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SCORECARD 
   

 
Score   % 

Leadership 1.85   46.3 

Shared Vision 1.60   40.0 

Aspirational Strategy 1.70   42.4 

Governance 1.65   41.3 

Community Engagement 1.73   43.3 

Robust Plans 1.77   44.3 

Informed regulation 1.71   42.8 

Infrastructure Management 2.00   50.0 

Human Resources 1.98   49.4 

 

 

4 = Exceptional Performance 

3 = Expectations Exceeded 

2 = Reasonable Expectations Achieved 

1 = Work in Progress 

0 = Not Achieved  



4 
 

Summary of comments 

 In overall terms Selwyn District Council has performed reasonably well given the relatively 

limited (compared to Waimakariri and Christchurch) nature of its challenges following the 

earthquakes 

 The recovery in Selwyn District is still largely a work in progress as residents work through 

the ongoing social impacts and the repair/rebuild issues with EQC and insurers 

 The Council has shown positive leadership throughout the last 12 months but because the 

community has not been as severely impacted as others the same leadership challenges 

have not emerged – which accounts for a relatively modest score under this heading. 

Further rigour around the recording and documentation of its Vision for the future and the 

strategies which it has put in place to move towards that Vision would be beneficial 

 The recovery from the earthquakes is a long-term endeavour which will occupy the people 

of Selwyn for many years – therefore thorough documentation now will help to ensure 

consistency of decision making in the longer-term.  It is the role of leaders to make sure the 

appropriate feedback loops and learning systems are in place 

 Selwyn’s recovery will be significantly influenced by externalities generated as a result of the 

decisions of CERA, ECan and Christchurch City, not least the likely migration of significant 

numbers of people and businesses westwards to escape the damage in the east. These 

externalities need to be reflected more comprehensively in strategies and plans because 

they have the potential to create major problems and to undermine the character of the 

district in  future 

 SDC has moved into a “business as usual mode” – which may be appropriate for some of its 

activities but tends to ignore there are real long-term challenges to be faced now arising 

from the earthquakes which will impact more forcibly in future – these include major 

economic and social issues including a balanced region-wide transport policy, and policy 

around access to and use of water 

 SDC acknowledges it can and should do better with information it makes available to its 

current and prospective residents 

 

SDC Comment 

The Council already had a plan, strategies and funding in place to meet its obligations for roading 

improvements, sewerage and the Canterbury Water Management Strategy 
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Evaluation 

 

Purpose 

The purpose of this evaluation is to provide informed, balanced and independent feedback to 

statutory decision makers and the public about the quality of governance, leadership and 

management of the recovery from the earthquakes of 2010 and 2011. 

The key to a successful recovery from major disaster is the quality of the ongoing relationship 

developed between the leadership of the recovery process and the community that leadership 

serves. 

Therefore issues of openness, transparency, listening, continuing community focus and engagement 

are fundamental to ongoing trust and confidence in the eventual outcomes. 

The FCN Earthquake Recovery Accountability Matrix is a tool designed to test our expectation that: 

 those whom we entrust with the responsibility to remedy the damage which has been done 

will do everything they can to deliver the best outcome for the future of Canterbury, even 

when that is difficult, and 

 the elements which research, and the experience of others, tells us are critical, are at the 

core of their approach to decision making.  

It is our intention that, when the public sees the local and central government entities which have 

responsibility to lead the recovery have been appropriately held to account, the level of confidence 

in leadership and decision making will increase. 

Our evaluations have been designed so that the initial assessments will provide a benchmark for the 

measurement of future progress. 

 

Process 

A team of six assessors, representative of the Future Canterbury Network, the community and the 

entity being evaluated, considers the evidence and assigns an agreed score for each of the 

performance elements in the Matrix. 

The primary categories of evaluation are Leadership and the eight Key Recovery Performance 

Indicators (KRPI).  

