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We have discounted options early where it is apparent that the cost and disruption are 
disproportionate to the nature and scale of the problems, as the TAG saw them and we have 
considered them. 

Assumptions and constraints underpinning impact analysis 
The Government’s response will outline what the government intends to do to improve the 
emergency response system. In terms of legislative change or regulations, Cabinet’s agreement 
to the government’s response signals what the Government intends to do and provides mandate 
for us to continue or start policy work. It is not intended to constitute final Cabinet policy decisions 
to initiate legislative change or the making of regulations. This will follow.   

As such, many proposals for legislative change are pitched at a high level. The government 
response identifies the ‘outcome’ of the regulation that it intends for a national emergency 
management agency (the national agency) to progress.  This would be the Ministry of Civil 
Defence & Emergency Management (MCDEM) or a new National Emergency Management 
Agency (NEMA) if one is established as recommended by the TAG.   

The proposals still require substantial policy work and decisions by Cabinet prior to being 
implemented.  At this stage we have not undertaken a full regulatory impact analysis, with 
monetised impacts, for each proposal. 

Evidence of the problems and quality of data used for impact analysis, consultation 
and testing  
Our evidence of the problems and data on the likely impacts of options is largely qualitative. The 
previous Government commissioned the TAG to identify problems and report on findings. The 
TAG engaged extensively with local government and other stakeholders in the emergency 
management system. It received 80 submissions, met with many people around the country, and 
was assisted by experienced officials.  

As such, we have relied considerably on the work that the TAG did to identify problems with the 
emergency response system. However, we have also: accessed the TAG’s evidence base; read 
the submissions to the TAG; considered findings of previous reviews of emergency responses; 
consulted with stakeholders in central and local government, emergency management 
practitioners and people with knowledge of te ao Māori; and applied systems thinking and 
intervention logic principles and frameworks.  

We have used all of this to analyse and test the findings and recommendations of the TAG and 
inform our own thinking about what is needed to improve the emergency response system.  As 
such, we have come to alternative conclusions in some areas and not all problems, options and 
proposals in the proposed Government response, and discussed in this document, reflect the 
TAG’s report. 
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One of the stated purposes of the CDEM Act (section 3(d)) is to: “require local authorities to co-
ordinate, through regional CDEM Groups, planning, programmes, and activities related to CDEM 
across the areas of reduction, readiness, response, and recovery, and encourage co-operation 
and joint action within those regional CDEM Groups”. However, the Act does not explicitly 
‘require’ CDEM Groups to co-ordinate local authority activities either as a function in section 17 or 
as a requirement of the CDEM Group Plan under section 49.  

The wording “encourage co-operation and joint action” in the purpose suggests that local 
authority members may choose whether to undertake CDEM activities co-operatively or jointly 
with other members. Local authorities are also only required to pay costs of any emergency 
management activity that they agree to pay, not as decided by the CDEM Group (section 16(f)), 
again suggesting there is a choice. 

The following passage in the Select Committee report sets out its view of the relationship of local 
authorities to CDEM Groups set up as Joint Committees under the, then, Local Government Act 
1974. 

“As drafted, the joint committee structure allows local authorities to come together as 
equals and ensures that each is responsible and accountable for CDEM. The Local 
Government Act 1974 allows each local authority to retain or delegate authority to the 
CDEM Group. As a committee of each member authority, the powers and functions of the 
committee are available to member authorities.” 

Supporting documentation also suggests that local authorities were intended to have concurrent 
and independent governance responsibilities.  

A Department of Internal Affairs authored “Supporting paper to the briefing for the Government 
Administration Select Committee on the CDEM Bill (March 2001)” states:  

“Each local authority is individually responsible for ensuring that CDEM provisions are 
sufficient for its district, whether these are co-ordinated through the CDEM Group or not”. 

Director’s Guideline (DGL 1/02)5 notes that: 

“As each local authority continues to be individually, as well as collectively responsible for 
CDEM, the formation and planning processes allow for a wide variety of approaches to 
meet local needs. Approaches may vary, representing a locally acceptable balance 
between autonomy and collaboration.  

For example, all local authorities could fully exercise their right to develop comprehensive 
plans across the 4Rs, retain emergency operations centres and local CDEM delivery 
systems incurring all associated burdens. Alternatively, the CDEM Group could serve to 
integrate and rationalise individual CDEM structures to facilitate planning and response 
across the entire CDEM Group.” 

However, the DGL 1/02 also notes that: “While individual local authorities may have 
differing views on CDEM, a key outcome of the CDEM Bill 2000 will be cohesive and 
functional CDEM Groups with members aligned internally in terms of structure, planning 
and delivery, and externally between CDEM Groups across New Zealand.” 

Why does the current situation constitute a problem? 
It therefore can be argued that the CDEM Act does not require that CDEM activities are 
governed, planned and delivered exclusively by the CDEM Group. 

Regardless of the Act’s intent, the policy question is whether emergency management should 
only be governed and planned jointly by local authorities in each region through the CDEM 
Group, and implemented with oversight of the CDEM Group. 

