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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Michelle Mitchell.  I hold the position of Deputy Chief Executive, 

Social and Cultural Recovery at the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

Authority (CERA).   

1.2 I joined CERA in April 2011 as the Interim Community Wellbeing Manager. I 

was appointed Deputy Chief Executive, Social and Cultural Recovery in 

November 2012. 

1.3 I have over 20 years’ experience in senior management roles in the Ministry 

of Social Development and its predecessors, mostly based in Christchurch, 

including occupying the role of Regional Director for Work and Income.  I 

established and led the Social Environment Taskforce Group after the 

September 2010 earthquake in my capacity as Regional Commissioner for 

Social Development, with responsibility for the welfare response in an 

emergency.  Before February’s earthquake I had been appointed to Director 

of the Secretariat of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Commission.  An 

abridged version of my CV is at Appendix MM1. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT  

2.1 Substantial parts of the evidence that I will give are factual.  However, I go 

on to comment upon that evidence and to express views about the outcome 

sought for social and cultural infrastructure and on the ways in which those 

outcomes should best be expressed and facilitated through the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  To the 

extent that I make those comments and express those views, I do so based 

on my expertise in the public sector, as I have described, and on the 

concentrated experience I have obtained dealing with social and cultural 

infrastructure since the first Canterbury earthquake.   

2.2 In relation to the views I express in my evidence:  

(a) I can confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert 

witnesses as contained in the Environment Court’s practice note 

(which will take effect from 1 December 2014).  I have complied with 

the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   
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(b) The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in 

forming my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The 

reasons for the opinions expressed are also set out in my evidence. 

(c) Unless stated otherwise, this evidence is within my knowledge and 

sphere of expertise.  I have not omitted to consider material facts 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 The purpose of my statement is to identify the impacts of the earthquakes 

on the social and cultural recovery context in Christchurch specifically 

focusing on: 

(a) The importance of social and cultural infrastructure to community 

wellbeing. 

(b) Impacts of the earthquakes on social and cultural wellbeing. 

(c) Impacts of the earthquakes on people’s access to social and cultural 

infrastructure. 

(d) The outcomes sought for social and cultural recovery. 

(e) The conditions required for social and cultural recovery. 

3.2 My statement is focused on both the community wellbeing, and the social 

and cultural infrastructure, of greater Christchurch.1  

3.3 In preparing this statement I have drawn from the CERA Canterbury 

Wellbeing Index2, which draws data from across 20 agencies to track social 

and cultural recovery.  I have also drawn from the CERA Wellbeing 

Survey3, which is a six monthly survey of 2,500 residents of greater 

Christchurch which seeks self-reported wellbeing data.  I also reference the 

2013 Youth Wellbeing Survey.4 

                                                
1
 CERA’s Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch and social monitoring mechanisms cover the greater 

Christchurch area (made up of the Selwyn District, Waimakariri District and Christchurch City Council areas). The 
terms greater Christchurch and Christchurch are therefore used throughout this document. Where possible data is 
broken down to the Christchurch City Council area. 
2
 http://cera.govt.nz/recovery-strategy/social/canterbury-wellbeing-index  

3
 http://cera.govt.nz/wellbeing-survey  

4
 http://cera.govt.nz/youth-wellbeing-survey  

http://cera.govt.nz/recovery-strategy/social/canterbury-wellbeing-index
http://cera.govt.nz/wellbeing-survey
http://cera.govt.nz/youth-wellbeing-survey
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3.4 A significant limitation to the provision of this evidence is the lack of a 

unified database to collate and track damage and repairs to the social 

infrastructure of greater Christchurch.   

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The residents of greater Christchurch are continuing to recover from the 

2010 and 2011 Canterbury earthquakes.  Although most residents are 

reporting their quality of life as ‘extremely good’ or ‘good’, the stress of the 

recovery is still affecting many residents. 

