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Port Hills White Zone - Update

Purpose

1

This report provides an update on progress for rezoning decisions in the Port Hills and
recommends you conslder further advice in making decisions on cliff collapse areas.

Executive Summary

2

10

Around 2,100 properties remain in the Port Hills White Zone. As more geotechriﬁé# and
scientific analysis becomas available, it is expected that the Green Zone in the P%? ills will

be able to be expanded, Rezoning the remalning areas with an appropriate poligyyssponse fs
expected fo be achievable within 5 months, subject to the sclentiflc apd-geotechnical

information hecoming available as expected.

Around 80 propertles located at the top and bottom of cliff faces have falled duting
earthquakes have been identified by the Port Hills Geotechnical & (PHGG) fo be unsafe

for residential use in the future, O

EQC has_advised that of its initial assessment for the Broperties referred to above, 11
properties are a write-off and for a further 12 properties, uilding may be a write-off but the
land Is repairable. For the remalning propertles, ie{} siders damage fo the land andfor
buildings can be repaired, @ '

Officials recommend that the worst—aﬁecteigéﬁ%coﬂapse properties be rezoned in March.
While a decision on these properties no f@ld provide certainty to property owners soone,
it would be prudent to first consider adgi on council consenting, EQC/insurer liabilities and

the GNS report on cliff collapse.

-Many areas within the- remainiﬂ@lhite Zone are at an elevated risk of rockfall since the

earthquakes, iImmediate life y risks are heing addressed through the application of s.124
notices. NN

in making recommepgd@tions on the zonlng of properties at an elevated risk of rockfall, further
geotechnical and d8lehtific analysis underway by GNS, PHGG and Geovert needs to be
considered. Thisgnformation Is expected to come forward over the next few manths, and will
be used to mtg ezoning recommendations progressively and as soon as possible.

%,

The re ¢ framework devaloped for the worst-affected areas of flat land in greater
Chri&t\l ch (s not immediately applicable to rockfall-affected areas of the Port Hills, Officials

q @eveloping policy options in parallel to the geotechnical and sclentific assessments so
thérecommendations can be made once the technical information becomes availabls. '

Subject to the GNS reports being finalised by the end of February, ground-truthing finalised by
end of March and the Geovert study avallable by mid-April, officials could expect ta provide
rezoning advice to you on rockfall areas by early May.

Roughly 70 properties are on landslip areas on Clifton Hill and in Huntsbury which slipped
during the large earthquakes — the ongoing stability of the land s being monitored by PHGG,
GNS and EQC. Officlals will provide further advice to you on whether the government’s
rebuild objectives are likely to be met via the usual EQC/insurance process in these areas.
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Recommendations

ftis recommended that you:

1 Note that of around 80 residential properties that were considered by the
PHGG to be “unsuitable (unsafe) for residential use in the fuiure” (CERA
report M/11/0149 refers), EQC has advised that 11 properties are a write-
off and for a further 12 properties, the building may be a write-off buf the
Iand is repairable (based on inltial assessment).

2 Agree that consideration of rezohing “the worst-affected cliff-collapse. YES f NO
properties could occur in March 2012 following advice oh council £
consentirig, EQG/insurer liabilities and the GNS report on cliff collapse. «is@

3 Note further geotechnical and poliey analysis is required before zoni O
recommendations on rockfall and landslip areas within the White zo n

be made. : @
4 Direct officials to report back to you by 10 Fehruary with a fisshér update YES/NO
" “on'progress on the Port Hills Whlte Zone, &@@

%

.Y
NO@%PPROVED / NOT APPROVED

W@
@
Diane Turner & | Hon Gerry Brownlee

....General.Manager, Strateqy,. Plan & | Minister for Canterbury Earthquake. Recovery

Policy
@Q Date: [/ /2012

@

73
é\?‘@
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Context

11 Around 2,100 properiies remaln in the Port Hills White Zone, Propetties are affected by:

11.1 Cliff collapse — around 80 propetties have been Identified by the Port Hills Geotechnlcal
Group (PHGG) to be unsafe for residential use in the future (and are located at the top
and bottom of cliff faces that have failed during earthquakes). All of these properties (and
a further ~20 which could be repaired and reccoupied) have s.124 notices attached.

