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INTRODUCTION
In 2012, the then Allen Consulting Group was retained by the NSW Office of Liquor,
Gaming & Racing (OLGR) to undertake a project to review the cumulative impacts
that arise from the clustering of licensed premises across NSW and to subsequently
develop a risk-based tool to be utilised in the assessment of liquor licences across the
state. The project, jointly funded by the Independent Liquor and Gaming Authority
(ILGA), involved:
•

an extensive review of the Australian and international literature on the
cumulative impact of licensed premises in NSW (‘phase one report’)

•

development of the Environment and Venue Assessment Tool (EVAT) itself
(‘phase two report’)

•

trials of the tool in the City of Sydney and Newcastle City

•

preparation by ACIL Allen in February 2014 of a further report (‘the phase
three report’) that maps the risk factors used in the EVAT to the research
findings presented in the phase one report.

The phase three report, which also included a scan of the recent literature which has
potential implications for the EVAT, was specifically prepared for an independent
‘peer review’ of the EVAT that OLGR has commissioned to complement an evaluation
of the trial of the EVAT in Sydney and Newcastle. Via the peer review OLGR sought
opinion and comment on:
•

whether the EVAT and the intent of its supporting research have merit and its
ongoing development should be supported by further research

•

whether the evidence-base used to underpin EVAT is appropriate

•

whether the right mix of risk factors, risk factor assessments and weightings
have been included in the tool

•

whether methods for calculating the threshold values for risk assessment in
EVAT are appropriate

•

how best to communicate EVAT assessments, especially to applicants
(currently they receive the EVAT report).

Nexus was engaged by OLGR to conduct the peer review and we contracted two
specialists to assist in the assignment:
•

Dr Peter McCarthy, who has extensive experience in drug and alcohol policy,
undertook a selective review of the literature and conducted an independent
review of the EVAT and supporting documentation including the phase one,
two and three reports in light of the literature (see Appendix 1 for a copy of
Dr McCarthy’s report)
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•

Dr Don Porritt, the senior research director at Taverner with extensive
experience in the design and analysis of research surveys and in the
development of multi-item composite measures, conducted a review of the
psychometric properties of the EVAT (see Appendix 2 for a copy of Dr Porritt’s
report).

In addition, Greg Masters of Nexus conducted consultations with a number of key
stakeholders nominated by OLGR: the Bureau of Crime Statistics and Research
(BOCSAR), NSW Health, City of Sydney and Newcastle City Council representatives
(see Appendix 3 for a list of stakeholders consulted and a summary of the
consultations).

STRUCTURE OF THE EVAT
Appendix 4 provides a comprehensive account of the structure of the EVAT and its
scoring methodology and provides two examples to demonstrate the tool in
operation. As depicted in figure 1, in essence, the EVAT involves:
1. identification of a number of risk factors broken down into location and
venue risks
2. determination of a risk rating on each of the factors which are categorised
and scored as:
•

extreme (10)

•

high (5)

•

moderate (3)

•

low (1)

•

mitigating (-1)

3. multiplication of the score by the relative weight assigned to each risk factor
which is categorised and scored as:
•

high (3)

•

low (1)

4. calculation of the total weighted score for the location and venue risks by
summing the scores derived from steps 2 and 3 above
5. translation, via an algorithm, of the weighted scores calculated in step 4 into
overall risk ratings for location (low, moderate, high or extreme) and venue
(low, moderate or high).
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FIGURE 1: THE EVAT & THE PEER REVIEW
KEY QUESTIONS FOR THE PEER REVIEW

DEVELOPMENT OF THE EVAT

1. Is there a sound rationale and support for a risk
assessment tool?

IDENTIFICATION OF
RISK FACTORS

2. Do the risk factors reflect the evidence base?

SCORES ASSIGNED TO EACH RISK
FACTOR (RISK ASSESSMENT)

3. Is the risk assessment scoring appropriate?

WEIGHTING OF THE
RISK FACTORS

4. Are the weightings of the risk factors
appropriate?

WEIGHTED RISK ASSESSMENT
5. Is the calculation of a weighted risk score and
total risk scores appropriate?
SUMMARY RISK SCORES
FOR LOCATION AND VENUE
RISK CALCULATED

ASSIGNMENT OF SUMMARY
RISK DESCRIPTION FOR
LOCATION AND VENUE RISK

IMPLEMENTATION OF THE EVAT

6. Is the method for creating overall risk ratings
appropriate?

7. What are the conclusions of the peer review in
the possible implementation of the EVAT?

It should be noted, however, that the actual scoring methodology was not made
explicit in the Allen’s documents and required some piecing together, with the
support of additional information from OLGR and, ultimately, a briefing note from
ACIL Allen while this report was being prepared. If the tool is to evolve over time,
based on latest evidence, it is important that its actual construction and scoring
methodology are transparent.
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It should also be noted that the EVAT is a tool to support, not replace,
decision-making that is governed by legislation, on liquor licence applications. Its
actual use is being considered in a separate qualitative research project which has
also been commissioned by OLGR.

STRUCTURE OF THIS REPORT
This draft report integrates the material across the three components – the literature
review, psychometric analysis and the stakeholder consultations – and is structured
in line with key questions for the peer review, shown in figure 1, aligned to each
stage of the development of an EVAT risk rating:
•

section 1 discusses the case for a risk management tool like the EVAT

•

section 2 considers whether the risk factors included in the EVAT reflect the
evidence base

•

section 3 assesses the risk assessment scoring method

•

section 4 discusses the appropriateness of the weightings across the risk
factors

•

section 5 considers the method of calculating total risk scores and overall
risk ratings

•

section 6 draws some conclusions of the previous analysis in considering
the future implementation of the EVAT.
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1. IS THERE A RATIONALE FOR AN EVAT?
The first question for the peer review is whether there is indeed a case for a risk
assessment tool; that is, is there a sound rationale and support for a tool like the
EVAT? The answer, in short, is in the affirmative for a variety of reasons.
Firstly, there is a compelling evidence base, international and Australian, that there
is an adverse, cumulative impact of the density of liquor outlets. While density per se
might be considered a blunt instrument, its analysis has increasingly tended to
identify venue type as key to the density-harm nexus. The research underpinning
the development of the EVAT is based broadly on a good degree of theoretical and
empirical rigour.
Secondly, in recognition of this evidence base, the adoption of a risk-based tool to
assist its decision-making about liquor licences is consistent with the practice in other
jurisdictions (Queensland, Victoria, ACT) and internationally (Ontario, Canada and
New Zealand), although some have adopted risk-based licensing rather than a tool
like EVAT for assessing applications.
Thirdly, all of the stakeholders consulted as part of this review (Bureau of Crime
Statistics and Research; NSW Health; NSW Police Force; City of Sydney; Newcastle
City Council) were all supportive, in principle, of the adoption of a risk-based tool to
provide a more rigorous and transparent basis for alcohol licensing decisions. As one
stakeholder commented:

The use of a risk-based approach in the determination of liquor licences is a
step forward .. [as it] draws on the evidence base.

