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Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting Agenda 
 

Meeting to be held in the Council Chamber 
36 Water Street, Whangārei 

on Tuesday 3 June 2025, commencing at 11:30 am - 1:00pm 

 
Recommendations contained in the agenda are NOT decisions of the meeting. Please refer to 

minutes for resolutions. 
 

MEMBERSHIP OF THE CIVIL DEFENCE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT GROUP MEETING 

Chairperson, FNDC Deputy Mayor Kelly Stratford 

Deputy Chairperson, Vincent 
Cocurullo 

KDC Councillor, Gordon 
Lambeth 

NRC Councillor, Rick Stolwerk 

NEMA Representative, Mike 
Gillooly 

NZ Police Representative, 
Matthew Srhoj 

FENZ Representative, Wipari 
Henwood 

NRC alternate, Tui Shortland WDC alternate, Nicholas 
Connop 

FNDC alternate, Moko Tepania 

KDC alternate, Eryn Wilson-
Collins 

  

 
 
KARAKIA / WHAKATAU 

 

RĪMITI (ITEM) Page 

1.0 NGĀ MAHI WHAKAPAI/HOUSEKEEPING 

2.0 NGĀ WHAKAPAHĀ/APOLOGIES    

3.0 NGĀ WHAKAPUAKANGA/DECLARATIONS OF CONFLICTS OF INTEREST 

4.0 NGĀ WHAKAAE MINITI / CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

4.1 Confirmation of Minutes - 4 March 2025 4  

5.0 RECEIPT OF ACTION SHEET 

5.1 Receipt of Action Sheet 10  

6.0 NATIONAL 

6.1 National Emergency Management Agency Update 12  

7.0 GROUP 

7.1 Coordinating Executive Group Chairpersons Report 15 
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7.2 Membership and appointments – Northland CDEM Group 25  

8.0 OPERATIONAL 

8.1 Community Response Planning and Marae Preparedness Planning 29 

8.2 Submission on Emergency Management Bill 33  
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TITLE: Confirmation of Minutes - 4 March 2025 

From: Haylee Labelle, Personal Assistant Community Resilience  

Authorised by 
Group Manager/s: 

Louisa Gritt, Group Manager - Community Resilience, on 20 May 2025  

  

Ngā mahi tūtohutia / Recommendation 

That the minutes of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Group meeting held on 4 
March 2025, be confirmed as a true and correct record and that these be duly authenticated 
by the Chair. 

 

Attachments/Ngā tapirihanga 

Attachment 1: CDEM Minutes - 4 March 2025 ⇩   

  

CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_ExternalAttachments/CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_Attachment_20616_1.PDF
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Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting Minutes 
 

Meeting held in the Council Chamber 
36 Water Street, Whangārei 

on Tuesday 4 March 2025, commencing at 11:30 am - 1:00pm 

 
 
Tuhinga/Present: 

Chairperson, FNDC Deputy Mayor Kelly Stratford 
Deputy Chairperson, WDC Mayor Vincent Cocurullo 
FENZ Representative Wipari Henwood 
KDC Councillor Gordon Lambeth 
NEMA Representative Mike Gillooly 
NRC Councillor Rick Stolwerk 
NZ Police Representative Dean Begbie (arrived 11.40am) 

 

I Tae Mai/In Attendance: 
Full Meeting 
WDC alternate Nicholas Connop 
CEG Chair – WDC CEO, Simon Weston 
NRC CDEM Manager, Graeme Macdonald 
Group Manager Community Resilience, Louisa Gritt 
FNDC Representative, Ruben Garcia (online) 
MWA Group, Alistair Wells (online) 
NRC Secretariat, Haylee Labelle 
Welfare Specialist, Kylie Cox 
Emergency Management Recovery Specialist, Mark Trudinger 
Emergency Management Specialist, Bill Hutchinson 
Emergency Management Specialist, Damian Rio 
Emergency Management Specialist, Laura Exton 
Emergency Management Specialist, Kori Puckey 
Emergency Management Specialist, James Harvey 
Emergency Management Specialist, Tony Devanney 
Emergency Management Communications, Zach Woods 
Emergency Management Iwi Engagement, Papanui Polamalu 
Emergency Management Specialist – Tsunami Projects, Brendon Gray 
GM – Community Group, Whangarei District Council, Victoria Harwood 
Sandra James (external) 
 
Part Meeting 
NRC Councillor, John Blackwell (12.23pm)  

 

The Chair declared the meeting open at 11.30am with karakia. 
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Ngā Mahi Whakapai/Housekeeping (Item 1.0) 

Ngā whakapahā/Apologies (Item 2.0)  

 

Moved (Stratford / Lambeth) 

That the apologies from FNDC Mayor Moko Tepania, Cr Shortland, Cr MacDonald, Cr 
Robinson, NZ Police Representative Matthew Srhoj for non-attendance be received. 

Carried 

 

Nga whakapuakanga/Declarations of Conflicts of Interest (Item 3.0) 

It was advised that members should make declarations item-by-item as the meeting progressed.  

 

Confirmation of Minutes - 3 December 2024 (Item 4.1) 

Report from Haylee Labelle, Personal Assistant Community Resilience 

Moved (Stratford / Stolwerk) 

That the minutes of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Group meeting held on 3 
December 2024, be confirmed as a true and correct record and that these be duly 
authenticated by the Chair. 

Carried 
Secretarial notes: Brendan provided an update on the tsunami siren project, mentioning that fees 
were waived for three sites, but not Waipu Cove. To avoid fees, the siren will be relocated to a parcel 
of land owned by the council, which is currently going through the resource consent approval 
process. 

 

Receipt of Action Sheet (Item 5.1) 

Report from Haylee Labelle, Personal Assistant Community Resilience 

Moved (Stolwerk / Stratford) 

That the action sheet be received. 

Carried 
Secretarial notes: Discussed whether to test the new tsunami sirens in April when 80% of the sirens 
would be installed or wait until September when all sirens would be installed. Emphasised the 
importance of informing the public about the testing to avoid confusion. Until the new sirens are 
tested, the old tsunami siren system will remain in use. The transition to the new system will be part 
of the decision-making process regarding the testing schedule. 
 

National Emergency Management Agency Update (Item 6.1) 

Report from Mike Gillooly, NEMA representative and Graeme MacDonald, Emergency Manager 

Moved (Stratford / Cocurullo) 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 4.1 

3 June 2025 Attachment 1 

 7 

  

Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting 
4 March 2025 

 3 

That the report ‘National Emergency Management Agency Update ’ by Mike Gillooly, NEMA 
representative dated 19 February 2025, be received. 

Carried 
Secretarial notes: Mike mentioned that joint committee chairs have been invited to a meeting to 
discuss the Emergency Management System Programme. He urged the council to have 
representation at the meeting (Cr Stratford confirmed attendance). Brendan explained that different 
regions have varying approaches to tsunami sirens, with Auckland opting to rely on cell phone 
networks for tsunami warnings due to their more reliable infrastructure. In contrasts, Northland has 
chosen to keep sirens due to our unique challenges, such as isolated communities and less reliable 
cell phone networks.   
 

Coordinating Executive Group Chairpersons Report (Item 7.1) 

Report from Graeme MacDonald, Emergency Manager 

Moved (Stolwerk/ Stratford) 

That the report ‘Coordinating Executive Group Chairpersons Report’ by Graeme MacDonald, dated 
21 January be received. 
 
Carried  
Secretarial notes: On 17/2 there was a Chief Executive Coordinating Group workshop in Wellington to 
go through the Emergency Management System Improvement Programme. Simon attended for 
Northland. Great to see other CEs in attendance were also CEG chairs, worked through the 
programme and the road map and the Minister attended the afternoon session where the bill was 
discussed along with concerns. Strongly encourage more of these occur and look forward to what we 
get from it. NEMA CE has signalled greater engagement with CEG chairs 
 

Membership and appointments – Northland CDEM Group (Item 7.2) 

Report from Graeme MacDonald, Emergency Manager and Kylie Cox, Emergency Management 
Specialist 

Moved (Cocurullo / Stolwerk) 

That the report ‘Membership and appointments – Northland CDEM Group  ’ by Graeme 
MacDonald, Emergency Manager and Kylie Cox, Emergency Management Specialist and 
dated, 18 February 2025 be received. 

Carried 
Secretarial notes: The chair acknowledged the update from FNDC to address the shortage of local 
controllers in the Far North District. Acknowledgement and thanks were given to Graeme by the 
chair, CEG chair, Cr Stolwerk, FENZ representative, NZ Police representative, KDC representative and 
response provided by Graeme who has accepted a contract from NRC after his retirement.  
 

Cyclone Gabrielle Recovery review report (Item 7.3) 

Report from Graeme MacDonald, Emergency Manager and Mark Trüdinger, Emergency 
Management Recovery Specialist 

Moved (Cocurullo / Stolwerk) 

1. That the report ‘Cyclone Gabrielle Recovery review report’ by Graeme MacDonald, 
Emergency Manager and Mark Trüdinger, Emergency Management Recovery Specialist 
and dated 18 February 2025, be received. 
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2. That the CDEM Group endorses the development of a recovery workplan that prioritises 

actions that builds upon and strengthens existing Northland recovery plans and 
arrangements. 

 
3. That the CEG chair provides an update on the development of a recovery workplan at the  

next meeting of the CDEM Group.  
           

Carried 
Secretarial notes: Sandra James presented the findings of the Cyclone Gabriel Recovery Review, these 
were grouped into 8 themes, highlighting the importance of continuous improvement in recovery 
efforts. She emphasised the need for better understanding of recovery arrangements, roles, and 
responsibilities. Sandra acknowledged by chair and WDC mayor for the amount of work undertaken 
with the report and acknowledged the dedication Mark bought to recovery. Discussed NRC team 
actioning a comms releases as there is an opportunity to publicly acknowledge the report and remind 
everyone what they can do to be prepared and resilient.  
 
Resolution (Stolwerk/Cocurullo) 
That the report “Cyclone Gabrielle Recovery Review Report” be used to create a comms release  

 

Community Response Planning and Marae Preparedness Planning (Item 8.1) 

Report from Damian Rio, Emergency Management Specialist; Tony Devanney, Emergency 
Management Specialist; Bill Hutchinson, Emergency Management Specialist; Kylie Cox, Emergency 
Management Specialist; Papanui Polamalu, Emergency Management - Iwi/hapū Engagement 
Advisor and Graeme MacDonald, Emergency Manager 

Moved (Stolwerk / Cocurullo) 

That the report ‘Community Response Planning and Marae Preparedness Planning’ by Damian 
Rio, Emergency Management Specialist; Tony Devanney, Emergency Management Specialist; 
Bill Hutchinson, Emergency Management Specialist; Kylie Cox, Emergency Management 
Specialist; Papanui Polamalu, Emergency Management - Iwi/hapū Engagement Advisor and 
Graeme MacDonald, Emergency Manager and dated 18 February 2025, be received. 

Carried 
Secretarial notes: Next agenda will include in the Community Response Planning and Marae 
preparedness quarterly report a section showing the number of formal requests for Marae 
Preparedness/Community Response Group plans requested but yet to workshopped and 
implemented throughout Taitokerau by NCDEM. NRC are reporting on the current “doey”, ie initial 
engagement, completed, identified for review etc, but not exactly how many have requested NRC to 
start having dialogue with. This reporting will assist in forecasting / planning within our work 
programmes. This was prompted by a request received from the community/marae. A good example 
of this was the  fire at Waipoua and the work Laura did with the marae who stood up arrangements 
and got on with things. Noted there is a need for a bigger piece of education in Waipoua on how to 
help themselves and on climate resilience.  
Actions 

1. Welfare specialist to include additional reporting information in the next CDEM meeting 
report showing the number of formal requests for Marae Preparedness/Community 
Response Group plans requested but yet to workshopped and implemented throughout 
Taitokerau by NCDEM 
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Whakamutunga (Conclusion) 

The meeting concluded at 12.57pm. 
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TITLE: Receipt of Action Sheet 

From: Haylee Labelle, Personal Assistant Community Resilience  

Authorised by 
Group Manager/s: 

Louisa Gritt, Group Manager - Community Resilience, on 22 May 2025  

  

Whakarāpopototanga / Executive summary 

The purpose of this report is to enable the meeting to receive the current action sheet. 
 

Nga mahi tutohutia / Recommendation 

That the action sheet be received. 

 

Attachments/Ngā tapirihanga 

Attachment 1: Action Sheet ⇩   

  

CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_ExternalAttachments/CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_Attachment_20615_1.PDF
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Action Item Meeting date Item Action Responsible staff Status Notes
1 4/03/2025 Cyclone Gabrielle Recovery Review Report (7.3) That the report be used to create a comms release CDEM Manager to allocate to Zach 

Woods

Completed CDEM Group Manager, Group Recovery Manager, and Communications Specialist reviewed this 

suggestion. Their assessment was that while the Recovery evaluation report is publicly available, 

there was limited value in actively promoting it: although the content of the evaluation is mostly 

positive, promoting it would involve some risk, as it contains comments that do not have the 

necessary context in which to interpret them. The main value of the evaluation report is identifying 

issues that can inform building the new Recovery Framework. Our communication strategy usually 

focusses less on internal operations, and more on key public messaging.

2 4/03/2025 Community Response Planning and Marae Preparedness Planning (8.1) Welfare specialist to include additional reporting information in the next CDEM meeting 

report

Welfare Specialist Completed 13/5/25 - Quarterly statistics for additional requests for marae preparedness plans have now been 

included in reporting

CDEM Group - schedule of actions
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TITLE: National Emergency Management Agency Update 

From: Mike Gillooly, NEMA representative  

Authorised by 
Group Manager/s: 

Louisa Gritt, Group Manager - Community Resilience, on 20 May 2025  

  

Whakarāpopototanga / Executive summary 

Attached is the April update from the National Emergency Management Agency. Mike will also 
provide a verbal update. 
 

Ngā mahi tūtohutia / Recommendation 

That the report ‘National Emergency Management Agency Update’ by Mike Gillooly, NEMA 
representative and dated 21 March 2025 be received. 

Attachments/Ngā tapirihanga 

Attachment 1: NEMA Update ⇩   

  

CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_ExternalAttachments/CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_Attachment_20618_1.PDF
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NEMA Update  
Northland CDEM Group Coordinating Executive Group  
14 April 2025  
 
Government's Response to the Recommendations in the NISWE Inquiry 
The Government’s long-term vision to strengthen New Zealand’s emergency management system, is 
being delivered through the Emergency Management System Improvement Programme (EMSIP). 

The Emergency Management System Improvement Programme (EMSIP) Roadmap and Cabinet 
paper went out for Ministerial consultation on Friday the 14th March. These went as a full package 
alongside the EM Bill and EMS-OS, accompanied by a briefing that links all three papers together. 
The Roadmap and Cabinet paper was sent back out to Central agencies so they can provide advice to 
their respective ministers. Unfortunately, because it is Budget Sensitive, we can’t share the draft 
Roadmap with all at this time. 
  
With the final version of the Roadmap going to Cabinet in April, we are reaching the end of Phase 2 
of the EMSIP programme. Phase 3 planning will shortly commence, noting it is largely dependent on 
Cabinet’s decisions. In Phase 3, we expect to see both progress on some of the actions and the 
writing of any budget bids needed for the following financial year. 

Emergency Management Bill 
NEMA has processed feedback from Ministers and the National Iwi Chairs Forum ahead of lodging 
the Cabinet paper and Discussion document in early April for Cabinet approval.  It is anticipated that 
the discussion document will be released for public consultation around 15 April.  We will share 
more information on this and the engagement plan soon.  

The EM Bill is closely linked to the Emergency Management System Improvement Programme 
(EMSIP), as the bill will support delivery of some of the EMSIP actions. 

 

Update on the Emergency Management Sector Operational Systems (EMS-OS) Programme  
The Emergency Management Sector Operational Systems Modernisation and Uplift (EMS-OS) 
Programme is a key strengthening initiative for the Emergency Management Sector, designed to 
improve how we manage and share information before, during, and following emergencies. The 
programme is working on what is needed to establish a common operating picture to enable better 
situational awareness, produce intelligence, deliver coordination, and support decision-making 
across the Sector. It’s an anchor project within the Emergency Management System Improvement 
Project (EMSIP), with EMSIP forming the foundation for the future benefits realisation. 
  
What’s happening now? 
With the support of KPMG, we are progressing towards the development of detailed business cases 
for critical operational systems to help support advice to Government in the future. This includes: 

1.  Incident Intelligence – A shared capability for near real-time situational awareness and 
the production of intelligence products. 

2. National Warning System – Modernising how emergency warnings are issued. 
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3. Resilient Communications - 
Exploring the use of technologies like Low Earth Orbit satellite internet to ensure 
connectivity during emergencies. 

4. Operational Systems for NEMA – Enhancing tools for national coordination. 

5. Feasibility Study – A view to deliver common operating tools and associated processes for 
the CDEM Sector. 

  
The businesses cases are required for completion mid-2025 to ensure NEMA is ready for future 
budget opportunities. 
  
To ensure any future systems meet Sector needs, NEMA will be engaging with function leads and 
subject matter experts (SMEs) from across the Sector and internal to NEMA. This engagement will 
confirm and refine the requirements established at the end of last year. 
  
Expect outreach in the coming week, and over successive weeks, as NEMA works to ensure on these 
solutions that would align with operational needs both internally and across our Sector. Your insights 
and expertise will be critical to shaping the future of emergency response capability in New Zealand. 

 
Catastrophic Event Handbook  
NEMA has released the first version of the Catastrophic Event Handbook (the Handbook). The 
Handbook has been developed in conjunction with many agencies, and it is one of the outputs from 
NEMA’s wider Catastrophic Planning programme.   
The Handbook is a milestone for Aotearoa New Zealand, and it provides a blueprint to respond to 
the most severe disasters. It outlines roles and responsibilities by agency, across 11 workstreams in 
order to manage an All-of-Government response to a catastrophic level event.  
 

The Handbook takes a hazard-agnostic approach to the response and recovery aspects of a 
catastrophe. It is scalable, and it allows for hazard-specific plans to be developed under this 
framework, such as the National Space Weather Response Plan. The Handbook is available here: 
Catastrophic Event Handbook.  
 

  
 

Mike Gillooly| Team Leader Regional Emergency Management Team 
National Emergency Management Agency Te Rākau Whakamarumaru  
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TITLE: Coordinating Executive Group Chairpersons Report 

From: Damian Rio, CDEM Emergency Manager  

Authorised by 
Group Manager/s: 

Louisa Gritt, Group Manager - Community Resilience, on 22 May 2025  

  

Whakarāpopototanga / Executive summary 

This report provides a summary of activities undertaken by or directly related to the delivery of the 
Northland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group plan over the period since the last CDEM 
Group meeting in March 2025. 

Ngā mahi tūtohutia / Recommendation 

That the report ‘Coordinating Executive Group Chairpersons Report’ by Damian Rio, dated 12 May 
be received. 

Background/Tuhinga 

INDEX OF REPORTS 

 Page  

1. Activations and response    

2. Northland CDEM Group             

3. Far North CDEM Update   

4. Kaipara CDEM Update   

5. Whangārei District CDEM Update  

6. Welfare Coordination Group Update  

7. Northland Lifelines Group Update  

8. CDEM Communications Update 

9. Māori Engagement Update  

10. Tsunami siren replacement Project Update  

11. Tsunami inundation mapping Project Update  

12. Multi Agency Coordination Centre   

13. Professional Development and Engagement 

14. Natural Hazards update  

15. Tsunami Siren Testing 

16. Recovery 

 

1. Activations and response 
 

Northland CDEM have not activated in the past quarter, however staff have supported both the 
Mangawhai Tornado and Waipoua Forest Fire.   
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On Sunday, 26 January 2025, the Kaipara District Council (KDC) activated their Emergency Operations 
Centre (EOC) to support the response to the Mangawhai tornado.  The EOC remained in response, 
providing psychosocial support, meeting welfare needs and waste/debris removal, through to the 
afternoon of Monday, 3rd February 2025.   
 
The EOC response was well supported by agencies including the Red Cross Disaster Welfare and 
Support Team, New Zealand Response Team (NZRT), Task Force Kiwi (TFK), Auckland Emergency 
Management, Auckland City Council and Northland CDEM.  
  
On Tuesday, 25 February 2025, a fire occurred in the Waipoua Forest, burning over 90 hectares of 
vegetation.  Twenty homes were evacuated, and Te Roroa Iwi supported the evacuated residents at 
Waikarā Marae.  Te Roroa are now managing the recovery and clean-up work.     
 
We acknowledge Te Roroa and the manaaki provided for evacuees during this time.     
 

2. Northland CDEM Group 
 
Kylie Cox has been appointed to the position of Group Emergency Management Welfare Specialist. 
This appointment was effective from 10 February 2025.  

James Harvey’s six-month fixed term contract has been extended until the beginning of November 
2025. 

Damian Rio has been appointed to the role of CDEM Group Manager. Damian’s previous role was 
Emergency Management Specialist (EMS) for Whangārei District Council. A recruitment process for 
the WDC EMS role will commence in late April 2025. 

 
3. Far North CDEM Update  
 
Activities undertaken by Emergency Management Specialist are relative to the 2024-2025 Work Plan 
as outlined in the Far North District Council Service Level Agreement and include: 

• Community Engagement - Community engagement to support and enhance Marae and 
Community resilience and reviews of community response plans (Opononi, Takahue, Rural 
Collaboration Group Northland Fijian Community, Doubtless Bay, Kerikeri, Moerewa, Te Hiki 
Development Trust, Ngati Kahu, Haititaimarangai Marae, Kaimaumau, Ngāti Rēhia) 

• Operational IT - Review of IT and updates of FNDC Emergency Operation Centre laptops 

• Northland Lifelines Group - Attendance at Northland Lifelines Group Meeting 

• Regional Visit - Host visit to Far North District for Manager Regional Partnerships, NEMA. 

• Tsunami Siren Upgrade - Assist with public education to support awareness of Tsunami Alarm 
replacement program in lead up to bi-annual alarm testing. 

 

4. Kaipara CDEM Update  

 
Activities undertaken by the Emergency Management Specialist - Kaipara relative to the 2024-2025 
Work Plan as outlined in the KDC Service Level Agreement include: 

• Mangawhai Tornado internal debrief – a debrief was held on Wednesday 12 March with KDC 
EOC staff to capture learnings from the response. An action plan is being developed to ensure 
lessons are executed. 
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• Mangawhai Tornado multi-agency debrief – a debrief was held on Tuesday 25 March with multi-
agency representatives to reflect on learnings from the response. An action plan is being 
developed to ensure collaboration moving forward. 

• SharePoint & Teams – work continues to finalise KDC’s new EOC SharePoint & Teams structure 
and roll out training to EOC staff. 

• Initial Action Planning - Drought – in light of Level 4 Water Restrictions implemented under the 
KDC Drought Management Plan (DMP), and minimal significant rain on the forecast for April, a 
KDC Initial Action Planning meeting was held on Thursday 27 March to develop a plan to be 
implemented if a civil defence response is required. 

• EOC staff – we currently have 55 staff in the EOC. 

 

5. Whangārei District CDEM Update  

 
Recent work undertaken with the Whangarei District Council (WDC) includes the following: 

• EOC exercise – An EOC training exercise was held for the WDC EOC staff (25) which was well 
received and provided insightful training to help the staff to be more efficient and effective in 
their roles. 

• Drop-in Sessions – We have held several one hour drop-in sessions to promote and discuss Civil 
Defence to the WDC staff.  It is also an opportunity for EOC recruitment. 

• Logistic procurement training – In March we provided Tech One training for the logistics and 
main EOC Leads to complement our procurement process guidelines. 

• SharePoint – More work has occurred within WDC SharePoint to streamline processes and add 
EOC templates. 

• Laptops – 30 new laptops are being set up (Win11) and will replace the current old laptops. 

• Community Plans – We are currently reviewing the public facing ‘Community Plans’ in light of 
changing the tsunami evacuation maps and information. 

• Function Lead Training - From April we will be providing the WDC EOC Function Leads with 
monthly training to cover all aspects of the EOC operations.  This will build on their current 
function/EOC knowledge and focus on how the WDC EOC operates. 

• EOC Staff – We currently have 59 staff in the EOC. 

 
6. Welfare Coordination Group (WCG) Update 

 

WCG held its first meeting for 2025 on March 6, 2025. The meeting brought together representatives 
from several agencies, including Fale Pasifika, Fire & Emergency New Zealand (FENZ), Inland Revenue 
Department (IRD), Kaipara District Council, Ministry of Business, Innovation & Employment (MBIE 
TAS), Ministry of Education, Ministry of Social Development (MSD), National Emergency Management 
Agency (NEMA), Northland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group (NCDEM), Red Cross, Rural 
Support Trust, SPCA, Tai Timu te Pari, Te Puni Kōkiri, and Te Whatu Ora. 

The WCG is progressing steadily with the 2024/2025 work program, maintaining alignment with its 
strategic goals. 

Engagements 

Group Welfare Specialist has attended or engaged with the following over the past three months:  
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• Whangarei District Council EOC Exercise  
• Kaipara District Council Local Welfare Managers 
• National Group Welfare Managers Hui 
• Alternate & Local Welfare Managers 

Work continues to strengthen and enhance relationships with all agencies on WCG.  

 

7. Northland Lifelines Group Update  

A Northland Lifelines Group (NLG) meeting was held on Friday 28 February.   

A comprehensive review of the NLG Electricity Outage Plan and the NLG Fuel Contingency Plan was 
completed in the last quarter, and these were presented to the NLG for approval.  Both plans were 
subsequently adopted by the NLG and copies of both plans circulated to stakeholders.  

Work continues to strengthen and enhance relationships with all members of the group. 
  
Engagement  
Meetings attended over the past three months:  

• NLG meeting on 28 February. 
• Several informal meetings held with NRC GIS team to finalise a vision and scope document to 

acquire lifeline and critical infrastructure spatial data sets from key stakeholders for CDEM 
Intelligence GIS platform.  

• Resilience Explorer TAG quarterly meeting to progress project. 
• National Lifelines Group Programme Managers quarterly hui via Teams. 

 

8. CDEM Communications Update  

CDEM Facebook page insights, Jan 1, 2025 – March 1, 2025 

• Page visit: 16,778 
• Facebook Page followers: increased by 320 
• Total FB page followers as of Jan 1, 38,633 

We saw good growth this period on our Facebook page with our summer preparedness campaign 
taking place, and a couple of weather-related incidents and warnings generating interest on the 
page.    

The top performing post over this period was an update post about an Orange Heavy Rain Warning 
on Jan 21: 
https://www.facebook.com/civildefencenorthland/posts/pfbid0rcncHpPmp8ypUUUpFcdSkXro2w6S
d5nDPEqXc549tTjU19xcxKNcxX8dydzm1s1ql  with 38K reach 

Second was another post about this rain event when it was still a watch: 
https://www.facebook.com/civildefencenorthland/posts/pfbid0qSkQoZCBSdGNzv41Q1uUTc49t9M
MahHY3mbCLN8SdANDBeTYmtpJmAeDDXNvTKWMl with 29.7K reach  

Third was our post about the Mangawhai tornado: 
https://www.facebook.com/civildefencenorthland/posts/pfbid02WePoyfP3Ks9uivAHSM2z9JZnYK6Z
qzpLWQ59itZeufn2DFsrqUzSggwvu1UkMUrfl  with 17.5K reach 

Our top non-weather/event related post was a reel on how to pack a grab bag: 
https://www.facebook.com/reel/595077036717862  

With 10K views 

 

https://www.facebook.com/civildefencenorthland/posts/pfbid0rcncHpPmp8ypUUUpFcdSkXro2w6Sd5nDPEqXc549tTjU19xcxKNcxX8dydzm1s1ql
https://www.facebook.com/civildefencenorthland/posts/pfbid0rcncHpPmp8ypUUUpFcdSkXro2w6Sd5nDPEqXc549tTjU19xcxKNcxX8dydzm1s1ql
https://www.facebook.com/civildefencenorthland/posts/pfbid0qSkQoZCBSdGNzv41Q1uUTc49t9MMahHY3mbCLN8SdANDBeTYmtpJmAeDDXNvTKWMl
https://www.facebook.com/civildefencenorthland/posts/pfbid0qSkQoZCBSdGNzv41Q1uUTc49t9MMahHY3mbCLN8SdANDBeTYmtpJmAeDDXNvTKWMl
https://www.facebook.com/civildefencenorthland/posts/pfbid02WePoyfP3Ks9uivAHSM2z9JZnYK6ZqzpLWQ59itZeufn2DFsrqUzSggwvu1UkMUrfl
https://www.facebook.com/civildefencenorthland/posts/pfbid02WePoyfP3Ks9uivAHSM2z9JZnYK6ZqzpLWQ59itZeufn2DFsrqUzSggwvu1UkMUrfl
https://www.facebook.com/reel/595077036717862
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Northland CDEM Web section insights, Jan 1, 2025 – March 1, 2025  

• Total page visits:  9684 
• Most popular pages: 

1. Listen-to-the-tsunami-siren-sounds: 4512 
2.  CD home page: 2000 
3. tsunami-warnings: 624 

The website views remain relatively high, in line with having a campaign running. The CD home page 
is the page linked in the digital ads, so it makes sense that this would be the second most viewed 
behind the siren sounds, which is pretty consistently the most viewed page.  

Preparedness campaigns – Get summer ready  

As part of our efforts to promote community preparedness, we are launching a communications 
campaign featuring radio ads, Facebook posts, and digital ads over key summer and winter periods. 
The key focus for this will be to highlight easy, everyday preparedness tips and aligning as much as 
we can to NEMA’s get summer and winter ready campaigns. 

As part of this we had three phone interviews with our CDEM Group members about prep steps. We 
are still awaiting data on the digital ads but from the increase in Facebook and website views, 
anecdotally the campaign appears to have had a positive effect on our engagement.   

 
9. Māori Engagement Update   

 
The Māori Engagement Advisor has attended, engaged and presented to the following whānau from 
December to April 2025. 

• Supported the Flood Mitigation Project with NRC Rivers & Natural Hazards and CDEM with 

Marae Preparedness Planning: 

- Supported the first CDEM workshops for 3 marae in the Pawarenga rohe. 

- First engagement session presenting CDEM 101 kōrero with Marae from Kaihu (with 

Rivers and Natural Hazards Team). 

- First CDEM planning workshop with 2 Marae in Kaipara District, 1 Marae in Ngāti Kahu ki 

Whangaroa and 1 marae in Waima (FNDC). 

- Completed marae preparedness plan with Marae in Whangārei District (2 marae 

preparedness workshops). 

 
• Tsunami Siren Replacement Project, supporting Project Lead: 

- Received approval from Rawhiti Marae Committee for placement of Tsunami Siren. 

- Have approval from Waitangi National Grounds Trust, and Te Tii Marae for placement of 

Tsunami Siren on Te Tiriti grounds. 

 
• General Engagement with whānau across Te Tai Tokerau: 

- Hui with NEMA Māori Relationships Ngatokorua Miratana. 

- Attended Te Rā O Waitangi with CDEM information marque, partnering with FENZ Te Tai 

Tokerau whānau. 

- Gave CDEM 101 presentations at 2 online sessions with Te Runanga-A-Iwi O Ngāti Kahu to 

Marae around Muriwhenua (8 Marae attended Online Hui). 