11.2 Roclfall — around 430 propsrtles have Building Act s. 124 notices attached due tg the life
tisk from rockfall). Christchurch City Council (CCC) Is considering a further 25§§n tices
as more geotechnical information comes 1o light. é&“

11.3 Land movement — roughly 70 properiles are on areas on Clifton H%ﬁgj in Huntsbury
which slipped during the large earthquakes — the ongoing stabllity@ the land is being

monitored by PHGG, GNS and EQC, \%

12" To date, a conservative approach to zoning decisions has besn i@%ﬁ Iit the Port Hills, This is

appropriate due fo the elevated risk to human life which h courred as a result of the
earthquakes. )

23 December aftershocks

Zone in the Port Hills will be able to be expande oning the remalning areas with an
appropriate policy response is expected to ba goiHlevable within 5 months, subject to the
sclentific and geotechnical information becomingé@ivailable ag expected.

13  As more geotechnical and scientific analysis beco:gﬁ;i able, it is expected that the Green

14 Immediate life safely risks are being adc{e@ed through the application of s.124 notices and
CCC Is taking enforcement action whate It Is apparent that notices are not heing complied

with. &’
L@
&

15 CERA staff undertook a&&rfai survey directly following the second main aftershock on 23
December (Richier méhnitude 5.9). This survey included the Port Hills affected in previous
earthquakes by cli?&ﬂapse, rock fall and land movement. Detailed assessment and data
evaluation will @pdertaken by EQC (T&T) and CCC (PHGG) in the next two weeks.

Cliff colfapse %Q;% A

18 Rep a@@cliﬁ collapse occurred along all previously Identifled cliff sections, Materlal shed off
the gear vertical cliff faces was in the tens to hundreds of cublc metres, rather than thousands
eé“'m February and June 2011 earthquakes. Peacock's Gallop, Richmond Hilf (above
Wakefield Avenue in Sumner) and Whitewash Head exhibited the largest material loss. No

loss of life or injuries was reported,

Rock Fall

17 Rockiall occurred from Lyttelton, Sumner to Bowenvale Valley, Some houses with Building Act
section 124 notices attached were affected and one vehicle in Avoca Valley was struck. No
loss of life or injuries was reported. New rockfall was noted in an unpopulated area of Banks
Peninsula, notably in Purau. Both Sumner Road (Evans Pass to Lyttelton) and Summit Road
(balow Mt Cavendish) suffered new rockfall.
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Land Movement

18  Most monitored land movement areas were reactivaied on the eastern Port Hillz, Monitors on

main cliff fop sections indicated co-selsmic movement, with no subseguent mevement noted.
GPS and terrestrial surveys correlated well (i.e. land reference positions largely unchanged).

Pori Hills’ Rezoning

Cliff collapse

19

20

21

Around 100 properiies are at danger from cliff collapse — of which 80 are unlikely to be able to
be repaited or reinstated or suitable for residential use and of which the rem ing ~20
properiies are expected to be able to be repaired and the risk adequately mitigat faf &

The Christchurch Clty Councill (CCC) has attachad Building Act seclion 1 otices to these
properties (requiring that properifes are not entered) to protect people ﬂ@p ife-risk situations.

CCC has indicated (Informally) that it would not issue bullding consenigfor these properties in
the future based on there baing no practical engineering solutigﬁ‘make the land safe for

. tesidential ocoupation. However, provisions in the Building Act regiite that this be considered

oh a case-by-case basis. O

CERA previously advised you to request advice from bout payments likely to be made

22

23

24

. repaired. The status of the prl

to the owners of around 80 residential properlies thal wé re considered by the PHGG tobe

“unsuitable (unsafe) for residential use in the futuy ERA report M/11/0149 refers). These
properties are located at the top and bottom of, which have suffered severe damage in
the earthquakes. The combined capital valug{\,@\%’ these 80 properties Is approximately $68M
based on the 2007 rating valuation. @\

EQG has advised that of s inlial ageedsment for the 80 propertles referred to above, 11
propemes are a write-off and for a er 12 properties, the building may be a write-off but the

iand is repairable. For the rema roperﬂes, damage to the fand and/or buildings can be
insurance assessments for these properties is unknown... .

Where possible, the 6o \fg?repatr and rebuild should be met by Insurers according to their
policies, Based on Initiai assessiment, the repai/rebuild for many of these properties
will not be adequk ddressed through the usual insurance process.

