
Item 1: MPI Feedback on National Disaster Resilience Strategy
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Foreword 
New Zealand enjoys a relatively high standard of living, regularly coming high in global prosperity rankings with 
qualities such as an open market, free people and strong sense of society.  

Not all is perfect. We have areas we need to work on, including to address inequalities in the distribution of living 
standards, and improve areas of weakness or decline, such as housing availability and affordability. 

We also face risks to that standard of living. Increasingly complex and uncertain risks that represent a threat to our 
way of life, and to our prosperity and wellbeing. 

New Zealand is exposed to a range of significant hazards. Natural hazards, such as earthquakes and extreme 
weather events, is only one type; our economy relies heavily on primary production and is thus vulnerable to 
adverse impacts from pests and diseases; the prospect of an infectious disease pandemic has always been present, 
but has been highlighted in recent years through the SARS, bird flu and swine flu crises; heavy reliance on 
technology and just-in-time supply chains means we are vulnerable to disruption from a wide range of domestic 
and international sources; and the global geopolitical environment means threats to our security are complex and 
often unpredictable. 

If realised, these risks can be extremely costly. Globally, the economic cost of disasters has increased steadily over 
the last 40 years, in large part because of the expansion to the built environment  damage to infrastructure and 
buildings cause huge cost – public and private – when impacted. 

It is the impact on wellbeing that can have the most profound effect. In 2011 New Zealand suffered one of its worst 
ever natural disasters in the 11 February Christchurch earthquake. New Zealand Treasury in 2013 estimated the 
capital costs to be over $40 billion, the equivalent of 20 per cent of gross domestic product. Beyond the tangible 
costs of damage and rebuild, lay a web of social and economic disruption and upheaval  flow-on effects to 
business and employment, psychological trauma, dislocation of communities, creation or exacerbation of existing 
social issues, disruption to normal lives and livelihoods, and uncertainty in the future.  

Many of the risks we face both now and in the future can be readily identified. However, we also need to recognise 
that the future is uncertain  major, unexpected, and hard-to-predict events are inevitable. And the further we probe 
into the future, the deeper the level of uncertainty we encounter. Within this uncertain future environment, 
resilience is an important requirement for success. Resilience is our – or a system’s – ability to anticipate, minimise, 
absorb, respond to, adapt to, and recover from disruptive events. In essence, it’s about developing a wide zone of 
tolerance – the ability to remain effective across a range of future conditions.  

Given our risk landscape, and the uncertainty of the wider domestic and global environment, it is important for us 
to take deliberate steps to improve our resilience and protect the prosperity and wellbeing of New Zealand – of 
individuals, communities, businesses, our society, the economy, and the nation as a whole. This Strategy proposes a 
three-pronged approach to improve our nation’s resilience to disasters – what we can do to minimise the risks we 
face and limit the impacts to be managed, building our capability and capacity to manage emergencies when they 
do happen, and a deliberate effort to strengthen our wider societal resilience.  

The Strategy promotes a holistic approach to strengthening resilience that connects with a range of agencies and 
sectors to deliver improved outcomes for New Zealanders. Disaster risk and disaster impacts reach all parts of 
society; so, to the greatest degree possible, disaster resilience should be integrated in to all parts of society. 
Disaster resilience therefore requires a shared approach between governments (central and local), relevant 
stakeholders, and the wider public – a collective approach to a collective problem. The goodwill, knowledge, 
experience, and commitment of all of parts of society are needed to make a difference.
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1 Purpose of this Strategy 
1.1 Delivering on the intent and purpose of the CDEM Act 2002 
The purpose of this Strategy is to outline the vision and long-term goals for civil defence emergency management 
(CDEM) in New Zealand. CDEM in New Zealand is governed by the CDEM Act, which  

• promotes the sustainable management of hazards in a way that contributes to wellbeing and safety; 
• encourages wide participation, including communities, in the process to manage risk; 
• provides for planning and preparation for emergencies, and for response and recovery; 
• requires local authorities to co-ordinate reduction, readiness, response and recovery activities through 

regional groups; 
• provides a basis for the integration of national and local planning and activity; and 
• encourages coordination across a wide range of agencies, recognising that emergencies are multi-agency 

events affecting all parts of society. 

We interpret these as an overarching intent for a resilient New Zealand.  

This is important because New Zealanders are, and will continue to be, at risk from a broad range of hazards.  

There is much we can do to reduce our risks, through both a risk management approach, and to build our broader 
societal resilience to it. We can also ensure we have effective processes in place for responding to and recovering 
from emergencies and other types of disruption when they do happen.  

The Strategy sets out what we as New Zealanders expect in respect of a resilient New Zealand, and what we want 
to achieve over the next 10 years. It explicitly links resilience to the protection and growth of living standards for all 
New Zealanders, and promotes a wide, whole-of-society, participatory and inclusive approach. 