4.2 Social and cultural infrastructure is a crucial component of community 

wellbeing and the quality of life for residents, while also providing wider 

environmental and economic benefit. 

4.3 Surveys of residents show the loss of social infrastructure has had a 

significant negative impact on people’s wellbeing and therefore, the efficient 

and effective recovery of social and cultural infrastructure remains a vital 

component of greater Christchurch’s recovery.  

4.4 In order to meet the community’s needs for future community facilities and 

wellbeing, I consider the following issues within the Replacement Plan need 

to be resolved: 

(a) More enabling district plan provisions for a wide range of community 

facilities that meet the needs of the community, especially in the 

residential zones. 

(b) More enabling district plan provisions to allow for co-location and/or 

mixed-use community facilities as providers wish. 

(c) Agencies and organisations collaborating, co-locating and co-

ordinating on the rebuild of community and public facilities (where 

practicable).  

(d) More enabling district plan provisions to allow for housing repair and 

rebuild. 

(e) Permitting temporary community facilities during the recovery 

phase. 

4.5 There needs to be flexibility for the location of community facilities in order 

to respond to change over the next few years as the district continues to 
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evolve post-earthquake, including responding to new subdivisions, new 

transportation and infrastructure, and in the case of the emergency services 

a resulting changed risk profile.   

4.6 In the context of addressing those issues within the Replacement Plan 

(which I understand will be the subject of subsequent hearings before the 

Hearings Panel), my opinion is that the Strategic Directions Proposal should 

provide greater guidance through objectives and policies about anticipated 

social and cultural outcomes, so that providers of community facilities can 

establish and rebuild with greater certainty and flexibility as the recovery 

progresses, and plan ahead.   

4.7 I consider the principal outcomes in the Crown's submission (page 11), 

which seek to enable the establishment of community facilities that meet 

the needs of the community, provide for the co-location of community 

facilities, and permit temporary activities as Christchurch continues to 

recover from the Canterbury earthquakes, are appropriate to better support 

the social and cultural recovery needs of the community. 

5. THE IMPORTANCE OF SOCIAL & CULTURAL INFRASTRUCTURE TO 

COMMUNITY WELLBEING 

5.1 ‘Social and cultural infrastructure’ is defined as any physical infrastructure 

that enables people to carry out social and cultural activities. This includes 

spaces and places for people to meet and interact with each other.  

Examples would include sporting facilities, churches, clubrooms, meeting 

places, and community halls. 

5.2 There is significant evidence in international literature that social 

infrastructure is crucial to creating sustainable communities.5 In particular, it 

assists communities to develop a sense of local identity and for strong 

social networks to flourish. The availability of sports clubs, community halls, 

schools, art galleries, swimming pools and other forms of social 

infrastructure shape how inclusive and safe communities feel for residents.  

5.3 Evidence shows that inadequate social infrastructure has significant long-

term consequences. Depopulation can occur if there are problems with the 

quality of the physical environment, poor local services and weak social 

networks.6 In addition, a number of related social problems are associated 

                                                
5
 http://www.futurecommunities.net/socialdesign/amenities-and-social-infrastructure  

6 http://www.futurecommunities.net/socialdesign/188/lack-social-infrastructure-affects-community-wellbeing  

http://www.futurecommunities.net/socialdesign/amenities-and-social-infrastructure
http://www.futurecommunities.net/socialdesign/188/lack-social-infrastructure-affects-community-wellbeing
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with new communities that lack good social infrastructure, including 

isolation, mental health problems, fear of crime, and issues with community 

cohesion.7 

5.4 The pattern of social and cultural infrastructure damage in greater 

Christchurch was uneven. Some communities, particularly in eastern 

Christchurch, have been more affected than others. In the following pages, I 

will provide a high level summary of the impacts the earthquakes had on 

social and cultural wellbeing and people’s access to social infrastructure in 

Christchurch. 

6. IMPACTS OF THE EARTHQUAKES ON SOCIAL AND CULTURAL 

WELLBEING 

6.1 While a great deal of progress has been made in the recovery from the 

earthquakes, many problems have not been solved and much work remains 

to be done.  

