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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Janice Carter.  I hold the position of Principal Planner at 

GHD. I have been in this position since April 2012. 

 
1.1 I hold the qualifications of Bachelor of Science in Geology and Geography 

from the University of Canterbury and a Masters of Science (Hons) 

(Resource Management) from the University of Canterbury and Lincoln 

College.  I have 25 years’ experience in Resource Management Planning.  

I am also a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. I have 

completed the Good Decisions training course and renewed that training in 

April 2013. 

 

1.2 My experience includes both planning in a local authority environment and 

in private practice.  A large proportion of my work has involved regional 

and district plan drafting, regional and district plan administration, 

undertaking resource consent processing and managing resource consent 

processing contracts for local authorities, and preparing resource consent 

applications and assessments of environmental effects for a variety of 

private developments, including complex resource consent applications 

requiring a suite of consents from both district and regional councils.  

 
1.3 I am currently seconded to the Christchurch City Council (Council) to 

assist in the preparation of the proposed Replacement District Plan 

(pRDP).  I have been involved, in particular, with the drafting of the Natural 

Hazards chapter, taking over the Natural Hazards Chapter Leader role in 

January 2014.   I also have the role of providing planning clinics to the 

other planners involved in preparing the pRDP generally.     

 
1.4 I have been providing the Council with my expertise in relation to resource 

management planning for natural hazards since August 2013 and have 

undertaken numerous site visits in relation to the topic, particularly in 

respect to slope instability hazards and flood hazard mitigation measures.  

Of relevance to natural hazards, I have lived in Christchurch for more than 

30 years and was present for the 2010 and 2011 Canterbury earthquakes 

and the more recent post-earthquake flooding.  I have also been involved 

in district plan reviews and plan changes with natural hazards as a 

component which included the presentation of evidence to Council 
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hearings and the Environment Court.  My postgraduate and undergraduate 

studies included papers specifically related to natural hazards, including 

two Engineering Geology Masters papers: one on slope stability and the 

other specifically on natural hazards.  

 

1.5 In preparing this evidence, I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 

2014 and that I agree to comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all 

the material facts that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the 

opinions that I express, and that this evidence is within my area of 

expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another 

person.   

 

2. SCOPE  

 

2.1 I have been asked to provide evidence in relation to the planning approach 

developed in the Natural Hazards Proposal of the pRDP and on the 

submissions received. 

 

2.2 Amendments I propose to the Natural Hazards Proposal as a result of my 

consideration of the relevant submissions is contained in the updated 

version of the Proposal provided in Attachment A.  

 

2.3 An overview of some of the key issues raised in submissions in respect to 

the Proposal addressed in this evidence is provided below: 

 

Flood Hazard 

 

(a) whether the flood hazard modelling is robust and has been 

adequately peer reviewed; 

 

(b) a number of submitters seek reconsideration of the identification 

of their properties within the slope instability management areas, 

the Floor Level and Fill Management Areas (particularly around 

the boundaries) and in Liquefaction Assessment Area 1 (LAA1). 

Some of these submitters also seek reconsideration of the rules 
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associated with that identification, including reconsideration of 

activity status; 

 

(c) in respect to the Flood Hazard Rules, a number of submitters 

have requested the setting of a prescribed minimum floor level so 

that permitted activity status can be achieved for building outside 

the Fixed Floor Level Overlay within the Floor Level and Fill 

Management Area; 

 

(d) amendments are sought to Rule 5.8.2 (Repair of Earthquake 

Damaged Land) in the pRDP to reflect changes inserted into the 

operative plan by the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery under section 27 of the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Act 2011; 

 

Liquefaction 

 

(e) some submitters seek a controlled activity status for subdivision in 

LAA1 or Liquefaction Assessment Area 2 (LAA2); 

 

(f) the deletion of Liquefaction Rules 5.9.2 and 5.9.3 is sought until a 

process or guidance is outlined that will be used to determine the 

required level of performance in liquefiable land; 

 

Slope Instability 

 

(g) concern is expressed over the assumptions and accuracy of 

modelling used in the pRDP in terms of the GNS slope instability 

hazard risk modelling;  

   

(h) recognition through policy is sought from a number of 

infrastructure providers that works to repair, maintain, use, 

develop and upgrade critical infrastructure is provided for in 

hazard areas; and 

  

(i) numerous submitters seek clarification that the Cliff Hazard 

Management Area does not apply to land that is not within a 
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property’s net site area (i.e. accesses).  In addition, these 

submitters request clarification that if only a small part of their 

property is in the hazard management area, then the rules do not 

apply across the whole site.  

 

2.4 In preparing this evidence the key documents I have considered are: 

 

(a) the notified Natural Hazards Proposal;  

(b) the tracked changes version of the Natural Hazards Proposal as 

produced during expert witness caucusing; 

(c) the Joint Statements of the flooding experts, slope hazard experts 

and the liquefaction experts; 

(d) the section 32 evaluation report for the Natural Hazards Chapter;  

(e) the relevant submissions received on the notified natural hazards 

Proposal; 

(f) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (2013) (CRPS),  

particularly Chapter 11: Natural Hazards; 

(g) New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS); 

(h) the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

(i) the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch (Recovery 

Strategy); 

(j) the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014, including the Statement of Expectations in 

Schedule 4 (Order in Council); 

(k) the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 

(l) Recommendations of the Royal Commission of Inquiry into the 

Canterbury Earthquakes, Volume 5, Section 1; 

(m) the Effects of Sea Level Rise for Christchurch City, Tonkin and 

Taylor November 2013; 

(n) Managing Natural Hazards in  New  Zealand, Towards  More  

 Resilient Communities:– a Think Piece, LGNZ 2014; 

(o) Protecting New Zealand from Natural Hazards - Insurance Council  

 of New Zealand, October 2014; 

(p) Canterbury Earthquakes  2010/11 Port Hills Slope Stability: Stage 

1 report on the findings from investigations into areas of significant 

ground damage (mass movements), GNS Science Consultancy 

Report 2012/317 August 2013 Final;  
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(q) Canterbury Earthquakes 2010/11 Port Hills Slope Stability: 

Principles and Criteria for the Assessment of Risk from Slope 

Instability in the Port Hills, Christchurch, GNS Science 

Consultancy Report 2011/319 March 2012 Final; 

(r) Risk Management Guidelines, Companion to AS/NZS 4360:2004 

HB 436:2004 (Incorporating Amendment No 1);  

(s) the Statements of Evidence in Chief of Dr Ian Wright, Dr Mark 

Yetton, Mr Tony Taig, Dr Matt Gerstenberger, Mr Don McFarlane, 

Mr Peter Kingsbury, Ms Helen Beaumont, Dr Chris Massey, Mr 

Greg Whyte, Dr Erica Seville, Mr Andrew Long, Mr Graham 

Harrington, Ms Iris Brookland, Mr Mark Ivamy, Mr Clive Anderson 

and Prof Basil Sharp in respect to the Natural Hazards Proposal 

subject of this hearing; and  

(t) the Statement of Evidence in Chief of Dr Kelvin Berryman on the 

Strategic Directions Proposal.  

 

3. OUTCOMES OF CAUCUSING 

 

3.1 Planners and technical experts undertook expert caucusing in respect to 

the Natural Hazards Proposal which began on 12 January 2015, initially 

together for identification of key issues and then separated out into the 

respective disciplines.  Agreed Statements have been issued by the 

technical witnesses in respect to flooding, liquefaction and slope stability.  

These statements have important implications for planning and I include 

them in Attachment B.    

 

3.2 I attended the expert planning witness caucusing on 12 and 13 January 

2015 and on 28 and 29 January 2015 and participated in providing a 

revised tracked changes version of the Natural Hazards Proposal.  I was 

also party to an agreed statement of the planning witnesses.  The tracked 

changes version of the Natural Hazards Proposal and the Planners' 

Agreed statement is contained in Attachment C.  I note that the tracked 

changes version includes tracked changes that were agreed upon at the 

caucusing but also contains tracked changes that were not agreed upon 

by the time the caucusing was completed.  This has led to a somewhat 

confusing tracked changes version.  I address those areas not agreed 
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upon and any other relevant issues validly raised by submitters not party to 

the expert caucusing in this evidence. 

 

4. MEDIATION 

 

4.1 Mediation has also taken place with individual submitters and their experts, 

some of which post-dated the planner and technical expert caucusing. In 

addition further mediation has been arranged with a number of submitters, 

which will take place after this evidence is filed.   

 

5. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

5.1 I have evaluated the Natural Hazards Proposal, outlined key statutory 

directions and have reviewed recent research, modelling and literature in 

New Zealand in respect to slope instability, flooding and liquefaction, and 

the impact of recent Canterbury earthquakes.  I have also reviewed the 

specific submissions received on the Natural Hazards Proposal.  The 

Proposal in my opinion is consistent with the key statutory directions of the 

CRPS (particularly Chapter 11), the LURP, the Statement of Expectations 

and the Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch.  It also takes due 

regard of the Recommendations of the Royal Commission of Inquiry into 

the Canterbury Earthquakes in respect to potential effect of earthquakes, 

liquefaction and lateral spread and how land use planning can increase the 

District’s resilience. 

 

5.2 The Natural Hazards Proposal confirms its approach in the Operative City 

Plan in respect to flood hazard, but builds on these provisions and 

improves on them by including more comprehensive modelling of 

catchments, up-to date LIDAR information and adoption of 1m sea level 

rise.  The Proposal introduces Liquefaction Assessment Areas, and 

identifies areas on the Port Hills most at risk to slope instability hazards 

(rockfall, cliff hazard and mass movement). 

 

5.3 A large number of submissions have been received on the Natural 

Hazards Proposal.  The amendments I agree with have been included in 

an updated version of the Proposal attached to this evidence as 

Attachment A.  That attachment shows the differences between the notified 
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version of the proposal, the planners' caucusing version, and some further 

changes that I recommend. 

 

6. BACKGROUND 

 

6.1 Both the Operative Christchurch City Plan and the Operative Banks 

Peninsula District Plan currently provide a broad suite of objectives and 

policies in relation to natural hazards. In reviewing those provisions a 

number of changes were identified that would assist with Canterbury’s 

recovery following the 2010 and 2011 earthquakes. In particular there was 

an identified need to: 

 

(a) re-focus the objectives and policies so they specifically recognise 

and respond to recovery issues and identify opportunities to 

remove unnecessary regulatory controls on activities (i.e. reduce 

consent and notification requirements); 

(b) update the provisions (some being nearly twenty years old) to 

reflect the direction of the relevant statutory documents, in 

particular the Recovery Strategy, the LURP, the CRPS and the 

Statement of Expectations contained in the Order in Council; and 

(c) use new technical information to update and improve relevant 

provisions in both existing district plans. 

 

6.2 The first phase of the review covers natural hazards associated with 

flooding, liquefaction and slope instability. Parts of the existing district 

plans relating to Natural Hazards that have not been reviewed and are 

instead to be considered in a later proposal include the following matters: 

coastal hazards, high hazard flood areas, ponding areas for rural zones, 

natural hazards rules in the Central City, flood hazard mapping, and rules 

for additional areas not included in Stage 1. 

 

6.3 Background information on flood hazard management in Christchurch City 

including a discussion on Variation 48, which is the forerunner to what is 

proposed in the pRDP, is provided in Attachment D.   
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7. STATUTORY CONTEXT AND STRATEGIC PLANNING DOCUMENTS 

 

Overview 

 

7.1 By international standards New Zealand is affected by a wide range of 

natural hazards. In dealing with natural hazards in New Zealand the 

functions of various government and local authorities overlap considerably 

and the interdependencies of these organisations are reasonably complex.  

The Civil Defence and Emergency Act 2002 (CDEM), requires local 

authorities to co-ordinate emergency management across the four "r’s" of 

risk: reduction, readiness for an event, response and recovery1.  In terms 

of land use planning the RMA is the main statute for the preparation of a 

district plan and works alongside provisions in the Local Government Act 

2002 that require district councils to consult.  In terms of natural hazard 

resilience there is also the interrelationship and responsibilities of Councils 

under the Building Act 2004.  

 

7.2 The Canterbury Earthquake Sequence has added further to the complexity 

described above and put natural hazards to the forefront in both the public 

and private sectors. The Council has been required since 2011 to comply 

with the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 (CER Act) and to 

ensure the District Plan is not inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy and 

the LURP.  In July 2014 special provisions were put in place under the 

Order in Council pursuant to the CER Act to fast track the development of 

a single Replacement District Plan for Christchurch City and assist the 

recovery of the district. Schedule 4 of the Order includes the Statement of 

Expectations for the Replacement District Plan.  

 

7.3 Consequently there are a large number of statutory documents that have 

influenced the Natural Hazards Proposal and have resulted in a different 

approach to the management of natural hazards compared to the two 

operative district plans covering the District.  The RMA requires that the 

District Plan must give effect to the CRPS.  The influence of the CRPS 

cannot be overstated in the drafting of the pRDP, particularly in my view as 

it relates to natural hazards.  This will be explained in more detail below.   

                                                   
1
 Managing Natural hazards in New Zealand, Towards More Resilient Communities;– A Think Piece; LGNZ 2014. 
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7.4 There are also some other significant documents that have influenced the 

overall approach to natural hazards taken in the pRDP, and are reflected in 

the Natural Hazards Proposal.  Amongst those documents I would include 

recently published literature from the Insurance Council of New Zealand2 

and work commissioned by Local Government New Zealand and Regional  

Councils3  which both state the need for the community (in its widest  

sense) to focus on reduction of the risk from natural hazard events.  The 

Recommendations of the Royal Commission of Inquiry into the Canterbury 

Earthquakes have also had influence and this will be discussed below. 

 

7.5 These documents also support the key role district plans can play in 

reducing the risk from natural hazards, and increasing resilience, through 

appropriate land use planning. 

 

Resource Management Act 1991 

 

7.6 The purpose of the RMA is to promote the sustainable management of 

natural and physical resources. Sustainable management is stated in the 

RMA as meaning managing the use, development, and protection of 

natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people 

and communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural 

wellbeing and for their health and safety, while avoiding, remedying or 

mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the environment. In addition, 

section 7 requires particular regard to be had to (amongst other things) the 

effects of climate change. Finding an appropriate approach to address 

natural hazards in this district is an important part of the sustainable 

management purpose of the RMA.  

 

7.7 Natural Hazard is defined in the RMA as: 

 

natural hazard means any atmospheric or earth or water related 

occurrence (including earthquake, tsunami, erosion, volcanic and 

geothermal activity, landslip, subsidence, sedimentation, wind, 

drought, fire, or flooding) the action of which adversely affects or may 

                                                   
2
 Protecting New Zealand from Natural Hazards, Insurance Council of New Zealand, October 2014. 

3
 Managing Natural hazards in New Zealand, Towards More Resilient Communities;– A Think Piece; LGNZ 2014 
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adversely affect human life, property, or other aspects of the 

environment. 

 

7.8 Under the RMA both regional and district councils have jurisdiction over 

control of land use for the purpose of avoidance or mitigation of natural 

hazards (sections 30(1)(c) and (iv), and 31(1)(b)(i)). These are 

respectively: 

 

Section 31(1): Every territorial authority shall have the following 

functions for the purpose of giving effect to this Act in its district: 

 

(a) the establishment, implementation, and review of 

objectives, policies, and methods to achieve integrated 

management of the effects of the use, development, or 

protection of land and associated natural and physical 

resources of the district: 

(b) the control of any actual or potential effects of the use, 

development, or protection of land, including for the 

purpose of – 

(i) the avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards. 

 

Section 30(1) Every regional council shall have the following 

functions for the purpose of giving effect to this Act in its region:  

 

(a) the establishment, implementation, and review of 

objectives, policies, and methods to achieve integrated 

management of the natural and physical resources of the 

region: 

(b) the preparation of objectives and policies in relation to 

any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or 

protection of land which are of regional significance: 

(c) The control of the use of land for the purpose of- 

    … 

(vi) The avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards. 

 

7.9 The Regional Council has responsibility for producing the higher order 

regional policy document that the pRDP must give effect to. This higher 
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order document is the CRPS which is explained in more detail below, 

specifically in respect to its approach to addressing natural hazards of the 

region. 

 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 

 

7.10 Chapter 11 of the CRPS provides the key objective and policy framework 

at a regional level for the management of the effects of natural hazards.  

All the objectives and policies in Chapter 11 of the CRPS are relevant to 

the pRDP Natural Hazards Proposal.   

 

7.11 Objective 11.2.1 of Chapter 11 directs the avoidance of new subdivision, 

use and development that increases risk associated with natural hazards 

and, where this is not possible, requires that mitigation measures minimise 

such risks. Similarly, Objective 11.2.2 requires that: Adverse effects on 

people, property, infrastructure and the environment from methods used to 

manage natural hazards are avoided or, where avoidance is not possible, 

mitigated.4 Other objectives require recognition of the effects of climate 

change on the frequency and severity of natural hazards (Objective 11.2.3) 

and effective co-operation and integration of management of natural 

hazards between agencies (Objective 11.2.4).  

 

7.12 These objectives form the basis behind the general objectives and policies 

in the natural hazard proposal in the pRDP, as they relate specifically to 

the Christchurch District.  The explanation to Chapter 11 details the 

benefits to be gained by reducing risk, and that this may occur through a 

combination of avoidance, mitigation and recovery. 

 

Flood Hazard  

 

7.13 Policy 11.3.1 of the CRPS relates to high hazard areas, and is being 

revised under LURP Action 46.  The current wording of the policy generally 

requires avoidance of development in high hazard areas but provides a 

number of exceptions including limited provision in existing urban zoned 

areas where mitigation must occur.  This is followed through in the Natural 

Hazards Proposal but is to be further developed in stage 2. 

                                                   
4
 CRPS, Chapter 11, page 113. 
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7.14 Underpinning the flood hazard policies and rules in the Proposal is the 

direction provided by Policy 11.3.2 of the CRPS which seeks to avoid any 

new subdivision, use and development (excluding critical infrastructure) in 

areas subject to inundation by a 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year) flood event 

(including climate change projections).5 The policy provides for mitigation 

as an alternative in circumstances where there is no increased risk to life.  

Where this criterion is met, finished floor levels for new buildings are 

required to be above a 1 in 200 year design flood level. The CRPS policy 

also directs that climate change projections and sea level rise be taken into 

account.      

 

7.15 Policy 5.3.4 in the Natural Hazards Proposal and the associated rule 

framework which includes the Floor Level and Fill Management Area 

(FLFMA) gives effect to Policy 11.2.3 in the CRPS.  The FLFMA is 

modelled on the 1 in 200 year flood event plus 400 mm of freeboard and 

an allowance for sea level rise.  Minimum floor levels for new buildings are 

determined in the FLFMAs at an appropriate level above the 0.5% AEP 

design flood level.  There is no discretion in the CRPS policy directions for 

a more frequent event such as a 1 in 100 year flood event to be 

implemented to manage flood hazard instead of a 1 in 200 year event.  

Mitigation of flood hazard to the level of a 1 in 200 year flood event as an 

alternative to avoiding development in areas subject to inundation 

altogether, is a clear direction in the cRPS.  

 

 Liquefaction  

 

7.16 There are a number of influences, both statutory and non-statutory, that 

have resulted in liquefaction considerations being significantly more 

prominent in the pRDP including Policy 11.3.3 – Earthquake Hazards of 

the CRPS, which states: 

 

New subdivision, use and development of land on or close to an 

active earthquake fault trace, or in areas susceptible to 

liquefaction and lateral spreading, shall be managed in order to 

                                                   
5
 CRPS, Policy 11.3.2, page 115 
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avoid or mitigate the adverse effects of fault rupture, liquefaction 

and lateral spreading.6 

 

7.17 Two Liquefaction Assessment Areas have been mapped (LAA1 and LAA2) 

in the Proposal. Provisions specifically target geotechnical risk and 

liquefaction (Policies 5.4.1 and 5.4.2 and Rules 5.9) to manage subdivision 

and intensification activities within these areas. Geotechnical assessments 

are also required through Clause 5.11 (information requirements for 

resource consent applications and plan changes.  

 

 Slope instability  

 

7.18 Although there is little specific discussion of slope instability hazard in 

Chapter 11 of the CRPS, policies 11.3.5 and 11.3.7 are relevant. Policy 

11.3.5 directs that subdivision, use and development of land shall be 

avoided if the risk from the natural hazard is considered to be 

unacceptable7.  In determining what is unacceptable the likelihood or 

potential consequences of the event are to be considered and there is a 

direct reference to using formal risk based approaches to managing natural 

hazards. Where there is uncertainty as to the likelihood or consequences 

of a natural hazard event, the Council is required to adopt a precautionary 

approach. Policy11.3.7 addresses physical mitigation works.  These 

policies have been distilled in the Proposal to provide direction to 

managing slope instability on the Port Hills. A risk based approach for 

natural hazards not addressed by CRPS Policies 11.3.1, 11.3.2 and 11.3.3 

has been adopted for slope instability as directed by Policy 11.3.5 of the 

CRPS. 

 

 Other directions  

 

7.19 Specific policies in the CRPS on critical infrastructure, climate change and 

the role of natural features in avoiding or mitigating natural hazards have 

also influenced the wording of policies on similar themes in the Proposal, in 

order to give effect to the CRPS.  Policy 11.3.4 of the CRPS requires new 

critical infrastructure to be located outside high hazard areas, and in 

                                                   
6
 CRPS, Policy 11.3.3, page 116. 

7
 CRPS, Policy 11.3.5, page 118. 
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relation to all areas critical infrastructure must be designed to maintain, as 

far as practicable, its integrity and function during natural hazards.8 

 

7.20 Policy 11.3.6 of the CRPS requires the recognition of the role of natural 

features that assist in avoiding or mitigating natural hazards, and provide 

for the maintenance, protection and restoration of these features where 

appropriate.9  This policy has influenced the inclusion of Policy 5.2.6 in the 

Natural Hazards Proposal which directs the protection of such natural 

features from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. 

 

7.21 The CRPS through Policy 11.3.810 requires local authorities to have 

particular regard to the effects of climate change when considering natural 

hazards.  Allowances for climate change, including sea level rise, have 

been factored into modelling for the FLFMAs.  The decision to factor in 1m 

sea level rise is discussed in the evidence of Mark Ivamy. 

 

The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch 2012 

 

7.22 The Recovery Strategy is a document that guides and coordinates the 

programmes of work, including Recovery Plans. The CER Act 2011 

provides that a district plan must not be interpreted or applied in a way that 

is inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy.  

 

7.23 The Recovery Strategy has three key issues/visions identified in summary 

below that are significant to the development of the natural hazards 

approach in the Proposal being: 

 

(a) develop resilient, cost effective, accessible and integrated 

infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks by 

gathering adequate information on seismic activity, environmental 

constraints including other natural hazards and climate change; 

 

(b) as a priority, addressing the risk to life posed by unsafe buildings 

and from natural hazards; and 

 
                                                   
8
 CRPS, Policy 11.3.4, page 117. 

9
 CRPS, Policy 11.3.6, page119. 

10
 CRPS, Policy 11.3.8, page 120. 
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(c) as a priority, ensure regulation, standards and other information to 

support the rebuild and repair of housing to a quality that meets 

the technical requirements for the land categories and building 

standards. 

 

7.24 The Recovery Strategy states that the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

Authority (CERA), the public and private sector and communities need to 

co-ordinate with each other and contribute to the recovery and future 

growth of greater Christchurch, by considering the effects of ongoing 

seismic activity, and addressing natural hazard risks. The Natural Hazards 

Proposal addresses the priority of risk to life from natural hazards, in 

particular slope stability on the Port Hills and the need for better 

information in resource consent decision-making. The Proposal also 

provides policies, rules and information requirements for rebuilding on land 

damaged by liquefaction.  The greater recognition of liquefaction and its 

consequences, through the requirement for more detailed investigations 

and assessment matters, achieves this requirement.  

 

The Land Use Recovery Plan 2013  

 

7.25 The LURP prepared under the CER Act requires the Council to provide for 

the avoidance of natural hazards via Action 42. Specifically in respect of 

the pRDP, Action 42 requires the Council through this review: 

 

to provide for protection of people from risks in ‘High Hazard 

Areas’ (as defined in the Regional Policy Statement) and other 

risks from natural hazards, including, but not limited to, natural 

hazards such as rock roll and cliff collapse on the Port Hills and 

natural hazards such as flooding, liquefaction and sea level rise 

elsewhere in the city.11 

 

7.26 The Proposal provides a policy and rule framework for the protection of 

people from risks from natural hazards of rock roll, cliff collapse, mass 

movement, flooding, and liquefaction.  A policy framework is initiated in this 

stage in respect of High Flood Hazard (as defined in the CRPS) which will 

                                                   
11

 LURP, Action 42, page 37. 
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be further implemented by rules in Stage 2 of the DPR.  It is my opinion 

that Action 42 provides clear direction on the priority issues in respect to 

natural hazards and that considering the "risks" posed  by natural hazards  

is an appropriate focus for this Proposal. 

 

7.27 Action 42 is being implemented in the Proposal through provisions that 

address the exposure of people and property to the risks associated with 

slope instability hazard on the Port Hills.  Action 42 specifically identifies 

natural hazards to include cliff collapse and rock roll.  Proposed policies 

seek the avoidance of development where there is an intolerable risk to 

life-safety but provides for development to be considered where mitigation 

of risk may be possible.  The LURP also refers to the need for ongoing 

research and investigations to improve understanding of seismic risk and 

susceptibilities to rockfall, cliff collapse, landslide and land damage.  

Research is being undertaken by a number of parties, some of which the 

Council is involved with.  

 

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement  

 

7.28 The NZCPS is focused on the coastal environment and contains higher 

order objectives and policies that bind both the CRPS and the District Plan. 

In terms of natural hazards, the objectives and policies require the 

identification of areas in the coastal environment that are potentially 

affected by coastal hazards, especially new development and existing 

development potentially affected by coastal hazard risks12, and those at 

high risk of being affected by coastal hazards over at least the next 100 

years (this is reflected in the CRPS in its definition of High Hazard Areas).  

In addition, they require avoidance of increasing the risk of harm from 

coastal hazards and avoidance of redevelopment or change of use that 

would increase the risk.  Further work on coastal hazards including the 

effects of sea level rise is still to be implemented through Stage 2 of the 

pRDP. 

 

7.29 The NZCPS policies focus on avoidance of increasing risk and use of risk 

reduction methods in areas of significant existing development (Policy 25a, 

                                                   
12

 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010, Objective 5, page 10. 
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and Policy 27(1) (a))13.  This provides useful guidance on striking a balance 

between avoidance and mitigation in locations such as Christchurch which 

contains large areas of urban development.  

 

Recommendations of the Royal Commission of Inquiry into the Canterbury 

Earthquakes 

 

7.30 Further to the statutory documents outlined above, in drafting the Natural 

Hazard Proposal regard has been had to the Canterbury Earthquakes 

Royal Commission reports Volume 5 Summary and Recommendations. A 

key recommendation is that the potential effect of earthquakes, liquefaction 

and lateral spread should be taken into account in zoning, and in land use 

and subdivision consents14.  The report also states the following which I 

consider is important if Christchurch is to be more resilient in the future: 

 

 As part of our inquiry into the Canterbury earthquakes, we 

considered it would be inappropriate to ignore entirely the fact that 

there has been unnecessary damage and costs sustained as a 

result of the development of land subject to a risk of liquefaction 

without duly considering that risk.  Apart from anything else, an 

understanding of how that has been possible under the existing 

regulatory system might enable better outcomes in the future.15 

 

7.31 The operative City Plan contains very few references to liquefaction and no 

specific objectives, policies and rules, despite clear ability to do so under 

the RMA.  The Natural Hazard Proposal contains provisions which focus 

attention on liquefaction as a potential hazard to be considered in new 

zoning of land and in subdivision and resource consents. Under these 

provisions the expected outcome is that land subject to liquefaction will be 

appropriately assessed mitigated before new development proceeds. 

 

                                                   
13

 New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010, Policies 25 and 27, page 24. 
14

 Royal Commission of Inquiry into the Canterbury Earthquakes, Volume 5: section 1, Summary and Recommendations, 
page 18. 
15

 Royal Commission of Inquiry into the Canterbury Earthquakes, Volume 5: section 1, Summary and Recommendations, 
page 18. 
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Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

 

7.32 The Order in Council includes the Statement of Expectations in Schedule 

4, which requires the Christchurch Replacement District Plan to:  

 

(a) clearly articulate how decisions about resource use and 

values of resources will be made, which must be in a manner 

consistent with an intention to reduce significantly (compared 

with the existing district plans)- 

i. reliance on resource consent processes; and 

ii. the number, extent and prescriptiveness of 

development controls,…and 

iii. the requirements for notification and written 

approval16.  

 

7.33 Subsequent clauses in the Statement of Expectations provide more 

specific direction to the Natural Hazards Proposal.  These include the 

expectation that the Replacement District Plan17:  

 

 …. 

(c) provides for the effective functioning of the urban environment 

of the Christchurch district, reflecting the changes resulting 

from the Canterbury earthquakes, including changes to 

population, land suitability, infrastructure, and transport: 

(d) facilitates an increase in the supply of housing, including by: 

  iv. having regard to constraints on environmental 

and infrastructure capacity, particularly with 

regard to natural hazards” ; and 

   … 

(h) sets a clear direction on the use and development of land for 

the purpose of avoiding or mitigating natural hazards 

  

7.34 The slope instability provisions generally increase the level of regulation 

proposed compared with the operative plans, but do so in order to address 

                                                   
16

 Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations, page 38. 
17

 Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations, page 38. 
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expectation (h), the life-safety risk to people and property prioritised in the 

LURP and the provisions of the CRPS to adopt a risk- based approach.  

 

7.35 In terms of the flood hazard policies and rules, early discussions with 

resource consent planners on the need to convert developments 

complying with recommended floor levels in Flood Management Areas in 

the Operative City Plan to permitted activities to reduce consenting 

workloads has been followed through in the Natural Hazards Proposal in 

the form of the Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay, which forms a subset of the 

Floor Level and Fill Management Area.  This, to an extent, is more or less 

in line with actual practice on the ground.  Achieving appropriate floor 

levels is weighted above all other assessment matters for current  consent 

processes and consenting procedures are reducing or eliminating the time 

delay and cost of consenting for developments in all of the worst affected 

(ie the original mostly tidal) Flood Management Areas.  There is still a 

category of restricted discretionary resource consents proposed in the 

pRDP at this time.  With time and with adequate resourcing it may be 

possible to convert some more areas to permitted use status for new 

developments complying with recommended floor levels as well (see 

Flooding Joint Statement in Attachment B). 

 

7.36 Overall it is considered that the approach in the Natural Hazards Proposal 

is largely directed by the RMA, the CRPS, the LURP, and the Statement of 

Expectations.  Addressing Natural Hazards in the District cannot occur in 

the way sought in these directions, particularly the CRPS, without the 

identification of natural hazard overlays as provided in the Proposal, and 

the associated policies and rules. 

 

8. THE APPROACH ADOPTED IN THE PROPOSED REPLACEMENT DISTRICT 

PLAN 

 

Overview 

 

8.1 The Natural Hazards Proposal contains provisions to manage the risk from 

the effects of natural hazards across the District. Overarching objectives 

seek to: 
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(a) reduce the risk to people, property and the environment (Objective 

5.1.1);  

(b) to increase public awareness of natural hazards (Objective 5.1.2); 

and 

(c)  to facilitate the repair of earthquake damaged land (Objective 

5.1.3).  

  

8.2 Policies in the Proposal include general provisions that apply across the 

district. All the general policies are also relevant to the management of the 

specific hazards of slope instability, flooding and liquefaction.  

 

How does the pRDP manage flood hazard?  

 

8.3 The pRDP sets shorter, clearer and more consistent principles for flooding 

via updated objectives and policies, better reflecting recent statutory 

direction through Chapter 11 (Natural Hazards) of the CRPS and the LURP 

provisions on natural hazards. 

 

8.4 The process of refining the existing Council flood modelling and projected 

flood extent mapping which has been underway for the last few years, is 

now reflected in the pRDP. Flood modelling has been based on the most 

recent LIDAR, post-earthquakes.  

 

8.5 Rather than generalising flood extents by extending them out to property 

and road boundaries, the actual modelling data has been retained. 

Smoothing out zig zag edges of modelling data resulting from the use of 

spot heights of water on a mapping grid system (10m by 10m or 4m by 4m 

grids) was discussed with the Council’s GIS specialists but no satisfactory 

method of doing this automatically could be found at the time of drafting 

the pRDP. 

 

8.6 Since 2008 Council engineers have followed a practice of extending 

modelled water extents plus 250mm freeboard (150mm is still added after 

this to get floor levels, as all building floor levels are required to be 150mm 

above building platforms under Schedule E1 of the Building Code and 

NZS3604:2011 Acceptable Solutions).  A number of other assumptions are 
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included in the modelling which is described in detail in the evidence of Ms 

Brookland. 

 

8.7 As a result of continuing debate about the amount of Sea Level Rise which 

should be planned for out to the year 2100, and following the 5th series of 

International Panel for Climate Change reports in March to May 2014, the 

Council resolved in July 2014 to adopt 1.0m of Sea Level Rise out to the 

year 2115 for planning and flood modelling purposes, as recommended by 

the report by Tonkin and Taylor.18 This report was an update of a report 

originally produced by Tonkin & Taylor for Council in 1999 prior to the 

notification of Variation 48.  This has added up to 0.5m of Sea Level R ise 

to flood modelling, ie tidal levels of 11.8m above Council Datum become 

12.3m. This is a major factor in increasing the depth and extent of 

projected flooding in tidal areas of Christchurch as now shown in the 

pRDP, although it should be noted that this effect is confined to the tidal 

areas and does not increase floor levels or extent of flooding in upstream 

river catchments.   

 

How does the pRDP manage liquefaction? 

 

8.8 The Operative City Plan makes provision for assessing liquefaction.  

Objective 2.5 seeks the avoidance or mitigation of the actual or potential 

adverse effects of loss or damage to life, property, or other parts of the 

environment from natural hazards.  Supporting reasons state that these 

hazards include seismic activity and liquefaction but there are no specific 

policies.  Implementation of the polices is primarily through the resource 

consent process, and in respect to liquefaction primarily through use of 

Section 106 of the RMA where applicants are required to demonstrate to 

Council’s satisfaction that sufficient mitigation measures are being 

proposed to meet the requirements of section106 of the RMA.   

 

8.9 There are no specific provisions assessing liquefaction in the Operative 

Banks Peninsula District Plan, however Chapter 38 of the Operative Banks 

Peninsula District Plan is dedicated to natural hazards.  The objectives, 

policies and rules seek to ensure that “costs resulting from natural hazards 

                                                   
18

 Effects of Sea Level Rise for Christchurch City”, Tonkin & Taylor Nov 2013  
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are avoided or mitigated” and “development takes into account risks 

associated with natural hazards”.  Chapter 31 provides further direction 

dealing with subdivision which seeks to ensure that natural hazards are not 

exacerbated by activities.  Geotechnical assessment is required for new 

sites. 

 

8.10 The approach taken to establishing LAA1 and LAA2 in the pRDP and its 

associated provisions has been discussed in the evidence of Mr Peter 

Kingsbury.  It is important to emphasise that the LAA1 and LAA2 Overlays 

are not “hazard” areas but assessment areas.  The LAA1 and LAA2 

assessment areas, and specific policies and rules of the Proposal dealing 

with liquefaction, are consistent with the requirements of the LURP and the 

CRPS.  I also consider that they adequately address the Canterbury 

Earthquakes Royal Commission recommendation that liquefaction should 

be taken into account in zoning, and in land use and subdivision consents 

(see paragraph 7.30 above).  The rules will ensure appropriate levels of 

investigation for new development in the District and encourage recovery 

and future use of land with the potential to be affected by liquefaction. 

 

8.11 Those policies specific to the management of the effects of geotechnical 

risk, including liquefaction susceptibility, include those requiring that 

geotechnical site suitability is assessed.  Site suitability assessment must: 

 

(a) occur before new areas are rezoned or given resource consents 

for subdivision or land use, ensuring that the level of assessment 

reflects the potential scale and significance of the hazard (Policy 

5.4.1); and  

(b) ensure subdivision, use and development is able to occur where 

geotechnical hazards have been identified and adequately 

remedied or mitigated, while avoiding subdivision, use and 

development where the geotechnical hazard cannot be mitigated 

(Policy 5.4.2).  

