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FCN – Earthquake 
Recovery Accountability 

Matrix 
 

 

The role of the Future Canterbury Network is: 

To monitor and critique progress against a set of previously articulated 
principles, processes, milestones and outcomes to enhance transparency 
and accountability of key decision makers 

 

Objective of Matrix 

The FCN Earthquake Recovery Accountability Matrix is a principles based 
evaluation methodology to assist decision making organisations and individuals 
responsible for recovery from the earthquakes to improve their leadership, 
governance and management in a process of constructive engagement with the 
Future Canterbury Network and the community. 

Public reporting on the outcomes of the evaluation process and resulting 
improvements in practice will lead to increased public knowledge and 
confidence in the transition from the damaged Canterbury of today to the 
robust and resilient Canterbury we seek for future generations. 
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Principles 

 

 

Canterbury is about 

• people  
• a place to live, work and play  
• being economically viable 
• communities, diversity, ethnic difference, bi-

culturalism, heritage 
• art, culture, beauty, excitement, vibrancy 
• appropriate scale, accessible, affordable 
• being sustainable, healthy, green 
• being courageous, brave, bold 
• being decisive, pursuing best outcomes 

 

The success of the process of recovery is assessed by: 

• Community defined Key Recovery Performance 
Indicators for decision makers (CERA, CCC, ECan, 
Selwyn DC, Waimakariri DC, EQC, Minister of 
Earthquake Recovery) 

• Measurement and reporting against Key Recovery 
Performance Indicators 

• Evidence of  
o robust decision making 
o durable decisions 
o breaking rules not making rules 
o balanced consideration 

• Demonstrated understanding of the complexity of 
the recovery process and appropriate leadership 

• Multiple dividend analysis 
• Transparency and preferred outcomes 
• Effective, collaborative and inclusive community 

engagement  
• Information and communication 
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Agreement to Evaluation Methodology and 
Process 
 

Parties 

• [Name of Entity to be Evaluated] 
• Future Canterbury Network Incorporated 

The Parties agree  

1. The Key Recovery Performance Indicators, Critical Success Factors, 
methodology and processes set out in this Accountability Matrix 
document shall be the basis upon which the quality of leadership, 
governance, decision making and implementation by the [Name 
of entity] of the recovery from the earthquakes of 2010 and 2011 
shall be evaluated by the Future Canterbury Network 
Incorporated. 

2. The Key Recovery Performance Indicators, Critical Success Factors, 
methodology and processes may be varied by written agreement 
between the parties provided such variation shall not undermine 
the intention to provide comparative evaluation results over the 
period during which evaluations will occur. 

3. The withdrawal of the [Name of entity] from this agreement shall 
not prevent the Future Canterbury Network Incorporated from 
continuing to evaluate the performance of the [Name of entity] in 
accordance with this Matrix. 

Signed 

 

 

[Name] on behalf of [Name of Entity] 

 

 

 

[Name] on behalf of the Future Canterbury Network Incorporated 

 

Date:  
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The Key Recovery Performance Indicators 

 

Recovery Indicator Critical Success Factors Measurement Methodology Resource/Validation 

Shared Recovery 
Vision for Future  

1. Does the vision meet, reflect, 
give effect to the aspirations of 
the community? 

2. Does the vision encourage bold, 
exciting, inclusive and 
innovative thinking about 
solutions? 

3. Does the vision encourage 
people to stay in or come to 
Canterbury and Christchurch? 

4. Does the vision contribute to 
the development of social 
capital (i.e. trust, confidence in 
the future, feeling valued) in 
the community? 

