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NATURAL HAZARD MANAGEMENT FORUM
21 May 2001, Bellamys, Christchurch

Facilitator: Ian McLean

PROGRAMME

Lunch

1.30 pm - 5 pm

5 pm - 6 pm

Welcome and introductory remarks - Daryl le Grew, Vice Chancellor, University of Canterbury

Sector presentations followed by a  plenary discussion facilitated by Ian McLean

Presentations of sectorial perspectives will attempt to answer the following questions:

1 - What does Natural Hazard Management mean in the context of your sector? What are the
components? What are the requirements from other sectors?

2 - What are the critical skills needed both inside and external to your sector?

3 - What are the education and research needs of your sector?

Facilitated group discussions/workshops to examine issues arising from the morning session at
a cross-sectorial level in respect of the following key risk management processes: Reduction,
Readiness, Response, Recovery

The forum will conclude with a report back from each group and a concluding speech by Ian McLean.

Drinks and the opportunity to network and socialise

9 am - 12.30 pm

Contributors:

Government Pat Helm – Prime Ministers Department
John Norton – Ministry Emergency Management

Local Government Peter Kingsbury – Environment Canterbury
Lifelines Dave Brunsdon – Consultant, Spencer Holmes
Infrastructure Francis Small - Consultant
Insurance and Finance Chris Ryan – Chief Executive, Insurance Council
Consultants & Engineers David Hopkins – Consultant Engineer
Research Robin Falconer - IGNS
Academia John Mander/ Jim Cole – University of Canterbury

Workshop facilitators:

Bob Kirk – University of Canterbury, David Middleton – EQC,
David Bull – Massey University, Ian McLean – Strategic Advisor.

Outcome:

Identification of key areas for collaborative action and the formation of an industry group tasked with preparing
a paper on the viability of a national centre of excellence. Published proceedings will be made available for
every attendee at the forum and a web version will be made available for public access on the CAE website.
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Natural Hazards Forum

1  INTRODUCTION

Government in 1994 began a series of steps to review and improve civil defence and emergency management
mechanisms in New Zealand. Central to this process was the adoption of a comprehensive risk management
approach to reduce the vulnerability of NZ communities to the risks arising from natural hazard events.

Under this new environment the expectations of government agencies, business and the community, have
needed to be refocused, and responsibility for action reallocated. There is a growing awareness amongst key
agencies of the need for integrated risk management that seeks to reduce risk by prevention and pre-emptive
measures, mitigation, integrated responses and more effective recovery methods. Government’s vision is for
a New Zealand community resilient to natural hazards and disasters.

The traditional approach, that to date has defined our responses to natural hazards, has been based upon the
vulnerability of this country’s physical networks; road, rail, power, telecom facilities and so forth. But the
definition is changing quickly to include other infrastructure components that make up the fabric of our
communities; hospital systems, school systems,  local governance channels, computer and other network
systems and, indeed, the communities themselves.

What constitutes natural hazard management is thus open to debate and redefinition. In addition, local
government’s role is now different from that of the utility and network operator who, in turn, has a different
perception of likely risk elements than that of the manufacturer, primary producer or other businesses. Again,
the insurance sector brings its particular focus towards risk management as do the engineering profession,
research personnel and academia.

The question thus posed is how does one bring these various interests and requirements together into an
integrated risk management response. It was this question that inspired the Centre for Advanced Engineering
(CAE) to bring together this first national forum on Natural Disaster Management. The objective of the forum
was to identify key areas for collaboration so that New Zealand might achieve real improvement in its risk
management approaches.

Of course, much has already been done to change the practise of hazards management in this country:

• the Civil Defence Emergency Management legislation now before Parliament will update and redefine the
duties of central and local government

• the establishment of the new Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management has created an
improved focus towards integrated approaches, and

• individuals from throughout the country and many different institutions (universities, central government
agencies such as the Earthquake Commission and Crown Research Institutes,  local government and many
others in private practice) have combined through Lifeline groups, to institute risk management studies to
establish the likely vulnerability of  local lifeline assets to natural hazard events.

