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Port Hills Zoning Review Framework'

Portfolio: Canterbury Earthquake Recovery q,ﬂ\ 7

On 24 September 2012, the Cabinet Committee! !)n Canterbury Earthquake Recovery (CER):

Background @ ) +

1 noted that in July 2011, the Port Hills v;rasﬁ zoned white whilst further assessments were
undertaken [CAB Min (11) 26/16}; ()

2 noted that by 20 December 2011, applqm%lately 18,000 properties in the Port Hills area had
been rezoned green by the Minister of Fm%nce and the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake
Recovery (Joint Ministers) with Power Eﬂ Act [CAB Min (11) 26/16, CAB Min (11)41/10

and CAB Min (11) 44/14]; ;
O
3 noted that decisions by Joint Ministers ;efeued to in paragraph 2 above were made:

3.1 onthe same basis as on the flat land properties were zoned green where damage was
able to be addressed on an individual basis;

[TI

3.2 left some areas in the Port Hills zgned white where there were questions around
elevated life risk due to rock rolf; cliff collapse or land slip remained white as it was
understood that the Clristchurcl C1ty Council (CCC) would focus on natural hazard
management issues as part of the,u 1016 under the Resource Management Act 1991,

4 noted that three studies on life-safety 11éks associated with rock roll and cliff collapse were
undertaken by the Institute of Geologlca}%and Nuclear Sciences (GNS) relating to:

4.1  rockfall modelling, together with ) gmund truthing” of the GNS model by the Port
Hills Geotechnical Group (PHG

1) |
42  a3D study by Geovert for the C%‘:ﬁegrbury Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA);
(%K

5 noted that the results of these studies 1e@eﬁled that the scale of the life risk issues which had
been exacerbated by the carthquakes was I%u ger than first anticipated which meant that the
government’s involvement was required fo enable these issues to be resolved in a timely

manner and provide certainty to propertygwners;
5
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noted that on 18 May 2012, Joint Miniq}t?gsiwith Power to Act zoned green 421 properties
which had been identified in studies outlined in paragraph 4 above as having a negligible
level of life risk; . ‘

N

noted that on 29 June 2012, Joint Minisu@s with Power to Act approved further rezoning of
406 properties in the Port Hills affectedgbﬁ rock roll, cliff collapse and land damage/
landslips including:

7.1

7.2

O |

o
285 properties were zoned red where there was either a life risk associated with cliff
collapse, or where there was congidered to be an unacceptable life risk due to rock
roll (greater than 1 in 1,000 annualindividual fatality risk at 2012 risk levels,
according to the GNS modelling{ditlined in paragraph 4 above);

1107 properties were zoned greosi;.

|

noted on 17 August 2012, Joint Ministersiwith Power to Act rezoned a further 121
properfies red on the basis that they faceéc};jflﬁ unacceptable level of life risk associated with
rock roll, with 5 properties were zoned gréen on the basis that their level of life risk was
acceptable;

O

I
noted on 14 September 2012, Joint Ministp{sj with Power to Act rezoned a further 37
propetties red on the basis that they faced gn unacceptable level of life risk associated with

rock roll;

3

noted that this leaves eight properties ii{Lﬁkcas Lane that ate at risk from a landslip remain
white zoned while further investigation {8 gonsidered with a decision expected by
31 October 2012;

D

i |
noted that Joint Ministers with Power td Act agreed that for properties affected by cliff
collapse, red zones have been declared Wiiere:

11.1

11.2

11.3

()

there is potential for immediate €liff collapse, as assessed by GNS, caused or
accentuated by the Canterbury gm;t]lqtmkes with associated risk to life at either the
top or bottom of the cliff, and "~

an engineering solution to remec'&i{{{tg the land damage would;

11.2.1  beuncertain in terms 6fdetailed design, its success and its possible

commencement;

-

L O : .
11.22  be distuptive for landowners as the commencement date is uncertain and
the length of time the;.’ would need to be out of their homes to allow
remediation to oceur aid new hoines built;

=
7

11.23  not be timely: for exafiple there is also substantial replacement of
infrastructure required anc}/or the work required would probably lead to
significant social dislocation for those communities in the short-to-medium

ferm;

(D

11.2.4  not be cost effective: tjié)cost of remediation is greater than the value of

the property; and

the health and wellbeing of 1'esic{e“n§.ts is at risk from remaining in the area for
L

prolonged periods;

L
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AJ]
o
noted that Joint Ministers agreed that foi ﬁmpel”ues affected by rock roll, red zones have

been declared where: Q)
)

12,1  annual individual fatality risk aséddlafed with residential dwellings in the area is
higher than 1 in 10,000 at 2016 1{sk Ievels as pel the GNS modelling, subject to
expert advice in very particular oiroumstances and

12,2 an engineering solution to mmgate the life risk is judged not to be desirable, as it
would (amongst other factors),

12.2.1  beuncettain in terms of 4etalled design, its success and its possible
commencement; ancl/otF )

1222 bedisiuptive for landowners as the commencement date is uncertain and
the length of time they- would need to be out of their homes to allow
mitigation to occur; andlqt

12,2.3  not be timely: for exa_n’(gte the work required would probably lead to social
dislocation for those cf:d&ni‘rm:nities in the short-to-medium term; and/or

12.2.4  not be cost effective, bs'pé'ci{illy where the cost of mitigation is greater than
the value of the propeigi%"si and

