
Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

It is fair. Appropriate mitigation can be put in place. Without this land loses value and communities are degraded.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal? Respondent skipped this question

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

The CCC should be enabling people and communities to recover post EQ and doing all possible to support this. It is unfair that 
people who have dealt with insurers for the past 8 years find themselves struggling to rebuild due to CCC roadblocks. We spend a 
significant amount of money and time getting a resource consent to rebuild our house. We also had to move our house out of the 
HFMA meaning we had to sacrifice a large portion of our backyard, even though our previous house was in this zone and our new 
house floor level was 1.6 above the ground. I also believe it be unfair that this is only Redcliffs and Southshore effected. Why was 
Sumner removed after initially being included. Are people who have had to invest significant time and money going to be reimbursed
for this? If it was a CCC error then surely we should be compensated. We pay significant rates and it seems to me that when it 
comes to consents it is very expensive. We had a pre application meeting with three senior planners and a note secretary which 
cost $1800 - this was before we even got started. I believe one person would've been sufficient. Hopefully CCC will get this sorted 
quickly for those that want to rebuild. The Ministry of Educ is putting significant funding in to a new school in Redcliffs - it would be a 
shame if people are driven away from this community because it is all just too hard after everything that we have been through. 
Thank you for this opportunity.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal? Respondent skipped this question

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Because people bought land in good faith thinking they could build. A section needs to cease to be a rateable section if you are not 
allowed to build on it. The Council had every opportunity to red zone people post earthquake. But they let people build million dollar 
houses in this area, now essentially saying they shouldn’t have.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

Be honest! Don’t play with people’s lives for months leaving them in limbo.

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Section 71 reported as the only option

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

Privately owned residential land,  being made impossible to be used by the owner who was still required to pay rates and who was 
caught out by a change bought in on the District Plan whilst still working through a Insurance claim for a major disaster without any 
recourse was untenable!!

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help
us update you)

Respondent skipped this question

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Because there was a existing house there before. Ccc infrastructure hasn't been lifted or changed to match the proposed threat.  No 
one has proved it's going to happen yet. It has been hear say for the last 20 years.  By earlier reports we should already be under 
water. Tonkins reports have already proved that they are not reliable by getting so much data wrong in more than one place in Nz. 
Also the ccc have been already been granting the rich there consents in areas around chch  eg redcliffs fendalton mervivale on the 
waterfront and by rivers that suffered huge lateral spread. 100 mtrs from redcliffs is southshore where they have been refusing 
consents. Has to be One rule for all. Also the council has been refusing to rebuild and carry out there flood protection walls for 
southshore yet are spending millions on building cycle lanes on the ocean waterline from redcliffs & into sumner. Strange that a few 
councillors live in both these area. One has to wonder.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

The council purposely left this out on purpose. some one needs to be held accountable as the disruption  to southshore owners and 
underhand tatics lies to ratepayers frivolous spending, refusing and dragging out proper repairs to this areas infrastructure ccc have 
continuously shown should be investigated. Heads need to roll

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.

Because I want anonymity,  
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Because

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal? Respondent skipped this question

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.

Taking away people's rights without compensation isn't fair or just.
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Because this should of been in the first plan and people can get on with rebuilding

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

Just get it done

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

The controversy should never have arisen.  Surely it is solely to rectify a Council mistake

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

in my opinion the correction should be automatic

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Our place, our lives, our choice. And we pay governments to allow that

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

I hope this is the only "error" in the plan

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

It is my understanding that the Independent Hearings Panel had allowed for development in the RUO within their final decision on 
the HFHMA and this decision was then manipulated by others who had no legal right to do so  prior to the city district plan going into 
law. Therefore agreeing with the proposal put forward is not about changing an existing ruling as much as it is about correcting a 
mistake and/or deliberate tampering that was carried out in the writing of certain clauses within the city district plan.
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Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

The reasoning behind having a RUO within the city plan is based entirely on predictions without any due process given to the history
of what SLR is doing in our immediate area, and I fail to understand how a law can be passed when it is based on a less than likely 
possibility, especially within the proposed time frames.
 At the current rate of SLR, we will be unlikely to see any adverse affects for nearly 500 years. Our current building code stipulates a 
building life span/durability of at least 50 years, and it is highly improbable that any dwellings constructed now (using current 
construction techniques) are going to survive 500 years, with most unlikely to go 100 years. Do we really believe that all engineering 
possibilities that could ever be invented have been? Try applying that thinking in reverse, go back 500, 100 or even just 20 years 
and see how far construction and engineering technology come.

