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Abstract 

This paper explores an innovative approach to the assessment of 
higher order competencies in an industrial setting by integrating 
developments in two fields of study: performance appraisals and 
psychometrics. It addresses a hitherto unresolved issue - how multiple 
sources of evidence about multiple components of competency 
judgements can be synthesised and used to inform holistic 
judgements of competence. Two areas of investigation underpin this 
paper. The first is identifying a method of obtaining and synthesising 
data from multiple observers and the second is the method of 
separating the components of competency as defined by the National 
Training Board. Neither of these has been adequately addressed in 
the Australian Recognition Framework but each is pertinent to almost 
every industry sector and, in many instances to other forms of 
distance education. This paper illustrates how multiple sources of 
evidence can be synthesised and how components can be separated. 
It also shows how it is possible to identify the influence of the source 
of evidence (e.g. peer, self and supervisor judgements) on overall 
decisions of competence. 

  

INTRODUCTION 

Competency Based Assessment (CBA) has now been in use in Australia's industry for 
several years. It is the heart of the national training reform agenda that is expected to situate 
Australia in an increasingly long term competitive economic position within the Asian Pacific 
region. Competency was defined by the National Training Board in 1992 as consisting of five 
components: performing tasks, managing a set of tasks, incorporating the task skills into the 
overall job role, handling contingencies, as well as transferring skills and knowledge to new 
and different contexts and situations(NTB 1992). CBA has for the most part focussed on the 
performance of specific tasks and ignored the remaining components in both the practice 
and in training of assessors (Griffin, Gillis, Catts & Falk, 1998; Griffin & Gillis, 1997). In 1998 
the components were explicitly incorporated into the national standards for workplace 
assessors for the first time (Gillis, Griffin, Falk & Catts, 1997). However, attempts to reach an 
on-balance judgement based on evidence from multiple sources have been too difficult and 
non cost efficient in CBA systems despite the literature that has emphasised the importance 
of verification, multiple approaches and holistic assessments (Hager, Anthanasou & Gonczi 
1994; Wheeler, 1993). While the literature has emphasised their importance, it has not 
offered practical and cost efficient solutions. Standards and guidelines for assessors merely 
advise on the need to use professional judgement (NAWTB, 1998). 

Two issues have been ignored in policy, research, development and practice of CBA. The 
first is the collection and interpretation of evidence from multiple sources about the 
competency level of a person. The second is the characterisation and operationalisation of 
competency as the five components defined by the National Training Board (NTB 1992). 
Methods of synthesising multiple evidence sources about multiple components have not 
been identified. CBA has consequently degraded to the general combination of a single 
observer completing a ticklist focussing on a single component of competence - that of task 
performance. Training packages have generally reinforced this degradation of CBA by 
emphasising the task performance through descriptions of competency in terms of discrete 



tasks. Performance criteria for competencies in nationally endorsed industry standards are 
generally expressed exclusively in terms of task performance (Griffin & Gillis 1999). Training 
packages also insist that every criterion must be demonstrated before an inference of 
competence can be made. This not only encourages but also mandates that assessment 
focus only on task performance. They also identify an exhaustive and compulsory list of 
tasks to be demonstrated before competency can be declared. Despite the general concerns 
for this and criticism of it as an atomistic approach to assessment (eg. Griffin 1995, Hager & 
Gillis, 1995), this widespread approach to CBA continues to expand (Gillis, Griffin, Trembath 
& Ling 1998; Gillis & Griffin 1997). Concerns about the lack of validity of such an approach 
have not yet been able to be properly addressed (Gillis & Bateman 1998). Unless some 
improvement in this approach to CBA practice is achieved, the economic competitive 
advantage expected will be impossible to realise (See Gillis et.al, 1998). Some innovative 
insights into CBA are required. 

Part of the explanation may be that the research technology and culture have not been 
available in the vocational sector to address the multiple components and multiple source 
assessments. Indeed even recent international research on 360-degree feedback systems 
reported in human resource journals has failed to integrate the evidence from the sources 
and continues to emphasise independent reports from each source of evidence (eg. 
Klimoski & London 1974; Harris & Schaubroek 1988; Fleenor, Fleenor & Grossnickle 1996). 
The situation is exacerbated when the competencies are covert, as are those related to 
management and other higher order competency domains. 