The Strategy provides the vision and strategic direction, including to outline priorities and objectives for increasing 
New Zealand’s resilience to disasters. The detail of how those objectives are to be achieved sits in an accompanying 
work plan, alongside other related key documents including  the National CDEM Plan and 
Guide, the National Security Handbook, CDEM Group Plans, and a range of other supporting policies and plans. 

1.2 This is the third Strategy made under the Act 
The first Strategy was made in 2003; the second in 2007. They were aimed at embedding the (then) new approach 
to emergency management in New Zealand, which was to take a comprehensive and integrated approach, utilising 
the ‘4Rs’ of risk reduction, readiness, response, and recovery.  

In [2019] we have reached a level of maturity where we are ready for the next step. A number of things have 
influenced our thinking on what that step should be   

• 16 years of lessons from incidents and emergencies since the CDEM Act came into force;  
•  and National Risk Register framework, that details New Zealand’s risk 

landscape and current risk management;  
• global agreements such as the Sendai Framework for Disaster Risk Reduction 2015-2030 that outlines how 

nations should approach their wider societal risk from disasters;  
• a Ministerial Review (2017) on Better Responses to Natural Hazards and Other Emergencies that resulted in a 

number of significant recommendations for the emergency management system, and  
• a two-year long strategy development process with a wide range of stakeholders to analyse our current 

state and determine vision, goals, and objectives.  

We have identified areas where we can do more – to be more effective, more capable, fit-for-purpose, to have all 
the information we need to make the smartest choices, to keep pace with changing risks, and changes in society. 
This Strategy details the conclusions, and the areas we need to focus on for a more resilient New Zealand. 

s9(2)(f)(iv)

s9(2)(f)(iv)
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1.3 Ring-fencing the scope of this Strategy 
While acknowledging broad societal resilience is desirable for achieving higher living standards and optimal 
prosperity and wellbeing, this Strategy is confined to the disaster aspects of resilience.  

Furthermore, while acknowledging the vital importance of wider social and economic attributes of disaster 
resilience (such as high levels of health and education, reduced inequalities and social deprivation, the building of 
fiscal and macro-economic strength, etc.), these issues are well-catered for by other policies and programmes 
across government and through society, and will not be duplicated here.  

This Strategy is focussed on building a culture of resilience, and the actions we can all take – at all levels, from 
individuals and households, businesses and organisations, communities, cities, districts and regions, and 
Government and national organisations – to contribute to a more resilient New Zealand.

1.4 Intended audience 
This Strategy is for all New Zealanders, and all those who live, work, or visit here. 

1.5 Currency of the Strategy 
This Strategy will be current for a period of 10 years from the date it comes into effect, unless it is replaced during 
that time. 
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4.2.5 Resilience and Te Ao Māori  
Any comprehensive framework for resilience in New Zealand needs to consider both the resilience of Māori and 
Māori conceptions of resilience. This reflects the status of Māori as the indigenous population of New Zealand and 
the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi.  

Tangata whenua and resilience 
Māori share a holistic and community perspective on resilience, which can be characterised as the social, physical, 
familial, spiritual and environmental wellbeing of whānau, the unit of cultural capital in Te Ao Māori. Sustainable 
wellbeing is achieved through having a secure Māori identity, that is intergenerationally linked through whānau, 
local communities, and different iwi, to the earth mother Papatūānuku (the land), from whom all Māori descend. 
This genealogy imposes moral obligations on Māori to enact guardianship roles and responsibilities to ensure the 
oranga – ongoing wellbeing, or more broadly the resilience – of all residents, flora, fauna and the wider 
environment (lands, rivers and seas) of New Zealand.  

Tangata whenua and disaster risk reduction 
When a disaster occurs, the responsibility of caring for others and Te Ao Tūroa (the natural world), falls to whānau, 
hapū and iwi with historical ties to the areas impacted by the disaster. Whakapapa creates a kinship-based form of 
capital understood by Māori as whanaungatanga (close relationships), that may be drawn on to aid communities 
during times of adversity. Whānau, hapū and iwi respond quickly and collectively to provide support and address 
the immediate needs of communities as well as to institute practices that will aid the recovery, and the 
development of disaster resilience in affected regions.  

This process is considered whakaoranga – the rescue, recovery and restoration of sustainable wellbeing and may 
be applied to whānau, hapū, and iwi, tribal homelands as well as all communities and parts of New Zealand 
impacted by disasters. The whakaoranga process is underpinned by kaupapa Māori (cultural values), informed by 
mātauranga Māori (cultural knowledge and science) and carried out as tikanga Māori (cultural practices). These 
cultural attributes interact to co-create community and environmental resilience in the context of disasters.  

