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Executive Summary

This session marks the third event of the ISRM Global 

Urban Resilience Monthly Webinar Series, which has 

been developed in collaboration with esteemed 

organisations including the UK National Preparedness 

Commission, the International Federation of the Red 

Cross (IFRC) and other global partners. Today’s session 

focuses on the theme of infrastructure resilience in 

major cities. Participants from around the world 

gathered to explore the pressing challenges facing 

urban environments in an era marked by escalating 

environmental, political and socio-economic instability.

The session opened with a stark acknowledgment of the 

growing unpredictability of the global landscape, 

including the increasing severity of climate-related 

disasters such as hurricanes, floods and wildfires. It was 

also emphasised that once-rare events, such as cities 

being submerged or facing extreme heat are no longer 

anomalies but regular features of the urban reality. 

Against this backdrop, the webinar framed a key 

question: What will effective city management look like 

as we approach 2030?

Past long-term strategies, such as "Vision 2030" are 

now becoming immediate operational concerns. Cities 

worldwide—many located near coasts or rivers—must 

now rapidly adapt to shifting conditions, including 

sea-level rise and infrastructure vulnerability. The 

conversation underscored the urgency of closing the 

capability gap in planning and modelling urban 

resilience to meet these new challenges.

The webinar featured contributions from global experts 

in engineering, water policy and security. Speakers 

included representatives from the Institution of Civil 

Engineers, McDonald Indonesia’s water policy 

programme and the New York and New Jersey Port 

Authority. While one panellist was delayed due to a 

potential emergency, the session proceeded with a 

strong lineup of voices offering insight into 

multidisciplinary approaches to resilience.

Co-chaired by a leading resilience officer from Greater 

Manchester and supported by a Strategic Steering 

Group of representatives from seventeen countries, the 

programme encouraged both expert and audience 

participation. Following initial panel presentations, the 

session transitioned into a roundtable discussion with 

interactive engagement from attendees encouraged 

throughout.
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RESILIENCE IN 
HIGHER EDUCATION:
SAFEGUARDING 
ACADEMIC 
FREEDOM AMID 
UNCERTAINTY

A Perspective on Current Challenges 
Facing Universities and Faculty

The world of academia is presently at a critical 

juncture-caught between institutional governance and 

the pressing needs and well-being of students, 

particularly international students who are 

experiencing heightened challenges. As educators, the 

primary focus remains steadfastly on students and their 

academic and emotional support.

It was also highlighted a recent development in which 

over 200 universities, including Columbia University, 

issued a joint statement reaffirming their commitment 

to academic freedom. This collective stance 

underscores the longstanding principles of higher 

education in the U.S. - the freedom to teach established 

curricula, to make autonomous hiring decisions and to 

admit students in alignment with institutional values.

While the joint statement welcomed constructive 

dialogue, it also made clear that the core tenets of 

academic freedom must remain intact, particularly at 

institutions with legacies spanning centuries, such as 

Harvard and Columbia.

Reflecting personal experiences, it is important to note 

that the international planning and resilience—has not 

changed. However, the broader academic landscape 

remains uncertain and rapidly shifting, often requiring 

faculty to adapt on a day-to-day basis.

In closing, the situation continues to evolve with new 

developments unfolding regularly. Nonetheless, the 

current moment represents a profound test of 

institutional values and resilience across the academic 

sector and beyond.
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NATIONAL 
RESILIENCE UNDER 
SCRUTINY

Reflections on Academic Freedom 
and the Operational Fragility of 
Critical Infrastructure in 2025

Deep concern is expressed over the current climate 

surrounding academic freedom in the United States, 

remarking on the troubling nature of such discussions in 

2025. Historically, systemic attacks on academic 

institutions by hyper-controlling governments have 

often indicated deeper, more concerning societal issues. 

The situation was described as "not a good sign," 

indicating the presence of deeper, more troubling 

underlying issues. Solidarity was extended globally, with 

many expressing a strong personal connection to and 

concern for the challenges currently facing academic 

institutions in the United States.

