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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Janice Carter.  My qualifications and experience are set out 

in my evidence in chief for the Natural Hazards hearing dated 13 February 

2015. 

 

1.2 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 

 

Introduction Proposal 

 

2.1 My evidence sets out the changes that I consider are required to the 

Natural Hazards overview in the Introduction Proposal, and my reasons for 

those suggested changes. 

 

 Definitions Proposal 

 

2.2 My earlier statements of evidence dated 13 February and 27 February 

2015 included evidence on submissions received on definitions, which is 

not repeated here but has been listed in Appendix 3 attached to Mr 

Thomson's overview evidence in chief for this hearing.   

 

2.3 This evidence relates to the following definitions in the Natural Hazards 

Proposal (Proposal 5), which have not been addressed in evidence to 

date: 

 

(a) Christchurch City Council Datum; 

(b) Habitable building; 

(c) Residential building platform; 

(d) Annual individual fatality risk (AIFR); 

(e) Hazard mitigation works; and 
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(f) Freeboard. 

 

2.4 I also consider new definitions proposed in submissions, and which did not 

form part of the notified Natural Hazards Proposal.  The new definitions 

requested are: 

 

(a) 1 in 20 year tidal event (5% AEP); 

(b) 1 in 200 year rainfall event (0.5% AEP); 

(c) Acceptable risk / Acceptable level; 

(d) Boulder roll; 

(e) Cliff collapse; 

(f) Fixed minimum floor overlay; 

(g) Heightened risk; 

(h) Intolerable risk; 

(i) Life safety risk; 

(j) Liquefaction; 

(k) Mass movement; 

(l) Minimum floor levels; 

(m) Natural hazards; 

(n) Natural hazard overlay management areas – specific definitions 

are requested for each of the following mapped overlays: 

(i) Liquefaction Assessment Area 1; 

(ii) Liquefaction assessment Area 2; 

(iii) Cliff Hazard Management Area 1; 

(iv) Cliff Hazard Management Area 2; 

(v) Mass Movement Hazard Management Area 1; 

(vi) Mass movement Hazard Management Area 2; 

(vii) Remainder of Port Hills and Banks Peninsula Slope 

Instability Management Area; 

(viii) Fixed Minimum Floor Overlay within Floor Level and Fill 

Management Area; 

(ix) Flood Ponding; 

(x) Waimakariri River Floodplain High Flood Hazard; 

(xi) Waimakariri River Stopbank Floodplain;  

(xii) Waimakariri River Stopbank Setback; 

(o) New urban zonings; 

(p) Rock fall; 
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(q) Serious effects; 

(r) Significantly damaged; 

(s) Significant natural hazard; 

(t) Slope instability; 

(u) Tolerable level / Tolerable risk; 

(v) Tsunami inundation area; and 

(w) Unacceptable risk. 

 

2.5 Two additional definitions have been proposed since I prepared my 

rebuttal evidence for the Natural Hazards Proposal (dated 27 February 

2015).  The first was on the final day of the Natural Hazards Proposal 

hearing (which I proposed to assist the Panel should they decide to adopt 

a certification process for setting minimum finished floor levels as a 

permitted activity under Rule 5.8 of the Natural Hazards Proposal).  The 

second was in a memorandum dated 21 April 2015 in respect of repair, 

maintenance and minor upgrading of existing infrastructure in the slope 

instability management overlay areas (Rule 5.10.1 of the Natural Hazards 

Proposal).  These are: 

 

(a) Certified minimum finished floor level; and 

(b) Minor upgrading. 

 

2.6 I confirm that the two definitions listed above have been considered by the 

relevant parties and have been provided to the Panel.  The first was 

proposed during the hearing on the Natural Hazards Proposal, and the 

second after it was adjourned. 

  

2.7 In preparing my evidence, I have had regard to the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan Preliminary Usability Assessment (prepared by 

Environmental Management Services Limited for the Independent 

Hearings Panel) (Usability Assessment). I have also considered whether 

some definitions within the scope of this evidence could be withdrawn in 

favour of a plain English understanding and whether any definitions are 

used or modified in Stage 2 or 3. 
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2.8 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this evidence are: 

 

(a) The notified Natural Hazards Proposal, and the revised proposal 

attached to my rebuttal evidence dated 27 February 2015; 

(b) Usability Assessment dated 24 November 2014; 

(c) The Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District 

Plan) Order 2014 (Order in Council), including Schedule 4, the 

Statement of Expectations; 

(d) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS), Chapter 11 and 

Glossary; 

(e) The Oxford Pocket School Dictionary, Oxford University Press 

1999; 

(f) Managing environment-related risk (HB 203:2012 Standards 

Australia / Standards New Zealand);  

(g) Risk Management Guidelines – Companion to AS/NZS 

4360:2004 (HB 436:2004 Standards Australia);  

(h) The ALARP Principle (As low as reasonably practicable) – in 

Risk Criteria for Land Use Safety Planning (January 2011, 

Hazardous Industry Planning Advisory Paper No 4, NSW 

Government Department of Planning);  

(i) Planners Expert Conferencing Statement Regarding Chapter 5 – 

Natural Hazards dated 29 January 2015;  

(j) The evidence in chief of myself, Mr Graham Harrington, Ms Iris 

Brookland, Dr Chris Massey (all dated 13 February 2015) and Dr 

Wendy Saunders (dated 20 February 2015) in respect of the 

Natural Hazards hearing; and 

(k) My rebuttal evidence on the Natural Hazards Proposal dated 27 

February 2015. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 As a result of the Natural Hazards hearing and further consideration for this 

hearing I have suggested minor amendments to the Introductions Proposal 

as discussed below.   
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3.2 I have considered submissions on the Definitions Proposal and have 

revisited some definitions not subject to submission, including comments 

on definitions made in the Usability Assessment.  As a result of this 

assessment, I recommend some amendments to the following definitions: 

 

(a) Residential building platform; 

(b) Hazard mitigation works; and 

(c) Freeboard 

 

3.3 Two additional definitions require consideration for inclusion in the Natural 

Hazards Proposal:  

 

(a) Certified minimum finished floor level (if required); and 

(b) Minor upgrading. 