 

8.12 Rules implementing these objectives and policies carry on the approach of 

the Council of requiring assessment of geotechnical site suitability. Rule 

5.9.2 provides for subdivision in any zone within the areas identified LAA1 

and LAA2 as a restricted discretionary activity. For all resource consent 
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applications under Rule 5.9.2 a geotechnical assessment is required to be 

undertaken by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in 

geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ 

registered). There are greater information requirements and restricted 

discretion matters for subdivision activities in comparison to the operative 

plan provisions.  

 

8.13 Rule 5.9.3 allows additional restricted discretion in respect to liquefaction 

susceptibility of sites where intensification proposals are on sites greater 

than 1500m2 in Residential zones in LAA1.  As per Rule 5.9.2, a 

geotechnical assessment is required to be undertaken. 

 

8.14 The division of the district into two distinct liquefaction assessment areas 

(LAA1 and LAA2) comes largely from a report prepared specifically to 

assist territorial authorities in their long-term planning in respect to risk 

from liquefaction hazard. This report is identified as ECan Technical Report 

R12/83, December 2012 and is discussed in the evidence of Mr Peter 

Kingsbury. The land area within LAA1 closely corresponds to the area in 

this report identifying where liquefaction assessment is needed, with the 

exception of the addition of a Technical Category 1 Area (TC1) zoned by 

MBIE at the western edge of the boundary. This is also addressed in the 

evidence of Mr Kingsbury.   

 

8.15 Consequently the Natural Hazard Proposal requires more assessment of 

liquefaction to be undertaken for subdivision in this area, and also adds 

geotechnical assessment of liquefaction susceptibility as a matter of 

discretion in determining residential intensification projects proposed on 

sites greater than 1500m2. LAA2 identifies areas where it is generally 

accepted that damaging liquefaction is less likely and therefore requires a 

less rigorous geotechnical assessment process.  

 

How does the pRDP manage slope instability? 

 

8.16 Both the Operative City Plan and the Operative Banks Peninsula District 

Plan make some provision for slope instability hazards.   
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8.17 In Section 2 of the Operative City Plan Objective 2.5 Natural Hazards 

provides overarching direction by seeking “To avoid or mitigate the actual 

or potential adverse effects of loss or damage to life, property, or other 

parts of the environment from natural hazards.” Supporting reasons for this 

objective identify potential natural hazards within the city to include seismic 

activity, rockfall and land slips, amongst others.  

 

8.18 Direction is also provided by Objective 10.1 which states:    

 

That subdivision not be permitted to occur in localities where there 

are significant natural hazards, unless these can be adequately 

mitigated, and that any such mitigation measures not have 

significant adverse effects on the environment.  

 

8.19 Reasons supporting this objective identify the risk of natural hazards 

including erosion and slippage and the obligation the Council has under 

Section 106 of the RMA to decline consent to any subdivision where these 

hazards cannot be adequately mitigated. Policy 10.1.4 implements the 

objective by seeking to ensure the natural hazard mitigation methods do 

not give rise to unnecessary adverse effects. 

 

8.20 Policies implementing the objective include: 

 

(a) Policy 2.5.1, which seeks to take into account the presence of 

natural hazards and the degree of risk that those hazards impose;  

(b) Policy 2.5.3, which seeks to ensure that buildings are constructed 

to ensure that their stability in times of earthquake is sufficient to 

avoid, or at least minimise, loss of life or damage to property;  

(c) Policy 2.5.11, which seeks to avoid or mitigate natural hazards 

through either or both of the land use and subdivision consent 

processes; and  

(d) Policy 2.9.2 seeks to provide information in respect to the 

presence of natural hazards and to increase public awareness. 

 

8.21 While reasons supporting policies primarily identify the risk of flooding and 

inundation from rivers and the sea, there is some recognition of the risk 

posed by slope instability and other natural hazards. 
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8.22 Rules in the Operative City Plan primarily manage any risk from slope 

instability hazards at the time of subdivision, when filling or excavation of 

land is undertaken and when new zoning proposals are considered 

through the processing of a plan change.  Subdivision provisions use 

controlled activity status (Part 14, Rule 7.1) to assess erosion, landslip and 

rockfall while the General Rules use volume and depth thresholds for fill or 

excavation and slope of the land to be filled or excavated (Part 9, Rule 

5.6.4). 

 

8.23 Chapter 38 of the Operative Banks Peninsula District Plan covers natural 

hazards. Risk to human life and property associated with slope instability is 

recognised in Objective 1 which aims to avoid or mitigate the costs 

resulting from natural hazards in terms of loss of life and loss or damage to 

property and the environment. 

 

8.24 The two key policies providing direction on natural hazards state that 

 

New subdivisions and development shall take into account any 

potential risks from natural hazards. The minimum protection aimed 

for is that there should be no damage (1A) and  

 

Buildings and subdivision should not be undertaken in areas of Low-

Moderate or Moderate-High slope instability, as shown on the 

planning maps, unless an engineering/geotechnical report supports 

the development (1H). 

 

8.25 Further direction is provided in Chapter 31 dealing with subdivision where 

objective 2 seeks:  

 

To ensure that natural hazards, soil erosion and slope instability are 

not exacerbated by activities. 

 

8.26 Supporting policy directs that “Any site created shall not increase risks 

from natural hazards, soil erosion and slope instability unless such adverse 

effects can be avoided, remedied or mitigated” (2A).   
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8.27 Rules implementing these policies include requiring “The creation of a new 

site not located in Low-Moderate or Moderate-High instability area…” to 

comply with minimum areas thresholds (Chapter 31, rule 1b).  These rules 

link to fourteen Consent Stability Investigation Maps for settlements at 

Akaroa Harbour, Lyttelton Harbour and at Little River which identify areas 

at Very Low Risk, Low-Moderate Risk and Moderate-High Risk of slope 

instability.   In investigating this work for the pRDP the Council could not 

find an expert who could support these maps for the Banks Peninsula 

areas. 

 

8.28 In terms of the pRDP the general policies in the Proposal sets the overall 

framework for the management of natural hazards and then develops a 

more specific set of policies for slope instability hazards. 

 

8.29 Policy 5.5.1 directs development at the top of or base of cliffs in areas 

where subject to intolerable risk to life-safety be avoided.  A similar 

approach is taken to mass movement in Policy 5.5.3.a.  The Cliff Hazard 

Management Area 1 (CHMA 1), Cliff Hazard Management Area 2 (CHMA 

2) and Mass Movement Hazard Area 1 (MMHMA 1) identify the known 

areas of intolerable life-safety risk in the district where there is a threat of 

catastrophic failure occurring spontaneously and without warning.    A 

similar level of risk occurs in the Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1 

(RHMA1) where properties are located in relatively close proximity to the 

sources of known rockfall or boulder roll (Policy 5.5.2.a).   

 

8.30 Rockfall Hazard Management Area 2 (RHMA 2) maps areas where a more 

flexible policy approach is proposed (Policy 5.5.2b) which provides for the 

control of development where the life-safety risk can be reduced to a 

tolerable level. Where the risk identified is the potential for damage to 

property and infrastructure (Objective 5.5.3.b) rather than life-safety, a 

more flexible approach of controlling development in proposed through i.e. 

Mass Movement Hazard Management Areas 2 & 3 (MMHMA 2 & 3).  

 

8.31 In the absence of detailed technical information over the wide rural area a 

precautionary approach is adopted for remaining areas of the Port Hills 

and Banks Peninsula areas not included in either of the Cliff Hazard 

Management, Rockfall Hazard Management and Mass Movement Hazard 
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areas where the potential exists for life-safety risk associated with the cliff 

collapse, rockfall or bounder roll and mass movement and risk of damage 

to property and infrastructure (Objective 5.5.4).  Remaining hilly areas of 

the District are therefore identified as “Remainder of Port Hills and Banks 

Peninsula Slope Instability Management Area”.  This approach ensures 

any potential issues associated with any potential slope instability hazards 

are assessed when resource consent approval is sought for subdivision 

and hazard mitigation works. 

 

8.32 A final policy provides direction to the establishment of hazard mitigation 

works to ensure this activity avoids areas where cliff collapse and mass 

movement are likely to destroy such works and does not create a safety 

hazard (5.5.5.a).  Elsewhere the establishment of hazard mitigation works 

is controlled to ensure their effectiveness and that they do not worsen, 

transfer or increase risk from slope instability hazards (5.5.5.b).   

 

8.33 Those objectives and policies reviewed above are implemented primarily 

through rule 5.10.1, which refers to the seven Slope Instability 

Management Areas that are mapped as overlays across zones in the 

planning maps.  In some cases the status of activities listed in rule 5.10.1 

is not dissimilar from the requirements to establish the same activity within 

the underlying zone. A key difference between zone rules and the slope 

instability rules is the requirement in Rule 5.10.1 for a geotechnical 

assessment with each resource consent application and the matters of 

discretion in clauses 5.10.2  5.10.3 and the assessment criteria 5.10.4.   

 

8.34 The upgrading of any existing fuel pipeline for example is likely to require a 

resource consent approval under both zone rules and slope instability 

rules.  Determining the difference between upgrading and maintenance of 

the pipeline would depend on the nature, scale and character of the 

proposed upgrading.  Maintenance of an existing fuel pipeline is likely to be 

covered by the existing use rights provisions of section 10 of the RMA.   

 

Modelling of risk 

 

8.35 The modelling of risk posed by slope instability hazards and the resultant 

mapping of areas subject to the effects of these hazards forms the basis of 
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the Slope Instability Hazard Management Areas on the planning maps.  

The modelling adopts a number of criteria and makes a number of 

assumptions.  

 

8.36 Detailed evidence on the GNS modelling will be provided by Dr Chris 

Massey and Dr Matt Gerstenberger and more detailed evidence explaining 

on risk based approaches and concepts will be provided by Mr Tony Taig.  

In summary, GNS Science Consultancy Report 2011/319 (at page 3) 

recommends the Council establish risk criteria for determining tolerability 

or otherwise and that in relation to determining what is “intolerable” risk a 

“sustainable threshold of annual individual fatality risk should be set within 

a range from 3 x 10-5 to 1 x 10-3 per year, consistent with risk levels 

currently tolerated in New Zealand and with regulatory practice elsewhere.” 

The report recommendations suggest that an annual individual fatality risk 

of 10-4 would be a suitable starting point for community and/or democratic 

process to debate and determine what risk level is “intolerable”.  This is 

identified in the reports as representing a level above which the Council 

does not consider it tolerable for there to be people living in these locations 

in the longer term. The report also acknowledges there are uncertainties 

associated with the modelling including that the risk level is anticipated to 

reduce over time and this is also dealt with in the evidence of Chris 

Massey. 

 

8.37 I consider that 10-4 is an appropriate Annual Individual Fatality Risk (AIFR) 

level to trigger appropriate controls for addressing life safety and future 

development on the Port Hills, below which the risk levels would be 

considered to be tolerable.  I note that for comparison, in the UK Airport 

Public Safety Zones are established based on contours of annual 

individual fatality risk for people assumed to be on the ground for 100% of 

the time as follows: 

 

(a) Annual individual fatality risk greater than 10-4 per year: regarded 

as intolerable.  The property owner can continue to occupy and 

use their property, but can only sell to the airport, who on 

purchase must demolish; and 
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(b) Annual individual fatality risk greater than 10-5 per year but less 

than 10-4 per year: existing properties can continue to use, but 

Planning Authorities are required to refuse an application that 

would increase the occupancy. 

 

8.38 Given the different statutory planning regime in New Zealand compared to 

the UK, and the effect of existing use rights under the RMA (and possibly 

the generally greater exposure of New Zealanders to natural hazards, see 

evidence of Mr Taig), the planning response to a 10-4 threshold for AIFR in 

the pRDP is slightly less onerous than the UK Airport Public Safety Zones 

in my view.   

 

8.39 Residential occupancy is an important criteria in the model developed for 

the Port Hills, and I accept that the risk will be overstated for activities with 

no one living or working on the site.  This is what justifies a lower level of 

activity status, in the rule 5.10.1 or the granting of consent.   

 

8.40 Prohibited activity status is used for most development of land within 

CHMA 1, which covers the steep cliffs, where there is considerable 

certainty about the risk to life-safety.  Landowners in the CHMA 1 have the 

ability to continue to use their land to the extent provided for under the 

existing use right provisions of section 10 of RMA but new development is 

prohibited.  This total risk avoidance approach is in contrast to most of the 

other rules where the resource consent process enables applications for 

resource consent approval to be lodged and the merits of each considered 

on a case-by-case basis.   

 

8.41 The activity status for most activities within all other Slope Instability 

Management Areas range from Restricted Discretionary to Non-complying. 

These activity statuses provide the opportunity for the applications for 

resource consent approval to be lodged supported by site specific 

geotechnical assessment.  In a very limited number of situations, Permitted 

Activity status is proposed including small retaining walls and the repair of 

roads in RHMA 2.  

 

8.42 Non-complying activity status is used in the CHMA 2 and RHMA 1, and 

MMHMA 1 risk to life-safety from the effects of cliff collapse, rockfall or 
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boulder roll and or mass movement is calculated to be above  and AIFR of 

10-4.  Those activities to which Non-complying activity status applies are 

primarily subdivision, earthworks, hazard mitigation works (other than 

those associated with infrastructure), and buildings or structures.   The 

activity status also acknowledges the potential for unique circumstances to 

exist where it may be possible to avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse 

effects and the intolerable risk present or establish that the risk level is not 

as high as modelled, and enables the resource consent process to 

evaluate the development proposals.  

 

Rockfall Hazard Management Area 1 

 

8.43 The criteria used to model annual individual fatality risk of 10-4 which is the 

basis for the area represented as RHMA 1 includes a number of 

assumptions.  One assumption is that of an occupancy rate of 67% for 

RHMA 1 which equates to an individual occupying their place of residence 

for 16 hours per day.  By implication there is a period of eight hours when 

the individual is assumed to be away from their property during a typical 

working day.  This criterion does not have regard to the fact that retired, 

elderly people and preschool children and caregivers can be at home most 

of day.  As a result of the modelling and advice it has received, the Council 

is proposing through this pRDP that occupiers in the RHMA 1 are placed at 

an intolerable level of risk and this has been reflected in the proposed Non-

complying activity status for subdivision, earthworks, buildings or 

structures. In most cases residential activities within the RHMA 1 over a 

large proportion of the site are understood to be subject to the Crown’s 

Red zoning.  

 

Rockfall Hazard Management Area 2 

 

8.44 An annual individual fatality risk of 10-4 was also used for modelling the 

RHMA2 but the assumptions used in the model were different so the line is 

in a different place.  The assumed occupancy rate of a dwelling for the 

RHMA 2 is 100% which equates to an individual occupying their place of 

residence for 24 hours per day.  This is explained in more detail in the 

evidence of Helen Beaumont, including the influence of another 

assumption based on aftershocks.  Where the RHMA 2 occurs it is located 
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downslope of areas identified as RHMA 1.  Analysis indicates the level of 

risk in the RHMA 2 may be able to be adequately mitigated which is 

reflected in the proposed Discretionary activity status for subdivision, 

earthworks, hazard mitigation works, buildings or structures.  

 

9. CONSULTATION  

 

9.1 Pre-notification consultation with the public on the Natural Hazards 

Proposal and was led by a public forum devoted to Natural Hazards on 15 

March 2014. This public forum was intended to promote understanding of 

hazards and elicit responses on the draft chapter. The forum, titled Our 

Changing Environment – the risks and challenges of living with natural 

hazards, was run by the Council and supported by CERA and Environment 

Canterbury, and was attended by over 150 people. At this forum, risk 

experts, geotechnical experts, technical, operational and planning 

consultants and Council staff addressed the public about hazards and 

risks, the science behind measuring risk and probabilities, liquefaction, 

land instability and flooding and how the DPR might help address these 

natural hazards. 

 

9.2 Six ward-based consultation meetings with the public were held at 

community venues across the Christchurch district on the pRDP and the 

proposal in relation to natural hazards.  A further meeting was held with 

runanga. The consultation period for written and on-line responses on the 

chapter, and an online survey focusing on Natural Hazards, was open from 

mid-March 2014 until the end of April 2014. 

 

9.3 Meetings were also held with staff from CERA, Environment Canterbury 

and Mahaanui Kurataiao Limited, and the Ministry of Business, Innovation 

and Employment (MBIE) during the preparation of the draft chapter, often 

on specific issues of interest to these key stakeholders. 

 

9.4 The process of developing the Proposal also followed a consultative 

process involving the Collaborative Advisory Group (or CAG).  The CAG 

consisted of representatives of the Canterbury Regional Council, Selwyn 

District Council, Waimakariri District Council, CERA, New Zealand 
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Transport Agency, Ngai Tahu and the Ministry for Environment (in an 

advisory role), provided feedback in late 2013 and early 2014. 

 

9.5 The pRDP was sent to the Minister of Earthquake Recovery for his 

comments.  Particular regards was had to those comments before the 

notified version was prepared. 

 

9.6 Notification of the pRDP occurred in August 2014, which was followed by 

letters being sent to directly affected persons.  This included more than 

50,000 letters in respect to natural hazards.  Additional drop-in centres 

were set up around the City to respond to questions on the notified plan 

and further public meetings.  “Dial-a-planner” was set up in the first week of 

notification and was extended until the close of further submissions.  

Submissions closed on 8 October and further submissions closed on 6 

November 2014, although I note that a reasonable number of late 

submissions were received and accepted by the panel.   

 

10. EXPERT EVALUATION / ASSESSMENT – ISSUES STILL IN DISPUTE AND 

SUBMISSIONS NOT COVERED IN CAUCUSING 

 

10.1 I have assessed outstanding issues in dispute from caucusing with the 

planning experts and technical experts, issues arising from post-caucusing 

mediation and any remaining relief sought by the relevant submissions 

against the statutory and key documents discussed in Section 6 and in 

terms of maintaining overall consistency of the pRDP.  As a result of this 

assessment I have identified that there are some submission points where 

the relief sought is appropriate.  I have outlined these in more detail below 

and the amendments proposed are provided in the revised Natural 

Hazards Proposal in Attachment A.   

 

10.2 Note that many of the amendments proposed during caucusing 

(Attachment C) do cover many of the issues of the other submitters. I only 

include additional assessment when the matter was not resolved through 

the caucusing. 
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Submitters who raised General Issues 

 

Submitters who supported the Plan generally and did not seek specific amendment 

(Generation zero and others) 

 

10.3 Over three hundred submissions were submitted using two versions of a 

photocopied submission form (Generation Zero and others).  Version 1 

was used to make 212 submissions and the second version 91 

submissions.  The two versions can be found in Attachment E.  The 

submissions generally were in support of avoidance of development where 

there is unacceptable risk from natural disaster and sea level rise.  The mid 

sea level rise projections were also supported for managing future 

development.  While the Agreed Statement from the Planners proposes 

some amendments to the Natural Hazards Proposal, none run contrary to 

what these submissions were supporting in the notified Plan.  

Consequently, I recommend that these submissions be accepted. 

 

10.4 A submission in support was also received by James (#309), which raised 

concerns in relation to the human aspect being smothered by pages and 

pages of descriptions and explanations, but agreed it is to be expected if 

that is what is involved in making Christchurch a great place to live in.  I 

have sympathy with this submitter in terms of the pages and pages of 

descriptions and explanations contained in plans since the earthquakes 

struck the City, including this Plan.   

 

Submitters in general opposition to the Natural Hazards Proposal  

 

10.5 Submissions relating to the technical aspects of GNS modelling, area wide 

mitigation issues, risk assessment, the return period for rockfall and 

decreasing seismicity, technical peer review of flood modelling, the 

differences between the CERA red zoning and cliff, rockfall and mass 

movement hazard management areas in the pRDP, are outside my area of 

expertise and I rely on the evidence of other experts called on by the 

Council on these matters.  Agreed statements, including any remaining 

areas of disagreement, from the experts involved in these technical issues, 

and which form the basis of planning provisions in the Natural Hazards 

Proposal, are found in Attachment B. 
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10.6 Some submitters challenge the condensed timeframe for the preparation 

and decision-making of the RDP.  I do not comment on these issues as 

they go beyond the Natural Hazards Proposal and are outside my area of 

expertise.  

 

10.7 The Avon Loop Planning Association (#753) and the Crown (#495) 

opposed the Central City being excluded from the Natural Hazards 

Proposal.  I note that the Central City is included in the work stream for the 

Natural Hazards Proposal and will be notified as at a later stage.  

 

10.8 A number of submitters consider that the wording in the policies are 

negative (Wintrob, #736; Port Hills Property Owners Group, #847) and 

seek that the policies be amended so that they enable development where 

risk can be adequately mitigated, through robust consenting conditions.  

Borren and Cotterill (#830) and Theobold Holdings (#921) also consider 

the focus of the polices are on avoidance rather than encouraging 

consideration of mitigation. 

 

10.9 It is my opinion that the wording of the Proposal is appropriate to the types 

of control anticipated in areas at risk of being affected by natural hazards.  

In some cases these words need to be strong to reflect the seriousness of 

the implications for people and their property.  The language in the 

Proposal is also consistent with the language in the RMA and other district 

plans throughout the country.  

 

10.10 The assessment matters for resource consents in the Natural Hazard 

Proposal enable consideration of mitigation as does the RMA generally.  

Where mitigation has been proposed by a property owner, and is assessed 

as being able to be implemented, appropriate conditions of consent will be 

able to be placed on the resource consent.  Complete avoidance is not 

required in the pRDP where mitigation can be achieved and/or where site 

specific investigation could demonstrate that there is no hazard or the risk 

is tolerable.  The exception to this is in four relatively small locations 

subject to very high risk of cliff collapse where prohibited activity status has 

been applied in respect to new buildings (e.g. dwellings). 
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10.11 A number of submitters are concerned with terminology in the Natural 

Hazard Proposal and seek definitions of words (Tonkin and Taylor, #970; 

the Crown, #495; Eliot Sinclair, #928, the Insurance Council of New 

Zealand, #590; and Saxton Ballard Trust, #1020) .  District Plans are 

formulated under the RMA which contains many definitions including a 

definition of “district plan” and “proposed district plan”, “effect” and “natural 

hazard”  Most district plans do not repeat the definitions that are contained 

in the RMA. This Plan is no different.  As indicated, the definition of natural 

hazard is contained in the RMA and so no definition is repeated in the 

definitions section of the pRDP (the Definitions Proposal).  

 

10.12 The Natural Hazards Proposal introduces a number of concepts that are 

not used elsewhere in the pRDP.  Concepts such as 'intolerable risk to life 

safety', and the words 'unacceptable', 'acceptable' or even 'tolerable' in the 

context of natural hazard risk can be confusing.  The planners discussed 

this in the expert witness caucusing, as did the technical experts.  It was 

agreed that the most appropriate way to deal with this was to include an 

explanation of these concepts in an Introduction to the Natural Hazards 

Proposal. At the time of completing caucusing only ‘intolerable risk to life 

safety' had been discussed in enough detail to include in the introduction 

and this is included in Attachment C.  In collaboration with Dr Wendy 

Saunders (for the Crown) further explanations of concepts are being 

considered in relation to “acceptable”, unacceptable”, “tolerable” and 

“intolerable” and will be presented in the course of the hearing). 

Explanations to these concepts will go a considerable way to providing the 

relief sought by those submitters seeking such clarification. 

 

10.13 Tonkin and Taylor (#970), also seek definitions for a range of overlays 

contained in the Natural Hazards Proposal.  The overlays are shown on 

the planning maps and have an accompanying legend.  This issue was 

discussed at the planning witness caucusing and it was agreed that this 

was sufficient.  In my view it would not add any clarity to the Natural 

Hazards Proposal to include the long list of natural hazard overlays in the 

definitions as such a definition would essentially define them as being as 

shown on the planning maps.  
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10.14 It is noted that there are many zones and overlays shown on the planning 

maps which do not have a specific definition, for example “Residential 

Zone” and “Diamond Harbour Density Overlay” and “Peat Ground 

Condition Constraint Overlay”.  These mapped areas are not accompanied 

by a definition in the pRDP and this is consistent with many other District 

Plans, unless there is a specific need to do so.  In addition, it is generally 

acknowledged that users of the pRDP will enter the Plan via the property 

search tool, or the planning maps, and then search for the rules and is 

therefore less likely to improve the usability of the Plan..  

 

Submitters who requested changes to the Natural Hazard Objectives 

 

10.15 For ease of reference I discuss the Objectives under the headings as 

proposed in the notified pRDP. 

 

5.1.1 Objective – Reduced Risk 

 

10.16 As a result of expert planner caucusing a revised version of Objective 5.1.1 

is included in Attachment C.  The list of hazards has been transferred to 

the Proposed Introduction and fire has been added at the request of New 

Zealand Fire Service (the Crown, #495) and Tonkin and Taylor (#970).   

 

10.17 The words 'to acceptable levels' have been added to the objective to 

acknowledge that in certain circumstances the risk of natural hazards may 

already be reduced to acceptable levels.  At the time of writing this 

evidence I am in discussions with Dr Wendy Saunders  (on behalf of the 

Crown, #495) to consider this wording further.   

 

10.18 I agree that Objective 5.1.1 should not be applied where risk reduction is 

not needed, or is not appropriate or practicable.  It is also agreed that the 

objective is a community wide objective focussed on reducing the risk of 

natural hazards to the community. However, some submitters consider that 

in its notified form the threshold test for a non-complying activity could be 

difficult to achieve with this objective as proposed, if risk reduction 

measures are not practicable in some locations subject to natural hazards.  

Other changes to the wording of the objective are minor. 
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10.19 Nearly all submitters on Objective 5.1.1 were represented at the expert 

planning witness caucusing.  Submitters’ views not discussed include 

Abbott (#904), Slemint (#1057), Taylors Mistake Association (#1058), and 

other Taylors Mistake Submitters (#1059).  These submitters do not 

support the reduced risk objective for existing development where there is 

tolerance of said risk.  Mr Taig discusses the issue of tolerance to risk in 

his evidence, and why the Council in its district plan might consider it 

appropriate to address it, even where individuals wish to take the risks 

involved.  There is further discussion in these submissions that the 

objective should only be applied to new development.  Given that under 

the RMA existing use rights can be relied upon, the objectives and policies 

are generally future development focused.  In saying this, I acknowledge 

that the existing use rights provisions are complex and do not provide 

absolute certainty about preservation of existing uses. 

 

10.20 Fendalton/Waimairi Community Board (#818) seek that climate change  be 

specifically mentioned in the list in the objective and Tonkin and Taylor 

(#970) seek the list be reviewed and that fire be added to the list.  The list , 

as discussed above, has been proposed in the Planners Caucusing to be 

transferred to the proposed Introduction section and 'fire' has been added 

to the list. 

 

10.21 Given the above discussion of additional submitters I do not consider it 

necessary to further amend Objective 5.1.1 in the manner sought by the 

submitters although as already stated further consideration is being given 

to the inclusion of the words “acceptable levels 

 

5.1.2 Objective – Awareness of natural hazards 

 

10.22 There was no opposition from submitters in respect to this objective. 

 

5.1.3 Objective – Repair of earthquake damaged land 

 

10.23 The submissions on Objective 5.1.3 and its associated polices and rules 

are dealt with in the evidence of Mr Andrew Long. 
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Submitters who requested changes to the Natural Hazard Proposal General 

Policies 

 

10.24 For ease of reference I discuss the general polices under the headings as 

proposed in the notified pRDP. 

 

 5.2.1 Policy – Avoid development where there is unacceptable or intolerable risk 

 

10.25 The majority of submitters on Policy 5.2.1a were represented in the expert 

planning caucusing.  Only very minor changes resulted to policy 5.2.1 

during the caucusing (Attachment C).  Some who were not represented, 

(Tonkin and Taylor (#970), Burwood Community Board (#375) and  

Canterbury District Health Board (#648)) sought that the policy include 

defined and agreed terms for intolerable and acceptable, whilst Generation 

Zero (#1149) and CDEM (#1186) supported the policy.  Slemint (#1059) 

considers that the Council should not be protecting people from known 

hazards such as those found at Taylors Mistake and seeks that the policy 

only refer to new development.  Mr Taig discusses the issue of individual 

acceptance risk in his evidence but dismisses that notion when 

communities or neighbours are collectively affected by risk.  I agree with 

Mr Taig's comments in that regard.  I further note that the policy does refer 

to new development.  

 

10.26 In my updated version I do not consider the need to amend the policy 

further in light of the submissions discussed above.  However, I note that 

the heading inadvertently lost the words “or intolerable” during caucusing 

discussions.  I have reinstated this in my updated version in Attachment 

A.  The Introduction to the Chapter proposed in the Planners Agreed 

Statement assists in the understanding of the concepts of intolerable and 

acceptable used in this policy and this may satisfy Tonkin and Taylor 

(#970), Burwood Community Board (#375) and Canterbury District Health 

Board (#648). 

 

5.2.3 Policy – Restrict land use to avoid or mitigate hazards 

 

10.27 There were very few submissions on policy 5.2.3a and all submitters were 

represented at the planning caucusing, except for Tonkin and Taylor 
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(#970) and Stewart (#271). Tonkin and Taylor (#970) supported the policy 

as written.  Only a very minor change was included to this policy and is 

included in Attachments A and C.  

 

5.2.4 Policy – Precautionary approach 

 

10.28 A number of amendments were proposed to Policy 5.2.4a during planning 

caucusing.  These amendments acknowledge that there is always some 

uncertainty in terms of natural hazards, and qualified the policy by adding 

the words 'unacceptable' to apply when potential cumulative effects were 

being considered.  In addition, it was considered that Policy 5.7 could be 

moved and included as a sub clause to this general policy as both are 

about adopting a precautionary approach when multiple hazards occur. 

 

10.29 All submitters to this policy were represented in the planner caucusing 

except Tonkin and Taylor (#970), but I consider they ought to be satisfied 

with the rewording of the policy proposed in Attachment C.  I make no 

additional changes in my Attachment A. 

 

5.2.5 Policy – Worsening, adding or transferring hazard 

 

10.30 Tonkin and Taylor (#970) support policy 5.2.5a as notified but a number of 

infrastructure providers, the Burwood Community Board (#375) and NPT 

Ltd (#707) consider the policy is potentially overly restrictive.  Oakvale 

Farm Limited (#381) and Carter Group Limited (#386) seek that the policy 

be deleted as they consider it amounts to an insurmountable barrier to 

greenfield development. Mobil Oil (#988), Mobil Oil NZ, Z Energy and BP 

(#723) and the Crown (#495) were represented at the planning caucusing 

and the wording agreed to is shown in Attachment C.  I consider that the 

proposed wording sufficiently covers the issues of concern to the Burwood 

Community Board and NPT Ltd (#707) and propose no additional changes  

to Attachment A.  The proposed wording may also satisfy Oakvale Farm 

Limited (#381) and Carter Group Limited (#386), as it the rewording does 

qualify where the policy will be applied.    

 

10.31 It is noted that the heading to policy 5.2.5a was also amended during 

caucusing  to reflect the changes proposed. 
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5.2.6 Policy – Natural features providing hazard resilience 

 

10.32 There was general agreement among the expert planners at caucusing 

that policy 5.2.6a was important.  Some minor rearranging of the wording 

was agreed to and an addition to provide for situations where opportunities 

for restoration, maintenance and enhancement of the functioning of those 

features could occur.  Tonkin and Taylor (#970) supports the policy as 

notified, however, I consider the additions agreed to by the planning 

experts do not detract from the original intention of the policy but add to it.  

All other submitters to this policy were represented at the planning 

caucusing including Case (#957).  The wording agreed to is reflected in 

both Attachment A and C.   

 

5.2.7 Policy – Awareness of natural hazards 

 

10.33 Policy 5.2.7a was supported by CDEM (#1186), Slemint (#1059) and 

Tonkin and Taylor (#970), and no changes to it were suggested by the 

expert planners during caucusing. CDEM and the Crown both consider 

references and links to CDEM Act should be included in the Proposal. As a 

general principle I do not consider it necessary to provide links to the 

CDEM Act in the Proposal as 'information only' references could cause 

confusion to some users.   The Insurance Council of New Zealand (#590) 

suggested that this policy could be implemented by listing all hazards 

identified in Objective 5.1.1 (as notified) on Land Information Memoranda 

(LIM).  

  

10.34 Policy 5.2.7a is largely implemented in the pRDP by mapping known 

natural hazards as overlays on the planning maps to inform people about 

the natural hazards affecting their properties and surrounding area.  

However, it is also anticipated that Policies 5.2.7a and b will also be 

implemented by methods outside the requirements of the Plan, which 

includes placing information on LIM[s].  A comment about methods outside 

the Plan has been included in the proposed 'introduction' attached to the 

Agreed Statement by the expert planners (Attachment C).  For clarity in 

respect to this issue, I consider it appropriate to add to the introduction, in 
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the same place, the role of the planning maps in increasing awareness of 

natural hazard to individual property owners (Attachment A). 

 

10.35 In respect of submissions on 5.2.7b the Crown (#495), Ngai Tahu Property 

(#840), and Church Property Trustees were represented by expert 

planners and were party to agreed minor changes to this policy 

(Attachment C).  There are no other outstanding submissions on Policy 

5.2.7b and there is no need to consider further changes to that made in 

Attachment C. 

 

Submitters who requested changes to the flooding polices 

 

5.3.1 Policy - High flood hazard 

 

10.36 There was general agreement among the expert planners at caucusing on 

the wording of policy 5.3.1a and this is provided in Attachment C.  It was 

also agreed that the term high flood hazard should be underlined as it is a 

term defined in Chapter 2.  The definition does not include reference to the 

identification of high flood hazards on the planning maps and it was agreed 

this would be helpful.  These changes are shown in Attachment C. 

 

10.37 Other submissions generally supported this policy but sought that there be 

rules to accompany it (Insurance Council of New Zealand, #590).  The 

rules in respect to this policy are being developed at a later stage. 

 

5.3.2 Policy – Flood protection works 

 

10.38 No changes were proposed to Policy 5.3.2a, 5.3.2b and 5.3.2c in planner 

caucusing. The Insurance Council of New Zealand (#590) supported this 

policy.  Additional submissions (Haughey, #195, Burwood Community 

Board, #375) requesting the addition of a clause (d) to refer to erecting 

stopbanks has been considered in the evidence of Graham Harrington.  I 

recommend these submissions be rejected.  The submission of the Isaac 

Conservation and Wildlife Trust (#704) is also dealt with in the evidence of 

Mr Harrington. The submission is recommended to be accepted in part 

given the general agreement with the comments.  However, I consider it 

unnecessary to add the words requested. 
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5.3.3 Policy – Protection of flood storage and overflow areas 

 

10.39 Only minor changes and a footnote were proposed and agreed to in 

respect to Policy 5.3.3a in planner caucusing.  All submitters to this policy 

were represented at the planner caucusing except Riccarton Community 

Board (#254) Hasson (#979) and Van Asch (#1062).  Mediation is being 

proposed in respect to the outstanding issue of adding the Halswell River 

Basin Catchment to the list of ponding areas within Policy 5.3.3a. 

 

10.40 The matters for the Halswell River Basin have not been included in this 

stage of the District Plan review. Work is intended to be completed for the 

Halswell River Basin in the future and is currently not sufficiently robust to 

include it in Stage 1.  It is noted that the Halswell River Basin is not 

technically a ponding area as per the others listed in policy 5.3.3a which 

serve to detain water in a storm event to protect development immediately 

downstream.  I have discussed this with Mr Graham Harrington who has 

confirmed that the Halswell River Basin is largely included in the draft high 

flood hazard areas being identified for Stage 2 of the District Plan Review.  

The high flood hazard areas of the District are likely to contain controls 

similar in effect to the ponding areas.  

 

10.41 The amendment sought by Van Asch (#1062) to Policy 5.3.3a is not 

considered necessary in respect to enhancing flood storage capacity and 

function of natural floodplains. However, the proposed changes to general 

policy 5.2.6a may provide the relief this submitter seeks. 

 

5.3.4 Policy – Flood damage mitigation by raising floor levels 

 

10.42 The majority of the issues in respect to Policy 5.3.4a and Policy 5.3.4b 

have been dealt with by agreed wording in the planner caucusing. The 

submission by Cashmere Park Trust (#328) is dealt with in the evidence of 

Mr Harrington. In respect to the submission by Tower Insurance (#539) 

which requests an exemption to the floor levels for buildings being repaired 

or replaced as part of the 2010 and 2011 Canterbury Earthquakes, this 

issue will be discussed under the Flood Rules.  I consider that it is not 
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necessary to alter the policy and that part of their submission is 

recommended to be rejected. 