The destroying of a vibrant community by stealth and to drive residents out by making their properties next to worthless by some 
who hold positions of power (positions that they are not obviously worthy of), is abhorrent, repugnant and absolutely reeks of 
corruption. 
Our local body govt has the right to protect ALL of it's current communities and unless there are immediate mitigating 
circumstances, it has no right to destroy these areas, and the people who live in them.

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Common sense
As it is now, people who own coastal properties suffer hardship & discrimination

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

No thankyou

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help
us update you)

Respondent skipped this question

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

All peoples properties should be as was before.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

Shouldn’t have even been changed in the first place.

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.

Privacy act

#12#12
COMPLETECOMPLETE

Collector:Collector:   Web Link 1 Web Link 1 (Web Link)(Web Link)
Started:Started:   Sunday, November 11, 2018 11:15:27 AMSunday, November 11, 2018 11:15:27 AM
Last Modified:Last Modified:   Sunday, November 11, 2018 11:23:13 AMSunday, November 11, 2018 11:23:13 AM
Time Spent:Time Spent:   00:07:4500:07:45
IP Address:IP Address:

Page 1

13 / 135

Residential Unit Overlay District Plan Changes - Section 71 proposal

s9(2)(a)

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

s9(2)(a)



Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

The community was not consulted on the omission of the right to rebuild, remodel and mitigate any flood threat. The whole city is at 
risk of flooding so proper mitigation like a sea wall and flood lakes -areas should be investigated as possible mitigation strategies. 
The council has no right to take away existing use of land before other options have been looked at by the whole Christchurch 
residents as there are many more properties that may well be affected.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

Thank you David East for having the balls to go public with this so that we the community have our rights respected.

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

It's an error to have omitted it in the first place, time to allow people to get on with their lives

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

no

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help
us update you)

Respondent skipped this question

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

I agree as the clause originally left out/removed needs to be reinstated a soon a possible for the benefit of the community

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal? Respondent skipped this question

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

There is no justification for not building.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal? Respondent skipped this question

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Because current and future hazards are manageable

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

There must be consistency in applying hazard noticed across whole city where any flood risk is identified including all areas where  
this risk has been or is currently managed ie if current flood management processes citywide were removed and the lamd returned 
to its natural state

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.

Because I ask it not to be without my permission
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Because the intentional undermining of the neoghbourhood and community is unfogiveable. The challenges of coastal areas are not 
solved or served by pulling the rug out from under citizens of the city with no actual benefit achieved.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

I would love to see respectful, comprehensive and explorative conversation on the challenges facing the planet from Climate 
change.  I would like to see thinking OUT OF THE BOX to address these concerns - realizing there is a strong, viable, contingent of 
intelligent public ready to embrace solid evidence and future proofing based approaches.

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.

no.
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

There were already houses on the land prior to the earthquakes so existing use rights should apply

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

We support the proposal 100 %

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

I agree as it’s not fair that people cannot build and live in such a beautiful place.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

No

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.

No
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

It is fairer for everyone

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

Awesome work by everyone!!

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.

N/a
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help
us update you)

Respondent skipped this question

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

It’s a fantastic area. Why not?

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

Nope

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Our community is beautiful and it’s a very special place to live. We have been judged very unfairly by a few with power who have 
there own agenda and the power needs to be put back in our hands.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

I pay thousands in rates including in a empty section that I can build on. Either you give back all money I’ve paid for it or allow us to 
build. You are affecting others opinion of our area unjustly.

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Because for whatever reason, the enabling clause was left out of the plan and this appears to be the most expedient way of getting 
the error rectified.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

No

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.

No
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

It's fair

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal? Respondent skipped this question

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

At present, the lack of the correct clause does not allow the CCC to administer the RUO policy in the way the IHP intended.
The policy and rules are at such a disconnect they can not be applied as the IHP intended and need correcting.
The CCC are unable to make this correction through their own processes 
This correction has been supported by the CCC and other stakeholders such as regenerate and Ngai Tahu 
CCRU also supports the additional P2 clause that recognises and deals with an unfairness in the earthquake and useage rights 
space

Large portions of our community are affected. The stress and lack of ability to recover hinders the whole community and its ability to 
thrive.
This correction will allow communities to recover and adapt as their needs change
Climate adaption 
This correction does not affect or hinder any community in its ability to adapt or mitigate hazards or future hazards
In addition, and possibly the most important- using the GCRA section 71 can expedite this matter. This is both necessary for the 
social and emotional wellbeing of your community

