
 
 
 
Christchurch, 22 July 2016 

 
Empowered Christchurch Inc. 

 
CHRISTCHURCH REPLACEMENT DISTRICT PLAN INDEPENDENT HEARINGS PANEL 

Reference: 8296- South Brighton Residents Association-Empower Christchurch-29-02-2016.pdf 
- 6.67 MB 

In the matter of the Resource Management Act 1991 and the Canterbury Earthquake 
(Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

 

And in the matter 

 

Of the Natural Hazards (Stage 3) hearing 

 

Closing submission to the Independent Hearings Panel on behalf of Empowered 
Christchurch and the South Brighton Residents’ Association 

 

Before reprising our position on the question of natural hazards, may we state how 
extraordinary the process of submitting to the Hearings Panel has been over recent months. 
As unfunded, voluntary community organisations, we have relied predominantly on 
information obtained firstly from the authorities and also from the public domain. In the first 
instance, we have been repeatedly blocked from obtaining information from the Christchurch 
City Council, and since 9 May 2016, have been obliged to submit LGOIMA requests to 
obtain even the simplest facts. In the second instance, we have seen a large corpus of 
material removed from the internet and webpages (such as the council recommendations on 
floor levels) updated when errors were made public. There have been delays to the hearings 
panel procedures at the request of the council. We have seen the use of Orders in Council to 
circumvent application of the Resource Management Act. We have seen exemptions issued 
by council to allow repairs and rebuilds that do not need to comply with the Resource 
Management Act (RMA). We have seen a submission by Southern Response of 1 February 
2016 on an "agreed position" between the council and the insurance company to apply a 
"grandfathering clause" to properties in the flood management areas (FMAs) and on the 



repair and replacement of earthquake damaged buildings in the high flood hazard 
management areas (HFHMA - rule 5.8.8). This relates to the exemptions mentioned above 
and is in direct opposition to the interests of residents and ratepayers. A large number of 
critical technical documents we possess were subsequently removed after publication from 
the internet and the Orbit database. When information is "disappeared" in this way by CCC, 
it makes it extremely difficult for community groups to make submissions on such vital 
matters. The principle of full disclosure does not apply here. Furthermore, we anticipate that 
further information will be supplied at the last moment by council, to which submitters will no 
longer be able to respond. We ask that the Hearings Panel make due allowance for these 
obstacles when considering its final decisions. 

 

In its Minute of 27 May 2016, following our most recent correspondence, the Hearings Panel 
referred to "assertions and opinions as to alleged facts". Presumably, this reference was to 
the use of incorrect flood modelling on the part of the council. A CCC press release admitted 
incorrect flood modelling was 50 cm below what it should have been. This error was 
subsequently admitted by a senior council employee at a public event. The evidence 
provided by a key council witness, Mr Graeme Maxwell Smart, was then withdrawn, and his 
cross-examination made impossible with the explanation that he was in England and could 
not be contacted. The city council has still not released updated flood modelling for the city 
almost six years after the initial earthquake.  

 

We have submitted a series of documents in the various stages of the Hearings Panel that 
illustrate the serious risks of erosion and flooding, both overland and tidal. In the absence of 
any mitigation measures, there is an urgent need to protect communities in view of 
earthquake-induced changes in topography and the longer-term risks posed by climate 
change and rising sea levels. We respectfully enclose a series of slides as illustrations of the 
key points we have made over recent months.  

 

At an international surveyors conference held in Christchurch at the start of May this year, 
Margareta Wahlström, the former head of UNISDR (the United Nations Office for disaster 
risk reduction), identified urban flooding as the most serious natural disaster risk the world 
community is facing. We see Christchurch as a social incubator for that risk insofar as parts 
of the city have experienced 50 cm settlement, which equates to half a century of sea level 
rise on the basis of current IPCC predictions.  

 

Indeed, recent media coverage shows that there is a growing awareness that urban flooding 
is the most immediate threat in Christchurch. One of the principles of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 is: "sustainable management…. which enables people and 
communities to provide further social, economic, and cultural well-being, and for their health 
and safety". 

 



The CCC submission (Natural Hazard Risk Engineer) of 20 May 2016 shows the scale of the 
effects that sea level rise (SLR) could have on communities.  

Curiously, in the scenarios examining the impact of SLR in terms of displacement, human 
loss, remediation, etc., South Brighton is not listed among the city suburbs. What should we 
infer from this? The eastern seaboard areas will be the most immediately affected by any 
change in sea level. 

 

In summary, we trust that the Independent Hearings Panel will arrive at decisions that are in 
the best interests of the residents of Christchurch.  The forthcoming District Plan will affect 
the lives of city’s residents. We urge that the objectives of the Resource Management Act 
cited above should inform the decisions you arrive. 

 

Respectfully 

 
Hugo Kristinsson Séamus O’Cromtha 
Chair, Empowered Christchurch  Secretary Empowered Christchurch 
 
About Empowered Christchurch Incorporated: 
Empowered Christchurch is an apolitical community group set up to support 
Canterbury earthquake insurance claimants, engage on their behalf with the relevant 
authorities and entities, and help them achieve fair and just settlements. 
www.empoweredchristchurch.co.nz 

 



 
Illustrative material to closing submission on behalf 
of the South Brighton Residents’ Association
and Empowered Christchurch Inc.