  

Performance Appraisal Studies 

Assessment of management competencies in real workplace settings, such as decision 
making, problem solving, leadership, conflict resolution, negotiation and strategic planning 
skills have traditionally involved the sole use of supervisor reports (ie top-down approach to 
assessment). That is, a more senior manager judges the performance of the less senior 
supervisor, usually over a period of time to make an overall judgement of the candidate's 
strengths and weaknesses . Such assessments have typically been carried out for purposes 
of promotion and performance appraisal. 

There has however been a recent upsurge in the application of multi-source assessment 
systems which encourage a 360-degree approach to evidence collection. Typically, 
observers use a rating scale to score the performance of a candidate on a set of items that 
corresponds to an underpinning competency. Information is usually collected from a range of 
observers such as a supervisor, a subordinate, client and peer as well as a self assessment 
by the candidate. This approach still leaves open the potential for other sources of 
assessment evidence (eg a portfolio or a standardised test of knowledge). The process 
follows lines such as those set out by but, in 360 degree feedback systems, the outcome is 
limited to providing feedback to the candidate about strengths and weaknesses as seen by 
each observer. Overall, assessments are not generally developed; and when they are, the 
basis is largely intuitive. The observations are synthesised by an assessor to make an 
overall judgement of the strengths and weaknesses of the candidate. 

The use of multi source assessment procedures has mainly been implemented within 
organisations for assessing senior and middle management personnel for purposes of 
promotion, performance appraisal, performance management, training needs analysis and 
remuneration. The process however can be applied to nearly all human resource systems, 
including team selection, training, development and recognition . The process involves the 



collection of evidence from a range of personnel and a synthesis of this information into a 
training plan for the person being assessed. 

The large uptake of multi source performance appraisals to assess management 
competencies has largely been attributed to the perceived cost effective nature of the 
process and the perceived increased validity and reliability of the resultant judgement, given 
that it is based upon more than one source of information . It can also be attributed to the 
tendency for human resource departments to pursue a method of gathering evidence of 
competence that enables real time, moderated, on the job assessment of performance that 
builds into a continuous improvement program for professional development. This approach 
to assessment has a number of perceived benefits including the use and validation of self 
and peer assessment; the cost-effective nature of administration and record keeping; and 
the ability to undertake assessment at higher levels. 

Although this approach to assessment has been applied mostly to management 
competencies, its potential for other professions now appears to be emerging . The 
approach caters for assessment of higher order and more complex competencies that 
cannot be easily simulated to reflect real events/circumstances , and therefore its application 
to assessment of higher order competencies seems to be a natural step. However, if 
assessments are to be conducted for national recognition purposes within the Australian 
Recognition Framework (ARF), a process needs to be developed and validated for 
synthesising multi-source competency assessment information to formulate an overall 
judgement of the competence level of a candidate. An aim of competency based 
assessment under the ARF is to determine the competence of a candidate, regardless of 
which set of evidence is used, which observers are involved or which context governs the 
observations. Unlike performance appraisal systems, CBA systems also require a synthesis 
of evidence of the five components of competency to make a conclusive decision of the 
competence level of the candidate. 

Using multiple sources of information also has obvious implications for validity . Problems 
remain however. These are linked to inter rater reliability and validity of judgement . Multiple 
assessment sources have been the focus of many industry-based studies . They have 
investigated agreement among raters and issues concerning the impact of assessment on 
training programs and subsequent performance . None however have addressed the issue 
of how to handle discrepancies in ratings or how it influences an overall judgement or 
inference of competence. 