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal? Respondent skipped this question
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Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

This area was green zone not red zone so we need to be able to plan and live our lives like  other the rest of chch. If ccc want to 
slowly move us out then we should have been zoned all red zone. This decision was not made then so ccc need to stand by that 
decision now.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

We also need estuary walls that were there prior to earthquakes to be replaced. We just need to have baxk what wr always had as 
out protection.  Money has been spent on flockton basin, sumner walkway and low lying river properties to make them flood proof. 
We havent seen anything done here except the small.bund that was hastily put in when we flooded. This has been amazing and just
needs ti be raised. Easy.

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

Because it will establish that which the IHP intended. It will move things forwards for a number of property owners who are hugely 
stressed by the limbo status- not all but some. For demotic process to be duly respected

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

Hurry uo

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why your name and/or comments should be kept confidential,
please outline below.
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

This will reinstate what the IHP clearly intended in decision 53. Leaving this as currently, perpetuates unfairness and would be a 
good example of maladaptation (Dec 2017 MfE Guidance).

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

There is a wider issue around how would this change (as per the proposal) may impinge on our adaptation to the effects of climate 
change. By making this decision you are facilitating good adaptation. 

Although there is deep uncertainty about the timing of some of these effects, it is true that even if humankind stopped immediately 
producing GHG and (negative) land-use change, sea level rise of 0.5 -1.0m metre in the next century is likely, and in that case in 
parts (not the majority) of the RUO area some of the existing housing area would become uninhabitable. However, because the 
costs (economic, health, community) of moving people are much greater than facilitating their in-situ adaptation, good adaptation 
means living there until either there are safety reasons  for not doing so or the public costs of allowing people to stay outweigh the 
public benefits of them staying.
In any event, the communities involved (one hopes all Christchurch communities) are committed to partnering CCC in the adaptive 
planning process so that if after mutually agreed local actions (e.g. building a low bund of height 0.2m along wherever) if agreed 
conditions, (e.g. 'Blogg Street' floods more than 6 inches 6 times in a year) then these trigger pre agreed planning responses. This 
approach in itself should prevent maladaptation.
We live in interesting times...
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Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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Q1 About you (required information)

First name

Last name

Address

Postcode

Q2 What is your email address? (optional, this will help us update you)

Q3 Do you agree with the proposed use of section 71
to amend the Christchurch District Plan to provide
clarity and support for the Residential Unit Overlay, and
insert a new rule, which permits the building of a house
on a site that had had a house prior to the
earthquakes?

Yes

Q4 Why do you agree/disagree?

The rising sea level theory is yet to be proven.
Individuals should be able to build on the land as they do so with the knowledge of possible sea level changes.

Q5 Do you have any other comments on the proposal?

As a fifty year resident of Southshore, I can say from personal observations that the natural dune barrier is more robust that it was 
30 years ago.

Q6 If you consider there are compelling reasons why
your name and/or comments should be kept
confidential, please outline below.

Respondent skipped this question
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From:
Sent: Saturday, 10 November 2018 10:26 PM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Fwd: Residential Unit Overlay District Plan Changes Proposal to exercise the power
 under section 71 of the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 2016 to amend the Christchurch
 District Plan
 
 
 
I oppose the Minister for Greater Christchurch Regeneration and Regenerate
 Christchurch giving consent to this proposal because -
 
1 .  The Panel's approach was wrong in law and contrary to the explicit and
 directive Objectives and Policies in the New Zealand Coastal Policy
 Statement.  
 
This is confirmed by the legal opinions received by the Christchurch City Council –
 
For example –
paragraph b on page 4 of the Brookfield’s opinion dated 10 August 2018 where it
 states "the Panel's approach in reading "avoid" as meaning something other than
 its ordinary meaning with respect to development in RUO sites conflicts with the
 Court's approach to the interpretation of "avoid" following the Supreme
 Court's decision in King Salmon"
 
