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Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group – 29 September 2022 

10. Extraordinary and Urgent Business І Panui Autaia hei Totoia Pakihi

Simon Mapp 
CDEM Group Co-ordinator, Administering Authority 

RECOMMENDATIONS IN SOUTHLAND CIVIL DEFENCE EMERGENCY MANAGEMENT GROUP (SCDEMG) 
 REPORTS ARE NOT TO BE CONSTRUED AS SCDEMG POLICY UNTIL ADOPTED BY THE SCDEMG 

List of Abbreviations 

Abbreviations used in this report: 

CDEMG Civil Defence Emergency Management Group 
SCDEMG Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group 
CDEMA Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 
CEG Co-ordinating Executive Group 
AA Administering Authority 
EMO Emergency Management Office 
EOC Emergency Operating Centre 
MCDEM Ministry of Civil Defence & Emergency Management 
CEO Chief Executive Officer 
SOPs Standard Operating Procedures 
EMS Emergency Management Southland 
EMIS  Emergency Management Information System  
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Minutes of the Southland Civil Defence Emergency 
Management Group (Te Manatu Arai Mate Ohorere o 

te Tonga) Meeting, held in the Council Chambers, 
Environment Southland, cnr Price Street and 

North Road, Invercargill, on Wednesday,  
18 May 2022 at 9.00 am 

____________________________________________ 

 

 
 

Present: Cr NMG Cook (Environment Southland) (Chair) 
 Mayor G Tong (Southland District Council) - by zoom 
 Mayor T Hicks (Gore District Council) 
 Cr N Clark  (Invercargill City Council) - by zoom 
  
Also present: Ms R Faimalo (Regional Emergency Management Advisor                                
   NEMA)    
 
In Attendance: Mrs Falconer (Acting Chief Executive)  
 Mr S Mapp (EMS Manager) 
 Ms A Curd (EMS Team Leader – Resilience) 
 Ms A Rogers (EMS Administration Assistant) 
 Mrs M Weston (Team Leader Organisational Support - 

Minutes) 
 

 

1 Welcome (Haere mai) 
 
 The Chair welcomed everyone to the meeting of 18 May 2022, including Ms Faimalo 

Regional Emergency Management Advisor from the National Emergency Management 
Agency (NEMA).   

   

2 Apologies (Nga Pa Pouri) 
  
 Apologies were received on behalf of Mayor T Shadbolt (ICC), Clare Hadley (Chief 

Executive ICC), Cameron McIntosh (Chief Executive SDC) and Steve Parry (Chief 
Executive Gore DC). 

 
 Resolved: 
 

Moved Mayor Hicks, seconded Mayor Tong, that apologies for 
absence be recorded on behalf of Mayor Shadbolt, Clare Hadley, 
Cameron McIntosh and Steve Parry.    

 
Carried 

 

3 Declarations of Interest 
 
 There were no declarations of interest made at this time.   
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4 Public Forum, Petitions and Deputations (He Huinga tuku korero) 
 
 There were no public forums, petitions or deputations presented at this time.   
 

5 Confirmation of Minutes (Whakau korero) – 18 November 2021 
    
  
 The minutes of the meeting held on 18 November 2021 were circulated with the 

agenda and confirmed with no corrections.   
 
 Resolved: 
 

Moved Mayor Hicks, seconded Cr Cook, that the minutes of the 
Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group meeting held 
on 18 May 2021 be taken as read and confirmed as a true and correct 
record. 

 
Carried 

 

6 Notification of Extraordinary and Urgent Business 
 (He Panui Autaia hei Totoia Pakihi) 
 
6.1 Supplementary Reports 
 

There were no supplementary reports tabled for inclusion in the agenda. 
 
6.2 Other 
 
 There was no other business tabled for inclusion in the agenda. 
 

7 Questions (Patai) 
 

 There were no questions raised. 
 

8 Chairman’s Report (Te Purongo a Tumuaki) 
 
 On Monday 11 April 2022, the Minister of Emergency Management, Kiritapu Allan 

visited EMS.  Minister Allen met with members of the Southland Civil Defence Group 
and Co-Ordinating Executive Group.  Dave Gawn the Chief Executive of NEMA and 
Rochelle Faimalo, the Southland REMA also accompanied Minister Allan on this visit.  

 
 Cr Cook also discussed the visit by Members of Parliament – MPs Mr Gerry Brownlee 

and Joseph Mooney last week who discussed the Southland Floods and the response 
to that.  At this meeting an information presentation was given by Mr Sinclair from EMS  
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9 Report – 22/SCDEMG/43 
 

 
 Item 1 – Co-ordinating Executive Group (CEG) Chair Report  

 
Mr Mapp spoke to this item and advised the committee that two Co-ordinating 
Executive Group (CEG) meetings had taken place, one on 27 January 2022 
and 13 May 2022.   
 

 Key matters raised in these meeting included:  
 
27 January 2022 

 Covid-19 
 Council Business Continuity Plans 
 Flood planning 
 F8 report 
 Updates from the various sub-committees plus health emergency planning  

 
 13 May 2022 

 Drought co-ordination response 
 COVID-19 Regional Leadership Group update  
 
Resolved: 
 

Moved Mayor Hicks, seconded Mayor Tong, that the Southland Civil 
Defence Emergency Management Group note the report.  

 
Carried 

 
 Item 2 – Drought Co-ordination Response  

 
After a meeting of the Mayoral Forum, Emergency Management Southland was asked 
to co-ordinate the response to the Southland hydrological drought in April 2022.  Due 
to an awareness of the situation, EMS were able to respond swiftly.    
 
The committee were also advised that due to the situation not meeting the threshold 
of an emergency under the CDEM Act a declaration was not made.   
 
An action plan was completed which focused on two areas:  
  A co-ordinated communication approach  
  Co-ordination of the Council’s water infrastructure managers  

 
Good working relationships were developed and EMS acknowledged Mr Jenkins for the 
great work which he had undertaken in relation to aquifer river levels.  Mr Mapp 
stressed the importance of this work including the information provided by MetService.  
He further added that the list of contacts identified through the number of 
stakeholders e.g. Rural Support Trust and Life Line would be provided the following 
week.  
 

Page 5



 
   Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Meeting –  18 May 2022 
 

Page 4 
 

Cr Cook briefly discussed the learnings from this response and how this determines 
future responses especially regarding the trifecta work being completed by 
government and how a non-declared emergency can be managed within Councils.  
Mayor Tong congratulated EMS on the work undertaken especially during COVID-19 
and ensuring the response maintain its integrity.  
 
Cr Clark raised concerns related to winter feed and the cost, as well as grass recovery 
for next spring which will be impacted.  Mrs Falconer commented that a sector group 
had been formed to identify the programme of work which relates to winter grazing 
and includes support for reduced feed while addressing what winter will need later this 
year.  She also recommended that in the next Chairman’s report, an update be 
presented to the Committee on the actions and programme of work which this group 
is to undertake.   
 
In this discussion, Metservice was recognised for the quality of information presented 
which included future forecasts and found to be most valuable.    
 
Resolved: 
 

Moved by the Mayor Tong, seconded Mayor Hicks, that the Southland 
Civil Defence Emergency Management Group note the report. 

 
Carried 

 
 Item 3 – Group Plan Update 

 
The Southland Emergency Management Group Plan is due for review/update later this 
year.  In legislation, Group Plans are informed and give effect to the National Emergency 
Management Plan.  Currently as part of the Trifecta programme, the National 
Emergency Management Plan is being reviewed.   
 
Mr Mapp advised that an extensive hazard scape for Southland will continue to be 
required for the group plan review and that EMS had enlisted the assistance of Toa 
Consulting to assist at identifying the Southland Hazard scape and their consequences.   
The draft Southland CDEM Group Risk Assessment Hazards and Likelihoods 2022 
version 1.2 April 2022 was attached in the Agenda and circulated to the Committee.  
 
This document covered a wide range events outside of CDEM emergencies but have 
been included as EMS services could be called upon to assist, which included:  
 Terrorism 
 Human pandemics 
 Cyber attacks 
 Dam failure/break    
 
Resolved: 
 

Moved Cr Cook, seconded Mayor Hicks, that the Southland Civil 
Defence Emergency Management Group note the report. 

 
Carried 
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 Item 4 – Changes to AF8 (Alpine Fault Magnitude 8) Programme 

 
 
At the last meeting of the Steering Group held early 2022, Brian Paton (Malborough 
CDEM) stood down as the steering group chair and Mr Mapp was elected to that role.  
 
Mr Mapp highlighted key items which included the following; 
 quarterly updates are to be provided;  
 new roles which will focus on insights and intelligence; and communications and 

engagement; 
 a new NEMA Southern Regional Planner to AF8 starts in May, however work 

continues to progress via the Response Planning Groups (RPGs). 
 

Other matters included: 
 media piece entitled “fault lines” is due to be published and will be available on line 

https://faultlines.nz/ 
 AF8 steering group identified Microsoft teams as the preferred tool of collaboration 

and file sharing between the AF8 partners, access has been provided to them; 
 
Cr Cook discussed the recent evacuations in the 2020 floods undertaken in Milford 
Sound utilised the information provided in AF8 response planning.  It was the largest 
air evacuation undertaken in New Zealand for civilians and no loss of life was recorded.    
 
Mayor Hicks enquired about the public education project that began on 7 May 2022.  
Mr Mapp would send him the link to the story map which “North & South” had put 
together.   
 
Mayor Hicks also raised concerns related to the general awareness of the public of the 
seriousness of the potential situation.  Cr Cook advised that there was someone 
employed for years promoting AF8 and the effects across the South Island. This 
included education in schools and community groups.  He further added that last year 
there was an AF8 presentation which was well attended by over 200 people.  Additional 
funding has been obtained from NEMA to support this programme and to ensure this 
education programme continues.     
 
Resolved: 
 

Moved by the Mayor Hicks, seconded Mayor Tong, that the Southland 
Civil Defence Emergency Management Group note the report. 

 

 Carried 
 

 Item 5 – Annual Survey  
 

 The services of Research First were acquired for this year survey.  Research First is a 
professional survey service which addressed the concerns of previous surveys that did 
not necessarily reflect the diversity of the Southland public.   

 
 These questions were drafted for information purposes, the outcome of which will 

provide a better understanding of how engaged people are.  The feedback from the 
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survey is expected in the next two weeks and Mr Mapp agreed to present this at the 
next meeting.  

 
 This year’s nationwide test of the Emergency Mobile Alert (EMA) system will take place 

on Sunday 22 May between 6-7pm.  The committee discussed some people who do not 
have access to cellphones and those in areas with no coverage.  Mr Mapp advised that 
technology will not replace other alerting channels e.g. radio or social media and should 
people feel unsafe, not to wait for official warnings and explained – “if an earthquake 
is long or strong, get gone” 

 
 
 Resolved: 

 
Moved Cr Cook, seconded Mayor Hicks, that the Southland Civil 
Defence Emergency Management Group note the report. 

 
Carried 

 
 Item 6 –Whakaari/White Island 

 
The National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA) was successful in its application 
to dismiss charges in relation to the 2019 Whakaari/White Island volcanic eruption.   
 
A number of report prior to this decision required NEAM counsel to explain the CDEM 
system and the roles of NEMA compared to CDEM Groups in the area and how it 
operates.  Unfortunately, the snippet appeared to have NEMA counsel proportioning 
blame to CDEM groups rather than NEMA which caused some concern about what that 
means for the CDEM Groups especially those with visitors to volatile tourist 
destinations.  
 
Attached in the agenda is an abridged version of the Judge’s ruling for the committee’s 
information.   
 
Cr Clark commented on the Health and Safety Act, noting there are two types of 
liabilities - one is for workers and the other for employers. When thinking of AF8 and 
Milford Sound what is our obligation and are we absolved?  Mr Mapp advised that 
Health and Safety for those living, working and visiting Milford is of upmost importance.  
Various work streams are being undertaken to identify escape routes with various 
emergencies considered such as weather bombs, landslides etc.   
 

 Resolved: 
 

Moved Mayor Hicks, seconded Mayor Tong, that the Southland Civil 
Defence Emergency Management Group note the report. 

 
Carried 
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 Item 7 – National Emergency Management Agency Update 
  

Mr Mapp reported that Group Managers and NEMA management have been working 
on a partnership charter designed to better improve communication between Groups 
and NEMA.   It is important to note that the document is not binding on any party and 
will not remove powers or decision making from the regions.  It is designed to 
understand how the parties can work together to reach a common goal.  
 
Ms Faimalo, Regional Emergency Management Advisor from NEMA provided an update 
on the document which was circulated in the agenda and taken as read.  

  
The committee were reminded of the Emergency Mobile Alert (EMA) on Sunday 22 
May 2022 between 6 and 7 pm. 
 
Resolved: 
 

Moved Mayor, Hicks, seconded Mayor Tong, that the Southland Civil 
Defence Emergency Management Group note the report. 
 

Carried 
 

  
 Item 8 – Next Meeting 
 

 Due to this being an election year, Cr Cook suggested that the committee meet prior 
to this to ensure that all items were resolved.   The committee agreed on having this 
meeting at the offices of Environment Southland on Thursday 29 September 2022.  

 
Resolved: 
 

Moved Mayor Hicks, seconded Cr Clark that the next meeting of the 
Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group is to be held on 
Thursday 29 September 2022.  
 

Carried 
 

Termination 
 

There being no further business, the meeting closed at 10.04 am.  
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Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group – 29 September 2022 

Item 1 Co-ordinating Executive Group (CEG) Chair Report 
Compiled by Simon Mapp, Manager, Emergency Management Southland on behalf of Wilma Falconer, 
Chairman, Co-ordinating Executive Group  

There has been one CEG meeting since the last Southland CDEM Group meeting – on 
26 August 2022. 

Matters received and discussed were the following: 

 Preparedness Survey;
 Business Plan;
 Emergency Management Southland Annual Report;
 Southland Hazard Risk Assessment;
 AF8 Annual Report; and
 AF8 Strategic Plan.

The recommendations contained within the Southland Hazard Risk Assessment Report were 
endorsed by the CEG. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group note the report. 
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Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group – 29 September 2022 

Item 2 Emergency Preparedness Survey 
Compiled by Simon Mapp, Manager, Emergency Management Southland    

Emergency Management Southland has completed its Emergency Preparedness Survey. 

Highlights of the survey were: 

 Southlanders have a good understanding (awareness) of emergencies facing them;
 most Southlanders understand the importance of being prepared;
 nearly half of Southlanders believe they are prepared.

The full survey is attached. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group note the 
Emergency Preparedness Survey and results. 
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Disclaimer: 
Research First Ltd notes that the views presented in the report do not necessarily represent the 
views of Civil Defence Southland. In addition, the information in this report is accurate to the 
best of the knowledge and belief of Research First Ltd. While Research First Ltd has exercised all 
reasonable skill and care in the preparation of information in this report, Research First Ltd accepts 
no liability in contract, tort, or otherwise for any loss, damage, injury or expense, whether direct, 
indirect, or consequential, arising out of the provision of information in this report. Please note that 
due to rounding, some totals may not correspond with the sum of the separate figures.
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Key insights 3

Introduction 6

Level of preparedness 9

Household emergency planning 22

Emergency communication 30

Appendix A – Sample demographics 38

Appendix B – Demographic comparisons 40

Appendix C – Online survey comparisons 51
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Section 1

Key insights
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HOW PREPARED ARE SOUTHLANDERS  
FOR CIVIL DEFENCE EMERGENCIES?

Good understanding of the 
impacts of an emergency

How prepared do residents believe they are?

Flooding
16% prepared in reaction 
to the flooding in 
Southland

Earthquake
26% prepared in reaction to 
the Christchurch and Kaikoura 
earthquakes

Fire Pandemic Storm/Cyclone

Infrastructure failure Tsunami Snow/Ice

Southland residents’ perceptions of main hazards that would impact Southland:

Percent of Southlanders 
who believe they are 

prepared to look after 
themselves without 

assistance

53% 42% Good understanding of the  
types of emergencies

65% 60%

28% 25% 22%

20% 20% 18%

Understand the importance of 
being prepared82% 49% Of Southlanders believe  

they are prepared

1-3 days 6%

4-7 days 36%

8-10 days 9%

11-14 days 49%
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93% have a torch or other lighting prepared 

91% have non-perishable food

89% have a first aid-kit

81% have batteries

76% have a radio 

66% are informed on what they need to know

61% purchased bottled water

58% have an emergency kit ready

58% have alternate means of electricity

50% check/replace emergency items regularly

43% have a household emergency plan 

26% have a grab bag prepared

Household  
emergency planning

Of the 43% of residents who 
have a plan in place, they have 

mainly planned:

39% haven’t given it any thought 

33% live alone/with one other person and believe they don’t require a plan

6% believe a disaster won’t happen in their area

6% don’t have time to prepare

66% Emergency mobile alerts

35% Radio

33% Text message
13% TV

12% Friends or family

11% Telephone call

10% Civil defence siren 
(84% are unaware that these are no longer used)

30% TV

26% Newspaper or Magazine

15% Online (social media)

What actions have residents taken 
to prepare themselves?

Emergency communication

Why don’t residents have a household emergency plan?

An emergency contact 

71%

A specific meeting place 

75%

Locating emergency supplies 

78%

can recall disaster 
preparation information. 
Residents recalled this 
information via:

28%

Residents expect to receive 
emergency communication via:
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Introduction
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Emergency Management Southland is responsible for planning, co-ordinating, 
and delivering civil defence and emergency management activities across the 
Southland region. 

To better understand Southland residents’ current hazard awareness, levels of 
preparedness, and emergency communication preferences, Research First was 
tasked with conducting a survey with residents from across the Southland region.

Research objectives
The purpose of this research was to 

• understand residents’ awareness of potential civil defence emergencies and 
hazards;

• measure preparedness and resilience levels of residents to a civil defence 
emergency; and

• investigate emergency communication Southlanders use.

Research method and design
Research First conducted 391 phone interviews between April 11 and May 2, 
2022. Phone interviews allowed the findings presented in this report to be 
representative of Southland residents’ region, age, and gender. 

Online surveying was run concurrently, however, due to the over representation 
of certain areas, the data presented within this report is from the phone interview 
method. Comparisons between phone interviews and online surveying are 
presented in Appendix C.

A sample of n=391 was achieved, to ensure that the overall data is accurate to 
+/- 4.9 percent at the 95 percent confidence level. This means that if 50 percent 
of respondents stated they had a household emergency plan in place, we could 
be 95 percent sure that between 45.1 percent and 54.1 percent of the entire 
population also feels this way.

It should also be noted that, in this report, figures have been rounded to whole 
numbers. Due to this rounding, some charts, tables, and summary measures may 
not add up precisely to the totals provided or to 100 percent.
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Sample demographics

Table 1. Sample Demographics (Phone Interviews)

Percentage Responses

Region

Southland District 38% 149

Invercargill City 32% 124

Gore District 30% 118

Gender

Male 46% 181

Female 53% 209

Gender diverse 0% 1

Age

15-29 20% 80

30-64 52% 202

65+ 28% 108

Prefer not to say 0% 1

Total Sample 391

Page 19



9

Commercial In Confidence 
researchfirst.co.nz

Section 3

Level of preparedness

Page 20



10

Commercial In Confidence 
researchfirst.co.nz

Personal and household preparedness 
understanding
To understand personal and household emergency preparedness, Southland 
residents were asked to explain their understanding of Southland emergencies 
and the impact they can have. 

The purpose of this was to gain an unprompted view of their personal 
understanding, prior to delving into their prompted awareness. This identified 
that 

• 53 percent believed they had a good understanding of the impact of an 
emergency in their areas; and

• 42 percent believed they had a good understanding of the type of 
emergencies that could occur, and the changes after its occurrence. 

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.

Table 2. Understanding of Southland emergencies 

Percentage Responses

Good understanding of the impacts of an 
emergency

53% 208

Attend meetings with community groups 7% 26

Good understanding of types of emergencies 42% 166

Average understanding of the types of 
emergencies 

23% 89

Poor understanding of the types of 
emergencies 

6% 25

Total 391

Page 21



11

Commercial In Confidence 
researchfirst.co.nz

Southland residents were then asked to state what were the main hazards that 
could affect them and their family, which identified the main hazards as 

• flooding (65 percent); 

• earthquakes (60 percent); and 

• fires (28 percent).

When analysing the main hazards by residents’ demographics1, a variety of 
statistically significant differences were identified. 

Males (52 percent) were significantly less likely to perceive earthquakes as 
a main hazard for the Southland region, compared to females (67 percent). 
Southland District residents (69 percent) also perceived earthquakes as more of 
a hazard compared to residents from other regions.

Males (16 percent) were significantly less likely to perceive storms and cyclones 
as a main hazard, compared to female (28 percent) residents. Furthermore, 
residents aged 65, or older, were also less likely to perceive storms and cyclones 
as a main hazard (10 percent).

As expected, due to their location, Invercargill residents (36 percent) were 
significantly more likely to perceive a Tsunami as a main hazard, when compared 
to Gore residents (6 percent).

1  Demographic differences compare the differences of residents’: gender, region, and age, to understand the 
impact they have on responses. Each analysis is presented in Appendix B.
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Figure 1. Residents’ perceptions of the main hazards that could impact 
Southland

65%

60%

28%

25%

22%

20%

20%

18%

4%

1%

6%

Flood

Earthquake

Fire

Pandemic/Outbreak of Disease

Storm/Cyclone

Infrastructure failure

Tsunami

Snow/Ice

Terrorist attack

Other

Don’t know
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Overall, four out of five residents (82 percent) believed it was “more than 
important”2 for them to be prepared for a civil defence emergency. 

When analysing the importance of being prepared by residents’ demographics, 
one statistically significant difference was identified, which was the difference 
between genders; males were less likely (76 percent) to state high importance of 
being prepared for a civil defence emergency compared to females (87 percent). 

Figure 2. Importance of being prepared for a civil defence emergency 
event

14% 34% 48% 82%

Not at all important Very unimportant Neither

Very important Extremely important

More than
Important

Just under half of all Southland residents (49 percent) believed they were 
“prepared”3 for a civil defence emergency; while nearly a third believed they were 
neither unprepared, nor prepared. This was a significant drop compared to 2021, 
where 66 percent of residents believed they were prepared in the event of a civil 
defence emergency.

2 “More than important” is calculated by combining “Very important” and “Extremely important” responses.

3 “Prepared” is calculated by combining “Very prepared” and “Extremely prepared” responses.
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When analysing preparedness by residents’ demographics, region was found 
to have a statistically significant difference. Southland District residents (58 
percent) identified that they were significantly more prepared than residents 
located in Invercargill City (35 percent).

Figure 3. How prepared are Southland residents for a civil defence 
emergency event?

11% 8% 32% 34% 15%
49% 66%

Not at all prepared Very unprepared Neither

Very prepared Extremely prepared

Prepared

20212022

 

Southland residents were asked to state how long they believed their household 
was prepared for to look after itself without assistance in the event of an 
emergency. On average residents believed they were prepared for 10 days 
without assistance. The majority of residents believed they were prepared for 

• 14 days (48 percent); and 

•  7 days (20 percent).

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.
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Figure 4. Days households believe they are prepared for in the case of an 
emergency event

1% 2% 2%
7% 7%

2%

20%

1% 1%

8%

0% 0% 0%

48%

1 2 3 4 5 6 7 8 9 10 11 12 13 14
1 Day 14 Days

6%

Southland residents who stated that their household was unprepared to look after 
itself without assistance in the event of an emergency for longer than three days 
gave the following reasons as to why this was. 

• They haven’t done anything or thought about it (39 percent). 

• Lack of a safe water supply (22 percent). 

