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29 September 2011

Mark Zarifeh

Counsel Assisting

Canterbury Earthquakes Royal Commission
PO Box 14053

Christchurch Mail Centre 8544
CHRISTCHURCH

Dear Mr Zarifeh

Thank you for your letter dated 25 August 2011 in which you requested among other things a
copy of the report commissioned by the Ministry into the response to the 4 September 2010
Canterbury earthquake. The review was not undertaken by Kestrel but a consortium of
Richard Westlake of Westlake Consulting and David Middleton who is employed by the
Kestrel Group. A copy of the report known now as the Westlake-Middleton report is enclosed.

You will note the Westlake-Middleton report is covered by a note from the Ministry to explain
the status of the report as well as comments on the report provided by the Canterbury CDEM
group and a report of the response from the perspective of the Canterbury District Health
Board. These attachments were considered necessary to explain to readers that the review
process was overtaken by the 22 February 2011 earthquake therefore a full review was not
completed and the conclusions it reaches may not be valid due to some participants not being
interviewed. On that basis the Westlake-Middleton report will not be progressed any further,
however the report identified a number of themes that the Ministry considered were likely to
also be factors in the response to the Christchurch earthquake. Those themes will be
investigated further in the review of the 22 February earthquake response, which is about to
commence.

In addition to the Westlake-Middleton report you have asked the Ministry to provide additional
information on building assessment processes. We are working with the Christchurch City
Council to understand the scope of their report to the Commission to minimise duplication. As
indicated earlier, we are unlikely to be able to provide our report by the end of September but
anticipate having the material available by 17 October 2011.

Yours sincerely

John Hamilton
Director
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Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency

Management

Independent Review of the Response to the

Canterbury Earthquake, 4 September 2010

May 2011
Prepared by:
David Middleton ONZM Richard Westlake
Kestrel Group Limited Westlake Consulting Limited
P O Box 5050 P O Box 8052
Wellington Wellington
e dm@kestrel.co.nz e richard@westlakenz.com
w www.kestrel.co.nz w www.westlakenz.com
t 04 934 6888 t 04 472 2007
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Ministry of Civil Defence
& Emergency Management

A

27 September 2011

To Whom it may Concern

REVIEW OF RESPONSE TO THE 04 SEPTEMBER 2010 CANTERBURY EARTHQUAKE

The Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management engaged Richard Westlake and
David Middleton to undertake a review of the response to the 04 September 2010 Canterbury
earthquake. Their work was underway when the 22 February 2011 earthquake struck
Christchurch. To allow all efforts to be focussed on the response to the second earthquake
and knowing that a second review would be required, the Director instructed the Westlake and
Middleton to provide a report based on the interviews and observations completed. Their
report was completed in May 2011.

The report is not based on all the interviews that could have been undertaken and some of the
commentary and recommendations reached are therefore likely to be inaccurate. The
Canterbury CDEM Group has provided comments on the completed report and a report by the
Canterbury District Health Board who were not interviewed. These comments are to be
attached to the review report and read in conjunction with the review to provide a fuller picture.

The Director has determined that the Westlake-Middleton report will not be taken any further
on the basis that the focus will be on reviewing the response to the 2011 earthquake, and that
many of the issues identified by the Westlake-Middleton report will be covered in the second
review. The following themes and issues identified in the Westlake-Middleton report will be
bought into the next review:

a. How best to obtain and communicate rapid impact assessments.

b. Identify initiatives that will achieve greater community involvement in local planning and
readiness, and participation in the local response.

C. Improving the building evaluation process.
d. Improving the co-ordination and delivery of welfare services to affected communities.
e. Improved guidance on the role of mayors, councillors, community board members and

members of parliament in the response.
f. The need for greater emphasis on business continuity in the private sector.

Copies of the Westlake-Middleton report are to be covered by this Memo to explain the status
of the report and the way the report is to be treated.

ohn Hamilton
Director
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CANTERBURY

Civil Defence Emergency
Management Group

c/- PO Box 345
Christchurch

26 August 2011

Mr. John Hamilton | ST
National Controller 07 SEP 2611
Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management ’

P O Box 5010 - e

Wellington 6145 |
Dear John

Independent Review of Response to Canterbury Earthquake — 4" September 2010

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the Westlake/Middleton report on the
September 2010 Earthquake.

We note that the subsequent earthquakes on Boxing Day 2010 and 22 February 2011 meant that
some interviews planned did not take place. For instance, although a local State of Emergency was
declared by both the Christchurch City Council and Waimakariri District Council, no staff from the
Christchurch City Council and only one from the Waimakariri District Council were interviewed. In
addition, the report is also deficient in its failure to address the health response.

In our view, the fact that the report was not completed as planned has resulted in some errors of fact
and some significant deficiencies in process and as a consequence a number of conclusions that
cannot be supported. We note that the report also contains some more useful conclusions.

The attached tables list the errors of fact and the conclusions which we feel warrant comment. The
attached appendix sets out the concerns of the Canterbury District Health Board.

While we support your view that the report should not be revisited, indeed we question whether or
not the report should be withdrawn; we will await yours and your Minister’s decision. If the report is
to be released we request that this letter and the attachment be included with the report so that
readers/recipients are fully aware of the context. It is particularly important if this report is to be
used to inform future reviews that the points we make are included since without this information,
readers or reviewers may be misled.

Yours sincerely

e /

Mayor Janie Annear Bill Bayfield
Chairperson Chairperson
Canterbury CDEM Group Joint Committee Coordinating Executive Group
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Canterbury —

District Health Board

Te Poari Hauora © Waitaha

CORPORATE OFFICE

Level 2, H Block
The Princess Margaret Hospital Telephone: 0064 3 364 4136
Cashmere Road Fax: 0064 3 364 4101
CHRISTCHURCH rray.dickson@cdhb. 1.

26 August 2011

Mr Bill Bayfield

Environment Canterbury (ECAN)
P O Box 345

CHRISTCHURCH 8140

Dear Bill

Re: Canterbury Heailth System Response to the Independent Review of the Response
to the Canterbury Earthquake, 4™ September 2010.

Please find enclosed a copy of our response to the above report. We would be grateful if this

could be included with the other CEG responses that are being sent to the Ministry of Civil
Defence and Emergency Management

Yours sincerely

ﬁ—/

Murray Dickson
General Manager Corporate Services
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Canterbury Health System Response to the Independent Review of the Response to the
Canterbury Earthquake, 4™ September 2010.

Introduction

Having reviewed the Independent Review of the Response to the Canterbury Earthquake, 4™
September 2010 (the Review) commissioned by the Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency
Management it is appropriate for a response to be documented by the Canterbury Health System
(CHS). It is important to note that due to the report being truncated having being disrupted by the
earthquake of the 22™ February 2011, the response from the Canterbury Health System (CHS) is
briefer than what would have been had a fuller report been completed.

The CHS includes the Canterbury District Health Board, Pegasus Health Ltd, Primary Health
Organisations, other primary care organisations (General Practice), community pharmacies,
community & district nursing, Private Hospitals, aged care sector and other NGO health providers,
with strong links to the National Health Coordinating Centre.

Comments
1. First and foremost of serious concern is the omission of any health provider from the
Review. It is unclear from the Review and its appendices whether it was intended to include
health, however its publication without mention of health is a major oversight. The Civil
Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 in Part 1, Section 4 ‘Interpretations’, defines
hospitals and health services as an emergency service.

2. The Review describes responses and issues faced by emergency services beginning on pp. 33
of the Review. As previously stated, health services are not included. It is important to note
that the CHS activated its main Emergency Operations Centre (EOC), along with its subsidiary
EOC’s very early on the morning of the 4™ September and initiated a region wide health
response which was sustained for a number of weeks, and then transitioned into Recovery,
which was ongoing at the time of the February 22" earthquake.

3. In addition the Review states that “Fire (including USAR), Police and Defence services at both
national and regional levels reported a largely normal business response. They had exercised
extensively...”, (pp. 33). The CHS is proud to report that our response was robust and
effective. The earthquake caused significant disruption to health services, however our
preparations for such an event served us well. Plans and response have been tested and
modified on many occasions including the Influenza Pandemic in 2009.

4. The Report states “In all services, local personnel put their professional duties ahead of
family and home needs. This level of commitment serves New Zealand well, but, if not
managed appropriately, can create its own difficulties and longer term problems”, (pp. 33).
The personnel of the CHS also responded magnificently and without their commitment and
dedication the continuity of health service provision may have been compromised. We also
believe that we managed our staff well, providing time off, support, adequate nutrition and
counselling services.
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5. Health responses included, but were not limited to: -
e Hospital services
e General Practice, and support to affected practices.
e Aged Care, and support to affected facilities
e Community Pharmacy, and support to affected pharmacies
e Support of the disability sector, and support to affected services

e Provision public health messaging particularly in regard to liquefaction, sewerage
and drinking water.

e Water testing with and for all affected Territorial Authorities.
e Participation in the Welfare Advisory Group
e Support and advice at Welfare Centre’s

e Surveillance of communicable diseases as a result in the disruption to drinking and
waste water.

6. Comments are made throughout the Review in regard to agencies acting in isolation, and
there being multiple ECC/EOC’s. It is the strong recommendation of the CHS that in events
such as these, that there is one multi-agency ECC. We believe that this would improve
communication and coordination. In addition there would be less of a drain on resources
having to provide health representation to multiple EOC'’s.

7. Chapter 10 of the Review discusses management of information to the public. The CHS
provided health information via different media, including traditional routes along with
social media. Messages were in regard to services being provided at hospitals and the in the
community, along with important public health messages. Although no formal evaluation
has been undertaken on the effectiveness of our communication, the very low levels of
gastrointestinal infection in relation to exposure to sewerage and contaminated drinking
water would suggest that it was relatively successful.

8. The health response is deliberately one that is based on a ‘whole system’ approach without
regard for public or private ownership, primary or secondary care or any other division. We
have found this to be very successful, although not without some minor issues, but we
continue to refine our plans and responses.

Conclusion

The CHS response to the events of the 4™ September earthquake was both comprehensive and large
scale. Events such as these put the health of our populations at immediate and ongoing risk. The
health response is as important as that of other agencies and our relationships with those agencies
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strengthen our response. As one of the largest employers in the region along with being responsible
for the delivery of health care in the region, any review of the response that doesn’t include health is
largely incomplete.

We wish that our responses to the Review are recorded, and we would be keen to participate in any
further reviews of the ongoing seismic events within the Canterbury region.

Yours sincerely

Murray Dickson
GENERAL MANAGER CORPORATE SREVICES

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.18

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.19

HLIV3H
uvd
onand » doad
SIVLIdSOH AHVIAING T AT 1EVHININA

NOSsIVIl
SNOLLVIINNINNOD
203223 203 gHad
YIOVYNVN 3IN3OITIALNI
SIULS19017 SNOLLYHIdO '3 ONINNVId
JYINID TO¥INOD NOSIVI
TYNOIDIY HLIVIH
HLIV3IH TVNOILVYN 40 AULSINIW
(day yyean) HLTV3H 40
AININWIDVYNVYIN
¥3ITI0YLNOD AJINIONIWI LS
AN3AIONI IDN3IAIA TIAD Tvdiaan
BUENEAA O BICNBH LBOd 3] m<< _ U

pseOg UyesH 10umsi asuodsay walsAs yijeaH
Angqaajue)

1 xipuaddy

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.20

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.21

640 T 38ed

‘|le 18 PAMIIAIDIUL 313M JJe1S DID) ON

‘|an3] sdo 03 umop payiom
9M pue JJe3s 2i891e41S Y}IM 319M SMIIAIDIUI 1S114

0T 28e(d

'924n0s3J |e20] 3y poddns 0] s/3uand
9y} Jo 9|eds/azIs 3y} 03 NP Ul IYy3no.iq a19Mm [puuosiad |eusdixe

AlsnoinqO “|puuossad (D@s pue DaM/IDD) [e30] Agq uayenapun
219M suollenjeAd pue ss320.d Jo Juswysijqelsy "1934400ul Si SIy|

*1319803 SupjIoMm SI3||013U0) B0
pue JoABA JUBAB|3J 3Y) YUM DS PUE DAM ‘DID J0} Je3|d Al

"ya8uaJls 03 yi3uauls woudy

sa08 pue Jaqualdas S2uls pasijew.oy pue pajueyua Ajjuedsiiudis
u9aq Sey aJnJonJls YL ‘DIUBISISSE pue uoljew.oul spirold o)
$99121WWO0I AJUNWWOI SNOLBA S)1,JO dsh Juedljiusis sayew 1as
"sas1249xa pue SujujeJ} u) 9jedpined pue siseq Ajyiuow e uo 133w
S1333UN|OA 3s9Y]| *,OAISsed, se palyIsSe|d SI9aUN|OA IAIFAD SET
J3Ynj e Yum BaJe |12uno) 3yl Ul SI33JUNjOA NIQD dAIdR L6 dle
3J9Y] "UMOP UNJ WOJ J&j IR SIDIN0SII JBIUNJOA URqINGNS DD

ssa20ud "840 pip A3yl pue uoigal apisIN0o Woly uj
y8nouq |auuosiad Aq 1no palied aiam suoljen|eAs S'g

‘siomod >u:wmhwEw
}Jo Suipuejsiapun 1ea|d e S| 213y} 19Y1aym Jesjpun

‘UMOP UNJ dJB S32IN0S3J 133UN|OA URqINQNS

7 98ed

Sjuawwo)

dudJ3j3Yy a8ed

10V4 40 SHOUY3

(3am) T1IDNNOI LOIYLSIA IHIEVIVINIVM
(5as) 11ONNOD 1D1Y1SIa NAM13S
(922) TIDNNOI AL HOYNHILSIYHD

INOYd SINININOD

0TO0Z ¥38IN31d3S ,,, v — DVNOHLYVI AUNGYILNYI OL ISNOdSIY 40 MIIAIY LNIANIJdIANI
IN3JNIDVYNVYIA ADNIDYIINT ANV IDN3I43A TIAID 40 AYLSININ

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.22

640 Z 83ed

BuiyrAians op 03 alqissod 10ou sem ) Ajjeau uj 1ey) 1oey ay)

pue podau siyl ui pasej am AduaBiawa ay} jo azis ay3 uo pase|d
1ysiam/adues|usod aj13l| 9q 01 SWaas audy) "T10Z Adeniqe 7z
j13un 3uinuiluod sem spiede|d Mmoj|[aA/pas paAladas pey Yyoiym
s3ulp|ing |eld1awwod 104 sHodal s19auidud uiaizdal Jo ssazoud
SIY] *S493uiSua ,S19umo 3ulp|ing wodj sjiodal Japisuod 03 adeld
ul Ind sem ssa004d e Aduadiaws ayy Jo sadels Ajues ayy Jayy

*S199UI8Ua SIdUMO
Suipjing wouy spodas asn 03 92e|d ul WS3SAS ON

0€ 98ed

'9]04 5,H3) pueisiapun Ainguajue)
uIs3) ||V "pPawJoj sem Suipulj 318y} MOY NS J0U 318 M

3104 5,93 9y} PO03ISIaPUN M3} puy

L7 98ed

"PIMBIAIDIUL Sem JOABIN
ay3 Ajuo se (D) 1dadxa) sanioyiny [e3207, peal pjnoys siyl

‘Suipeay ,sanoyiny |eao1,,

LT 38ed

‘asuodsas Aduade-13jnw e si 943y} 9109q dpew aq 0}
paau 1,usaop uonkesedap y ‘Aduase 13jnw e saPUISIaWI ISON

*Asuadiawa AdualSe 13)nw e 1oy B4 Suolleledap |ed0]

ZZ 98e(d

‘|leuoiydadxa

9J9M S1UBWISSISSE |eiyul Ajpwil ay3 ‘@enb ayl wouy asusuadxa
jeuossad umo Jiay) pasualiadxa ||e $324n0saa Jels (YijedaH pue
9414/921j0d/QD) S@IIAIIS ||e SullapISUOd Jeyl ppe pue sjusawwod
DID pue DAM YHUM Jnduod am — HS) (‘o8ewep Jo Judlxd pue |aAd)|
9Y3 Jo uonesipui poos Aplie) e pey am Jaquialdas ¢ uo Suiusow
-piw Aq — 9A1109440 AJaA Aj|12Ud3 sem dduessieuuodal sy} pue
$921N0S JO AJS1IeA B WOJ) Wed uoljew.ojul — YGM) é paionuow
pue ‘passalppe ‘passasse alam 959yl MOY PUBISIIPUN SIDMIINI
pIp 9104213Y] S9DIAIDS |BIJUDSSD UO Alejuawiwod [elueisqns on

"90uessieuu02a pided |eijul Jo sSuIWOdoYS

*S|jed JIAIRS
a|puey 03 waisAs poos AJaA e aney yioq DJM pue DD "uoiinjos
941 3 UMO S} UO 1,UOM Ui pue SJIAJIF YUm pajejdosse Sy, JO S107

‘S||ed adUa434u0d

Jejngau ul jooued s, \11 € [IV "YHM dSiel| 01 d]qejieAe 1dj|0JIu0)
dnoug ou 3ujaq a4ay3 031 anp dnouo syl ojul adexul) Y11 9yl Yyum
uolesIsniy |eilul sem assyyl syl € |18 Aq dnoun 03 Juas Ajiejnga.
9Jom pue T Aep UO PadUBWIWOD SdIY LIS - UOIIBWIOUI JO YIB| DY

GG
pINoys S|IAI3 — 3|04 uo1leulpI0-02 SY Su13dNISqo
sem paAe|as Suiaq uonewJsoju Jo }oe| 33} Hd3

17 98ed

"looyds ySiy pa-0d 31e3s AJ9A3 Ui 1Y ue sey Apeasje 7))

"Jooyods A1ana 03 paljddns aq p|noys - sauoyda|a} oipey

61 98ed

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.23

6 40 € 99ed

*24N1N} BY3 Ul SHUSAD 38.e| Joj SN0}
9Jow SpadU 1By} e3Je Ue S|} — SJIaquinu 3y} Aq pawayMIaA0
sem DM ’9]eds Yum wajqoad e sem a1ayy Inq wiaisAs e pey 7))

*$1993UNjOA
snoauejuods adeuew 03 walsAs pauuejd oN

6¢ aded

"Aj3uipaodde uejd 03 sn pamojje yoiym dn yiomiau 119y3 Suiduilq
aJam Aayl Moy pue sanssi JIay] IN0ge UoLIQ WO} JUSWIIL]S JBd|d
A19A e paAIadal OS|e pey 3 °Xij 01 SalpIoLd dY) pue 3JaM SaNsS!
no jeym oy se  t uo weg Aq aingaid Jeajd A1aa e pey s|unod |y
"ANunwiwod ay}

Aq pojeaudde Ajjealsd atom suoya asayy 'dqissod se Ajpdwoud
Se paleISUlal D19M SIDIAIDS PAINSUD pue Pasndo} ‘dje|pawiwl

sem swea} Suipeod pue S| ||e Jo dsuodsal saulay syl
/11993, 9q pinoys Suipeay siy] "Sulpeo. ‘915em ‘19)}emalsem
‘193EM 31 pamalnidul J)) ul Apogou Jey) uoissiwo Sule|n

'Sal|1IN 3ul|ayN

8¢ 98eq

"SIIHAILIE 2Jejjom Jo diysiaped| DOIF DAM SHUDPp sem iyl
‘uolnqlIIuod 3dny e pey SI99UN|OA 3|Iym ‘pue Aep 3silj ay) uo
paYysi|qe1ss Sa4lud) alej|a pey am — HAM 104 8nJ13 Jou sem SIy |,
‘@yenbylies saqwaidas aud sem siyl jou pjnoys

"S1993UN|OA 03 A|3]0S Ya| 3q 01 1511} 18 PAWSIS
judWaSeuBW pue S3IUAIIOR 3JB}3M 1By} UOIIBAIISAO
“UoISNJU0d ploAe 01 pausisal Jageue|y aiejd M dnodo

