
 

 

 

 

 
 

 
The Aurora Centre, 56 The Terrace, PO Box 1556, Wellington  
– Telephone 04-916 3300 – Facsimile 04-918 0099 

 

 

 

19 June 2026  

 

 

Tēnā koe  

 

Official Information Act request 

Thank you for your email of 23 April 2026, requesting information about the 
Ministry’s involvement in the Office of Auditor-General (OAG)’s 25 May 2026 
review report. 

You requested: 

• The requested information includes all contact to and from MSD and the 
Auditor-General’s office from commencement of the review to the report, 
including MSD’s comments on any draft review report. 

• Information requested includes MSD’s response to the Auditor-General to 
the review report and recommendations, including commitments MSD has 
made to the Auditor-General and steps MSD has taken. 

• Information requested includes all internal communications and advice 
within MSD and to and from external persons and organisations, including 
media. 

• Please note, the information requested that I include is not limited to that 
specific information. I request all information held by MSD within the scope 
of my request. 

I have considered your request under the Official Information Act 1982 (the Act). 
Please find my decision on your request set out below. 

Your request covers a broad range of material, including all internal and external 
communications, advice, and related documentation held by the Ministry. A 
substantial manual collation would be required to locate and prepare all documents 
within scope of your request. As such, I refuse your request under section 18(f) of 
the Act. The greater public interest is in the effective and efficient administration 
of the public service.  

I have considered whether the Ministry would be able to respond to your request 
given extra time, or the ability to charge for the information requested.  I have 
concluded that, in either case, the Ministry’s ability to undertake its work would 
still be prejudiced. 

Notwithstanding this, we are providing you with the Ministry’s feedback and 
response on the draft report prepared by OAG.  

Please find attached the following appendices within the scope of your request: 



• Appendix One – an email from the Ministry to OAG dated 17 December 
2025, providing an update and requesting for further information. 

• Appendices Two to Six – Attachments to the 17 December 2025 email. 
• Appendix Seven – The Ministry’s feedback on the Draft Audit Report, dated 

30 January 2026. 
• REP/25/5/369 – Report – Update on Priority One fast track for emergency 

housing clients after twelve months. 

Please note that the mobile number of Housing Director in Appendix One and the 
name of an individual Ministry staffer in REP/25/5/269 have been withheld under 
section 9(2)(a) of the Act to protect the privacy of natural persons. We consider 
that the need to protect the privacy of these individuals outweighs any public 
interest in the release of this information. 

Some information in REP/25/5/269 is withheld under section 9(2)(f)(iv) of the Act 
to maintain the constitutional conventions for the time being which protect the 
confidentiality of advice tendered by Ministers of the Crown and officials. The 
release of this information is likely to prejudice the ability of government to 
consider advice and the wider public interest of effective government would not be 
served. 

Some information in REP/25/5/369 is withheld under section 9(2)(h) of the Act in 
order to maintain legal professional privilege. The greater public interest is in 
ensuring that government agencies can continue to obtain confidential legal 
advice. 

I will be publishing this decision letter, with your personal details deleted, on the 
Ministry’s website in due course. 

If you wish to discuss this response with us, please feel free to contact 
OIA Requests@msd.govt.nz. 

If you are not satisfied with my decision on your request, you have the right to 
seek an investigation and review by the Ombudsman. Information about how to 
make a complaint is available at www.ombudsman.parliament.nz or 0800 802 602. 

Ngā mihi nui 

pp.  

Anna Graham 
General Manager 
Ministerial and Executive Services 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



From: Chontelle Silvester
To: Brent Burton
Cc: Chris Yee; Janet Green; Ed Ablett-Hampson
Subject: OAG - Supporting people in immediate housing need - MSD update and request for further information
Date: Wednesday, 17 December 2025 8:31:16 am
Attachments: image001.png

Update on Priority One fast track for emergency housing clients after twelve months.pdf
Te Rito.pdf
social-outcomes-model-2023-housing-system-insights-report.pdf
EH Appointments - 24HR expectation.pdf
Analysis of client experience heartbeat service response tickets relating to emergency housing decline
decisions 1 Oct 2024.docx
MSD Response to OAG copy (002).docx

IN-CONFIDENCE

Hi Brent,
 
Hope all is well over there and you are both starting to wind down for Christmas!
 