The lack of clarity between the roles and responsibilities of the CDEM Group and its members 
was raised in submissions to the TAG. For example, Environment Bay of Plenty CDEM Group 
noted that: 

                                                
5 The Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management, Working Together: the formation of CDEM Groups, 

Director’s Guidelines for CDEM local authorities and emergency services, December 2002, (DGL 1/02). 
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 “The CDEM Act imposes a structure on local government that does not fit neatly with the 
existing structure of local government.  Rather than allocating specific responsibilities to 
territorial and regional authorities it appoints them to CDEM Groups. Much time and effort is 
spent on identifying responsibilities amongst the different members of the CDEM Group. 
Amendments to the current legislation could provide greater clarity around responsibilities 
for each Local Authority.” 

The Hawke’s Bay CDEM Group recommended that: 
“The role and functions of regional CDEM Groups should be strengthened to ensure 
individual local authorities must actively participate and abide by the decisions of the CDEM 
Group.” 

The relevant Cabinet decisions6 for the CDEM Act note the following benefits from the CDEM 
Group approach (paraphrased):  

 effective implementation of national priorities; reduced exposure and enhanced ability 
to handle emergency events;  

 enhanced efficiency through greater clarity of roles and responsibilities and best use 
of scarce resources and expertise;  

 a significantly simplified organisational structure; enhanced professionalisation of both 
paid and voluntary personnel, resulting from coordinated and integrated working 
arrangements; and  

 flexibility for emergency management consortia to reflect local conditions and for 
these CDEM Groups to change over time in response to environmental changes.  

A lack of collaboration and cooperation of local authorities means that the benefits envisaged 
from a regional approach to emergency management (and in particular readiness and response) 
are not fully realised.  This includes benefits of economies of scale to support a capable 
workforce, cooperation and coordination to maximise the impact and reach of readiness activities, 
and an understanding of hazards and their impacts at a regional scale, may not be fully realised.  

What is the underlying cause of the problem?   
As explained above, although the purpose of the CDEM Act is to require local authorities to 
coordinate through regional CDEM Groups, analysis shows that the Act can and is being 
interpreted to provide for local authority members mandate to act independently of the CDEM 
Group. However, the fact that the Act provides for local authorities to act independently of the 
CDEM Group does not explain why some choose to do so.  
Some local authorities appear to want to, and be seen to, control emergency management 
activities for their communities, in particular emergency response. Their role and work in 
emergency management may not be recognised by communities if work is attributed to the 
CDEM Group.  

Some local authorities may also consider that the CDEM Group framework risks forcing them to 
contribute to activities that their communities are unwilling or unable to pay for, or that their 
contribution subsidises other local authorities. 

This reflects a fundamental tension in the Joint Committee CDEM Group model between CDEM 
Group decision making and local authority autonomy (and why the mandatory Joint Committee 
model is rarely used). Each territorial authority member (Mayor) is accountable to the voting rate-
payers in their own district – not the region as a whole.  Local authorities are usually autonomous 
in their decisions about activities and funding, although subject to decision-making principles and 
processes, including for community consultation, in the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA).  
Where there is alignment between CDEM Group majority decisions and the preferences of each 
territorial authority then there is no problem. Where there is not, questions of local authority 
autonomy arise. We note that this issue is not relevant for unitary authority CDEM Groups.  

                                                
6 CAB(98)M9/5D. 
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It is also important that there is capacity for swift local responses to emergencies, particularly in 
areas which might be isolated for a period of time.  Local authorities would still have a role in this. 
The intention is to require CDEM Groups to manage the ability to stand up local Emergency 
Operations Centres (EOC) and staff CIMS functions to respond to emergencies, working with and 
on behalf of its member local authorities. Group emergency management personnel, including 
Local Controllers, may be domiciled in local authorities to to engage with the local authority, 
integrate their readiness work with local authority functions, and have a physical presence in 
each district to stand up an EOC, drawing on trained local authority staff and other members of 
the local community (volunteers). 

However, all personnel would be working for and accountable to the CDEM Group not the 
administering authority who administers their employment (currently the regional council) or local 
authority within which they may be domiciled. 
Clear accountability to the CDEM Group reinforces that there is no mandate for the Group 
Controller to be subject to direction by those that might have a different relationship to them 
outside a state of emergency (e.g. a Mayor or local authority chief executive). Response costs 
are usually apportioned to the territorial authority of the district in which they were incurred, and 
therefore the local authority chief executive expects to have control over what is spent by the 
Controller. This tension is usually managed by close liaison and good relationships between 
Controllers and local authority chief executives. 

The disadvantages of this option is that there is some loss of local authority autonomy for those 
local authorities in CDEM Groups formed as Joint Committees (this issue is not relevant for the 
four unitary authority CDEM Groups7). 
Larger metropolitan authorities such as Christchurch and Wellington City Councils may want to 
retain some autonomy over emergency management governance and implementation from the 
CDEM Group as they have more capacity to adequately undertake emergency management, 
including response.  