 

3.4 I have not recommended further new definitions be added to the 

Definitions Proposal to explain technical or scientific terms used in the 

Natural Hazards Proposal.  I consider that a glossary is the best location 

for technical or scientific terms to be explained. 

 

4. EVIDENCE ON INTRODUCTION PROPOSAL  

 

4.1 I consider that the following amendments should be made to the 

introductory blurb on Natural Hazards: 

 

Chapter 5 Natural Hazards  

This chapter identifies risks from, and areas subject to, natural 

hazards.  It has objectives to reduce risks, increase awareness of the 

range and scale of natural hazards within the district and facilitate the 

repair of earthquake damaged residential land.  A precautionary 

approach to new development in areas at risk from natural hazards 

has been adopted through policies and rules.  The planning maps 

contain natural hazard overlays that identify areas of the district that 

are potentially subject to flooding and slope instability hazards and 

includes two liquefaction assessment areas. 
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Areas known to be subject to flooding are identified on the maps as 

floor level and fill management areas or flood ponding areas.  Policies 

and rules aim to maintain flood storage capacity in ponding areas and 

floodplain areas and reduce flood damage by requiring floor levels of 

new buildings to be above predicted flood levels. 

 

For areas of the district identified as being potentially affected by slope 

instability, policies and rules seek the avoidance of development 

where the risk to life safety is deemed to be intolerable.  Liquefaction 

is addressed by requiring an appropriate level of assessment of the 

risk of this potential hazard before subdivision and development takes 

place. 

 

Coastal hazards will be part of Phase 2 of the District Plan review. 

 

4.2 In my view, the first of the changes identified above is necessary because 

the policies and rules do not generally provide for a precautionary 

approach to risks associated with natural hazards in all circumstances.  

The policies set out specific situations where it would be appropriate to 

adopt a precautionary approach (see Policy 5.2.4).  

 

4.3 The second proposed change is a minor one to emphasise that the 

hazards being dealt with in this Proposal are specifically natural hazards.  

 

4.4 The third proposed change is required because the Stage 1 Natural 

Hazard Proposal did not provide rules in respect of flood ponding.  Rules in 

respect of flood ponding have been notified as part of Stage 2 of the 

Natural Hazards Proposal.  This statement has caused some confusion 

with submitters/members of the public who have asked where to find the 

flood ponding rules in the Stage 1 provisions.  I note that this paragraph 

will need to be reconsidered as part of Stage 2. 

 

4.5 I confirm that there are no submissions on this part of the Introduction 

Proposal. 
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5. EVIDENCE ON DEFINITIONS PROPOSAL 

 

Overview 

 

5.1 This evidence begins with a general discussion on submissions made on 

the definitions of relevance to the Natural Hazards Proposal, and then 

assesses specific submissions in a table format (Table 1).  

 

5.2 Following the general discussion, Table 1 sets out: 

 

(a) the definitions addressed in this evidence; 

(b) whether they are subject to submission or not; 

(c) which Stage 1 proposal(s) and provisions the definition is used 

in; 

(d) any proposed amendments offered by submitters; and 

(e) my view in respect of those amendments. 

  

5.3 Consideration of comments contained in the Usability Assessment specific 

to some natural hazard definitions is provided at the end of this evidence. 

 

General discussion on submissions on definitions – Natural Hazards 

 

5.4 A large number of new definitions were requested by the Crown (#495) 

and Tonkin and Taylor (#970), but no wording was provided.  I have also 

included these in the table for completeness.   

 

5.5 It should be noted that the Crown's actual submission is not necessarily to 

include all of the proposed words as definitions, though it is one possible 

outcome.  That the Crown does not necessarily seek definitions to all of the 

words listed in the Crown's submission (#495) on the Natural Hazards 

Proposal is made clear in the "decision sought" column of the submission, 

which states: 

 



 

26269929_4.doc    8 
 

Amend such that either definitions of key terms (unacceptable, 

intolerable, significant, serious etc are provided, or a framework for 

determining these levels of risk is produced to provide certainty and 

clarity (see reasons).  

 

[Crown (#495), Submission on Proposal 2: Definitions, page 47].  

  

5.6 These particular definitions/concepts were discussed at both the technical 

caucusing and the planners' caucusing. Agreement was reached that an 

Introduction section to the Natural Hazards chapter could be drafted to 

explain key concepts rather than have "definitions" included in the 

Definitions Proposal.1  I have indicated in the relevant column in Table 1 

below where words included in the submission from the Crown (#495) 

have been explained in the proposed Introduction section. 

 

5.7 Overall, I would prefer that words are not defined unless absolutely 

necessary.  This enables the reader to read the proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan (pRDP) without disruption and get an essential 

understanding of what it is saying.  Being continually directed to specific 

words which mean something different to that commonly understood does 

not result in a clearer plan.  In my view, a clear and readable plan is more 

readily achieved where specific definitions are used sparingly. In a 

technical chapter such as the Natural Hazards Proposal, a glossary could 

be helpful, but the purpose of that is different to the purpose of the 

Definitions Proposal. 

 

5.8 Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA) (#495) requests that 

for all natural hazard-related technical terminology definitions are required 

for clarity, certainty and robust decision-making.  I would agree that where 

a term has a technical meaning and could impact the interpretation of a 

provision, particularly to the extent that it could affect activity status, then it 

is important that that term be defined.  That would apply to all definitions in 

the pRDP, not just natural hazard technical terms.   