Para c   "Although the panel's approach is tempting from a pragmatic perspective,
 it reads something into policy 5.2.2.2.1(b) that simply does not exist in the
 provisions.  This is a risky approach given that it could lead to a more
 permissive approach to new development on land identified as prone to
 natural hazard flooding then what may have been intended by the strong
 directive wording in the objectives and policies.  Given the potential risk
 posed to people's well-being, safety and property by allowing such development,
 a safer approach would be to adopt a conservative interpretation of the
 provisions.  Such an approach would be consistent with the precautionary
 principle provided for in the NZCPS"
 
para d "the Panel's approach appears to stem from a flawed starting point
 whereby it has attempted to interpret that policy in a manner which gives effect to
 what it considers is the correct approach to the HFHMA rules relating to the RUO.
 Given that the rules are intended to implement the objectives and policies, the
 more appropriate approach would be to interpret the rules in a manner which
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 gives effect to the objectives and policies rather than the reverse."
 
para e "in the present case, the objectives and policies of the RPS in the
 NZCPS are consistent with a more conservative interpretation of policy
 5.2.2.2.1(b) than that adopted by the Panel"
 
Further at paragraph 48 the Brookfield's opinion stated –
"while the approach favoured by the Panel is understandable from a pragmatic
 perspective we consider that as flawed as a matter of principle.  Both the District
 Plan and the RPS became operative well after the Supreme Court's decision in
 King Salmon and would have been well known to the Council when it issued its
 decision on the District Plan.  As such, the use of "avoid" with respect to
 natural hazard policies and objectives appears to be a deliberate way of
 constraining new development in areas where risk is posed by natural
 hazards.  Given that the Court has held that resource consent applications
 are subject to the Court's reasoning in King Salmon, the Panel's decision to
 distinguish the Court's findings with respect to the meaning of "avoid"
 appears to be flawed.” (The Court of Appeal has confirmed that where
 prescriptive policies in the NZCPS such as where the word "avoid" is used then
 the Principles in King Salmon are also applicable to resource consent applications
 – RJ Davidson Trust case)
 
Also at paragraph 56 –
"with respect to the NZCPS, as the District Plan does not yet contain provisions
 addressing coastal hazards, pursuant to King Salmon, it would be appropriate
 for a decision-maker to have direct regard to the relevant provisions of the
 NZCPS, to ensure that those provisions are given effect to in the District
 Plan.  In that respect, Policy 3 of the NZCPS provides for a precautionary
 approach to the use and management of coastal resources where the effects may
 be uncertain but potentially significantly adverse.  The Policy particularly provides
 for a precautionary approach with respect to the use and management of coastal
 resources potentially vulnerable to effects from climate change.  This
 precautionary approach favours a conservative approach to managing risk from
 activities which may be potentially affected by coastal hazards"
 
para 57  "it is also telling the wording of policy 5.2.2.2.1 (b) of the District Plan
 effectively mirrors Policy 25 (a) and (b) of the NZCPS, which provides for the
 avoidance of new development or use of land that would increase the risk of
 adverse effects from coastal hazards "
 
The strong statements are confirmed in the subsequent legal opinion of Brookfield
 stated 26 September 2018 –
at paragraph 9
 "the operative version of Policy 5.2.2.2 1(b) provides for the avoidance of subdivision,
 development or use in the HFHMA. Where the activity would lead to an increased
 risk to well-being, safety or property.  The use of the word "avoid" is strongly
 directive.  As the Supreme Court observed in Environmental Defence Society
 Incorporated v NZ King Salmon, the most obvious meaning of "avoid" in the
 context of the RMA and in policy statements under it is "not allow" or
 "prevent the occurrence of".  Applying that interpretation of "avoid" to policy
 5.2.2.2 1(b)  the most obvious meaning would be that development should not be
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 allowed where that would result in an increased potential risk to people's safety,
 well-being and property."
 
The proposed addition of the words "appropriate mitigation" in the latest amended
 version cannot abrogate from this Supreme Court ruling as to the meaning of
 "avoid".  That word must be interpreted as to its plain and simple meaning.  If the
 Board of Enquiry which drafted the NZCPS had intended that "appropriate
 mitigation" or even “mitigation” was to form part of Policy 25 (a) or (b) then those
 words would have been included in that Policy.  They were not.
 
 
 
2.  there Q is no valid reason for a hasty decision to be made by the Minister
 using these extraordinary powers, and to do so would be constitutionally
 unsound.
 
The NZCPS has being part of New Zealand law since 2010 and interpretation of
 the meaning of its Objectives and Policies has been considered in detail by the
 Environment Court, the Court of Appeal, and the Supreme Court.  A Minister
 overturning that well-established legal precedent would be constitutional travesty.
 