5. Does the vision include a set of 
principles to guide and measure 
future decision making? 

Public perceptions survey 
measuring extent to which 
people believe the performance 
of the entity meets the intent of 
the Critical Success Indicator 

Stakeholder focus groups 

Allocation of scores by 
Assessment Panel 

FCN Assessment Panel 
Checklist and Definitions 
document 

Interviews with key 
staff/decision makers 

Confirmation from 
available documents/data 
sources 

 

N.B. Issues of affordability and practicality will be important qualifiers in assessing Critical Success Factors throughout this Matrix and particularly in 
relation to Plans for the Future.
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Aspirational Strategy 
for Achievement of the 
Recovery Vision 

6. Does the earthquake recovery 
strategy set reachable goals, 
take the community with it, 
reflect knowledge of the 
aspirations and needs of: 
a. people, including their 

economic, health, cultural, 
social and environmental 
needs, and 

b. the needs of communities 
including the business 
community, the arts and 
cultural sector, the sports 
community  etc? 

7. Does the strategy encourage 
solutions that enhance strengths 
and reduce weaknesses? 

8. Does the strategy identify robust 
processes for managing 
interdependencies? 

9. Does the strategy develop 
pathways for the involvement of 
other key participants in 
realising the strategy? 

Stakeholder focus groups 
including the news media 

Interviews with external 
stakeholders such as 
Government, tourism industry 
groups, insurance industry, 
primary producer groups, 
external funding agencies etc 

Allocation of scores by 
Assessment Panel 

FCN Assessment Panel 
Checklist and Definitions 
document 

Interviews with key 
staff/decision makers 

Confirmation from 
available documents/data 
sources 
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Inspiring Leadership 
and Governance 

10. Does the Governance process 
include regular appraisal of 
identified key performance 
Indicators? 

11. Is the governance process 
transparent? 

12. Is leadership unifying? 
13. Is there a focus on encouraging 

leadership from within the 
community? 

14. Are leadership decisions 
consistent with the Vision and 
the Strategy? 

15. Do governance decisions reflect 
a robust process of choosing 
between well researched 
alternatives?  

16. Do governance decisions 
recognise the potential for 
conflict and include processes 
for effective conflict resolution? 

17. Does the governance process 
include analysis of multiple 
dividend possibilities from 
decision choices?∗

Sampling analysis of governance 
meeting minutes/reports  

 

Internal Appraisals 

Public perceptions survey 

Social Capital Barometer 

Allocation of scores by 
Assessment Panel 

Recruit PolSci students to 
undertake sampling 
analysis work with clear 
guidelines 

Organisational Appraisal 
Reports 

FCN Assessment Panel 
Checklist and Definitions 
document 

Interviews with key 
staff/decision makers 

Confirmation from 
available documents/data 
sources 

                                                           
∗ Definition of Multiple Dividend Analysis:  For the purpose of this Matrix, Multiple Dividend Analysis means the extent to which evaluation, planning and decision 
making has taken into account, and where possible generates positive outcomes, across social, cultural, environmental, economic and political Indicators.  The term is 
similar to “Triple Bottom Line” and endeavours to extend the approach in two respects: increasing range of consideration from 3 to 5 Indicators, and moving beyond a 
compliance and reporting approach to on where expectations of positive outcomes/impacts are assessed resulting in win-win-in outcomes e.g. decisions about 
infrastructure can generate positive economic, social, cultural and environmental outcomes – which are then reported as such. 
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Effective Engagement 
and Communication 
with the Community 

18. Are the perceptions of 
stakeholders about the quality 
of engagement and 
communication subject to 
regular assessment? 

19. Do communications strategies 
and approaches meet the 
needs of diverse audiences? 

20. Is there an accessible and 
transparent process for 
community and public 
perceptions to feed back into 
decision making? 

21. Is there evidence that 
community feedback is having a 
positive impact on decision 
making and the impacts are 
being reflected back to the 
community? 

22. Is there a clear communications 
strategy which encourages 
dialogue with communities and 
which is regularly tested for 
effectiveness? 