Turning to the main topic of discussion - national 

resilience and the robustness of critical infrastructure - 

the conversation pivoted to a significant event that 

occurred in March 2025. On the night of Friday, March 

20th, a fire broke out at an electrical substation 

approximately 1.5 miles from Heathrow Airport. The 

substation, which reportedly contained around 25,000 

litters of oil, was one of three serving the airport via the 

national grid. The incident led to a major disruption of 

external power supply.

Despite having its own internal backup systems, 

Heathrow Airport made the decision by the following 

morning to shut down operations entirely, opting for a 

full system reboot rather than attempting to manage 

partial functionality. This decision had immediate and 

far-reaching effects on global air travel, disrupting the 

mobility of thousands and demonstrating the 

vulnerability of even the most well-resourced 

infrastructure.

The question raised was clear: Was Heathrow’s power 

infrastructure truly resilient? While the National Grid 

maintained that two alternative substations were 

capable of supporting operations, Heathrow cited two 

major limitations with its backup systems. First, these 

systems were not designed for instantaneous activation 

and required time to become operational.

Second, they were engineered primarily for 

safety-critical support rather than full operational 

continuity. This event starkly illustrates the evolving and 

urgent question of what “resilience” means in the 

context of national infrastructure.

Learning from Disruption: A National 
Call to Reassess Critical 
Infrastructure Resilience

Drawing on recent events and historical context, it is 

crucial to highlight significant vulnerabilities in the 

country’s critical infrastructure and interdependent 

systems. Emphasis is placed on the distinction between 

resilience and preparedness with a call for greater 

coordination, accountability and strategic investment.

The National Preparedness Commission, chaired by 

Lord Harris, was established to enhance the United 

Kingdom’s overall preparedness and resilience. The 

Commission comprises approximately fifty senior 

figures from public life, academia, business and civil 

society. Over its four and a half years of operation, the 

Commission has published more than twenty reports on 

key aspects of national readiness, many of which have 

informed and influenced government policy.

A recent major incident involving a fire at an electrical 

substation was used as a case study to examine the 

implications of infrastructure failure. The fire led to the 

loss of power to over 16,000 homes and a major UK 

transportation hub. The intensity of the blaze required 

evacuation of nearby properties and necessitated the 

shutdown of an adjacent substation due to the risks 

posed by flammable transformer oil.

Although residential power was restored within hours 

through grid reconfiguration, the operational shutdown 

at the transport facility resulted in the cancellation or 

diversion of approximately 1,300 flights. This led to 

significant disruption for passengers and freight 

operations.

Following the incident, multiple investigations were 

launched—focusing separately on the performance of 

the national grid and the affected transport facility. 

Concerns were raised regarding the public handling of 

information with indications that reputational 

considerations may limit the transparency of internal 

findings.
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Notably, public confidence was further undermined by 

senior figures from key organisations publicly assigning 

blame rather than demonstrating coordinated 

leadership.

This event may have been the result of deliberate 

sabotage, particularly given the recent increase in 

attacks on critical sites across Europe. However, 

assurances were provided by emergency services and 

counterterrorism officials that the fire was accidental. 

Nonetheless, the incident highlighted the strategic 

vulnerability of electricity substations and other 

essential assets.

Historical examples, such as the disrupted IRA plot to 

disable the capital’s power supply, were cited to 

illustrate the long-standing attractiveness of such 

infrastructure to hostile actors. It is important to 

emphasise that while protections exist, critical 

infrastructure remains far from invulnerable.

Case Study:
2019 National Power Disruption

An additional example from August 2019 was presented 

to demonstrate the widespread effects of even 

short-term outages. On that occasion, the simultaneous 

failure of two unrelated power generators led to a 

frequency drop across the grid. Although the grid 

recovered within fifteen minutes and power was fully 

restored within an hour, essential services were 

significantly disrupted:

- Newcastle Airport lost power for fifteen minutes.

