society, 
Camberwell. At: www.anzics.com.au/anzics-guiding-principles-
for-complex-decision-making-during-pandemic-covid-19/ 
[24 July 2021].

Australian Government Department of Health 2018, 
Emergency Response Plan for Communicable Disease 
Incidents of National Significance: National Arrangements 
(National CD plan), Australian Government, Canberra. At: 
www1.health.gov.au/internet/main/publishing.nsf/Content/
DD8490093CA39594CA25834D0014EF99/$File/Nat-CD-Plan-
Nov18.pdf [24 July 2021].

Australian Government Department of Health 2019, Australian 
Health Management Plan for Pandemic Influenza, Australian 
Government, Canberra. At: https://www.health.gov.au/resources/
publications/australian-health-management-plan-for-pandemic-
influenza-ahmppi#:~:text=Home-,Australian%20Health%20
Management%20Plan%20for%20Pandemic%20Influenza%20
(AHMPPI),Australians%20and%20our%20health%20system 
[24 July 2021].

Australian Government Department of Health 2020, Australian 
Health Sector Emergency Response Plan for Novel Coronavirus 
(COVID-19), Australian Government, Canberra. At: www.
health.gov.au/resources/publications/australian-health-sector-
emergency-response-plan-for-novel-coronavirus-covid-19 [24 July 
2021].

Australian Government Department of Health and Ageing 2011, 
National Health Emergency Response Arrangements, Australian 
Government, Canberra. At: https://www.health.gov.au/resources/
publications/national-health-emergency-response-arrangements 
[24 July 2021].

Australian Institute of Health and Welfare 2018, Australia’s 
health 2018, Australian Institute of Health and Welfare, Canberra. 

At: www.aihw.gov.au/getmedia/63fe0895-b306-4375-95ff-
162149ffc34b/aihw-aus-221-chapter-2-1.pdf.aspx [April 2022].

Bielajs I, Burkle FM, Archer FL & Smith E 2008, Development of 
pre-hospital, population-based triage-management protocols 
for pandemics, Prehospital & Disaster Medicine, vol. 23, no. 5, 
pp.420–430.

Burkle FM 2002, Mass casualty management of a large-scale 
bioterrorist event: An epidemiological approach that shapes 
triage decisions, Emergency Medicine Clinics of North America, 
vol. 20, no. 2, pp.409–436.

Burkle FM 2006, Population-based triage management in 
response to surge-capacity requirements during a large-scale 
bioevent disaster, Academic Emergency Medicine, vol. 13, no. 11, 
pp.1118– 29.

Burkle FM & Burkle CM 2005, Triage management, survival, and 
the law in the age of Ebola, Disaster Medicine & Public Health 
Preparedness, vol. 9, no. 1, pp.38–43.

Cheung WK, Myburgh J, Seppelt IM, Parr MJ, Blackwell N, 
DeMonte S, Gandhi K, Hoyling L, Nair P, Passer M, Reynolds C, 
Saunders N, Saxena M & Thanakrishnan N 2012, A multicentre 
evaluation of two intensive care unit triage protocols for use in an 
influenza pandemic, Medical Journal of Australia, vol. 197, no. 3, 
pp.178–81.

Christian MD, Hamielec C, Lazar NM, Wax RS, Griffith L, Herridge 
MS, Lee D & Cook D 2009, A retrospective cohort pilot study to 
evaluate a triage tool for use in a pandemic, Critical Care, vol. 13, 
no. 5, p.R170.

Christian MD, Hawryluck L, Wax RS, Cook T, Lazar NM, 
Herridge MS, Muller M, Gowans D, Fortier W & Burkle F 2006a, 
Development of a triage protocol for critical care during an 
influenza pandemic, Canadian Medical Association Journal, 
vol. 175, no. 11, pp.1377–81.

Christian MD, Toltzis P, Kanter RK, Burkle FM, Vernon DD & 
Kissoon N 2011, Treatment and triage recommendations for 
pediatric emergency mass critical care, Pediatric Critical Care 
Medicine, vol. 12, no. 6, pp.S109–S119.

Christian MD, Wax R, Lazar N, Hawryluck L, Herridge M, Muller 
M, Cook T, Burkle FM, Gowans D, Nuttall S, Kehyayan V & Palmer 
P 2006b, Critical care during a pandemic: Final report of the 
Ontario Health Plan for an Influenza Working Group on adult 
critical care admission, discharge and triage criteria, Ontario 
Ministry of Health and Long-Term Care, Ontario.