 

5.3.5 Policy – Repair of earthquake damaged land 

 

10.43 Submissions on this policy are dealt with in the evidence of Mr Andrew 

Long. 

 

Submitters who requested changes to the policies for geotechnical hazard 

and risks for flat areas of the district 

 

5.4.1 Policy – Geotechnical risk including liquefaction susceptibility 

 

10.44 The expert planners propose a number of agreed changes to Policy 5.4.1a 

and 5.4.1b which improved the wording of the policy and make it clear that 

assessment of plan changes for rezoning, and both land use and 

subdivision consents were included in policy 5.4.1b.  The nature and scale 

of proposed development as well as the susceptibility of the land to 

liquefaction would also be made clearer as a consideration in the policy.  

  

10.45 The majority of submitters were represented in the expert planner 

caucusing; those who were not included Tonkin and Taylor (#970) and the 

Insurance Council of New Zealand (#590).  Their submissions are 

discussed in the evidence of Mr Peter Kingsbury, who amongst other 

things discusses the agreement reached by the liquefaction experts in 

respect to the provision of a guidance document (Attachment B). I note 

that the technical experts on liquefaction considered the use of the words 

'geotechnical risk' was correct.  Overall, I recommend that the support of 

the Insurance Council of New Zealand (#590) be accepted and the relief 

sought by Tonkin and Taylor (#970) be rejected.  Words in respect to the 

guidance document are found in Attachment C.  

 

5.4.2 Policy - Management of Geotechnical Risks 

 

10.46 Proposed Minor changes to Policy 5.4.2a and 5.4.2b were agreed to by the 

expert planners in their caucusing.  The Insurance Council of New Zealand 

(#590) generally supported these two polices in their submission, but 
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expressed a desire for greater definition of “adequately remedied or 

mitigated” and “appropriately identified and assessed”.  The liquefaction 

experts agreed that a guidance document outside the Plan could assist in 

the providing guidance on the various types of ground improvement and 

land performance that could be achieved on liquefiable land.  I consider 

that this guidance document could provide the relief that the Insurance 

Council is looking for, while noting that this document is not intended to be 

part of the pRDP.   

 

10.47 Tonkin and Taylor (#970) consider that the title should read “geotechnical 

hazards” instead of “geotechnical risks”.  This view was not supported by 

the technical experts when asked during the meeting with the joint 

planners during caucusing.   

 

Submitters who requested changes to the policies for slope instability areas 

 

5.5.1 - 5.5.4 Policies relating to areas potentially affected by cliff collapse; rockfall or 

boulder roll; mass movement; and slope instability areas not already identified as 

cliff collapse, rockfall or mass movement (remainder of Port Hills and Banks 

Peninsula)  

 

10.48 The original notified words in this group of polices were agreed to by the 

expert planners with the exception of minor word changes as shown in 

Attachment C.  Those changes were principally to remove the words “in 

areas subject to” and replace it with “where it will result in”. in each of 

Policies 5.5.1a, 5.5.2a, and 5.5.3a; delete the words “in areas” in Policy 

5.5.2b, 5.5.3b; and to include the words  “where appropriate” and 

“including infrastructure” in policy 5.5.4a (Attachment C).  However, 

additional policies to those notified were proposed by planners 

representing infrastructure providers and supported by Environment 

Canterbury’s planner. There was not agreement amongst the planners in 

relation to those new polices proposed.  I discuss that matter in more detail 

at paragraph 10.59 below. I now address the matters raised by other 

submitters not party to the caucusing. 

 

10.49 A number of submitters were concerned that these polices did not consider 

differing life risks associated with activities based on level of occupancy, 
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such as horticultural versus residential (Griffin, #1094).  Another submitter 

suggests the 10-4 AIFR has no basis for what the community perceives as 

intolerable (Tonkin and Taylor, #970).  The latter issue is dealt with in more 

detail in the evidence of Mr Taig.  I note however that there are wider 

issues that need to be addressed under the RMA and my evidence 

addresses these matters in making a recommendation as to the most 

appropriate planning approach. 

 

10.50 From a planners perspective it is important to recognise that residential 

occupancy is an important criteria in developing the risk models and accept 

that the risk will be overstated for activities with no one living site and for 

people who only work on the site.  However, it is this factor that has been 

taken into consideration in determining the appropriate activity status for 

certain activities in Activity Table 5.10.1 (the slope instability rules), and/or 

a factor that will be taken into consideration in the assessment of resource 

consents.  For example an unoccupied new utility building in CHMA 2 is 

likely to be granted resource consent provided a geotechnical assessment 

can support it, but resource consent for a new dwelling where the risk is 

confirmed at 10-4 or greater is unlikely to. 

   

10.51 Overall, in terms of the approach adopted, I acknowledge that the risk 

models are based on the hazard first, but it also considers other factors 

such as occupancy and whether the population at hand will be exposed to 

aftershocks. Any particular rockfall hazard may extend down the hill from 

10-1 to 10-6.  It still may not be sensible to put certain activities in a rockfall 

hazard location without appropriate consideration of many factors, 

particularly the parts of a site that are considered to be at a high risk. 

 

10.52 The Port Hills Property Owners Group (#847), Theobold Holdings Limited 

(#921), Lyttelton Group(#792), Borren and Cotterill (#830), Connor 

(#1097), Mason (#603), Larson (#680), Gurnsey (#694), Slemint (#1059) 

Taylors Mistake Association (#1058) and Campbell (#10750, request that 

new polices be added to provide for situations where intolerable risk to life 

can be mitigated, and a number of alternative wordings are provided.   

 

10.53 The resource consent process is the appropriate place to consider 

mitigation and the Plan provides for that.  Mitigation when implemented 
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could have the effect of reducing the life risk below that which is 

considered intolerable, and it is important that conditions of consent are put 

in place to ensure that any mitigation is maintained and monitored into the 

future, particularly when the property is on sold and the source of the 

hazard remains.  I consider it more appropriate to retain the wording as 

proposed in polices 5.5.1a, 5.5.2a and 5.5.3a, as altering them as 

suggested will send a message that mitigation could result in alteration of 

the mapped slope instability hazard management areas.   

 

10.54 I recommend that the submissions of The Port Hills Property Owners 

Group (#847), Theobold Holdings Limited (#921), Lyttelton Group(#792), 

Borren and Cotterill (#830), Connor (#1097), Mason (#603), Larson (#680), 

Gurnsey (#694), Slemint (#1059) Taylors Mistake Association (#1058) and 

Campbell (#1075) in respect to their request to delete or alter the slope 

instability policies (noting that there is other evidence from the Council that 

accepts moving hazard lines in relation to some of these submissions) be 

rejected. I recommend that the support given to these policies from the 

Insurance Council of New Zealand (#590) is recommended to be accepted. 

 

5.5.4 Policy – Slope instability in areas not already identified as cliff collapse, 

rockfall or mass movement (remainder of Port Hills and Banks Peninsula) 

 

10.55 As indicated above, only very minor changes to 5.5.4a are proposed by the 

expert planners in the agreed revision of the Natural Hazards Proposal.  

Radio New Zealand (#596) request that Policy 5.5.4a be deleted, stating 

that the blanket approach to require geotechnical assessment for all 

proposals in this area is unreasonable. It is noted that this policy is 

implemented through Activity Table 5.10.1 and is limited to subdivision and 

hazard mitigation works.  In addition the qualifier words “where 

appropriate” recommended through the expert planner caucusing 

(Attachment C) may also provide the relief the submitter is seeking. Given 

that the qualifier is suggested I recommend that this submission be 

accepted in part. 

 

10.56 Rouse (Cashmere Stream Care Group, #1053) requests that the words 

“and downstream environments” be added after the word “property’ in 

Policy 5.5.4a.  I do not consider this is a helpful addition as it is not clear 
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what these downstream environments are.  It may be helpful for the 

submitter to know that the matters of discretion open to the Council in 

considering resource consents pursuant to this policy include a 

consideration of drainage and sediment control measures and the visual 

impact of earthworks and/or hazard mitigation/protection works.  Since I do 

not support the proposed wording as stated in the submission I 

recommend that this submission be rejected. 

 

10.57 I turn now to the question of additional policies proposed by the 

infrastructure providers represented by planners at the expert caucusing.  I 

note at this stage that the Port of Lyttelton have requested mediation, 

which is to occur on 17 February 2015.  I further note that their planner 

attended the expert planning caucusing.  In their submission Port of 

Lyttelton requested the following policy be added to 5.5.1, 5.5.2 and 5.5.3: 

 

Provide for the repair, maintenance, use, and development of 

existing Critical Infrastructure in such areas. 

 

10.58 The wording included in the expert planner revised version, but not agreed 

to is as follows:  

 

(c) Recognise the need for the repair, maintenance, and use of 

existing infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, in 

areas potentially affected by (5.5.1c cliff collapse; 5.5.2c 

rockfall/boulder roll; 5.5.3c mass movement) 

 

10.59 It is unclear from above policy whether the word infrastructure is used in 

the same general sense as in Objective 5.1.1 or whether some other 

interpretation is being relied upon.  I note that it is not proposed to be 

underlined and would not make sense if it was (strategic infrastructure is 

not a subset of infrastructure in terms of the definition of infrastructure in 

the pRDP).  I further note that the definition of infrastructure in the RMA 

only relates to section 30 which is in relation to the functions of a Regional 

Council.  

 

10.60 I also have concerns about whether these additional policies are required 

given that it is really only restating what is providied in terms of existing use 
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rights Section 10 of the RMA.  The policies could be applied to a wider 

range of activities in that regard.  I consider that the general policy 5.2.2 

Critical Infrastructure proposed contains the words needed to ensure that 

the importance of critical infrastructure is recognised.  I further note that 

critical infrastructure is the wider definition compared with strategic 

infrastructure. 

 

10.61  It is my view that policies 5.5.1a, 5.5.2a and b and 5.5.3a and b will be 

effective in terms of providing a framework for implementing the status of a 

wide range of activities in these areas affected by cliff collapse, rockfall and 

mass movement.  The wording I prefer is provided in Attachment C. 

 

Policy 5.5.5 Policy – Hazard mitigation works for slope instability in the Port Hills 

and across Banks Peninsula 

 

10.62 All submitters on Policy 5.5.5a and 5.5.5b were represented at the 

planners caucusing.  The agreed wording is included in both Attachments 

A and C. 

 

Submitters who requested changes to the interim policy for coastal hazards 

to be further considered in phase 2 of the District Plan 

 

5.6.1 Policy - Climate Change and sea level rise 

 

10.63 The expert planning witnesses agreed that these two policies could be 

deleted as they are essentially place holders for work being completed on 

Stage 2 of the Plan review. 

 

10.64 The Burwood Community Board (#375) generally supports Policies 5.6.1a 

and 5.6.1b, while the Insurance Council of New Zealand (#590) would like 

“avoid” changed to “prohibited”.  The submission by Tonkin and Taylor 

(#970) requesting decoupling climate change and sea level rise is 

addressed in the evidence of Mr Graham Harrington.  The Hagley 

Ferrymead Community Board (#803) are concerned that there could be 

considerable areas of Christchurch that could become unusable due to 

coastal hazards and/or FLFMAs.  The concern of the Hagley Ferrymead 

Community Board will be fed into the consideration given to these policies 
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as they are further developed at a later stage.  In respect to the Insurance 

Council of New Zealand’s submission, I note that the words 'avoid' in 

district plan policies generally mean 'prohibited' or 'non-complying' in terms 

of activity status, and sends a strong planning direction to prevent future 

development.  However, given that the policy is recommended to be 

deleted in the Agreed Statement of the planners, I consider it appropriate 

to reject this submission at this time. 

 

Submitters who requested changes to 5.7 Policy - Multiple natural hazard areas 

 

10.65 During caucusing, the planning witnesses agreed that this policy should be 

moved to the general policies under Policy 5.2.4. No rewording of the 

Policy  was suggested by the planners, but it was rearranged to fit with the 

structure of Policy 5.2.4.  However, I have a concern about how the policy 

fits together overall now that it has been rearranged and some editing 

would assist.   

 

10.66 Comments were made on Policy 5.7 by the Insurance Council of New 

Zealand (#590), and Tonkin and Taylor (#970) but no rewording 

suggested.  The Taylors Mistake Association (#1058) sought deletion of 

the word “use” so that existing use rights are retained.  I note that this 

policy cannot remove existing use rights which is provided through section 

10 of the RMA.  It is recommended that the submissions above in support 

of this policy be accepted and the relief sought to delete the word “use” in 

the policy be rejected. 

 

Submitters who requested changes to the Flood hazard rules 

 

5.8.1.1 Permitted activities Recession plane exemption 

 

10.67 A number of submitters support the exemption given in respect to 

compliance with recession planes within the Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay 

(Institute of Architects (#307)).  However, some of those submitters (Eliot 

Sinclair, #928; Catholic Diocese #656; Integrated State Schools, #793; 

Church Property Trustees, #793); also consider that the exemption should 

apply over the entire FLFMA.  The exemption was applied to the Fixed 

Minimum Floor Overlay as a means of reducing resource consenting 
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where meeting the set minimum finished floor level for the site would 

provide permitted activity status.  I consider that this is one way that the 

pRDP could meet the requirements of the Statement of Expectations.  

However, I consider it inappropriate to provide for permitted activity status 

and still require compliance with recession planes, which would result in 

many cases with a consent being required anyway.  I also consider the 

exemption would signal the priority placed on raising floor levels as a 

means of increasing the City’s resilience.  

 

10.68 The relief sought in my view takes this a step further and seeks exemption 

from the recession plane rules in the remainder of the FLFMA, where a 

resource consent is required anyway.  In the current situation all minimum 

floor levels in the Flood Management Areas in the operative City Plan are 

set via the resource consent process (a restricted discretionary consent is 

required).  During this process consent planners often spend considerable 

time with home owners discussing how they can raise their floor levels with 

minimum impact on neighbours.  Extending the exemption to the “un-fixed” 

part of the FLFMA, where a restricted discretionary consent is required 

anyway, results in a lost opportunity to address those effects.  

 

Request for grandfather clause for rebuilds in progress caught by new floor 

levels 

 

10.69 Southern Response (#809) supported by IAG (FS 1438) and 11 others 

request that an exemption to the minimum floor level be included within 

Rule 5.8.1.1 which provides for rebuilds which have reached a certain 

stage in the rebuild process.  This issue was discussed in detail in planner 

caucusing and I note that informal mediation has occurred between 

Council representatives and the submitters' planning and legal 

representatives.  I agree that the matter can be accommodated in principle 

but there are issues with the wording currently being proposed.  The 

wording proposed is included in Attachment C and it is my understanding 

that the submitters will provide revised wording. 

 

10.70 Issues that the wording will need to address include how property owners 

currently required to comply with the FMA requirements in the Operative 

City Plan, will continue to be required to comply with those requirements, 
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and will only be able to use the exemption in the pRDP if the required floor 

level in the pRDP has increased.  A further issue to be addressed is 

determining an appropriate point through the rebuild process of a particular 

property where the exemption would apply.  The wording currently 

proposes this at the Project Information Memorandum stage, but in my 

view a more appropriate point is at when the Building Consent is issued.  It 

was also agreed that the wording should include an end date.  The 30 April 

2018 is considered appropriate. 

 

 Request for permitted activity standard throughout FLFMA 

 

10.71 A large number of submitters request that the all sites in the FLFMA be 

included in the Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay, so that the activity status is 

permitted if the set minimum floor level is achieved.  The reasons why only 

some FLFMA are included in the Fixed Minimum Floor Level Overlay has 

been discussed in the evidence of Ms  Brookland.  I agree that over time it 

may be possible to include more areas in the fixed area (Dudley Creek), 

but also that there will be some areas where this will not be practicable. 

 

10.72 During mediation with Southern Response (#809) and IAG (FS1438) and 

caucusing the issue with the planners, the explanation as to why not all 

areas were able to have fixed minimum floor prescribed and would 

continue to be  required to go through a consent process to enable the 

level to be set, was generally accepted.  Suggestions were made that, 

given many applicants would comply with the minimum floor level 

determined for their site, a streamlined consenting process could be set 

up.  My understanding is that the process is already streamlined and many 

of the matters for discretion are not assessed in applications where the 

required floor level is met.   A note has been added through the planners 

agreed statement formalising that Council’s practice will be to set aside the 

other assessment matters where the minimum floor level is being adopted.  

 

Requests for permitted activity status for “non-habitable buildings” and 

utilities 

 

10.73 A number of requested additions to the list of permitted activities were 

discussed at the planners caucusing.  After a long discussion and various 
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wordings being rejected, “utilities” were added (as defined in the pRDP). 

While this wording addresses many of the concerns of submitters (Orion 

#922, Spark #363, Chorus #364), it does not address those submissions 

that requested permitted activity status for “non-habitable buildings 

designed to be impervious” (Rockgas #397, Church Property Trustees 

#793). However I consider that the amendments sought, including the 

addition of LPG storage tanks, will satisfy the relief sought by Rockgas.  If 

the Church Property Trustees still seek permitted activity status it would be 

helpful if they provide a list of the types of buildings they consider should 

not be required to comply with minimum floor levels so they can be 

appropriately considered  

 

10.74 Smith (1471) requests that a 1 in 100 year rainfall event be used instead of 

1 in 200 rainfall event as the rule is double the present 1 in 50 year rainfall 

event used.  This is not correct, the operative City Plan already has Flood 

Management Areas which prescribe minimum floor levels based on a 1 in 

200 year event.  However, the area of the FLFMA has increased over the 

City from what was in the operative City Plan, and it may be that the 

submitter’s site was not previously captured in the modelling.  I further note 

that it is a statutory direction under the CRPS to implement mitigation of a 

1 in 200 year flood event across the district, with no provision to adopt a 

lower value.  I have discussed this earlier in my evidence.  This submission 

is recommended to be rejected for the reason stated above. 

 

10.75 The City Plan Team during “dial-a-planner” and at the public drop-ins set 

up after notification received many questions from the public on the effect 

of the rules when only a small part of the site was affected by the FLFMA 

Overlay.  Leigh (#435) requests confirmation that minimum floor levels will 

only apply on that part of their site at 30 Blair Avenue, identified in the 

overlay on Planning Map 24 as the rest of the site is higher.  I can confirm 

that the rules only apply to that part of the site affected by the overlay. A 

building can be erected on the higher part of this site outside the FLFMA 

without a resource consent. 
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Submitters who requested their site be removed from the FLFMA 

 

10.76 The flood caucusing confirmed agreement amongst the technical experts 

in respect to appropriateness of the flood modelling that has produced the 

FLFMA on the planning maps.  However, a number of submitters did not 

dispute the modelling per se but whether the mapping of the boundary was 

necessary, accurate or appropriate on their specific site.  Some submitters 

requested removal of the FLFMA from their site due to concerns it would 

de-value their property.   

 

10.77 Submitters who requested changes to the boundaries of the FLFMA fall 

into five main categories: 

 

(a) submitters whose properties are located on the edges of the 

FLFMA and have a very small proportion of their site affected and 

seek removal of the FLFMA (see Attachment F). 

(b) submitters whose properties are located on the edges of the 

FLFMA and have a larger proportion of their site affected and 

seek removal of the FLFMA.  

(c) submitters whose properties are located on the edges of the 

FLFMA and dispute the digitised arrangement of the extent of the 

hazard layer on their sites and seek removal of the FLFMA.  Some 

of these are also in Category (a) or (b). 

(d) submitters who consider the modelling has not identified specific 

topographic or structural features associated with their site (for 

example: retaining walls) and dispute the site will be subject to 

flooding in a 1 in 200 year flood event. Some of these are also in 

Category (a) or (b). 

(e) Discrete sites, which are large and  which seek removal of the 

19FLFMA. 

 

10.78 The flood caucusing group agreed that the FLFMA expression on the 

planning maps was an accurate representation of what the flood model 

produces and the boundaries of the FLFMA should be retained.   

Ms Brookland discusses this in her evidence.   

                                                   
19

 Evidence in Chief of Iris Brookland, paragraph 5.3. 
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10.79 I have sympathy with this view from a technical perspective. In her 

assessment of all the requests to remove the FLFMA Ms Brookland found 

only one site where the FLFMA would not extend onto the property when 

mapped to topography with finer resolution.  

 

10.80 As expressed in the background section of this evidence, previously the 

Council corrected to cadastral boundaries and this meant representation of 

the actual flood modelling was cruder and included whole properties when 

only a small part of the site was affected.  Consent was required in some 

cases even when it was clear the site was above the required levels.  In 

this review effort has been made to allow the rules to operate where the 

hazard falls, rather than capturing the whole site.   

 

10.81 However, from a planning perspective I consider those submitters whose 

properties fall within category (a) above should have the relief they seek 

accepted and the boundary should be adjusted so that the FLFMA falls 

outside the property boundary.  I consider this is appropriate because in 

most practical instances the rule will not apply as the dwelling is unlikely to 

be located in the small part of the site captured by the FLFMA (taking into 

consideration setbacks) and that the rest (majority) of the site is high 

enough to be outside the FLFMA extent (and hence above any floor level 

required).  Filling in those small parts are also likely to have minimal effects 

on flooding at the furthest (shallow) extent of the FLFMA, and in many 

cases would meet the permitted activity rule.   

 

10.82 For Category (b) the FLFMA boundary should be retained largely where it 

lies.  This will ensure that an appropriate minimum finished floor level is 

provided for dwellings proposed to be located in the FLFMA portion of the 

site.  

 

10.83 The digitised boundary of the FLFMA was the subject of a smaller number 

of submissions but was also commented on informally through the 

consultation process.  I accept that square boundaries are not what the 

surface expression of the water will look like in a 1 in 200 year flood event. 

I have had discussions with our Senior GIS Consultant and a possible 

solution to the ‘unrealistic’ expression of the modelled FLFMA on the 
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ground has been suggested (note I do not consider that as an expression 

of the modelling it is unrealistic to have the digitised squares, it is what it 

is).  The solution involves developing a “Rule” to be applied consistently 

across the whole of the boundary of the FLFMA that would have the effect 

of smoothing out the digitised blocks through the midpoint of each square, 

but also dropping the boundary back (5m, 4m or 2m depending on the 

modelled outputs) so that no additional areas result from the smoothing.  

This is depicted Attachment G. 

 

10.84 Requests in Categories four and five require a site verification visit and 

have been dealt with in the evidence of Ms Brookland.  I rely on her 

evidence in respect to them and agree with her recommendations. 

 

Request that relevant models be stated instead of models listed in Rule 

5.8.1.1 and 5.8.3.1. 

 

10.85 Eliot Sinclair (#928) request that the wording be changed in 5.8.1.1 and 

5.8.3.1 to refer to the “relevant models”  rather than relying on the ones 

listed.  In terms of the RMA this is not appropriate and may be considered 

ultra vires.  This is because a permitted activity rule must have certainty 

and leave no doubt whether or not the activity meets the permitted 

conditions.  If the models were not fixed in time to a particular version, they 

could be updated, resulting in compliance one day and not the next.  

Consequently I recommend that this submission be rejected. 

 

Matters of discretion for Restricted Discretionary Activities - a number of 

submitters request additions to the matters of discretion for Rule 5.8.1.2, and 

5.8.3.2. 

 

10.86 Fletcher Building (#1173) suggests a number of alternative words and 

additions and deletions to the matters over which the Council will reserve 

its discretion.  I have assessed the additions proposed and do not consider 

that they are needed and would amount to a duplication of the matters of 

discretion already listed. In respect to the proposed deletion of discretion to 

consider the effect on neighbouring properties it is considered that this 

matter of discretion could be better worded, but the submission appears to 

misunderstand that the part of the intention of the matter as currently 
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drafted would be to allow consideration of a lower floor level in 

circumstances such as a special heritage street, but noting the other 

matters of discretion in respect to alternative mitigation.  Further 

clarification from the submitter might assist to provide better wording.  

  

10.87 Case (#957) request an addition to the matter of discretion to 5.8.2.1 

RD1(c) and RD5a iii.  While I do not consider the first addition to be 

necessary I do consider that the amendment to RD5a iii which includes a 

consideration of the provision of alternative storage capacity where land 

requires filling is appropriate.  I have included the proposed amendment by 

Case (#957) with slight changes to the wording in Attachment A. 

 

Submitters who requested changes to the liquefaction rules 

 

Activity status of subdivision in LAA1 and LAA2 (Rule 5.9.2) 

 

10.88 Orchard Trust (768), Kennaway Park Joint Venture Partnership (787), Port 

of Lyttelton (915), and Memorial Avenue Investments (917) seek a 

controlled activity status for subdivision in LAA1.  In addition Christchurch 

International Airport Limited (863) and Waterloo Park (920) seek controlled 

activity status for subdivision in LAA2. The submitters consider that a 

controlled activity status is appropriate to allow for consideration of and 

imposition of conditions to address potential for liquefaction. They state 

that an activity status which allows for decline of consent is not appropriate 

where the subdivision is consistent with the zoning applied to a site. 

 

10.89 It is appropriate that subdivision in LAA1 is provided for as a restricted 

discretionary activity and that areas susceptible to liquefaction are 

assessed to reduce risk associated with the hazard.  This is in line with the 

recommendations of the Royal Commission of Inquiry into the Canterbury 

Earthquakes.  Controlled activity status for subdivision in the land area of 

the City covered by LAA1 would be a status quo provision.  I consider that 

it is important to have the ability to decline applications for subdivision 

consent on the basis that the level of mitigation being proposed is 

inadequate to address the liquefaction hazard identified for the site. 
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10.90 The issue of controlled subdivision for LAA2 is an issue for the Subdivision 

Proposal generally, where there are no controlled subdivision activities 

proposed. 

 

Submitters who requested changes to the slope instability rules 

 

 Rule Table 5.10.1 

 

10.91 A large number of submitters requested changes to the status of activities 

in Rule 5.10.1.  In many cases this change in status requested was 

alternative relief if their request to remove the property from the respective 

cliff collapse, rockfall or mass movement area was not accepted.  The 

exception to this was some of the infrastructure providers who mainly 

sought the addition of specific activities to the table and a change of status 

rather than removal of the hazard overlays.  The Port of Lyttelton (#915) 

requests a separate activity status table which will be the subject of 

mediation with the Council on 17 February. 

 

10.92 Rule 5.10.1 was the subject of discussion at the expert planners 

caucusing.  Agreement was reached on the addition of two new columns 

one for “replacement and upgrading of infrastructure including earthworks 

associated with these works” and another for “development of new 

infrastructure”.  For clarity I consider that the words “existing” should be 

added before “infrastructure” in the first and infrastructure should be 

underlined, as per the Planners Agreed Statement (Attachment C) to both 

these activities.  I have added that to my revised version in Attachment A.  

Agreement could not be reached at caucusing on the status of these 

additional activities. 

 

10.93 In terms of replacement and upgrading of existing infrastructure (using the 

ordinary meaning of “replacement and upgrading”) I consider that restricted 

discretionary activity status sends the wrong message for the long term 

presence of these activities in CHMA 1 and CHMA 2, RHMA 1 and 

MMHMA1.  The slope hazard experts agreed statement says the following. 

 

“We have discussed the proposed prohibited and some non-

complying activity status for specific industrial areas including the 
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land owned by Lyttelton Port of Christchurch, strategic fuel 

storage facilities and Lyttelton to Woolston fuel pipeline.  It is 

recognised that industrial activity and critical infrastructure has a 

different risk profile from residential activity, and that some 

activities like routine maintenance, hazard mitigation and limited 

new work required to maintain the operational status of key 

existing facilities should not require an “onerous” consenting 

regime.  Council should review the activity status in light of this 

concern.” (see point 9, page 2 of the slope experts agreed 

statement in Attachment B). 

 

10.94 The use of the words “routine maintenance, hazard mitigation and limited 

new work required to maintain the operational status of key existing 

facilities”, does not mean the same as “replacement and upgrading of 

existing infrastructure”.  In my view it is close to what is already provided 

for in column f which is a less onerous consenting regime.   

 

10.95 The slope hazard experts are clearly still concerned with the long term 

presence of these facilities in these locations when they state “routine 

maintenance” and “limited new work to maintain the operational status of 

key existing facilities”.  I further note that hazard mitigation works to protect 

infrastructure are already provided a less “onerous” consenting regime in 

the table.  I consider activity status similar to that for “hazard mitigation 

works to protect infrastructure…” in column d, would be more appropriate, 

if suitable definitions can be agreed upon to restrain what might be able to 

occur under the terms “replacement and upgrading”.   

 

10.96 There may be overlap with what is considered “development of new 

infrastructure” (proposed new column) and this needs further consideration 

as well.  I have included the activity status I consider appropriate in 

Attachment A.  The infrastructure providers are in a better position to 

provide suitable definitions in terms of what work they need to be able to 

achieve in the short, medium and long term in these locations. 

 

10.97 I consider that similar problems with definitions exist with column (f) as 

there is no definition in the plan in respect to what constitutes “repair” or 

“maintenance”.  I also consider that repair and maintenance of existing 
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infrastructure is covered under existing use rights in terms of the RMA.  I 

understand that the intent of including this in the table was to make it clear 

that repairs and maintenance that fall beyond the scope of existing use 

rights and the associated earthworks would require consent in CHMA1, 

RHMA1 and MMHMA1 given the high risks associated with these areas as 

I note these activities are listed as permitted in the other hazard 

management areas.   

 

10.98 Wintrob (#736), the Port Hills Property Group (#847) and others seek to 

amend RHMA1 and CHMA2 from non-complying to discretionary and 

RHMA2 from discretionary to restricted discretionary in terms of residential 

buildings, and is alternative relief sought if removal of the respective sites 

from the hazard overlays is not provided.   

 

10.99 The areas of CHMA2 and RHMA1 and RHMA2 are all subject to a high 

level of risk of rockfall and I do not consider that it is appropriate to reduce 

the status of residential activities as requested.  Mr Tony Taig discusses 

the level of risk in these areas in his evidence and responses to it.  I agree 

with Mr Taig that the position of the Council is less conservative than many 

other communities which experience this level of risk.  To reduce the 

activity status further is not appropriate in my view. 

 

Issues with Lanes and Accessways captured by the Rules 

 

10.100 A large number of submitters request that it be made clear that the CHMA 

does not apply to land that is not within a property’s net site area.  The 

same submitters also request clarification that if only a small part of the site 

is in the RHMA or other hazard zones then the rules will not apply across 

the whole site.   

 

10.101 In respect to the latter issue, the rules are written to apply to the activity 

where the activity falls within the respective hazard areas.  If the activity is 

not located in a hazard area then the rule does not apply to it.  This means 

that if half of a site is located in RHMA1 and the other half is not, then a 

dwelling located in the half that is not in the RHMA1 does not need to 

comply with the relevant rules.   
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10.102 This explanation may assist in relation to the first question above.  The 

same issue would apply to an accessway.  Only activities in the table to do 

with earthworks, or hazard mitigations works for example will apply in the 

accessways that have a hazard overlay on them.  Building are not usually 

located on narrow accessways and hence would not be caught by the rule 

if it is only the accessway that is affected by the overlay.  

  

Reduced Seismicity 

 

10.103 A number of submitters are concerned that the rules do not acknowledge 

the published work of McKay & Quigley in respect to rockfall research at 

Rapaki and its relevance to the current GNS seismicity model.   Essentially 

these submissions are concerned with seismicity reducing over time and 

the credibility of the modelling underpinning the rules.  This issue has been 

dealt with in the slope hazard experts agreed statement (supplementary 

paragraph) and in the evidence of Dr Mark Yetton and Dr Matt 

Gerstenberger. 

 

Farm Tracks  

 

10.104 Garing (# 1092) and Stevens (282) are concerned with the lack of 

provision for normal farming activities in Rule 5.10.1 including farm track 

construction.  I consider that it would be appropriate to provide for farming 

activities such as farm tracks as currently they fall into the “any other 

activity not otherwise listed” and this category may be too onerous in 

RHMA1, RHMA2 and MMHMA 2 & 3.   

 

10.105 However, I would still consider a consent should be required in all rockfall, 

mass movement and cliff collapse areas with the remainder of the Port 

Hills and Banks Peninsula area deferring to the rules for the zone, to be 

developed in stage two.   I have shown this suggestion in Attachment A.  If 

acceptable some additional matters for discretion may be required to be 

developed. Overall, I recommend that this submission be accepted in part. 
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Matters of discretion 

 

10.106 Radio New Zealand (#596) seek to add a further matter of discretion in 

relation to utility operators.  The proposed wording is as follows: 

 

“viii. where relevant the need to protect or enable the operation and 

facilities of network operations” 

 

I do not consider adding this new assessment matter it is necessary.  The 

other matters of discretion are broader (see ii and iii) than this and would 

enable consideration the risk to the operation and facilities of most existing 

activities, not just network operations.   

 

Assessment Matters 

 

10.107 Heritage New Zealand requests that the word “historical” be replaced with 

historic”. I recommend that this be accepted (see revised version in 

Attachment A.) 

 

10.108 MBIE through its submission with the Crown (#495) and Tonkin and Taylor 

(#970) request amendment to the assessment matter 5.10.3 a.v B so that it 

is clear that other methods other than the AIFR metric can be used to 

determine whether the hazard mitigation works will reduce risk to tolerable 

levels.  I have accepted the merit of this submission and proposed some 

wording in Attachment A.  MBIE also request the removal of “and 

assessments” on the advice note in 5.11 that encourage information to be 

placed on the Canterbury Geotechnical Database, and I have included that 

revised wording in Attachment A. 

 

10.109 Craig (#4) seeks deletion of the words “or modification of ecosystems or 

natural character, or adverse landscape and visual effects.” from 

assessment matter a.vii.  Discretionary activity status allows for the 

assessment of all relevant effects on the environment of a proposed 

activity, consequently, whether or not this assessment matter is removed, it 

is still a matter that can be considered under Section 104 of the RMA. 
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11. OTHER SUBMITTERS' CONCERNS 

 

11.1 Radford and Odering (#726 & 729) consider the rockfall management 

zoning is not site specific enough, and needs to be reviewed within 10 

years.  The also state that the rock blasting work carried out between the 

February 2011 and June 2011 earthquakes to remove some of the loose 

rock above their land has not been allowed for.  Dr Yetton deals with these 

issues in his evidence, except for the issue of the request for the 10 year 

review period.  The district plan is required under the RMA to be reviewed 

at least ten years after it is made operative, there is also provision in the 

RMA for changes to be made earlier than this through the Plan Change 

Process.  Consequently I consider it is appropriate to accept this part of the 

request by Odering and Radford. 

 

11.2 The Council has requested some very minor changes to planning map 54 

and planning map legend.  These are included in Attachment A.  

Reference to Hazard Line 1 has been removed from the information 

section of the legend and “1” has been added to the reference to Cliff 

Hazard Management Area.  The map corrects and minor error to the Cliff 

Hazard Management Area 2 at Boulder Bay. 

 

 

Janice Carter 

13 February 2015 

 

Evidence of Janice Carter with attachments
submitter 310

page 64



 

25843382_1.doc  65 
 

Attachment A 

Recommended changes to Natural Hazards Proposal 
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Key: 
 
This is the amended position of the Council as per the Council's Evidence in Chief (dated 13 
February 2015): 
 
The following text is from the notified version of the proposed Christchurch City Council 
Replacement District Plan.  It has been amended as follows: 
 

1) As a result of Council's submission (#310) – additions are underlined in black text and 
deletions are struck through in black text; 
 

2) As a result of the Planner's expert witness caucusing statement dated 29 January 2015, 
where the Council supports those changes – additions are underlined in light blue text 
and deletions are struck through in light blue text; and 

 
3) As a result of Council's consideration of submissions – additions are underlined in red 

text and deletions are struck through in red text. 
 

For clarity, note that this document also contains dark blue text and underlined green text.  This 
text is as it appears in the notified proposals and indicates links to key documents and links to 
definitions respectively (ie it does not represent amendments). 
 
Where additional text, proposed through (1), (2) or (3) above, contains a word that is to be linked 
to a definition in Chapter 2 of the proposed Replacement District Plan.  In that situation, a 
comment box has been added stating "defined word" to indicate that it should be linked to the 
definition.  
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Introduction to Chapter 5 Natural Hazards 
 
Introduction 
 
The Natural Hazards Chapter is focused on identifying natural hazards affecting 
the district, increasing public awareness of those natural hazards and providing 
an appropriate district planning framework for reducing the risk to the 
community over the long term.   
The natural hazards that this District is particularly concerned with include: 
 

 intense rainfall events causing flooding from rivers, streams, overland 
flow and lakes; 

 earthquakes; 

 liquefaction; 

 cliff collapse, rockfall or boulder roll, and mass movement; 

 tsunami; 

 inundation from the sea and storm surge; 

 coastal erosion; 

 fire; 

 exacerbation of some of the hazards above through climate change and 
sea level rise; and 

 multiple hazards consisting of combinations of the above. 
 