- Ipswich Hospital experienced a thirty-minute 

outage due to a failed emergency generator.

- Rail networks experienced prolonged delays due to 

system reboot constraints.

These outcomes revealed critical interdependencies 

and the operational fragility of key systems when 

confronted with brief disruptions.

Coordination and Responsibility

The analysis identified a lack of clarity concerning 

responsibility across stakeholders. Questions were 

raised about whether the electricity supplier, 

infrastructure operators or system designers should 

bear primary accountability for such outcomes. The 

cascading nature of these disruptions underlines the 

need for more cohesive planning and clearly defined 

roles in crisis response.

Concerns were also raised regarding the extent to which 

organisations’ decisions during crises are influenced by 

internal financial risk assessments rather than public 

interest. In particular, the report queried:

- Whether emergency generation capacities were 

adequate.

- Whether partial operational continuity could have 

been achieved.

- Whether strategic decisions factored in the wider 

economic and social consequences of disruption.

The disparity between the risk appetites of private 

infrastructure operators and the expectations of the 

public and government stakeholders was highlighted as 

a fundamental governance issue.

In conclusion, it is essential to stress that resilience—the 

ability to recover from disruption—is not sufficient in 

itself. True preparedness requires:

- Clear accountability across critical infrastructure 

systems.

- Sustained investment in robust emergency systems 

and redundancies.

- A systemic, whole-of-nation approach that aligns 

commercial priorities with national interests.

A national reassessment of preparedness frameworks is 

recommended to address the growing complexity and 

interconnectedness of modern infrastructure. 

Particular attention should be given to ensuring that the 

costs of disruption do not disproportionately fall on the 

public, while incentives are aligned to promote 

proactive risk management across sectors.
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REFLECTIONS ON 
INFRASTRUCTURE 
RESILIENCE AND 
INTERNATIONAL 
PRACTICE IN URBAN 
RISK REDUCTION

There are major concerns raised about the vulnerability 

of critical infrastructure and the governance challenges 

revealed during recent service disruptions at Heathrow 

Airport. Referencing the high-profile incident, which led 

to significant international disruption, it is important to 

acknowledge initial concerns that the event could have 

involved malicious intent. Reassured by findings that the 

disruption was not terrorism-related, it was 

nevertheless emphasised the necessity of examining the 

redundancy and interdependency of systems, 

particularly within globally significant transport 

infrastructure.

It is also essential to underscore the importance of 

shared responsibility and multi-actor governance in 

infrastructure preparedness and resilience. These are 

critical dimensions requiring deeper investigation and 

ongoing dialogue. In closing, it is imperative to move 

beyond technical resilience toward holistic, inclusive 

and system-aware infrastructure planning. 

From Failure of Imagination to a 
Culture of Readiness

In a reflective discussion, it is crucial to point out the 

enduring challenge of institutional readiness in the face 

of foreseeable crises. Drawing on historical U.S. 

congressional inquiries—including those following the 

September 11 attacks and Hurricane Katrina—a 

recurring pattern of systemic failure: a “failure of 

imagination,” followed by a “failure of initiative” and 

ultimately, a continued state of unpreparedness. While 

organisations may be effective in producing 

outputs—reports, frameworks and diagrams—these do 

not always translate into meaningful outcomes or 

operational change.  Overall, it is important to move 

beyond technical documentation and foster a culture 

that prioritises proactive readiness, continuous learning 

and tangible results.
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The Cycle of Inattention: A Call for 
Sustainable Preparedness in an Age 
of Uncertainty

In concluding reflections, it is significant to highlight a 

persistent and troubling pattern in institutional 

responses to crises: a brief surge of action followed by a 

rapid return to complacency. While significant events 

such as the COVID-19 pandemic have prompted the 

development of new structures and frameworks in the 

UK, many of these have since been dismantled once the 

immediate threat subsided. This tendency underscores 

what was described as a form of organisational 

recidivism - a habitual reversion to pre-crisis norms 

despite previous disruptions.