Table 3. Why households are unprepared to look after itself

Percentage Responses

Haven’t done anything/thought about it 39% 9

Water supply 22% 5

Disabled/Elderly 13% 3

No power means no cooking/no freezer 9% 2

Can’t afford to 4% 1

Packed all I can/want 4% 1

Other 9% 2

Total 23
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Emergency preparations 
The main actions that have been taken by residents to ensure their households 
are prepared for a civil defence emergency include

• a torch or other lighting sources (e.g. candles) (93 percent); 

• non-perishable food (91 percent); 

• a first aid kit and essential medicines (89 percent); and 

• batteries (81 percent).

However, under half of total residents (43 percent) stated that they had an 
emergency plan in place.

When analysing preparedness by residents’ demographics, a variety of 
statistically significant differences were identified. 

Residents aged 15 to 29 were found to have taken significantly less actions 
compared to other age groups, including torches (85 percent), and batteries (66 
percent). 

Southland District residents were found to have taken greater action to prepare 
their household when compared to residents from Invercargill city. 

For example, 95 percent of Southland District residents have a first aid kit, 
compared to 85 percent of Invercargill city residents; while 70 percent of 
Southland District residents were informed of what they needed, compared to 
only 48 percent of Invercargill city residents. 

Gender was also found to have a difference in terms of having purchased non-
perishable food, as female residents (95 percent) were significantly more likely to 
have taken this action compared to males (86 percent).

Further differences between sub-groups are presented in Appendix B.

Page 27



17

Commercial In Confidence 
researchfirst.co.nz

Figure 5. Actions taken by residents to prepare their household for a civil 
defence emergency

93%

91%

89%

81%

76%

66%

61%

58%

58%

50%

43%

26%

4%

1%

Have a torch or other lighting

Purchased non-perishable food

Have a first aid kit and essential medicines

Batteries

Have a radio

Informed/know what I need

Purchased bottled water

An emergency kit ready

Have alternative means to electricity

Checked/replaced your emergency survival
items

Created or discussed a family/household
emergency plan

Have a grab bag ready

Other

Have nothing prepared

The key reasons why residents took action to ensure their household was 
prepared were 

• because they wanted to be prepared for a civil defence emergency (54 
percent); and 

• because of the Christchurch or Kaikoura earthquakes (26 percent). 

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.
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Figure 6. What prompted residents to prepare?
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The frequency in which Southland residents updated their emergency supplies 
differed widely. Nearly one-quarter updated their supply every three months (23 
percent), one-in-five residents (20 percent) updated their supply every year, 
while 12 percent never updated their emergency supplies.

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.

Page 29



19

Commercial In Confidence 
researchfirst.co.nz

Figure 7. How regularly do residents update their emergency supplies?
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Future preparation likelihood 
The most likely steps that Southland residents would take to be better prepared 
for a civil defence emergency were

• having an emergency kit ready (16 percent); and

• having bottled water stored (14 percent). 

However, nearly one-third of total residents (29 percent), stated that they had 
nothing more to do, to be better prepared for a civil defence emergency. 

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.

Figure 8. Steps most likely to be taken next, to better prepare for a civil 
defence emergency
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Have a radio
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Have a first aid kit
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There is nothing more I could do

Just over half (54 percent) of residents stated that they were “more than likely”4 
to take any steps or further steps to prepare themselves for a disaster in the next 
12 months. 

4 “More than likely” was calculated by combining “Quite likely” and “Very likely” responses.
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When analysing responses by demographics, female residents (60 percent) were 
significantly more likely to take steps to be better prepared for a disaster, than 
males (46 percent).

Figure 9. Likelihood that future steps will be taken

7% 10% 29% 29% 24% 54%

Very unlikely Quite unlikely Neither Quite likely Very likely

More
than likely 
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Prepared household emergency plans
As identified in Figure 5, only 43 percent of Southland residents have discussed, 
or have in place, a household emergency plan. 

Of these residents, more than two-thirds discussed the following in the event of a 
civil defence emergency. 

• Locating emergency supplies (78 percent). 

• A specific meeting place (75 percent). 

• An emergency contact (71 percent). 

When looking at differences by residents’ demographics, multiple statistically 
significant findings were identified. 

Younger residents (ages 15–29) were significantly less likely (27 percent) to have 
planned to tune into an emergency radio station in the event of an emergency, 
when compared to the average residents (60 percent).

As expected, older residents (aged 65+) were significantly less likely (18 percent) 
to have a plan in place for their children, compared to residents aged between 30 
and 64 (49 percent).
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Figure 10. What are Southland households prepared for in the event of a 
civil emergency?
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Following this, residents who did have an emergency plan were asked in depth 
questions about their household plan, including whether residents’ 

• household plan considers if they could help their neighbours (70 percent); 

• household plan considers if they require help from their neighbours (57 
percent); and 

• are aware of their family’s workplace and school emergency plans (47 
percent). 

Interestingly, residents from Gore were significantly more likely to consider if their 
household could help their neighbours (87 percent), compared to residents from 
Invercargill City (55 percent).

As expected, residents aged between 30 and 64 were more likely to be aware of 
their family’s workplace and school emergency plans, as these households are 
largely families with school children.

Figure 11. Southland residents’ civil defence emergency plan
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Unprepared household emergency plans
Fifty seven percent of residents did not have a household emergency plan, when 
asked why this was, the key reasons given were 

• that they haven’t thought about it (39 percent); and 

• because they live alone or only with one other person.

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.

Figure 12. Main reasons why residents do not have an emergency plan
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Don’t need/want a plan

When asked what would encourage residents to develop an emergency plan 31 
percent stated nothing, as they felt that they were sufficiently prepared already. 
However, nearly a quarter (23 percent) of respondents stated that this survey has 
encouraged them to develop an emergency plan.

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.
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Figure 13. What would encourage residents to develop an emergency 
plan?
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Where do Southland residents intend to go during a 
severe emergency?
Residents were questioned on where they would go if they were unable to cope 
on their own during a civil defence emergency, this identified multiple locations, 
including

• a community emergency hub (42 percent);

• relatives or friends’ homes (32 percent); and 

• just staying home (27 percent). 

Interestingly, residents aged between 15 and 29 were significantly more likely to 
go to a police station (10 percent), compared to other residents (4 percent).

Figure 14. Where would Southland residents go if they couldn’t cope in an 
emergency?
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Residents who listed schools, civil defence sector posts, or warden posts were 
asked if they were aware that these locations were no longer recommended as a 
place to go to during an emergency. 
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This identified that 95 percent of residents who identified schools were not aware 
of this recommendation, while three-quarters (74 percent) who identified civil 
defence sector posts or warden posts were unaware of this recommendation.

Figure 15. Are Southland residents aware that multiple locations are no 
longer recommended during an emergency? 
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The final section of this research looked to understand Southland residents’ 
perceptions and intentions of various types of emergency communication.

First, residents were asked to state where they would expect to receive 
emergency messages from if a civil defence emergency was to occur, the main 
sources identified were 

• emergency mobile alerts (66 percent); 

• radio stations (35 percent); and 

• text messages (33 percent).

Residents aged 30 to 64 were significantly more likely to expect to hear about an 
emergency via emergency mobile alerts (73 percent) compared to residents aged 
65 or older (54 percent). 

While residents from Gore were less likely to expect to hear from an emergency 
mobile alert (54 percent) compared to other regions.

Figure 16. Expectations of emergency messages sources
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Southland residents who had stated that they would expect to hear about an 
emergency via civil defence sirens were then asked if they were aware that this 
method was no longer used within Southland, which identified that 84 percent 
were unaware that civil defence sirens are no longer used.

Figure 17. Awareness that civil defence sirens are no longer used

16% 84%
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Recall of emergency preparation information 
Twenty eight percent of residents were able to recall information or advertising 
about preparing for a disaster that they had seen, heard, or read.

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.

Figure 18. Recall of disaster preparation information

28% 71% 2%

Yes No Don’t know

 

Of the residents who could recall information about disaster preparation, the 
main sources where they could recall this information were from

• watching TV (30 percent);

• reading a newspaper or magazine (28 percent); 

• seeing it on a flyer or pamphlet (15 percent); and 

• reading it online via a social media platform (15 percent).

Residents aged above 65 were significantly more likely to have seen the 
information in a newspaper or magazine (50 percent) compared to other 
residents; while residents aged 15 to 29 were more likely to have heard the 
information via a radio station (33 percent).
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Figure 19. From which source did Southland residents see, hear, or read 
this information?
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Residents who were able to recall the source of where they had heard the 
information, were then asked to state what it was that they were able to 
remember. The key themes of information that residents were able to recall 
included

• the message itself with regards to what to do in an emergency (23 percent); 

• the message itself with regards to how to be prepared in an emergency (18 
percent); and 

• they could just remember that it was in a tangible flyer/poster/newspaper ad 
(16 percent). 

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.
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Table 4. What do residents recall?

Percentage Responses

The message (what to do) 23% 24

The message (be prepared) 18% 19

Flyers/Posters/Newspaper ads 16% 17

Social media ads 9% 10

The message: Natural disasters 5% 5

TV ads 5% 5

The message (other) 4% 4

Covid-19 related ads 4% 4

Radio ads 3% 3

Only remember the symbol/Heading 3% 3

Just remember seeing the ad 1% 1

Other 6% 6

Nothing/Can’t remember 16% 17

Don’t know 3% 3

The message (what to do) 23% 24

Total 106

Page 46



36

Commercial In Confidence 
researchfirst.co.nz

Where do Southland residents go for information?
Residents who had heard a civil defence message via the radio were asked to 
recall which stations they were listening to; which identified a variety of radio 
stations, with the main being 

• More FM (33 percent); and 

• ZM (33 percent). 

No differences were identified when analysing residents by gender, region, or 
age.

Figure 20. Which radio stations did Southland residents listen to for civil 
defence messages?
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Residents who had read a civil defence message through a social media platform 
were asked to explain which platform they viewed the message on; which 
identified the key platform as Facebook (83 percent) for viewing civil defence 
messages. 

Not one of the residents identified LinkedIn or TikTok as a platform they viewed 
for civil defence messages.

No differences were identified when separating residents into gender, region, or 
age.

Figure 21. Which social media platforms did Southland residents view for 
civil defence messages? 
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Table 5. Location of respondents

Percentage Responses

Urban – In a town or city with over 1000 residents 34% 133

Rural – Urban fringe (less than 1000 residents) 23% 91

Rural – Lifestyle block 14% 55

Rural – A farm 17% 65

Rural – Residential property 12% 47

Total 391

Table 6. Current living situation

Percentage Responses

Single 20% 78

A couple without children 10% 40

Young family (youngest child is under 5) 6% 24

Older family (youngest child is aged 5-15) 9% 35

Mature family (youngest child living at home is aged 
16 or over)

11% 42

Older couple with no children at home 33% 129

Older single with no children at home 6% 22

Multi-generational family 2% 9

Other 3% 10

Prefer not to say 1% 2

Total 391
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The following tables present the sub-group differences of Southland residents by 
gender, region, and age.

A percentage in green indicates a statistically significant higher result, while red 
figures show statistically significant lower results.

Level of preparedness

Table 7. Understanding of Southland emergencies 

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Good understanding of the 
impacts of an emergency

48% 58% 54% 47% 59% 55% 52% 53%

Attend meetings with 
community groups 

7% 7% 7% 4% 8% 0% 10% 6%

Good understanding of 
types of emergencies 

41% 44% 47% 39% 41% 30% 50% 37%

Average understanding of 
the types of emergencies 

25% 21% 23% 28% 17% 21% 21% 28%

Poor understanding of the 
types of emergencies 

9% 4% 5% 7% 8% 9% 6% 6%

Table 8. Residents’ perceptions of the main hazards that could impact 
Southland

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Flood 66% 64% 60% 68% 68% 70% 66% 58%

Earthquake 52% 67% 69% 52% 56% 53% 63% 59%

Fire 28% 28% 28% 28% 26% 28% 29% 25%

Pandemic/Outbreak of 
Disease

25% 24% 23% 32% 18% 29% 26% 19%

Storm/Cyclone 16% 28% 26% 22% 19% 24% 28% 10%

Infrastructure failure 18% 22% 25% 21% 14% 20% 23% 16%

Tsunami 22% 19% 18% 36% 6% 20% 25% 11%

Snow/Ice 16% 20% 24% 12% 16% 19% 21% 12%

Terrorist attack 3% 5% 6% 5% 1% 4% 5% 2%

Other 2% 0% 1% 2% 1% 0% 1% 2%

Don’t know 5% 7% 4% 7% 8% 5% 5% 8%
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Table 9. Importance of being prepared for a civil defence emergency 
event

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Importance 76% 87% 87% 74% 83% 85% 82% 79%

Table 10. How prepared are Southland residents for a civil defence 
emergency event?

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Preparedness 48% 50% 58% 35% 52% 36% 50% 56%

Table 11. Days households believe they are prepared for in the case of an 
emergency event

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Days 10.1 9.9 10.4 9.9 9.6 9.3 10.3 10.0

Table 12. Actions taken by residents to prepare their household for a civil 
defence emergency

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Checked/replaced your 
emergency survival items

48% 53% 59% 36% 54% 41% 50% 56%

Purchased bottled water 59% 62% 60% 62% 59% 49% 66% 60%

Created or discussed 
a family/household 
emergency plan

40% 46% 48% 35% 45% 28% 50% 42%

Have a torch or other 
lighting 

92% 95% 96% 92% 92% 85% 96% 95%

Have nothing prepared 2% 0% 1% 2% 1% 3% 0% 1%

Have alternative means to 
electricity

51% 64% 70% 48% 53% 40% 63% 60%

Have a first aid kit and 
essential medicines

87% 90% 95% 85% 86% 80% 92% 90%

Have a radio 78% 74% 77% 72% 78% 63% 77% 82%

Purchased non-perishable 
food

86% 95% 94% 87% 90% 84% 92% 94%

Informed/know what I need 64% 68% 76% 57% 63% 53% 69% 70%

Have batteries 84% 79% 87% 80% 75% 66% 86% 83%

Have an emergency kit 
ready

60% 56% 61% 52% 61% 56% 58% 58%

Have a grab bag ready 29% 22% 30% 24% 23% 25% 28% 23%
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Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Other 3% 5% 3% 2% 6% 1% 3% 7%

Table 13. What prompted residents to prepare?

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Want to be prepared 57% 52% 57% 52% 52% 45% 56% 58%

Earthquake(s) in 
Christchurch/Kaikoura

22% 29% 30% 20% 26% 21% 28% 25%

Flooding in Southland 15% 18% 15% 13% 21% 10% 17% 18%

Pandemic/Covid-19 15% 14% 15% 12% 17% 19% 15% 11%

Friends or family 12% 10% 9% 11% 14% 12% 11% 11%

Checking/restocking 11% 8% 9% 6% 14% 5% 8% 15%

Information from work/
training at work

10% 8% 7% 8% 11% 6% 10% 7%

Advertising 7% 7% 6% 5% 11% 8% 6% 8%

Other disaster(s) that 
occurred overseas

9% 3% 5% 7% 7% 8% 5% 7%

News/article in the media 6% 4% 4% 3% 8% 3% 4% 8%

Tsunami warnings 4% 3% 3% 2% 5% 0% 4% 6%

Other disasters that 
occurred in New Zealand 
(please specify)

4% 2% 1% 2% 7% 0% 1% 8%

I Hunt/ Hike/Camp/Own 
Farm so already prepared 

3% 3% 3% 3% 3% 4% 3% 1%

Other 2% 3% 3% 3% 2% 3% 3% 1%

Nothing 1% 1% 1% 2% 2% 3% 1% 1%

I don’t know 2% 0% 2% 1% 1% 1% 1% 2%
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Table 14. How regularly do residents update their emergency supplies?

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Every three months 23% 23% 22% 26% 21% 17% 23% 27%

Every year 20% 19% 25% 11% 22% 19% 18% 22%

Every six months 17% 20% 20% 17% 17% 18% 21% 14%

Replace after use 11% 10% 9% 9% 12% 8% 10% 11%

Less than every year 9% 10% 7% 13% 9% 17% 7% 9%

Once a month 2% 2% 1% 1% 3% 4% 2% 0%

More than once a month 1% 0% 1% 0% 1% 1% 0% 1%

Other 1% 2% 1% 2% 2% 1% 1% 2%

Don’t know 3% 4% 1% 3% 6% 6% 2% 4%

Never 14% 10% 11% 17% 7% 9% 14% 9%

Table 15. Most likely steps to be taken next to better prepare for a civil 
defence emergency

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Have non-perishable food 
stored

6% 2% 3% 5% 3% 6% 4% 1%

Have stored water 10% 17% 17% 12% 11% 19% 11% 15%

Have discussed or planned 
what to do in an emergency

12% 5% 9% 12% 3% 13% 8% 6%

Seek out information on 
what to do in an emergency 
and how to plan

9% 10% 5% 15% 8% 9% 9% 9%

Check/replace your 
emergency survival items 
regularly

8% 6% 5% 8% 8% 3% 7% 10%

Have emergency kit ready 13% 18% 22% 15% 9% 13% 19% 13%

Have a torch or other 
lighting

1% 0% 1% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Have a first aid kit 1% 2% 2% 1% 3% 5% 1% 0%

Have alternative means to 
electricity

6% 5% 5% 8% 3% 4% 6% 6%

Have a radio 3% 3% 2% 2% 6% 3% 3% 3%

Have batteries 3% 3% 2% 1% 6% 6% 3% 0%

There is nothing more I 
could do

29% 28% 26% 23% 39% 21% 27% 38%
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Table 16. Likelihood that future steps will be taken

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Likelihood 46% 60% 62% 48% 50% 47% 58% 50%
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Household emergency planning

Table 17. What are Southland households prepared for in the event of a 
civil emergency?

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

A specific meeting place 71% 78% 81% 75% 68% 64% 81% 67%

An emergency contact 71% 71% 76% 61% 72% 77% 70% 71%

A household evacuation 
plan

66% 67% 71% 61% 64% 45% 70% 69%

Locating emergency 
supplies

75% 80% 88% 73% 70% 68% 81% 76%

Looking after myself/my 
family

73% 65% 69% 70% 64% 55% 70% 71%

A plan for my children 37% 36% 43% 36% 28% 18% 49% 18%

Moving to higher ground 62% 69% 68% 59% 68% 59% 71% 58%

An earthquake plan 56% 52% 61% 52% 45% 55% 56% 49%

Taking things from the 
house

53% 59% 64% 55% 49% 59% 59% 51%

Tuning in to an emergency 
radio station

66% 55% 61% 57% 60% 27% 64% 67%

Staying in my home/where 
I am

52% 58% 64% 50% 49% 50% 54% 62%

Transport plan e.g. which 
car/ loading car

63% 69% 68% 66% 64% 59% 69% 64%

Going to a community 
emergency hub

45% 51% 50% 45% 49% 32% 50% 53%

Table 18. Southland residents’ civil defence emergency plan

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Household plan considers 
whether residents could 
help their neighbours in an 
emergency

70% 71% 68% 55% 87% 55% 70% 80%

Household plan considers 
if help from neighbours is 
required

55% 59% 63% 43% 62% 55% 55% 64%

Knowledge of family’s 
workplace and/or school 
emergency plans

41% 51% 57% 45% 34% 27% 57% 33%
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Table 19. Main reason why residents do not have an emergency plan

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Haven’t thought about it 37% 41% 38% 49% 26% 48% 43% 24%

Live alone or only with one 
other person

32% 33% 37% 21% 43% 23% 30% 45%

Don’t think a disaster will 
strike my area

8% 3% 3% 8% 6% 0% 8% 7%

Don’t have time to prepare 
one

4% 7% 5% 3% 9% 12% 4% 2%

Someone else will be there 
to help

1% 1% 0% 3% 0% 2% 0% 2%

Wouldn’t know what to put 
in it

2% 9% 10% 4% 2% 2% 9% 3%

Other 1% 2% 1% 1% 2% 4% 0% 2%

Don’t know 6% 1% 1% 4% 6% 4% 3% 3%

Don’t need/want one 9% 3% 4% 7% 7% 6% 2% 12%

Table 20. What would encourage residents to develop an emergency plan?

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Nothing – we are prepared 29% 34% 39% 21% 34% 17% 35% 38%

This survey 22% 24% 27% 21% 20% 24% 25% 19%

If an emergency actually 
occurs

14% 12% 9% 13% 17% 16% 11% 13%

Information on how to make 
one/reminders

6% 13% 6% 14% 9% 9% 10% 11%

Change in family situation 7% 3% 9% 3% 3% 9% 3% 5%

Money to get prepared 4% 1% 1% 5% 2% 7% 1% 2%

Other 11% 11% 5% 18% 9% 17% 11% 3%

Nothing/Don’t expect a 
disaster to strike

6% 4% 3% 6% 6% 2% 4% 10%
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Table 21. Where would Southland residents go if they couldn’t cope in an 
emergency?

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Community emergency 
Hubs 

36% 46% 49% 33% 42% 34% 46% 40%

Relatives/Friends 31% 33% 25% 38% 36% 51% 29% 24%

Just stay home 27% 27% 26% 25% 31% 21% 25% 34%

Higher ground 23% 14% 20% 16% 18% 19% 20% 14%

Neighbours 14% 12% 15% 11% 14% 11% 14% 12%

School 12% 11% 10% 18% 6% 6% 13% 11%

Civil defence sector post/
Warden post

11% 5% 5% 10% 8% 10% 7% 8%

Police station 4% 4% 5% 4% 3% 10% 3% 1%

Hospital 4% 2% 3% 4% 3% 6% 3% 1%

Other 7% 3% 3% 5% 7% 4% 6% 4%

Don’t know 2% 1% 2% 2% 0% 0% 1% 3%
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Emergency communication

Table 22. Expectations of emergency messages sources

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

TV 16% 10% 12% 13% 14% 15% 11% 16%

Radio 36% 33% 30% 35% 39% 31% 35% 36%

Civil defence siren 10% 10% 9% 7% 13% 10% 10% 9%

Telephone call 15% 7% 9% 13% 12% 8% 10% 15%

Text message 29% 35% 34% 30% 35% 35% 34% 29%

Online 5% 4% 7% 4% 2% 5% 6% 1%

Police 6% 3% 4% 3% 5% 1% 5% 4%

Friends and family calling 9% 14% 12% 7% 17% 14% 8% 18%

Emergency mobile Alert 64% 68% 68% 75% 54% 65% 73% 54%

Social media 3% 3% 2% 4% 3% 5% 3% 1%

Other 6% 7% 8% 3% 8% 3% 7% 8%

Don’t know 2% 0% 1% 1% 1% 0% 0% 2%

Table 23. Recall of disaster preparation information 

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

Recall 27% 28% 28% 28% 26% 23% 29% 28%
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Table 24. From which source did Southland residents see, hear, or read 
this information?

Male Female Southland Invercargill Gore 15-29 30-64 65+

TV 35% 25% 26% 37% 26% 44% 31% 20%

Newspaper or magazine 29% 27% 17% 23% 48% 11% 20% 50%

Flyers/pamphlets 14% 17% 17% 20% 10% 11% 10% 30%

Online - social media 10% 19% 14% 14% 16% 22% 20% 0%

Radio 6% 10% 5% 11% 10% 33% 3% 3%

Online - non-social media 10% 5% 7% 11% 3% 11% 10% 0%

Workplace 2% 8% 5% 6% 6% 6% 7% 3%

Word of mouth 4% 7% 10% 3% 3% 6% 7% 3%

Outdoor posters (on bus 
shelters or in the street)

4% 0% 2% 0% 3% 0% 2% 3%

AF8 Social Media 4% 0% 0% 0% 6% 0% 3% 0%

School 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

AF8 Website 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

AF8 public talk 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0% 0%

Other 2% 5% 5% 6% 0% 0% 3% 7%

Don’t know/Cannot 
remember

0% 2% 0% 0% 3% 0% 2% 0%
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Section 8

Appendix C – Online 
survey comparisons
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Online surveys are efficient and cost-effective to run data collection, however, 
they can be poor at ensuring that a representative sample is achieved. 