1.1 HOW DO WE KNOW IF THE EVAT WORKS?
While there is a sound rationale for establishing a risk management tool to mitigate
the impact of a venue opening on alcohol-related harm in the surrounding locality,
actually demonstrating that it is achieving this risk mitigation effect is
methodologically challenging. Dr Porritt notes that two fundamental concepts from
psychometrics are highly relevant to development and evaluation of EVAT. These
are:
•

reliability: how well does each item and the overall score measure what it
measures?

•

validity: does each item and the overall score measure what it is intended to
measure?

8

MAY 2014
FINAL REPORT: OLGR – PEER REVIEW OF THE EVAT

Reliability and validity can only be assessed using actual data and a psychometric
approach to EVAT would seek to obtain data using the tool and test the reliability of
the component scores, how strongly these scores are related to each other, and the
reliability of the overall score. It would then be essential to test the validity of the
component scores and overall score as measures of the impact of the venue on
levels of violence in the locality where the venue operates. Measures of actual violent
incidents in a standard period before opening, and for a comparable period following
opening of the venue would be required, as the tool is used to predict increase in
violent incidents from opening the venue.
As Porritt notes, to conduct such an analysis once the tool has been in use and has
influenced licensing decisions (including the conditions set as well as whether the
venue can operate) faces a challenge that has long been recognised in the use of
tests to select between candidates for entry to a course of study or into a job: the
more effective the selection in choosing those who will succeed, the less clear will be
the evidence that the tool is related to outcome. This is known as the ‘restriction of
range effect’. If only low risk venues are licensed, or all high risk venues have
conditions set that reduce the risk, the tool will have less room to identify venues
that increase the level of violence, because such increases will have been prevented
by refusing the licence or setting risk-reducing conditions.
As of May 2014, there had been approximately 60 applications where the EVAT
report was considered by ILGA as part of the decision making process, only two of
which had been refused (plus another three withdrawn) 1. Others will have had a
range of conditions imposed to reduce risk. To the extent that these conditions were
effective, the tool will appear to have over-predicted risk. If the conditions set have
little impact on risk, or the EVAT scores were ignored by the decision makers, it
might be that the validity of the EVAT scores could be assessed using the data on
these 60 or so applications. If the conditions set were ineffective in reducing violent
incidents, then data for these 60 or so applications will not under-estimate the
predictive validity of the EVAT scores. However, if the decision makers took the EVAT
data into account and set conditions that actually do reduce the risk of violence, data
on these 60 or so applications will seriously under-estimate the predictive power of
the EVAT tool.
Thus, to take this approach to validating the tool, optimally requires:

1

•

a sample of licence applications that had been decided before the tool was in
use

•

data on the EVAT items for those applications

The Sydney CBD liquor licence freeze from February 2014 has also restricted the size of the sample for
the EVAT pilot.
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•

data on violence levels in the locality before and after the venue commenced
(changed) operation.

Such an approach is proposed in section 6 on the ongoing review and adaptation of
the EVAT.
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2. DO THE EVAT RISK FACTORS REFLECT
THE EVIDENCE BASE?
Table 1 summarises the 14 factors included in the EVAT which, broadly were derived
from three sources:
•

a multivariate analysis by Allen’s designed to test the relationship between a
range of ‘predictors’ and a criterion measure capturing alcohol-related impact

•

an extensive review of the literature by Allen’s in their phase one and phase
three reports

•

a series of stakeholder and community consultations summarized in the
phase one report.

This peer review is only concerned with the first two of these, which are covered by
Porritt and McCarthy in their respective papers.
TABLE 1: SUMMARY OF RISK FACTORS IN THE EVAT
Category

Factor
Assaults
Offensive behaviour

Location risk – external

Late night transport
Police assessment
Council assessment
Radial estimate of density

Location risk – market

Proportion of high risk venues
Proportion of diversifying venues
Proportion of late night trading venues
Licence type
Patron capacity

Premises risk

Extended trading
Liquor Accord membership
Other mitigation strategies

The multivariate analysis used employed a complex criterion measure that included
data on:
•

employment in the LGA in the food and beverage sector in 151 NSW LGAs

•

assaults per 1,000 persons (from BOCSAR data on alcohol-related offences
reported to police in the categories of offensive behaviour, assaults on police,
non-domestic violence assaults, and domestic violence assaults) in the 2010
calendar year
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•

alcohol-related hospitalisations in 2009/2010 per 1,000 persons

•

mean weekly rents in the LGA (as an indicator of “social benefit”).

Predictors included in the analysis were:
•

licence density

•

type of licence (scored as the percentage of licences in the LGA of that type,
with hotels excluded as effectively the ‘mirror image’ of clubs)

•

average age of the LGA population

•

SEIFA – advantage and disadvantage

•

population.

Porritt identified a number of issues with the approach taken (see section 3.1 of his
report at Appendix 2):
•

the analyses were conducted with data aggregated at the LGA level, not
suburb level

•

the conclusion that the type of liquor licence made no contribution to
predicting rates of violence is limited by the way that licence type was
measured and by the use of a composite outcome measure that incorporated
rates of some violent offences combined with rates of offensive behaviour;
the measures used could easily fail to detect a real effect, specifically:
 rather than using the percentage of licences that were for on premise
licences, the percentage that were for packaged liquor sales and the
percentage that were for club licences to assess the contribution of
licence types, a rate of the number of each type of licence per thousand
population might better detect an effect of licence type, as each measure
would then be independent of the other licence type measures and would
reflect the density of each type rather than the mix
 rather than use a single composite measure of outcomes the
relationships between different outcome measures should be explored,
and the contributions of predictors to each outcome measure tested
using appropriate statistical methods
 due to the low resident population base, scores for the Sydney CBD might
need to be excluded or modified

•

it was not clear what regression technique was employed for the analyses, a
stepwise or simultaneous analysis technique, making it more difficult to
review and interpret the results
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•

no comment was made on the skewness of the data (i.e. the extent to which
they depart from the normal curve that underpins such analysis) which can
affect the assumptions underpinning the statistical technique

•

while the correlation of each predictor variable with each outcome variable
was reported (Table C3, p105) the correlation between predictor variables
(for example between density and SEIFA) was not reported providing an
incomplete picture of the relationships among the total set of measures.

Porritt concludes that, ultimately, the test of whether the multivariate analysis has
generated reliable and valid scores can only be judged empirically, as discussed in
section 6.
In his paper on the literature, McCarthy makes a series of observations about:
•

the factors included in the EVAT

•

other factors that are not included

•

the classification of factors into external and market.

It is worth noting McCarthy’s observation about the ‘slippage’ between the terms
risk and impact and their confusion with the term risk factor throughout the
phase one report. An impact (e.g. alcohol-related violence) is the result of a potential
risk (e.g. outlet density) actually eventuating. A number of different risks may lead to
the same, or different, impacts and for this reason the two terms are not
interchangeable. The term risk factor is used to connote that component of the
EVAT that is used to predict risk.
Notwithstanding this criticism, McCarthy concludes that the overarching critical basis
of the Allens Consulting reports, if not the EVAT itself, is reflective of current
research on the alcohol issue and appears overall robust and sound.