The Chapter includes provisions in respect to flooding, liquefaction and slope 
instability as part of  Phase 1 of the District Plan Review as these were identified 
as the priority natural hazards in the recovery process.   
The chapter is structured with objectives (outcomes the Plan seeks to achieve), 
followed by general polices (how the objectives will be achieved) and a more 
detailed set of policies on each of the priority natural hazards of flooding, 
liquefaction and slope instability.  The objectives and policies are generally 
implemented by Rules in this District Plan.   These Rules are primarily found in 
the Natural Hazards Chapter.  The exceptions to this are where the policies: 
 

 Are implemented by rules in other parts of the Plan; 

 Are supported by Rules to be provided in Phase 2 of the District Plan 
Review; and 

 Provide guidance in the consideration of plan changes such as rezoning 
of land. 

The Rules section of the Natural Hazards Chapter is divided into the three priority 
natural hazards discussed above.  Rule 5.8 deals with Flood Hazard, Rule 5.9 
with Liquefaction and 5.10 with Slope Instability.  Natural Hazard overlays are 
identified in the Planning Maps and identify the relevant rules at the property 
level.  A section on information requirements for plan changes and resource 
consent applications is provided in Section 5.11. 
 
A key policy (Policy 5.2.7) refers to the need for increased awareness of natural 
hazards and to encourage people to include measures beyond those afforded by 
existing use rights under the Resource Management Act 1991.  Policy 5.2.7a is 
primarily implemented through identifying properties subject to natural hazards 
on the planning maps, while the Plan anticipates that methods to achieve policy 
5.2.7b will occur outside the Plan requirements. 
There are a number of concepts used in this Chapter not found elsewhere in the 
district plan.  An explanation of some of these key concepts is provided below.  
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These explanations are intended only to assist in understanding the policies and 
are not definitions in themselves. 
 
Key Concepts 
 
Intolerable risk to life safety: 
 
In terms of the policies in the Plan intolerable risk to life safety is a concept used 
to explain the point where it is considered that the risk to life is so great that it 
should not be put up with (or development that would put that life at risk, 
provided for).   
A metric used in this Plan for Slope Instability Hazard is the Annual Individual 
Fatality Risk (AIFR) which is defined in this Plan as “the probability or likelihood 
that an individual will be killed at their place of residence in any one year as a 
result of cliff collapse, rockfall or mass movement.” 

 
An intolerable risk to life safety is largely a judgement call that will differ 
depending on circumstances. Using the AIFR metric an AIFR of 10

-4
 (chance of 1 

in 10,000 of death from rockfall, cliff collapse, mass movement) may be 
considered intolerable level of risk to life for normal residential activity, but for a 
preschool or greenfield development it might be considered to be appropriately 
determined as being 10

-5
 (1 in 100,000 chance of death).  The AIFR used in this 

Plan is modelled using residential occupancy as a key component.  
Consequently, for the likes of a utility building or structure with no people 
occupying it, the residential AIFR is unlikely to be an appropriate metric.  The 
risk to life safety in these situations is a consideration largely during the 
construction period and periods of maintenance. 

 
Mapping in the District Plan has used the AIFR metric of 10

-4 
and operates as an 

alert layer that is the trigger point for resource consents for known areas subject 
to cliff collapse, rockfall and mass movement.  This enables geotechnical 
assessment of the life safety risk to occur before new development takes place. 
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Chapter 5 Natural Hazards (part) 
 

Contents 

 

5.1  Natural hazards objectives 

5.1.1  Objective  Reduced risk 

5.1.2  Objective  Awareness of natural hazards 

5.1.3  Objective  Repair of earthquake damaged land 

 

5.2  General natural hazards policies 

5.2.1  Policy  Avoid development where there is unacceptable or intolerable 
risk 

5.2.2  Policy  Critical infrastructure 

5.2.3  Policy  Restrict land use to avoid or mitigate hazards 

5.2.4  Policy  Precautionary approach 

5.2.5  Policy  Worsening, adding or tTransferring hazard risk 

5.2.6  Policy  Natural features providing hazard resilience 

5.2.7  Policy  Awareness of natural hazards 

 

5.3  Policies for flooding 

5.3.1  Policy  High flood hazard 

5.3.2  Policy  Flood protection works 

5.3.3  Policy  Protection of flood storage and overflow areas 

5.3.4  Policy  Flood damage mitigation by raising floor levels 

5.3.5  Policy  Repair of earthquake damaged land 

 

5.4  Policies for managing risk from geotechnical hazards and risks for flat areas of 
the district 

5.4.1  Policy  Geotechnical risk including liquefaction susceptibility 

5.4.2  Policy  Management of geotechnical risks on flat land 

 

5.5  Policies for slope instability areas 

5.5.1  Policy  Areas subject to an intolerable risk to life safety from potential 
cliff collapse 

5.5.2  Policy  Areas potentially affected by rockfall or boulder roll 

5.5.3 Policy  Areas potentially affected by mass movement 

5.5.4  Policy  Slope instability in areas not already identified as cliff collapse, 
rock fall or mass movement (remainder of Port Hills and Banks Peninsula) 

5.5.5  Policy  Hazard mitigation works for slope instability in the Port Hills and 
across Banks Peninsula 

 

5.6  Interim policy for coastal hazards (to be further considered in Phase 2 of the 
District Plan Review) 

5.6.1 Policy  Climate change and sea level rise 
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5.7  Policy  Multiple natural hazard areas 

 

5.8  Flood hazard rules 

5.8.1  Residential zones  Activities and earthworks in Floor Level and Fill 
Management Areas 

5.8.2  Repair of land used for residential purposes damaged by earthquakes 
within a Floor Level and Fill Management Area (provisions previously 
introduced under s27 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act to the 
Operative Plan). 

5.8.3  Commercial and industrial zones  Activities and earthworks in Floor 
Level and Fill Management Areas 

 

5.9  Liquefaction rules 

5.9.1  Permitted activities  Liquefaction Assessment Areas 1 and 2 

5.9.2  Restricted discretionary activities  Liquefaction Assessment Areas 1 and 
2 

5.9.3  Restricted discretionary activities  Liquefaction Assessment Area 1 

5.9.4  Discretionary, noncomplying and prohibited activities  Liquefaction 
Assessment Areas 1 and 2 

 

5.10  Port Hills and Banks Peninsula slope instability rules 

5.10.1  Activity status for Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope Instability 
Management Areas 

5.10.2  Remainder of Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope Instability 
Management Areas  RD1, RD2 and RD3 to RD6 matters for discretion 

5.10.3  Slope Instability Management Areas – D5 (Discretionary Activity 5) to 
D2628 (Discretionary Activity 2628) assessment matters for land use 
resource consents 

5.10.4  Slope Instability Management Areas  D1 (Discretionary Activity 1) to D13 
(Discretionary Activity 13) and D20 (Discretionary Activity 20) to D24 
(Discretionary Activity 24) assessment matters for subdivision or 
earthworks resource consent applications 

 

5.11  General procedures  Information requirements 

5.11.1  Information requirements for all plan changes 

5.11.2  Additional information requirements for all resource consent applications 
for subdivision 

5.11.3  Additional information requirements for applications for resource 
consents for land use activities in flat areas where a geotechnical report 
is required. 

5.11.4  Additional information requirements for applications for resource 
consents within Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope Instability 
Management Areas 

 

5.12  General procedure  Compliance with other chapters 

 

5.13  Appendices 

5.13.1  Liquefaction assessment areas in Christchurch 

5.13.2  Liquefaction assessment areas on Banks Peninsula 
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5.1 Natural hazards objectives 
 

5.1.1 Objective  Reduced risk 
 

a. Reduced risk to people, property, infrastructure and other aspects of the 
environment from the effects of natural hazards, to acceptable levels 
including.: 

 

i. intense rainfall events causing flooding from rivers, streams, 
overland flow and lakes; 

ii. liquefaction during earthquake shaking; 
iii. cliff collapse, rockfall or boulder roll, and mass movement; 
iv. tsunami; 
v. inundation from the sea and storm surge; 
vi. coastal erosion 
vii. exacerbation of hazards (i) to (vi) through climate change and sea 

level rise; 
viii. and multiple hazards consisting of combinations of the above. 

 

5.1.2 Objective  Awareness of natural hazards 
 

a. Increased public awareness of the range and scale of natural hazard events 
that can affect the District. 

 

5.1.3 Objective  Repair of earthquake damaged land 
 

a. Repair of earthquake damaged land used for residential purposes is facilitated 
as part of the recovery. 

b. Repair of other earthquake damaged land. 

 

5.2  General natural hazards policies 
 

5.2.1 Policy  Avoid development where there is unacceptable or 
intolerable risk 
 

a. Avoid new subdivision, use and development, particularly including new 
urban zonings, where: 

 
i. there is intolerable risk of loss of life or serious injury in the event of a 

natural hazard occurrence; or 
ii. other potential adverse effects arising from a natural hazard event are 

serious and risks associated with the natural hazard cannot be 
mitigated to an acceptable level. 

 

Comment [JC1]: In the version of the 
Chapter attached to the Caucusing 
Report, these words had been deleted.  
However, this was not agreed to at 
mediation. 
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5.2.2  Policy  Critical infrastructure 
 

a. Avoid locating new critical infrastructure locating where it is at risk of being 
significantly affected by a significant natural hazard unless there is no 
reasonable alternative location or method including considering functional 
and operation requirements., and   
 

b. To enable critical infrastructure is to be designed, maintained and managed to 
function to the fullest extent possible practicable during and after natural 
hazard events. 
 

c. Recognise the benefits of critical infrastructure and enable the ongoing 
use, maintenance and upgrading of critical infrastructure 

 

5.2.3 Policy  Restrict land use to avoid or mitigate hazards 
 

d. a. Apply different levels of control on subdivision, use and development in 
areas at risk of natural hazards, depending on the level of risk, to ensure that 
the adverse effects of natural hazards are avoided or otherwise adequately 
mitigated. 

 

5.2.4 Policy  Precautionary approach 
 

a. Adopt a precautionary approach to subdivision, use and development where: 

i. there is a high degree of uncertainty as to likelihood and scale of a 
natural hazard; or there 

ii. there are multiple natural hazards that can occur simultaneously 
resulting in , with potential unacceptable cumulative adverse effects; 
or there is 

iii. potential for serious or irreversible effects from a natural hazard. 
iv. multiple natural hazards have been identified on a site and result in an 

elevated overall risk profile. 

 

5.2.5 Policy  Worsening, adding or tTransferring hazard risk 
 

a. Ensure that subdivision, use and development, or hazard mitigation proposals 
do not: 

i. worsen the adverse effects of any known natural hazard; 

ii. create a new hazard; or 

iii. transfer or increase create unacceptable risk or adverse effects to 
other people, property, infrastructure or the natural environment. 

 

5.2.6 Policy  Natural features providing hazard resilience 
 

a.  Ensure that Protect natural features which assist in avoiding or reducing the 
effects risk of natural hazards, such as natural ponding areas, coastal dunes, 
wetlands, waterway margins and riparian vegetation, are protected from 

Comment [SG2]: Defined term 

Comment [SG3]: Defined term 

Comment [SG4]: Defined term 
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inappropriate subdivision, use and development and where appropriate 
restore, maintain or enhance the functioning of these features. 

. 

 

5.2.7 Policy  Awareness of natural hazards 
 

a.  Ensure people are informed about the natural hazards relating to their 
properties and surrounding area. 

 

b.  Encourage property owners to incorporate additional measures into the 
rebuild of earthquake damaged buildings including earthquake damaged 
buildings beyond existing use rights or minimum building standards to avoid 
or mitigate natural hazards affecting their property. 

 

5.2.8 Repair of earthquake damaged land 
 

a. Facilitate recovery by enabling property owners to make repairs to 
earthquake damaged land for residential purposes, where these repairs 
will have minimal adverse effects on people, property or the natural 
environment. 

 

b. To recognise that the repair of other earthquake damaged land is 
necessary as part of recovery. 

 

 

5.3 Policies for flooding 
 

Note: Rules will be added to the Natural Hazards chapter through the notification of 
further provisions implementing Policies 5.3.1, 5.3.2, and 5.3.3 and Policy 5.3.4 in 
respect to the zones/areas not covered in Phase 1. 

 

5.3.1 Policy  High flood hazard 
 

a. Avoid subdividing or developing subdivision or development where it will 
increase the potential risk to people’s safety, well-being and property new 
residential units, other habitable buildings, buildings for concentrations 
of people and additions to those buildings, in areas where there is a high 
flood hazard. 
 

b. [Additional policy in relation to additional areas will be added as part of 
Phase 2] 
 
 

5.3.2 Policy  Flood protection works 
 

a.  Avoid activities locating where they could undermine the integrity of the 
Waimakariri River primary stopbank system. 
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b.  Restrict activities locating where they could undermine the integrity of the 
Waimakariri River secondary stopbank system. 

c.  Ensure that activities located near stopbank systems do not exacerbate or 
transfer flood risk elsewhere. 

 

5.3.3 Policy  Protection of flood storage and overflow areas 
 

a.  Maintain the flood storage capacity and function of natural floodplains, wetlands 
and ponding areas, including the Hendersons Basin, Cashmere Stream 
Floodplain, Hoon Hay Valley, CashmereWorsleys Ponding Area, Cranford 
Basin, and Lower Styx Ponding Area. 

b.  Limit filling in urban areas at risk of flooding in a major flood event, where that 
filling activity could transfer risk to other properties, except where filling is 
required to meet minimum floor levels. 

. 

 

5.3.4 Policy  Flood damage mitigation by raising floor levels 
 

a.  Reduce potential flood damage by ensuring floor levels for new buildings or 
additions to buildings are above flooding predicted to occur in a major flood 
event, including an allowance for sea level rise. 

Interim Policy for specific areas 

b.  Provide for variations in minimum floor levels and their application only in 
the Waimakariri Stopbank Floodplain, within the Open Space 3D 
(Clearwater) zone, and around Te Waihora (Lake Ellesmere) and Wairewa 
(Lake Forsyth). 

 

 

5.3.5 Policy  Repair of earthquake damaged land 
 

a.  Facilitate recovery by enabling property owners to make immediate repairs to 
earthquake damaged land for residential purposes in areas at risk of flooding, 
where the adverse effects of repairs are minimised where these repairs will 
have minimal adverse effects on people, property or the natural 
environment. 

. 

 

5.4  Policies for managing risk from geotechnical hazard 
and risks for flat areas of the district  

 

5.4.1 Policy  Geotechnical risk including liquefaction 
susceptibility 
 

a.  In flat areas of the district ensure that geotechnical site suitability is assessed, 
including liquefaction susceptibility, before new areas are zoned for urban 

Comment [JC5]: Amendment as per 
Mr Andrew Long's Evidence in Chief. 
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activities or where they are already zoned, before subdivision, use and 
development susceptible to geotechnical risks take place. 

b.  Ensure that the level of assessment undertaken for re-zoning subdivision or 
development reflects: 

i.  the potential scale and significance of the liquefaction hazard or other 
geotechnical hazard; and that could occur during ground shaking, 
acknowledging that some areas are more susceptible to these hazards 
than others. 

ii.  the nature and scale of the re-zoning, subdivision or development and 
its susceptibility to those hazards 

 

5.4.2 Policy – Management of geotechnical risks on flat land 
 

a.  Ensure re-zoning subdivision, use and development on flat land is able to 
occur where geotechnical hazards have been appropriately identified and 
assessed and risks can be adequately remedied or mitigated. 

b.  Avoid re-zoning subdivision, use and development on flat land, where the risk 
arising from geotechnical hazard cannot be adequately mitigated and the site 
would not be suitable for reasonable use. 

 

5.5 Policies for slope instability areas 
 

5.5.1 Policy  Areas subject to an intolerable risk to lifesafety 
from potential cliff collapse 
 

a. Avoid subdivision, use and development at the top of and/or base of cliffs in 
areas subject to where it will result in an intolerable risk to lifesafety from 
the effects of cliff collapse. 

 

5.5.2 Policy  Areas potentially affected by rockfall or boulder roll 
 

a.  Avoid subdivision, use and development where it will result in areas subject 
to an intolerable risk to lifesafety from the effects of rockfall or boulder roll. 

b.  Control subdivision, use and development in areas subject to lifesafety risk 
from the effects of rockfall or boulder roll, where the lifesafety risk can be 
reduced to a tolerable level. 

 

5.5.3 Policy  Areas potentially affected by mass movement 
 

a.  Avoid subdivision, use and development where it will result in areas subject 
to an intolerable risk to lifesafety from the effects of mass movement. 

b.  Control subdivision, use and development in areas subject to a heightened 
risk from the effects of mass movement, where there is a potential for damage 
to property and infrastructure. 
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5.5.4 Policy  Slope instability in areas not already identified as 
cliff  collapse, rockfall or mass movement (remainder of Port Hills 
and Banks Peninsula) 
 

a.  In areas not already identified as subject to cliff collapse, rockfall or mass 
movement, where appropriate require proposals for subdivision, use and 
development to be assessed by a geotechnical expert, to evaluate the type of 
hazard and level of risk to people and property including infrastructure from 
slope instability hazards, and only allow subdivision, use and development 
where risk can be reduced to an acceptable level. 

 

5.5.5 Policy  Hazard mitigation works for slope instability in the 
Port Hills and across Banks Peninsula 
 

a.  Avoid hazard mitigation works in areas of the Port Hills and across Banks 
Peninsula where cliff collapse or mass movement is likely to destroy or 
significantly damage such mitigation works, or where construction or 
maintenance of hazard mitigation works creates a safety hazard, unless 
reasonably required to protect critical infrastructure. 

.b.  Control hazard mitigation works for slope instability across all other areas of the 
Port Hills and Banks Peninsula, to ensure that hazard mitigation proposals: 

i. are effective; and 

ii. do not worsen any existing natural hazard; and 

iii. do not transfer or increase the risk to other people, property, including 
critical infrastructure or the natural environment. and 

iv. do not adversely affect sites of cultural significance to Ngai Tahu. 
 

5.6 Interim policy for coastal hazards (to be further 
considered in Phase 2 of the District Plan Review) 
 

5.6.1 Policy  Climate change and sea level rise 
 

a.  Avoid intensification of built development in areas that are projected to be 
subject to flooding and/or inundation as a result of the effects of climate 
change, including sea level rise. 

b.  Limit intensification of development in locations where the effects of 
climate change, including sea level rise, are likely to result in decreasing 
levels of service from drainage or other infrastructure. 

 

5.7 Policy  Multiple natural hazard areas 
 

a. Where multiple natural hazards have been identified on a site and result in 
an elevated overall risk profile, adopt a precautionary approach to 
subdivision, use and development. 

 

 

Comment [SG6]: Defined term 

Comment [SG7]: Defined term 
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5.8 Flood hazard rules 
 

5.8.1 Residential zones  Activities and earthworks in Floor level 
and Fill Management Areas 

 
Click here for Planning Maps 

 

5.8.1.1 Permitted activities 

 

The activities listed below are permitted in all residential zones where the activity is 
located in a Floor Level and Fill Management Area subject to compliance with: 

 

1.  activity status rules and any standards specified elsewhere in the Plan for that 
activity, and 

2.  the standards specified in this Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 

Activity Activity specific standards 

P1 New buildings located within the 
Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay, 
unless specified in P3, P4, P5 
and P6 in Rule 5.8.1.1. 

a.  Minimum floor levels shall be the 

highest of the following: 

i.  flooding predicted to occur in a 1 

in 200year rainfall event 
concurrent with a 1 in 20year tidal 

event1, including 1m sea level rise 
plus 400mm freeboard, as 
predicted by the relevant 
Christchurch City Council model 
and version identified in Table 
5.8.1.1.a; or 

ii. flooding predicted to occur in a 1 

in 200 year tidal event concurrent 

with a 1 in 20 year rainfall event2, 
including 1m sea 

level rise plus 400mm freeboard, 

as predicted by the relevant 

Christchurch City Council model 

and version identified in Table 

5.8.1.1a; or 

iii.  12.3m above  Christchurch City 

Council Datum. 
 

(Link to table with floor levels) 

P2 Additions existing buildings which 
increase the ground floor area of 
the building located within the 
Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay, 
except those specified in P4, P5 
and P6 in Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 

Table 5.8.1.1.a Hydrologic and Hydraulic Models Used to Provide Minimum Floor 
Levels 
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Floor Level and Fill 
Management Area 

Catchment 

Model Version 

Styx Styx River Hydrologic and  
Hydraulic Model 

R004 

Avon Avon River Hydrologic and  
Hydraulic Model 

D13 

Heathcote Heathcote River Hydrologic 
and Hydraulic Model 

2012 Design 

Sumner Sumner Floodplain 
Hydrologic and Hydraulic 
Model 

12N 

 

 

Activity Activity specific standards 

P3 Additions to existing buildings 
that do not increase the ground 
floor area of the building. 

 

a. Nil 

P4 Additions other than 
garages provided for in P5 
which do not increase the 
ground floor area of an existing 

building by more than 25m2  

within any continuous period of 
10 years. 

 

a. Nil 

P5 Garages of 40m2  or less in 
area,  and any other accessory 
buildings without floors. 
 

a. Nil 

P6 Decks, swimming pools, and 
unenclosed buildings without 
floors. 
 

a. Nil 

P7 Utilities Support structures 
for overhead transmission 
lines including lattice towers, 
and above ground LPG 
storage tanks. 
 

a. Nil 

P8 Filling or excavation for 
residential building   platforms 
only to the extent necessary to 
achieve the minimum floor levels 
specified for P1 and P2 in Rule 
5.8.1.1 for new buildings and for 
additions to buildings. 
 

a. Nil 

P9 Filling or excavation associated  
with the maintenance of flood 

a. Nil 

Comment [JC8]: Defined term. 
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protection and bank erosion 
protection works; and the 
maintenance of existing drains 
or ponds. 
 

P10 Filling or excavation associated   
with permitted utilities, or their 
replacement, repair or 
maintenance of existing 
utilities. 
 

a. Nil 

P11 Any other filling or excavation.  a. A maximum height of 0.3m of fill above 
ground and 0.6m depth of excavation 
below ground; and 

b. A maximum volume of filling above 
ground level of 10m3 per site, and a 
maximum cumulative volume of filling 
and excavation of 25m3 per site, in each 
case within any continuous period of 10 
years. Or 

c. The excavation and filling is 
associated with the maintenance 
and/or replacement of underground 
petroleum storage systems and 
where, following reinstatement of 
the underground petroleum storage 
systems, the site will have a 
finished contour that is equivalent 
to the ground level at the 
commencement of the works. 

With regard to P1 and P2, irrespective of anything to the contrary in this Plan, 

recession plane breaches created directly by the need to raise floor levels to meet 

the minimum floor level standards set in Rule 5.8.1.1 are exempt from compliance 

with: 

 
Rule 14.2.3.6 Daylight Recession Planes  Residential Suburban Zone and Residential 

Suburban Density Transition Zone; 

Rule 14.3.3.5 Daylight Recession Planes  Residential Medium Density Zone; and 

Rule 14.6.3.5 Daylight Recession Planes  New Neighbourhood Zone. 
 

Recession plane breaches in excess of those created by the need to raise floor levels 
are not exempt from these rules. 

 

 

 

Note: For  filling or excavation (before 31 December 2018) for repair of land used 

for residential purposes and damaged by earthquakes, see Rule 5.8.2. 

 
1
1 in 200 year event = 0.5% AEP event; 1 in 20 year event = 5% AEP event. 

2
As for footnote 1. 

 

Comment [JC9]: Defined term. 

Comment [JC10]: Defined term. 
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5.8.1.2 Restricted discretionary activities 

 

The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities in all residential zones 
where the activity is located in a Floor Level and Fill Management Area. 

 
 
Activity 

 
The Council's discretion shall be 

limited to the following matters: 
 
RD1 

 
New buildings located within 

the Fixed Minimum Floor 

Overlay which do not meet 

the standards set out in P1 

under Rule 5.8.1.1 and are not 

permitted by P3, P4, P5 or P6 

in Rule 5.8.1.1. 
 
 
Any application arising from this 

rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 

 
a.  The setting of the minimum floor 

level of the building and/or 

addition. 

 

Note: Where the applicant accepts 

the minimum floor level 

provided by Council, no further 

matters need to be considered.  

Otherwise, the following 

matters will be considered. 

b.  The frequency at which any 

proposed building or addition is 

predicted to be flooded and the 

extent of damage likely to occur in 

such an event. 

c.  Any proposed mitigation 

measures, and their 

effectiveness and environmental 

impact, including any benefits 

associated with flood 

management. 

d. Any adverse effects of the scale 

and nature of the building and 

its location in relation to 

neighbouring buildings, 

including effects on the privacy 

of neighbouring properties as a 

result of the difference between 

minimum and proposed floor 

levels, and effects on 

streetscape. 
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RD2 

 
New buildings not located within 

the Fixed Minimum Floor 

Overlay and not permitted by 

P3, P4, P5 or P6 set out in 

Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 
Any application arising from this 

rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 

 

 
RD3 

 
Additions to existing buildings 

located within the Fixed 

Minimum Floor Overlay, which 

increase the ground floor area 

of the building, but which do not 

meet the standards set out in 

Rule 5.8.1.1  P2 and are not 

permitted by P4, P5 or P6 set 

out in Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 
Any application arising from this 

rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 
 
RD4 

 
Additions to existing buildings 

not located within the Fixed 

Minimum Floor Overlay, which 

increase the ground floor area 

of the building, but are not 

permitted by P4, P5 or P6 set 
out in 

Rule 5.8.1.1. 
 
Any application arising from this 

rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 
 
RD5 

 
Filling or excavation which is not 

a permitted activity under P8, 

P9 or P10 set out in Rule 

5.8.1.1, or  filling or excavation 

that exceeds the standards in 

P11 set out in Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 
a.  The effects of filling or excavation 

on flooding, waterways, 

groundwater and natural ground 

levels on and/or off site, including: 

i. Any likelihood of exacerbation 

of flooding, erosion, or siltation 

either upstream or downstream 
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of the site. 

ii. Any adverse effects on 

other properties from 

disturbances to surface 

drainage patterns. 

iii.   Effects on flood storage 

capacity and function in the 

immediate area, and any 

wider effects on the flood 

storage in the catchment 

including any compensatory 

storage proposed; and any 

effects on existing stormwater 

and flood protection works. 

iv. Any implications for 

groundwater and the water 

table, on or off site. 

v. Any benefits associated with 

flood management. 

b. Any proposed mitigation 

measures, and their effectiveness 

and environmental impact. 

c. The effects of the scale and nature 

of the filling or excavation, and 

location in relation to neighbouring 

sites, including: 

i. Effects on privacy of 

neighbouring properties and 

effects on streetscape. 

ii. The stability of adjoining land, 

and its susceptibility to 

subsidence or erosion upon 

excavation or filling taking 

place. 

d. Effects on access, character, 

ecology and amenity, and on sites 

of archaeological and cultural 

value, including: 

i. Any adverse effects or benefits 

for public access, natural 

character, or ecology of 

waterways and wetland areas. 

ii. Any adverse effects on 

amenity values including dust 
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nuisance, visual impact, noise, 

vibration and traffic associated 

with the filling or excavation. 

iii. Effects on sites of 

archaeological value including 

consideration of the need to 

impose an Accidental 

Discovery Protocol. 

vi. Effects on sites of cultural 

significance to Ngai Tahu. 

 

5.8.1.3 Discretionary, noncomplying and prohibited activities 

 

Note: There are no discretionary, noncomplying or prohibited activities in respect of Rule 
5.8.1. 

 

5.8.2 Repair of land used for residential purposes damaged by 
earthquakes within a Floor Level and Fill Management Area 
(provisions previously introduced under s27 Canterbury 
Earthquake Recovery Act to the Operative Plan). 

 

5.8.2.1 Permitted activities 

 

The activities listed below are permitted activities in Floor Level and Fill Management 
Areas provided the activity: 

 

1. complies with all of the activity specific standards set out in a to j in P1 and P2 
in Rule 5.8.2.1. 

2. occurs in the Suburban Residential (except for the Suburban Residential Zone 
on the corner of Hendersons and Sparks Road), Residential Suburban 
Density Transition, Medium Density Residential and New Neighbourhood 
zones only 

3.  is commenced prior to the expiry date of this rule on 31 December 2018 
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Activity Activity specific standards 

P1 Any filling or excavation activity 

undertaken to repair land used 

for residential purposes and 

damaged by the earthquakes, 

where any site or part of a site is 

located within a Floor Level and 

Fill Management Area unless 

specified by P2 in Rule 5.8.2.1. 

 

a. Any filling, excavation or disturbance 

of soils shall not exceed the criteria in 

Table 1 or 2 under Rule 5.8.2.1. 

b.  There shall be no filling, excavation or 

disturbance of soil within: 

i. 3m from any utility waterway to be 

piped; 

ii. 5m from any open utility 

waterway; 

iii. 7m from any environmental 

asset waterway; 

iv. 10m from any other waterway; 

and 

v. 20m from Mean High Water 

Springs except where works 

within these riparian area 

setbacks are permitted under 

the Canterbury Regional 

Council rules for repair to 

earthquake damaged land or 

where the earthworks are 

authorised by a land use 

consent granted by the 

Canterbury Regional Council. 

        Note: The Canterbury Regional 
Council manages earthworks 
within 10m of other rivers and 
lakes and 20m of the coast and 
land use consent may be 
required from that Council. 
Refer to the Natural Resource 
Regional Plan rule WQL36A, 
and the Land and Water 
Regional Plan Rules 8.5.2, 
9.5.6 and 11.5.1. 

c.  All filling, excavation or disturbance 

of soil: 

i. is not within the dripline of a 

listed heritage or notable tree; 

or 

ii. does not alter the finished 

ground level by more than 

0.25m within 5m of the 

dripline of a listed heritage 

or notable tree; or 

P2 Any filling or excavation activity 

undertaken to repair land used 

for residential purposes and 

damaged by the earthquakes 

involving soil mixing, aggregate 

piers, or grout, where any site or 

part of a site is located within a 

Floor Level and Fill Management 

Area. 
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iiiii. is not within an Ecological 

Heritage Site; or  

iviii. is not at or within 5m of a 

listed heritage item  including 

items of significance to 

tangata whenua Ngai Tahu, 

where the heritage item is on 

the same site. 

d. All filling, excavation or 

disturbance excavation or 

disturbance of soil greater than 

10m3  in volume and 0.6m in 

depth or within the waterway 

setbacks at activity specific 

standard b in Rule 5.8.2.1 shall 

be undertaken in accordance 

with the Erosion and Sediment 

Control Guidelines for Small 

Sites and Section 6.1 of the 

Erosions and Sediment Control 

Guidelines (both prepared by 

Environment Canterbury) 

d.    Erosion and sediment control 

measures are implemented and 

maintained in accordance with 

Environment Canterbury’s 

Erosion and Sediment Control 

Guidelines for Small Sites to 

minimise erosion and the 

discharge of sediment laden 

water to surface water - 

e. All filling, excavation or disturbance 

of soil greater than 0.3m in depth 

shall be in accordance with 

New Zealand Standard NZS 

4431:1989 Code of Practice for 

Earth Fill for Residential 

Development.  Certification is not 

required except as specified at 

activity specific standard g in Rule 

5.8.2.1. 

f. All filling, excavation or 

disturbance of soil is to be 

undertaken All land repair 
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works are to be managed in 

accordance with New Zealand 

Standard NZS 6803:1999 

Acoustics – Construction Noise 

and DIN 4150 199902 Structural 

Vibration. 

g. For filling, excavation or 

disturbance of soil completed 

under Table 2 in Rule 5.8.2.1, 

PS4 certification completed by 

a suitably qualified and 

experienced chartered 

geotechnical engineer must be 

provided to the Council within 3 

months of the land repair being 

completed. This shall include 

asbuilt plans of the works. 

g. h.    Land repair works involving 

mixing or insertion of grout shall 

not involve: 

i. mixtures with a flow time 

greater than 30 seconds 

when tested in accordance 

with the grout flow test at 

NZS 3112: Part 1:1986 (Test 

3) or a flowable concrete/ 

grout including cement and 

inert additives which exceed 

a diameter of 300mm when 

tested in accordance with the 

inverted cone test at NZS 

3112: Part 1:1986 (Test 11) 

except for insitu mixing; or 

ii. pressurized injection of grout 

into the ground. 

h. i   Where grout is deposited into 

land: 

i. using insitu mixing the grout 

shall be mixed evenly through 

the augured soil column and 

the percentage of grout 

within the augured soil 

column shall not exceed 

20%; or 
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ii. Where grout is deposited into 

land using methods other than 

in-situ mixing, the percentage 

of cement in the dry grout 

mixture shall not exceed 30%. 

i. j.   Land repair materials shall 

consist only of: 

i. soil, gravel, rocks, concrete, 

sand, silt (such as exists on 

site already), or clean, inert 

material; or 

ii. cement and/or bentonite grout 

including inert additives. 

iii. Timber foundation piles; 

and shall not 

iv. Include or disturb 

putrescible, pollutant, 

inflammable or 

hazardous components; 

and/or 

v. Include fill which 

comprises more than 5% 

vegetation of any load by 

volume. 

j. Land repair works, other than 

dust and sediment control 

measures, shall not be 

undertaken outside of the hours 

of 7.30am to 6.00pm Monday to 

Friday and 8.00am to 5.00pm on 

Saturday. No works shall occur 

on public holidays. 

k. Where the land repair and 

earthworks are designed, 

supervised or certified by a 

Chartered Professional 

Engineer with experience in 

geotechnical engineering, or 

Professional Engineering 

Geologist (IPENZ Registered), at 

least 3 working days prior to 

commencing any work on the 

site, including stockpiling and 
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preparatory works: 

i.         Written notice shall be 

provided to the Council 

informing of the location 

of the land repair and the 

name and contact details 

of the supervising 

engineer; 

ii.        Written notice shall be 

provided to any occupier 

of a residential dwelling 

adjoining the land repair 

site to inform them that 

the works will be taking 

place, the expected 

duration of the works and 

provide contact details of 

the site supervisor; and 

iii.       A sign shall be erected at 

the front of the property 

including the name and 

contact details of the site 

supervisor. 

l.   Where the land repair and 

earthworks are designed, 

supervised or certified by a 

Chartered Professional 

Engineer with experience in 

geotechnical engineering , or 

Professional Engineering 

Geologist (IPENZ Registered),, a 

statement of professional 

opinion completed by a 

Chartered Professional 

Engineer with experience in 

geotechnical engineering must 

be provided to the Council 

within 3 months of the land 

repair being completed to the 

effect that the works will meet 

all applicable standards and 

requirements and be suitable 

for its intended purpose. This 

shall include as-built plans of 
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the works. 

 

Table 1: Standards where the land repair and earthworks are not designed, supervised 
or certified by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical 
engineering. All activity specific standards in Rule 5.8.2.1 must also be met. 

 
 

 Column A 

Max. 

Volume 

(Cumulative) 

Colu
mn B 

Max. depth 
(m) 

Column C 

Max. depth 

of fill (m) 

[below 

ground 

level] 

Column D 

Fill (m) 

[above 

ground level] 

Column E 

Setback 

from 

boundary 

 

P1 
 

50m
3
/site 

 

0.6 
 

0.6 
 

0.3 max. depth; 

and 

10 m3/site 

max. volume 

 

Setback from 

boundary must 

be equivalent to 

or greater than 

the depth of 

filling or 

excavation. 

 

P2  

10m
3
/site Not 

more than 10m³ of 

grout/site 

 

1.0 
 

1.0 
 

0.3m 

max. 

depth 

 

 

Table 2: Standards where the land repair and earthworks are designed, supervised or 
certified by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering. 
All activity specific standards at Rule 5.8.2.1 must also be met. 

