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and Coastal Hazard Investigations 
 
 

7. District Plan Review Work 
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Justine Ashley 
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Standing Items 
 

1. APOLOGIES 
 
 
2. DECLARATION OF INTEREST 
 

Members are reminded of the need to be vigilant to stand aside from decision 
making when a conflict arises between their role as a member and any private or 
other external interest they might have. 

 
 
3. DEPUTATIONS BY APPOINTMENT 
 
 
4. CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 
 

Minutes from the meeting of the District Plan Committee on 23 November 2016. 
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District Plan Committee meeting held on Wednesday  

23 November 2016 at 9.00am in the Council Chambers, Rolleston  

  

  

Present: Mayor S Broughton, Councillors Bland, D Hasson,  

M Lemon, M Lyall, P McEvedy, J Morten, B Mugford, N Reid, C Watson.  

 

In attendance: Chairperson (Environmental Services Manager - T Harris), Project 
Lead District Plan Review (J Ashley), Policy and Strategy Team Leader (N Rykers), 
Senior Planner, Policy and Strategy (B Rhodes ), Project Manager District Plan 

Review (E Hoskyn), Policy and Strategy Planners (A Mactier, E Larsen, L Hull,  
C Freidel, C Nichol), Urban Design Planner (G Wolfer) and note takers District Plan 
Administrator (R Ogilvie) and PA to Environmental Services Manager (K Hunt) 

  

 

Standing Items:  

 

The Chair introduced the new Policy and Strategy Team Leader – Nicola Rykers to 

the Committee. 

  

1. Apologies  

Councillors M Alexander, G Miller, P Skelton (ECan) for absence and Councillor P 

McEvedy for lateness. 

  

2. Declaration of Interest  

Nil.  

  

  

3. Deputations by Appointment  

Nil.  

  

4.  Confirmation of Minutes  

  

Moved – Councillor Watson / Seconded – Councillor Mugford  

  

‘That the Committee accepts the previous minutes as being true and correct‘.   
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CARRIED  

     
  

  

5.  Outstanding Issues Register  

Follow up with Ms T Smith in relation to Cultural Heritage Chapter input.  

 

This item to remain on outstanding issues register. 

  

  

6 Terms of Reference / Chair of District Plan Committee Update   

Mr Rhodes spoke to changes to the Terms of Reference which was previously 
endorsed in November 2015.  The amendments include the addition of ECan to the 

Committee in a supporting role, as well as updating the meetings and reporting 
sections to reflect that the District Plan Review is now at stage 2 of the process. 

 

A discussion was held on the number of Committee members to form a quorum.  The 
Committee agreed to the quorum being three Committee members of the committee, 
with the Terms of Reference to be amended accordingly.  

 

A discussion followed on the Chairmanship of the Committee, with the Committee 
agreeing that the Relationship Manager of the District Plan Review to continue to act 

as Chair.  

 

Moved – Councillor -Lyall / Seconded – Councillor Lemon 

 

‘That the Committee adopts the amended Terms of Reference’. 

‘That the Committee endorses the appointment of the Relationship Manager to 

the role of the Independent Chair of the District Plan Committee.’ 

 

CARRIED  

  

 

7.   Strategic Directions Presentation 

 

Ms Rykers spoke to her presentation regarding the Strategic Directions of the District 
Plan Review. 

  

Councillor McEvedy joined the meeting at 9.12am 

  

A discussion was held as to whether there is a cultural narrative included similar to 
that which schools have.  Staff responded that there is one included in the Area 

Plans but for the District Plan further dialogue and refinement is required for such an 
approach to be fit for purpose.  One of the Committee members noted that the 
Mahaanui Iwi Management Plan provides the most relative narrative and the 
principle of kaitiakitanga was to be woven through the second generation plan.  The 

Chair commented there is a lot of work to be done yet in this area, and noted the 
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need to have input from Mahaanui Kurataiao, as well as having a series of Huis with 

the Rūnanga. 

 

A discussion followed on the need for a runagna representative as either a 

replacement for Ms Smith or alternate, to be included in these conversations.  The 
Chair also advised that the dialogue is to occur at a series of levels and we do intend 
to have someone from Mahaanui Kurataiao working in the office to assist with that 

dialogue.  

 

In response to a question from a Committee member, staff advised that anything that 

is included in the Draft Plan is challengeable.  