  

Measurement Approaches 

A measurement approach to competency assessment offers many advantages. It is 
however first necessary to define a competency as a variable and then develop a pool of 
indicators (eg questions or tasks) to monitor the position of the candidate on that variable. 
This approach to competency assessment opens up many possibilities when it is based on 
item response modelling (IRM), and in particular, the Rasch model. Item response models 
use the interaction between a person (ie candidate or observer) and an item (ie task or 
question) to determine the relative chances or probability of agreement or success for every 
instance when the person encounters an item. For instance in a questionnaire of 20 items 
completed by 4 candidates there will be 80 (20X4) encounters between a candidate and 
questionnaire items or tasks. Item response models estimate the probability of success or 
agreement by each individual on each task or item. From these probability the candidate's 
position on the variable of competency can be computed regardless of the tasks or 
questions that are used for the assessment. This makes a lot of sense in industry based 



assessments, because of the impossibility of having every candidate demonstrate 
competency using the same precise tasks in every context. It is even more powerful when 
we are able to select the tasks from multiple sources or contexts and allow for these 
differences in determining competency of the candidate. When the complexity of the 
competency is also taken into account and recognition is given to its components (perform, 
manage contingency, incorporate and transfer (NTB, 1992). this is known as a multiple 
source approach to assessment. 

  

The Multi Source Measurement Model 

A generalisation of the Rasch model allows for the influence of complex layers of tasks, 
contexts, competencies and their components to be taken into account in monitoring 
competence. In the remaining sections of this paper, we show how these facets can be 
taken into account when assessing competency. The estimate of competence is arrived at 
within a framework of 'all other things being equal'. This is in fact what differentiates the 
proposed approach from other typical multi-source approaches. 

Typically, observers use a rating scale to score the performance of a candidate on items that 
corresponds to an underpinning competency. Then the score on each items are tallied for 
each observer and for each candidate in each context. There is apparently no way to 
synthesise the data even for a single candidate. 

In a measurement approach we are able to develop rating scales for the components of 
competency (ie. perform, manage, incorporate, contingency, and transfer (PMICT)) that 
address units or elements across a range of candidates and observers and then integrate all 
the data into a single framework. Like typical multi source assessment systems, (for 
example the 360 degree appraisal) the measurement approach also uses a system of codes 
to record the observations. The codes might be as simple as the rating scale and might 
represent the confidence of the assessor in predicting a candidate's. The questionnaire 
items need only be a description of evidence of each competency component for every 
element of the unit (see appendix for an example). The difference between the two 
approaches is in the capacity of the measurement approach to integrate the data and inform 
a single decision. 

However, even the integration of the data into a single decision from such a wide range of 
data, cannot usually provide a clear, unambiguous, inference of competence. This ambiguity 
can be resolved if we use measures with general and common meanings to the observer 
and the candidate. This standardises the instrument for recording and coding the 
observation. To achieve this we can devise scales which are linked to competency 
components and describe behaviour consistent with competency development. The codes 
used to record the observations must be common for all, and independent of, the particular 
sample of candidates, observers, or items. Measures of competence are derived from the 
coded observations. However, measures are not the same thing as observations and the 
inference of competence is not the same thing as the measurement. 

Differences between observer ratings are usually non-trivial. It is therefore necessary to 
determine how the observers' ratings differ, and how these differences can be accounted for, 
and hence controlled. The same is true of different methods of assessment and of different 
components of competency. A suitable measurement model needs to estimate 
simultaneously the competence of the candidate, the demands of the tasks performed, the 
demands and relationships between the components of the competency and the severity of 
the observer or rater. 



  

The Facet Model 

A mathematical model (referred to as a facet model) that includes measures of each 
observer's pattern of use of a particular rating scale for each candidate accomplishes the 
requirements set out above. The facet model accounts for each of the systematic influences 
(such as varying difficulties of the elements and components of competency and the varying 
stringency's of the observers), and separates their specific effects from estimates of the 
other extraneous influences on measures of candidate's competence. A professional 
judgement then need only focus on "how much is enough" for an inference of competence in 
the workplace. The only requirement for such a multi-source measurement model is that 
there be sufficient links between all facets of the observation process to enable the 
measurement and inference to occur. As every facet must be able to be compared directly 
and unambiguously with every other facet, an assessment plan for a multi source 
competency assessment must meet these linkage requirements. When this condition is met, 
it is possible to estimate the candidate's competence independent of observer, task, context 
or group being assessed. There are several facets that are estimated. These include the 
person's competence, the difficulty of the task, the demands of the component of a task, the 
severity of the observer and the influence of the type of observer (peer, supervisor, client 
etc..). 