Please find attached our response to the additional questions request for information.
 
Any questions at all please reach out.
 
Kind regards
Chontelle Silvester, Housing Director

Ministry of Social Development, PO Box 1556, Wellington 6140
MSD purpose: We help New Zealanders to be safe, strong and independent
Manaaki tangata, manaaki whānau
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IN-CONFIDENCE 

MSD Response to OAG - Supporting people in immediate 

housing need - Request for further information 

1. What analysis of the Priority One initiative has been done to establish the 

degree of impact upon the reduction of applications for emergency housing 

over the last twelve months, and the other reasons for reducing applications. 

Response: n April, MSD together with the Ministry for Housing and Urban 

Development prepared a report updating Ministers on the functioning of the 

Priority One Social Housing Fast-Track. That report noted the reduction in 

applications for emergency housing subsequent to the implementation of 

Priority One but did not provide analysis of the reasons for that decline. One 

of the limitations implicit when analysing administrative data (e.g. EHG 

applications) is that it tells us very little about the reasons people may not 

seek assistance. However, it is reasonable to assume the more than 1,000 

households moved from EH to social housing placed via the Priority One Fast-

Track (whom might otherwise have remained in emergency housing) will 

have contributed significantly to the reduction in EH applications and grants. 

We attach the Priority One update paper for your information at Annex 1. 

2. How many applications over the last 12 months to June 2025 are from those 

applying as newly presenting in need vs. those reapplying (already in 

support)? How many new applicants are getting accepted / declined for the 

emergency housing grant? 

Response: We don’t currently have data to show EHGs for those newly 

presenting in need versus those reapplying, this would require additional 

work from our data teams.  

However, the below analysis completed recently provides a snapshot of how 

clients declined emergency housing were assisted in other ways. Note: where 

a transitional housing property is available and suitable for the client, and the 

client is eligible, they will be referred to that property and the emergency 

housing grant will result in a decline. 

Quarter ending September 2025, there were 2,374 declines to emergency 
housing.   

• Of those, approximately 40.7% were referred to Transitional Housing.  
• 51.1% were supported through either AS, HSP or another hardship 

grant.  

* Please note, clients can receive more than one of these supports and can be across 

multiple columns. 

3. What does MSD hear about people not applying because they don’t foresee it 

as worthwhile? How many of those people could still be in immediate housing 

need and eligible for support? 

 



 

IN-CONFIDENCE 

Response: The Ministry is anecdotally aware that some people may be 

hesitant to engage with MSD but is not able to comment on the factors that 

lead individuals to seek support or not, or to estimate the size of the 

population that may have an unmet housing need but has chosen not to seek 

help. We encourage people in immediate housing need to contact MSD and 

would assure them that all applications for emergency housing are judged on 

their merits in accordance with the policy settings. 

4. We understand that eligibility for emergency housing grants are assessed in-

person by a case manager. Can the assessment be done via the Contact 

Centre e.g. urgently on Saturday when Service Centres are not open? Do any 

Contact Centre staff have authority to provide emergency housing grants? 

Response: Generally, the Ministry assesses eligibility for emergency housing 

at a face-to-face appointment during office hours. This helps to ensure staff 

understand the person (or household’s) needs and, where no alternative 

accommodation is available, grant emergency housing that is adequate to 

their needs. MSD Contact Centres are able to grant emergency housing over 

the phone after-hours (4:30-6:00pm weekdays and 9:00-1:00 Saturdays) 

where an immediate need can be established. Generally, those grants would 

be made for a short period (1-3 days), until such a time as a face-to-face 

appointment can be arranged and are made in consultation with the relevant 

Manager Regional Housing. 