When analysing the online survey responses conducted for this research, over 
representation was found to occur with female residents, residents aged 30 
to 64, and residents from Southland District and Invercargill City; while under 
representation was noted in all other demographics. 

This over representation can be seen in Table 26, as online survey respondents 
were three times more likely to attend meetings about civil defence planning, 
suggesting they are significantly more aware of potentially hazards than standard 
Southland residents.

Therefore, online survey data were not included in the main report, due to the 
impact it would have had on data quality. However, comparisons between data 
collection methods have been presented in detail below for reference. 

Table 25. Phone interviews vs. online survey – sample comparisons

Phone interviews Online survey

Region

Southland District 38% 45%

Invercargill City 32% 41%

Gore District 30% 13%

Gender

Male 46% 24%

Female 53% 75%

Prefer not to say 0% 2%

Age

15-29 21% 11%

30-64 52% 77%

65+ 28% 12%

Prefer not to say 0% 0%

Total sample 391 176
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Level of preparedness

Table 26. Understanding of Southland emergencies 

Phone interviews Online survey

Good understanding of the impact of an emergency 
event in my area

53% 55%

Good understanding of the types of emergency 
events that could occur, and the chances of them 
occurring 

42% 54%

Average understanding of the types of emergency 
events that could occur, and the chances of them 
occurring

23% 32%

Attend meetings with community groups about 
emergency planning

7% 21%

Poor understanding of the types of emergency 
events that could occur, and the chances of them 
occurring

6% 5%

Total 391 176
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Figure 22. Residents’ perceptions of the main hazards that could impact 
Southland
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Figure 23. Importance of being prepared for a civil defence emergency 
event
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Figure 24. How prepared are Southland residents for a civil defence 
emergency event?
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Table 27. Days households believe they are prepared for in the case of an 
emergency event

Phone interviews Online survey

1 – 3 Days 6% 16%

4 – 9 Days 37% 53%

10 – 14 Days 57% 30%
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Table 28. Why households are unprepared to look after itself?

Phone interviews Online survey

Haven’t done anything/thought about it 39% 14%

Water supply 22% 28%

Disabled/elderly 13% 7%

No power means no cooking/no freezer 9% 10%

Can’t afford to 4% 24%

Packed all I can/want 4% 14%

Other 9% 3%

Total 23 28
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Figure 25. Actions taken by residents to prepare their household for a 
civil defence emergency
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Figure 26. What prompted residents to prepare?
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Figure 27. How regularly do residents update their emergency supplies?
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Figure 28. Most likely steps to be taken next to better prepare for a civil 
defence emergency
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Figure 29. Likelihood that future steps will be taken
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Household emergency planning

Figure 30. What are Southland households prepared for in the event of a 
civil emergency?
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Table 29. Southland residents’ civil defence emergency plan

Phone interviews Online survey

Household plan considers whether residents could 
help their neighbours in an emergency

70% 63%

Household plan considers if help from neighbours is 
required

57% 41%

Knowledge of family’s workplace and/or school 
emergency plans

47% 64%

Total 239 70

Figure 31. Main reason why residents do not have an emergency plan
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Figure 32. What would encourage residents to develop an emergency 
plan?
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Figure 33. Where would Southland residents go if they couldn’t cope in an 
emergency?
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Table 30. Are Southland residents aware that multiple locations are no 
longer recommended during an emergency?

Aware of the recommendation change% Phone interviews Online survey

Schools 2% 11%

Household plan considers if help from neighbours is 
required

23% 48%
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Emergency communication

Figure 34. Expectations of emergency messages sources
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Figure 35. Awareness that civil defence sirens are no longer used
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Figure 36. Recall of disaster preparation information
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Figure 37. From which source did Southland residents see, hear, or read 
this information?
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Table 31. What do residents recall?

Phone interviews Online survey

The message (what to do) 23% 27%

The message (be prepared) 18% 37%

Flyers/Posters/Newspaper ads 16% 1%

Social media ads 9% 4%

The message: Natural disasters 5% 10%

TV ads 5% 0%

The message (other) 4% 10%

Covid-19 related ads 4% 3%

Radio ads 3% 0%

Only remember the symbol/Heading 3% 1%

Just remember seeing the ad 1% 1%

Other 6% 4%

Nothing/Can’t remember 16% 11%

Don’t know 3% 1%

Total 106 89
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Figure 38. Which radio stations did Southland residents listen to for civil 
defence messages?
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Figure 39. Which social media platforms did Southland residents listen to 
for civil defence messages?
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  Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group – 29 September 2022  
  

 

Item 3 Business Plan 
                                    Compiled by Simon Mapp, Manager, Emergency Management Southland     
 

The Business Plan has been created for Emergency Management Southland, with the main focus for 
the next year to be: 
 
 increasing the Southland residents’ current hazard awareness, levels of preparedness, and 

emergency communication capabilities using findings of How Prepared are Southlanders for 
Civil Defence Emergencies Survey 2022; 

 increasing the capacity and capability of staff in a response to an event. 
 
The business plan highlights how EMS intends to report activity report to CEG and Joint Committee.  
A copy of the business plan is attached. 
 
The reporting infographic is also attached. 
 
Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that the Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group note the 
Business Plan.  
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Executive Summary
The purpose of this Business Plan is to set out the priorities for Emergency Management Southland (EMS) for the 
2022/23 financial year following the goals of the Group Plan and the EMS vision statement  

To meet our vision statement of Safer, strong communities understanding and managing their hazards and deliver 
on the Group Plan goals, Emergency Management Southland will focus on:

 h Increasing Southland residents’ current hazard awareness, levels of preparedness, and emergency 
communication capabilities using the findings of How Prepared are Southlanders for Civil Defence Emergencies 
Survey 2022 1

 h Increasing the capacity and capability of staff in a response to an event  

1  Research First Survey conducted in May 2022Page 87
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EMS Overview
Emergency Management Southland (EMS) was established as a shared Civil Defence Service for the four Southland 
Councils in 2010 and re-signed in 2019   

Members of the joint agreement are: 

 h Environment Southland 

 h Invercargill City Council 

 h Gore District Council 

 h Southland District Council 

EMS will identify, assess, and manage the hazards and risks to Southland by consulting and communicating with the 
communities of Southland and identify and implement cost effective risk reduction  

We will concentrate on training staff from the four councils and partner organisations, focussing on foundation, CIMS 
and specialist function manager training  

Along with trained staff EMS will provide a 24/7 on call officer and response capability for Southland  We will also be 
available to assist other CDEM Groups if required  On occasion, we will also assist local government and government 
departments for events outside of normal CDEM emergencies that require coordination  

EMS will continue to work alongside Southland Iwi/Māori, Emergency Services, National Emergency Management 
Agency (NEMA) and volunteer groups to increase knowledge of risk and readiness for emergency events 
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EMS Group Plan Goals
Our goals as set out in the Emergency Management Southland Group Plan:  

Reduction: Building safer, stronger communities through coordinated hazard management 

Readiness:  Increasing community engagement in preparing for an emergency 

Response: Communities are empowered to respond to emergencies 

Recovery: Communities bounce back from adversity stronger than before  

EMS Vision

Safer, strong communities understanding and managing their hazards  

EMS Values

 h Focus on outcomes 

 h Build strong relationships 

 h Be trusted 

 h Be innovative 

 h Do it together
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Key Focus 2022/23
Emergency Management Southland’s priorities for the 2022/23 financial year, include: 

 h Meeting our vision statement of Safer, strong, communities understanding and managing their hazards and 
deliver on the Group Plan goals  

 h Increasing the Southland residents’ current hazard awareness, levels of preparedness, and emergency 
communication capabilities using findings of How Prepared are Southlanders for Civil Defence Emergencies 
Survey 2022.2

 h Increasing the capacity and capability of staff in a response to an event 

EMS will focus on the following activities across the 4Rs: 

Reduction / Readiness 

 h Oversee and contribute to the AF8 Programme 

 h Increase Southland’s community and business resilience against the disruption caused by the impact of 
hazards promoting business continuity 

Response  

 h Maintain the capability to respond to major emergencies and disasters  

Response / Recovery  

 h Establish an annual training program that develops and maintains necessary Emergency Management skills 
including conducting exercises to test agency emergency response plans and procedures  

Reduction / Readiness / Response / Recovery  

 h Increase and enhance public information with communities, media and local government agencies to assist in 
the preparation response and recovery from major emergencies  
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Activity Group Plan Goals Objectives How we will complete this work 

Oversee and contribute 
to the AF8 Programme 

Increase Southland’s 
community and 
business resilience 
against the disruption 
caused by the impact of 
hazards 

Reduction

 h Building safer, 
stronger 
communities through 
coordinated hazard 
management 

 Readiness

 h Increasing 
community 
engagement in 
preparing for an 
emergency

 h Oversee and participate 
in the AF8 Programme (a 
combined six South Island 
council initiative)

 h Understand and 
communicate, and where 
practical reduce the risks 
of hazards to Southland’s 
communities 

 h Ensure the development of the 
AF8 Programme actively plans 
for, educates, and reduces 
the impact of an Alpine Fault 
earthquake

 h Development of three-year 
strategic plan and workplan  

 h Continue intensive community 
planning programme 

 h Informing and educating 
communities about what they 
need to be prepared for 

 h Undertaking welfare planning and 
capability development 

 h Developing partnerships and 
relationships with support 
agencies  

 h Continue to improve 
communication with the 
Southland public, focusing on 
Increasing engagement with 
Invercargill City3 communities and 
Southland’s four Rūnaka4

 h Increase engagement with 
disproportionally affected people 

3  Concentrating on Invercargill communities due to low % of 
preparedness indicated in Southland Preparedness Survey

4  Concentration on Iwi partnership Page 91
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Activity Group Plan Goals Objectives How we will complete this work 

Maintain the capability 
to respond to major 
emergencies, assist in 
undeclared events and 
disasters

Response

 h Communities 
are empowered 
to respond to 
emergencies

Reduction 

 h Building safer, 
stronger 
communities through 
coordinated hazard 
management

 h Serve as the focal point for 
coordination and liaison 
of activities between 
local, regional and central 
government in the response 
to recovery from a major 
emergency 

 h Developing and maintaining 
plans that build on and 
complement the existing 
operational policies and 
procedures for emergencies 

 h Increasing Southland’s four 
councils ability to assist as 
per the CDEM Act5

 h Aid other CDEM groups in 
need of staff either virtually 
or by deployment 

 h Use nationally recognised 
programs to operate the 
ECC so that staff from other 
regions can effectively 
assist us in emergency 
response

 h Develop a more informed 
flood plan incorporating 
new stop bank assessments 

 h Develop a risk and consequence 
profile for the Southland Region

 h Identify people for CIMS function 
manager roles and Increase 
function manager training / 
education utilising staff from the 
four councils

 h Be prepared to deploy staff to 
other regions while maintaining 
Southland’s response capability

 h Ensure that CIMS 4 is the standard 
that all staff are trained to, and 
that the system is used in the 
operation of the ECC

 h Where appropriate, use processes 
and programs that are mandated 
by NEMA

 h Work with Environment Southland 
Hydrology and Catchment 
departments to identify revised 
trigger points

5  Estimated 30 council staff per shift / minimum of three shifts 
required by joint agreement Page 92
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Activity Group Plan Goals Objectives How we will complete this work 

Establish an annual 
training program that 
develops and maintains 
necessary Emergency 
Management skills 
including conducting 
exercises to test agency 
emergency response 
plans and procedures

Response

 h Communities 
are empowered 
to respond to 
emergencies 

Recovery

 h Communities bounce 
back from adversity 
stronger than before

 h Provide direction and 
coordination to identify 
and manage the additional 
resources needed for a 
major emergency response

 h Expand on virtual response 
capabilities

 h Enhance capabilities of EMS staff 
in response through regular 
exercises

 h Increase knowledge of the 
recovery function  

 h Successful collaboration with 
neighbouring CDEM groups 
to develop and enhance 
training and reduce costs

Increase and enhance 
public information with 
the communities, media 
and local government 
agencies to assist in the 
preparation response 
and recovery from 
major emergencies

Response 

 h Communities 
are empowered 
to respond to 
emergencies

Recovery

 h Communities bounce 
back from adversity 
stronger than before

 h Use alternative methods 
of communication to 
enhance major stakeholders 
information

 h Provide opportunities 
for quick distribution of 
information by staff leading 
program or during response

 h Provide a push notification system 
designed to increase messaging 
to stakeholders while reducing 
need for mass emails 

 h Provide up-to-date information 
through the EMS website, social 
media streams 
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Emergency Management Southland Business Plan 2022/23 8

How we report results
Activity   Targets / Metrics

Oversee and contribute to the AF8 Programme 

Increase Southland’s community and business 
resilience against the disruption caused by the 
impact of hazards

 h Development and acceptance of strategic and work plans

 h Complete an independent and representative annual survey of the 
Southland public with a goal that 60% of participants identify with being 
prepared for an emergency 

 h Provide a record of EMS engagements, to enhance the 4R’s 

Maintain the capability to respond to major 
emergencies and disasters

 h Percentage of council staff registered to Takutū NEMA training system or 
on-site training 

 h Numbers of council staff have completed foundation training 

 h Numbers of alternate controller training days 

 h Number of deployments 

 h Number of incidents / events attended, assisted, or responded

Establish an annual training program that 
develops and maintains necessary Emergency 
Management skills including conducting 
exercises to test agency emergency response 
plans and procedures

 h EMS staff course completion 

 h CIMS courses completed 

 h National Exercises completed 

 h Staff exercises completed  

Increase and enhance public information 
with the public, media and local government 
agencies to assist in the preparation response 
and recovery from major emergencies

 h Website, social media reporting 

 h Specific PIM function manager training completed 
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Emergency Management Southland Business Plan 2022/23 9

Finance

21/22 22/23

Operational Costs 281,027 289,457

Staff Costs 601,771 619,824

Operational Expenditure 882,798 909,281

Environment Southland Support Costs 350,000 360,500

Reserve 100,000 100,000

Projects 50,000 100,000

AF8 100,000 100,0006

TOTAL 1,482,798 1,569,781

6  Contributions of six South Island CouncilsPage 95



Emergency Management Southland Business Plan 2022/23 10

Outstanding Projects
Group Plan

A legislated plan review is required every 5 years under the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act (CDEM 
Act), the plans however are guided by the CDEM Act and the National plan, guidance to date states that there will 
be a need to review current plans with the release of the National Plan  For this reason, EMS will start by reviewing 
Southland’s hazard scape in 2022 

Tsunami mapping / zones

The current Southland inundation Tsunami maps are generation one, known as the bathtub method, where a 
maximum credible event is measured, and a topographical level is applied to the region   With LiDAR information 
becoming available the Tsunami inundation maps can be accurately calculated and depicted on a map over the 
populous areas of the region 

Risks and Issues
Risks and issues to be considered for this Business Plan:

 h Changes to legislation and National Plan

 h Ongoing impacts of Covid-19: 

 § work program

 § council finances

 § community impacts
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Emergency Management Southland Business Plan 2022/23 11

Reporting
EMS will provide a full report of its activities to the CEG and SCDEMG (Joint Committee), as part of normal reporting 
procedures and ongoing budget management  An annual report will be prepared and disseminated by October of 
each year  These reports will advise of the following:

 h Performance against metrics targets   

 h Number of severe weather warnings and national warnings handled 

 h Summary of EOC activations undertaken during the financial year 

 h Balance sheet for the financial year  

Flexibility
The nature of emergency management business is dictated by the ability to respond to and coordinate activities 
during an emergency event  As this response capacity is a core function of Emergency Management Southland, this 
proposed business plan may change during the course of the year to accommodate these demands, which could 
lead to some activities being deferred 

Recognition is also required that although Covid-19 pandemic response is led by the Ministry of Health supported by 
the Ministry of Social Development, the response and recovery places extra demands on EMS   

Along with emergencies in the Southland region, assisting with other CDEM groups during deployment to 
emergencies could require flexibility or a change of focus within programmed work to make sure the best benefit is 
gained from lessons learnt 
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  Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group – 29 September 2022  
  

 

Item 4 2021/22 Annual Report 
                                    Compiled by Simon Mapp, Manager, Emergency Management Southland     
 
Like many organisations, 2021/22 had areas where Emergency Management Southland had to think 
outside the box due to the fluctuating COVID-19 responses. The following areas are highlighted: 
 
 COVID-19 remained a challenging topic for the welfare team, which has been working closely 

with Ministry of Social Development and Health; 
 several of the regular stakeholder meetings were affected, however, connections were 

maintained virtually; 
 introduction to Emergency Management and Met Service public talks were held on a teams’ 

platform and were well attended by the public; 
 EMS staff were deployed to Westport on two separate occasions to assist with declared 

emergencies; 
 EMS assisted to co-ordinate the drought response working closely with the Rural Support Trust 

and Ministry of Primary Industries. 
 
A copy of the 2021/22 Annual Report is attached. 
 
Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that the Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group note the 
2021/22 Annual Report. 
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I am pleased to report that the 2021 2022 year has had some successes, areas where we have been 
requested to think outside the box and some event that have created a number of challenges for the team. 
 
In the 21 22 year the EMS team were deployed on two separate occasions to assist Westport during two 
weather related declarations, providing Westport with much needed staff and EMS staff invaluable 
experience. 
 
The community team have been working through the challenging environment of restrictions and new 
variants of Covid to still produce some impressive results in maintaining and developing community 
connections. Often planned face to face meetings had to be cancelled and they were completed virtually. 
 
A new initiative of providing Southland communities a virtual seminar from meteorologists and long-range 
weather forecasters including an explanation of the drought conditions being experienced by Southland.  
 
The response team have also been toiling ensuring the ECC is ready for use, monitoring weather, rivers and 
rainfall. EMS were involved in coordinating the response to a Hydrological Drought at the request of the 
mayoral forum. Responding to an event during a pandemic saw innovations in health and safety and 
registering for working in the ECC, including a daily RAT test for all entering the ECC. 
 
The Alpine Fault project secured funding from NEMA that will see two new roles for next year, being a 
Intelligence and insights role and a Communication and Engagement role. The program has also developed 
several Response Planning Groups (RPG) including welfare, partner agencies and lifelines. These groups 
ensure excellent communication and planning channels for an Alpine Fault event with our stakeholders 
 
The year ahead will see the team increasing the community and response staff capacity and capability to 
ensure that EMS and the Southland communities are a response ready as possible. 
 
 
 

Manager and Group Controller 
Emergency Management 
Southland  

 
Simon Mapp 
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Reduction 

 

The AF8 Programme 

This is the 6th year of AF8, previously the programme has been run on a year-to-year 

basis. Although it has achieved some impressive results it has always had some 

limitation with its inability to plan beyond the end of the next financial year. The 

programme now has some permanency with the manager in place.  

With this permanency being remedied the programme has developed a 3-year Strategic 

Plan to ensure this Nationally Significant Event has alignment with the needs of the 

contributing South Island CDEM Groups, NEMA, and the Science Community. 

The programme has been supported with additional funds from NEMA to assist in the 

capacity and capability of the programme. Two fixed term new staff will assist the 

Programme Manager to elevate the AF8 program to achieve some important intelligence 

and communication milestones contained within the strategic plan. 

The programme would like to recognise the contribution by the four Southland Councils 

who have been essential for the programme development and for ongoing support and 

collaboration. In the next financial year AF8 is looking forward to increasing the 

preparedness, knowledge and messaging about the alpine fault with the Southland 

public.  

AF8’s Year 6 Annual Report with a full summary of activities from July 2020 to June 2021 

is included. 

Fiordland Hazard Working Group 

 

The Fiordland Hazard Working Group had no formal meetings as a group during this 

period.  However coordination with individual groups did occur on a one on one basis.  

Meetings have resumed in the new financial year with good attendance at the first 

meeting. 

The Covid response did mean a number of changes for some of the contributing 

organisations.   

The AF8 project continues to have a high priority amongst the attendees.  Otago Post 

grad. Student Lucia Danzi has used the group to assist in the facilitation of her research.  

She is studying the relationship between tourism and emergency management in Milford 

Sound.  As part of this research she has interviewed most of the members of the group. 

Livvy Harris, a master’s student, is doing some study regarding the evacuation in Milford 

Sound from a rockfall tsunami, her work will focus on modelling inundation zones and 

potential options for improvement on how people could escape the zones and get to high 

ground. 

 

The Milford Opportunites Project (MOP) has recently announced a board and chief 

executive, the Fiordland Hazards Working Group is keen assist wher it can with the MOP 

team as it advances with the project.  
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Readiness 

 

Community Engagement  

 

As well as engaging with communities through the Covid-19 aftermath, we have also 

committed to being involved at different events throughout the year obviously impacted 

by the COVID19 restrictions.  

We developed a series of presentations as an alternative form of engagement  to be 

delivered online with the help of the Resilience Team, Response Team and guest 

speakers from the Met Service, unfortunately this was cut short due to the escalation of 

the drought situation in Southland but were well received by the community. 

 

We were unable to attend our usual events this year with the Gore and Southland A&P 

shows being cancelled, however EMS have managed to have stands at two SIT O-weeks 

and two international student orientations.  

We spent a week in July and November 2021 and a week in June 2022 (respectively) 

taking the earthquake simulator around schools in Southland. We visited 19 schools 

discussing what an earthquake is, what to expect and being prepared for earthquakes 

with around 1900 tamariki experiencing an earthquake scenario via the simulator.  

 

As part of national ShakeOut week in October we ran a successful Tsunami Hikoi with 

the students at Aparima College, Riverton Primary, Riverton Kindergarten and Riverton 

Childcare. The children simulated the effect of an earthquake by practising their DROP, 

COVER, HOLD or “turtle safe” and made the walk to high ground at the Bupa Longwood 

Retirement village.  

This year our Preparedness Survey was conducted by Research First. There were 391 

phone interviews undertaken. Their analysis showed that 49% of Southlanders surveyed 

believe that they are prepared for an emergency event and 43% having a household 

plan. There were 49% of Southlanders who believe they are prepared to look after 

themselves without assistance for 11-14 days. This Survey will inform our public 

education and community engagement planning for the year. 

Welfare  

The members of the Welfare Operation Group (Wider WCG) have been engaged in their 

roles and fortnightly meetings have helped inform the Ministry of Social Development 

and the Southern District Health Boards with covid intelligence. This has provided a 

platform for coordination and operation arm of welfare to discuss issues, identify gaps, 

and provide solutions withing the group. 

The Formal side of the WCG have met three times this year to discuss governance, 

legislations, sub-function planning and the trifecta programme. This has led to the 

reestablishment of sub-function groups such as Emergency Shelter and Accommodation, 

Financial Assistance, Animal Welfare and the Food Security Network. 

In May 2022, we invited Toa Consulting down to deliver Welfare ITF Training. This was 

well received with 24 people including those from our partner agencies in attendance. As 
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a result of this we have increased our Welfare capability across Southland with 8 

alternate Welfare Managers across GDC, ICC, SDC and ES. This training was well 

received with requests from participants to develop more training around Needs 

Assessment and sub-function planning. 

This training was followed by a Recovery Forum run by the National Emergency 

Management Agency which saw 30 people from businesses, emergency services, 

councils, and partner agencies attend. Here we discussed all things recovery from 

finance to iwi response, environment to the psychosocial impact on communities. 

 

Exercising 

 

No EMS led exercises were held during the financial year.  The combination of Covid, and 

staff changes at EMS meant that the running exercises was impacted, however several 

scenarios were completed in house and with the Alternate controllers.  A local online 

exercise was held and proved to be of great benefit. 

 

Training 

 

Our training over the past year has focused on ensuring as many council staff, partners, 

stakeholders and community members as possible are CIMS4 trained. Knowledge of the 

CIMS structure has proved beneficial to responses and for employee development. It has 

been challenging to get the courses completed and a number had to be realigned due to 

Covid resurgences. 

