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PORT HILLS ZONING REVIEW FRAMEWORK

et

PROPOSAL 0

1 This paper proposes a framework for a review process for Port Hills zoning declisions and the
establishment of a Zoning Review Advisory-Group.

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY e

()]

2  Ministerial decislons, with Power to Act"!-l]éve resulted in approximately 19,500 properties
being zoned green where rebuilding ca?x“gccur on an individual basis, and 406 properties
being zoned red where there is an unacceptable life risk from rock roll or cliff collapse In the
Port Hills. =iy

O

3 Areview process for zoning decisions was established and completed for properties on the
flat land. Accordingly, there is a strong egpeﬁctation in the Port Hills community that there will

S

:

be a process for reviewing zoning decision >
Q)
4 | seek your agreement that a zoning reviewjbe conducted for Port Hills properties in a manner
consistent with the review undertaken-on the flat whereby an advisory group will be
established to make recommendations toyme. The advisory group will be independently
chaired by Dr Keith Turner. It will include-aspublic policy and legal expert from the Canterbury
Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA){ gléng with an independent geotechnical engineer
who has had no Involvement In previous zoning declsions. The Christchurch City Council will

also have a representative on the advisory-group.

5  The review applies to land that was at any stage zoned white in the Port Hills. It does not
review the section 124 notices applied t6 properties by the Christchurch City Councll under
the Building Act, or any Individual mitigation options. The advisory group will recommend
zoning changes for any properties where it is found that the zoning of a property Is

inconsistent with the zoning criteria. —i=

D

6 Decisions in regard to individual mitigation and section 124 notices are controlled by the

Christchurch City Council as the cons’qptiauthority. and all queries with regard to these
scenarios will be directed to council. ;"'Ml

7 Property owners will have until 26 Octobefto apply to be part of the review, with the exception
of Lucas Lane owners who have yet to have their zones confirmed. These property owners
have until 16 November to apply for revley_g.
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PREVIOUS ZONING DECISIONS IN THE PORT HILLé‘M
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On 11 July 2011, the Port Hills were zon ‘ﬂf)whlte whilst further assessments were undertaken
following the 13 June 2011 earthquakes F*AB Min (11) 26/16 refers].

On 5 September 2011, approximately 9‘}_7,d0 properties were zoned green by Ministers with
Power to Act [CAB Min (11) 26/16 refers]. Data from the Port Hills Geotechnical Group
(PHGG) and the Earthquake Commission-(EQC) were used to identify properties that had no
significant land damage. It was noted that some properties may have a section 124 notice
under the Building Act due to localised @@eotechnical hazards. On 14 October 2011, Banks
Peninsula was zoned green as there v&é’sino evidence of area-wide land damage. This

affected 5,423 properties. -

On 17 November 2011, non-residential-land was zoned green on the basis that normal
insurance and consenting processes could'be used to determine whether rebuild/repair would
occur. It noted that a specific engineefifig assessment would be required. This affected
1,119 properties in the Port Hills [CAB Mi((nuig'I 1) 41/10 refers].

)‘-1ﬁ i ’

On 20 December 2011, approximately’ 1;60?0 properties were zoned green where further
geotechnical investigations had Identified-them as being outside the areas affected by rock
roll, cliff collapse and land slippage [CAB(Min (11) 44/14 refers].

¢ |
Decisions to this point were made on the same basis as on the flat land, propertles were
zoned green where damage was able fcp _Be addressed on an individual basis. All areas
where there were questions around elevated life risk due to rock roll, cliff collapse or land slip
remained white. It was understood that-CCC would focus on natural hazard management
issues as part of their role under the Respui}ce Management Act 1991.

Three studies on life-safety risks associél\tlgﬂd with rock roll and cliff collapse were undertaken
by the Institute of Geological and Nucleap-Sciences (GNS). Rockfall modelling, together with a
“ground truthing” of the GNS model by the PHGG, and a 3D study by Geovert for CERA.
These studies focussed on residential ar,%a.s defined by PHGG where risk was likely elevated

as a result of the earthquakes. g

Resuits of these studies revealed thatn tm scale of the life risk issues which had been
exacerbated by the earthquakes was la, e than first anticipated. Crown involvement was
required to enable these issues to be re _g}lved in a timely manner and provide certainty to

property owners. 1

On 18 May 2012, 421 properties which h(‘:ad;been identified in studies outlined in paragraph 13
as having a negligible level of life risk W.GFE? zoned green.
C

On 29 June 2012 Joint Ministers apprdvéd further rezoning of properties in the Port Hills
affected by rock roll, cliff collapse and land:damage/ landslips. Of these, 285 properties were
zoned red where there was either a life r’ﬁ@ assoclated with cliff collapse, or where there was
considered to be an unacceptable life risk due to rock roll (greater than 1 in 1,000 annual
individual fatality risk at 2012 risk levelsj according to the GNS modelling outiined in

paragraph 13). 1107 properties were rezgned green.