.€ 38ed

*Ajjeaoj paseq s191dodi|ay 22104 92udyadQ OU

2J9M 8193 Se 103995 dleAlld ay3 Aq padinias aq 0} pey pue AT
40 Suluiow ay3 uo pasinddo sysel ,Juasin, 1o} s133dodyjay Jo asn
urew ay3 uoilippe u| ‘3sI0m Udaq aAeY Ajaans pjnom uoileniis ayy
uayj ,5191dodijsH 32104 33Ud49Q YUM PadJn0sal J3pun, uaaq pey
9M J| "SI 1l 1eYm Joj peaJ 3q pjnoys ,s121dodljaH 82404 9dudsaQg

JO UOREeSI|IIN J3pUn, Y3 INOGE JUSLIWOD 3| ‘sease L € ||e
SS0J2e $824n0SaJ JO uoi3ed0)|e a3yl 03} ydeoisdde pajeiSajul ue sem
9433 1eY] 22Uapluod sn aAed siy] "pasn Sulaq aJam $33Jn0Sal
|euoidal a1ayl Moy Jnoqe suswwod Supjew aiam ‘Y03 Jno

ul pa31edoj 321AI8S |enpiAlpul 2yl Aq papiacud Suiaq uoljew.oyul
31 12Y] pue S3dUd14u023|31 Ajlep sy} ul Led Y003 S3JIAIDS

9say3 eyl ‘203 dnous ay) 1e pajuasaidal a1am S3IAISS [BNPIAIPUI
9Y31 1eY3 S330U DS ‘sa1yJolid SS9SSE 01 SIIAIIS JAYI0 YUM

jdom sAemie JD) pue sa321A19s Aduadiawa wouy sdal aney sHOT IV

*sa1)1Joud 3AIlR|D4 SSASSE 0] SADIAISS |ENPIAIPUL
0] 3| Sem 1l Jey3 Jueaw suojlele|drap alesedas

€ aded

"Ajsnoauejuelsui

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.24

640 17 9ded

ue yons 10} paau |e20] 3y} uaym o3 se Juswdpnl umo si1 ayew o3
pasau pjnom Ajioyine [eli011413] Yoes os|y "ue)3 Aq pasaisiuiwpe
32140 ue yons Suiney Aq panaiIyde ag p|nom anjeA pappe 1eym 3as
01 3 NoIIp s1 Y Alioyine |el1011119] yoea wodj ajqejieae ag Ajuo
Algelieau] pjnom ssa2de 0} pIdU SJUBPISIL UoLIeLLIONU] BY] *Spa3u
,SIUDPISDL |BIO] JO SPAAU BY] YIIM S|ESP 9I1JJO UE YINS dJnjeu sy
Ag *$49314J0 DDD YUM UOISSNISIP OU SEM 3JaYy3 pulw uj Sulieaq os|e
“quawaiels siy} poddns 0} yodad ay) ul UoRBLIIOUI OU S] 3I3Y ]

"ue)3 Japun dn 13s Jl 3AI1094)3 d10W
uaaq aAey pjnoa a0 Asanoaay Sulpjing DD 3yl

09 a8ed

"(Das/aam yim

UOI3B}NSUOD IA|OAUL pIp Yoeoidde aaire(si8a] ayl pue sJ|O |e anq
“3AS/DAM dAJ0AUL JoU pip 3Y¥ID Sulysi|geiss 03 Sullejaa suoisiddp
Jelul 3Yl— DAs/JAM) "Paey |12unod 3yl saNss! 3yl Yjm |eap

0} 3|ge pue pajlsaJ dJam Jels ‘ssa)jew Alojeindar/Aioiniels Yyim
Suijeap a1am am awil 3yl Ag *,,SS941S pue SSaupaJil 01 anNp SNJ0}
pue aA13adsiad Jo SSO|,, e WOoLy pajjnsal swiy ay} e passatdxe
D)) SUJa2U02 Aue Jey} UOIIBAISSO dY) 93Ud||eYyd BN "DAINIDYD
310w Ssem Y TTOZ dY1 ol Induj "8y 03Ul 91n1els ayl

Suipand ui ajou Jolew e dABY 0] SeM |IDUNOY) Y] Se SUI3IU0D pasiel
SIYl "0T0T 1PV A1an02ay pue asuodsay axyenbyue] Aingsaiue) ayy
Jo Suiyeup ay3 ul indul 933 AJaA pey DD 04D JO [eap jeald e
YUM Ing pajdom ssadoad )0 @Yyl ‘(A49A0234 poddns 03 Asessadsu
siamod ay3 Suipinoid j1ou a1am suoisinoad Aloinies Suilsixs
a1aym seaue SuiAyi3uapl) aseyd A1oAo234 3y} 03Ul paAOW ))) 3dU0
S|RIJIO |eUOIIBU PUB |BD0] UBDMIS(] 108IU0D JuediiuBis sem aaay |

‘s1aded Jauige) Ul JUSWSA|OAU] [BIO] 33T

61 @8ed

“3ySnos uey} Jayiel PaIaduN|OA SBM BJUR)SISSEe

1ey3 uUayo Inq ‘@duejsisse [euIdIXa Sulnaas Inoge dnoug

ay31 yum Suisiel] Inoge pasiel aNnss| ue sem 343y} — satijiqisuodsal
pue S3j0J UO Jea|d AJ3A ||e 319M DJS PUB DAM DID

‘981eyd u) sem
OYM JBAO UOISNJUOI pasned sa1puadiaws alesedas ¢

/v 98e(d

"SUOI}EN|EAD Y] 9)eUapun 0} papiarcad Sem s[1duno) Jaylo

w04} ddUB)SISSe — S NSdJ paje||0d pue ssado.d sy} padeuew DAM
*324n0s3J |e20| 3y} Hoddns 01 S/3UBAD 3Y) JO 9|eds/azIs ay) O}

anp ul IySno.q a19m [puuosiad jeusalxd A|Snongo “jpuuosiad D))
AqQ ua)eHdpUN DIAM SUOIIEN|BAD pUE $$320.d JO JusWysljqel1s]

"uolgal ay3 SpIsINO woly |duuosiad
Aq pasiuesio asam suonenjead Ayajes Sulpling

€t 98ed

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.25

640 g 38ed

"MIIABJ SIY] 1O} PaJapISUOD 3q Jou pjnoys Jodau ay) siseq siyl uQ
"UOISSNISIP OU Y}M 331HWWIO) JUIOf 3y} Aq paAIadal sem uodad
3YL "paul|oop Sem IDIApE SIY] "UDNIIMII 3q P|NOYS | PasIApe
Jieyd Axndaq ay3 pue aieyd ay| 'a33}WWIO) JUIOS 3Y} 0JUO

pa443j94 utaq 21049q papuswe 3q podad siy) paisanbal 93) roamz SUOIDY JOYY ¢/ adeq
‘pawuojul Ajunwiwod ay3 3day Asyl moy uo Ham
pasiead aAeY SJuapISaJl 2y} pue papiaoid uonew.iojul JUBISUOD "padeuew 10 03} papuodsal|A|aA1daya J0u sem
Sem alayl — LBy ewIeAn Ul 9sed 3y3 Jou Ajuulap sem siyl - JaM U ‘sem uopeadxa siy3 J13sijeasun Tos Jo ssa|pieday,, g6 adey
*219 ‘S9}ISgIM
‘sjuswasiuaApe Jadedsmau ‘siaAjf Ajlep '3'a eipaw jo Ayaea pul
e Yy3dnoay3 sanss| asayl uo papirodd AjJueisuod sem uoljew.oju| 0] pJey sem S$13|101°* IS yum Suijeap uo uonewiosu] gG aSeq

‘papua sey adiyo

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.26

6 J0 9 33ed

aAey s1amod 3y} S|eENpIAIpUl 3yl BWO023q oYM ‘Siaquisw palds|3

"JUSAD ue Suluuni Ui paJapIsSuod aq 0} pasau eyl
sanss| jeuollesado 10 |BdIUYII] BY} YIM Pausaduod aq 0} 3Aey
10U pue uojleduNWWod diignd Jo 9joJ jJuenodwl siyl ayeyapun
0} 3|qejileAe Wil 3y} dAeY 0} SpPadu (ddueansse a3yl sapiraosd
oym Joquwaw [ediyjod 8y} J0U UeY) USYO 3JoW SI Oym) JoAen
3y} ‘AjSuipsodoy ‘[enpiaipul 3ymeis Jo pajuiodde ue Ajuessadsu
J0u pue saAlejuasaidal paldaa Ajlediljod sH woly ddueinssedl
10} Supjooj si juaAs AcuaSiaws ue 3upey sl yym Ajunwwod
V °SiedA Auew Joj 3in)onils polsal pue pall B udsq sey
Aduasiowa ue u 3dey d1gnd ay3 Suipiroad 1o adexyul| Ayunwwod
e se pasiin Suldq siaquidw paddd ayl JO WIISAs Jualund ayl

"9]01
11943 01 S||§S |edtuyady pue 3jdoad jo s8ues apim e 3uliq 01 psau
910J3J3Y)} pue 121ISIp e 103JJe 1eY] SIUIAD asJaApe Aue ui siaped)
9y} 10U ueyl} udyo dJow IdJe senpialpul asayl Aduadiowe
paijepap e ysnosyr ANunwwod Jayl pea| o1 asiuadxa pue
s|iiyfs 1eludoidde ay3 aaey OYm S|ENPIAIPUI SB UIDS 3J. $19)|041U0)
"Aj3ySi} sayel Alloyiny |e207 e ey} suo jou si uolisod (49jjo13uo)
9leuld)jy) J9)j01U0) B 0} |enplAlpul ue jo juswiuiodde 3yl

'49]]041U0D) BYI YUM
1531 p|noys siamod ‘uaddey 01 siy3 10} SuiSewep Aiaa Ajjennuslod

pue [eanoeidwi S ) ‘S10(|12UNO) JO JaquInu e Aq apew 3q ‘paJe[osp
ued uoijee|Idp sy} udAIg — siyl yum saudesip AjSuosls pinom apy . oym uosiad ayj ul paisan aq p|noys siomod jeppads G a8ed
‘(onoge syuswwod
0} J9434) "DA|0SDJ UMO SH UO 1,uom Ing djay ||Im SINT “Hoddns ,
pinoys swalsAg jfJom s3uiyl Supjew o3 Asy ay3 aue sdiysuoneppy "SI AQ paAj0Sal 3q [|Im swwio) ¢ 98ed

sjuswiwio)

9JUd19j9Y 93ed

SNOISNTOINOD

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.27

640 £ 33ed

wou} udsiie pey jeyl swojqoid 3yl dA|0sal 0} $921n0sal dledoidde
9yl ulelqo 031 JUSWUISA0S [ed3udd Yyum Aj9so[d Supjiom Sem |IDunod
|edoj} J1ay3 eyl awnsse A|njaysu pjnom Aay] -paisixa ,dnoio, e ey
aieme 3q 10u pjnom Aayy Ajjesa u| -uopjesejdap dnous e u paysalalul
9] 10U pjnoMm Sseale ¢ 3yl Jo Juapisal ¥ ‘uoidas Ainguajue) ayy ui
paAi] Asyl se wayl papnoul osje uoileleRap syl eyl yuiyy Ajlusppns
PINOD sease pa1daye 9yl IPISINO SIaYIOo se Jajlew ayj pajedijdwod
Ajuo (uonesepap syl uo Ainguaue) asn o)} ddwexa S|y} ui)
pa2u 3yl °pooils Adyl 219ym Sjuapisal 03 Sulpueisiapun 3S1OU0D pue
Je3|d e d9ABS suoijese|ddp |eJ20]| Ayl ‘sease \1L 394y} Y3 ul paJsepap
Sulag Aoua81awWd JO $91LIS |BIO| £ DI9M DI3Y] J9YIayM UBY) UoISNuod
2I0W pappe ‘OAdieq 9M ‘siy] "poIays sease sailioyine |exo)
|e1J031419) 334y} 3Y3 (uolienls SIy3 ul) sweu o) pey uoijesedap dnosd
YV ‘uoisnpuod siy} uonsanb AjSuois pjnom am pue ‘{jom payiom pue
ajeudoidde sem uoneledap |eJ0| 3y} ey} PaapisSuod S|oUNO) € ||V

‘€ paoejdal aney pjnom uonese|dap T ‘Aeme ysieys
9|gejieae uaaq Aindap 40 J3]|043u0) dnoio a3y} peH

LT 98ed

*34n1nj a3y} ul pash aq
pInod Aayy moy pue ‘Auny Awseq pue Awly juapnis ayl SuiSeuew
ul pasn sassad04d 3yl MaIABI 0] 13118( ag pjnom }| “passed sey
JUDAD 3y} Jo1Je pa1SaJalul 10U 3Je Uyl pue Judwow sy} Jo inds
9Y3 uo 1931unjoA Ajsnoauejuods oym 3soy3 Alaejnoiued ‘syuans
Aduo313Wa Ul S193UNJOA JO SIaquinu 38Je| SuiSeuew ul SYNIYHP
ay1 pa1y3diy31y spooj} puejsuasnpy T10Z AMeniqa4/Alenuer ayy
woJyy saouasadxa syl D03 3yl Aq pajeulpio-0d sem siyl Ji 1913194
aq p|nom 11 1nq siy3 uo pade|d siseydwa aiow ag 0} SpadU 313y
*2d02 p|nod Aingiajue) Jaylaym 1qnop —Jualayip aunb sjess zN .

'9]04 3y Supjerapun Joj oleuudoiddeul Ajjeroy ase -

o)

‘lenpiAlpul Jayloue ojuo siamod asoy) ssed Aew Aays jeyi ajou
am ysnoyije wayl ul paisaA aq 01 sismod 9SOy} ysim Jou op -

SEITHE)
OYM S[eNnpIAIpuUl 3q PINOD ‘UOIIEJBIBP B J3YE O) PAINIAXD UIA(q

‘|]apow ey[eJisny Sulaalun)oA 3y} Adod pjnoys apm

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.28

6 0 8 98e4

*S92IN0sal
Asejijiw Aue DINDN ela dSuelse 01 sem D)3 dnouo) ay) Jo ajod 3y

"weyuing e Japuewwo) ay} o} S1I9eW payep

‘98ueyd 03 S1y3 pasned sAeY Jou pjnom ssa204d uonesepPap Ayl aney pjnom uoljetejodp Aduadiaws Jo a1els dj3uls v € 28eq

‘Suieam
SeMm 3y 1eY Yaiym o0} se Suisnjuod sem 3} ‘198eue QNI dnouo "198eue\l OIN] Se swes m:_w,n_ J3jjosuo) dnouo

ay} Suiaq osje a3eusal|y 154l 9Y1 YUM — swajqoid asnes pip )| . 9leuJalje aq pasned swa|qoud a1edipul 03 SulyloN Gz o8eq
‘uoljesaep ayl MeJpyum 01 sapIdap paledajsp
Suiney Jo {a1e83|ap 03 10U SISO0YD dAIIRIUSSBIdBI PAYIJ|D

3Y1 JI JBYM ‘BdUBISUl JO4 "UOIIBPUIWIIOIDI SIY) YUM 23.3esIp 3M ‘0 m UoIEPUIWIWO0IDY $Z 9%eq
‘Aj23enbape paianod jou sem Suiiaylesd uonew.ojul al
92UBJ3J3Y JO SULB] Y3 Ul € Jujod (eg asne|) ‘pPIUCIIUBLW JOU Sem

SIY} — Wa3SAS §{Y pue SI01DRJIUOD LWOJY 32UBSI|[DUI PBAIRIBL D)D) . ‘poo3 j0u si 3duaij|a1ul eyl uosadang QT 98eq

*‘Ayaond ay3 sem qgo ‘osed
sIy1 ul — Ajuoud jo suoispap ayew o3 ajedosdde aynb semyp

‘po1934Je S|EJ0] WOJ} XIBqPID} 12IP WYSNOoS pue 1sa1a)ul

}O seaJe 33 Ul pue| 01 d|ge dJaM M ]ey] Palou pue aroqe

Yam pasaude DS “J1e Syl wouy 3|qISIA AlIe3)d 819M IS pue 193em
punoJg - sease payanbi Apauspi 01 Ases Asaa sem paie sy woay

‘Ajddns poys uj 4o
}Nsal e Se d|qejieAe 3 P|NOM S3IINOSII 1eYM SNY) pue SyL Z 13Ylo
9yl Ag pade} Suiaq 919M SINSSI 1BYM J9[|041U0) |BI0T 3] 3SIApE p|N0d
Jaquardag b U0 DAS e paseq das WIQDOIN 2y3 ‘Sjdwexd ue sy syl
€ 93U} uaamiaq a1am saijliold 9yl Jeym SuUlwlS1Bp 01 WYl pamoje
Yolym S22Jn0sal 9yl pey luswulanos |enus) -,dnoun, syl eia
sanssi || pJemJoj 03 3uiAey JO pealsul ‘QUSAS dy] Jo saseyd Alanodald
pue asuodsaJl a3 Sulnp |ed114d SEM JUSWUUIBA0Z |213U3D YUM A[3d8a1p
}dom 01 S|1duUNod [edo| Jo Aljige syl ‘AjSulpioddy  '3joa Ay e pey
JUBWILUIDAOS |BJ43UDI YIIYM J0) SUO SEM JUIASD SIU] JO 150D djewilin pue
3zis ay3 18y} sem podau syl ui pasiudodal jou jujod Asy ¥ "1U3AD 3y}

"ag) aY3 apisino asuodsai 01 Aejap e sem auay|

uoiejanbij Jo JuaIxa ay3 Jo uonepasdde
ue apiaoad jou pip Inq ‘@Sewep 34ndnJls pue
puno.g Inoge uonewiojul poos anes syysi|y 191dodijaH

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.29

640 6 98ed

' Aep ay3 uo,, Suipinoad

"SIY1 Op 01 ZNH sa4inbaJ Apeauje uejd |euoiieN uey) sjuswaduedle ujead 3JOW Ul ZNH 3AjOAU| 9 98eq
‘Auond ,
J3ysiy e aney p|noys Asyl [99) OYM SIIHUNLWIWOD WOS 3]
sAemie |1m 3Jay) pue ,ainid Sig,, 1€ Yoo} shemje 3snw asuodsay "S3IHUNWWOD Jejnaiied JO uoljeisnly
"1se| |{m Aduadiawa Suoj moy si anss| 's|ed0] 10} ja1ja4 Ae] et 99ed

"SP2au 3.ej|oM |elaudl siow Woly
sani)iqisuodsa. uonepowwode Aduagiawa Jo uojjesedas 15388ng

"6 UOIIEPUSLULWIOI3I 0} UOINPPY

7t 98ed

GEN.MCDEM.0002









GEN.MCDEM.0004.32

Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency

Management

Independent Review of the Response to the

Canterbury Earthquake, 4 September 2010

May 2011

Prepared by:

David Middleton ONZM Richard Westlake

Kestrel Group Limited Westlake Consulting Limited

P O Box 5050 P O Box 8052

Wellington Wellington

e dm@kestrel.co.nz e richard@westlakenz.com
w www.kestrel.co.nz w www.westlakenz.com

t 04 934 6888 t 04 472 2007

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.33

Contents j

1.  Executive SUMMAIY ...occimmm s s PR 2
2. RECOMMENUATIONS 1orvirririrerrererecrsariestesase v s s st s st s EES ST s 5
3. Structure and Process of the REVIEW ... s 8
4. Overview of the Event and IMPacts .....oocemreinienmrm i 12
5. NOtONAI RESPONSE. c.ueuvsisirisitessssnsraressor st isistas s s S S s e 14
6. Response in the COMMUNILY ..o st 16
7.  RESPONSE 10 the EMEIBENCY iriiuririreesiiiticnsisissassbss st s s e 27
8.  Management Of the EVENT ... e s 44
9. SUPPOIt 10 GOVEIMMENT ovrriirrerce sttt e 54
10. Management of Information to the PUblIC ...t 55
11. Establishment of recovery initiatives and the recovery framework........ooccesienseeenes 60
12, OLNET IVIGTEETS 1oveveeieieeeeneseesesisses e st ss st ssa s b s eSS LTRSS s 64
Appendix 1 : Terms of Reference ... rotssrasnsnsansasesaiiaa L rsasasanass 67
APPENGIX 2 1 INEEIVIEBWEES evvurrresressssessssssstssss s 70
Appendix 3 : BIDHOGIaPNY ..v.ecviurrcssersrrisssisn st s s 73
APPENGIX 4 1 GIOSSATY..cvvuivsnrrusinsissessrrssis s RS 75
Appendix 5: The role of councillors during an eMErBENCY .....ewrermsssemmismessssssssssmmrem e 76
1

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.34

1. Executive Summary

A 7.1 magnitude earthquake caused damage and disruption in the Canterbury area on 4
September 2010, as bad as any experienced in New Zealand since the Hawke’s Bay event
of 1931. Civil Defence & Emergency Management (CDEM) mobilised in accordance with

plans for both the national and local levels.