 

Training 

Two new EMS staff were inducted this year, Jason ten Hoorn Boer and Amy Rogers.  

Jason has since taken up a position with Fire and Emergency NZ.   Both transitioned into 

the role remarkably well.  The staff that were employed in the previous year continued 

with their ongoing development and training and the team is starting to have a good 

level of competency.   

All EMS staff are currently engaged on the 24/7 after hours roster.  

EMS continued to provide CIMS4 training for the current period and included courses at 

the following locations: 

 July 2021 - Gore 

 October 2021 - 2 Invercargill courses 

 November 2021 - Gore 

 May 2022 Otautau 

93 personnel were trained in CIMS in total. 
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Response 

 

Flooding  

 

Southland assisted the Westland region during the flooding in July 2021 sending five 

EMS staff over several weeks to assist with the declared state of emergency.  A total of 

347 hours were committed to this event by EMS.  While assisting the community of 

Westport to respond and recover from the flooding, it also provided staff an opportunity 

to work in the pressured environment of a declared response, learn valuable lessons and 

make connections within the wider CDEM community.  

In February 2022 when Westport was facing another possible flooding event EMS 

provided two staff after a pre-emptive declaration. Although the event did not result in 

widespread flooding, the response provide further learnings and connections to EMS 

staff. 

 

Tsunami 

After hours EMS staff received Tsunami warnings after the Tongan volcanic eruption at 

the Hunga Tonga-Hunga Ha’apai caldera which erupted in January. Being a such a large 

volcanic eruption-initiated Tsunami, as opposed to seismic or landslide activity, created a 

number of complications for GNS Science.  The volcanic activity created a localised 

tsunami in and around the islands of Tonga, waves and tidal influences were recorded 

around the pacific. Northland also recorded some significant tidal flows in marinas 

particularly in the Tutukaka area.   

 

Although there was no impact in Southland some small variations in tide were recorded 

at Dog Island. 

 

 

Drought  

 

In late summer of February 2022 Southland experienced very low river levels and the 

rural community had a medium scale weather event declared for the drought.   

Initially EMS was working exclusively with the Southland Rural Support Trust as the dry 

conditions took hold.  The Southland Mayoral forum then empowered EMS to ensure 

collaboration between the various councils and communities affected by the dry 

conditions work to a common goal. 

After the coordination started the EMS team ensured collaboration between the major 

stakeholders an action plan was developed as well as a drought plan was developed 

should the drought increased and started to significantly impact communities a plan to 

monitor the situation.   

MS sought expert advice from Environment Southland Hydrology and Science 

departments as well as senior Metservice long range weather forecasters to give what 

proved to be very good intelligence about the ongoing situation. 
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A collaborative group was formed with the three council water specialists and regular 

Situation Reports were provided to Major Stakeholders. With EMS standing down as the 

severity of the drought subsided 

Earthquakes 

There were a series of smaller earthquakes in the Fiordland area that triggered our 

threshold to contact Milford Sound staff regarding impacts and their welfare.  Reports 

were received of minor shaking, however there was no significant impacts or issues with 

any of the seismic activity.    

Weather 

There were around the usual of Weather warnings which we have monitored with no 

ongoing consequences. 

Covid 19 

The all of government Covid 19 response is still ongoing.  EMS continued its two weekly 

online meetings with the SDHB to monitor the situation is Otago and Southland during 

the Government Initiated red ‘traffic light’ response to Covid.   

EMS staff returned to the office when the country downgraded from Red to the Orange 

setting, the return to the office was a welcomed relief for most of the staff, however the 

ability to work virtually. 

Throughout the Covid response EMS had frequent meetings with many community 

groups including the Regional Leadership Group, Welfare Coordination Group, Lifelines 

Utilities Group, The Emergency Services Coordination committee, The Southland Rural 

Support Trust, our many Community contacts and the public at large.  

 

Recovery 

 

EMS talked to Southland councils regarding Business Continuity Planning (BCP’s), 

Environment Southland Invercargill City and Southland District Councils and have all 

discussed the process of development of a BCP with EMS staff.  

 

However due to the wide range of work completed by the councils and the 

interdependencies between divisions it has proved to be difficult. EMS will continue to 

work with Councils on this front. 

 

 

 

Governance 
 

Management & Governance Meetings  

  

Joint Committee  

 23 November 2020 

 6 May 2021 
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Coordinating Executive Group  

 27 October 2021 

 27 January 2022 

  

Operational Sub-Committee  

 Nil 

Southland Lifelines Utilities Group 

 21 August 2021 

 21 November 2021 

 21 June 2022 

 Weekly Teams meetings through March and April (Covid Peak) 

  

Welfare Coordination Group [FORMAL] 

 19 October 2021 

 3 March 2022 

 4 April 2022 (Response) 

 

Welfare Operation Group [WIDER] 

- 26 August 2021 

- 13 October 2021 

- 3 November 2021 

- 17 November 2021 

- 1 December 2021 

- 15 December 2021 

- 26 January 2022 

- 2 February 2022 

- 9 February 2022 

- 16 February 2022 

- 23 February 2022 

- 2 March 2022 

- 9 March 2022 

- 16 March 2022 

- 23 March 2022 

- 30 March 2022 

- 6 April 2022 

- 13 April 2022 

- 27 April 2022 

- 4 May 2022 

- 11 May 2022 

- 18 May 2022 

- 1 June 2022 

- 15 June 2022 

- 29 June 2022 

  

Emergency Services Coordination Committee  

 01/04/2022 

 12/04/2022 

 27/04/2022 

 ESCC were also incorporated into the wider RLG meetings 

 

Eastern Southland Emergency Services Committee 

 25/05/2021 

 24/05/2022 

  

Fiordland Natural Hazards Working Group  

 No Meetings 
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Key Performance Indicators 2021/22 
Workstream  Project   Deliverables   Milestones   Progress  

Reduction  Lead Project AF8   Response   

 Risk Communication  

 Engagement  

 Recovery  

 Development and approval of 

a three-year strategic plan 

 Secure funding from NEMA 

 Develop phase 1 NCEA 

resource Kit 

 Complete ALOOP 22 

Campaign 

 

 Three-year strategic plan 

developed and approved by 

steering group 

 NEMA contribution of $250,000 

 NCEA Completed (Phase 1) 

 Aloop 22 completed 

Reduction  Tsunami Evacuation 

planning  

 Renewed modelling for tsunami 

impact on Southland  

 Evacuation planning for 

Southland coastal regions  

 Attend National Tsunami 

Reference Group 

 Tsunami modelling / 

education/ communication 

completed 

 Complete successful training 

of evacuation of Southland 

Communities 

 Encourage more 

understanding of the 

Puysegur trench  

 Tsunami Currently waiting on 

LiDAR modelling. 

 Completed Riverton School and 

Steward Island Community 

evacuations 

 Meetings attended and 

Puysegur trench discussed 

Readiness  Community 

Engagement  

    

 For each community engaged 

with we produce a Community 

Response Plan, bring together a 

Community Response Group and 

identify Community Emergency 

Hubs for them to use.   

 Eight CRP’s are reviewed and 

refreshed during the year  

 Due to COVID-19 resurgence 

this has been difficult to 

achieve. However, ongoing 

engagement during lockdown 

has proved beneficial to 

response. The current 

Community Radio Programme 

is providing a platform for re-

engagement and the EMS team 

will be out in to community 

once L1 restriction are in place 

to renew and review current 

plans. 
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Readiness  Public Education  Building preparedness in our 

Southland Communities by attending 

events, presenting to interest groups, 

digital media, traditional media  

Maintain 60% of surveyed people 

have a plan (written or 

verbal) over the course of this 

LTP (LTP target)  

 The 2021 Preparedness results 

indicated that those in the 

Southland Community with a 

plan had dropped to 50%. 

Down 16% from the previous 

year.  

Response  EOC Training is 

delivered to 70 

council staff 

identified across 4 

councils    

 80% of staff have completed at 

least one training session specific 

to their roles   

 During the year at least 2 

exercises are held in addition 

to CIMS 2 & 4 and more 

functional specific training.  

 EMS take a full role in the 

Alpine Fault exercise planning 

and delivery  

 1 x CIMS 4 courses completed 

2 cancelled  

 Attended planning group for a 

national Alpine Fault exercise 

Response  A robust and 

resilient alternative 

communications 

system is in place for 

Southland   

 Coverage is increased to include 

Te Anau and Western Southland  

 A comprehensive testing and 

maintenance programme is in 

place  

 Community Response Groups are 

linked to the EMS system  

 Increased coverage for 

Southland is in place by June 

2022.  

 All Community Response 

Groups have access to 

resilient communications by 

June 2024  

 Radio placement completed 

and testing on going 

 Work on repeaters on going 

Recovery  Recovery Planning   The EMS Recovery structure is in 

place, looking at roles and 

responsibilities and finance for 

Southland.  

 BCP capability is built in the EMS 

team to assist councils and the 

wider business community with 

planning  

 Group Plan is reviewed  

 Annual BCP exercises are 

developed for each council by 

June 2024.  

 

 Comprehensive Regional risk 

identification process 

completed  

 BCP conversation continues 
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STATEMENT OF FINANCIAL PERFORMANCE FOR THE YEAR ENDING 30 JUNE 2022 

      

  Emergency Management Southland  

  Draft Statement of Financial Performance  

  for the year ended 30 June 2022  
      

Actual   Actual Budget  

2020/21   2021/22 2021/22  

$   $ $  

  Income    
              

11,479   Department of Prime Minister & Cabinet 

               

4,033  0  

403,228  

Levies and contributions - Environment 

Southland 504,891 134,409  

334,715  

Levies and contributions - Southland District 

Council 419,187 181,672  

345,982  

Levies and contributions - Invercargill City 

Council 419,187 181,672  

122,993  Levies and contributions - Gore District Council 139,680 60,536  
                

8,982   Levies and cntributions - Projects 0 0  

121,500  AF8 Project external income 223,518 0  
              

29,351   NEMA cost recoveries 

                        

-  0  
                   

378   Other external income 

                     

91  0  
                         

-   Profit on sale of assets 

                        

-  0  
        

1,378,607   Total  Income 

       

1,710,587  

         

558,288   
      

  Less Expenditure    

12,195  Advertising 33,777 16,667  

88,743  Contract labour  30,330 33,333  

20,181  Depreciation expense 22,991 20,000  

350,004  Environment Southland Support Services 350,000 350,000  

8,394  Equipment lease 19,352 3,334  

566  Equipment maintenance 13,967 3,519  

0  Equipment purchased under $500 898 1,667  
              

11,775   Food & catering costs 9,224 3,333  

3,866  Fringe benefit tax 2,140 0  

15,931  General Expenses 54,405 667  
                

4,000   Grants  & contributions paid 0 1,667  

11,961  Insurance  9,813 6,364  
              

29,351   Insurance claimable emergency costs 0 0  

3,809  Printing and stationery 5,784 3,334  

649,327  Staff costs 733,449 62,652  

3,533  Staff training 3,927 11,684  
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10,761  Telephone 11,068 3,385  

47,827  Travel 22,397 11,833  

13,548  Vehicle expenses 15,770 20,113  
        

1,285,772   Total Operating Expenditure 

       

1,339,292  

         

553,552   
      
              

92,835   Operating Surplus / (Deficit) 

          

371,295  

             

4,736   

 

 

NOTES TO THE FINANCIAL STATEMENTS FOR THE FINANCIAL YEAR ENDED 30 JUNE 2021 

HERE – ENTRÉ NOTES 
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  Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group – 29 September 2022  
  

 

Item 5 Hazard Risk Assessment Report 
                                    Compiled by Simon Mapp, Manager, Emergency Management Southland     
 
Understanding Southland’s hazardscape is the start of the group plan renewal. Emergency 
Management Southland has conducted two face-to-face meetings to assess risk to Southland.  The 
meetings were well attended despite the restrictions in place at the time.  Invitees from various 
organisations including Lifelines, Councils, Rural Support Trust and Ministry for Primary Industries.  
 
Based on the results of that risk assessment, animal disease, alpine fault rupture, water supply 
failure, regional flooding and tsunami (local source – Puysegur Trench) were identified as very high- 
and high-level risks. 
 
Staff are currently looking at further engagement with local hapū and iwi  
 
A copy of the hazard risk assessment report is attached. 
 
Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that the Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group note the 
Hazard Risk Assessment Report. 
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Emergency Management Southland  

Hazard risk assessment 2022 
 
 

Forward 

Civil Defence Emergency Management (CDEM) Groups are required to develop a CDEM Group Plan 
under section 48 of the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002. The Southland CDEM Group 
is due to review and develop a new CDEM Group Plan and as part of the process it is advised to conduct 
a regional risk assessment to help inform its development. 

The risk assessment process used to inform the development of previous group plans has recently 
been changed and a new guidance document provided by the National Emergency Management 
Agency (NEMA). This guideline has been used to inform the conduct of this risk assessment. The 
process reviews regional hazards in more depth than previously and supports the identification of 
consequences of events that occur across multiple hazards. 

The regional risk assessment was conducted in three phases: 

- Review of regional hazards, Maximum Credible Event scenarios and likelihoods 
- Review of hazard consequences (Regional Workshop and hazard survey) 
- Analysis of hazard risks using the NEMA Risk Assessment tool 

This report outlines the results of the risk assessment workshop and risk assessment survey conducted 
in June and July 2022. The results of the risk assessment outlined in the report are preliminary and are 
likely to change as the group conducts additional workshops throughout the life of the CDEM Group 
Plan to further refine the assessment of consequences of hazards in the region.  

Acknowledgements 

The contribution of staff from the Southland Region local authorities, the emergency services and 
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Introduction 

Background 

The Southland CDEM Group is required under section 48 of the Civil Defence Emergency Management 
Act 2002 to prepare a CDEM Group Plan. This document is required to be reviewed every five years 
under section 56 part 1 of the Act to ensure it remains consistent with the National CDEM Strategy 
and Plan. 

As part of the plan review and development process, CDEM Groups are advised by the National 
Emergency Management Agency (NEMA) to conduct a risk assessment of the hazards that are present 
within their region. This is to enable Groups to identify where the priorities of the Group are focussed 
across the 4R’s of emergency management; Reduction, Readiness, Response and Recovery. 

The risk assessment process used in this hazard review is provided in NEMA’s Director’s Guideline 
23/20 – Risk Assessment: Guidance for CDEM Group Planning (Draft). The process of risk assessment 
advised within this guideline differs from that used in previous CDEM Group risk assessments and is 
based on the international risk management standard AS/NZS ISO 31000. This process provides a more 
thorough assessment of the consequences of hazards and enables a more detailed review of 
consequences common across a range of hazards, enabling consequence-based planning and targeted 
risk mitigation. 

The risk assessment process that was undertaken is outlined in Figure 1 below.  

 

Figure 1: The risk assessment process  

This project was conducted in three stages: 

 A review of existing identified hazards, maximum credible scenarios, likelihood of occurrence 
and consequence ratings 

 Hazard impact assessment (Analysis)  
 Assessment data collation, review and reporting (Evaluation). 

This report outlines the results of the risk assessment process conducted in June and July 2022 and 
identifies where further work is required to fully understand the consequences of hazards present 
within the Southland Region. This report also identifies significant consequences that are present 
across assessed hazards within the Group and where future work to address these could be conducted 
across the 4R’s. 
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Review of regional hazards, scenarios and likelihoods 

Hazard identification and review 

The Southland CDEM Group Plan 2017-2022 contains a list of regional hazards that were assessed 
utilising the previous risk assessment process. A full review of these hazards was undertaken to 
determine if they were still relevant, or had changed as a result of new research. The hazard review 
was presented to a group of representatives from across the CDEM Group and following this review a 
number of the hazards were amended or removed and several new hazards were added. 

The final reviewed hazard list for the risk assessment is shown in Table 2 on page 5. 

Hazard amendments from previous assessments 

Some hazards that were listed in the previous group plan have been amended due to the following 
reasons: 

- The hazard is a localised risk and not deemed to present a significant risk to the region 
- The hazard is similar to another and can be combined to create a single hazard title that 

captures the consequences of both 
- The hazard is a consequence of other hazards and cannot be assessed independently 
- The hazard is an exacerbating factor influencing the severity of other hazards (e.g. climate 

change) and should be assessed as part of the process across a range of hazards 

In addition to the removal or amendment of existing hazards, several new hazards have been added 
due to increased understanding or potential for widespread impacts should they occur with the 
region. These hazards include: 

- Local Earthquake 
- Water supply failure / contamination 
- Major maritime pollution incident 
- Cyber attack 

Hazard scenarios and likelihoods 

In order to enable the assessment of the consequences of hazards within the region, a maximum 
credible event scenario was developed for each hazard as recommended within DGL 23/20 Risk 
assessment: Guidance for CDEM Group Planning. Maximum credible event scenarios are utilised in 
the process, as these present the worst-case scenario and would require considerable coordination 
and management across the 4R’s. These scenarios will also encompass the requirements for response 
to events of a smaller scale. 

In general, new scenarios have been developed for each of the hazards. These have been developed 
using available research or previous similar events and where possible, these have been reviewed by 
experts within the field to ensure they represent a realistic maximum credible event.  

The likelihood for each hazard scenario occurring have been calculated using the table on the next 
page. This utilises either and Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) percentage, or an Annual 
Recurrence Interval (ARI) to determine the likelihood of the hazard occurring.  
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Likelihood 
Classification 

Likelihood Description AEP (%) 
ARI (Annual Return 
Interval) (rounded) 

Rare Almost certainly not to occur but cannot be ruled 
out <0.1 >1000 

Unlikely Considered not likely to occur 0.1 - <1 >100 - 1000 

Possible Could occur, but is not expected to 1 - <10 >10 - 100 

Likely A good chance that it may occur 10 - <63 >1 – 9.5 

Almost Certain Expected to occur if all conditions met ≥63 ≤1 

Table 1: Likel ihood of occurrence table  

The scenarios developed and likelihood of occurrence for each of the hazards are shown in the Hazard 
summaries in the appendices on page 24. These also detail the AEP or ARI that was used to establish 
the likelihood of occurrence. Where neither of these were available from existing research, a 
likelihood has been assigned based on previous events within New Zealand and the Southland region. 
It is important to note that the likelihood is for the maximum credible event occurring and not for 
smaller events that occur more frequently and so is likely to have a larger occurrence interval. 

Southland Hazards for assessment 

Hazard Likelihood 

Natural Hazards 

Alpine Fault Earthquake (AF8) Possible 

Local Earthquake Risk – Nevis Fault Rare 

Earthquake and Tsunami Local Source – Puysegur Trench Unlikely 
Tsunami – Regional / Distant Source Unlikely 
River Flooding Possible 
Drought Possible 
Land instability – Jobs Ford Slip Possible 

Severe weather event – high wind Possible 

Severe weather – thunderstorm / flash flooding Possible 
Rural Fire Possible 

Coastal flooding – Storm surge / erosion Possible 

Snow fall Possible 

Biological Hazards 

Human Pandemic Possible 

Plant pest / disease Possible 

Animal pest / disease Possible 

Aquaculture pest / disease Possible 
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Hazard Likelihood 

Technological / Human Hazards 

Water supply failure / contamination Possible 

Fuel supply failure  Possible 
Dam failure / break Rare 

Mass fatality transport accident Unlikely 

Major maritime pollution incident Unlikely 

Hazardous Substance event Possible 
Urban fire Possible 
Civil Unrest Unlikely 
Terrorism Unlikely 
Cyber Attack Unlikely 

Table 2: 2022 Southland hazards list  

Consequence descriptions 

In order to fully understand the likely impact of a hazard, a number of consequence descriptions are 
utilised to help determine the severity of impacts. These are based across four environments to ensure 
that all possible consequences of a hazard occurring are considered in the process. 

The four environments 

The four environments utilised in the risk assessment process are; Social, Built, Economic and Natural. 
The diagram below shows the elements that are considered within each environment when 
determining the consequences of a hazard. 

 

Figure 2: The four environments  

Ratings, elements and descriptors 

The risk assessment utilises a severity rating to determine the likely level of consequence for elements 
within each of the four environments; Insignificant, Minor, Moderate, Major and Extreme. 
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To enable an in-depth analysis of the consequences of a hazard across the four environments, each 
environment is broken down further into individual elements. Descriptors of the impact at each level 
of severity are then developed to enable a level of severity to be assigned. A base table of elements 
and descriptors is provided as part of the NEMA risk assessment tool, however, these can be adapted 
and refined to ensure that they reflect the circumstances within the CDEM Group. 

An initial workshop was held with key CDEM Group staff and some representatives of key response 
agencies to review the table of consequences used to ensure that the elements and descriptors met 
the needs of the Group. Additional elements were added into the process to ensure a full assessment 
of impacts to the rural sector, as this was deemed to be of great significance to the region, both socially 
and economically. 

Table 3 on the next page shows the elements that were included within the assessment. The full table 
with impact descriptors is shown in the appendices on page 30.
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Table 3: Elements used to assess consequences of hazards across the four environments

Social Environment Built Environment 

 Deaths 
 Injuries / Illness 
 Psychological Impacts 
 Households in need of accommodation 
 Displaced households 
 Welfare services – emergency finance and other essential services support 
 Education services – Access to pre-school, school and tertiary services 
 Community services – local government and not for profit community support services 
 Social wellbeing and connectedness – participation and inclusiveness 
 Access to Fast Moving Consumer Goods (FMCG) products 
 Cultural wellbeing - ability to participate in cultural life (e.g., prayer, festivities etc) 
 Impacts to historical culturally significant places and collections  
 Impact upon tikanga 
 Impact upon Whānaungtanga 
 Impact upon Manaakitanga 
 Impact upon Rangatiratanga 
 Reconnection of rural communities 
 Companion animals - pets, companion animals, non-production animals 

 Damage to residential buildings  
 Damage to commercial buildings  
 Damage to Government and non-commercial buildings (e.g. Sports facilities etc) 
 Impacts to lifestyle blocks and non-primary sector properties 
 Damage or loss of access to emergency facilities, impacting function (incl. health) 
 Impacts to marae, structures and land 
 Impacts to potable water services 
 Impacts to regional flood schemes - stop banks, retention dams, pumping systems 
 Impacts to Stormwater services  
 Impacts to Wastewater services 
 Impacts to Reticulated Gas 
 Impacts to road transportation 
 Impacts to rail transportation 
 Impacts to Ports or Airports 
 Impacts to Telecommunications 
 Impacts to Fuel Distribution/Availability 
 Impacts to Electricity Supply 

Economic Environment Natural Environment 
 Direct losses to Individuals 
 Impacts to Iwi investments and commercial entities 
 Direct losses to Businesses, Commercial entities and Industries 
 Direct losses to Local and Central Government 
 Losses and disruption to the Region's Key Economic Sectors/Industries/Employers 
 Impacts to the agricultural sector (dairy, livestock and arable farming) 
 Impacts to the horticultural sector (Fruit and vegetable) 
 Impacts to agriculture sector support services  
 Impacts to the Aquaculture sector (fisheries, processing, transportation) 
 Ability for the rural sector to re-establish BAU practices 
 Direct impacts on employment/job sector 
 Impact to local and regional economic drivers 

 Air quality 
 Soil quality and terrestrial ecosystems 
 Freshwater quality (ground and surface water) and associated ecosystems 
 Marine environment and ecosystems 
 National parks, forests and bush reserves 
 Impacts to iconic flora and fauna species 
 Impacts to significant environments or iconic landforms 
 Impact to Wāhi-tapu 
 Impact to Mahinga Kai and customary resource gathering 
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Assessment confidence 

A level of confidence in the assessment of each element is determined to assist with understanding 
where further research of a hazard may be required to fully determine its risk. The table below outlines 
how the level of confidence was determined during this process. 