)
On 17 August 2012, 121 properties Were zoned red on the basis that they faced an
unacceptable level of life risk associated With rock roll. This was determined as 1 in 10,000
as at 2016. & properties were zoned green on the basis that thelr level of life risk was

acceptable.
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On 14 September 2012 a further 37 proﬁghles were zoned red on the basis that they faced
an unacceptable level of life risk associated with rock roll. Eight propertles on Lucas Lane
that are at risk from a landslip remain(White while further investigation is considered. A
decision for these properties Is expected by)31 October 2012.

Properties on the Port Hills differ from thoge on the flat land, where the main issues facing
residents are lateral spread and Ilquefacyon Some Port Hills properties face a life risk from
rock roll, cliff collapse, land slippage, or a comblnation of these hazards.

Based on the life safety risk reports outlined in paragraph 13, Joint Ministers with Power to
Act agreed to the following criteria for propértles at risk for cliff collapse or rock roll [CER Min
(12) 5/2 refers]. (D

For properties affected by cliff collapse réd,—zénes have been declared where:

20.1  There is potential for immediate; cliff collapse, as assessed by GNS, caused or
accentuated by the Canterbury.@arthquakes with assoclated risk to life at either the
top or boltom of the cliff; and U )

20.2 An engineering solution to remédEte the land damage would;

D

20.2.1 be uncertain in terms of-detailed design, its success and its possible
commencement; @ \

20.2.2 be disruptive for landowners as the commencement date is uncertain and the
length of time they would néad to be out of their homes to allow remediation to
occur and new homes built; Q)

20.2.3 not be timely: for example thare Is also substantial replacement of infrastructure
required and/or the work e julred would probably lead to significant soclal
dislocation for those commum'hes in the short-to-medium term;

20.2.4 not be cost effective: the cpsf of remediation is greater than the value of the
property; and ;

20.3 The health and wellbeing onr'ésidents Is at risk from remalning In the area for
prolonged periods, Tl
i i

For properties affected by rock roll, red zg?lés have been declared where:

,.R-,
211 Where annual individual fatality-risk assoclated with residential dwellings in the area
is higher than 1 in 10,000 at 2016 risk levels as per the GNS modelling, subject to

expert advice in very particular: Elrcumstancas and
‘(

21.2 An engineering solution to mluga;e the life risk is judged not to be desirable, as it
would (amongst other factors); -

21.2.1 be uncertain In terms ofﬂlaelalled design, its success and its possible
commencement; andfor - py,

21.2.2 be disruptive for landowneré;aas the commencement date is uncertain and the
length of time they would need to be out of their homes to allow mitigation to
occur; and/or O

' This is an exceptional clrcumstances clause and naeds the agreement of both CERA and the Christchurch
City Council, et
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21.2.3 not be timely: for example" fH“e work required would probably lead to social
dislocation for those communitiés in the short-to-medium term; and/or
o
21.2.4 not be cost effective, especiapy where the cost of mitigation Is greater than the
value of the properties; and |

21.3 The health and wellbeing of res]dents is at risk from remaining in the area for
prolonged periods. A :

g
REQUESTS FOR ZONING REVIEWS D

23 There is a strong expectation in the E’q’rt;HiIls community that there will be a process for
reviewing zoning decisions, as there was for'the flat land.

24 Residents have been advised at comml.'inﬁy meetings there is likely to be a zoning review
process. A number of people have alrgady indicated to officials that they wish to apply.
There are likely to be property owners whoare delaymg making decisions on their red zone
offer until they have the opportunity to apﬁl& for a review of their zoning.