5. Case Manager appointment expectation of arrangements for those who could 

need emergency housing made within 24 hours. Data gathered / analysis of 

this expectation / standard being met? 

Response: The Effectiveness Report generated weekly tracks Emergency 

Housing appointments booked through our appointment booking system Q-

Manager under the appointment type “Emergency Housing.”  

This includes both initial assessments (with a service level agreement of 24 

hours) and subsequent appointments (which may cover clients in ongoing EH 

stays for up to 21 days). These figures give us insight into the formal 

appointment system but do not fully capture the broader picture, particularly 

the responsiveness achieved through walk-ins.  

Walk-in appointments continue to play a key role in ensuring clients in 

immediate need of Emergency Housing can be assessed on the same day. 

These appointments are used when no standard appointment slots are 

available to meet the urgency of a client's request. Given the unpredictable 

and urgent nature of EH requests, all regions routinely rely on walk-ins to 

ensure no client is turned away without an opportunity for assessment.  

 



 

IN-CONFIDENCE 

The use of walk-in appointments across all regions reflects our commitment 

to client-centric service, particularly in high-stakes areas like Emergency 

Housing. 

6. We have heard views that 1 - 1.5-hour case manager appointment is not long 

enough to build trust, share information needed, assess for risk, factor in 

people’s views, understand enough to select the most suitable provider, 

process the referral? What is MSD’s view, including for applicants who are 

new to MSD or have not built-up relationships with staff? 

Response: Initial emergency housing appointments are intended to 

determine a person’s eligibility for assistance against established criteria. The 

Ministry considers it is possible to assess core eligibility within a 1-1.5-hour 

appointment. The Ministry, however, agrees that understanding need and 

developing appropriate responses takes time and trust, which is why the 

ISCM role was created, to provide a single point of contact with the Ministry. 

The Ministry’s frontline staff balance a range of priorities, and while spending 

longer on initial EH appointments may improve the experience for some 

clients, this may result in delays to clients with other urgent needs being 

seen by staff. 

7. (From the previous tranche of evidence in September 2025) Heartbeat 

feedback on Emergency Housing: Low score Heartbeat responses were 

reviewed to understand the impact of policy changes on street homelessness. 

Initial findings were shared with the Housing portfolio to inform service 

adjustments and regional support strategies. Can you please provide more 

detail on what these findings were and what changes or improvements are 

being considered or were implemented? 

Response: Please find attached the analysis the client experience team 

completed for the housing team, however due to the low number of 

responses attributed to housing, they were unable to identify any trends or 

areas for improvement.  

8. How does MSD (either regionally or nationally) monitor to ensure that the 

expectations it sets for staff to make clear to people the reasons for decisions 

(particularly decisions to decline) and the process methods (e.g. letters) are 

effective in ensuring people clearly understand those reasons? 

Response: The Ministry has processes in place to ensure staff understand 

what is expected of them, including training, ongoing support from their 

managers, and access to guidance documents.  

Clients are informed verbally and receive written confirmation of 

expectations, and staff work hard to ensure these are understood. However, 

 



 

IN-CONFIDENCE 

we acknowledge that understanding can be subjective, support staff and 

advocates are an option to clients and one that would assist clients in these 

situations. 

9. Please provide details of cultural capability training and support that is 

available to MSD Service Centre staff dealing directly with people in need and 

any relevant commentary 

Response: The Ministry provides a range of training designed to help staff 

demonstrate inclusive practice and cultural awareness. This includes guidance 

on engaging respectfully with diverse communities and perspectives, 

recognising unconscious bias, and understanding Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 

Attached is an overview of the Te Rito training module which is an online 

programme for staff.   