- Supported NCDEM Team with their presentation to Omapere-Opononi Marae. 

- Attended Te Whariki workshop Level 1 with NRC Māori Relationships Team. 

- Supported Graeme MacDonalds Farewell giving mihi Whakatau and Karakia. 
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- Attended hui with Te Puni Kokiri about helping with CDEM marae preparedness plans for 

marae in Te Roroa and Ngāpuhi rohe. 

- Attended Wananga Waiora in Waitangi to support the Event behind the scenes. 

- Attended Te Ahuareka O Ngati Hine at Otiria Marae in the NRC-CDEM information booth. 

 

As a result of the work in the Marae Preparedness Planning space, our workload has significantly 
increased since the beginning of the year, with the majority of Marae hui and workshops now taking 
place after hours or during the weekends.  

The number of inquiries from Iwi Māori, hapū, additional Marae, and Māori organisations has also 
risen. As the Marae Preparedness Planning project concludes, we anticipate further engagement 
with many more Marae. 

 

10. Tsunami Siren Project Installation Update  

 
Construction is back underway with over 92.5% of the sirens now constructed throughout 
Northland. These were tested on 6th of April and the result will be advised during the meeting. 

The remaining sirens are scheduled for construction throughout May/June with the next test on the 
28th of September also signalling the official move from the old network to the new sirens. This will 
result in NorthPower and Top Energy ceasing to support the old siren network. 

All Standard Operating Procedures (SOPs) will be updated to reflect these changes.  
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Figure 1 - Dashboard of roll-out progress TSRP 

 

11. Tsunami Inundation Modelling Project 

 
The new inundation models went live in March. This resulted in one of the largest number of views 
on Facebook for the Civil Defence Northland page in its history. This was a fantastic effort from Zach 
to ensure questions were answered. 

The warning boards are also being replaced at coastal locations. This work will take some time as it’s 
a physical task with over 100 boards around Te Tai Tokerau. 

The maps within our response plans are also being replaced. 

This project was only possible due to the sponsorship of the Natural Hazards Commission, who we 
thank for their support. 
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12. Multi Agency Coordination Centre (MACC)  

 
The NRC-FENZ MACC Heads of Agreement has been approved in principle by NRC councillors and an 
execution copy being finalised, this will lead to the NRC-FENZ MACC Development Agreement 
(binding) being executed. Significant design consultant spending will occur once this contract with 
FENZ is in place. In the interim, the Quantity Surveyor has been selected and the Architect and Design 
Team (Engineers, etc) RFQ has been drafted. 
 
The fours Council’s MACC Heads of Agreement (binding) has been signed, and all funding has been 
collected or invoiced. 
 
To ensure work progresses, the first Design Team meeting occurred in March 2025, with the next on 
2 April 2025 involving a virtual ‘walk through’ of the Gold Coast Disaster and Emergency Management 
Centre. This will provide insights on design, useful particularly given their experience with Cyclone 
Alfred response.   

 

13. Professional Development and Engagement  

Training 

The first Coordinated Incident Management System Level 4 (CIMS4) and CIMS functions training 
courses for the year were held in March.  A summary of CIMS training attended by staff from each 
Council and stakeholder agencies is shown in the table below. 
  

Attendees 

 KDC NRC WDC FNDC CDEM Agency 

CIMS4 2 7 4 1 1 3 

CIMS Functions  8 3 5 3 3 3 

EOC Exercise   25    

Provide 
companion animal 
welfare in a CD 
emergency 

 1 1  1 5 

 
The next Coordinated Incident Management Training Level 4 (CIMS4) and CIMS functions training 
will be held at Far North District Council, Kaikohe in early May.   

 
The NEMA/EMAT Annual Readiness Training (ART) was held in Canterbury 17 – 21 March.  
Northland based NZ Emergency Management Assistance Team (EMAT) members Jenny Calder and 
Shona Morgan attended the training which included tabletop exercises, Deployable Coordination 
Centre (DCC) build, governance, deployment skills, and responder wellbeing.  

Whakahaumaru Exercise 2025 

Planning continues for Exercise Whakahaumaru being held in November 2025.     

The Exercise Coordinating Instruction is attached.  
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Engagement 

Planning is well underway for the Northland Emergency Management Forum being held at Semenoff 
Stadium on Wednesday 30 April with a full programme of guest speakers.  Registrations are 
currently over 120 with more expected.  The forum flyer is attached. 

 

14. Natural Hazards Update  

 
Risk Portal 

Work progresses on Te Tai Tokerau’s Resilience Explorer Portal with the next step being planning for 
internal release to councils and partner agencies. We continue to source and update supporting 
layers, and project management is working with the CDEM Lifelines specialist to ensure current 
lifeline data is sourced and installed.   

We met with Northland CDEM in January to review the isolation feature and it was agreed that this 
function was more suitable for council planning purposes than emergency response.  

 

Early Flood Forecast System 

The trial Early Flood Forecast System for the Waitangi Catchment is was  installed at NRC in late 
March 2025 with training undertake during April. The aim of this trial is to evaluate the Delft EFEWs 
system and proposed set up. There is funding in the NRC Long Term Plan to instal a region wide Early 
Flood Forecast System by 2030. 

Nationally a number of councils are investing in early flood forecast systems and a national hui is 
scheduled for July in Auckland. NRC will be attending to demonstrate our system, share lessons 
learned and to learn from other councils’ projects. 

Wairoa River Model 

Work continues the Wairoa River model. An early version of the model has been delivered and is 
available to relevant technical staff.  

Overtopping modelling 

The flooding in the Hawke’s Bay caused by Cyclone Gabrielle identified that council hydrology and 
flood managers need to understand what may if flood protection works (such as stop banks and 
levees) are overtopped. Overtopping events occur when the volume of water in the river exceeds 
the capacity of riverbed and any flood protection. 

NRC are developing an overtopping project and will work with flood modellers to identify where 
overtopping events may happen and what the water flow would like. This work is expected to 
extend through 2025.  

 

15. Tsunami Siren Testing  

 
Tsunami Siren Testing is scheduled for 10:00 AM on Sunday, April 6, 2025. This will mark the first 
activation of the new Tsunami Siren network and will feature an updated testing process. 

Instead of the usual two activations (10 minutes at 10:00 AM and 1 minute at 10:30 AM), there will 
be a single activation at 10:00 AM for approximately 1 minute. 

The CDEM Group Office will provide a verbal report on the Tsunami Siren testing at the CEG 
meeting. 
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16. Recovery 

 

• Confirmed $1,122,000 EECA funding for Tranche 2 of the Community Renewable Energy Fund 
will support 17 Northland sites with stand-alone power systems. This project will increase 
Northland's evacuation sites with stand-alone power systems to 31, boosting community 
resilience. 

• Prepared draft training schedule and initiated monthly training/update meetings for 
Northland Local Recovery Managers. Provided detailed feedback on Massey 
University/RRANZ draft course, aligned with new national skills standard.  

• Managed Ngā Manga Atawhai, achieving targets six months early. Te Roroa will take over in 
July 2025, continuing to employ 15 Kaimahi, requiring MOU adjustments. 

• Worked on national Recovery working parties, developing a draft Recovery Scorecard, 
Recovery Function structures, and a Toolkit for Recovery managers, soon to be circulated for 
consultation. 

• Submitted six-monthly report to DMPC for Recovery Structure funding, attended the national 
Recovery Managers’ forum, and presented on Recovery from Cyclone Gabrielle at Hawkes 
Bay Regional Council. 

• Delivered guest lectures at the University of Auckland and AUT on disaster recovery and 
communication. 

• Consulted on the Hōretireti Whenua Sliding Lands Endeavour Programme, reviewing Cyclone 
Gabrielle and improving data provision for future events. 

• Initiated conversations about hosting a national two-day Recovery conference in 2026 or 
2027. 

• Wound down All-of-Councils FOSAL meetings and began discussions with Auckland Council 
about a repository for FOSAL documents. 

• Contributed to DPMC’s consultation on future Recovery settings. 

 

Attachments/Ngā tapirihanga 

Nil  
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TITLE: Membership and appointments – Northland CDEM Group   

From: Kylie Cox, Emergency Management Specialist and Damian Rio, CDEM 
Emergency Manager  

Authorised by 
Group Manager/s: 

Louisa Gritt, Group Manager - Community Resilience, on 22 May 2025  

  

Executive summary/Whakarāpopototanga 

Whakarāpopototanga | Executive Summary 

This report provides an up-to-date list of members and key appointments for the Northland CDEM 
Group.  The list of key appointments is available on the Northland CDEM Group plan webpage.  
 
 

Ngā mahi tūtohutia | Recommendation(s) 

1. That the report ‘Membership and appointments – Northland CDEM Group  ’ by Kylie Cox, 
Emergency Management Specialist and Damian Rio, CDEM Emergency Manager and 
dated, 21 May 2025 be received. 

 

Tuhinga | Background 

Membership of the Northland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group: 

 Councillor Stratford FNDC - Chair of CDEM Group  

 Councillor Stolwerk  NRC  

 Mayor Cocurullo Mayor, WDC  

 Councillor Lambeth  KDC 

 Wipari Henwood  Commander, Fire and Emergency NZ 

 Superintendent Matt Srhoj Northland Police District Commander  

 Mike Gillooly NEMA (observer) 

Membership of the Coordinating Executive Group: 

 Jonathan Gibbard  CEO, NRC 

 Ruben Garcia FNDC delegated representative   

 Simon Weston CEO, WDC – Chair of CEG  

 Jason Marris  CEO, KDC 

 Wayne Ewers Inspector, NZ Police 

 Graeme Quensell  Assistant Area Commander, Fire and Emergency NZ 

 Sarah Boniface Health New Zealand/Te Whatu Ora 

 Ben Lockie St John Ambulance 

 Mike Gillooly NEMA (observer) 

 Liz Philips Interim MoH Representative 

 Sarah Irwin Northland Lifelines Group 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting  ITEM: 7.2 
3 June 2025 

  26 

 Kylie Cox Northland Welfare Coordination Group 

 Hone Dalton  Iwi Representative 

 JJ Ripikoi Iwi Representative 

 Snow Tane Iwi Representative 

Group Controllers: 

 Jenny Calder  

 Graeme MacDonald  

 Alistair Wells 

 John Burt 

 Simon Weston  

 Victoria Harwood  

 Louisa Gritt 

Local Controllers for the Whangārei District: 

 Simon Weston 

 Victoria Harwood 

 Shona Morgan 

 Calvin Thomas 

Local Controllers for the Kaipara District: 

 John Burt  

 Jack Rudolph 

 Alistair Dunlop 

Local Controllers for the Far North District: 

 Alistair Wells 

Group Welfare Managers: 

 Kylie Cox 

 Chris McColl  

 Raewyn Smythe  

Local Welfare Managers for the Whangārei District: 

 Toby Hoey  

 Paula Urlich  

 Kate Biddlecombe 

Local Welfare Managers for the Kaipara District: 

 Jenny Rooney  

 Siobahn Holster 

Local Welfare Managers for the Far North District: 

 Kara-Mia Rogers  
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 Kirsty Roper  

 Ange Simonsen 

Group Recovery Managers: 

 Mark Trüdinger 

 Jenny Calder 

Local Recovery Managers: 

 Joanne Tasker (WDC) 

 Sian Leith (WDC) 

 TBA (FNDC) 

 Glynis McCarthy (KDC) 

 

Group Welfare Manager: 

Kylie Cox was appointed to the role of Emergency Management Welfare Specialist / Group Welfare 
Manager on 10 February 2025.  

Local Controllers appointments: 

Addressing the shortage of appointed Local Controllers for Emergency Response in the Far North 
district.  

The FNDC Shared Service Agreement Focal Point, Ruben Garcia, has raised preparedness concerns 
with the senior leadership team, and as an organisation, and they are prioritising this critical need, 
and are in the process of identifying suitable candidates to upskill and train. 

Over the past 12+ months, FNDC have been challenged by significantly high levels of staff turnover 
which has affected the pool of trained staff to be available and involved in FNDC Civil Defence 
operations.  

The current plan that the FNDC are working to in an effort to address this critical need, includes: 

• Maximise FNDC participation in regional training opportunities;  

• Conduct bi-monthly mock EOC exercises to test readiness;  

• Identify at least two Controller candidates, and determine learning and development 
pathway. 

CEG will be updated on progress.  

Recovery Manager appointments:  

• Glynis McCarthy has indicated her intention to step down as KDC Local Recovery Manager 
once the Mangawhai tornado recovery has been completed. 

• In agreement with WDC, Sian Leith is taking a step back from Local Recovery Manager duties 
for the time being. She will remain on the appointments list for now, so that the CDEM Group 
does not need to re-appoint her if she continues in the role. 

• Multiple requests to FNDC have been made over the last year to nominate a Local Recovery 
Manager, without resolution. Esther Powell has informally taken on this role, but the 
appointment needs to be confirmed by the process adopted by both CEG and the CDEM 
Group/Joint Committee. CDEM Group Manager and Group Recovery Manager will pursue 
with FNDC. 
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• Graeme MacDonald is no longer a Group Recovery Manager. 

 

Attachments/Ngā tapirihanga 

Nil  
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TITLE: Community Response Planning and Marae Preparedness 
Planning 

From: Papanui Polamalu, Emergency Management - Iwi/hapū Engagement 
Advisor; Damian Rio, CDEM Emergency Manager; Tony Devanney, 
Emergency Management Specialist; Bill Hutchinson, Emergency 
Management Specialist and Kylie Cox, Emergency Management Specialist  

Authorised by 
Group Manager/s: 

Louisa Gritt, Group Manager - Community Resilience, on 22 May 2025  

  

Whakarāpopototanga / Executive summary 

This report provides an overview of the work being carried out with Community Engagements, 
Community Response Groups and on Marae Preparedness.  
 
 

Ngā mahi tūtohutia / Recommendation 

That the report ‘Community Response Planning and Marae Preparedness Planning’ by Papanui 
Polamalu, Emergency Management - Iwi/hapū Engagement Advisor; Damian Rio, CDEM 
Emergency Manager; Tony Devanney, Emergency Management Specialist; Bill Hutchinson, 
Emergency Management Specialist and Kylie Cox, Emergency Management Specialist and dated 
15 April 2025, be received. 

 

Background/Tuhinga 

Emergency Management Specialists have maintained active, collaborative engagement with both 
marae and community groups to facilitate the establishment of new community response and marae 
preparedness plans. Concurrently, several active plans have been reviewed 

Work undertaken 

The following graphs present the collaborative efforts and status updated on the recent initiatives 
undertaken by the Northland Civil Defence Group. They detail initial engagement progress, completed 
plans, reviewed and existing plans, and the total engagement in the past quarter, for community 
response groups ad marae preparedness.  

 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting  ITEM: 8.1 
3 June 2025 

  30 

  

A reflection of who CDEM staff have been 
engaged with over the last 3 months 

Year to date, 58 plans are completed. 

Marae preparedness plans will increase once the 
Emergency Management Specialists complete 
workshops and Māori agree their plans 

 
 
 

 
 

In line with the Government response (Strengthening disaster resilience and emergency management) 
to the Report of the Government Inquiry in the Response to the North Island Severe Weather Events 
Inquiry and acknowledging that communities are a key part of the official response, it is timely that we 
review community response plans that have identified hazards but not yet included essential 
information such as suggested evacuation locations and key community assembly points. 

This will support the continuance in building community resilience initiatives and strengthen community 
cohesiveness.   
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At the beginning of 2024, engagement trends were initially slow as CDEM concentrated on rebuilding 
efforts and establishing key stakeholder relationships. Since then, processes for engagement have been 
developed, and staff are continuously testing and refining these methods.  

“Other” are places such as schools/kindergartens, community engagement events and meetings 
undertaken in the last quarter where there has been a focus on response planning.  

Māori Engagement 

CDEM engagement with Māori continues to grow across the rōhe. CDEM have been working alongside 
Māori to enhance connections and develop hapū-led initiatives. Hapū continue to be pivotal in 
supporting the Northland Tsunami Siren Replacement Project. 

Due to the relationships established with iwi-hapū and the confidence that CDEM provides in supporting 
preparedness and capability building, several marae are now reaching out. Requests for workshops 
focused on marae preparedness have increased with the goal of completing comprehensive Marae 
preparedness plans. This is projected to increase the CDEM team workload by approximately 35%. 
CDEM anticipate that this upward trend will continue during 2025 and do not foresee a decline in the 
near future. The CDEM group continue to carefully balance this additional workload with their existing 
accountabilities to ensure all community needs are met. 

Climate Action 

CDEM continue to support the Climate Action Team with the Climate Resilient Communities Fund as 
requested by staff.  

Northland Flood Resilient Māori Communities and Marae Project 

The Northland Regional Council (NRC) Rivers Team are currently executing this project to reduce the 
risk of flooding around Te Taitokerau. CDEM continues to support this project by providing Marae 
preparedness planning for the 35 identified Marae across Te Taitokerau that are currently exposed to 
one in 100 yr flood events. Collaborative efforts have empowered Marae to enhance their resilience. 
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Community Response Group mapping 

You can view the community response group map here. 

 
 

Attachments/Ngā tapirihanga 

Nil  
 
  

Northland Flood Resilient Māori Communities

Completed In progress Awaiting engagement

https://localmaps.nrc.govt.nz/localmapsviewer/?map=355ec9f65a9240e3a2b36dcfd331ef3c
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TITLE: Submission on Emergency Management Bill 

From: Damian Rio, CDEM Emergency Manager  

Authorised by 
Group Manager/s: 

Louisa Gritt, Group Manager - Community Resilience, on 20 May 2025  

  

Executive summary/Whakarāpopototanga 

The Government plans to introduce new legislation later this year to enhance and modernise New 
Zealand's emergency management framework. This forthcoming legislation will replace the Civil 
Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 (the CDEM Act). 

As part of this legislative process, from 15 April to 20 May 2025, the National Emergency 
Management Agency (NEMA) is inviting submissions on the issues and options outlined in a 
discussion document (attachment 1). The feedback received will inform further policy development 
and reshape New Zealand’s emergency management legislation. 

Northland Civil Defence Emergency Management (NCDEM) has conducted a comprehensive 
consultation process with members of the Coordinating Executive Committee, the NCDEM Group 
Joint Committee, key stakeholders, and partner agency leads to draft Northland’s submission to the 
discussion document. The Northland submission was provided to NEMA on 20 May 2025.  As the 
deadline for submission was before the next NCDEM meeting, this paper seeks retrospective 
approval for the submission at attachment 2. 

  

Recommendation(s) 

1. That the report ‘Submission on Emergency Management Bill’ by Damian Rio, CDEM 
Emergency Manager and dated 13 May 2025, be received. 

2. That That the Northland CDEM Group Joint Committee retrospectively approve the 
attached submission on the Emergency Management (EM) Bill Discussion Document. 

 

Options 
 

No. Option Advantages Disadvantages 

1 NCDEM Group Joint 
Committee retrospectively 
approves the submission. 

The Select Committee 
overseeing the Bill will be 
able to take into account 
Northland’s submission. 

None.  

2 NCDEM Group Joint 
Committee does not 
approve the submission 

None.  The submission points 
would need to be formally 
withdrawn. 

 

The staff’s recommended option is Option 1 is recommended, that the NCDEM Group Joint 
Committee retrospectively approves the submission. 

Considerations 

1. Community views 
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CDEM Group Joint Committee submission is intended to advocate for the interests of the 
region. The discussion document was open to public submission and therefore individuals in 
the community have also had the opportunity of raise matters relating to their own interest. 

2. Māori impact statement 

Although the new Emergency Management Bill could have positive impacts on Māori, the 
matter subject to this report is of an administrative nature. 

3. Financial implications 

 

There are no known financial implications of this decision.  

4. Implementation issues 

There are no known implementation issues of this decision.  

 
5. Significance and engagement 

In relation to section 79 of the Local Government Act 2002, this decision is considered to be 
of low significance when assessed against Northern Regional Council’s significance and 
engagement policy because it is part of council’s day to day activities.  

This does not mean that this matter is not of significance to Tangata Whenua and/or 
individual communities, but that this committee which is administered by Northern Regional 
Council is able to make decisions relating to this matter without undertaking further 
consultation or engagement. 

Policy, risk management and legislative compliance 

 There are no material policy or legislative compliance risks associated with the CDEM Group 
Joint Committee lodging a submission on the government proposals or relating to CDEM Group 
Joint Committee retrospective approval of the submission. 

 

Attachments/Ngā tapirihanga 

Attachment 1: Northland CDEM Submission ⇩  

Attachment 2: Discussion Document ⇩   

  

CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_ExternalAttachments/CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_Attachment_20712_1.PDF
CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_ExternalAttachments/CDEM_20250603_AGN_3857_AT_Attachment_20712_2.PDF
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To:  Policy Unit, National Emergency Management Agency 

Email: EmergencyManagementBill@nema.govt.nz   

 

1. Introduction 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on the proposed objectives and issues for the 

reform of the Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Act.  We welcome the Government’s 

intent to modernise and strengthen the emergency management framework in Aotearoa New 

Zealand. This submission provides commentary on the proposed objectives and issues. It also 

recommends additional objectives. 

2. Who this submission is from? 

This submission is made by the Northland Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Group and 

its members. 

The Group has a long-standing history of effectively coordinating emergency responses and ensuring 

the resilience of communities across the region. Northland has faced many significant events, including 

severe weather events, flooding, tsunami threats, wildfires, and infrastructure disruptions. Through 

proactive planning, strong community engagement, and inter-agency collaboration, the CDEM Group 

has successfully navigated these challenges. The Group has provided timely support to ensure that 

essential services remain operational during crises. 

As part of its commitment to continuous improvement, the Northland CDEM Group welcomes the 

opportunity to contribute to the discussion on strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management 

legislation. With firsthand experience in managing emergencies, the Group understands the 

importance of legislative frameworks that empower local and regional authorities to act swiftly and 

effectively. Coordinating resources, implementing response plans, and supporting recovery efforts are 

central to Northland’s approach. This ensures that emergency management is adaptable and 

responsive to evolving risks. 

Our submission provides insights drawn from practical experiences in disaster management. The 

submission highlights successful strategies, identifies areas for improvement, and advocates for 

effective legislative support. In providing this submission, the Group seeks to strengthen New Zealand’s 

emergency preparedness and response capabilities. The lessons learned from past emergencies will 

be crucial in shaping policies that enhance resilience, safeguard communities, and ensure a 

coordinated national approach to disaster management. 

3. Background and Context 

The Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Act 2002 was designed to establish a 

comprehensive framework for emergency reduction, readiness, response, and recovery in New 

Zealand. It set out roles and responsibilities for national, regional, and local authorities. It aims to 

create a coordinated approach to emergency management. However, despite the Act’s intent, its 

implementation has been inconsistent. This has left critical gaps in the country’s ability to effectively 

respond to large-scale emergencies. Many of the provisions within the Act have not been fully realised 

due to a combination of structural, funding, and governance challenges. This has resulted in 

fragmented responses and a lack of cohesion in disaster management efforts.   These issues have been 

highlighted in previous reviews. 
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One of the key issues has been the variability in how CDEM Groups apply the legislation across regions. 

While the Act intended to create a unified national strategy, local implementation has often been 

dictated by resource availability and regional priorities. This has led to a patchwork approach rather 

than a consistent, nationwide system. This disparity has meant that some areas are far better equipped 

to handle emergencies than others. This has creating vulnerabilities in regions which have fewer 

resources or less experienced personnel. 

Uneven implementation has hindered sharing of best practices, making it harder for underprepared 

regions to learn from those that have successfully managed emergency events.  The government 

Technical Advisory Group review in 2017 highlighted the inconsistencies in CDEM delivery, including 

disparity in training Controllers, Coordinated incident management variation, a lack of a common 

operating picture and inconsistency in the delivery of CDEM arrangements across regions.    

The gaps in implementing the 2002 CDEM Act have exposed weaknesses in preparedness planning, 

resource allocation, and emergency governance. These gaps need to be fixed by the effective 

application of the Act. 

Northland has consistently implemented the Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Act 2002 

consistent with its intent. This has ensured a coordinated and effective approach to emergency 

management. The region has prioritised maintaining a comprehensive and current CDEM Group Plan. 

This serves as the foundation for preparedness, response, and recovery efforts.  

The CDEM Group Plan plays a critical role in guiding operational responses, resource allocation, and 

inter-agency coordination. Through regular reviews, training exercises, and public engagement, the 

region continues to strengthen its emergency management framework, setting a strong example for 

other CDEM Groups across New Zealand. 

Community engagement has been a cornerstone of Northland’s approach to building resilience, with 

a strong emphasis on empowering local communities through Community Response Plans and Marae 

Preparedness Initiatives. These efforts ensure that communities are actively involved in emergency 

planning and equipped with the knowledge and resources needed to respond effectively to crises. 

Northland has worked closely with local groups, iwi, and marae to develop tailored preparedness 

strategies that reflect the unique needs and strengths of each community. Marae, as cultural and social 

hubs, play a vital role in emergency response, serving as safe havens during disasters and coordinating 

support for those affected. By fostering strong relationships and prioritising community-led 

preparedness, Northland has built a robust foundation for resilience. 

The Northland Lifelines Utility Group has played a critical role in ensuring the resilience of essential 

infrastructure and services across the region since its establishment in 2004. The Group brings 

together key utility providers, including electricity, telecommunications, transport, water, and fuel 

suppliers and others. It assesses risks, identifies vulnerabilities, and develops mitigation strategies. By 

maintaining regular meetings and fostering strong interagency relationships, the Group ensures that 

Northland’s lifeline services remain prepared for potential disruptions caused emergencies.  

Integrated into Northland’s emergency response framework, the Lifelines Utility Group plays a vital 

role in coordinating critical infrastructure support during emergency events. The group members have 

engaged during emergency responses, particularly in weather emergencies, such as the 2007 storms 

in March and June, storms in 2014, and more recently Cyclone Gabrielle and the Transpower tower 

failure in March 2024. In times of crisis, its well-established communication channels and planning 

efforts enable swift decision-making and resource-sharing, allowing emergency services and utility 

providers to collaborate seamlessly. The Group’s ability to anticipate challenges and develop response 
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strategies has been key in maintaining continuity of services for residents, businesses, and emergency 

responders. By consistently refining its operational plans and conducting resilience assessments, the 

Northland Lifelines Utility Group remains a cornerstone of regional preparedness effectively. 

The Welfare Advisory Group has been a vital component of Northland’s emergency response 

framework, ensuring that the welfare needs of individuals and communities are met during crises. The 

Group has strengthened its capabilities by fostering close collaboration with key agencies, including 

health services, social support organisations, and iwi representatives. This integrated approach has 

allowed it to deliver timely and effective welfare support, particularly during large-scale emergencies 

such as severe weather events and the COVID-19 pandemic. During the pandemic, the Welfare 

Advisory Group played a crucial role in coordinating essential services, ensuring access to food, housing 

support, and mental health resources, while also prioritising the needs of vulnerable populations. By 

continuously adapting its response strategies and maintaining strong community engagement, the 

Group has demonstrated resilience and leadership in crisis situations, helping Northland communities 

recover and rebuild. 

While Northland has established a strong foundation in emergency management, we recognise that 

there is always room for improvement and development. The challenges posed by evolving risks, 

climate change, and the increasing complexity of large-scale emergencies highlight the need for 

continuous adaptation and refinement of our systems.  

By refining existing frameworks and addressing operational gaps, we can ensure that Northland —and 

New Zealand — can effectively handle future emergencies. 

We support the intent of the Strengthening New Zealand’s Emergency Management Legislation 

discussion document. This submission makes recommendations that will further strengthen and 

enhance the legislation.   

4. Objectives for Reform 

The five objectives outlined in paragraph 35 of the discussion document provide a foundation for 

strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management framework. They convey the need for clear 

roles and responsibilities, improved national coordination, enhanced community resilience, and a 

more consistent approach across all levels of emergency response. Northland supports these 

objectives, as they align with the principles that have guided our own emergency management 

practices.  

Additions to the objectives 

Resourcing and Investment: Addressing the underfunding of Emergency Management 

The group acknowledges the findings of the Government Inquiry into the Response to North Island 

Severe Weather Events (Para.36). These highlight insufficient investment in readiness planning, 

activities, equipment and supplies. The finding highlights severe underfunding, the disparities in 

capability, and burnout among many emergency management professionals. The Hawkes Bay CDEM 

Group independent review1 by Bush International Consulting commented that “The national 

emergency management system is not fit for purpose and it sets good people up to fail.”   

 
1 Bush International Consulting, Hawke's Bay Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Response to Cyclone Gabrielle, 
Independent External Review, March 2024   
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While the consultation proposes improvements to structure and coordination, resourcing and funding 

is not sufficiently addressed. A legislative reform without a budget and funding risks embedding 

aspiration without implementation. 

We submit that consideration be given to the following:  

• Introduce baseline national funding for minimum service levels 

• Fund training, surge capacity, and capability development 

• Require local authorities to prioritise and transparently fund emergency management 

• Address regional funding inequities, particularly in smaller or rural communities 

• Embed the principle of investment in long-term capability within the new Act. 

Apart from welfare costs during response and recovery, the Resilience Fund is the sole source of 

funding available from NEMA to CDEM Groups. While this fund has evolved from a direct subsidy in 

2003 to its current contestable form, its value has remained unchanged. Initially each council received 

a Government grant based on expenditure to support their CDEM arrangements. Despite subsequent 

changes to the fund, the available funding value has remained unchanged.  

The current level of Central Government funding for regional CDEM arrangements is insufficient. 

We recommend that Central Government take a stronger role in funding regional CDEM arrangements. 

International Assistance 

While Northland acknowledges and supports the objectives outlined in the discussion document for 

the new Emergency Management Bill, we believe a crucial element warrants explicit inclusion: the 

proactive management of international assistance during major emergencies. 

New Zealand's experience with large-scale disasters, such as the Christchurch earthquakes, 

underscores our reliance on international support for specialised resources. These include search and 

rescue teams, specialised medical professionals and essential equipment not readily available in New 

Zealand. 

The review following the Christchurch earthquake highlighted significant challenges in effectively 

coordinating the influx of international rescue teams, including those with whom New Zealand does 

not have formal diplomatic relations. The review noted that the necessary processes for managing 

these offers of assistance were time-consuming. 

In the context of rapid-onset disasters like earthquakes, the initial 72 hours are critical for saving lives. 

The ability to swiftly integrate international rescue teams and medical assistance into the immediate 

disaster zone, without undue delay caused by procedural complexities, is paramount. 

Northland strongly recommends that the new Emergency Management Bill provides a framework for 

receiving and coordinating international assistance.  

By proactively addressing the integration of international assistance, the new Emergency Management 

Bill can significantly enhance New Zealand's capacity to respond effectively and efficiently to major 

emergencies, ultimately improving our ability to save lives and minimise suffering. 
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Group Offices 

The current objectives and intent do not adequately address a key recommendation from the 2017 

Ministerial Review – Better Responses to Natural Disasters and Other Emergencies (TAG review). 

The TAG review recommended more formalised shared service arrangements, implemented by 

regional or unitary councils, to strengthen a Group-wide approach and accountability. 

Northland has successfully operated as a regional entity, utilising shared service arrangements across 

its four constituent councils to deliver emergency management through a single Group Office.   