We consider that a precedent has already been set by making it mandatory for local authorities to 
be members of the Joint Committee CDEM Group for the purpose of coordinating its activities, 
and by requiring them to pay their share of administration costs. The joint decision-making 
framework is undermined if the local authority is able simply not to pay to implement joint 
decisions. The LGA also provides local authorities with some discretion as to how they apply the 
requirements of that Act if other legislation (such as the CDEM Act) places obligations on them. 

As noted above, there is still flexibility in this option to tailor activities to take account of the needs 
of local communities, with CDEM Group oversight.  

Undertaking activities jointly may not always be the most efficient or effective way all the time. 
There is no guarantee that the benefits described above would be realised in every situation. 
However, we consider that overall the long term benefits of economies of scale (particularly for 
capability development) collaboration and consistency outweigh this risk. 
Local authorities may also consider that their role and work in emergency management is not 
recognised by communities as work is attributed to the CDEM Group and the EMO. There is a 
potential for loss of visibility of emergency management within the local authority.  We consider 
that this is outweighed by CDEM Groups having a critical mass of professional, full time 
personnel who can work on better visibility for emergency management in the community. 
Emergency management is often a part-time add-on to other roles in smaller territorial authorities. 

CDEM Groups vary in the extent to which they already take a regional approach to emergency 
management and therefore cost impacts to transition to a more consistent regional approach will 
impact Groups and local authorities differently. Some CDEM Groups are already reasonably well-
aligned with what is envisaged, but others will require changes to the way they are structured, 
how they operate and who emergency management staff report to. Some already operate full 
shared emergency management services across the region, while others have shared services 
between a few of the local authorities in the Group. Some Groups undertake preparedness 
activities jointly but each territorial authority runs their own response.  

                                                
7 Auckland, Tairawhiti (Gisborne), Marlborough and Chatham Islands CDEM Groups. 
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Analysis of other options 
We do not support option 1 status quo. The advantage of this option is that it has little impact on 
current arrangements. It provides for local authority autonomy about the nature and extent of 
emergency management services provided at the district/city scale. However, if no action is taken 
local authorities may continue to choose the extent to which they collaborate and coordinate as 
part of the CDEM Group. A lack of collaboration and cooperation of local authorities means that 
the benefits of a regional approach are not fully realised.   
We do not propose Option 3 that regional councils are made responsible for emergency 
management.  This is provided that, as proposed, local authorities are required to pay their share 
of costs to implement CDEM Group decisions. 
Making emergency management a regional council function would have the advantage of 
ensuring there is a direct line of accountability between decision makers, the electorate and 
funding (akin to that of the unitary authority CDEM Groups). It would minimise the transaction 
costs and distractions of managing multiple parties that are inherent in the Joint Committee 
CDEM Group. It would also facilitate a consistent level of service for New Zealanders and visitors 
no matter where they are in the region.  

Options 4 and 5 are substantially different from the status quo. The advantage of option 4 is that 
it puts emergency management decision making at arm’s length from local authorities making it 
less vulnerable to changes from local election cycles. This can also be considered a 
disadvantage as it distances communities from decision makers who they have elected to make 
decisions on their behalf (within the boundaries of any national standards). This option would 
have costs for local authorities to manage and service a Board, although these would be offset to 
some extent by not having to service a CDEM Group Joint Committee (although a Board will still 
require oversight from local authorities)  

The advantage of option 5 is that one organisation is responsible to ensure a consistent 
approach and standard of service across New Zealand.  This may further rationalise resources, 
and increase economies of scale and professionalisation (akin to that of the Police and Fire 
services). It would reduce local input into governance meaning emergency management would 
not be subject to changes from local election cycles, although it would still be subject to changes 
of government. This option would remove costs of emergency management from local authorities 
and ratepayers and shift costs to central government and tax payers (this may be seen as an 
advantage or disadvantage).  

The direct political involvement of local authorities in proposed option 2 better maintains 
connections with local communities including local knowledge about communities’ needs and 
preferences.  It better maintains linkages with council services and activities which have 
synergistic relationships with emergency management activities, including community and 
infrastructure resilience, landuse and building regulation, welfare, and recovery investment. The 
TAG noted that the option of a single organisation does not utilise, and build on the principle that 
local communities are best served by people who know them and their local issues.  
More pragmatically, we agree with the TAG that making emergency management a function of a 
regional council, council controlled organisation, or a Crown entity would come at substantial cost 
and disruption. The TAG did not suggest that the Joint Committee CDEM Group model is broken. 
The TAG noted that the level of commitment they saw from many councils and individuals to 
more collaborative approaches did not warrant such a substantial change to the local level 
arrangements. It is apparent that the cost and disruption of options 3, 4, and 5 would be 
disproportionate in comparison to the nature and scale of the problem.  Such a significant change 
may appear to stakeholders to be “cracking a nut with a sledgehammer”. 
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