 

Table 4: Assessment of  conf idence table  

Analysis of the risks 

The analysis of the hazards and their consequences across the four environments was undertaken 
through risk assessment workshops and a risk assessment survey. 

Regional Risk assessment workshop 

At the workshop in June 2022 the impacts of three hazards to the region were assessed; Tsunami and 
earthquake – Local source (Puysegur Trench), Regionwide flooding and Animal Disease. The workshop 
was attended by representatives from the following organisations: 

 Emergency Management Southland staff 
 Council 3 Waters staff 
 Lifeline utility representatives 
 Welfare organisations 
 Rural sector representatives 
 Regional Council Flood Team  
 NEMA representatives 

All elements within the four environments were discussed to determine the consequences of each 
hazard to the region. The workshop did not undertake the assessment of elements related to Māori 
and Iwi, as it was felt there was not the right level of representation from Tangata whenua to 
accurately reflect the impacts. 
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Hazard Risk Survey 

Due to the change of process utilised in this risk assessment from previous risk assessments, it was 
decided to utilise a hazard survey to enable some initial base data to be collected for some of the 
larger hazards within the current list. This would allow some degree of analysis to occur at this early 
stage of the process until further detailed assessments could be completed. This was conducted using 
an excel tool and combined descriptors for the consequence elements of each environment, rather 
than individual elements within each, as was done for the full workshop.  

 

Figure 3: Example of hazard risk  survey 

In order to incorporate the results into the NEMA risk assessment tool, the survey scores of each 
individual were combined and an average result for each assessed element calculated. While this 
enables the results to be incorporated into the tool, it is noted that this is in lieu of a full assessment 
and may result in some wide variance in the results until each hazard has undergone a full assessment. 
All hazards entered into the system from the survey have been entered with the lowest level of 
confidence in the assessment to ensure it is clear that these require further detailed assessment.  

The survey was completed by eight individuals and provides some indication of where hazards that 
have not been fully assessed might sit within the risk matrix. With so few completed surveys, the 
results are only ever to be used as a guide for future assessments and potential consequences and 
should not be utilised for anything more until they are fully assessed through a risk workshop. 

Risk assessment results 

The risk assessment results are detailed in this next section. It should be noted that these are 
preliminary assessment results and will most likely change significantly as the CDEM Group conducts 
more thorough analysis of individual hazards and their consequences in future workshops. While the 
results show the positioning of assessed hazards in the matrix, caution should be used at this stage of 
the process, as a large number of the regional hazards are yet to be fully assessed. Their current 
position within the matrix may be based upon a very basic initial assessment from the survey and this 
is very unlikely to represent the final position of that hazard, or its true place on the matrix. In addition, 
some hazards have not been assessed and so are not currently shown on the matrix. 

It should also be noted that these results represent the risk of hazards to the entire region, not to a 
specific area. Therefore, some risks that would potentially have severe impacts in a specific area may 
actually represent a lower overall risk to the region. For this reason, it is suggested that the regional 
risk assessment is supported by local level risk assessments to ensure that significant local risks are 
appropriately prepared for. 
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Analysis of elements that occur across multiple hazards is based upon data from the workshop and 
hazard survey. These should only be used as an indicator at this stage in the process, as the majority 
of hazards have not be through a full assessment process. 

2022 Risk matrix  

 

 Critical 
 Very High 
 High 
 Medium 
 Low 

Figure 4: 2022 Risk assessment matr ix . The hazard codes are shown in the appendices on pg. 36. 

Caution should be used in referring to this table unti l  a  full  assessment is completed for al l  regional 

hazards.  

Hazard risk levels 

Each hazard has been given a risk level based on the likelihood of occurrence and the overall level of 
consequence following assessment. This determines the position within the risk matrix. The risk level 
ranges from low to critical. This enables groups to prioritise work to address the higher risk hazards, 
however, this should not be used as the sole basis for establishing which hazards to address and action 
to be taken across the 4R’s. Additional factors should be considered, such as the occurrence of specific 
consequences across multiple hazards.   

The work that may occur to address higher level risks includes determining the level of risk acceptance 
within the group and wider community, understanding and reviewing risk mitigation measures that 
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are in place, identifying further risk reduction that can occur, preparing response arrangements and 
conducting further hazards research to better understand the risk and consequence from a hazard. 

The use of MCE scenarios also means that it is very unlikely a hazard will be given a likelihood level 
above possible and therefore it is very unlikely that any of the assessments would see a hazard placed 
higher than high risk within the matrix. This does not diminish the consequences of the hazard and 
the risk matrix should not be the sole reference for hazard risk assessment. 

The hazards shown below have been through a varying degree of assessment, from full through to 
basic initial placement via the hazard survey. The colour coding below indicates the level to which 
these have been assessed. 

Full Assessment – All consequences assessed  
Hazard Survey – 17 combined consequences across 4 environments  
Other assessment undertaken – Previous workshops / Planning work etc  

 
 Regional Flood Full 

 Animal Disease Full 

 Tsunami and Earthquake – Local Source (Puysegur Trench) Full 

 Alpine Fault Earthquake (AF8) Survey AF8 Workshop 

 Local Earthquake (Nevis Fault) Survey 

 Distant Source Tsunami Survey 

 Drought Survey 

 Rural Fire Survey 

 Snow fall Survey 

 Human Pandemic Survey 

 Plant Pest / Disease Survey 

 Water supply contamination / failure Survey 

 Fuel supply failure Survey 

 Hazardous substance event Survey 

 Mass fatality accident Survey 

 

The following hazards have not yet been assessed as part of the process: 

 Severe weather event – High wind 
 Severe weather  - Severe thunderstorm / 

flash flooding 
 Coastal flooding – Storm surge / erosion 
 Land instability – Jobs Ford Slip 
 Marine pest / disease 

 Dam failure / break 
 Major maritime pollution incident 
 Urban fire 
 Civil Unrest 
 Terrorism 
 Cyber attack 

Critical level risks 

Currently the risk assessment shows no critical level risks within the region from assessments.  

Very high and High level risks 

 Animal Disease   Regional flooding 
 Alpine Fault Rupture (AF8) 
 Water supply failure / contamination 

 Tsunami and Earthquake – Local Source 
(Puysegur Trench) 
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Medium level risks 

 Human Pandemic 
 Drought 
 Rural Fire 
 Fuel supply failure 

 Local Earthquake (Nevis Fault) 
 Plant pest / disease 
 Snow fall 
 Mass fatality transport accident 

Low level risks 

 Distant Source tsunami  Hazardous substance event 

Hazard consequence and risk levels  

Understanding the hazards that will potentially have the highest consequence in a specific 
environment should they occur can support the identification of activities across the 4R’s that need 
to be conducted.  This may not necessarily reflect the hazards that present the highest overall risk to 
the region, or the hazards that present the highest risk to that individual environment, but represent 
those that will require the most coordination and management should they occur. 

The risk and consequence level of each hazard to the region across all environments are shown in 
Figures 5 & 6 on the next page. The hazard codes are shown on page 36 of the appendices. When 
referring to the results the level of assessment undertaken on that hazard should be noted, as it may 
be based upon a limited assessment. 

The risk level and consequence level of specific hazards to each environment are shown on pages 17-
22. The risk level is determined by the likelihood of the hazard occurring and the level of collective 
consequence across all elements assessed. The consequence level is determined by the number of 
elements within the environment that are rated at a high level of consequence. 

 

 

Page 130



Emergency Management Southland  

Hazard risk assessment 2022 
 
 

Emergency Management Southland Hazard Risk Assessment 2022 Report        Version 1.2 July 2022 
Page | 15 

 

Figure 5:  Chart  showing hazard risk level across al l  environments 
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Figure 6: Chart showing consequence level of hazards across a ll  environments 
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Social Environment 

The graph below shows the hazards that present the highest risk to the social environment.  

 

Figure 7: Chart showing risk level of hazards to the social environment  

The following hazards present the highest consequence to the social environment.  

 

Figure 8:  Hazards that present the highest consequence to the social  environment  
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The following consequence elements have consistently high risk levels within the social environment 
across multiple hazards (hazards): 

 

Figure 9:  Consequence elements in the social environment with the highest occurrence across all  

hazards  

Built environment 

The following hazards present the highest risk to the built environment: 

 

Figure 10: Chart showing risk level  of  haza rds to the bui lt environment  
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The following hazards present the highest consequence to the built environment: 

 

Figure 11:  Hazards that present the highest consequence to the built  environment  

 

 

Figure 12:  Consequence elements in the built  environment wi th the highest occurrence across all  

hazards  
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Economic Environment 

The following hazards present the highest risk to the economic environment: 

 

Figure 13: Chart showing risk level  of  hazards to the bui lt environment  

The following hazards present the highest consequence to the economic environment: 

 

Figure 14:  Hazards that present the highest consequence to the economic environment  
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The following consequence elements have consistently high risk levels within the economic 
environment across multiple hazards: 

 

Figure 15:  Consequence elements in the economic environment with the highest occurrence across al l  

hazards  

Natural environment 

The following hazards present the highest risk to the economic environment: 

 

Figure 16: Chart showing risk level  of  hazards to the bui lt environment  
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The following hazards present the highest consequence to the natural environment: 

 

Figure 17:  Hazards that present the highest consequence to the natural environment 

The following consequence elements have consistently high risk levels within the natural environment 
across multiple hazards: 

 

Figure 18:  Consequence elements in the natural environment with the highest occurrence across a ll  

hazards 
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Direct impacts to whānau, hapū and iwi 

As a result of having limited representation from local hapū and iwi in the process, the direct impacts 
have not been assessed as part of this process. It is recommended that a future workshop is held with 
hapū and iwi within the region to fully understand the impacts of hazards to them.  

 

  

 

Page 139



Emergency Management Southland  

Hazard risk assessment 2022 
 
 

Emergency Management Southland Hazard Risk Assessment 2022 Report  Version 1.2 July 2022 
Page | 24 

Discussion 

The process undertaken for this risk assessment follows the draft NEMA Directors Guidelines for Risk 
assessment to support Group planning. The process outlined within this DGL differs from the process 
previously used within CDEM groups and this may account for some hazards not having the same 
degree of identified risk as in previous assessments.  

This process utilises maximum credible event scenarios. It is fair to suggest that some hazards may 
have been given a higher risk rating than previously, as the consequences of the scenario provided are 
far worse. It may also result in some anomalies, as the likelihood of the MCE is probably lower than 
an “expected” more frequent event, which also potentially lowers the final risk level. Utilising the MCE 
event also means it is very unlikely that any hazards will ever have a likelihood of more than possible 
in the assessment process. As a result, it is very unlikely to have hazards that appear as critical risks in 
the final results.  

It should also be noted that during the development of the scenarios to be used in the process, access 
to quality and relevant information proved difficult for some hazards listed and potential gaps in 
hazard knowledge exist that could require further investigation and research. This is particularly true 
of the local source tsunami hazard from the Puysegur Trench, where relevant research on the 
likelihood and magnitude of potential future events is relatively limited in comparison to other major 
fault zones, such as the Alpine Fault and Hikurangi Subduction Zone. This is also true of local faults 
within the region, where research is very limited and work to identify these risks is currently being 
undertaken. A programme of hazard research linked to the regional risk assessment may help to 
resolve some gaps in current research and knowledge. 

Conducting a full review of all hazards within the region as suggested in the guideline was not possible 
as part of this project, due to the time requirement to run workshops of interested parties and assess 
every element in each environment. In total three hazards were fully assessed on this occasion at the 
June workshop and the results of those can be viewed with some degree of certainty that they are 
correct, although further in-depth assessment of the consequences and refinement of the results 
would provide a higher degree of certainty that the risk level assigned is correct.  

Two local flooding scenarios were assessed at a workshop in December using a non-amended 
consequence table and whilst these results have been included in the NEMA tool, they have not been 
included within this report. The second workshop utilised a regional flooding scenario which was a 
combination of the two local scenarios assessed in December and captures the consequences of both.  

The workshop that was held to assess the chosen hazards was attended by representatives from a 
range of organisations. While most sectors had some degree of representation (Welfare, Lifelines, 
rural, Local Authorities), not all CDEM Group partners were represented at the workshop. There was 
also limited Māori / iwi representation, which meant that there was no ability to assess those specific 
elements with any confidence. It must be noted that the quality of the results and outcomes from the 
workshops is very dependent upon the level of attendance and the range of representation across the 
four environments. For this reason, the assessments should be continually reviewed following any 
events, release of new research or as a result of any planning workshops and discussions. 

In order to ensure that all significant regional hazards had some degree of assessment utilising the 
new assessment criteria, a selection of the remaining hazards were assessed rapidly using the hazard 
survey. While this does provide some indication of where these hazards might sit in the risk matrix 
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and their consequences, it must also be viewed as a guide only, due to the limited number of 
completions that were received. It should be noted that five of the eight completed surveys came 
from members of the Southland CDEM Team. However, the results of the hazard survey does provide 
some guidance for the hazards to prioritise for further full assessment and these are outlined in the 
recommendations. 

Conducting the assessment of the hazards at a regional level only presents some risks of 
underestimating the consequences of an event for an individual area. Conducting local risk 
assessments for each of the hazards outlined in this risk assessment would better inform the results 
of this assessment and support the group to identify where work across the 4R’s will be of most 
benefit.  

The results of this risk assessment should not be the sole determination of where the focus of the 
CDEM Group should be placed for the next CDEM Group Plan. The hazards should be further assessed 
to understand the current levels of acceptance within the CDEM Group partners and community, 
existing mitigation measures that are in place, the potential for reduction of the risk and the suitability 
of response planning that is currently in place.  

Recommendations 

The following recommendations are made to the Southland CDEM Group following the conducting of 
this project: 

- Conduct a review of the risk assessment results to identify where further assessment should 
occur to refine the results. Hazards with results from the survey that appear as high or medium 
risk, or with a major consequence to the region should be prioritised for assessment. 

- Conduct an initial assessment of the remaining hazards currently not included in the 
assessment. 

- Identify appropriate specialists to support the assessment of specific consequences within 
each environment for regional hazards where this information is of low quality, or has not 
been assessed. 

- Work in partnership with local iwi to understand the impact of hazards to whānau, hapū and 
iwi within the region.  

- Undertake further workshops throughout the life of the CDEM Group Plan to complete the 
full assessment of regional hazards. 

- Undertake local level risk assessments based upon the hazards and scenarios used within this 
risk assessment. 

- Work with relevant agencies, government departments and research organisations to 
facilitate research and understanding of major hazards within the region. 

- Continue to review current results to ensure that any new research, impacts from actual 
events, or planning workshops is captured within the tool. 

- Ensure the risk from regional hazards are understood and appropriate work is conducted 
across the 4Rs to address consequences that occur at a high level across all hazards where 
possible.  

- Utilise the results from this risk assessment to inform the development of the next CDEM 
Group Plan.
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Appendices 

Hazard scenarios 

The table below shows the revised list of hazards assessed as part of the Southland CDEM Group Risk Assessment process.  

Hazard Scenario (Maximum credible event) AEP Likelihood  

Natural Hazards 

AF8 Earthquake 
 

 

A magnitude 8.2 earthquake occurs in the portion of the Alpine Fault that runs from Fiordland to Kelly (Otira), with the fault rupturing for 
approximately 400km from the south to the north. This results in up to 9m of surface displacement. Shaking intensities in the Southland region 
range from MM4 near Invercargill to MM9 near Milford Sound. Shaking occurs for longer than a minute in Southland. Many aftershocks are 
likely to occur following the mainshock including two Mw7+ and a number above Mw6.0 in the first seven days.  
 
The fault rupture results in other hazards occurring including landslides, rockfall and liquefaction. Te Anau and areas nearer to the fault 
experience the worst of these. Liquefaction is particularly bad around Invercargill Airport, the Bond St area (Invercargill) and Wallacetown. 
Landslide-triggered tsunamis occur in Fiordland, Milford Sound and Lake Te Anau. Several river stopbanks and embankments are damaged 
 
In areas where the shaking exceeds MM6, a range of building damage occurs, from structural damage to building collapse. Deaths and high 
levels of injuries are likely in the most severely impacted areas from this and other earthquake associated hazards. All schools and many 
businesses are initially closed following the earthquake. 
 
Lifeline utilities are impacted across a large part of the region. Fiordland and Te Anau are isolated as roads and bridges, including State Highway 
94, are damaged and air transport is suspended. Both entrances to the Homer Tunnel are blocked. In Te Anau, three waters, electricity and 
telecommunications infrastructure are all likely to have been damaged. All petrol stations in Te Anau are damaged, and delivery of fuel to 
Southland is disrupted. Manapouri power station is not running, and intermittent blackouts are experienced east of Clifden - west of Clifden 
is completely without power. Standard tele-communications are inoperable however intermittent texting is available. Movement of Fast-
Moving Consumer Goods into parts of Southland is delayed and panic buying occurs in food stores able to open.  
 
**Whilst the Average Recurrence Interval of an Alpine Fault earthquake is 300 years (AEP 0.3%) equating to a likelihood of ‘Unlikely’, recent 
research states there is a 75% chance the Alpine Fault will rupture in a major earthquake within the next 50 years (1.5%AEP) and so a likelihood 
of ‘Possible’ has been used. 
Source(s): Alpine Fault Magnitude 8 Hazard Scenario - Report prepared for the AF8 Steering Group (October 2016), AF8 SAFER Framework 
(2018), Southland Region Lifelines Group Vulnerability Study – Critical Infrastructure Report (2012),Southland AF8 Workshop Report (2016) 

1.5% 
 

Possible 
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Hazard Scenario (Maximum credible event) AEP Likelihood  

Local EQ Risk A magnitude 7.6 earthquake occurs on the Nevis Fault. The fault ruptures along its full length from Lake Wanaka to Garston. Shaking intensities 
of MMI 8 are experienced in Garston and intensities of MMI 6-7 are experienced in Invercargill. Many buildings are damaged and several 
buildings in Garston collapse. Hundreds of injuries occur. 
 
Liquefaction occurs in vulnerable areas, such as Invercargill, which experience shaking over MMI7. The worst damage to three waters, 
electricity and telecommunications occurs near Garston, particularly to buried services. Roads and bridges also suffer damage, closing some 
roads in the region. Flights are temporarily suspended at Invercargill airport to allow safety checks of the runway. 
 
Please note: Research into the Nevis Fault is ongoing, including how it may affect Southland - this scenario therefore has low certainty. This 
scenario will be updated as new research is published. There have been at least two major prehistorical events on the fault.  
 
Source(s):  
Western Otago fault rupture could cause earthquake similar to 2010 event | RNZ News 

 Rare 

Earthquake and 
Tsunami – Local 
source 

A magnitude 8.7 earthquake occurs in the Puysegur Trench. Slow, rolling shaking is felt throughout Southland, lasting for over a minute. A 
tsunami is generated, reaching the South Fiordland Coast within 10—20 minutes. Along the Southland coast and on the west coast of Stewart 
Island tsunami elevations range up to a maximum of 9.0m. Most locations experience a maximum tsunami elevation of around 5m. 
Extensive inundation occurs inside New River Estuary including to low-lying areas near the airport, Waihopai River and Woodend. Low lying 
areas of Riverton are affected. Bluff Harbour experiences extremely strong tidal flows and flooding inundates the bulk fuel storage, log and 
chip storage, and cargo storage areas of the Port. 
Tsunami activity continues for up to 24 hours following the earthquake. Many other parts of the South Island including Dunedin and 
Christchurch are impacted. 
Scenario based on Hayes and Furlong (2010) Mw8.7 scenario for the Puysegur subduction zone 
 
**Berryman et al. (2005) estimates that an Mw8.7 earthquake is the upper limit for the Puysegur subduction zone, with a likely return period 
of 600 years 
 
Source(s):  
Emergency Management Southland Video – Southland NZ Tsunami Risk (2017) 
GNS Report: Tsunami inundation modelling for Riverton and New River Estuary, Southland (2011) 
Quantifying potential tsunami hazard in the Puysegur subduction zone, south of New Zealand (2010) 
Review of Tsunami Hazard and Risk in New Zealand (Berryman et al. 2005) 

0.2%** Unlikely 
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Hazard Scenario (Maximum credible event) AEP Likelihood  

Tsunami – 
Distant / 
Regional 

A magnitude 9.4 earthquake occurs off the west coast of South America, generating a tsunami that travels across the South Pacific Ocean to 
New Zealand.   

The first wave reaches the Bluff within 16 hours, arriving mid-morning on a weekend in summer at high tide. Wave runup (the maximum 
onshore elevation reached by waves) of up to 1.2m occurs at several locations along the coast and tsunami elevations of 10m are observed 
at Henderson Bay.  

Inside the estuary, significant inundation occurs to the reclamation areas along the northern end of the bay (Stead St), and the low-lying areas 
of Waihopai Riverbanks and Woodend.  Bluff Harbour experiences strong tidal flows. 
 
Source(s):  
GNS Report: Tsunami inundation modelling for Riverton and New River Estuary, Southland (2011) 
GNS Report: Review of Tsunami Hazard in New Zealand (2013 Update) 

1% Possible 

River flooding Heavy rainfall in February causes flooding on all major Southland rivers. A state of local emergency is declared following the issue of a red 
weather warning from the MetService. Rainfall totals in parts of northern Southland over 24 hours are approximately 150mm. In Milford 
Sound 1100mm of rain falls over a period of three days.  
 
There has been 180mm of rain over 24 hours in the Waihopai River catchment. The river has risen markedly and has overtopped the flood 
protection on the North side of the river. Prestonville, Waikiwi, Grasmere and Collingwood areas are flooded.  Several properties to the east 
of Wallacetown are flooded by the Makarewa River. 
 
The headwaters of the Matura catchment record 204mm over 48 hours - the river has peaked at Gore at 2800 cumecs.  The flood protection 
on the West side of the river at the junction of the railway bridge on River St has failed.  Water is flowing into the West side of the town.   
Numerous road closures occur due to surface flooding, the road near Whitestone Bridge is washed away. Rainfall-induced landslides cut off 
access from Te Anau to Milford Sound via SH 94 – many trampers and tourists are isolated on the road. 
 

Partly Based on the April 2010 Heavy Rainfall event and February 2020 Heavy Rainfall events 
Source(s):  
https://niwa.co.nz/static/Southland%20ClimateWEB.pdf  
Southland Floods Response (arcgis.com) 

1% Possible 

Drought Following drought conditions the previous year, the Southland Region has again seen below average rainfall leading into summer. It is now 
late March and the high temperatures and stronger than normal winds have dried out pastures and forests. Ground and surface water levels  Possible 
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Hazard Scenario (Maximum credible event) AEP Likelihood  

are at a record low, with water take bans and restrictions in place throughout the region and several rivers and small tributaries running dry 
in parts. Grass growth is increasingly impacted.  A regional drought has been declared and the rainfall outlook suggests very little precipitation 
will occur through April. 

Landslide – Jobs 
Ford Slip 

A prolonged snow season into the summer coupled with an intense rainstorm activates the Jobs Ford Slip (near Parawa). Material slides into 
the Mataura River, creating a landslide dam which blocks the river. The heavy rainfall causes the river to rise rapidly behind the dam which 
eventually breaks, flooding downstream areas including the townships of Athol and Garston. 

5% Possible 

Severe weather 
event – high 
wind 

A series of fronts move over Southland, leading to wind gusts of up to 160 km/h at Invercargill Airport. The winds cancel flights in and out of 
Invercargill. The severe gusts damage trees, powerlines and several roofs in the Bond St industrial area are lifted as a result. 
 
Southland ClimateWEB.pdf (niwa.co.nz)  

 Possible 

Severe weather 
– severe 
thunderstorm / 
flash flooding 

A thunderstorm over Invercargill and the West Plains strikes shortly after 6pm in October, brining thunder, lightning, and torrential rain over 
a period of three hours leading to widespread surface flooding across the city. The Waihopai dam rain gauge records 29mm in one hour. The 
fire services in Invercargill and Kingswell receive numerous storm-related calls as basements and garages are flooded. Several properties are 
hit by lightning.  
 