Stakeholder perceptions 
research 

Communications Audit  

Allocation of scores by 
Assessment Panel 

 

FCN Assessment Panel 
Checklist and Definitions 
document 

Interviews with key 
staff/decision makers 

Confirmation from 
available documents/data 
sources 
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Robust Plans for the 
Future 

23. To what extent are plans 
consistent with the vision and 
the strategy? 

24. Have plans been shared widely 
with affected people and 
communities? 

25. Do plans reflect community 
needs? 

26. Do plans seek to eliminate 
weakness and enhance 
strengths? 

27. Do plans give confidence they 
will result in valued outcomes 
for people, for business and 
communities? 

28. Are plans affordable and 
practical  and therefore able to 
be implemented? 

29. Do plans explicitly reflect 
integrated consideration of 
economic, cultural, social and 
environmental well-being? 

30. Do the plans establish a basis for 
measuring multiple dividend 
impacts from planned 
outcomes? 

31. Are plans updated and adjusted 
in light of information and 
feedback from communities? 

 

Public perceptions survey 

Stakeholder Focus Groups 

Allocation of scores by 
Assessment Panel 

 

FCN Assessment Panel 
Checklist and Definitions 
document 

Interviews with key 
staff/decision makers 

Confirmation from 
available documents/data 
sources 
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Effective Regulatory 
Decision Making 
Processes and 
Outcomes 

32. What evidence is there of 
regulatory philosophy and 
evaluation practice that: 
• seeks the minimum 

necessary intervention to 
achieve clearly stated desired 
outcomes 

• weighs the costs of 
regulation with its benefits 
from among alternatives 

• reflects community views of 
those likely to be affected  

• exercises legislative 
discretion (where it exists) in 
a responsive and transparent 
manner?  

33. How well does regulatory 
processing performance compare 
with statutory requirements 
and/or declared targets in terms 
of: 
• speed and/or effectiveness of 

decision making  
• clearly and reasonably stating 

the reasons for regulatory 
decisions?  

34. what evidence is there that the 
regulatory requirements of 
recovery activities have been 
assessed and regulatory 
processes streamlined as a result 
and are those adjustments 
proving effective?     

Internal appraisals 

Stakeholder Focus Groups 

Allocation of scores by 
Assessment Panel 

 

FCN Assessment Panel 
Checklist and Definitions 
document 

Interviews with key 
staff/decision makers 

Confirmation from 
available documents/data 
sources 
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Prudent Provision and 
Management of 
Community 
Infrastructure and 
Facilities for 
Community Well-
being 

35. How does planning for 
infrastructure and facility 
restoration and development 
specifically reduce future risk and 
achieve enhanced resilience? 

36. In planning and implementing 
restoration and development is 
there evidence of: 
- effective interagency 

coordination/collaboration  
around appropriate and shared 
priorities/opportunities? 

- consideration of community 
views in setting service 
standards/ levels of service  

- sound asset management 
practice  

37. Do plans include clear 
achievement goals and 
timetables? 

38. Are the anticipated outcomes in 
the plan subject to regular 
assessment and reporting? 

Internal appraisals 

Stakeholder Focus Groups 

Allocation of scores by 
Assessment Panel 

 

FCN Assessment Panel 
Checklist and Definitions 
document 

Interviews with key 
staff/decision makers 

Confirmation from 
available documents/data 
sources 
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Appropriate Human 
Resources 

39. Are clear processes (training, 
knowledge transfer, leadership 
etc) in place to ensure 
attributes and knowledge of key 
staff are matched to the 
requirements of the vision and 
strategy? 

40. Does the organisation employ 
people with the right attributes 
and skill sets to maximise the 
opportunities afforded by the 
recovery? 

41. What support structures are in 
place and what initiatives have 
been taken to address the 
personal needs of staff affected 
by the earthquakes and 
recovery? 

Internal appraisals 

Stakeholder Focus Groups 

Allocation of scores by 
Assessment Panel 

 

FCN Assessment Panel 
Checklist and Definitions 
document 

Interviews with key 
staff/decision makers 

Confirmation from 
available documents/data 
sources 
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Rationale 

FCN prefers an approach where the organisation being evaluated is a 
willing and enthusiastic participant in the evaluation process. 