 
 The Minister should decline this proposal, and when the Order in Council
 governing the District Plan is revoked, (the Christchurch City Council asked for
 this course of action in January 2018) the Christchurch City Council can then
 initiate a plan change if it chooses to and follow the normal procedures under the
 Resource Management Act.  The public would then be entitled to make
 submissions and rights of appeal to the Environment Court and higher courts
 would be preserved.  For a Minister to use these extraordinary powers under
 Section 71 and trample on these rights to "correct" an "error" which CCC's own
 legal advisors have found to be flawed would be an affront to constitutional
 norms.
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From: Simon Francis Watts <sfwatts@hotmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, 14 November 2018 9:57 PM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Cc: team@ccru.co.nz
Subject: RUO District Plan Changes: Feedback on Proposal
 

Good Afternoon.
 
I have previously submitted comments to the Minister on this in my
 personal capacity.  However, I now need to submit comments on behalf of
 Christchurch Coastal Residents United (CCRU), but find that Survey Monkey
 (being used to administer the comments questionnaire), does not allow me
 to do this because I have already submitted in my personal capacity.
 
CCRU has many members, represents the coastal communities, and is a
 stakeholder in this process.  We strongly support this proposal from CCC.
  Please find  attached the submission from CCRU, and I would be grateful if
 you can please confirm by email to me that this has been received and
 included in the feedback to the Minister.
 
Best wishes,
 
Simon (CCRU, Chair)
 
Simon Watts
 

Not part of submission
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Visiting Professor of Biogeochemistry
Department of Chemistry and NERI, NUS
Affiliated Faculty, ALSET, NUS
 
+64 21 859 270 (NZ)
+65 9151 2716 (SGP)
+44 7958 028187 (UK)
 

Skype: simonfranciswatts
Email: sfwatts@hotmail.com
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14 November, 2018 

 

RUO District Plan Changes: Feedback on Proposal 

The perspective of CCRU is that this is primarily a social justice issue. The omitted enabling clause 

has been confirmed as an error and should be corrected. 

Residents participated in an Independent Hearing Panel (IHP) process that heard detailed 

evidence from both sides and were awarded relief by the IHP in the form of RDA in the RUO.  

It has always been the view of CCRU that the omission of the RUO enabling policy clause in the 

DP was an oversight which led to the policy and rules being at an obvious disconnect. 

CCRU have highlighted this issue with local MPs, regenerate and CCC staff indicating the need for 

a correction. Until the publication of the Hansen letter the CCC position was that the DP was as 

the panel intended.  

The previous lack of will to support a correction, has caused an insurmountable emotional and 

financial toll on the community.  Speed is of the essence and so CCRU support using the GCRA 

section 71 as it can expedite this matter.  

We see it as both necessary for the social and emotional wellbeing of the community and is 

preferable to the additional delays and costs the use of other processes would entail. We also 

believe that this is necessary to show good faith to the communities to start the type of 

adaptation conversations that also need to happen.  We believe this is an ideal use of section 71. 

CCRU also support the wording as proposed by CCC and the additional P2 clause that recognises 

and deals with an unfairness in the earthquake and existing usage rights space.  

We acknowledge that the correction has been proposed by the CCC and supported by 

stakeholders Environment Canterbury, Selwyn District Council, Waimakariri District Council and 

Te Rūnanga o Ngai Tahu, along with DPMC and Regenerate 

 

Simon Watts, CCRU Chair, on behalf of CCRU Rele
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From: 
Sent: Friday, 16 November 2018 3:21 PM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Residential Unit Overlay District Plan Changes
 
Residential Unit Overlay District Plan Changes
 
Name. 
 
Address. 
 
Email.
 
YES. I support the proposal from the Christchurch City Council
 
Comment
 
The amendments will provide clarity and support to areas (known as the Residential
 Unit Overlay) where the risk of flooding is predominantly from sea level rise and will
 permit people with vacant sites in the RUO to rebuild houses of a similar size to what
 was there without requiring a resource consent.
I support the Christchurch City Councils proposal.
 
Thank you
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From:
Sent: Wednesday, 21 November 2018 10:17 AM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Cc: lyndaburdekin@xtra.co.nz;  ssra.org.nz@gmail.com
Subject: Residential Unit Overlay DP Changes - Southshore Residents Association feedback
 
Office of the Deputy Prime Minister
 
For the attention of the Hon, Dr Megan Woods MP.
 
Southshore Residents Association strongly support the views raised by CCRU and Simon Watts
 (Chair, CCRU) regarding the section 71 matters related to the RUO ( Residential Unit Overlay)
 enabling policy in the New Christchurch District Plan.
 