 

                                                   
1
 Planning Expert Conferencing Statement Regarding Chapter 5 – Natural Hazards dated 29 January 2015, page 2 (note: also 

included as Appendix C in the evidence in chief of Janice Carter dated 13 February 2015). 
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5.9 However, in many cases in the Natural Hazard Proposal the ordinary 

meaning of a word that is considered "technical" by the submitter is to be 

preferred.  An example is the word "boulder roll", which is included in the 

submitter's list as one of the technical terms that should be defined.  It is 

only used in one policy and most pRDP users have an appreciation of what 

"boulder roll" is.  In this particular case the word "boulder roll" could easily 

be excluded from the policy without affecting its meaning as the word "rock 

fall" is also provided. While I discuss these definitions separately below, my 

overall opinion is that it is not necessary to "define all technical terminology 

in the Natural Hazards Proposal"2. 

 

5.10 It is more likely that in some cases a glossary would be more helpful to 

clarify a technical word in much the same way that a glossary is provided 

in technical science papers that are intended to have a wider audience 

than the scientific community.  It is possible that this is what the submitter 

intended. 

  

5.11 In my view, the best place for a glossary is within the Section 32 Report for 

the Natural Hazards Proposal, rather than in the Proposal itself. A glossary 

could also sit separately with other pRDP material if it contained more than 

just the Natural Hazards Proposal technical terms.  A reference link could 

be included in the pRDP.  However, I note that position may not be 

supported by the submitter who states in another part of its submission that 

the descriptions of terms of the different types of hazards in the Section 32 

Report should be brought into the definitions: CERA (#495, page 48).  At 

the planner caucusing, I do not recall the planning witnesses present on 

behalf of the Crown pursuing this matter, and understood that the relief 

they sought for key terms could be provided in the Introduction to the 

Natural Hazards chapter.  

 

                                                   
2
 CERA (#495 ) Submission on Proposal 2: Definitions, page 46 (under "all undefined terms"). 
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Table 1: Assessment of Specific Definitions – Natural Hazards 

Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Notified definitions 

Christchurch City 

Council Datum 

No 

submission. 

Proposal 5, 

Rule 5.8.1.1 

and 5.8.3.1 

(to be cross 

referenced in 

Stage 3 of 

the Natural 

Hazards 

Proposal). 

NA This definition is required as it sets out the 

reference level (9.043m below mean sea 

level, 1937) and provides consistency in 

setting floor levels within Christchurch City 

through the pRDP.  Importantly, it needs to 

be used as it provides consistency with the 

city's drainage infrastructure, including 

engineering drawings and documentation. 

The datum used is the one set by the 

Christchurch Drainage Board and adopted 

by the Christchurch City Council (Council) 

when it took over the duties of the Drainage 

Board in 1989.  This datum was set in 1878 

at 50 feet below the floor of the Cathedral 

(email correspondence: Graham Harrington, 

28 May 2015). 

  

 

Retain definition. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Habitable building No 

submission. 

Not used in 

Stage 1.  

This 

definition is, 

however, 

used in the 

notified 

version of 

Stage 2, 

Proposal 6. 

NA This definition was requested early in the 

drafting process and not removed when it 

was no longer needed. Note that the words 

"other habitable buildings" did appear in the 

notified version of Policy 5.3.1, but it was 

intended that the ordinary meaning would 

suffice and no definition was requested in 

respect of it.  Policy 5.3.1 was discussed at 

planning caucusing and the words "other 

habitable buildings" was removed in the 

tracked changes version.  This has been 

reflected in the revised position of the 

Council in Attachment A to my evidence in 

chief and rebuttal evidence for the Natural 

Hazards Proposal.34  

Defer consideration 

to Stage 2. 

Residential building 

platform 

No 

submission. 

Proposal 5, 

Rule 5.8. 

NA The definition is required as it clarifies the 

extent of permitted filling that will be 

enabled in the Floor Level and Fill 

Retain definition and  

amend to include the 

words "up to" so that 

                                                   
3
 Attachment A to evidence in chief of Janice Carter for the Natural Hazards Proposal dated 13 February 2015; see also Attachment C which contains tracked changed version of the Natural 

Hazards Proposal from planner caucusing. 
4
 Attachment A to rebuttal evidence of Janice Carter for the Council (Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 27 February 2015. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Management Areas (FLFMA) under Rule 

5.8.1.  Without this definition, which 

provides for extension by 1.8m beyond the 

foundations, the filling (as a permitted 

activity) for the building platform would be 

limited to the foundation footprint only.  This 

creates potential issues with access to 

buildings. Note that 1.8m is also the 

minimum setback distance to side yards in 

residential development. The definition 

could be made clearer by inserting the 

words "up to" between "plus" and "1.8m". 

This would make it clear that the building 

platform did not have to include an area 

1.8m from the foundations, but that an 

allowance of up to 1.8m from the building 

foundations was provided for as a permitted 

activity. 

 

 

it reads: 

For the purposes of 

Rule 5.8.1 means 

that area of a site 

equal to the ground 

floor area of the 

residential unit plus 

up to 1.8m 

extending at ground 

level beyond its 

foundations. 

 

[Note: The Council is 

currently reviewing  

its policy guidance 

document GD 013 –  

Building on Land 

Subject to Natural 

Hazards, and may 

recommend 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

changing the 

definition of 

residential building 

platform.  It is 

important that the 

Council's policy 

document and the 

pRDP are aligned.] 

Annual individual 

fatality risk (AIFR) 

Tonkin and 

Taylor 

(#970), 

page 5. 

Proposal 5, 

Assessment 

Matter 

5.10.3(a)(v) 

(B). 

Definition is narrow 

and ought to be 

able to be applied 

to all natural 

hazards. Particular 

relief is not 

specified. 

The AIFR concept is able to be potentially 

applied to a range of natural hazards (e.g. 

tsunami) and other hazards (e.g. airport 

safety zones or hazardous chemical 

storage).  However, to be meaningful this 

term needs a specific context, and in the 

pRDP that context is the life risk to residents 

of the Port Hills in terms of slope stability 

hazard (rock fall, cliff collapse and mass 

movement).  The AIFR concept has not 

been applied to other natural hazards 

covered in Stage 1 of the pRDP as the risk 

Reject the 

amendment sought. 