Summary 
• Temporary stopbanks should not be used for flood planning. 

• Large parts of Christchurch have sunk below the high tide mark.

• Building below high tide is not safe in view of the forseeable losses. 

• Insurance companies should not be allowed to build where ICNZ has     

  
requested hazard notices and Council has given hazard notifications.

Compiled from a variety of information sources available to the public.



CERA published this brochure in December 2012 
It includes an important statement from the authorities.



CCC published this brochure in December 2012 
It includes a clarification from Council.

If you rebuild on exactly the same footprint as before, you may
have existing use rights under the Resource Management Act to
rebuild at the original floor level, so long as this is at or above
the Building Act 2004 - 1 in 50 year flood level plus freeboard.
(If the original floor level was below this, then the Building Act
standard will prevail). However all new buildings not on the
same footprint, or additions to buildings, within the specified
Flood Management Areas (with limited exceptions, e.g. in living
zones, additions to existing buildings of a maximum of 25m2 in
any five year period) will require resource consents as restricted
discretionary activities. Resource consent may also be required
for filling in these areas. These consents will enable site specific
assessments in respect of flood-related issues, the consideration of 
which is an important part of the rebuild because of sea level rise. The 
Flood Management areas are shown on the City Plan Series B Planning 
Maps. They are located around the Lower Styx, Avon, and Heathcote 
Rivers, in the Lansdowne Valley and also in some low-lying coastal 
areas including Redcliffs and Sumner.

Two of the main criteria for assessment of buildings will
be whether floor levels are above 200-year flood levels plus
400mm freeboard, and in tidally influenced areas, at 11.8m
above Christchurch City Datum (Datum is a drainage reference
level significantly below sea level, and ground level). 
In most, but not all cases it will 
be obvious which of these two 
levels is the higher level, and 
therefore the dominant criteria. 
These are not rules but effectively default positions. There are also
other assessment criteria which will be considered, e.g. the
effectiveness and environmental impact of any proposed
(flood) mitigation measures, the effect on other properties of
disturbances to surface drainage, etc. It is important to note that
these resource consents will not require public notification or
neighbour’s approvals.



CCC published this brochure in October 2012 
Updated residential floor levels for areas throughout Christchurch.



EQC map showing groundwater height
Debth of water 
below ground level



EQC map showing areas below high tide



CERA LiDARmap, lightest blue areas below spring tide (<10.38m CCC datum)



Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment

901 properties have been left at less than 50cm above spring tide 
A substantial number have been left below spring tide  (purple)



Christchurch City Council: tidally influenced areas

Christchurch has a tidally influenced lake on Avonside drive.



Groundwater is tidal and saline in lowest areas
The groundwater is a 

hazard that will eventually 
reach the surface.

That is why relocatable 
houses are recommended. 
(NZ Coastal policy statement)

15m from the waterways 
inside temporary stopbanks

60m from the waterways 
inside temporary stopbanks

130m from the waterways 
inside temporary stopbanks



Martin Manning is a leading NZ expert on 
groundwater; here are some of his slides

Christchurch needs to plan 
for what is ahead. 
This is not speculation. 
These are known facts.

It is harsh,
it is reality





NZ Planners held a conference earlier this year
H e r e  a r e  s o m e  s l i d e s , 
Anna Reddish, Suzanne Vallance: NZPI Conference 2016 

“There’ll be a level of trust between us as public bodies and the community that we 
serve that says well they’re trying to do the right thing.  

We’ve got to a point where there’s a problem, we haven’t nailed the 
social impact of what it means to take away what at the moment is 
17,000 households’ biggest asset, and the societal impacts of that are 
pretty huge. 

So it’s easy to put a rule in a plan that says no you can’t live here anymore, that might 
help someone if they’ve got somewhere else to live, but I don’t believe any rule is 
going to take away someone’s home unless we can provide them viable alternative 
options to live somewhere”         (Regional Council Senior Planner).



W e  w e r e  a l l  i n s u r e d 
We request sustainable planning 

and a viable future - NOW

 Resource Management Act 
1 in 200 year flood event

12.3m floor levels

Building Act 2004 
1 in 50 year flood event

11.8m floor levels

Creative use of  
Existing Use Rights 

Unsustainable  floor levels



Parts of Christchurch subsided below high tide 
where groundwater is at a dangerous height, 

subject to erosion and houses are 
behind temporary stop banks.

Source: Matthew_Hughes_Digital_Earth_Summit_2012



Future losses foreseeable and will not be insured
Christchurch Star 21/07/2016



The lowest lying properties will be the first fore-
seeable losses. Should building be permitted?



~  U N S U S TA I N A B L E  P R AC T I C E S  ~
A GRAVE THREAT TO OUR FUTURE 

              
Due to the land damage, 

there are no sustainable 

solutions for some of the 

problems. 

Here is an example of land 

that has sunk below high tide: 

a new construction at 11.8m 

in a tidally influenced area.

 

This poses a grave threat to 

our future.