 

A discussion followed on the Quality of the Environment, and the need for this to be 
practicable and not impinge on what is trying to be achieved as it needs to be 
cohesive with what is occurring within the District.  It was also noted that economic 
prosperity and impact also needed to be taken into account.  Staff responded that 

the chapter will have some very clear objectives to achieve the overall vision that has 
been set for the District. 

 

A Committee member questioned how we would deal with the issue of subdivision in 
relation to Quality of Environment particularly in relation to the Urban Development 
Strategy (UDS) area.  Staff responded that there is no easy answer, we need to be 

looking to the future, but noted the pressure is changing all the time.  Staff 
commented that the NPS on Urban Development Capacity encourages Councils to 
look to the future. 

 

It was noted by a Committee member that the metropolitan urban limits were set by 
the Regional Policy Statement and any changes would have to be agreed to by our 

UDS partners as well.   

 

A discussion followed on Economic Prosperity and focused on what is happening 

currently in relation to rural land being utilised for semi industrial activities, and their 
impact on rural character and established residents.  Additionally the Committee 
noted the impact of the proposed motorway on established residential land and the 

pressure that Council may receive to allow the establishment of commercial 
activities along the motorway corridor. 

 

A Committee member questioned if there will be provision for commercial/industrial 
land like Izone around other smaller townships? Staff responded that this will be 
considered, from the Area Plans, as the costs for small businesses to go in areas 

such as Izone is too great.  A discussion followed on effects of residential 
neighbourhoods which are being encroached on, and the need for rules to be easy 
to enforce. 

 
The Chair responded that Council is largely reactive in its approach to enforcement 
and a change in that approach would have considerable budgetary and resource 

impacts.  A Committee member questioned whether there was the need for a 
discussion on enforcement, and whether a paper should be brought to Council to 
consider.   
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There was discussion around the appropriateness of the use of the term self-

sufficiency.  A consensus was reached that as long as there was reference to what 
Selwyn contributes to wider Canterbury the term could be included.   

 

A discussion was held on Selwyn’s coastal environment in the context of the NZ 
Coastal Policy Statement.  A consensus was reached that this topic should be 
included in the Strategic Directions Chapter. 

 

 

Moved – Mayor Broughton / Seconded –Councillor Lyall 

 

‘That the Committee notes this report and presentation.’ 

 

CARRIED
  

 

Meeting adjourned for break 10am & resumed at 10.08am.  Councillor Morten 
absent. 

 

 

8.  Approach to rezoning for the new district plan presentation  

 

The Senior Planner (Policy and Strategy) Mr Rhodes spoke to his presentation.  

 

Staff have been looking at land capacity in the light of growth projections.  Mr 
Rhodes commented the Area Plan process indicated that most towns have sufficient 

supply through to 2031, and that the Area Plans had identified future development 
areas following this time.  Mr Rhodes advised that while staff will continue to monitor 
and assess residential land capacity, at this point it was not proposed to proactively 

rezone greenfield land in the Proposed District Plan (PDP). 

 

Councillor Morten returned at 10.17am, then Councillors Morten and McEvedy left 

the meeting. 

 

Mr Rhodes commented on the recently promulgated National Policy Statement on 
Urban Development Capacity (NPSUDC) and its requirements to monitor land 
supply.  He advised that if that work revealed a need for more residentially zoned 
land then that could be addressed through the notification of the PDP or by a 

variation to the PDP. 

 

A Committee member commented on how development in West Melton had occurred 

on four corners of a major intersection and questioned if the Council should be more 

directive in managing that town’s growth.  Staff responded that Council would be 

obliged to consider all submissions that were lodged. 

 

A Committee member questioned how many farms we have left in the Outer Plains 

zoning in relation to the UDS map.  Staff responded that they do not have those 

numbers.  The Committee member noted the pressure on Outer Plains where near 

service towns.  The Chair responded that staff will investigate this. 
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A Committee member spoke to two recent resource consents in relation to farming 

activities being declined, and whether this would be a common thread for those within 

the UDS area.  The Chair commented that both were declined on the level of adverse 

effects. 

 

The Chair noted that the Council will not be proactively rezoning land, and will leave 

that to submission process.   

 

The Mayor has noted his concern with the expectations from community following the 

Area Plan process.   