1. Shared Vision 

2. Aspirational Strategy 

3. Governance 

4. Community Engagement 
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5. Robust Plans 

6. Informed Regulation 

7. Infrastructure Management 

8. Human Resources 

 

Each KRPI has a number of Critical Success Factors (CSF).  There are 41 CSFs in total. See Appendix A 

A checklist identifies the evidence we would expect to be available to support an assertion that the 

CSFs have been considered and successfully addressed. 
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Selwyn District Council (SDC) 

 

Background 

The magnitude 7.1 earthquake which struck on 4 September 2010 had its epicentre in the previously 

unknown Greendale fault in the Selwyn District. The quake was widely felt in the surrounding 

Canterbury region and further afield. 

Aftershocks tended to occur on or close to the Greendale fault for some time. 

Selwyn was largely unaffected by the earthquakes of 22 February, and subsequently, though the 

Greendale Fault has remained active. 

The Darfield /Greendale area is largely rural in character and therefore the impacts, while 

spectacular, were much less intense than those experienced in the subsequent earthquakes where 

the focus of earth movement shifted east. 

Damage to infrastructure and Council owned assets such as roading was relatively minor compared 

to that which was suffered by Christchurch City and Waimakariri. 

Liquefaction in the District was mainly confined to a limited area around the Halswell River.  No land 

in Selwyn has been zoned “red”. 

Therefore the earthquake response phase addressed many recovery issues at the same time and the 

District Council believes there hasn’t been the need to make radical changes to business as usual 

activity to address recovery issues. 

Nevertheless Selwyn District Council believes the FCN Earthquake Recovery Accountability Scorecard 

and Matrix provides a great opportunity to brief the community on the responses to the 

earthquakes and the recovery initiatives which have been implemented. 

Council staff provided a bundle of Council documents and other papers to establish the base line 

evidence for the assessment.  Though the documents may not have been directly on point in some 

cases it was clear from the depth of the advice given to Council by staff that conclusions could be 

drawn about the detailed knowledge which lay behind the advice. 

 

  



9 
 

Leadership 

 

In this evaluation leadership has not been identified as a separate KRPI – instead we have 

identified a range of Critical Success Factors from the whole Matrix which, when combined, 

allow us to assess accurately the quality of leadership.  Leadership is multidimensional and is 

evidenced in how decisions are made and other activities are undertaken. 

Altogether 17 dimensions were collated to assess leadership.  Perception of the quality of 

leadership is often a direct reflection of the urgency of the need to demonstrate it. 

 

Score 1.85  

 

It is clear from research that the qualities of leadership required during recovery from  a 

major earthquake are qualitatively different to those which are most apt during the 

response phase. 

In the recovery phase successful leadership focuses on community and consensus building to 

minimise the impacts of previously established negative trends in the community and to 

maximise the speed and direction of recovery. 

As identified by Olshansky et al “An effective leader can provide Vision, work with community 

organizations, communicate with other government agencies, and take decisive actions.” 

 

 

Assessment 

 

Selwyn District Council leaders performed much as expected in response to the situation the District 

found itself in after 4 September 2010. 

In those dimensions where the Council was required to understand the needs of and engage 

effectively with its community the assessors saw its performance as exceeding the reasonable 

expectations of the community and the community has much to be proud of its council for.   

However, much of this work was probably undertaken in the immediate response phase rather than 

the subsequent recovery and it is important to emphasise the response phase in Selwyn had to 

address a significantly different magnitude of issues compared with Waimakariri and Christchurch. 

Where the overall Leadership scoring for Selwyn was dragged down was in those critical areas of 

providing evidence about the detail of capturing learnings so that future generations of managers 
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and councillors do not have to reinvent the wheel for Selwyn.  These are the same issues which have 

reduced performance assessments overall. 

SDC comment 

 It is likely our response would be similar if confronted with a similar event in future - with the 

exception of a better and more timely communication effort. 
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KRPI 1 - Shared Recovery Vision for Future  

 

Score 1.45 – Work in Progress 

 

The language of this KRPI and the CSFs indicate a need to demonstrate the Council has 

thought through and captured an idea of where the community wants to be in future - after 

the recovery from the earthquakes is complete. 