It is likely iha(@éd Zoning these properties would help provide certainty and confidence fo
those prop wners about the future of their land/properties, and would provide clarity to

Jnsuranc%%mpanies In progressing claims,

26

Officials advise that while a decision now would provide cerfainty to propsrty owners sooner, it

- would be prudent to first consider advice on:

26.1 The legal basis on which the Council can refuse to grant resource and bullding consents
in respect of life-safety risl in a residentlal area (and how this may relate fo the review of
the Resource Management Act currently underway).
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27

_.of New Zealand affected by natural hazards (e.g. the recent heavy &4
However, the Red Zoning approach for severely-affected properti;

26.2 If EQCfinsurers require a building consent fo repair a property, but which Is not granted
by the Council on grounds of life-safety risk, what are the liabilities of EQC and insurers
(e.g. does this conhsfitute “reasonable sufficlent reinstatement” by EQC in respect of its
land liability?}. Clarifying the llabilittes for EQC and insurers will provide a better
estimation of the insurance recoveries that the Crown could expect from purchased

propetties.

28,3 If a property doas not require a hullding consent for repair, but 2 Building Act section 124
notice has been attached as a direct result of changes to the stablilty of the land during
the earthquakes, what is EQC's liability?

26.4 The GNS report on cliff collapse. This report has been commissioned by CCC qgfi due
cis

at the end of February. CCC has agread {o share the report with CERA, if ion is
made prior {o the delivery of the GNS report, there is a risk that the re ill identify
Issues nol considered in the rezoning. Q"

Red zoning these cliff collapse properties could ba seento seta prece jefftfor other oliff areas
\r' on or below dliffs in the

Port Hills must be framed In the context of the scale of age from the Canterbury

28

Rockfall O

29

30

31

earthquakes and the impact this js having not only on thplocal comimuntty but also the
national economy.

Officlals recommend that the worst-affected c!iﬁ%&e properties are rezoned following
teceipt of the above advice In March. &
v &

o

S
Around 430 properties In the Port Hiftéhite Zone are at an Immedate risk of rockfall. While
the combined value of these pa ar properties has not been calculated, .a rough estimate

" assuming an average capltal in the range of $0.6M-30.8M indicates a combined value

in the range $260M-$34 §

GNS has recently rep to CCC on assessing life-safely risk from rockfalls in the Pori
Hills', The report i@%ea that there is an elevated risk of rockfall due not only to the
increased selsml chivity, but also to an increased susceptibility to rockfali resulting from the
earthquakes (i ockfall source areas are now much more unstable than they were
previously). probabilisﬁc modelling indicates that there is a relatively high risk to life in

some ar?ggj

Bas avidence of boulder impacts or near misses in these areas, CCC has affixed s.124
s under the Building Act to properties which are considered to be at an unacceptably

high life risk {l.e. the ~ 430 properties noted above). This provides an immediate measure to
protect peopls from the risk while a further refinement of analysis and risk mitigation
measures are investigated. CERA understands that a further ~250 notices are being
considered by the CCC over the coming weeks due fo advice provided in the recent GNS
report and ground-truthing being undertaken,

"The report is still in draft form, and CERA understands it has been provided to Christchurch City Councillors
on an In-confidence basls. CERA is seeking to work with CCC on any public communications or release of

tha report,
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32  In making recommendations on the zohing of these propeities, the following geotechnical and
scientific analysis underway by GNS, PHGG and Geoveri needs to be considered:

o “Ground-truthing” being undertaken by PHGG for CCC (o be completed by the end of itarch),
to refine the GNS analysis of life-risk by faking account of the specific characterlstics within
each area. This work could be phased such that areas Identified without an elevated risk can
be recommended for release from the White Zone as soon as possible.

s GNS assessment of the balance of the Port Hills (initially only pifot areas of high residential
occupation were consldered).

o A3D rock fall modelling study by Geovert (commissionad by CERA) to help assess the viability
of rockfall mitigation measures such as rock fall fences and earthen bunds. The re@ s of this

study are expected mid-March (preliminary resulis may be available progressiveiffih about a
month’s time). @@
Policy analysis Q;@

33 While it is unclear what the exact outcome of the sclentific and gec}gg%zical assessments will
~ be, itis likely that the following scenatios will eventuate:

¢ Some propetties (or groups of properties) may be at a very@ risk of rockfall, which cannot
be practically or cost-effectively mitigated to a reasan avel, and are unsafe to live in.

imminent by EQC). The government’s rebuild objec \S are unlikely to be met In some areas

without some sort of facllitated exit of the area.