Reference event - December 2005 Heavy Rainfall Event 

 Possible 

Rural Fire Continued dry, hot weather through the summer months has created a high level of fire risk across the region.  
A shed catches on fire in Otatara where water supplies are limited. Northwest winds gust up to 100km/hr, accelerating the fire, and it quickly 
spreads to the surrounding bush and scrub, threatening neighbouring properties - evacuations and cordons are required. Four appliances and 
two helicopters are required to fight the fire.  

 
 
 

 
 

Possible 

Coastal 
flooding – 
Storm 
surge/erosion 

A large storm tide event occurs during a king tide, leading to observed overtopping and flooding of State Highway 1 which connects Bluff with 
Invercargill. The road is closed for four hours- causing disruption to commuters, businesses, the Port and schools.   

 Possible 

Snow fall A polar blast hits southern New Zealand, depositing a thick blanket of snow across Southland including 14cm of dense snow in Invercargill 
over a period of two days. The weight of the snow overloads several structures causing roof collapse.  
 
Fourteen days of severe frosts follow, with the lowest temperature reaching -10°C. The Mataura and Waikaka rivers freeze. The severe 
weather causes hazardous driving conditions (black ice) and bursts pipes throughout the region flooding properties. Business disruption occurs 
due to road closures and schools are closed. Widespread stock loss is experienced by farmers in the region.  
 
Based on the Southland July 1996 and September 2010 snow events  
Source(s):  

2% Possible 
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Hazard Scenario (Maximum credible event) AEP Likelihood  

NIWA The Climate and Weather of Southland Report, 2nd Edition (2010), 1996 news articles 

Biological Hazards 

Human 
Pandemic 

New Zealand has re-opened the borders following the COVID-19 outbreak and quarantine is no longer required to enter the country from 
most parts of the world. People are moving freely again between New Zealand and Europe, the United States and the majority of Asian 
countries. Only travel to some parts of South America and Africa still faces restrictions on entry back into New Zealand. 
 
It’s mid-winter and reports of a new strain of Influenza are beginning to surface in Europe with many people reporting severe symptoms 
impacting their nose, throat and lungs and a number of deaths already associated to the virus in a number of countries. A recent returnee 
to New Zealand from Europe begins to exhibit symptoms and is diagnosed to have the new strain of influenza. Several more people across 
the country begin to exhibit the symptoms and all are linked to a flight between Sydney and New Zealand.  
 
Following contact tracing it is found that a family on the flight who had travelled to New Zealand to attend a wedding in Invercargill were in 
close proximity to the returnee are now confirmed as having the virus, with an elderly family member falling critically ill and being 
hospitalised. The wedding had several hundred guests and some now have symptoms associated to the illness. Further community cases 
arise with several more people admitted to hospital. It is clear community transmission and an outbreak is occurring within the region, 
however, contact tracing is complicated due to the short incubation period of the virus. Projections show many hundreds are likely to have 
now contracted the virus since it first entered the region and it is expected this number will grow quickly over the coming days. 

2% Possible 

Plant pest / 
disease 

An outbreak of a plant pest is identified in part of the region. After several months the outbreak has become widespread, resulting in damage 
to crops, fruit, and vegetables. Many other plants are impacted because of the outbreak.  
(Example threats – Marmorated Stink Bug, PSA vine disease) 

1% Possible 

Animal pest / 
disease 

Several cases of a highly infectious animal disease are detected at a farm in the region. The infected stock were recently purchased at a cattle 
sale. The origins of the outbreak are unknown, but it is suspected to be present in other farms within the region and biosecurity restrictions 
are put in place. After several months, many of the region’s farms have cases of the disease present and mass culling of stock is undertaken. 
(Example threats – Foot and Mouth, Mad Cow Disease, Avian Bird Flu) 

1% Possible 

Marine pest / 
disease 

A significant outbreak of an aquatic pest occurs in Southland, resulting in widespread damage to oyster and salmon aquaculture activities.  
Source(s): Parasite threatens Bluff oyster populations | RNZ News 

10% Possible 

Technological and human hazards 

Water supply 
failure / 
contamination 

The water supply to a Southland township has become contaminated and several hundred people have sought medical assistance due to 
illness, with many others reporting illness but not requiring assistance. The supply is shutdown to enable a full purge of the system with water 
unavailable from the mains system for over a week.  (Example event – Havelock North drinking water contamination) 

1% Possible 
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Hazard Scenario (Maximum credible event) AEP Likelihood  

Fuel supply  National fuel supplies are restricted due to a lack of imported product. Fuel supply normally transported into the region ceases and the region 
is left with minimal supplies of fuel. It is estimated that it will be several weeks before fuel will be delivered to the region. 1% Possible 

Dam failure / 
break 

Heavy rainfall leads to an overflow of a dam above the Bluff township. The overflow pressure causes a large crevice to appear in the dam wall 
which quickly widens to a gaping breach. The breach releases a large wall of water (18 million litres) down the hill and into parts of the 
township. Most hear the water approaching and manage to evacuate however some injuries occur. Flooding damages roading (scour), fencing, 
residential and commercial properties and some loss of companion animals occurs.  

- Rare 

Mass fatality 
transport 
accident 

An Airbus A320 from Auckland suffers catastrophic engine failure while approaching to land at Invercargill Airport. A failed attempt at an 
emergency landing sees the plan crash on the outskirts of Invercargill impacting some homes in the Otara area. The flight has a full 
complement of 6 crew and 170 passengers.   

<1% Unlikely 

Major maritime 
pollution 
incident 

The MSC ALABAMA container ship is approaching South Port at night during a strong east-south-easterly wind. While turning to port, the 
vessel suffers a critical power loss, veering off course and makes contact with the seabed. Numerous containers are lost overboard overnight 
and in the morning oil is seen around the vessel and along the nearby beaches. 
 

Reference event – Alam Seri grounding, 2018  

<1% Unlikely 

Hazardous 
Substance 
event 

The Mataura meat works experiences an ammonia leak in the freezer area. Staff are evacuated from the building – several require medical 
attention. Cordons are required to restrict local movement as the gas cloud disperses. 2% Possible 

Urban fire A major fire breaks out at a large factory at a large industrial site. The fire creates a plume of black smoke that drifts across commercial and 
residential areas. The fire spreads to a nearby warehouse and requires multiple fire crews to respond. 2% Possible 

Civil Unrest Mass protests throughout New Zealand opposing a government decision descend into civil unrest in main centres including Invercargill. 
Violence, vandalism, and looting occur across the city.  <1% Unlikely 

Terrorism A mass shooting incident occurs in the Invercargill CBD. <1% Unlikely 

Cyber Attack A sustained cyber-attack targeting electrical supply and generation infrastructure leads to widespread power supply issues nationally and 
across the region with blackouts of 24 hours and up to 48 hours in parts. Finance systems such as banking and EFTPOS are unavailable, fuel 
supply is limited to sites with generators and some tele communication sites are impacted due to power loss.  

 Unlikely 
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Consequence rating descriptors - Full Assessment elements 

 Base Descriptors 

 
No impact or negligible 

impact on people and/or 
social wellbeing 

Minor impact on people 
and/or social wellbeing 

Moderate impact on people 
and/or social wellbeing 

Major impact on people 
and/or social wellbeing 

Extreme impact on people 
and/or social wellbeing. 

Rating Insignificant Minor Moderate Major Extreme 

Social Environment - considerations: scale, duration and recoverability  

Deaths No deaths 

Number of deaths can be 
managed within  

local BAU capacity and capability  
and / or 

 number of deaths is likely to 
have minimal societal impact 

Number of deaths exceeds BAU 
capacity and capability. Requires  

District support to increase 
capacity and capability  

and / or  
number of deaths is likely to have 

short term societal impact 

Number of deaths exceeds 
District capacity and capability. 

Requires Regional support to 
increase capacity and capability 

and / or  
number of deaths is likely to have 

medium term societal impact 

Number of deaths exceeds 
Regional capacity and capability. 

Requires National support  
to increase capacity and 

capability 
and / or  

number of deaths is likely to have 
long term or permanent societal 

impact 

Injuries and illness 
No significant change in 

 injuries or illness   
Noticeable short term rise in 
numbers of people affected 

Many affected, short term 
recovery for all 

Many affected. Long recovery for 
some, short term recovery for 

most 

Many affected. Permanent 
impacts on some people, long 

recovery for many 

 Psychosocial impacts 
No significant change in demand 

for services 
Noticeable short term rise in 
numbers of people affected 

Many affected, short term 
recovery for all 

Many affected. Long recovery for 
some, short term recovery for 

most 

Many affected. Permanent 
impacts on some people, long 

recovery for many 

Households in need of accommodation 
No alternative accommodation 

required 

Some, localised/short term 
alternative accommodation 

required 

Widespread short term or 
localised long-term alternative 

accommodation required 

Widespread, long-term 
alternative accommodation 

required 

Widespread need for permanent 
alternative accommodation 

Displaced households Negligible displacement 
Displacement of households can 
be managed within the impacted 

area. 

Displacement of households 
requires support from other 

areas within the district. 

Displacement of households 
requires support from other 

areas within the region. 

Permanent displacement of 
households requiring support 

from other regions.  

Welfare services - emergency finance and other essential 
services support 

No increase in demand 
Noticeable short-term rise in 

demand 
Widespread short-term rise in 

demand 
Widespread medium term rise in 

demand 
Widespread,  permanent increase 

in demand 

Education services - access to preschool, school and tertiary 
services 

No impact on services 
Isolated and short term 

disruption 
Multiple short term service 

disruption 
Widespread short to medium 

term service disruption 
Widespread, long term service 

disruption 

Community services - local government and not for profit 
community support services 

No impact on services 
Isolated and short term 

disruption 
Multiple short-term service 

disruptions 
Widespread short-medium term 

service disruption 
Widespread, long term service 

disruption 

Social wellbeing and connectedness - participation and 
inclusiveness 

No Impact 
Some communities affected for a 

short time 
Many communities affected for a 

short time 

Widespread impact on 
communities, medium term, 

some connections lost 

Communities permanently lost, 
many communities 

disconnected/lose participation 
long-term  

Access to essential consumer products No impact on supply  
Isolated and short term 

disruption 
Multiple short term  disruptions 

Widespread short to medium 
term disruptions 

Widespread, long term  
disruption, loss of some supply 

chains 
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Companion animals - pets, companion animals, non-production 
animals 

No impact 

Numbers of companion animals 
displaced, lost, killed or 

abandoned and unable to be 
reunited with owners can be 

managed within local BAU 
capacity and capability 

Number of companion animals 
displaced, lost, killed or 

abandoned  and unable to be 
reunited with owners exceeds 
BAU capacity and capability. 
Requires District support to 

increase capacity and capability 

Number of companion animals 
displaced, lost, killed or 

abandoned  and unable to be 
reunited with owners exceeds 

District capacity and capability. 
Requires Regional support to 

increase capacity and capability 

Number of companion animals 
displaced, lost, killed or 

abandoned and unable to be 
reunited with owners exceeds 

Regional capacity and capability. 
Requires National support to 

increase capacity and capability 

 

 
No impact or negligible 

impact on cultural practices 
and wellbeing 

Minor impact on cultural 
practices and wellbeing 

Moderate impact on 
cultural practices and 

wellbeing 

Major impact on cultural 
practices and wellbeing 

Extreme impact on cultural 
practices and wellbeing. 

Rating Insignificant Minor Moderate Major Extreme 

Cultural Environment - considerations: scale, duration and recoverability  

Cultural wellbeing - ability to participate in cultural life, 
recreation, rituals and activities 

No Impact 

Some people unable to 
participate in cultural life and / or 

express their cultural identity - 
short term 

Many people unable to 
participate in cultural life and/or 
express their cultural identity - 

short term 

Many people unable to 
participate in cultural life and / or 

express their cultural identity - 
medium term 

Many experience permanent loss 
of taonga, cultural identity, or 

ability to participate 

Impact upon Tikanga No Impact 
Tikanga is able to be practiced 

with some restrictions 

Ability to connect and practise 
tikanga is reduced or not possible 

in the short term (weeks) 

Ability to connect and practise 
tikanga is reduced or not possible 

in the medium term (months) 

Ability to connect and practise 
tikanga is reduced or not possible 

in the long term (years) 

Impact upon Whānaungtanga No Impact 
Whanaungatanga is able to be 

practiced with some restrictions 

Ability to connect and practise 
whanaungatanga is reduced or 
not possible in the short term 

(weeks) 

Ability to connect and practise 
whanaungatanga is reduced or 

not possible in the medium term 
(months) 

Ability to connect and practise 
whanaungatanga is reduced or 
not possible in the long term 

(years) 

Impact upon Manaakitanga No Impact 
Manaakitanga is able to be 

provided with some short term 
restrictions 

Ability to connect and provide 
manaakitanga is reduced or not 

possible in the short term 
(weeks) 

Ability to connect and provide 
manaakitanga is reduced or not 

possible in the medium term 
(months) 

Ability to connect and provide 
manaakitanga is reduced or not 
possible in the long term (years) 

Impact upon Rangatiratanga No Impact 
Rangatiratanga is unable to be 

provided in the short term 
(weeks) 

Rangatiratanga is unable to be 
provided in the medium term 

(months) 

Rangatiratanga is unable to be 
provided in the long term (years) 

Rangatiratanga is unable to be 
provided for a generation 

Impacts to Wahi-Tapu No impact 
Short term loss of access, or use 

of a place or site of significance to 
Māori, whānau, hapū or iwi 

Medium term loss of access, or 
use of a place or site of 

significance to Māori, whānau, 
hapū or iwi  

Long term loss of access, or use of 
a place or site of significance to 

Māori, whānau, hapū or iwi 

Total loss of connection to 
multiple locations and sites 

 of significance to Māori, whānau, 
hapū or iwi 

Impacts to historical or culturally significant places and 
collections  

No impact 

Short term loss of access to, or 
use of a place or site of historical 

or cultural significance  
and / or 

Some isolated minor damage to 
taonga, historical artifacts or 

records 

Medium term loss of access, or 
use of a place or site of historical 

or cultural significance  
and / or 

Some isolated significant damage 
to taonga, historical artifacts or 

records 

Long term loss of access, or use of 
a place or site of significance 

historical or cultural significance 
and / or 

Widespread significant damage 
to or isolated permanent loss of 

taonga, historical artifacts or 
records  

Total loss of connection to 
multiple locations and sites 
 of significance historical or 

cultural significance 
and / or 

Widespread permanent loss of 
taonga, historical artifacts or 

records  
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No impact or negligible 
impact on structures and 

the services/functions they 
provide 

Minor impact on structures 
and the services/functions 

they provide 

Moderate impact on 
structures and the 

services/functions they 
provide 

Major impact on structures 
and the services/functions 

they provide 

Extreme impact on 
structures and the 

services/functions they 
provide 

 
Insignificant Minor Moderate Major Extreme 

Built Environment considerations: scale, duration, ability to relocate function/service and recoverability  

Damage to residential buildings  No Impacts 
Isolated damage of residential  
buildings in a township or area  

Widespread damage of 
residential buildings in a 

township or area  

Widespread critical damaged of 
residential buildings in a 

township or area  

Widespread critical damage of 
residential buildings across the 

Region  

Damage to commercial and industrial buildings   No Impacts 
Isolated damage of commercial 

and industrial buildings in a 
township or area  

Widespread damage of 
commercial and industrial in a 

township or area  

Widespread critical damaged of 
commercial and industrial in a 

township or area  

Widespread critical damage of 
commercial and indistrial 

buildings across the Region 

Damage to government and non-commercial (community 
facilities) buildings 

No Impacts 

Isolated damage of government 
and non-commercial (community 
facilities) buildings in a township 

or area  

Widespread damage of 
government and non-commercial 
(community facilities) buildings in 

a township or area  

Widespread critical damaged of 
government and non-commercial 
(community facilities) buildings in 

a township or area  

Widespread critical damage of 
government and non-commercial 
(community facilities) buildings 

across the Region 

Impacts to marae, structures and land No Impacts 
Some marae have suffered non-
critical damage and are still fully 

operational 

Some marae have suffered 
damage and are useable with 

limitations 

Many marae have suffered 
critical damage and are not 

useable without significant repair 

 Many marae have suffered 
critical damage and are unusable 

or require relocation 

Damage or loss of access to emergency facilities, impacting 
function (incl health) 

No impacts 
Emergency facilities have 

suffered non-critical damage and 
are still operational 

Several emergency facilities have 
suffered damage and are useable 

with some limitations 

Several emergency facilities  have 
suffered critical damage and are 

unusable  

Critical emergency facilities in 
region have suffered extensive 
damage and are permanently 

unusable  

Impacts to potable water services (inc. Water tanks and 
private bores) 

Negligible impacts 
Isolated and short term 

disruption 
Multiple short term service 

disruptions 
Widespread short to medium 

term service disruptions 
Widespread, long term service 

disruption 

Impact to stormwater networks No Impacts 
Isolated and short term 

disruption 
Multiple short term service 

disruptions 
Widespread short to medium 

term service disruptions 
Widespread, long term service 

disruption 

Impacts to Wastewater services inc. Wastewater facilities No Impacts 
Isolated and short term 

disruption 
Multiple short term service 

disruptions 
Widespread short to medium 

term service disruptions 
Widespread, long term service 

disruption 

Impacts to regional flood schemes - stop banks, retention 
dams, pumping systems 

No impacts 
Isolated non-critical damage to 

part of the flood scheme 
 Short term critical damage to 

part of the flood scheme  
Long term critical damage to part 

of the flood scheme 

Long term critical damage to 
multiple parts of the flood 

scheme 

Impacts to roading network  Negligible impacts Short term minor closures 
Short term minor closures and/or 

critical link closure 
Medium term closures, including 

critical links 
Long term critical closures  
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Impacts to rail network Negligible impacts Short term minor closures 
Short term minor closures and/or 

critical link closure 
Medium term closures, including 

critical links 
Long term critical closures  

Impacts to Ports and Airports Negligible impacts Temporary disruption/closures  
Short term disruption and/or 
temporary major hub closure 

Major hub - Medium term 
disruption/closure 

Major hub - Long term disruption  

Impacts to Telecommunications Negligible impacts 
Isolated and short term 

disruption 
Multiple short term service 

disruptions 
Widespread short to medium 

term service disruptions 
Widespread, long term service 

disruption 

Impacts to Fuel Distribution/Availability Negligible impacts 
Isolated and short term 

disruption 
Multiple short term service 

disruptions 
Widespread short to medium 

term service disruptions 
Widespread, long term service 

disruption/closure 

Impacts to Electricity Supply Negligible impacts 
Isolated and short term 

disruption 
Multiple short term service 

disruptions 
Widespread short to medium 

term service disruptions 
Widespread, long term service 

disruption 

 

  
No impact to the rural 

sector and communities 
Minor impact on the rural 
sector and communities 

Moderate impact on the 
rural sector and 

communities 

Major impact on the rural 
sector and communities 

Extreme impact on the rural 
sector and communities 

 
Insignificant Minor Moderate Major Extreme 

Rural Environment considerations: scale, duration and recoverability  

Reconnection of rural communities No impact 
Rural communities are 

disconnected in the short term 
Rural communities are 

disconnected in the medium term 
Rural communities are 

disconnected in the long term 
Rural communities are 

permanently disconnected 

Impacts to the agricultural sector (dairy, livestock and arable 
farming) 

No impact 
Short term disruption and/or 

minimal impact to profitability 
Medium-term loss of value/ 

output 

Long-term loss of value/ output 
and several localised farm 

failures 

Permanent loss of value/ output 
and widespread farm failures 

Impacts to the horticultural sector (Fruit and vegetable) No impact 
Short term disruption and/or 

minimal impact to profitability 
Medium-term loss of value/ 

output 

Long-term loss of value/ output 
and several localised farm 

failures 

Permanent loss of value/ output 
and widespread farm failures 

Impacts to agriculture sector support services (processing, 
agricultural equipment and maintenance, transportation) 

No impact 
Short term disruption and/or 

minimal impact to profitability 

Medium-term loss of value/ 
output and/or localised business 

failure 

Long-term loss of value/ output 
and/or localised business failures 

Permanent loss of value/ output 
and/or widespread business 

failure 

Impacts to the Aquaculture sector (fisheries, processing, 
transportation) 

No impact 
Short term disruption and/or 

minimal impact to profitability 

Medium-term loss of value/ 
output and/or localised business 

failure 

Long-term loss of value/ output 
and/or localised business failures 

Permanent loss of value/ output 
and/or widespread business 

failure 

Ability for the rural sector to re-establish BAU practices No impact 
Minor impacts to BAU practices 

requiring minimal effort or 
investment to re-establish 

BAU practices are affected and 
require investment and planning 

to re-establish 

BAU practices are widely 
impacted and require significant 
investment and planning to re-

establish 

BAU practices are severely 
impacted and unable to be re-

established  

Impacts to lifestyle blocks and non-primary sector properties No Impacts 
Isolated damage of some rural 
properties and lifestyle blocks 

Widespread damage of rural 
properties and lifestyle blocks in 

a district 

Widespread critical damaged of 
rural properties and lifestyle 

blocks in a district 

Widespread critical damage of 
rural properties and lifestyle 

blocks across the Region  
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No impact or some local 

impact to the economy and 
financial systems 

Minor impact on the 
regional economy and 

financial systems 

Moderate impact on the 
regional economy and 

financial systems 

Major impact on the 
regional economy and 

financial systems 

Extreme impact on the 
regional economy and 

financial systems  
Insignificant Minor Moderate Major Extreme 

Economic Environment considerations: scale, duration and recoverability   

Direct losses to Individuals No impact 
A small number of people 

affected with minimal financial 
losses 

Many individuals with financial 
losses 

Many people affected, with large 
financial losses 

Whole of community impacts 
with large financial losses 

Direct losses to Businesses, Commercial entities and 
Industries  

No impact 
Short term disruption and/or 

minimal impact to profitability 

Medium-term loss of value/ 
output and/or localised business 

failure 

Long-term loss of value/ output 
and/or localised business failures 

Permanent loss of value/ output 
and/or widespread business 

failure 

Direct losses to Māori and iwi commercial entities No impact 
Short term disruption and/or 

minimal impact to profitability 
Medium-term loss of value/ 

output and/or localised  failure 
Long-term loss of value/ output 

and/or several localised   failures 

Permanent loss of value/ output 
and/or widespread business 

failure 

Direct losses to Local and Central Government No impact Short-term increases in costs 
Medium term increase in costs, 

minimal loss of assets 
Long term increases in costs, 

some loss of assets 
Long term costs increases, and 
significant loss of asset value 

Losses and disruption to the Region's Key Economic 
Sectors/Industries/Employers 

No Impact 
Short term loss of output for a 

key sector 
Medium term loss of output for a 

key sector 
Long term loss/closure of a key 

sector 
Permanent closure of key 

economic sector(s) 

Direct impacts on employment/job sector No Impact 
Short-term disruption to 

employment 
Medium-term reduction in 

employment 
Medium to long term reduction 

in employment 
Widespread, permanent job 

losses 

Impact to local and regional economic drivers 
No impact to local / regional 

economic drivers 

Short term impact to local 
economic drivers not affecting 

Gross Regional Product 

Long term impact to local 
economic drivers affecting Gross 

Regional Product  

Long term impact to regional 
economic drivers affecting Gross 

Regional Product 

Long term impact to Regional 
economic drivers affecting Gross 

National Product 

 

 