25 There is a strong case for any declslon to ghange the zoning declsions to be made as soon
as possible. Property owners may havé acted In rellance of the current zoning, and will
continue to do 80. The sooner the zoning-review process is completed, the less chance there
is owners will suffer financial losses because of decisions made with regards to the current
zoning. € )]

Q)

PORT HILLS ZONING REVIEW 3

26 | recommend that so as to clarify expectations as soon as possible, a decision be made on
scope, criteria and timeframes for-the review process, and that these parameters be pubhc]y
announced. Subject to your agreement, | intend to instruct officlals to conduct a review
process for Port Hills properties. This wnll cover all Port Hills properties which have ever been

zoned white. =

PORT HILLS ZONING REVIEW ADVISORY GROUP _
m
27 The review will be conducted in a manner consistent with the review undertaken on the flat
whereby an advisory group will be establ hed [CER Min 12 (3/2) refers]. | propose the

advisory group will comprise two senior GERA officials with expertise in public policy and law
“ a geotechnical engineering expert (that has not been
involved in decisions to date) and an mdependent chairperson.

Withheld under section 9(2)(a) ‘
28 The independent chairperson of the advls ﬁy group will have experience with both regulatory
i

decisions and ensuring good governancé public decision making, for example an ex-chief
executive of a relevant Government agency. Dr Keith Turner, who undertook this role for the
flat land review process has been approathed to undertake this role.

20 Due to the contribution that CCC has madeJto the zoning process In the Port Hills, a senlor
representative from CCC will also be appolgted to the advisory group. This representative will
be either second tier management or abo




Withheld under section 9(2)(g)() | .

32 The advisory group will operate under the-Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011.

SCOPE OF THE REVIEW B J ’

33 The objective of the advisory group Is tb’comp!ete a sound and impartial review of zoning
decisions for: -
IE,H»’:

¢ Properties whose owners have retUested a review; and
=
¢ Properties identified by officials ‘alé b‘elng anomalously zoned.

34 The review does not Include a review of sactfon 124 notices applied to properties by the CCC
under the Building Act, or any mitigation optﬁ)ns

)
35 While Lucas Lane properties at risk ofland slip are yet to be rezoned, the review criteria
should encompass these properties. | coﬁslder that this review should cover all Port Hills

zoning decisions. (D

E 3
Lj

CRITERIA o

36 | seek confirmation of the following criteria to be used for zoning decisions in the Port Hills
which Incorporate criteria previously agreed by Joint Ministers and encompassing land slip
properties. These will form the basis for the: zoning review advisory group.

37 Outside of the residential areas |dentIﬂeJ:l w the Port Hills Geotechnical Group (PHGG) as at
elevated risk (as referred to above, pro%i‘ttes have been zoned green where land damage
and any unacceptable life risk could be addressed on an individual basis.

38 For properties within the areas identifi ed bs) the PHGG as elevated risk areas, red zones have

been declared where: :
ta
38.1 Annual individual fatality risk assoc]aged with residential dwellings in the area is higher
than 1 in 10,000 at 2016 risk Ievefs as-per the GNS modelling, subject to expert advice in
very particular circumstances? or | K m‘ -

38.2 There is potential for immediate cliff i§iollap3t-:c or land slip, as assessed by GNS, caused
or accentuated by the Canterbury ea hquakes with assoclated risk to life; and

38.3 An engineering solution to mItIgate thg Iife risk Is judged not to be desirable, as it would
(amongst other factors); O |

Z This Is an exceptional circumstances clause andﬁlﬁadﬁs the agreement of both CERA and the Christchurch
City Council.

4
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38.3.1 be uncertain in terms of@\yaetailed design, its success and its possible
commencement; andfor  L1)
N

38.3.2 be disruptive for landownergjas the commencement date is uncertain and the

length of time they would nge',ld to be out of thelr homes to allow mitigation to
occur; and/or .

38.3.3 not be timely: for examplgi tﬁe ‘work required would probably lead to social
dislocation for those communities in the short-to-medium term; and/or
i
38.3.4 not be cost effective, especially where the cost of mitigation Is greater than the
value of the properties; and ()

38.4 The health and wellbeing of residents-is at risk from remaining in the area for prolonged
periods; and —

39 For properties within the areas identified: b'y the PHGG as elevated risk areas, green zones
have been declared where land damage(@iid any life risk could be addressed on an individual
basis and any life risk was less than 1 in ;181000 at 2016 risk levels as per the GNS modelling.