As part of its programme to ensure continuous improvement in the discharge of its
responsibilities, MCDEM commissioned an independent external review of the response
from the date of the earthquake until, officially, response became recovery on 23

September. This is the report from that review.

The early response to this event was, by most accounts, well conducted, even with
unexpected circumstances like the absence of the first three choices for group controller,
and the declaration of three separate states of emergency. Those with duties under Civil
Defence (CD) arrangements turned out as required in national, group and local

emergency centres.

Early intelligence about the disruption caused was hampered in some areas by

inadequate early impact assessments. Other CDEM Groups have plans for these.

The earthquake exposed the inadequacy of suburban CD. Response Teams (RTs) are
potentially a valuable community resource upon which to build a suburban revival of CD
but they are currently under-developed and under-trained. Run down suburban CD
volunteer resources exacerbated the inadequate intelligence flow from the affected

communities to central authorities.

Emergencies were declared in three areas to enable statutory powers to be adopted;
however, it is unclear whether there was a proper understanding of these powers among
political leaders and some CD personnel, and what organisational hierarchy a declaration

of emergency imposed.

The ongoing response to the emergency was good but showed shortcomings. Those
personnel not usually involved in CD or emergency response were sometimes not well
informed about the structures and processes. The use of alternatives to the laid down

communications channels caused confusion and delay.

Building safety evaluations and the placarding of buildings to indicate if they were safe to

enter was carried out largely by personnel brought in from outside the region, who also
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organised the process. There is evidence from both this event and the 22 February
earthquake that the meaning of the placards is not well understood by the public and
even some agencies, which was not helped by some authorities putting the placards to

unexpected uses. A review of the process and the placards themselves is warranted.

The management and delivery of welfare services needs review, mainly to generate closer
ties between the welfare sector and the rest of CDEM in the readiness and reduction
activities (writing plans, listing responsibilities, setting up structures). This would help

ensure that misunderstandings and confusion do not arise during the response.

Community resilience and volunteering are aspects of the response that were perhaps
undervalued. They represent opportunities for cost-effective investment of time and

money to improve our readiness and response to future disasters.

Problems in the response activities of CD, MCDEM and supporting agencies occurred

through inadequate communications or a misunderstanding of roles, either established or
ad hoc. Those individuals with either no role or only a limited one in the planning but who
had a legitimate role after the disaster, took appropriate part in the response (or tried to),

which indicates an area for review of planning.

Communications and information sharing difficulties are expected to be largely resolved
by the introduction of the new Emergency Management Information System (EMIS) and

its full utilisation in emergencies.

Greater utilisation of elected representatives and the resources they have in the
community would have improved intelligence gathering and two-way communications

with disaster-affected communities.

Techniques for coping with long shifts paired with short intervals can be taught. This
should be investigated and implemented for appropriate staff. Another preparation
measure is the capability to relieve immediately from outside those staff who are victims
of the disaster, rather than expecting them to perform the initial shifts. This would not
only have allowed local staff to attend to their pressing domestic situations but also be

valuable conduits for relaying information and advice to and from the EOC.

Government agencies’ performance in the response phase provided the support needed

for informed government decision-making. However, as a new recovery model was
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adopted with new and inexperienced personnel taking over, the question of whether

government decisions were as well-informed became cloudier.

The flagship for public communications was the web site

www.canterburyearthquake.org.nz set up by ECan and Christchurch City Council.

Conventional media like radio, newspaper and television were still relied upon but use of

newer channels was noted. A way to utilise cell phones was not found.

The smaller communities utilised traditional ways like shop posters, flyers and bulletin

boards to get information to their citizens.

Elected leaders took an important role in communications. This could be formalised and

extended to local constituency or list MPs as well as mayors and councillors.

The public’s desire for information was sometimes met through informal channels that
led to inaccurate rumours. Community meetings were well supported and countered
misinformation but they needed to consistently deliver on their undertakings to preserve

their legitimacy.

Citizens gained representation by forming the community network CANCern. Plans for
building such connections could be incorporated into CD preparations, unless the need is

met through this report’s recommendation to involve MPs and community boards.

At the NCMC, media facilities were make-shift and need improvement. Comment was
made that the international media need special attention as they have a different

viewpoint from local journalists.

The population’s current sensitivity to natural disasters provides an opportunity to find

innovative ways to encourage preparation.

The transition from response to recovery was dealt with either in accordance with the
guidance in documents available to CDEM or simply as a practical change of emphasis. It
also allowed an amelioration of the concentrated effort by TA staff since the earthquake.
Government implementation of special legislation and structures to speed recovery after
4 September created some issues of governance, the place of existing structures and

processes, and co-ordination of the new with the existing.
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2. Recommendations

1. All CDEM Group Plans and the Guide to the National Civil Defence Emergency
Management Plan address how to make and communicate the rapid assessment of a
disaster’s impacts. Plans should include means by which information can be obtained
from the stricken communities themselves, including “Nil” reports, to distinguish these
responses from the absence of a response caused by a failure of communications systems

(see also Recommendation 12).

2. Apolicy for the rejuvenation of local CDEM throughout the country be developed by
MCDEM to take advantage of current high level public awareness of the need; that this
policy aim to encourage CDEM Groups to incentivise and promote this revival, and advises
CDEM Groups to look to CERTs and community boards as means by which community

involvement may be established.

3. The special powers that are conferred by a declaration of a state of emergency be vested
in the person who declares that emergency, with those powers being executed through
the controller. The elected representative who declares the emergency may delegate

these powers to his/her controller.

4. Any review of the CDEM Act include consideration of whether the structure, roles and

responsibilities of CDEM Groups and their subordinate structures should be changed.

5. CDEM Groups address the urgent information needs of executive staff and leaders
involved in a civil defence response. As well as more traditional means like laminated
cards, the opportunities offered by smart phones and tablet computers should be

investigated.

6. The Building Safety Evaluation Guidelines for Territorial Authorities be reviewed with a
focus on the placarding system, its purpose, associated record keeping and clarity of
wordings to a general reader; and consideration be given to mandating the guidelines as a

national Standard.

7. MCDEM discuss with Volunteering NZ the possibility of the latter’s taking on the capability
to mobilise and support volunteer effort, including assistance with spontaneous

volunteers, along the lines of the Volunteering Australia model.
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8. The possibility of developing a unique addressing system for New Zealand, including

urban addresses, be investigated.

9. The welfare function as part of CDEM plans and arrangements be reviewed, with
attention paid to:
o the relationship of welfare agencies with the CDEM Group
e the interaction between welfare agencies and CD during response and
recovery
e the emergency response training available for welfare organisations
e staffing requirements and management of volunteers for emergency operation of
welfare agencies
e the establishment of “one stop” facilities like “Right Service, right time” to ease

access to welfare services.

10. Renewed (and innovative) efforts be made to get public action on preparedness and
mitigation, based on research into community reaction after the September and February

events.

11. Defined roles in emergency events for local and national politicians be developed by
MCDEM and CDEM Groups, and that plans include early post event briefing on this role.
To help elected representatives fill their roles effectively, that quick reference guides be
produced setting out responsibilities, actions required, and relevant contact details (refer
to Recommendation 5 about use of modern means like smart phone or tablet computer

applications).

12. MPs’ electorate offices and local government community boards be incorporated into CD
response arrangements for the purposes of receiving and conveying information to and
from local communities; and that the provision of special telephone access be
investigated to ascertain whether agreed protocols for use could make this a practical

tool.

13. The draft Canterbury CDEM Capability Assessment Report of August 2010 be finalised and

its recommendations formally considered.

14. Relevant incoming Ministers be briefed on key roles and responsibilities in an emergency,
and on how to access lessons and recommendations from previous disasters, to minimise

the need for development of ad hoc processes in each event.
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15. CDEM Group plans incorporate arrangements for the immediate relief of staff who are
themselves disaster victims, and training in recognised techniques for managing arduous

working hours under high levels of personal stress.

16. Consideration be given to a national training programme or annual conference for CDEM
personnel to provide opportunities for relationship building and discussion of case

studies like the Canterbury earthquakes.

17. CDEM Group activity include a programme for reaching out to communities through
established interest groups to build awareness and cohesion so that these groups may

play a role in community resilience and response to emergencies.

18. CDEM plans extend beyond consideration of emergency accommodation only to longer
term arrangements, for example, involving Housing NZ in more certain arrangements

than providing “on the day”

19. MCDEM investigate and promote means by which efficient and secure sharing of

information in the interests of disaster response and recovery could be achieved.
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3. Structure and Process of the Review

Background to Event

The 4 September 2010 Canterbury earthquake was the first heavily damaging seismic
event to strike New Zealand since the Hawkes Bay earthquake of 1931. Its epicentre was
thirty kilometres west of Christchurch and it affected most seriously the territorial
authorities of Christchurch City Council, Waimakariri District Council and Selwyn District
Council, which together have a population of around 400,000. It was felt from Invercargill

to the central North Island.

All three territorial authorities are members of the Canterbury Civil Defence and
Emergency Management (CDEM) Group. Each set up an Emergency Operations Centre
and the Group set up an Emergency Co-ordinating Centre at the Environment Canterbury
premises in Christchurch. The National Crisis Management Centre in Wellington was also

activated.

There were no fatalities and few serious injuries. Nevertheless, damage and disruption

were extensive. Features of the earthquake were:

e The large number of aftershocks, several causing more damage, and including the

devastating aftershock on 22 February 2011.
e Extensive damage to unreinforced masonry buildings.
e Collapse of many brick chimneys, including a large number on houses.

e Widespread liquefaction and lateral spreading in areas close to streams, rivers

and wetland (about 15% of the area of potential liquefiable soils in the district).

Although there was significant damage to lifelines, including rail and road networks, water
supply and wastewater systems, power and telephones, most were reinstated to at least

a workable level within days.

Farming areas, mostly in Selwyn District, also suffered damage, particularly where the

earthquake caused ground rupture and movement.

The earthquake caused the largest CD emergency since the new Civil Defence and

Emergency Act came into force in 2002.
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Establishment of Review

A process of organisational debriefings within agencies at local, regional and national
levels has reviewed operations, catalogued strengths and weaknesses, and identified
issues to inform current plans and processes. The Director of Civil Defence & Emergency
Management saw a need for a higher level review to report on management of the

response and the transition to recovery, in order to inform continuing development of

CDEM arrangements.

This review is in line with the Director’s duties under the Civil Defence and Emergency
Management Act to monitor the performance of CDEM Groups and persons who have

responsibilities under the Act. As such the review must seek to:
® Enhance organisational learning;
¢ Ensure informed decision making;
e Support substantive accountability;
¢  Build capacity and capability.
The review was carried out by two independent consultants:
e Richard Westlake of Westlake Consulting Limited, and
e David Middleton ONZM of Kestrel Group Limited.

The consultants were appointed on 14 January with initial instructions to report by 30

April. Terms of Reference are at Appendix 1. The key themes were:
e The response to the event in the Community;
* The response to the event by local, regional and national agencies;
e The management of the event;
* Support to Government for timely decision-making;
* Management of information to the public;
e Establishment of recovery initiatives and recovery framework.

The review did not consider liability issues, and it reports on issues and processes rather

than individual incidents and responses.

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.42

The Terms of Reference require the review to consider only the period until 23

September, covering the initial response/recovery phase.
Approach Taken

The reviewers conducted interviews in Wellington, Trentham, Auckland, Christchurch,
Rangiora and Rolleston. We also reviewed available reports, minutes and other

documents including
e The Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act (2002);

® The Guide to the Civil Defence and Emergency Management Plan (“the Director’s

Guide”);
® The Canterbury CDEM Plan; and
* National Crisis Management Centre (NCMC) Situation Reports®.

Forty people from eighteen organisations were interviewed before the earthquake of 22
February. We targeted our first interviews with people we considered best able to
provide a strategic perspective, and progressively worked down to the operational level.
After 22 February, interviews were suspended for a month and then resumed where
possible. Many potential interviewees were distracted by the 22 February earthquake
and appointments were not pursued. This curtailment meant that some sectors were
only moderately represented in the interviews but it vindicated an approach of pursuing
the high level view first. Sectors where we have completed fewer interviews than we
would have liked include utilities, welfare organisations and representatives of the local
community (although we interviewed Members of Parliament and local government

representatives both before and after 22 February).

Our interviews followed a semi-structured pattern which allowed interviewees a free rein
to express their experiences and views, guiding them towards matters in the Terms of
Reference where appropriate, or where we had specific questions. We adopted this open
approach quite early in the process when we realised that almost all our interviewees

were well prepared, co-operative and open.

! Refer Appendix 2 for the full list of interviewees and Appendix 3 for bibliography of documents consulted.
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We have tried to indicate where the limitation imposed by the February event has
affected the report. Statements that sectors were incompletely covered and equivocal

language are indications of less comprehensive coverage.

Nevertheless, we consider this report provides valuable insights into what must now be
considered (in light of the 22 February event) a disaster of second order proportions.
Comparison of the response/recovery for both events will be instructive. We believe that
the behaviours, imperatives, priorities and processes are necessarily different in a major
national emergency involving heavy casualties from those in a regional event with few
casualties, as studied in this report. The latter will be a more frequent type of event in

New Zealand than the former, which may not happen again in our lifetimes.

This report is not intended to inform its principals on how the response/recovery to the 4
September earthquake could have been improved. Rather, it examines the processes,
plans, systems and procedures enshrined in the Civil Defence & Emergency Management

Act and interpreted by the Canterbury Civil Defence & Emergency Management Group.
Structure of Report

This report has been structured to reflect the requirements of the Terms of Reference,
with specific recommendations. We gave assurance to interviewees that their responses
would be anonymous while recognising that wording, style or context might identify a

person.

11
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4, Overview of the Event and Impacts2

At 4.35 a.m. local time on Saturday 4 September 2010, the rupture of a previously
unrecognised strike-slip fault beneath the Canterbury Plains produced a magnitude 7.1
earthquake that caused widespread damage throughout the region. The epicentre was
about ten kilometres southeast of the town of Darfield, with a focal depth of ten
kilometres. The event produced a 28 kilometre long east-west surface rupture, mainly
through the farmland of Selwyn District. During the month following this main event,
there were eleven aftershocks of magnitude 5 or greater, some of which caused further

damage to infrastructure in Christchurch and surrounding districts.

The Canterbury Plains are New Zealand’s largest area of flat land. They are formed by the
overlapping fans of several rivers that flow out of the Southern Alps.  Christchurch is on
the coast and adjacent to an extinct volcano complex that forms Banks Peninsula. The
site of the city was largely swamp located behind beach sand dunes, with estuaries and
lagoons that were drained. The Waimakariri River regularly flooded the city before stop
bank construction and realignment in the 1850s. These factors are particularly relevant to
the liquefaction and lateral spreading that occurred during the 4 September event (and

the 22 February earthquake).

Modern buildings and houses generally responded well to the shaking, which was below
New Zealand earthquake design levels for serviceability limit and ultimate limit states.
The Christchurch Women'’s Hospital’s base isolation system was activated. The major
impacts were to unreinforced masonry buildings — mostly in the Christchurch and Kaiapoi
business districts — and buildings (mainly houses) on soft soils. Housing performance
featured chimney collapse, with some 26,000 chimneys reportedly damaged. Some inter-

building pounding occurred.

The Canterbury Engineering Lifelines Group has been addressing infrastructure
vulnerability co-operatively since the 1990s. This attention can be credited for the high
level of lifeline resilience. Power and telecommunications were restored within 24 hours.
Water was mostly restored within five days but waste water services were a more

intractable problem, and some had not been reconnected before 22 February.

2 The reviewers acknowledge the New Zealand Society for Earthquake Engineering Bulletin Volume 43,
number 4, and the Geotechnical Reconnaissance of the 2010 Darfield (New Zealand) Farthquake version 1,
edited by Misko Cubrinovski of the University of Canterbury and Russell A. Green of Virginia Tech, Blacksburg,
Virginia, USA, as sources for this section.
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The science and engineering communities collaborated with government officials in a free
exchange of information under the ‘learning from earthquakes’ banner, and extensive
and detailed reports, such as those cited here, were produced within three months of the
event. Virtual clearing houses and technical forums were still being utilised up until the
22 February, making the September earthquake one of the most intensively researched in

the world.

As was reiterated to us regularly, the 4 September event was accompanied by elements

of good fortune:

® lIts occurrence in the early morning meant the streets of the business districts,

where much of the potentially lethal damage occurred, were largely deserted;

* No big sporting or cultural event had taken place the previous night, so there was

little reason for people to be in the city centre into the early hours;

e This, combined with poor weather during the evening, kept many potential

revellers off the streets;

® The early hour of the day gave Urban Search and Rescue (USAR) and building

evaluation teams a whole day of daylight in which to work.

It soon became evident that casualties were light, so USAR engineers could be put on

building safety evaluation (placarding) duties.

There was also reasonably fine weather over the days following the earthquake, so the
clean-up was unimpeded by rain or cold (apart from a brief period of wind and rain on 5/6

September).

However, luck should not colour conclusions about the success of the response; it would
have taken only one major building collapse to alter the situation significantly, as was

demonstrated tragically on 22 February.
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5. National Response

GNS Science, through GeoNet®, notifies MCDEM of a serious event at the same time as it
notifies its own staff. This ensures the earliest possible warning, although at the expense
of accuracy and verification. The location of the earthquake was established in about
seven minutes. For about an hour, the initial USGS estimate of magnitude 7.4 was used,

even though early indications from GeoNet were 7.0.

The Duty Manager, Duty Officer and other members of the on-call team were notified by
pager. They commenced the laid down procedure for alerting the National Controller and

activating CD at the national level.

The Guide to the National Civil Defence Emergency Management Plan (the ‘Guide’)
provides that MCDEM may issue a National Advisory notification through the National
Warning System in the event of an earthquake. Agencies that meet the performance
standards set out by MCDEM to ensure capability of receipt at any hour, must register
with MCDEM to receive warnings and advisories. For earthquakes, GeoNet has a
subscription list for notification of all felt events. Web service, RSS, Pager, SMS, email and
fax are all employed. In the case of large events, GNS Science informs MCDEM by

telephone.

For unpredictable events like earthquakes, where warning is not possible, the objective is
to inform emergency response by providing assessments of the likely impact on any
affected areas. A national advisory may be updated, cancelled or converted to a national
warning if there is a threat to New Zealand. Media releases are issued in conjunction with
advisories. National arrangements are in place for the broadcast of emergency
announcements via radio and television networks. These are typically used for pre event

warnings and were not utilised for the 4 September event.

A National Advisory was issued by MCDEM at 0525 4 September, less than sixty minutes
after the earthquake. It was addressed to the CDEM Manager/Contingency Manager of

CDEM Groups, local authorities, NZ Fire Service, NZ Police and other agencies, with copy
to MCDEM Regional Emergency Management Advisors (REMAs). It gave the earthquake

parameters, did not detail any assistance required, and noted that the NCMC was not yet

3
Refer www.geonet.org.nz
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activated. All further communication would be via normal email as part of NCMC

situation reports.

A further note was issued by the Duty Team at 0638 to state that the NCMC was being
activated and that all Wellington staff were to contact it within 30 minutes to notify their
availability. REMAs were to contact affected CDEM Groups within the same time frame

and notify the NCMC when they had made this contact.

Some Wellington-based staff self-activated at first light to the NCMC at the Beehive.
Others were activated by standard processes and the NCMC was activated at Mode 2 —

‘Engage’, defined in the Guide as:

In addition to monitoring activities: collect, analyse and disseminate information
on emergencies, report, advise government; provide public information service.

Support agencies to be kept informed.