No impact on the natural 
environment and the 
ecosystem services 

provided  

Minor impact on the 
natural environment and 
the ecosystem services 

provided  

Moderate impact on the 
natural environment and 
the ecosystem services 

provided  

Major impact on the natural 
environment and the 
ecosystem services 

provided  

Extreme impact on the 
natural environment and 
the ecosystem services 

provided   
Insignificant Minor Moderate Major Extreme 

 Natural Environment considerations: scale, duration, recoverability, iconic nature 

Air quality and associated ecosystem services No impact Temporary, localised impact 
Sustained localised impact, or 
widespread short-term impact 

Widespread, harmful degradation 
of air quality 

Permanent, harmful degradation 
of air quality 

Soil quality and associated ecosystem services No impact Temporary, localised impact 
Sustained localised impact, or 
widespread short-term impact 

Widespread, degradation of soil 
quality and loss of ecosystem 

services 

Permanent, degradation of soil 
quality and loss of ecosystem 

services 

Freshwater quality (ground and surface water) and 
associated ecosystem services 

No impact Temporary, localised impact 
Sustained localised impact, or 
widespread short-term impact 

Widespread degradation of water 
quality 

Permanent degradation of water 
quality, harmful to aquatic life 

Marine environment and ecosystem services No impact Temporary, localised impact 
Sustained localised impact, or 
widespread short-term impact 

Widespread loss or degradation 
of the marine environment 

Permanent loss or degradation of 
the marine environment, harmful 

to marine life 

National parks, forests and bush reserves No impact Temporary, localised impact 
Widespread impacts to forest and 

bush, medium-term recovery 
Widespread impacts on forest 
and bush - long-term recovery 

Permanent widespread loss of 
forest and bush 
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Impacts to iconic flora and fauna species No impact Temporary, localised impact 
Sustained localised impact, or 
widespread short-term impact 

Loss species within region, 
recoverable 

Permanent, widespread loss of 
species 

Imapcts to significant environments or iconic landforms No impact Temporary, localised impact 
Minor damage to iconic 

landforms and/or medium-term 
loss of significant environments  

Damage to iconic landforms 
and/or long-term loss of 
significant environments  

Destruction of iconic landforms 
and/or permanent loss of 
significant environments  

Impact to Mahinga Kai and customary resource gathering No Impact 

Short term loss of access or use of 
sites and /or minor degradation 

of sites for Mahinga Kai or 
customary resource gathering 

Medium term loss of access or 
use of sites and /or degradation 

of sites for Mahinga Kai or 
customary resource gathering 

Long term loss of access or use of 
sites and widespread degradation 

of sites for Mahinga Kai or 
customary resource gathering 

Total loss of sites for  Mahinga 
Kai or customary resource 

gathering 
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Hazard codes utilised in risk matrix 

Hazard Code Hazard Code 

Alpine Fault Earthquake AF-AF8 MCE Mass fatality accident Ma – MFT MCE 

Regional Flood Fl – Flood MCE 
Hazardous substance 

event 
Ha – Haz MCE 

Animal Disease 
An – Animal 
Disease MCE 

Severe weather event – 

High wind 
Se-Wind 

Tsunami and Earthquake – 
Local Source  
(Puysegur Trench) 

TE – Puysegur 
MCE 

Severe weather event – 

Thunderstorm / Flash 

flooding 

Se-Thunderstorm 

Local Earthquake 
(Nevis Fault) 

Ea – EQ MCE 
Coastal flooding – 

Storm surge / erosion 
Co – Coastal flooding 

MCE 

Regional / Distant Source 
Tsunami 

Ts – Tsunami 
Distant MCE 

Land instability – Jobs 

Ford Slip 
La – Jobs Ford Slip 

Drought 
Dr – Drought 
MCE 

Marine pest / disease 
Ma – Marine Pest 

MCE 

Rural Fire 
Ru – Rural Fire 
MCE 

Dam failure / break Da – Dam MCE 

Snow fall Sn – Snow MCE 
Major maritime 

pollution incident 
Po – Pollution MCE 

Human Pandemic 
Hu – Human 
Pandemic MCE 

Urban fire Fi – Fire MCE 

Plant Pest / Disease 
Pl – Plant Pest 
MCE 

Civil Unrest Ci – Civil unrest MCE 

Water supply 
contamination / failure 

Wa – Water 
Supply MCE 

Terrorism Te – Terrorism MCE 

Fuel supply failure Fu – Fuel MCE Cyber attack Cy – Cyber MCE 
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Item 6 AF8 [Alpine Fault Magnitude 8] Report 
                                    Compiled by Simon Mapp, Manager, Emergency Management Southland     
 
This year saw the AF8 programme enter its seventh year of operation.  A yearly report has been 
produced and highlights that interest and demand for information and attendance to events is 
growing. 
 
The steering Group has endorsed a three-year strategy for the AF8 Programme, with the adoption of 
a Vision and Mission Statement and a commitment to three strategic focus areas, see below. 

 
From NEMA funding the insights and intelligence and Communications coordinator fixed term roles 
have been accepted. These new roles will be key to elevating the success of AF8’S strategic focus 
areas and their associated objectives. 
 
Attached is a copy of the Year 6 Annual Report, which includes the AF8 Strategy document. 
 
Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that the Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group note the 
AF8 [Alpine Fault Magnitude 8] Report 
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July 2022

Year 6 Report
We can’t predict earthquakes, but we can prepare for them.
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Summary
This report summarises the AF8 Programme activities for Year 6 (July 2021 – June 2022). Despite the 
ongoing pandemic, responses and associated events, interest in AF8 has continued to grow. Demand for 
information about the Alpine Fault, its potential impacts and what we can do to be better prepared remains 
high, at every level – schools, communities, local authorities, agencies, ministries and above, and even 
internationally.

This focus on raising awareness has continued in Year 6. While we were unable to run an AF8 Roadshow 
this year, due the Omicron outbreak in early 2022, we were able to redistribute funding to digital public 
education projects and begin development of curriculum-based resources in alignment with the NCEA 
Change Programme currently underway in secondary schools. In addition to our own projects, AF8 and 
our science partners supported a NZ OnAir Public Interest Journalism funded project Faultlines, which was 
published online and in print in May 2022.

Also a focus in Year 6 has been the development of activities that can support inter-regional Alpine 
Fault planning. While AF8 is not responsible for planning, the programme plays a key role in supporting 
opportunities for networking and collaboration. Working with the National Emergency Management 
Agency (NEMA) Southern Regional Planning Advisor and South Island Emergency Managers to progress 
planning through the establishment of Response Planning Groups (RPGs) and shared workspace, and the 
ongoing coordination of science and intelligence to inform planning activities.

An AF8 Programme Strategy 2022-25 was developed and adopted in June 2022. This document builds on 
AF8’s previous work and successes to provide an agreed direction for the programme and it’s partners over 
the next three years. Thank you to you all for your ongoing support and collaboration. Looking forward to 
more of the same in Year 7 of the AF8 programme.

AF8 Timeline 2016-22

Year 1-2
2016-18

Year 3-4
2018-20

Year 5-6
2020-22

Science workshops

AF8 Hazard Scenario

CDEM Group workshops

Risk communication

AF8 Roadshow 2019

SAFER Implementation

Digital media

Risk communication

AF8 Roadshow 2021

NCEA Curriculm resource

Response Planning Groups

Tier 2 Exercise

AF8 ArcGIS Online

AF8 Programme Strategy 22/25 

SAFER Framework

AF8 Videos

Tier 3 Exercise

Digital media
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Key Dates
July-December 2021

Date Activity

7 Jul Taieri College School visit – Otago

12-16 Jul Rescheduled AF8 Roadshow public talks – West Coast

14 Jul Canterbury Welfare Coordination Group

29 Jul Wakefield Resilience Group Public Talk – Nelson Tasman

3 Aug Environment Canterbury presentation

11 Aug West Coast CEG presentation

25 Aug EQC staff presentation

30 Aug West Coast Risk and Assurance Committee presentation

23 Sep Otago Joint Committee presentation

3 Oct Otago Welfare Forum presentation

1 Nov Milford Tourism operators presentation – Fiordland

15 Nov Selwyn District Emergency Management agencies

17 Nov Selwyn District Council elected members presentation

17 Nov Pernod Ricard, Marlborough presentation

January-June 2022

Date Activity

18 Feb Waka Kotahi presentation

29 Mar EQC and insurance providers presentation

6 Apr South Island Neighbourhood Support presentation

21 Jun NZ Police Incident Management Team presentation

*This list does not capture all presentations, see Annex A for complete summary of engagement activities 2016-22
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Key Activities and Outputs 2021-22

Communications & Engagement
AF8 Hazard Scenario StoryMap
As we were unable to run a face-to-face AF8 Roadshow in 2022, due to the Omicron outbreak, a funding 
variation was agreed with EQC to redistribute the AF8 Roadshow funding into other public education 
projects aimed at communicating Alpine Fault hazard science. This included an ArcGIS StoryMap featuring 
the AF8 Hazard Scenario in an interactive and engaging format, that will be updated over time as needed. 

The StoryMap is complete and available to view at: https://arcg.is/0jquuC. However, it will not be promoted 
widely until later in the year, most likely with the launch of the new AF8 website. This is also to give key 
partners an opportunity to provide feedback and some additional content to be added.

This AF8 Hazard Scenario StoryMap builds on the content of the What’s On Our Plates? Module 4: 
Discovering the Alpine Fault (WOOP M4), which was made for use in the classroom, and includes more of 
the information typically shared in the AF8 Roadshow public talks – eg. expected MMI shaking intensities, 
secondary hazards and their potential impacts, and regionally targeted information using the ArcGIS ‘guided 
tour’ function. The WOOP module has proved popular outside of the classroom as well, highlighting the 
StoryMap platform’s effectiveness at engaging audiences in earthquake science. The AF8 Hazard Scenario 
StoryMap is longer and more detailed than classroom modules, targeting a much broader audience and 
making the scenario accessible to more people online.

The StoryMap is intended for emergency managers, partners, agencies and the public to learn more about 
their earthquake risk and what potential impacts we should be prepared for. It is intended that this StoryMap 
will be updated over time as new science and modelling becomes available. It will also be updated in the 
near future in line with the completion of closely associated projects:

 à An AF8 Consistent Messaging Guide, which is currently in development and will contain Alpine Fault 
hazard-specific messaging to support public education activities and PIM planning.

 à The AF8 website rebuild, which is also underway and will feature new content based on the 
consistent messaging guide and host the StoryMap as part of a dedicated AF8 Scenario section.

 à The AF8 GIS platform and data strategy to enable sharing of new maps and modelling.
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NCEA Curriculum Resource kit - Phase 1
A second project made possible with the redistribution of AF8 Roadshow funding is the scoping and initial  
development of an NCEA level curriculum-based resource kit for teachers to use in the classroom. It is 
intended that this resource will be developed over the next three years in phases, first with the NCEA 
resource, before expanding the kit to widen access and delivery of the materials in the regions.

The NCEA curriculum is currently being updated and tested as part of the NCEA Change Programme and 
the AF8 NCEA resource is being designed to align with the revised NCEA achievement objectives (eg. 
geography, science and social sciences), so it can be used in schools and by associated education providers 
(eg. The Christchurch City Council’s Learning Through Action programme). Currently, most natural hazard 
and preparedness curriculum-based resources, such as What’s the Plan Stan? are aimed at primary school 
students and there are minimal curriculum resources aimed at high school students at an NCEA level. This 
project also offers new ways of engaging students in the latest Alpine Fault hazard and impact science and 
preparedness information, beyond the AF8 Roadshow sessions, while also providing skills pathways (eg. 
GIS) into tertiary education.

The new standards are scheduled to be implemented in 2024 (Level 1), 2025 (Level 2) and 2026 (Level 3), 
and in phase 1 we have establish key partnerships to inform the resource development, including:

 à The Chair of the Geography NCEA Curriculum Special Interest Group (SIG)

 à An experienced Geography teacher in the South Island

 à Eagle Technology’s GIS in Schools programme

 à The Ministry of Education’s Chief Science Advisor 

These partnerships will enable the testing and refinement the resource in 2022-23, using teacher and 
student feedback before they are widely promoted for use in schools.  

The development of an NCEA resource that focuses on the Alpine Fault hazard and impact science will give 
teachers throughout the country the opportunity to engage their learners in a topic relevant to them, given 
it is likely an Alpine Fault earthquake will occur in their lifetime.

Once developed, the NCEA resource will be promoted widely, alongside AF8’s suite of other communication 
and engagement activities to provide a comprehensive range of educational resources for teachers. It will 
then be expanded on as part of a phased project plan, including the development of a public education 
toolkit for educators, emergency managers and their regional partners to extend delivery and access to the 
learning materials across other year levels and to the wider community.

A Lot On Our Plate Campaign 2022
Building on the successful of the first ‘A Lot On Our Plates’ (ALOOP) campaign in 2020, AF8 and East 
Coast Life at the Boundary (L AB) developed and delivered a second shared social media campaign, to 
continue raising awareness of our natural hazards, the risks they pose and to encourage people to prepare. 
Partnering with East Coast L AB widened our audience and resources, while ensuring consistent messaging 
and use of terminology, across our programmes.

This year’s campaign ran for 6 weeks, with daily social media posts from Monday 2nd May and concluded 
with a live panel event on Thursday 9th June 2022. It included a variety of content: bespoke graphics, 
quizzes, videos, stories and the online expert panel event. The content developed was shared across 
both programmes’ Facebook, Twitter, and Instagram channels. All content was tagged with the hashtag 
#ALotOnOurPlates to identify it as part of the campaign and make it easier to find in future.

The campaign was supported by AF8’s regional partners, including local government and emergency 
management group social media channels, and national collaborators and science partner’s including 
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GNS Science, GeoNet, Resilience to Nature’s Challenges, QuakeCoRE, University of Otago, University of 
Canterbury and the University of Auckland.

Facebook was the campaign’s primary channel with Twitter and Instagram being utilised as secondary 
channels, which were generally used to cross-post content where appropriate. The campaign produced 
273 posts/tweets/stories in total, and this resulted in over 5.1k engagements, across the 6.5k followers 
of the 6 social media channels. During the campaign we gained a total of 371 new fans/followers (not 
including new East Coast L AB Instagram followers) showing the value of a shared campaign in increasing 
awareness, and suggesting a steady appetite for the information shared.

The campaign’s cornerstone content was an online ‘Ask Us Anything: Expert Panel’. The audience was invited 
to send in any questions relating to our plate boundary, earthquakes, tsunami and how to prepare. A total of 
20 questions were submitted (via Facebook) covering a wide variety of topics. These were organised these 
into themes in order to answer as many questions as possible in the hour-long event. 

The event was held by connecting Zoom to a Facebook LIVE stream and cross-posting the video to the two 
Facebook pages. At its peak, we had 64 viewers during the live event. The event video has since been made 
available on East Coast L AB and AF8 social media and, like last time, the full length video will be edited into 
segments and made into a YouTube playlist, to make the questions easier to navigate as legacy content.

Faultlines
In addition to our own communications and engagement activities AF8 and our science partners supported 
an independent media piece on the Alpine Fault, funded by NZ OnAir ’s Public Interest Journalism Fund, 
called Faultlines. The main print article was featured as the North & South cover story in May, with a 
selection of regional articles following in the Nelson and Marlborough Weekly’s and apps, the Hokitika 
Guardian, Westport News and Grey Star. The print pieces were linked to an online interactive piece, which  
can be viewed here: https://faultlines.nz/. 

Faultlines was release over the week of the 16-20 May over social media and in print. A highlight of 
this digital work are four community-focussed videos featuring interviews with community member’s 
activity preparing for the next Alpine Fault earthquake. These can be viewed here: https://faultlines.nz/
documentary. 
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AF8 Programme Strategy 2022-25
A key output of AF8’s Year 6 activities has been the development of a three year programme strategy, which 
builds on the programme’s previous successes and provides direction over the next three years. This was 
formerly adopted by the AF8 Steering Group in June 2022.

Until now, AF8 has been operating on a year-to-year basis since its inception in 2016, and has had no agreed 
strategy beyond that. This has largely been due to the constraints of the programme’s ad hoc funding 
model, and because there is no clear counterpart or existing pathway that enables a view of where or what 
to aim for – we have been breaking new ground.

The new strategy includes updated vision and mission statements, which inform three strategic focus 
areas, as outlined below. These strategic focus areas will provide the structure for future reporting. The 
strategy also outlines what AF8 is and what it is not, and includes the roles and critical contributions of 
it’s core partners: the South Island Emergency Management Groups, science partners and the National 
Emergency Management Agency (NEMA), that are vital to the strategies implementation.

The full strategy is included with this report (Annex B). A more detailed workplan is in development.

Aotearoa New Zealand is aware of the Alpine Fault hazard
risk and is enabled to take action to build resilience.

Our Vision

Our Strategic Focus Areas

Raising awareness
and increasing 

understanding of the 
Alpine Fault hazard risks 
and consequences, and 

the AF8 programme

Coordinating 
intelligence for Alpine 

Fault earthquake 
response planning 
and preparedness

Supporting networks 
for collaboration and 

advocating for a 
coordinated approach 

to readiness and 
response planning for 

an Alpine Fault 
earthquake. 

Emergency management and science working together to enable
informed decision-making and increase Te Waipounamu our South Island’s

readiness and response capability for the next Alpine Fault earthquake.

Our Mission

Raising
Awareness

Coordinating
Intelligence

Networking &
Collaboration

1 2 3
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Shared workspace development
As part of AF8’s role in supporting Alpine Fault planning and opportunities for networking and collaboration 
(Strategic Focus Area 3), the programme has continued to develop a set of SharePoint sites and an associated 
Teams space to facilitate document sharing inter-regionally and inter-agency. These are administered by 
the AF8 programme on behalf of the South Island EM Groups, NEMA and science partners, and hosted on 
the Emergency Management South tenancy.

The workspace includes member only private channels for specific pieces of work, including the Steering 
Group, Welfare, Lifelines and Public Education and PIM planning. A general channel is open to all members 
and continues to be added to with shared resources, updates and reports.

Response Planning Groups
In May we welcomed NEMA’s new Souther Regional Planner to work with AF8 and the South Island EM 
Groups and support Alpine Fault planning. The Response Planning Groups (RPGs) coordinated by AF8 have 
provided planning touch points for the NEMA planning team and colleagues, and work continues in these 
groups to progress planning priorities, identify data and intelligence needs (Strategic Focus Area 2) and 
provide networking opportunities (Strategic Focus Area 3).

 à Welfare RPG meet fortnightly, comprising 
regional Group Welfare Managers and NEMA 
representative

 à Lifelines RPG meet monthly, comprising 
Group Lifelines Managers and NEMA 
representatives

 à Public Ed & PIM RPG meet monthly, 
comprising regional community resilience/
PIM representatives currently focused on 
public education resources

 à Partner Agencies RPG met in June and will be 
followed up again later in the year.

We are also beginning to look at opportunities for face-to-face engagement (eg. workshops) to bring 
groups together and progress planning work, as part of the AF8 workplan development.

AF8 ArcGIS Online
In line with the programme’s new Strategic Focus Area 2: Coordinating Intelligence, AF8 has begun the 
set-up  and development of an independent ArcGIS Online platform to host data and intelligence needs for 
planning work and provide a direct conduit for Alpine Fault hazard and impact science into practice, acting 
as a single-source of truth and a central coordination point of data. The platform is also being used to host 
the new AF8 Hazard Scenario StoryMap and NCEA resource GIS materials.

In Year 7 the programme will be developing a data strategy to enable data sharing with science partners 
and Emergency Management partners and scoping intelligence products and data sets as part of a new 
Intelligence and Insights workstream. This development of this workstream will be supported by the AF8 
Intelligence & Insights Analyst role, to be recruited in the second half of 2022. 

AF8 website rebuild
As part of AF8’s increased online communications and engagement activities, shared online workspace  
and ArcGIS Online developments, the programme’s website has also undergone a review and revision 
behind the scenes. The new website is currently being rebuilt based on these review findings and will be 
relaunched in the second half of 2022.

The new site will reflect the new AF8 Programme Strategy and direction, acting as the public-facing focal 
point for Alpine Fault hazard and impact science and preparedness information. 
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Governance and Funding
Governance
Governance for the programme is provided by the AF8 Steering Group made up of representatives from 
the 6 South Island CDEM Groups, the AF8 Programme Lead, AF8 Science Lead, AF8 Administrator, a 
representative from the National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA), the Director, Resilience to 
Nature’s Challenges) and Chair of the Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group.

In Year 6, the AF8 Steering Group has been chaired first by the Manager of Marlborough Emergency 
Management, Brian Paton in 2021 and then by the Manager of  Emergency Management Southland, Simon 
Mapp in 2022. Emergency Management Southland continues to act as the administering authority for AF8. 

Funding
In Year 6, AF8 was funded by the 6 South Island Civil Defence Groups, with co-funding from QuakeCoRE, 
Toka Tū Ake EQC, Resilience to Nature’s Challenges and NEMA, including:

 à QuakeCoRE co-funding to support the 
programme lead role, and science and risk 
communication activities, eg. workshops.

 à RNC funding to support science research 
and communication, eg. scientific 
expertise, research assistants. 

 à Toka Tū Ake EQC co-funding to support 
public education activities eg. the AF8 
Hazard Scenario StoryMap, ALOOP 
Campaign and NCEA resource kit 
development.

 à NEMA co-funding to support planning 
activities and products, eg. coordinated 
intelligence for planning.

Much harder to quantify, but perhaps of greatest value, is the time and expertise given by multiple 
stakeholders in support of AF8’s activities. This collaborative approach is critical to the programme and its 
objectives, and without this input it would not be progressing at the level it is.

WEST COAST

NELSON TASMAN

SOUTHLAND

OTAGO

CANTERBURY

MARLBOROUGH

Alpine Fault
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Annex A: AF8 Engagement March 2016 – June 2022
Making the AF8 knowledge-base accessible through engagement activities is a central part of the AF8 
programme, which aims to: share the Alpine Fault hazard and impact science and preparedness information 
widely, through communication and engagement activities, to increase awareness, enable conversation 
and build societal preparedness to natural hazard events in the South Island. 

Since the programmes inception in 2016 the AF8 knowledge-base has been presented around New 
Zealand and overseas to mixed audiences including: decision-makers, partner agencies, researchers and 
the general public. These have primarily been face-to-face engagements, but more recently includes 
presentations delivered via Teams/Zoom. This work has been pivotal to raising awareness of the hazard 
risk and prompting people to take action. 

The graphic below shows a summary of this engagement, including total presentations by each of the South 
Island CDEM regions. International engagements include conferences and North Island engagements 
include presentations to national agencies, diplomatic posts and conferences. Not all engagement activities 
have been able to be reported and totals represent the minimum number of talks and attendance numbers.

*    Mixed audiences: policy-makers,
       partners and the public.
** Including those not identified
      as a specific region

AF8 Engagement 2016-22

Total engagements by region

General Science Engagement

AF8 Roadshow 2019

AF8 Roadshow 2021

AF8 programme scope

Date: July 2022

19000+ audience members*

330+ engagements**

Canterbury 89

Otago 41

West Coast 28

Southland 23

Marlborough 09

Nelson Tasman 16

North Island 24

International 04

Online 10
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Executive Summary

AF8 [Alpine Fault magnitude 8] is an award-
winning programme of scientific modelling, 
coordinated response planning and community 
engagement designed to build collective 
resilience to the next Alpine Fault earthquake, 
across Te Waipounamu our South Island. 

The programme aims to share the Alpine Fault 
hazard and impact science and preparedness 
information widely, through communication and 
engagement activities, to increase awareness, 
enable conversation and build societal 
preparedness to natural hazard events.

AF8 has been operating on a year-to-year basis 
since its inception in 2016, and has had no 
agreed strategy beyond that. This is largely due 
to the constraints of the programme’s ad hoc 
funding model, and because there is no clear 
counterpart or existing pathway that enables 
a view of where or what to aim for – we are 
breaking new ground.