In particular the lifelines activity has been important in creating a strong network of practitioners active in the
field from a technical standpoint. However by developing a better understanding of the issues affecting
different sectors, CAE hoped that the forum would allow opportunity to establish critical actions needed to
develop a national approach as well as the accompanying priorities for development of critical knowledge and
skills to underpin required capability.

The forum thus offered a variety of papers from individuals whose contributions represented a range of sector
groupings. Summaries of the papers are included in Appendix 1. Together they offer a wide view on what
constitutes natural hazard management and the requirements for an integrated management approach. In this
respect, a number of questions can be asked:

• What are the knowledge components for the various sectors, and how can these best be integrated into
education and research activities.

• What are the pressures on local government and network organisations to take responsibility for natural
hazard planning?
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• How good are we at adapting communities and built systems to the likelihood of natural disaster.

Clearly, there are many interconnected issues that are influencing the way organisations and agencies across
the whole spectrum of natural hazards management are responding.

As previously hinted, the corporate restructuring of Government at all levels (both national and territorial) has
redefined roles and responsibilities. Moreover, amongst our network industries successful organisations are,
themselves, continuously restructuring the ways in which they manage and operate New Zealand’s infrastructure
facilities. Spans of responsibility are continuously changing and technology innovation is also impacting on
normal equipment replacement cycles.

There is also the impact of competitive pressure on the insurance market and the increasing interdependence
of risk regions. In particular, New Zealand is likely to see increasing variability in weather patterns arising
from global warming, which combined with the increasing pressures from urbanisation will result in more
communities vulnerable to natural hazard events. Together this all presents new issues for consideration. But,
as many at this forum have commented, it only requires one catastrophic event to change the dominant “world-
view”.

Issues identified at the forum are described in more detail in the section that follows. These were then
considered in facilitated group discussion around the four critical disaster management processes; reduction,
readiness, response, and recovery (the four R’s). In essence these sessions took up the challenge of identifying
the research and education needs required to ensure New Zealand has appropriate structures and expertise in
place to manage natural hazards at both local and national level.

A consistent national approach is required across all sectors if we are to enhance community awareness of
natural hazards, reduce loss from any disaster event, and provide convincing arrangements for response and
recovery.

This is the real challenge of natural hazards management; discovering how good we are at adapting built
systems for the likelihood of natural disasters, improving the professional practice of natural hazards
management throughout New Zealand, raising awareness within our communities of the nature of the risk
individuals face in their daily lives, and ensuring an integrated risk management approach rather than relying
simply on a hoped-for response capability.
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2  THE ISSUES SURROUNDING NATURAL HAZARDS MANAGEMENT

Discussion at the forum was wide-ranging and offered both differing insights as well as practical experience
arising from individual involvement in natural disasters in New Zealand and elsewhere.

Within the context of the meeting a strong view expressed was the usefulness and relevance of lessons learnt
through involvement of New Zealand engineers, scientists and risk agencies in major catastrophe events
elsewhere. New Zealand must expand the occasional practise of having its people practically involved in
international co-operative effort and aid in respect of major loss events, for without such learning it becomes
more difficult for this country to maintain an effective state of readiness for a major loss event in this country.

However, in the broader context of the forum objectives, issues raised within the discussion of the individual
sector presentation are summarised below. For ease of treatment, the various comments and opinions have
been brought together under a number of generic headings:

• Hazards knowledge.

• Dealing with the aftermath of a disaster.

• Economic costs.

• Broadening the knowledge base.

• Governance issues.

• Community resilience.

• Insurance.

2.1   Hazards knowledge

“the matters relevant to the field do not always compare favourably with accepted international practice”.

• Lifelines approaches require that we ensure natural hazards research enhances and builds upon local
community needs.