The establishment of Group Offices was initially recommended in the 2003 Ministry of Civil Defence 

and Emergency Management (MCDEM), now NEMA, guideline to support the CDEM sector. Despite 

this recommendation, a divergent approach has developed to how Groups are structured and operate. 

We recommend that this issue be revisited. This would achieve greater national consistency in 

emergency management structures while preserving effective local delivery within our region. 

To ensure consistent emergency management delivery across regions, the Emergency Management 

Bill should include a regional structure, and specify the roles and responsibilities of Group Managers. 

5. Feedback on Issues in the Discussion Document 

Objective 1: Strengthening community and iwi Māori participation 

Issue 1: Meeting the diverse needs of people and communities 

We fully support options 3 and 4 under Issue 1 as they provide a strong framework for improving 

community and iwi Māori participation in emergency management.     

Consultation questions  

Are there other reasons that may cause some people and groups to be disproportionally affected by 

emergencies? 

Key reasons why some people may be disproportionately represented in emergency management 

planning and response: 

• Socioeconomic Barriers – People from lower-income communities often face challenges in 

accessing emergency preparedness resources, information, and assistance. Lower incomes restrict 

their ability to invest in personal preparedness measures. Systemic inequalities can result in 

inadequate representation in decision-making processes. 

• Cultural and Language Differences – Diverse communities, particularly those where English is not 

a first language, may struggle to engage with emergency planning efforts due to language barriers 

or a lack of culturally relevant communication.  

• Geographical and Accessibility Challenges – People living in rural, remote, or high-risk areas may 

have less access to emergency management services, response teams, and infrastructure. 

Additionally, individuals with disabilities or mobility restrictions may not be adequately 

represented in planning discussions, leading to evacuation procedures and emergency support 

structures that fail to meet their needs. 

In developing Community Response and Marae Preparedness Plans in Northland, we have 

successfully navigated and overcome these challenges.  
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What would planning look like (at the local and national levels) if it was better informed by the needs 

of groups that may be disproportionately affected by emergencies? 

Northland has a well-established history of working closely with communities and iwi to develop 

robust emergency response arrangements that have been tested and proven effective.  Our experience 

has shown that better-informed planning would achieve these benefits: 

• Community Empowerment and Ownership: Encourages localised solutions that reflect the unique 

needs of each community while ensuring individuals, businesses, and local leaders are actively 

involved in emergency planning and response. 

• Stronger Iwi Māori Partnership: Recognises the essential role of iwi Māori and marae as critical 

hubs in emergency response, incorporating traditional knowledge and values to enhance 

preparedness efforts. 

• Improved Coordination and Resource Allocation: Establishes clearer communication channels 

between communities and emergency agencies, reducing fragmentation and ensuring resources 

reach those in need efficiently. 

• Consistent and Effective Planning: Supports the development of standardised yet adaptable 

emergency response frameworks. 

• Long-Term Resilience and Recovery: Builds capacity for communities to sustain recovery efforts 

post-emergency, reducing reliance on external support and fostering self-sufficiency. 

• Expediting Assistance and Response: Advocates for legislation that removes bureaucratic delays 

in deploying emergency personnel and resources, including international aid, to affected 

communities. 

Issue 2: Strengthening and enabling iwi Māori participation in emergency management 

We strongly support options 3, 4, and 5 under Issue 2. They would ensure meaningful representation 

and engagement opportunities for iwi Māori at all levels—Governance, Operational, and, most 

importantly, in the development of Group Plans. These options reinforce the value of inclusive 

decision-making and collaborative emergency management strategies. 

Consultation questions 

Have we captured the role that iwi Māori play before, during and after emergencies? 

We support the discussion document’s recognition of the crucial role that iwi Māori play before, 

during, and after emergencies. The outlined approach acknowledges the leadership, resilience, and 

community-centred response iwi bring to emergency management, and we endorse the inclusion of 

these perspectives in shaping a more effective and inclusive system. We endorse what has been 

outlined in the document in this area.  

How should iwi Māori be recognised in the emergency management system? 

Iwi Māori should be recognised as key partners in New Zealand’s emergency management system, 

with a formal role in governance, planning, response, and recovery efforts. Their leadership, 

knowledge, and deep connection to the land and communities make them integral to building 

resilience and ensuring culturally appropriate disaster responses. Strengthening this partnership will 

enhance national preparedness, improve community-led recovery, and ensure that emergency 

management strategies reflect the diverse needs of all people. 
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What should be the relationship between CDEM Groups and iwi Māori?  

The relationship between CDEM Groups (Joint Standing Committees) and iwi Māori should be built 

on a foundation of genuine partnership, shared decision-making, and mutual respect. Iwi Māori bring 

invaluable knowledge, leadership, and cultural expertise to emergency management, ensuring that 

responses are community-driven and culturally appropriate. By fostering a collaborative approach, 

CDEM Groups and iwi can work together to enhance regional resilience, improve engagement, and 

create emergency strategies that reflect the diverse needs of all communities. 

We recommend that consideration be given to strengthening this relationship by enabling iwi Māori 

the option of either: 

• full membership  

• or observer status within CDEM governance structures. 

Full membership would allow iwi representatives to actively participate in decision-making, shaping 

emergency management policies and strategies alongside local government and response agencies. 

Observer status would be a more flexible arrangement, ensuring iwi voices are consistently heard 

without conferring direct governance responsibilities. Whichever model is adopted, ensuring formal 

representation and recognition of iwi Māori within CDEM Groups is essential for a more inclusive, 

effective, and regionally tailored emergency management system. 

What should the relationship between Coordinating Executive Groups and iwi Māori?  

The Coordinating Executive Group (CEG) and iwi Māori should have a strong, collaborative 

relationship that ensures Māori perspectives are integrated into operational emergency management. 

This partnership can be structured in several ways: 

• Formal Representation: Iwi Māori could have a seat within the CEG, actively contributing to 

emergency response planning and decision-making. 

• Advisory Role: Iwi Māori could provide strategic guidance on culturally appropriate emergency 

response efforts. 

• Flexible Engagement: Offering iwi either full membership or observer status within CEG, 

ensuring representation at a level suited to their role. 

• A consistent, structured partnership between CEG and iwi Māori would enhance community 

resilience, operational efficiency, and culturally aligned response efforts, ensuring Māori 

communities are well-integrated into emergency. 

What would be the most effective way for iwi Māori experiences and matauranga in emergency 

management to be provided to the Director? 

The most effective way for iwi Māori experiences and mātauranga in emergency management to be 

provided to the Director would be through the establishment of a Māori Advisory Board or similar 

structure. This board could ensure consistent representation and input, allowing iwi Māori to formally 

contribute their knowledge, experiences, and perspectives to national emergency management policy 

and decision-making. 

A Māori Advisory Board would serve as a dedicated platform for iwi Māori to provide strategic 

guidance on emergency preparedness, response, and recovery. This would include integrating 

traditional Māori knowledge (mātauranga Māori), strengthening community-led resilience initiatives, 

and ensuring culturally appropriate emergency strategies. The board could also facilitate ongoing 
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dialogue between iwi Māori and emergency management leadership, ensuring that their expertise is 

actively incorporated into national frameworks. 

Issue 3: Strengthening and enabling community participation in emergency management 

We support Option 2 under Issue 3. It emphasises Community Capability Building as a vital 

component of strengthening emergency management. By enhancing local knowledge, training, and 

preparedness initiatives, we can empower communities to take an active role in disaster response and 

recovery, ensuring resilience at every level.  Community Capability Building is a fundamental pillar of 

effective emergency management, helping communities become proactive, prepared, and resilient 

in the face of disasters. 

Issue 4: Recognising that people, businesses, and communities are often the first to respond in an 

emergency 

We support Option 2, which strengthens protection from civil liability for individuals who act in good 

faith to manage an emergency before or in the absence of a formal response. Ensuring legal 

safeguards for those who take swift, responsible action helps encourage timely intervention, ultimately 

reducing harm and improving overall emergency management effectiveness. 

We have numerous examples over recent emergencies, including in cyclone Gabrielle, in Northland 

where this protection would be applicable.   Often, local people — neighbours, passersby, and 

community members — are the first to act before official rescue teams arrive. 

We do not support Option 3 which sets a legislative approach to eligibility criteria for reimbursement 

of costs incurred by community members. This would be difficult to manage and could lead to 

uncontrolled or authorised funding issues.  

Objective 2: Providing for Clear Responsibilities and Accountabilities at all levels  

Issue 5: Clearer direction and control during emergencies  

We submit that the proposed options for incident management unnecessarily complicate what should 

be straightforward arrangement. Specifically, the introduction of the term "Control Agency" in Options 

2 and 3 creates potential confusion and deviates from established best practices. 

The term "Lead Agency" is well-established and consistently applied within the Coordinated Incident 

Management System (CIMS) framework for New Zealand. This terminology is widely understood and 

forms the basis of effective inter-agency collaboration during emergency responses. 

Therefore, Northland strongly recommends Option 1. The roles and responsibilities of lead and 

supporting agencies should be clearly defined within the National Plan. 

The current Guide to the National Plan 2015, Part 4, Appendix 1 already provides a valuable framework 

by listing hazard types and their corresponding lead agencies at various levels, along with references 

to their legislative mandates. This existing structure offers a sound foundation for further clarification. 

Our experience in Northland has demonstrated the effectiveness of the Group, operating through the 

Group Controller, in assuming the role of lead agency when appropriate. This approach allows for 

flexible leadership, with various agencies providing support based on the specific nature and demands 

of the event. 

To ensure clarity and avoid unnecessary complexity, Northland advocates for resolving the definition 

of leadership roles through specification within secondary legislation, such as the National Plan and its 
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associated guidance. This approach will build upon existing frameworks, promote consistent 

understanding across agencies, and enhance the efficiency and effectiveness of emergency responses. 

Issue 6: Strengthening the regional tier of emergency management  

This issue was previously highlighted in the 2017 Technical Advisory Group (TAG) report, specifically in 

Chapter 3: Regional Structure. The current section of the document appears to address the 

recommendations outlined in the TAG report, and we support its intent to strengthen the 

performance of CDEM Groups and CEGs. 

In our submission to the TAG review, we advocated for a more enhanced and structured regional 
approach, recognising its importance in building resilience and improving coordination. Northland has 
consistently invested in this approach, resulting in strengthened capability and capacity across our 
emergency management framework. While we acknowledge the progress made, we also recognise 
that there is always room for further improvement to ensure the system continues to evolve and 
effectively meet the needs of communities. 

Issue 6.1: Resolving overlapping CDEM Group and local authority roles and responsibilities  

Although this has been highlighted in the review it is not something that we have had to deal with in 

Northland. Since we have service level agreements and role clarity, there is our arrangements are 

unambiguous, compared to other regions.   

We support the initiative to develop distinct responsibilities outlined in Option 2, ensuring clear 

definitions of roles, actions, and coordination. Establishing structured guidance on roles will 

strengthen accountability, efficiency, and emergency response effectiveness. 

Issue 6.2: Providing clear and consistent organisation and accountability for emergency 

management  

We are aware that Emergency Management Groups operate based on what they believe works best 

for their region. This has resulted in 16 different groups each implementing emergency management 

in 16 different ways, despite having the same overarching objectives. This variation has led to 

inconsistencies in approach, coordination, and resource allocation, highlighting the need for greater 

alignment and standardisation, while still allowing regional flexibility. 

Option 3 proposes a one-size-fits-all approach to this issue, which we believe is not suitable given 

distinct regional variations. 

Option 2 is preferable as it preserves the flexibility of groups, allowing them to adapt to local needs 

while maintaining collaborative working relationships with their constituent councils. 

We do not support Option 4.  Appointing Chief Executives (CEs) as Group Controller and Recovery 

Manager with delegated responsibility is not an appropriate way to enhance accountability and 

responsibility. We believe other mechanisms, such as CEG arrangements, group plans, and increased 

intervention authority for the NEMA Director, offer better solutions. 

To ensure successful implementation, clear and directive guidance will be necessary — particularly 

regarding expectations, resource allocation, funding arrangements, formal agreements, and sources 

of financial support. Establishing structured but adaptable frameworks will help balance national 

consistency with regional autonomy. 
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Issue 6.3: Strengthening the performance of Coordinating Executive Groups  

We support options 2 and 4 and agree with the summary outlined in the document. Coordinating 

Executive Groups (CEGs) are the backbone of emergency management, ensuring that regional 

preparedness, response, and recovery efforts function effectively. 

Chief Executives (CEs) and councils must actively participate in Coordinating Executive Groups (CEGs) 

and ensure their councils are fully engaged. The ability to delegate this role and act independently 

must be removed from the legislation for CE’s and other members of CEG’s. 

Strengthening CEG’s is a better option than appointing CE’s as Group Controllers and Recovery 

Managers.  

At the forefront of decision-making and coordination, CEGs bring together key agencies — including 

emergency services, lifeline utilities, health authorities, and local government — to implement the 

CDEM Group plan. CEGs drive preparedness, overseeing risk assessments, planning frameworks, and 

capability-building initiatives that strengthen community resilience.  

Without strong and engaged CEGs, emergency arrangements risk being disjointed, under-resourced, 

and reactive. Their leadership is essential to ensure that regional plans function cohesively.  

The effectiveness of the CEG is a function of its membership and ensuring the right level of 
representation is essential. We strongly recommend that the legislation be amended to elevate 
NEMA’s role from an “observer” to a formal member of the CEG. Furthermore, to ensure NEMA’s 
contribution is aligned with the governance level of other members, the Regional Emergency 
Management Advisor should be replaced with a more senior executive-level representative. This 
would provide NEMA with the appropriate authority and influence to effectively engage in strategic 
decision-making and support regional emergency management efforts.   

A similar approach should also be applied to NEMA’s membership within CDEM Groups, ensuring a 

more formal and appropriately senior level of representation. Strengthening NEMA’s role within 

CDEM Groups will enhance coordination, improve strategic engagement, and ensure that emergency 

management decisions reflect national priorities alongside regional needs. 

Consultation question: 

Do you think fundamental changes are needed to the way emergency management is delivered at 
technical government level (for example the CDEM Group -based model) If so, why? 

We recommend that the membership of CDEM Groups, section 13, CDEM Act 2002, be amended to 

include the District Commander of Police and the Regional Fire Commander.  

Our recommendation and experience supports this change.  Since its establishment in 2003, the 

Northland CDEM Group Joint Committee has included the District Commander of Police and the 

Regional Fire Commander as key members.  No other CDDEM Groups have adopted this approach.  

Their inclusion has provided critical expertise, leadership, and operational insight, significantly 

strengthening emergency management governance. 

These senior emergency service leaders have contributed to ensuring that decisions made at the 

governance level are informed by frontline experience. Their involvement has facilitated stronger 

interagency collaboration, streamlined resource deployment, and enhanced overall community 

safety and resilience. 
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Implementing this change would significantly enhance the capability and effectiveness of emergency 
management nationwide. By formally integrating senior emergency service leaders into CDEM Group 
governance, emergency planning and responses would be more informed, coordinated, and 
strategically aligned. This approach would directly contribute to the strengthening and uplift of 
emergency management, addressing the key areas identified for improvement. It ensures that 
leadership, expertise, and operational insight are embedded at the highest levels, resulting in a more 
resilient and well-prepared emergency management system. 

Expanding on this approach, more operational representatives from Police and FENZ actively 

participate in our CEG. Their direct involvement ensures that emergency management decisions are 

informed by on-the-ground operational expertise, strengthening coordination between governance 

and response agencies.  

Issue 7: Keeping emergency management plans up to date  

We support measures to streamline and reduce administrative burdens associated with updating 

emergency management plans. However, we are concerned that the National Plan, due for review in 

2015, has not been reviewed, leaving critical gaps in preparedness and response frameworks.   We 

support a combination of options 1, 2 and 3. 

Furthermore, the ability of CDEM Groups to deviate from established guidelines on plan processes 
and timelines has contributed to inconsistencies in regional emergency readiness. Given the 
fundamental role these plans play in delivering effective emergency management, it is concerning that 
they are allowed to lapse and remain outdated. A structured, mandatory review and update process 
must be implemented to ensure that emergency management plans remain consistent, current, 
operationally effective, and aligned with evolving risks and best practices. 

Objective 3: Enabling a Higher Minimum Standard of Emergency Management 

Issue 8: Stronger national direction and assurance. 

We the options that promote national consistency in emergency management, a combination of 

options 2, 3 and 4.   

The current permissive legislative framework has allowed CDEM Groups to deviate from national 

guidance, leading to inconsistencies in planning, response, and coordination. This lack of alignment 

weakens the system resilience. To address this problem, we support actions that strengthen 

governance, enhance national guidance, and establish a broader range of mandatory standards within 

legislation.  

However, while stronger national standards are essential, we recognise the need for flexibility to allow 

CDEM Groups to tailor their approaches to the unique needs of their communities. A strengthened 

and enhanced CDEM system—nationally, regionally, and locally—requires firm leadership and 

engagement, consistent frameworks, and targeted guidance, ensuring both uniformity and 

adaptability in emergency preparedness and response. 

Issue 8.2: Strengthening the mandate to intervene and address performance issues  

Northland supports a combination of Options 2 and 3, recognising the critical and urgent need for 

greater consistency across the emergency management sector nationwide. The permissive nature of 

the current legislation has led to discrepancies in approach and capability between Civil Defence 
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Emergency Management (CDEM) Groups, without any formal mechanisms for intervention or the 

enforcement of alignment. 

Our experience indicates that the Monitoring and Evaluation reviews previously conducted by the 

Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management (MCDEM) in 2015/16 were valuable in 

identifying inconsistencies and highlighting areas requiring improvement. However, the absence of 

explicit authority and a clear mandate meant that the Director lacked the power to compel changes to 

ensure a uniformly high standard of emergency management practice. 

To effectively address this weakness, the ability to review, assess, and enforce improvements must be 

explicitly and linked to the CDEM legislation and the broader planning process. Therefore, Northland 

strongly recommends that the new legislation grant the Director a mandate to intervene in situations 

where there is a significant deviation from the outcomes outlined in a Group's plan or where 

demonstrable non-performance is identified in a CDEM Group. 

Establishing a more structured and enforceable system of oversight will be instrumental in ensuring 

that national standards are consistently upheld, regional disparities in capability are minimised, and 

the overall emergency management capabilities across New Zealand are continuously strengthened. 

This enhanced accountability will foster a more resilient and unified national emergency management 

framework. 

Consultation question. 

What aspects of emergency management would benefit from greater national consistency or 

direction? 

• Funding and Resource Allocation: Implementing equitable and consistent funding models to 

ensure all regions have the necessary resources, personnel, and training to maintain emergency 

readiness. 

• Clear Legislative Authority: Strengthening legislation to provide enforceable national standards 

and a mandate for intervention when there are inconsistencies in emergency preparedness.  This 

mandate should include the authority for the Director to intervene when necessary.  

• Standardised Emergency Planning and Coordination: Establishing mandatory national 

frameworks for CDEM planning, response protocols, and coordination mechanisms to ensure 

alignment across regions. 

• Risk Assessment and Hazard Mapping: Ensuring nationally coordinated hazard identification, 

risk assessment, and early warning systems to enable a uniform approach to disaster risk 

reduction. 

• National Training and Capability Development: Introducing standardised training for emergency 

management professionals and community volunteers to enhance skills, interoperability, and 

response effectiveness 

• Monitoring, Evaluation and Enforcement: Establishing a national oversight mechanism to 

regularly assess CDEM performance, identify gaps, and ensure improvements are implemented 

across all regions. 

• Community Engagement and Public Awareness: Strengthening national education campaigns to 

ensure all communities understand their emergency risks, preparedness steps, and evacuation 

procedures. 
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• Integrated Response with Iwi Māori and Partner Agencies: Embedding nationally consistent 
engagement models with iwi Māori, ensuring cultural perspectives and local knowledge are 
effectively integrated into emergency planning and response efforts 

Issue 9:  Strengthening local hazard risk management  

We recommend option 4, as it ensures the necessary flexibility to tailor local hazard risk management 

plans to the specific needs of each region. Also, we recognise that this approach will be a legislative 

requirement, requiring enforcement to maintain consistency and accountability.  Balancing regional 

adaptability with clear legislative mandates will strengthen emergency management planning, 

ensuring both effectiveness and compliance 

Consultation questions 

What is the right balance between regional flexibility and national consistency for CDEM Group 

plans? 

Achieving the right balance between regional flexibility and national consistency in CDEM Group plans 

requires a structured yet adaptable framework. 

To maintain this balance, key considerations include: 

• Nationally Mandated Core Standards: Establishing minimum requirements for emergency 

planning, governance, and response to ensure a cohesive national approach. 

• Regionally Tailored Implementation: Allowing CDEM Groups the flexibility to adapt plans to their 

specific risks, infrastructure, and communities, ensuring practical local application while 

maintaining compliance. 

• Stronger Oversight and Guidance: NEMA must provide ongoing monitoring, evaluations, and 

best practices, ensuring regional plans remain aligned with national objectives. 

• Mandatory Review Cycles: Enforcing regular updates to keep plans current, effective, and 

responsive to evolving risks. 

• Equitable Funding and Resource Allocation: Implementing fair funding models to ensure every 

region has adequate resources and personnel, while allowing local prioritisation based on unique 

challenges.  Funding models that deliver on the government expectation and appropriately 

supported by funding from central government.   

• Legislative Strength and Regional Autonomy: Strengthening legislation to enforce compliance, 

while ensuring CDEM Groups retain operational flexibility to respond effectively in their regions.  

Directors’ powers to intervene and direct CDEM Groups to implement corrective actions or to 

complete work is recommended.  

What practical barriers may be preventing CDEM Groups from being well integrated with other local 

government planning instruments? 

Several practical barriers may be preventing CDEM Groups from being well integrated with other local 

government planning instruments, including: 

• Misalignment of Priorities: Emergency management may not be fully embedded into broader 

local government strategic planning, leading to gaps in integration. 
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• Funding Constraints: Limited or inconsistent funding for CDEM can restrict collaboration and 

prevent emergency management from being prioritised within wider council planning. 

• Legislative Gaps: The permissive nature of current legislation has allowed councils to overlook 

CDEM requirements, resulting in inconsistent application of emergency planning guidelines.  

(The TAG review clearly identified this as an issue). 

• Lack of Clear Mandates for Coordination: Without formal requirements, some local authorities 

may not see emergency management as an integral part of their planning and governance 

processes. 

Do you think more fundamental changes are needed to enable local authorities to deliver effective 
hazard risk management?  If so, why? 

Yes, fundamental changes are needed to enable local authorities to deliver more effective hazard risk 

management. Key areas for improvement include: 

Stronger Legislative Mandates: Current frameworks allow too much discretion. Clearer legal 

obligations are needed to ensure hazard risk management is treated as a core governance priority.  

Tsunami readiness and response arrangements are examples of the inconsistency that has arisen, with 

variations in inundation mapping, inconsistency in tsunami warning and alerting systems from region 

to region.  A standardised national system is recommended.    

Equitable Funding Models: Many local authorities struggle with limited resources. This adversely 

affects their ability to conduct risk assessments, mitigation projects, and emergency preparedness 

programs. A national funding framework should be established to ensure consistent and adequate 

financial support.  Again, a national funding model supported by central government is recommended.  

Improved Data and Technology Use: Local authorities need access to better hazard mapping, 

forecasting tools, and risk analysis technologies to proactively manage risks. National investment in 

data-sharing platforms and advanced predictive modelling would support this. 

Issue 10:  Strengthening due consideration of taonga Māori, cultural herniate and animals during 

and after emergencies.   

Issue 10.1:  Considering taonga Māori and other cultural heritage during and after emergencies  

We recommend option 4. 

We support introducing secondary legislation as it will be essential in ensuring a nationally consistent 

approach to this critical aspect of emergency management. This framework must explicitly recognise 

and uphold Te Tiriti o Waitangi, ensuring that Māori perspectives, rights, and responsibilities are 

meaningfully integrated into decision-making and emergency response structures. Strengthening 

legislative mechanisms in this way will provide greater clarity, accountability, and equity, ensuring a 

more cohesive and inclusive national approach. 

Issue 10.2: Considering animals during and after emergencies 

We recommend option 2. 

Animal welfare must have clear guidelines to ensure well-defined roles and responsibilities in 

emergency situations. This will strengthen accountability while maintaining the Ministry for Primary 

Industries (MPI) as the Lead Agency, ensuring it retains its planning and response duties. A more 
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structured but non-legislated approach will improve coordination, efficiency, and protection for 

animals, reinforcing the critical role of emergency management in safeguarding animal welfare. 

Consultation questions 

Noting that human life and safety will be the top priority, do you have any comments about how 

animals should be priorities relative to the protection of property?  

Given that human life and safety will always be the top priority in emergency situations, the protection 

of animals should be considered a high priority, recognising their welfare as an integral part of 

community resilience. 

Objective 4: Minimising Disruption to Essential Services 

Issue 11: Reducing Disruption to the Infrastructure that provides essential services 

We strongly agree that our current lifeline utility arrangements are inadequate to ensure the timely 

restoration of services following disruption. Furthermore, we recognise the urgent need for some 

Lifeline utility providers to build more resilient infrastructure in response to the increasing risks and 

consequences posed by emergencies. 

Issue 11.1: Narrow Definition of “Lifeline Utility” 

We recommend option 2 and support amending the definition to include a wider range of 
infrastructure and service providers, ensuring that all critical systems essential to public safety and 
continuity are recognised within emergency planning.  Additionally, we recommend establishing clear 
accountability measures to require lifeline providers to actively invest in resilience, alongside 
national funding mechanisms to support infrastructure upgrades and continuity planning. 

Health New Zealand Te Whatu Ora is indispensable for community safety and well-being during 
emergencies. Our comprehensive health services, encompassing hospitals, urgent care, mental health 
support, telehealth, and ambulance coordination, form the bedrock of both daily healthcare and 
effective emergency response and recovery. The experience of Cyclone Gabrielle starkly illustrated 
the dual challenge faced by the health sector: while profoundly impacted by disruptions to essential 
infrastructure like power and transportation, it remains a crucial lifeline for the wider community. 

Currently, the lack of recognition of Health New Zealand Te Whatu Ora as a lifeline utility under the 
CDEM Act hinders its full participation in emergency planning and limits its access to the protections 
afforded to other critical sectors. The proposed shift towards a principles-based definition of 
"essential infrastructure" presents a significant opportunity to rectify this. Health New Zealand Te 
Whatu Ora demonstrably aligns with the intent of this broader definition, providing services 
fundamental to public health, safety, and societal function. 

Formally recognising Health New Zealand Te Whatu Ora as essential infrastructure would: 

• Enhance its integration into national and regional emergency planning frameworks 

• Foster improved collaboration and coordination with other vital infrastructure providers 

• Extend the Act's protections and expectations to our crucial health services. 

Health New Zealand Te Whatu Ora is not merely a recipient of services during crises; it is a critical 

facilitator of effective emergency response and community resilience. Integrating Health New Zealand 
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Te Whatu Ora within the revised legislative framework will ensure a more prepared, coordinated, and 

supportive system for all New Zealanders in times of need. 

Issue 11.2:  Strengthening lifeline utility business continuity planning 

We recommend option 2. 

Strengthening lifeline utility business continuity planning is critical to ensuring service resilience, rapid 

recovery, and long-term stability in emergencies. Some key areas for improvement include: 

Risk Assessments and Resilience Planning: Lifeline utilities must conduct regular, structured risk 

assessments, identifying vulnerabilities and integrating mitigation strategies into their continuity plans. 

Stronger Legislative Requirements: Current continuity planning is inconsistent across providers. 

Clearer mandates are needed to ensure all lifeline utilities follow nationally defined resilience 

standards. 

Issue 11.3:  Barriers to cooperation and information sharing 

We recommend Option 3 and strongly emphasise the need for an enhanced level of engagement and 

collaboration between lifeline utility providers at both regional and local levels. While Northland has 

developed strong, operational partnerships with most lifeline utility providers — built over time 

through relationships and goodwill — this informal approach lacks legislative backing to ensure 

consistency and long-term resilience. 

Formalised Coordination with CDEM Groups: Lifeline utilities must be proactively integrated into 

regional emergency response frameworks, ensuring seamless collaboration during crises. 

To strengthen these critical relationships, legislation must mandate structured engagement, strategic 

planning, collaboration, and information sharing. A formalised framework will ensure lifeline utilities 

are effectively integrated into emergency management efforts, improving response coordination, 

infrastructure resilience, and service continuity in times of crisis. 

Consultation questions  

Issue 11.1 

If we introduced a principles-based definition of “essential infrastructure”, are there any essential 

services that should be included or excluded from the list in appendix C?  

If a principles-based definition of "essential infrastructure" were introduced, we would support the 

current list of essential services and infrastructure outlined in Appendix C. However, we strongly 

recommend that healthcare and hospitals be explicitly included as essential services, given their 

critical role in emergency response and community resilience. 

If you think other essential services should be included into the list in Appendix C, what kinds of 

infrastructure would they cover.  

If other essential services were to be incorporated into the list, they should encompass infrastructure 

that directly supports healthcare delivery. This would include hospital buildings, healthcare 

providers, medical supply chains, and supporting facilities that ensure continuity of care during 

emergencies. Strengthening the recognition of these services within emergency planning will enhance 

national preparedness and safeguard public health. 
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Issue 11.3 

Because emergencies happen at different geographical scales, coordination is often needed at 

multiple levels (local and national).  Do you have any views about the most effective way to achieve 

coordination multiple levels? 

Some key elements of multi-level emergency coordination would be:  

• Common Operating Picture (COP): A shared information system ensuring that local, regional, 

and national agencies have real-time visibility of an emergency. 

• Real-Time Data Integration and Information Sharing: Secure, automated data feeds from 

emergency services and infrastructure networks for fast decision-making. 

• Coordinated Decision-Making and Multi-Level Governance: Defined roles, responsibilities, and 

escalation points to prevent duplication and streamline response efforts 

• Stronger Legislative and Policy Frameworks: Mandatory collaboration requirements to ensure 

local, regional, and national agencies work within a structured system 

• Interagency Coordination and Public Engagement: Empowering local responders with decision-

making authority while national agencies provide strategic support 

Issue 12: Strengthening central government business continuity  

We recommend Option 4 as the most effective approach to ensuring that all government agencies 

with emergency management responsibilities implement robust business continuity plans. This option 

provides a structured framework that establishes clear expectations, accountability, and consistency 

across agencies. 

Objective 5: Ensuring Agencies Have the Right Powers Available When an Emergency Happens 

We acknowledge and support the Government's decision to allow national and local states of 

emergency or transition periods to be in place simultaneously within the same geographic area. This 

approach enhances coordination, resource allocation, and response effectiveness, ensuring that 

emergency management efforts at both levels are aligned and responsive to local and national needs. 

We recommend a minor amendment regarding terminology in current legislation by changing the 

‘transition period’ and renaming to ‘Recovery period powers.’ The term ‘transition’ is currently 

ambiguous, referring both to a specific point in time (the Response to Recovery Transition Report) and 

a duration (the period during which Recovery/transition powers are active). Furthermore, CDEM 

Groups and Councils informally use ‘transition’ in two other ways, creating significant confusion. 

Changing the name of the period granting Recovery powers would greatly reduce this ambiguity. 