 

 Column A Max. 
Volume 

(Cumulative) 

Column B 

Max. depth 
(m) 

Column C 
Max. depth of 
fill (m) [below 
ground level] 

Column D Fill 
(m) [above 

ground level] 

Column E 
Setback from 

boundary 

P1 250m
3
/ site Nil 2.0 Nil 2.0 Nil 0.3 max. depth 

and 10m
3
/site 

max. volume 

Nil 

P2 250m
3
/site 

where not more 
than 50m

3
 may 

be grout Not 
more than 80m³ 

of grout/site 

4.0 Nil 4.0 Nil Nil 1.5m 1m 

 

 

5.8.2.2 Restricted discretionary activities 

 

The activities listed below are a restricted discretionary activity. Discretion to grant or 
decline consent or impose conditions is restricted to the matters for discretion 
identified below. 

Activity The Council’s discretion shall be limited to 
the following matters: 

 

RD1 
 
Any filling or excavation 

 
The matters for discretion reserved for RD5 
set out in Rule 5.8.1.2. 
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undertaken to repair land 

used for residential 

purposes damaged by 

earthquakes that does not 

comply with P1 or P2 set 

out in Rule 5.8.2.1. 

 
Any application arising from 

this rule will not require 

written approvals and shall 

not be publicly or limited 

notified. 

 

5.8.2.3 Discretionary, noncomplying and prohibited activities 

 

Note: There are no discretionary, noncomplying or prohibited activities in respect of 
Rule 5.8.2. 

 

5.8.2.4 Exemptions to Rules 5.8.2.1 and 5.8.2.2 
 
 

a.  Works involving the establishment, repair or replacement of any permitted 

utilities or the maintenance of existing drains or ponds by a utility operator. 

b.  Works permitted by or exempted from a building consent (including work 

forming part of foundations for a building) do not require resource 

consent under Rules 5.8.2.1 or 5.8.2.2 where: 

i. t
hey comply with the criteria in column D of Tables 1 and 2 in Rule 
5.8.2.1 controlling fill above ground level in Floor Level and Fill 
Management Areas; or 

ii. t
hey are designed, supervised and certified by a Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering, including where 
they exceed the criteria at columns A, B, C OR E of Tables 1 and 2 in 
Rule 5.8.2.1; or 

iii. t
hey comply with activity specific standards b-j b and c of P1 and P2 in 
Rule 5.8.2.1; or 

iv. f
or the purposes of this rule, the building consent platform extends 
to a maximum of 2.5m from the exterior wall of an enclosed 
structure or support structures of open structures. 

 

c.  Testing or investigation preceding land repairs or remediation as a result of 

land damaged by earthquakes is permitted provided it meets the activity 

specific standards b, c, e, f, h and i of for P1 and P2 in Rule 5.8.2.1. 

d.  Filling or excavation associated with the maintenance of flood protection 

works. 
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e.  Post holes for the erection of fences or for permitted or approved buildings 

and signs.  

f.  Planting holes for trees and plants. 

 

Clarification of Rule 

i. For the purposes of this rule, the building consent platform 
extends to a maximum of 2.5m from the exterior wall of an 
enclosed structure or support structures of open structures. 

ii. Measurement of volume shall include only areas which have been 
disturbed, including by filing, excavation, soil mixing or injection 
of materials. Soil above or between these areas which remains 
undisturbed does not form part of the allowable volume, including 
where those undisturbed soils are compacted or otherwise altered 
by the works. 

iii. For the purposes of this rule, when land repairs are being 
undertaken over a number of properties at the same time and by 
the same contractor, the site boundary for the purpose of the 
setback is the outer perimeter of the properties which are subject 
to the land repair works. 

 

Advice Notes: 
 
1.  For the avoidance of doubt, where the earthworks are associated with the 

repair of land damaged by earthquakes and used for residential purposes in 

the zones listed in Rule 5.8.2.1, Rule 5.8.2 substitutes for all other earthworks 

rules in this Plan. 

2.  For the purposes of this rule, “repair of land used for residential purposes 

damaged by earthquakes” does not include repair of land on the Port Hills or 

Banks Peninsula. 

3.  Those intending to do land repair earthworks are responsible for complying 

with the National Environmental Standard (NES) for Assessing and Managing 

Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health (2011). Such persons should 

contact the Christchurch City Council or Environment Canterbury to find out 

whether their land has been used for hazardous activities which might trigger 

the need for compliance with the NES. 

4.  Any vegetation removed during land repairs should not be replaced with pest 

species as listed in Appendix 1 to the Infrastructure Design Standard (Part 10). 

The Council prefers that replanting occurs in accordance with its Streamside 

Planting Guideline to ensure bank stability is not compromised. 

5.  Information regarding the disposal of excavated material and the Standards 

and Guidelines referenced in the rule is available from the Council. 

6.  Measurement of volume shall include only areas which have been 

disturbed, including by filling excavation, soil mixing or injection of 

materials. Soil above or between these areas which remains undisturbed 

does not form part of the allowable volume, including where those 

undisturbed soils are compacted or otherwise altered by the works. 
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7.  The injection of grout under pressure should be undertaken by 

competent practitioners in line with current best practice guidelines. The 

practitioner should be aware of buried services when undertaking works. 

 

5.8.3 Commercial and industrial zones  Activities and 
earthworks in Floor Level and Fill Management Areas 

 

5.8.3.1 Permitted activities 
 

The activities listed below are permitted activities in all commercial and industrial 

zones where the activity, is located in a Floor  Level and Fill Management Area 

subject to compliance with: 
 
 

1.  activity status rules and any standards specified elsewhere in the Plan for that 

activity, and 

2.  the standards specified in this Rule 5.8.3.1 

 
 
Activity 
 

 
Activity specific standards 

P1 New buildings located within the 
Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay, 
unless specified in P3 and P4 as 
set out in Rule 5.8.3.1. 

a. Minimum floor levels shall be the 

highest of the following: 

 

i. flooding predicted to occur in a 1 

in 200- year rainfall event 

concurrent with a 1 in 20-year 

tidal event3, including 1m sea 

level rise plus 400mm 

freeboard, as predicted by the 

relevant Christchurch City 

Council model and version 

identified in Table 5.8.3.1.a; or 

ii. flooding predicted to occur in a 1 

in 200-year tidal event 

concurrent with a 1 in 20-year 

rainfall event4, including 1m sea 

level rise plus 400mm 

freeboard, as predicted by the 

relevant Christchurch City 

Council model and version 

identified in Table 5.8.3.1.a; or 

iii. 12.3m above Christchurch City 

Council Datum 

Link to table with floor levels 

 

P2 Additions to existing buildings 
located within the Fixed Minimum 
Floor  Overlay, which increase the 
ground floor area of the building 
unless specified in P4 in Rule 
5.8.3.1 
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Table 5.8.3.1.a Hydrologic and Hydraulic Models Used to Provide Minimum Floor 

Levels 

FMA Catchment Model Version 

Styx Styx River Hydrologic and 

Hydraulic Model 

R004 

Avon Avon River Hydrologic and 

Hydraulic Model 

D13 

Heathcote Heathcote River Hydrologic 

and Hydraulic Model 

2012 Design 

Sumner Sumner Floodplain 

Hydrologic and Hydraulic 

Model 

12N 

 

P3 Additions to existing buildings 

that do not increase the 

ground floor area of the 

building. 

a. Nil 

P4 Additions which do not 

increase the ground floor area 

of an existing building by more 

than 25m
2 

within any 

continuous period of 10 years. 

a. Nil 

P5 Utilities Support structures 

for overhead transmission 

lines including lattice 

towers, and above ground 

LPG storage tanks. 

a.  Nil 

P6 Filling or excavation for 

building platforms only to the 

extent necessary to achieve the 

minimum floor levels specified 

in 

P1 and P2 in Rule 5.8.3.1, for 

new buildings and for additions 

to existing buildings. 

a.  Nil 

P7 Filling or excavation 

associated with the 

maintenance of flood 

protection and bank erosion 

protection works; and the 

maintenance of existing 

drains or ponds. 

a.  Nil 

P8 Filling or excavation 

associated with permitted 

utilities, or their 

replacement, repair or 

a.  Nil 

Comment [JC11]: Defined term. 

Comment [JC12]: Defined term 
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maintenance of existing 

utilities. 

P9 Any other filling or excavation. a.  A maximum height of 0.3m of fill above 

ground, and 0.6m depth of excavation 

below ground, and 

b.  A maximum volume of filling above 

ground level of 20m3  per site, and a 

maximum cumulative volume of filling 

and excavation of 50m3  per site in each 

case within any continuous period of 10 

years. 

c. The excavation and filling is associated 

with the maintenance and/or 

replacement of underground 

petroleum storage systems and where, 

following reinstatement of the 

underground petroleum storage 

systems, the site will have a finished 

contour that is equivalent to the 

ground level at the commencement of 

the works. 

P11 
P10 

Outdoor storage of transiting 
shipping containers 

a. N

Nil 

 
3
1 in 200 year event = 0.5% AEP event; 1 in 20 year event = 5% AEP event. 

4
As for footnote 3. 

 

5.8.3.2 Restricted discretionary activities 
 
The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities in all commercial or 

industrial zones where the site or part of the site is located in a Floor Level and Fill 

Management  Area. 

 

Activity The Council's discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters: 

RD1 New buildings located within the 

Fixed Minimum Floor Area 

Overlay which do not meet the 

standards specified for P1 as 

set out in Rule 5.8.3.1 and are 

not permitted by P3 or P4 of 

Rule 5.8.3.1. 

 

Any application arising from this 

rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

 
a. The setting of the minimum floor 

level of the building and/or addition. 

Note: Where the applicant accepts the 

minimum floor level provided by 

Council, no further matters need to 

be considered.  Otherwise, the 

following matters will be 

considered. 

 

b.  The frequency at which any 

Comment [JC13]: Defined term. 
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publicly or limited notified. proposed building or addition is 

predicted to be flooded and the 

extent of damage likely to occur in 

such an event. 

c.  Any proposed mitigation measures, 

and their effectiveness and 

environmental impact, including any 

benefits associated with flood 

management.  

d. Any adverse effects of the scale and 

nature of building and/or addition 

and its location in relation to 

neighbouring buildings, including 

effects on privacy of neighbouring 

properties as a result of the 

difference between minimum and 

proposed floor levels, and effects on 

streetscape. 

RD2 New buildings not located within 

the Fixed Minimum Floor Area 

Overlay and which are not 

permitted by P3 or P4 of Rule 

5.8.3.1. 

 

Any application arising from this 

rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 

RD3 Additions to existing buildings 

located within the Fixed 

Minimum Floor Area Overlay 

which increase the ground floor 

area of the building, but which 

do not meet the standards 

specified for P2 set out in 

Rule 5.8.3.1 and are not 

permitted by P4 of Rule 5.8.3.1. 

 
Any application arising from this 

rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 

RD4 Additions to existing buildings 

not located within the Fixed 

Minimum Floor Area Overlay 

which increase the ground floor 

area of the building and are not 

permitted by P4 of Rule 5.8.3.1. 

 
Any application arising from this 

rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 

RD5 Filling and excavation which is 

not a permitted activity under 

P6, P7, or P8 set out in 

Rule 5.8.3.1 or  filling and 

excavation which exceeds the 

standards in P9 of Rule 5.3.8.1 

a. The effects of filling or excavation 

on flooding, waterways, groundwater 

and natural ground levels on and/or 

off site, including: 

 

The Council's discretion shall be limited 
to the following matters: 

 

i. Any likelihood of exacerbation of 

flooding, erosion, or siltation either 

 ii 
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upstream or downstream of the 

site. 

ii. Any adverse effects on other 

properties from disturbances to 

surface drainage patterns. 

iii. Effects on flood storage capacity 

and function in the immediate 

area, and any wider effects on the 

flood storage in the catchment 

including any compensatory 

storage proposed; and any 

effects on existing stormwater and 

flood protection works. 

iv. Any implications for groundwater 

and the water table, on or off site. 

v. Any benefits associated with flood 

management. 

b. Any proposed mitigation measures, 

and their effectiveness and 

environmental impact. 

c. The effects of the scale and nature of 

the filling or excavation, and location 

in relation to neighbouring sites, 

including: 

i. Effects on privacy of neighbouring 

properties and effects on 

streetscape. 

ii. The stability of adjoining land, and 

its susceptibility to subsidence or 

erosion upon excavation or filling 

taking place. 

d. Effect on the reasonable use of the 

site.  

e.  Effects on access, character, ecology 

and amenity and sites of 

archaeological and cultural value, 

including: 

i. Any adverse effects or benefits for 

public access, natural character, 

or ecology of waterways and 

wetland areas. 

ii. Any adverse effects on amenity 

values including dust nuisance, 

visual impact, noise, vibration and 

traffic associated with the filling or 
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excavation. 

iv. iii Effects on sites of 

archaeological value including 

consideration of the need to 

impose an Accidental 

Discovery Protocol. 

v.iv. Effects on sites of 

cultural significance to Ngai 

Tahu. 

 

5.8.3.3 Discretionary, noncomplying and prohibited activities 

 

Note: There are no discretionary, noncomplying or prohibited activities in respect of 
Rule 5.8.3. 

 

5.9 Liquefaction rules 
 
Click here for Planning Maps 

Click here for Liquefaction assessment area maps 
 
Note:  The liquefaction rules below specify two restricted discretionary activities and 
add matters of discretion for those activities specific to consideration of liquefaction 
hazard.  These liquefaction rules only apply to two activities.  Compliance with the 
General Procedure in Rule 5.12 and any other relevant rules in this chapter is also 
required. 
 
 

5.9.1 Permitted activities  Liquefaction Assessment Areas 
1 and 2 

 

Note: There are no permitted activities in respect of Rule 5.9. 

 

5.9.2 Restricted discretionary activities  Liquefaction Assessment 
Areas 1 and 2 

 
The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities in any zone 
within the area shown on the Planning Maps as “Liquefaction Assessment 
Areas 1 and 2” and are subject to compliance with any standards specified 
elsewhere in the Plan for that activity. 
 
Note for clarification: Liquefaction is a process that can occur during strong 

earthquake shaking which causes loss of stiffness and strength in generally loosely 

consolidated fine grained water saturated soils and can result in ground damage 

from lateral spreading, settlement, ground cracking, sand boils and deposition of 

sediment, as well as localised flooding. 
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For all resource consent applications under Rule 5.9.2 a geotechnical assessment is 
required to be undertaken by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in 
geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ 
registered). Assessments must provide the relevant information set out in 
Clause 5.11 for resource consent applications in areas of liquefaction potential, and 
address the relevant matters set out below for which discretion is restricted. 

 

 
 

Activity 
 
The Council's discretion shall be 

limited to the following matters 

which are in addition to those 

matters of discretion stated for these 

activities elsewhere in this Plan: 
 
RD1 

 
Any subdivision which 

creates an additional 

vacant lot or lots. 
 
 
Note: This rule does 

not apply to boundary 

adjustments, 

amalgamations, or the 

creation of unit titles. 

 
Any resource consent 

application arising from this 

rule will not require written 

approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 

 
a.  All matters which discretion has 

been reserved over for restricted 

discretionary activity subdivision in 

Chapter 8 (Subdivision). 

b.  The nature and extent of the 

liquefaction hazard identified for 

the site. 

c.  Techniques proposed for 

mitigation of the effects of any 

liquefaction hazard identified, 

including but not limited to: 

i. Measures proposed for ground 

strengthening and foundation 

design, and the ability of these 

proposals to be incorporated 

into the subdivision consent as 

conditions. 

ii. Any geotechnical setbacks 

provided in relation to size of 

any waterway or waterbody, or 

any sharp change in ground 

elevation, sloping ground or 

free face or alternatively, 

ground strengthening or other 

proposed engineering or 

geotechnical solutions to 

address any identified potential 

for lateral spread. 

d.  The layout of the subdivision with 

respect to the extent of liquefaction 

hazard, including: 
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i. The proposed location of 

earthworks, servicing and 

building platforms in regard to 

the liquefaction hazards 

identified including, where 

appropriate: 

A the location of services and 

buildings where there is 

liquefaction susceptibility 

variability across the site; 

and 

B the ability to relocate 

services affected by 

liquefaction to more 

desirable locations. 
 
e.  Provision made, where 

appropriate, for ground 

strengthening or material, 

design and construction 

alternatives for in-ground 

infrastructure / services which 

will improve resilience to 

liquefaction hazard. 

f.   The suitability of the site for the 

range of uses anticipated, given 

the nature and extent of any 

geotechnical constraints identified 

and mitigation measures 

proposed. 

f g.  The overall effect on the 

reasonable use of the site. 

g h.  Potential environmental 

effects of any mitigation 

measures on adjoining 

sites. 
   

 

Note: See Clause 5.11 for additional information requirements in respect to liquefaction 
potential, for all applications for subdivision, and for all resource consent applications for 
land use activities where a geotechnical report is required. 
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5.9.3 Restricted discretionary activities  Liquefaction 
Assessment Area 1 

 
The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities in any zone within the 

area shown on the Planning Maps as "Liquefaction Assessment Area 1" and are 

subject to compliance with any standards specified elsewhere in the Plan for that 

activity. 
 
 
Note for clarification: Liquefaction is a process that can occur during strong earthquake 

shaking which causes loss of stiffness and strength in generally loosely consolidated 

fine grained water saturated soils and can result in ground damage from lateral 

spreading, settlement, ground cracking, sand boils and deposition of sediment, as well 

as localised flooding. 
 
 
For all resource consent applications under Rule 5.9.3 a geotechnical assessment is 

required to be undertaken by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in 

geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered). 

Assessments must provide the relevant information set out in Clause 5.11 for 

resource consent applications in areas of liquefaction potential, and address the 

relevant matters set out below for which discretion is restricted. 

 

 
 

Activity 
 
The Council's discretion shall be 

limited to the following matters 

which are in addition to those 

matters of discretion stated for these 

activities elsewhere in this Plan: 
 
RD2 

 
Any activity located on a site 

with an area of 1500m
2 or 

more, qualifying as a 

restricted discretionary 

activity under any of the 

following residential rules: 

1.  Enhanced Development 

Mechanism  Rule 
14.7.2.1 RD1, RD2; 

2.  Community Housing 

Redevelopment 

Mechanism  Rule 14.8.2.1 
RD1, RD2; 

3.  Residential Suburban 

Zone and Residential 
Suburban Density 
Transition Zone  Rule 
14.2.2.3 RD7, RD8, 

 
a.  The nature and extent of the 

liquefaction hazard identified for 

the site. 

b.  The siting and layout of 

buildings, carparking areas, 

access and services proposed 

for the site, 

including the ability to locate 

buildings and services on land of 

lesser liquefaction potential where 

there is variability across the site. 

c.  Techniques proposed for 

mitigation, including, but not limited 

to, measures for ground 

strengthening and foundation 

design. 
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RD9; 

4.  New Neighbourhood Zone 

 Rule 14.6.2.3 RD5; 

5.  Residential Medium 

Density Zone  Rule 
14.3.2.3 RD7; 

6.  Residential Banks 

Peninsula Zone  Rule 
14.4.2.3 RD3 

7. Residential Conservation 

Zone  Rule 14.5.2.3 RD3. 
 
Resource consent application/s 
arising from this rule in respect 
to the Enhanced Development 
Mechanism or the Community 
Housing Redevelopment 
Mechanism will not require 
written approvals and shall not 
be publicly or limited notified. 
 

d.  Provision made, where 
appropriate, for ground 
strengthening or material, design 
and construction alternatives for 
in-ground infrastructure / services 
which will improve resilience to 
liquefaction hazard. 

d. e. The effectiveness and environmental 
impact of any mitigation measures 
proposed. 

f. The nature and scale of the proposed 
development. 

 

 

 

 

Note: See Clause 5.11 for additional information requirements in respect to 
liquefaction potential, for all applications for subdivision, and for all resource consent 
applications for land use activities where a geotechnical report is required. 

 

5.9.4 Discretionary, noncomplying and prohibited activities  
Liquefaction Assessment Areas 1 and 2 

 

Note: There are no discretionary, noncomplying or prohibited activities in 
respect of Rule 5.9. 

 
 

5.10 Port Hills and Banks Peninsula slope instability 
rules 

 
Click here for Planning Maps 

 

5.10.1 Activity status for Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope 
Instability Management Areas 

 

The activities listed below have the activity status listed within each slope instability 
management area, and are subject to compliance with any standards specified elsewhere in 
the Plan for that activity. 
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For all resource consent applications under Rule 5.10.1 a geotechnical assessment is 

required to be undertaken by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in 

geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered). 

Assessments must provide the relevant information set out in Clause 5.11.4 for resource 

consent applications in slope instability management areas, and address the relevant 

assessment matters below. 
 

 
The design of rockfall protection structures, must be carried out by a Chartered 

Professional Engineer with specific experience in the investigation, design and/or 

construction of rockfall protection structures, who has registered with the Christchurch City 

Council. 

 

 

 

Slope Instability Management Areas 

Activity Cliff 

Hazard 

Mgmt Area 

1 

Cliff 

Hazard 

Mgmt 

Area 2 

Rockfall 

Hazard 

Mgmt 

Area 1 

Rockfall 

Hazard 

Mgmt 

Area 2 

Mass 

Movement 

Hazard 

Mgmt 

Area 1 

Mass 

Movement 

Hazard 

Mgmt 

Areas 2 & 

3 

Remainder 

of Port 

Hills and 

Banks 

Peninsula 

Slope 

Instability 

Mgmt 

Area 

Key: P = Permitted; RD = Restricted Discretionary; D = Discretionary; NC = Non-complying; PR = 
Prohibited. 

a. Subdivision PR1/NC1* NC2 NC3 D1 NC4 D2 RD1 

b. Earthworks 

except as 

provided in 

activities c, d, f, 

g, h, i and g j in 

Rule 

5.10.1 

PR2 NC5 NC6 D3 NC7 D4 PHASE 2 

REVIEW 

c. Hazard mitigation 

works, including 

earthworks 

associated with 

those works unless 

provided for in d. 

PR3 NC8 D5 D6 NC9 D7 RD2 

d. Hazard 

mitigation works 

to protect 

infrastructure 

including 

earthworks 

D8 

includes 

works to 

protect 

Brittan 

Terrace 

D9 D10 D11 D12 D13 RD3 
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associated with 

those works. 

Port 

related 

activities. 

e. Demolition of 
buildings 

D14 D15 D16 D17 D18 D19 P1 

f. Repair and 

maintenance  of 

roads and other 

infrastructure 

including 

earthworks 

associated with 

these works. 

D20 D21 P2 P3 D22 P4 P5 

X Replacement and 

upgrading of 

infrastructure 

including 

earthworks 

associated with 

these works. 

NC D D RD D RD PHASE 
TWO 
REVIEW 

XX Development of 

new infrastructure. 

NC NC NC D NC D PHASE 
TWO 
REVIEW 

g. Retaining walls 

which are both less 

than 6m2 in area 

and less than 1.8m 

in height including 

earthworks 

associated with 

those works. 

P6 D23 P7 RD4 P8 RD5 P9 P6 P10 RD6 P11 P7 P12  P8 

h. Signage and 

fencing for 

warning or 

excluding the 

public including 

post holes 

associated with 

those works. 

D24 P9 P10 P11 P12 P13 PHASE 2 
REVIEW 

i. Hazard 

mitigation works 

and associated 

earthworks and 

planting in 

accordance with 

the Port Hills 

NC10 P14 P15 P16 NC11 P17 P18 

Comment [JC14]: Defined term. 

Comment [JC15]: Defined term. 
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Parks and Tracks 

Reopening 

Process (dated 19 

December 2012) 

and AS/NZS ISO 

31000:2009 Risk 

Management 

Principles and 

Guidelines. 

j. Recreation 

activities within 

parks and 

reserves and 

associated park 

management and 

maintenance 

activities, 

including grazing 

and track repair. 

NC12 P19 P20 P21 NC13 P22 PHASE 2 
REVIEW 

X Farm buildings 

and farm tracks, 

including 

earthworks 

associated with 

these works. 

NC[X] NC[X] D[X] RD[X] NC[X] RD[X] PHASE 2 
REVIEW 

h. 
k. 

Any building or 

structure not listed 

in activities a to g 

of Rule 5.10.1. 

PR4 NC10 4 NC1115 D2325 NC1216 D2426 PHASE 2 

REVIEW 

i. l. Any other activity 

not otherwise 

listed in this table. 

NC1317 NC1418 NC1519 D2527 NC1620 D2628 PHASE 2 

REVIEW 

 

* Prohibited where site subject to proposed subdivision is solely located within 

Cliff Hazard Management Area1; noncomplying activity where it is proposed to 

subdivide off land within Cliff Hazard Management Area 1 from an area of land 

not within Cliff Hazard Management Area 1. 
 
 
Any resource consent application arising from RD1, RD2 and RD3, RD4, RD5 and 

RD6 set out in Rule 5.10.1 above will not require written approvals and shall not be 

publicly or limited notified. 

 
Note: See Clause 5.11.4 for additional information requirements for all resource 

consent applications within Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope Instability 

Management Areas. 
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5.10.2 Remainder of Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope 
Instability Management Areas  RD1, RD2 and RD3 to RD6 matters 
of discretion 

 

a.  The Council’s discretion shall be limited to the following matters: 

i. With respect to subdivision applications: All matters which discretion has 
been limited to for restricted discretionary activity subdivision in Chapter 
8. 

ii. The nature and extent of the natural hazard and the associated risks 
posed to subdivision, use and development, both on and off site. 

iii. The nature and scale of any existing or proposed development, 
including engineering works, and its design, effects and levels of risk. 

iv. Proposed hazard mitigation works, the effects on levels of risk and 
proposed monitoring procedures and maintenance. 

v. Suitability of proposed building platforms and access to the site. 

vi. The visual impact of any proposed earthworks or hazard 
mitigation/protection works.  

vii. Drainage and sediment control measures, both during and after the 
development. 

 

5.10.3 Slope Instability Management Areas – D5 (Discretionary 
Activity 5) to D26 28 (Discretionary Activity 26 28) assessment 
matters for land use resource consent applications 

 

a.  The land use activities listed in Rule 5.10.1 as discretionary activities will be 
assessed against the relevant assessment matters below, together with other 
matters specified in section104 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 

i. The risk to life, property and the environment posed by the natural 
hazard, either on the site of the activity, or elsewhere such as downhill. 

ii. The extent to which hazard mitigation works, or conditions on the 
activity, would enable the effects of the hazard, either on site or 
elsewhere, to be remedied or mitigated. 

iii. The suitability of the site for the activities proposed. 
iv. Whether or not the work would be carried out under the supervision of 

either a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in 
geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist 
(IPENZ registered). 

v. For hazard mitigation measures, whether the works: 

A can be shown, based on evaluation by a Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering, using best 
practice methods, to increase the stability of land and/or protect 
structures and buildings and their occupants; 

B can be shown, based on evaluation by a Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering, using best 
practice methods, to reduce risk to life to a tolerable level, 
including the extent to which an Annual Individual Fatality Risk of 
104 (1 in 10,000) or better can be achieved where that method 
is used, or by use of other hazard assessment methods; 
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C will have appropriate monitoring procedures applied, with 
inspections and maintenance undertaken and reported to the 
Council. 

vi. vi. The extent to which the activity or works will lead to removal of 
vegetation or topsoil, or modification of ecosystems or natural character, 
or adverse landscape and visual effects. 

vii. The extent to which the activity or works would impact on recreational 
public access, where available, or historical or cultural heritage, or 
sites of cultural significance to Ngai Tahu. 

viii. For infrastructure, the significant social, economic or cultural 
benefit to the community it serves, whether there is a functional or 
operational requirement for such a location and whether there are 
any practical alternatives. 
 

 

5.10.4 Slope Instability Management Areas  D1 (Discretionary 
Activity 1) to D13 (Discretionary Activity 13) and D20 
(Discretionary Activity 20) to D24 (Discretionary Activity 24) 
assessment matters for subdivision or earthworks resource 
consent applications 

 
a. Where subdivision or earthworks are listed in Rule 5.10.1 as Discretionary 

Activities, they will be assessed against the relevant assessment matters 
below together with other matters specified in section104 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

i. The implications of any proposed works on hydrological and geological 
features, both underlying and surface and on site and on adjoining sites. 

ii. The nature, extent and implications of hazards relevant to the site e.g. 
slope instability or stream bank erosion. 

iii. The effectiveness of mitigation measures proposed, and whether they 
will lower risk to an acceptable level. 

iv. The design of proposed works including buildings and retaining walls, 
and access roads. 

v. The nature of any existing or proposed fill or earthworks, engineering 
design, and their effects on the stability of the site and adjacent sites. 

vi. Effects of development on surface and subsurface drainage patterns 
and stormwater management. 

vii. The adequacy of drainage and sediment control measures; for example, 
the extent to which the works will retain excavations as soon as 
possible, drain stormwater into an approved stormwater system, and 
when excavating, be undertaken outside of periods of water saturation. 

viii. The ability of the site to accommodate specific, stable, accessible and 
serviceable building platforms for each site. 

ix. The extent to which the works will lead to removal of vegetation or 
topsoil, or modification of ecosystems or natural character, or adverse 
landscape and visual effects. 

x. The extent to which the activity or works would impact on recreational 
public access, where available, or historical historic or cultural 
heritage or sites of cultural significance to Ngai Tahu. 

xi. Any planting proposed and the usefulness of that planting as a 
mitigation measure. 

Comment [JC16]: Defined term. 
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xii. For infrastructure, the significant social, economic or cultural 
benefit to the community it serves, whether there is a functional or 
operational requirement for such a location and whether there are 
any practical alternatives. 
 

 

5.11 General procedures  Information requirements 
 

5.11.1 Information requirements for all plan changes 
 

Liquefaction potential 

a.  Plans and accompanying information will be required to show the results of a 
geotechnical site suitability assessment, in accordance with the densities, 
depths, methods and reporting specified for plan changes, in Ministry of 
Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) (December 2012): Part D of 
"Guidance: Repairing and rebuilding houses affected by the Canterbury 
Earthquakes”: Guidelines for the geotechnical investigation and assessment of 
subdivisions in the Canterbury region: Minimum requirements for geotechnical 
assessment for land development (‘flatland areas' of the Canterbury region). 
This will be required to include an indication of liquefaction susceptibility across 
the site in terms of performance characteristics, as well as a broad classification 
of the land in accordance with those guidelines. The level of investigation 
should correspond with the scale and significance of the hazard and the 
requirements of the MBIE guidelines. Plans and information shall also: 

i. identify any areas which require particular ground strengthening or other 
mitigation measures, and recommendations for such mitigation; 

ii. identify any areas which should be excluded from built development, 
due to geotechnical constraints, or which require geotechnical setbacks, 
including areas near the edges of rivers, streams, lakes, wetlands, 
stormwater detention areas and swales or other areas with a sharp 
change in ground elevation where lateral spread may occur; 

iii. indicate any options and recommended locations for the proposed land 
uses, transport features and other infrastructure recommended by the 
geotechnical engineer. 

b.  All geotechnical reports with respect to liquefaction potential are to be prepared 
by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical 
engineering, or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered), and 
should contain all relevant geotechnical information, presented in both a factual 
and interpretive manner. 

 

Advice Notes 

1.  The Council reserves the right to obtain peer reviews of geotechnical reports. 

2.  The Council encourages the provision of geotechnical data and assessments 
to  the Canterbury Geotechnical Database. 

3.  The [name of document] will assist with the assessment of Plan Changes 
by providing guidelines for: 

 * the required land performance; and 

 the level of geotechnical assessment required 

 

 

Comment [JC17]: Defined term 
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5.11.2 Additional information requirements for all resource 
consent applications for subdivision 

 

5.11.2.1 Liquefaction Assessment Areas 1 and 2 

 

Liquefaction potential 

a.  At subdivision consent application stage, detailed liquefaction susceptibility 
assessment and reporting will be required in accordance with the densities, 
depth, methods and reporting specified in Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment (December 2012): Part D of "Guidance: Repairing and rebuilding 
houses affected by the Canterbury Earthquakes”: Guidelines for the 
geotechnical investigation and assessment of subdivisions in the Canterbury 
region: Minimum requirements for geotechnical assessment for land 
development (‘flatland areas ‘of the Canterbury region). 

b.  Subdivision consent applications will be required to include sufficient 
information and proposed measures to satisfy the Council that liquefaction risk 
(if present) can be adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated, including the 
potential effects of lateral spread within 200 metres of the edges of rivers, 
streams, lakes, wetlands, stormwater detention areas, and swales or other 
areas with a sharp change in ground elevation. 

c.  Subdivision plans shall show: 

i. any areas which require particular ground strengthening or other 
mitigation measures, and recommendations for such mitigation; 

ii. any areas which should be excluded from built development due to 
geotechnical constraints, or which require geotechnical setbacks; and 

iii. any features of subdivision layout recommended by the geotechnical 
engineer, for example any recommended locations for proposed land 
uses, transport features and other infrastructure as a result of 
geotechnical constraints. 

d.  All geotechnical reports with respect to liquefaction potential are to be prepared 
by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical 
engineering, or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered), and 
should contain all relevant geotechnical information, presented in both a factual 
and interpretive manner. 

e.  Where land within Liquefaction Assessment Area 2 is to be subdivided, it is 
likely to require a lower level of detail of geotechnical assessment than for 
Liquefaction Assessment Area 1. The density of deep investigation and mix of 
methods used in characterisation should be appropriate to the geomorphology 
of the site, the scale of the proposed development, the importance of the 
infrastructure and the nature of the community facilities planned for the site, and  
the level of risk to people and property arising from structural failure. More 
detailed assessment may be required where visual assessment and reasonable 
enquiry suggests that the land or parts of the land should be subject to the 
same level and intensity of deep geotechnical investigation as for Liquefaction 
Assessment Area 1. 

Other geotechnical risks 

f. All applications for subdivision consent will be required to include assessment 
and reporting on normal geotechnical investigations for the purpose of 
evaluating all other potential geotechnical risks, including information on soil  
types, static bearing capacities, settlements, stability, and section 106 of the  
Act matters. 
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Advice notes: 

1.  Where land is within the area shown on the Planning Maps as 
“Liquefaction Assessment Area 2”, or where land has already been 
subject to current and appropriate significant geotechnical assessment, 
existing geotechnical information may be adequate for land use consent 
application purposes. Identifying geotechnical issues other than 
liquefaction potential, e.g. the presence of peat, is also part of normal 
geotechnical investigations. 

2.  The Christchurch City Council has subdivision guidance entitled Subdivision 
Bulletin 23.2. May 2013 “Geotechnical Assessment to Satisfy Section 106 of the 
Act matters”.  The Council's Infrastructure Design Standard includes a chapter 
on geotechnical requirements for the design and construction of infrastructural 
assets. 

3.  The Council reserves the right to obtain peer reviews of geotechnical reports. 

4.  The Council encourages the provision of geotechnical data and assessments 
to the Canterbury Geotechnical Database. 

5.  The [name of document] will assist with the assessment of subdivision 
consent applications by providing guidelines for: 

 the required land performance; and 

 the level of geotechnical assessment required 

 

 

5.11.3 Additional information requirements for resource consent 
applications for land use activities in flat areas where a 
geotechnical report is required. 

 

Liquefaction potential 

a.  Applicants will be required to supply the results of a detailed geotechnical 
investigation and interpretation. The level of investigation should correspond 
with the scale and significance of the liquefaction hazard. Plans and information 
shall: 

i. identify any areas which require particular ground strengthening or other 
mitigation measures, and recommendations for such mitigation; 

ii. identify any areas which should be excluded from built development, 
due to geotechnical constraints, or which require geotechnical setbacks, 
including areas near the edges of rivers, streams, lakes, wetlands, 
stormwater detention areas and swales where lateral spread is likely to 
occur; and 

iii. indicate any options and recommended locations for the proposed land 
use, transport features and other infrastructure recommended by the 
geotechnical engineer. 

b. All geotechnical reports in respect of liquefaction potential are to be prepared by 
a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical 
engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered), 
and should contain all relevant geotechnical information, presented in both a 
factual and interpretive manner. 
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Advice notes: 

1.  Where land is within the area shown on the Planning Maps as “Liquefaction 
Assessment Area 2”, or where land has already been subject to recent current 
and appropriate  significant geotechnical assessment, existing geotechnical 
information may be adequate for land use consent application purposes. 
Identifying geotechnical issues other than liquefaction potential, e.g. the 
presence of peat, is also part of normal geotechnical investigations. 

2.  Land to be used for commercial or other nonresidential purposes may require 
more substantial investigations, ground strengthening, and foundation design 
measures than for residential lots, depending on the activities proposed and the 
size and weight of the proposed structures. 