While internal evaluation is a valuable tool for modern governance and 
management, a combination of self evaluation and external evaluation 
by a group of independent and expert assessors provides additional 
valuable insights into knowledge of the quality of leadership and 
governance being exercised by decision makers responsible for recovery 
from the Canterbury earthquakes. 

External evaluation which includes public perceptions research and 
stakeholder focus groups using carefully selected sample groups 
provides extremely valuable and timely knowledge about the way 
decision makers efforts are perceived by the ultimate beneficiaries of 
those efforts. 

The FCN Earthquake Recovery Accountability Matrix is designed to 
provide assurance to decision makers and the communities of 
Canterbury that the opportunities for doing things better are not being 
missed or overlooked. 

This is an evaluation of intent and process and therefore seeks evidence 
to confirm the intent of the recovery accords with the expectations of 
Canterbury communities and the processes which are put in place to 
realise the intent deliver results which are consistent with reasonable 
expectations.  

 

Evaluation 

FCN seeks to work collaboratively with the organisation being evaluated 
and will structure its evidentiary data gathering to enable accurate 
assessment of the extent to which the Critical Success Factors identified 
in the KPD document have been achieved. 

The FCN and the organisation being evaluated will agree on the issues 
to be tested in the Public Perceptions Survey, the Stakeholder Focus 
Groups, the Social Capital Barometer and the Communications Audit 

Each Assessment Panel is expected to include relevant staff members 
from the organisation being assessed as well as members of relevant 
community groups co-opted by FCN.   

Consensus will be sought but, in the event consensus cannot be 
achieved, the majority view of the Panel will be recorded as the 
outcome on the ScoreCard. A minority opinion will also be reported 
where it is important to reflect a balanced outcome.  
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Reporting 

FCN will be the author of and responsible for the final report. 

FCN will allow 10 working days prior to the release of the final report to 
consult with the organisation being evaluated to allow for any issues of 
fact or clarity to be addressed prior to publication. 

 

Members of the Future Canterbury Network as at 30 June 
2011 

Lady  Adrienne Stewart Company Director 
Alan Jamieson Senior Pastor 
Dr  Alan Reay Managing Director 
Amy Carter Managing Director 
Barbara Stewart Company Director 
Bob Blyth Project Director 
Brett Anderson Chief Executive 
Bruce Gemmell Managing Partner 
Andy McFarlane Managing Director 
Chris Brocket Managing Director 
Clive Nicolson Southern Commander 
David Sheppard Managing Partner 
Ernest Henshaw Managing Director 
Garry Moore Company Director 
Graeme McDonald Chairman 
Graham Ewing Managing Director 
Jenny May Heritage Consultant 
Jeremy Smith Managing Director 
John Dobson Company Director 
Kohan McNab President  
Marty Braithwaite NZCTU Earthquake Coordinator 
Sir  Miles Warren Architect 
Mike Sleigh Company Director 
Philip Aldridge Chief Executive 
The Hon  Philip Burdon Chairman 
Dr  Rod Carr Vice Chancellor 
Sacha McMeeking General Manager Strategy & Influence 
Steve Anderson Chief Executive 
Warren Bell Company Director 
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Consultation 

Representatives appointed by the Entity will participate in: 

• Preparation for each Evaluation Period including confirmation of 
Critical Success Factors 

• Assessment Panels 
• Preparation of Summary Assessment and Public Report 

 

Assessment Panel 

An Assessment Panel will be assembled for each Evaluation Process. 

The Assessment panel shall comprise: 

 Two members of the Future Canterbury Network 
 Two members representing the public 
 Two members representing the entity being evaluated 

The Panel will be facilitated by the FCN. 

 

The ScoreCard 

The outcome of an organisational evaluation will be a ScoreCard, which 
will be published. 

The ScoreCard will record an overall score and a separate score for each 
Key Recovery Performance Indicator based on an evaluation of each of 
the listed Critical Success Factors utilising the methodologies set out. 