Note that AIFR has 

been recommended 

to be added to the 

list of abbreviations 

in the overview  

evidence of Mr 

Thomson (dated 

9 June 2015). 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

from flooding, for example, has been 

determined as primarily a risk to property 

(damage) rather than a risk to life.  

Hazard mitigation 

works 

Tonkin and 

Taylor 

(#970).  

Proposal 5, 

Rule 5.10. 

Policy 5.5.5 

uses the 

words 

"hazard 

mitigation 

works", but 

note that the 

definition 

excludes its 

use for 

anything 

other than 

Rule 5.10. 

Seeks the 

following: "The 

definition is limited 

to geologic hazards 

and does not 

include mitigation 

of atmospheric or 

hydrologic hazards. 

Suggest specify 

the hazard." 

 

This submission point and relief sought is 

vague.  I note that the definition as notified  

is limited in its application to Rule 5.10 (and 

no submissions relate to this aspect), which 

deals specifically with engineering works to 

prevent and control land instability, rock fall, 

boulder roll and debris travel.  Given that 

the term only applies as currently drafted to 

the slope instability rules, it may be that the 

submission is seeking that the term be 

relabelled "slope instability hazard 

mitigation works".  Accepting this relief (if 

that is what is sought) would require 

consequential amendments to Rule 5.10 to 

replace use of the words "hazard mitigation 

works" with "slope instability hazard 

mitigation works". 

Accept, and amend 

the definition label to 

read as follows: 

"Slope instability 

hazard mitigation 

works." 

This will require the 

underlined words 

"hazard mitigation 

works"  to be 

amended to "slope 

instability hazard 

mitigation works" 

throughout Rule 

5.10 of the Natural 

Hazards Proposal. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

It is noted that in Stage 2 of the Natural 

Hazards Proposal, which includes coastal 

hazards, a new definition "coastal hazard 

mitigation works" will be proposed.  This 

definition is crafted around the specific 

nature of coastal hazard mitigation works in 

the same way that "hazard mitigation works" 

is currently crafted around slope instability 

hazards. 

Freeboard CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

Rule 5.8.1.1 

and 5.8.3.1 

(to be 

included in 

Stage 3 of 

the Natural 

Hazards 

Proposal and 

Central City 

Proposal). 

Request definition 

to include 

justification for why 

the level of 

freeboard is used 

and the 

methodology for 

determining the 

freeboard figure. 

The Definitions Proposal is not the correct 

place to provide justification for the level of 

freeboard chosen. This can be done in 

evidence or in the Section 32 evaluation. It 

could also potentially form part of a policy 

direction in the Natural Hazards Proposal. 

The purpose of the definitions is to provide 

meaning to the use of the term itself as it 

applies to this pRDP. 

Graham Harrington discusses in detail the 

freeboard concept as it applies in this 

Reject. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Proposal in his evidence in chief for the 

Natural Hazards Proposal dated 13 

February 2015, at paragraphs 8.8 to 8.10, 

9.8 and 9.24, 9.28, 9.34 (this final 

paragraph justifies the 400mm level).   

See comments later in this evidence in 

respect to the Usability Assessment views 

on the definition of "freeboard". 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

New Definitions Requested in submissions 

1 in 20 year tidal 

event (5% AEP) 

CERA 

(#495), 

Tonkin and 

Taylor 

(#970). 

Proposal 5, 

Rule 5.8.1.1 

and Rule 

5.8.3.1. 

None provided.  It 

was requested that 

the footnotes for 

the 1 in 20 year 

tidal event (5%) 

AEP and 1 in 200 

year rainfall event 

(0.5%) be removed 

and used as 

definitions. 

Subject of discussion at caucusing for the 

Natural Hazards Proposal. Although not 

specifically recorded in the documents, it 

was agreed to leave the footnotes as is and 

that it was not necessary to place it in the 

definition section. Note that further footnotes 

were added during caucusing to explain 

reference to other words e.g. a footnote was 

added to the underlined term "major flood 

event" in Policy 5.3.4 to indicate that this 

term relates to areas shown on the planning 

maps as FLFMA.5 

Reject. 

1 in 200 year rainfall 

event (0.5% AEP) 

CERA 

(#495), 

Tonkin and 

Taylor 

(#970)  

Proposal 5, 

Rule 5.8.1.1 

and Rule 

5.8.3.1. 

None provided. It 

was requested that 

the footnotes for 

the 1 in 20 year 

tidal event (5% 

Subject of discussion at caucusing for the 

Natural Hazards Proposal. Although not 

specifically recorded in the Caucusing 

Agreement, it was agreed to leave the 

footnotes as is and that it was not 

Reject. 

                                                   
5
 Attachment A to evidence in chief of Janice Carter for the Natural Hazards Proposal dated 13 February 2015; see also Attachment C which contains tracked changed version of the Natural 

Hazards Proposal from planner caucusing. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

AEP) and 1 in 200 

year rainfall event 

(0.5%) be removed 

and used as 

definitions. It was 

also requested that 

the terminology be 

more consistent 

with engineering 

practice and should 

refer to 200 year 

ARI (Average 

recurrence interval) 

or 1/200 AEP 

(Annual 

Exceedance 

Probability). 

necessary to place it in the definition section 

(see example of similar recommendation to 

use footnotes above). 

 

On the second issue, Mr Graham 

Harrington responded to this in his evidence 

in chief for the Natural Hazards Proposal 

dated 13 February 2015, at paragraph 9.7 

and 9.23, basically stating that there are a 

number of ways of describing return 

intervals for natural hazards and the way 

the Council has chosen to describe them is 

clear. 

 

I further note that the AEP terminology used 

in the Natural Hazards Proposal is 

consistent with the terminology used in the 

CRPS. 

Acceptable risk/ 

Acceptable level 

CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

Policies 5.2.1 

None provided.  