10.Please provide updated summaries and commentary on analysis of the short 

and longer-term housing outcomes experienced by people once they leave 

Transitional and Emergency Housing supports 

Response: Below is the most recent analysis completed on where clients go 

once exiting which indicates their housing outcomes. This was completed  

Of the 276 households who ended a stay in emergency housing in June 2025:  
• 63 (23 percent) had attained a social housing tenancy, with six (three 

percent) through community housing providers and 57 (21 percent) 

through Kainga Ora  
• 63 (23 percent) had accessed Accommodation Supplement (this 

includes clients with mortgage, private rental or board costs)  
• 93 (33 percent) had been placed in Transitional Housing  

• 57 (20 percent) did not access any of these housing-related services. 

11.What analysis or research have MHUD and/or MSD done or are aware of to 

measure and understand the economic costs of people in immediate housing 

need (e.g. economic costs such as current and future impacts of housing 

need on rates of publicly funded support, rates of employment, education, 

rates of criminal offending / reoffending, effects on health)? If so, please 

provide commentary and the most relevant supporting evidence. 

Response: Attached is a copy of a report the ministry released in 2023 on 

future outcomes estimated by the Social Outcomes Model, including social 

and emergency housing use, benefit use, employment earnings and other 

income, and a range of other social outcomes. 

 

Attached documentation: 
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1. Update on Priority One fast track for emergency housing clients after 

twelve months 

2. Te Rito Training Module 

3. Analysis of client experience heartbeat service response tickets 

4. Social Outcomes Model — Social Housing system insights 

5. EH Appointments within 24hrs 
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ANALYSIS OF CLIENT EXPERIENCE HEARTBEAT SERVICE 

RESPONSE TICKETS RELATING TO EMERGENCY HOUSING 

DECLINE DECISIONS 

1 October 2024 

 

1. CONTEXT: 

The Housing portfolio is looking for any relevant information from client experience responses to the 

Heartbeat survey, which provide context on changes that may be occurring in street homelessness 

following recent changes to access to Emergency Housing. In particular: 

• Is there an increase of street homeless reflected in low score Heartbeat responses, 

particularly since recent housing changes? 

• Are there examples of EH housing decline, where the appropriate actions have not been 

taken? 

• Is there a higher incidence of homelessness – or related issues reflected in the responses 

from Auckland – North, Wellington, or Canterbury? Are there any unique issues in these 

regions in relation to declined EH? 

 

2. HEARTBEAT SURVEY DATA LIMITATIONS: 

The current survey questions do not directly ask about Housing or homelessness, and there is 

currently no meta-data to indicate a survey response is about a housing issue.  

Heartbeat survey invitations are sent to a current email address. It is likely that access to an email 

address, or email data may be lower for homeless clients, and that Heartbeat responses under-

represent the volume, or breadth of issues experienced by this client segment. 

Clients do make comments in the narrative questions regarding housing issues. The Service Response 

Specialists review all low experience scores (0-4 on a 0-10 scale), or responses with identified “Key 

words”, and identify a primary root cause for the low score based on the client’s response.  

The following findings are drawn from low score responses, where “Housing” has been identified as 

a primary root cause, and any relevant ticket data added by the Service Response Specialist when 

assessing whether BAU processes have been followed. 

“Housing” is not one of the top five root causes of low score responses, and overall there is a low 

volume. This means the data is unlikely to support meaningful trend analysis around “Housing 

issues,” but it can provide client and MSD process context alongside other operational data. 

  

 



 
 

 

3. INITIAL FINDINGS: 

 

• “Housing” is only identified as a primary root cause of a low experience score in 2% of 

responses (YTD 2024). This includes all housing related matters, including “street 

homelessness” which is only part of this category. 

 

 

• There has been an increase in the volume of “Housing” low score and HSS tickets from 

July-Sept 2024. This reflects that more clients are commenting about housing related issues, 

which may include homelessness. 