The first Situation Report® (Sitrep) carried information about the state of CD centres in the
affected region (most activated), first impressions of damage, and status reports on
people, property, transport, lifelines and the international response. The sitrep noted
that response arrangements were as directed by the National CDEM Plan and CDEM

Group Plan.

The NCMC activation was later escalated to Mode 3 — ‘Assist’, defined in the Guide as:

In addition to engage activities: process/co-ordinate requests for support from

regional and local organisations.

The NCMC was generally found to have operated effectively and to have benefited from
the experiences of the Samoan and Chilean events in the previous twelve months.
Greater resource availability from the Department of Internal Affairs and a recent
simulation exercise also paid dividends. The NCMC organised itself into a 24 hour

operation with staff on eight-hour shifts.

* Issued at 0915 on 4 September, approximately four-and-a-half hours after the event
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6. Response in the Community

Warnings, alerts and initial messages to the public

Radio New Zealand (Radio NZ) records show that, at the time of the earthquake, a live
presenter was on air and a small team of journalists was working in the newsroom. Being
a live 24 hour broadcaster enabled Radio NZ to respond instantly to texts from listeners,

and to communications with MCDEM.

Radio NZ provided web coverage from early on the morning of 4 September, with news
reports being posted within the first two hours. A direct link to the MCDEM website was

highlighted on the home page.

The first formal press release was received from MCDEM at 0633. The time on the release
was 0435, the exact time of the earthquake. It made no mention of the possibility of a
tsunami because it was immediately recognised that this was not a tsunamagenic
earthquake. It has since been appreciated that a ‘no tsunami threat’ notice would have

reassured the public.

For further coverage of information dissemination, see the section on “Management of

information to the public” (Page 55).

Interviews with some Christchurch citizens indicate that the public view of how well
CDEM worked was influenced by how severe the damage to their homes and businesses
was.” Those with minimal damage were impressed but those with more severe damage
tended to look for more help and advice than seemed available. Even general indications
about when disruptions to schooling, transport, housing and jobs, etc., could be expected

to ease were looked for.
Activations and information gathering

The earthquake was powerfully felt locally, and it was obvious a major event had
occurred. However, the likelihood of either an Alpine Fault or a Wellington earthquake
was so prevalent in the minds of even emergency management, and so low was the
expectation of a large event in Christchurch, that it took some time for an appreciation of
exactly what had occurred. The absence of three senior CDEM Group Controllers at the

same time, the token involvement of local politicians in the CDEM Group coupled with a

3 Working notes, Dr. Suzanne Vallance Faculty of Environment, Society and Design, Lincoln University
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lack of understanding of their roles, add weight to the observation in the August 2010

Canterbury CDEM Group Capability Assessment Report (still in draft) of complacency.

The Emergency Operations Centres in Selwyn, Waimakariri and Christchurch and the
Emergency Co-ordinating Centre at Environment Canterbury were activated
spontaneously, all within an hour of the earthquake. Timaru District Council EOC was also

activated.

Since the Group Controller and two deputies were not available initially, a fourth level
controller filled the role for less than 48 hours until the senior Group Controller returned
from overseas. By this time, states of emergency had been declared in three separate
territorial authorities. Had either the senior Group Controller or his deputy been available
straight away, what was seen by many as the unsatisfactory situation of three separate

declarations could have been replaced with one declaration covering the three TAs.

How to get information from all affected areas quickly was a challenge. Concern was
voiced over the lack of planned rapid impact assessment processes which — in the case
particularly of Christchurch City Council — meant delayed attention to the needs of areas
outside the central business district. In Waimakariri, initial intelligence reports came from
the Police and Fire Service but a helicopter was available at first light. Selwyn has a well-
established arrangement through the rural fire service to utilise helicopter flights for
intelligence gathering. This gave good information about ground and structure damage
but did not provide an appreciation of the extent of liquefaction. This showed the
continuing need for ground-based assessment. Selwyn and Waimakariri utilised their
own geographical information systems (GIS) effectively to ascertain initial impacts, but
these maps were not made available at CDEM Group level; this exemplifies the Group

Controller’s struggle to obtain information to assist with the coordination responsibility.

A simple, early but comprehensive reconnaissance can be planned by involving the
capability for low-level flights over the region. Value could be added by a photographer
with a high resolution camera and a GPS system to locate and map where photographs

have been taken.

The lack of a reconnaissance plan in Christchurch contrasts with Wellington region, where
extensive arrangements have been made with a helicopter firm outside the city to take
pre-arranged flight paths (picking up NZ Transport Agency personnel on the way) to view

and video vital access routes and installations. Pre-supplied maps are used by the
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helicopter crew to mark obstacles and blockages. The region’s 29 park rangers are
trained to deploy and report on damage in the areas where they happen to be. To
complete coverage, plans are in place for fishing vessels to do a rapid check of sea route
access. These plans have been tested by exercises but are untried in the absence of a

major Wellington earthquake event.

Further, each territorial authority in Wellington region reportedly has its own local plans

for rapid impact assessment.

There may be a case for NCMC, on activation, to ask the RNZAF to utilise the P3 aircraft
on standby for search and rescue as a matter of routine to conduct early photo-

reconnaissance.

The business community, through the Canterbury Employers’ Chamber of Commerce,
gathered its own information. A call centre was set up by Monday 6 September and visual
inspections, anecdotal evidence gathering, and liaison activities were underway. That
day the Chamber was able to provide sufficient information to the Minister of Finance to
enable decisions about the extent of urgent government aid to assist the survival of

Canterbury businesses.

There are sources of intelligence within communities that could be included in plans for
the early provision of impact assessments. The electorate offices of locally-based
Members of Parliament seem to be an under-utilised resource. Local community boards

and council wards might also take on CD and impact assessment roles.

Recommendation 1

It is recommended that all CDEM Group Plans and the Guide to the National Civil Defence
Emergency Management Plan address how to make and communicate the rapid
assessment of a disaster’s impacts. Plans should include means by which information can
be obtained from the stricken communities themselves, including “Nil” reports, to
distinguish these responses from the absence of a response caused by a failure of

communications systems (see also Recommendation 12).

The Canterbury CDEM Plan describes Community Emergency Response Teams (CERTS),
not to be confused with USAR Response Teams (RTs). These are registered rescue teams

able to do various skilled tasks, whereas CERTs are community based teams who are
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taught basic CD skills. According to the Canterbury CDEM website, although CERTs are
trained in USAR and general rescue their focus is more on reconnaissance and helping in
emergency events as a disciplined unit, for example assisting with sandbagging. There are
currently four or five of these teams in the Group area at different levels of training. The
concept is taken from the Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) in the USA. In
Christchurch, CERTs worked with the Fire Service. CERTs can be registered by MCDEM as a

means of quality control, though not all are.

Several interviewees mentioned the parlous state of community CD and the need for
stronger community ownership. CD posts were often inadequately indicated, unequipped
and unstaffed, so visits to local CD headquarters were in vain. Basic CD support for some
suburbs was absent. Schools were poorly equipped to act as CD Posts and also serve their
charges should an emergency occur in school time. (as it did on 22 February, when
teachers reportedly reacted well to safeguard children until parents could take them
away — a challenge made more difficult for some when the school was simultaneously
acting as a CD post). One suggestion was that the Department of Education supply every
school with a radio telephone and maintain necessary records so they can inform parents

of their children’s situation in an emergency.

A rejuvenation of local CD organisation at suburb level is needed. There was a
feeling that the CERT concept was excellent and could be the basis of an improved
volunteer capacity at a suburban level. The aftermath of the earthquakes, with
subsequent heightened awareness, is a good time to develop such community-

based resources.

Recommendation 2

It is recommended that a policy for the rejuvenation of local CDEM throughout the
country be developed by MCDEM to take advantage of current high level public
awareness of the need; that this policy aim to encourage CDEM Groups to incentivise and
promote this revival, and advises CDEM Groups to look to CERTs and community boards

as means by which community involvement may be established.

It was generally concluded that the Art Gallery served well as Christchurch City Council’s

Emergency Operations Centre, even though it was the second choice because of internal
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damage to the Council offices. There was some comment about initial frustration with
communications caused by the delay during the change of premises. Post the February
earthquake, the Art Gallery could make superfluous a proposal to develop a purpose built
EOC for Christchurch City. As well as the facilities it offered, there was a benefit in the
glass frontage allowing people to see the activity going on inside. It made the EOC a part
of the community. The lesson here is for in-depth consideration of all requirements for

an EOC, including its resilience, before selecting a site.
Observations on Activations and Information Gathering

The September and February earthquakes have done much to dispel the notion that
communities — especially urban ones - are fractured and helpless. Although capability
varied among communities, there were many instances of neighbourly assistance, of
streets and communities coming together in the common cause, and of less affected
areas providing services and assistance to those with greater disruption. However,

community resilience could be further fostered — refer to the discussion on page 57.

Activation of the EOCs and the ECC went well, but hangovers from prior working
relationship difficulties, and concentration by the three EOCs on their own local
operations, hampered response co-ordination at the group level. Although the CDEM
Group Controller and two alternatives were not available initially, a fully competent

controller activated the role.

The September earthquake could be seen as a blessing in disguise because it dispelled the
complacency in the minds of both the public and emergency management throughout the

Region, and enabled a more effective response to the far worse February disaster.

There was a comment that initial briefings to mayors and councillors were not sufficiently
operationally focussed. A template could set out for advisors what fundamental
information mayors and councillors require at the outset of a disaster response. This
could be keyed with a checklist, both hard copy and electronic (see Recommendation 5)
setting out items like role, responsibilities, decision points and contact information.
Wellington’s CDEM Group has produced a brochure on the role of councillors during an
emergency (see Appendix), and combines this with various disaster response fact sheets,

relevant to all citizens, into a desk pack. Pocket checklists are being produced.

At the time of local bady elections, MCDEM makes briefing material available that covers

CD at a national level.
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The ECC felt a lack of information being relayed to it, obstructing its coordination role.
When information or data was received, it was not in a form readily suitable for the ECC’s
(or national) use. EOCs were correctly concentrating on managing operations but
information was not being shared. For example, Selwyn’s EOC contacted Ashburton
District Council on their own initiative and obtained five backup staff plus some cover for
absences, then used nation-wide contacts to augment their strength further, all without

informing the ECC.

The Employers’ Chamber of Commerce also carried out its own activities and relayed
intelligence to central government to allow urgent action. This included an immediate
injection of about $10.5 million of government money, to ease the cash flow problems of
about 2,300 businesses, an action afterwards recognised as timely for the survival of

many.

The new EMIS (Emergency Management Information System) data sharing system should
alleviate this situation, if it is fully utilised by people trained in its use and remains locally
available despite any disruptions to communications systems caused by the event. We

discuss EMIS further on in this report.

There were some shortcomings in the provision for, and carrying out of, initial
reconnaissance to ascertain immediate impacts of the earthquake. This arises from a lack
of the planning that has taken place in other regions . The impression was that authorities
were unaware for some time of the extent of damage and disruption in some areas. The
same complaint has arisen following the February event so the need for a means of rapid

reconnaissance of the whole area of possible impact is underlined.
Declarations of States of Emergency

The Director’s Guidelines for Declarations® acknowledge that the Act is not easy to follow.
There are two types of declaration — national and local — and local is further divided into a
district or ward declaration and a CDEM Group declaration. Either type of local
declaration may be in respect of the whole territory or of a part. Apparently, at the
passing of the Act in 2002, there was concern that isolated communities could be

imperilled if the lowest level of declaration was at the Group.

® MCDEM publication DGL 05/06

21

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.54

On declaring an emergency, the local controller (for district-wide declarations) or the
group controller (for CDEM Group declarations) takes charge of the response, with access
to statutory powers. The purpose of a declaration is to be a public method of granting
people the necessary authority to protect life and property in extraordinary emergency

events.

The Act states (Section 25) that each CDEM Group must authorise at least one person to
make declarations. If more than one person is authorised, a hierarchical system must be
specified to establish the responsibility at the time of an event. In addition, any mayor or

designated councillor in the mayor’s absence can declare an emergency for their district.

Under the Canterbury CDEM Group Plan, in accordance with legislation, the Chair of the
Joint Committee may make a CDEM Group declaration or, in his/her absence, the Deputy
or, if both are unavailable, any member of the Joint Committee. (The Joint Committee is
the governing body of the CDEM Group, comprising elected representatives of each
territorial authority). If there are no elected members available, the CEO of Environment
Canterbury has the power to declare a CDEM Group emergency for the entire area of the

CDEM Group, or any sub-district.

So the Joint Committee Chair may declare an emergency for the whole CDEM Group, or
part of it, or for the territorial authority, or part of it, which he/she represents. A mayor
or councillor on the Joint Committee may declare only for the territorial authority, or part
of it, which he/she represents, unless the Chair of the Joint Committee is unavailable,
when the deputy or — failing them — any councillor on the Joint Committee may declare

for the whole Group.

At the time of the earthquake, the mayors of Christchurch City, Waimakariri District and
Selwyn District were all available to make declarations and did so for their territorial
authorities — at 9:50 a.m. on 4 September in the case of Christchurch and 10:00 a.m. for
the two districts. All followed advice to declare from Regional Emergency Management
Advisors (REMAs). Reasons for declaring a state of emergency were to enable the closure
of the Christchurch central business district, support the response, enhance public

confidence, and take on evacuation powers in case of need.

Local declarations are for a multi-agency emergency led by an agency other than a CDEM

Group, or a response below CDEM Group-level (i.e. district or ward); at this level, COEM
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Group support and co-ordination will be required and may be monitored by the National

Controller’

States of emergency must be for a set period up to seven days, and can be renewed. In
this case, Order in Council 2010/316 dated 16 September extended some powers under
Part 5 of the Act, ‘Powers in relation to civil defence emergency management’, for all

three districts until 29 November.

The three mayoral declarations made after the September earthquake conferred
emergency powers on each local controller, an employee of each council. One mayor
acted as if the declaration had bestowed emergency powers on himself — which at face
value was not unreasonable. We have commented on the adequacy of briefings to
mayors and councillors in the previous section of this report and, in a later section,

suggest the formal specification of a role for elected representatives.
Observations on Declarations of States of Emergency.

The three separate declarations gave powers to three controllers, each for a different
geographical area. Had there been one group-wide declaration made by the chair of the
Joint Committee, power would have been conferred on one controller, the Group

Controlier in the ECC. Some believed that the Group Controller was, in fact, in charge.

Adding to this source of confusion is the potential difficulty of a mayor’s declaration as a
Joint Committee member for a whole or part of a CDEM Group area, or in their own right
for their own district, which would have the result of transferring powers to a controller

who may not be an employee of any of the local councils.

The Reid report into the 2004 flood event in the North Island notes that one mayor
declined to declare a state of emergency on the grounds that it would transfer control
away from him. It seems that a system which transfers powers outside the organisational

control of the elected representative on his/her making a declaration is flawed.

Elected representatives either on Joint Committees or on Councils have the responsibility
to decide on a declaration. [f a declaration is made, then power passes to the controller.

No elected political leader is likely to make a declaration and then be suspected of

U (Director’s Guidelines for Declarations - MCDEM Publication DGL 05/06)
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abrogating their duty to the community and be held accountable for action (or inaction)
over which they have no control. Although the response to an emergency is a team
effort, with mayor and controller working closely together (as in the 22 February event), it

is the elected representative who is accountable the public.

Recommendation 3

It is recommended that the special powers that are conferred by a declaration of a state
of emergency be vested in the person who declares that emergency, with those powers
being executed through the controller. The elected representative who declares the

emergency may delegate these powers to his/her controller.

Separate declarations were made, despite the advice in the Director’s Guidelines to to
avoid, if possible, a number of independent declarations made by individual mayors
within the same CDEM Group. ‘If this was to occur the process should be well managed.’®
Some of those we spoke to claimed the process was not well managed, and the three
declarations gave rise to confusion and unnecessary complexity. See also the section on
the response of the emergency services (Page 34). In the event, this lack of initial co-
ordination did not greatly affect the immediate response. The February event was quickly

followed by a declaration of a national state of emergency.

Declarations of states of emergency are a signal to the public of the extent of the disaster
and how seriously it is being dealt with. Though not in itself a reason to declare, this is a
legitimate consideration when deciding to declare or not. In this case, the opinion was
expressed that one declaration by the Joint Committee for areas worst affected by the

earthquake would have better informed and assured the people of Canterbury.

This general confusion surrounding states of emergency was one reason why some
suggest civil defence and emergency management should become a regional council
matter. This point is returned to later in this report. There was also the suggestion that
local states of emergency could be only for an entire CDEM Group, thus ensuring full

support from all members for an impacted area and simplifying the whole process.

Declarations of Emergency give controllers wide powers. This emergency was considered

well managed by the controllers, with the following caveats:

% The Guidelines
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Canterbury CDEM Group plans provide for the Group Controller role to be cycled
through two or more people, to relieve the Senior Controller from time to time. This
means the identity of the Group Controller changed with the shift changes. Local
controllers and others were therefore dealing with different group controllers at
different times, and these controllers sometimes had differing opinions and ways of
working. It was suggested that a better structure was one Senior Group Controller
who was relieved by a Deputy, but working always under the Senior Controller, who
needed to be involved in any important decision or action. However, another CDEM
Group with the same planned arrangements as Canterbury did not see a problem,
provided that the various regional controllers worked, trained and exercised closely
together so that no different approaches became apparent. It seems each region will

have to work out its own solution to this issue.

The first alternate Group Controller in this event was also the manager of the
Emergency Management Office and so, in normal times, the immediate superior of
the Group Controller. Whilst we found nothing to indicate this created problems in
this case, it does convey a lack of diligence in structuring the response organisation.
The CDEM Group plan at paragraph 6.1 (d) names five alternate group controllers,
and the individual who took the role of first alternate is not on the list at all. The
person who took over as Group Controller for 48 hours in the absence of the Senior
Group Controller and two alternates, is named as first alternate. The published list of

controllers does not seem to have been adhered to.

There was confusion about whether local controllers were operating under the
direction of the Group Controller or had the emergency powers themselves. Local
controllers seemed definite about their retention of emergency powers and tended to
ignore the Group Controller’s needs. This left the Group Controller under-briefed

from time to time and without the information needed to co-ordinate and assist.

Summary of Response in the Community

The early response to this event seemed well conducted, in spite of some unexpected

circumstances like the absence of the first three choices of group controller, and the

declaration of three separate states of emergency. Those with duties under CD

arrangements turned out as required in national, group and local emergency centres.
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Early intelligence about the disruption caused was hampered in some areas by

inadequate early impact assessments. Other CDEM Groups have plans for these.

The earthquake exposed the inadequacy of suburban civil defence. Community
Emergency Response Teams (CERTs) are potentially a valuable community resource and
base upon which a suburban revival of CD could be built, but they are under-developed
and under-trained at present. Run down suburban CD volunteer resources exacerbated
the inadequate intelligence flow between the affected communities and central

authorities.

Emergencies were declared in three areas to enable statutory powers to be adopted but it
is unclear whether there was a proper understanding of these among political leaders and
some CD personnel, and what organisational hierarchy a declaration of emergency

imposed.
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7. Response to the Emergency

Local authorities

Too few people seemed to have been fully briefed or to understand their responsibilities
and the applicable rules or guidelines. For emergency events there is a problem of people
who are not generally involved in CD having to take on roles they have not properly
prepared for, often at very short notice. However, Selwyn District Council impressed us

with the extent to which CD has been integrated into their normal business processes.

In Canterbury, and possibly other regions of New Zealand, CD responsibilities like
membership of the Joint Committee or Co-ordinating Executive Group (CEG) are often
delegated. Four of the ten people on the Joint Mayoral Committee of the Canterbury
CDEM Group were not mayors. However, the people actually involved may have a
greater sense of commitment. According to the draft Capability Assessment Report, there

is no induction material for new members.

The CEG membership is mostly at chief executive level but attendance and interest were
variable, and few understood the CEG’s role. The manager of the Emergency
Management Office reported to the Joint Committee, not the CEG Chair, which might

leave the latter vulnerable to being cut out of the information loop.