 

 

Moved – Councillor Watson / Seconded - Councillor Lyall 

  

‘That the Committee notes this report and presentation.’ 

 

CARRIED 

 

 

9. Update on timeframes, budget and processes (including amendment to 

 the DPR Project brief and terms of reference 

 

Ms Ashley (Project Lead) introduced Mrs Emma Hodgkin, who is the District Plan 

Review Project Manager.  Mrs Hodgkin spoke to her role and her background work 

with Public Health organisations and the Health Precinct. 

 

Councillors Morten and McEvedy re-joined the meeting at 10.33am. 

 

Ms Ashley spoke to her presentation.  The Project team were working on stage 2 at 

moment, which included topic briefs and project planning and considering options 

and issues to bring through to District Plan Committee.  Currently the team is 

anticipating a notification date of mid 2018, with submissions/hearings being 

completed by 2019 October.  Ms Ashley advised that the emphasis is to limit the 

number of submissions through a robust process, and that the use of independent 

commissioner to the Hearings Panel would assist continuity if the hearing process ran 

over into the next election cycle. 

 

Mrs Hodgkin described the proposed procurement process that staff had put in place.  

 

A discussion followed on Technical Advisory Group (TAG) and the value of that group 

as opposed to Stakeholder Action Plan (SAP). 

 

In response to a question from the Committee as to whether there was any loss in not 

holding TAG meetings, Ms Ashley responded that there are other forums with 

crossover that we use as well, such as UDS.  However she noted the need for clear 

communication lines but following feedback from Christchurch City Council it was felt 
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that direct stakeholder engagement might be a better option to follow than the 

approach taken involving a TAG. 

 

A Committee member commented that they could see value in having stakeholder 

groups, but noted risk around submission/hearing process and stakeholder group 

having more of a say than submitters.   

 

Ms Ashley updated the Committee on the allocation of topics amongst the team.   

 

 

Moved – Councillor Hasson / Seconded –Councillor Lyall 

  

‘That the Committee notes this report and presentation.’ 

‘That the Technical Advisory Group (TAG) is removed from the DPR Project 

Brief and DPR Terms of Reference.’ 

 

CARRIED  

  

  

9.  District Plan Committee Forward Meeting Schedule  

  

Next meetings:-  

  

22 February 2017 Issues and Options Reports (Topics to be confirmed) 

   Update on work programme 

 

22 March 2017 Issues and Options Reports (Topics to be confirmed) 

   Update on work programme 

 

A detailed forward meeting schedule for 2017 will be developed once all Topic Brief 

timeframes have been confirmed and those issues requiring specific Issues and 

Options report are identified and programmed into the monthly DPC meeting 

schedule.  An update on the work programme will be provided at the February 

meeting 2017. 

  

Moved – Councillor Watson / Seconded – Councillor Morten 

  

‘That the Committee receives this report’.  

  

CARRIED  

  

  

Meeting ended at 10.50 am  
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5. OUTSTANDING ISSUES REGISTER 
 
Subject Comments Report 

Date / 

Action 

Item 

Resolved or  

Outstanding 

Cultural 

Heritage 

Chapter 

input 

To be followed up with Terrianna Smith 13 

February 

2017 

Matter 

resolved as 

a result of 

recent 

engagement 

with 

Mahaanui 

Kurataiao 
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Specific Reports 
 

6. Issues and Options Report on Flood and Coastal Hazard Investigations 
 
Author:  Michael Rachlin, Strategy and Policy Planner  
Contact:  03 347 2936 

 
Purpose  
 
To provide the Committee with an Issues and Options report relating to the scale, timing 
and cost of technical investigations relating to flood risk and coastal hazards. 
 
Report  
 
The report identifies that the Council needs to determine how much investigation it 
undertakes to understand flood and coastal hazards for the District Plan Review and to 
give effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (RPS) and New Zealand 
Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS).  A number of options are discussed in the report 
which involve varying levels of cost as well as varying amounts of time for the 
investigations to be completed. 
 
PowerPoint Presentation 
 
A summary of the matters canvassed within the Issues and Options report will be 
presented by Michael Rachlin via a PowerPoint presentation. 
 
 
Recommendations  
 

• That the Committee receives the Issues and Options report and notes the 
presentation. 
 