Key values that shape Māori inter-generational practices for facilitating whakaoranga (restoration and resilience) 
include kotahitanga (unity), whānau (family), whakapapa (genealogy), marae (community centres), 
whakawhanaungatanga (building/maintaining relationships), manaakitanga (respect/support/hospitality), and 
kaitiakitanga (guardianship). From a Māori perspective, such values link with a set of practices that must be learnt 
and enacted through giving time and support for the good of all rather than the wellbeing of oneself, and such 
actions are a positive indicator of a person’s mana.  

Tangata whenua and a Resilient Nation  
The effective response and significant community support facilitated by Māori in the aftermath of the Canterbury 
and Kaikōura earthquakes, the floods in Edgecumbe as well as in other emergencies, has generated considerable 
interest in Māori disaster resilience. Māori moral and relational attributes applied to creating community resilience 
promote a collaborative response to disaster recovery, commitment to environmental restoration, and the 
extension of hospitality to others experiencing adversity. Māori also have a significant asset base, which has, and 
will again be mobilised to secure community wellbeing in the aftermath of disasters.  

These strengths are highly relevant to developing a resilient New Zealand, and partnering with Māori to build 
disaster resilience is essential to ensuring that outcome. 
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4.3 Conclusion: co-creating a resilient society 
Today’s world is turbulent and is likely to be so in the future. However, it is also dynamic, and characterised by huge 
opportunities for leadership and innovation. A critical question for the next 10 years will be how to enable and use 
those opportunities to effectively build resilience and address the many challenges that will continue to confront us. 

One of the key messages is that we need to look to a range of sources for inspiration and relevance as we adapt to 
a shifting, and increasingly challenging environment. These include exploring new opportunities for engagement 
and action through technology, new sources of inspiration and activity driven by younger generations, and new 
methods for measuring and demonstrating impact. 

We need to embody agility and flexibility. We need to monitor risks and trends, maintain a learning, growth 
mindset, and adapt and transform ourselves and our organisations as necessary. 

 We need to focus on adaptive capabilities – skills, abilities, and knowledge that allow us to react constructively to 
any given situation.  

We need to work out how we build our resilience in a smart, cost-effective way, so that it’s realistic and affordable, 
and so it isn’t a ‘sunk’ cost, like insurance for a bad day – but rather enables better living standards today. 

Above all, we need to work together. Building resilience as siloed sectors is not enough – government, the private 
sector, and civil society can no longer work in isolation. More effective ways of tackling challenges are required, 
which, by necessity, will transcend traditional sector barriers. This includes employing new business models that 
combine the resources and expertise of multiple sectors to address common challenges, as well as creating 
platforms that enable leaders across all sectors to participate effectively in decision-making. 

Decision-makers working in areas of governance, policy and advocacy should continue to break down traditional 
barriers and silos so that private sector and civil society activity doesn’t take place parallel to governmental 
processes. There are relatively few mechanisms whereby appropriate collections of leaders can collaborate across 
sectors to align incentives, set common agendas and find practical solutions. To this end, new platforms are 
needed, along with new rules of engagement, which bring together leading stakeholders to serve the common 
good. 

It is in this cross-sectoral space that we have the opportunity and ability to underpin the resilience dynamism that 
we need, by engaging in ways that inspire, support and shape a change agenda that is needed for improved 
resilience at both the national and local levels. By developing these cross-sectoral opportunities, we can build 
powerful networks built on trust, commitment, and a focus on the collective good, which can be translated into 
positive outcomes for society. 
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8.3.1 Measuring inputs and outputs: progress on our goals and objectives 
Inputs and outputs will be guided by the work programme that will accompany the National Disaster Resilience 
Strategy, at a regional level by CDEM Group Plans, and at a local level by those designing and implementing 
resilience outreach and enhancement programmes in communities across New Zealand. 

8.3.2 Measuring outcomes: progress on resilience  
Interim outcomes refer to proxies that have been identified through research and practice to reflect systems’ 
capacity to absorb the negative effects of shocks and adapt and transform in dynamic environments. Outcomes are 
items that can directly confirm that targeted systems (e.g., individuals, communities, infrastructure systems) are able 
to absorb, respond, recover, adapt, or transform in the face of hazards and disasters.  

A resilience index developed as part of the National Science Challenge  Resilience to Nature’s Challenges will 
capture progress on a series of indicators designed to measure resilience attributes. 

8.3.3 Measuring impact: progress on reduced losses from disasters 
Our progress towards the desired impact we want to have will be measured by tracking losses from emergencies 
on an annualised basis, compared against baseline data collected for 2005-2015. This reflects our Sendai 
Framework reporting requirements. 

Definitions, scope, and baseline data for these monitoring mechanisms will be produced in a separate, supporting 
document. 