Issue 13: Managing access to restricted areas. 

We recommend option 2 as this would enable a more flexible approach to managing cordons which 

on occasions is necessary to allow periodic access by residents or rural people to gain access to 

properties. Existing legislation can be used to restrict entry to areas – i.e. Police and FENZ have such 

powers.  

Issue 14: Clarifying who uses emergency powers at the local level  

We support Option 2 and agree with the summary. We recognise the importance of clarifying the 

functions and powers assigned to CDEM Groups, Controllers, and Recovery Managers, ensuring clear 
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roles, accountability, and effective coordination in emergency management. Strengthening this 

framework will enhance decision-making, response efficiency, and long-term recovery efforts. 

Issue 15: Modernising the process to enter a state of emergency or transition period.   

We support a combination of Options 2 and 3 to expedite the declaration process and agree with the 

summary. However, we have concerns regarding some recent emergency declarations, particularly 

whether they were justified and made for the appropriate reasons.  There have been examples in 

recent years where declarations have been made against the advice of Emergency Management 

professionals, and for reasons that sit outside the definition of emergency in the CDEM Act.    

Currently, there is no threshold that must be met before declaring a state of emergency. We 

recommend that the Government investigate whether legislation should define such a threshold.  

Additionally, a significant concern is that Mayors and other delegated officials have the authority to 

declare a state of emergency without necessarily consulting a Group Controller or other emergency 

management professionals. This creates the risk that declarations may be made without expert input 

or sufficient justification, potentially leading to inconsistent or premature decision-making. 

Establishing mandatory consultation requirements or clear justification criteria would strengthen the 

integrity and effectiveness of the declaration process 

Issue 16:  Mayor’s role in local state of emergency decelerations and transition period notices.  

We support option 2 which clarifies and minimises confusion.  

6. Conclusion 

This submission highlights several key areas requiring attention to strengthen emergency management 

frameworks, improve coordination, and enhance community resilience.  Three of these areas are: 

1. Strengthening Community Capability and Shared Services: Communities play a crucial role in 

disaster response and recovery. Strengthening local training, preparedness, and formalised 

shared service arrangements will enhance national and regional resilience. 

2. Legislative and Funding Framework Improvements: Clear funding mechanisms, structured 

expectations, and better resourcing agreements will provide stability and continuity for 

emergency response efforts. 

3. International Assistance: Including clear provisions for international assistance, ensuring 
seamless integration into existing national response arrangements 

In reforming the CDEM Act, it is crucial to build on the enabling aspects of the 2002 legislation, while 
ensuring that the new law strengthens accountability, consistency, and the capacity to deliver on its 
intent. 

7. Conclusion 

Thank you for taking the time to consider our submission. We appreciate the opportunity to contribute 

to this important deliberation on strengthening emergency management legislation. Please contact us 

if you would like to discuss, if seek clarification of, any aspects of our submission. 
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Signed: 

 

(Kelly Stratford) 

Northland CDEM Group Chair. 

 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 54 

  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Discussion document  

Strengthening  
New Zealand’s emergency 
management legislation 

April 2025 

 

  



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 55 

  

 

 

 

Published by the National Emergency Management Agency 

The National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA) is the Government lead for emergency 

management. We help build a safe and resilient Aotearoa New Zealand by empowering 

communities before, during, and after emergencies. 

civildefence.govt.nz  

Disclaimer 

This document should not be used as a substitute for legislation or legal advice. NEMA is not 

responsible for the results of any actions taken because of information in this document, or for 

any errors or omissions. 

ISBN: 978-0-478-43539-9 (online) 

April 2025 

© Crown copyright 

The material contained in this report is subject to Crown copyright protection unless otherwise indicated. The 

Crown copyright protected material may be reproduced free of charge in any format or media without requiring 

specific permission. This is subject to the material being reproduced accurately and not being used in a 

derogatory manner or in a misleading context. Where the material is being published or issued to others, the 

source and copyright status should be acknowledged. The permission to reproduce Crown copyright protected 

material does not extend to any material in this report that is identified as being the copyright of a third party. 

Authorisation to reproduce such material should be obtained from the copyright holders. 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 56 

  

 

Discussion document: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management legislation i 

Contents 
How to have your say ................................................................................................................................................ ii 

Glossary ........................................................................................................................................................................ iii 

Minister’s foreword .................................................................................................................................................... 1 

Introduction ................................................................................................................................................................. 2 

The context for reform .............................................................................................................................................. 5 

Objective 1: Strengthening community and iwi Māori participation .......................................................... 10 

Issue 1: Meeting the diverse needs of people and communities ...................................................................... 10 

Issue 2: Strengthening and enabling iwi Māori participation in emergency management ..................... 13 

Issue 3: Strengthening and enabling community participation in emergency management................. 16 

Issue 4: Recognising that people, businesses and communities are often the first to respond in an 

emergency................................................................................................................................................................................ 18 

Objective 2: Providing for clear responsibilities and accountabilities at the national, regional, and 

local levels.................................................................................................................................................................. 20 

Issue 5: Clearer direction and control during an emergency ............................................................................... 20 

Issue 6: Strengthening the regional tier of emergency management.............................................................. 25 

Issue 7: Keeping emergency management plans up to date .............................................................................. 33 

Objective 3: Enabling a higher minimum standard of emergency management ................................... 35 

Issue 8: Stronger national direction and assurance ................................................................................................. 35 

Issue 9: Strengthening local hazard risk management ........................................................................................... 39 

Issue 10: Strengthening due consideration of taonga Māori, cultural heritage and animals during and 

after emergencies .................................................................................................................................................................. 42 

Objective 4: Minimising disruption to essential services .............................................................................. 48 

Issue 11: Reducing disruption to the infrastructure that provides essential services ................................ 48 

Issue 12: Strengthening central government business continuity ..................................................................... 57 

Objective 5: Having the right powers available when an emergency happens ........................................ 61 

Issue 13: Managing access to restricted areas........................................................................................................... 61 

Issue 14: Clarifying who uses emergency powers at the local level .................................................................. 63 

Issue 15: Modernising the process to enter a state of emergency or transition period ........................... 65 

Issue 16: Mayors' role in local state of emergency declarations and transition period notices ............ 66 

Conclusion and next steps ..................................................................................................................................... 69 

Appendix A: Summary of all questions .............................................................................................................. 70 

Appendix B: Background – current responsibilities in the CDEM Act ........................................................ 72 

Appendix C: Potential list of infrastructure that provides essential services ........................................... 74 

 

  



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 57 

  

 

Discussion document: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management legislation ii 

How to have your say 
The National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA) seeks written submissions on the issues 

raised in this document by 5pm, Tuesday 13 May 2025.  

Your submission can respond to some or all of these issues. If you email or post your submission, 

please use the template provided on our website. This will help us to collate submissions and 

make sure your views are fully considered. Where possible, include evidence to support your 

views, such as references to independent research, facts and figures, or your experiences.  

You can make a written submission by:  

• completing an online submission through our website 

• emailing your submission to EmergencyManagementBill@nema.govt.nz  

• posting your submission to: 

Policy Unit 

National Emergency Management Agency 

PO Box 5010, Wellington 6140 

Use and release of information 

Submissions will be used to inform NEMA’s policy development process and will inform advice to 

Ministers. Your submission (including identifying information) may also be shared with other 

government agencies working on policies related to emergency management. NEMA may contact 

submitters directly if we need clarification on their submission or would like further information 

from them. 

NEMA may publish copies and/or summaries of the submissions we receive on our website, 

civildefence.govt.nz. NEMA will consider that you have consented to this by making a 

submission, unless you specify otherwise in your submission. Additionally, submissions provided 

to NEMA, whether published or not, may be required to be disclosed in response to a request 

under the Official Information Act 1982.  

If your submission contains confidential information, or information you otherwise wish us not to 

publish, please indicate this on the front of the submission template, with any confidential 

information marked clearly within the text.  

If you have any objection to us releasing your personal details or any other information in your 

submission, either publicly or with other government agencies, please state this clearly in the 

cover letter or email that goes with your submission, including the parts that you consider should 

be withheld and your reasons for withholding the information. NEMA will take your objections 

into account and consult relevant submitters when responding to requests under the Official 

Information Act 1982.  

You also have rights under the Privacy Act 2020 in relation to the way that NEMA (and other 

government agencies) can collect, use, and disclose information about you and individuals 

referred to in your submission. In particular, you have the right to access personal information 

that NEMA holds about you and to seek any corrections.   
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Glossary 
4 Rs The activities that increase resilience to emergencies are often broken into four areas 

labelled the “4 Rs” – reduction, readiness, response, and recovery 

CDEM Civil defence emergency management is the application of knowledge, measures, and 

practices that are necessary or desirable for the safety of the public or property, and are 

designed to guard against, prevent, reduce, recover from, or overcome any hazard or 

harm or loss that may be associated with any emergency. This includes the planning, 

organisation, coordination, and implementation of those measures, knowledge, and 

practices. 

CDEM Act  

or Act 

Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 

CDEM Group or 

Group 

A joint committee of the mayors and chairperson from the local authorities in a region 

(or a subcommittee of a unitary authority) with responsibility for emergency 

management 

Controller A statutory officer with functions and powers during a state of emergency, appointed by 

a CDEM Group (Group and Local Controllers) or the Director (National Controller)  

Coordinating 

Executive Group 

The local authority chief executives and emergency service representatives responsible 

for advising a CDEM Group and implementing their decisions 

Director of CDEM 

or Director 

A statutory officer who holds various emergency management functions and powers at 

the national level, currently appointed by the chief executive of NEMA 

Emergency A situation that: 

a. is the result of any happening, whether natural or otherwise, including, without 

limitation, any explosion, earthquake, eruption, tsunami, land movement, flood, 

storm, tornado, cyclone, serious fire, leakage or spillage of any dangerous gas 

or substance, technological failure, infestation, plague, epidemic, failure of or 

disruption to an emergency service or a lifeline utility, or actual or imminent 

attack or warlike act; and 

b. causes or may cause loss of life or injury or illness or distress or in any way 

endangers the safety of the public or property in New Zealand or any part of 

New Zealand; and  

c. cannot be dealt with by emergency services, or otherwise requires a significant 

and coordinated response under the CDEM Act 

Government 

Inquiry or Inquiry 

The Government Inquiry into the Response to the North Island Severe Weather Events 

(Cyclone Hale, the 2023 Auckland Anniversary weekend severe weather event, and 

Cyclone Gabrielle) 

Group Office The organisational structure for the local government staff who provide technical 

emergency management expertise to a CDEM Group 

Hazard Something that may cause, or contribute substantially to the cause of, an emergency 

Minister Minister for Emergency Management and Recovery 

NEMA National Emergency Management Agency 

Recovery Manager A statutory officer with functions and powers during a transition period appointed by a 

CDEM Group (Group and Local Recovery Managers) or the Director (National Recovery 

Manager)  

Risk The likelihood and consequences of a hazard 

TAG report The 2018 Technical Advisory Group report, Better Responses to Natural Disasters and 

Other Emergencies in New Zealand 
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Minister’s foreword
New Zealand is one of the riskiest 

countries in the world. Our 

exposure to floods, earthquakes, 

and other hazards means 

emergency management matters 

to everyone.  

On the ground, I have seen the dedication 

and hard work by people responding to and 

recovering from emergencies across the 

country. But Cyclone Gabrielle and other 

recent emergencies have shown that the 

system they are working in is not fit for 

purpose.  

We need to learn from these events and take 

steps to build a stronger, more prepared, 

and more disaster resilient nation. 

In October, I released the Government’s 

vision to strengthen the emergency 

management system. Reforming our 

emergency management legislation is part 

of this picture.  

The Civil Defence Emergency Management 

Act 2002 is now over 20 years old. While its 

fundamentals are still sound, reform is 

needed to enable the emergency 

management system New Zealanders expect 

and meet the growing risk we face as a 

country. 

In particular, I want to ensure there is 

effective leadership, clear accountability, and 

stronger relationships between the “formal” 

emergency management system and the 

communities it serves.  

All parts of our society have a role to play. 

Communities bring different strengths, local 

knowledge, resources and networks. We 

need to identify how best to draw on these 

strengths and understand how to support 

those who are most at risk in an emergency. 

My ambition is for the new legislation to 

make a difference on the ground, including: 

• making it clear who has control in an 

emergency, resulting in faster 

decisions made by the right people 

• enabling better cooperation with iwi 

Māori, businesses, and communities 

• having lifeline utilities and other 

agencies plan and work together 

more effectively, reducing disruption 

to essential services  

• better consideration of the things 

that matter to people, including 

animals, taonga, and other cultural 

heritage.  

I encourage you to share your views on the 

ideas presented in this discussion document 

to help shape the future of the emergency 

management system. 

Hon Mark Mitchell 

Minister for Emergency  

Management and Recovery 
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Introduction 

This discussion document seeks feedback to inform the design of a 

new Emergency Management Bill 

1. We are seeking your feedback on options to strengthen New Zealand’s overarching 

emergency management legislation. 

2. As part of its response to the Government Inquiry into the Response to the North Island 

Severe Weather Events (the Government Inquiry),1 the Government intends to pass a new 

Emergency Management Bill during this term of Parliament. The Bill will replace the Civil 

Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 (the CDEM Act). 

3. In March 2024, Cabinet agreed to take steps to discharge the previous Emergency 

Management Bill because: 

a. the Government considered that much of the Bill was bureaucratic rather than 

practical, so would not make enough difference on the ground 

b. the Government Inquiry’s final report had not been delivered yet.  

4. As well as the Government Inquiry and other reviews, submissions on the previous Bill have 

been a valuable input for identifying the issues and options that are presented in this 

document. Some of the options in this document were also proposed in the previous Bill – 

where applicable, this has been noted in the options. 

A note on terminology 

Throughout this document, the term “emergency management” is used to refer to the range of 

activities carried out to improve our resilience to emergencies. This is consistent with the meaning 

of “civil defence emergency management” in the CDEM Act.  

This document only uses “CDEM” to refer to named things like CDEM Groups.  

 

How to read this document 

5. This document is structured around the Government’s proposed objectives for the Bill. It 

provides an overview of New Zealand’s current emergency management settings and the 

need for reform, followed by sections that discuss issues and options for each objective. 

6. The options outlined in this discussion document are preliminary only. More detailed analysis 

will be completed as part of the policy development process, and we will consider new issues 

and options that are raised in submissions.  

7. The Government has already agreed that the Emergency Management Bill will make several 

changes to address barriers to operational effectiveness. These are straightforward matters 

 
1  Report of the Government Inquiry into the Response to the North Island Severe Weather Events (April 2024). 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 61 

  

 

Discussion document: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management legislation 3 

that were also proposed through the previous Bill. Relevant proposals are listed at the start of 

each section.2 

Consultation questions 

8. We are seeking your views about problems with the emergency management system and 

potential options to address them. We have also asked specific questions about some issues. 

All questions are summarised in Appendix A. 

Q 
For all issues, we would like to hear your views on these questions: 

• Do you agree with how we have described the problem? 

• Do you have any comments about the likely impacts (benefits, costs, or 

risks) of the initial options we have identified? Do you have any preferred 

options? 

• Are there any other options that should be considered? 

  

How the Emergency Management Bill fits into wider reforms 

The Bill will enable wider emergency management system improvements  

9. The Government’s Response to the Inquiry sets out an overarching vision to strengthen 

disaster resilience and emergency management in New Zealand.3  

10. The issues and options set out in this document would support actions under the following 

focus areas in the Government Response: 

a. Give effect to a whole-of-society approach to emergency management. 

b. Support and enable local government to deliver a consistent minimum standard of 

emergency management across New Zealand. 

c. enable the different parts of the system to work better together at the national level. 

11. Many of the actions in the Government Response are operational in nature. A public 

investment and implementation roadmap will detail the future work programme for these 

operational actions, including clear direction and timelines. 

12. Operational improvements and legislative reform are equally important parts of achieving the 

vision set out by the Government Response. The Emergency Management Bill will provide the 

functions, powers, and other tools necessary to enable practical changes on the ground, and 

most of the options outlined in this document would have associated implementation costs. 

Implementation costs will be a key consideration in our final advice on policy options. 

 
2  For the full list of proposals, refer to Appendix One in the proactively released Cabinet paper Strengthening 

disaster resilience and emergency management: legislative implications (November 2024). 

3  Strengthening disaster resilience and emergency management, the Government response to the Report of the 

Government Inquiry into the Response to the North Island Severe Weather Events (October 2024). 
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Other work across government will also contribute to our disaster resilience 

13. Resource management reform: The Government will replace the existing Resource 

Management Act with two new pieces of legislation, which are expected to be introduced by 

the end of the year. Managing risks from natural hazards, including climate change, is a key 

objective for the new system. This means that risks from natural hazards like floods and 

storms will be better identified under this new system and new development will be 

encouraged to locate away from or be designed to withstand natural hazards. In the 

meantime, the Government is seeking to progress scaled-back national direction on 

managing natural hazard risk to support councils while the new system is being developed 

and implemented. 

14. National adaptation framework: Preparing for the impacts of climate change is an 

important part of building New Zealand’s resilience to emergencies. The Government intends 

to introduce legislation this year to put the first building blocks in place for an enduring 

national adaptation framework. The framework will seek to improve how information is 

shared, clarify roles and responsibilities, set principles for investment in risk reduction, and set 

an approach to cost-sharing. 

15. Emergency provisions in the Public Works Act: Cabinet has agreed to establish an 

accelerated land acquisition process in the Public Works Act 1981, that could be activated by 

Order in Council following an emergency to support the timely restoration of damaged 

public works during the recovery from an emergency. 

16. Decision-making tools for significant natural hazard events: The Chief Executive, Cyclone 

Recovery is developing a suite of recovery settings and decision-making tools. These settings 

and tools will support immediate decisions by the Government after significant natural 

hazard events. 

17. Local government reform: The Government is also making significant reforms to local 

government, through Local Water Done Well, City and Regional Deals, and Local Government 

System Improvements. These programmes are intended to address long-standing water 

infrastructure challenges, establish long-term agreements between central and local 

government that will support infrastructure investment and economic growth, and refocus 

councils on better delivering the basics. 

18. Refocusing the science, innovation and technology system: In February, the Government 

announced the most significant reset of New Zealand’s science, innovation and technology 

system in more than 30 years. This work includes forming a new Public Research Organisation 

focused on earth sciences, including climate and hazards resilience. 

19. Cyber security of New Zealand’s critical infrastructure system: The Government is 

developing regulatory and non-regulatory options to enhance the cyber security of New 

Zealand’s critical infrastructure system. 

20. National Risk and Resilience Framework: In December 2024, Cabinet agreed a more 

strategic and proactive approach to national risk management and resilience building using 

the National Risk and Resilience Framework, led by the Department of the Prime Minister and 

Cabinet. Cabinet agreed that the Framework will be used to provide Ministers with greater 

visibility of how relevant workstreams on the Government’s agenda relate to each other to 

achieve its objective to reduce New Zealand’s exposure to the harm and cost of crises.   
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The context for reform 

New Zealand faces a wide range of hazards 

21. Our unique geography means New Zealand is exposed to a range of hazards that have the 

potential to cause disaster.  

22. Earthquakes, tsunami, flooding, volcanic activity, and other natural hazard events can happen 

at any time, sometimes without advance warning. Some biological, technological, and human 

hazards risk similar negative consequences for the safety and wellbeing of people and 

communities, as well as to our natural and built environment. 

23. Emergencies also have a high economic cost. International comparisons consistently show 

that New Zealand has some of the highest exposure to natural hazards in the world. 

24. For example, a recent report by Te Waihanga, the New Zealand Infrastructure Commission 

found that our annual expected loss from natural hazard events is 0.57% of gross domestic 

product (GDP). These losses mainly reflect damage to residential property and businesses, as 

well as damage to infrastructure.4  

25. Modelling of well-understood scenarios suggests that over the next 50 years, there is a 97% 

probability that New Zealand will experience a natural hazard event that causes more than 

$10 billion in damage.5  

Table 1: Example modelled natural hazard risk scenarios 

Modelled scenarios Likelihood in  

the next 50 years 

Modelled building/ 

infrastructure losses 

Auckland volcanic eruption 10% $5bn–$65bn (buildings only) 

Large Taranaki eruption 1% $10bn–$15bn 

Hikurangi subduction zone M9.1 

earthquake and tsunami 

1% $144bn (buildings only) 

Hutt River flood  

(above stopbank design event) 

5% $5bn–$10bn 

Alpine Fault M8 earthquake 75% ~$10bn 

Cyclone Gabrielle equivalent event 80% $9bn–$14bn (est. actual cost) 

 

 
4  New Zealand Infrastructure Commission (2025). Invest or insure? Preparing infrastructure for natural hazards. 

This research covers the period between 1960 and 2022, so does not include the impact of Cyclone Gabrielle. 

New Zealand also ranked second out of 43 countries assessed by Lloyds in their 2018 report “A world at risk: 

Closing the insurance gap”. This report (which covered a different period) found that our that our annual 

expected loss from natural hazard events is 0.66% of GDP. 

5  NEMA (2023). Annex 3: New Zealand’s riskscape. Briefing to the Incoming Minister for Emergency Management 

and Recovery. 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 64 

  

 

Discussion document: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management legislation 6 

About the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 

26. The CDEM Act is New Zealand’s overarching emergency management legislation. It aims to 

improve our resilience to emergencies in a way that contributes to the wellbeing and safety 

of the public and the protection of property. 

“Emergency” has a specific meaning in the CDEM Act 

Under the CDEM Act, a situation is only an emergency if: 

• it is the result of a happening (whether natural or otherwise), for example, an earthquake, 

flood, technological failure, failure of or disruption to an emergency service or a lifeline 

utility, and 

• causes (or may cause) loss of life, injury, illness, or distress; or in any way endangers the 

safety of the public or property in New Zealand or any part of New Zealand, and  

• cannot be dealt with by emergency services, or otherwise requires a significant and 

coordinated response under the CDEM Act. 

Many agencies routinely use their own legislation to deal with situations that fall below this 

threshold. For example: 

• most wildfires are managed by Fire and Emergency New Zealand under the Fire and 

Emergency New Zealand Act 2017 

• most plant and animal pests and diseases are managed by local authorities and the 

Ministry for Primary Industries under the Biosecurity Act 1993. 

These situations could escalate and become emergencies if they started to endanger lives or 

property and if managing the wider consequences required significant coordination under the 

CDEM Act. 

 

27. Our emergency management system: 

• considers all hazards (things that could cause, or substantially contribute to the 

cause of, an emergency) – including those caused by natural processes, human 

activity, or a combination of both  

• takes an end-to-end risk management approach – managing the risk from hazards 

to an acceptable level requires action across the “4 Rs” of risk reduction, readiness, 

response, and recovery  

• expects all parts of society to play a role – risks should be managed by those who 

are best placed to manage them, at the lowest appropriate level.  

28. The CDEM Act enables this approach by:  

a. giving specific functions, duties, and powers to a range of organisations and statutory 

officers within central government, local government, and the private sector (these 

responsibilities are outlined in Appendix B, and key local government responsibilities 

are summarised briefly below)  
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b. requiring planning documents that set out how emergency management is carried 

out at the local and national levels, aligned to a national strategy6  

c. enabling more detailed expectations to be set through regulations, guidelines, codes, 

and technical standards  

d. providing extraordinary powers that can be used to protect people and limit the 

consequences of an emergency.  

Figure 1: The main features of the CDEM Act 

Summary of local government responsibilities in the CDEM Act 

29. The CDEM Act requires local authorities to undertake emergency management through 

regional CDEM Groups, made up of the local authorities in each region. CDEM Groups work 

with emergency services and other agencies across the “4 Rs” of reduction, readiness, 

response, and recovery. CDEM Groups are intended to achieve effective local hazard risk 

management by encouraging local authorities to cooperate, pool resources, carry out joint 

emergency management activities, and have full time emergency management professionals.  

30. Each CDEM Group is supported by a Coordinating Executive Group. This consists of the chief 

executive of each local authority member (or person acting on their behalf), and senior 

officials from Police, Fire and Emergency New Zealand, and a provider of health and disability 

services in their area. CDEM Groups may also appoint other people with relevant skills and 

experience to their Coordinating Executive Group, such as a senior ambulance service officer. 

 
6  The current strategy is the 2019 National Disaster Resilience Strategy. 
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Legislative change is needed to meet our growing disaster risk 

31. The hazard-agnostic, whole-of-society risk management approach promoted by the CDEM 

Act was world-leading in 2002 and remains international best practice. However, the 

Government Inquiry and previous reviews have demonstrated that the emergency 

management system hasn’t delivered on this intent.  

32. At the same time, the risk of disaster is increasing. Trends that are changing this risk (some of 

which may also bring new opportunities) include: 

• Climate change and environmental degradation, due to their effects on sea level 

rise, the frequency and severity of natural hazards and extreme weather, biodiversity, 

biosecurity, and the availability and quality of ecosystems and their services.  

• Population trends, including that New Zealand’s society is becoming older and more 

ethnically diverse, with changing levels of income inequality and geographic 

distribution of population.  

• Global economic growth and productivity, which have implications for the health 

and resilience of our economy, and how much we can afford to invest in emergency 

management and disaster resilience.  

• Digital connectivity and technological change, in terms of the risks they pose (for 

example, potential disruptions to essential infrastructure due to cyber attack) or 

opportunities they provide (for example, by enhancing our ability to collect and 

analyse complex data about hazards and risks).  

• Challenges to international laws, agreements and arrangements, which have the 

greatest effect on some of our economic and security risks but could have further-

reaching implications.  

33. Action on multiple fronts is needed to face these challenges and achieve the Government’s 

vision for the emergency management system.  

34. Legislative reform is part of this picture – strengthening New Zealand’s disaster resilience and 

emergency management will likely require changes and improvements to existing statutory 

roles, planning requirements, expectation-setting tools, and emergency powers. 

Objectives for reform 

35. The Government’s proposed objectives for reform of the CDEM Act are to: 

a. strengthen community and iwi Māori participation in emergency management 

b. provide for clear responsibilities and accountabilities at the national, regional, and 

local levels 

c. enable a higher minimum standard of emergency management 

d. minimise disruption to essential services 

e. ensure agencies have the right powers available when an emergency happens. 
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36. These objectives are informed by the Government’s vision to strengthen disaster resilience 

and emergency management, past reviews and inquiries, and issues raised in select 

committee submissions on the previous Emergency Management Bill. 

Q 
Consultation questions 

• Have we identified the right objectives for reform? 
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Objective 1: Strengthening community and iwi 
Māori participation 
37. Everyone has a role to play in emergency management – before, during and after disaster 

strikes. The Government Inquiry found a disconnect between emergency management 

organisations and their communities, and that the specific needs of some people and groups 

are not always being met. It also found that the emergency management system needs to 

create and shape stronger alliances with iwi Māori, to the benefit of everyone.  

38. The Government wants to achieve a whole-of-society approach to emergency management, 

where communities are enabled and empowered to act alongside the “official” emergency 

system, before, during and after an emergency. In practice, this requires an emergency 

management system that:  

• understands and plans for the diverse needs of communities, with a particular focus 

on those who may face worse outcomes  

• draws on the expertise and resources offered by iwi, hapū, community groups, 

businesses, volunteers, and non-government organisations before, during, and after 

an emergency 

• knows when to take control, when to partner, and when to get out of the way. 

Government decisions relating to this objective 

The Government has already agreed that the Emergency Management Bill will: 

• Make it explicit that people acting under official direction are protected from civil liability, 

where the loss or damage relates to a state of emergency or transition period. 

Issue 1: Meeting the diverse needs of people and communities  

39. Our emergency management system relies on most people being able to look after 

themselves in an emergency. In practice, this is not always possible. We have identified the 

following reasons that may cause some people and communities to be disproportionately 

affected by emergencies: 

a. Some people have pre-existing vulnerabilities that mean they may be less able to 

prepare for or look after themselves during an emergency. This may include people in 

aged residential care, children, people with health issues, disabled people, and people 

with low incomes. 

b. Some people and groups have different needs that can’t be met through a “one size 

fits all” approach. For example: Pacific peoples, ethnic communities, rural 

communities, and people with accessibility needs.  

c. Some people live in places that are more exposed to hazards. For example, areas 

that are more prone to flooding or areas with less resilient infrastructure. 
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40. People and communities may fall into more than one of these groups. For example, 80% of 

marae are built on low-lying coastal land or flood-prone rivers.7 The complex legacy of 

colonisation, their intrinsic bond with te taiao (the natural world) and role as kaitiaki, cultural 

values, and economic vulnerabilities all influence the capacity of iwi Māori to deal with 

climate threats.  

41. Currently, the CDEM Act does not explicitly consider how emergencies affect some people 

and communities in a disproportionate way. 

What’s the problem? 

42. Emergencies affect different people and groups in different ways. These communities' needs 

aren’t always well understood or considered when agencies prepare for, respond to, and 

recover from emergencies. This can lead to worse outcomes and – at worst – risks to life 

safety. 

43. Some people with diverse needs have groups and support networks that advocate for their 

needs, while others do not. Of those who don’t, some may not have the capability or capacity 

to share their needs and concerns across the 4 Rs.  

44. The Government Inquiry found that the emergency management system needs to do more to 

meet the increasingly diverse needs in New Zealand’s communities. It acknowledged that 

there are communities and individuals who are more at risk to the negative impacts of 

disasters than others and that engaging with these communities before an emergency event 

is key to better understanding and supporting their needs in response and recovery.  

45. For example, the Government Inquiry found that the needs of older people and those with 

dementia and other complex health needs were not properly planned or catered for in 

evacuation centres, and public information was not appropriately tailored for them. It also 

found similar examples of the diverse needs of people and communities not being met 

during emergencies.  

“ 
Some communities in South Auckland found their local evacuation and information 

centres were not responsive to language and cultural needs or faith practices, such as 

women having to share sleeping facilities with men. The barriers meant some people 

chose to remain in their flooded homes, isolated from help and support, and unable 

to access food and warmth. Report of the Government Inquiry, p. 35. 

  

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

46. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: CDEM Groups are not explicitly required to identify, engage, recognise, 

or consider how emergencies can disproportionately affect some groups. 

 

7  Bailey-Winiata, A. (2021). Understanding the Potential Exposure of Coastal Marae and Urupā in Aotearoa New 

Zealand to Sea Level Rise (Master’s thesis). hdl.handle.net/10289/14567 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 70 

  

 

Discussion document: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management legislation 12 

b. Develop guidance on meeting diverse needs (non-legislative): This could include 

national level development and promotion of emergency management guidance 

tailored for the diverse needs of people and communities.   

c. Require CDEM Group plans to include how people and communities that may be 

disproportionately affected will be planned for (legislative): This includes 

explicitly requiring CDEM Groups to identify the diverse needs in their areas and 

engage with people and communities with diverse needs to inform Group plans.  

d. Require the Director to consult with representatives of disproportionately 

affected communities to inform national planning (legislative): This includes 

explicitly requiring that the Director consult these communities as part of the 

development of the National CDEM Plan and the National CDEM Strategy.  

47. Given there are a wide range of people and communities with diverse needs, CDEM Groups 

would need to retain the flexibility to focus attention on those who face the greatest risk, 

regardless of which option is progressed. 

48. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Option 3 was 

proposed in the previous Bill. 