After a long and difficult battle to be heard through the IHP and various other processes over a
 protracted period since the Christchurch Earthquakes we and our residents are both relieved
 and encouraged by the proposal put forward by Christchurch City Council to address our
 concerns for all residents in the RUO (Southshore, South New Brighton, Redcliffs and others).
 
SSRA also support the wording as proposed by CCC and the additional P2 clause that recognises
 and deals with an unfairness in the earthquake and existing usage rights space, to allow the
 affected suburbs to recover and thrive. In addition, we request that you consider additional
 wording that will allow for access structures to be considered as being outside of calculations of
 the previously existing footprint, in order that replacement dwelling dimensions are not
 compromised by the need to safely access required raised floor levels.
 
We note that in conversations with CCC, some Council staff have suggested that a time limit may
 be applied to Resource Consents potentially affected by sea level rise, we are deeply concerned
 as to the potential consequences of this path for insurance, obtaining a mortgage and
 investment viability. We note that such an approach is not specifically defined in the District
 Plan. We strongly oppose a time limit approach.
 
Whilst we are strongly supportive of the new P2 rules and the revised Policy wording for the RUO
 in the strong progress this potentially provides for our community to recover post-earthquake,
 we remain concerned for owners of sections within the RUO that have not had a house built on
 them since prior to 4 September 2010, as it appears that these will be subject to a highly
 challenging path towards achieving a Resource Consent. We strongly advocate that the RUO
 needs to facilitate adaptation to climate change and provide for appropriate designed mitigation
 strategies, rather than a preventative and obstructive approach.
 
We are also deeply thankful to our Councillor David East and the Community Board
 Representatives Tim Sintes and Kim Money for putting their necks on the line and speaking out
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 publicly on this serious matter. It is only through their courage and commitment to the
 community that this matter has come to attention and action. It is only through their actions
 that the community has been heard and we are disappointed at the position CCC are taking in
 this regard.
 
We acknowledge that the correction has been proposed by the CCC and supported by
 stakeholders Environment Canterbury, Selwyn District Council, Waimakariri District Council and
 Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu, along with DPMC and Regenerate. We thank all organisatons for their
 support.
 
We also acknowledge concerns raised regarding the non-compliant status of commercial activity
 in both the RUO and HFHMA in that this is suffocating the recovery of our coastal communities
 after the earthquake. We continue to seek Permitted status for replacement buildings post
 earthquake, including commercial amenities. Whilst we accept that this particular section 71
 amendment relates to residential activity we again stress the concern raised by CCRU, SSRA,
 Regenerate and others in this regard.
 
Many thanks for your attention and we look forward to your support and action of the proposed
 changes.
 
Regards
 

Southshore Residents Association
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From:   
Sent: Sunday, 25 November 2018 1:54 PM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Submission: Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 2016 Section 71 Proposal:
 Residential Unit Overlay
 
Please note that we,  and , (two Southshore residents) are in
 favour of amending the above act to allow people with vacant land, where houses had to
 be demolished, to be able to rebuild without the need for resource consent.  We also feel
 strongly that if houses require rebuilding or extending in the future, this should also be
 possible as part of a simple process without potential sea-level rise considerations
 complicating things, at least until sea-level rise is a reality and has started in a serious
 way.
 
This will give confidence to locals who need this reassurance after everything we have
 been through with the earthquakes including, in our case, red-zoning of undamaged land
 and having to give up our undamaged home with a huge loss of equity because of the low
 government payment.  Please note that we chose to stay in this area because it is all we
 have known and we love it.
 
Because our locality is very special, many of us living here wish to continue doing so
 despite the fact that climate change is real (although potential sea-level rise driving
 residents away would be a long way off and mitigation would prevent that).  It should be
 our choice to stay here without the threat of council interpretation of  legislation hindering
 our ability to do what citizens in other areas take for granted i.e. easily replace a home
 should it burn down or similar.  If insurance companies start to increase premiums
 astronomically or won't insure against flood damage then that is a separate matter that
 some of us are prepared to risk.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this very unsettling topic.
 

 
 

Not part of submission
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From:
Sent: Monday, 26 November 2018 5:49 AM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Fwd: For Att of the Hon Megan Woods MP - Section 71 and P2 clause
 

 

---------- Original Message ---------- 
From:  
To: 
Date: 25 November 2018 at 16:01 
Subject: For Att of the Hon Megan Woods MP - Section 71 and P2 clause

Good Afternoon,

I would like to thank David East, Tim Sintes, Kim Money and Darrell Latham
 for fighting on behalf of our Community in Southshore and bringing this
 serious issue to a head.