3.  The Council reserves the right to obtain peer reviews of geotechnical reports. 

4.  The Council encourages the provision of geotechnical data and assessments 
to the Canterbury Geotechnical Database. 

5.  The [name of document] will assist with the assessment of resource 
consent applications by providing guidelines for: 

 the required land performance; and 

 the level of geotechnical assessment required. 

 

 

5.11.4 Additional information requirements for resource consent 
applications within Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope 
Instability Management Areas 

 

a.  Plans and accompanying information shall show: 

i. the geological and geotechnical constraints across the site, including 
any relationship to or effect on areas of actual or potential instability off 
the site, including the location of any inferred faults. 

ii. the location of the site in relation to the natural hazard, or the location of 
the hazard on the site itself, and the location of building platforms in 
relation to the hazard. 

iii. the nature of the proposed activities on the site and the impact on other 
sites potentially affected by the natural hazard, and the effect of the 
hazard on the activity and vice versa. 

b.  All geotechnical reports are to be prepared by a Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering or a Professional 
Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered), and should contain all relevant 
geotechnical information, presented in both a factual and interpretive manner. 
The design of rockfall protection structures must be carried out by a Chartered 
Professional Engineer as set out in Rule 5.10.1. 

 

Advice Notes: 

1.  The Council reserves the right to obtain peer reviews of geotechnical reports. 

2.  The Council encourages the provision of geotechnical data and assessments 
to the Canterbury Geotechnical Database. 
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5.12 General procedure  Compliance with other chapters 
 

a. All subdivision, use and development shall comply with all the provisions of 
other chapters. 
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5.13 Appendices 
 

5.13.1 Liquefaction assessment areas in Christchurch 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

5.13.2 Liquefaction assessment areas on Banks Peninsula 
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Chapter 2 – Definitions 
 
 
Revised Definitions 

 
 
High Flood Hazard 
 
means subject to inundation events where the water depth (metres) x velocity (metres per 
second) is greater than or equal to 1, or where depths are greater than 1m, in a 0.2% AEP 
(1 in 500 year) flood event (as identified in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, 
Chapter 11) and shown on the planning maps. 
 
 
Infrastructure 
 
for the purposes of Rule 5.10.1, means water mains, sewerage mains, pump stations and 
reservoirs, electricity networks and sub-stations, telecommunications networks and the 
strategic road network, and other roads and rail, bulk storage fuel facilities and 
associated pipelines, but does not include services from the street to residential units. 
 
 
Pressurised injection 
 

for the purposes of Rule 5.8.2, means injection of grout at more than 25 40 bar at the 
pump. 

Comment [JC18]: Amendment as per 
Mr Andrew Long's Evidence in Chief  
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Record of Recommended Changes to Planning Maps  

and reference to Council evidence 

 
Tab Submitter 

number 
Submitter name Witness 

1.  80 Otto and MJ Snoep Donald Macfarlane 
Peter Kingsbury 

2.  136 John & Heather Young Mark Yetton 

3.  139* Angus Bargh Iris Brookland 

4.  149 John Taylor Mark Yetton 

5.  268 Anthony Ging Ian Wright 

6.  282 Eric & Susan Stevens Mark Yetton 

7.  298 Carlo Stark Ian Wright 

8.  299 Michael Toothill Ian Wright  

9.  310* Council Iris Brookland 

10.  326 Warren Lewis Mark Yetton 

11.  399* Laryn / Blue Sun NZ Ltd Iris Brookland 

12.  406 Gregory Flynn Ian Wright 

13.  411 David Manley Ian Wright 

14.  457 Elizabeth Kilduff Ian Wright 

15.  478 Van Hattum / The Old Winery Limited Ian Wright 

16.  599 Clark and Millar Ian Wright 

17.  605 Altmants Ian Wright 

18.  606 Richard Holyoake Mark Yetton 

19.  762 Lyttelton / Mt Herbert Community 
Board 

Ian Wright 

20.  789 Pedley / KI Commercial Limited Ian Wright 

21.  792 Lyttelton Group Limited Ian Wright 

22.  830 Borren & Cotterill Ian Wright 

23.  901 Watson / George Phillips Ian Wright 

24.  921 Theobald Holdings Limited Ian Wright 

25.  1015 North Side Investments Ltd / Ablett Ian Wright  

26.  1125* Alpine View Retirement Village Limited Iris Brookland 

27.  1058 Brent Gilpin on behalf of the Taylors 
Mistake Association (Bach 28, 55-59, 
and 60) 

Don Macfarlane  

28.  1059 Jim Turpin on behalf of the Taylors 
Mistake Association and Land 
Company (Bach 28, 55-59, and 60) 

Don Macfarlane  

29.  1066 Peter Mulgrew Ian Wright 

30.  1075 Charles Campbell Ian Wright 

31.  1080 Gerard Cleary Mark Yetton 

32.  1096 Kylie Hills Ian Wright 

33.  1099 Claudia Jung Ian Wright 

34.  1102 Judith McLean Ian Wright  

 
 
*ADVICE NOTE: For changes recommended by a technical witness, see also planning 

evidence of Ms Carter who addresses the submission point also. 
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Attachment B 

Technical experts caucusing report: 
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Attachment C 

Planners' Agreed Statement (including revised provisions) 
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In the Matter of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 and Resource 
Management Act 1991 

 
And  

 
In the Matter of Directions by the Deputy Chairman of the 
Independent Hearings Panel dated 18 December 2014 
pursuant to cl 9 of Schedule 3 of the Order 

 
 

PLANNING EXPERT CONFERENCING STATEMENT 
REGARDING CHAPTER 5 - NATURAL HAZARDS 

29 JANUARY 2015 
 
 
1. EXPERT CONFERENCING 
 
Planning expert conferencing was held on 12, 13, 28 and 29 January 2015. 
 
2. PARTICIPANTS 
 
Name Organisation Attendance 

12/01/15 13/01/15 28/01/15 29/01/15 
Mark Chrisp Facilitator     
David le Marquand  Burton Consultants     
Michael Rachlin Ecan     
Bruce Thompson McCracken & Associates     
Emily Grace GNS Science     
Darryl Millar RMG     
Penny Lemon RMG     
Ainsley McLeod Beca     
Janice Carter CCC     
Tim Vial Kai Tahu ki Otago Limited     
Andrew Long CCC     
John Higgins CCC In part  In part  
Andrew Willis CERA     
Bob Nixon Planz Consultants     
Jonathan Clease Planz Consultants     
Wendy Saunders GNS Science     
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It is noted that the input of Dr Wendy Saunders from GNS Science was limited to the second round 
of planning caucusing (i.e. 28-29 January).  Emily Grace from GNS Science represented Dr Saunders 
at the planning conference while Wendy attended the slope instability caucusing on the 12 and 13 
January.  Dr Saunders did receive a full debrief from Emily Grace of the matters discussed in the first 
session; and second debrief was held at a separate time with Andrew Willis (representing CERA).  Dr 
Saunders agrees with the outcomes of the conferencing that occurred on 12 and 13 January 2015. 
 
Fiona Aston (Planning Consultant for Dia and Carlo Stark) briefly attended the conferencing on 12 
January 2015 (for about half an hour) but did not participate and then left.   
 
 
2. MATTERS DISCUSSED 
 
2.1 Natural Hazards Objective in Chapter 3 – Strategic Directions 
 
A discussion was held as to the extent to which Chapter 3 – Strategic Directions should include 
objectives and policies in relation to natural hazards.  It was agreed that there was no need as 
Chapter 5 is a complete package.  Accordingly, the following note should be included in Chapter 3: 
 

3.6.5 Natural Hazards 
 
Note: Objectives and policies in relation to Natural Hazards can be found in Chapter 
5 Natural Hazards. 

 
 
2.2 Structure of Chapter 5 
 
A discussion was held regarding the appropriateness of the structure of Chapter 5.   
 
The group considered a management based structure (rather than a topic based as the chapter is 
presented at present) but was mindful that users of the Plan will generally start with the maps and 
then go to the rules for each hazard. 
 
There were some concerns about linkages between the objectives / policies and rules, i.e. there are 
some matters covered in the objectives and policies which are not addressed in the rules in Chapter 
5 or the activity status did not fully reflect the policy direction.  It was noted that other rules in other 
sections of the Plan will trigger the consideration of the objectives and policies in Chapter 5.  This 
could be made clearer by those linkages being noted in the Plan including consequential 
amendments.  To that end, an ‘Introduction’ to Chapter 5 has been drafted which is presented as 
Attachment 1.  The rationale for including an introduction included the fact that Chapter 5 uses a 
range terms and concepts which are not widely understood, such as “intolerable risk” and risk 
quantification (e.g. annual individual fatality risk).  The technical experts also recommended that 
Chapter 5 include an introduction to provide some clarification of these matters. 
 
The objectives and policies also provide guidance for further plan changes (especially in relation to 
re-zoning). 
 
Agreed: The structure of Chapter 5 is appropriate.   
 
Agreed: Include an Introduction to Chapter 5 as presented in Attachment 1. 
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Definitions 
 
Where a word or phrase is underlined, it is defined in the Definitions Chapter in the Plan.  Where a 
word is not underlined its plain English meaning is to be used unless otherwise defined in the RMA. 
 
Definition of Infrastructure 
 
It was noted that clarity was required regarding what the definition of infrastructure should be in 
contexts other than Rule 5.10.1.   
 
Agreed: The definition of ‘infrastructure’ should be amended as follow: 
 

Infrastructure 
 
for the purposes of Rule 5.10.1, means water mains, sewerage mains, pump stations and 
reservoirs, electricity networks and sub‐stations, telecommunications networks and the 
strategic road network, and other roads and rail, bulk storage fuel facilities and associated 
pipelines, but does not include services from the street to residential units. 
 
Beyond Rule 5.10.1, the definition of infrastructure in the RMA applies. 

 
The above does not include any reference to port activities (as defined in the Plan), which will be the 
subject of a separate mediation. 
 
Other Terms 
 
The group had a lengthy discussion about the use of undefined terms such as ‘intolerable risk’, 
‘significant natural hazard’ and ‘fullest extent possible’.  We have sought to address this matter by 
way of the wording in the proposed introduction to Chapter 5 or advice notes under particular 
policies.  In addition, Dr Saunders and Janice Carter will undertake further work and present 
evidence to the Independent Hearings Panel (as might others) which seeks add clarity in relation to 
terms relating to risk (which might be by way of additions to the Introduction to Chapter 5). 
 
Section 5.6 - Interim Policy for Coastal Hazards 
 
There were concerns about how Section 5.6 would be implemented.   
 
Agreed: It was agreed that Section 5.6 can be deleted on the basis that it will be addressed as part of 
Phase 2 (to be notified in May 2015). 
 
Chapter 5 – Natural Hazards 
 
The group worked through the content of Chapter 5.  Attached (as Attachment 2) is a track changes 
version of Chapter 5.  All changes are agreed except as otherwise specified in a Comment Box.  
Points of difference will be the subject of evidence. 
 
 
We confirm (to the extent we attended the conferencing) that this Planning Expert Conferencing 
Statement is a true and accurate record of the conferencing sessions held on 12, 13, 28 and 29 
January 2015. 
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From: bruceandbarbt
To: Mark Chrisp
Subject: Re: Attachment 2
Date: Tuesday, 3 February 2015 9:40:00 p.m.

Hi Mark,

This version came through complete with track changes and comments. I am
happy to confirm that the outcome of the Planning Expert Conferencing as set
out in this attachment 2 is a true and accurate record of the conferencing
sessions that I attended on 12 and 13 January.

Thanks,

Bruce Thompson

Sent from my iPad

On 3/02/2015, at 9:20 pm, Mark Chrisp <mark.chrisp@emslimited.co.nz> wrote:

Bruce
 
Attachment 2 attached as a PDF.
 
Regards
 
Mark Chrisp | Director | Environmental Management Services

DDI 07 838 5670 P 07 838 2150 F 07 838 2170 M 027 475 8383 W www.emslimited.co.nz
219 Collingwood Street, PO Box 1307, Hamilton 3240

CAUTION. This  email message and any attachments contain information that is  CONFIDENTIAL 
and may be LEGALLY PRIVILEGED. If you are not the intended recipient any use, disclosure or 
copying of this message or attachments is  strictly prohibited. If you have received this email 
message in error please notify immediately and erase all  copies of the message and attachments.

 

<Attachment 2 - Chapter 5 Natural Hazards - Expert Planner
Conferencing Version - 290115.pdf>

Evidence of Janice Carter with attachments
submitter 310

page 150

mailto:bruceandbarbt@gmail.com
mailto:mark.chrisp@emslimited.co.nz
mailto:mark.chrisp@emslimited.co.nz
http://www.emslimited.co.nz/


Attachment 1 – Proposed Introduction to Chapter 5 Natural Hazards 
 

Introduction 

 

The Natural Hazards Chapter is focused on identifying natural hazards affecting the district, 
increasing public awareness of those natural hazards and providing an appropriate district 
planning framework for reducing the risk to the community over the long term.   

The natural hazards that this District is particularly concerned with include: 

• intense rainfall events causing flooding from rivers, streams, overland flow and lakes; 
• earthquakes; 
• liquefaction; 
• cliff collapse, rockfall or boulder roll, and mass movement; 
• tsunami; 
• inundation from the sea and storm surge; 
• coastal erosion; 
• fire; 
• exacerbation of some of the hazards above through climate change and sea level rise; 

and 
• multiple hazards consisting of combinations of the above. 
 

The Chapter includes provisions in respect to flooding, liquefaction and slope instability as part of  
Phase 1 of the District Plan Review as these were identified as the priority natural hazards in the 
recovery process.   

The chapter is structured with objectives (outcomes the Plan seeks to achieve), followed by 
general polices (how the objectives will be achieved) and a more detailed set of policies on each 
of the priority natural hazards of flooding, liquefaction and slope instability.  The objectives and 
policies are generally implemented by Rules in this District Plan.   These Rules are primarily 
found in the Natural Hazards Chapter.  The exceptions to this are where the policies: 

• Are implemented by rules in other parts of the Plan; 
• Are supported by Rules to be provided in Phase 2 of the District Plan Review; and 
• Provide guidance in the consideration of plan changes such as rezoning of land. 

The Rules section of the Natural Hazards Chapter is divided into the three priority natural hazards 
discussed above.  Rule 5.8 deals with Flood Hazard, Rule 5.9 with Liquefaction and 5.10 with 
Slope Instability.  Natural Hazard overlays are identified in the Planning Maps and identify the 
relevant rules at the property level.  A section on information requirements for plan changes and 
resource consent applications is provided in Section 5.11. 

A key policy refers to the need for increased awareness of natural hazards and to encourage 
people to include measures beyond those afforded by existing use rights under the Resource 
Management Act 1991.  The Plan anticipates that methods to achieve this policy will occur 
outside the Plan requirements. 

There are a number of concepts used in this Chapter not found elsewhere in the district plan.  An 
explanation of some of these key concepts is provided below.  These explanations are intended 
only to assist in understanding the policies and are not definitions in themselves. 

 

Key Concepts 

Intolerable risk to life safety: 

In terms of the policies in the Plan intolerable risk to life safety is a concept used to explain the 
point where it is considered that the risk to life is so great that it should not be put up with (or 
development that would put that life at risk, provided for).   
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A metric used in this Plan for Slope Instability Hazard is the Annual Individual Fatality Risk (AIFR) 
which is defined in this Plan as “the probability or likelihood that an individual will be killed at their 
place of residence in any one year as a result of cliff collapse, rockfall or mass movement.” 

 

An intolerable risk to life safety is largely a judgement call that will differ depending on 
circumstances. Using the AIFR metric an AIFR of 10-4 (chance of 1 in 10,000 of death from 
rockfall, cliff collapse, mass movement) may be considered intolerable level of risk to life for 
normal residential activity, but for a preschool or greenfield development it might be considered to 
be appropriately determined as being 10-5 (1 in 100,000 chance of death).  The AIFR used in this 
Plan is modelled using residential occupancy as a key component.  Consequently, for the likes of 
a utility building or structure with no people occupying it, the residential AIFR is unlikely to be an 
appropriate metric.  The risk to life safety in these situations is a consideration largely during the 
construction period and periods of maintenance. 

 
Mapping in the District Plan has used the AIFR metric of 10-4 and operates as an alert layer that is 
the trigger point for resource consents for known areas subject to cliff collapse, rockfall and mass 
movement.  This enables geotechnical assessment of the life safety risk to occur before new 
development takes place. 
 
  

Other key concepts Comment [M1]: To be provided by 
Wendy Saunders and Janice Carter in 
evidence. 
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Chapter 5 - Natural Hazards 
 
 

 Page 1 of 1 

Attachment 2: Expert Planners Conference 
Version of Chapter 5 

Chapter 5 Natural Hazards (part) 
 
Contents 
 
5.1  Natural hazards objectives 

5.1.1  Objective - Reduced risk 
5.1.2  Objective - Awareness of natural hazards 
5.1.3  Objective - Repair of earthquake damaged land 

 
5.2  General natural hazards policies 

5.2.1  Policy - Avoid development where there is unacceptable or intolerable 
risk 

5.2.2  Policy - Critical infrastructure 
5.2.3  Policy - Restrict land use to avoid or mitigate hazards 
5.2.4  Policy - Precautionary approach 
5.2.5  Policy - Worsening, adding or transferring hazard 
5.2.6  Policy - Natural features providing hazard resilience 
5.2.7  Policy - Awareness of natural hazards 

 
5.3  Policies for flooding 

5.3.1  Policy - High flood hazard 
5.3.2  Policy - Flood protection works 
5.3.3  Policy - Protection of flood storage and overflow areas 
5.3.4  Policy - Flood damage mitigation by raising floor levels 
5.3.5  Policy - Repair of earthquake damaged land 

 
5.4  Policies for geotechnical hazard and risks for flat areas of the district 

5.4.1  Policy - Geotechnical risk including liquefaction susceptibility 
5.4.2  Policy - Management of geotechnical risks on flat land 

 
5.5  Policies for slope instability areas 

5.5.1  Policy - Areas subject to an intolerable risk to life safety from potential 
cliff collapse 

5.5.2  Policy - Areas potentially affected by rockfall or boulder roll 
5.5.3 Policy - Areas potentially affected by mass movement 
5.5.4  Policy - Slope instability in areas not already identified as cliff collapse, 

rock fall or mass movement (remainder of Port Hills and Banks Peninsula) 
5.5.5  Policy - Hazard mitigation works for slope instability in the Port Hills and 

across Banks Peninsula 
 
5.6  Interim policy for coastal hazards (to be further considered in Phase 2 of the 

District Plan Review) 
5.6.1 Policy - Climate change and sea level rise 
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5.7  Policy - Multiple natural hazard areas 
 
5.8  Flood hazard rules 

5.8.1  Residential zones - Activities and earthworks in Floor Level and Fill 
Management Areas 

5.8.2  Repair of land used for residential purposes damaged by earthquakes 
within a Floor Level and Fill Management Area (provisions previously 
introduced under s27 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act to the 
Operative Plan). 

5.8.3  Commercial and industrial zones - Activities and earthworks in Floor 
Level and Fill Management Areas 

 
5.9  Liquefaction rules 

5.9.1  Permitted activities - Liquefaction Assessment Areas 1 and 2 
5.9.2  Restricted discretionary activities - Liquefaction Assessment Areas 1 and 

2 
5.9.3  Restricted discretionary activities - Liquefaction Assessment Area 1 
5.9.4  Discretionary, non-complying and prohibited activities - Liquefaction 

Assessment Areas 1 and 2 
 

5.10  Port Hills and Banks Peninsula slope instability rules 
5.10.1  Activity status for Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope Instability 

Management Areas 
5.10.2  Remainder of Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope Instability 

Management Areas - RD1, RD2 and RD3 to RD6 matters for discretion 
5.10.3  Slope Instability Management Areas – D5 (Discretionary Activity 5) to 

D2628 (Discretionary Activity 2628) assessment matters for land use 
resource consents 

5.10.4  Slope Instability Management Areas - D1 (Discretionary Activity 1) to D13 
(Discretionary Activity 13) and D20 (Discretionary Activity 20) to D24 
(Discretionary Activity 24) assessment matters for subdivision or 
earthworks resource consent applications 

 
5.11  General procedures - Information requirements 

5.11.1  Information requirements for all plan changes 
5.11.2  Additional information requirements for all resource consent applications 

for subdivision 
5.11.3  Additional information requirements for applications for resource 

consents for land use activities in flat areas where a geotechnical report 
is required. 

5.11.4  Additional information requirements for applications for resource 
consents within Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope Instability 
Management Areas 

 
5.12  General procedure - Compliance with other chapters 

 
5.13  Appendices 

5.13.1  Liquefaction assessment areas in Christchurch 
5.13.2  Liquefaction assessment areas on Banks Peninsula 
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5.1 Natural hazards objectives 
 
5.1.1 Objective - Reduced risk 
 

a. Reduced risk to people, property, infrastructure and other aspects of the 
environment from the effects of natural hazards to acceptable levels, including: 

 
 
i. intense rainfall events causing flooding from rivers, streams, overland flow and 

lakes; 
ii. liquefaction during earthquake shaking; 
iii. cliff collapse, rockfall or boulder roll, and mass movement; 
iv. tsunami; 
v. inundation from the sea and storm surge; 
vi. coastal erosion 
vii. exacerbation of hazards (i) to (vi) through climate change and sea level rise; 
viii. and multiple hazards consisting of combinations of the above. 

 
 

5.1.2 Objective - Awareness of natural hazards 
 

a. Increased public awareness of the range and scale of natural hazard events 
that can affect the District. 

 

5.1.3 Objective - Repair of earthquake damaged land 
 

a. Repair of earthquake damaged land used for residential purposes is facilitated 
as part of the recovery. 

b. Repair of other earthquake damaged land. 
 
 

5.2  General natural hazards policies 
 
5.2.1 Policy - Avoid development where there is unacceptable or 
intolerable risk 
 

a. Avoid new subdivision, use and development, particularly including new urban 
zonings, where: 

 
i. there is intolerable risk of loss of life or serious injury in the event of a natural 

hazard occurrence; or 
ii. other potential adverse effects arising from a natural hazard event are serious 

and risks associated with the natural hazard cannot be mitigated to an 
acceptable level. 

 

Comment [M1]: As per RMA 
definition of natural hazards. 

Comment [M2]: Introduced a 
threshold so that reduction of risk was 
not required where it was not 
necessary. 
J Carter and W Saunders wish to 
further consider this. 

Comment [M3]: Now part of the 
Introduction. 

Comment [M4]: Added to include a 
reference to non-residential land. 
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5.2.2  Policy - Critical infrastructure 
 

a. Avoid locating new critical infrastructure locating where it is at risk of being 
significantly affected by a significant natural hazard unless there is no 
reasonable alternative location or method including considering functional and 
operational requirements., and   

 
b. To enable critical infrastructure isto be designed, maintained and managed to 

function to the fullest extent possible practicable during and after natural hazard 
events. 

 
c. Recognise the benefits of critical infrastructure and enable the ongoing use, 

maintenance and upgrading of critical infrastructure. 
 
5.2.3 Policy - Restrict land use to avoid or mitigate hazards 
 

a. Apply different levels of control on subdivision, use and development in areas at 
risk of natural hazards, depending on the level of risk, to ensure that the 
adverse effects of natural hazards are avoided or otherwise adequately 
mitigated. 

 

5.2.4 Policy - Precautionary approach 
 

a. Adopt a precautionary approach to subdivision, use and development where: 
i. there is a high degree of uncertainty as to likelihood and scale of a 

natural hazard; or there 
ii. there are multiple natural hazards that can occur simultaneously 

resulting in , with potential unacceptable cumulative adverse effects.; or 
there is 

iii. potential for serious or irreversible effects from a natural hazard. 
iii. multiple natural hazards have been identified on a site and result in an 

elevated overall risk profile. 
 

5.2.5 Policy - Worsening, adding or tTransferring hazardrisk 
 

a. Ensure that subdivision, use and development, or hazard mitigation proposals 
do not: 

i. worsen the adverse effects of any known natural hazard; 
ii. create a new hazard; or 
iii.  transfer or increase create unacceptable risk or adverse effects to other 

people, property, infrastructure or the natural environment. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Comment [M5]: Definition to be 
determined. 

Comment [M6]: Amended to 
recognise the functional and 
operational requirements of 
infrastructure and benefits. 

Comment [M7]: Happy with intent of 
policy.  May reconsider later. 

Comment [M8]: There is always 
some uncertainty. 

Comment [M9]: Added a qualifier. 

Comment [M10]: Already captured 
within the policy. 

Comment [M11]: Previously in Policy 
5.7. 

Comment [M12]: These matters are 
now captured below. 

Comment [M13]: Added a threshold. 
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5.2.6 Policy - Natural features providing hazard resilience 
 

a.  Ensure that Protect natural features which assist in avoiding or reducing the 
effects risks of natural hazards, such as natural ponding areas, coastal dunes, 
wetlands, waterway margins and riparian vegetation, are protected  from 
inappropriate subdivision, use and development, and where appropriate 
restore, maintain or enhance the functioning of these features. 

 

5.2.7 Policy - Awareness of natural hazards 
 

a.  Ensure people are informed about the natural hazards relating to their 
properties and surrounding area. 

 
b.  Encourage property owners to incorporate additional measures into the rebuild 

of earthquake damaged buildings including earthquake damaged buildings 
beyond existing use rights or minimum building standards to avoid or mitigate 
natural hazards affecting their property. 

 

5.2.8 Repair of earthquake damaged land 
 

a. Facilitate recovery by enabling property owners to make repairs to earthquake 
damaged land for residential purposes, where these repairs will have minimal 
adverse effects on people, property or the natural environment. 

 
b. To recognise that the repair of other earthquake damaged land is necessary as 

part of recovery. 
 
Port Specific Policy 
Policy on Mapping 
 

5.3 Policies for flooding 
 
Note: Rules will be added to the Natural Hazards chapter through the notification of further 
provisions implementing Policies 5.3.1, 5.3.2, and 5.3.3 and Policy 5.3.4 in respect to the 
zones/areas not covered in Phase 1. 
 
 

5.3.1 Policy - High flood hazard 
 

a.  Avoid subdividing or developing subdivision or development where it will 
increase the potential risk to people’s safety, well-being and property new 
residential units, other habitable buildings, buildings for concentrations of 
people and additions to those buildings, in areas where there is a high flood 
hazard.1 

 
  b. [Additional policy in relation to additional areas will be added as part of Phase 2] 

                                                 
1 This policy currently (i.e. Phase 1) only applies to the Waimakariri Stopbank Floodplain. 

Comment [M14]: Added to broaden 
the scope of the policy. 

Comment [M15]: Added the policy to 
flow from Objective 5.1.3 and to 
broaden its scope to all damaged land. 

Comment [M16]: J Clease supports 
the addition of a port specific policy. 
This will be presented in evidence. 

Comment [M17]: J Clease seeks a 
policy in relation to mapping. 
A matter for evidence. 

Comment [M18]: This note was 
already in the notified version of the 
Plan. 

Comment [M19]: This is a defined 
term and should therefore be 
underlined. 

Comment [M20]: To add clarity, the 
definition of ‘high flood hazard’ should 
be amended to refer to areas shown on 
the Planning Maps. 
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5.3.2 Policy - Flood protection works 
 

a.  Avoid activities locating where they could undermine the integrity of the 
Waimakariri River primary stopbank system. 

b.  Restrict activities locating where they could undermine the integrity of the 
Waimakariri River secondary stopbank system. 

c.  Ensure that activities located near stopbank systems do not exacerbate or 
transfer flood risk elsewhere. 

 

5.3.3 Policy - Protection of flood storage and overflow areas 
 

a.  Maintain the flood storage capacity and function of natural floodplains, wetlands 
and ponding areas, including the Hendersons Basin, Cashmere Stream 
Floodplain, Hoon Hay Valley, Cashmere-Worsleys Ponding Area, Cranford 
Basin, and Lower Styx Ponding Area.2 

b.  Limit filling in urban areas at risk of flooding in a major flood event, where that 
filling activity could transfer risk to other properties, except where filling is 
required to meet minimum floor levels. 

 

5.3.4 Policy - Flood damage mitigation by raising floor levels 
 

a.  Reduce potential flood damage by ensuring floor levels for new buildings or 
additions to buildings are above flooding predicted to occur in a major flood 
event3, including an allowance for sea level rise. 

Interim Policy for specific areas 
b.  Provide for variations in minimum floor levels and their application only in the 

Waimakariri Stopbank Floodplain, within the Open Space 3D (Clearwater) zone, 
and around Te Waihora (Lake Ellesmere) and Wairewa (Lake Forsyth). 

 
 

5.3.5 Policy - Repair of earthquake damaged land 
 

a.  Facilitate recovery by enabling property owners to make immediate repairs to 
earthquake damaged land for residential purposes in areas at risk of flooding, 
where these repairs will have minimal adverse effects on people, property or 
the natural environment. 

 
 

5.4  Policies for managing risk from geotechnical hazard 
and risks for flat areas of the district  
 
5.4.1 Policy - Geotechnical risk including liquefaction 
susceptibility 

                                                 
2 This policy does not foreclose compensatory storage being provided for where filling is required. 
3 ‘Major flood event’ relate to areas shown on the Planning Maps as Floor Level and Fill Management Areas. 

Comment [M21]: B Nixon seeks 
interim policy to support a grandfather 
clause for minimum floor levels and 
processes related to RD applications. 
A matter for evidence. 

Comment [M22]: J Clease suggests 
that the policy includes an exception for 
buildings which are designed to tolerate 
flooding, e.g. shipping containers, 
pipelines, utility structures, etc. to 
support the relevant rules. 
A matter for evidence. 

Comment [M23]: Phase 2 will 
address the manner in which land to be 
used for residential purposes will be 
addressed in terms of facilitating repairs 
to earthquake damaged land that is not 
subject to flooding. 

Comment [M24]: Added for 
consistency. 
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a.  In flat areas of the district ensure that geotechnical site suitability is assessed, 

including liquefaction susceptibility, before new areas are zoned for urban 
activities or where they are already zoned, before subdivision, use and 
development susceptible to geotechnical risks take place. 

b.  Ensure that the level of assessment undertaken for re-zoning, subdivision or 
development reflects: 
i. the potential scale and significance of the liquefaction hazard or other 

geotechnical hazard; and 
ii. the nature and scale of the re-zoning, subdivision or development and its 

susceptibility to those hazards.reflects the potential scale and significance of 
the liquefaction hazard that could occur during ground shaking, 
acknowledging that some areas are more susceptible to these hazards than 
others. 

  
 

5.4.2 Policy – Management of geotechnical risks on flat land 
 

a.  Ensure re-zoning, subdivision, use and development on flat land is able to 
occur where geotechnical hazards have been appropriately identified and 
assessed and risks can be adequately remedied or mitigated. 

b.  Avoid re-zoning, subdivision, use and development on flat land, where the risk 
arising from geotechnical hazard cannot be adequately mitigated and the site 
would not be suitable for reasonable use. 

 

5.5 Policies for slope instability areas 
 

5.5.1 Policy - Areas subject to an intolerable risk to life-safety 
from potential cliff collapse 
 

a. Avoid subdivision, use and development at the top of and/or base of cliffs in 
areas subject to where it will result in an intolerable risk to life-safety from the 
effects of cliff collapse. 

b.  Control subdivision, use and development in areas subject to life-safety risk 
from the effects of cliff collapse, where the life-safety risk can be reduced to a 
tolerable level. 

c. Recognise the need for the repair, maintenance, and use of existing 
infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, in areas potentially affected by 
cliff collapse. 

 

5.5.2 Policy - Areas potentially affected by rockfall or boulder roll 
 

a.  Avoid subdivision, use and development where it will result in areas subject to 
an intolerable risk to life-safety from the effects of rockfall or boulder roll. 

b.  Control subdivision, use and development in areas subject to life-safety risk 
from the effects of rockfall or boulder roll, where the life-safety risk can be 
reduced to a tolerable level. 

Comment [M25]: Note for 
clarification.  The intention is that this 
policy can relate to areas beyond 
mapped Cliff Hazard Management 
Areas 1 and 2. 
J Clease has some concern about the 
clarity as to where Policy 5.5.1 applies. 

Comment [M26]: B Nixon and D le 
Marquand consider that this policy 
should have a clause b which sets out 
activities or the circumstances whereby 
activities do not have to be avoided in 
such areas (like Policy 5.5.2). 
J Carter disagrees on the basis that she 
considers it is covered by clause a. 

Comment [M27]: D le Marquand, A 
Willis, M Rachlin, A McLeod and J 
Clease propose the addition of clause 
c.  J Carter opposes the addition of 
clause c on the basis that it is not 
required as it is covered by clause a. 
and is concerned about the term 
strategic infrastructure. 
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c. Recognise the need for the repair, maintenance, and use of existing 
infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, in areas potentially affected by 
rockfall or boulder roll. 

 

5.5.3 Policy - Areas potentially affected by mass movement 
 

a.  Avoid subdivision, use and development where it will result in areas subject to 
an intolerable risk to life-safety from the effects of mass movement. 

b.  Control subdivision, use and development in areas subject to a heightened risk 
from the effects of mass movement, where there is a potential for damage to 
property and infrastructure. 

c. Recognise the need for the repair, maintenance, and use of existing 
infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, in areas potentially affected by 
mass movement. 

 

5.5.4 Policy - Slope instability in areas not already identified as 
cliff  collapse, rockfall or mass movement (remainder of Port Hills 
and Banks Peninsula) 
 

a.  In areas not already identified as subject to cliff collapse, rockfall or mass 
movement, where appropriate require proposals for subdivision, use and 
development to be assessed by a geotechnical expert, to evaluate the type of 
hazard and level of risk to people, and property including infrastructure from 
slope instability hazards, and only allow subdivision, use and development 
where risk can be reduced to an acceptable level. 

 

5.5.5 Policy - Hazard mitigation works for slope instability in the 
Port Hills and across Banks Peninsula 
 

a.  Avoid hazard mitigation works in areas of the Port Hills and across Banks 
Peninsula where cliff collapse or mass movement is likely to destroy or 
significantly damage such mitigation works, or where construction or 
maintenance of hazard mitigation works creates a safety hazard, unless 
reasonably required to protect critical infrastructure. 

b.  Control hazard mitigation works for slope instability across all other areas of the 
Port Hills and Banks Peninsula, to ensure that hazard mitigation proposals: 
i. are effective; and 
ii. do not worsen any existing natural hazard; and 
iii. iii. do not transfer or increase the risk to other people, property, including 

critical infrastructure or the natural environment; and 
iv. do not adversely affect sites of cultural significance to Ngai Tahu. 

 

5.6 Interim policy for coastal hazards (to be further 
considered in Phase 2 of the District Plan Review) 
 

5.6.1 Policy - Climate change and sea level rise 

Comment [M28]: D le Marquand, A 
Willis, M Rachlin, A McLeod and J 
Clease propose the addition of clause 
c.  J Carter opposes the addition of 
clause c on the basis that it is not 
required as it is covered by clause a. 
and is concerned about the term 
strategic infrastructure. 

Comment [M29]: D le Marquand, A 
Willis, M Rachlin, A McLeod and J 
Clease propose the addition of clause 
c.  J Carter opposes the addition of 
clause c on the basis that it is not 
required as it is covered by clause a. 
and is concerned about the term 
strategic infrastructure. 
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a.  Avoid intensification of built development in areas that are projected to be 

subject to flooding and/or inundation as a result of the effects of climate change, 
including sea level rise. 

b.  Limit intensification of development in locations where the effects of climate 
change, including sea level rise, are likely to result in decreasing levels of 
service from drainage or other infrastructure. 

 

5.7 Policy - Multiple natural hazard areas 
 

a. Where multiple natural hazards have been identified on a site and result in an 
elevated overall risk profile, adopt a precautionary approach to subdivision, use 
and development. 

 

5.8 Flood hazard rules 
 

5.8.1 Residential zones - Activities and earthworks in Floor level 
and Fill Management Areas 
 

Click here for Planning Maps 
 
5.8.1.1 Permitted activities 
 

The activities listed below are permitted in all residential zones where the activity is 
located in a Floor Level and Fill Management Area subject to compliance with: 

 
1.  activity status rules and any standards specified elsewhere in the Plan for that 

activity, and 
2.  the standards specified in this Rule 5.8.1.1. 
 