It is critical this leads to a decision making approach which:  

 builds on shared understandings  

 stretches Council into innovative rather than business as usual thinking 

 ensures Council and its community have an eye to a future where current 

shortcomings are overcome  

 creates a place that people want to come to despite the experience of the 

earthquakes. 

 

Assessment 

 

“Selwyn people still want to live in towns based around country values”.   

“Our Vision and our aspirations haven’t changed as a result of the earthquakes” 

 

The assessors agreed there was ample evidence from the Council website and in other documents  

that SDC has identified community aspirations in the past and that there was no reason to believe 

these had changed as a result of the earthquakes.   

The Council provided evidence it has a good knowledge of the factors which make it an attractive 

place to live and work. 

There was also clear evidence that Council and its staff have built a shared sense of future direction 

for the district and that this consensus informs the decisions which are made. 

However the panel felt the development and public promotion of a district Vision Statement was still 

a work in progress which needs to be completed. The supporting documentation should include 

statements focused on building trust and confidence so as to give the community a sense of 

cohesion and purpose going forward. 
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There is a need for a  clear and measurable statement of principles for guiding future decision 

making based on the proposed Vision Statement. 

While SDC communications have been effective there is still a need to ensure messages and 

strategies are consistent with the Vision and the development of an explicit statement will assist.  
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KRPI 2 -  Aspirational Strategy for the Achievement of the 

Recovery 

 

Score 1.68 – Work in progress 

 

If the Council is to achieve its Vision it must support it with a strategy the community can 

aspire to which address economic, health, cultural, social and environmental  needs. 

The strategy must be of the people and for the people so it builds future resilience. 

And importantly the strategy must recognise nothing will happen in isolation. 

While an explicit earthquake recovery strategy has not been put in place SDC has a 

development strategy which has been revised in light of the impacts of the earthquakes – 

and is undergoing extensive review at present.  

 

Assessment 

 

“The repair of hard infrastructure of itself isn’t enough, our philosophy is about gateways 

rather than hurdles.” 

 

The panel agreed that much of the recovery from the direct impacts of the earthquakes had been 

achieved and that reasonable expectations had been exceeded in terms of speed and quality of 

governance and management of the issues going forward. 

SDC has particular issues in developing effective strategies for the possible impact on the district 

arising from earthquake effects outside their boundaries i.e. impacts on Christchurch eastern 

suburbs.   

The evidence shows these impacts are being considered and are still a work in progress. 

 In the panel’s opinion good progress is evident in the development of an appropriate strategy but, 

like the Vision, this has not been sufficiently incorporated into management documentation or 

processes to say reasonable expectations are being met. 
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KRPI 3 –  Governance 

 

Score 1.65 – Work in progress 

 

Effective governance processes require holding management to account through robust 

reporting and measurement.  In the aftermath of a major disaster effective governance 

becomes critical if trust and confidence is to be maintained.  

Much of governance is driven by compliance with relevant statutes or expected Codes of 

Practice. 

 

Assessment 

 

The panel scored SDC as having met reasonable expectations on formulation of appropriate 

organisational key performance indicators and the effective measurement of performance against 

the indicators – at the top level. 

There was concern about the lack of evidence to demonstrate the performance indicators drove 

performance expectations down through the management structure. 

Decision making was seen as being appropriately supported by robust information and outcome 

analysis. 

There was no conclusive evidence that SDC has a structured appraisal of community responses to 

decision making either by surveys or focus groups.  Neither was there persuasive evidence of review 

processes to ensure decision making intentions and outcomes were consistent with the Vision or 

strategy. 