8.3.4 Formal reporting 
Progress on this Strategy will be reported biennially for the duration of its tenure, and will include  

• Progress on goals and objectives 
• Progress on resilience, and 
• Progress on impacts 

These will be publicly available. 
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Appendix 3:  Analysis of our current state as a baseline for this Strategy 
In order to form an effective strategy for the future and move towards a state of enhanced resilience, it is useful to 
look at our current state – our strengths, barriers, and opportunities – and how we capitalise on areas of strength 
and opportunity, overcome obstacles to progress, and make the smartest possible choices about actions and 
investment. Furthermore, in the quest to be ‘future ready’, it is useful to consider what other environmental and 
societal trends are occurring around us, even now, and how we can use them to build our resilience. 

Strengths 
New Zealand already has a number of strengths in respect of disaster resilience. 
1) We have good social capital in our communities. New Zealand communities are aware, knowledgeable, 

passionate, and well-connected. In general, they have a strong sense of local identity and belonging to their 
environment, a belief in manaakitanga and concern for their follow citizens, and a sense of civic duty. 

2) We are a first world nation that has comprehensive education, health, and social welfare systems, which build 
our people and look after the most vulnerable in society. 

3) We have a strong cultural identity, including the special relationship between Maori and the Crown provided 
through the Treaty of Waitangi.   

4) We have a high-performing and relatively stable economy. The New Zealand economy made a solid recovery 
after the 2008-09 recession, which was shallow compared to other advanced economies. Annual growth has 
averaged 2.1% since March 2010, emphasising the economy's resilience.   

5) We have very high insurance penetration. Most countries struggle to get their ratio of insured to non-insured 
up to an acceptable level. Because of the Earthquake Commission, New Zealand’s insurance penetration is 98 
per cent. This means that a good proportion of the economic costs of most natural hazard events are covered 
by re-insurance.  

6) We have a stable political system, low levels of corruption, and freedom of speech. 
7) We have a good range of policy in place for disaster risk management, including the Civil Defence Emergency 

Management Act 2002, the Resource Management Act 1991, the Building Act 2004, the Local Government Act 
2002, and a range of other legislation and regulatory instruments. This includes regulation for land-use and 
building standards – critical factors in building more resilient futures. 

8) We have an effective national security coordination system that is informed by a national risk register 
framework, takes an all-hazards approach and has governance at the political, executive, and operational 
levels. 

9) At the regional level consortia of local authorities, emergency services, lifeline utilities, and social welfare 
agencies (government and non-government) form Civil Defence Emergency Management Groups that 
coordinate across agencies and steward emergency management in their regions. 

10) We have an engaged and well connected science community, including a number of platforms specifically 
targeting the advancement of knowledge and understanding about natural hazards and resilience. In general, 
there are good links between scientists, policy makers and practitioners. Scientists practice an increasing level 
of community outreach, engage in a co-creation approach, and are focussed on outcomes. 

11) Organisations and agencies work well together. While there’s always room for improvement, a multi-agency 
approach is the ‘norm’, which means better coordination of activities, more efficient use of resources, and 
better outcomes. 

12) We are a small country, which makes us well-connected, uncomplicated, and agile. We can ‘get things done’ in 
relatively short order. 

13) We are experienced. We have seemingly had more than our fair share of crises, emergencies, and disasters 
over the last ten years. This has brought some bad times, but the silver lining is the awareness that it has built 
in everyone, the knowledge about ‘what works’ and what is needed, and the willingness to act.  
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Barriers to resilience  
While we have a lot going for us, we also have some things that limit our resilience. The process to develop this 
strategy identified a number of barriers to resilience, and barriers to our pursuit of resilience. 

What is limiting our resilience? 
1) Some of our people still suffer considerable poverty, social deprivation, and/or health issues that limit 

wellbeing, quality of life, and resilience. 
2) Our level of individual and household preparedness for emergencies is patchy, and not as high as it should be, 

given our risks.  
3) Our businesses and organisations are not as prepared as they could be, leading to loss of service and losses in 

the economy when severe disruption strikes. 
4) Some of our critical assets and services are ageing and vulnerable. These are in most places being addressed 

by asset management plans and asset renewal programmes, but these will take time (and resources) to 
implement. 

5) We live in some high-risk areas, and are continuing to build in high-risk areas – particularly around the coast, 
on steep slopes, fault lines, reclaimed land, and flood plains. We live and build there because they are nice 
places to live, and because sometimes there is no other choice. However, at some point we need to consider – 
how much risk is too much?  

6) We are only just starting to tackle some of the ‘truly hard’ issues around existing levels of risk, such as retreat 
and relocation from the highest risk areas, and adapting to climate change. There is likely high cost around 
many of these options. 