Table 2: Initial assessment of options to better meet the needs of diverse communities 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo • CDEM Groups have flexibility in 

how they work with their 

communities. 

• The diverse needs of people and 

communities are not always well 

understood or considered. This 

risks worse outcomes in an 

emergency. 

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Develop guidance on 

meeting diverse needs 

• Could help to address barriers that 

people with diverse needs face in 

preparing for emergencies. 

• CDEM Groups have flexibility in 

how they work with their 

communities. 

• Guidance may not be adhered to, 

so the risk of Option 1 would 

remain (but to a lesser extent). 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Require CDEM Group plans 

to include how people and 

communities that may be 

disproportionately affected 

will be planned for 

• More confidence that the risk 

associated with Option 1 would be 

avoided, because local government 

emergency management 

arrangements would be driven by 

an understanding of communities’ 

diverse needs. 

• This should strengthen the 

preparedness of communities and 

subsequently improve outcomes in 

response and recovery.   

• May strengthen relationships 

between CDEM Groups and 

communities in their areas.  

• Communities (or their 

representatives) may have limited 

capacity to engage. 

• May be seen as too 

prescriptive/inflexible to 

implement. 
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Option 4 (legislative): 

Require the Director to 

consult with 

representatives of 

disproportionately affected 

communities to inform 

national planning 

• National-level emergency 

management arrangements may 

better incorporate an 

understanding of the diverse needs 

of people and communities.  

• Communities (or their 

representatives) may have limited 

capacity to engage. 

• National level consultation may 

not practically address the needs 

of specific communities. 

   

Q 
Consultation questions 

• Are there other reasons that may cause some people and groups to be 

disproportionately affected by emergencies?  

• What would planning look like (at the local and national levels) if it was better 

informed by the needs of groups that may be disproportionately affected by 

emergencies? 

  

Issue 2: Strengthening and enabling iwi Māori participation in 

emergency management  

49. There are many different groups representing Māori that are active, or might be called upon, 

in an emergency, all with varying mandates, representation, resourcing and capacity. This 

document uses the term iwi Māori to encompass iwi, hapū, taiwhenua, taura here and 

entities such as marae trusts, Māori land trusts and incorporations, Māori Associations, post 

settlement governance entities and protected customary rights groups.  

50. Iwi Māori have unique knowledge, skills, and resources to contribute to emergency 

management across the 4 Rs. These attributes are grounded in their experience responding 

to and recovering from emergencies in New Zealand for centuries. For example, iwi Māori: 

a. use local mātauranga to understand hazards and risks 

b. use their capacity, networks, and resources to manage risks and care for their 

communities through response and recovery. 

51. This means partnering with iwi Māori is essential to building New Zealand’s disaster 

resilience.  

52. While New Zealand’s locally led approach to emergency management places emphasis on 

relationships between local authorities and iwi Māori, the Crown also has a role in supporting 

CDEM groups and iwi Māori to engage and work together effectively. 

“ 
Some of the most effective and rapid responses to the severe weather events were 

coordinated and carried out by iwi Māori, including iwi, hapū, marae, taiwhenua, 

trusts, incorporations and whānau. They provided manaakitanga, critical equipment, 

response and wellbeing support, money, and facilities for welfare to all people in their 

rohe. Report of the Government Inquiry, p. 18. 
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What’s the problem? 

53. The willingness, expertise, and capability of iwi Māori in emergency management is not fully 

acknowledged and drawn on to make the emergency management system more effective for 

all New Zealanders. 

54. The Government Inquiry found that iwi Māori provided some of the most effective and 

efficient responses to the 2023 severe weather events. Despite this, the inclusion of iwi Māori 

in formal local government emergency management structures is discretionary and, in some 

regions, non-existent. 

55. Several reviews and inquiries have also identified the significant contribution of iwi Māori in 

emergency management to the benefit of all people in New Zealand. The Government has 

accepted the Government Inquiry’s recommendation to recognise and enable this 

contribution. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

56. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: Iwi Māori are not currently legislatively required to be represented in 

local government emergency management decision-making structures (CDEM 

Groups and Coordinating Executive Groups). In some areas, iwi Māori have been 

appointed as advisors to CDEM Groups or co-opted as members of Coordinating 

Executive Groups. 

b. Address the roles of iwi Māori in plans, guidance, and other policy settings 

(non-legislative): This could include updating plans, guidance, and other policy 

settings to ensure iwi Māori are embedded into the emergency management system 

at an operational level. 

c. Require iwi Māori representation on CDEM Group decision-making structures 

(legislative): Iwi Māori representation could be required on CDEM Groups or 

Coordinating Executive Groups.  

d. Require CDEM Groups to engage with iwi Māori during the development of 

CDEM Group plans (legislative): This includes explicitly requiring that CDEM Groups 

engage with iwi Māori in their areas to inform CDEM Group planning before 

emergencies. 

e. Require the Director to seek advice on Māori interests and knowledge to inform 

national level planning (legislative): This includes explicitly requiring the Director 

to seek advice on Māori interests and knowledge when developing the National 

CDEM Strategy and the National CDEM Plan. For example, the Director could 

establish a national Māori emergency management advisory group. 

57. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Options 3, 4, and 

5 were proposed in the previous Bill. 
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Table 3: Initial assessment of options to strenghthen and enable iwi Māori participation in 

emergency management 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• CDEM Groups and iwi Māori have 

flexibility in how they work 

together. 

• Inconsistent relationships and 

arrangements between iwi Māori 

and CDEM Groups across New 

Zealand. 

• In some regions, the contribution 

of iwi Māori to emergency 

management is not maximised.  

• Iwi Māori are not “hardwired” into 

the emergency management 

System. 

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Address the roles of iwi 

Māori in plans, guidance, 

and other policy settings 

 

• CDEM Groups and iwi Māori have 

flexibility in how they work 

together. 

• Strengthens relationships between 

CDEM Groups and iwi Māori ahead 

of emergencies, resulting in better 

outcomes during and after an 

emergency. 

• Guidance may not be adhered to, 

so the risks of Option 1 would 

remain (but to a lesser extent). 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Require iwi Māori 

representation on CDEM 

Group decision-making 

structures 

• Iwi Māori would have a mandated 

role in how emergency 

management is carried out at the 

local government level. 

• If iwi Māori were represented on 

CDEM Groups, it may be 

inappropriate for them to have the 

same powers as the other 

representatives (mayors and 

regional council chairpersons) – for 

example, the power to declare a 

state of emergency. 

Option 4 (legislative): 

Require CDEM Groups to 

engage with iwi Māori 

during the development of 

CDEM Group plans 

• Reinforces existing requirements 

under the Local Government Act 

for local authorities to enable 

contributions to decision-making 

processes by Māori. 

• Strengthens relationships between 

CDEM Groups and iwi Māori, 

resulting in better outcomes 

during and after emergencies.  

• Not effective if CDEM Groups or 

iwi Māori don’t have time, 

capability or resources to engage. 

Option 5 (legislative): 

Require the Director to 

seek advice on Māori 

interests and knowledge to 

inform national level 

planning 

• Provides a formal mechanism for 

Māori interests and knowledge to 

be considered at the national level. 

• Supports the Māori–Crown 

relationship. 

• Not effective if iwi Māori don’t 

have time, capability or resources 

to engage. 

• If progressed alongside Option 4, 

may result in a duplication of effort 

by iwi Māori. 
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Q 
Consultation questions 

• Have we accurately captured the roles that iwi Māori play before, during and 

after emergencies?  

• How should iwi Māori be recognised in the emergency management system? 

• What should be the relationship between CDEM Groups and iwi Māori? 

• What should be the relationship between Coordinating Executive Groups and 

iwi Māori? 

• What would be the most effective way for iwi Māori experiences and 

mātauranga in emergency management to be provided to the Director?  

  

Issue 3: Strengthening and enabling community participation in 

emergency management  

58. Emergency management in New Zealand is based on the principle that everyone plays a role 

in managing their own risks and helping their families, neighbours, and people in their own 

networks. Communities make significant contributions in the immediate aftermath of an 

emergency and have an important role in risk reduction and resilience.  

59. Many parts of the community – including marae, churches, schools, non-government 

organisations, businesses, volunteers, and other community organisations – have a role in 

emergency management. They have skills, information, and other resources that they often 

can and want to offer during an emergency. 

60. For example, schools and marae are often used as community evacuation centres during 

emergencies because they can accommodate large numbers of people and are usually well-

known in the community. These resources are often used during an emergency to provide 

manaakitanga and welfare services for everyone in the local community who needs it.  

What’s the problem? 

61. One of the purposes of the CDEM Act is to encourage and enable communities to achieve 

acceptable levels of risk, and to provide for planning and preparation for emergencies and for 

response and recovery to these. However, there are situations where communities and 

community organisations who can and want to offer their knowledge, skills, or resources to 

support responses to emergencies being unable to connect with the formal emergency 

management system.  

62. For example, offers of skills, resources, or information in response and recovery are not 

always responded to in a timely way or used to the best effect. This is exacerbated when the 

process to dock into the formal emergency management system is unclear. This can mean 

some skills, information and resources are under-utilised or not adequately valued before, 

during and after an emergency. 
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“ 
With regard to the utilisation of the private sector, the philanthropic sector and 

contract resources, some respondents reported similar concerns that their offers of 

help were not responded to in a timely way or were not utilised to best effect. Many 

private businesses, from helicopter companies to transport and engineering providers, 

offered capability, services and resources to the region, during both response and 

recovery. Independent review into Hawke’s Bay CDEM Group’s response to Cyclone 

Gabrielle, p. 41. 

  

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

63. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: Communities’ ability to connect with the “formal” emergency 

management system is varied. 

b. Develop and update guidance and strengthen public education (non-

legislative): For example, NEMA could produce guidance or templates relating to:  

i. developing formal arrangements with local organisations before an emergency 

ii. processes for accepting offers of resource from the public, including being 

clear about what the CDEM Group will or won’t pay for 

iii. public engagement during the development of CDEM Group plans. 

c. Require CDEM Group plans to state how the Group will manage offers of 

resources from the public (legislative): CDEM Groups would need to define when 

and how they will accept offers of resource from their communities.  

64. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options below are new (except the status quo). 

Table 4: Initial assessment of options to enable the use of community resources more effectively 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• No additional upfront or 

implementation costs. 

• Can cause inefficiencies in 

response and recovery 

• Can cause mismatched 

expectations around tasking and 

reimbursement for expenses 

incurred by people in response and 

recovery, eroding relationships and 

trust between CDEM groups and 

their communities. 
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Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Develop and update 

guidance and strengthen 

public education  

• Better community awareness of 

what to do before and after an 

emergency. 

• Improved relationships, trust and 

expectations before an emergency 

happens, enabling response to 

happen more effectively and 

efficiently. 

• Could clarify when and how 

communities will be reimbursed for 

costs incurred during an 

emergency. 

• Guidance may not be adhered to, 

so the risks of Option 1 would 

remain (but to a lesser extent). 

• Because this would not be 

mandatory, CDEM Groups may 

need incentives (such as funding) 

to develop agreements with local 

organisations. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Require CDEM Group plans 

to state how the Group will 

manage offers of resources 

from the public 

• Could improve efficiencies of 

community involvement in 

response and recovery. 

• Requires CDEM Groups to have 

time, capability and funding to 

develop and implement. 

   

Issue 4: Recognising that people, businesses and communities are 

often the first to respond in an emergency  

65. Section 110 of the CDEM Act provides protection from liability where a person is acting under 

the direction of a CDEM Group, a Controller, or a Recovery Manager (as long as the action or 

omission doesn’t constitute bad faith or gross negligence). 

66. Section 108 of the CDEM Act enables compensation (in certain circumstances) for loss or 

damage to personal property, where the loss or damage is suffered while acting under the 

direction of the Director, a CDEM Group, a Controller, or a Recovery Manager.  

What’s the problem? 

67. People, businesses, and communities are often the first to respond in an emergency. They 

may need to take immediate action to help other people themselves before the official 

emergency management response starts. These actions may save lives or property or stop the 

emergency from getting worse. People and businesses may also need to use personal 

property to save lives before official responders arrive (for example, using privately owned 

inflatable boats to rescue stranded people). 

“ 
Many community members who did not have a formal role in the response also 

assisted in the rescue effort, using boats and helicopters to bring people to safety. 

Report of the Government Inquiry, p. 83. 

  

68. If these actions aren’t directed by a Controller or Police constable, there is no protection from 

civil liability for loss or damage. This may deter people from acting to save lives or prevent 

damage to property (where it is safe to do so) before the official response has started. This 

could be before a state of emergency has been declared.  
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69. Several written submissions on the previous Emergency Management Bill suggested that 

people should be protected from civil liability if they cause loss or damage to other people’s 

property when undertaking actions to protect life or property during an emergency. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

70. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: Protection from civil liability and compensation for loss or damage is not 

available for people who undertake actions in an emergency without direction from a 

Controller or constable.  

b. Provide for protection from civil liability for loss or damage (legislative): People 

would be protected from civil liability if they caused loss or damage while 

undertaking reasonable and significant emergency management actions in good 

faith, in circumstances where they were unable to seek or be given direction by a 

Controller or constable. 

c. Enable compensation for labour costs (legislative): Persons undertaking actions at 

the direction of a Controller or Constable would be eligible for compensation for 

labour costs in certain circumstances. For example, if a person or business such as a 

civil contractor with specialist skills is directed to do something in circumstances 

where there is not time to contract the use of their time (labour). 

71. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options below are new. 

Table 5: Initial assessment of options to improve protections from civil liability for undertaking 

emergency management activity in good faith 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• Does not incentivise possibly 

unsafe or unnecessary actions. 

• Encourages increased planning to 

identify possible needs, rather than 

people potentially working out of 

step with official emergency 

management priorities. 

• Does not recognise that individuals 

are often the first to respond in an 

emergency. 

• Could discourage individuals from 

taking urgent action to save lives 

or prevent damage to property. 

Option 2 (legislative): 

Provide for protection 

from civil liability 

• Supports the reality that people, 

businesses, and communities will 

often need to deal with an 

emergency themselves before the 

official response starts. 

• Potentially incentivises unsafe or 

unnecessary actions. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Enable compensation for 

labour costs 

• Consistency of how compensation 

is applied across a range of 

emergency scenarios, provided 

that activities are carried out in 

good faith. 

• Supports individuals and 

communities to assist in 

emergencies when needed. 

• Incurs unpredictable costs on the 

Government and local government, 

including administration costs. 

• Potentially incentivises unsafe or 

unnecessary actions. 
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Objective 2: Providing for clear responsibilities 
and accountabilities at the national, regional, 
and local levels 
72. Responsibility for different emergency management activities usually sits with the 

organisations that are responsible for that subject matter day to day. This approach makes 

the best use of the skills and expertise that exist across New Zealand and encourages 

emergency management to be considered “business-as-usual”. It also means the emergency 

management system is inherently complex – as a result, it’s critical that organisations know 

how they will work together and who will do what.  

73. Roles and responsibilities are defined at multiple levels (through the CDEM Act, the National 

CDEM Plan and CDEM Group plans, and lower-level operational planning), based on the level 

of flexibility or detail that is required. The Government wants to ensure there are clear lines of 

accountability for those who have responsibilities in the Act, and address potential barriers to 

keeping other roles and responsibilities up to date.   

Government decisions relating to this objective 

The Government has already agreed that the Emergency Management Bill will: 

• Recognise ambulance services as an emergency service. 

• Make the chief executive of NEMA hold the role of Director, reflecting NEMA’s 

establishment as a departmental agency. This role will be renamed to “Director-General”.8 

Issue 5: Clearer direction and control during an emergency 

74. Emergencies require a significant and coordinated response that goes beyond agencies’ 

normal powers and resources – it’s vital that: 

a. scarce resources can be prioritised to where they are most needed 

b. there is clear leadership and decision-making 

c. broader impacts are dealt with alongside the specific hazard. 

75. For example, a wildfire (or flood, earthquake, epidemic, terrorism, etc) can create wider 

consequences, such as wide-ranging welfare needs. These need to be managed in addition to 

dealing with the wildfire. This may have surpassed emergency services’ capacity to do so (and 

also deal with the wildfire) or significant coordination is required to respond because, for 

example, the consequences are occurring across multiple regions or impacting a significant 

number of people. 

76. The CDEM Act intends to provide a framework for strong operational leadership and 

coordination in these situations. Group Controllers are responsible for directing and 

coordinating the personnel, material, information, services, and any other resources that are 

made available to them during a local state of emergency. During a national state of 

 
8  For simplicity, this document only uses the current title. 
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emergency, the Director’s functions include directing and controlling the resources made 

available to them. 

77. Under the current National CDEM Plan, responsibility for managing the response to an 

emergency sits with “lead agencies” (at a national and local/regional level). The lead agency 

at the national level is determined by the specific hazard and its primary consequences to be 

managed in an emergency. For example, the lead agency for wildfires is Fire and Emergency 

New Zealand, the lead agency for geological hazards (such as earthquakes) is NEMA, and the 

lead agency for terrorism is New Zealand Police.9 While the National CDEM Plan identifies 

lead agencies at the local/regional level, it does not currently define their specific 

responsibilities. 

What’s the problem? 

78. Who has command and control10 of the overall operational response to an emergency is 

sometimes ambiguous – it is not explicit in the CDEM Act. This ambiguity is intensified when: 

• there is no declared state of emergency 

• the hazard that caused the emergency does not have a pre-determined lead agency  

• the emergency was caused by multiple hazards. 

79. This means that it can sometimes be unclear who is ultimately in charge of making decisions 

for the operational response to an emergency. This can create confusion, delayed decision 

making, and result in an uncoordinated response. 

80. Several past reviews have identified this ambiguity as an issue. For example, the independent 

external review of the Hawke’s Bay CDEM Group’s response to Cyclone Gabrielle found that 

without an overarching command structure to which all participants subscribe – with one 

entity directing and leading the response – the result will always be confusion, duplication, 

and even conflict.  

“ 
This manifested in a number of ways, including a lack of clarity about overall 

command and how command leadership was to be coordinated; patchy coordination 

and information flows; and unclear mission objectives, prioritisation, and tasking for 

first responders and partner agencies. Independent review into Hawke’s Bay CDEM 

Group’s response to Cyclone Gabrielle, p. 23. 

  

81. Similarly, the Government Inquiry identified concerns that there was a lack of clarity in 

command and control in the “locally led and nationally supported emergency response 

 

9  Separately, the National Risk Register identifies “risk-coordinating agencies” which are responsible for 

providing coordinated cross-agency advice about New Zealand’s most serious risks. Some of these risks aren’t 

relevant to the emergency management system. Risk-coordinating agencies’ responsibilities are outside the 

scope of this document.  

10  Under the Coordinated Incident Management System, “control” is the authority to set objectives and direct 

tasks across teams and organisations (and can include control over resources) within their capability and 

capacity. This does not include interference with that team, unit or organisation’s command authority or how 

its tasks are conducted. “Command” is the authority within a team, unit or organisation. Command cannot be 

exercised across teams, units or organisations unless specifically agreed. 
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framework”, which created confusion and at times made it unclear who was the lead and 

responsible.11 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: The agency dealing with the specific hazard (lead agency) is responsible 

for managing the response to the emergency. Group Controllers (in a local 

emergency) and the Director (in a national emergency) are responsible for 

coordinating and directing resources made available for emergency management. 

b. Require the agency dealing with the specific hazard to be the “Control Agency” 

(legislative). Make it explicit that the Control Agency is in charge of the overall 

operational response to an emergency, while the Group Controller (for a local 

emergency) or the Director (for a national emergency) manages the wider 

consequences in support of (and at the request of) the Control Agency. For example, 

Fire and Emergency New Zealand would be in charge of the overall operational 

response to a wildfire that became an emergency (including making decisions about 

and prioritising resources to manage the wider consequences), with the Group 

Controller or Director in support. 

Figure 2: Wildfire scenario – Hazard Agency as the Control Agency 

 

c. Require Group Controllers (local emergency) or the Director (national 

emergency) to be the “Control Agency” (legislative). Make it explicit that the 

Group Controller or Director manages the overall operational response to an 

emergency, including the ability to direct the agency dealing with the specific hazard. 

Group Controllers would have the power to coordinate resources made available 

during the response to an undeclared emergency.  

This option would not replace other agencies’ responsibility to deal with specific 

hazards or consequences. For example, Fire and Emergency New Zealand would 

continue to be responsible for putting out a wildfire that has caused an emergency, 

 
11  Report of the Government Inquiry, p. 63. 
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but the Group Controller or Director would be in charge of the overall operational 

response (including making decisions about how resources are prioritised). 

Figure 3: Wildfire scenario – Group Controller or Director as the Control Agency 

 

d. A unified control model between the agency dealing with the hazard and the 

Group Controller or Director (legislative). Make it explicit that the Group Controller 

or Director manages the wider consequences of the emergency while the “Hazard 

Agency” deals with the hazard that caused it. Both agencies would act independently, 

but with coordination between them.  

Figure 4: Wildfire scenario – unified control  

 

82. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options below are new (except the status quo). 
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Table 6: Initial assessment of options to clarify direction and control during an emergencies 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• Provides flexibility to decide who is 

in charge (for practical reasons or 

otherwise) based on the situation. 

• It is not always clear that the 

agency responsible for dealing 

with the hazard is expected to 

manage the wider operational 

response, and that agency may not 

have the skills, experience, or 

resources to do so effectively. 

• Confusion about how other parties 

(e.g. support agencies) are 

expected to support the response 

can lead to: 

o inaction by some parties that 

may not see themselves as part 

of the response  

o delays in early decision-making 

and confusion around how 

resources are prioritised. 

Option 2 (legislative): 

Require the agency dealing 

with the specific hazard to 

be the “Control Agency”  

 

• Clarity upfront supports better 

planning and, when an emergency 

occurs, reduces time of ambiguity 

for immediate decision-making.  

• The agency in charge would always 

have subject matter expertise 

about the hazard that caused the 

emergency. 

• Provides a single point of 

accountability. 

• The agency responsible for dealing 

with the hazard may not have the 

skills, experience, or resources to 

manage the broader consequences 

of the emergency. 

• It may be unclear who is the 

Control Agency and how resources 

should be prioritised during the 

beginning of a multi-hazard 

emergency (i.e. there may be two 

or more agencies managing 

different hazards). 

• Could create inefficiencies, with 

each Control Agency needing to 

maintain relationships with the 

same partner agencies. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Require Group Controllers 

(local emergency) or the 

Director (national 

emergency) to be the 

“Control Agency” 

 

• Creates efficiencies by building on 

the existing functions of the 

Director and CDEM Groups to plan 

for and respond to emergencies.  

• Clarity upfront supports better 

planning and, when an emergency 

occurs, reduces time of ambiguity 

for immediate decision-making.  

• Provides a single point of 

accountability. 

• May reduce costs to agencies that 

have previously been expected to 

both deal with the hazard and 

manage the wider operational 

response to an emergency.  

• Increased investment and training 

may be required to ensure 

Controllers have the capability to 

be the Control Agency for all types 

of hazards. 
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Option 4 (legislative): A 

unified control model 

between the agency 

dealing with the hazard 

and the Group Controller 

or Director 

• May not take as long to implement 

as it does not require additional 

capability building across agencies. 

• Provides flexibility to include 

multiple agencies as decision-

makers during multi-hazard 

emergencies. 

• Agreement may not be reached 

efficiently, delaying decision 

making and prioritisation. 

• Risks duplication, inefficiency, and 

uncoordinated or conflicting 

decisions if tasking or resourcing is 

done by multiple people. 

• No agency has the overall 

accountability for leading the 

operational response. 

   

Q 
Consultation questions 

• Do you think more fundamental changes are needed to the way direction and 

control works during the response to an emergency? If so, why?  

  

Issue 6: Strengthening the regional tier of emergency management 

83. The Government’s response to the Inquiry noted that locally led delivery of emergency 

management is a strength of our system. Local authorities are better placed than central 

government to understand and manage the risks communities face and partner with them to 

build resilience.  

84. The 2018 Technical Advisory Group report into better responses to natural disasters and other 

emergencies (the TAG report) found that CDEM Groups have taken different approaches to 

providing emergency management which has impacted effectiveness and confidence in the 

system.  The TAG report found that “approaches are not always collaborative” and that some 

local authorities “do not buy-in to the joint planning and implementation activities”. The 

Government agreed that local authorities should engage fully in the regional approach that 

was the intent of the CDEM Act.  

85. The Government’s response to the Government Inquiry noted that many CDEM Groups’ 

resourcing and business models are limiting their effectiveness. The Government considered 

alternatives to local government delivery of emergency management (including central 

government delivery) but concluded that a whole of society approach to emergency 

management is best done through locally led delivery. Strengthening the regional tier of 

emergency management and having clearer roles and responsibilities in legislation would 

support that. 

What’s the problem? 

86. Local authorities can act independently of the Group and do not have to fully buy into what 

the CDEM Group decides jointly. This does not support a strong regional tier of emergency 

management and is not meeting the intent of the CDEM Act of joint coordinated governance 

of emergency management at a regional scale. 

87. There is variability in the way CDEM Groups and local authorities organise emergency 

management in their areas and determine who is employed by and accountable to who. Lines 
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of accountability may be unclear, overlapping, and inappropriate, and inconsistent between 

CDEM Groups. 

88. Coordinating Executive Groups have varied levels of engagement by their members which 

means that they are not as effective as was intended in supporting the CDEM Groups with 

planning advice and implementing CDEM Group decisions and plans. 

89. We have identified three key problems relating to the regional tier of emergency 

management:  

a. overlapping CDEM Group and local authority roles and responsibilities 

b. inconsistent organisation and lines of accountability 

c. variable performance of Coordinating Executive Groups. 

6.1: Resolving overlapping CDEM Group and local authority roles and 

responsibilities 

90. The CDEM Act sets out that local authorities are both individually as well as jointly 

responsible for emergency management. The CDEM Group and each local authority member 

has the same functions in emergency management. There is no distinction between what the 

CDEM Group is responsible for (local authorities jointly) and what each local authority is 

responsible for individually.  

91. Local authorities must participate in CDEM Groups and must pay for emergency management 

activities that they agree to pay for. Emergency management activities agreed by the CDEM 

Group needs to be adequately funded by its member local authorities or this undermines the 

benefits of joint governance at a regional level. The Government’s response to the TAG report 

proposed that CDEM Groups should be required to publicly report to their communities and 

to the Government on expenditure and performance against the CDEM Group plan. This is to 

enable the community and the Government to hold local authorities to account for providing 

adequate funding to implement the CEDEM Group’s decisions. 

92. The overlap of the functions of local authorities and the CDEM Group in the CDEM Act may 

be causing inconsistency, duplication, and gaps in how emergency management is governed, 

planned, and delivered. It means that local authorities do not have to fully buy into what the 

CDEM Group decides jointly, as they can choose to do emergency management 

independently of the Group.  

93. This does not support a strong regional tier of emergency management. This is not fully 

meeting the intent of the CDEM Act of joint coordinated governance to ensure there is 

integrated cross-boundary hazard identification and risk management, and joint planning 

and funding of emergency management at a regional scale. It is also not clear that local 

authorities are expected to fund and deliver on joint CDEM Group decisions. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: The CDEM Group and its member local authorities have overlapping 

functions and duties in emergency management. 

b. Provide distinct responsibilities for CDEM Groups and their local authority 

members (legislative): CDEM Groups make governance, planning, and funding 
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decisions about emergency management in the region, and monitor delivery of plans 

by local authorities. CDEM Groups manage emergency responses, delegating to local 

authority members and Local Controllers/Recovery Managers to manage local area 

emergencies.  Each local authority supports the Group through funding and 

delivering on what the Group has decided. 

c. Require CDEM Group plans to state how each member will fund and deliver on 

the functions and decisions of the CDEM Group (legislative): Expand 

requirements of Group Plans to include details on how each member will fund 

delivery. Strengthen accountability mechanisms, for example, by reporting on 

expenditure and performance for delivery of the Plan. 

94. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Option 2 was 

proposed in the previous Bill. 

95. The current system is based on mandatory CDEM Groups of local authorities which was 

intended to support integrated, region-wide emergency management. Both the TAG report 

and the Government Inquiry said that this model was not broken but should be strengthened. 

However, there are other ways that emergency management could be delivered. For example, 

by having emergency management delivered only at the national level, or making individual 

local authorities responsible for emergency management (with the ability to form CDEM 

Groups with other councils voluntarily). This would involve making large-scale fundamental 

changes to the system that we have not assessed at this stage.  

Table 7: Initial assessment of options to resolve overlapping CDEM Group and local authority roles 

and responsibilities 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo  

 

• Allows flexibility within and 

between CDEM Groups and local 

authorities to prioritise and 

implement emergency 

management activities as they see 

fit. 

• May cause inconsistency, 

duplication, and gaps in how 

emergency management is 

governed, planned, funded and 

delivered in each region. The 

purpose and intent of the CDEM 

Act may not be adequately met. 

Option 2 (legislative): 

Provide distinct 

responsibilities for CDEM 

Groups and their local 

authority members 

• Strengthen the performance of 

CDEM Groups and local authorities 

by reducing duplication of effort. 

• Local authorities would still have 

flexibility to deliver emergency 

management individually or jointly. 

• Local authorities may consider 

there is more burden on them to 

deliver or conversely that 

governance and planning roles are 

being taken away from them.  

• Changes in where local authority 

costs fall and/or increase in costs 

overall depending on how CDEM 

Groups and local authorities 

currently operate and the degree 

to which a separation of 

responsibilities results in the 

desired change in performance.  
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Option 3 (legislative): 

Require CDEM Group plans 

to state how each member 

will fund and deliver on the 

functions and decisions of 

the CDEM Group 

 

• Clarify expectations and improve 

accountability and performance. 

Does not create additional 

expectations but ensures existing 

responsibilities are being met. 

• Clearer expectations for delivery 

reduce overall costs during and 

after emergencies. 

• Time and potential costs for CDEM 

Group members to agree and 

implement delivery expectations.  

• May still lead to inconsistency in 

how emergency management is 

governed, planned, funded and 

delivered in each region. 

   

6.2: Providing for clear and consistent organisation and accountability for 

emergency management 

96. Civil Defence Emergency Management Groups (and each member local authority) are 

required to provide for suitably trained and competent staff, including volunteers, and an 

appropriate organisational structure for those staff, and material, services, information, and 

any other resources for effective civil defence emergency management in its area.  

97. Currently, CDEM Groups across the country are organised according to what they think works 

best for their area and one Group will be organised differently from another. Excluding 

unitary authorities, there are three models operating throughout the CDEM Groups: 

a. Centralised model – the Group has emergency management staff who work with local 

authority staff to deliver the work programme. 

b. Decentralised model – the Group has emergency management staff, and each local 

authority in the Group also has their own emergency management staff who may act 

independently of the Group work programme. 

c. Hybrid model – the Group has emergency management staff working with some local 

authorities, but some local authorities are acting independently. 

98. This is leading to inconsistencies in the way emergency management is being delivered 

across the regions. For example, in one of the areas operating under a decentralised model, 

each local authority follows their own work programme. As a result, the Group has been 

unable to progress some of their initiatives as their priorities differ from those of the local 

authority. Alternatively, in an area operating under a hybrid model, there has been difficulty 

engaging with the local authorities who employ their own emergency management staff and 

obtaining meaningful information during CDEM Group or Coordinating Executive Group 

meetings. 