(D
40 The advisory group will recommend zonifigichanges for any properties where it is found that:

o The zoning of a property is InconsiSfént with the criteria outlined above; or

e The boundary lines have not been.drawn sensibly leaving a property or a small group
of properties Isolated; or \J
Q)
o The green zoning of an individual-property, or a small number of properties, would
result In clearly not viable infrastricture servicing costs. (This would typically be
because such properties are servicad by infrastructure wholly or partly in a red zone,

or the main purpose of the Infrastr cture s to service properties in a red zone.)

PROCESS :L -

41 Property owners who wish to apply for_gf,ré';vlew would have until 19 October 2012 to request
a review of their property. The 8 Lucas Lane property owners will not be zoned until late
October 2012 therefore they would have ly?t!]l 16 November 2012 to apply.

42 | will report back to the Canterbury Eanﬁﬁbake Recovery Committee by 10 December 2012
with the review findings and make recommendations for any rezoning of individual properties.
-
OTHER CONSIDERATIONS O
-
Q
43 In the case of rock roll properties officlals-éxamined a variety of possible large scale mitigation
options. A number of properly owners (have expressed Interest In proceeding further with
exploring smaller scale mitigation options. Property owners have a right to explore these
options. A

¥

MITIGATION PROPOSALS

44 Under existing legislation, if a land owntég%makes an application for a building consent for a
protection structure, CCC, as regulatof';; ‘must conslder the application. If they deem it
appropriate (approved design, engineering’signoff, the structure is on the owner's land), then
they are likely to approve the construction-an It, and to lift any section 124 notices. As such, a
process in regards to mitigation structures can be argued to exist already. The Crown's

)]
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involvement would be supporting CCC Eg{jassisting the development of this process. This
would help ensure that it happens in a timely manner, so not to Impinge on a property owners
ability to accept the red zone offer. ((p)
(D
45 The key question with regards to properé% where mitigation is a possibility is whether CCC
will agrea to remove section 124 notices from said property If mitigation works are
undertaken. This is a judgement that CCC-must make.

46 | do not intend recommendations for rezoning due to mitigation to come through the advisory
group. | may however seek Cabinet's agreément to zoning changes at a later date as a result
of the CCC decislon making process, on-the basis that mitigation is in place that sufficiently
reduces the life risk to within an acceptablgjlevel.

LARGE MIXED USE PROPERTIES <

)

47 In some situations In the Port Hills, there-is; a horticultural undertaking on the same land as a
residential dwelling. Some property owners have indicated that they wish to continue fo
operate the horticultural operation even thGugh ongoing occupation of the residential dwelling
is not considered appropriate. CCC has‘indicated they are continuing to permit horticultural
operations In areas which are deemed tof_ﬂ_é at a high risk for residential purposes.

48 Itis intended that this be dealt with in the-offer process for the property in question rather than
through the review, O

49 | am confident with the overall concept, but the details of individual properties will need to be
worked out on a case by case basis. | will instruct my officials to investigate a process for the
subdivision of properties so that these property owners can access a red zone offer for the
residential improved portion.

50 | seek Cabinet's authorisation for the I@Wster of Finance and the Minister for Canterbury
Earthquake Recovery to have joint powsi-to act for decisions on the process and transaction
design for such subdivisions to occur ang-red zone offers to be made in the situation referred
to above. & .

=
b ]
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RELOCATION OF DWELLINGS ON PROPERTIES

%i‘property owner has a large section of land, the
f'the property where the life risk is at an acceptable

i

51 It is possible that in some cases, wher%.
dwelling could be moved to another part:,g d
level. The length of time it would take to.consider and arrange this suggests that this will not

be easy to consider as part of a review progess.

52 This has similarities to mitigation in that go%sent is required, and CCC will need to re-evaluate
any s124 notices. It is intended that cohsideration of rezoning these properties would oceur
as part of the analysis mentioned above.(1)

N
CONSULTATION D
53 The Treasury, the Ministry of Business, llri'nﬂwation and Employment (Building and Housing),

the State Services Commission and th? Christchurch City Council were consulted on this
paper. The Department of the Prime Mir?{ll')er and Cabinet was Informed.
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FINANCIAL IMPLICATIONS (D
Q)
54 This paper seeks Cabinet's agreement/to a reassessment process which may result in
recommendations for rezoning a small n |;,nber of properties. This paper does not directly
commit the government to any rezoning egismns at this stage.