 

Scoring system 

Each Key Recovery Performance Indicator has a number of Quality 
Ratings (QR) for Critical Success Factors (CSF)  

Each CSF is rated by the Assessment panel on a Scale of 0-4 
0 = No evidence found;  
1 = fails to meet expectations;  
2 = meets expectations; 
3 = exceeds expectations in some respects;  
4 = significantly exceeds expectations 

The separate QR for each CSF are Aggregated and then divided by the 
number of QRs to create an Average Score for the Key Recovery 
Performance Indicator (e.g. an Average Score of less than 2 will show 
the organisation failing to meet expectations and more than 2 
exceeding expectations) 
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A Final ScoreCard will list the Mean Score for each Key Recovery 
Performance Indicator (e.g.) 

KRPI QR Score 

(Out of 4) 

1. Shared Recovery Vision for Future 2.2 

2. Aspirational Strategy for Achievement of the 
Recovery Vision 

1.9 

3. Inspiring Leadership and Governance 1.5 

4. Effective Engagement and Communication with 
the Community 

1.7 

5. Robust Plans for the Future 1.3 

6. Effective Regulatory Decision Making Processes 
& Outcomes 

1.5 

7. Prudent Provision and Management of 
Community Infrastructure and facilities for 
Community Well-being 

2.6 

8. Appropriate Human Resources 2.5 

 

Reporting 

FCN will be the author of and responsible for the final report. 

FCN will allow 10 working days prior to the release of the final report to 
consult with the organisation being evaluated to allow for any issues of 
fact or clarity to be addressed prior to publication. 

The proposed Summary Assessment of the above ScoreCard would be 
“while the entity has a bold vision, appropriate human resources and is 
maintaining its infrastructure in excess of expectations it has 
considerable work to do to meet expectations around leadership, 
governance, planning, regulatory activity and effective engagement and 
communication with the community.  Its leadership and Governance are 
seen to be wanting.” 

The Summary Assessment would form the basis for a public report by 
the FCN on the Recovery Performance of Entity XXX as assessed in 
accordance with the FCN Earthquake Recovery Accountability Matrix. 

The public report will note: 

• Where Entity XXX has  
o performed better than expected 
o performed below expectations and any reasons for 

below par performance 
o expectations that  its performance will improve during 

the next reporting period 
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• A summary of recommendations from FCN for improvement 
• What steps Entity XXX is intending to take to address the areas 

of concern 
• When the next report is due 

The confidential report to Entity XXX will include:  

• All assessments and QRs 
• Detailed recommendations for improvement 
• Specific requests for data/information/evidence to be available 

for next Evaluation Period 

Evidence 

Order of Preference 

1. Requirement imposed by Legislation and or Regulation 
2. Formal decisions recorded in Minutes of Governance Body Meeting  
3. Formal documents such as Contracts, Memoranda of Understanding, 

formal agreements between signed parties etc 
4. Approved policies 
5. Corporate or organisational manuals 
6. Specific references in correspondence or media statements 
7. Undertakings given by an authorised person in an email 
8. Agreed records of verbal undertakings given by a person with 

delegated authority 
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Recovery Key Success Factors 

Simon Markham 
Recovery Manager 

Waimakariri District Council 

 

1. Remain centred at all times on the affected community - it seems a 
statement of the obvious to be cognisant of and empathetic with those 
experiencing the disaster first hand, but experience shows that over time 
the focus can shift onto processes, and activities which, 
while important from agency viewpoints don't materially assist the 
recovery. Use this as a yardstick to assess proposals for prioritising work 
towards the things that will count for them, both short and longer term; 

2. Social and economic recovery vital foci - Usually, one way or 
another, resources will be found to repair and restore infrastructure, but 
the more difficult to assess, fund and action, and ultimately enduring issues 
are in the social and economic areas. Here the role of agencies can be less 
clear cut, the effects harder to evaluate and the recovery time last longer 
and be a second catastrophic experience for affected community members; 