The facet model below offers a procedure for analysing data from several observers on 
items defining components of competency for each element of competency. The rating scale 
is constant across all items (or tasks) and observers. In this example, the components of 
competency are used as the items on the questionnaire and are rated using a scale 
indicating a level of confidence of the observer (refer to Appendix A). 

log (Pnij(k)/Pnij(k-1)) = Bn - (Dei - Gm- Cjm-Te) + ε  

Where, Pnij(k) is the probability of candidate n being given a rating of k (rather than (k-1) on 
item i by observer j; Pnij(k-1) is the probability of candidate n being given a score k-1, on item 
i by observer j; The item is a description of evidence of a demonstrated competence 
component. The rating 'k' represents the level of confidence recorded by the observer. 

  

Bn is the COMPETENCE of candidate n; Te is the estimate of the competency demands of 
the element 'e'; Dei is the DIFFICULTY of the item i of element e, after being adjusted for all 
other influences; Gm is the average severity of a type of observer or a specific source of 
evidence (groups or sources are mutually exclusive.); Cjm is the SEVERITY of observer j in 
group m; and ε is the error term for the model. All of these parameters are measured in the 
same units called "logits" and can be directly compared (Rasch, 1980). 

In a competency based assessment model, the facets are the items ( descriptions of 
evidence of components to be observed); candidates; observers; and different types of 
observers (evidence sources - peer, self, clients, portfolios, supervisors' reports and so on) 
that can be grouped into an exclusive and bounded group. The estimate of candidate 
competence is independent of the severity of the individual observer, the group to which the 
observer belongs, which group of candidates is assessed (peer, supervisor, trainer etc), the 
tasks observed, instrument used or which tasks are assessed. It is not necessary to observe 
an exhaustive and compulsory list of tasks to infer competence. 



The model controls for variation among observers without disadvantaging the candidate. 
Information about observers can be used to improve observation and indirectly to improve 
the assessment. The term ε   is important for purposes of determining the accuracy of the 
model. It is an error term. If the error is large, the assessment could be said to lack reliability. 
An elaboration of the model to decompose the error terms can provide a measure of the 
amount of bias that can be attributed to individual observers, tasks or components. 

The model allows for the estimation of differences in severity between observers, and thus 
eliminates this kind of assessor or inter-rater effects from the calibration of the items and the 
overall competency assessment of candidates. It does not require that every observer rate 
every candidate on every task in order to develop an estimate of competence that informs 
the inference of competence. This is especially important when it is not possible to assess 
candidates against the same sets of items within the same enterprise or across 
competencies that might apply across businesses. In circumstances where different 
observers rate candidates with different opportunities to demonstrate different sets of 
evidence, or provide different types of evidence, the measures need to be independent of 
the particular local observation context to be meaningful at all. 

This generalisability of assessments estimates is called specific objectivity and is said to 
exist when the same assessments for candidates are obtained regardless of which sample 
of indicators are used or which group of observers participated in the assessment. The 
model requires counts of competency components observed in each task, and these 
become the sufficient information for each facet to be estimated independently of estimates 
of the other facets. The measures of the candidates are thus "context-freed" and "observer-
freed". The decision point for the inference of competence can and should be established by 
professional judgement. The measure decided upon for discriminating between "competent" 
and "not competent" is always under the control of the assessor but is now informed by the 
measures of competence obtained using the facet model, unencumbered by extraneous 
influences. The intuitive approach is not dominant and the degradation of competency 
assessment may be reversed. 

The outcome of each analysis should be the demonstration of: 

• How observers vary in judgement stringency; 
• How different evidence descriptions vary in difficulty; 
• How candidate competency varies across elements within an industry. 

