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APPROACHES TO MANAGING THE PORT HILLS — DECISION MAKING

Executive Summary

1 Some properties in the Port Hills White Zone are at risk of cliff collapse or rock roll. A decision-
making process is required to determine the future for these propetties.

2 Central government is best placed to lead decision-making processes for cliff collapse
properties, as it has the technical, palicy and other capabiliies needed to make these
decisions, and has the scale of resources requlred to ensure that decisions are m&&g in a
timely manner. O\?H

3 There are two reasons why the case for including local communities in th sfon-making
process is stronger for rock roll than for other residential properties. The fir‘&f@ that dacisions
around protective structures may well involve a lavel of financial ¢ ution from those
affected landownets, in line with the benefit that these landowners wo, eceive. This benefit
and cost frade-off is different from the situation on flat land residenti as, where the case for

“ineluding local communities in-decision making was- weak; ‘inv
making works best when there Is a genuine trade-off on the t
this was not often the case in flat land residential areas,

hat communities face — and

4 Involving communities affected by rock roll in decisio ing has some downsides however:
it could (but does not have to) be complicated, dOwWould slow down the decision-making
process; and, it would increase the risk of chalie;@ o both the process and the outcome. The

i

case for involving communities in decision g Is not overwhelming. This paper seeks
direction as to whether you wish official ork up a possible way of involving rock roil-
affected communities in declsion makin Qn fal thoughts are included in the body of the paper).
This would be our recommendation. Ti® paper doas not seek a final decision on this matter.
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Recomrendations

5 |t is recommendéd that you

1. Nofte that the dase for ingluding local communities in the decislon-raking
. progass is stronger for rack rol} than for other residentlal propertiés, but that

jtisnot overwhelming.

2. Divdet officials. « with respact to properties that are-at risk fiom rogk roll = 1o
feport back on options for including affectéd commimities in declsion
making, especially around decisiotis of whether to puild protective fences or C)O
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Purpose

6 This paper presents options for the decision-making process to determine the future for
properties in the Port Hills White Zone. Itis one of a series of papars on the Port Hills.

Background

7 White Zone properties located on the Port Hills present a unique set of challenges, There are
significant natural hazard risks to life and property. There are two main categorles of white
zoned property to deal with: properties at risk of cliff collapse, and properties at risk cl @‘&k oll.

8 Responsibllity for managing natural hazard risks normally rests with Iocat@vernment
Reflecting the scale of the Port Hills situation and the need for timely decislgigmaking, there
are strong grounds for central government involvement in the decision-ma process. The
Christchurch Clty Councll (Councll) has indicated it would welcom htral government's
involvement in working though cliff collapse and rock roll Issues, as 5@ s not have sufficient

resources to ensure timely decision maidng. o
B O Pt .. L L et e s ‘é\;@ e
Comment &P
S
Cliff collapse @QQ

because of the risk of cliff collapse. Council Initially identified approximatety 160
properties in this situation, but since thg; ftial assessment was undertaken, a more defailed
geotechnical analysls has taken prg’@. There Is a heed to reassess the risk situation of
properties in light of this analysigdand reconfirm the status of the affected properties. For
those propertles that cannot occupied, decisions also need to be talken regarding

9 A decision-making process is required é{}g&’\érmine which properties cannot be lived in

.......................... -compensation;-if-any; to be.@éqo.aﬁected o1 1= SR S

N
10 Ceniral government is i@placed to lead this process because it has the technical, policy
and other capabili seded to make these decisions, and has the scale of resources
required to ensurgNhat decisions are made in a timely manner. Central government algo
needs to be edlved In decisions regarding compensation.  Central government would
ehgage with &e ouncil (at Minister/Mayor and CEO levels) as part of the process.

@
Rock ro[l,b?i,)

41 %?ﬁé% undertaken to date indicates that there is a significant number of properties for which
45 possible fo mitigate the risk of rock roll by, for example, constructing protective barriers.
More work is needed to determine where and to what extent mitigation works are cost
effective, and this work neéds t6 be Gompleted before final decisions on the status of
properties at rigk of rock roli can be taken.

12 Like the sifuation of cliff collapse, cenfral government could also [ead the decision-making
process for properties at visk of rock roll. There are, however, good grounds for considering
an alternative decision-making approach that would involve central government, local
government and affected communities (an option that is net seen as being available in the
situation of cliff collapse).
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For the reasons outlined below, the involvement of local communitiesiproperty owners is likely
to lead to better outcomes in terms of siriking the right balance hetween the cost of
underiaking mitigation works, the cost of vacating properties and the risks of taking no action.
These are cholces that are not avaliable In the context of the cliff collapse situation.