3. Speed and Maintaining a Sense of Urgency Vital - After the huge effort of 
response, it is too easy to lapse back into agency processes and timeframes 
which may be acceptable for normal business but the loss of momentum 
protracts the recovery -  it is not a matter of speed at all costs, but setting 
'soft' timeframes can condition agencies to accepting processes and 
programmes measured in years that don't need to be that long through 
focus, smart planning and effective collaboration; 

4. Integrated delivery across whole of government - closely related to No. 3 
there is a natural tendency to 'lapse back' into silos and 'business as usual' 
ways of working. The response and initial recovery however provide focus 
and need to work quickly and collaboratively. Seek to maintain that 
approach. Successful, speedy return to 'normal' requires 'business as 
unusual'. This dysfunction is most evident across levels of Government and 
jurisdictions; 

5. Vision and strategy vital - again seemingly self evident but the future focus 
described as a vision for what we are aiming for in restoration and 
improvement, in outcome not just process terms is vital. Too often recovery 
becomes a to do list that lacks a central premise that can and is shared; 

6. Be Programme Specific - include a considered, integrated and time bound 
programme of rebuild/retreat activities/works with stretch targets that is 
location specific and which conveys the intended timeframes by 
which either community restoration or relocation is intended to happen in 
that area. Programmes should be responsive to changing circumstances 
and and plans able to be  referenced back to baselines and overall goals;  

7. Local community engagement crucial - true engagement and involvement 
in recovery planning and delivery is axiomatic. This is not 'just' 
communications or information sharing - local communities possess a huge 
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store of energy and good will to draw on - use it! Also they 'know' 
their communities best - Sure people are distressed and emotional - but 
don't shut this out and 'go around' people because of it; 

8. Build resiliency into the recovery in all ways - this is not just a buzzword 
for 'lifelines planning' but a way of thinking about restoration and 
regeneration to make the community stronger and able to cope with future 
events better and faster; 

9. Communicate - not withstanding 7. above effective and ongoing 
communications is vital, with the emphasis on effective i.e. in ways that the 
affected community sees as effective.     

 

 

Critical Friend 

Critical friend has its origins in critical pedagogy education reforms in the 1970s 
and arose out of the self-appraisal activity which is attributed to Desmond 
Nuttall. One of the most widely used definitions is from 1993, 

A critical friend can be defined as a trusted person who asks provocative 
questions, provides data to be examined through another lens, and 
offers critiques of a person’s work as a friend. A critical friend takes the 
time to fully understand the context of the work presented and the 
outcomes that the person or group is working toward. The friend is an 
advocate for the success of that work. 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Critical_friend 

 

http://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Critical_friend�
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Shared Recovery Vision for Future – Checklist 

Quality ratings: 
0 = No evidence found; 1 = fails to meet expectations; 2 = meets expectations;  

3 = exceeds expectations in some respects; 4 = significantly exceeds expectations 

Evidence of  Quality Rating 

(0 – 4) 

1. Community aspirations having been identified and 
documented 

 

2. Vision statement use of words/thoughts from 
aspirations document 

 

3. Language of vision statement is solutions focused and 
aspirational 

 

4. Vision identifies pull factors which are aimed a retaining 
people in community 

 

5. Vision includes statements focused on building trust and 
confidence 

 

6. Clear and measurable statement of principles for guiding 
future decision making 

 

7. Vision has been published and made available to all 
stakeholders 

 

8. Vision is explicitly built into strategy, plans and work 
programmes 

 

9. Employees understand the vision and incorporate its 
intentions in their approach to their work 

 

10. Vision is central to communications strategy and all 
published documents/communications initiatives  

 

11. Spare  

12. Spare  

13. Spare  

Total Score  

Average Score (Total Score/ No. of Qs)  
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Aspirational Strategy for Achievement of the Recovery 
Vision  – Checklist 