However, an 

Subject of discussions in caucusing and in 

evidence at the Natural Hazards Proposal 

Reject.  
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

and 5.5.4.  Not 

used in the 

rules. Included 

in revised 

version of 

Natural 

Hazards 

Proposal.6 

explanation of 

acceptable risk is 

provided in the 

evidence in chief of 

Dr Wendy 

Saunders for the 

Natural Hazards 

Proposal dated 20 

February 2015, at 

paragraph 12.8. 

hearing (see evidence in chief of Wendy 

Saunders7 and my rebuttal evidence8). 

Included in revised version of the Natural 

Hazards Proposal Introduction section, 

which discusses key concepts in the Natural 

Hazards Proposal.  What an "acceptable 

level" is will vary depending on the natural 

hazard and the particular circumstances it 

occurs under. Not appropriate to define 

quantitatively. 

Boulder roll CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

revised 

version, 

Introduction 

(moved from 

notified 

Objective 

5.1.1). Policy 

None provided.  

Request that the 

descriptions of 

different types of 

hazards and how 

they are 

determined/defined 

from the Section 32 

Not needed. Ordinary meaning preferred 

and self -explanatory. Possible to delete the 

words "boulder roll" from Policy 5.5.2 and 

the Introduction. The geotechnical scientists 

generally use "rock fall" and "boulder roll" 

interchangeably, see evidence in chief of Dr 

Chris Massey for the Natural Hazards 

Proposal dated 13 February 2015, e.g. 

Reject. 

                                                   
6
 Attachment A (Revised Natural Hazards Proposal) to Rebuttal Evidence of Janice Carter dated 27 February 2015 – Introduction Section. 

7
 Evidence in chief of Dr Wendy Saunders for the Crown ( Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 20 February 2015, at paragraphs 12.7 to 12.9. 

8
 Rebuttal evidence of Janice Carter for the Council (Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 27 February 2015, at paragraph 3.1 to 3.3. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

5.5.2 only.  Not 

used in the 

rules. Referred 

to in definition 

of "hazard 

mitigation 

works". 

Report be included 

as definitions and 

seek MBIE 

guidance and GNS 

technical guidance 

if the definitions are 

not complete. 

paragraph 4.5, 4.6 and 7.4. 

"Boulder roll" was a term adopted locally by 

media and people in the Port Hills after the 

22 February 2011 earthquakes to describe 

rock fall (email correspondence: Dr Chris 

Massey, 29 May 2015). 

An explanation of the risk associated with 

boulder roll is provided in the Natural 

Hazards Section 32 Report at Appendix 7, 

page 125-126 and in the evidence in chief 

of Dr Chris Massey.  

Cliff collapse CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

revised 

version, 

Introduction 

(moved from 

notified 

Objective 

5.1.1). Policy 

5.5.1, 5.5.4, 

None provided. 

Request that the 

descriptions of 

different types of 

hazards and how 

they are 

determined/defined 

from the Section 32 

Report be included 

Not needed. Ordinary plain English meaning 

preferred. An explanation of cliff collapse 

areas is provided in the Natural Hazards 

Section 32 Report at Appendix 7, page 118. 

Application of the slope instability rules rely 

on the mapped Cliff Hazard Management 

Areas 1 and Area 2, and it is my opinion 

that a definition of cliff collapse as such is 

not needed for implementation of the rules. 

Reject. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

5.5.5. Not 

used in the 

rules. 

as definitions and 

seek MBIE 

guidance and GNS 

technical guidance 

if the definitions are 

not complete. 

 

Fixed minimum floor 

overlay 

CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

Rule 5.8.1 and 

5.8.3. 

Identified as 

an overlay on 

the planning 

maps, 

planning maps 

(legend). 

None provided. Not needed.  The overlays are shown on 

the planning maps and have an 

accompanying legend.  It was agreed at 

planner caucusing that this was sufficient 

and was the main conduit to the rules 

(through the property search tool or the 

planning maps as such).  This is much the 

same as other overlays on the planning 

maps.  This issue is also covered in my 

evidence in chief for the Natural Hazards 

Proposal, at paragraphs 10.13 to 10.14, 

where I conclude that including a long list of 

natural hazard overlays in the definitions 

section would not, in my view, add any 

Reject.  
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

clarity to the Natural Hazards Proposal.  

Heightened risk CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

notified Policy 

5.5.3.  Not 

used in the 

rules. 

None provided. 

Seeks addition of 

definition to provide 

certainty and clarity 

around rules and 

standards. 

 

Subject of discussions in caucusing. 

Revised Policy 5.5.3 deletes this word. 

Definition not needed.  

Reject. 

Intolerable risk CERA 

(#495), Eliot 

Sinclair 

(#928). 

Proposal 5, 

Policy 5.5.1, 

5.5.2, 5.5.3.  

Not used in the 

rules. Included 

in revised 

Natural 

Hazards 

Proposal – 

None provided. 

However, an 

explanation of 

"intolerable" is 

provided in the 

evidence in chief of 

Dr Wendy 

Saunders for the 

Crown for the 

Subject of discussions in caucusing and in 

evidence at the Natural Hazards Proposal 

hearing. Covered in my evidence in chief at 

paragraph 8.36 to 8.42 and 10.12 and 

Attachment 1.9  The concept "intolerable 

risk to life safety" has been included in 

revised version of the Natural Hazards 

Proposal, which provides an Introduction 

section.  The purpose of the Introduction 

Reject. 

                                                   
9
 Evidence in chief of Janice Carter for the Natural Hazards Proposal dated 13 February 2015. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Introduction. Natural Hazards 

Proposal dated 20 

February 2015, at 

paragraph 12.11. 

section is to provide an overview of the 

Natural Hazards Proposal and explain key 

concepts (see Attachment A to my rebuttal 

evidence).10 

 

Life safety risk CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

Policy 5.5.2. 

Not used in the 

rules. 