2.1 RISK FACTORS INCLUDED IN THE EVAT
As shown in table 1, the EVAT comprises two broad categories – location and
premises-based factors – although McCarthy is critical of the disaggregation of the
location factors into two sub-categories, as discussed in section see 2.3 below.
2.1.1 Location risk factors (external)
McCarthy’s conclusions about those EVAT factors classified as location (external)
factors are as follows:
•

assaults – the research here is unequivocal for the inclusion of this factor. A
major Australian review of the international literature conducted for the
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National Drug Law Enforcement Research Fund (NDLERF) by Chikritzhs et
al., 2008 2 found that assaults were consistently highly correlated with outlet
density.
•

offensive behaviour – once again, the research here is unequivocal. An

important NSW study conducted by the NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and
Research on alcohol-related neighbourhood problems and their correlation
with outlet density in NSW (Donnelly, Poynton, Weatherburn, Bamford, &
Nottage, 2006) found a consistent and positive correlation between density
and offensive behaviour — viz. public drunkenness, property damage and
assault.
•

late night transport – the data for availability of late night transport as a

mitigator is empirically weak but anecdotally strong. It has been identified in
some Australian studies cited by McCarthy and is often mentioned in
stakeholder consultations as a mitigating factor. Late night transport has also
been identified in a number of community initiatives (funded by both
government and industry through Licensing Accords and other interventions
in Surfers Paradise, Newcastle and Geelong, etc.) and is supported generally
by active researchers as a logical proposition to mitigate harm in the late
night economies.
•

police assessm ent – the Police assessment is derived from the

Alcohol-Related Crime Information Exchange (ARCIE), which has been in
operation since 2009 and is a secure, consolidated inter-agency database
aimed at identifying and targeting alcohol-related crime. In a review of liquor
licensing legislation in Australia in 2010, ARCIE was found to contain
significant information across a range of domains representing a combination
of intelligence shared between the NSW Police, the NSW Bureau of Crime,
Statistics & Research (BOCSAR), the Office of Liquor, Gaming and Racing
(OLGR) and the Office of State Revenue (OSR). NSW Police considered the
system a ‘complete’ solution for alcohol-related crime (Trifonoff, Andrew,
Steenson, Nicholas, & Roche, 2011).
•

council assessm ent – The two councils participating in the EVAT trial use

systems for determining their risk ratings combining information on whether
the suburb has alcohol free zones and/or alcohol prohibited areas and CCTV
and the frequency of and intensity of public cleaning services (see Appendix
4 for details on the assessment methods used by the City of Newcastle). It
is noted that the City of Newcastle and the City of Sydney developed their risk
assessment processes independently of each other and, while there are
similarities in the approaches adopted, the reliability and validity of the
assessments would appear to be variable. Both assessments deliberately
2

For all references cited in this section, see the reference list in McCarthy’s paper in Appendix 1.
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excluded alcohol-related incidents per se because these are accommodated
in other factors in the EVAT. The evidence for the inclusion of the Council
assessment data is not unambiguous but McCarthy concludes that they are
reasonable and largely evidence-based mitigants and are likely to support
the quality of the EVAT assessment.
2.1.2 Location risk factors (market)
McCarthy’s conclusions about those EVAT factors classified as location (market)
factors are as follows.
Firstly, in relation to density , McCarthy examines the evidence on outlet density and
cumulative social impact and notes a number of methodological challenges –
identified in the literature itself – for the EVAT:
•

how to define ‘outlet density’

•

the problem of generalising the results of international research to the
Australian context

•

the related problem of generalising results given the complex interaction of
factors at play:

generalizability is quite difficult when doing spatial analysis on alcohol
and violence. Differences in such factors as alcohol availability,
sociodemographic characteristics, migration and settlement patterns
and rates of violence could result in very different contexts in which
spatial relationships are assessed and modelled. Perhaps generalizability
is not as important in such situations as a thorough understanding of the
dynamics of a specific area … (Lipton and Gruenewald, 2002, p195).
•

the challenge of establishing causation: density and alcohol availability alone
are not necessarily sufficient to cause an increase in crime.

Notwithstanding these challenges, McCarthy cites the conclusion of a major
Australian study on the density-harm nexus:

One of the greatest strengths of the outlet density research literature is
the robust finding that assaults are highly correlated with outlet density;
that is, as density increases so do levels of assault.
Outcomes from outlet density studies in relation to violence are
reassuringly predictable, despite problems with data quality and access,
choice of geographical unit and outlet density measure, country or
location of interest, methodological limitations, underlying assumptions
and with reducing frequency and analytical error (i.e. failure to address
spatial autocorrelation).
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Associations between outlet density and other harms such as homicide,
child abuse and neglect, self-inflicted injury, alcohol-related morbidity
and mortality tend to be less well established — largely due to a paucity
of studies — but nonetheless appear to be both linear (at least in part)
and positive (Chikritzhs et al., 2008, p. xi-xii).
Therefore, McCarthy supports the inclusion of the density of licensed premises in the
EVAT and is generally supportive of the calculation of outlet density using geo-spatial
methods consistent with those used in criminology and epidemiology. The
theoretical caveats in the large body of literature merely add to the importance of
ongoing review and meta-analyses of the evidence to ensure local nuances are
factored.
In relation to the other risk factors in this category:
•

proportion of high risk venues; proportion of diverse venues;
proportion of late night trading venues - These three factors are

somewhat artificially disaggregated. Diversification of venues and late night
trading naturally affect the ratio of high risk venues. Nonetheless, the three
factors give an important perspective on the measure of alcohol-related risk
and any associated harms and allow for a potentially closer examination of
the density-harm nexus. Further, there are sources of continuous data
supporting these factors as worthy of attention.

The proportion of high risk venues is a key and critical measure in the
density-harm nexus. The evidence for this is unequivocal. However, a wide
range of venues would be considered ‘high risk’, including those listed as
‘premises risk’ below. Those venues with high patron capacity, poor design
promoting discomfort, no food offered and late and extended trading would,
according to the literature, be considered high risk.
The proportion of diversifying venues will likely have a mitigating impact on
the density-harm relation, especially where the ratio of a real diversity of
on-premises licences – offering food, accommodation, etc. – to hotel/bar
licences is high in a given area.
The impact of late night trading on alcohol-related harm is by now well
established in the Australian literature and recent studies in the UK and the
USA reinforce this indicator as significant. (The distinction between late night
and extended trading is implied in the EVAT risk factors but this too is
artificial and confusing without qualification. See extended trading below).
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2.1.3 Premises risk factors
McCarthy points to a false dichotomy between ‘location risk (market)’ and ‘premises
risk’. The venue factors above (high risk, diversifying, late night trading) are
essentially captured again in ‘premises risk’ factors, notably licence type, patron
capacity and extended trading, all of which affect levels of risk. It is noted that
location risks are rated on continuous data and proportionality whereas the data
source for premises risk is the applicant and the venue type is identified according to
OLGR criteria, from hotel and bar through on-premises to off-premises/packaged.
With these comments in mind, McCarthy’s analysis of the five venue-based risk
factors are as follows:
•