6.2 In year four of the recovery, the majority of residents rate their quality of life 

positively (73 percent of Christchurch residents rate their quality of life as 

“extremely good” or “good”). Residents have capitalised on employment 

opportunities created by the rebuild with only 3.2 percent unemployed in 

June 2014, and median incomes have increased as a result. The CERA 

Wellbeing Survey provides evidence that those with unresolved insurance 

claims, people living in temporary accommodation, people with ill health 

and disabilities, and those on low incomes continue to report lower levels of 

emotional wellbeing and higher exposure to stressors. 

6.3 Increased stress levels in the population have been mitigated to some 

degree by the provision of psychosocial support services, such as the 

Ministry of Social Development’s Earthquake Support Coordination Service 

and free counselling services, as well as Canterbury District Health Board’s 

extended GP consultations and Brief Intervention Counselling services. 

However, pre-existing mental health services have experienced significant 

growth in demand.  Canterbury District Health Board reports a 30 percent 

increase in demand for all adult mental health services and a 55 percent 

increase in demand for all mental health services for children and young 

people.  

                                                
7 http://www.futurecommunities.net/socialdesign/188/lack-social-infrastructure-affects-community-wellbeing  

http://www.futurecommunities.net/socialdesign/188/lack-social-infrastructure-affects-community-wellbeing
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6.4 The CERA Wellbeing Survey also indicates that levels of social 

connectedness have been impacted by the population movement caused 

by earthquake damage to land and residential dwellings.  Immediately prior 

to the 2010 earthquake, 57 percent of Christchurch residents8 reported that 

they felt a sense of community with others in their neighbourhoods but this 

proportion has steadily decreased to 45 percent in April 2014. 

6.5 Analysis of the stressors faced by residents shows that day to day living in 

a city in recovery is increasingly taking a toll.  At April 2014 the two highest 

stressors reported by residents were “living in a damaged environment 

and/or being surrounded by construction work” (impacting negatively on 26 

percent of the Christchurch population) and “transport-related stressors” 

(impacting negatively on 24 percent). 

7. IMPACTS OF THE EARTHQUAKES ON PEOPLE’S ACCESS TO 

SOCIAL AND CULTURAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

7.1 Table One outlines the proportion of residents reporting moderate or major 

negative impacts of social and cultural infrastructure-related stressors over 

time in the CERA Wellbeing Survey. It shows that residents were initially 

highly impacted by the loss of places and spaces in the September 2012 

survey, but by 2013 they appear to have been less affected by these 

losses. However in the most recent April 2014 survey, it is clear that the 

loss of social infrastructure and the impacts of the deconstruction and 

reconstruction process are having a renewed negative impact on the 

wellbeing of residents.  

7.2 Across the wider list of stressors, only those relating to social infrastructure 

show negative trends over the most recent April 2014 period. This indicates 

that the loss of environments in which people connect, learn, play and meet 

continue to have a substantial negative impact on their wellbeing. 

Table One: Proportion of Christchurch residents reporting a moderate or 

major negative impact of social and cultural infrastructure-related stressors  

Social and cultural 
infrastructure-related 
stressors 

Moderate or major negative impact 

Sept 
2012 

April 
2013 

Sept 
2013 

April 
2014 

Being in a damaged 33% 23% 23% 26% 

                                                
8
 Quality of Life Survey, Christchurch, 2010. 
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environment and/or 
surrounded by 
construction work 

Transport related 
stressors (work/personal) 

23% 19% 16% 24% 

Loss of recreational, 
cultural and leisure time 
facilities (cafes, 
restaurants, libraries, 
places of worship, 
marae, arts and cultural 
centres). 