There is a desire for people fo continue to live in the Port Hills, Mitigation works will reduce
the tisk to lives and property stemming from rock roll. This will benefit property owners by
providing greater peace of mind regarding the safety of thelr property, and by potentially
adding to the market value of the properlies and their marketability. Accordingly, it is
‘appropriate and reasonable that they should make some contribution toward the cost of
mitigation works. The Council has indicated thatit is willing to consider implementing targeted
rates as a means of obtaining financlal contribution from property owners.

If property owners stand fo benefit from mitigation works and contribute to their cos@?\%y wiit
have Incentives to assess the trade-offs between the cost to them of helping to funehimitigation
works versus the optlons of either not undertaking mitigation (if risks are assesgg by them as
belng too low to warrant mitigation) ot declding against reaoccupying thei i@berty {hecause
the costs of mitigation are too high). It makes sense to design a decisior@gimg process that
captures these incentives. \%

in addition fo local community groups and property owners, \Pral government and the
Council also need to be involved in the decision-iaking pre¥gss. Central government (the-
Department of Gonservation) and the Council own a large pepitn of the tand from which rock
rolf could stem and, as a result, may face legal liability & event of rock roll. Reflecting
this, both partles have incentives, as well as relev information, to assess the trade-off
between the cost of undertaking mitigation wotks an%; he beneflts in terms of reduced risk to
lives and properties. Furthermore, the mitigation s will create assets (protective barrlers)
that — for a range of practical reasons — may be owned and maintained by the Council.
Assuming that is likely to be the case, the Shirfoil will have incentives to consider the whole-
of-life cosls assoclated with mitigation gybures {including the impact of diverting financial
and other resources away from compe&ip community prioritlies).

Q
Implications of Community %Q%lvement in Rock Roll Decision Making
Y

18

determining the extent ofy roll mitigation works is potentially a complex decision-making
arrangement, The muRjplicity of parties has the potential to slow decision making and
increase the risk ¢ flenge to the process and its outcome. On balance, however, fhese
potential disadvas &s are likely to be outwelghed by the benefits of incentlvising property

~[nvolving - central - gothhe -Gouncil -and - [ocal - coimmunities/property .owners ... ... .10

ownhers and ouncil to assess the benefits from mitigation works against the costs,
knowing tha@b have to contribute o these costs.

‘The challghge Is to design a decision-making process that avoids the potential disadvantages
and res the potential advantages. To this end, officials consider that the process could

ggi@ he following features:
©

A henefit-cost analysis would be undertaken by central government officlals, drawing on
the detailed geotechnical analysis that has recently been completad; ' '

o From the analysis, a small number of short-listed optiens would be developed for
consideration by the Councit and property owners (a form of information memorandum
would be developed for this purpose);

o In undertaking the analysis and developing the short-list options, central government
would seek to engage with the Coungcil as far as practicable;
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o The options would make the trade-offs.between benefits, costs and risks clear, and
would also make transparent the implications for funding contribution from each of the

three parties (including the implications for property owners);

o The options would also make clear what level and form of compensation offer (if any)
would be made to owners who are prohibited from reoccupying their properties in the
event that protective works are not built;”

o  The onus would be on the Council and property owners to form a view on the prefetred

’ mitigation works option, and the process would make it clear that if consensus is not
reached on one of the options, central government would make a decision based on the
benefit cost analysis;

e The process would Involve only those property owners who are directly impa&@%& the
mitigation works as set out in the options; o

o Central government could provide assistance in setting up community‘{%}i‘géd meetings at
which the preferences of property owners would be sought; @

'« Central government could also provide a professional facj\lg@or to assist with the
_ process of obtaining property owner preferences; and (O

o  The process would be time~limitéd.

S
19 Further work would be required to scope the decisio[(q?g%ng process in more detail if it is
decided to proceed down this path. \CJ@ :

20 This process would not impact on the 30 June &@%tantive decision-making timeframe.
Decisions Sought and Next Stepsc)@

21 You are invited to indicate whether ya@%u[d like to see an option to involve rock roll-affected
commiunities in decision making c@&e[oped for future consideration. No decision is sought at
this stage. A

AR @GD i
Consultation %&\

22 Treasury, the Depar;§£§l of Building and Housing, the Ministry for the Environment, the New
Zealand Transport hey, the Department of Internal Affairs and the Christehurch City Counil
have been con in the preparation of this paper. The Department of Prime Minister and
Cabinet have @en Infermed.

&
F inan%@?mplications

23 ’fﬁ:paper has no direct financial implications.

""This is a key point. There is a strong case not to offer property owners that can be protected with the equivalent of
100% of a red zone offer — given that options to protect (from which they would gain benefit) are available. Ifsuch
owners were offered the equivalent of 100% of a red zone offer then there would be Jittle incentive for thein to seok to

profect their properties.
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