¢ Some propertiss (or groups of properhee.@g be a very high risk of rockfall, which can
reasonably be mitigated to an acceptabl I (e.g. a bund or rock fence could he engineared
at reasohable cost and timeframe to, prdtect properties below), The government’s rebulld
objectives could likely be met % ed the councili andfor government facilitated the

constriction of the bund/fence

o ot Bropeies (GF groups of
Government's rebuild ob'
owhers and insurers.

es could be met with the provision of information fo property

34 The rezoning fra?@ﬁvork developed for the worst-affected areas of flat land In greater
Christchurch jss¥of immediately applicable to rockfall-affected areas of the Port Hills.
options for a govaernment facilitated exit of such areas s required. The

Davelopm
eXisling R one offer of purchase as developed for the flat land may not be appropriate in
the Po;gf%ﬂ [s because:

@@Aﬁecmd properties in the Port Hills may he more scattered in terms of !ocaﬂon (and the
same type of area-wide approach may not be appropriate)

34,2 Elevated future risk to life is a key issue, and as & result insured property owners may
not be eligible for much in the way of insurance claims.

34.3 Where life-risk is involved, the appropriateness of a voluntary mechanism versus a
compulsory ene needs further consideration

Port Hills White Zone - Update
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) ox:emes) may be at an slevated but acceptable risk of rackfall.



35 Other considerations include;

o Liability/fresponsibllity of land owners (many of the rackfall source areas are on publicly-owned
land — principally CCC and the Department of Conservation).

o The review of the Resourco Management Act that is currently underway. Government action in
the Port Hills should be focussed on addressing elevated rsk resulting from the earthquakes,
rather than the risk that existed prior to the earthquakes (so as not fo set a national precedent
for managing pre-existing hazards in residential areas).

o EQOC’s cover of rockfall events In past events. CERA is seeking advice from EQC on how they
have interpreted their cover in respect of rockfall from previous non earthcuake-relategd-gents
in the Port Hills. %Q;s

o Cost-sharing betwsen Crown, Council and properly owners {where costs@;! hot met hy
EQCfinsurers where relevant). $60M has been Included in forecasts@» he Canterbury
Earthquake Recavery Fund for the Crown's share of rockfall risk, and $¢33 M remains In the
contingency for land decisions (this excludes ~$72M recommended fo oming Orange Zone

= decisions}.~Until more. geotechnical information becomes avazlat@ nd policy -options are
developad, it Is unclear if the costs fo Crown can be met from w gse allocations.

36 Subject o the GNS reports being finalised by the end of %321& vy, ground-truthing finalised by
end of March and the Geovert study avallable by mid- officials could expect to provide
rezoning advice o you on rockfall areas by early Ma{&

®®
Land slips éi\*

37 The Port Hills White Zone contains tw g?éas of landslips, containing around 70 properties.
The ongolng stebility of the land Is¢iding monitored by PHGG, GNS and EQC. Properties

which are unsafe for ogcupancy ha@\had Bulfding Act 5.124 notices attached,

potentlally catastrophic | areas (e.g. where there is an elevated life-tisk situation) via
the usual EQC/insurancerocess.

8

Communicationgy

38 Officlals will prowde further ﬁ%e to you on the potentiai outeome for property owners in

_ NI
39 Thers is ingsddsing community frustration at the amount of time it Is taking to get a decision
on zonjnfpon the remaining White Zones, Unforunately the data gathering and risk
nt process has been time consuming, and ongeing aftershocks have required

ass
I &ssments of damage and risk

40 CERA needs o provide clarity fo residents about the process they wlll be foliowmg fo come fo
zoning decisions and how these are linked to those decislons being carred out by the

Coungil,
41  Key messages for the public are:
o We appreciate the frustration and uncertainty faced by property owners.

e Human {ife and safety Is our first consideration,
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e Damage to properties and risk to fife in the Port Hills have had to be reassessed after each
major aftershock. The Impact of the recent aftershocks on 28 December appear to be
consistent with what the sclentists are geotechnical engineers are saying, although further
checks are being undertaken over the next couple of weeks,

o Several properties with Building Act Section 124 notices (red stickers) were impacted by
rockfalls caused by the 23 December earthquakes This illustrates the need to adhere to the
advice given by the geolechnical engineers, especially given the likelihood of further

attershocks.

e CERA and the Councll are working together to ensure people are safe, and are developing a
process for recovery In the Port Hills as quickly as possible.

e Toinform zoning decisions, CERA Is using a range of expert ahalysis as follows: Q&Q’)‘(‘

— GNS Science analysis on cliff collapse and rockfall risk (pm\nded hy the @Qstohurch City
Couneil)

— Port Hills Geotechnical Group “ground-truthing” (for Chui istchurchg%councu) — which
takes account of the specific characteristics of each area

.= Geovert study on 3D rockfall modelling and pote'ntia! rockfall &%atfcn measures.

o This information is expected to come forward over the ne)%}@éw months, and wiil be used fo
make declsions progressively and as soon as possihle.
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