None provided. Subject of discussions in caucusing. It is 

largely self-explanatory, meaning risk of 

death.  Included as part of explanation of 

the concept "intolerable risk to life safety" in 

the revised version of the Natural Hazards 

Proposal, which provides an Introduction 

section that discusses key concepts in the 

Natural Hazards Proposal (see Attachment 

A to my rebuttal evidence dated 27 

February 201511).  

GNS reports in respect of rock fall, cliff 

collapse and mass movement on the Port 

Hills discuss the concept of life safety risk 

and could be referred to as a link in the 

Reject. 

                                                   
10

 Attachment A to rebuttal evidence of Janice Carter for the Council (Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 27 February 2015. 
11

 Attachment A to rebuttal evidence of Janice Carter for the Council (Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 27 February 2015. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

pRDP.  These reports are already referred 

to in the Section 32 Report for the Natural 

Hazards Proposal. 

Liquefaction CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5 – 

extensively, 

e.g. Policy 

5.4.1, Rule 

5.9, Clause 

5.11. 

Liquefaction 

assessment 

areas 

identified as an 

overlay on the 

planning 

maps. 

Further 

references 

occur in 

Proposal 6, 14 

None provided. 

Request that the 

descriptions of 

different types of 

hazards and how 

they are 

determined/defined 

from the Section 32 

Report be included 

as definitions and 

seek MBIE 

guidance and GNS 

technical guidance 

if the definitions are 

not complete. 

An embedded explanation for clarification of 

the process of liquefaction is included within 

Rule 5.9.2 and Rule 5.9.3. Application of the 

rules relies on the mapped liquefaction 

assessment Areas 1 and 2.  If a definition 

was to be included, it could be similar to the 

wording provided in the note for clarification, 

but generally I consider it is not needed for 

implementation of the pRDP. 

Reject. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

and 8. 

Mass movement CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

revised 

version, 

Introduction 

(moved from 

notified 

Objective 

5.1.1). Policy 

5.5.3, 5.5.4. 

Rules – there 

are two Mass 

Movement 

Hazard 

Management 

Areas 

identified as 

overlays on 

None provided. 

Request that the 

descriptions of 

different types of 

hazards and how 

they are 

determined/defined 

from the Section 32 

Report be included 

as definitions and 

seek MBIE 

guidance and GNS 

technical guidance 

if the definitions are 

not complete. 

"Mass movement" is not a term that is easily 

explained.  Application of the slope 

instability rules rely on the mapped mass 

movement Areas 1 and 2/3 on the planning 

maps, and it is my opinion that a definition is 

not needed for implementation of the rules. 

The rules do, however, require any 

geotechnical assessment of an activity 

captured by the rules in the mass 

movement overlays to be undertaken by a 

chartered Professional Engineer with 

experience in geotechnical engineering or a 

Professional Engineering Geologist (IPENZ 

registered). 

Information and a technically/scientific 

accepted definition of mass movement is 

provided in the Natural Hazards Section 32 

Reject. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

the planning 

maps and 

associated 

rules. 

Report at Appendix 7, page 126.  However, 

a reference to the GNS reports that form the 

basis of the mapping in the Natural Hazards 

Proposal could be included as a link for 

property owners who require a detailed 

technical understanding of mass movement, 

but also noting that property owners are 

likely to need a geotechnical specialist to 

prepare any resource consent application. 

Minimum floor levels CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

Rule 5.8.1 and 

5.8.3. 

Proposed in 

interim policy 

5.3.4b but 

recommended 

to be deleted 

during 

planning 

caucusing. 

None provided. 

Submission also 

requests including 

the criteria or 

formula for how the 

minimum floor 

levels are 

calculated. 

It is not considered necessary to define the 

phrase "minimum floor levels", as it is 

considered self-explanatory and the 

ordinary meaning of these words is 

preferred. Rule 5.8.1.1 also provides the 

permitted activity criteria for calculating the 

set minimum floor level for new buildings 

and additions in the Fixed Minimum Floor 

Overlay and forms part of the rule. Other 

factors, such as local drainage issues, may 

also be included in setting the minimum 

Reject. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Added to 

Policy 5.3.3. 

after planner 

caucusing.12 

floor level in FLFMA outside the Fixed 

Minimum Floor Overlay. General details on 

how the minimum floor levels are calculated 

are contained in the Section 32 Report. 

Natural hazard CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5. 

Not used in the 

rules. 

None provided.  

Request to define 

and describe what 

a natural hazard 

means in the 

context of the 

pRDP, including 

what situations 

make a natural 

hazard 

"hazardous"; 

including 

consideration that it 

is human 

This issue is covered in my evidence in 

chief at paragraph 10.1113.  It is not 

considered necessary to define "natural 

hazard" as it is not intended that the pRDP 

depart from the definition in the Resource 

Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

Reject. 

                                                   
12

 Attachment A to evidence in chief of Janice Carter for the Natural Hazards Proposal, Policy 5.3.3 and Policy 5.3.4b - 13 February 2015; see also Attachment C which contains tracked changed 
version of the Natural Hazards Proposal from planner caucusing. 
13

 Evidence in chief of Janice Carter for the Natural Hazards Proposal dated 13 February 2015, paragraph 10.11. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

occupation that 

makes a natural 

occurrence 

hazardous and 

clarification of the 

differing levels of 

risk in regards to 

the impact on 

people, property 

and infrastructure. 

Natural Hazard 

Overlay 

Management areas: 

•Liquefaction 

Assessment Area 1 

•Liquefaction 

assessment Area 2 

•Cliff Hazard 

Management Area 1 

•Cliff Hazard 

Tonkin and 

Taylor 

(#970). 

Proposal 5, 

planning maps 

(legend),  Rule 

5.10, Clause 

5.11 and 5.13 

Appendices 

(legend). 

Waimakriri 

Stopbank 

Floodplain 

None provided. 

