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May it please the Panel 
 

In our final submission, we would like to make the following points: 

1. We support the IHP’s view that SLR should be removed from the High Flood Hazard 
Management Area overlay.  

 The 0 SLR map outlines the current flood hazard areas, however is still somewhat exaggerated with 
worst case scenarios (ie includes a 16% increased rainfall which may not happen and the 
assumption has been made that a 1 in 50 king tide and a 1 in 200-year storm event will occur at the 
same time). We believe some remodelling should be considered to make these maps more 
accurate. 

 
 
2. While hazard lines for erosion and inundation have been removed from the maps, they have not 

been removed from our LIMs. We have also been advised by CCC that once the hazard 
notifications are attached to LIMs these hazard zones cannot be removed – even if mitigation or 
rectification has occurred. Therefore, I urge the panel to give serious consideration to removing the 
HFMA zones on both maps and LIMs as this is a critical point. 

 
 
3. Commercial development should not be non-compliant. These facilities are essential to a 
 community and to recovery. 

 
 

4. CCC Section 32 analysis does not satisfy the requirements of the RMA in that it has failed to 
properly consider the adverse impact of the proposed changes on the value of land/property, and on 
the economic, social or cultural costs to the affected communities. 
As a community, we have lost complete confidence in this Council’s credibility and transparency and 
we don’t believe they have taken into account the social, economic and cultural wellbeing for the 
people and community or endeavoured to protect their health and safety. 
We believe that the Council is found to be wanting in terms of the amount of research and 
investigation undertaken, not only for the science but also for the social impact on communities. By 
fast-tracking the District Plan (which usually takes years to implement) it has placed enormous 
pressure on members our community but many are still unaware of the submission process and the 
potentially devastating effect these hurried decisions may have on their lives.  
 
 



5. We believe the Tonkin & Taylor report should not have been used for policy (as they themselves 
stated) and as a result of the lack of community consultation at Stage 1, we are now in a position 
where judicial review may be our only option. We have had hazard notices place on our LIMS with 
no prior consultation from CCC and now no way to have them removed. 
The loss in equity for home-owners is already evident in some areas (ie Southshore) as a direct 
result of the new regulations in the District Plan, however no compensation has been offered and no 
consideration has been given by the CCC to viable alternative strategies such as mitigation; in fact, 
the Council goes so far as to specifically exclude Southshore from any mitigation measures.  

 
 
6. We object to the restrictions that apply to properties affected, as they are too restrictive and do not 

allow property owners to use their properties in appropriate ways.  
The CCC has not taken a holistic approach to the application of a Restricted Discretionary rule. This 
needs to be consistent and all areas should be treated the same and without prejudice or bias. 
There are still anomalies in the proposed rules which in a practical sense will make some properties 
non-complying (ie: Rule 5.4.6.3 RD2 item iv). These rules are onerous on residents and because 
the final decisions are at the Council staff’s discretion, there seems to be no set rules which apply to 
all areas and  
We are concerned that many people are completely unaware of how the restriction already applied 
will affect their biggest asset and indeed will only come to realise when they apply for a LIM or try to 
build or sell their property. 
 
 

7. We support the Christchurch Coastal Residents United (CCRU) submission in its entirety.  
 
 

8. As a separate issue within this submission and on behalf of our daughter Jade Sintes, we would like 
to re-request that the Panel ask the Council to reconsider removing the flood area on the property at 
61 Solomon Avenue, Redwood.  

 It was noted in the Final Memorandum of Counsel of 15.07.16 Attachment B, that the Council had 
subsequently removed FMA from some properties (for instance 247 Millers Road had a sliver of 
FMA removed). After discussion with CCC on 20.07.16 regarding the similarities of case, we were 
advised to appeal once again to the Council in our final submission for favourable consideration to 
be given, which I would now respectfully request. 

 
 
9. In summary we believe it is imperative the SLR component be removed from Stage 3 high flood 

hazard provisions/mapping (also ensuring that any relating LIM notifications are removed). Given 
the enormity of the adverse impact on residents in affected areas (which we are witnessing already), 
the Council has a duty to conduct the research and planning process properly and thoroughly and to 
fully consult with the community. They must ensure that any proposal is based on reliable science 
and on reports that have been properly and independently peer reviewed. This process needs to 
take sufficient time and critical planning should not be fast-tracked. 

While we agree some measure should be taken to enable earthquake affected recovery to progress, 
it is inconceivable that a process as important as the Christchurch District Plan should be expedited 
to be completed in a matter of months. Christchurch residents need to be consulted so that they 
understand the impact of the new rules and given the chance to have their say. 

 

Last but by no means least, we would like to extend our thanks to the Panel for their understanding 
and the fair way in which they have conducted the hearing. We, as a community are by no means 
experts in these matters and the panel has given us the opportunity to explain in ‘laymen’s’ terms 
the damaging effect that this process has already had on our community, both economically and 
socially. We have been impressed by the panel’s knowledge and your consideration to the 
submitters. 

 

Regards 

Tim and Jan Sintes 
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