This cyclical amnesia is increasingly untenable in today’s 

world, which is marked by overlapping crises and rising 

geopolitical, environmental and technological volatility. 

Against this backdrop, resilience alone—the ability to 

recover to a prior state - is insufficient. Instead, 

institutions must embrace a higher standard: true 

preparedness, which entails anticipating the 

unpredictable, designing adaptive systems and 

maintaining the capacity to respond to unforeseen 

challenges. Nonetheless, it is important to stress that 

unless inquiry findings and official reports are translated 

into sustained action, the cycle of inaction will likely 

continue.

Hurricane Sandy and the Future of 
Resilience: Lessons in Infrastructure, 
Equity and Governance

Reflecting on the systemic failures exposed by 

Hurricane Sandy, a detailed account of the storm’s 

lasting impact on infrastructure was provided 

highlighting the governance and urban resilience in New 

York City. More than a decade after the event, 

Hurricane Sandy remains a critical inflection point, 

underscoring the profound interdependencies among 

infrastructure systems - such as the submersion of 

electric substations and critical transit lines—and the 

consequences of inadequate disaster preparedness.

New York’s recovery efforts over the past decade have 

included the deployment of green and grey 

infrastructure, the integration of nature-based 

solutions and a focus on social resilience. However, 

disparities in recovery were also noted.



The contrasting experiences of well-resourced areas 

like Lower Manhattan and more vulnerable 

communities such as those in Staten Island led to what 

has been called “the story of two Hurricane Sandys” - a 

stark reminder of the equity dimension in disaster 

recovery.

The discussion then turned to broader systemic 

uncertainties. While attention is often focused on 

climate-related risks and emerging hazards such as 

pandemics, recent political and institutional 

developments in the United States represent a different 

kind of disruption. Notably, the Federal Emergency 

Management Agency (FEMA) is reportedly undergoing 

significant restructuring, with key programmes like the 

Building Resilient Infrastructure and Communities 

(BRIC) initiative placed on pause. This move could 

substantially shift responsibility for resilience planning 

to local and state governments, raising concerns about 

inequitable capacity across jurisdictions.

Ultimately, resilience cannot rely solely on robust 

systems or technical solutions. Without strong political 

will and sustained governance at the national level, the 

effectiveness of existing frameworks is severely 

undermined. In a time of increasing unpredictability, 

local and subnational actors may need to seek 

innovative, decentralised funding mechanisms and 

policy pathways. The future of resilience will likely be 

defined by the ability of communities to adapt to both 

anticipated and unforeseen disruptions - technological, 

environmental, economic and political.
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BUILDING REAL 
RESILIENCE STARTS 
WITH COMMUNITIES: 
RETHINKING 
PREPAREDNESS 
FROM THE GROUND 
UP

In a wide-ranging discussion on the nature of resilience, 

it was noted that without community resilience, there 

can be no true resilience at all. Drawing on historical 

insights and contemporary challenges, the remarks 

underscored both conceptual and practical failings in 

current approaches to disaster preparedness and 

societal robustness.

Referencing Patrick Lagadec’s seminal 2009 paper 

Unthinkable Events in Inconceivable Context, 

highlighted the growing challenge of planning for events 

that are fundamentally outside traditional expectations. 

In an era marked by unprecedented and compounding 

crises, the capacity to imagine and prepare for the 

unthinkable has never been more crucial.

However, despite growing awareness, critical systemic 

vulnerabilities remain unaddressed. For example, in 

both New York and London - cities acutely aware of their 

exposure to environmental risk - emergency generators 

in hospitals continue to be located in basements, despite 

the well-documented threat of flooding. This failure to 

act on known risks, even after they have been clearly 

identified - as in the London Resilience Gold Command 

project of 2013 - illustrates a disconnect between policy 

recognition and practical implementation.