• Where do social sciences fit?

• A key capability identified from international experience is awareness of communication processes,
communicating risk and equipping people to deal with crisis situations.

• Failure to communicate effectively

• Understanding the need for adaptation of human systems.

• Requirement to upgrade critical mass and operational capacity to respond to an event.

• Understanding the systematic approaches that are required and the longer term resource and social issues

• Uncertainty as what natural hazards are relevant to them – public perceptions underestimate the
vulnerability of New Zealand to land slips, tsunamis and the probable greater catastrophic loss from a
volcanic eruption.

• Shifting building design emphasis from life safety to damage control.
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2.2   Dealing with the aftermath of a disaster

“sedimentation flows resulting from the landslide at Mt Adams in October 1999 are still impacting on local
farmers livelihood and the ultimate sustainability of the entire valley community”.

• How do we deal with the complexity of processes that follow a single event such as a landslide, earthquake
or volcanic event.

• There needs to be better recognition that natural phenomena are simply triggers for catastrophic events –
natural risks are the intersection of the hazards with the community

• Disaster preparation is about recognising the worst case.

“legislation will not bind people or agencies to becoming capable”

• Restructuring of NZ’s infrastructure and network industries has created confused spans of control.

• To what extent can we expect the new Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act to encourage co-
operation and sector-based strategies rather than a straight compliance mentality.

• Y2k offers a good case study of people becoming risk assessors. Need is to ensure people are supported
and encouraged to do their jobs and assume responsibility for risk assessment.

2.3    Economic costs

“the economic cost is still going on at Kobe. There were businesses that existed in Kobe that are not there
any more. It’s a very difficult thing to put your finger on…..”.

• What value is business continuity.

• How do you take into account longer-term impacts such a depopulation of a region.

• Where are the dynamic models that adequately describe the loss implications at a community level and thus
social-economic loss.

• How does one justify financing pre-emptive or preventive measures – who is responsible for paying.

• Implications for local government in funding natural hazard management work.

2.4     Broadening the knowledge base

“getting everybody to do their job “

• How do we maintain the infrastructure required for an increasing urbanised society?

• Need to change existing paradigms – shift from traditional thinking to the new vision of resilient
communities.

• Building capability across all stakeholder groups.

• Requires better sharing of research knowledge.

• What is the “acceptable” return periods for decision making and is there a consistent national approach.

• What is the required minimum functionality for critical facilities after an earthquake or loss event.

• What capacity do we need for society to return quickly to a “normal” pattern of functioning.

• What criteria do we apply to performance-based engineering? What are the critical factors? How do we
characterise the building code to reflect building purpose and required functionality.
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2.5 Community resilience

“until people take responsibility and understand that this is what they are going to have to deal with then
they wont change their behaviours”

• Hazard information pertinent to the needs of the community.

• Communities need to be better prepared.

• Do we have communities that actually understand the nature of the risk and the profile of the risks they
face.

• Do we have communities who truly understand that it is an individual responsibility (not a government
obligation) to minimise loss.

• Involving individuals.

• What role the network companies.

2.6  Local governance

“how to deal with the fragmented nature of hazard management in New Zealand”

• Trend is continuing devolution from central government to local government of responsibility for dealing
with longer-term issues and resource allocations.

• Need recognition that effective governance includes both formal and informal planning processes.

• Local Authority Protection Plan (LAPP) is being challenged with local districts withdrawing from the plan.
In these circumstance how realistic is the 60% maximum Disaster Recovery Plan.

• Regional and local rating systems do not allow lifecycle management of major facilities or infrastructure
– i.e. flood protection or coastal protection works.

• Local resources insufficient to meet major vulnerabilities – how do we encourage sharing of information
and pooling of capability.

• Resource Management Act (1991) is limited in its application.