This KRPI is clearly one in which SDC can take steps to demonstrate improvements have been made 

before the next evaluation. 
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KRPI 4 -   Effective Engagement and Communication with 

Community 

 

Score 1.73 – Work in progress 

 

In the field of communications it is often true that perceptions are reality. And in the 

aftermath of a major disaster, where every bit of information is vital to help people make 

sense of their altered lives, the importance of effective engagement and communication 

cannot be overstated. 

Research also shows us that the two-way process of effective communication is even more 

important in recovery from disaster than at any other time. 

 

Assessment 

 

“The Fletcher hub has been a great platform for us to manage information flows into and out 

of the Council.” 

“We never thought we’d have to talk to the EQC but ended up very involved.” 

“We were found to be wanting initially on our communications but quickly realised the 

importance of having a good communications strategy – it was an eye opening experience 

after just a few hours” 

 

The panel was impressed with the effort the SDC had made to ensure it identified the people 

affected by the earthquakes, assessed their needs and then addressed those needs.  Numerous 

examples are evident of the quality and breath of that communication and the effort clearly 

exceeded reasonable expectations.  This factor was scored highest of any in this evaluation. 

The Council has regular processes in place to review communications. 

Systems for the capture and appropriate referral of issues and complaints worked well. Responses to 

issues and complaints have been timely and information.  In both cases SDC was assessed to have 

exceeded reasonable expectations by a small margin. 
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The panel were of the view improvements could be made in providing easily accessible information 

sources and feedback mechanisms with particular emphasis on ensuring that people with diverse 

languages and language skills have access too. 

SDC also needs to do more work on making sure that it captures feedback from the community on 

the effectiveness of its communications so it can revise style and content to ensure better 

understanding.
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KRPI  5 –  Robust Plans for the Future 

 

Score 1.78 – Work in progress 

 

For recovery outcomes to be maximised plans must explicitly incorporate measures to 

implement the Vision and strategies they are derived from. 

Plans must also form the basis for ongoing dialogue with people and communities to ensure 

they achieve objectives of increased resilience, affordability, practicality and that they will 

result in valued outcomes. 

 

Assessment 

 

The SDC assessment panel felt the processes which were evident from the information presented 

were close to or met reasonable expectations on most counts.  Certainly good progress is being 

made on a number of fronts to ensure the plans are consistent with the unwritten Vision and 

strategic intent as established by Council. 

Papers prepared for Council decision making demonstrate plans are well thought through and 

address all expected areas for properly informed decision making. 

Responsibilities, milestones, work programmes, affected stakeholder endorsement, and economic 

viability were all satisfactorily addressed. 

Unfortunately there was nothing to show integration of economic, cultural, social and community 

activities had been considered.  

The Council was not able to provide documentary evidence of regular assessment of progress 

towards planned goals/outcomes where employees are responsible for managing implementation.  

This is an area where improved performance is a must and can be relatively easily achieved.  Failure 

to do so exposes SDC to considerable risk of loss of public confidence. 

 

SDC Comment 

The plans for the future very much rest with the EQC, insurers and central Government with social 

support. The Council role is to encourage these agencies to deliver, not to undertake the plans for 

them. 
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Response 

It was clear to the assessors that SDC needs to ensure its recovery strategies and plans incorporate 

all the related needs of the community.  The Selwyn community needs confidence that all areas of 

the Council’s responsibility are given balanced consideration and action. Spending on infrastructure 

should be part of the mix, as should meeting the social, economic and cultural needs which will 

make Selwyn a good place to work, live and play in future. 
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KRPI  6 –  Informed Regulatory Decision Making Processes 

and Outcomes 

 

Score 1.72 – Work in progress 

 

The opportunity exists, in the aftermath of disaster, to reconsider regulatory compliance 

issues and the appropriateness of existing regulatory practice. 

Councils must pay particular attention to facilitating recovery by removing unnecessary pre-

existing barriers and enforcement behaviours. 

It is acknowledged this is a difficult part of Council’s work because many of the rules under 

which the Council operates can only be changed by Council through a highly technical 

process. 