Activity Activity specific standards 
P1 New buildings located within the 

Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay, 
unless specified in P3, P4, P5 
and P6 in Rule 5.8.1.1. 

a.  Minimum floor levels shall be the 
highest of the following: 
i.  flooding predicted to occur in a 1 

in 200-year rainfall event 
concurrent with a 1 in 20-year tidal 
event1, including 1m sea level rise 
plus 400mm freeboard, as 
predicted by the relevant 
Christchurch City Council model 
and version identified in Table 
5.8.1.1.a; or 

ii. flooding predicted to occur in a 1 
in 200- year tidal event concurrent 
with a 1 in 20- year rainfall event2, 
including 1m sea 
level rise plus 400mm freeboard, 

P2 Additions to existing buildings 
which increase the ground floor 
area of the building located within 
the Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay, 
except those specified in P4, P5 
and P6 in Rule 5.8.1.1. 

Comment [M30]: Deleted on the 
basis that this will be addressed as part 
of Phase 2 which is anticipated to be 
notified in May 2015. 

Comment [M31]: Now part of Policy 
5.2.4. 
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as predicted by the relevant 
Christchurch City Council model 
and version identified in Table 
5.8.1.1a; or 

iii.  12.3m above  Christchurch City 
Council Datum. 

 
(Link to table with floor levels) 

 
Table 5.8.1.1.a Hydrologic and Hydraulic Models Used to Provide Minimum Floor 
Levels 
 

Floor Level and Fill 
Management Area 

Catchment 

Model Version 

Styx Styx River Hydrologic and  
Hydraulic Model 

R004 

Avon Avon River Hydrologic and  
Hydraulic Model 

D13 

Heathcote Heathcote River Hydrologic 
and Hydraulic Model 

2012 Design 

Sumner Sumner Floodplain 
Hydrologic and Hydraulic 
Model 

12N 

 
 

Activity Activity specific standards 
P3 Additions to existing buildings 

that do not increase the ground 
floor area of the building. 
 

a. Nil 

P4 Additions other than garages 
provided for in P5 which do 
not increase the ground floor 
area of an existing building by 
more than 25m2 within any 
continuous period of 10 years. 
 

a. Nil 

P5 Garages of 40m2 or less in 
area,  and any other accessory 
buildings without floors. 
 

a. Nil 

P6 Decks, swimming pools, and 
unenclosed buildings without 
floors. 
 

a. Nil 

P7 Utilities Support structures for 
overhead transmission lines 
including lattice towers, and 
above ground LPG storage 

a. Nil Comment [M32]: To be underlined – 
therefore relying on the definition. 

Evidence of Janice Carter with attachments
submitter 310

page 162

http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43540


Chapter 5 - Natural Hazards 
 
 

 Page 11 of 11 

tanks. 
 

P8 Filling or excavation for 
residential building   platforms 
only to the extent necessary to 
achieve the minimum floor levels 
specified for P1 and P2 in Rule 
5.8.1.1 for new buildings and for 
additions to buildings. 
 

a. Nil 

P9 Filling or excavation associated  
with the maintenance of flood 
protection and bank erosion 
protection works; and the 
maintenance of existing drains 
or ponds. 
 

a. Nil 

P10 Filling or excavation associated   
with permitted utilities, or their 
replacement, repair or 
maintenance of existing utilities. 
 

a. Nil 

P11 Any other filling or excavation.  a. A maximum height of 0.3m of fill above 
ground and 0.6m depth of excavation 
below ground; and 

b. A maximum volume of filling above 
ground level of 10m3 per site, and a 
maximum cumulative volume of filling 
and excavation of 25m3 per site, in each 
case within any continuous period of 10 
years; or. 

b.c.  The excavation and filling is associated 
with the maintenance and/or 
replacement of underground petroleum 
storage systems and where, following 
reinstatement of the underground 
petroleum storage systems, the site will 
have a finished contour that is equivalent 
to the ground level at the 
commencement of the works. 

P12 Temporary buildings a. Nil 
With regard to P1 and P2, irrespective of anything to the contrary in this Plan, 
recession plane breaches created directly by the need to raise floor levels to meet 
the minimum floor level standards set in Rule 5.8.1.1 are exempt from compliance 
with: 
 
Rule 14.2.3.6 Daylight Recession Planes - Residential Suburban Zone and Residential 
Suburban Density Transition Zone; 
Rule 14.3.3.5 Daylight Recession Planes - Residential Medium Density Zone; and 
Rule 14.6.3.5 Daylight Recession Planes - New Neighbourhood Zone. 
 
Recession plane breaches in excess of those created by the need to raise floor levels 

Comment [M33]: Need to investigate 
relationship with other rules and the 
extent of any exemptions. 
In the operative plan, temporary 
activities are subject to their own set of 
rules.  If this approach is continued in 
Phase 2 of the review then P12 can be 
deleted.  Otherwise it should be 
retained. 

Comment [M34]: Subject to the 
comment above and the final definition 
of ‘temporary buildings’, there may 
need to be some standards. 

Comment [M35]: B Nixon would like 
this exemption to apply consistently to 
the whole of the Floor Level and Fill 
Management Area.  CCC do not 
support that outcome and wish to be 
able to undertake a case by case 
assessment. 
A matter for evidence. 
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are not exempt from these rules. 
 
Exemption: 
Irrespective of anything to the contrary in this Plan, all activities associated with the 
rebuild and repair of earthquake damaged residential dwellings within Floor Level and 
Fill Management Area are exempt from compliance with the requirements of Rule 5.8.1, 
provided that a complete application for a Project Information Memorandum for the 
works has been lodged with Christchurch City Council on or before the date at which 
Rule 5.8.1 takes legal effect. 
 
 
Note: For  filling or excavation (before 31 December 2018) for repair of land used 
for residential purposes and damaged by earthquakes, see Rule 5.8.2. 
 
11 in 200 year event = 0.5% AEP event; 1 in 20 year event = 5% AEP event. 
2As for footnote 1. 
 

5.8.1.2 Restricted discretionary activities 
 
The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities in all residential zones 
where the activity is located in a Floor Level and Fill Management Area. 
 
 
Activity 

 
The Council's discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters: 

 
RD1 

 
New buildings located within 
the Fixed Minimum Floor 
Overlay which do not meet 
the standards set out in P1 
under Rule 5.8.1.1 and are not 
permitted by P3, P4, P5 or P6 
in Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 
 
Any application arising from this 
rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 

 
a.  The setting of the minimum floor 

level of the building and/or 
addition. 

Note: Where the applicant accepts the 
minimum floor level provided by 
Council, no further matters need 
to be considered.  Otherwise, the 
following matters will be 
considered. 

b.  The frequency at which any 
proposed building or addition is 
predicted to be flooded and the 

       
   

     
   

   
    

   
 

       
      

     
  

     
     

     

Comment [M36]: Agreed as a matter 
of principle that there should be an 
exception which provides a grandfather 
clause for projects which are in train 
when the rule becomes operative. 
The exemption should only relate to this 
Plan.  The wording needs to be further 
considered along with the point at 
which any grandfather clause cuts in 
(e.g. at the time of Building Consent 
being issued).  There will also need to 
be an end date for the grandfather 
clause – CCC suggests 30 April 2018. 
This will be the subject of evidence. 
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RD2 

 
New buildings not located within 
the Fixed Minimum Floor 
Overlay and not permitted by 
P3, P4, P5 or P6 set out in 
Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 
Any application arising from this 
rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 

 
RD3 

 
Additions to existing buildings 
located within the Fixed 
Minimum Floor Overlay, which 
increase the ground floor area 
of the building, but which do not 
meet the standards set out in 
Rule 5.8.1.1 - P2 and are not 
permitted by P4, P5 or P6 set 
out in Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 
Any application arising from this 
rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 

 
RD4 

 
Additions to existing buildings 
not located within the Fixed 
Minimum Floor Overlay, which 
increase the ground floor area 
of the building, but are not 
permitted by P4, P5 or P6 set 
out in 
Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 
Any application arising from this 
rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 

 
RD5 

 
Filling or excavation which is not 
a permitted activity under P8, 
P9 or P10 set out in Rule 
5.8.1.1, or  filling or excavation 
that exceeds the standards in 
P11 set out in Rule 5.8.1.1. 

 
a.  The effects of filling or excavation 

on flooding, waterways, 
groundwater and natural ground 
levels on and/or off site, including: 
i. Any likelihood of exacerbation 

of flooding, erosion, or siltation 
either upstream or downstream 
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of the site. 

ii. Any adverse effects on 
other properties from 
disturbances to surface 
drainage patterns. 

iii.   Effects on flood storage 
capacity and function in the 
immediate area, and any 
wider effects on the flood 
storage in the catchment; and 
any effects on existing 
stormwater and flood 
protection works. 

iv. Any implications for 
groundwater and the water 
table, on or off site. 

v. Any benefits associated with 
flood management. 

b. Any proposed mitigation 
measures, and their effectiveness 
and environmental impact. 

c. The effects of the scale and nature 
of the filling or excavation, and 
location in relation to neighbouring 
sites, including: 
i. Effects on privacy of 

neighbouring properties and 
effects on streetscape. 

ii. The stability of adjoining land, 
and its susceptibility to 
subsidence or erosion upon 
excavation or filling taking 
place. 

d. Effects on access, character, 
ecology and amenity, and on sites 
of archaeological and cultural 
value, including: 
i. Any adverse effects or benefits 

for public access, natural 
character, or ecology of 
waterways and wetland areas. 

ii. Any adverse effects on 
amenity values including dust 
nuisance, visual impact, noise, 
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vibration and traffic associated 
with the filling or excavation. 

v. iii. Effects on sites of 
archaeological value including 
consideration of the need to 
impose an Accidental 
Discovery Protocol. 

vi. Effects on sites of cultural 
significance to Ngai Tahu. 

 
5.8.1.3 Discretionary, non-complying and prohibited activities 

 

Note: There are no discretionary, non-complying or prohibited activities in respect of Rule 
5.8.1. 

 

5.8.2 Repair of land used for residential purposes damaged by 
earthquakes within a Floor Level and Fill Management Area 
(provisions previously introduced under s27 Canterbury 
Earthquake Recovery Act to the Operative Plan). 

 
5.8.2.1 Permitted activities 

 
The activities listed below are permitted activities in Floor Level and Fill Management 
Areas provided the activity: 
 
1. complies with all of the activity specific standards set out in a to j in P1 and P2 

in Rule 5.8.2.1. 
2. occurs in the Suburban Residential (except for the Suburban Residential Zone 

on the corner of Hendersons and Sparks Road), Residential Suburban 
Density Transition, Medium Density Residential and New Neighbourhood 
zones only 

3.  is commenced prior to the expiry date of this rule on 31 December 2018 
 
 

Activity Activity specific standards 

Comment [M37]: These are being 
mapped as part of Phase 2. 
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P1 Any filling or excavation activity 
undertaken to repair land used 
for residential purposes and 
damaged by the earthquakes, 
where any site or part of a site is 
located within a Floor Level and 
Fill Management Area unless 
specified by P2 in Rule 5.8.2.1. 
 

a. Any filling, excavation or disturbance 
of soils shall not exceed the criteria in 
Table 1 or 2 under Rule 5.8.2.1. 

b.  There shall be no filling, excavation or 
disturbance of soil within: 
i. 3m from any utility waterway to be 

piped; 
ii. 5m from any open utility 

waterway; 
iii. 7m from any environmental 

asset waterway; 
iv. 10m from any other waterway; 

and 

v. 20m from Mean High Water 
Springs except where works 
within these riparian area 
setbacks are permitted under 
the Canterbury Regional 
Council rules for repair to 
earthquake damaged land or 
where the earthworks are 
authorised by a land use 
consent granted by the 
Canterbury Regional Council. 

        Note: The Canterbury Regional 
Council manages earthworks 
within 10m of other rivers and 
lakes and 20m of the coast and 
land use consent may be 
required from that Council. 
Refer to the Natural Resource 
Regional Plan rule WQL36A, 
and the Land and Water 
Regional Plan Rules 8.5.2, 
9.5.6 and 11.5.1. 

c.  All filling, excavation or disturbance 
of soil: 
i. is not within the dripline of a 

listed heritage or notable tree; 
or 

ii. does not alter the finished 
ground level by more than 
0.25m within 5m of the 
dripline of a listed heritage 
or notable tree; or 

P2 Any filling or excavation activity 
undertaken to repair land used 
for residential purposes and 
damaged by the earthquakes 
involving soil mixing, aggregate 
piers, or grout, where any site or 
part of a site is located within a 
Floor Level and Fill Management 
Area. 
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iiiii. is not within an Ecological 
Heritage Site; or  

iviii. is not at or within 5m of a 
listed heritage item  including 
items of significance to 
tangata whenuaNgai Tahu, 
where the heritage item is on 
the same site. 

d. All filling, excavation or 
disturbance excavation or 
disturbance of soil greater than 
10m3  in volume and 0.6m in 
depth or within the waterway 
setbacks at activity specific 
standard b in Rule 5.8.2.1 shall 
be undertaken in accordance 
with the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Guidelines for Small 
Sites and Section 6.1 of the 
Erosions and Sediment Control 
Guidelines (both prepared by 
Environment Canterbury) 

d.    Erosion and sediment control 
measures are implemented and 
maintained in accordance with 
Environment Canterbury’s 
Erosion and Sediment Control 
Guidelines for Small Sites to 
minimise erosion and the 
discharge of sediment laden 
water to surface water - 

e. All filling, excavation or disturbance 
of soil greater than 0.3m in depth 
shall be in accordance with 
New Zealand Standard NZS 
4431:1989 Code of Practice for 
Earth Fill for Residential 
Development.  Certification is not 
required except as specified at 
activity specific standard g in Rule 
5.8.2.1. 

f. All filling, excavation or 
disturbance of soil is to be 
undertaken All land repair 
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works are to be managed in 
accordance with New Zealand 
Standard NZS 6803:1999 
Acoustics – Construction Noise 
and DIN 4150 1999-02 Structural 
Vibration. 

g. For filling, excavation or 
disturbance of soil completed 
under Table 2 in Rule 5.8.2.1, 
PS-4 certification completed by 
a suitably qualified and 
experienced chartered 
geotechnical engineer must be 
provided to the Council within 3 
months of the land repair being 
completed. This shall include 
as-built plans of the works. 

g. h.    Land repair works involving 
mixing or insertion of grout shall 
not involve: 

i. mixtures with a flow time 
greater than 30 seconds 
when tested in accordance 
with the grout flow test at 
NZS 3112: Part 1:1986 (Test 
3) or a flowable concrete/ 
grout including cement and 
inert additives which exceed 
a diameter of 300mm when 
tested in accordance with the 
inverted cone test at NZS 
3112: Part 1:1986 (Test 11) 
except for in-situ mixing; or 

ii. pressurized injection of grout 
into the ground. 

h. i   Where grout is deposited into 
land: 

i. using in-situ mixing the grout 
shall be mixed evenly through 
the augured soil column and 
the percentage of grout 
within the augured soil 
column shall not exceed 
20%; or 
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ii. Where grout is deposited into 
land using methods other than 
in-situ mixing, the percentage 
of cement in the dry grout 
mixture shall not exceed 30%. 

i. j.   Land repair materials shall 
consist only of: 
i. soil, gravel, rocks, concrete, 

sand, silt (such as exists on 
site already), or clean, inert 
material; or 

ii. cement and/or bentonite grout 
including inert additives. 

iii. Timber foundation piles; 
and shall not 

iv. Include or disturb 
putrescible, pollutant, 
inflammable or 
hazardous components; 
and/or 

v. Include fill which 
comprises more than 5% 
vegetation of any load by 
volume. 

j. Land repair works, other than 
dust and sediment control 
measures, shall not be 
undertaken outside of the hours 
of 7.30am to 6.00pm Monday to 
Friday and 8.00am to 5.00pm on 
Saturday. No works shall occur 
on public holidays. 

k. Where the land repair and 
earthworks are designed, 
supervised or certified by a 
Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in 
geotechnical engineering or 
Professional Engineering 
Geologist (IPENZ Registered), at 
least 3 working days prior to 
commencing any work on the 
site, including stockpiling and 

Comment [M38]: Note the need for 
consistent use of terminology 
throughout the Plan. 

Evidence of Janice Carter with attachments
submitter 310

page 171



Chapter 5 - Natural Hazards 
 
 

 Page 20 of 20 

preparatory works: 

i.         Written notice shall be 
provided to the Council 
informing of the location 
of the land repair and the 
name and contact details 
of the supervising 
engineer; 

ii.        Written notice shall be 
provided to any occupier 
of a residential dwelling 
adjoining the land repair 
site to inform them that 
the works will be taking 
place, the expected 
duration of the works and 
provide contact details of 
the site supervisor; and 

iii.       A sign shall be erected at 
the front of the property 
including the name and 
contact details of the site 
supervisor. 

l.   Where the land repair and 
earthworks are designed, 
supervised or certified by a 
Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in 
geotechnical engineering or 
Professional Engineering 
Geologist (IPENZ Registered), a 
statement of professional 
opinion completed by a 
Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in 
geotechnical engineering must 
be provided to the Council 
within 3 months of the land 
repair being completed to the 
effect that the works will meet 
all applicable standards and 
requirements and be suitable 
for its intended purpose. This 
shall include as-built plans of 
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the works. 

 
Table 1: Standards where the land repair and earthworks are not designed, supervised 
or certified by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical 
engineering. All activity specific standards in Rule 5.8.2.1 must also be met. 
 
 

 Column A 
Max. 

Volume 
(Cumulative) 

Colu
mn B 

Max. depth 
(m) 

Column C 
Max. depth 

of fill (m) 
[below 
ground 

 

Column D 
Fill (m) 
[above 

ground level] 

Column E 
Setback 

from 
boundary 

 

P1 
 

50m3/site 
 

0.6 
 

0.6 
 

0.3 max. depth; 
and 
10 m3/site 
max. volume 

 

Setback from 
boundary must 
be equivalent to 
or greater than 
the depth of 
filling or 
excavation. 

 

P2  
10m3/site Not 
more than 10m³ of 
grout/site 

 

1.0 
 

1.0 
 

0.3m 
max. 
depth 

 
 
Table 2: Standards where the land repair and earthworks are designed, supervised or 
certified by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering. 
All activity specific standards at Rule 5.8.2.1 must also be met. 

 
 Column A Max. 

Volume 
(Cumulative) 

Column B 
Max. depth 

(m) 

Column C 
Max. depth of 
fill (m) [below 
ground level] 

Column D Fill 
(m) [above 

ground level] 

Column E 
Setback from 

boundary 

P1 250m3/ site Nil 2.0 Nil 2.0 Nil 0.3 max. depth 
and 10m3/site 
max. volume 

Nil 

P2 250m3/site 
where not more 
than 50m3 may 
be grout Not 
more than 80m³ 
of grout/site 

4.0 Nil 4.0 Nil Nil 1.5m 1m 
 

 
5.8.2.2 Restricted discretionary activities 

 
The activities listed below are a restricted discretionary activity. Discretion to grant or 
decline consent or impose conditions is restricted to the matters for discretion 
identified below. 

Activity The Council’s discretion shall be limited to 
the following matters: 

 
RD1 

 
Any filling or excavation 

 
The matters for discretion reserved for RD5 
set out in Rule 5.8.1.2. 
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undertaken to repair land 
used for residential 
purposes damaged by 
earthquakes that does not 
comply with P1 or P2 set 
out in Rule 5.8.2.1. 

 
Any application arising from 
this rule will not require 
written approvals and shall 
not be publicly or limited 
notified. 

 
5.8.2.3 Discretionary, non-complying and prohibited activities 

 

Note: There are no discretionary, non-complying or prohibited activities in respect of 
Rule 5.8.2. 

 
5.8.2.4 Exemptions to Rules 5.8.2.1 and 5.8.2.2 

 
 
a.  Works involving the establishment, repair or replacement of any permitted 

utilities or the maintenance of existing drains or ponds by a utility operator. 
b.  Works permitted by or exempted from a building consent (including work 

forming part of foundations for a building) do not require resource 
consent under Rules 5.8.2.1 or 5.8.2.2 where: 
i. they comply with the criteria in column D of Tables 1 and 2 in Rule 

5.8.2.1 controlling fill above ground level in Floor Level and Fill 
Management Areas; or 

ii. they are designed, supervised and certified by a Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering, including where 
they exceed the criteria at columns A, B, C OR E of Tables 1 and 2 in 
Rule 5.8.2.1; or 

iii. they comply with activity specific standards b-j b and c of P1 and P2 in 
Rule 5.8.2.1; or 

iv. for the purposes of this rule, the building consent platform extends 
to a maximum of 2.5m from the exterior wall of an enclosed 
structure or support structures of open structures. 

 
c.  Testing or investigation preceding land repairs or remediation as a result of 

land damaged by earthquakes is permitted provided it meets the activity 
specific standards b, c, e, f, h and i of for P1 and P2 in Rule 5.8.2.1. 

d.  Filling or excavation associated with the maintenance of flood protection 
works. 

e.  Post holes for the erection of fences or for permitted or approved buildings 
and signs.  

f.  Planting holes for trees and plants. 
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Clarification of Rule 

i. For the purposes of this rule, the building consent platform 
extends to a maximum of 2.5m from the exterior wall of an 
enclosed structure or support structures of open structures. 

ii. Measurement of volume shall include only areas which have been 
disturbed, including by filing, excavation, soil mixing or injection 
of materials. Soil above or between these areas which remains 
undisturbed does not form part of the allowable volume, including 
where those undisturbed soils are compacted or otherwise altered 
by the works. 

iii. For the purposes of this rule, when land repairs are being 
undertaken over a number of properties at the same time and by 
the same contractor, the site boundary for the purpose of the 
setback is the outer perimeter of the properties which are subject 
to the land repair works. 

 
Advice Notes:  
1.  For the avoidance of doubt, where the earthworks are associated with the 

repair of land damaged by earthquakes and used for residential purposes in 
the zones listed in Rule 5.8.2.1, Rule 5.8.2 substitutes for all other earthworks 
rules in this Plan. 

2.  For the purposes of this rule, “repair of land used for residential purposes 
damaged by earthquakes” does not include repair of land on the Port Hills or 
Banks Peninsula. 

3.  Those intending to do land repair earthworks are responsible for complying 
with the National Environmental Standard (NES) for Assessing and Managing 
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health (2011). Such persons should 
contact the Christchurch City Council or Environment Canterbury to find out 
whether their land has been used for hazardous activities which might trigger 
the need for compliance with the NES. 

4.  Any vegetation removed during land repairs should not be replaced with pest 
species as listed in Appendix 1 to the Infrastructure Design Standard (Part 10). 
The Council prefers that replanting occurs in accordance with its Streamside 
Planting Guideline to ensure bank stability is not compromised. 

5.  Information regarding the disposal of excavated material and the Standards 
and Guidelines referenced in the rule is available from the Council. 

6.  Measurement of volume shall include only areas which have been 
disturbed, including by filling excavation, soil mixing or injection of 
materials. Soil above or between these areas which remains undisturbed 
does not form part of the allowable volume, including where those 
undisturbed soils are compacted or otherwise altered by the works. 

7.  The injection of grout under pressure should be undertaken by 
competent practitioners in line with current best practice guidelines. The 
practitioner should be aware of buried services when undertaking works. 
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5.8.3 Commercial and industrial zones - Activities and 
earthworks in Floor Level and Fill Management Areas 

 

5.8.3.1 Permitted activities 
 
The activities listed below are permitted activities in all commercial and industrial 
zones where the activity, is located in a Floor  Level and Fill Management Area 
subject to compliance with: 
 
 
1.  activity status rules and any standards specified elsewhere in the Plan for that 

activity, and 
2.  the standards specified in this Rule 5.8.3.1 
 
 
Activity 
 

 
Activity specific standards 

P1 New buildings located within the 
Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay, 
unless specified in P3 and P4 as 
set out in Rule 5.8.3.1. 

a. Minimum floor levels shall be the 
highest of the following: 
 
i. flooding predicted to occur in a 1 

in 200- year rainfall event 
concurrent with a 1 in 20-year 
tidal event3, including 1m sea 
level rise plus 400mm 
freeboard, as predicted by the 
relevant Christchurch City 
Council model and version 
identified in Table 5.8.3.1.a; or 

ii. flooding predicted to occur in a 1 
in 200-year tidal event 
concurrent with a 1 in 20-year 
rainfall event4, including 1m sea 
level rise plus 400mm 
freeboard, as predicted by the 
relevant Christchurch City 
Council model and version 
identified in Table 5.8.3.1.a; or 

iii. 12.3m above Christchurch City 
Council Datum 

Link to table with floor levels 
 

P2 Additions to existing buildings 
located within the Fixed Minimum 
Floor  Overlay, which increase the 
ground floor area of the building 
unless specified in P4 in Rule 
5.8.3.1 
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Table 5.8.3.1.a Hydrologic and Hydraulic Models Used to Provide Minimum Floor 
Levels 

FMA Catchment Model Version 
Styx Styx River Hydrologic and 

Hydraulic Model 
R004 

Avon Avon River Hydrologic and 
Hydraulic Model 

D13 

Heathcote Heathcote River Hydrologic 
and Hydraulic Model 

2012 Design 

Sumner Sumner Floodplain 
Hydrologic and Hydraulic 
Model 

12N 

 
P3 Additions to existing buildings 

that do not increase the 
ground floor area of the 
building. 

a. Nil 

P4 Additions which do not 
increase the ground floor area 
of an existing building by more 
than 25m2 within any 
continuous period of 10 years. 

a. Nil 

P5 Utilities Support structures for 
overhead transmission lines 
including lattice towers, and 
above ground LPG storage 
tanks. 

a.  Nil 

P6 Filling or excavation for building 
platforms only to the extent 
necessary to achieve the 
minimum floor levels specified 
in 
P1 and P2 in Rule 5.8.3.1, for 
new buildings and for additions 
to existing buildings. 

a.  Nil 

P7 Filling or excavation 
associated with the 
maintenance of flood 
protection and bank erosion 
protection works; and the 
maintenance of existing 
drains or ponds. 

a.  Nil 

P8 Filling or excavation 
associated with permitted 
utilities, or their 

a.  Nil 
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replacement, repair or 
maintenance of existing 
utilities. 

P9 Any other filling or excavation. a.  A maximum height of 0.3m of fill above 
ground, and 0.6m depth of excavation 
below ground, and 

b.  A maximum volume of filling above 
ground level of 20m3  per site, and a 
maximum cumulative volume of filling 
and excavation of 50m3  per site in each 
case within any continuous period of 10 
years. 

c. The excavation and filling is associated with 
the maintenance and/or replacement of 
underground petroleum storage systems 
and where, following reinstatement of the 
underground petroleum storage systems, 
the site will have a finished contour that is 
equivalent to the ground level at the 
commencement of the works. 

P10 Temporary buildings a. Nil 
P11 Outdoor storage of transiting 

shipping containers. 
a.  Nil 

 
31 in 200 year event = 0.5% AEP event; 1 in 20 year event = 5% AEP event. 
4As for footnote 3. 
 

5.8.3.2 Restricted discretionary activities 
 
The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities in all commercial or 
industrial zones where the site or part of the site is located in a Floor Level and Fill 
Management  Area. 

 
Activity The Council's discretion shall be 

limited to the following matters: 
RD1 New buildings located within the 

Fixed Minimum Floor Area 
Overlay which do not meet the 
standards specified for P1 as 
set out in Rule 5.8.3.1 and are 
not permitted by P3 or P4 of 
Rule 5.8.3.1. 
 
Any application arising from this 
rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be 

 
a.  The setting of the minimum floor 

level of the building and/or addition. 
Note: Where the applicant accepts the 

minimum floor level provided by 
Council, no further matters need to 
be considered.  Otherwise, the 
following matters will be considered. 

 

b.  The frequency at which any 
proposed building or addition is 

Comment [M39]: Need to investigate 
relationship with other rules and the 
extent of any exemptions. 
In the operative plan, temporary 
activities are subject to their own set of 
rules.  If this approach is continued in 
Phase 2 of the review then P12 can be 
deleted.  Otherwise it should be 
retained. 

Comment [M40]: Subject to the 
comment above and the final definition 
of ‘temporary buildings’, there may 
need to be some standards. 

Comment [M41]: Agreed in principle.  
Janice to consider if there is a wider 
issue in terms of storage.  A possible 
subject of evidence. 
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publicly or limited notified. predicted to be flooded and the 
extent of damage likely to occur in 
such an event. 

c.  Any proposed mitigation measures, 
and their effectiveness and 
environmental impact, including any 
benefits associated with flood 
management.  

d. Any adverse effects of the scale and 
nature of building and/or addition 
and its location in relation to 
neighbouring buildings, including 
effects on privacy of neighbouring 
properties as a result of the 
difference between minimum and 
proposed floor levels, and effects on 
streetscape. 

RD2 New buildings not located within 
the Fixed Minimum Floor Area 
Overlay and which are not 
permitted by P3 or P4 of Rule 
5.8.3.1. 
 
Any application arising from this 
rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 

RD3 Additions to existing buildings 
located within the Fixed 
Minimum Floor Area Overlay 
which increase the ground floor 
area of the building, but which 
do not meet the standards 
specified for P2 set out in 
Rule 5.8.3.1 and are not 
permitted by P4 of Rule 5.8.3.1. 

 
Any application arising from this 
rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 

RD4 Additions to existing buildings 
not located within the Fixed 
Minimum Floor Area Overlay 
which increase the ground floor 
area of the building and are not 
permitted by P4 of Rule 5.8.3.1. 

 
Any application arising from this 
rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 

RD5 Filling and excavation which is 
not a permitted activity under 
P6, P7, or P8 set out in 
Rule 5.8.3.1 or  filling and 
excavation which exceeds the 
standards in P9 of Rule 5.3.8.1 

a. The effects of filling or excavation 
on flooding, waterways, groundwater 
and natural ground levels on and/or 
off site, including: 

 
The Council's discretion shall be limited 
to the following matters: 

 
i. Any likelihood of exacerbation of 

flooding, erosion, or siltation either 
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upstream or downstream of the 
site. 

ii. Any adverse effects on other 
properties from disturbances to 
surface drainage patterns. 

iii. Effects on flood storage capacity 
and function in the immediate 
area, and any wider effects on the 
flood storage in the catchment; 
and any effects on existing 
stormwater and flood protection 
works. 

iv. Any implications for groundwater 
and the water table, on or off site. 

v. Any benefits associated with flood 
management. 

b. Any proposed mitigation measures, 
and their effectiveness and 
environmental impact. 

c. The effects of the scale and nature of 
the filling or excavation, and location 
in relation to neighbouring sites, 
including: 
i. Effects on privacy of neighbouring 

properties and effects on 
streetscape. 

ii. The stability of adjoining land, and 
its susceptibility to subsidence or 
erosion upon excavation or filling 
taking place. 

d. Effect on the reasonable use of the 
site.  

e.  Effects on access, character, ecology 
and amenity and sites of 
archaeological and cultural value, 
including: 
i. Any adverse effects or benefits for 

public access, natural character, 
or ecology of waterways and 
wetland areas. 

ii. Any adverse effects on amenity 
values including dust nuisance, 
visual impact, noise, vibration and 
traffic associated with the filling or 
excavation. 
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iv. iii. Effects on sites of 
archaeological value including 
consideration of the need to 
impose an Accidental 
Discovery Protocol. 

v. Effects on sites of cultural 
significance to Ngai Tahu. 

 
5.8.3.3 Discretionary, non-complying and prohibited activities 

 
Note: There are no discretionary, non-complying or prohibited activities in respect of 
Rule 5.8.3. 

 
 
 

5.9 Liquefaction rules 
 
Click here for Planning Maps 
Click here for Liquefaction assessment area maps 
 
Note:  The liquefaction rules below specify two restricted discretionary activities and 
add matters of discretion for those activities specific to consideration of liquefaction 
hazard.  These liquefaction rules only apply to two activities.  Compliance with the 
General Procedure in Rule 5.12 and any other relevant rules in this chapter is also 
required. 
 

5.9.1 Permitted activities - Liquefaction Assessment Areas 
1 and 2 

 

Note: There are no permitted activities in respect of Rule 5.9. 

 
All activities except for those covered by Rules 5.9.2 and 5.9.3 and any other rule in the 
Plan requiring resource consent. 
 

5.9.2 Restricted discretionary activities - Liquefaction Assessment 
Areas 1 and 2 

 
The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities in any zone 
within the area shown on the Planning Maps as “Liquefaction Assessment 
Areas 1 and 2” and are subject to compliance with any standards specified 
elsewhere in the Plan for that activity. 
 
Note for clarification: Liquefaction is a process that can occur during strong 
earthquake shaking which causes loss of stiffness and strength in generally loosely 
consolidated fine grained water saturated soils and can result in ground damage 

Comment [M42]: These are being 
mapped as part of Phase 2. 

Comment [M43]: This needs to be 
considered in the context of Section 
10.3 in Chapter 1.  Our working 
presumption is that any activity not 
identified as RD, D, NC, or Prohibited is 
a Permitted Activity. 

Comment [M44]: Possible wording if 
not addressed in Section 10.3 in 
Chapter 1. 

Comment [M45]: J Clease considers 
that the activities covered by this rule 
should be Controlled Activities in the 
LAA2 Zone and the Port Zone. 
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from lateral spreading, settlement, ground cracking, sand boils and deposition of 
sediment, as well as localised flooding. 
 
 
For all resource consent applications under Rule 5.9.2 a geotechnical assessment is 
required to be undertaken by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in 
geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ 
registered). Assessments must provide the relevant information set out in 
Clause 5.11 for resource consent applications in areas of liquefaction potential, and 
address the relevant matters set out below for which discretion is restricted. 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Activity 
 
The Council's discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters 
which are in addition to those 
matters of discretion stated for these 
activities elsewhere in this Plan: 

 
RD1 

 
Any subdivision which 
creates an additional 
vacant lot or lots.  
 
Note: This rule does not 
apply to boundary 
adjustments, 
amalgamations, or the 
creation of unit titles. 

 
 
Any resource consent 
application arising from this 
rule will not require written 
approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 

 
a.  All matters which discretion has 

been reserved over for restricted 
discretionary activity subdivision in 
Chapter 8 (Subdivision). 

b.  The nature and extent of the 
liquefaction hazard identified for 
the site. 

c.  Techniques proposed for 
mitigation of the effects of any 
liquefaction hazard identified, 
including but not limited to: 
i. Measures proposed for ground 

strengthening and foundation 
design, and the ability of these 
proposals to be incorporated 
into the subdivision consent as 
conditions. 

ii. Any geotechnical setbacks 
provided in relation to size of 
any waterway or waterbody, or 
any sharp change in ground 
elevation, sloping ground or 
free face, or alternatively, 
ground strengthening or other 
proposed engineering or 

Comment [M46]: Wording proposed 
by W Saunders (derived from Crown 
submission).  J Cater to confirm 
wording with CCC geotechnical 
engineers.  A possible subject for 
evidence. 
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geotechnical solutions to 
address any identified potential 
for lateral spread. 

d.  The layout of the subdivision with 
respect to the extent of liquefaction 
hazard, including: 
i. The proposed location of 

earthworks, servicing and 
building platforms in regard to 
the liquefaction hazards 
identified including, where 
appropriate: 
A the location of services and 

buildings where there is 
liquefaction susceptibility 
variability across the site; 
and 

B the ability to relocate 
services affected by 
liquefaction to more 
desirable locations. 

 
e.  Provision made, where 

appropriate, for ground 
strengthening or material, 
design and construction 
alternatives for in-ground 
infrastructure / services which 
will improve resilience to 
liquefaction hazard. 

f.   The suitability of the site for the 
range of uses anticipated, given 
the nature and extent of any 
geotechnical constraints identified 
and mitigation measures 
proposed. 

f g.  The overall effect on the 
reasonable use of the site. 

g h.  Potential environmental 
effects of any mitigation 
measures on adjoining 
sites. 

   
 

Note: See Clause 5.11 for additional information requirements in respect to liquefaction 
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potential, for all applications for subdivision, and for all resource consent applications for 
land use activities where a geotechnical report is required. 
 

5.9.3 Restricted discretionary activities - Liquefaction 
Assessment Area 1 

 
The activities listed below are restricted discretionary activities in any zone within the 
area shown on the Planning Maps as "Liquefaction Assessment Area 1" and are 
subject to compliance with any standards specified elsewhere in the Plan for that 
activity. 
 