37% 24% 19% 23% 

Loss of indoor sports 
and active recreation 
facilities  

26% 17% 16% 20% 

Loss of outdoor sports 
and active recreation 
facilities  

22% 14% 12% 16% 

Loss of meeting places 
for community events 

NA 11% 9% 13% 

Loss or relocation of 
services 

14% 9% 7% 8% 

 

Arts, Sports and Recreational Infrastructure 

7.3 As noted in Table One the loss of recreational, cultural and leisure time 

facilities continues to have a moderate to major negative impact on almost 

a quarter of Christchurch residents.  

7.4 The loss of these facilities is particularly felt by the young people of 

Christchurch. The 2013 Youth Wellbeing Survey9 found that the most 

prevalent negative impact experienced by the 12-24 year old respondents 

was ‘the loss of places they used to go’.  

7.5 People’s participation in the arts has been particularly impacted. The 

earthquakes disrupted, damaged or destroyed performing arts facilities 

including the Town Hall, Isaac Theatre Royal and the Court Theatre. Visual 

arts facilities such as the Christchurch Art Gallery and the Arts Centre were 

closed and there has been a loss of venues that typically hosted live music 

such as pubs, restaurants and churches. The New Zealanders and the arts: 

                                                
9
 http://cera.govt.nz/youth-wellbeing-survey  

http://cera.govt.nz/youth-wellbeing-survey
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attitudes, attendance and participation in 2011 report10 found that the 

proportion of the Christchurch population who did not attend arts events in 

the previous year increased as a result of the loss of this infrastructure from 

19 percent in 2008 to 31 percent in 2011. 

7.6 The sports sector experienced critical infrastructure losses which also 

impacted on participation. Many highly valued facilities such as QEII 

Stadium, Centennial Pool, AMI Stadium and mountain biking tracks in the 

Port Hills were closed indefinitely.  Access to rowing courses, tennis courts, 

and swimming pools was lost and participation in these codes was 

disproportionately affected.  As noted in Table One, the loss of indoor 

sports facilities continues to negatively impact on one in five respondents 

and the loss of outdoor sports facilities continues to impact on 16 percent of 

respondents.  

Education Facilities 

7.7 After the February 2011 earthquake 18 schools were relocated and 7,000 

students had to be transported by bus to host sites due to damage to 

buildings and land. Fifty-five percent of secondary students were site 

sharing with one school holding classes in the morning and the other in the 

afternoon.11 

7.8 12,000 students left the school they had been attending and enrolled 

elsewhere both within and outside of greater Christchurch. 

7.9 The Ministry of Education will spend $1.137 billion to rebuild and renew 115 

schools in greater Christchurch over the next ten years. The property 

programme will be the largest single investment ever in education in greater 

Christchurch. 13 schools will be constructed on new sites, 10 schools will 

be rebuilt on existing sites, 34 schools will be fully redeveloped and 58 

schools will be moderately redeveloped.   

7.10 David Hobern provides evidence detailing, amongst other things, the 

impacts of the Canterbury earthquakes on the education network in greater 

Christchurch and the Ministry of Education's response to the earthquakes.   

                                                
10

http://www.creativenz.govt.nz/assets/paperclip/publication_documents/documents/210/original/new_zealanders_
and_the_arts_full_report_final_for_web.pdf?1338201080 
11

 Canterbury Wellbeing Index, 2014. 
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Heritage and Cultural Places  

7.11 Christchurch city lost approximately 39 per cent of its listed heritage 

buildings, and Banks Peninsula lost 11 per cent.12 Damage was also 

caused to wāhi tapu, wāhi taonga, cultural values associated with 

waterways, mahinga kai, and the wider cultural landscape. 

Housing 

7.12 Social housing is typically classified as social infrastructure, but privately 

owned residential housing is not. However, the loss and damage to the 

quantum of Christchurch’s housing stock has impacts, in particular on those 

low income earners reliant on social housing. 

7.13 As a result of the earthquakes, 191,254 dwelling claims were made.  These 

claims were split between the Earthquake Commission managing 168,073 

dwelling claims and private insurers managing the remaining 23,181 claims. 