licence type – solid research from North America and important Australian

studies (Briscoe and Donnelly 2001, 2003; Herd & Grube, 1993; Homel et al.,
2004) indicates that licence type is an important factor in determining levels
of alcohol-related harm. While these researchers point to specifics of outlets
themselves, licence type is a predictor of such characteristics as large patron
numbers, crowding and higher rates of intoxication.
•

patron capacity – research suggests there is a relationship between the

levels of patron numbers and risk (e.g. a study by Warburton and Shepherd,
2006 sought to identify correlates of alcohol-related assault and injury in the
city centre of a European capital city, with particular reference to emergency
department and police interventions, and found that the capacity of licensed
premises was a major predictor of assaults in the city centre street in which
they are clustered).
•

ex tended trading – McCarthy points to an important study in NSW from
2001 that examined police-recorded assault incidents on licensed premises in
the inner-urban areas of Sydney, Newcastle and Wollongong (Briscoe &
Donnelly, 2001, 2003). The study found that a small number of problematic
licensed premises were associated with an inordinate amount of violence —
viz. hotels (pubs) with extended trading — particularly between midnight and
3 am Sunday. This research is consistent with another early Australian study
in which drink-driving offenses, alcohol-related traffic accidents and number
of assault charges were used as indicators of the degree of alcohol-related
problems associated with individual licensed premises in Perth (Stockwell,
Somerford, & Lang, 1991). Late trading (premises with extended trading
permits) is associated with higher blood alcohol concentrations among those
drinkers most at risk of alcohol-related harm.

•

Liquor Accord m em bership – the evidence on Liquor Accord membership

is equivocal as there has been limited systematic monitoring or evaluation of
what is a widely varying factor. McCarthy notes that researchers have argued
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that the success of such projects relies on a regulatory system inclusive of
self-regulation, community monitoring, and formal enforcement. Only by
these means can achievements of community interventions be sustained.
Intention to join an accord would appear to be a blunt instrument for
measuring this complex interplay of factors although it is acknowledged that
accords are a widely used tool to mitigate risks and were included in the
EVAT for that reason. The factor received a low weighting.
•

additional mitigation commitment – McCarthy concludes that this
indicator is a reasonable and sensible addition given assessment
parameters/guidelines as indicated in the evidence cited regarding the
Newcastle intervention (ACIL Allen Consulting, 2012, p. 11). Collectively, the
data (recorded crime, police call outs and ‘place of last drinks’) provide strong
evidence that the restricted availability of alcohol reduced the incidence of
assault in the Newcastle CBD. While the ‘lock-outs’ undertaken in Newcastle
were imposed by the (then) Liquor Administration Board, a commitment to
self-imposed measures undertaken during the lock-outs could be considered
a strong mitigation factor. During the lock-outs, licensees were required to
commit to a raft of mitigation measures, including plans of management,
dedicated RSA supervisors, sharing a radio network with other licensees
(Jones, Kypri, Moffatt, Borzycki, & Price, 2009). These would allow the venue
to continue trading but under strict conditions.
However, McCarthy cautions that an applicant’s mere ‘commitment’ to
licence conditions under the terms of an Accord are inadequate as an
indicator.

2.2 FACTORS NOT INCLUDED IN THE EVAT
McCarthy’s paper also includes a consideration of the evidence for the inclusion of
other risk factors that are not included in the EVAT and the first of these concerns
alcohol sales. McCarthy cites the important Australian work of Chikritzhs et al (2008)
who propose that:

the most efficacious measure of alcohol ‘outlet density’ is not a measure
of density per se but an approximation of alcoholic beverage sales —
volumes of alcoholic beverage purchases made by retailers from
wholesale traders’ (xiv).
However, the use of sales data have been constrained by their lack of availability
despite the National Alcohol Sales Data Project, a national collection of wholesale
alcohol sales data funded by the Commonwealth government. Between 2009 and
2011 data were received from just three jurisdictions: Queensland, Northern
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Territory, and Western Australia. While the Australian Bureau of Statistics (ABS)
publishes national estimates of alcohol per capita consumption based on import
clearance, excise and domestic alcohol sales data providing useful insights into
consumption — including patterns, regional and seasonal variations, etc. — they
remain limited (Loxley, Catalano, Gilmore, & Chikritzhs, 2012).
A second risk factor not included in the EVAT is alcohol-related morbidity. The phase
one report argued against its inclusion because ‘the impacts of density on the health
sector were also empirically tested, but the data did not show a statistically
significant relationship’. McCarthy notes, however, that the Allen’s phase one report
points to a systematic review of the literature which concludes that one of the social
costs of liquor outlet density is a higher number of alcohol-related hospitalisations
(along with greater incidence of anti-social behaviour and an increased incidence of
violence and assault). The phase one report also cites other Australian research that
supports this conclusion and reviews some health and hospital data pointing to the
impact of outlet density on alcohol-related hospitalisations. Moreover, the phase one
report also cites an important Victorian study (Livingston, 2011) which concluded
that the density of alcohol outlets is positively related to rates of assault-related
hospital admissions.
It is understood that NSW Health advocated for the inclusion of health-related data
in the EVAT. However, it subsequently emerged that the most promising candidate
indicator, alcohol-related ambulance callouts, was not available at a sufficiently
disaggregated level (i.e. it was only available at an LGA level rather than on a suburb
basis). During this peer review, consultations with the NSW Health representatives
indicate that this problem may be rectified because the Victorian-based organisation,
Turning Point, is being contracted to produce national ambulance callout data and
that this may be available for inclusion in the EVAT in the future.
One of the most significant pieces of commentary in the McCarthy paper relates to
factors associated with venues themselves:

‘it is important to note that it is not simply the density of outlets that
determine the levels of alcohol-related harm, but aspects of the outlets
themselves. Environmental or ‘situational’ factors have long been
considered in criminology to be predictive of violent and/or
‘anti-normative behaviour’ in drinking environments. As early as 1980,
Canadian researchers found a range of situational variables in venues
themselves were attributable to alcohol-related harms (Graham, La
Rocque, Yetman, Ross, & Guistra, 1980).
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North American studies have shown levels of consumption are consistently higher in
bars and taverns compared to all the other drinking venues. These settings might
promote heavier drinking through social and interactional dynamics such as buying
and sharing rounds, more tolerant attitudes toward intoxication and heavier drinking
patrons (Herd & Grube, 1993; Kairouz & Greenfield, 2007; Scribner, MacKinnon, &
Dwyer, 1995). Bar characteristics such as poor ventilation, higher than average
temperatures, noise and the presence of competitive games and inadequate seating
have also been shown to be predictive of violent behaviour (Homel, Carvolth,
Hauritz, McIlwain, & Teague, 2004; Quigley, Leonard, & Collins, 2003; Tomsen,
Homel, & Thommeny, 1991).
Moreover, McCarthy points to evidence that indicates that bad compliance history
and poor management practices (or repeatedly recalcitrant licensees) with histories
of incidents, serious violence and non-compliance with laws contribute to the risk of
alcohol-related harm. Similarly, how the increased use of private security relates to
situations can inflate, or constrain, conflict. For example, an Australian study found
that alcohol-related violence was a subtle interaction among several factors,
including groups of young males, crowding, lack of comfort, aggressive bar staff and
security personnel, and inept methods for dealing with drunken patrons (Homel et
al, 1997).
The importance of venue-specific factors is borne out in Australian studies
demonstrating that a small number of problematic licensed premises, with extended
trading hours, are associated with a disproportionate amount of violence. The
important research conducted by Briscoe & Donnelly (2001, 2003) found that:
•

in inner Sydney 12 per cent of hotels accounted for almost 60 per cent of all
assaults on hotel premises