Software that accomplishes this is often quite difficult to use and requires considerable 
training to use and interpret. Software is needed that can calibrate the assessment criteria 
using an IRM calibration and enable the data sets to be downloaded directly for finer 
analyses and specific calibration. After the initial calibration of criteria, such a system would 
need to be self sustaining. An initial calibration data set is needed to anchor the difficulties of 
the components. Once this is achieved, a relatively maintenance free system would be 
possible. 

  

A simulated example is shown below. The Figure illustrates the relationship between 
observer, instrument, component and candidate competence. 
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Figure 1: Distributions of candidate competence, component transition within task, observer 
stringency and observer type. 



  

In the Figure above the different aspects of the analysis are deliberately spread out for 
purposes of discussion. The first column in the figure presents the candidates, each 
represented by an 'X'. The position on each X on the vertical axis indicates the relative 
"ability" or competence of the candidate which can be reclassified in to the competence 
categories of 'competent' or 'not yet competent'. 

The second column (i.e. element and component) presents two types of information. The A 
to D represents the element and the PMCT indicates the component. For example, PA refer 
to the component (perform task) for element A of the unit of competency. 

The third column shows the relative stringency of observers. The distribution of observers 
shows that observer 8 and observer 10 differ considerably from other observers in their level 
of stringency. Most judges are clustered together showing considerable inter rater 
consistency. This however is not important in applications of the MSCA facet model. Any 
lack of consistency might be of concern for the assessor who would want to provide 
feedback to observers and perhaps to seek additional data on why observations were so 
aberrant. Applying the facets model allows the variability in stringency to be controlled as it 
is important that the candidates are not penalised by the difference in the observers' styles 
or opportunities to observe. This means that the overall judgement of competence is most 
likely to be bias free, leading to valid and reliable inferences about competence in the 
workplace. Although in this example many observers have been used, it is neither implied 
nor intended to indicate that all observers observe all candidates. All that is required is that 
there be overlap between observers and candidates and that there are no total breaks in this 
overlap. 

The last column shows the average relative position of the type of observer. In this example 
the trainer and supervisor groups of observers are harsher than the self or client groups. 

The red line represents the cut-point for making decisions of competent or not yet 
competent. The model cannot make a decision of what constitutes competence. This is a 
professional judgement requiring detailed knowledge of the industry standards, the 
competency and the indicators being observed. The process developed by as an extension 
of the procedure can be used to establish each competency cut point. 

Further detailed analysis of the candidate's assessment information can also be obtained to 
provide detailed input to a training action plan. An example is shown in Figure 2 below 
(Candidate: John Person- 007). In this case the items (ie the competency components for 
each element) are presented in the same progression vertically, but are now divided into 
four groups. The groups show which components of competency for each element were 
demonstrated as expected and those that were unexpectedly demonstrated. The other 
groups show those that were not demonstrated as expected and those that were 
unexpectedly not demonstrated, given the competence estimate of the candidate. The 
decision point (for competent / not yet competent) remains at the same location as in Figure 
1 above. The competencies and components on the right of the figure have not been 
demonstrated to a level required to satisfy observers. There could be a range of reasons for 
this. Among them are the opportunities for the candidate to practice or be observed. Many 
are above the decision point for competence and the need for practice or opportunity does 
not affect the competent/ not yet competent decision. Those below the decision point and 
not yet demonstrated need attention, despite the fact that this candidate is regarded as 
competent overall. Hence this model displays the data required for developing individual 
training plans for candidates. The data obtained and synthesised from multiple observers 
allows an overall competency decision to be made. The competence estimate of the 



candidate is shown with a bracket, ({). Given multiple sources of evidence some error or 
measurement needs to be incorporated in the estimate. The upper and lower limits are set 
by these error estimates and the width of the estimate indicates the reliability of the 
competency assessment. The wider the error band, the lower the reliability of the 
competency assessment or the more doubt there is associated with the decision and the 
assessment. If the error band incorporates the decision point for C/NYC, some uncertainty is 
introduced into the decision because the lower limit of competency assessment is below the 
decision point. In these circumstances the skills and expertise of the assessors are needed 
to be applied, and some follow up with the observers and a check of the evidence would be 
required. 