7.14 Prior to the earthquakes, Housing New Zealand had 6,129 social housing 

units in greater Christchurch, housing approximately 18,000 people.  

Ninety-five per cent of these properties were damaged in the earthquakes, 

with 550 being determined uninhabitable.13  

7.15 Christchurch City Council is New Zealand’s second biggest landlord with 

2,649 social housing units prior to the earthquakes.  Ninety-seven percent 

of these units were damaged and at June 2014, 444 units remained 

uninhabitable. 

7.16 There is international evidence that earthquake-related housing and 

insurance issues can act as ‘secondary stressors’ that have a direct impact 

on individual and community resilience.14 Secondary stressors are 

circumstances, events or policies that are indirectly related to the primary 

stressor (the earthquakes). Secondary stressors typically persist longer and 

can delay people’s recovery.  

7.17 Evidence from the CERA Wellbeing Survey reinforces that those affected 

by housing and insurance-related secondary stressors are experiencing a 

delayed recovery from the Canterbury earthquakes. Respondents with 

unresolved insurance claims have disproportionately poorer outcomes on 

                                                
12

 Heritage Buildings and Places Recovery Programme for Greater Christchurch, Ministry for Culture and Heritage. 
13

 Canterbury Wellbeing Index, June 2014.  
14

 Lock, S., Rubin, G.L., Murray, V., et al. (*2012). Secondary stressor’s and extreme events and disasters: a 
systematic review of primary research from 2010-2011.  
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many wellbeing measures as do those living in temporary accommodation. 

Therefore it is important that more enabling district plan provisions are 

included to allow for housing repair and rebuild. 

7.18 As a result of the earthquake, significant pressures are impacting on rental 

housing affordability and availability.  These pressures include the 

permanent relocation of households from the residential red zone and other 

homes that cannot be repaired or rebuilt, displaced households requiring 

temporary accommodation while their homes are repaired or rebuilt, and 

the arrival of the labour force that is assisting with the rebuild.  

7.19 By April 2014 these pressures caused mean private weekly rents to 

increase at a faster rate than the national rental average. Looking at the 

change in mean rents between the three months to November 2010 and the 

three months to November 2013, the mean increase in Christchurch of 35.5 

percent equates to an extra $105.90 per week in rent on average.15 

7.20 Impacts of these pressures are particularly felt by those dependent on low-

cost rentals.  Prior to the earthquakes, 54 percent of rental stock were ‘low 

cost’ rentals (less than $300 per week) but this decreased to 21 percent in 

February 2014.16 

8. THE OUTCOMES SOUGHT FOR RECOVERY OF THE SOCIAL AND 

CULTURAL INFRASTRUCTURE 

8.1 Social and cultural activities are an integral part of life in greater 

Christchurch and of our identity as a region. The re-establishment of these 

activities, including sport, art, recreation, and enjoyment of heritage, 

retaining residents and attracting visitors, contributes to the vision of the 

Recovery Strategy: Greater Christchurch recovers and progresses as a 

place to be proud of an attractive and vibrant place to live, work, visit and 

invest - mō tātou, ā, mō kā uri ā muri ake nei - for us and our children after 

us.   

8.2 The Land Use Recovery Plan ("LURP") identifies 15 outcomes in response 

to a range of identified recovery issues and needs.17 These outcomes in 

turn link to the LURP recovery actions. ‘Communities and housing’ 

outcomes 6 to 8 are of particular relevance to social and cultural recovery, 

and seek to enable: “a range, quality and price of new housing which meets 

                                                
15

 Canterbury Wellbeing Index, June 2014. 
16

 Canterbury Wellbeing Index, June 2014. 
17

 See section 3.3 of the LURP.   
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the diverse and changing needs of those seeking to buy or rent, including 

the needs of a growing temporary rebuild workforce; opportunities for the 

market to deliver comprehensive redevelopment in suitable existing 

neighbourhoods; and investment in community facilities and services which 

supports vibrant key activity centres and neighbourhood centres.”  