The conversation then returned to the central role of 

community resilience. Based on findings from UK 

preparedness reviews, community resilience is 

consistently identified as essential, but its development 

is hampered by deeper structural issues. Drawing on an 

analogy shared in a Finnish resilience programme: “If 

you want to get fit, it helps to be healthy.” Similarly, to 

build resilience, a community must already have a 

baseline of health, cohesion and empowerment.

In the UK, however, rising inequality, political 

polarisation and the erosion of public trust in 

institutions have undermined that foundation. It is 

crucial to question ourselves how meaningful 

community resilience could be cultivated in 

communities experiencing disempowerment, neglect 

and underfunding of essential services.

Ultimately, the question posed was clear: How can we 

truly build community resilience in societies where trust 

is fraying, equity is elusive and systemic issues remain 

unaddressed? The answer, it was implied, lies not only in 

infrastructure or plans, but in re-establishing the social 

contract at the community level.

Rethinking Public Responsibility and 
Local Capacity in Resilience Planning

A critical discussion reflected on the challenges and 

opportunities in strengthening national resilience 

through improved local and household-level 

preparedness. It is important to highlight that resilience 

cannot rely solely on institutional or governmental 

intervention; rather, it must be rooted in communities 

and individuals.

A key concern raised was the widespread assumption, 

particularly in urban settings, that authorities will 

always manage crises, leading to a general 

disengagement from personal responsibility. In 

contrast, several countries—such as Sweden and Finland 

- have established clear expectations for household 

preparedness. Public guidance in these countries 

outlines essential emergency supplies and actions, 

reflecting a societal norm that encourages individual 

contribution to national resilience. Similar measures 

should be adopted more broadly to reduce dependency 

and promote readiness at the household level.

Furthermore, the discussion underscored the 

importance of recognising that all emergencies 

ultimately manifest locally. Delays in institutional 

response mean that the immediate burden often falls on 

neighbours and community members.
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However, traditional neighbourhood structures are 

deteriorating, replaced increasingly by online networks, 

which do not necessarily translate into practical, 

location-based support systems. This shift poses a 

challenge to community-level response capacity.

Instead, resilience planning must intentionally invest in 

strengthening local networks. Specific attention was 

given to the role of faith-based organisations, not solely 

for religious functions, but for their existing social 

infrastructure and potential to support wider 

communities in times of crisis. Research conducted by 

the UK National Preparedness Commission and other 

recent studies highlighted how such organisations—and 

other local groups—effectively mobilised during the 

COVID-19 pandemic when they had existing 

organisational capacity and community trust.

Nonetheless, sustained underfunding of local civil 

society organisations over the past two decades has 

significantly diminished their ability to serve in a 

resilience capacity. It is important to stress that 

reversing this trend is essential. Any national resilience 

strategy must include explicit mechanisms for 

identifying, supporting and integrating local 

organisations - whether geographic, cultural or 

interest-based - into preparedness and response 

planning.

Finally, the failures witnessed during Hurricane Katrina 

in 2005 as a cautionary example can shed light to better 

disaster preparedness. The inadequate federal response 

highlighted the consequences of neglecting local 

readiness and underscored the necessity of building 

robust, community-centred response frameworks.

In conclusion, it is essential to advocate for a paradigm 

shift: resilience must be understood not as a 

government-delivered service, but as a shared 

responsibility across all levels of society, beginning at 

the household and community levels. Investing in and 

empowering these foundational layers is critical to 

building a resilient nation capable of withstanding 

future crises.

Reframing the Role of Institutions in 
Crisis Response: A 
Community-Centric Approach

A key shift in thinking about emergency response and 

resilience has emerged from a critical self-assessment 

by the Federal Emergency Management Agency 

(FEMA). The agency acknowledged a fundamental flaw 

in its original doctrine - believing that its primary 

responsibility was to directly manage crises. Upon 

review, FEMA concluded that its true role is not to take 

over crisis management, but rather to support and 

enable communities to manage crises themselves. This 

evolution in doctrine represents a broader movement 

towards community-centred resilience planning.