  

------------------------------- COMPETENCY ANALYSIS----------------------------- 

Candidate: John Person- 007 
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Figure 2: An analysis of an individual's competency assessment. 

CONCLUSIONS 

Recent developments in the field of psychometrics can provide the technology for synthesis 
of assessment evidence obtained from multiple sources and multiple competency 
components. Psychometric theory, in particular item response modelling (IRM) can also 
enable a single overall judgement of competence to be made. IRM applications enable 
increased control over extraneous influences that have bedevilled CBA assessments in the 
past such as inter rater differences and differences in context or tasks that are chosen for 
the assessments . IRM applications can also provide procedures for defining a competency 



decision point amid the range of data sources and evidence . This is important because it 
keeps the decision of what is competent and what is not firmly under the control of 
specialists rather than being defined and enforced by empirical or mechanical means. 

The model and approach outlined in this paper represents a rigorous and sophisticated 
approach to CBA analysis. It is now possible to control for differences between and among 
judges (observers) and for differences between and among the different tasks that 
candidates can be asked to perform. It is also possible to distinguish the contribution that 
each of the competency components and elements makes to the overall estimate of 
competence. Until now these applications have not been used in competency based 
assessment and in particular in workplace assessment. The assumptions about the 
proposed ordered nature of competency components however still need to be tested. 
Research is underway for this project and has been funded by a SPIRT grant for application 
within the Public Safety Industry. 
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Appendix : Multi Source Competency Assessment: 

INSTRUCTIONS 

The purpose of this 
observation record 
sheet is to gather 
observational data 
regarding the 
current 
competencies of 
individuals 
involved in 
emergency 
management in 
Australia. The 

Details of the candidate 

Name: ______________________________________________ 

Agency:_________________________________________________
_ 

 Client  Self Trainer 

 Superviso
r 

 Peer Manager 

 Other 



observation record 
data will be used 
by an assessor in 
issuing national 
qualifications or 
identify training 
needs. 

Your responses 
will remain 
ANONYMOUS. 
The results will be 
presented in 
aggregate form 
and NO 
INDIVIDUAL 
RESPONSES 
WILL BE 
IDENTIFIED. 

The instructions on 
how to complete 
this Workplace 
Observation 
Record are set out 
below. If you need 
additional help in 
completing the 
Workplace 
Observation 
Record, please 
contact Patrick 
Griffin. 

  

The next page 
contains 
descriptions of 
workplace actions 
that indicate the 
candidate's ability 
to identify a 
framework for 
situation 
management. 
Please indicate 
how confident you 
are that the 
candidate can, and 
will in the future, 
demonstrate these 
actions in a real 

Four components of competence are described and these are shown 
in the figure below. 



context. Use the 
following key to 
record your 
judgement. 

1. => I don't 
think this 
applies. 

2. => I am not 
sure 
enough to 
predict the 
candidate's 
workplace 

performanc
e 

3. => I am 
reasonably 
confident 
but not 
absolutely 
sure ( but 
I'm willing 
to 

give the 
benefit of 
the doubt). 

4. => I am 
completely 
confident 
that the 
candidate 
can and will 
demonstrat
e 

this in the 
workplace. 

Establish Context and Develop Risk Evaluation Criteria: 

Element 

Component of 
competency 

Identify issues 
by research & 
consultation 

 Identify and 
liaise with 

stakeholders 

 Clarify stakeholders 
roles and 

requirements 

 Develop risk 
evaluation 

criteria with 
stakeholders 



Transferability 
Skills 

  Can establish 
and maintain 
networks across 
varying size 
agencies, 
locations and 
states/territories. 

 Can apply these 
competencies to local 
community framework, 
large organisations, 
and state boundaries. 

  

   0 1 2 3  0 1 2 3   
Contingency 
Management 
Skills 

  Where 
necessary, can 
apply conflict 
resolution 
strategies to 
meet the varying 
needs of multi 
agencies 

 Can communicate, 
translate and explain 
concepts to adverse 
groups to gain 
agreement. 

 Can apply 
conflict 
resolution and 
negotiation 
strategies to 
deal with 
unpredictable 
information as 
well as 
conflicting, 
and at times, 
opposing 
needs of 
stakeholders. 