These and other factors were cited as reasons for reforming the CDEM arrangements in
regions by placing responsibility squarely with the regional council. CDEM matters would
then arise as a matter of course in the business and meeting agendas of the regional
council and its committees (including the Chief Executives Committee). The regional
council would run the Emergency Management Office and employ its manager and staff,
avoiding the situation in Christchurch where the EMO is a CDEM Group structure that has
been out-sourced to Environment Canterbury, creating confusion over who actually

employs the EMO manager.

Others were vehemently opposed to the transfer of CD to regional councils. The loyalty
of local staff to their TA civil defence needs as opposed to more distant regional
requirements was cited, and it was doubted that the remarkable commitment shown by
local council staff to their duties following the September (and February) event would be

at the same level for a regional council.
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Alternatives suggested included maintaining CD at the TA level, with strong MCDEM
support available at short notice. Instead of a CDEM Group, there would be strong

mutual aid agreements with neighbouring and distant TAs.

One model variation already being used in some CDEM Groups entails the setting up of a
group office with a second tier manager who appoints all CDEM officers for the region.
The manager is the Group Controller and all resources for the region are pooled and
managed by the CDEM Group. Although the Group Office may be located in the regional

council, it is responsible to the Group.

This discussion relates to the fundamental structure of Civil Defence and Emergency
Management, which is based upon the premise that management and control should
devolve to local levels to the greatest possible extent. We acknowledge that any changes
are likely to require amendments to the CDEM Act and that the February earthquake will
probably prompt a review of the Act. We therefore leave further consideration of this
matter to subsequent enquiries, but record the following recommendation because the
September event exercised the local CDEM structures and arrangements to a greater

extent than the February one, which was dealt with as a national emergency.

Recommendation 4

It is recommended that any review of the CDEM Act include consideration of whether the
structure, roles and responsibilities of CDEM Groups and their subordinate structures

should be changed.

CDEM Group Plans, the Guide and other resource material available from MCDEM and
from CDEM Group is extensive. For people like CEOs and elected representatives for
whom CD duties will be a rare undertaking, having the vital points on a couple of
laminated pages for assimilation once the emergency has occurred would be invaluable.
A pocket checklist for such people has already been mentioned. Since smart-phones and
tablet computers are now commonly used, it should not be a major investment to
develop an Emergency Management ‘Key actions’ application which could be loaded on
to every relevant official’s device (and updated automatically), incorporating generic,

national and Council-specific checklists, responsibilities and contact details.
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Recommendation 5

It is recommended that CDEM Groups address the urgent information needs of executive
staff and leaders involved in a civil defence response. As well as more traditional means
like laminated cards, the opportunities offered by smart phones and tablet computers

should be investigated.

Regional Emergency Management Advisors (REMAs) are MCDEM staff who deploy to
EOCs and ECCs when they are opened. After the September event, REMAs were present
in all EOCs and the ECC. They reported that TA staff appreciated dealing directly with
MCDEM in the person of the REMA. Several REMAs observed that TAs did not utilise the

ECC’s co-ordinating function to its best advantage.
Building Safety Evaluations

The Department of Building and Housing (DBH) is the lead government agency for
building safety evaluation following events that impact on buildings. DBH supports the
“Guidelines for Territorial Authorities” prepared by the New Zealand Society for
Earthquake Engineering and last published in August 2009 after revision of a 1998

document.

The Guidelines draw heavily on North American experience and procedures. Their scope
covers the rapid assessment of buildings to be carried out during a state of emergency.
They address all types of building (including residential) and infrastructure (roads, bridges,

water supplies, power supplies, etc.).

It is important to note that the focus of the building safety assessments and the placards
that are placed on buildings to inform the public about an inspection are for the period
between this initial reconnaissance and the lifting of the state of emergency. The
expectation of specialists conducting the evaluations is that the findings will be current

for a few weeks at most.

The Guidelines conceive the building safety assessment process as part of a longer term
programme to ensure the structural integrity of buildings after a disaster that causes a
state of emergency to be declared. The rapid safety evaluation process itself comprises
two levels. The first is based on exterior inspection and involves placards on the

buildings, cordoning off, and recording in a central database. Level 2 inspections are
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suitable for larger buildings and critical facilities. Interiors are assessed, drawings
consulted, and calculations made in addition to the Level 1 activities. The results of the

Level 1 inspection may be revised.

Detailed engineering evaluation and remedial work are envisaged in the longer term.

These are the building owner’s responsibility but may be required by the TA.

Despite these guidelines clearly stating in their foreword that ‘Territorial authorities have
the responsibility of co-ordinating building inspections to provide for public safety,’
participants in the process perceived that they needed to rely on a centrally organised
exercise, at least in the Christchurch City Council’s area. There was no system in place to

utilise the reports of building owners’ own engineers where these had been done.

Other recommendations in the DBH Guidelines are to prepare and adopt an emergency
plan, write responsibilities into role descriptions, identify priorities for evaluation,
assemble and stockpile resources, prepare a database for receiving and recording

information, and document the approach that will be taken post-disaster.

The Guidelines recommend one of three placards be affixed to inspected buildings:

Colour | Placard Heading | Placard Sub Placard Wording
Heading
Green | Inspected No restriction on While no apparent ... hazards have
use or occupancy been found a more comprehensive
inspection ... may reveal safety
hazards
Yellow | Restricted Use No entry except on | This building has been damaged and
essential business its structural safety is questionable.

Enter only at own risk. Subsequent
aftershocks ... may result in increased
damage and danger ...

Red Unsafe Do not enter or This building has been seriously
occupy damaged and is unsafe. Do not
enter. Entry may result in death or
injury.

The green placards do not warn about aftershocks as the yellow placards do.

There was evidence of small but significant differences in how each council conducted
building safety assessments, and in how the placards were used and interpreted. This

was partly due to the use of out-of-date procedures from the 1998 Guidelines. We were
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also told of inadequate record keeping or information distribution so that it was often not
known without a visual check what type of placard had been applied to a particular

building, or whether it had been revised.
Placards were widely interpreted as a signal of the ongoing safety status of a building.

Normally, placards have no validity after the lifting of the state of emergency. If access to
a building is to continue to be refused, the TA must by then have used its powers under
the Building Act 2004. After the 4 September event, Order in Council SR 2010/315
extended the validity period for red and yellow placards to 16 September 2011. Thus a
rapid evaluation lasting a few minutes established the safety status of a building for over
twelve months, without the need for further inspection. Green placarded buildings, by

inference, were widely regarded as permanently safe, also without further inspection.

When used on dwellings, the placards are intended as a best-judgment indication of
safety and habitability. However, they were subsequently used for a short time in the
consideration of rates rebates and emergency financial grants from the Red Cross
Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Fund. The accuracy of the stickers therefore had

consequences well beyond their original purpose.

We heard a view that the system does not suit residential properties. Where continued
occupancy of a building is the concern rather than public access, the key issue is whether
it is safe to live in. A two-level system might be more suitable: red for certified unsafe,
white for not obviously unsafe but care essential. Note the change of colour from green

to white to avoid the notion that green means “go ahead”.

Widespread confusion among householders was reported. Red placards were interpreted
as denoting demolition, green were safety certificates, while yellow seemed to leave
many just bemused. Debates with the rapid assessment engineers ensued, either to red-
tag a home so owners could depend on a total loss settlement from their insurers or
green-tag it to avoid the necessity to find somewhere else to live. These engineers were
often the first officials whom residents had seen, and their 15-20 minute assessment of a

property did not meet expectations for more comprehensive attention.

This extrinsic employment of the placards gave them a value that their ease of removal
and copying did not support. Instances of placard swapping by building owners or
tenants were cited but it is not known whether this was connected to the financial

assistance available on their evidence. Extending the life of the placards exposed
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deficiencies in their colour fastness and how well they were secured to buildings. After
the February 2011 earthquake, questions were raised about green placarded buildings
that had collapsed, suggesting widespread public confusion about what the placards

meant.

There is some evidence, then, that a further review of the Guidelines would be useful and
that the wording and employment of the placards should be its focus. Whether the
procedures for rapid building evaluation should be a legislated rather than having a

recommended status only should also be addressed.

Recommendation 6

It is recommended that the Building Safety Evaluation Guidelines for Territorial
Authorities be reviewed with a focus on the placarding system, its purpose, associated
record keeping and clarity of wordings to a general reader; and consideration be given to

mandating the guidelines as a national Standard.

Cordons

Powers conferred by a declaration of a state of emergency include evacuation from, and
prevention of access to, public areas. Cordons are manned by police to enforce this.
Sitrep No. 5 of 5 September reports that the Group Controller authorised NZ Police to
restrict public access to Christchurch City and Kaiapoi CBDs, Kairaki Beach, Pine Beach and
other points at their discretion. As local controllers were in charge of their own districts’

emergencies, some liaison must have occurred in order to co-ordinate this request.

It was decided (though initially not by the Police) that the cordon in the Christchurch CBD
should be reinforced with military personnel who were available locally. Normal channels
to effect this were considered too cumbersome by the community’s leaders because of
the need to co-ordinate requirements among the three districts that had declared.
Instead, informal means were used, leading to difficulties and confusion about the
purpose of this unplanned intervention and who was authorising it. This was resolved but

resulted in a delay of a few days.

This delay was noticeably absent after the February earthquake because, we understand,
an urgent request was made direct to NCMC who in turn dealt with Defence Forces

Headquarters.
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Consents process

Some early debate was reported on the best approach for granting the many building
consents that would now be required. There were arguments for and against a fast track
process and the importing of sufficient staff from other TAs to cope with demand while
applying normal procedures. Eventually, an Order-in-Council eased the constraint by

waiving the need for consents in some circumstances.
Emergency Accommodation

Waimakariri’s plans for provision of emergency accommodation seemed to meet the
demands of this disaster. People were encouraged to go first to unaffected family
members. Failing this, the TA found and paid for alternative accommodation or directed
victims to community resources like church halls, marae, etc. Any need Selwyn had for

emergency accommodation was met by local motels and hotels.

Within Christchurch, comment was received that the marae-based response was largely
ignored, possibly because of a lack of connection between CD and iwi. Communities
centred on a marae have been shown in other emergencies to be cohesive and resilient,
and to be capable of making a valuable contribution in their outreach to others, especially
in the provision of emergency accommodation where they are well integrated with CDEM

planning,.
Emergency Services

The Fire (including USAR), Police and Defence services at both national and regional levels
reported a largely normal business response. They had exercised extensively — including
joint training — and reported that, if anything, the event went better than the exercises
had indicated it might. In all services, local personnel put their professional duties ahead
of family and home needs. This level of commitment serves New Zealand well, but, if not
managed appropriately, can create its own difficulties and longer term problems. Many
families of emergency services personnel suffered with their communities. Shortly before
the February aftershock, we were advised by one emergency services employer that the
cost of providing counselling to the children of their affected employees was the highest
continuing support cost following the September event. This needs to be factored in to

future work planning.
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The Fire Service responded by setting up internal crisis caring centres for firemen and
their families, in a “caring for carers” programme. This was very well received by staff and

their families.

The emergency services remarked that one declaration of emergency instead of three
would have assisted with the co-ordination of their resources for the response. With
separate declarations, it was left to the individual services to assess relative priorities with
insufficient knowledge so an inevitable “first come, first served” approach ensued. A
noted under-utilisation of Defence Force helicopters, in contrast to the well-integrated

use of other Defence Force resources, may have been one result of this fragmentation.

Sometimes, the push/pull dilemma posed quandaries for emergency services chiefs,
especially in the Defence Force. The Defence Force is never the lead agency in CD
emergencies. When the NCMC or an EOC is set up, the NZDF provides a liaison officer to
advise the Controller on the capability and resources of the Defence Force. Liaison
officers were appointed to all three local EOCs after the September event. Normal
practice is for requests for support to be made through the NCMC liaison officer by the
national controller; in the meantime the NZDF advances to a state of readiness in

anticipation of requests.

Reality is not always this tidy, and some confusion followed requests for particular
resources instead of requests to fill a need, causing a potential mismatch between the
two. An example was a request for a particular aircraft type which turned out not to be
the best type for the purpose. Delay in the provision of service personnel to assist with
manning cordons was also cited by Defence chiefs as a result of unclear instructions about

duties.

The preferred status expressed by the emergency services was national resources under
local management. Within pre-determined geographical limits, however, commanders of
NZDF camps and facilities may support responses to local emergencies with their own
resources. This was an area where a single state of emergency declaration and
coordinated requests for support would have clarified matters for the Commander of

Burnham Camp.

Defence Force chiefs observed an over-estimation by departments of what defence

resources could be made available.
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From the CD side, co-ordination with the emergency services was considered to be very
good. The sharing of operational and GIS information with the ECC was cited as an area
for improvement, although the emergency services themselves stated they had good

inter-service sharing systems.

The Fire Service undertook its largest USAR deployment to date, with over 140 people.
USAR teams include about 24 structural engineers, and they became the main USAR
contribution, organising and helping with rapid safety inspections of buildings alongside
engineers arranged through Institution of Professional Engineers’ procedures. These, and
other volunteers, brought the number up to about 100. This could occur only because of

the lack of entrapments and casualties.

In carrying out emergency stabilisation work the Fire Service has to be sensitive of the
border between that and normal commercial building work. If commercial processes
have broken down, or are overloaded, the Fire Service can get involved to do emergency
or first repairs, otherwise the building owner must be left to rely on normal market

operations. This can be a sensitive demarcation which the public may not be attuned to.

It was noted that the Fire Service response was enhanced by its being a national
organisation, unlike everywhere else in the world, where the fire services are regional.
This means the New Zealand resources of the Fire Service are well integrated and

managed.

The task of the Police is to manage the emergency until CD takes over. If a declaration of
emergency is warranted, they prefer it to be done early on so that powers can be
transferred and they can adapt their role under the new regime. The Police view is that
the military are used only after Police resources are exhausted; military involvement is
therefore an implicit admission by Police of an inability to cope. There was some concern
among Police management that this stage had not been reached and yet military

assistance was brought in.

Although this may seem sensitive on the part of a department, it indicates again the need
for planned communications to be maintained, even under the stress of informal or non-

compliant channels.
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Welfare agencies/services

The National Welfare Co-ordination Group (NWCG) co-ordinates welfare assistance at a
national level when a CDEM Group cannot meet demand. The NWCG represents the
welfare sector of seventeen named agencies (both government and NGOs) and any other
agencies enlisted in a particular emergency. This large operation is chaired and led by the

Ministry of Social Development.

The NWCG was in stand-by mode by mid-morning on 4™ September while the MSD’s
Regional Commissioner in Christchurch and staff were assessing whether additional
support would be required. The Group met that afternoon to co-ordinate national

welfare response requirements.

By 14.00 that day, emergency welfare centres were being set up around Christchurch and
other impacted districts. At 16.00 the 0800 Government helpline (0800 779 997) was
activated, with service provided between 07.00 and 22.00 daily. Under the CDEM Group
plan, emergency welfare centres are the point of contact for immediate welfare support.
They are activated by the local CDEM welfare manager and provide an interface between
the community and responding agencies. They are designed to provide a range of
emergency welfare services such as temporary shelter, registration, finding
accommodation, catering, first aid and providing information about the emergency, and

response and recovery activities.

The Group Welfare Advisory Group (WAG) has been formed under the CDEM Group plan
to develop, document and implement integrated emergency welfare planning for the
Canterbury area. According to the plan, the WAG exists to identify gaps in the
coordination and delivery of welfare functions prior to and during emergencies, and to
address these gaps through individual and multi-agency action. One comment was that

the role of the WAG was not widely understood by other response participants.

An assumption in plans and guides that the WAG can readily transform from planning and
relationship-building to response co-ordination was questioned. The reply to this is that
the WAG is in existence for the initial response phase only, to gather and disseminate
welfare information and needs. As welfare centres close with the end of the response
phase, and recovery centres replace them, the WAG may evolve into the Social
Environment Task Group (SETG) under the recovery structure. This group has the same

Chair but is an action group, involved in planning and operations.
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The roles of the WAG Chair and Group Welfare Manager were seen to overlap, and the

latter resigned to avoid confusion.

Observers expressed concern about the number of welfare agencies and representatives
attending meetings, and the running of welfare centres, particularly the issue of “free
riders” and the provision of accommodation. The welfare sector itself saw both situations
as normal and manageable. Although WAG meetings were large in order to brief and
inform all agencies directly, under the SETG sub-groups were established and meetings

with action agenda items were much smaller.

The WAG's verdict on welfare centres was that they performed their role properly and
managed the difficult matters of emergency accommodation over-stayers and free riders
to within tolerances. There was a comment that emergency accommodation and other
welfare needs should be managed as separate services. The welfare sector saw itself as
operating alongside but not as part of the overall CDEM response that comes under the
direction of the CDEM Controller. There was misunderstanding on both sides, due in
large part to different operating styles. Welfare viewed the CDEM response as process-
driven and militaristic while they focused on actual needs, responding to them
independently of other physical emergency activities and without the mass of confusing

CDEM Group instruction and processes.

Other reasons for confusion between the welfare and CDEM response activities included
a supposed lack of documentation within the welfare sector spelling out the
responsibilities of each agency. In fact, the Canterbury CDEM Group Plan includes
Memoranda of Understanding with several welfare agencies so this may be a case of
unawareness of what is in place. Such documentation was considered unnecessary by the
sector itself because, they claim, roles and responsibilities are so well known and
accepted without set agreements. A complaint was that the welfare sector did not seem
to accept the Controller as the person in charge of the response whilst a state of
emergency existed but the sector, led by MSD and its local officials, merely saw itself as
dealing with its priorities without the need for such formalities. Perhaps there was also

uncertainty over which controller was in charge and what role the Group Controller had.

An observation was that welfare activities and management seemed at first to be left
solely to volunteers. This may have resulted from a lack of regional presence by some of

the welfare agencies. We conducted relatively few interviews around this aspect so our
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comments are more general. In New Zealand the voluntary sector is heavily relied upon
to provide vital community services. It was claimed that organisations in the sector
struggled to maintain services over an extended period. Few organisations seemed to
have plans for staffing shifts or other arrangements needed to provide continuous

service.

We also heard that training was not yet fit for purpose, and that Group and local
emergency welfare arrangements and activities were not well integrated. The approach
embodied by the “Right Service, Right Time” organisation was cited with approval. “Right
Service, Right Time” is a clearing house for 54 welfare services that endeavours to meet
the needs of families holistically by co-ordinating the available assistance from all welfare
agencies and ensuring a continuum of help is maintained. Itis a Canterbury innovation,

and not present in other regions.

We note that the draft Canterbury CDEM Capability Assessment Report recommends a
review of the capability and capacity of the Group’s welfare function to identify gaps, and
we endorse this recommendation. At the same time, we note the comment that the

MCDEM Welfare in Emergencies Best Practice Guide could be clearer and more concise.

On 6 September, Cabinet approved the contribution of $5 million to the Joint Mayoral
Relief Fund set up by the three councils. This was later reconfigured as the Red Cross
Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Fund. The Government’s contribution was delayed
because of the unusual establishment process which did not comply with the Director’s
Guide for government financial assistance, and the Red Cross being made responsible for
the fund. Other NGOs also reportedly had reservations about contributing funds to the

Red Cross rather than through established government processes.

Lifeline Utilities

Among utilities, we were only able to meet Orion Group. The 4 September earthquake
was their most significant event to that date, with an average customer interruption
about three times higher than the previous biggest event, the Canterbury snowstorm in
1992. Orion had been pursuing a seismic safety programme, involving the reinforcement
of built structures and the securing of equipment to solid bases. The result of this risk
reduction programme was that there was no significant damage to the network or any

substation. About 80% of outages were due to the safety tripping of overloaded

transformers, with the remainder because of lines and cable damage.
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As with the emergency services, staff still reported for work despite the stress of their

domestic situations.

Orion brought in advisors to help with external communications, and felt this helped with

news media demands well. One area to develop is use of the social media.

Orion made the point that their pricing model encourages major energy users to own and
maintain their own diesel generators to reduce load during peak times. Hospital, water,
telecommunications and police were able to utilise these generators and they served
well. However, as far as energy companies themselves are concerned, Orion points out

that regulatory incentives to invest to protect against major events are poor.
People in the Community

A claimed disconnection between CD and marae-based communities has already been

noted.