Faggioni MP, Gonzalez-Melado FJ & Di Pietro ML 2021, National 
health system cuts and triage decisions during the COVID-19 
pandemic in Italy and Spain: Ethical implications, Journal of 
Medical Ethics, vol. 47, no. 5, pp.300–307.

Government of Western Australia Department of Health 2017, 
Infectious Disease Emergency Management Plan, Government 
of Western Australia, West Perth. At: https://ww2.health.wa.gov.
au/About-us/Policy-frameworks/Public-Health/Mandatory-
requirements/Disaster-Preparedness-and-Management/
Emergency-Management-Policy [24 July 2021].



 R E S E A R C H

© 2023 Australian Institute for Disaster Resilience48

Government of Western Australia Department of Health 2018, 
State Health Emergency Response Plan, Government of Western 
Australia, West Perth. At: https://ww2.health.wa.gov.au/~/media/
Files/Corporate/general-documents/emergency-disaster/PDF/
State-health-emergency-response-plan.pdf [24 July 2021].

Government of Western Australia Department of Health 2020a, 
Framework to guide decision making on the appropriateness 
of intensive care management during the COVID-19 pandemic, 
Government of Western Australia, West Perth. At: www.healthywa.
wa.gov.au/-/media/Corp/Documents/Health-for/Infectious-
disease/COVID19/COVID19-Framework-to-guide-intensive-care-
management-during-the-pandemic.pdf [24 July 2021].

Government of Western Australia Department of Health 
2020b, Western Australia Government Pandemic Plan, State of 
Western Australia, West Perth. At: www.wa.gov.au/government/
publications/western-australian-government-pandemic-plan  
[24 July 2021].

Guest T, Tantam G, Donline N, Tantam K, McMillan H & Tillyard 
A 2009, An observational cohort study of triage for critical care 
provisions during pandemic influenza: 'Clipboard physicians' or 
'evidence based medicine'?, Anaesthesia, vol. 64, pp.1199–1206.

Itzwerth R, Moa A & MacIntyre CR 2018, Australia’s influenza 
pandemic preparedness plan: An analysis, Journal of Public Health 
Policy, vol. 39, pp.111–124.

Kanter RK 2015, Would triage predictors perform better than 
first-come, first-served in pandemic ventilator allocation?, CHEST, 
vol. 147, no. 1, pp.102–108.

National Notifiable Diseases Surveillance System 2021, Number 
of notifications of COVID-19, received from State and Territory 
health authorities in the period of 1991 to 2020 and year-to-date 
notifications for 2021, National Notifiable Diseases Surveillance 
System. At: www9.health.gov.au/cda/source/rpt_4.cfm [30 March 
2021]. 

New South Wales Health 2010, Influenza Pandemic – Providing 
Critical Care, New South Wales Government, North Sydney. At: 
www1.health.nsw.gov.au/pds/ActivePDSDocuments/PD2010_028.
pdf [24 July 2021].

New South Wales Health 2014, New South Wales Health Services 
Functional Area Supporting Plan (NSW HEALTHPLAN), New South 
Wales Government, North Sydney. At: www1.health.nsw.gov.au/
pds/ActivePDSDocuments/PD2014_012.pdf [24 July 2021].

New South Wales Health 2016, NSW Influenza Pandemic Plan, 
New South Wales Government, North Sydney. At: https://www1.
health.nsw.gov.au/PDS/pages/doc.aspx?dn=PD2016_016 [24 July 
2021].

Powell T, Christ KC & Birkhead GS 2008, Allocation of ventilators 
in a public health disaster, Disaster Medicine & Public Health 
Preparedness, vol. 2, no. 1, pp.20–26.

Queensland Health 2018, Queensland Health Pandemic Influenza 
Plan, State of Queensland, Brisbane. At: www.health.qld.gov.
au/__data/assets/pdf _file/0030/444684/influenza-pandemic-
plan.pdf [24 July 2021].

Rosenbaum L 2020, Facing Covid-19 in Italy – ethics, logistics, and 
therapeutics on the epidemic’s front line, New England Journal of 
Medicine, vol. 382, no. 20, pp.1873–75.