99. The Government Inquiry noted that there needs to be clarity about roles and accountabilities 

between the regional (CDEM Group) and local levels (local authorities), including Group 

Controllers, CDEM Groups, and the Chairs and chief executives of regional councils.  

“ 
This lack of clarity reduced the regional oversight of hazards and muddled effective 

implementation of the emergency management system. Report of the Government 

Inquiry, p. 62. 

  

100. In particular, the Inquiry noted that the roles and accountability lines of Group Controllers 

and Local Controllers are unclear, with multiple reporting lines and layers of accountability.  
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“ 
Group controllers are often employed by a regional council, while local controllers are 

usually a local council employee with controller responsibilities in addition to their 

substantive role. This means controllers are accountable to the CDEM Group for their 

emergency management responsibilities but also have an employment relationship 

with the local authority that employs them. Report of the Government Inquiry, p. 62. 

  

101. The Inquiry recommended making the chief executive of each local authority hold the 

statutory office of Local Controller, with the ability to delegate to suitably qualified individuals 

(while retaining overall accountability). 

102. There is variability in the way CDEM Groups and local authorities organise emergency 

management in their areas and determine who is employed by and accountable to who. As a 

result, lines of accountability between the CDEM Group, local authority members, chief 

executives, emergency management staff, and statutory officers such as Controllers and 

Recovery Managers, may not be in line with what the CDEM Act and guidance intended. Lines 

of accountability may be unclear, overlapping, or inappropriate, and are inconsistent between 

CDEM Groups. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: CDEM Groups and local authorities can employ, manage and organise 

emergency management staff and Controllers and Recovery Managers, and resources 

in various ways to undertake emergency management in the area. 

b. Update guidance and provide models for how CDEM Groups and local 

authorities could organise emergency management in their region (non-

legislative): Provide guidance and models for how CDEM Groups and local 

authorities employ, manage and organise staff, Controllers and Recovery Managers, 

and resources for flexible emergency management with appropriate lines of 

accountability. This could include guidance on how Controllers and Recovery 

Managers are employed and managed, as well as management and organisation of 

resources for flexible emergency management while ensuring clear and appropriate 

lines of accountability.  

c. Make the CDEM Group responsible for organising emergency management 

functions (legislative): CDEM Groups would explicitly be made responsible for 

employing, managing, organising and accommodating emergency management staff, 

Group Controllers, Group Recovery Managers, and other resources to carry out the 

CDEM Group’s functions. In practice, the administering authority (a regional council 

or unitary authority) would carry out this responsibility on the CDEM Group’s behalf. 

d. Retain flexibility but make the chief executive of each local authority hold the 

role of Controller and Recovery Manager (legislative): The chief executives of 

each local authority would have the functions and powers of a Local Controller and 

Recovery Manager. Where a CDEM Group is made up of multiple local authorities, the 

CDEM Group would be required to appoint one council’s chief executive as the Group 

Controller and Recovery Manager. Chief executives could delegate these functions 

and powers to suitably qualified individuals, but would retain overall accountability. 

CDEM Groups would still have the flexibility to organise their wider emergency 

management functions as they see fit. 
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103. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options below are new (except the status quo). 

Table 8: Initial assessment of options to providing for clear and consistent organisation and 

accountability for emergency management 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo  • Flexibility for CDEM Groups and 

local authorities to decide, in 

consultation with their 

communities, what organisational, 

employment and accountability 

arrangements work for them. 

• Lines of accountability between 

the CDEM Group, local authority 

members, chief executives, 

emergency management staff and 

statutory officers such as 

Controllers and Recovery 

Managers may be unclear, 

overlapping, inappropriate, and 

inconsistent between CDEM 

Groups. 

• Does not support an effective 

response to larger-scale regional 

or national level emergencies. 

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Update guidance and 

provide models for how 

CDEM Groups and local 

authorities could organise 

emergency management in 

their region 

 

 

• Retains flexibility for CDEM Groups 

and local authorities to decide, in 

consultation with their 

communities, what organisational 

and accountability arrangements 

work for them. 

• May help provide for lines of 

accountability which are clear, 

appropriate and consistent 

between CDEM Groups. 

• Recognises that each local 

authority area has different 

geographical, demographic, and 

hazard contexts to consider, so a 

one size fits all model might not 

suit some areas. 

• As guidance is not mandatory, 

some risks of Option 1 may remain. 

In particular, this option does not 

fully support having clear and 

appropriate lines of accountability 

across all CDEM Groups, including 

for interoperable responses to 

larger-scale regional or national 

level events. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Make the CDEM Group 

responsible for organising 

emergency management 

functions  

• Lines of accountability are clear, 

not overlapping, appropriate, and 

consistent across New Zealand. 

• Provides long term certainty and a 

model for local authorities about 

who delivers what and how. 

• Having all CDEM Groups and local 

authorities operating within the 

same organisational and 

accountability model supports 

interoperable responses to larger-

scale regional or national level 

events.  

• Reduces flexibility for CDEM 

Groups and local authorities to 

decide, in consultation with their 

communities, what organisational 

and accountability arrangements 

work for them. 

• A “one size fits all” model may not 

suit some regions. 

• Costs of change in those areas 

which are not currently organised 

in line with the mandated model. 
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Option 4: (legislative): 

Retain flexibility but make 

the chief executive of each 

local authority hold the 

role of Controller and 

Recovery Manager 

• Makes council chief executives 

accountable for the performance 

of Controller/Recovery Manager 

functions and powers 

• Clearer lines of accountability 

between Controllers/Recovery 

Managers and the wider council. 

• Risk that some chief executives 

decide not to delegate their Local 

Controller/Recovery Manager 

duties and are not suitably 

qualified or do not have the time 

available to undertake those roles. 

   

6.3: Strengthening the performance of Coordinating Executive Groups 

104. The Coordinating Executive Group is responsible for providing advice to the CDEM Group; 

implementing the decisions of the CDEM Group; and overseeing the implementation, 

development, maintenance, monitoring, and evaluation of the CDEM Group plan. The 

Coordinating Executive Group should operate as the engine of emergency management 

because these Executives hold the funding and operational levers to implement governance 

decisions. It is therefore important that there is good, consistent, and meaningful 

participation in Coordinating Executive Group. 

105. There are varied levels of engagement in Coordinating Executive Group throughout the 

country. In some cases, attendance at meetings is inconsistent or delegated. Where 

participation in Coordinating Executive Group is happening, it is not necessarily seen as a 

meaningful activity and often treated as a formality. In some areas, this may be leading to 

ineffective advice to CDEM Groups, and failure to effectively implement and monitor CDEM 

Group decisions and plans and oversee planning processes. 

106. The lack of meaningful engagement in Coordinating Executive Groups has impacted their 

ability to properly debate issues or approve items, resulting in delayed decision making. This 

has included issues such as the appointment of Controllers, agreement on budgets or 

planning timelines, and staffing requirements for training and exercises. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: Responsibilities for local authorities and some other entities to engage in 

CDEM Group activities are set out in the CDEM Act. The Director may intervene where 

performance is not meeting expectations. 

b. Provide more specific expectations on members of the Coordinating Executive 

Group supported by good practice guidance (legislative): For example, clearly 

describing what implementing decisions of the Group means. 

c. Require the Coordinating Executive Group to report to the Director on how and 

to what extent it has delivered on its functions under the CDEM Act (legislative): 

This could include reporting on attendances and what decisions it has undertaken, 

including how decisions have been implemented by the members of the 

Coordinating Executive Group in a given reporting period. 

d. Remove the ability for Coordinating Executive Group members to delegate 

membership, or require these entities to have a single, specified delegate 

(legislative): Requires one appointed person to attend the Coordinating Executive 

Groups, this being either the responsible person as named through the Bill, or a 

suitably qualified delegate, to ensure consistency and support working relationships. 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 90 

  

 

Discussion document: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management legislation 32 

107. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options below are new (except the status quo). 

Table 9: Initial assessment of options to strengthen the performance of Coordinating Executive 

Groups 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo  

 

• No additional upfront or 

implementation costs. 

• Risks delayed decision making and 

ineffective implementation and 

monitoring of CDEM Group 

decisions and plans. 

Option 2 (legislative): 

Provide more specific 

expectations on members 

of the Coordinating 

Executive Group supported 

by good practice guidance 

• Strengthening requirements, 

supported by guidance and 

assurance, could clarify 

expectations for parties and create 

greater accountability and 

mandate to understand, advise on 

or improve performance across the 

emergency management system. 

• Does not create additional 

expectations but specifies and 

ensures existing responsibilities are 

being met. 

• Costs to local authorities, and 

others, to deliver on existing 

expectations.  

• Costs for the Director to review 

performance and intervene if 

necessary. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Require the Coordinating 

Executive Group to report 

to the Director on how and 

to what extent it has 

delivered on its functions 

under the CDEM Act  

• Provides a formal mechanism for 

assurance of Coordinating 

Executive Group performance. 

• Risks shifting responsibility for 

Coordinating Executive Group 

performance to the Director rather 

than the CDEM Group, 

undermining local leadership.   

• Costs for the Director to review 

performance and intervene if 

necessary.  

Option 4 (legislative): 

Remove the ability for 

Coordinating Executive 

Group members to 

delegate membership, or 

require these entities to 

have a single, specified 

delegate 

• May enable better relationships 

between Coordinating Executive 

Group members and retention of 

relevant knowledge and context 

around issues, leading to more 

meaningful input. 

• No additional costs expected as 

local authority chief executives 

already have responsibilities to 

participate in Coordinating 

Executive Group (so this option 

does not create additional 

expectations). 

• Local authorities may need 

additional support and guidance to 

transition to this. 

• Removes flexibility for 

Coordinating Executive Group 

members to determine attendance 

on a case-by-case basis, may make 

it difficult to achieve quorum. 

   

Q 
Consultation questions 

• Do you think more fundamental changes are needed to the way emergency 

management is delivered at the local government level (for example, the 

CDEM Group-based model)? If so, why? 
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Issue 7: Keeping emergency management plans up to date 

108. One of the purposes of the CDEM Act is to integrate national and local emergency 

management planning and activity. The Act does this by requiring two statutory planning 

documents: 

a. The Minister must produce a National CDEM Plan that states the hazards and risks 

to be managed at the national level, and the emergency management necessary to 

manage these hazards and risks. The National CDEM Plan is secondary legislation, 

made by the Governor-General as an Order in Council. A person or organisation that 

is given emergency management responsibilities in the National CDEM Plan must 

take all necessary steps to carry them out. 

b. Each CDEM Group is required to produce a CDEM Group plan that sets out the 

hazards and risks to be managed by the CDEM Group, and the emergency 

management necessary to manage these hazards and risks. A person or organisation 

that is given emergency management responsibilities in a CDEM Group plan must 

take all necessary steps to carry them out. 

109. Among other things, these plans set out key roles and responsibilities at the national and 

local levels. Having clear roles and responsibilities is essential for agencies and individuals to 

know what they are expected to do and how they will work together before, during, and after 

an emergency. Done well, it also enables clear lines of accountability. 

110. National and local planning is aligned through a National CDEM Strategy prepared by the 

Minister on behalf of the Crown. The National CDEM Plan and CDEM Group plans must not 

be inconsistent with the Strategy, which is secondary legislation. 

Related issue 

The content of CDEM Group plans is discussed in Issue 9. 

What’s the problem? 

111. The National CDEM Plan and CDEM Group plans set out what different people and 

organisations are required to do, but keeping these roles and responsibilities up to date is 

hampered by: 

a. the requirement to undertake a full review process before targeted but “more than 

minor” changes can be made to CDEM Group plans or the National CDEM Plan 

b. the National CDEM Plan is made by Order in Council, making it less flexible than 

other forms of secondary legislation 

c. a requirement to present a draft National CDEM Plan to the House of Representatives 

for at least 90 days before the Minister recommends it is made by Order in Council. 

112. Because updating these plans is administratively burdensome, it can be difficult to make 

changes that reflect lessons from recent emergencies, changing responsibilities, or the latest 

understanding of the hazard and risk environment.  
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113. This problem has also been identified in the review of Auckland Flood Response12 and 

through NEMA’s work to improve catastrophic readiness with national agencies. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: Minor amendments to the National CDEM Plan and CDEM Group plans 

can be made without a review. Any larger changes require a full review of the plan. 

b. Enable targeted, “more than minor” amendments to the National CDEM Plan 

and CDEM Group plans (legislative): Enable targeted amendments in the National 

CDEM Plan and CDEM Group plans so roles and responsibilities and other matters 

can be updated without a full review. For example, if a new hazard is identified, or risk 

profile changes, a targeted amendment would enable this hazard or risk (and who is 

responsible for managing it) to be added to the relevant plan.  

c. The National CDEM Plan isn’t required to be made by Order in Council, but 

retains its legislative status (legislative): This would simplify the process to develop 

and amend the National CDEM Plan, and potentially enable a more flexible format. 

114. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Option 3 was 

partially proposed in the previous Bill. 

Table 10: Initial assessment of options to keep emergency management plans up to date 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• Roles and responsibilities (and 

other arrangements) subject to 

review every 5 years.   

• The National CDEM Plan, as 

secondary legislation, is a statutory 

document which requires 

compliance. 

• It is administratively difficult to 

change CDEM Group Plans when 

responsibilities change.   

• The National CDEM Plan is not as 

easy to review and update as 

CDEM Groups plans. 

Option 2: (legislative) 

Enable targeted, “more 

than minor” amendments 

to the National CDEM Plan 

and CDEM Group plans 

 

• Reduces barriers to updating roles 

and responsibilities in statutory 

plans. 

• New hazards, changes in risk 

profile or agency responsibilities 

can be updated more easily.  

• Risk that some amendments to 

plans may not go through 

sufficient consultation. 

Option 3 (legislative): The 

National CDEM Plan isn’t 

required to be made by 

Order in Council, but 

retains its legislative status 

• May enable the National CDEM 

Plan to be drafted more flexibly. 

• Easier to amend than through a full 

Order in Council process. 

• Retains legislative effect. 

• Balance between flexibility and 

certainty – more frequent changes 

to the National CDEM Plan would 

need to be supported by effective 

implementation across the system. 

   

  

 
12  Bush International Consulting (2023). Auckland Flood Response Review, p. 24. 
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Objective 3: Enabling a higher minimum 
standard of emergency management 
115. Emergency management responsibilities sit in multiple parts of the system. For example, 

many hazards are managed by local authorities, with risk management choices informed by 

their communities’ aspirations and their unique social, economic, and geographic features.  

116. This devolved approach is a strength. At the same time, the Government wants to ensure the 

emergency management system is delivering acceptable outcomes for people in every part 

of New Zealand. The Government Inquiry echoed a key message from previous reviews and 

the National Disaster Resilience Strategy: the need for stronger national direction, standard-

setting, and assurance across the system. 

Government decisions relating to this objective 

The Government has already agreed that the Emergency Management Bill will: 

• Require Local Controllers appointed by a CDEM Group to be suitably qualified and 

experienced. This is already required for Group Controllers, Group Recovery Managers, and 

Local Recovery Managers. 

Issue 8: Stronger national direction and assurance 

117. The CDEM Act gives emergency management responsibilities to a range of people and 

organisations across the 4 Rs, including central government, local authorities, lifeline utilities, 

emergency services, and statutory officers such as Controllers and Recovery Managers. 

Further responsibilities can be set through subsidiary instruments like the National CDEM 

Plan, CDEM Group plans, and regulations made under the Act. 

118. When they are being delivered effectively, these responsibilities contribute to improving our 

resilience to emergencies in a way that contributes to the wellbeing and safety of the public 

and the protection of property. 

What’s the problem? 

119. The CDEM Act provides few levers to ensure parties with responsibilities under the Act are 

meeting them at the expected level. Without the right mix of tools to ensure responsibilities 

are being performed effectively, there is a risk that the purpose of the CDEM Act will not be 

adequately met. 

120. The Government Inquiry found that the monitoring and assurance of the emergency 

management system needed to be strengthened. It also recommended that appropriate 

powers and authority be provided to set standards and fulfil an assurance function. 

121. We have identified two key problems relating to national direction and assurance: 

a. the Director’s mandate to set expectations and monitor performance 

b. limited mandate to intervene and address performance issues. 
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8.1: Strengthening the Director’s mandate to set expectations and monitor 

performance 

122. The CDEM Act gives the Director the function of monitoring the performance of CDEM 

Groups and other persons with responsibilities under the CDEM Act. It also enables:  

a. the Director to issue guidelines, codes, or technical standards (these documents do 

not need to be followed) 

b. certain mandatory requirements to be set through regulations.  

123. Because regulations are relatively inflexible, NEMA has traditionally relied on non-legislative 

guidelines and technical standards to set expectations about administrative, operational, or 

other detailed matters. These documents are not always followed, leading to an inconsistent 

standard of emergency management across New Zealand. 

124. The Director’s function of monitoring the performance of parties with responsibilities under 

the Act doesn’t provide an explicit mandate to provide assurance that the emergency 

management system is working effectively as a whole. This may be leading to gaps in the 

expectations being set – for example, if issues cut across multiple parties’ responsibilities 

under the Act. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

125. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: the Director has the function of monitoring the performance of persons 

with responsibilities under the CDEM Act and the power to issue guidelines, codes, or 

technical standards. The Act also enables certain mandatory requirements to be set 

through regulations. 

b. Increased guidance and strengthened governance (non-legislative): This could 

include updating, developing and publishing guidance material or strengthening 

governance to enable this mandate (for example, using existing national risk 

governance structures such as the National Hazards Board as a mechanism to assure 

the performance of those with responsibilities under the CDEM Act).   

c. Enable a wider range of mandatory standards to be set through rules 

(legislative): Rules would be secondary legislation made by the Director, prescribing 

matters of detail or procedure that may be unsuitable for regulations. For example, 

rules could prescribe how CDEM Groups are required to provide, control, and operate 

emergency warning systems. 

d. Give the Director the function of monitoring the performance of the emergency 

management system (legislative): The Director would be explicitly responsible for 

assessing whether the emergency management system is achieving the purpose of 

the Act.  

126. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Option 3 was 

partially proposed in the previous Bill. 
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Table 11: Initial assessment of options to strengthen the Director’s mandate for assurance 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• Encourages strong relationships to 

influence performance. 

• Relies on identification of non-

performance, rather than 

mandatory requirements to report 

against performance standards. 

• If no one is actively ensuring that 

parties perform their 

responsibilities, then there is a risk 

that the purpose of the CDEM Act 

will not be adequately met. 

• Not meeting responsibilities can 

create greater costs to 

government, individuals, and 

communities during and after 

emergencies. 

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Increased guidance and 

strengthened governance 

 

• May be more efficient relative to 

other options (including through 

lower implementation costs) as it 

builds on existing relationships 

across parties to influence 

performance, and on existing 

guidance, governance, and 

assurance functions. 

• Non-enforceable so does not 

guarantee greater oversight or 

consistency of performance as it 

relies on relationships and good 

will to influence performance. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Enable a wider range of 

mandatory standards to be 

set through rules  

 

• Provides clear expectations about 

what good practice looks like and 

how to follow it.  

• Creates mandatory requirements, 

ensuring greater compliance and 

more consistent levels of 

performance. 

• Provides the flexibility to reflect 

changing circumstances more 

quickly and easily than regulations.  

• Those subject to new rules may 

incur compliance costs to meet 

them. 

Option 4 (legislative): Give 

the Director the function of 

monitoring the 

performance of the 

emergency management 

system 

 

• Would strengthen the mandate of 

the Director to increase oversight 

of, identify, and address 

performance issues across the 

emergency management system. 

• Enhances the single point of 

accountability for overseeing the 

performance of the emergency 

management system. 

• May require investment to support 

the Director to fulfil their 

monitoring and assurance 

functions. 

• Need to ensure appropriate 

mechanisms for oversight and 

assurance that the Director is also 

fulfilling their functions. 

   

8.2: Strengthening the mandate to intervene and address performance issues  

127. Under a state of emergency or the imminent threat of an emergency, the Minister may direct 

the Director, CDEM Groups, or any other person to perform or exercise or cease any functions, 

duties, or powers conferred on that person under the Act. The Minister can require these 

actions to be performed under the control and to the satisfaction of the Director.  

128. Outside a declared emergency or imminent threat of emergency, there are few mechanisms 

for the Director or Minister to address performance issues when parties are not sufficiently 

meeting their responsibilities under the Act: 
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a. The Director has the power to act on the default of others if they fail to commence or 

complete their functions or duties within a reasonable time. However, this power only 

applies to situations where functions or duties have not been carried out – not where 

they have been carried out below an acceptable standard. 

b. The Director has all the powers that are reasonably necessary or expedient to enable 

them to perform their functions – for example, the Director could communicate 

concerns about performance issues to support their function of promoting 

emergency management that is consistent with the Act. 

c. The Director may, for the purpose of protecting the public, publish statements 

relating to any emergency, or to the performance or non-performance of any duty 

imposed on any person by or under the CDEM Act. This may incentivise parties to 

improve their performance but does not require them to. 

d. Under the Inquiries Act 2013, one or more Ministers may establish a Government 

Inquiry where they are satisfied that a matter of public importance requires an 

inquiry. However, this intervention is not necessarily immediate and may take time to 

translate to action.  

129. This means that even when parties are failing to carry out their functions and duties 

effectively, there is limited ability to take immediate action to address performance issues. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

130. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: There are limited powers of intervention in the CDEM Act to ensure 

performance against existing responsibilities 

b. Provide the Director with the power to issue compliance orders (legislative): If 

the Director reasonably believed that a party was breaching a legal requirement 

under the Act, they could issue a compliance order. Compliance orders would require 

the party to remedy the breach in a reasonable time, and may make 

recommendations about the measures that could be taken to remedy it. This option 

would require appropriate checks and balances and could potentially be limited to 

breaches by certain parties, or breaches of specific legal requirements. 

c. Expand the Minister’s existing powers of intervention (legislative): The Minister 

would have the power to intervene in certain situations outside a declared emergency 

or imminent threat of emergency, if there were concerns about the performance of 

legal responsibilities. For example, the Minister could be given the power to direct 

parties to carry out (or stop carrying out) their functions, duties, or powers during a 

transition period. As with the option above, appropriate checks and balances on 

these powers would be required. 

131. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options below are new (except the status quo). 
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Table 12: Initial assessment of options to strengthen the mandate to intervene and direct action 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• Uses existing relationships to 

influence action. 
• Limited ability to direct immediate 

change when there are issues with 

performance. 

• Underperformance of parties can 

create greater costs to 

government, individuals, and 

communities during and after 

emergencies. 

Option 2 (legislative): 

Provide the Director with 

the power to issue 

compliance orders 

• Provides parties with an 

opportunity to avoid prosecution 

by addressing breaches within a 

reasonable time. 

• Enables intervention when parties 

have not performed their legal 

responsibilities adequately or to 

expected standards.   

• Compliance costs to relevant 

parties if action is required to 

address any identified performance 

issues. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Expand the Minister’s 

existing powers of 

intervention 

• Strengthens Minister’s ability to 

seek assurance of performance 

outside an emergency. 

• Provides the ability to 

intervene/direct action. 

• Could provide a mechanism for 

intervention of last resort if there 

are issues of non-compliance. 

• There is precedent of such powers 

being available to Ministers 

through other statutes (e.g. 

Resource Management Act 1991, 

Health Act 1956, etc). 

• While a new power would have 

checks and balances to protect 

against misuse, this could create 

significant discretion for the 

Minister to determine adequacy of 

performance which could 

potentially be used to override 

local decision-making. 

• Requires the Minister to have 

increased operational oversight, 

which may not be appropriate in 

all circumstances. Caveats around 

what sort of action could not be 

directed may be required. 

   

Q 
Consultation questions  

• Which aspects of emergency management would benefit from greater national 

consistency or direction?  

  

Issue 9: Strengthening local hazard risk management 

132. Most emergencies happen at a local or regional scale and are managed by local authorities, 

both individually and through CDEM Groups. Local authorities, informed by local knowledge, 

are better placed than central government to understand the parts of a river that are likely to 

flood, the communities and infrastructure that are at risk, and what kind of response will be 

needed. They also have a range of tools to manage hazards under other legislation (such as 

the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Building Act 2004).  

133. One of the purposes of the CDEM Act is to encourage and enable communities to achieve 

acceptable levels of risk. The Act does this by requiring CDEM Groups and their member local 

authorities to identify, assess, and manage relevant hazards, consult and communicate with 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 98 

  

 

Discussion document: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management legislation 40 

communities about risk, and implement cost-effective risk reduction. CDEM Groups 

determine what is an “acceptable” level of risk, and the most appropriate way to manage it in 

their areas. 

134. Many of these hazard risk management responsibilities are recorded in CDEM Group plans. 

Each CDEM Group is required to develop a plan that states the hazards to be managed by the 

Group and the emergency management necessary to manage them.  

135. CDEM Group plans must not be inconsistent with the National CDEM Strategy, and must take 

into account any guidelines, codes, or technical standards issued by the Director.   

Related issue 

The process to develop and amend CDEM Group plans is discussed in Issue 7. 

What’s the problem? 

136. One of the reasons CDEM Groups were established was to bring the different hazard risk 

management tools held by territorial authorities and regional councils together, so they can 

be used in an integrated and coordinated way.  

137. However, this isn’t consistently happening in practice. For example, CDEM Group plans are 

key instruments for driving action across the 4 Rs, but some focus mainly on the activities of 

the Group Office instead of taking a whole-of-region view (including assigning specific 

responsibilities to local authorities, emergency services, and other regional agencies). It is also 

ambiguous what achieving an “acceptable” level of risk should look like. 

138. This is particularly stark in risk reduction. Submissions on the previous Emergency 

Management Bill highlighted that the links between CDEM Group plans and other local 

government planning instruments (like district plans, regional policy statements, and long-

term plans) are often missing or unclear. 

139. Before approving a draft CDEM Group plan, a CDEM Group must send the proposed plan to 

the Minister and have regard to any comments the Minister makes. The Minister doesn’t have 

the power to require changes, even if a plan has failed to meet its legal requirements. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

140. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: Local authorities (through CDEM Groups) are responsible for 

determining their approach to achieving an acceptable level of risk. 

b. Provide clearer guidance about what it means to achieve an “acceptable” level 

of risk (non-legislative): This could include updating guidance on risk assessments, 

ensuring alignment with standards set under other legislation relating to hazard risk 

management, such as the Resource Management Act 1991. 

c. Update guidance and strengthen assurance of CDEM Group plans (non-

legislative): The Director could update guidance to set clearer expectations about 

the form and content of CDEM Group plans and strengthen NEMA’s quality assurance 

processes. For example, by auditing plans against defined quality standards. 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 99 

  

 

Discussion document: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management legislation 41 

d. Enable the form and content of CDEM Group plans to be prescribed through 

secondary legislation (legislative): Secondary legislation could set mandatory 

requirements about the content and detail of Group Plans, including standards that 

must be followed (such as risk assessment processes). 

e. Strengthen the Minister’s role in the CDEM Group planning process (legislative): 

The Minister could be given the power to make binding recommendations or 

disallow a CDEM Group’s approval of a draft plan if, in the Minister’s view, it didn’t 

meet the requirements of the Act.  

141. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Option 4 was 

partially proposed in the previous Bill. 

Table 13: Initial assessment of options to strengthen local hazard risk management 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• Determining what is acceptable 

through consultation with 

communities allows for local-level 

decisions with those directly 

impacted.  

• Discretion acknowledges the 

varying factors that need to be 

considered when assessing risk, 

including unique local 

circumstances. 

• If expectations are unclear, it is 

difficult for parties with 

responsibilities to perform to the 

required standard. 

• There are few formal levers 

available at the national level to 

address issues with CDEM Group 

plans. 

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Provide clearer guidance 

about what it means to 

achieve an “acceptable” 

level of risk 

• Better mitigation of hazards 

upfront can reduce overall costs of 

response and recovery. 

• Could enable parties to meet 

obligations and create greater 

accountability and mandate to 

understand, advise on or improve 

hazard risk management. 

• Upfront compliance costs for 

CDEM Groups may be high due to 

work needed to bring risks up to 

the defined standard of 

‘acceptable’. Ongoing ‘upkeep’ 

costs would be lower.  

Option 3 (non-legislative): 

Update guidance and 

strengthen assurance of 

CDEM Group plans  

• Builds on existing relationships and 

the role NEMA and the Minister 

play in reviewing and commenting 

on draft CDEM Group plans. 

• Implementation is likely to be 

straightforward.  

• Limited ability to achieve 

consistency with voluntary 

compliance, not enforceable. 

• It will take time to develop and 

implement new guidance and a 

stronger assurance approach. 

Option 4 (legislative): 

Enable the form and 

content of CDEM Group 

plans to be prescribed 

through secondary 

legislation 

• Supports a consistent standard of 

emergency management across 

New Zealand. 

• Provides CDEM Groups with clear 

expectations about what good 

looks like. 

• There is a balance to strike 

between local flexibility and 

national consistency. May not be 

effective if regulations are so 

exhaustive or prescriptive that 

there is no room for regional 

variability. 

• Time and cost to NEMA to develop 

regulations and produce the 

guidance material to support them.  
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Option 5 (legislative): 

Strengthen the Minister’s 

role in the CDEM Group 

planning process 

• Supports a consistent standard of 

emergency management and 

better ensures alignment with 

national-level planning. 

• Builds on existing CDEM Group 

plan review processes. 

• There is a balance to strike 

between the Minister providing 

comments to drive national 

consistency and allowing for 

regional autonomy when making 

plans.  

• Costs to NEMA to review draft 

CDEM Group plans and provide 

advice to the Minister. 

   

Q 
Issue 9: Consultation questions 

• What is the right balance between regional flexibility and national consistency 

for CDEM Group plans?  

• What practical barriers may be preventing CDEM Group plans from being well 

integrated with other local government planning instruments? 

• Do you think more fundamental changes are needed to enable local 

authorities to deliver effective hazard risk management? If so, why? 

  

Issue 10: Strengthening due consideration of taonga Māori, cultural 

heritage and animals during and after emergencies 

142. The purpose of the CDEM Act is to improve and promote the sustainable management of 

hazards in a way that contributes to the social, economic, cultural and environmental 

wellbeing and safety of the public and also property.  

143. The CDEM Act focuses on protecting the safety of people and property. While life safety 

rightly comes first, people also care deeply about protecting other things that can’t (or not 

easily) be replaced. These are those things that can contribute to the social, economic, 

cultural, and environmental wellbeing of the public. 

144. However, there are few levers in the CDEM Act to address issues or ensure this is given due 

consideration (with the protection of human life and safety remaining as the first priority) 

during or after an emergency.  

What’s the problem? 

145. Emergencies can create irreparable loss or damage to things that the public values which can 

create negative consequences on the wellbeing and safety of the public. However, this is not 

always provided due consideration during and after emergencies. This is particularly true for: 

a. the loss of significant taonga and other cultural heritage  

b. the loss of pets, working animals, wildlife and livestock. 
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10.1: Considering taonga Māori and other cultural heritage during and after 

emergencies 

146. Loss of cultural heritage can compound the negative effect of emergencies on individuals and 

communities. Cultural heritage, including cultural practices and events, institutions, heritage 

buildings and taonga, are important to our wellbeing, and for maintaining a sense of 

normality and comfort during and following emergencies. 13  

147. Research on large scale disasters and the role of cultural heritage in aiding the response and 

recovery has resulted in a growing appreciation of the wider contribution that cultural life and 

heritage play in enhancing resilience to and recovery from emergencies. 