There is no national structure specifically for the administration of volunteers following an
emergency event. In contrast, Volunteering Australia includes in its mission, “mobilising
and supporting volunteer effort by providing a national service for recruitment and
deployment of volunteers, including assisting with the registration of spontaneous
volunteers in national emergency response situations.” It supports this aim through a

volunteer recruitment website, www.govolunteer.com.au, which is sponsored by both the

private sector and government. The equivalent New Zealand organisation is
Volunteering NZ but this does not yet have an operational arm like Australia’s

“GoVolunteer”.

TAs appeared to have no planned system to manage spontaneous volunteers and
donations. The partial nature of contributions became a management and public
relations problem, for example, the donation of goods presented a distribution challenge.
It may have been that many systems were overwhelmed. In these days of social
networking, the informal marshalling of voluntary labour — especially young people —can

be expected to grow.

Waimakariri did try to manage spontaneous volunteers and is now planning to formalise
this. We heard debate over a need for some sort of “command and control” structure for
spontaneous volunteers and donations, or just for organisers with access to simple

equipment.
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Recommendation 7

It is recommended that MCDEM discuss with Volunteering NZ the possibility of the
latter’s taking on the capability to mobilise and support volunteer effort, including
assistance with spontaneous volunteers, along the lines of the Volunteering Australia

model.

Observations of Response to the Emergency

The commitment of staff in local bodies, emergency services and utilities to report for

work despite fraught domestic situations is admirable; however, the need for a full time
continuous service means staff must be helped to pace themselves. For the emergency
services such a concept is routine but, in other organisations, carrying on past points of
tiredness and ignoring shift times can result in individual poor judgement and problems

later of staff shortages.

The process for building safety evaluations is well documented and understood by
practitioners as well as CD professionals. The system of red/yellow/green placards as a
first indication of structural integrity seems logical and straightforward. However, the
outcome is very public and may impact private homes. This earthquake showed that the
public and non-CD officials have a poor understanding of what the inspections and their
resulting colour-coded placards indicate, with resulting misapplication and false
assurance. These unintended consequences of the building safety evaluation process

should be considered in a review of the scheme.

Although the emergency services’ response was applauded, there do seem to be some
clarification and process issues. Understanding established communications lines and
their maintenance in all response organisations at all levels may well resolve this. Such
lines are going to be tested and adulterated in an emergency, particularly by those
ignorant or unused to them, but if they are planned to be as direct and robust as possible,
and can be quickly reinstated when disrupted by someone taking an unplanned

communications route, then any harm should be minimised.

A strain on the consent issuing process is a predictable result following a natural event.

TAs and Group plans could make provision for this situation. If an acceptable process that
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meets all requirements can be agreed upon, the question arises of why such a process

does not replace the existing one.

Location of sites by reference to postal address was sometimes problematic. Such
addresses can be ambiguous or confusing, and there is no standardisation. A unique
address system would have helped with building safety assessments, and would be
valuable for emergency services and others. Some countries, including the USA, are
developing unique addressing systems based on mapping co-ordinates. This would make

co-ordination with GPS straightforward.

Recommendation 8

It is recommended that the possibility of developing a unique addressing system for New

Zealand, including urban addresses, be investigated.

Keeping people in place is generally preferred to evacuation which should be viewed as a
last resort. Some noted a tendency to treat evacuation as a first option. While evacuation
may be considered necessary, it is important to weigh the benefits against the potential
implications of dislocating and accommodating large numbers of people. The concept of
maintaining or quickly restoring habitability of homes — making them safe, sanitary and

secure, if only temporarily — could be further explored.

In the first stages of response, whether householders are insured or not is irrelevant but
CD personnel contacting victims note their insurance status as part of early information
gathering. The implication that insurance companies will provide some sort of emergency
service to their customers is wrong. Initial rescue, help and impact assessment are the

responsibility of local authorities and not insurance companies.

The welfare sectot’s structure for participating in co-ordination, information flows,
planning and operations seemed to be the source of some confusion, at least among non-
welfare sector management. Although we were not able to fully investigate, it does
seem the structure and process of the welfare response needs review, at both national
and local levels. The respective roles of the committees, their chairs and of appointed
welfare managers — and their inter-relationships — need clarifying. The numbers of

people and organisations involved in the welfare cluster calls for a carefully planned
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structure that results in manageable committees and meetings, and efficient use of staff

time.

The different ways the welfare sector and the CD response agencies work means that
what each agency requires or expects of the other should be clearly set out to facilitate
meaningful communication between the two during the readiness and reduction stages
so that, during the response and recovery phases, misunderstandings and clashes of

working methods are avoided.

Recommendation 9

It is recommended that the welfare function as part of CDEM plans and
arrangements be reviewed, with attention paid to:

¢ the relationship of welfare agencies with the CDEM Group

¢ the interaction between welfare agencies and CD during response and

recovery

¢ the emergency response training available for welfare organisations

e staffing requirements and management of volunteers for emergency operation of
welfare agencies

* the establishment of “one stop” facilities like “Right Service, right time” to ease

access to welfare services.

With regard to lifelines, the drive to reward standardisation and lower cost should be
balanced against incentives required to ensure adequate resilience of the network.
Interdependencies of lifelines, long recognised by the practitioners, were much in
evidence and should be recognised by joint planning and by attention from the
regulators. Mutual aid arrangements are another valuable impact reduction measure

that should interest regulators.

Community resilience was mostly better than many had expected. Neighbourly help and
initiatives were evident in many communities. This local spirit is something that could be
utilised for future community resilience-building. The current national preparedness
message is seen to raise awareness levels without succeeding greatly as a call to action (at

least, not before the Canterbury earthquakes). Simpler messages, like checking
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emergency packs when clocks are adjusted twice yearly, and more targeted approaches

to build “social capital” (see page 58) may prove to be a valuable investment.

Recommendation 10

It is recommended that renewed (and innovative) efforts be made to get public action on
preparedness and mitigation, based on research into community reaction after the

September and February events.

Summary of Response to the Emergency

The response to the emergency was good but did show up some shortcomings. Those for
whom CD or emergency response was not part of their norm were sometimes not well
informed about the established structures and processes. Use of alternatives to the laid

down communications channels caused confusion and delay.

Building safety evaluations and the placarding of buildings to indicate if they were safe to
enter was achieved largely by personnel brought in from outside the region, who also
organised the process. There is some evidence, after the 22 February earthquake, that
the meaning of the placards is not well understood by the public or even some agencies,
and this was not helped by some authorities putting the placards to unforeseen uses. A

review of the process and the placards themselves is warranted.

Management and delivery of welfare services is an area that needs review, mainly to
generate closer ties between the welfare sector and the rest of CDEM in the readiness
and reduction activities (writing plans, listing responsibilities, setting up structures). This

would help avoid misunderstandings and confusion during the response.

Community resilience and volunteering are aspects of the response that were perhaps
undervalued, and represent opportunities for investment of time and money to improve

our readiness and response to future disasters.
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8. Management of the Event

Local authorities’ initial response plans

Every interviewee emphasised their good impression of the response of local authority
staff but concern was raised about having to rely on staff who were also victims of the
disaster. The provisions for mutual aid or reinforcing from outside are not available at the
outset even if the disaster has affected the local staff, and instead assume outside help
will only provide for relief and shift changes. Early relief of locals to allow them to
concentrate on domestic situations would have an impact on decision-making, stress

levels and personal interactions.

An added benefit of allowing local staff to remain in stricken communities arises from
their familiarity with both sides, resulting in a well-informed and two way communication

links, keeping CDEM/TAs in close contact with their communities.

The actions of elected representatives and their staff were commented on repeatedly. CD
planning does not assign a meaningful response role to such people apart from declaring
states of emergency. (The Christchurch City Council Plan nominates the mayor or deputy
as the media spokesperson and the mayor of Selwyn took on a similarly public role).
Elected representatives are the leaders of the community. They are expected by the
public to have a role in an emergency and they will meet this expectation. After 4
September elected representatives toured their electorates to assess the situations and
became the public faces of the disaster. Some expressed frustration in trying to draw the
attention of authorities to the particular needs of their communities. A role for elected
representatives and community leaders must not only be recognised and defined but also

supported and resourced by CD plans and arrangements.

For effective co-ordination of the activities of CD and elected representatives, the latter
need to know how the national CD and Emergency Response arrangements work, and
how they devolve to their own communities. This is currently embodied in extensive
documentation. This needs to be distilled into a quick guide for elected representatives
to familiarise themselves with before stepping into the limelight after a disaster. The
Wellington CDEM Group has compiled such a guide which is reproduced at the end of this

report.
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Recommendation 11

It is recommended that defined roles in emergency events for local and national
politicians be developed by MCDEM and CDEM Groups, and that plans include early post
event briefing on this role. To help elected representatives fill their roles effectively, it is
recommended that quick reference guides be produced setting out responsibilities,
actions required, and relevant contact details (refer to Recommendation 5 about use of

modern means like smart phone or tablet computer applications).

The resources of elected parliamentary and local representatives could be incorporated
into CD planning. There are electorate offices in every sizeable community in New
Zealand. In an area similar to the one affected by the 4 September event, there would be
eight to ten staffed electorate offices. There are also local body community board
members. These are an instinctive source for enquiry or information by the public,
particularly when a CD presence in the community is less visible. They could be utilised to
provide initial impact reports, relay welfare needs, and keep officials updated with
community concerns. Their potential value means that they could be provided with their
own telephone access to especially delegated CD officials, contingent on the need for

protocols for use.

Recommendation 12

It is recommended that MPs’ electorate offices and local government community boards
be incorporated into CD response arrangements for the purposes of receiving and
conveying information to and from local communities; and that the provision of special
telephone access be investigated to ascertain whether agreed protocols for use could

make this a practical tool.

Local authorities’ co-ordination with support agencies

The Director’s Guidelines suggest clusters of same-sector agencies confer to ensure
joined-up plans and operations. The only clusters mentioned in the CDEM Group Plan for
Canterbury are the Northern and Southern clusters of the welfare grouping, i.e., a
geographical split. However, active lifelines group and emergency services told us they

met and exercised regularly.
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The draft Capability Assessment Report, known also as MCDEM’s Monitoring and
Assessment Evaluation, confirms that this limited employment of a cluster system needs

to be clarified to avoid non-awareness and confusion.

The performance of the welfare “cluster” is covered in the previous section, and the

emergency services were all satisfied with the degree of co-ordination they achieved.

Physical security of assets was cited as an initial concern, with TAs struggling to control
access in damaged or evacuated areas immediately after the event. Police in numbers
were needed quickly and in outlying areas but this was not possible. In Christchurch City,
business people helped to safeguard their own and other properties until the cordons

were set up.

It was evident that agencies with pre-determined and well-practised roles co-ordinated
activities well. New players were not well integrated. Overall performance exceeded

previously perceived levels of response and co-ordination.

CDEM Group Processes and Interactions, and Co-ordination among CDEM Group

members

The ten local authorities in the Canterbury region have united with emergency response
organisations to form the Canterbury CDEM Group. The Group is responsible for the
effective and efficient delivery of CDEM within the Group area. The governance of the
Group is provided by a Joint Committee of elected representatives from all of the local
authorities in the CDEM Group Area. Supporting the CDEM Group Joint Committee is the
Coordinating Executive Group (CEG), a statutory group comprising Chief Executive Officers
(or persons acting on their behalf) of the local authorities, and senior managers of key
emergency response agencies. The CEG implements the decisions of the CDEM Group
Joint Committee, provides it with strategic advice, and acts as the catalyst for the all-
agency partnership approach to emergency management in Canterbury. The Group
Emergency Management Office (EMO), which is physically located at the ECan offices in
Christchurch, provides technical and planning support and coordination to all elements of

the CDEM Group.

The draft Capability Assessment Report notes that the Group governance structures are in
place and functioning, if sometimes perfunctorily. However, feedback from interviewees

after the 4 September event shows incomplete understanding of the roles,
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responsibilities and accountabilities of some elements and how the various parts interact

with each other. This was most evident in the interaction between the ECC and the EQOCs.

Some regarded Environment Canterbury (ECan) as the CDEM Group controlling body (or it
sees itself as such) taking charge of the response. The Group Plan identifies it as the
Administering Authority (in accordance with the Act), providing secretariat services and a
venue for meetings. Under the plan, the CDEM Group delegates to ECan the running and
siting of both the Group Emergency Management Office (EMO) and the Group Emergency
Co-ordination Centre (ECC) under Service Level Agreements {(in common with most other
CDEM Groups in the country). The two senior Group Controllers happen to be employees
of ECan but their seniority is reversed when an emergency occurs (see page 25). The EMO
carries out the day-to-day work of the Group, and the ECC comes into existence following

an emergency (declared or otherwise) to co-ordinate the response at a regional level.

The upshot was a certain resentment of the assumed ECan charge position that affected
the efforts of the ECC to meet its responsibilities of co-ordination and support for EOCs
and partner agencies. TAs did not operate as a CDEM Group but in isolation from each
other and the Group (although resources were provided from other TAs in the CDEM
Group not affected by the earthquake). Although the root cause may have been the
existence of three separate states of emergency and ensuing confusion over who was in
authority, there is little doubt this attitude is a continuation of the unsatisfactory
relationship between the regional and local authorities in the Canterbury region that was

extant before the earthquake.

It appears, therefore, that the concerns of the draft Capability Assessment Report were
borne out, and showed the need for the roles of, and relationship between, Group ECC
and local EOCs to be reconfirmed and embedded in the Group Plan and Local CDEM
arrangements or Standard Operating Procedures. The existence and provisions of the

Group's Service Level Agreements should also be reviewed and clarified.

Recommendation 13

It is recommended that the draft Canterbury CDEM Capability Assessment Report of

August 2010 be finalised and its recommendations formally considered.
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Information Management

Although concerns were expressed about information management that are recorded in
various parts of this report, it was generally accepted that the advent of EMIS — originally
slated for this year but delayed because of the Canterbury earthquakes — would resolve

most of these.

The provisos were that adequate training to all users was given and that this was followed
up by ensuring widespread proficiency in the use of EMIS. To the greatest extent
possible, EMIS should become part of the day-to-day work of those expected to utilise it
in an emergency. Although EMIS is primarily designed for emergencies and not “business
as usual”, at least one CDEM Group intends to make regular use of EMIS to familiarise
staff with it. This group’s management agrees that expecting immediate widespread and
efficient use of a computer programme that staff are not used to operating could be high
risk if the replaced systems have been decommissioned. The reviewers support this
approach, noting also how repeated training and simulation in areas such as the NCMC

helped to ensure a rapid and effective response.

Selwyn District Council has its own Emergency Event Programme (EEP) that does a similar
job to EMIS. Whilst they will transfer to EMIS when it is rolled out, their experience with

EEP could be a good case study for other councils.

The emergency services who use CIMS, the Co-ordinated Incident Management System,
reported that it worked well. It has been in force for some years now and is well
practised and embedded in standard operations for these services. A recommendation in
the Review of the February 2004 Flood Event for production of a best practice guide for

CIMS’s use in an EOC was addressed by the Ministry.
Whole of Government co-ordination and Management through DESC process

A national level response would be overseen by Cabinet’s Domestic and External Security
Committee (DESC) which is chaired by the Prime Minister and includes the Ministers
whose responsibilities are relevant to the emergency. The DESC did not meet in
response to the 4 September earthquake as its role was taken on by the whole of Cabinet.
The Minister for Civil Defence is outside Cabinet but is on the DESC for civil defence

matters.
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The government was advised that this disaster had sufficiently important implications for
the economy of the South Island to require a unique management structure and an
immediate focus on recovery. The decision was quickly taken to appoint a Minister
responsible for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery, the Hon. Gerry Brownlee, Member for

llam, Leader of the House and the Minister for Economic Development.

Some people were concerned that the Minister responsible under the Act is not a
member of Cabinet. If Cabinet had had full access to a Minister who understood how
comprehensive the Act and Director’s Guide were, this might have reduced the perceived
need for some special legislation or the development of new processes when existing,

well-practised, processes and powers already existed.

Recommendation 14

It is recommended that relevant incoming Ministers be briefed on key roles and
responsibilities in an emergency, and on how to access lessons and recommendations
from previous disasters, to minimise the need for development of ad hoc processes in

each event.

Senior officials from those Ministries whose Ministers form DESC comprise a group called
ODESC to advise DESC and carry out its decisions. The Department of the Prime Minister
and Cabinet co-ordinates ODESC which met throughout the emergency period. The
Ministers for Civil Defence and Emergency Management, and the Minister responsible for
Canterbury Earthquake Recovery attended ODESC meetings, which was unusual. In the
latter case, care was needed not to compromise the position of a Cabinet Minister
involved in drafting advice to his own Cabinet but the practice did speed up the decision
process. A Watch Group maintains an overview and keeps an eye out for emerging issues

that may need attention. This also met regularly.

Local interviewees agreed that there was little local involvement in papers to Cabinet or
the decisions that emanated from there. This gave an impression to some of extensive
and remote direction from Wellington. The immediate focus of Wellington on recovery
caused tension with local responders, who queried the priority and the process as not
being in accordance with the Act on which CDEM plans for recovery are based. The
Wellington-based Ministerial staff put much of the local concern down to a loss of

perspective and focus due to tiredness and stress.
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We had the impression that it took a while for local staff to appreciate that the legislated
and planned process for recovery was not being followed, hence there were two
conflicting processes. The view that the Act does not cater for big disasters mystified
practitioners but there is a note in the ODESC minutes of a meeting on 9 September on
the need for “absolute clarity about regulations; in particular for the period immediately
after the declarations are lifted”. It was widely assumed that existing legislation could
not be relied upon and that MED was already giving attention to developing new
legislation. That note is in relation to a discussion of extraordinary steps to control
construction supply chains, provide temporary housing, and apply engineering solutions

to safeguard entire suburbs.

It appears that the chief problem was in communications — the need to explain intentions

and actions, and to seek the assistance of experienced staff.
MCDEM’s role as national lead agency

The intervention of central government and appointment of a special minister responsible
for recovery, who then utilised his own office and department (MED), caused confusion
over who the lead agency was and what role MCDEM had. The National Civil Defence
plan is based upon the concept of a lead agency and support agencies acting under its

directions, so confusion over the identity of the lead agency is damaging.

The Director’s Guide on the role of MED in civil defence shows that it advises government
and implements policy in relation to a wide range of economic issues. MED’s advice
during and after a CD emergency will address the effects on business, and the energy, ICT
and tourism sectors in particular, to assist long term recovery. MED’s unexplained
appearance as the lead agency for the recovery would, therefore, have caused surprise

and confusion.

It was evident in the region that MCDEM was not being kept informed of such matters as
Ministers’ visits which seemed to be uncoordinated and often unaccompanied by MCDEM

staff.
Regional Emergency Management Advisors (REMAs)

REMAs were described as the eyes and ears of the National Controller, helping and
advising the Regional Controller, and a conduit to the national centre. Afterthe 4

September event, REMAs deployed also to the local authority EOCs so were available to
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local controllers. REMAs from all over the country attended the Canterbury response.
Collectively, they are some of the most experienced CD people in the country. It was
universally reckoned they worked well, and that this outreach from MCDEM to the

regions was of good value.
Observations of CDEM Group Processes

The statutory requirements and their minimal fulfilment by the Canterbury CDEM Group
created a leadership void after the earthquake, and this was filled by mayors or chief
executives. This is a role for elected representatives that should be reflected and

supported in plans, as should a conduit for local intelligence.

CDEM operates on a command and control model that assumes a hierarchical structure is
strictly observed (EOC-ECC-NCMC-Government decision and back). The example was
given of formal approval for utilising Defence Force staff to secure cordons taking 36
hours to navigate upwards to a decision-maker in Wellington, and another 24 hours for
the decision to reach the local originator. This can clash with the attitude of politicians
and community leaders who want more direct communications and the quicker response
this implies (it could be argued that a single declaration of emergency would have
accelerated this process, as it did in February). CDEM staff should understand they can
communicate directly with local or national counterparts (as could have happened with
the example above), provided the co-ordinating centre is kept informed. The EMIS will
prove of great value if it moderates the hierarchical system and alters entrenched

attitudes.