• That in relation to the scale, timing and cost of the technical investigations 
relating to flood risk and coastal hazards the Committee adopts: 
 
Flood-risk – Option 2: 

• Environment Canterbury to update the Lower Plains and Te 
Waihora/Lakes Ellesmere flood maps 

• A programme of flood risk investigations for other at-risk areas, as 
guided by Environment Canterbury, plus an associated programme of 
plan changes to incorporate flood mapping into district plan 
 

Coastal hazards – Option 6: 

• Incorporate coastal hazard lines contained in Appendix 5 to the 
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement into the district plan 
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• The district plan to manage development seaward of these coastal 
hazard lines instead of the Regional Coastal Environment Plan 

 
 

Attachments 
 

• Summary of Issues and Options report – PowerPoint slides 

• Issues and Options Report on Flood and Coastal Hazard Investigations (full 
report) 
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Issues and Options
Flood and Coastal Hazard Investigations
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Operative

District Plan 

Flood Areas

Lower 

Plains 

Flood 

Area

Te Waihora

Flood Area

Waimakariri A 

Flood Area

Lower Plains Flood Area
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Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (RPS) and New 
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS):

• The RPS uses the following flood event levels:

• 0.2% AEP (1 in 500 years) event to determine ‘high hazard’ areas

• 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 years) event to determine areas at risk of inundation

• The RPS requires Selwyn to identify high hazard areas through 
provisions of the district plan 

• The NZCPS require that areas in the coastal environment that are 
potentially affected by coastal hazards over at least 100 years are 
identified
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Flood investigation options:

1. Rollover
• Rollover mapping from district plan

• Wider programme of flood risk investigations 

2. Environment Canterbury
• Ecan update Lower Plains investigations

• Wider programme of flood risk investigations

3. Lower Plains investigations
• Commission full hydrological and flood investigations of Lower Plains

• Wider programme of flood risk investigations

4. District-wide investigations
• Commission flood investigations across district

5. No district plan mapping
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Coastal Hazard options:

1. RPS coastal hazard lines
• Incorporate RPS coastal hazard lines into district plan

• Manage development seaward of the hazard lines

• Interim measure

2. Commissioning Study and modelling of coastal 
processes

• External consultants to develop methodology and undertake modelling to establish coastal 
hazard areas

• Manage development in coastal hazard areas
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Recommendation:

Flood Hazard investigation:

Environment Canterbury option:
• Cost effective

• Meets DPR timelines

• Provides early information to inform UDS area land supply issue

Coastal hazard investigation:

RPS coastal hazard lines option:
• Cost effective

• Resources can then be used after government guidance is available
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REPORT TO DISTRICT PLAN COMMITTEE 

DATE:   22nd February 2017 

ISSUES AND OPTIONS: Flood and Coastal Hazard Investigations and Mapping 

PREPARED BY:  Mike Rachlin – Strategy and Policy Planner 

 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

Issue Confirmation of the scale, timing and cost of technical investigations 

relating to flood risk and coastal hazards necessary to support the district 

plan review, including mapping of hazard areas. 

 

Recommended Option Flood-risk – Option 2: 

Environment Canterbury to update the Lower Plains and Te 

Waihora/Lakes Ellesmere flood maps 

A programme of flood risk investigations for other at-risk areas, as guided 

by Environment Canterbury, plus an associated programme of plan 

changes to incorporate flood mapping into district plan 

 

Coastal hazards – Option 6: 

Incorporate coastal hazard lines contained in Appendix 5 to the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement into the district plan 

The district plan to manage development seaward of these coastal hazard 

lines instead of the Regional Coastal Environment Plan 

DPC Decision  
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1.0 Introduction to Issue 
 

1.1 The Council needs to determine how much investigation it undertakes to understand flood and 

coastal hazards for the district plan review and to give effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement (RPS) and New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS).  A number of options are 

discussed in this report which involve varying levels of cost as well as varying amounts of time for 

the investigations to be completed. 