7) We have gaps in our response capability and capacity, as outlined in a recent Ministerial Review into better 
responses to emergencies in New Zealand (Technical Advisory Group report, 2017). These are predominantly 
around capability of individuals, capacity of response organisations, and powers and authorities of those 
individuals and organisations to act. The review also identified issues with communication and technology, in 
particular, the challenges of response intelligence and communications staying apace with social media.  

8) Recovery is often underestimated. The Christchurch earthquake recovery and many other smaller events have 
shown us just how complex, multi-faceted, difficult, expensive, and long-term recovery is. Other parts of the 
country need to consider how they would manage recovery in their city or district, and give priority to 
resourcing capability and capacity improvements. 

What is limiting our pursuit of resilience? 
1) Not enough people and organisations are taking action to prepare or build their resilience for disasters. This is 

generally either because it is seen as too expensive or difficult, because of other priorities, because it ‘might 
never happen’, or because of an expectation of a rapid and comprehensive institutional response.  

2) Perverse incentives don’t encourage resilience – too often we are aiming for the ‘minimum’ standard or ‘lowest 
cost’. This can deter people from aiming higher or for the ‘most resilient’ solution. 

3) Building community resilience – even where playing a facilitative role – is resource intensive. It also requires a 
high level of skill and understanding to navigate diverse communities and complex issues. 

4) As a nation, we have traditionally invested most of our effort in readiness for response. Reducing risk and 
recovery are perceived by many as ‘hard’ and/or difficult to work through. These areas scored lowest in the 
2012 and 2015 National Capability Assessment reports. 

5) Emergency management issues tend to be ‘headline’ issues that require immediate corrective action. This is 
understandable, and needed, but means we often focus more on fixing the problems of the day, and 
addressing issues from the last event, than forecasting the future and taking action for the long-term. 

6) Risk reduction and resilience are often perceived as ‘expensive’, and limiting of economic development and 
business growth. At the same time, the full cost of disasters often isn’t visible (particularly the cost of indirect 
and intangible impacts, particular social impact). 

7) We have had difficulty translating resilience theory into action. There is an abundance of academic theory on 
resilience, but turning that theory into practical action has, until recently anyway, been difficult to come by. 
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Opportunities 
As well as strengths and barriers, it is important to consider what opportunities we have or may have on the 
horizon. The opportunities the strategy development process has identified are  

1) Awareness and understanding of disasters, disaster impacts and disaster risk, is at an all-time high following a 
series of domestic events over the last 5-10 years, including the Canterbury and Kaikōura earthquakes. This 
includes a willingness to act on lessons and to do so in a smart, coordinated, and collaborative way. 

2) Our hazards are obvious and manifest. This is both a curse and an opportunity  we have high risk, but we also 
have an awareness, understanding, and willingness to do something about them, in a way that countries with 
less tangible risks might not. If we address risk and build resilience to our ‘expected’ hazards, we will hopefully 
be better prepared for when the ‘less expected’ hazards occur. 

3) We have an incredible wealth of resilience-related research currently underway, including several multi-sectoral 
research platforms that aim to bring increased knowledge to and improved resilience outcomes for New 
Zealanders. Over the next few years there will be a steady stream of information about ‘what works’, and tried 
and tested methodologies we can employ in all parts of society. 

4) We also have a lot of other work – in terms of resilience-related policy and practice – underway in 
organisations at all levels and across the country. It should be a relatively easy endeavour to connect the pieces 
of the jigsaw, share knowledge, and work together for vastly improved outcomes.  

5) There is a particular opportunity for building processes that support collective impact. Collective impact is a 
way of organising a range of stakeholders around a common agenda, goals, measurement, activity, and 
communications to make progress on complex societal challenges. 

6) The introduction of the three post-2015 development agendas (Sendai Framework, Sustainable Development 
Goals, and Paris Agreement for Climate Change) brings an additional impetus and drive for action, as well as 
practical recommendations that we can implement. They also bring a strong message about integration, 
collaboration, and a whole-of-society approach. 

7) The Government has a strong focus on wellbeing, particularly intergenerational wellbeing, and improved living 
standards for all. Simultaneously, local government has a renewed interest in the ‘four wellbeings’ with those 
concepts being re-introduced to the Local Government Act as a key role of local government. These priorities 
are entirely harmonious, and lead swiftly into a conversation with both levels of government on how to protect 
and enhance living standards through a risk management and resilience approach. 

8) We have only just begun to scratch the surface of best resilience practice, including how to make the most of 
investment in resilience. There is much to learn from the Triple Dividend of Resilience – ensuring our 
investments provide multiple benefits or meet multiple needs, and are the smartest possible use of limited 
resources. The Triple Dividend also supports better business cases and allows us to better position our case for 
resilience. 