   0 1 2 3  0 1 2 3  0 1 2 3 

Task 
Management 
& Job Role 
Skills 

Can 
simultaneously 
co-ordinate 
meetings and 
report findings 
and outcomes. 
Terms of 
reference for the 
management 
role can be 
explained. 
Evidence of 
analysis of 
existing policy 
frameworks can 
be produced 
and explained in 
terms of its 
relevance to 
disaster 
management. 
Can produce 
level of 
documentation 
that is 
appropriate to 
the tasks. 

 Can 
simultaneously 
organise 
meetings, 
present 
materials and 
report outcomes. 
Can carry out 
educational roles 
and 
responsibilities 
within and 
across agencies. 
Can 
demonstrate 
high level of 
sensitivity to the 
client's need. 
Can maintain 
established 
networks 
through 
continuous 
verbal and 
written 
communication 
procedures. 

 Can simultaneously 
plan, design and 
present 
documents/information 
to assist with seeking 
agreement from 
stakeholders. 

Can document an 
agreed position for 
each stakeholder 
(possibly in a MOU) 
and obtain 
endorsement or sign 
off by the agency. 

 Can 
simultaneously 
apply 
statistical 
procedures to 
explore, 
interpret, 
manipulate, 
extrapolate 
and report 
data. Can 
carry out 
financial 
evaluation and 
cost effective 
analysis. Can 
facilitate and 
engage 
people. Can 
establish 
continuous 
review 
processes to 
maintain 
currency of 
data. Can 
identify and 
document 
unresolved 
issues. 



 0 1 2 3  0 1 2 3  0 1 2 3  0 1 2 3 

Task Skills Aims and 
objectives for 
the development 
of context can 
be identified and 
expressed in 
clear and simple 
language. List of 
stakeholders 
can be 
developed and 
related to 
potential roles. 
Timelines and 
schedules for 
research and 
consultation can 
be developed 
with an 
accompanying 
budget. Can 
carry out 
demographic 
profiling of 
community 
groups through 
research and 
consultations 
with a broad 
range of 
stakeholders. 

 Can clearly 
document the 
relationship 
between people 
and 
organisations to 
identify and 
evaluate existing 
networks. Other 
network 
relationships that 
do not exist but 
should be 
developed can 
be identified and 
established 
through 
negotiation, 
consultation and 
marketing 
strategies to 
gain trust, 
cooperation and 
support. Can 
establish and 
coordinate 
relations and 
communication 
structures 
among multi-
agency 
disciplines and 
teams. 

. 

 Can clearly identify, 
document, 
communicate and 
reach agreement on 
the position of each 
stakeholder group. 
Can identify and 
document conflicting 
needs of stakeholders 
and where necessary, 
can apply conflict 
resolution and 
negotiation strategies 
to identify and 
overcome conflicting 
organisational roles 
and process roles. 
Can apply strategies 
to seek and obtain 
stakeholders' co-
operation and 
ownership of the aims, 
objectives and the risk 
management context 
and structure. 

 Can consult 
with 
stakeholders 
to determine 
the social, 
legal, 
technical, 
political, 
environmental, 
resource and 
financial 
timeframe 
needs. Can 
identify the 
current 
perceptions 
and 
expectations 
of acceptable 
risk for 
individuals, 
groups, 
communities, 
states and the 
nation through 
consultations 
with 
stakeholders. 
Can 
determine, 
articulate and 
document the 
level of risk 
that each of 
the 
stakeholder 
groups would 
be prepared to 
tolerate under 
emergency 
management 
conditions. 
Can 
accurately 
gauge the 
level of 
financial 
commitment of 
individuals and 
community 
groups to deal 
with the 
emergency 



management 
situation. Can 
select, defend 
and reach 
agreement 
from key 
stakeholders 
of the risk 
evaluation 
criteria to be 
applied, 
including 
identification 
of the legal, 
practicalities 
and resource 
implications. 

 0 1 2 3  0 1 2 3  0 1 2 3  0 1 2 3 

  