Quality ratings: 
0 = No evidence found; 1 = fails to meet expectations; 2 = meets expectations;  

3 = exceeds expectations in some respects; 4 = significantly exceeds expectations 

Evidence of  Quality Rating 

(0 – 4) 

1. Reachable goals  

2. Knowledge of aspirations and needs of people and 
communities 

 

3. Expected methodologies for effective engagement with 
people and communities 

 

4. Explicit incorporation of vision objectives in strategy  

5. Detailed explanation of how people needs etc will be 
identified and addressed 

 

6. Solutions consistent with the vision  

7. Defined processes for identifying and managing 
interdependencies (i.e. where areas of interest overlap) 

 

8. Documented agreements (such as MOU) with key 
partners who have a role in realisation of the strategy 

 

9. Strategy has been published and made available to all 
stakeholders 

 

10. Strategy is explicitly built into plans, work programmes 
and job descriptions 

 

11. Employees understand the strategy and incorporate its 
objectives into their approach to their work 

 

12. Spare  

13. Spare  

14. Spare  

Total Score  

Average Score (Total Score/ No. of Qs)  
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Inspiring Leadership and Governance  – Checklist 

Quality ratings: 
0 = No evidence found; 1 = fails to meet expectations; 2 = meets expectations;  

3 = exceeds expectations in some respects; 4 = significantly exceeds expectations 

Evidence of  Quality Rating 

(0 – 4) 

1. Organisational KPIs   

2. Performance against KPIs being measured regularly 
(preferably 6-monthly) 

 

3. Organisation KRPIs cascade down into management 
KRPIs 

 

4. Reports on organisational performance published with 
sufficient detail to enable informed external judgement 

 

5. Critical steps in decision making process conducted in 
public 

 

6. Decision making supported by robust information and 
analysis of outcome options including multiple dividend 
analysis (i.e. identifying balance of costs, benefits for all 
affected stakeholders) 

 

7. Regular appraisal of community response to decision 
making (e.g. by focus groups or surveys) 

 

8. A process for confirming that proposed decisions are 
consistent/inconsistent with vision and strategy 

 

9. Decision review process where outcomes are 
subsequently found to be inconsistent with 
vision/strategy 

 

10. Leadership and governance receives positive rating from 
independent assessment process 

 

11. Spare  

12. Spare  

13. Spare  

Total Score  

Average Score (Total Score/ No. of Qs)  
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Effective Engagement and Communication with 
Community  – Checklist 

Quality ratings: 
0 = No evidence found; 1 = fails to meet expectations; 2 = meets expectations;  

3 = exceeds expectations in some respects; 4 = significantly exceeds expectations 

Evidence of  Quality Rating 

(0 – 4) 

1. A regular internal audit of stakeholder/community 
engagement and communications  

 

2. Revision of communications strategies and plans in line 
with audit outcomes 

 

3. Specific focus on identifying people still affected, 
assessing needs and addressing needs  

 

4. System for capture and appropriate referral of issues 
and complaints 

 

5. Responses to issues and complaints being timely and 
informative 

 

6. Easily accessible information sources and feedback 
mechanisms (ensuring people of diverse languages and 
language skills have easy access too) 

 

7. Messages, communications channels and 
methodologies are sympathetic to people’s needs 

 

8. Communications maintaining sense of momentum and 
making positive progress 

 

9. Regular appraisal of community response to 
effectiveness and messaging of communications (e.g. by 
focus groups or surveys) 

 

10. Processes for ensuring community and individual 
feedback is captured and built into future responses and 
decision making 

 

11. Spare  

12. Spare  

13. Spare  

Total Score  

Average Score (Total Score/ No. of Qs)  
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Robust Plans for the Future  – Checklist 

Quality ratings: 
0 = No evidence found; 1 = fails to meet expectations; 2 = meets expectations;  

3 = exceeds expectations in some respects; 4 = significantly exceeds expectations 

Evidence of  Quality Rating 

(0 – 4) 