•

in Newcastle eight per cent of licensed premises accounted for nearly 80 per
cent of all assaults on licensed premises

•

in Wollongong six per cent of licensed premises accounted for 67 per cent of
all on-premises assaults.

Finally, McCarthy notes that the evidence for ‘pre-loading’ and the use of illicit drugs
in intoxication is growing. This is partly an artefact of the late night economy as the
cost of on-premises liquor increases and availability of inexpensive liquor from
off-premises venues grows. The recent major Australian study into alcohol-related
harms in the night time economies (NTE) of Newcastle (NSW) and Geelong (Victoria)
by Miller, Tindall, et al. (2013) confirm the influence of preloading on public
drunkenness where the vast majority of their key informants ‘identified pre-drinking
as a major issue in the NTE, both in terms of economic viability and social and health
harms to the community’ (p.131).
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In this context, it is important to note that the November 2013 Report on the

statutory review of the Liquor Act 2007 and the Gaming and Liquor Administration
Act 2007 (the ‘Foggo Review’) recommended that the possibility of including

information in the EVAT relating to underage drinking, public drinking and
pre-fuelling be explored (Foggo, 2013, recommendation 38). Our consultations with
stakeholders, however, suggest that there are no consistent, quality data available
at the moment that would meet this requirement.

2.3 THE CLASSIFICATION OF RISK FACTORS
Consistent with his observations about the importance of venue-specific factors in
relation to alcohol-related harm, McCarthy is critical of the way the EVAT risk factors
are classified. The EVAT, and some of the supporting documentation (e.g. see table
1 in this report) has two categories of risk: environmental and venue-based with the
former sub-divided into external and market risk factors.
While this definitional split, and its associated hierarchy, has no effect on the actual
risk assessment, according to McCarthy it does imply that assault and violence, for
example, are beyond the control of the applicant or the market. Such an implication
is at odds with the evidence which suggests that assaults and offensive behaviour
are, at least in part, attributable to ‘informal’ or market factors such as venue type,
venue management and compliance history. Accordingly, McCarthy proposes that
the sub-categories of external and market risk factors be abandoned. Not only would
this be consistent with the approach in other jurisdictions, it would better reflect the
name of the tool itself.
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3. IS THE RISK ASSESSMENT SCORING
APPROPRIATE?
As noted in section 1, the EVAT calculates a risk assessment for each of the items in
the tool and these are the classified into one of the following ratings with a respective
risk score attached:
•

extreme

10

•

high

5

•

moderate

3

•

low

1

•

mitigating

-1

The rating and score an individual applicant receives on each of the EVAT items is
determined by a series of thresholds or cut-offs for each item. For example:
•

if the application pertains to a suburb whose offence rate is more than three
standard deviations above the state average, EVAT assigns an assessment of
extreme (10) for that risk factor

•

if the license being sought is for a small bar, EVAT assigns a moderate rating
(3) for that risk factor.

Appendix 4 contains a full set of threshold scores for each risk classification for each
risk factor.
In their review of the scoring methodology, Porritt and McCarthy note:
•

firstly, no rationale for the actual categories of risk (low, moderate and so on)
is provided and indeed, the definition of what constitutes low, moderate or
high levels of violence is an empirical issue that could be tested by seeing
how well a component score relates to alcohol-related harm measures

•

similarly, the actual criteria or thresholds for classifying the scores into the
particular category is not justified empirically (e.g. what is the rationale for
classifying those suburbs with a rate of more than three standard deviations
above the state average of assaults and offensive behaviour factors as
extreme?)

•

in fact, given the likely highly-skewed nature of many of the variables, Porritt
argues that it would have been more appropriate to use percentile ranks to
determine the categories, rather than the standard deviation statistic which
assumes a normal distribution
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•

accordingly, it is not clear whether these thresholds validly measure the
relative contribution of each risk factor to alcohol-related harm.

In relation to this last point, Porritt also notes that several of the EVAT items may in
fact constitute a series of sub-items and internal consistency checks could be
calculated to test how strongly the different items relate to each other and whether
they do in fact measure a common underlying theme. Such a test could also consider
the apparent overlap of measures in the so-called external and market risk factors
discussed by McCarthy and summarised in section 2 above.
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4. ARE THE WEIGHTINGS OF THE EVAT
APPROPRIATE?
The phase two report notes that the contribution made by risk factors to community
harm is not equal and therefore the risk factors need to be weighted to reflect the
relevant contribution and the weighting applied is a simple, dichotomous one: high
or low, as summarised in table 2.
TABLE 2: WEIGHTINGS OF THE 14 RISK FACTORS IN THE EVAT
Category

Location risk – external

Location risk – market

Premises risk

Assaults

Factor

Weighting
High

Offensive behaviour

High

Late night transport

Low

Police assessment

Low

Council assessment

Low

Radial estimate of density

High

Proportion of high risk venues

Low

Proportion of diversifying venues

Low

Proportion of late night trading venues

High

Licence type

High

Patron capacity

High

Extended trading

High

Liquor Accord membership

Low

Other mitigation strategies

Low

In their analysis of the EVAT, Porritt and McCarthy make the following observations:
•

the rationale for the high/low dichotomy is not explained

•

the assignment of the weightings of 3 for high and 1 for low are not justified
and immediately beg the question as to why a weighting of 2 was not
employed or, alternatively, a three tier scale of low (1), moderate (2) and
high (3)

•

as with the determination of scores for each risk factor, as discussed in
section 3, there is no empirical justification for the relative weightings