55 A subsequent Cabinet paper will be IodgedJ to seek agreement to any further red zoning and
the cost implications outlined with it. The number of properties involved is likely to be small
and the cost will be covered by the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Fund.

==

HUMAN RIGHTS IMPLICATIONS /

®

56 The proposals in this paper are not inconsistent with the New Zealand Bill of Rights Act 1990,
or the Human Rights Act 1993. el

LEGISLATIVE IMPLICATIONS —r

)

57 There are no legislative implications arisingfrom this paper.

D

REGULATORY IMPACT AND COMPLIANCE COST si'A'fEM ENT
—h
58 A regulatory impact statement is not requil;ei‘“,d at this time as there are no regulatory changes.
]

GENDER IMPLICATIONS )

59 There are no gender implications associa%{;l with the proposals In this paper.

DISABILITY PERSPECTIVE @ )

60 There are no disability implications assoclatjexd with the proposals in this paper.
(-
PUBLICITY :

61 If you agree to the recommendations In“fis aper, | propose to make a public announcement
about the criteria for the zoning revie fficlals will deve!op a communications plan to
clearly publicise the scope of the review(process and the zoning criteria agreed by Cabinet

that are used consistently throughout all zoning decisions.
t

62 Officlals will also prepare a letter to be.?sent to all property owners who have already
requested or subsequently request a review. The letter will explain the process and criteria to
be used in the review. It will request that-they advise CERA if they no longer wish to have
their zoning reviewed and glve them an Qpportunily to provide any additional written material
to support their request for review.

83 Once this review has been completeds fdfflclals will draft responses to those who have
requested reviews to outline the criteria useq for zoning to advise that their zoning has been
reviewed and whether or not there are grgunbs for the zoning of their property to be changed.

64 Officlals will develop a communication glah for the owners of any properties that have not
requested a review but have been Ide tlﬁed as being Impractical or not cost effective to
remain zoned as they are currently and req ire rezoning.

{ M
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RECOMMENDATIONS (b

65

Q)

It Is recommended that the Committee: (/)

BACKGROUND ” ” ;
Note that on 11 July 2011, the Port-Hills was zoned white whilst further assessments
were undertaken [CAB Min (11) 26/16;

Note that by 20 December 20’1;!..;approximately 18,000 properties In the Port Hills
area had been rezoned green By Joint Ministers with Power to Act [CAB Min (11)
26/16, CAB Min (11) 41110, CAQ]M'“ (11) 44/14 refer).

Note that Joint Ministers declslons:referred in recommendation 2 were made:

3.1 Were made on the same baslg as on the flat land, properties were zoned green
where damage was able to be-addressed on an individual basis;

(N
3.2 Left some areas in the Port i?{llls zoned white where there were questions around
elevated life risk due to rocK roll, cliff collapse or land slip remained white as it
was understood that the Christchurch City Council (CCC) would focus on natural
hazard management issues as part of their role under the Resource Management

Act 1991, '®)

Note that three studies on Iife-saféiy risks associated with rock roll and cliff collapse
were undertaken by the Inslitutefgf“_;Geologlcal and Nuclear Sclences (GNS) relating

to: Q)

4.1 Rockfall modelling, together v;litli_a “ground truthing” of the GNS model by the Port
Hills Geotechnical Group, ("’:"IJ Y
L

4.2 a 3D study by Geovert for CEF{A

Note that the results of these sfudles revealed that the scale of the life risk Issues
which had been exacerbated by the earthquakes was larger than first anticipated
which meant that the government's.involvement was required to enable these Issues
to be resolved in a timely mannm}aﬁi provide certainty to property owners.

I 0

Note that on 18 May 2012, Joiht Ministers with Power to Act zoned green 421
properties which had been identifed in studies outlined in recommendation 4 as
having a negligible level of life risk; ;‘,

Note that on 29 June 2012 Jéint Ministers with Power to Act approved further
rezoning of 406 properties In the Part Hills affected by rock roll, cliff collapse and land
damage/ landslips including: | ¢y

7.1 285 properties were zoned ré.ﬂ“}‘ﬁrhere there was either a life risk associated with
cliff collapse, or where there'was considered to be an unacceptable life risk due
to rock roll (greater than 1 .In.1,000 annual individual fatality risk at 2012 risk
levels, according to the GNS,mMo elling outlined in recommendation 4).