Special circumstances arise when the victims of a disaster are those on whom the
community relies for its response. The experience of 4 September demonstrates that
these staff will turn out despite their domestic situations, but their commitment can cloud
their judgement and decision-making. CD plans should cater for immediate relief from
outside the disaster area so that victims can attend to families and homes before being
required to meet professional responsibilities. Releasing staff/victims to their
communities would also provide a quality source of intelligence to and from those

communities.

Notwithstanding, a crisis will mean long and arduous hours of duty for many at both
national and local fevels. There are techniques for coping with such workloads, such as

altering sleep patterns, appropriate exercise and nutrition, and helpful distractions.

51

GEN.MCDEM.0002



GEN.MCDEM.0004.84

Recommendation 15

It is recommended that CDEM Group plans incorporate arrangements for the immediate
relief of staff who are themselves disaster victims, and training in recognised techniques

for managing arduous working hours under high levels of personal stress.

Most interviewees commented that the response to the emergency at national and local
levels demonstrated the merits of building relationships before the event through
exercises, planning and training. This included connections from outside the region. An
example given was the training courses offered by ECan for all CD personnel which served
to build relationships with people from all over the country. Ex-course participants were
then seconded to fill roles within the ECC. In some minds, this was justification for

reinstating a national training programme.

Recommendation 16

It is recommended that consideration be given to a national training programme or
annual conference for CDEM personnel to provide opportunities for relationship building

and discussion of case studies like the Canterbury earthquakes.

Many of the issues during the response arose through poor communications. The ECC
struggled with its co-ordination role, and relationships were strained. Frustration was
expressed about the number and extent of Group meetings. Daily briefings became
overly time-consuming. Teleconferencing alleviated this and reportedly could have been

used more extensively.

Faith is being placed in the new EMIS to resolve most communications issues. There are
several caveats for its success. Training must be comprehensive and widespread, staff
must become accustomed to the software by constant use — preferably during day-to-day

activity — and, in the event, all must use EMIS to communicate.
Summary of CDEM Group Processes

Problems that arose out of the response activities of CD, MCDEM and supporting agencies
were largely through inadequate communications or misunderstanding of roles, either as

laid down or adopted ad hoc. Those who had no role or only a limited one in the plans but
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nevertheless had a legitimate part to play after the disaster, took an appropriate part in

the response (or tried to), thus demonstrating an area for review of planning.

Communications and information-sharing difficulties are expected to be largely resolved

by the introduction of the EMIS and its full utilisation in emergencies.

Greater utilisation of elected representatives and their resources in the community would
have improved intelligence gathering and two-way communications with disaster-

affected communities.

Techniques for coping with long shifts coupled with short intervals can be taught. This
should be investigated and implemented for relevant staff. Another preparation measure
is the capability to relieve immediately from outside the staff who are victims of the
disaster, rather than expecting them to perform initial shifts. This would not only allow
the local staff to attend to their own situations but also be a valuable conduit for relaying

information and advice to and from the EOC.
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9. Support to Government

Central government procedures and activities commenced in accordance with plans. As
noted, the NCMC was activated early, ODESC and its Watch Group met, and the whole-of-

government approach was adopted.

Difficulties were cited when new participants, with no prior knowledge of procedures,
were introduced. It took time for the new structure put in place by Parliament and the
established information pathways to work together. Greater understanding for the new
participants, perhaps through an early briefing on established structures and procedures,

might have avoided this.

Before any event happens — in fact, after each election and the appointment of a Minister
of Civil Defence and Emergency Management — it was suggested that the Ministerial
briefing should include previous reports on disaster responses and exercises. A

compendium could be drawn up and provided.
Observations

One of the roles of elected politicians is to be visible in their communities. This typically
involves visiting the disaster site as early as possible to give assurance, comfort and
confirmation of the country’s support. This was done after 4 September and was very
well received. It was also a morale booster for CD and emergency personnel. Such
activity could be anticipated in response plans, with an efficient means of briefing and co-

ordination so that both politicians and officials are included appropriately in the visits.

It was remarked that the low ranking of the Minister of Civil Defence {a Minister outside
Cabinet) is taken as a signal by territorial authorities, and their own participation in CDEM

Groups is similarly downgraded.
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10. Management of Information to the Public

At its meeting on 5 September, ODESC agreed that media messaging would be co-
ordinated by MCDEM, and all agencies were responsible for ensuring messages were
aligned. However, a MCDEM interviewee wondered whether DPMC had been co-
ordinating media messaging. Also at that ODESC meeting, it was decided that EQC,
MCDEM and insurance agents were to calibrate and co-ordinate media messaging around
claims, to highlight that relevant resources were being increased to deal with the large
volume of claims. There are no representatives of EQC, insurance agents or insurance
companies on ODESC (although EQC is on the Watch Group), so presumably MCDEM was
tasked with conveying this to them. We note that EQC was represented on ODESC for

the February event response.

The ODESC meeting noted that MCDEM was to investigate the centralisation of public
information into a single website. At a meeting on 9 September, government agencies
were asked to have links on their websites with the Beehive website, to ensure that
ministerial messages were spread as widely as possible. Public relations messaging was

stated to be working well, especially through the Ministerial visits to the region.

Public communications is another vital role for political leaders who need to instil calm,
reassurance and a sense of leadership. This role is different from that of management or
government officials. Preparing political leaders beforehand for dealing with a crisis is
hardly possible because of their workloads and schedules. There is therefore a need to

brief these politicians so that they can fulfil their roles most effectively.

ECan and Christchurch City Council set up a website® to provide information on the
response to affected communities. This site has since been taken over for the 22
February event. Other organisations had their own means of communicating with their
audiences. The Canterbury Employers’ Chamber of Commerce used surveys, emails (the
first went out to members within 24 hours), and its own dedicated

www.recovercanterbury.co.nz website. MSD produced cards with useful telephone

numbers and advice, including how to help neighbours. Waimakariri District Council
produced daily flyers and hand delivered them to earthquake-damaged homes. Selwyn

District Council has an out-of-hours call centre agreement with Palmerston North City

° www.canterburyearthquake.org.nz
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Council, and told us this was alerted very early and served well. They also used posters in
shop windows, bulletin boards, and personally circulated among their residents. A drop-
in centre for information was set up after a few days. Selwyn brought their own
communications staff up to full strength by utilising Ashburton District Council resources,
and later employed an outside organisation that used its own contacts to create

opportunities for message delivery.

Federated Farmers organised a texting network for their members. Despite the many
new communications channels, some of which like Twitter or Facebook were utilised,
stories by journalists are still the main means of information dissemination. Arguments
for using old-fashioned media were that older and more vulnerable people still relied on
it, and there is still no alternative to the print media for complex or longer stories. There
is @ need for explaining what has happened, and how - for example, people needed to

understand liquefaction — as well as advice on what to do and what help is available.

Talk-back radio was considered an important information vehicle and source but at least

one TA had difficulty getting air time. The value of local radio was emphasised.

However the main means of communication today is the cell phone, and many people
resorted to it as a torch or radio as well as a phone. A suggestion was to involve cell
phone network providers in the CDEM plans by way of memoranda of understanding to
text emergency messages to all subscribers in a given region. Alternatively, subscribers
could sign up for receiving emergency messages and warnings for stipulated regions.
There are already several commercial options available to send emergency information
via cell phones but they should not be regarded as reliable for time-critical messages like
warnings. These services could be useful for general messaging during emergencies, and

CDEM Groups could investigate them.

There was an opinion that television coverage provided only limited useful information,
the main channels being more interested in their ratings. Advice to victims in the early
aftermath was absent from TV screens. Information such as safely dealing with
contaminated silt, the wearing of masks or gloves, the operability of toilets, how to
dispose of body wastes, and how to get water out of hot water cylinders, was hard to
find. The notorious “triangle of life” email emerged again, and its erroneous
contradiction of the “drop, cover and hold” message spread virally without an effective

broadcast response from authorities.
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It was remarked that many people resorted to portaloo drivers and drain layers to fill an
information void, causing misinformation and misinterpretation to become widespread.
Community meetings, which were well supported by most agencies, were regarded as
particularly helpful but unfortunately the high expectations created at some of these
meetings, like the value to individual householders of the EQC Tonkin and Taylor report,
were not met. (See comment on the Tonkin and Taylor land remediation report for EQC

on page 64.)

It was generally accepted that the facilities for journalists at the NCMC are inadequate.
People entering and leaving the bunker had to pass through the media area and were
therefore directly exposed to journalists. The media centre had few amenities for the
journalists and was overcrowded. We understand better facilities are under

consideration.

A view expressed was that there was little special attention towards international media.
They needed more general information about the country. They tended to assume a
worst case situation more than local media. There was a need to cultivate international

media to protect trading partner confidence, “Brand NZ” and the currency.
Observations on Management of Information to the Public

The notion of a co-ordinated public information effort across all government agencies, led
by MCDEM, seems to have been more imagined than real or, at best, limited to joint press

conferences. Nevertheless, the outcome for the national effort was satisfactory.

The media were kept informed and given sufficient access. There was a ready recognition
that they could frequently obtain information more quickly than official channels, and
their co-operation was well worth cultivating. The media responded with a community
spirit. Newstalk ZB unpinned its Canterbury link from the national network so that it

could more readily respond to local requirements.

At the local level, communications with the public were more problematic, especially in
Christchurch where the low-tech means adopted by the two district councils would have
been much less effective because of scale. The need was intense and the means often
disrupted. Despite the several communication methods employed by Selwyn District

Council, for example, they felt challenged to meet the demand for information.
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Without effective official information channels, informal systems gained momentum.
Misinformation and misinterpretation created anxiety. Public meetings were appreciated
and drew good attendance but unless they are followed up by action and delivery on

undertakings, they quickly turn to a means for venting frustration and anger.

Good communications are needed to manage public expectations. Residents expected
some attention from authorities within a very short period after the earthquake.
Regardless of how unrealistic this expectation was, it was not effectively responded to or

managed.

After the earthquake, CanCERN (Canterbury Communities’ Earthquake Recovery Network)
emerged to represent citizens via their community associations or groups in engagement
with the recovery agencies. CanCERN took time and many volunteer hours to establish
but its effectiveness may justify the adoption of the model in CD planning, with the
provision of funding and resources to assist in the aftermath of future disasters.

However, if Recommendation 11 of this report is accepted, community boards, which are

already established, and local politicians will have a designated role covering this area.

In trying to provide information, it became evident to some that public awareness and
preparation were still problems. Many people did not have battery-operated radios
except in their cars so, without electrical power, had no means of receiving messages.
Cell phones — the main communications tool used today — were not well utilised for

community information or advice by response agencies.

The experience of this event has led some to call for a renewed effort at raising levels of
awareness and action. A more grass-roots, community activity approach was suggested
rather than the current general call to “Get ready, get thru”. One approach is the
accumulation of ‘social capital’ through encouragement of community groups by CDEM
Groups to engage with each other formally and informally, link with other institutions,
and represent community interests to both the public and private sectors. Building social
capital in a community would facilitate the quantity and quality of communications by

building trust and common language.

Recommendation 17

It is recommended that CDEM Group activity include a programme for reaching out to
communities through established interest groups to build awareness and cohesion so that
these groups may play a role in community resilience and response to emergencies.
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Summary of Management of iInformation to the Public

The flagship for public communications was the web site

www.canterburyearthquake.org.nz , set up by ECan and Christchurch City Council.

Conventional means like radio, newspaper and television were still relied on but use of

newer channels was also noted. A widely used way to utilise cell phones was not found.

The smaller communities utilised traditional ways like shop posters, flyers and bulletin

boards to get information to their citizens.

Elected leaders took an important role in communications, and this could be formalised

and extended to local constituency or list MPs as well as mayors and councillors.

The public’s desire for information was sometimes met through informal means that led
to inaccuracy and rumour. Community meetings were well supported and served to
counter misinformation but they needed to consistently deliver their undertakings to

preserve their legitimacy.

Citizens moved to gain representation by forming CANCern, thus establishing a
community network. Plans for building such connections could be incorporated into CD
preparations unless the need is met through this report’s recommendation on the

involvement of MPs and community boards.

At the NCMC, media facilities were make-shift and need improvement. Comment was
made that the international media need specialised attention as they tend to have limited

background information and take a different standpoint from local journalists.

The population’s current sensitivity to natural disasters provides an opportunity for an

innovative campaign to encourage preparation.
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11.  Establishment of recovery initiatives and the recovery framework

CDEM Group Processes

The national CD Plan states that recovery consists of co-ordinated efforts and processes
to effect the short, medium and long term holistic regeneration of a community following
an emergency. The response to, and efforts to recover from, an emergency are
interrelated. Actions to achieve a response or recovery, or both, should be concurrent
and co-ordinated. Accordingly, as early as 9 September, the Director of CDEM was
signalling an interest in seeing early development of a recovery strategy that included

human and social aspects as well as the rebuilding of infrastructure.

The CDEM Group met on 11 September to discuss the recovery phase. The approach was
to be based on existing CDEM Group recovery plans and was consistent with published

recovery guidelines and international practice.

A Christchurch City Building Recovery Office opened on 13 September at the City Council.
It comprised representatives from EQC, building inspectors and engineers, and was
intended to provide advice to residential and business owners needing to re-occupy, or
arrange demolition or major repairs. The office was also able to obtain consents for
property owners and access property records. It was reported that there was some co-
ordination with other districts but one opinion is that the office could have been more

effective if set up under ECan as a regional resource.

Waimakariri District Council treated recovery as essentially the same process as response.
They did not use the Guide template as they found it “artificial” in differentiating between
response and recovery. Selwyn District Council was attending to recovery matters before
its state of emergency lapsed on 16 September. For Selwyn, recovery was la rgely a
matter of social cohesion, as physical damage was not generally serious. The rural
community in the District was well served by the Ministry of Agriculture and Fisheries,
and by Federated Farmers. Parliament enacted the Canterbury Earthquake Response and
Recovery Act on 14 September. It established the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery
Commission (CERC) of seven members, a mix of local mayors, and four other appointed

persons.

On 16 September all declared states of emergency were lifted. However, the ability to

exercise many of the powers of a state of emergency had been extended to 29 November
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by an Order in Council under the new Act (Order number 2010/316). Formal transition
from response to recovery at the regional level was effected on 23 September by way of a

meeting between the Group Controller and the Group Recovery Manager.

One opinion was that Christchurch ceded control of recovery to the CERC while the two
district councils carried on with their own plans. There was a question over whether this

was what the government intended.

Task groups were set up in accordance with recovery plans. The Welfare Advisory Group
transitioned to the Social Environment Task Group. Other task groups covered the
economic, built environment, environmental and hazards areas. A rural task group was

set up but was disbanded after only a short time.

The appointment of a national government Minister responsible for Canterbury
Earthquake Recovery, his employment of his own department (MED) and ministerial
office staff, and the creation of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Commission (CERC)
effectively replaced the established CD recovery structures. Some wondered at the
necessity for the CERC; the point was made that the Commission’s membership was close
to that of the Joint Committee so was essentially a duplication of something already in
existence. However, as noted elsewhere, mayors had not necessarily been active
members of the Joint Committee, and the Joint Committee has no response/recovery

role, so the claim of duplication is at best theoretical only.
National Processes

The ad hoc arrangements quickly put in place by the government reportedly created
some governance issues that had to be worked through. Despite the advent of the new
Minister and his treating his ministry (MED) as the lead agency, MCDEM were still the
responsible ministry under CDEM legislation. Whether MED, as a policy advising ministry
and not an operationally focussed one, was equipped to take over the role of lead
ministry was queried. However, with the new Act’s extension beyond the CDEM Act, how

well MCDEM would have coped is also conjecture.

From the central government agency standpoint, co-ordination of ministerial visits to the
disaster area and of actions by some ministers was lacking. It was thought that the policy
managers of departments could have made more effort at liaison, albeit informally, to

achieve a degree of cohesiveness and to exchange intelligence and information.
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Observations of Recovery Initiatives

It was accepted that much of the recovery work undertaken after 4 September was
effective but the imposition of an ad hoc structure, with new and inexperienced
participants in recovery taking key roles, caused disconnection. CDEM professionals were
confused over why the provisions of the CDEM Act, the National CDEM Plan, and the
Guide were cast aside without even being referred to. There was, however, some
acknowledgement that the Act’s coverage of the recovery stage was not adequate for the
purposes of such a significant disaster, although it can also be argued that this hypothesis

has not been tested.

A by-product of the arrangements that were being made ad hoc was the necessity for
many meetings to inform people of what had been decided. The overhead of time
imposed by these was again remarked upon by several interviewees. They gave an
impression of recovery being “caught up in bureaucracy and red tape” and there was little

tolerance for this.

Response and recovery are not easy concepts to differentiate. They are not discrete
processes —they go on simultaneously, influence each other, and are not even clearly
demarcated. They may be useful for CD purposes but may be misconstrued in the public
mind. For example, it would be natural to consider the lifting of the state of emergency
as signalling the transition from response to recovery but if you still use a portaloo or are
not back in your own home then you are not in recovery, and may object to the notion

that you are.

These are the pitfalls of keeping the public informed. Particularly after experiencing such
traumatic events, people load expressions with connotations that the experts do not
intend. As with the interpretation of “recovery” as being back to an acceptable level of
normality, after the 22 February event people treated the term “after shock” pejoratively,
assuming it carried the meaning that it had less serious consequences than the “main

shock”.

For some CD workers, the transition from response to recovery had another dimension. It
marked a point when extraordinary effort and long hours fuelled by high adrenalin flows
could give way to a more sustainable level of activity. Some reported a change of attitude
as recovery gained precedence over response, and remarked that this was positive to the

extent of querying whether “response” was left to go on for too long.
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Another aspect of the transition to recovery concerns leadership. The opinion was
expressed that elected representatives provided good leadership for the response but
were not so well equipped to lead recovery activities (perhaps with the exception of
planning and strategy). There was talk of an awkward governance interface and a need to

defer to specialists in various fields.

Recovery is therefore more than a technical matter of reinstating buildings and
infrastructure. There is a social context that is influenced heavily by victims’ expectations.

These must be heard and reconciled if recovery is to be successful.
Summary of Recovery Initiatives

The transition from response to recovery was being dealt with at Group and City levels in
accordance with the guidance in documents and plans available to CDEM. The districts,
however, adopted a pragmatic approach and treated the process as continuous,
responding to the needs of the day. Government implementation of special legislation
and structures to expedite recovery after 4 September created some issues in matters of
governance, the place of existing structures, and processes and co-ordination of the new

with the existing.
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12. Other Matters

Temporary accommodation

After the event, Canterbury CDEM commenced planning to address the long-term housing
needs of those currently in emergency accommodation, including over 120 people still in
welfare centres ten days after the earthquake (the number had been over 300). But many
more than these would need consideration as homes were assessed as uninhabitable, at

least while repairs or remediation of land was carried out.

Emergency (days), temporary (weeks) and alternative (months or years) accommodation
is a challenging need after any disaster. Floods, for example, can lead to months out of a

home if the building needs to dry out.

Housing displaced people is a constant requirement after disaster, and overseas
jurisdictions have found innovative ways of achieving this. Inadequate housing
arrangements have been cited as a root cause of the so-called “second disaster” to
describe the tide of public discontent that threatens to overwhelm recovery efforts as the

disaster victims reach the end of their tolerance and patience.

Recommendation 18

It is recommended that CDEM plans extend beyond consideration of emergency
accommodation only to longer term arrangements, for example, involving Housing NZ in

more certain arrangements than providing “on the day”.

information Sharing

Organisations gather information for their own purposes after a disaster; some of this
may be useful to others and prevent duplicated effort. Sharing of information is beset
with issues of privacy and misuse. Often information is formatted or slanted for a
particular purpose that makes it less useful for an alternative purpose. After 4
September, the Earthquake Commission instructed the engineering firm Tonkin and
Taylor to provide it with a report on the options for remediation of land that had
liquefied. This instruction was appropriated by other agencies as a means by which home
owners could be informed about their properties. The report, which served the purposes

of EQC, was too technical for ordinary people and did not address the situations of
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individual homes, as was expected, so was condemned by the public. It was not the fault
of Tonkin and Taylor, who had met their brief from EQC, yet the frustration of home-
owners is understandable. Again, better communication and managing their expectations

might have reduced this.