•

in the face of evidence that cumulative impact of high risk venues is strongly
related to increases in alcohol related problems, McCarthy questions the
assignment of a low weighting to the risk factor ‘proportion of high risk
venues’.
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During our consultations on the EVAT, stakeholders were asked to comment on the
appropriateness of the weightings used in the tool. There was general support for
the existing weightings, suggesting some ‘face validity’, although representatives of
the two councils participating in the EVAT trial both questioned why the risk factor
‘police assessment’ was weighted as low.
A statistically-based weighting, however, would provide a more objective basis for
responding to concerns over the relative weightings of the risk factors and Porritt
notes that, ultimately, the determination of more appropriate, empirically-based
weightings requires the application of techniques such as multiple regression or
non-linear multiple regression methods. He concludes that if a large enough sample
of licence applications can be obtained with data on all the EVAT items to enable
cross-validation to be carried out this could greatly increase confidence in the
soundness of any weighting scheme developed from the data set. Given that there
are nine component measures in the EVAT location risk composite, and five in the
venue risk composite, a development sample of 60 or so and a similar
cross-validation sample would be the minimum that would be sufficient to avoid
statistical artefacts in the results. A larger sample of around 400 would provide much
more confidence in the precision of estimates of relative weights for the prediction
items included in the index.
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5. IS THE METHOD OF CALCULATING TOTAL
RISK SCORES APPROPRIATE?
As outlined in section 1, the risk factor assessment is multiplied by the risk weighting
to arrive at an EVAT assessment, as depicted in figure 2.
FIGURE 2: SUMMARY OF EVAT RISK SCORING METHOD
Risk factor assessment

Locationbased risks

Risk weightings

Venuebased risks

High

EVAT assessment
Locationbased risk
rating

Low

Venuebased risk
rating

As shown in the example in table 3, this calculation produces 14 scores for each of
the risk factors which are then summed to create two weighted risk assessment
scores: one for location risk factors and one for venue risk factors (i.e. 53 and 45 in
the example below).
TABLE 3: EXAMPLE - Newcastle suburb: Hotel, Extended trading, capacity >160, will join
Liquor Accord, no additional mitigation strategies
Category
Location
risk external

Location
risk market

Assaults

3

Risk
assessment
(RA)
5

Offensive
behaviour

3

Late night
transport

15

Maximum
weighted
RA
15

3

9

15

1

-1

-1

3

Police
assessment

1

5

5

5

Council
assessment

1

5

5

5

Radial
estimate of
density

3

5

15

15

Proportion of
high risk
venues

1

3

3

5

Proportion of
diversifying
venues

1

-1

-1

1

Late night
trading

3

1

3

15

Factor

Weight

Weighted
RA

Total
weighted
RA score
53

Overall
risk
rating
MODERATE
(53 is in
moderate
band of
40.8 
<66.3)
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Category
Venue risk

Licence type

3

Risk
assessment
(RA)
5

15

Maximum
weighted
RA
15

Patron
capacity

3

5

15

15

Extended
trading

3

5

15

15

Liquor Accord
membership

1

-1

-1

1

Other
mitigation
strategies

1

1

1

1

Factor

Weight

Weighted
RA

Total
weighted
RA score
45

Overall
risk
rating
HIGH
(45 is in
high band
of 26.65 or
above)

The final step is to convert these total weighted risk assessment scores into two
overall risk ratings which are calculated as shown in table 4.
TABLE 4: CONVERSION OF WEIGHTED SCORES TO OVERALL RISK ASSESSMENT
Category

Location

Venue

Score
< 40.8

Overall Rating
Low

40.8 - < 66.3

Moderate

66.3 - < 81.6

High

≥ 81.6

Extreme

< 16.4

Low

16.4 - < 26.65

Moderate

≥ 26.65

High

The actual method for determining the thresholds that produce the overall rating is
via a complex algorithm which is detailed in Appendix 4. An ACIL Allen briefing note
on the scoring methodology indicates that the algorithm required some calibration
‘to ensure that the assessments given by the EVAT...were not clearly inconsistent
with the expectations and experience of officials in assessing liquor licence
applications’. It ‘appears likely’ (emphasis added) that the calibration process
involved adjusting the maximum threshold scores which had the effect of modifying
the threshold cut-offs to better conform to experts’ expectations. ACIL Allen note
that the calibration did not affect the actual scores derived from the EVAT.
Given that the overall rating is the final ‘output’ of the EVAT tool, the derivation of the
rating should be more transparent. Moreover, it is instructive to note that the
calibration was required because the initial threshold ratings lacked face validity.
This raises the question as to the general utility of the overall risk ratings, particularly
given that there is some potential confusion for EVAT users in the fact that the two
categories have different overall ratings attached to them: a four-tiered one for
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location and a three-tiered one for venue meaning that the ‘highest’ on the latter
(high) is only the second highest on the location category.
As Porritt observes, the use of a tool like the EVAT is only one element of a
decision-making process that is governed by legislation and while the data are useful
in informing the decision making, the actual summary scores may have less value.
This is an issue for the qualitative review rather than this peer review.
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6. CONCLUSIONS
This section consolidates the discussion in the previous sections in drawing on the
reviews of Dr McCarthy and Dr Porritt and our consultations with key stakeholders.
Firstly, and critically, there is now a compelling evidence base, comprising
international and Australian literature, on the adverse and cumulative effects of
increased density of liquor outlets. The development of the EVAT draws on this
evidence and the analysis of the literature in its development is comprehensive and
robust.
Secondly, in recognition of this evidence base, the adoption of risk-based tools to
assist decision-making about liquor regulation has been adopted widely in other
Australian jurisdictions (Queensland, Victoria and the ACT) and in some international
settings. Moreover, all stakeholders consulted as part of this review were supportive,
in principle, of the adoption of a risk-based tool to provide a more rigorous,
evidence-based basis for alcohol licensing decisions.
Our analysis of the tool points to strong evidence for the inclusion of many of the 14
risk factors included in the EVAT:
•

assault rates

•

offensive behaviour

•

liquor outlet density

•

licence type

•

late night trading

•

patron capacity.

There is also some evidence for some of the other factors including the availability of
late night transport and the police assessment. There is also some potential overlap
among some of the factors and this partly flows from what McCarthy sees is a flawed
distinction between external and market risk factors in the EVAT. The distinction
implies that alcohol-related harm is beyond the control of the market which is
inconsistent with evidence suggesting that assaults and offensive behaviour are, at
least in part, attributable to venue-related factors such as venue type, venue
management and compliance history. Accordingly, McCarthy proposes that the
sub-categories of external and market risk factors be abandoned. Doing this would
have no effect on the actual risk assessments or scores.
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McCarthy advocates for the inclusion of some measure of poor compliance history
and management practices, which relate to the applicant rather than the venue, as
the evidence indicates that these can result in serious violence and alcohol-related
harm.
The peer review also notes the exclusion of other potential risk factors:
•

alcohol sales are increasingly seen as a more efficacious measure of ‘density’
than outlet density per se although, at the moment, accurate NSW sales data
at the suburb level are unavailable

•

alcohol-related morbidity was excluded from the EVAT because of the
unavailability of quality data at the suburb level; however, ambulance callout
data may soon be available for inclusion using data from Turning Point which
has been contracted to collate national collections of these data.

In relation to the actual construction of the EVAT and its psychometric properties,
the peer review concludes that its validity (i.e. the extent to which it measures what
it purports to measure) can only be tested empirically in a traditional validation
study. While this would be methodologically challenging, a validation study would
address a number of issues with the psychometric properties of the EVAT, including:
•

the validity of the scores assigned to each of the ratings for the 14 EVAT
items

•

the validity of the dichotomous weightings assigned to each risk factor (high
and low)

•

the method of calculating a score

•

the validity of the algorithm for assigning that score to the two overall risk
ratings.