2.7    Insurance

“experience is that the insurance industry is driven a lot from what is happening offshore rather than what
is happening in this country”

• How relevant is New Zealand experience to the international/regional insurance market.

• Insurers with New Zealand portfolios need clearer information of the risks they cover in New Zealand so
that NZ is differentiated from other regions in their portfolios

• Adoption of risk-based underwriting and capital provision are essential and require open access to
information.
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3  FACILITATED DISCUSSION SESSION

The purpose of this section of the forum was to consider the views expressed during the morning sessions and
identify key areas for collaborative action. Forum participants were divided into four groups based on
preferred interests. Each was then tasked to provide a definition of their area and asked to address the question
of the day:

“ How can New Zealand develop a strategy for better collaboration and integration of effort?”

To help in definition of that question the following questions were asked as guidance to the group task.

1. What are the skills, research needs other institutional requirements.

2. What are the major competencies required.

3. How can we integrate current programmes.

4. What forms of leadership and collaborative structures might best deliver desired outcomes.

Four groups were established: Reduction, Readiness, Response and Recovery and each reporting back session
is summarised below.

3.1 Reduction

The first reporter was Professor Bob Kirk, Deputy Vice-Chancellor, University of Canterbury.

Definition

Reduction is about the avoidance and mitigation of hazards.

Gaps

The group identified a number of areas where more work was needed:

• New Zealand has an enormous range of skills related to natural hazards, but they are not coherently
organised or focused in regard to hazard reduction. There is thus a need for a more coherent approach to
hazard reduction.

• Education in New Zealand about natural hazards tends to focus on the physical aspects of hazards, and
rather less on other elements such as societal and economic matters.

Further effort is needed in these areas.

• There is clearly a need for more research on hazards, including regional mapping to provide a clear picture,
region by region, and the way they vary throughout the country.

• There is a need to find better ways of translating research on hazards into risk assessment for management
purposes.

• Information about hazards needs to be fed into design exercises and design processes for building and
infrastructure. Emergency management thinking needs to be part of a design brief for many activities.•

• There is a need for continuing public education.

• There needs to be a broad understanding of the nature of hazards in relation to concepts of risk analysis
and risk management. Such education needs to be cross-disciplinary in character.

• There needs to be more consideration given to the use of hazard information in planning and regulatory
activities, as well as more attention given to the question of risk and the way it is perceived by the
community.

• There is a need for people who can render and translate technical information into a language that is suitable
for non-technical decision-makers, and to assist in the public decision-making processes.
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• The concept of tolerable risk needs to be better understood. In other words, what levels of risk will society
accept for hazards.

Integration needs

In relation to integrating leadership with collaborative structures, it is clear that there needs to be better co-
ordination among educational and research institutions, various levels of management in regional and district
councils and with industry needs, including the insurance industry.

This group concluded that the Centre for Advanced Engineering could be asked to bring a group of people
together who are representative of interest groups and user groups to consider how best to integrate and co-
ordinate what is presently a very fragmented situation with respect to hazard reduction in New Zealand.

3.2 Readiness

The reporter for this group was Mr David Middleton, General Manager of the Earthquake Commission

Definition

Readiness is where we are now and what is needed for successful recovery mechanisms to be put in place.

Gaps

• Fragmentation of resources and users is a major problem.

• There are obvious gaps that need to be filled, but it is not certain what is required to fill those gaps and ensure
that future needs are met.

• Emergency Management Groups, to be formed under the new emergency management legislation, should
be encouraged to develop skills in research and meeting the educational needs.

• The Ministry for Emergency Management’s Strategic Plan and Guidelines will show up other areas where
skills in research and education are lacking.

Integration Needs

• There are a range of organisations that could promote integration and encourage collaboration and
research. The Lifelines groups in New Zealand have become the classic model. Because they are informal
and stimulating, organisations continue to belong to and support them. They are persuasive and have no
legal or formal framework.

• Other work in progress includes the Geonet Project, which involves collaboration between two Govern-
ment organisations, EQC and GNS.