1. Explicit reference in written plans to relevant vision 
and strategy statements  

 

2. Identification of risks to completion and strategies 
for addressing risks  

 

3. Identification of who is responsible for carrying plans 
out 

 

4. Clear milestones and time frames  

5. Individual work programmes/assignments giving 
clear responsibility for implementation of plans  

 

6. Employees responsible for managing 
implementation being regularly assessed on 
achievement of planned goals/outcomes 

 

7. Plans being supported by people, businesses, 
stakeholders etc who are affected 

 

8. Integration of economic, cultural, social and 
community activities 

 

9. Measurement of impacts post-implementation  

10. Process for updating and adjustment in light of later 
information 

 

11. Economic viability  

12. Spare  

13. Spare  

14. Spare  

15. Spare  

Total Score  

Average Score (Total Score/ No. of Qs)  
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Informed Regulatory Decision Making Processes and 
Outcomes  – Checklist 

Quality ratings: 
0 = No evidence found; 1 = fails to meet expectations; 2 = meets expectations;  

3 = exceeds expectations in some respects; 4 = significantly exceeds expectations 

Evidence of  Quality Rating 

(0 – 4) 

1. Identified reductions in complexity   

2. A robust and transparent regulatory impact assessment 
process  

 

3. Cost of regulation/economic or social benefit analysis 
for each proposed new regulation/rule 

 

4. Clear milestones and time frames  

5. Assessment of existing regulations/rules  and proposals 
for change 

 

6. Assessment of economic impacts  

7. Speed of recovery being an important factor in 
assessment of regulations/rules 

 

8. Regulatory policy has been widely communicated to 
interested parties and stakeholders including the public 

 

9. Clear links showing proposals for regulation will help 
achieve the vision and strategy 

 

10. Measurement of impacts post-regulation  

11. Process for updating and adjustment in light of later 
information 

 

12. Spare  

13. Spare  

14. Spare  

15. Spare  

Total Score  

Average Score (Total Score/ No. of Qs)  
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Prudent Provisioning and Management of Community 
Infrastructure etc for Community Well-being – Checklist 

Quality ratings: 
0 = No evidence found; 1 = fails to meet expectations; 2 = meets expectations;  

3 = exceeds expectations in some respects; 4 = significantly exceeds expectations 

Evidence of  Quality Rating 

(0 – 4) 

1. Transparent, multi-year, plan for maintenance and 
enhancement of infrastructure  

 

2. Infrastructure plans consistent with vision and 
strategy  

 

3. Assessment of economic impacts  

4. Speed of recovery being an important factor in 
assessment of infrastructure plans 

 

5. Infrastructure plans have been widely 
communicated to interested parties and 
stakeholders including the public 

 

6. Measurement and reporting of impacts – 
particularly on community 

 

7. Process for updating and adjustment in light of later 
information 

 

8. Spare  

9. Spare  

10. Spare  

11. Spare  

Total Score  

Average Score (Total Score/ No. of Qs)  
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Appropriate Human Resources  – Checklist 

Quality ratings: 
0 = No evidence found; 1 = fails to meet expectations; 2 = meets expectations;  

3 = exceeds expectations in some respects; 4 = significantly exceeds expectations 

Evidence of  Quality Rating 

(0 – 4) 

1. Clear processes in place to ensure skill sets of key staff 
are matched to requirements of vision and strategy  

 

2. Staff training programmes have been assessed and 
redesigned to cater for recovery situation  

 

3. Key staff job descriptions have been redesigned 
appropriately 

 

4. Speed of recovery being an important factor in 
assessment of new positions and redesign of vacant 
positions 

 

5. Measurement and reporting of impact of work force 
changes 

 

6. Personally impacted staff - support initiatives  

7. Process for updating and adjustment in light of later 
information  

 

8. Spare  

9. Spare  

10. Spare  

11. Spare  

Total Score  

Average Score (Total Score/ No. of Qs)  

 