It should be acknowledged, however, that these methodological issues are not
unique in the development of a new tool, like the EVAT which is still only in its pilot
phase. Should the government widen its implementation, it is ideal that the data be
gathered for ongoing validation and refinement. To this end, Porritt proposes an
optimal approach to validating the tool requires:
•

a sample of licence applications that had been decided before the tool was in
use

•

data on the EVAT items and other measures that might be considered for
inclusion in EVAT for those applications
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•

data on violence levels in the locality before and after the venue commenced
or changed operation, including additional offence types at both suburb and
LGA levels.

This approach should provide a much more sensitive outcome measure (or
measures) than gross annual offence rates per 1,000 population and Porritt argues
that the analyses should also investigate whether there are differences in the
predictor/outcome relationships for different outcome variables, and for different
geographic units of analysis – at least considering analyses for LGAs and for suburbs.
We also note that violence levels before the licence is approved are in fact part of
EVAT, and would have been considered by decision makers even before EVAT was
developed. Thus obtaining a completely “uncensored” sample with no contamination
of the measures by licencing restrictions or conditions might not be possible.
The effects of licence type could be tested by conducting separate analyses for
different types of licence, and by using licence mix measures such as the ratio of the
number of licences of a given type per 1,000 population, or the density of licences of
a given type (packaged, Hotel, Club, and separate counts for on-premises with and
without a PSA approval).
Until analyses such as those outlined have been done, we cannot definitively state
that the EVAT is a reliable and valid tool although it has been founded on an
extensive review of the relevant literature and uses measures that have been shown
to be correlated with the risk of future violent offences and disorderly conduct, and
has some appearance of validity.
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APPENDIX 3: LIST OF STAKEHOLDERS
CONSULTED
Frank Cordingly

Director, Infrastructure, City of Newcastle

Jackie Fitzgerald

Deputy Director, NSW Bureau of Crime Statistics and
Research

Louise Kerr

Executive Manager, Development, City of Sydney

Kelly Kortlepel

A/Superintendent Commander, DAC

Ralph Moore

Associate Director, Population and Community Programs,
South Eastern Sydney Local Health District
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APPENDIX 4: EVAT SCORING METHODOLOGY
The EVAT scoring methodology is not fully articulated in the Allen’s reports (phase 1,
2 and 3) and required integrating information from multiple sources, including a
briefing note from OLGR. During the drafting of this report on the review, a briefing
note from ACIL Allen clarified a few issues and confirmed the details of the scoring
methodology described here.
Table 1 presents the 14 EVAT risk factors and their actual data.
TABLE 1: EVAT RISK FACTORS
Risk factor

Data

Continuous/
non-continuous data?

Weight

External factors
Alcohol-related
assault

Incidents per 1,000 persons by Statistical
Suburb Category

Continuous

High

Alcohol-related
offensive behaviour

Incidents per 1,000 persons by Statistical
Suburb Category

Continuous

High

Provision of late night
transport

Whether the transport infrastructure is
appropriate

Non-continuous

Low

Police assessment

Risk assessment

Non-continuous

Low

Council assessment

Risk assessment

Non-continuous

Low

Density of licensed
premises

The number of licensed premises within a 1 km
radius of existing premises, averaged for all
licensed premises within a Statistical Suburb
Category.
This calculation undertaken using the
following liquor licence types:
• Club licence
• Hotel licence
• On-premises licence
• Packaged liquor licence

Continuous

High

High risk venues in
locality

Proportion of licensed premises in the
Statistical Suburb Category that are hotel
licences

Continuous

Low

Diversification of
venues

Proportion of licensed premises in the
Statistical Suburb Category that are
on-premises licences without a Primary
Service Authorisation, and without an
Extended Trading Authorisation (ETA) and
that aren’t an ‘other public entertainment
venue’ (nightclub)

Non-continuous

Low

Late night trading
venues in locality

Proportion of licensed premises in locality that
operate outside of the standard trading period
of 5 am to midnight Monday to Saturday and
10 am to 10 pm Sunday

Continuous

High

Market risk factors
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Risk factor

Continuous/
non-continuous data?

Data

Weight

Venue based risks

Licence type

Licence type:
• Hotel
• Club
• On-premises ‘other public entertainment
venue’ (nightclub)
• On-premises (primary service
authorisation)
• On-premises (no primary service
authorisation)
• Packaged

Non-continuous

High

Venue capacity

Maximum number of persons permitted in
venue

Non-continuous

High

Extended trading

Venue open after midnight

Non-continuous

High

Liquor accord
membership

Membership of local liquor accord

Non-continuous

Low

Additional mitigation
commitment

The applicant has committed to licence
conditions that would mitigate risk

Non-continuous

Low

SOURCE: ACIL ALLEN CONSULTING

Table 1 also shows the weighting attached to each of the 14 risk factors which is a
dichotomous classification:
•

high (assigned a score of 3)

•

low (assigned a score of 1).

The rationale for the assignment of the weights is not made explicit but draws on the
literature review and multivariate analysis conducted in phase 1.
For an individual application, a risk rating is calculated for each risk factor which is
then converted into one of five ratings shown in table 2. In turn, a weighting (from
-1 to 10), is associated with the five ratings, as also shown in the table.
TABLE 2: RISK RATINGS USED IN THE EVAT
Rating
Mitigating

Definition

Weighting

The presence of the factor is considered to reduce the overall risks to the
community

-1

Low

The level of risk associated with this factor is considered low

1

Moderate

The level of risk associated with this factor is considered moderate

3

High

The level of risk associated with this factor is considered high

Extreme

The level of risk associated with this factor is considered extreme

5
10

SOURCE: THE ALLEN CONSULTING GROUP 2012B, THE ENVIRONMENT AND VENUE ASSESSMENT TOOL: COMPANION GUIDE
(THE ALLEN CONSULTING GROUP, 2012B)

There are two approaches to assigning a risk rating to the individual application, one
for continuous variables and one for non-continuous variables (see table 1 for lists
which of the risk factors used continuous data and non-continuous data).
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The method for calculating the EVAT risk rating for each of the continuous variables
is shown in table 3 and for each of the non-continuous variables in table 4.
TABLE 3: RISK RATINGS FOR CONTINUOUS VARIABLES
Rating

Assessment threshold

Low

Where the risk factor reports a value that is less than 90 per cent of the NSW average

Moderate

Where the risk factor reports a value that is less than 0.5 standard deviations above the NSW
average, but is greater than the Low threshold

High

Where the risk factor reports a value that is less than three standard deviations above the
NSW average, but is greater than the Moderate threshold

Extreme

Where the risk factor reports a value that is greater than three standard deviations above
the NSW average

SOURCE: THE ALLEN CONSULTING GROUP 2012B, THE ENVIRONMENT AND VENUE ASSESSMENT TOOL: COMPANION GUIDE
(THE ALLEN CONSULTING GROUP, 2012B)