“ 
It has been increasingly recognised that cultural heritage has a proactive role to play 

in building the resilience of communities and saving lives and property from disasters. 

Protecting culture in emergencies, p. 11.14 

  

148. Māori also have a special relationship with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi tūpuna, 

wāhi tapu, and other taonga and, under Article Two of the Treaty of Waitangi, the Crown has 

an obligation to protect taonga. Overlooking the importance of taonga Māori in emergency 

response can hinder effective collaboration, communication, and engagement with Māori 

stakeholders, compromising the overall effectiveness and inclusivity of emergency 

management efforts.  

149. The Government Inquiry found that the response did not consider communities’ cultural 

context and submissions on the previous Emergency Management Bill further raised concerns 

that the emergency management framework did not recognise or sufficiently account for the 

wider role of heritage in community recovery or CDEM Group planning.  

150. The National CDEM Plan places some expectations on agencies (such as the Ministry for 

Culture and Heritage and Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga) to assist and provide 

advice and support on matters relating to culture and heritage.  

151. However, there are few levers in the CDEM Act to require the consideration of cultural 

heritage, including taonga, during and after emergencies. There is currently little guidance on 

considering taonga Māori and other cultural heritage in an emergency management context. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

152. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: taonga Māori and other cultural heritage are not always considered 

during and after emergencies. 

b. Develop guidance on considering taonga and other cultural heritage (non-

legislative): This could include developing guidance to outline best practice for how 

 

13  National Disaster Resilience Strategy (2019), p. 31. 

14  United Nations Educational, Scientific and Cultural Organization (2020). Protecting culture in emergencies,  

p. 11. unesdoc.unesco.org/ark:/48223/pf0000372995  
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to best integrate the consideration of taonga Māori and other cultural heritage in 

planning for emergencies.   

c. Strengthen planning expectations through secondary legislation (legislative): 

This includes explicitly requiring CDEM Group plans to outline the cultural heritage of 

their communities and how this will be part of response and recovery planning; how 

mātauranga Māori-led approaches (using existing knowledge, understanding, skills) 

are used to consider local knowledge as part of response and recovery planning; and 

how cultural heritage experts have been consulted during planning and how they will 

be leveraged during and after emergencies. 

153. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options outlined are new (except the status quo). 

Table 14: Initial assessment of options to strengthen due consideration of taonga Māori and other 

cultural heritage 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• Clear that response efforts must be 

focused on protecting human life 

and safety first. 

• There are no base requirements to 

consider taonga Māori and cultural 

heritage, so plans are not always in 

place and communities are not 

always aware how these things will 

be considered. This makes it more 

difficult to consider these matters 

during and after emergencies. 

• Research points to the national 

cost and cost to communities 

being worse after emergencies if 

those things that communities 

value are harmed or lost. 

• There are no specific expectations 

to consider taonga Māori and 

cultural heritage in emergency 

management. 

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Develop guidance on 

considering taonga and 

other cultural heritage 

• Builds on existing guidance 

material and existing expectations 

through the National Disaster 

Resilience Strategy and National 

CDEM Plan. 

• May support existing obligations 

under other statutes (such as the 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga Act 2014). 

• Non-enforceable, so may not be 

consistently considered or applied. 

• May not translate into action 

during and after a response. 

• Cost to develop and implement 

guidance, training and education 

programmes and keep them up to 

date. 

• No mandatory requirements to 

consider taonga Māori and cultural 

heritage in emergency 

management. 
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Option 3 (legislative): 

Strengthen planning 

expectations through 

secondary legislation  

• Same benefits as Option 2, but 

creates enforceable expectations 

that these elements are considered 

as part of planning, which 

translates to better consideration 

during and after emergencies. 

• Leverages existing expertise and 

knowledge before, during, and 

after emergencies in considering 

these elements. This could identify 

any issues early and speed up 

emergency management efforts. 

• Cost to develop and implement 

secondary legislation and 

supporting guidance and training. 

• Relative to the other options, may 

incur slightly higher costs for local 

authorities to implement. 

   

10.2: Considering animals during and after emergencies  

154. Research shows that the integration of animals into emergency management planning and 

arrangements is critical to human health and safety, as well as to the economy, biodiversity 

and ecosystem health.15 

155. The loss of pets, working animals, and livestock during emergencies can also cause emotional 

distress and trauma for owners and the loss of wildlife can have negative impacts on 

communities. Individuals may also put themselves in harm's way due to their concern about 

their animals. 

“ 
33% of households had reported attempting to illegally re-enter a cordoned township 

(with many admitting success) and that the primary reason for evacuees to attempt 

such action was to care for their animals.16 

  

156. A significant proportion of select committee submissions on the previous Emergency 

Management Bill (more than half of overall submissions) raised the impact animal welfare has 

on human welfare and sought a more animal inclusive approach to emergency management. 

157. The National CDEM Plan places some expectations on animal owners, or persons in charge of 

animals, to develop their own plans to care for their animals during emergencies. It also 

places some expectations on agencies (such as the Ministry for Primary Industries) to 

coordinate the provision of animal welfare services, planning for animal welfare in 

emergencies, and provide advice on matters relating to animal welfare.  

158. However, while the CDEM Act has some levers to consider animals during and after 

emergencies, it does not explicitly consider how animals contribute to the wellbeing of 

people during and after emergencies.  

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

159. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

 
15  Australian Institute for Disaster Resilience (2024). Planning for Animals, p. 2. East Melbourne, Australia. 

knowledge.aidr.org.au/resources/handbook-animals-in-disaster/  

16  Glassey, S. (2020). Legal Complexities of Entry, Rescue, Seizure and Disposal of Disaster-Affected Companion 

Animals in New Zealand. Animals, 10(9), 1583. doi.org/10.3390/ani10091583  
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a. Status quo: Animals are not always considered during and after emergencies. 

b. Develop guidance on considering animal impacts (non-legislative): This could 

include updating, developing and publishing guidance to outline best practice for 

how to best integrate the consideration of animals in planning for emergencies.   

c. Strengthen planning expectations through secondary legislation (legislative). 

This could include requiring CDEM Group plans to consider animal preparedness as 

part of response and recovery planning in their areas.  

d. Expand emergency powers to enable mitigation of pain or distress to animals 

(legislative): The emergency powers of CDEM Groups and the power to enter 

premises under the CDEM Act would be amended to enable mitigation of pain or 

distress to animals. 

160. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options outlined are new (except the status quo). 

Table 15: Initial assessment of options to strengthen due consideration of animals 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• Clear that response efforts must be 

focused on protecting human life 

and safety first. 

• Plans are not always in place and 

communities are not always aware 

how these things will be 

considered, which makes it more 

difficult during and after 

emergencies. 

• Research points to the national 

cost and cost to communities 

being worse after emergencies if 

those things that communities 

value are harmed or lost. 

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Develop guidance on 

considering animal impacts 

• Builds on existing guidance 

material and existing expectations 

through the National Disaster 

Resilience Strategy and National 

CDEM Plan. 

• May build on existing powers in 

other legislation (such as the Fire 

and Emergency Act 2017). 

• Non-enforceable, so may not be 

consistently considered or applied. 

• May not translate into action 

during and after a response. 

• Cost to develop and implement 

guidance, training and education 

programmes and keep them up to 

date. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Strengthen planning 

expectations through 

secondary legislation  

 

• Same benefits as Option 2, but 

creates enforceable expectations 

that these elements are considered 

as part of planning, which creates 

better consideration during and 

after emergencies. 

• Leverages existing expertise 

before, during, and after 

emergencies in considering these 

elements. This could identify any 

issues early and speed up 

emergency management efforts. 

• Cost to develop and implement 

secondary legislation and 

supporting guidance and training. 

• Relative to the other options, may 

incur slightly higher costs for local 

authorities to implement. 



Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting   ITEM: 8.2 

3 June 2025 Attachment 2 

 105 

  

 

Discussion document: Strengthening New Zealand’s emergency management legislation 47 

Option 4 (legislative): 

Expand emergency powers 

to enable mitigation of 

pain or distress to animals  

• Provides additional powers to 

mitigate pain and distress to 

animals. 

• May require investment in training 

to implement this safely 

(particularly how to handle animals 

for evacuation purposes). 

• May create confusion during 

response as to where to focus 

efforts – may risk diverting efforts 

away from protection of human life 

and safety first. 

   

Q 
Consultation questions 

• Noting that human life and safety will always be the top priority, do you have 

any comments about how animals should be prioritised relative to the 

protection of property? 
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Objective 4: Minimising disruption to essential 
services 
161. Our wellbeing depends on essential services that address our basic needs, keep us safe, and 

let us live our normal lives. We often don’t realise how much we rely on these services (like 

electricity, communications, or the justice system) until something goes wrong.  

162. The Government wants to minimise the impact of emergencies on essential services, so 

communities can continue functioning normally – or return to normal as soon as possible. 

This requires the organisations that provide or enable these services to understand the risk 

they face, prepare for disruption, and manage it effectively when disaster strikes. 

Issue 11: Reducing disruption to the infrastructure that provides 

essential services 

163. A range of infrastructure provides services that underpin the normal functioning of society 

and the economy.  

164. Emergencies can disrupt the infrastructure that provides these essential services (essential 

infrastructure), endangering lives or property and impeding response efforts. Failure of 

essential infrastructure may also be the cause of an emergency – for example, dealing with 

the consequences of an extended power outage may require a significant and coordinated 

response under the CDEM Act. 

165. Recognising the need for essential infrastructure to continue operating in an emergency, the 

CDEM Act defines certain infrastructure providers in the public and private sectors as “lifeline 

utilities”.17 Lifeline utilities are required to: 

• ensure they can function to the fullest possible extent (even though this may be at a 

reduced level) during and after an emergency and make their business continuity 

plans available to the Director on request 

• participate in the development of the National CDEM Strategy, the National CDEM 

Plan, and CDEM Group plans 

• provide free technical advice to CDEM Groups or the Director  

• ensure any information that is disclosed to them is only used or shared with another 

person for the purposes of the CDEM Act 

• perform any functions, duties, or requirements set through regulations, the National 

CDEM Plan, or a CDEM Group plan. 

166. Some lifeline utilities are also covered by sector-specific resilience requirements under other 

legislation. For example, price–quality regulation sets minimum service quality standards for 

some entities in the electricity, gas, and telecommunications sectors. The CDEM Act aims to 

 

17  Schedule 1 of the CDEM Act lists certain organisations in the broadcasting, energy, telecommunications, 

transport, and water sectors. 
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complement these requirements by focusing on lifeline utilities’ readiness to respond in an 

emergency. 

What’s the problem? 

167. While some disruption to essential infrastructure may be unavoidable in an emergency 

(especially when assets are damaged), our current lifeline utility arrangements are insufficient 

to ensure the timely restoration of services when disruption does happen.  

168. As the infrastructure that provides essential services becomes increasingly interconnected 

and interdependent, the impact from disruption is amplified – an outage in one sector can 

create knock-on disruption to other essential infrastructure.  

169. The vulnerability from these interdependencies was illustrated during Cyclone Gabrielle, 

where outages quickly cascaded across electricity, telecommunications, roading, water 

services, and fuel infrastructure.  

Figure 5: Fragility of an interconnected system18 

 

170. The costs of outages can be felt far beyond the affected entities, disrupting:  

• hospital services, CDEM Groups, marae, and other first responders 

• businesses’ ability to operate  

• access to basic goods 

• government agencies’ ability to deliver their critical functions and services. 

 
18  Source: Report of the Government Inquiry, p. 88. 
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171. As one example, the cost to customers associated with the interruption of electricity supply 

during Cyclone Gabrielle is estimated at $474 million over two weeks.19 

172. We have identified three key problems relating to the restoration of essential infrastructure in 

an emergency:  

a. the narrow definition of “lifeline utility” in the CDEM Act 

b. inadequate business continuity planning 

c. barriers to cooperation and information sharing. 

11.1: Narrow definition of “lifeline utility” 

173. Increasing digital connectivity and other technological changes have expanded the range of 

services that underpin the normal functioning of society and changed how some lifeline 

utilities operate. Some providers of the infrastructure that underpins these essential services 

are not recognised as lifeline utilities under the CDEM Act. This means they:  

• aren’t required to keep functioning during and after an emergency 

• don’t need to participate in planning at the regional or national levels 

• aren’t covered by the duty to use or disclose information only for the purposes of the 

Act (this may prevent or deter agencies and lifeline utilities from sharing information 

with them). 

174. Additional services that could be considered “essential” include: 

a. certain digital services 

b. distribution of groceries to retailers 

c. cash and payments services 

d. solid waste management services 

e. hazard warning systems. 

175. To add a new entity (or class of entities) to the CDEM Act’s Schedule of lifeline utilities, the 

Minister must be satisfied that disruption to their services would constitute a hazard. This test 

doesn’t explicitly account for infrastructure that enables other essential infrastructure, or 

essential infrastructure whose disruption would worsen the consequences of (but not cause) 

an emergency.  

176. For example, while a lack of physical cash is unlikely to be a problem for most people under 

normal circumstances (meaning it wouldn’t be considered a “hazard”), it became a major 

barrier to purchasing food and other necessities in some parts of the North Island following 

Cyclone Gabrielle. The Government Inquiry found that some stores, retirement villages, iwi, 

and banks flew in cash until electronic payment systems resumed. 

 

19  Energia (2023). Electricity distribution sector Cyclone Gabrielle review, p. 19. Independent report prepared for 

Energy Networks Aotearoa. 
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We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: NEMA could continue encouraging voluntary participation by essential 

infrastructure providers that aren’t lifeline utilities. 

b. Add additional entities to the CDEM Act’s Schedule of lifeline utilities 

(secondary legislation): Some additional classes of infrastructure that provides 

essential services (such as solid waste management services) could be made lifeline 

utilities by Order in Council. 

c. Replace the lifeline utilities framework with an expanded, principles-based 

definition of “essential infrastructure” (legislative): An organisation or class of 

organisations could be recognised as an “essential infrastructure provider” if they 

were responsible for infrastructure components (including assets, information, 

networks, systems, suppliers, people, and processes) necessary to deliver an essential 

service. An “essential service” would be defined as a service that underpins: 

i. public order or safety, or  

ii. public health, or 

iii. national security, or 

iv. the functioning of the economy or society. 

Further information about this option, including a list of potential new essential 

infrastructure, is provided in Appendix C. 

177. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Option 3 was 

partially proposed in the previous Bill. 

Table 16: Initial assessment of options to recognise a wider range of essential infrastructure  

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo • Essential infrastructure providers 

that are not recognised as lifeline 

utilities under the CDEM Act have 

full flexibility about their level of 

involvement. 

• Few levers to incentivise voluntary 

participation, ineffective at 

achieving consistent involvement. 

• Essential infrastructure providers 

that are not lifeline utilities are not 

covered by the CDEM Act’s 

information sharing protections. 

• Households, businesses, and 

communities would experience 

different outcomes (potentially 

including higher costs) based on 

their service providers’ voluntary 

level of participation.   
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Option 2 (secondary 

legislation): Add additional 

sectors to the CDEM Act’s 

Schedule of lifeline utilities  

• Lifeline utility obligations would 

apply to additional essential 

infrastructure providers (or classes 

of provider). This would enable 

better management of disruption 

to essential services than Option 1. 

• Can be achieved through the 

existing legislative framework. 

• The current test to recognise new 

lifeline utilities is ambiguous 

(making it difficult to apply in 

practice), and some essential 

infrastructure providers would still 

be excluded if they didn’t meet the 

current definition. 

• Compliance costs for new entities 

to meet their requirements under 

the Act. 

• Implementation costs for CDEM 

Groups and central government 

(relative to number of additional 

lifeline utilities). 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Replace the lifeline utilities 

framework with an 

expanded, principles-based 

definition of “essential 

infrastructure” 

• Enables equivalent obligations to 

apply to any infrastructure entity 

that provides an essential service. 

This would enable better 

management of disruption to 

essential services than the other 

options. 

• Accounts for other essential 

services that may emerge in the 

future. 

• Over time, better alignment could 

be achieved through other 

legislation adopting the same 

principles-based definition. 

• Compliance costs for new entities 

to meet their requirements under 

the Act. 

• Implementation costs for CDEM 

Groups and central government 

(relative to number of additional 

essential infrastructure providers). 

   

11.2: Strengthening lifeline utility business continuity planning  

178. When their services are disrupted, lifeline utilities bear the cost to restore their own assets. 

However, this doesn’t reflect the wider social and economic costs felt by households, 

businesses, communities, and other essential infrastructure sectors. To mitigate these 

negative externalities, the CDEM Act gives lifeline utilities a general responsibility to ensure 

they can keep functioning during and after an emergency.  

179. Lifeline utilities work hard to keep functioning and restore their services when disaster strikes, 

but this isn’t always supported by strong pre-event planning. For example, the Government 

Inquiry found that some lifeline utilities weren’t sufficiently prepared for power and 

telecommunications outages:  

“ 
The impact of power outages on the ability to pump fuel came as a surprise to some 

petrol stations and airports which were unprepared for operations during extended 

outages. Report of the Government Inquiry, p. 101. 

  

180. While the CDEM Act enables the Director to monitor how lifeline utilities are carrying out 

their responsibilities, it provides few levers to set expectations about business continuity 

planning or address issues when they are identified.  
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We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: Some detail about lifeline utilities’ business continuity planning 

expectations is included in the National CDEM Plan. The Director’s monitoring 

function is not currently prioritised. 

b. Increase assurance of lifeline utilities’ business continuity plans (non-

legislative): Increased guidance and monitoring of lifeline utilities’ business 

continuity planning. The Director could also publish information about any concerns 

they have identified. 

c. Introduce financial penalties and enable detailed business continuity planning 

requirements to be set through regulations (legislative): Failing to develop a 

business continuity plan (or meet any specific requirements) could result in a financial 

penalty. Detailed business continuity requirements could be set through regulations, 

enabling different requirements to apply to different classes of lifeline utilities. 

d. Introduce financial penalties and prescribe specific business continuity planning 

requirements in primary legislation (legislative): As with the previous option, 

failing to develop a business continuity plan (or meet any specific requirements) 

could result in a financial penalty. Specific business continuity requirements would be 

prescribed in the Act, applying consistent obligations to all lifeline utilities. 

181. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Option 4 was 

partially proposed in the previous Bill. 

Table 17: Initial assessment of options to strengthen lifeline utility business continuity planning 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo • High-level business continuity 

planning expectations set in 

legislation. 

• Inadequate levels of preparedness 

among some lifeline utilities. 

• Negative externalities from poor 

planning felt by other essential 

infrastructure providers and the 

wider public. 

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Increase assurance of 

lifeline utilities’ business 

continuity plans 

• Provides clearer expectations to 

lifeline utilities and improves 

NEMA’s understanding about the 

quality of business continuity 

planning across the system. 

• Strengthens implementation within 

existing emergency management 

legislative settings. 

• Few levers to address issues when 

they are identified. 

• Guidance and monitoring alone 

would likely be insufficient to 

improve business continuity 

practices (and ultimately reduce 

the cost from service disruptions). 
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Option 3 (legislative): 

Introduce financial 

penalties and enable 

detailed business 

continuity planning 

requirements to be set 

through regulations 

• Regulations would act as a 

backstop to address systemic 

business continuity planning issues 

and achieve greater consistency 

within a particular class (or classes) 

of lifeline utilities. 

• Provides a formal mechanism to 

address noncompliance with legal 

requirements. 

• Regulations provide flexibility to 

consider any interactions with 

requirements under other 

legislation. 

• Administrative costs for NEMA to 

develop regulations. 

• Compliance costs would be limited 

to the classes of lifeline utilities 

covered by regulations and vary 

based on individual entities’ 

existing level of business continuity 

planning. 

Option 4 (legislative): 

Introduce financial 

penalties and prescribe 

specific business continuity 

planning requirements in 

primary legislation 

  

• Consistent business continuity 

planning requirements would 

apply to all lifeline utilities. 

• Provides a formal mechanism to 

address noncompliance with legal 

requirements. 

• Needing to consider the needs of 

all sectors (and catering for those 

that may be recognised in the 

future) may make requirements 

too high-level to achieve the 

intended outcomes. 

• Would likely duplicate or conflict 

with some lifeline utilities’ existing 

obligations under other regulatory 

regimes, leading to 

disproportionate compliance costs. 

This could be mitigated by the 

Minister exempting relevant 

entities from specific business 

continuity planning requirements. 

   

11.3: Barriers to cooperation and information sharing  

182. Emergency management relies on strong relationships, coordination, and cooperative 

planning between lifeline utilities, CDEM Groups, emergency services, and government 

agencies. This is a collective action problem – the interdependencies between lifeline utilities 

mean that one organisation’s investment in resilience may end up being ineffective if the 

essential infrastructure they depend on isn’t similarly resilient.  

183. A cooperative approach is possible under the CDEM Act, and some lifeline utilities have well-

established and effective sector coordination arrangements. However, recent emergencies 

(including Cyclone Gabrielle) have exposed several barriers to effectiveness: 

• Lifeline utilities, CDEM Groups, and other agencies don’t always have pre-existing 

relationships or a common understanding of their roles and responsibilities, meaning 

they don’t always know what is expected of each other when an emergency happens. 

This can lead to delayed restoration of lifeline utilities (or restoration being done in 

an uncoordinated way). 

• The risks to lifeline utilities – and the interdependencies between the services they 

provide – aren’t always well understood or planned for. For example, some CDEM 

Group plans appear to place little emphasis on infrastructure failure as a hazard to be 

managed by the Group. 
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• Information about outages and restoration times is key to informing planning during 

an emergency, but this information doesn’t always get shared effectively between 

lifeline utilities and CDEM Groups or NEMA. This may be because organisations aren’t 

sure what information to share or who to share it with. In some situations, lifelines 

may be unwilling to share information due to commercial or other sensitivities – 

including a perceived risk that this may be considered anticompetitive behaviour 

under the Commerce Act 1986. 

• The same lifeline utilities often need to deal with multiple requests for the same 

information or get asked for different information in different parts of the country. 

We are also aware of inconsistencies in the level of information that lifeline utilities 

are willing to share with CDEM Groups.  

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

184. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: NEMA promotes voluntary cooperation and joint planning between 

lifeline utilities, CDEM Groups, and other agencies. 

b. Strengthen assurance and develop standards and guidance (non-legislative): 

Could include stronger assurance of current responsibilities, developing and updating 

guidance, information sharing agreements, and data standards. 

c. Explicitly require CDEM Groups to involve the lifeline utilities in their areas in 

the development of CDEM Group plans (legislative): Lifeline utilities are already 

required to participate in the development of CDEM Group plans. In turn, this option 

could ensure CDEM Groups involve lifeline utilities more closely in planning. 

d. Require lifeline utilities to contribute to national response plans (legislative): 

The Director could require one or more classes of lifeline utilities to contribute to the 

development of plans for responding to disruptions of national significance, similar to 

the existing National Fuel Plan. These plans could address: 

i. roles and responsibilities of the relevant lifeline utilities, CDEM Groups, 

NEMA, and other agencies 

ii. default information sharing and coordination arrangements for lifeline 

utilities of the same type 

iii. any other matters that may be necessary to deal with a major disruption. 

e. Strengthen information sharing protections (legislative): Information sharing 

protections could be strengthened by: 

i. increasing penalties for improper disclosure of information 

ii. introducing a protection from prosecution resulting from information 

disclosed by a lifeline utility during or immediately before an emergency. 

f. Enable data standards to be prescribed through secondary legislation 

(legislative): During an emergency, the Director, CDEM Groups, and lifeline utilities 

would be required to request and provide information in a consistent format, 
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specified in secondary legislation. This would not override the CDEM Act’s general 

power to require information from any person. 

185. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Option 4 was 

partially proposed in the previous Bill. 

Table 18: Initial assessment of options to strenthen cooperation and information sharing between 

lifeline utilities and others 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo • High-level expectations set in the 

National CDEM Plan and 

supporting guidance.  

• Little awareness about the level of 

cooperation happening between 

lifeline utilities and CDEM Groups. 

• Inconsistent levels of information 

sharing for different lifeline utility 

sectors and geographic areas. 

• Administrative burden and 

inefficiency from duplicate 

requests for information.  

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

Strengthen assurance and 

develop standards and 

guidance 

• Sets clearer expectations, enables 

organisations to reflect best 

practice voluntarily. 

• Not mandatory, so may not be 

consistently considered or applied. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Explicitly require CDEM 

Groups to involve the 

lifeline utilities in their 

areas in the development 

of CDEM Group plans 

• Complements the existing duty on 

lifeline utilities to participate in the 

development of CDEM Group 

plans. 

• Planning process facilitates a 

common understanding of the 

interdependencies between the 

essential infrastructure in the same 

geographic area. 

• Compliance burden on lifeline 

utilities with national coverage. 

This could potentially be mitigated 

through stronger national direction 

on the CDEM Group planning 

process or exempting national 

lifeline utilities from this 

requirement. 

Option 4 (legislative): 

Require lifeline utilities to 

contribute to national 

response plans  

• Provides clearer expectations 

about default coordination 

arrangements, especially for lifeline 

utilities that operate at both the 

national and local levels. 

• Planning process supports stronger 

relationships between lifeline 

utilities and other agencies. 

• Provides more sector-specific 

detail than is feasible in the 

National CDEM Plan. 

• Opportunity to integrate relevant 

provisions from other legislation, 

creating a complete picture of the 

powers that may be needed to 

deal with disruptions. 

• Introducing an additional kind of 

planning instrument could cause 

confusion. 

• Administrative effort for lifeline 

utilities and agencies to keep plans 

updated over time. 
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Option 5: (legislative) 

Strengthen information 

sharing protections 

• Increased penalties would reflect 

the commercial and other 

sensitivity of information that may 

be disclosed by lifeline utilities. 

• Clarifies existing requirements 

around the use and disclosure of 

information. 

• “Safe harbour” protections would 

address potential disincentives for 

important information to be 

shared between lifeline utilities and 

regulators. 

• Increased penalties may have a 

chilling effect on appropriate 

information sharing. 

• “Safe harbour” protections would 

need to be designed carefully to 

avoid perverse outcomes. 

Option 6 (legislative): 

Enable data standards to 

be prescribed through 

secondary legislation 

• Provides clearer expectations and a 

consistent, nation-wide approach 

to information sharing. 

• Reduces duplication of effort by 

lifeline utilities. 

• Provides less flexibility than the 

status quo. 

   

Q 
Consultation questions 

Issue 11.1: 

• If we introduced a principles-based definition of “essential infrastructure”, are 

there any essential services that should be included or excluded from the list in 

Appendix C?  

• If you think other essential services should be included in the list in Appendix 

C, what kinds of infrastructure would they cover? 

Issue 11.3: 

• Because emergencies happen at different geographical scales, coordination is 

often needed at multiple levels (local and national). Do you have any views 

about the most effective way to achieve coordination at multiple levels? 

  

Issue 12: Strengthening central government business continuity  

186. Central government organisations20 provide a range of public services that support the 

normal functioning of the economy and society. Communities’ medium to long-term 

resilience relies on these critical functions and services continuing during and after an 

emergency.  

187. In an emergency, these agencies also need to respond to new issues that may emerge in the 

areas they are normally responsible for (such as the welfare system, the border, or the 

economy). This cannot be achieved without strong business continuity management 

arrangements.  

 
20  A full list of central government organisations can be found on the Public Service Commission’s website. 
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188. The CDEM Act requires public service agencies21 to ensure they can function to the fullest 

possible extent (even though this may be at a reduced level) during and after an emergency. 

They must also make their business continuity plans available to the Director on request. 

189. New Zealand Government Protective Security Requirements also impose requirements on 

business continuity planning for certain central government organisations. These 

requirements outline the Government’s expectations for managing personnel, information 

and physical security. All public service agencies, the New Zealand Defence Force, 

New Zealand Police, and Parliamentary Counsel Office are required to implement Protective 

Security Requirements.  

What’s the problem? 

190. Some central government agencies (such as Crown agents or New Zealand Police) that 

provide similar critical functions and services to public service agencies aren’t recognised in 

the CDEM Act.22 However, the current National CDEM Plan does expect all agencies with roles 

and responsibilities under the plan to carry out business continuity planning. There is an 

opportunity to address this inconsistency.  

191. While the CDEM Act enables the Director to request public service agencies’ business 

continuity plans, it provides few levers to address issues or hold agencies to account. This 

may be desirable if business continuity planning requirements are extended to a broader 

group of central government agencies (which are subject to different types of Ministerial 

direction and influence). 

192. We consider the agencies that provide the most similar critical functions and services to 

public service agencies are the New Zealand Police, New Zealand Defence Force, Reserve 

Bank, Parliamentary Counsel Office, Crown agents (such as Health New Zealand and the 

Natural Hazards Commission), Autonomous Crown Entities (such as Heritage New Zealand), 

and Independent Crown Entities (such as the Electoral Commission). 

193. Other central government organisations (such as Crown entity companies or state-owned 

enterprises) would be more appropriately recognised as lifeline utilities, as is currently the 

case for KiwiRail, Transpower, Radio New Zealand, and Television New Zealand. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: Public service agencies have business continuity requirements under the 

CDEM Act. The New Zealand Government Protective Security Requirements imposes 

requirements for business continuity planning on a broader group of central 

government agencies. 

b. Promote best practice business continuity practices (non-legislative): This could 

include the development of and updates to best practice guidance that is promoted 

widely across government agencies that provide critical functions and services. 

 
21  Departments, departmental agencies, interdepartmental ventures, and interdepartmental executive boards 

(Public Service Act 2020). 

22  The exception is the New Zealand Transport Agency, which is a lifeline utility with business continuity 

responsibilities relating to the State Highway network. 
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c. Extend current business continuity requirements through an “opt in” model 

(legislative): Business continuity requirements would be extended to cover the New 

Zealand Police, New Zealand Defence Force, Reserve Bank, Parliamentary Counsel 

Office. The Minister would also have an ability to extend these business continuity 

requirements to specific Crown agents, Autonomous Crown Entities, and Independent 

Crown Entities through notice in the Gazette. 

d. Extend current business continuity requirements to a broader group of central 

government organisations, with a mechanism to exempt specific Crown entities 

(legislative): Business continuity requirements would be extended to the New 

Zealand Police, New Zealand Defence Force, Reserve Bank, Parliamentary Counsel 

Office, and all Crown agents, Autonomous Crown Entities, and Independent Crown 

Entities. The Minister would have the power to exempt specific Crown Entities from 

these requirements through notice in the Gazette.  

e. New requirement to take account of guidance issued by the Director 

(legislative): Public service agencies (and any other agencies recognised under the 

previous options) would be required to take account of Director’s guidelines relevant 

to the development of business continuity plans. 

194. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options below are new (except the status quo). 

Table 19: Initial assessment of options to strengthen central government business continuity 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• Provides an existing set of 

requirements to build on. 

• Excluding agencies providing 

critical functions and services risks 

communities being significantly 

impacted during or after 

emergencies. 