• Progress in this area is expected to be research driven. Collaborative research will indicate the areas where
skills and education are needed. To get a wider community of interest, a pilot project, possibly led by CAE,
could be established.

3.3    Response

Dr David Bull, Director, Graduate School in Public Sector Management, Massey University, reported from
the Response group.

Definition

Emergency management response starts with the first formal activity related to an identified or potential
emergency This could be declaration of an emergency, but commonly will be a decision to begin close
monitoring of a potential emergency. It was agreed that emergency response ends when special surveillance
or a declared emergency finishes.
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Gaps

The group decided significant gaps in the response stage of emergencies were:

• Controller skills are insufficient (the typical two-day course cannot be adequate),

• Controller support information management systems are insufficient,

• There is not an adequate pool of risk management skills (in the response context there will be many risk
management decisions to make).

• Emergency services co-ordination is likely to be poor in large events.

• Absence of people and equipment for urban search and rescue.

• Limited availability of people for second shift.

• There is inadequate connectivity of those with relevant professional skills. (Who are they? How are they
contacted? Can they get access? Authorities needed?).

• Contractor access limitations (e.g. same contractor serving adjacent areas).

• Poor linkages to the welfare and voluntary sectors.

• Poor planning at the family level (have parents, schools, children communicated about what they will do?).

• Deficient mechanisms for communicating with the affected public.

• Lack of practical experience of emergencies.

Research priorities

• The group identified the following priorities for research.

• Building a body of knowledge on how New Zealanders should respond in emergencies.

• Gaining understanding of economic sustainability consequences of response priorities.

(e.g. long-term impact of no power to dairy farms).

• Understanding the community’s priorities.

• Developing alternatives to conventional benefit/cost for decisions on rare events.

• Improve prediction (or interpretation) of ongoing events (e.g. flooding).

Integration Needs

Regarding the question of what are the needs for better integration of the emergency sector, it was concluded
that:

• While there are good linkages between local government and the engineering profession, and reasonable
linkages to emergency services, linkages to the welfare sector are poor. This was illustrated by low
representation of the welfare sector at the workshop.

• At present there is not much linking of national and local emergency plans.

• The emergency management sector lacks an independent advocate.

• Leadership is necessary -only the Ministry for Emergency Management is in a position to lead.

• Processes are needed to see the big picture for risk management in New Zealand.

• Incentives to integrate need to be developed.

• An independent advocate for the hazards sector was considered a good idea.
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3.4 Recovery

Dr George Hooper, Executive Director, CAE, reported on behalf of the Recovery group.

Definition

Recovery is the process of returning to social and economic normality.

Gaps

The following points were highlighted:

• Matters relating to recovery are imprecise.

• Responsibility is diffused and there is lack of certainty.

• In a serious disaster there will be extreme competition for limited resources. These may include
psychologists, wheelbarrows and engineers. The market model has serious limitations in such circum-
stances and limited resources need to be prioritised.

• What financial models are appropriate in a post-disaster situation? How are limited resources and finances
best utilised to bring the community back to normality.

• A major task will be matching society’s and community’s expectations with what the reality will actually
be.

• There is a need to learn more from other activities and other disaster examples. In other words, research
what has happened elsewhere.

• There needs to be a centralised repository for information. The economics of recovery raises important
issues. It is well known that, post-disaster, some businesses will leave and many people may leave.
Business continuance thus becomes an important aspect of scenario studies.

• How can the learning systems that might provide the types of capability required for recovery in the future
be created.

• Communication models are important.

• There is a significant gap in the recovery phase in relation to social sciences and economic understanding
of the process.

• An education strategy is important. The level of effort at the moment, while small, is mostly occurring
within Government groups. The broader business environment needs to become involved with contin-
gency planning and there is a significant need for research in this area.

