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Chapter 6: Supporting Land and 
Property Risk Management 
Activities with Land 
Administration Systems  
Katie Potts 

Overview 
Several major disaster events in Australian communities during the late 
2000s have drawn attention to risk management practices within Australia. 
The outcomes of the disaster events have shown that effective risk 
management is not as prevalent in communities across Australia as 
believed. A limited understanding of risk management by the general 
public, a lack of awareness of land and property information, and barriers 
preventing easy access to information have been highlighted as some key 
reasons why effective risk management is absent in communities across 
Australia (Armitage 2012; Fanning 2012; Han 2012; van den Hoenert and 
McAneney 2012).  

Research has shown that the use of land and property information for 
disaster and emergency management can improve operations (Mansourian 
et al. 2004; Asante et al. 2007), and as demonstrated by recent 
amendments to disaster and emergency management models to enable 
the inclusion of risk management processes (c.f. Ellis et al. 2004; UK 
Resilience 2010; Rogers 2011), this improvement can be translated to risk 
management. Some stakeholders have recognised this and the value 
inherent to land and property information for identifying, analysing, 
evaluating, and selecting treatments for risks has been realised and 
documented (c.f. Productivity Commission 2012; Insurance Council of 
Australia 2006), however for the majority of stakeholders the utility of land 
administration data is limited to mitigating the risk of fraud.  

As the primary custodians of land and property information, land 
administration agencies have the role of creating, maintaining and 
publishing this information. Facilitating more effective dissemination would 
contribute to improved risk management practices for society. However, 
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the task for providing information for risks other than fraud management 
has not been extensively explored.  

Land administration has much to offer the discipline of risk management; 
however, the role land administration agencies can play needs to be 
investigated. This chapter looks at the world from a risk management 
perspective to understand how land administration systems and agencies 
need to change to contribute to the management of risks affecting land and 
property. The investigation process involved assessing land right holders 
and their risk management activities, and examining the existing land 
administration systems and agencies to determine how they are arranged 
and operate. The results of the two enquiries inform the changes required 
in order for land administration systems to support current risk 
management activities related to land and property. Figure 1 illustrates this 
process.  

 

Figure 1: The investigation process 
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The problem under investigation can be summarised into the statement 
below: 

Conventionally land administration systems are only organised to manage the risk 
of fraud. Today, current land administration systems have evolved and have the 
potential to facilitate the management of multiple risks; however, current 
arrangements limit this advancement.  

The articulation of the problem then leads to the aim, which is: 

To revise the design and function of current land administration systems to 
incorporate the principles of risk management.  

 

The primary question that this research addresses is: How can land 
administration activities be redesigned to support societal risk 
management? Breaking this overarching question down into smaller 
investigative pieces a number of smaller questions emerge to direct paths 
of enquiry. These sub-questions are: 

1. Are land administration agencies motivated by the notion of risk 
management? If yes, how? 
This question aims to understand the priorities of land administration 
systems and determine their focus, whether it be risk management or 
otherwise.  

2. How do land right holders perceive the role of risk management? 
This question looks at how land right holders understand risk 
management, and what risk management is believed to be. It also looks at 
the roles of risk management and who the different stakeholders in 
society view as responsible for that role.  

3. What should be the relationship between landholders, risk, and 
government? Or what are the various options? 
This question relates to the different roles of risk management, and which 
stakeholder should be responsible for what role.  

4. How can land administration systems support risk management – given a 
specific country context? 
This final question addresses legal, organisational, and technical 
characteristics of land administration agencies that carry out risk 
management well to determine a framework to support risk 
management.  

 



70 

 

Research Significance 
This research is important as it addresses an issue that is of national 
importance. Improved risk management is required to increase community 
resilience against risks. Land and property information has been shown to 
assist in risk management practices by allowing stakeholders to understand 
and realise risk, which threaten their land and property. As the primary 
custodians of land and property information, land administration agencies 
have the role of creating, maintaining and publishing this information. 
Facilitating more effective dissemination would contribute to improved risk 
management practices for society. However, the task of providing 
information for risks other than fraud management has not been 
extensively explored. This research is addressing this problem.  

Research Contributions 
This research will enable improved risk management practices to take place 
by creating a greater awareness of risk management and how it can be 
implemented to better manage land and property. A better understanding 
of risk management processes will improve community resilience and 
support the government initiative that encourages communities and 
citizens to understand risks in order to achieve safer and more sustainable 
communities.  

An outcome of the research will be a prototype demonstrating how land 
and property information, once organised in a way that supports risk 
management activities, can be used to assist in risk management processes 
and informing risk management decisions (Figure 2).  
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Figure 2: Risk Finder Prototype 

Future Directions 
Once this research has concluded further areas for investigation include to: 

 explore how the principles of risk management that have been applied to 
managing risks to land and property can be expanded to enable 
application to other areas such as public safety  

 investigate additional opportunities for land administration systems in the 
realm of risk management  

 Explore how land administration activities might be further integrated into 
risk management practices.  

Recommendations 
The major recommendation from this research is that land administration 
systems adapt to enable support for risk management activities. This would 
involve possible changes to organisational, legal and technical aspects of 
the system. An understanding of risk management processes would also be 
required in order to assist in the role. It is recommended that access to, and 
awareness of, land and property information is made a priority to enable 
community preparedness for risks. 
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