This approach has also been reflected in the 

development of the London Resilience Partnership. A 

significant milestone in 2013 was the strategic inclusion 

of faith-based organisations as operational partners in 

resilience planning. Faith groups offer an unparalleled 

advantage: their established presence and trust 

networks in local communities. It was noted that in 

London, nearly every resident is within approximately 

270 meters of a place of worship, which makes them 

vital channels for neighbourhood-level communication, 

coordination and support in times of crisis.

The COVID-19 pandemic further exposed the gap 

between strategic intent and operational delivery. 

Despite early recognition within resilience networks 

that effective pandemic response would hinge on 

community ownership - particularly in lockdown 

compliance and local support systems—this principle 

was not fully enacted or institutionally supported. As a 

result, the intended model of community-led crisis 

management was never realised in practice.

There are also some concerns about the erosion of 

community cohesion. Social fragmentation, weakening 

local institutions and diminished trust in authorities are 

undermining the foundations of community resilience. 

Where once community structures could be mobilised 

quickly in response to crises, such capacity is 

increasingly limited. Therefore, it is vital to stress the 

urgent need to reverse this trend by reinforcing local 

connections and empowering communities to act as first 

responders in future crises.
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In summary, there is a growing consensus that 

sustainable crisis management and resilience cannot be 

centralised. Instead, public agencies must adopt a 

facilitative role - providing resources, coordination and 

support - while communities take active ownership of 

local preparedness and response. The success of this 

model, however, is contingent upon strong, 

well-connected community structures and proactive 

investment in local capacity-building.

The Central Role of Community and 
Social Resilience in Crisis 
Preparedness

A critical theme emerging from global experiences in 

crisis response is the indispensable role of 

community-level structures in building resilience. It is 

increasingly evident that genuine resilience is rooted in 

the capacities of communities themselves with 

faith-based, civil society and grassroots organisations 

playing a foundational role in fostering what is often 

referred to as “social resilience.”

Drawing from examples in countries such as the 

Philippines and Japan, it has been observed that 

institutionalising community engagement in resilience 

planning significantly enhances preparedness and 

response capabilities. Japan’s "Bokomi" system, for 

example - community-based volunteer groups 

composed predominantly of elderly residents—serves 

as a structured mechanism through which local voices 

are formally integrated into disaster preparedness and 

decision-making. These groups operate as both a source 

of local knowledge and a conduit for coordinated action, 

exemplifying how decentralised community systems can 

support national resilience goals.

Parallel observations have emerged from ongoing work 

in Barcelona, particularly in the city’s historical old 

town, Ciutat Vella. Despite Barcelona’s reputation as a 

pioneer in urban resilience - through initiatives such as 

superblocks and green corridors - this district has been 

largely overlooked by formal urban resilience 

investments. Yet, through extensive community 

engagement, including interviews with immigrant 

communities such as Pakistani and Chinese residents, it 

has become clear that strong social bonds persist 

despite systemic neglect.
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These communities have demonstrated remarkable 

adaptive capacity by forming cooperative housing 

arrangements and relying on shared resources, 

circumventing formal rental systems in ways that 

strengthen internal support networks. These emergent 

strategies reflect organic, bottom-up forms of resilience 

that are often overlooked in policy-driven models, but 

which are vital to a holistic understanding of urban 

resilience.

This disparity between formal investment and 

grassroots resilience raises critical questions about 

equity, resource allocation and the inclusivity of urban 

planning. It also underscores the contextual nature of 

resilience. Social cohesion varies significantly across 

communities; while some retain strong internal 

networks and adaptability, others face fragmentation 

and limited access to support structures.

In conclusion, community resilience is not only a 

foundational component of broader resilience 

strategies—it is, in many cases, the most immediate and 

reliable form of response. However, recognising and 

formalising this capacity within governance and funding 

structures remains uneven. To move toward more 

effective and equitable resilience planning, greater 

emphasis must be placed on integrating social and 

community-based systems, ensuring they are not just 

acknowledged but actively supported.