()

7.2 1107 properties were zoned green,

Note on 17 August 2012, Joint éMWnIsters with Power to Act rezoned a further 121
properties red on the basls tHa_t\. they faced an unacceptable level of life risk
()

|
C
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assoclated with rock roll, with & H)psrties were zoned green on the basis that their
level of life risk was acceptable A } .

N

9 Note on 14 September 2012, Jou]t Ministers with Power to Act rezoned a further 37
properties red on the basis that thay faced an unacceptable level of life risk
associated with rock roll.

10 Note that this leaves eight propérl?es in Lucas Lane that are at risk from a landslip
remain white zoned while further investigation Is considered with a decision expected
by 31 October 2012, =i

B

11 Note that Joint Ministers with Power to Act agreed that for properties affected by cliff

collapse, red zones have heen decléred where:

11.1 There Is potential for immedlate cliff collapse, as assessed by GNS, caused
or accentuated by the Canterbury earthquakes with associated risk to life at
either the top or bottom o the cliff; and

{rf

11.2An engineering solutloneto remedlate the land damage would; and
N
11.2.1 be uncertain “ini terms of detailed design, its success and its
possible commengement;
o)
11.2.2 be disruptive=for landowners as the commencement date is
uncertain and the.length of time they would need to be out of their
homes to alloﬁ r@’nediatlon to occur and new homes built;

11.2.3 not be timely: fo' example there is also substantial replacement of
infrastructure re%ulred and/or the work required would probably
lead to slgnlffc?pt social dislocation for those communities in the
short-to- medll)m torm;

11.2.4 not be cost e ectlve the cost of remediation is greater than the
value of the property; and
)]

11.3 The health and wellbﬂa'lng' of residents Is at risk from remaining in the area
for prolonged periods; il "

12 Note that Joint Ministers agreed-that for properties affected by rock roll, red zones
have been declared where: . 1

12.1 Where annual Indlwdua! fétahty risk associated with residential dwellings in
the area Is higher than® 42In 10,000 at 2016 risk levels as per the GNS
modelling, subject to expart advice in very particular circumstances®, and

{ \' )‘

12.2 An engineering solution-to-mitigate the life risk Is Judged not to be desirable,

as It would (amongst other factors)

12.2.1  be uncertain - n] ierms of detailed design, its success and its
possible commen ement; and/or
I

4]

<{, J

Q
8 This Is an exceptional circumstances clause and:{:f)‘pds the agreement of both CERA and the Christchurch
City Council. bl

%
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1222 be d!sruptive(({'{ér landowners as the commencement date is
uncertain andthe length of time they would need to be out of thelr
homes to allow/fitigation to occur; and/or

)]
12.2.3 not be timely:\foJr example the work required would probably lead
to soclal dislocation for those communities in the short-to-medium
term; and/or ‘o)
12.2.4 ot be cost effective, especlally where the cost of mitigation is
greater than thevalue of the properties; and

12.3 The health and welfbeln'gfigf residents Is at risk from remaining In the area for

prolonged periods;
—

REVIEW OF ZONING !

13

14

16

16

17

Note that there is a strong expth‘aRiOn in the Port Hills community that there will be a
process for reviewing zoning decisions;

Agree that an advisory group thét completes a review of zoning decislons be set-up
comprising an independent chairperson, two senior Canterbury Earthquake Recovery
Authority (CERA) officials with expertise in public policy along with an Independent
geotechnical engineer who has had no involvement in previous zoning decisions and
a senior representative from the Chylistchurch City Council.

Authorise the Minister for Ggﬁ't‘erbury Earthquake Recovery to appoint the
independent chairperson referred1g in recommendation 14.

Authorise the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery to approve the fees for
the independent chairperson up g\a maximum of $1400 (excluding GST) per day, in
line with the fees pald to the Ind%%endent chalrperson for the flat land zoning review
and approve the reasonable marbeg fee for the independent geotechnical expert,

Confirm the following criteria u§9§l for zoning declsions in the Port Hills which will
form the basis for the advisory group to review zoning:

17.1  Outside of the areas idqn iffd by the Port Hills Geotechnical Group (PHGG)
as high risk, properties haf\_r een zoned green where land damage and any
life risk could be addressed.bh an individual basis.