9) We are a small agile nation. We are ambitious, innovative, motivated, and informed  we can lead the world in 
our approach to resilience. 
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‘Wild cards’ 
The world is changing at an unprecedented rate driven by technical innovation and new ways of thinking that will 
fundamentally transform the way we live. As we move away from the old structures and processes that shaped our 
past, a new world of challenges and opportunities await us. While there might be uncertainty about how some of 
these factors might shape our risk and our capacity to manage that risk, there are some common implications that 
are critical to take account of as we work to build resilience. 

1) The revolution in technology and communication is a key feature of today’s world. Regardless of the issue, 
technology is reshaping how individuals relate to one another. It shifts power to individuals and common 
interest groups, and enables new roles to be played with greater impact. Organisations and groups that can 
anticipate and harness changing social uses of technology for meaningful engagement with societal challenges 
will be more resilient in the future. 

2) Local organisations and grassroots engagement is an important component. This is driven in part by the 
aforementioned technology and communication shifts that give local groups more influence and lower their 
costs for organising and accessing funding, but also the rising power of populations in driving actions and 
outcomes.  

3) Following on from these, populations currently under the age of 30 will be a dominant force in the coming two 
decades – both virtually, in terms of their levels of online engagement, and physically, by being a critical source 
of activity. Younger generations possess significant energy and global perspectives that need to be harnessed 
for positive change. 

4) The role of culture as a major driver in society, and one that desperately needs to be better understood by 
leaders across governments, the private sector, and civil society. Culture is a powerful force that can create 
positive or negative change, and is therefore a force with which stakeholders should prepare to constructively 
engage. 

5) High levels of trust across organisations, sectors and generations will become increasingly important as a 
precondition for influence and engagement. This trust will need to be based on more than just the existence of 
regulations and incentives that encourage compliance. Organisations can build trust among stakeholders via a 
combination of “radical transparency” and by demonstrating a set of social values that drive behaviour that 
demonstrates an acknowledgement of the common good.  

6) The importance of cross-sector engagement, particularly between government, the private sector, and civil 
society. The challenge of disaster risk can no longer be the domain of government alone. A collective approach 
is needed, including to utilise all resources, public and private, available to us, and to consider innovative 
approaches to managing and reducing risk. This includes the private sector and civil society having a greater 
influence in policy and planning, and participating in oversight and decision-making. This requires more active 
participation on the part of the private sector, and more transparency, openness, and responsiveness on the 
part of politicians and public officials.  

7) The need for higher levels of accountability, transparency, measurement. More work is required to ensure that 
those tackling societal challenges have the appropriate means of measuring impact. These mechanisms will 
need to be technology-enabled, customised to the challenge at hand, and transparent.
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From: Jo Horrocks [DPMC]
Sent: Wednesday, 26 September 2018 12:47 PM
To: Amanda Kitto [DPMC]
Subject: FW: Disaster Resilience Strategy - feedback on draft from
Attachments: National Disaster Resilience Strategy  feedback on draft.docx

 

From:    
Sent: Tuesday, 11 September 2018 3:08 AM 
To: Jo Horrocks [DPMC]  
Subject: Disaster Resilience Strategy ‐ feedback on draft from   

 
Hello Jo, 

My apologies for not getting feedback to you sooner, but we’re all a bit too busy these days. 
 which meant that I had heaps of time and had a copy of 

your draft with me – so here goes.  
 

I am submitting 
these comments as an individual ( ). Hope 
you find them constructive and useful (  

. 

Overall the Strategy it reads well, though in places it is let down by the structure, formatting, padding and tech speak, 
which undermine message clarity, while terminology needs standardising in places (particularly the use of disaster, 
hazard impact, natural hazards and emergency). I feel it is good to stick with few priorities and objectives, though I 
wonder if there would be benefit from trying to overlay differences in importance where applicable (at present all 
items are equal) – presumably that gets done in the Work Plan. The stakeholder engagement also seems to have led 
to a genuinely consultative document – . However, a couple of things seem to have been 
raised in consultation that have not made it through to the objectives (e.g. risk transfer, private sector engagement, 
integrated ‘backbone’ entity to drive cross-silo activity). 

Other general comments are: 
 In sections 5‐7, the 3 tables listing ‘objectives’ and ‘What Success Looks Like’ are a good format for summarising intent, 

but they seem a little off target. Some items are almost ‘business as usual’ (i.e. not setting new strategic direction), 

while there is also inconsistency about whether the content should be in the objective or the ‘what success looks like’ 

column. I feel this needs a good looking at, to keep the Objectives high level and priority/future focused, with the 

descriptive column identifying specific initiatives. BAU need not appear in the table. 

 It still feels like the focus is on response and recovery, and DRR struggles for balance in some places (in fact 
the term DRR is not used much). 