Integration Needs

The group concluded that, in order to create learning processes, it is necessary to have networks to give proper
effect to voluntary effort, and formal education programmes to allow for professional learning and provide
information about what is happening in business, the private sector and also in the Government and local
authorities.
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4  CONCLUDING STATEMENT

The facilitator, Mr Ian McLean, highlighted the following issues arising out of the forum.

• The diminishing role of central government is a significant factor in hazard planning. Government is still
involved in funding research and in response and recovery through the uniformed emergency services. It
is also still involved in reduction through the Building Act. Generally, central government involvement
will be limited in future to only very big impact events.

• It is not certain what organisations will take over from central government.

• There will be increasing responsibilities for local government, civil defence emergency groups, NGOs
such as Lifelines groups, as well as community groups like the Red Cross.

• It is clear that the community needs professional people in all of the four Rs (Reduction, Readiness,
Response, Recovery).

• It is important for such professionally-trained people to be available and qualified to fill necessary roles
when an event occurs.

• Professionals need education and skills. A significant problem in New Zealand is that there has been very
little hands-on experience in natural hazard emergency management. Co-operation throughout New
Zealand is needed.

• Such knowledge as needed by professional staff starts with a proper understanding of the hazards in the
region, and moves on through to risk assessment, design briefs for buildings and to plans for emergency
management and public information.

• Conventional methods of benefit-cost analysis may not be appropriate in a natural hazard emergency.

• Funding is a significant issue. Central government will only provide limited funds for emergency
management. This is likely to place a significant burden on local government, particularly once the
Emergency Management Bill is passed. Other funding agencies such as EQC and ACC will have
significant roles.

• Engineers are no longer thinking solely of saving lives. It has now become important to start thinking about
not only saving buildings but enabling activity or services provided by that building to continue in a post-
disaster situation. The emphasis has moved from reconstruction to recovery.

• New Zealand has a very small population and cannot afford to unnecessarily duplicate resources. A virtual
centre based on existing organisation is a good idea. In summary, Ian McLean referred to the forum view
follow-up action is paramount. He believes it is important that the initiative taken by CAE is seen as a start
to something much more comprehensive. CAE was charged with the task of bringing together a response
on behalf of forum participants that sets out the way forward for collaborative action.
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5  APPREHENDING THE PROBLEM

The comments of the invited speakers and those who contributed to the subsequent sector discussions covered
a broad spectrum. Together these contributions were looking to leverage and lift existing lifeline and hazard
activities; identifying the need for and the means of creating hazard resilient communities.  Fragmentation of
resources and users is a major problem and, thus, a primary purpose will be to create the critical mass required
to foster industry-wide involvement and leadership.

The more important points that arose out of the forum are summarised below. These provide essential
guidance to the direction and scope of future action.

• There are currently 16 Lifeline groups in New Zealand. These groups have created considerable goodwill
in their communities, particularly amongst councils and service providers. This work needs to be built upon
and extended.

• Notwithstanding the success of the Lifeline “industry” in New Zealand, public perception of hazard risk
remains low, and communities remain less than “ready” to deal with the realities of a major natural hazard
disaster.

• Considerable ongoing work is required in New Zealand to take an overview of research efforts and consider
what has been achieved in order to identify where the gaps in knowledge lie, and to determine how efforts
to begin filling the gaps should be channelled.

• Research capabilities will need to focus, not only on improving the robustness of civil infrastructure but
also on understanding the social and economic consequences of disaster

• Identification of gaps in knowledge will highlight education needs at all levels from raising general public
awareness through to research at tertiary level, and in CRI’s and similar institutions. A national education
strategy needs to be advanced. The notion of composite international degree courses is a possibility.
Emergency management must be seen as a distinct professional discipline.

• Despite the work of the Lifeline groups in New Zealand, the “hazard industry” remains fragmented. An
integrated approach to hazard management is essential to provide, among other things, the necessary
linkages among the engineering and science professions, local government, service networks and the
community.