8.3 The Replacement Plan offers an opportunity to rebuild and repair the fabric 

of the community by supporting and enabling opportunities for social 

connectedness. The rebuild of social infrastructure such as community 

facilities, sports facilities and cultural centres is crucial to social integration, 

with these destinations offering residents the chance to meet and engage 

with one another.   

8.4 The rebuild of community facilities presents an unparalleled opportunity for 

central and local government, community organisations, and Non-

Government Organisations to “build back better” as identified by Section 3 

of the Recovery Strategy. By repairing or replacing lost facilities and 

maintaining events in the cultural sector, clubs and societies can continue to 

exist and bind communities together. 

8.5 Significant work has occurred to support agencies, organisations and 

sectors with their facility rebuild decision making, including the Community 

and Public Facilities Project and Planning and Community Toolset (PaCT), 

an online mapping tool.18 

9. THE CONDITIONS REQUIRED FOR RECOVERY OF THE SOCIAL AND 

CULTURAL RECOVERY 

9.1 Section 3 of the Recovery Strategy states that recovery is “inherently future 

focused”.19 The opportunities to better develop resilient, cost effective, 

accessible and integrated infrastructure, buildings, housing, and transport 

networks need to be enabled at a strategic level by the objectives and 

policies in the Replacement Plan. Presently community facilities are not 

widely enabled in the Replacement Plan across the zones. The expert 

planning evidence of Stephen Timms identifies and addresses the 

deficiencies in the Replacement Plan. 

9.2 In addition, the plan provisions need to encourage opportunities and 

flexibility, especially within the residential zones, so that social and cultural 

                                                
18

 http://cera.govt.nz/maps/pact  

 

http://cera.govt.nz/maps/pact
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infrastructure can continue to contribute to the community wellbeing and the 

economic growth of the region.   

9.3 One way to achieve the social recovery goal of strengthening community 

resilience, safety, and wellbeing, and enhancing quality of life for residents 

and visitors is to promote a collaborative, accessible, innovative and 

inclusive approach to the delivery of social services. 

9.4 There are opportunities to better consider social requirements as a whole. 

There is the potential for agencies, organisations and sectors to work 

together to identify community needs and, where appropriate, consider 

facilities that offer a range of activities.  

9.5 Collaboration on the build and rebuild of community facilities enables the 

efficient use of community infrastructure, funding, resources and supports 

innovation. It also responds to the community’s voice in favour of 

collaborative and mixed use facilities.  

9.6 Therefore, successful recovery of social and cultural infrastructure and 

wellbeing will be achieved by:  

(a) more enabling district plan provisions for a wide range of community 

facilities that meet the needs of the community, especially in the 

residential zones; 

(b) more enabling district plan provisions to allow for co-location and/or 

mixed-use facilities as providers wish; 

(c) agencies and organisations collaborating, co-locating and co-

ordinating on the rebuild of community and public facilities (where 

practicable), including the efficient and effective use of funds; 

(d) more enabling district plan provisions to allow for housing repair and 

rebuild. 

(e) permitting temporary community facilities during the recovery phase. 

9.7 The matters referred to in paragraph 9.6 above will be the subject of more 

detailed evidence and submissions at subsequent stages of the hearings 

for the Replacement Plan.  However, for the purposes of the Strategic 

Directions Proposal, the strategic direction the Crown believes is needed in 

order to inform the community and decision makers on social and cultural 

infrastructure is greater guidance through objectives and policies about 
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anticipated social and cultural outcomes, so that providers of community 

facilities can establish and rebuild with greater certainty and flexibility as the 

recovery progresses and plan ahead. 

9.8 I consider that the principal outcome in the Crown's submission (page 11) 

which seeks to rebuild community facilities is appropriate for the recovery of 

social and cultural infrastructure.  Recovery will be better achieved by 

enabling the establishment of facilities that meet the needs of the 

community, providing for the co-location of community facilities, and 

permitting temporary activities as Christchurch continues to recover from 

the Canterbury earthquakes. 