South Australia Health 2018, Pandemic Influenza 
Plan: Support Plan to the SA Health Human Disease 
Hazard Plan (Version 5.1), Government of South 
Australia, Adelaide. At: www.sahealth.sa.gov.au/wps/
wcm/connect/92b0e0804338c7cf8502ed8bf287c74e/
SA+Health+Pandemic+Influenza+Plan_v5.1_october2018.
pdf?MOD=AJPERES&amp;CACHEID=ROOTWORKSPACE-
92b0e0804338c7cf8502ed8bf287c74e-nwMHcVk [24 July 2021].

South Australian Health 2020, SA Health Viral Respiratory 
Disease Pandemic Response Plan (including influenza, 
COVID-19, SARS & MERS), Government of South Australia, 
Adelaide. At: www.sahealth.sa.gov.au/wps/wcm/
connect/public+content/sa+health+internet/resources/
sa+health+viral+respiratory+disease+pandemic+response+plan 
[24 July 2021].

State of Victoria Department of Health 2014, Victorian health 
management plan for pandemic influenza, State of Victoria, 
Melbourne. At: https://www.health.vic.gov.au/publications/
victorian-health-management-plan-for-pandemic-influenza-
october-2014 [24 July 2021].

State of Victoria Department of Health 2020, COVID-19 Pandemic 
plan for the Victorian Health Sector, State of Victoria, Melbourne. 
At: www.health.vic.gov.au/emergency-type/covid-19-pandemic-
plan-for-the-victorian-health-sector [24 July 2021].

State of Victoria Department of Health and Human Services 
2021, Victorian coronavirus (COVID-19) data, State of Victoria. 
At: www.dhhs.vic.gov.au/victorian-coronavirus-covid-19-data [30 
March 2021].

Tasmanian Government Department of Health and Human 
Services 2016, Tasmanian Health Action Plan for Pandemic 
Influenza 2016 (Version 1.0), Tasmanian Government, Hobart. 
At: https://flu.tas.gov.au/__data/assets/pdf _file/0017/215063/
THAPPI_2016.pdf [24 July 2021].

World Health Organization 2022, WHO Coronavirus (COVID-19) 
Dashboard, World Health Organization, Geneva, Dataset 
Dashboard. At: https://covid19.who.int/ [24 August 2022].

About the authors

Zachary Horn is a medical officer working clinically with 
research pursuits in disaster and emergency management; 
He is a Doctor of Philosophy student and holds an academic 
title at the School of Medicine and Dentistry, Griffith 
University.

Lily Gapp Duckett is a registered nurse at Logan Hospital, 
Queensland Health.

Kaitlin Webber is a registered nurse at Logan Hospital, 
Queensland Health.


	Foreword
	Brendan Moon AM

	Natural hazards: the future of learning is already here
	Dr Graham Dwyer

	Introducing the new AIDR Executive Director
	Margaret Moreton 

	Resilient Australia National Award 2022 winners
	Molly Price 

	Outcomes from the Asia-Pacific Ministerial Conference on Disaster Risk Reduction
	Alexandra Nichols
	Tricia Addie
	Lara Franzen

	Natural Hazards Research Forum: where the present meets the future
	Professor Deborah Bunker

	Wi-fi for good wins inaugural Disaster Challenge
	Nathan Maddock

	Building resilience not ramparts: Reimagining emergency management in the era of climatic disasters
	Briony Rogers

	Who is worst off after a disaster?
	Dr Kate Brady
	Professor Lisa Gibbs
	Professor Louise Harms

	When the Dust Settles: Stories of love, loss and hope
	Reviewed by Anne Eyre

	Measuring capability maturity for severe-to-catastrophic disasters
	Andrew Gissing

	Beyond a hazard-centric approach to disaster risk assessment: a Tasmanian scenario-based approach
	Dr Lynley Hocking1
	Dr Christine Owen2

	USAR decision-making: the role of hazard-specific expertise and risk assessment
	Associate Professor Benjamin Brooks1
	Associate Professor Steven Curnin1
	Oliver Brooks1

	Australian high-level public policy preparedness for population-based triage during the pandemic
	Zachary Horn1,2,3
	Lily Gapp Duckett3
	Kaitlin Webber3

	Quantifying the benefits of Australian emergency services training
	Dr Greg Penney1
	Lisa Spatcher1

	Leadership emotion: how leaders influence employee wellbeing and performance in the disaster and emergency management context
	Katie McIntyre1