This submission 

has been 

incorrectly 

summarised.  The 

submission seeks 

definitions in 

Proposal 2 

(preferably) or in 

Proposal 5 for the 

This was discussed during planner 

caucusing, and, although not specifically 

recorded in the caucusing statement, it is 

covered in my evidence in chief for the 

Natural Hazards Proposal dated 13 

February 2015, at paragraph 10.13 to 

10.14. 

Reject. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Management Area 2 

•Mass Movement 

Hazard Management 

Area 1 

•Mass movement 

Hazard Management 

Area 2 

•Remainder of Port 

Hills and Banks 

Peninsula Slope 

Instability 

Management Area 

•Fixed Minimum 

Floor Overlay within 

Floor Level and Fill 

Management Area 

•Flood Ponding 

•Waimakariri River 

Floodplain High 

included in a 

footnote to 

Policy 5.3.1a,14 

and Policy 

5.3.4b (interim 

policy 

recommended 

to be deleted). 

FLFMA 

included in a 

footnote to 

Policy 5.3.4a.15 

range of natural 

hazard overlays in 

the pRDP, e.g. Cliff 

Hazard 

Management Area 

1, Mass movement 

Hazard 

Management Area 

1, Liquefaction 

Assessment Area 

1, etc. 

                                                   
14

 Attachment A (Revised Natural Hazards Proposal) to evidence in chief of Janice Carter, 13 February 2015, also in Attachment C of same evidence (Planner Caucusing tracked change version). 
15

 Attachment A (Revised Natural Hazards Proposal) to evidence in chief of Janice Carter, 13 February 2015, also in Attachment C of same evidence (Planner Caucusing tracked change version). 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

flood Hazard 

•Waimakariri River 

Stopbank Floodplain 

•Waimakariri River 

Stopbank Setback. 

New urban zonings CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

Policy 5.2.1.  

Not used in the 

rules. 

None provided. Not required. Ordinary meaning preferred. Reject. 

Rock fall CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

revised 

version, 

Introduction 

(moved from 

notified 

Objective 

5.1.1). Policy 

5.5.2, 5.5.4. 

Rules –  two 

Rock Fall 

None provided. 

Request that the 

descriptions of 

different types of 

hazards and how 

they are 

determined/defined 

from the Section 32 

Report be included 

as definitions and 

seek MBIE 

Not required. Ordinary meaning preferred. 

See discussion on "boulder roll". 

Reject. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Hazard 

Management 

Areas 

identified as 

overlays on 

the planning 

maps. 

guidance and GNS 

technical guidance 

if the definitions are 

not complete. 

Serious effects Eliot 

Sinclair 

(#928). 

Proposal 5, 

Policy 5.2.1 

and 5.2.4 

(recommended 

to be deleted 

in revised 

version). Not 

used in the 

rules.  

None provided.  Ordinary meaning of "serious" preferred.  Reject. 

Significantly 

damaged 

CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

Policy 5.5.5. 

Not used in the 

rules. 

None provided. Ordinary meaning of words preferred in this 

context. 

Reject. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Significant natural 

hazard 

CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

notified version 

only in Policy 

5.2.2, but 

"significant" 

deleted in 

revised version 

in Attachment 

A of my 

rebuttal 

evidence.16 

Not used in the 

rules. 

None provided. 

Submission states 

that "natural 

hazards" are not 

defined, yet terms 

such as "significant 

natural hazard" are 

used to describe 

situations where 

avoidance may be 

appropriate.  Dr 

Wendy Saunders 

does discuss the 

term "significant" at 

paragraph 12.12 of 

her evidence in 

chief for the 

Natural Hazards 

Proposal dated 20 

Not required. This was discussed during 

planner caucusing where it was agreed that 

a number of terms could be included in an 

Introduction to the Natural Hazards 

Proposal. This term was not included in the 

Introduction. The caucusing statement (see 

Attachment C in my evidence in chief 

pp148)17 indicates that further terms would 

be brought in evidence.  However, this term 

was not discussed further by any party. 

Reject. 

                                                   
16

 Attachment A to rebuttal evidence of Janice Carter for the Council (Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 27 February 2015. 
17

 Attachment C (Planner Caucusing tracked change version) in evidence in chief of Janice Carter dated 13 February 2015, also in Attachment A of same evidence. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

February 2015.  No 

actual definition or 

explanatory words 

are provided.  

Slope instability CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

general policy 

and rule 

headings, 

Policy 5.5.4, 

5.5.5.  

Rules –  there 

are seven 

Slope 

Instability 

Management 

Areas 

identified as 

overlays on 

the planning 

maps and 

None provided. 

Request that the 

descriptions of 

different types of 

hazards and how 

they are 

determined/defined 

from the Section 32 

Report be included 

as definitions and 

seek MBIE 

guidance and GNS 

technical guidance 

if the definitions are 

not complete. 

Not needed. Ordinary meaning preferred 

and self-explanatory.  There are no rules 

reliant on a definition of "slope instability" to 

determine status of activity. 

Application of the slope instability rules rely 

on the mapped rock fall, mass movement 

and cliff hazard overlay areas on the 

planning maps, and it is my opinion that a 

definition of "slope instability" is not needed 

for implementation of the rules. The rules 

do, however, require any geotechnical 

assessment of an activity captured by the 

rules in the slope instability overlays to be 

undertaken by a chartered Professional 

Engineer with experience in geotechnical 

engineering or a Professional Engineering 

Reject. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

associated 

rules.  

Geologist (IPENZ registered). It would be 

expected that technical experts have a 

common understanding of this term. 

A glossary could assist, or the provision of 

explanation in the Section 32 Evaluation, if it 

was considered there was not sufficient 

public understanding of what "slope 

instability" meant. I note that no lay 

submissions requested that the words be 

defined. 

A reference link could also be made to the 

GNS Reports.  

 

Tolerable level / risk CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

Policy 5.5.2.  

Not used in the 

rules. 

Included in the 

revised Natural 

None provided. 