 Vulnerability assessment is mentioned, but more often than not is alluded to in risk assessment/management, 
rather than being considered an important discrete step. My personal view (

) is that the process goes: hazard assessment, vulnerability assessment; risk assessment, risk 
management, emergency response/recovery, build back better. 

s9(2)(a)
s9(2)
(a)

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)
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2

 Adaptation could receive substantially more attention, particularly as a vehicle where there is insufficient 
resource to eliminate or mitigate identified risk. Managed retreat is also mentioned, but is something that we 
really need to get focused on as it is a here and now issue for some coastal communities. 

 Although climate change is mentioned in places, there is no explicit acknowledgement that DRR and climate 
change adaptation are more or less the same thing for hydrometeorological hazards. 

 SFDRR gets good profile, but it is unclear to what extent its principles have been embodied within the 
Strategy. 

 Definitions vary throughout the document, and I suggest they are presented once (in the Key Terms section, 
and that they are consistent with UNISDR definitions where possible. 

 There is no international dimension, despite the support we have received in the past and will need in the 
future (as well as what we can teach/learn via international engagement, and MCDEM’s close operating ties to 
Australia, the US and Canada. There is also the support MCDEM provides to some Pacific (and particularly 
Realm) countries. 

 Resources and the cost of resilience is not dealt with in much detail, but will be vital to implementation (and 
will of course be less than is needed for full implementation, and so prioritisation is also needed). 

 It doesn’t explain how national strategic direction will influence regional, local and domestic initiatives that 
contribute to resilience (I appreciate that the reader is likely to understand the national framework, but 
without this the Strategy is not stand-alone). 

The attachment has more specific comments and suggested edits, based on extracts from the PDF (hence the 
formatting glitches).  I am 
happy to respond to any questions you may have – as an individual. 
Regards 

 

s9(2)(a)

s9(2)(a)
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Broad consultation We have identified areas where we can do more – to be more effective, more 

capable, fit-for-purpose, to have all the information we need to make the smartest choices, to keep 

pace with changing risks, and changes in society. This Strategy details the conclusions, and the areas 

we need to focus on for a more resilient New Zealand.  
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 Challenges to the rules-based international order, which have the greatest effect on some of our 

economic and security risks, but could have further-reaching implications.  
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The Sendai Framework has been a key influence in the development of this Strategy. The principles 

and priorities of the Sendai Framework have been incorporated into it; many of the national and local 

recommended actions have been instrumental in developing the Strategy objectives, and forms the 

basis of the underlying work plan. 
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 an absorption dimension, which comprises resistance and buffers that can reduce the depth of 

impact, and  

 an adaptability dimension, which focuses on elements of adaptability and innovation that maximise 

the speed of recovery.  

 

Figure 1 below illustrates this idea. When a system is subject to a shock or stress, the level of 

functioning declines, and can fall rapidly. The depth of the fall in functioning can be thought of as the 

absorption capacity of the system. A system with a high absorption capacity experiences only a small 

loss in functioning (e.g., because it has sufficient buffers to absorb the stress or shock to ensure it 

continues to achieve desired outcomes). The speed of recovery dimension is captured by the time lag 

between the stress or shock and when functioning returns to a steady-state level. Systems that have 

high adaptability are able to recover faster than is otherwise the case. The two dimensions together 

acknowledge that the total impact of a shock is a function of both the depth of the impact and the 

time it takes to recover.  
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These are shown in the diagram on the next page. 
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These types of resilience can operate – in some form – at a range of levels, from individuals, to 

households, organisations, communities, cities and districts, and at a national level.  

For example, at a community level, the attributes of a safe and resilient community are that it:  

… is connected: It has relationships within its network, and with external actors who provide a wider 

supportive environment, and supply goods and services when needed.  

… is healthy: it has a good level of individual and population health, access to medical treatment, 

education, and a range of other social welfare support, when needed.  

… has cultural norms: it has a strong identity, attachment to place, and sense of civic responsibility. It is 

inclusive, and looks to cultural norms and values to sustain it in times of upheaval.  

… has economic opportunities: it has a diverse range of employment opportunities, income, and 

financial services. It is flexible, resourceful, and has the capacity to accept uncertainty and respond to 

change.  

… has infrastructure, services, and safe buildings: it has strong housing, transport, power, water, and 

sanitation systems. It also has the ability to maintain, repair, and renovate them.  

… can manage its natural assets: it recognises their value, and has the ability to protect, enhance, and 

maintain them.  

… is organised: it has the capacity to identify problems, establish priorities, coordinate, collaborate, and 

act.  

… is knowledgeable: it has the ability to assess, manage, and monitor its risks. It can learn new skills, 

build on past experiences, and plan for its future.  