12.3  the health and wellbeing of residents i IS at risk from temaining in the area for

prolonged petiods; )
Review of Zoning 1)
-

13

14

15

16

17

noted that there is a strong expectation inthe Port Hills community that there will be a
process for reviewing zoning decisions§ D
L I

agreed that an advisory group that completes areview of zoning decisions be set-up
comprising an independent chairperson, iwg senior Canterbury Earthquake Recovery
Authority (CERA) officials with expe;tgsc in public policy along with an independent
geotechnical engineer who has had no invélvement in previous zoning decisions and a
senior representative frox-n CCCG; “ Il

authorised the Minister for Canterbury ﬁé‘t?},th@uake Recovery to appoint the independent
chairperson referred to in paragraph 145a'boife Withheld under section 9(2)(a)

confirmed the following criteria used f01( Hma;ng decisions in the Port Hills which will form
the basis for the advisory group to review iOﬂll?Ilg:

17.1  outside of the areas identified by EHGG as high risk, properties have been zoned
green where land damage and any life risk could be addressed on an individual basis;

36’)

(F?

P This is an exceplional circumstances clause and needs Hm aga eement of both CERA and CCC.,
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17.2

17.3
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1)
in the areas identified by the PH@G as high risk, red zones have been declared
where: Q)

17.2.1  annual individual fata 69 risk associated with residential dwellings in the
area is higher than 1 ir 10,000 at 2016 risk levels as per the GNS
modelling, subject to éxfﬂext advice in very particular circumstances’; or

17.2.2  there is potential for nhﬁedlate cliff collapse or land slip, as assessed by
GNS, caused or accenfuated by the Canterbury earthquakes with
associated risk to lifc;and

)

17.2.3  anengineering solutm@gto mltlgate the life risk is judged not to be

demrable, as it would (amongst other factors);

17.2.3.1 be uncertaifiin terms of detailed design, its success and its
possible connnencement and/or

17232 be dlsmptHé' for landowners as the commencement date is
uncertain w the length of time they would need to be out of
their homes-fo allow mitigation to occur; and/or

17.2.33 notbe tim'ely "'f'cn example the work required would probably
lead to socmi dislocation for those communities in the short-
to- medlum term and/or

)

17234 notbe cos( 9 fective, especially where the cost of mitigation is
greater thm he value of the properties; and

17.2.4  thehealth and welibelgg of residents is at risk from remaining in the area
for prolonged peuods .g

in the areas identified by the PHGG as high rxsk, green zones have been declared
where land damage and any 11fe tisk 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;

agreed that the advisory group will mal{e{rédommendations for zoning changes for any

properties where it is found that: ﬂ }

18.1 the zoning of a property is 1110011%15tent with the criteria confirmed in
recommendation 17; and/or

18.2  the boundary lines have not beéni di‘aw11 sensibly; and/or

18.3 the green zoning of an mdmdua% Bopelty, or a small number of properties, would

result in clearly not viable mfras 1. gctULe servicing costs (this would typically be
because such properties are serviced by infrastructure wholly or p11t1y in a red zone,
or the main purpose of the 111ﬁast1,1g1qtulc is to service properties in a ved zone);

noted that property owners will have unﬁth;% Qctober 2012 to apply for a review of their

ZOIllllg,

O
()

,
:

2 This is an exceptional circumstances clause and needs the.agreement of both CERA and CCC.
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W
20 noted that 8 properties in Lucas Lane 1%;1)?111 white zoned, with decisions expected by the

end of October 2012;
1))

21 noted that property owners of the 8 whiiélzone pmpeﬁies in Lucas Lane will have until
16 November 2012 to apply for a 1ev1eW§of thcn zoning,;

O
22 noted that the review panel will 1ep01t the findmgs of the review to the Minister for
Canterbury Earthquake Recovery who wﬂl recommend any changes to zoning to CER by
10 December 2012; ‘
=%

Alternative Options 5 '

23 noted that a number of property ownersfﬂz’ivé expressed interest in proceeding further with
exploring small scale mitigation options for their properties;

24 noted that CCC is required to consider any ‘consent application that they may receive for
mitigation works;

f

25 noted that the Minister for Cantetbury Eaagthquake Recovery has instructed CERA officials
to work with CCC and any other relevar{tligencies to develop a policy framework to give
property owners an opportunity to have mitlgatlon options considered before their red zone
offer expires; . :

i 3

26 agreed that the advisory group will not consider any zoning implications as a result of

CCC’s decisions on mitigation decision% 1'c§ex'1'ed to above;

27 noted that the Minister for Canterbury Hatthquake Recover y may seek Cabinet’s agteement
to zoning changes as a result of CCC d691§10118 on mitigation proposals at a later date;

28 noted that Minister for Canterbury Em“tﬁtiﬁftke Recovery has instructed officials to
mvestlgate a process for subdivision so g siall number of owners who have large mixed use
properties can access a red zone offer fo% tﬁe residential portion of their property;

29 authorised the Minister of Finance and fthe_i Minister for Canterbury Earthquake Recovery to
take joint decisions on the process and transaction design for subdivisions to occur and red
zone offers to be made to the property ofvgiers noted in paragraph 28 above,

Q)

i@

N
(

zae’ S 0 D’ Saodl sl

QO Reference: Paper tabled by the Minister for
Canterbury Earlhquakg: Rccmrery entitled: Port Hills Zoning Review Framework
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