TABLE 4: RISK RATINGS FOR NON-CONTINUOUS VARIABLES
Risk factor

Risk rating

Weight

External factors
Provision of late night
transport

Depends on availability of late night transport options:
• Available: mitigating factor
• Not available: moderate risk

Low

Police assessment

ARCIE assessment:
• Low: low risk
• Medium: moderate risk
• High: high risk
• Extreme: extreme risk

Low

Council assessment

Local council assessment:
• Low: low risk
• Medium: moderate risk
• High: high risk
• Extreme: extreme risk

Low

Diversification of venues

Taken to be a two-value variable:
• If proportion of such licensed premises > 30% of licensed
premises: mitigating factor
• Otherwise: low risk

Low

Licence type

• Hotel: high risk
• Club: moderate risk
• On-premises ‘other public entertainment venue’ (nightclub):
moderate risk
• On-premises (PSA): moderate risk
• On-premises (no PSA): low risk
• Packaged: low risk

High

Venue capacity

Maximum number of persons permitted in venue:
• 60 persons or less: low risk
• 61 to 150 persons: moderate risk
• More than 151 persons: high risk

High

Extended trading

Is the venue seeking to operate after midnight?
• No: low risk
• Yes: high risk

High
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Risk factor

Risk rating

Weight

Liquor accord
membership

Does the applicant indicate they will seek to join a liquor accord?
• Yes: mitigating factor
• No: low risk

Low

Additional mitigation
commitment

Does the applicant commit to additional specified mitigation
measures?
• Yes: mitigating factor
• No: low risk

Low

SOURCE: ACIL ALLEN CONSULTING

The next step is to calculate scores for each of the 14 risk factors by multiplying their
individual risk rating (-1 to 10 on each factor) with the relevant weighting for that
factor (1 or 3).
The scores for the venue and location risks (see table 1) are then summed to create
a summary score for venue and location.
The final step is then to translate these two scores into two overall risk ratings:
•

location (low, moderate, high or extreme)

•

venue (low, moderate or high).

The method of calculating the overall risk rating for the two scores is summarised in
table 5.
TABLE 5: DEFINITION OF THE LOW, MODERATE, HIGH AND EXTREME ASSESSMENT
LEVELS
Assessment
band
Low

<40% of the ‘maximum possible
venue-based score’

External factors and market risk
factors
<40% of the ‘maximum possible external
factors and market risk score’

Moderate

40%-65% of the ‘maximum possible
venue-based score

40%-65% of the ‘maximum possible
external factors and market risk score’

High

>=65% of the ‘maximum possible
venue-based score

65%-80% of the ‘maximum possible
external factors and market risk score’

Extreme

Not applicable

>=80% of the combined ‘maximum
possible score’

Venue-based risks

Note: the ‘maximum possible venue-based score’ and the ‘maximum possible external factors and market risk score’ are defined in
the text following this table.
SOURCE: ACIL ALLEN CONSULTING

In their briefing note, ACIL Allen note that there is a difference between the possible
maximum score for location (102) and venue (47) and the actual maximum used in
the tool which they call the ‘conceptual level’: 92 for location and 41 for venue. This
difference is because the EVAT was subject to a calibration process which, according
to ACIL Allen, ‘appears likely’ to have adjusted the threshold scores because:
•

‘the initial number of suburbs categorised as presenting an extreme level of
risk under the tool [for the location risk factors] was not consistent with
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officials’ expectations about the potential number of suburbs that could be so
categorised’
•

it was decided that the process for assessing the venue-based risks profile of
liquor licence applications should be calibrated so that a greater percentage
of applications should be subject to greater scrutiny than would otherwise
occur.

ACIL Allen state that the calibration did not affect the actual scores, but simply
‘refined’ the definition of the two overall risk ratings.

APPLICATION OF THE EVAT
Tables 6 and 7 provide two examples of the EVAT in operation.
TABLE 6: EXAMPLE 1
Hamilton (Newcastle LGA), Hotel, Extended trading, capacity >160, will join Liquor Accord, no
additional mitigation strategies
Category
Location
risk external

Location
risk market

Venue risk

Assaults
Offensive
behaviour

3

Risk
assessment
(RA)
5

15

Maximum
weighted
RA
15

3

3

9

15

Late night
transport

1

-1

-1

3

Police
assessment

1

5

5

5

Council
assessment

1

5

5

5

Radial
estimate of
density

3

5

15

15

Proportion of
high risk
venues

1

3

3

5

Proportion of
diversifying
venues

1

-1

-1

1

Late night
trading

3

1

3

15

Licence type
Patron
capacity

3

5

15

15

3

5

15

15

Extended
trading

3

5

15

15

Liquor
Accord
membership

1

-1

-1

1

Other
mitigation
strategies

1

1

1

1

Factor

Weight

Weighted
RA

Total
weighted
RA score
53

45

Overall
risk rating
MODERATE
(53 is in
moderate
band of 40.8
 <66.3)

HIGH
(45 is in high
band of
26.65 or
above)
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TABLE 7: EXAMPLE 2
Rose Bay (Woollahra LGA), on-premises (restaurant with no PSA), no extended trading, capacity <60,
will join Liquor Accord, no additional mitigation strategies
Category
Location
risk external

Location
risk market

Venue risk

Assaults

3

Risk
assessment
(RA)
1

3

Maximum
weighted
RA
15

Offensive
behaviour

3

1

3

15

Late night
transport

1

-1

-1

3

Police
assessment

1

1

1

5

Council
assessment

1

1

1

5

Radial
estimate of
density

3

1

3

15

Proportion of
high risk
venues

1

1

1

5

Proportion of
diversifying
venues

1

-1

-1

1

Late night
trading

3

1

3

15

Licence type

3

1

3

15

Patron
capacity

3

1

3

15

Extended
trading

3

1

3

15

Liquor
Accord
membership

1

-1

-1

1

Other
mitigation
strategies

1

1

1

1

Factor

Weight

Weighted
RA

Total
weighted
RA score
13

Overall
risk
rating
LOW
(13 is in
low band
of <40.8)

9

LOW
(9 is in
low band
of <16.4)
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CITY OF NEWCASTLE ASSESSMENT PROCESS
The following table shows how ratings are derived from the City of Newcastle’s
Council Assessment.

High frequency of Cleaning Required
due to Alcohol Related Issues

Level 4 (Additional staff required to
deliver additional services)

24 hours

Level 3
(Eg Additional Services Req’d)

CCTV

Level 2
(Eg Footpath Cleaning)

Present

APA

Parks
Cleaning
Services

City Presentation
Cleaning Services

Level 1
(Eg General Street Cleaning)

Suburb

AFZ/
APA

Includes location/s proposed under
2012 Council report

TABLE 8: CITY OF NEWCASTLE’S COUNCIL ASSESSMENT
Number of
Times
Answered
“Yes”

Suburb
Risk
Rating*

1-2 Low
3-4 Med
5-7 High
8 Extreme