There are several other examples of misuse of information by authorities. Territorial
authorities try to utilise information from insurance companies or EQC to assess the
extent of damage to find out whether a building is safe to occupy or not. The colour of
placards placed on buildings as part of the safety evaluation process was a factor in
decisions about emergency financial assistance. The connection was flimsy yet it imbued
placards with a financial value that could have led to the abuse of the process. The period
of validity of these placards was extended by Order in Council to a much longer life than

originally intended.

Public perceptions of information sharing must also be considered. EQC has experienced
reluctance by home-owners to make claims because of a perception that the claim would
be recorded on a Land Information Memorandum at the TA, to the detriment of the

property’s value.

Despite these drawbacks, there will be pressure to share information among agencies to
expedite recovery and, generally, this is desirable. It is wasteful and frustrating to have to
develop protocols for information sharing after a disaster. Such protocols among
insurance companies, EQC and TAs could be negotiated as part of CDEM planning. Use of
prescribed procedures (for example, under the Official Information Act) and prescription
for the use to which particular information will be put, would do much to streamline the

release of information after a disaster, and to allay public suspicions.

However, taking information sharing to another level is an example across the Tasman.
The Australian government sponsors the Trusted Information Sharing Network (TISN) for

Critical Infrastructure (www.tisn.gov.au). The TISN provides an environment where

business and government can share vital information on security issues relevant to the
resilient operation of critical infrastructure and continuity of essential services in the face
of all hazards. The TISN comprises seven sector groups (including banking and finance,
but not insurance or local authorities, although the latter are represented on the Advisory
Council) and two expert advisory groups. It is overseen by the Critical Infrastructure

Advisory Council. The TISN is a carefully thought out, formal and protected means by
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which information of interest to more than one sector can be shared without fear of
general disclosure or misuse by non-members. It is a model worthy of study for the

purposes of sharing vital information to assist response and recovery from a disaster or

emergency.

Recommendation 19

It is recommended that MCDEM investigate and promote means by which efficient and
secure sharing of information in the interests of disaster response and recovery could be

achieved.
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Appendix 1 : Terms of Reference

REVIEW OF THE RESPONSE TO THE CANTERBURY EARTHQUAKE

TERMS OF REFERENCE

Background

1. A magnitude 7.1 earthquake occurred at 0435hrs on 4 September 2010, 30 kilometres west
of Christchurch near Darfield at a depth of 10 kilometres. The earthquake was felt as far
south as Invercargill and throughout the lower and central North Island. The earthquake
caused widespread damage throughout the Canterbury region, particularly in urban areas
of Christchurch City and Kaiapoi in the Waimakariri District. There were no deaths, but a
small number of serious injuries and many minor injuries. The earthquake caused
significant damage to buildings, including residential houses, as well as to road and rail
networks, and water supply and wastewater systems. The earthquake also had a significant
impact on farming areas, mostly in the Selwyn District.

2. Christchurch City, Waimakariri District and Selwyn District all declared states of local
emergency on Saturday 4 September 2010. These declarations were all lifted at midday on
16 September 2010. Emergency Operations Centres (EOCs) were fully activated by these
three councils, as well as the Group Emergency Coordination Centre (ECC).

3. A large number of aftershocks of up to magnitude 5.4 have occurred since the main
earthquake and are expected to continue over the next few months. The Canterbury
earthquake is described as the most costly emergency event to occur in New Zealand and
the largest emergency response since the 2004 flooding in the lower North Island.

4. A process of organisational de-briefings within agencies at local, regional and national levels
has commenced to review response operations and to catalogue strengths and weaknesses
and issues that could inform enhancements. These reviews are to be conducted by the
agencies themselves and will tend to focus on internal issues and relationships with that
agency’s partners. There is a need for a higher level review to report on the management
of the response and the transition to recovery to inform continuing development of CDEM
arrangements.

Objective

5. The objective is to complete an independent review of the response to the earthquake and
the establishment of recovery arrangements in order to identify strengths and weaknesses
in processes and policies. The review is to address the period from the time of the initial
earthquake on 04 September 2010 through to 23 September 2010, the date of the official
handover from the response to the recovery.

6. The review is to cover activities at the national level including the operation of the NCMC
and co-ordination among government departments and agencies, as well as response
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activities conducted by the Canterbury CDEM Group and its members Christchurch City
Council, Selwyn District Council and Waimakariri District Council, the co-ordination of
emergency services, welfare agencies (Government and non government), and utility
providers. The review is to examine the distribution of public information and messages,
and the community response.

7. The focus of the review is to identify, from an emergency management perspective, the
good practices that should be reinforced, and the lessons and processes that warrant
improvements and enhancement.

Terms of Reference
8. The review will report on:
a. The response to the emergency in the communities impacted:
Distribution of warnings, alerts and initial messages to the public;
Activations and information gathering at all levels; and,
Declarations of states of emergency.
b. The response to the emergency by:
Local authorities in the impacted region;
Emergency services;
Welfare agencies/services;
Lifeline Utilities; and
Communities
C. The management of the response through:
Local authorities’ initial response plans;
Local authorities’ interactions and coordination with support agencies;
Interactions and coordination between the CDEM Group members;
CDEM Group processes;
Information management;

Whole-of-government co-ordination and management of support through the DESC
process; and,

MCDEM'’s role as national lead agency in support of the local level response.

d.  Support to Government to enable timely decision-making:
Provision of information;

Co-ordination and provision of advice and development of papers; and,

Implementation of decisions.
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e.  Management of information to the public:
Distribution of warnings, alerts and advice;
Information updates; and,

Co-ordination of public messages between local authorities, Regional Authorities,
the NCMC, Departments and Ministers.

f. Establishment of recovery initiatives and the recovery framework:
CDEM Group processes;

National processes; and,
Co-ordination within and between local, regional and national levels.

E. Any other material matter considered relevant that come to your attention.

Review Team Membership

9. The review is to be conducted under a MCDEM contract by the Kestrel Group and
Westlake Consulting, working jointly, and who will make available David Middleton and
Richard Westlake.

10. Secretarial support and accommodation for the review team will be arranged by MCDEM.

The cost of conducting the review will be met by MCDEM.

11. The final report is to be provided to the Director MCDEM no later than 30 April
2011.

John Hamilton
Director
14 January 2011
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Appendix 2 : Interviewees

Minister of Civil Defence

Hon. John Carter, MP 12.30 28-Jan-11
Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery
Hon. Gerry Brownlee, MP 4.30 14-Feb-11
Office of the Minister of Civil Defence
Marika Luiso Private Secretary 12.30 28-Jan-11
3.30 and 16-Feb-
11
Felicity Cuzens Senior Private Secretary 10.00 08-Feb-11
Josie Vidal Press Secretary 11.00 08-Feb-11
Office of the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery
Tim Hurdle Senior Ministerial Adviser 11.30 07-Feb-11
Scott McHardy Private Secretary 11.30 07-Feb-11
Nick Bryant Press Secretary 11.30 07-Feb-11
Canterbury MP's
Nicky Wagner MP List MP in Christchurch 8.30 04-Feb-11
Hon. Jim Anderton, MP MP for Wigram 4,30 16-Feb-11
Hon. Ruth Dyson MP MP for Port Hills 12.00 04-May-11
Hon. Clayton Cosgrove MP MP for Waimakiriri 3.30 04-May-11
Brendan Burns MP MP for Christchurch Central 4.30 04-May-11
Hon Lianne Dalziel MP MP for Christchurch East 3.45 17-May-11
Mayors
Bob Parker Christchurch City 11.30 04-Feb-11
Ron Keating Waimakariri District 12,50 21-Feb-11
Kelvin Coe Selwyn District 11.00 13-May-11
Department of Prime Minister and Cabinet
Steve Brazier Director Security and Risk 8.30 28-Jan-11
Pat Helm Policy Adviser 8.30 28-Jan-11
Department of Internal Affairs
Brendan Boyle Chief Executive 4,00 07-Feb-11
Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management
David Coetzee National Controller 9.00 31-Jan-11
Richard Smith Duty Manager 10.00 02-May-11
Peter Cameron Southern Regional Co- 4.30 31-Jan-11
ordinator
Simon Chambers Regional Emergency 10.00 04-Feb-11
Management Advisor
John Titmus Northern Regional Co-ordinator 8.30 10-Feb-11
Suzanne Vowles Regional Emergency 8.30 10-Feb-11

Management Advisor

70

GEN.MCDEM.0002



John Lovell

Vince Cholewa

Regional Emergency
Management Advisor
Communications Adviser

Canterbury Civil Defence Emergency Management Group

Bob Upton
Jon Mitchell

Helen Grant
Michelle Mitchell

Environment Canterbury
Dame Margaret Bazley

New Zealand Fire Service
Paul McGill

Rob Saunders

Steve Barclay
Bruce Irvine

New Zealand Defence Force
Air Vice Marshall Peter
Stockwell, AFC

Captain Lance Cook, DSD,
RNZN

Wing Commander Carol
Abraham

New Zealand Police
Inspector Gerard Prins

Inspector Garth den Heyer

Waimakariri District Council
Brennan Wiremu

Selwyn District Council
Paul Davey
Wilson Brown

Douglas Marshall
Orion Group

Roger Sutton
John O'Donnell

Group Controller, Canterbury
Manager - Regional Emergency
Management Office
Environment Canterbury

MSD Regional Commissioner

Chair

Director of Operations and
Training (Acting CEO at time of
earthquake)

Assistant National Commander,
Fire Region Manager

USAR Task Force Manager

Commander Joint Forces New
Zealand

Chief Staff Officer - Joint
Operations (33)

J3R, HQ JFNZ

Manager Emergency
Management
Manager Security and
Emergency Planning

Emergency Management
Advisor

Chief Executive
Emergency Management
Manager

Controller

Chief Executive

General Manager Infrastructure
and Chair Christchurch

Lifelines
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8.30
10.00
3.30
10.00
2.30
2.00
1.00

3.30

10.00

1.30

1.30

1.30

3.00

3.00

3.00

1.30

1.30

12.50

11.00
11.00

1.30

3.30
3.30

21-Feb-11
07-Feb-11
04-Feb-11
21-Feb-11
06-Apr-11
05-Apr-11
22-Feb-11
22-Mar-11

28-Jan-11

04-Feb-11
04-Feb-11
04-Feb-11
28-Jan-11
28-Jan-11

28-Jan-11

07-Feb-11

07-Feb-11

21-Feb-11

13-May-11
13-May-11

17-May-11

21-Feb-11
21-Feb-11
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Canterbury Employers' Chamber of Commerce

Peter Townsend Chief Executive 9.20 17-May-11

GNS Science

Dr. Terry Webb General Manager Natural 1.00 08-Feb-11
Hazards

Dr. Ken Gledhill Section Manager Geohazards 1.00 08-Feb-11
Monitoring

Kestrel Group

Kristen Hoskin Director 12.00 14-Feb-11
Gavin Treadgold Director 12.00 14-Feb-11
David Brunsdon Director 11.00 26-Apr-11

Wellington Civil Defence Emergency Management Group

Rian van Schalkwyk Manager Emergency 11.30 07-Apr-11
Management, Greater
Wellington - the Regional
Council
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Appendix 4 : Glossary

CcD Civil Defence

CDEM Act The Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act (2002)

CDEM Group A group of Territorial Authorities and other response/recovery
organisations established under the CDEM Act

CEG Co-ordinating Executive Group

CERC Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Commission

CERT Community Emergency Response Team

DESC Domestic and External Security Committee (a Cabinet committee)

Director’s Guide The Guide to the National Civil Defence Emergency Management Plan

ECan Environment Canterbury (the Canterbury Regional Council)

ECC Emergency Co-ordinating Centre

EMIS Emergency Management Information System

EOC Emergency Operations Centre

EQC Earthquake Commission

FTE Full time employee

GeoNet The national seismic hazard monitoring system, managed by GNS
Science

GNS Science Institute of Geological and Nuclear Sciences Limited (a Crown Research
Institute)

Guide The Guide to the National Civil Defence Emergency Management Plan

IC Joint Committee (of CDEM Group mayors or delegates)

MCDEM Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management

MED Ministry of Economic Development

MSD Ministry of Social Development

NCMC National Crisis Management Centre (the “Bunker”)

NGO Non Government Agency

NWCG National Welfare Co-ordinating Group

ODESC Officials Domestic and External Security Committee

REMA Regional Emergency Management Advisor

SETG Social Environment Task Group

TA Territorial Authority

The Act The Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act (2002)

USAR Urban Search and Rescue
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Appendix 5: Wellington CD and Emergency Management Group brochure™

The role of
councillors
during an
emergency

A WELLINGTON REGION
oy EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT

1
0 The reviewers acknowledge the permission of the Wellington Region CD and Emergency Management Group to
reprint this brochure
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The role of councillors, especially the Mayors and the Chairperson, in showing
leadership and involvement with the community in times of crisis is an

important one.

In any emergency the community will look to its leaders for guidance, therefore it
is essential that all councillors understand the role of the Wellington Region Civit
Defence Emergency Management Group.

This booklet provides some guidance for councillors.

CDEM Groups are responsible for the implementation of local CDEM in an efficient
and effective manner. Under the CDEM Act (s17 & 18) each CDEM Group should, in

summary:

Identify, assess and manage the relevant hazards and risks and communicate

about risks

Maintain a Civil Defence Emergency Management Plan (CDEM Group Plan)
Maintain and provide suitably trained personnel, inciuding volunteers
Maintain and provide resources for effective civil defence emergency management

in its area

Respond to emergencies

Carry out recovery activities
Within its area, promote and raise public awareness and compliance with the

legislation

KEY CONTACTS - Managers of Emergency Management

Greater Wellinglon
Rian van Schalkwyk
04 830 4236

027 449 5079
tianvan@gw.govt.nz

Wellington Cily Council
Fred Mecoy

01 460 0653

021 227 8653
Fraed.Mecoy@wcc . govt.nz
Potitua Cily Coundil
Trevor Farmel

04237 14130

Kapti Coast Disbict Coancil
Tom Finnimore

04 296 4839

027 555 5829

tom finnimore@ kapiticoast,
govt.nz

Hutt Valley Emergency
Management Oftice

Paul Nickalls

04 570 6445

0274 781 792
paul.nickalls@huttcity.govt.nz

Carterton Listrict Council
Robert Millar

06 379 66206

021 664 533
tobert@cdc.gavt-nz

Mastertan District Council
Paul Walker

06 370 6300

0274 465 628
paulw@mstn. govt.nz

South Waitatapa Disbyicl
Council

Derek Theobald

(6 306 9611

027 495 7767
civildletence@swdc.govt.nz
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‘What you need to know

Before an emergency

* Have knowledge of the CDEM context and processes

« As councillors, you are responsible for the performance of your council
« Have a close working relationship with your Group/Local Controllers

« As councillors you may be the first point of contact for the public

o Political leaders often have more involvement in recovery than in the
response phase

» The Group Controllers are responsible for the overall direction of response
activities in an emergency situation

s Members of the Wellington CDEM Group (the Mayors and Chairperson) are
responsible for declaring a State of Emergency

o In the absence of all the CDEM Group members, the responsibility to declare
lies with elected representatives

e Once a state of emergency is declared management of the emergency is
delegated to the Group and Local Controllers

upl
our Gr©
W ‘_;Ct
out no\“ he col

Find contro\ rs v rgency Make sure you and
ocal sur 0@ e your family are

dealls for ¥ e LEQC). prepared!

tlons e
oper@

Controllers
Group/Local Controller:
Alternate Controllers:

EOC contact details

Location:

Alternate location;

For more information
see the Wellington CDEM

Satellite phone: Group Plan and the CDEM
Act (2002),

Phone:
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What you need to do

During an emergency

Other councillors’ role in an emergency

¢ During a disaster numerous tasks are identified where councillors can assist
their communities with response and recovery

* The Mayors and Chairman, in consultation with the Group/Local Controller will
identify the matters that should be tasked to the other councillors and arrange
for the tasking.

Public information

During an emergency

It will be appropriate for the Mayors &
Chairperson to make media releases

relating to the disaster Factors that may Al ’

need to be addressed are (but not limited T Public Mess,

to): ' congyyy o Ges MUst e .

* Sympathy messages for bereavements, Publje In n e Co One
0, nhbﬂe;s

injured, homeless;

Other a
e Support messages to Civil Defence staff May"'s in the re,: gers and
and the general public; and Gion

e Other messages that would be
supportive to the community

Elected representative checklist

I have met with my Group/Local

My family is prepared
U - Controller

I know the functions and powers of the

£ : T know the location and contact details
Wellington Region CDEM Group

of my local Emergency Operations

Centre
I have met with the Group/Local I know what my role is in an
Manager of Emergency Management emergency
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What you need to do

During an emergency

o Ensure that you and your family are safe. Prepare your family for the time you
anticipate being away

¢ Check if your phone or cellular phone is working, if so contact the following:

1. Group/Local Controller
2. Your Chief Executive
3. The Chairperson of the CDEM Group

*XIf you can't contact any of the above, contact the Group/Local Emergency
Operations Centre,

¢ If communications are disabled pack a bag with essentials — warm clothing,
snacks or food and water

o Make your way to the nearest local Civil Defence Post or Emergency Operations
Centre.

Mayors/Chairperson’s role in an

emergency Make SUre yo, "
Your ave

The Mayors/Chairperson should: engagfn P/Locy G

e Attend appropriate Group & Local 9 with Ubljc

Controllers’ briefings and m

o Brief all local councillors at least daily

+ Inform the Controller of any issues raised by councillors

o Assist the Group/Local Controllers in liaising with local or national politicians as
appropriate

¢ Declare a State of Emergency (if required)

s In consultation with the Controllers identify the matters that should be tasked to
the remaining councillors

0
e ici gods can
her councillors should i) o
ereon e after a disaster-
e v T anisations W B o ;
o resources and
n
purpose.
Mayoral fund.

Mayors/Chair?

or
clothing, ‘obtem for agencies an

ietributio
nd distriby
ort, storage 2 - intended
staff, U'ansi::appmpriate for thewf::ns Ga
. omr:;ed to make cash dor@
encoura
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Important documents

E The Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 (replaced the
Civil Defence Act 1983).

The 2002 Act:

Promotes sustainable management of hazards, encourages and enables comn-
ey munities to achleve acceptable levels of risk, provides for planning and prepara-
tion for emergencles, and for response and recovery, requires local authorities to
T coordinate planning and activitles, provides a basis for the integration of national
and local civil defence emergency management, encourages coordination across a
wide range of agencies, recognising that emergencies are mutlti-agency events

& === Wellington Region Civil Defence Emergency
ot e Management Group Plan
Gragp Hn

Weltinglan Regian Civit

~ T — The CDEM Group Plan provides the context and strategic
e, direction for civil defence emergency management in the

Wellington Region. It focuses on issues that the CDEM Group
considers will benefit from a collective approach.

**The Wellington CDEM Group Plan is currently under review**

National Civil Defence Emergency Management
mmrs Plan Order 2005 and The Guide to the National Civil
Defence Emergency Management Plan

The purpose of the Gulde is to assist and support New Zealand
agencies to achieve the purpose of the National CDEM Plan.

. The Guide Incorporates the wording of the National CDEM Plan,
- which states the principles, arrangements and frameworks that
apply to the management of emergencies and supports these
with further detail, diagrams and operational information

Other relevant legislation

e Accident Insurance Act 1998 * Health Act 1956

» Biosecurity Act 1993 ¢ Health and Safety in Employment Act 1992
* Broadcasting Act 1989 « Hospitals Act 1957

* Building Act 1991 s Local Government Act 2002

* Customs and Excise Act 1996 * Local Government Official Information and
e Defence Act 1990 Meetings Act 1987

* FEarthquake Commission Act 1993 « Maritime Transport Act 1994

* Energy Companies Act 1992 * New Zealand Public Health and Disability Act
» Fire Service Act 1975 2000
* Forest and Rural Fires Act 1977 ¢ Port Companies Act 1998
e Gas Act 1992 e Public Works Act 1981
* Hazardous Substances and Mew Organisms Act o  Resource Management Act 1991
1996 s Telecommunications Act 1987
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