FROM 
UNDERSTANDING TO 
ACTION: BRIDGING 
ANALYSIS AND 
IMPLEMENTATION IN 
RESILIENCE 
BUILDING

From insight to action-strengthening 
community resilience through local 
empowerment and systemic reform

As discussions around systemic vulnerabilities and 

community resilience mature, the inevitable question 

arises: what practical steps can be taken to drive 

meaningful change? Recognising the complexities of 

crisis management, resilience practitioners and 

policymakers are increasingly challenged to move 

beyond analysis and toward implementable solutions.

This transitional moment—shifting from reflection to 

progress - marks a critical inflection point in resilience 

discourse. It is important to acknowledge the 

significance of inclusive, community-driven approaches, 

but also the urgency of translating insights into policy, 

funding mechanisms and local action plans. The 

imperative now is to consolidate learnings into 

actionable strategies: reinforcing local capacity, revising 

outdated doctrines and embedding adaptability into 

resilience systems.

Building Resilience from the Ground 
Up: Empowering the Next Generation 
Through STEM and Community-Based 
Education

It is crucial to emphasise a fundamental gap in current 

resilience strategies: the neglect of grassroots 

engagement in favour of policy and academic structures. 

Arguing that meaningful resilience must begin with 

individuals - particularly children - it is important to 

advocate for embedding disaster preparedness and 

response training into early STEM education.

By teaching basic survival and response skills in schools, 

such as what to do during a blackout or how to assist 

family members in emergencies, a foundational layer of 

community resilience can be established. 

This bottom-up approach not only empowers young 

people but also extends to families and broader 

communities through intergenerational learning. 

Drawing inspiration from global best practices, 

including immersive educational tools like VR 

simulations in post-disaster Japan, it is time to call for 

systemic investment - both financial and educational - in 

preparing society’s youngest members to become active 

agents in crisis preparedness and recovery.

Reframing Resilience: Addressing 
Structural Weaknesses, Community 
Assumptions, and Organizational 
Learning Gaps

In a comprehensive reflection on contemporary 

resilience challenges, it is crucial to highlight the critical 

disconnect between policy development, infrastructure 

ownership and practical risk management. With public 

infrastructure largely privatised and now profit-driven, 

governments have created complex legislative 

frameworks often shaped by advisors lacking relevant 

operational experience. This dynamic frequently results 

in misplaced risk prioritisation and a misalignment of 

resources, whereby critical vulnerabilities remain 

unaddressed.

The frequent misuse of the “all-hazards” approach 

emphasises that most systems currently operate under 

a multi-hazard framework and are not truly 

risk-agnostic. Consequently, resilience planning often 

fails to address systemic shifts in environmental and 

geopolitical conditions. Moreover, in hyper-urbanised 

or digitally connected environments, traditional 

concepts of community may no longer apply and 

cohesion cannot be assumed.

Drawing on personal observations from rural 

Australia—where young people engage in mutual aid 

during natural hazards—it is crucial to highlight the 

importance of grassroots capacity and informal 

response mechanisms. The call is for a paradigm 

shift—from ad hoc individual learning to structured, 

organisation-wide learning strategies capable of 

distilling, prioritising and acting on a growing body of 

post-incident recommendations.
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FINAL THOUGHTS

Rethinking Resilience: From 
Consequence Management to 
Ownership of National Risk

In a reflective discussion on national preparedness and 

crisis response, it is crucial to emphasise a critical 

operational insight: while the cause of a disruptive event 

- whether terrorism or accident - may differ, the 

consequences often demand similar management 

strategies. Drawing on the example of Heathrow 

Airport, it significant to note that risk at critical 

infrastructure sites fundamentally reduces to two 

scenarios: either the site is inaccessible or it is 

accessible but non-functional. Regardless of the 

trigger—be it snow, road closure or IT failure—the 

systemic question remains: is the system prepared to 

respond effectively?