Despite these constraints the programme 
continues to prove its value and relevance. 
Overwhelming feedback from stakeholders, 
via the AF8 Programme Evaluation 20201 and 
informally through networks, has indicated a 
clear need for AF8. The programme has proved 
extremely successful as a mechanism to 
bring researchers, agencies, communities, and 
regions together to tackle the complex problem 
of a magnitude 8 Alpine Fault earthquake. 

We have been successful in raising awareness, 
bringing people and organisations together, 
building relationships, prompting preparedness, 
and supporting readiness and response 
planning activities.

Over the past 5 years, appetite and demand for 
information, collaboration and networking has 
steadily increased, influenced by:

 h The updated 75% probability of a future 
Alpine Fault earthquake occurring in the 
next 50 years (up from 30%)2

 h Extensive stakeholder and community 
engagement activities (eg. AF8 Roadshow 
and science presentations)

 h Growing awareness and engagement from 
partner agencies and stakeholder networks

 h Media relationships and their ongoing 
support 

 h Dedicated human resources to facilitate 
and implement work (eg. Programme Lead)

What began as a 1-2 year project has now 
evolved into a fuller programme of work. AF8 
has become recognised as a leader in how we 
coordinate, communicate, plan and prepare for 
complex natural hazard events in Aotearoa New 
Zealand. 

But are we ready for the next Alpine Fault 
earthquake? No. 

We have built strong foundations, relationships 
and trust, which has generated an appetite 
for action, but there is still a lot more to do. 
This programme strategy aims to build and 
capitalise on our successes, to progress work 
efficiently and effectively, and enable a clear 
path to meet short to long-term outcomes.

1. Scally-Irvine, K., 2020.
2. Howarth, J., et. al., 2021 (https://doi.org/10.1038/s41561-021-00721-4)
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Background

AF8 is best understood as a ‘boundary 
organisation’1: an interdisciplinary partnership 
between research, policy and practice designed 
to support, build and coordinate readiness and 
response capability for the next great Alpine 
Fault earthquake, across the South Island. It 
was established and continues to be led by 
the 6 South Island Emergency Management 
(EM) Groups and key Alpine Fault hazard 
risk science partners Resilience to Nature’s 
Challenges (RNC) and QuakeCoRE: NZ Centre 
for Earthquake Resilience. 

Governance and leadership for the programme 
is provided by the AF8 Steering Group 
comprising the 6 South Island Group Managers, 
science leaders and a National Emergency 
Management Agency (NEMA) representative. 
Emergency Management Southland acts as the 
chair and the administrative authority for AF8. 
West Coast Emergency Management currently 
acts as the deputy chair.

AF8 is also a member of the Plate Boundary 
Network: a group of regionally branded natural 
hazard programmes actively involved in 
sharing natural hazard and impact science and 
supporting public education and engagement in 
Aotearoa New Zealand (see image right).

In its first three years (2016-19) AF8 was 
funded by the Ministry of Civil Defence 
Emergency Management (MCDEM) Resilience 

Fund, with significant co-funding from 
science partners. Key outputs from Years 1-3 
include: the AF8 Hazard Scenario2, the AF8 
SAFER (South Island Alpine Fault Earthquake 
Response) Framework3, and the development 
of communication and engagement initiatives 
to support and socialise this work widely with 
communities, decision-makers and emergency 
management agencies (eg. AF8 Roadshow).

From Year 4 (2019-20) onwards, the 6 South 
Island EM Groups have contributed funding on 
a per regional population basis to cover the 
role of the programme lead. In Years 4-5 AF8’s 
programme activities have been made possible 
with co-funding from RNC, QuakeCoRE and the 
Earthquake Commission (EQC). Most recently, in 
Year 6 (2021-22), the AF8 programme activities 
have been supported by the following co-
funding partnerships:  

 h QuakeCoRE co-funding supports the 
programme lead role, and science and risk 
communication activities, eg. workshops.

 h RNC funding supports science research 
and communication, eg. scientific expertise, 
research assistants. 

 h EQC co-funding supports public education 
activities eg. the AF8 Roadshow.

 h NEMA co-funding supports planning 
activities and products, eg. coordinated 
intelligence for planning.

1. Beaven, S. et. al., 2017 (https://doi.org/10.1061/(ASCE)NH.1527-6996.0000202)
2. Orchiston, C. et. al. 2016 (https://af8.org.nz/af8-scenario/)
3. AF8 [Alpine Fault magnitude 8], 2018 (https://af8.org.nz/safer-framework/)
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Beyond this, AF8 attracts significant in-
kind contributions from science partners 
(e.g. universities, GNS Science) which is 
estimated to exceed, by far, the value of the 
EM contributions. Even harder to quantify, 
but perhaps of greatest value, is the time and 
expertise given by multiple stakeholders in 
support of AF8’s activities. Often described as 
‘a coalition of the willing’, this collaborative 
partnership approach has been critical to 
the programme and the progression of its 
objectives thus far.

However, as our understanding of the hazard 
risk grows, and momentum, demand and 
appetite for action increases, this willingness is 
not enough to sustain an effective and efficient 
programme of work. It is clear that the work 
required to plan and prepare for the next AF8 
earthquake goes well beyond the initial three-
year MCDEM Resilience Fund funded project.

What is AF8?
It is important to understand what AF8 is, and 
is not. AF8 has no statutory role, nor will it 
take on the role of managing a response to an 
Alpine Fault earthquake. These responsibilities 
lie with the EM Groups, NEMA and their partner 
agencies. AF8 has several key roles:

 h Bringing together emergency managers, 
scientists, policymakers, practitioners 
and communities to build capability for 
earthquake readiness and response;

 h Providing a conduit for the direct 
application of Alpine Fault related research 
to support policy and practice; 

 h Facilitating and coordinating engagement 
between scientists, emergency managers 
and the public;

 h Translating and communicating hazard 
risk science to enable informed decision-
making for planning and preparedness;

 h Supporting Alpine Fault response planning 
and community preparedness.

All of these roles and responsibilities align 
very closely to the National Disaster Resilience 
Strategy aim, which includes managing 
risks (eg. identifying and understanding 
risk scenarios) and enabling, empowering 
and supporting community resilience 
(e.g. cultivating connectedness). AF8 has 
been extraordinarily successful in this 
regard, winning awards for communication 
and engagement (AF8 Roadshow)1 and 
collaborative action (SAFER Framework)2.

Partner Roles & Critical Contributions
AF8 is not responsible for the mandated 
roles of it’s core partners: the 6 South 
Island EM Groups, science and research 
organisations, and NEMA. However, the 
successful implementation of this strategy is 
reliant on the contributions, cooperation and 
participation of these partners. AF8’s mission 
and objectives do not operate in isolation, and 

should be embedded in partner workplans 
where appropriate. Partner roles and critical 
contributions as they relate to this strategy are 
outlined in the next section. 

The AF8 Programme Strategy aims to build 
on and strengthen these partnerships in the 
context of planning and preparing for the 
next Alpine Fault earthquake. It is intended 
to provide clarity for all partners, so we may 
progress our work efficiently and effectively 
together.

1. https://af8.org.nz/af8-roadshow-empa-award/
2. https://af8.org.nz/af8-receives-excellence-award/
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Partner Roles & Critical Contributions

This table outlines the roles and critical contributions of AF8’s core partners as they relate to this strategy. The 
successful implementation of this strategy is reliant on the contributions, cooperation and participation of our 
partners. AF8’s mission and objectives do not operate in isolation, and should be embedded in partner workplans 
where appropriate.

South Island EM Groups Science Partners NEMA

As regional representatives, EM Groups 
are focused on response planning in 
their region, preparing their communities 
for an Alpine Fault earthquake, 
maintaining regional relationships and 
providing strategic leadership for the 
AF8 programme.

As leaders in science excellence, 
AF8’s science partners are responsible 
for growing AF8’s knowledge-base, 
responding to knowledge gaps and 
making the latest Alpine Fault-related 
science accessible, applicable and 
actionable.

As Steward, Assurer and Operator, NEMA 
is responsible for national planning, 
supporting capability/capacity to 
enable the progression of regional work 
and maintaining central government 
relationships to enable progress.

Critical Contributions:
 h Communicating and disseminating 

AF8 information into their 
organisations, partners, agencies, 
local authorities and communities. 

 h Leading AF8 regional and district 
planning in their regions, in 
collaboration with national planning.

 h Leading and hosting workshops, 
talks, forums etc. in their regions.

 h Advocating for AF8 in the regions, 
with communities, partner agencies 
and local authorities.

 h Enabling EM staff to participate in 
AF8-related activities.

 h Enabling iwi partnerships and 
representation on the steering group.

 h Funding the programme lead role 
and co-funding AF8 Programme 
activities.

Critical Contributions:
 h Providing timely, up-to-date science 

advice and information.
 h Progressing research for earthquake 

resilience, responding to knowledge 
gaps with new research, and feeding 
it back into the AF8 Programme.

 h Publishing co-created knowledge to 
enable AF8’s learnings to be shared 
widely and with credibility.

 h Advocating for AF8 in research  
institutions and associated 
organisations.

 h Enabling iwi partnerships and  
representation on the steering group.

 h Co-funding AF8 Programme 
activities and the programme lead 
role.

Critical Contributions:
 h Leading national AF8 planning and 

support regional planning.
 h Providing planning resource to 

ensure national workplans do not 
surpass regional capabilities.

 h Providing strategic leadership 
for AF8 readiness and response 
activities, and build emergency 
management capability and capacity.

 h Advocating for AF8 at central 
government level, with national 
agencies and North Island EM.

 h Enabling iwi partnerships and 
representation on the steering group.

 h Co-funding AF8 Programme 
activities and planning support roles.
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Vision & Mission

The AF8 programme’s overarching message 
and call to action is:

This statement references the science and 
emergency management partnership at the core 
of AF8, and makes a collective call to action that 
can be applied at every level: national, regional, 
local, organisational, community and individual.

Our vision and mission statements reflect 
this call to action, and guide the programme’s 
strategic focus areas to achieve these aims.

Aotearoa New Zealand is aware of the Alpine Fault hazard
risk and is enabled to take action to build resilience.

Our Vision

Our Strategic Focus Areas

Raising awareness
and increasing 

understanding of the 
Alpine Fault hazard risks 
and consequences, and 

the AF8 programme

Coordinating 
intelligence for Alpine 

Fault earthquake 
response planning 
and preparedness

Supporting networks 
for collaboration and 

advocating for a 
coordinated approach 

to readiness and 
response planning for 

an Alpine Fault 
earthquake. 

Emergency management and science working together to enable
informed decision-making and increase Te Waipounamu our South Island’s

readiness and response capability for the next Alpine Fault earthquake.

Our Mission

Raising
Awareness

Coordinating
Intelligence

Networking &
Collaboration

1 2 3
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Strategic Focus Areas & Objectives

Focus Area 1: Raising Awareness Objectives: We will do this by:

Raising awareness and increasing 
understanding of the Alpine Fault hazard 
risks and consequences, and the AF8 
programme.

A. To provide quality and consistent messaging to a 
wide range of audiences (including stakeholders and 
partners), communicated in a way that is accessible, 
understandable and actionable.

 h Maintaining an engaging, up to date website and digital 
media presence, which acts as a central knowledge-
point and pathway to understanding the Alpine Fault 
hazard.

 h Providing frequent and targeted science engagement, 
making the latest research accessible and applicable.

 h Coordinating the AF8 Roadshow with EM Groups, to 
bring Alpine Fault hazard science and preparedness 
information to South Island communities.

 h Developing other public education initiatives (eg. What’s 
On Our Plates? StoryMaps).

B. To build capability in hazard risk communication in 
the regions to support South Island planning and 
preparedness activities.

 h Developing and maintaining resources for risk 
communication and public education for use by EM 
Groups and partner agencies.

 h Developing and maintaining curriculum-based schools 
resources for use by teachers/educators in the 
classroom.

Focus Area 2: Coordinating Intelligence Objectives: We will do this by:

Coordinating intelligence for Alpine 
Fault earthquake response planning and 
preparedness.

A. To build and coordinate a central knowledge-base 
to inform Alpine Fault planning and preparedness 
activities.

 h Making the AF8 Hazard Scenario accessible in a range 
of formats, providing a single source of information for 
planning and preparedness. 

 h Coordinating and maintaining the AF8 GIS portal and 
supporting documentation, to define the logistical 
problem for the South Island and inform planning.

B. To provide a conduit for the direct application of Alpine 
Fault related research into practice.

 h Facilitating links between AF8-related research and 
emergency management practice.

 h Identifying critical knowledge gaps and potential barriers 
to resilience, for future research.
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Focus Area 3: Networking & Collaboration Objectives: We will do this by:

Supporting networks for ongoing 
collaboration and advocating for a 
coordinated approach to readiness and 
response planning for an Alpine Fault 
earthquake.

A. To support relationships and networks for ongoing 
collaboration.

 h Facilitating workshops and forums and giving 
presentations to enable networking and collaboration.

 h Facilitating links between communities of practice and 
knowledge holders to strengthen networks.

B. To support South Island EM Group planning for the 
next severe Alpine Fault earthquake at an inter-regional 
level.

 h Socialising the SAFER Framework, ensuring it is 
accessible and applicable as the foundation for AF8 
response planning

 h Coordinating and providing administrative support for 
AF8 planning activities (eg. Response Planning Groups)
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  Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group – 29 September 2022  
  

 

Item 7 National Emergency Management Agency Update 

 
Attached is the National Emergency Management (NEMA) Update for September 2022.   
 
Rochelle Faimalo, Senior Regional Emergency Management Advisor for NEMA will attend the 
meeting to speak to her update. 
 
Recommendation 
 
It is recommended that the Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group note the 
National Emergency Management Agency update. 
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National Emergency Management Update  
September 2022 
Southland CDEM Group  
 
Trifecta Programme 
The Trifecta Programme suite of work is a key priority for the Minister for Emergency Management 
and the National Emergency Management Agency (NEMA). The work is not a fundamental 
transformation of the emergency management system however, will instead address identified 
shortcomings to ensure that the system can meet current and future needs.   
 
Drafting of the Emergency Management Bill is underway with the intention to introduce it to the 
House of Representatives following the local authority elections. There will be an opportunity to 
provide feedback via the Select Committee process. Written submissions to the Select Committee 
are likely to be called for in late November 2022, with hearings in early 2023.   
 
The review of the National Civil Defence and Emergency Management Plan and accompanying Guide 
is happening alongside the development of the new Emergency Management Bill to ensure 
alignment.  As a result of feedback from stakeholders and the rapidly changing emergency 
management environment, the intention is that the new Plan is more accessible, user-friendly, and 
responsive as things change. NEMA is aiming to engage with sector partners on an early draft of the 
National Plan from October to December 2022.   
 
Monitoring, Alerting and Reporting Centre 
NEMA’s new Monitoring, Alerting and Reporting Centre went live on 27 June. This is situated in 
NEMA’s Wellington offices, and is staffed with 24/7 awake capability. The Monitoring, Alerting and 
Reporting Centre has taken over the functions of NEMA’s current duty system, such as issuing 
Emergency Mobile Alerts. These changes are not expected to impact the resourcing requirements or 
expectations on the CDEM Groups, and NEMA’s Regional Emergency Management Advisors (REMAs) 
will continue to be the key point of contact for the regional Duty teams. 
 
National Tsunami Strategy 
Tsunami preparedness is a key priority for the emergency management sector. There are 
programmes of work underway to enhance preparedness at local, regional, and national levels. 
NEMA and CDEM Group Offices have made a joint commitment to develop a National Tsunami 
Strategy to guide the sector in ensuring communities are tsunami ready. The development of this 
strategy will be a collaborative effort with the CDEM Groups and partner agencies e.g. GNS Science. 
The strategy will be delivered by the third quarter of 2023. 
This strategy will be supported by a National Tsunami Work Programme, which will combine the key 
tsunami work across NEMA, CDEM Groups and partner agencies and show the interdependencies 
across the sector. 
 
Sector Wellbeing  
We are seeing significant issues with staff burnout and fatigue across the emergency management 
sector. This has been evident for emergency management staff who have struggled to maintain their 
wellbeing, and the number of staff who have recently left the sector. The National Emergency 
Management Development Group (NEMDG), a Group comprising the 16 CDEM Group Managers and 
NEMA, established a wellbeing sub-group to look at options to improve sector wellbeing.  
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New Zealand Response Teams 
In collaboration with CDEM Groups, a national accreditation process has been developed for the 
New Zealand Response Teams (NZRTs). This is designed to provide assurance that the teams meet 
certain standards and is also in line with recommendations from the TAG review1. All NZRTs must 
commit to the new accreditation process by December 2023. 
 
CEG endorsement is required for all NZRT specialised ‘strands’ outside of the framework’s 
foundation skill requirements (e.g. swift water rescue). Existing Group-to-Group arrangements for 
NZRT support may be impacted under the revised system as only accredited teams will provide for 
out-of-region. CDEM Groups that do not currently have NZRTs may consider establishing teams 
under the revised system, which is now more robust and provides national oversight, governance 
and HSWA protections. 
 
New Minister for Emergency Management  
On Monday 13 June it was announced that Hon Kieran McAnulty, MP for Wairarapa, has picked up 
the Emergency Management portfolio from Hon Kiri Allan, with effect from Tuesday 14th June. His 
role has a specific focus on regional issues and includes the Associate Transport (on regional 
transport) and Associate Local Government portfolios. 
 
Officials from NEMA have met with the new Minister and will continue to engage closely with him to 
brief him on the portfolio and hear about the Minister’s priorities in this space.   
We don’t expect the new Minister’s focus or direction will significantly diverge from Minister Allan 
on key priorities such as the Trifecta programme, working with iwi/Māori, and operational readiness. 
 
We are looking forward to working with Minister McAnulty and are working with his office and 
Groups to facilitate opportunities for him to get some valuable face time in your regions. 
We are thankful to Minister Allan for her support of the emergency management portfolio over the 
last two years. 
 
Severe weather events  
This winter has seen several severe weather events across the country. We would like to 
acknowledge the hard work that has occurred both at the local and regional level to respond to 
these events and keep our communities safe. Thank you to those of you who have provided surge 
staff or Emergency Management Assistance Team (EMAT) members to support these responses. As 
always, we have appreciated the opportunity to work in partnership with the sector to support these 
responses.  
 
Strengthening emergency management cooperation between New Zealand and the 
United States  
The NEMA has signed a Memorandum of Cooperation with the United States’ Federal Emergency 
Management Agency (FEMA). The agreement will allow the sharing of best practices and lessons 
learned from past emergencies which will contribute towards building a more disaster resilient 
global community. The Memorandum of Cooperation will formalise information and data sharing 
between our two countries, and boost opportunities to engage in joint research, as well as 
conferences, workshops, and exercises.  
 
 
 
 
 
1 Ministerial Review: Better Responses to Natural Disasters and Other Emergencies in New Zealand 
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Local Government power to act during Local Government elections   
During the Local Government election period elected officials lose the power to declare a state of 
local emergency and give notice of a transition period on the official announcement of Local 
Government election results. During the period from the official announcement of the election 
results until the first meeting of the local authority, a state of local emergency can be declared and 
notice of a transition period can be given by the Minister for Emergency Management.   

  
There is also an alternative option to swear-in the appropriate elected official under urgency, giving 
them the power to declare a state of local emergency or issue a transition notice. However, our 
recommendation is to declare through the Minister for Emergency Management. If an emergency 
that requires a declaration occurs during this period, your Group Manager and Regional Emergency 
Management Advisor will be able to facilitate this process.  
 
Flooding Campaigns 
Floods pose significant risks to communities across the Aotearoa/New Zealand. NEMA have 
developed new public education campaigns to increase awareness of the dangers of flooding. These 
campaigns include print, social media, video and radio ads for use during readiness and response. 
The campaigns will be delivered in two parts. 
 
The Get The Flood Out readiness campaign went live on Thursday 9 June. The campaign is designed 
to discourage people from entering floodwaters.  The campaign is targeted to those who may be 
more likely to place themselves at risk, such as younger males, and uses bold graphics and a play on 
words telling people to GTFO (get the flood out). 
 
The Flood Waters are Deep Trouble campaign will be deployed when severe weather likely to result 
in flooding is forecast (particularly if a red weather warning is in place) or when flooding is already 
occurring. This advertising has a more serious and impactful tone and would be activated when a 
large weather event is about to hit.  
 
 

 
 
Image 1: Get the flood out campaign material. 
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Foot and Mouth Disease  
Foot and Mouth Disease has been found in Indonesia and other Southeast Asian countries. Given the 
importance of the Agricultural sector for New Zealand’s economy and communities, Foot and Mouth 
disease is considered a major risk. If an outbreak were to occur in New Zealand it would halt trade in 
animal products, and it would severely impact exports of dairy, red meat and pork products for 
months or even years after the outbreak, as we would no longer be regarded as Foot and Mouth 
Disease-free by trading countries.  

  
Planning is underway at the national level to enhance readiness and support coordination of a 
response to an incursion of the disease. Biosecurity New Zealand (a business unit within the Ministry 
for Primary Industries) is the lead agency for biosecurity, and holds the responsibility to plan for and 
respond to the risks and impacts of Foot and Mouth Disease. Biosecurity New Zealand’s Foot and 
Mouth Disease response and recovery plan2 is being refined to reflect learnings from COVID-19 and 
consider the roles and responsibilities within a response structure to enable an effective large-scale 
multi-agency response.  

  
NEMA has recently been asked to participate in All of Government planning, and further activity is 
programmed in coming weeks.  We will keep you briefed as details emerge of national planning and 
what expectations there might be NEMA and the CDEM sector.     
  
United Nations Ocean Decade Tsunami Programme  
David Coetzee, Manager Regional Partnerships is a member of the United Nations Educational, 
Scientific and Cultural Organization (UNESCO) Scientific Committee of the UN’s Ocean Decade 
Tsunami Programme. The Committee met in Paris in June 2022 to progress the drafting of an 
Implementation Plan for the Ocean Decade Tsunami Programme. NEMAs engagement with the 
committee has enabled New Zealand to share the knowledge developed by the CDEM sector and the 
scientific community to inform the development of an Implementation Plan that will support more 
effective management of tsunami risk around the world. The Implementation Plan will be delivered 
in 2023 and will apply for the period to 2030.   
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Rochelle Faimalo | Senior Regional Emergency Management Advisor 
National Emergency Management Agency Te Rākau Whakamarumaru 
E: Rochelle.Faimalo@nema.govt.nz 
P: 027 279 3615 

Page 181



Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management Group – 29 September 2022 

Item 8 Next Meeting 

Given there is no urgency to hold another meeting of this Committee in the short term, it is 
suggested that the next meeting be held in approximately six months’ time, the exact date to be 
finalised after considering representative availability. 

Recommendation 

It is recommended that the next meeting of the Southland Civil Defence Emergency Management 
Group is held in approximately six months’ time, the exact date to be finalised after considering 
representative availability. 

Page 182


	00 - Front
	00A - Minutes - 2022 May 18 -  SCDEMG
	01 - Items 1-2
	01A - Emergency Preparedness Southland - Research Report
	02 - Item 3
	02A - EMS Business Plan 2022-23
	Executive Summary
	EMS Overview
	EMS Group Plan Goals
	EMS Vision
	EMS Values
	Key Focus 2022/23
	How we report results
	Finance
	Outstanding Projects
	Risks and Issues
	Reporting
	Flexibility

	02B - Engagement Infographic (3)
	03 - Item 4
	04A - 2021 -22 Annual Report EMS
	05 - Item 5
	05A - EM Southland - Hazard risk assessment report version 1.3 July 2022 (1)
	06 - Item 6
	07B - AF8_Y6-AnnualReport JUL22
	08 - Item 7
	08A - NEMA Update Southland JC September 2022
	09 - Item 8