I attended the meeting held at New Brighton and it was obvious at that
 meeting that there were some very frustrated and upset residents and the
 omission of the Section 71 clause from the District Plan had cost them
 financially as well.

This omission affects the whole Community and I strongly support the views
 raised by CCRU regarding the Section 71 matters related to the RUO
 enabling policy in the District Plan.

I also support the wording as proposed by the CCC and the additional P2
 clause as our Community has suffered enough and we need to have certainty
 about the future of our suburb so we can move forward in a positive way.

I object to access entry into the home to be included in the footprint of the
 house as this will limit the size of the footprint due to the height of the floor
 levels.

I have heard that it has been suggested that a time limit may be applied to
 Resource Consents that could be affected by sea level rise and I strongly
 disagree with a time limit being imposed.

We have lost so much in the way of amenities for the area which we
 definately need back and we have suffered enough since the earthquakes so
 now we look forward to your support of the proposed changes to help our
 Community get back on its feet.
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From:   
Sent: Monday, 26 November 2018 6:41 AM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Section 71 Feedback
 
 
 

ifllogo

 
 
From:
Sent: Monday, 26 November 2018 6:10 AM
To: 
Subject: Attached Image
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From: 
Sent: Monday, 26 November 2018 9:16 AM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Fwd: Attention Hon Megan Woods MP - Section 71
 

 

Date: 26 November 2018 at 09:13 
Subject: Attention Hon Megan Woods MP - Section 71

I would like to express a huge thanks to our Councillor David East and
 Community Board Members, Kim Money, Tim Sintes and Darrell Latham for
 putting their jobs on the line to support our Community at Southshore and
 help the residents who have been struggling with trying to rebuild post
 earthquake.

1) I definitely support Section 71 clause being included in the new
 Christchurch District Plan.

2) I support the wording as proposed by CCC and the additional P2 clause.

3) I do not want a time limit imposed to Resource Consents that maybe
 affected by sea level rise.

4) I do not want access entry eg steps, ramps etc to be included in the size of
 the footpath.

I hope all those that were able to attend the 2 meetings will also have their
 names recorded on the sheets and be included in the numbers for the inclusion
 of the Section 71 clause.

Thank You
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From: On Behalf Of Katherine Trought
Sent: Monday, 26 November 2018 9:24 AM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Canterbury Regional Council’s submission of views on the Section 71 Proposal
 
 
Good morning
 
Please find attached the Canterbury Regional Council’s submission of views on the Section 71
 Proposal for Residential Unit Overlay District Plan Changes.
 
 
Kind regards
 

 

Personal Assistant - Strategy & Planning
Environment Canterbury

PO Box 345, Christchurch 8140
Customer Services: 0800 324 636

24 Hours: 0800 76 55 88

    

Facilitating sustainable development in the
 Canterbury region

ecan.govt.nz
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From:
Sent: Monday, 26 November 2018 10:11 AM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Section 71 and P2 clause - Attention The Honourable Megan Woods MP
 
I would like to thank David East, Tim Sintes and Kim Money for fighting on behalf of our
 Community in Southshore.

I strongly support the views raised by CCRU regarding Section 71. It should have been
 obvious from the huge turnout at the 2 meetings that were held regarding this issue that
 Section 71 has to be included in the District Plan and I also support the wording as
 proposed by the CCC and the additional P2 clause.

I disagree with a time limit being applied as suggested by the CCC staff as this is not a
 positive move for the Community and will provide more uncertainty.

Access to a house should not be included in the footprint of the house as due to the
 floor level height access is difficult enough and could limit the size of the footprint if it
 was included.

I look forward to seeing the above changes included in the District Plan.

I currently live in Wellington but own a property in Rockinghorse Rd 
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From: 
Sent: Monday, 26 November 2018 1:36 PM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Please replace the previous with this" Objection to application of Section 71 overlay
Importance: High
 
 
 
Minister for Greater Christchurch Regeneration,
 
I am writing to record my strong objection to the proposal to exercise power under section 71 of
 the Greater Christchurch Regeneration Act 2016 to amend the Christchurch District Plan to
 provide policy support for the Residential Unit Overlay and broaden the application of an
 existing rule, which permits replacement of existing houses.
 