• There is a need in New Zealand for a central repository for hazard information. Such are source will be
particularly valuable to the new Emergency Management Groups at local authority level.

• New Zealand must develop a greatly improved emergency response capability. While commendable work
has been done from time to time at Civil Defence level creating hazard simulation exercises, the fact
remains that there is, arguably, no-one of working age in New Zealand that has had hands-on experience
in either directing hazard  recovery operations or being involved in an actual response/recovery team.

• The “hazard management industry” needs an advocate that acts to improve research use  and uptake.

• The prime gap identified was the need to extend current efforts among a wider constituent group that links
the social and economic consequences of disaster into an integrated hazards management approach.



centre for advanced engineering  •  university of canterbury campus  •  christchurch  •  new zealand

Natural Hazard Management Forum
Christchurch  May 2001

Summary of
Presented Papers



“Reform in Emergency Management”

Patrick Helm
Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet

ABSTRACT

While the events of recorded history in New Zealand do not suggest that natural hazards
present major risks to life and limb, some geophysical hazards have the potential to cause
significant and costly disruption to the normal functioning of society, as well as personal
tragedy.  Moreover, some natural hazards could create serious national impact at energy
levels that may not necessarily be of the scale of the “big one” about which people
traditionally worry.

In an effort to encourage central and local authorities to better understand and manage risks
over which they have responsibility, Government in 1994 began a series of steps to review
and improve civil defence and emergency management mechanisms.  Central to this process
was the notion of comprehensive management in which risks are reduced by preventive and
pre-emptive measures, mitigation, integrated responses, and more effective recovery methods.

At this stage the basic elements of the reform are nearly complete: organisational structures
are in place; a new culture is emerging among emergency management specialists; a Co-
ordinated Incident Management System has been developed; and new legislation will most
likely be enacted next month.  However, these steps in themselves will not be sufficient to
achieve real improvements unless accompanied by better knowledge of hazards, improved
analytical methods, and critical new skills that will allow practitioners to make more informed
risk judgements.



1 Ministry Vision and Roles

Vision: Resilient New Zealand

NZ communities resilient to hazards and disasters

Roles:

•  develop the frameworks

•  put the structures in place

•  create the awareness

2 The New Environment

• the 4 r's

—  reduction

—  readiness

—  response

—  recovery

• refocusing expectations and responsibility

• no longer someone else's business

• the domain of policy makers, providers and responders

• achieve through risk management

3 The new Act will:

• establish structures and roles

• create expectations

• influence land use planning

• influence infrastructure management

4 The new Act will require key agencies to:

• be capable

• undertake planning

• be involved in group arrangements

Others are expected to play their part

“The Role of Government in Hazard Management”

John Norton
Ministry of Civil Defence and Emergency Management



5  The Risk Framework

• hazard definition and analysis

• vulnerability assessment

• identification of potential consequences

• management and Mitigation options

—  remove

—  strengthen

—  plan to manage

• communicate and optimise risk choices

• monitor and review

6 Community resilience:
The ability of communities to:

• adjust to a disaster and influence its outcomes

• minimise and withstand losses and to recover from adverse
impacts of a disaster

7 Why do we want it?
Community resilience:

• is fundamental to our philosophy of emergency management

—  community self help

—  everyone playing their part

—  supported by em arrangements

• is a unifying concept which we wish to institutionalise

• is a strategic goal or outcome

Contributions to Community Resilience to Hazards Comes From:

• individuals and community groups

• community institutions and organisations

• infrastructure and systems

• systems for hazard management

• knowledge and attitudes to risk hazards

8 Community Resilience Derives From:

• community capacity

And the community reaction to

• risk exposure

A model is proposed to address these elements



9 Research Areas

• hazardscape refinement

• risk and decision models for low probility/high impact hazards

• community resilience — definition and evaluation

• social and behaviour responses

—  to hazard information

—  during and following a disaster

The proposed model



“Natural Hazards Management and Local
Government”

Peter Kingsbury
(Environment Canterbury)

1. Local government’s role in the management of natural hazards

Reducing the impact of natural hazard events on communities is a major function of regional
and territorial (district and city councils) local authorities.  The function spans environmental
investigations and monitoring, planning, emergency management/civil defence, warning and
protection, and advice and education.