 

1.2 The RPS and the NZCPS provide direction as to how natural hazard risk is to be manged at a region-

wide level and within the coastal environment, with the District Plan required to give effect to the 

outcomes sought in those documents. A key method in the management of natural hazard risk can 

include the identification and mapping of areas subject to flood risk and coastal hazards.  This 

needs to be done in the manner directed by the RPS and NZCPS, and requires up-to-date 

information and investigations. The RPS uses the following flood event levels for the management 

of subdivisions and land use: 

 

• 0.2% AEP (1 in 500 years) event to determine ‘high hazard’* areas 

• 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 years) event to determine areas at risk of inundation 

*High hazard areas are defined as  

1. Flood hazard areas subject to inundation events where the water depth (metres) x velocity 

(metres per second) is greater than or equal to 1, or where depths are greater than 1 metre, in 

a 0.2% AEP flood event; 

2. Land subject to coastal erosion over the next 100 years; and  

3. Land subject to sea water inundation (excluding tsunami) over the next 100 years 

 

1.3 Other RPS and NZCPS requirements include: 

• The need to identify high hazard areas through provisions of the district plan (Method 7c 

to RPS Policy 11.3.1 – Note: this Method only applies to Christchurch City, Waimakariri and 

Selwyn districts) 

• To ensure that flooding hazards are assessed before any new areas are zoned for more 

intensive uses or where development is likely to cause adverse effects  (Method 5 to RPS 

Policy 11.3.2) 

• In areas subject to inundation, new buildings have an appropriate floor level above the 

0.5% AEP design flood level (RPS Policy 11.3.2) 

• To take into account current projections on the effects of climate change (Method 1 to 

RPS Policy 11.3.8) 

• Identify areas in the coastal environment that are potentially affected by coastal hazards, 

giving priority to identification of areas at high risk of being affected.  Hazard risks over at 

least 100 years to be assessed (NZCPS Policy 24). 
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1.4 It is also worth noting that the Resource Legislation Amendment Bill 2015 (RLAB) seeks to make 

the management of significant risks from natural hazards a s6 RMA matter (matters of national 

importance). Alongside this a National Policy Statement on natural hazards is proposed to be 

developed.  The RLAB is due to be reported back to the Select Committee in May and no 

timetable for Royal Assent is currently known.  There is also no timetable for when the NPS will 

be introduced since this is dependent on the RLAB becoming law. 

1.5 A key use of the information obtained from the modelling and mapping of flood hazard areas is 

in guiding urban growth and land supply.  This information helps: 

• Inform constraints and opportunities for rezoning,  

• Help direct urban growth 

• Provide more certainty for land supply in response to growth pressures and the new NPS 

on urban development capacity (NPS-UDC) 

• To give effect to the RPS and to implement the NPS-UDC as part of the constraints analysis 

for development feasibility. 

 

2.0 Statement of Operative Plan approach to issue  
 

2.1 The Operative District Plan currently maps flood risk areas and a coastal hazard line. Within these 

mapped areas the use, development and subdivision of land is managed by way of standards for 

minimum floor levels for new buildings, controls on earthworks and assessment of natural 

hazard risk through consenting processes.   

2.2 The mapped areas are: 

• Waimakariri Flood Category A area 

• Te Waihora/ Lake Ellesmere flood area 

• Lower Plains flood area 

• Coastal Hazard 1 line 

2.3 These areas were incorporated into the operative district plan by way of submission from 

Environment Canterbury.  Much of this mapping had been included in the 1995 notified version 

of the district plan before it was withdrawn and replaced by the current operative plan.   The 

mapping is, therefore, based on information that is now over 15 years old and in several 

instances relies on information dating back to the 1970s.  This mapping principally only identifies 

areas known to have flooded in the past rather than areas at risk of flooding in a 0.2% AEP (1 in 

500 years) event or a 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 years) event as now required by the RPS. 

2.4 The Coastal Hazard 1 line is based on that contained in the Regional Coastal Environment Plan, 

which was made operative in 2004.  The mapping of this line and the information on which it is 

based are therefore over 10 years old and pre-date the requirements of the NZCPS, including 

taking into account the effects of climate change. 
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3.0 Summary of alternative management responses – 

Other Districts  
 

Christchurch City Council – Christchurch Replacement District Plan 

Flood Risk 

3.1 Christchurch City has an on-going programme of modelling river catchments within its boundary 

and these were updated to inform its recent district plan review.  This includes the Halswell River 

whose catchment lies within both Christchurch City and Selwyn district.   

3.2 The flood risk modelling used the flood event levels contained in the RPS: 

• 0.2% AEP (1 in 500 year event) to identify ‘high hazard areas’; and  

• 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 year event) to identify areas at risk of inundation. 