17.2 In the areas identified Eb){',-‘thez PHGG as high risk, red zones have been
declared where: f)
17.2.1  Annual individual fatality risk associated with residential dwellings
in the area Is higher than 1 in 10,000 at 2016 risk levels as per the
GNS modelling;~ subject to expert advice In very particular
circumstances®:-or
D
17.2.2 There Is potegﬁl for immediate cliff collapse or land slip, as
assessed by -GNS, caused or accentuated by the Canterbury
earthquakes With associated risk to life; and
€J

®
,

* This Is an exceptional circumstances clause and:hggpds the agreement of both CERA and the Christchurch

City Council

11
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17.2.3  An engineering solution to mitigate the life risk is judged not to be
desirable, as ij_f_\wou[d (amongst other factors);

v,

17.2.3.1 b‘%ﬁmcenaln in terms of detailed design, its success

an d;lts_ possible commencement; and/for

()

17.2.3.2 be disruptive for landowners as the commencement
daté is uncertain and the length of time they would
need to be out of their homes to allow mitigation to
ogcyr; and/or

17.2.3.3 n?gébe timely: for example the work required would
probably lead to social dislocation for those
cp_mmunitias in the short-to-medium term; and/or

17.234 not be cost effective, especially where the cost of
mitigation s greater than the value of the properties;

and)

17.2.4 The health anq j&eilbeing of residents is at risk from remaining in
the area for prolonged periods.

17.3 In the areas identifled pyﬁt’he PHGG as high risk, green zones have been
declared where land damage and any life risk could be addressed on an
individual basis and any life risk was less than 1 in 10,000 at 2016 risk levels
as per the GNS modelling. )

35 . .
18 Agree that the advisory group wi!l‘hﬁake recommendations for zoning changes for any
properties where it is found that: ..

o the zoning of a propefﬁQis?inconsistent with the criteria confirmed in
recommendation 17; ﬁar_gd!or

o the boundary lines hdve not been drawn sensibly; and/or

o the green zoning of anindividual property, or a small number of
properties, would res&nlﬁ igl clearly not viable infrastructure servicing costs.
(This would typically be because such properties are serviced by
Infrastructure wholly ot partly in a red zone, or the main purpose of the
infrastructure is to se[i_'vlgp properties in a red zone.)

19 Note that properly owners will'ha\?fe until 26 October 2012 to apply for a review of
their zoning; L)

-

20 Note that 8 properties in Lucas L;a,r;e remain white zoned, with decisions expected by
the end of October 2012; g

21 Note that property owners of the8-White zone properties in Lucas Lane will have unti
16 November 2012 to apply for a.r?vAew of their zoning;

22 Note that the review panel will g pbrt the findings of the review to the Minister for
Canterbury Earthquake Recovery-who will recommend any changes to zoning to the
Cabinet Committee for Canterbury I?arthquake Recovery by 10 December 2012;

(D
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ALTERNATIVE OPTIONS ( F;
Q)
23 Note that a number of property owners have expressed interest in proceeding further

24

25

26

27

28

29

with exploring small scale mitig’ati?p options for their properties;

Note that Christchurch City Codnéil is required to conslder any consent application
that they may receive for mltigatigq.works;

Note that | have instructed CERA-officials to work with the Christchurch City Councll
and any other relevant agenciesito develop a policy framework to give property
owners an opportunity to have mitigation options considered before their red zone
offer expires; (D |

Agree that the advisory group will-iiot consider any zoning implications as a result of
Christchurch City Council's decisions on mitigation proposals referred to above.

Note that | may seek Cabineit's;f ,agreement to zoning changes as a result of
Christchurch City Council's decisjghs on mitigation proposals at a later date.

| e
Note that | have instructed officidls)to investigate a process for subdivision so a small
number of owners who have largeimixed use properties can access a red zone offer
for the residential portion of their.property.

- €
Authorise the Minister of Fingn%e and the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake
Recovery to have joint power to_act for decisions on the process and transaction
design for subdivisions to occuf‘ ajnd red zone offers to be made to the property
wners noted in recommendation 28

.
]

-

:?,p

'l ol e’ mn

e
-

on Gerry Brownlee o
Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery
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