This proposal affects 74 vacant sites within the Residential Unit Overlay. Most of these vacant
 sites are in Southshore and Redcliffs, areas which suffered significant damage in the
 earthquakes.
 
This proposal calls on you to insert a new rule, which would permit people with vacant sites
 (where houses have been demolished since the earthquakes) in the Residential Unit Overlay to
 allow the rebuild of houses of a similar size to the now demolished house without the
 requirement for a resource consent (this also applies as I understand the proposal to 32
 properties, and the building of a further 40 properties)
 
I strongly advise against the proposal for 2 reasons
 
The language of the application is focused on claims this would provide “greater clarity and
 certainty” to the Residential Unit Overlay, particularly for people seeking to rebuild or extend
 their house, and contribute to the “regeneration” of New Brighton and address “unfairness”.
 

1)      I argue as strongly as I possibly can that it would be irresponsible to allow properties to
 be rebuilt without conditions that reflect the new risks we now understand from climate
 change. Our latest knowledge has Improved hugely on the impact of climate change and
 far from offering certainty and fairness, this decision would send a conflicted message
 to the community where it is most likely that managed retreat is the long term most
 sensible option, the decision would create new risks for the community who rebuild in
 this area with insufficient building regulations

 
At the very least, rebuilt properties should be required to take into consideration the
 new risks of sea level rise, storms and coastal erosion for a community that is at high risk

Not part of submission

s9(2)(a)

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

CorbettT
# 135
Page 1 of 2



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

CorbettT
# 135
Page 2 of 2



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

CorbettT
# 136
Page 1 of 1



From: South Brighton <southbrightonra@gmail.com> 
Sent: Monday, 26 November 2018 3:40 PM
To: Info GCG [DPMC] <info.gcg@dpmc.govt.nz>
Subject: Proposal to amend the Christchurch District Plan
 
Dear Sir or Madam
 
Please see the attached comments for the Minister from our residents' association.
 
Nga mihi
 
Séamus O'Cromtha
Secretary
South Brighton Residents' Association
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The South Brighton Residents’ Association                  
	

	
	
	

 

To the Minister for Greater Christchurch Regeneration 
 

26 November 2018 

 

Dear Minister 

 

[1] You are being asked to exercise the power given to you under section 71 of the Greater 
Christchurch Regeneration Act 2016 to amend the Christchurch District Plan to “provide policy 
support for the Residential Unit Overlay and broaden the application of an existing rule, which 
permits replacement of existing houses”. 

[2] The South Brighton Residents’ Association categorically opposes the proposed amendment to 
the District Plan.  

Section 5.2.2.2.1 (b) in the Christchurch District Plan should remain valid: 
“Avoid subdivision, use or development in the High Flood Hazard Management Area where it will 
increase the potential risk to people’s safety, well-being and property.” 
 
[3] Our suburb suffered severe damage in the Canterbury Earthquake Sequence (2010—2011), 
with severe lateral spreading and subsidence of up to one metre in places. It now faces the 
various threats of high groundwater, erosion, tidal flooding and further earthquakes (with three 
active fault lines in the immediate area). No land remediation has been carried out. When we 
raised these issues and omissions with you in February 2018, you referred us to the Christchurch 
City Council and Regenerate Christchurch. 

[4] The urgent protection we needed after 2011 has been denied to taxpayers and ratepayers in 
our district. Virtually no houses north of Bridge Street in South Brighton were rebuilt after the 
earthquakes at the correct height. The Resource Management Act, which would have required 
floor levels to protect against a one in 200-year flood event, was ignored. The Building Act, which 
would have required floor levels to protect against a one in 50-year flood event, was also ignored 
in some instances. This is the minimum level of protection provided against flooding throughout 
New Zealand. The council’s explanation in 2016 for allowing homes to be rebuilt lower than the 
minimum Building Act height was that its modelling had “assumed the construction of a future stop 
bank in the vicinity of Bridge Street” (see attached confidential Christchurch City Council memo). 
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	 3	
	

	

	

Hugo Kristinsson (Chair) Séamus O'Cromtha (Secretary) 

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

CorbettT
# 137
Page 5 of 5



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

CorbettT
# 138
Page 1 of 2



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

CorbettT
# 138
Page 2 of 2



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

CorbettT
# 139
Page 1 of 2



Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e O
ffic

ial
 In

for
mati

on
 Act 

19
82

CorbettT
# 139
Page 2 of 2