 

 

• Service Response data shows no evidence of inappropriate Emergency housing declines 

o Of the 176 responses in 2024, only 7 required a follow up directly with the client by 

Service Response to determine that their needs were met.  

o Only one response related to the decline of emergency housing, and frontline staff 

had followed business processes appropriately. There were 5 responses around 

Housing Support products, and one on transition into a permanent rental.  

 

 

 



 
 

• There is no evidence that Auckland – North, Wellington, or Canterbury has a higher 

incidence of Low score & HSS tickets relating to housing. 

 

 

 

• Being homeless, or imminently homelessness accounts for around 45% of Low score of HSS 

Heartbeat responses where Housing is the primary root cause. 

o This is based on a manual sample for August/Sept 2024. 

 

 

SUMMARY: 

Overall, there is a low volume of Heartbeat Client Survey responses where the primary reason for the 

poor experience is “Housing.” There is an increase in the volume in the past three months, but given 

the range of housing needs, and low volumes overall, there is insufficient data at this stage to 

 



 
 

determine an increasing trend of inappropriate declines of Emergency Housing. The manual review 

of client responses where the Service Response team has contacted the client and reviewed relevant 

MSD records has not indicated any unique processing issues from a client’s perspective at this stage. 

 

Prepare by: Client Experience Team 

Contact: Craig Stevenson or Lia Ineleo-Lines 

 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 



 

 

 

 

 

 

 

The Aurora Centre, 56 The Terrace, PO Box 1556, Wellington  

– Telephone 04-916 3300 – Facsimile 04-918 0099 

 

 

 

30 January 2026        IN CONFIDENCE 

 

Jason Hewett 

Acting Assistant Auditor-General 

Office of the Auditor General 

100 Molesworth St 

Wellington 6011 

 

Tēnā koe Jason 

 

Perfomance Audit: How agencies support people in immediate housing need 

1. Thank you for your letter of 26 November 2025, covering your draft report 
on the performance audit about how agencies support people in immediate 

housing need. The Chief Executive has asked that I respond to your letter, 

providing the Ministry’s (MSD) comments on your draft. 

2. As you are aware, MSD together with Te Tūāpapa Kura Kāinga (MHUD), 
has been working hard over many years and under successive 
Governments to refine and strengthen the temporary housing system so it 

better meets the needs of the people it serves. 

3. The Ministry welcomes the Auditor General’s draft recommendations and 

acknowledges the important role an effective temporary housing system 

plays in supporting people to live well and achieve their potential. 

4. The Ministry acknowledges that the draft report generally depicts the 
temporary housing system and MSD’s role in an accurate manner. The 
Ministry’s feedback is, therefore, largely limited to a small number of 

issues we consider may impact the balance and accuracy of the final 

report.  

5. Before moving on to those points, I want to take the opportunity to 
confirm the Office’s draft recommendations in respect of improving pre-
appointment information for clients and staff guidance around assessing 

peoples’ contribution to their homelessness are not contentious. Those 
actions are now being prioritised within the Ministry’s normal service 

improvement processes. 

 

Emergency Housing Declines 

 
6. While not the subject of an explicit recommendation, I did want to offer 

the following comment on paragraph 4.26 concerning the review 
emergency housing declines.  

 



 

 

7. The Ministry currently requires all emergency housing declines involving 

families with dependent children be reviewed by the relevant regional 
director (MSD’s operational leader in a give region) and endorsed by the 
Group General Manager Enablement to ensure compliance with policy 

settings before that decision is communicated to the client.  

8. The Ministry will consider options to strengthen oversight of emergency 

housing declines. Care will need to be taken to ensure enhancements in 
this space do not impact the Ministry’s ability to meet the urgent needs of 
other clients and that doing so does inadvertently prejudice the Ministry’s 

formal review of decision process or our client’s rights to natural justice. 

 

Recommendation 2: MSD and MHUD work with providers to improve the 
information provided in a transitional housing referral 

 
9. The Ministry is responsible for referring people with an immediate housing 

need to Transitional Housing (TH) Providers contracted by MHUD using the 

Transitional Housing Vacancy Management Tool (THVMT). MSD 
acknowledges there is work to be done to ensure client referrals are timely 

and appropriate, and we are committed to working collaboratively with 
MHUD and providers to that end.  