“Natural hazard management” for most local authorities involves three key principles. These
are, avoidance, alleviation or recovery.  Avoidance means keeping people and property away
from the natural event.  This can be achieved by planning controls, education and public
awareness initiatives.  Alleviation means “controlling” events and/or improving resistance to
the effects of those events.  Stopbanks, retaining walls, raised floor levels and strengthening
of structures are some of the more common techniques used.  Recovery involves getting life
back to normal after damage or disruption has occurred, and may include rescue, insurance
and other financial assistance, repairs and new construction.

Regional and territorial local authority responsibilities come mainly from the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA) and the Building Act 1991.  Local authorities have further
natural hazard obligations under the Local Government Official Information and Meetings
Act 1987, the Civil Defence Act 1983 and the Soil Conservation and Rivers Control Act
1949.  The imminent Civil Defence Emergency Management Act will strengthen local
authority responsibility particularly in the area of natural hazards planning and response.

The RMA requires local authorities to establish policies for integrated management of the
land and natural and physical resources, and to implement rules to avoid or mitigate the
effects of natural events.  The RMA gives emphasis to identifying and implementing
measures that avoid creating hazards through effects-based land use management.  Under the
RMA local authorities are also required to collect information on natural hazards and make it
available to the public.  Territorial authorities have further responsibilities to identify and
assess land at risk from various hazard events.

2. Skills and training needed for natural hazard management

The skills and training required of individuals and organisations involved with natural hazard
management have changed dramatically in the last twenty years.  This change can be
attributed largely to a shift in natural hazard management philosophy from:

(1) Single agency approach to partnerships with many and varied organisations.

(2) Reactive approach to proactive approach.



(3) Response management to risk management.

(4) Planning for communities to planning with communities.

(5) Communicating to communities to communicating with communities.

(6) Identifying hazards to defining vulnerability.

Today’s natural hazard “manager” requires a thorough background in natural hazard science
and risk assessment, environmental legislation, and policy development and implementation.

Equally importantly, natural hazard managers must be able to communicate well with a
diverse range of interest groups and stakeholders, and be able to consult effectively.
Developing and maintaining strategic and effective relationships internally and externally is
critical, as is sound decision-making.  Determining the hazard facts, evaluating the hazard
information, and forming a judgement and deciding on an appropriate course of action are an
essential element of the hazard mitigation decision-making process.  The ability to develop
informal contracts and exchange information and resources is becoming increasingly
important.

3. Local government research needs

A prerequisite for successful natural hazard mitigation work is the supply of adequate and
reliable scientific and engineering information about hazards and their potential effects.
Local authorities, and in particular local authority politicians, require sufficient and accurate
information to make logical, justifiable and defendable decisions.

A wide range of technical studies are required to assess the hazard and risk for any particular
natural hazard.  For example, geological, engineering geological, geophysical, seismological
and engineering investigations are needed to assess potential earthquake hazard.  For
floodplain management planning, geomorphic, flood history, hydrological and hydraulic
flood modelling information is required to adequately assess the hazard.  The technical
studies are needed to define and characterise the physical hazard process, including its source,
location, size, likelihood of occurrence, and severity of effect on a site, structure or activity.

Most natural hazard investigations for local authorities are completed under contract and are
scoped to meet the needs of the end-user.  With a steady increase in the use of hazard
information in planning and development, engineering and emergency management, there is
however, considerable opportunity to develop more applied natural hazard research
programmes through Crown Research Institutes, universities and other organisations.