However, an 

explanation of 

"tolerable risk" is 

provided in the 

evidence in chief of 

Subject of discussions in technical and 

planning caucusing and in evidence at the 

Natural Hazards Proposal hearing (see 

evidence in chief of Wendy Saunders18 and 

my rebuttal evidence19). The concept 

"tolerable level of risk" has been included in 

Reject. 

                                                   
18

 Evidence in chief of Dr Wendy Saunders for the Crown ( Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 20 February 2015, at paragraphs 12.7 to 12.9. 
19

 Rebuttal evidence of Janice Carter for the Council (Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 27 February 2015, at paragraph 3.1 to 3.3. 
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Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Proposal – 

Introduction 

section. 

Dr Wendy 

Saunders for the 

Natural Hazards 

Proposal for the 

Crown dated 20 

February 2015, at 

paragraph 12.9. 

revised version of the Natural Hazards 

Proposal, which provides an Introduction 

section.  The purpose of the Introduction 

section is to provide an overview of the 

Natural Hazards Proposal and explain key 

concepts (see Attachment A to my rebuttal 

evidence). 

Tsunami inundation 

area 

Council 

(#310). 

Proposal 14. Sought the 

inclusion of a 

definition for 

"tsunami 

inundation area". 

Through its submission the Council sought 

that a map be inserted to the revised 

Residential Proposal as Appendix 14.10.520  

showing the tsunami inundation area 

affected by the rule.  A definition is no 

longer required if this relief is accepted by 

the Panel. 

Reject. 

Unacceptable risk CERA 

(#495). 

Proposal 5, 

Policy 5.2.5. 

Not used in the 

rules. 

None provided. 

However, an 

explanation of 

"unacceptable risk" 

Subject to discussions in technical and 

planning caucusing and in evidence at the 

Natural Hazards Proposal hearing.21 See 

also evidence in chief of Wendy Saunders22 

Reject. 

                                                   
20

 Revised Residential Proposal, 23 April Attachment to Christchurch City Council's Closing Legal Submissions. 
21

 Attachment A to evidence in chief of Janice Carter for the Natural Hazards Proposal dated 13 February 2015; see also Attachment C which contains tracked changed version of the Natural 
Hazards Proposal from planner caucusing. 
22

 Evidence in chief of Dr Wendy Saunders for the Crown ( Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 20 February 2015, at paragraphs 12.7 to 12.9. 



 

26269929_4.doc    36 
 

Definition Submitter Proposal 

and relevant 

provisions 

Wording  

proposed by 

submitter 

Comments / discussion Recommendation 

 

Included in the 

revised Natural 

Proposal – 

Introduction 

section. 

is provided in the 

evidence in chief of 

Dr Wendy 

Saunders for the 

Crown for the 

Natural Hazards 

Proposal dated 20 

February 2015, at 

paragraph 12.10. 

and my rebuttal evidence23). An explanation 

of the concept "unacceptable risk" has been 

included in revised version of the Natural 

Hazards Proposal, which provides an 

Introduction section (see Attachment A to 

my rebuttal evidence). 

 

                                                   
23

 Rebuttal evidence of Janice Carter for the Council (Natural Hazards Proposal) dated 27 February 2015, at paragraph 3.1 to 3.3. 
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Usability Assessment 

 

5.12 The Usability Assessment states that the definition of "freeboard" uses 

technical jargon24 – "aggradations, channel transition and bend effects".  

No recommendation is made to add to the discussion but I have 

interpreted this comment to mean that the definition is difficult to 

understand.  I would agree. 

  

5.13 The definition has been taken from the Council's Infrastructure Design 

Standard. However, I have discussed the issue of simplifying the definition 

with Mr Graham Harrington, the Council's Senior Surface Water Engineer, 

and have looked at his evidence in chief for the Natural Hazards Proposal 

dated 13 February 2015 in relation to this term (paragraphs 8.8 to 8.10, 

9.24, 9.28 and 9.34). 

 

5.14 It is recommended that this definition could be amended to read as follows: 

 

Freeboard 

Means a safety allowance added to predicted flood water levels 

for design purposes to account for the provision for flood 

modelling error margins, flood level design estimate imprecision, 

inaccuracies in surveying land levels, construction tolerances, 

obstructions in drainage networks and waterways and natural 

phenomena (e.g. waves, debris, aggradations, channel transition and 

bend wind effects). not explicitly included in the calculations for flood 

levels.  

 

5.15 The Usability Assessment also asks why the definition in the RMA is not 

used for "infrastructure".  I cover this issue briefly when discussing another 

matter in my evidence in chief in relation to the Natural Hazards Proposal 

dated 13 February 2015, at paragraph 10.59.  The definition in the RMA of 

"infrastructure" specifically confines the term to section 30, which outlines 

the functions of a Regional Council and specifies that function as "the 

strategic integration of infrastructure with land use through objectives, 

                                                   
24

 Proposed Christchurch Replacement District Plan Preliminary Usability Assessment (24 November 2014), Environmental 
Management Services, page 13. 



 

26269929_4.doc    38 
 

policies, and methods."  The RMA does not provide a general definition of 

"infrastructure" for wider application. 

 

Additional Definitions  

 

5.16 Two additional definitions require further consideration in respect of the 

Natural Hazards Proposal: 

 

(a) Certified minimum finished floor level; and 

(b) Minor upgrading. 

 

5.17 The proposed definition "certified minimum finished floor level" was 

presented in the Council's closing submissions for the Natural Hazards 

Proposal to assist the Panel if certification for minimum floor levels as a 

permitted activity in the FLFMA is pursued by the Panel.   

 

5.18 A definition of "minor upgrading" was proposed in the Council's 

Memorandum dated 21 April 2015 in respect of Infrastructure providers 

and the Port, specifically to allow minor upgrading of existing infrastructure 

of electricity network providers as a permitted activity under Rule 5.10.1 of 

the Natural Hazards Proposal. 

 

 

Janice Carter 

9 June 2015 

 