 
Note for clarification: Liquefaction is a process that can occur during strong earthquake 
shaking which causes loss of stiffness and strength in generally loosely consolidated 
fine grained water saturated soils and can result in ground damage from lateral 
spreading, settlement, ground cracking, sand boils and deposition of sediment, as well 
as localised flooding. 
 
 
For all resource consent applications under Rule 5.9.3 a geotechnical assessment is 
required to be undertaken by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in 
geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered). 
Assessments must provide the relevant information set out in Clause 5.11 for 
resource consent applications in areas of liquefaction potential, and address the 
relevant matters set out below for which discretion is restricted. 
 
 

Activity 
 
The Council's discretion shall be 
limited to the following matters 
which are in addition to those 
matters of discretion stated for these 
activities elsewhere in this Plan: 

 
RD2 

 
Any activity located on a site 
with an area of 1500m

2 or 
more, qualifying as a 
restricted discretionary 
activity under any of the 
following residential rules: 
1.  Enhanced Development 

Mechanism - Rule 
14.7.2.1 RD1, RD2; 

2.  Community Housing 
Redevelopment 
Mechanism - Rule 14.8.2.1 
RD1, RD2; 

3.  Residential Suburban 
Zone and Residential 
Suburban Density 

 
a.  The nature and extent of the 

liquefaction hazard identified for 
the site. 

b.  The siting and layout of 
buildings, carparking areas, 
access and services proposed 
for the site, 
including the ability to locate 
buildings and services on land of 
lesser liquefaction potential where 
there is variability across the site. 

c.  Techniques proposed for 
mitigation, including, but not limited 
to, measures for ground 
strengthening and foundation 
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Transition Zone - Rule 
14.2.2.3 RD7, RD8, 
RD9; 

4.  New Neighbourhood Zone 
- Rule 14.6.2.3 RD5; 

5.  Residential Medium 
Density Zone - Rule 
14.3.2.3 RD7; 

6.  Residential Banks 
Peninsula Zone - Rule 
14.4.2.3 RD3 

7. Residential Conservation 
Zone - Rule 14.5.2.3 RD3. 

 
Resource consent application/s 
arising from this rule in respect 
to the Enhanced Development 
Mechanism or the Community 
Housing Redevelopment 
Mechanism will not require 
written approvals and shall not 
be publicly or limited notified. 
 

design. 
d.  Provision made, where 

appropriate, for ground 
strengthening or material, design 
and construction alternatives for 
in-ground infrastructure / services 
which will improve resilience to 
liquefaction hazard. 

d. e. The effectiveness and environmental 
impact of any mitigation measures 
proposed. 

f. The nature and scale of the proposed 
development. 

 
 
 

Note: See Clause 5.11 for additional information requirements in respect to 
liquefaction potential, for all applications for subdivision, and for all resource consent 
applications for land use activities where a geotechnical report is required. 

 

5.9.4 Discretionary, non-complying and prohibited activities - 
Liquefaction Assessment Areas 1 and 2 

 

Note: There are no discretionary, non-complying or prohibited activities in 
respect of Rule 5.9. 
 
 

5.10 Port Hills and Banks Peninsula slope instability 
rules 

 
Click here for Planning Maps 
 

5.10.1 Activity status for Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope 
Instability Management Areas 

 
The activities listed below have the activity status listed within each slope instability 
management area, and are subject to compliance with any standards specified elsewhere in 
the Plan for that activity. 

Comment [M47]: Note that Lyttelton 
Port has requested a port specific table 
setting out rules relating to the port. 
Not addressed in conferencing.  Will be 
the subject of separate discussions.  
LPC has requested mediation in 
relation to this matter. 

Evidence of Janice Carter with attachments
submitter 310

page 185

http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=24911
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=24911
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=24911
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=24911
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=24911
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=24924
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=24924
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=24911
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=24911
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=26600
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=26600
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=26600
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/Common/Output/HTMLtoPDF.aspx?HID=25761
http://proposed.districtplanint.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=39844


Chapter 5 - Natural Hazards 
 
 

 Page 34 of 34 

 
For all resource consent applications under Rule 5.10.1 a geotechnical assessment is 
required to be undertaken by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in 
geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered). 
Assessments must provide the relevant information set out in Clause 5.11.4 for resource 
consent applications in slope instability management areas, and address the relevant 
assessment matters below. 
 
 
The design of rockfall protection structures, must be carried out by a Chartered 
Professional Engineer with specific experience in the investigation, design and/or 
construction of rockfall protection structures, who has registered with the Christchurch City 
Council. 
 
 
 
 
 

Slope Instability Management Areas 
Activity Cliff 

Hazard 
Mgmt Area 
1 

Cliff 
Hazard 
Mgmt 
Area 2 

Rockfall 
Hazard 
Mgmt 
Area 1 

Rockfall 
Hazard 
Mgmt 
Area 2 

Mass 
Movement 
Hazard 
Mgmt 
Area 1 

Mass 
Movement 
Hazard 
Mgmt 
Areas 2 & 
3 

Remainder 
of Port 
Hills and 
Banks 
Peninsula 
Slope 
Instability 
Mgmt Area 

Key: P = Permitted; RD = Restricted Discretionary; D = Discretionary; NC = Non-complying; PR = 
Prohibited. 
a. Subdivision PR1/NC1* NC2 NC3 D1 NC4 D2 RD1 
b. Earthworks 

except as 
provided in 
activities c, d, 
f, g, h, i and 
g j in Rule 
5.10.1 

PR2 NC5 NC6 D3 NC7 D4 PHASE 2 
REVIEW 

c. Hazard 
mitigation 
works, including 
earthworks 
associated with 
those works 
unless provided 
for in d. 

PR3 NC8 D5 D6 NC9 D7 RD2 

d. Hazard 
mitigation 

D8 
includes 

D9 D10 D11 D12 D13 RD3 

Comment [M48]: J Clease and D 
Millar consider that some of the 
Discretionary Activities could be RD as 
the management of hazard risk is the 
only matter that needs to be 
considered.  For D Millar and P Lemon 
this relates to clauses d and f. 
A matter for evidence. 

Comment [M49]: Our understanding 
is that no new natural hazard rules are 
intended to be introduced in Phase 2 
and this column will refer to zone rules 
introduced through Phase 2. 
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works to 
protect 
infrastructure 
including 
earthworks 
associated with 
those works. 

works to 
protect 
Brittan 
Terrace 
Port 
related 
activities. 

e. Demolition of 
buildings 

D14 D15 D16 D17 D18 D19 P1 

f. Repair and 
maintenance 
of roads and 
other 
infrastructure 
including 
earthworks 
associated 
with these 
works. 

D20 D21 P2 P3 D22 P4 P5 

 Replacement 
and upgrading of 
infrastructure 
including 
earthworks 
associated with 
these works. 

RD RD RD RD RD RD  

 Development of 
new 
infrastructure. 

NC NC D/NC D D  D  

g. Retaining walls 
which are both 
less than 6m2 in 
area and less 
than 1.8m in 
height including 
earthworks 
associated with 
those works. 

P6 D23 P7 RD4 P8 RD5 P9 P6 P10 RD6 P11 P7 P12  P8 

h. Signage and 
fencing for 
warning or 
excluding the 
public 
including post 
holes 
associated 

D24 P9 P10 P11 P12 P13 PHASE 2 
REVIEW 

Comment [M50]: No agreement on 
the status these activities.  Different 
status is sought by different parties.   
A matter for evidence. 

Comment [M51]: Differing views as 
to the appropriate status.  To be 
covered in evidence. 

Comment [M52]: Agreed that these 
two new lines should be added. 
D le Marquand seeks the activities 
status set out for the activities specified 
to ensure these are provided for, 
particularly in relation to linear 
networks.  Some areas may not be able 
to be avoided. 
J Carter, A Long, A Willis, W Saunders, 
M Rachlin, D Millar consider that the 
terms ‘repair’, ‘maintenance’, and 
‘upgrading’ need to be defined.  Activity 
status should be determined based on 
those definitions. 
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with those 
works. 

i. Hazard 
mitigation 
works and 
associated 
earthworks 
and planting in 
accordance 
with the Port 
Hills Parks and 
Tracks 
Reopening 
Process (dated 
19 December 
2012) and 
AS/NZS ISO 
31000:2009 
Risk 
Management 
Priciples and 
Guidelines. 

NC10 P14 P15 P16 NC11 P17 P18 

j. Recreation 
activities 
within parks 
and reserves 
and associated 
park 
management 
and 
maintenance 
activities, 
including 
grazing and 
track repair. 

NC12 P19 P20 P21 NC13 P22 PHASE 2 
REVIEW 

h. 
k. 

Any building or 
structure not 
listed in 
activities a to g 
of Rule 5.10.1. 

PR4 NC10 4 NC1115 D2325 NC1216 D2426 PHASE 2 
REVIEW 

i. 
l. 

Any other 
activity not 
otherwise listed 
in this table. 

NC1317 NC1418 NC1519 D2527 NC1620 D2628 PHASE 2 
REVIEW 

 

Comment [M53]: Was only there for 
information. 

Comment [M54]: B Nixon seeks 
Discretionary Activity status. 
A matter for evidence. 
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* Prohibited where site subject to proposed subdivision is solely located within 
Cliff Hazard Management Area1; non-complying activity where it is proposed to 
subdivide off land within Cliff Hazard Management Area 1 from an area of land 
not within Cliff Hazard Management Area 1. 
 
 
Any resource consent application arising from RD1, RD2 and RD3, RD4, RD5 and 
RD6 set out in Rule 5.10.1 above will not require written approvals and shall not be 
publicly or limited notified. 
 
Note: See Clause 5.11.4 for additional information requirements for all resource 
consent applications within Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope Instability 
Management Areas. 
 

5.10.2 Remainder of Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope 
Instability Management Areas - RD1, RD2 and RD3 to RD6 matters 
of discretion 

 
a.  The Council’s discretion shall be limited to the following matters: 

i. With respect to subdivision applications: All matters which discretion has 
been limited to for restricted discretionary activity subdivision in Chapter 
8. 

ii. The nature and extent of the natural hazard and the associated risks 
posed to subdivision, use and development, both on and off site. 

iii. The nature and scale of any existing or proposed development, 
including engineering works, and its design, effects and levels of risk. 

iv. Proposed hazard mitigation works, the effects on levels of risk and 
proposed monitoring procedures and maintenance. 

v. Suitability of proposed building platforms and access to the site. 
vi. The visual impact of any proposed earthworks or hazard 

mitigation/protection works.  
vii. Drainage and sediment control measures, both during and after the 

development. 
 

5.10.3 Slope Instability Management Areas – D5 (Discretionary 
Activity 5) to D26 28 (Discretionary Activity 26 28) assessment 
matters for land use resource consent applications 

 
a.  The land use activities listed in Rule 5.10.1 as discretionary activities will be 

assessed against the relevant assessment matters below, together with other 
matters specified in section104 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

 
i. The risk to life, property and the environment posed by the natural 

hazard, either on the site of the activity, or elsewhere such as downhill. 
ii. The extent to which hazard mitigation works, or conditions on the 

activity, would enable the effects of the hazard, either on site or 
elsewhere, to be remedied or mitigated. 

iii. The suitability of the site for the activities proposed. 
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iv. Whether or not the work would be carried out under the supervision of 
either a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in 
geotechnical engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist 
(IPENZ registered). 

v. For hazard mitigation measures, whether the works: 
A can be shown, based on evaluation by a Chartered Professional 

Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering, using best 
practice methods, to increase the stability of land and/or protect 
structures and buildings and their occupants; 

B can be shown, based on evaluation by a Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering, using best 
practice methods, to reduce risk to life to a tolerable level, 
including the extent to which an Annual Individual Fatality Risk of 
10-4 (1 in 10,000) or better can be achieved; 

C will have appropriate monitoring procedures applied, with 
inspections and maintenance undertaken and reported to the 
Council. 

vi. vi. The extent to which the activity or works will lead to removal of 
vegetation or topsoil, or modification of ecosystems or natural character, 
or adverse landscape and visual effects. 

vii. The extent to which the activity or works would impact on recreational 
public access, where available, or historical or cultural heritage, or sites 
of cultural significance to Ngai Tahu. 

vii.viii. For infrastructure, the significant social, economic or cultural benefit to 
the community it serves, whether there is a functional or operational 
requirement for such a location and whether there are any practical 
alternatives. 

 

5.10.4 Slope Instability Management Areas - D1 (Discretionary 
Activity 1) to D13 (Discretionary Activity 13) and D20 
(Discretionary Activity 20) to D24 (Discretionary Activity 24) 
assessment matters for subdivision or earthworks resource 
consent applications 
 

a. Where subdivision or earthworks are listed in Rule 5.10.1 as Discretionary 
Activities, they will be assessed against the relevant assessment matters 
below together with other matters specified in section104 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

i. The implications of any proposed works on hydrological and geological 
features, both underlying and surface and on site and on adjoining sites. 

ii. The nature, extent and implications of hazards relevant to the site e.g. 
slope instability or stream bank erosion. 

iii. The effectiveness of mitigation measures proposed, and whether they 
will lower risk to an acceptable level. 

iv. The design of proposed works including buildings and retaining walls, 
and access roads. 

v. The nature of any existing or proposed fill or earthworks, engineering 
design, and their effects on the stability of the site and adjacent sites. 

vi. Effects of development on surface and subsurface drainage patterns 
and stormwater management. 

Comment [M55]: Added for 
consistency. 
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vii. The adequacy of drainage and sediment control measures; for example, 
the extent to which the works will retain excavations as soon as 
possible, drain stormwater into an approved stormwater system, and 
when excavating, be undertaken outside of periods of water saturation. 

viii. The ability of the site to accommodate specific, stable, accessible and 
serviceable building platforms for each site. 

ix. The extent to which the works will lead to removal of vegetation or 
topsoil, or modification of ecosystems or natural character, or adverse 
landscape and visual effects. 

x. The extent to which the activity or works would impact on recreational 
public access, where available, or historical or cultural heritage, or sites 
of cultural significance to Ngai Tahu. 

xi. Any planting proposed and the usefulness of that planting as a 
mitigation measure. 

xi.xii. For infrastructure, the significant social, economic or cultural benefit to 
the community it serves, whether there is a functional or operational 
requirement for such a location and whether there are any practical 
alternatives. 

 

5.11 General procedures - Information requirements 
 

5.11.1 Information requirements for all plan changes 
 
Liquefaction potential 
a.  Plans and accompanying information will be required to show the results of a 

geotechnical site suitability assessment, in accordance with the densities, 
depths, methods and reporting specified for plan changes, in Ministry of 
Business, Innovation and Employment (MBIE) (December 2012): Part D of 
"Guidance: Repairing and rebuilding houses affected by the Canterbury 
Earthquakes”: Guidelines for the geotechnical investigation and assessment of 
subdivisions in the Canterbury region: Minimum requirements for geotechnical 
assessment for land development (‘flatland areas' of the Canterbury region). 
This will be required to include an indication of liquefaction susceptibility across 
the site in terms of performance characteristics, as well as a broad classification 
of the land in accordance with those guidelines. The level of investigation 
should correspond with the scale and significance of the hazard and the 
requirements of the MBIE guidelines. Plans and information shall also: 
i. identify any areas which require particular ground strengthening or other 

mitigation measures, and recommendations for such mitigation; 
ii. identify any areas which should be excluded from built development, 

due to geotechnical constraints, or which require geotechnical setbacks, 
including areas near the edges of rivers, streams, lakes, wetlands, 
stormwater detention areas, and swales or other areas with a sharp 
change in ground elevation where lateral spread may occur; 

iii. indicate any options and recommended locations for the proposed land 
uses, transport features and other infrastructure recommended by the 
geotechnical engineer. 

b.  All geotechnical reports with respect to liquefaction potential are to be prepared 
by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical 
engineering, or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered), and 
should contain all relevant geotechnical information, presented in both a factual 
and interpretive manner. 

Comment [M56]: To be underlined as 
a defined term. 

Comment [M57]: Added for 
consistency. 
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Advice Notes 
1.  The Council reserves the right to obtain peer reviews of geotechnical reports. 
2.  The Council encourages the provision of geotechnical data and assessments to  

the Canterbury Geotechnical Database. 
3. The [name of document] will assist with the assessment of Plan Changes by 

providing guidelines for: 
• the required land performance; and 
• the level of geotechnical assessment required 

 

5.11.2 Additional information requirements for all resource 
consent applications for subdivision 

 
5.11.2.1 Liquefaction Assessment Areas 1 and 2 

 
Liquefaction potential 
a.  At subdivision consent application stage, detailed liquefaction susceptibility 

assessment and reporting will be required in accordance with the densities, 
depth, methods and reporting specified in Ministry of Business, Innovation and 
Employment (December 2012): Part D of "Guidance: Repairing and rebuilding 
houses affected by the Canterbury Earthquakes”: Guidelines for the 
geotechnical investigation and assessment of subdivisions in the Canterbury 
region: Minimum requirements for geotechnical assessment for land 
development (‘flatland areas ‘of the Canterbury region). 

b.  Subdivision consent applications will be required to include sufficient 
information and proposed measures to satisfy the Council that liquefaction risk 
(if present) can be adequately avoided, remedied or mitigated, including the 
potential effects of lateral spread within 200 metres of the edges of rivers, 
streams, lakes, wetlands, stormwater detention areas, and swales or other 
areas with a sharp change in ground elevation. 

c.  Subdivision plans shall show: 
i. any areas which require particular ground strengthening or other 

mitigation measures, and recommendations for such mitigation; 
ii. any areas which should be excluded from built development due to 

geotechnical constraints, or which require geotechnical setbacks; and 
iii. any features of subdivision layout recommended by the geotechnical 

engineer, for example any recommended locations for proposed land 
uses, transport features and other infrastructure as a result of 
geotechnical constraints. 

d.  All geotechnical reports with respect to liquefaction potential are to be prepared 
by a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical 
engineering, or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered), and 
should contain all relevant geotechnical information, presented in both a factual 
and interpretive manner. 

e.  Where land within Liquefaction Assessment Area 2 is to be subdivided, it is 
likely to require a lower level of detail of geotechnical assessment than for 
Liquefaction Assessment Area 1. The density of deep investigation and mix of 
methods used in characterisation should be appropriate to the geomorphology 
of the site, the scale of the proposed development, the importance of the 
infrastructure and the nature of the community facilities planned for the site, and  
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the level of risk to people and property arising from structural failure. More 
detailed assessment may be required where visual assessment and reasonable 
enquiry suggests that the land or parts of the land should be subject to the 
same level and intensity of deep geotechnical investigation as for Liquefaction 
Assessment Area 1. 

Other geotechnical risks 
f. All applications for subdivision consent will be required to include assessment 

and reporting on normal geotechnical investigations for the purpose of 
evaluating all other potential geotechnical risks, including information on soil  
types, static bearing capacities, settlements, stability, and section 106 of the  
Act matters. 

 
Advice notes: 
1.  Where land is within the area shown on the Planning Maps as “Liquefaction 

Assessment Area 2”, or where land has already been subject to current and 
appropriate significant geotechnical assessment, existing geotechnical 
information may be adequate for land use consent application purposes. 
Identifying geotechnical issues other than liquefaction potential, e.g. the 
presence of peat, is also part of normal geotechnical investigations. 

2. The Christchurch City Council has subdivision guidance entitled Subdivision 
Bulletin 23.2. May 2013 “Geotechnical Assessment to Satisfy Section 106 of the 
Act matters”.  The Council's Infrastructure Design Standard includes a chapter 
on geotechnical requirements for the design and construction of infrastructural 
assets. 

23.  The Council reserves the right to obtain peer reviews of geotechnical reports. 
34.  The Council encourages the provision of geotechnical data and assessments to 

the Canterbury Geotechnical Database. 
5. The [name of document] will assist with the assessment of subdivision consent 

applications by providing guidelines for: 
• the required land performance; and 
• the level of geotechnical assessment required 

 
 

5.11.3 Additional information requirements for resource consent 
applications for land use activities in flat areas where a 
geotechnical report is required. 

 
Liquefaction potential 
a.  Applicants will be required to supply the results of a detailed geotechnical 

investigation and interpretation. The level of investigation should correspond 
with the scale and significance of the liquefaction hazard. Plans and information 
shall: 
i. identify any areas which require particular ground strengthening or other 

mitigation measures, and recommendations for such mitigation; 
ii. identify any areas which should be excluded from built development, 

due to geotechnical constraints, or which require geotechnical setbacks, 
including areas near the edges of rivers, streams, lakes, wetlands, 
stormwater detention areas and swales where lateral spread is likely to 
occur; and 

Comment [M58]: Added for 
consistency. 
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iii. indicate any options and recommended locations for the proposed land 
use, transport features and other infrastructure recommended by the 
geotechnical engineer. 

b. All geotechnical reports in respect of liquefaction potential are to be prepared by 
a Chartered Professional Engineer with experience in geotechnical 
engineering or a Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered), 
and should contain all relevant geotechnical information, presented in both a 
factual and interpretive manner. 
 

Advice notes: 
1.  Where land is within the area shown on the Planning Maps as “Liquefaction 

Assessment Area 2”, or where land has already been subject to recent current 
and appropriate significant geotechnical assessment, existing geotechnical 
information may be adequate for land use consent application purposes. 
Identifying geotechnical issues other than liquefaction potential, e.g. the 
presence of peat, is also part of normal geotechnical investigations. 

2.  Land to be used for commercial or other non-residential purposes may require 
more substantial investigations, ground strengthening, and foundation design 
measures than for residential lots, depending on the activities proposed and the 
size and weight of the proposed structures. 

3.  The Council reserves the right to obtain peer reviews of geotechnical reports. 
4.  The Council encourages the provision of geotechnical data and assessments to 

the Canterbury Geotechnical Database. 
5. The [name of document] will assist with the assessment of resource consent 

applications by providing guidelines for: 
• the required land performance; and 
• the level of geotechnical assessment required. 

 
 

5.11.4 Additional information requirements for resource consent 
applications within Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope 
Instability Management Areas 

 
a.  Plans and accompanying information shall show: 

i. the geological and geotechnical constraints across the site, including 
any relationship to or effect on areas of actual or potential instability off 
the site, including the location of any inferred faults. 

ii. the location of the site in relation to the natural hazard, or the location of 
the hazard on the site itself, and the location of building platforms in 
relation to the hazard. 

iii. the nature of the proposed activities on the site and the impact on other 
sites potentially affected by the natural hazard, and the effect of the 
hazard on the activity and vice versa. 

b.  All geotechnical reports are to be prepared by a Chartered Professional 
Engineer with experience in geotechnical engineering or a Professional 
Engineering Geologist (IPENZ registered), and should contain all relevant 
geotechnical information, presented in both a factual and interpretive manner. 
The design of rockfall protection structures must be carried out by a Chartered 
Professional Engineer as set out in Rule 5.10.1. 
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Advice Notes: 
1.  The Council reserves the right to obtain peer reviews of geotechnical reports. 
2.  The Council encourages the provision of geotechnical data and assessments to 

the Canterbury Geotechnical Database. 
 

5.12 General procedure - Compliance with other chapters 
 
a. All subdivision, use and development shall comply with all the provisions of 

other chapters. 
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5.13 Appendices 
 

5.13.1 Liquefaction assessment areas in Christchurch 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

5.13.2 Liquefaction assessment areas on Banks Peninsula 
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Attachment D 

Background on Flood Management Provisions in Operative Plan including 

Variation 48  

 

Provisions on flooding in the operative Christchurch City Plan have their origins in 

the Paparua and Waimairi District Schemes, prior to the notification of the proposed 

City Plan in 1995. Both the earlier District Schemes included rules requiring that the 

location and levels of all buildings were to be such that they would not suffer from 

flooding and water ponding. Neither Plan included mapped ponding areas or Flood 

Management Areas, but noted that the Council would seek advice from the North 

Canterbury Catchment Board or the Christchurch Drainage Board. 

 

The Proposed City Plan as notified in 1995, identified the Hendersons Ponding 

area, the Hoon Hay Ponding area, the Cashmere Worsleys Ponding area and the 

Lower Styx Ponding Basin as areas where all filling and excavation should be 

controlled by resource consent (D or NC), to protect the natural functioning of these 

areas as flood basins or detention areas.  

 

In 1998 CRC and CCC engineers jointly produced a Heathcote Floodplain 

Management Strategy which recommended a “bundle” of management measures 

including land use measures in relation to filling, and setting minimum floor levels. 

Strategies were also produced in the late 1990s for the Avon and Styx Rivers.  

 

The CRC lodged an appeal on the 1999 City Plan (decision version) flood 

protection provisions, partly on the basis that they did not adequately take into 

account the effects of climate change and the potential influence of sea level rise. 

Further reports were commissioned, which ultimately resulted in the notification of 

Variation 48 “Management of the Flood Hazard in Christchurch” in October 2003.  

 

Variation 48 introduced Flood Management Areas around the three main river 

systems in the City, and in some coastal areas,  and minimum floor levels within 

them. Minimum floor levels were based on a 1 in 200 year plus 400mm freeboard 

flood protection standard. Mapping coverage reflected flood modelling coverage at 

that time, eg the upper Avon River above Hagley Park was not covered as it had 

not been modelled. All 16,000 property owners (approximately) within the proposed 
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Flood Management Areas were directly notified of the Variation, and sent a 

summary of its provisions.  

. 
The Variation can generally be said to have been directed at better management of 

the potential effects of flooding, and to assist the Council to meet its obligations to 

avoid or mitigate any adverse effects associated with natural hazards.  It was 

proposed partly because minimum floor levels which could be required under the 

Schedule  E2 to the  Building Code were limited to a maximum of  1 in 50 year flood 

levels for residential uses and 1 in 10 year levels for industrial and commercial 

uses. This was not  considered adequate to mitigate against flooding in the more 

flood-prone areas of a flat City, with these areas  not only including a large number 

of households, but some industrial areas eg along the Lower Heathcote River. As 

well, at the time the “official” view at Council was that the Building  Act did not allow 

the Council to consider Sea Level Rise.20  

 

This meant that Council considered that, if it wished to require a higher standard of 

flood protection, the only way it could do this was to use the alternative tool of the 

City Plan, drafted under the RMA.  An economic assessment at the time by Harris 

Consulting, showed that 1 in 200 year floor levels would produce a net positive 

benefit over in 1 in 100 year floor levels, without being unreasonably expensive to 

achieve, so 1 in 200 year levels were adopted for the Variation, and a minimum 

level of 11.8 m above CCC Datum (a drainage reference level about 9.0m below 

sea level) for areas where tidal flooding dominated.  0.5m of Sea Level Rise was 

factored in to floor level assessments in Flood Management Areas, as per Ministry 

for the Environment Guidance for Local Government at that time.  

 

400 mm freeboard on top of modelled water levels was adopted for the Variation. 

By 2003 that figure had already become the standard for design of stormwater 

systems in residential areas under the City’s Infrastructure Design Guidelines. 

Previously there had been some variation in freeboard used, with a figure of 300mm 

sometimes used eg in upstream areas. 

 

A number of submissions were received against Variation 48, with a Council 

decision in 2005. Following that decision, appeals were lodged, and further work 

was then undertaken to refine and address issues prior to Environment Court 

                                                   
20

 In 2011 new legal advice received was to the effect that there was nothing in the Building Act to prevent consideration of Sea 
Level Rise, so Council practice in setting floor levels under the Building Act (ie those outside of Flood Management Areas) 
became to add up to 0.5m Sea level Rise, as for  floor level setting under Variation 48 within the Flood Management Areas.   
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hearings. Several sessions of formal mediation occurred in 2007 with no agreement 

being reached. 

 

Appeals on Variation 48 were heard in the Environment Court in 2008, with further 

mediation required by the Court to be take place to finalise details of flooding 

provisions in rural areas, and a final decision issued by the Court in 2009, which 

essentially endorsed the Council’s approach. At this time there was still part of the 

CRC appeal outstanding in relation to the Waimakariri Stopbank Floodplain. This 

appeal was finally withdrawn in late 2010, as a result of Plan Change 32 (providing 

new flood provisions for that floodplain) being made operative, so that Variation 48 

itself was finally able to be made operative in January 2011. 

 

In the years following the appeal hearings (2008 onwards), a new round of 

refinement of flood modelling had been undertaken for the Avon, Heathcote and 

Styx Rivers. By this time CCC was in possession of better LIDAR (ground contour 

imaging) than had been available in 2003. A decision was also made by engineers 

to include areas at the fringes of the Flood Management Areas by extending the 

modelled water surface out to ground, so that there would not be a sudden drop 

between the 400mm required in the Flood Management Areas, and the 150mm off 

ground requirement of the Building Act immediately outside of these areas. Further 

and new flood modelling was also begun in areas outside of the main river stems eg 

the Upper Avon and the Cranford Basin, and  a review of the Lower Styx flood 

modelling was begun, as it was known to have been particularly inaccurate.  

 

In preparation for the implementation of Variation 48, a team had been set up within 

Council to ensure that Council mapping systems, LIMs etc could show and refer to 

Flood Management Areas, and that Council building and resource consent staff 

could access the most recent and most accurate floor level data from the flood 

models, when required for a Project Information Memorandum, building (50 year 

levels) or resource consent. 21  

 

                                                   
21

 This eventually led to the setting up of a CCC floor level website to publish for other 

parties, a (worst case) 50 year floor level likely to be required for each individual 

property in modelled areas, and 200 year floor levels for some parts of the FMAs where 

engineers considered they could adequately specify these in advance. Greyed out 

areas did not have floor levels listed.  
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The Canterbury Earthquake sequence dramatically affected the susceptibility of 

areas near the main river systems, in particular the Avon River, to flooding. In late 

2010 and early 2011 there were numerous discussions between Council engineers 

and EQC and Tonkin and Taylor engineers in respect of what might need to be 

done to remediate liquefied areas, contain riverbanks to stop lateral spreading etc, 

and the issues that Variation 48 would pose for this remediation and these rebuilds. 

There was concern at this time at the possible financial implications for insurers of 

raising numerous floor levels to 1 in 200 year levels rather than relying only on the 

Building Act 1 in 50 year levels, and concern at the discrepancies which would 

inevitably result between the floor levels of existing or repaired houses and rebuilt 

houses. These issues had already been canvassed prior to notification in 2003, but 

the scale of the issues had become much larger due to the extent of redevelopment 

of buildings required within short time frames.  

 

The February 2011 earthquake greatly increased liquefaction and land damage in 

the City and resulted in much greater but (but still variable) drops in land surface 

than those which occurred in 2010. Further new sets of LIDAR data were needed 

and generated to understand new ground surfaces. The earthquakes caused much 

greater cumulative susceptibility to flooding for significantly wider areas of the City.  

    
Council engineers began a major land drainage repair programme to address short 

term flooding issues. They also began looking more systematically at a range of 

options for longer term flood protection, initially for the “Worst Affected Areas” along 

the Avon River. Options included raising stopbank heights, eg in the middle reaches 

of the Avon. Stopbank heights in the Lower Avon had already been increased under 

the emergency powers of the RMA in the immediate aftermath of the Feb 2011 

earthquake.  

 

In 2012 and 2013 this investigatory work was extended across all main river 

systems in the City, to  scope and quantify the engineering works required to 

mitigate flooding from the  1 in 100 year rainfall events that the stopbank system 

had originally been designed for, as well as tidal events resulting from sea level 

rises of up to 1m. (suggested as likely up to the end of the century in the T & T 

report “Effects of Sea Level Rise for Christchurch City”, Nov 2013 ) 22 .  Costs are 

                                                   
22

 GHD for CCC across four catchments (Investigation into the River and Tidal Flood Protection Needs 
for Christchurch  - Stage 1 reports). 
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large, eg the Avon report indicated that floodwalls and stopbanks, pump stations 

and pipework upstream of Barbadoes St could cost between $27m and $70m, and 

new stopbank options below Barbodoes St (including remote stopbanks) could cost 

between $125m and $381m depending on the distance from the river, with property 

acquisition costs being as much again in each case. 

 

However it has long been the position of Council that it is not effective or economic 

to rely on one mechanism to mitigate flood risk, and that a combination of measures 

is needed. 

 

A review, standardisation, and explanation of the flood modelling done by and on 

behalf of the City was published in 2012.23  In addition to these three models the 

City has a Sumner flood model developed internally and has added further side 

catchments to the main river flood models as robust information becomes available. 

Tidal levels do not require modelling as they can be represented by a terrain 

analysis of areas at or below certain elevations. Over time slightly different levels 

have been adopted than 11.8m above CCC Datum for some coastal areas, eg 

11.86m for areas adjoining South Shore, Redcliffs and Moncks Bay and 11.82m for 

McCormacks Bay and Ferrymead, based on actual tide guage records (ie sea level 

is actually higher at certain places than others). 

 

Floods in 2013 and 2014 focused attention on the Flockton Basin, which had not 

been part of the main river modelling undertaken previously. New modelling was 

undertaken for the entire Dudley Stream catchment from the Cranford Basin to 

Dallington, and a Mayoral Task Force on Flooding set up to consider short and 

medium term engineering responses to flooding issues in all areas of the City.  

                                                   
23

 Stormwater modelling consolidation final reports - Styx, Avon and Heathcote River models status 
reports, 2012 -2014, by GHD. Several reports. Explains modelling process (software etc) and model 
development 
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Attachment E 

Examples of pro-forma submissions 
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Attachment F 

Submitters whose properties are located on the edges of the FLFMA  
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Appendix G – Recommendation to remove from FLFMA 
 
Submitter number Submitter name Property address 

3 Brendon King 21 Allstone Place, Burwood 
12 Kathryn Jones 75/77 Sherborne Street, St 

Albans 
30 Williams Kevin 2 Nabob Lane 
33 Barbara Clark 199/1 Linwood Ave, 

Linwood 
36  Edna May Douglas 10 Soleares Ave 
37 John Neville Wallett Douglas  
40 Malcolm M Jones 75 Sherborne Street, St 

Albans 
64 David John Leith 43 Beckford Road 
79 Wendy Lynne Ritchie 18 Worsleys Rd 
118  Susan Grant 89 Waimea Terrace 
139  Angus Bargh 46 Worsleys Rd 
142  Sylvia May Meek 20 Van Asch Street, 

Sumner 
312 Christopher Vivian and Grace 

Currie 
14A Worsleys Rd 

313 Gregory Dewe  162 Papanui Road 
324 (remove 
ponding only, 
maintain FLFMA) 

Roger Joseph and Lynn 
Tasman Crozier 

Croziers Road 

371  Noelle Mary Kelly 15A Winton Street 
717 Janice Richards 100 Barbour St, St Albans 
959  Heather Mackness Gladstone 128 Packe Street, St 

Albans 
972 Tim Maley 48 Rochester St, Linwood 
1064 Reuben Williams 48 Trent Street 
1101 Gretchen McFdden 19 Nancy Ave, Mairehau 
1133 Margaret Jane Waters 2/3 Capri Lane 
1175 Tania Reid 1B Trist Place 
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Submitter 3 – 21 Allstone Place, Burwood 
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Submitter 12 – 75/77 Sherborne Street, St Albans 
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Submitter 30 – 2 Nabob Lane 
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Submitter 33 – 199/1 Linwood Ave, Linwood 
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Submitter 36 – 10 Soleares Ave 
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Submitter 37 – 10 Soleares Ave 
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Submitter 40 – 75 Sherborne Street, St Albans 
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Submitter 64 – 43 Beckford Road 
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Submitter 79 – 18 Worsleys Rd 
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Submitter 118 – 89 Waimea Terrace 
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Submitter 139 – 46 Worsleys Rd 
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Submitter 142 – 20 Van Asch Street, Sumner 
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Submitter 312 – 14A Worsleys Rd  
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Submitter 313– 162 Papanui Road 
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Submitter 371 - 15A Winton Street 
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Submitter 717 – 100 Barbour St, St Albans 
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Submitter 959 – 128 Packe Street, St Albans  
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Submitter 972 – 48 Rochester St, Linwood 
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Submitter 1064 – 48 Trent Street 
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Submitter 1101 - 19 Nancy Ave, Mairehau 
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Submitter 1133 – 2/3 Capri Lane 
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Submitter 1175 – 1B Trist Place  
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Attachment G 

Example of smoothing digital blocks 
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Appendix G – Example of Smoothing 
 

Methodology 
 
Method is outlined as follows: 
  
1) Take the Raster Output and Vectorise this with a (complex polygon) partitioned boundary 

(which effectively cuts off the corners): 
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2) Buffer this in by half the cell size: 
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3) Smooth results using out-of-the-box settings: 
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