Option 2 (non-legislative):  

Promote best practice 

business continuity 

practices 

 

• Provides an opportunity to educate 

and inform departments about 

best practice business continuity 

planning. Guidance could also be 

used by other central government 

agencies. 

• Guidance material can be 

amended easily over time. 

• The use of non-regulatory tools 

without appropriate levers to 

encourage their use risks limited 

improvements to business 

continuity planning. As a 

consequence, managing disruption 

to some critical functions and 

services may still be ineffective. 

• Ongoing implementation cost 

associated with developing, 

updating, and promoting the 

guidance. 
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Option 3 (legislative): 

Extend current business 

continuity requirements 

through an “opt in” model 

• Provides greater assurance about 

the business continuity of agencies 

that operate at “arm’s length” from 

Ministerial direction. 

• Enables responsibilities to be 

placed only on agencies with 

responsibility for critical functions 

and services. 

• Provides flexibility to include or 

exclude specific agencies in 

response to changes in their 

services and functions. 

• Any agencies without existing 

business continuity plans would 

need to develop them. 

• Some administrative cost to advise 

the Minister on “opt in” agencies, 

ongoing cost to amend the list 

over time – similar or lower costs 

relative to Option 2. 

Option 4 (legislative): 

Extend current business 

continuity requirements to 

a broader group of central 

government organisations, 

with a mechanism to 

exempt specific Crown 

entities 

• Applies consistent business 

continuity planning requirements 

to all central government agencies 

(unless exempt). 

• Easier than Option 3 to implement 

and administer on an ongoing 

basis. 

• Any agencies without existing 

business continuity plans would 

need to develop them. These 

requirements may be unnecessary 

for some Crown Entities.  

• Administrative cost to set up and 

manage an exemption process, 

making this option less efficient 

than Option 3. 

Option 5 (legislative): New 

requirement to take 

account of guidance issued 

by the Director 

• Reduces ambiguity about 

minimum expectations for business 

continuity planning.  

• Provides for greater consistency of 

approach across government 

agencies. 

• Enables specific planning 

considerations to be dealt with 

through guidance. This can be 

amended easily to reflect changing 

practice. 

• Time lag between the enactment 

of new requirements, guidance 

being issued, and business 

continuity plans being created or 

amended. 

• Administrative cost to implement 

guidance across government, 

similar to Option 2. 

• Active monitoring and assurance 

required to achieve full benefits. 
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Objective 5: Having the right powers available 
when an emergency happens 
195. During a declared state of emergency or a transition period,23 the CDEM Act provides access 

to a range of powers that can be used to address risks to life or property, or otherwise limit 

the severity of the emergency. These powers are wide-ranging but time limited by design, 

intended only for situations that can’t be dealt with effectively through other legislation. 

196. The Government wants to ensure the process to access these powers, who uses them, and 

how they are used is fit for purpose.  

Government decisions relating to this objective 

The Government has already agreed that the Emergency Management Bill will: 

• Enable concurrent national and local states of emergency and/or transition periods to be in 

force over the same geographic area at the same time, if this is necessary to deal with 

different emergency events. 

Issue 13: Managing access to restricted areas 

197. During a state of emergency or transition period, certain people have the power to prevent or 

restrict access to roads or public places.24  

198. This power may be needed in a range of situations to prevent or limit the extent of an 

emergency, for example:  

a. to stop people from entering dangerous areas;  

b. prioritising access when roads have been damaged; and/or  

c. so emergency repairs can be carried out.  

What’s the problem?  

199. While roads and public places may need to be fully or partially closed for a range of reasons, 

the way this power is used has sometimes restricted the ability of lifeline utilities, marae, and 

other first responders to respond.  

200. For example, the Government Inquiry found that some lifeline utility workers were repeatedly 

turned away from controlled access routes before finally being accredited, slowing their 

ability to restore power. This issue was exacerbated by delayed communication due to 

outages. Similar concerns were raised in select committee submissions on the previous Bill.  

 

23  A transition period may be notified after an emergency has occurred, providing access to a stripped-back set 

of powers for the initial stages of the recovery. 

24  During a state of emergency, this power (section 88) may be used by a Controller, a Police constable, any 

person acting under the authority of a Controller or constable, or any person authorised in a relevant CDEM 

plan. During a transition period, the equivalent power (section 94M) may be used by a Recovery Manager, a 

Police constable, or any person acting under the authority of constable. 
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201. There are also situations where wider access to restricted areas can be managed safely (such 

as enabling evacuated residents to return for a brief period), but this doesn’t happen 

consistently in practice.  

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

202. These options are not mutually exclusive, so they could be delivered together: 

a. Status quo: Roads and public places may be fully or partially closed during a state of 

emergency or transition period. 

b. National guidance and training on managing cordons (non-legislative): NEMA or 

the New Zealand Police could develop best practice guidance, including on 

identifying the organisations that may need access before an emergency. 

c. Prescribe the form of identification passes through regulations (secondary 

legislation): CDEM Groups or the Director could issue identification passes to 

accredited people and organisations before or during an emergency. Falsely claiming 

to be accredited would be an offence. 

d. Clarify that access can be restricted to any class or group of persons 

(legislative): The Act could explicitly enable those using this power to restrict access 

to any class or group of persons (or prevent access by any class or group of persons – 

for example, any organisation that hasn’t been accredited by a CDEM Group). 

203. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options below are new (except the status quo).  

Table 20: Initial assessment of options to better manage access to restricted areas  

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo • Those exercising the power to 

close roads and public places have 

the flexibility to restrict or prevent 

access in a way that is 

proportionate to the risk. 

• Those who may need access to 

restricted areas aren’t always 

identified ahead of time, leading to 

delayed response activities. 

• Different risk tolerance may lead to 

inconsistent use in different areas. 

Option 2 (non-legislative): 

National guidance and 

training on managing 

cordons 

• Guidance informs a more 

consistent approach to cordon 

management in different parts of 

the country. 

• A templated accreditation process 

would reduce duplication of effort 

in different parts of the country. 

• National consistency would 

depend on voluntary adoption of 

guidance. 

• Time and cost associated with 

developing and implementing new 

guidance and training. 
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Option 3 (secondary 

legislation): Prescribe the 

form of identification 

passes through regulations 

• Faster access to restricted areas. 

• Enables accreditation to happen in 

a nationally consistent way. 

• Sets a clearer expectation that 

CDEM Groups will have processes 

to identify and accredit relevant 

people and organisations. 

• Uses existing provisions in the 

CDEM Act. 

• Still likely to require a level of 

administrative decision-making 

during an emergency. Those 

exercising powers would retain the 

ability to restrict or prevent access 

for accredited people if this was 

necessary under the circumstances. 

• Relative to Option 2, slightly higher 

costs to implement a consistent 

approach nationwide. 

Option 4 (legislative): 

Clarify that access can be 

restricted to any class or 

group of persons 

• Sets a clearer expectation that 

those exercising the power to close 

roads and public places will also 

consider access requirements. 

• Makes existing powers more 

explicit. 

• Potentially unnecessary – the 

CDEM Act already enables access 

to be restricted to certain persons. 

   

Issue 14: Clarifying who uses emergency powers at the local level 

204. The CDEM Act provides CDEM Groups, Controllers, and Recovery Managers with a range of 

functions and powers. “Functions” describe the activities a CDEM Group, Controller, or 

Recovery Manager are expected to do. “Powers” describe what CDEM Groups, Controllers, 

and Recovery Managers can do (if necessary) to carry out these functions.  

205. During a state of emergency, section 85 of the Act provides CDEM Groups with a list of 

powers that may be needed to manage the immediate consequences from an emergency. 

Powers available under section 85 of the CDEM Act 

During a state of emergency, CDEM Groups have the power to: 

a. carry out or require to be carried out  

i. works  

ii. clearing roads and other public places 

iii. removing, disposing, or securing dangerous structures and materials 

b. rescue people in danger and remove them to safety 

c. provide first aid to casualties and transport them to hospital or areas of safety 

d. relieve distress, including providing emergency food, clothing, and shelter 

e. conserve and supply food, fuel, and other essential supplies 

f. prohibit or regulate land, air, and water traffic 

g. take emergency measures to dispose of dead people or animals 

h. disseminate information and advice to the public 

i. employ or make other arrangements with people to carry out emergency management 

j. provide equipment, accommodation, and facilities.   
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206. In practice, these powers are usually delegated to Group Controllers and Local Controllers. 

Section 94H of the Act provides a similar (but more limited) set of powers to Group and Local 

Recovery Managers during a transition period. 

207. These powers are separate to the coercive powers available to Controllers (in a state of 

emergency) and Recovery Managers (in a transition period), such as the powers to require 

evacuations and close roads or public places. 

What’s the problem? 

208. There is an inconsistent description of functions and powers between CDEM Groups, 

Controllers and Recovery Managers, which make roles and responsibilities unclear and 

potentially inappropriate in terms of accountability. 

209. Many of the “emergency powers” in section 85 are better described as “functions”, not 

powers. There are also inconsistencies about who uses the same powers during a state of 

emergency and a transition period. For example, the power to clear roads and other public 

places sits with the CDEM Group during a state of emergency, but with Recovery Managers 

during a transition period.  

210. Clarifying what functions and powers should sit with CDEM Group, Controllers, and Recovery 

Managers – according to who is best placed to carry out activities and use powers, and be 

accountable for them – would make roles and responsibilities in emergency management 

clearer. It would also ensure that the right powers are available to the right people in an 

emergency response and during the initial stages of recovery. 

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: The powers in section 85 of the CDEM Act sit with CDEM Groups by 

default. Equivalent powers in section 94H sit with Recovery Managers. 

b. Tidy up existing functions and powers related to CDEM Groups, Controllers, and 

Recovery Managers (legislative): This specifically includes separating the functions 

from the powers in section 85 and determining where functions and powers 

appropriately sit with CDEM Groups, Controllers and Recovery Managers. 

211. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so Option 2 is new. 

Table 21: Initial assessment of options to clarify who exercises what powers at the local level 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo 

 

• CDEM Group is responsible for 

exercise of powers which could 

result in greater financial 

costs/liability to the Group (e.g. 

works). 

• Uncertainty as to whether the 

exercise of power is required to 

complete a functional activity (due 

to there being powers for the 

action). 

• Powers sit with CDEM Group 

members who may be less 

qualified to make operational 

decisions on their use. 
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Option 2 (legislative):  

Tidy up existing functions 

and powers related to 

CDEM Groups, Controllers, 

and Recovery Managers 

• Remove duplication, confusion and 

inconsistencies around functions 

and powers of CDEM Groups, 

Controllers and Recovery 

Managers. 

• Minor cost as is largely clarifying 

and codifying existing practice. 

   

Issue 15: Modernising the process to enter a state of emergency or 

transition period 

212. The CDEM Act enables certain elected representatives (such as mayors or the Minister) to 

declare a state of emergency or give notice of a transition period by completing a form with a 

hand-written signature.   

What’s the problem? 

213. The requirement for a physical signature to declare a state of emergency or give notice of a 

transition period is impractical in some situations. During an emergency, this could delay 

crucial access to emergency powers needed to respond to an emergency, including those 

necessary to save or protect life and property. Obtaining a physical signature could also 

waste time and resources that could be better used doing something else.  

“ 
Finally, there is something both farcical and dangerous in the current requirement for 

mayors to physically sign a declaration of emergency by hand on a piece of paper. 

Epic feats, for example, were required of CDEM staff to travel, in the height of the 

storm, to a Mayor’s flooded home to deliver the paper for signing. Similar stories 

applied with regard to the Chair of the CDEM Group and other mayors. In spite of the 

heroic efforts of staff, this cost time and seems an oddity in the 21st century context. 

Independent review into Hawke’s Bay CDEM Group’s response to Cyclone Gabrielle, pp. 

27–28. 

  

We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: Physical signatures are required to declare a state of emergency or give 

notice of a transition period.  

b. Enable authorised persons to use electronic signatures (legislative): Elected 

members of CDEM Groups and the Minister would have the option to declare a state 

of emergency or give notice of a transition period by completing a form 

electronically. 

c. Enable authorised persons to declare a state of emergency verbally (legislative): 

This could require that there is a witness to the declaration. Notice of a transition 

period would still be required in writing because the decision is not as time critical. 

214. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. This issue was not 

addressed by the previous Bill, so all the options below are new (except the status quo). 
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Table 22: Initial assessment of options to modernise the process to enter a state of emergency or 

transition period 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo  

 

• A physical signature ensures only 

authorised people are making 

declarations and notices, and that 

there is a physical record that 

those people have consciously 

considered the implications. 

• A physical signature could delay a 

declaration of a state of 

emergency, if the decision maker 

does not have a physical form or 

pen on hand or officials cannot 

physically retrieve it as proof of 

authorisation. This may delay 

access to powers needed to 

respond to an emergency.  

Option 2 (legislative): 

Enable authorised persons 

to use electronic signatures  

• Modernises ability to make 

declarations and notices. 

• Local authorities use electronic 

signatures for other purposes so 

will likely have established 

technology and processes. 

• Potential security issues associated 

with electronic signatures. Local 

authorities will need to ensure that 

appropriate technology and 

security processes are in place to 

ensure that the person authorised 

to declare or give notice is actually 

doing it.   

• Reduces the risk associated with 

Option 1 but does not remove it, 

for example if electricity and 

internet are disrupted. 

Option 3 (legislative): 

Enable authorised persons 

to declare a state of 

emergency verbally  

• If there are minimal 

communication services available, 

an oral declaration would enable 

the use of necessary powers. 

• A state of emergency enables the 

use of extraordinary powers 

affecting civil liberties. People may 

consider that a physical or 

electronic signature provides an 

important check on access to those 

powers. However, a verbal 

declaration does not affect the 

requirement for due consideration 

of whether a declaration is 

appropriate in the circumstances. 

   

Issue 16: Mayors' role in local state of emergency declarations and 

transition period notices 

215. Each CDEM Group must appoint at least one person (an elected representative) authorised to 

declare a local state of emergency or give notice of a local transition period within the CDEM 

Group area.  

216. The CDEM Act also enables the mayor of a territorial authority (or another elected 

representative designated to act when the mayor is absent) to declare a local state of 

emergency or give notice of a local transition period within their own district. 

What’s the problem? 

217. The current overlap in who can declare or give notice over a single district or wards (either 

the mayor of the affected district or another elected member of the CDEM Group) may cause 

confusion and delay. 
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We have identified the following options to address this issue 

a. Status quo: Both the CDEM Group and a mayor can declare a local state of 

emergency or give notice of a local transition period over a district or wards within 

the Group area.   

b. Mayors have primary responsibility for declaring a local state of emergency or 

giving notice of a transition period for their district or wards (legislative): The 

CDEM Group appointee would continue to declare or give notice for the whole Group 

area and may declare or give notice for more than one district. As a backup, the law 

could also provide that a representative of any member of the Group can declare or 

give notice for a district if the mayor (or another elected member designated to act 

on behalf of the mayor) is unable to declare. The Minister would retain their current 

ability to declare a local state of emergency.  

c. CDEM Groups have primary responsibility for declaring a local state of 

emergency or giving notice of a local transition period for a single district or 

wards in the Group area (legislative). 

218. The table below sets out the high-level benefits and risks for these options. Option 2 was 

proposed in the previous Bill. 

Table 23: Initial assessment of options to clarify mayors' role in local state of emergency 

declarations and transition period notices 

Options Benefits of this option Risks/costs of this option 

Option 1: Status quo  

 

• Mayors, who have local knowledge 

and are closest to their local 

communities, can declare or give 

notice for their districts and wards. 

• The CDEM Group can declare or 

give notice in circumstances where 

the Group considers that this is the 

most appropriate course of action 

for the district but the mayor 

disagrees. 

• Mayors are not clearly responsible 

or accountable for decisions to 

declare or give notice. 

• The mayor and other 

representatives of the CDEM 

Group may feel they need to 

confer over who will declare a state 

of emergency over a district or 

wards, which could delay a 

response.   

Option 2: (legislative): 

Mayors have primary 

responsibility for declaring 

a local state of emergency 

or giving notice of a local 

transition period for their 

district or wards 

 

• Clear responsibility and 

accountability for mayors, who are 

closest to their local communities, 

to declare or give notice where the 

emergency is only occurring within 

their district. 

• Minimises confusion about who 

should declare or give notice, and 

potential delay. 

• Some mayors may not have the 

capability and confidence to 

declare, especially if the decision is 

time critical. For example, they may 

not be trained in the legal 

considerations for making a 

declaration or giving notice.  
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Option 3: (legislative): 

CDEM Groups have 

primary responsibility for 

declaring a local state of 

emergency or giving notice 

of a local transition period 

for a single district or 

wards in the Group area. 

 

• Clear responsibility and 

accountability for the CDEM Group 

to declare or give notice regardless 

of the scale of the emergency or 

where it is occurring in the Group 

area. 

• Minimises confusion about who 

should declare or give notice. 

• May be more efficient and effective 

than Option 1 by requiring fewer 

elected officials to have the 

necessary capability and training to 

make a significant legal decision. 

• Group appointees may not always 

have the local knowledge and 

connections with local 

communities to be able to apply 

the legal considerations to declare 

or give notice, although in practice 

they can be advised by the relevant 

mayor and chief executive of the 

local authority. 
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Conclusion and next steps 
219. The deadline for written submissions is 5pm, 13 May 2025. You can find information about 

the submission process at the beginning of this document and on NEMA’s website. 

220. Your feedback will help inform further policy development and shape changes to New 

Zealand’s emergency management legislation. 

221. Final policy decisions are expected later this year, before the introduction of a new 

Emergency Management Bill in the second half of 2025. Once the Bill is introduced, you will 

have another opportunity to have your say through the select committee process. 

Q 
Consultation questions 

• Should we consider any other problems relating to community and iwi Māori 

participation? 

• Should we consider any other problems relating to responsibilities and 

accountabilities at the national, regional, and local levels? 

• Should we consider any other problems relating to enabling a higher minimum 

standard of emergency management? 

• Should we consider any other problems relating to minimising disruption to 

essential services? 

• Are there any circumstances where Controllers or Recovery Managers may 

need other powers to manage an emergency response or the initial stages of 

recovery more effectively? 

  

Q 
Consultation questions 

• Do you have any other comments relating to reform of New Zealand’s 

emergency management legislation? 
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Appendix A: Summary of all questions 
General questions 

Objectives for reform 

• Have we identified the right objectives for reform? 

For all issues, we would like to hear your views on these questions: 

• Do you agree with how we have described the problem? 

• Do you have any comments about the likely impacts (benefits, costs, or risks) of the initial options we have 

identified? Do you have any preferred options? 

• Are there any other options that should be considered? 

Objective 1: Strengthening community and iwi Māori participation 

Issue 1: Meeting the diverse needs of people and communities 

• Are there other reasons that may cause some people and groups to be disproportionately affected by 

emergencies? 

• What would planning look like (at the local and national levels) if it was better informed by the needs of 

groups that may be disproportionately affected by emergencies? 

Issue 2: Strengthening and enabling iwi Māori participation in emergency management 

• Have we accurately captured the roles that iwi Māori play before, during and after emergencies?  

• How should iwi Māori be recognised in the emergency management system? 

• What should be the relationship between CDEM Groups and iwi Māori? 

• What should be the relationship between Coordinating Executive Groups and iwi Māori? 

• What would be the most effective way for iwi Māori experiences and mātauranga in emergency 

management to be provided to the Director? 

Other problems relating to this objective 

• Should we consider any other problems relating to community and iwi Māori participation? 

Objective 2: Providing for clear responsibilities and accountabilities at the national, regional, 

and local levels 

Issue 5: Clearer direction and control during an emergency 

• Do you think more fundamental changes are needed to the way direction and control works during the 

response to an emergency? If so, why? 

Issue 6.1: Resolving overlapping CDEM Group and local authority roles and responsibilities  

• Do you think more fundamental changes are needed to the way emergency management is delivered at the 

local government level (for example, the CDEM Group-based model)? If so, why? 

Other problems relating to this objective 

• Should we consider any other problems relating to responsibilities and accountabilities at the national, 

regional, and local levels? 
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Objective 3: Enabling a higher minimum standard of emergency management 

Issue 8: Stronger national direction and assurance 

• Which aspects of emergency management would benefit from greater national consistency or direction? 

Issue 9: Strengthening local hazard risk management 

• What is the right balance between regional flexibility and national consistency for CDEM Group plans?  

• What practical barriers may be preventing CDEM Group plans from being well integrated with other local 

government planning instruments? 

• Do you think more fundamental changes are needed to enable local authorities to deliver effective hazard 

risk management? If so, why? 

Issue 10.2: Considering animals during and after emergencies 

• Noting that human life and safety will always be the top priority, do you have any comments about how 

animals should be prioritised relative to the protection of property? 

Other problems relating to this objective 

• Should we consider any other problems relating to enabling a higher minimum standard of emergency 

management? 

Objective 4: Minimising disruption to essential services 

Issue 11.1: Narrow definition of “lifeline utility” 

• If we introduced a principles-based definition of “essential infrastructure”, are there any essential services 

that should be included or excluded from the list in Appendix C?  

• If you think other essential services should be included in the list in Appendix C, what kinds of infrastructure 

would they cover? 

Issue 11.3: Barriers to cooperation and information sharing 

• Because emergencies happen at different geographical scales, coordination is often needed at multiple 

levels (local and national). Do you have any views about the most effective way to achieve coordination at 

multiple levels? 

Other problems relating to this objective 

• Should we consider any other problems relating to minimising disruption to essential services? 

Objective 5: Having the right powers available when an emergency happens 

Other problems relating to this objective 

• Are there any circumstances where Controllers or Recovery Managers may need other powers to manage an 

emergency response or the initial stages of recovery more effectively? 

Conclusion 

Other comments 

• Do you have any other comments relating to reform of New Zealand’s emergency management legislation? 
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Appendix B: Background – current 
responsibilities in the CDEM Act 

Central government 

The Director of CDEM is a statutory officer appointed by the chief executive of NEMA. They hold 

a range of emergency management functions and powers at the national level.  

During a national state of emergency, the National Controller has access to a range of 

emergency powers and is responsible for directing and controlling resources made available for 

emergency management.  

During a national transition period, the National Recovery Manager has access to a range of 

emergency powers and is responsible for directing and controlling resources made available for 

emergency management.  

All government departments have the duty to keep functioning to the fullest possible extent 

during and after an emergency. They must also make their plan for functioning during and after 

an emergency available to the Director on request.  

Local government 

There are 16 CDEM Groups across New Zealand. They are responsible for emergency 

management in their areas and have access to a range of powers (including emergency powers) 

that enable them to deliver on these responsibilities. CDEM Groups are either:  

• a joint committee formed by the local authorities in each region (represented by each 

council’s mayor or chairperson), or  

• a council committee in some unitary authorities.25  

As members of a CDEM Group, local authorities (territorial authorities, unitary authorities, and 

regional councils) are collectively responsible for carrying out the Group’s functions. Local 

authorities are individually responsible for planning and providing for emergency management 

within their own districts. They must also keep functioning to the fullest possible extent during 

and after an emergency.  

The regional council member of the CDEM Group (or a unitary authority member, if applicable) is 

the administering authority and is responsible for providing administrative and related services 

on behalf of the Group.  

Each CDEM Group must establish a Coordinating Executive Group made up of the chief 

executives of each local authority member and a senior representative from the Police, Fire and 

 

25  Auckland Council, Chatham Islands Council, Gisborne District Council, and Marlborough District Council are all 

CDEM Groups with one unitary authority member. Nelson City Council and Tasman District Council are unitary 

authorities that have united to form the Nelson-Tasman CDEM Group as a joint committee. 
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Emergency New Zealand, and a health and disability service provider. Other members can also be 

co-opted by the CDEM Group. Coordinating Executive Groups are responsible for providing 

advice to and implementing the decisions of their CDEM Group. Day to day, these responsibilities 

are usually carried out by a Group Office of local government emergency management experts. 

During a state of emergency, Group Controllers have access to a range of emergency powers 

and are responsible for directing and coordinating the resources made available by departments, 

CDEM Groups, and other persons. CDEM Groups may also appoint one or more Local 

Controllers, who must follow any directions given by the Group Controller during an emergency. 

During a transition period, Group Recovery Managers have access to a range of emergency 

powers and are responsible for directing and coordinating the resources made available to carry 

out recovery activities. CDEM Groups may also appoint one or more Local Recovery Managers, 

who must follow any directions given by the Group Recovery Manager during a transition period. 

Lifeline utilities 

Lifeline utilities (operators of infrastructure that provides certain essential services) have the duty 

to keep functioning to the fullest possible extent during and after an emergency. They must also:  

• make their plan for functioning during and after an emergency available to the 

Director on request 

• participate in the development of the National CDEM Strategy, the National CDEM 

Plan, and CDEM Group plans 

• provide free technical advice to CDEM Groups or the Director 

• ensure any information that is disclosed to them is only used or shared with another 

person for the purposes of the CDEM Act 

• perform any functions, duties, or requirements set through regulations, the National 

CDEM Plan, or a CDEM Group plan. 

Emergency services 

New Zealand Police, Fire and Emergency New Zealand, and providers of health and disability 

services are emergency services.26 Emergency services must participate in the development of 

the National CDEM Strategy and CDEM plans, and provide an active member for each 

Coordinating Executive Group. 

 

  

 

26  Taumata Arowai – the Water Services Regulator is currently included in the CDEM Act’s definition of 

“emergency services”. The Local Government (Water Services) Bill proposes removing Taumata Arowai from 

this definition.  
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Appendix C: Potential list of infrastructure that 
provides essential services 
This Appendix provides additional information about an option to address 

Issue 11.1, the narrow definition of “lifeline utility” in the CDEM Act 

Definitions 

Under this option, an organisation could be recognised as an “essential infrastructure provider” if 

it were responsible for infrastructure components (assets, information, networks, systems, 

suppliers, people, and processes) necessary to deliver an essential service. An “essential service” 

would be defined as a service that underpins: 

a. public order or safety, or  

b. public health, or 

c. national security, or 

d. the functioning of the economy or society. 

How the list of essential infrastructure providers could work 

Under this option, the Emergency Management Bill would replace the CDEM Act’s provisions to 

recognise lifeline utilities with: 

• A list of essential infrastructure providers, defined by the essential services they 

provide. Like lifeline utilities in the CDEM Act, essential infrastructure providers may 

either be named entities (such as Radio New Zealand) or a defined class of entities 

(such as “an entity that provides a telecommunications network”). 

• The process the Minister must follow to add or remove essential infrastructure 

providers from the list. This would include consultation requirements and any factors 

the Minister must consider when making their decision. 

We anticipate that all existing lifeline utilities would become essential infrastructure providers.  

The Emergency Management Bill could also provide a list of additional essential services, with the 

corresponding essential infrastructure providers defined once the legislation is in force (following 

the process established through the Bill). This two-stage approach would: 

• signal the Government’s intention to recognise the operators of infrastructure that 

provides these essential services 

• enable new essential infrastructure providers to be added against an existing 

essential service (such as emergency broadcasting services) 

• enable other legislation to use either a consistent group of essential services (for 

example, to define a narrower subset of infrastructure that provides the same 

essential service), or the same definition of an essential infrastructure provider. 
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Potential essential infrastructure providers 

Essential infrastructure providers (defined consistently with Schedule 1 of the CDEM Act) 

Essential services Essential infrastructure providers 

Provision of telecommunications 

services 

An entity that provides a telecommunications network (within the 

meaning of the Telecommunications Act 1987). 

Provision of emergency broadcasting 

services 

Radio New Zealand Limited 

Television New Zealand Limited 

Production, processing, transmission, 

distribution, and storage of petroleum 

products 

An entity that produces, processes, or distributes to retail outlets 

and bulk customers any petroleum products used as an energy 

source or an essential lubricant or additive for motors for machinery. 

Generation, transmission, and 

distribution of electricity 

An entity that generates electricity for distribution through a 

network or distributes electricity through a network. 

Production, transmission, distribution, 

and storage of gas 

An entity that produces, supplies, or distributes manufactured gas or 

natural gas (whether it is supplied or distributed through a network 

or in bottles of more than 20 kg of gas). 

Roading An entity that provides a road network (including State highways). 

Rail An entity that provides a rail network or service. 

Aviation The company (as defined in section 2 of the Auckland Airport Act 

1987) that operates Auckland international airport. 

The company (as defined in section 2 of the Wellington Airport Act 

1990) that operates Wellington international airport. 

The airport company (as defined in section 2 of the Airport 

Authorities Act 1966) that operates Christchurch international 

airport. 

The entity (being an airport authority as defined in section 2 of the 

Airport Authorities Act 1966, whether or not it is also an airport 

company as defined in that section) that operates the primary 

airport at Bay of Islands, Blenheim, Dunedin, Gisborne, Hamilton, 

Hokitika, Invercargill, Napier, Nelson, New Plymouth, Palmerston 

North, Queenstown, Rotorua, Tauranga, Wanganui, Westport, 

Whakatane, or Whangarei. 

Maritime The port company (as defined in section 2(1) of the Port Companies 

Act 1988) that carries out port-related commercial activities at 

Auckland, Bluff, Port Chalmers, Gisborne, Lyttelton, Napier, Nelson, 

Picton, Port Taranaki, Tauranga, Timaru, Wellington, Westport, or 

Whangarei. 

The Grey District Council, acting as the Greymouth harbour authority 

and owner and operator of the Port of Greymouth under Parts 4 and 

6 of the Local Government (West Coast Region) Reorganisation 

Order 1989, Part 39A of the Local Government Act 1974, and section 

16 of the Local Government Amendment Act (No 2) 1999. 

Provision of drinking water services An entity that supplies or distributes drinking water to the 

inhabitants of a city, district, or other place. 

Collection, treatment, and disposal of 

wastewater 

An entity that provides a wastewater or sewerage network or that 

disposes of sewage. 

Management and disposal of 

stormwater 

An entity that provides a stormwater network or that disposes of 

stormwater. 
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Potential scope of new essential infrastructure providers  

Essential services Essential infrastructure providers 

Provision of hazard warning services 

This could include the infrastructure that 

provides flood detection, tsunami 

monitoring, or emergency mobile alerts. 

Obligations would apply to organisations defined as 

essential infrastructure providers, based on them having 

responsibility for infrastructure components necessary to 

deliver one of these essential services.  

These organisations would be defined by following the 

process established through the Bill. 

Operation of domain name system 

(DNS) services 

This could include management of New 

Zealand’s country code top-level 

domain. 

Provision of data storage or 

processing services 

This could include data centre facilities 

or data services providers that store or 

process data that is integral to the 

delivery of essential services. 

Provision of managed information 

technology services 

This could include the management of 

information technology infrastructure 

that that is integral to the delivery of 

essential services. 

Provision of cloud computing services 

This could include the provision of on-

demand computing services that are 

integral to the delivery of essential 

services. 

Internet service providers 

Vaulting, processing, settling, 

distribution, withdrawal and deposit of 

New Zealand Legal tender 

Operation of systems, services and 

products that are critical to the 

initiation, instruction, authorisation, 

clearing and settlement of payments in 

New Zealand 

Collection, treatment, and disposal of 

solid waste 

Processing and distribution of 

groceries27 to grocery retailers 

This could include major supermarket 

distribution centres. 

 

 
27  As defined in the Grocery Industry Competition Act 2023. 
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