10. We offer the following comments on specific recommendations in the 

interests of balance and accuracy. 

Reinforcing expectations about carrying out good quality risk assessments and 

disclosing relevant risk information to providers as appropriate; 

11. Paragraph 3.12 of the draft report states that MSD staff are required to 
undertake a risk assessment before referring people to transitional housing 

providers. The Ministry prioritises the well-being of the people we serve 
and those we work alongside in the community. The risk assessment, 

however, reflects an agreed approach to referrals (between MSD, MHUD 
and providers) rather than an explicit requirement in either primary or 
secondary legislation.  

12. We also note, while MSD is the entry pathway for most people accessing 
transitional housing, providers may accept up to 20 percent of clients from 

other sources including, self-referrals. MSD is interested to learn how 
transitional housing providers manage the risks associated with that cohort 
in the absence of external risk assessments or recourse to government 

information sharing mechanisms in case there is an opportunity for 
learnings. 

13. The Ministry considers that its current approach to transitional housing risk 
assessments appropriately balances the potential risk to providers’ health 
and safety against individuals’ reasonable right to privacy. Where the 

Ministry holds relevant information and has the person’s permission or 
other legal justification, staff share that with providers. We would be 

concerned at any suggestion that it is the role of MSD case managers to 
make fine judgements about where public health and safety considerations 
may supersede an individual’s right to privacy. 

14. The Ministry is committed to working with MHUD, providers and potentially 
the Office of the Privacy Commissioner to better define risk information in 

the transitional housing context so that any enhancements in that regard 
meet both the letter and spirit of the Privacy Act.  

 



 

 

Improving the Vacancy Management Tool to facilitate the sharing of relevant 

information including about provider services and capabilities; 

15. MSD is committed to enhancing the capability of the Transitional Housing 
Vacancy Management Tool (THVMT) to ensure staff are aware of the 

specialist support providers deliver when referring clients.  

16. The Ministry is concerned though that any enhancements to the referral 

process should be matched by an investment in provider capability and 
capacity to support the increasingly complex needs of those who present 
to MSD with an immediate housing need.  

17. While providers do have particular competencies and specialties, they are 
not currently incentivised to work with those with the highest and most 

complex needs, nor does the configuration of much transitional housing 
stock allow them to easily and safely do that. 

18. Historically, the most common reasons for people being declined 
transitional housing are because providers consider they are unable to 
support their high mental health needs, complex physical health 

conditions, drug and alcohol addiction and / or history of criminal 
offending.  

19. Until such a time as providers have the capability to consistently deliver a 
wider range of services, including psycho-social support, and are 
incentivised to work with people with high and complex needs, an 

enhanced referral tool (THVMT) is unlikely to significantly improve the rate 
of quality matches or the support received by clients. 

Regularly analysing data on the volume and reasons for referrals being declined 
by providers to inform ongoing improvements. 

20. As noted above, the Ministry accepts that improving our understanding of 

transitional housing referrals and declines will help to ensure services are 
effective. The Ministry is committed to supporting this work. I would 

simply note that all parties (MSD, MHUD and providers) will need to 
ensure that information is captured consistently and reported in a timely 

fashion to support effective and accurate analysis. 

21. The comments above echo the Ministry’s feedback to your team 
throughout the inquiry process. I trust they are helpful to you in finalising 

the report. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me 

directly. 

22. Finally on behalf of the Ministry, I would like to acknowledge the diligent 

work and collaborative approach taken by Brent Burton and the OAG audit 
team. Their insights are appreciated and will be invaluable in helping us to 

further strengthen the temporary housing system for all New Zealanders. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

Karen Hocking 

Group General Manager, Enablement 

Ministry of Social Development 

 