9.9 I have considered the Crown's amended version of the Strategic Directions 

proposal as appended to Mr Stephen Timms' evidence, and I support 

having a clear, stand-alone objective for the recovery of Christchurch which 

refers to meeting the community's immediate and long term needs for 

community facilities.  I also support the inclusion of policies which seek to 

implement the recovery objective, by: 

(a) Recognising the need to provide for community facilities that have 

been forced to relocate as a consequence of the Canterbury 

earthquakes. 

(b) Providing clear direction for where community activities are to be 

provided for. 

(c) Providing for community activities in response to the demand 

created by the resettling and redevelopment of urban land within 

new areas. 

(d) Providing for community facilities while encouraging co-location and 

shared use of facilities. 

Comment on Mark Stevenson's evidence 

9.10 In his evidence, Mr Stevenson recommends that a new policy be inserted 

into the Strategic Directions proposal which states: 

"Provide for the establishment of community facilities in existing and 

planned urban areas to meet the needs of the community while 

encouraging the co-location and shared use of facilities between 

different groups to aid their recovery" 
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9.11 I support this proposed addition by Mr Stevenson as the proposed policy 

encourages co-location and shared use facilities between different groups 

to aid recovery, which the Crown actively promotes.  The Crown’s amended 

version of the Strategic Directions proposal as appended to Mr Stephen 

Timms evidence includes this new policy under the Crown’s recommended 

recovery objective. 

 

 

Michelle Mitchell 

25 November 2014  
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Appendix MM1 

EMPLOYMENT HISTORY 
 

Sept 2010 to present Earthquake Emergency Response and Recovery 
Seconded to the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Commission as Director in 
February 2011 then Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority as Deputy Chief 
Executive Social and Cultural Recovery in April 2011. 
Responsibilities: 

Leadership 
 Provide vision, support, empowerment and motivation across multi-agencies, 

including the establishment of functional working groups, to deliver effective 
response and recovery services for individuals, families and communities 
affected by the Canterbury earthquakes. 

Strategic planning 

 Lead the development and implementation of response and recovery plans 
for individual, family and community wellbeing, including a strategy for 
psycho-social support. 

 Contribute to development of CERA strategy and plans. 
 Prepare Cabinet papers relevant to support services required to deliver 

effective disaster recovery services and contribute to Cabinet papers being 
prepared by other departments. 

Relationship management 

 Establish, and maintain professional relationships with central and local 
government agencies, social service providers, Maori and Pacific leaders 
within the Canterbury region. 

 Maintain positive working relationships with Ministers, local MP’s, councilors, 
community members, advocacy and resident groups. 

Communications, marketing and media 

 Facilitate the development and delivery of messaging that supports a 
successful response and recovery effort. 

 Deliver key messages to stakeholders through a variety of communication 
channels, including stakeholder, community and MP briefings, radio and TV 
interviews. 

Feb 2008 to Feb 2011 Regional Commissioner, Canterbury Work and Income 

Oct 2002 to Feb 2008 Regional Director, Canterbury Work and Income  
Oct 1996 to Oct 2002 Area Benefit Control Manager, Income Support 
Sept 1995 to Oct 1996 Acting District Manager, Income Support 
Sept 1990 to Sept 1995 Team Leader, Income Support 
Nov 1984 to Sept 1990 Supervisor, Inland Revenue 

 

 

TERTIARY QUALIFICATIONS   

 
2010 State Services Commission – Transformational Leadership 
2004 CPIT – Te Purapura Course, Te Reo Maori 

New Zealand Qualifications Authority – National Certificate First Line Management 
Level 4 and 5 

1996 Christchurch College of Education – Organisation and Management Course 
1986 Technical Correspondence Institute – National Certificate in Business 

Studies/Accounting 

     
     
 