It is imperative to advocate for a shift away from 

generic, one-size-fits-all strategies. Instead, it is time to 

call for localised, flexible resilience approaches that 

reflect the unique social fabric, capacities and 

vulnerabilities of different communities. Efforts must 

focus on equipping local populations with practical 

skills, recognising that not all areas possess the same 

levels of community infrastructure or cohesion.

Further, drawing attention to gaps in 

ownership—whether in infrastructure failures like at 

Heathrow or rail network outages—it can be seen that 

the absence of clear accountability hampers proactive 

investment in resilience measures. Without a dedicated 

authority, such as a Ministry for Crisis Management, 

there is often no strategic oversight to ensure systems 

are built or upgraded to withstand cascading 

disruptions.

In summary, what is important to underscore is the 

significance of building systemic approaches that 

transcend individual emergencies. For instance, 

initiatives like cross-sector data sharing on vulnerable 

individuals, launched during the COVID-19 pandemic, 

represent promising models of scalable, all-hazard 

preparedness. Ultimately, it’s arrived the moment to call 

for a national conversation about responsibility, 

investment and the creation of governance structures 

that can manage not just emergencies, but the enduring 

crises that follow them.

Contextualising Resilience: The 
Economic Case and 
Community-Specific Preparedness

It is crucial to stress the urgent need to consider both 

economic rationale and contextual relevance when 

addressing resilience planning. Speaking in the moment 

after receiving distressing news of a 6.2 magnitude 

earthquake in Istanbul, it is significant to point out the 

deeply personal and real-time nature of the resilience 

discourse. These reflections are centred on two key 

themes that emerged during the session: the necessity 

of making a clear economic case for disaster 

preparedness and the imperative to tailor resilience 

strategies to the unique vulnerabilities of different 

communities.

Referencing the Fukushima disaster, it is also 

worthwhile highlighting the missed opportunities that 

often result from failing to justify preventative 

investment economically. Cost-benefit analyses should 

be central to policy development, enabling 

decision-makers to act before disasters strike.

Equally important, is the context-specific nature of 

resilience. Drawing on comparisons between different 

countries - including the U.S., where schoolchildren are 

trained to respond to active shooter scenarios and 

Japan, where they prepare for floods and earthquakes— 

“resilience to what?” remains a defining question. Local 

hazards, socio-political realities and cultural 

perceptions all shape the type of resilience needed.

In conclusion, it is crucial to reinforce the consensus that 

resilience strategies must reject a one-size-fits-all 

approach. Instead, they should be guided by localised 

risk assessments, community needs and an 

acknowledgment of socio-economic disparities. This can 

serve as a poignant reminder of the deeply human 

stakes at the core of resilience planning, particularly in 

regions like Turkey, where seismic risk remains 

ever-present.
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Closing Reflections:
A Call for Sustained Commitment to 
Resilience Dialogue

In concluding the session, all these insightful 

contributions emphasised the mission of the Institute of 

Strategic Risk Management (ISRM), which is to foster 

genuine conversations around resilience, risk and 

preparedness. It is essential to underscore the 

importance of such forums in helping attendees reflect 

more deeply on their roles and responsibilities within 

the evolving landscape of resilience planning.
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The ISRM Global Urban Resilience Project was 

developed out of a series of papers written together 

with the International Federation of the Red Cross / Red 

Crescent Societies, and more recently in partnership 

with the National Preparedness Commission.

It is designed to bring together academics, policy 

makers and practitioners from across the global urban 

resilience and major city management spectrum to 

facilitate action-oriented dialogue and interaction from 

multiple perspectives.

The launch of the ISRM Management Award in Global 

Urban Resilience and Major City Management in May 

2024 set the foundation for the latest series of 

programmes, based on the 130 participants from over 

thirty countries who participated in the programme.

For more details on the Global Urban Resilience and 

Major City Management project, or to discuss how you 

can be involved, please contact
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