 

Assessment 

 

“We have a regular forum and workshops with interested community people on regulatory 

issues and have a strong focus on ensuring we get consistency of decision making around 

consents” 

“But we are not squeaky clean and we are trying hard to do something about it.” 

“We have worked hard to do what we can to fast-track earthquake work but often we’re the 

referee for someone else’s rules.” 

 

The assessment panel scored SDC relatively positively though not to the point where reasonable 

expectations were being exceeded. 

The panel considered most of the indicators should be considered a work in progress.  Three of 11 

indicators were assessed a meeting reasonable expectations – the presence of a robust and 

transparent regulatory impact assessment process; having clear milestones and time frames for 

processing; and the assessment of economic impacts. 

The Council was found to be in need of improvement in its measurement of regulatory impacts 

following the introduction of regulation changes and in its processes for updating and adjustment in 

light of later information.
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KRPI  7 –  Prudent provision and Maintenance of Community 

Infrastructure and Facilities for Community Well-

being 

 

Score 2.00 – Reasonable expectations achieved 

 

The reasonable expectation is that decision makers will review existing plans to ensure 

infrastructure and facility restoration and development specifically reduces future risks and 

enhances resilience. 

We would expect to see evidence of coordination with neighbouring entities to maximise 

opportunities for leveraging improvements; encouragement of and consideration of 

community input; sound asset management practice.  Because the aftermath creates a 

learning and improvement opportunity we would expect to see evidence that the 

opportunity is recognised and a fundamental part of the process going forward. 

 

Assessment 

 

The panel felt SDC produced sufficient evidence through its ten year planning programme, and the 

current review of those plans, that the impacts of the earthquakes and the relatively low incidence 

of liquefaction had been appropriately factored in for future resilience. 

In particular the decisions to enhance current sewage treatment capacity which were expedited 

following the earthquakes have given confidence that SDC is meeting reasonable expectations across 

all the critical areas. 

The area where the panel felt improvement would be sought in future is in the capture of 

information for enhancing future decision making.   
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KRPI  8 –  Appropriate Human Resources 

 

Score 1.97 – Reasonable expectations achieved 

 

Like leadership the quality of the recovery is significantly determined by the quality of 

human resource applied and the decisions which are made to enhance existing resources.  It 

is clear that the style of management in recovery mode is vastly different to that which 

maximises success in response mode. 

It is not possible for an entity to replace the human resource it has on hand at the point of 

transition but it can institute programmes to assign responsibilities to existing staff who 

have the requisite personal attributes and skill sets.  It can also augment existing skills 

through focused staff development programmes to ensure they are better prepared to 

manage the multitude of tasks they are confronted with. 

An organisation is only as good as the people it employs and therefore it is also critical to 

ensure staff are appropriately managed to minimise their personal stress and maximise their 

personal recovery. 

 

Assessment 

 

The panel was impressed by the clear focus on these issues from SDC. 

“Till we know our staff are well at home they are not going to perform well for us or our community.” 

Evidence showed that SDC had clear processes to ensure skill sets of key staff were matched to the 

requirements of the Vision and strategy (even those these were not formally recorded anywhere) 

and that the speed of recovery is an important factor in the assessment of positions and redesign of 

vacant positions. 

Staff support initiatives were evident and what would be reasonably expected of a good employer. 

Because this is clearly an ongoing process with a lot of work still to do to fully meet the standard of 

meeting reasonable expectations the panel felt some improvements could still be made – 

particularly in staff training and in the measurement and reporting of the impact of workforce 

changes.  No doubt these sought changes will be assisted by clear definition of a recovery Vision and 

strategy and the translation of those into workforce development strategies. 
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Appendix A 

 

The Key Recovery Performance Indicators 

 

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. 

 

Recovery Indicator Critical Success Factors 

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? 

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? 

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 
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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? 

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? 

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 impactsi from planned outcomes? 

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

 

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 
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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?     

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? 

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? 

 

                                                           
 
i
  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. 