Adapted from: Characteristics of a Safe and Resilient Community, IFRC (2011)  

This strategy asserts that broad attention to resilient practices within and across each of these 

environments is critical to the overall resilience of the nation, and protection of our capitals. The model 

is not a strategy itself, but a checklist, of kinds, to ensure we pay attention to the range of things that 

are important.  
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The six objectives designed to progress the priority of managing risks are at all levels to: 
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on disaster risk reduction, guided by the Sendai Framework. Our response system must change too to 

ensure it works when we need it.  
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Following table lacks reference to international CDEM/DRR linkages (could be in this section or the 

next) 
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7 Strengthening Societal Resilience  
 

What we want to see: New Zealand has a culture of resilience that means individuals, 

organisations, businesses and communities take action to reduce their risks, connect with 

others, and build resilience to shocks and stresses  

This Strategy promotes the strengthening resilience in the social, cultural, economic, built, natural, and 

governance environments, at all levels from individuals and households, to business and organisations, 

communities, cities and districts, and at the national level. It promotes inclusive, integrated, collective, 

and holistic approaches and the goal of linking bottom-up, grassroots endeavours, with top-down 

policy and programmes that enable and support individuals and communities.  
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Inclusive and participatory governance of disaster resilience at the national, regional and local levels is 

an important objective, including the development of clear vision, plans, capability, capacity, guidance 

and coordination within and across sectors. Champions, partnerships, networks, and coalition 

approaches are crucial, as well as the development of increased recognition of the role culture plays in 

resilience, and a clear consideration of the future at all times. 
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Following table lacks reference to international CDEM/DRR linkages (could be in this section or the 

previous) 
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The stakeholder group will comprise central government, local government, private sector, science and 

research, civil society, and community representatives, and will aim to represent ‘whole of society’ 

interests. 

8.3 Measuring and monitoring progress  
The monitoring and evaluation of resilience building initiatives in New Zealand must capture progress 

along several points along the pathway to lasting change. A Theory of Change (Figure 3) helps us think 

about how to assess the process of social change, beginning by defining the desired impacts on 

society and working backward to programme design and required inputs. The desired impact of 

government policy in New Zealand is to enhance the intergenerational wellbeing of New Zealanders. 

Through a resilience lens that must include the continuity and enhancement of wellbeing in the face of 

acute and chronic shocks.  

The decisive measure of the disaster risk reduction and resilience programmes that we implement in 

New Zealand will be the extent to which it can be associated with reductions inthey reduce 

vulnerability, support response and speed recoverythe negative effects of shocks and stresses 

(outcomes). In most cases, however, we will need to evaluate changes to resilience in the absence of 

shocks and we will need to assess the actions that have been shown through research and practice to 

contribute to disaster risk reduction and resilience (outputs). Finally, to assess our capacity to achieve 

outputs, we must consider the required resources or inputs across the systems supporting resilience 

building initiatives.  

 

Each step will require a different monitoring and evaluation focus, will fall within the remit of different 

actors, and be guided by separate, but overlapping policy frameworks. The logframe in Figure 4 

highlights the logical linkages between each step in the theory of change model to the guidance and 

indicators needed for monitoring.  
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Figure 4 Logframe for resilience monitoring and evaluation

 

8.3.1 Measuring inputs and outputs: progress on our goals and objectives  
Inputs and outputs will be guided by the work programme that will accompany the National Disaster 

Resilience Strategy, at a regional level by CDEM Group Plans, and at a local level by those designing 

and implementing resilience outreach and enhancement programmes in communities across New 

Zealand.  

8.3.2 Measuring outcomes: progress on resilience  
Interim outcomes refer to proxies that have been identified through research and practice to reflect 

systems’ capacity to absorb the negative effects of shocks and adapt and transform in dynamic 

environments. Outcomes are items that can directly confirm that targeted systems (e.g., individuals, 

communities, infrastructure systems) are able to absorb, respond, recover, adapt, or transform in the 

face of hazards and disasters.  

A resilience index developed as part of the National Science Challenge: Resilience to Nature’s 

Challenges will capture progress on a series of indicators designed to measure resilience attributes.  

8.3.3 Measuring impact: progress on reduced losses from disasters  
Our progress towards the desired impact we want to have will be measured by tracking losses from 

emergencies on an annualised basis, compared against baseline data collected for 2005-2015. This 

reflects our Sendai Framework reporting requirements.  

Definitions, scope, and baseline data for these monitoring mechanisms will be produced in a separate, 

supporting document.  

8.3.4 Formal reporting  
Progress on this Strategy will be reported biennially for the duration of its tenure, and will include:  

 Progress on goals and objectives  

 Progress on resilience, and  

 Progress on impacts  
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These will be publicly available. 
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Item 3: Submissions and Analysis on the Draft National Disaster Resilience Strategy
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