• For climate change the modelling inputs included: a 1m rise in sea levels, a 16% increased 

rainfall over next 100 years as well as assumptions for high tide and storm events.   

3.3 The modelling has been used to identify and map areas of ‘high hazard’ risk and areas at risk of 

inundation.  These mapped areas are shown on the district plan maps and trigger differing land 

use and subdivision controls depending on the level of risk, with a greater degree of control 

within the ‘high hazard’ areas. 

Coastal hazards 

3.4 The City Council commissioned an independent study to identify at-risk areas.  The study and its 

associated modelling was the subject of public concern and the proposed district plan provisions 

were withdrawn by an Order in Council to enable a standalone re-notification process.  A Peer 

Review Report was also commissioned to investigate whether the study and associated 

modelling were fit for purpose.  This found the study, overall, fit for purpose but recommended 

some process changes which are currently being implemented.  

 

Waimakariri District Council – Proposed Plan Change 

Flood Risk 

3.5 WDC have prepared a draft plan change to their operative district plan for the management of 

natural hazard risk in the district.  This incorporates detailed mapping developed as part of a 

district-wide programme for modelling flood risk which commenced back in 2009 and continued 

into 2014. 

3.6 This modelling: 
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• Uses the flood event levels required by the RPS.  Additionally for climate change the 

modelling inputs include: a 1m rise in sea level and a 16% increased rainfall over next 100 

years; and  

• Has been used to identify and map areas of ‘high hazard’ risk and areas at risk of inundation.  

These will be incorporated into the district plan maps and trigger differing land use and 

subdivision controls depending on the level of risk, with a greater degree of control within 

the ‘high hazard’ areas. 

Coastal Hazard  

3.7 The draft plan change proposes to use the Coastal Hazard lines identified in Appendix 5 to the 

RPS.  There is the option to review the mapped coastal hazard areas if and when the proposed 

National Policy Statement on managing natural hazard risk comes into effect.  Development and 

subdivision on the seaward side of the coastal hazard line is strictly controlled to restrict 

‘sensitive’ activities such as residential.  

 

Hurunui District Council – Hurunui Replacement District Plan 

Flood Risk 

3.8 HDC commissioned Environment Canterbury to help in identifying flood risk areas in the district.  

A report (Flood Hazard mapping for Hurunui District Plan Review) and associated mapping was 

prepared for HDC.  This used historical records, topographic maps and aerial photographs rather 

than actual modelling, as used in Christchurch and Waimakariri district, to identify areas at risk of 

flooding. The draft maps were made available to affected landowners for comment and 

ECan/HDC staff subsequently visited 40 properties to ‘ground-truth’ the mapping in response to 

feedback from landowners. 

3.9 The district plan manages flood risk by identifying Flood Assessment Zones, based on the 

Environment Canterbury flood report.  Within these zones:  

• Minimum floor levels are required, with compliance required to be demonstrated by a flood 

assessment from an organisation that has been certified by the Council’s Chief Executive as being 

appropriately qualified and experienced. 

• Subdivision is a discretionary activity. 

• High hazard areas have not been specifically identified but the RPS does not require this outside 

of greater Christchurch. 

Coastal hazard* 

3.10 Coastal hazard lines 1 and 2 from the Canterbury Regional Coastal Environment Plan have been 

incorporated into the new district plan. Only subdivision seaward of the coastal hazard lines is 

managed by the district plan, with the use and development of land continuing to be managed 

under the RCEP. 
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*The RPS, as amended in 2015, only requires territorial authorities outside of Greater Christchurch to 

manage subdivision in relation to coastal hazards.  For all other activities the RCEP remains the statutory 

plan. 

 

Ashburton District Council 

Flood Hazard 

3.11 The replacement Ashburton District Plan includes the following provisions: 

• All Zones: Minimum floor level requirements set at 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 years) flood event levels, 

for new and extended buildings.   

• Rural A & B zones: Zone standards require that no new structure or building is to be constructed 

on a site identified as being at high risk of flooding.  A breach of a zone standard is a non-

complying activity 

• Subdivision:  A critical subdivision standard requires that no subdivision is to occur in any area 

identified as being at risk from a 1 in 200 year flood event.  A breach of this subdivision standard 

is a non-complying activity.  

3.12 The district plan includes a series of maps showing floodable areas in the district.  Unlike 

Christchurch and Waimakariri, these have been mapped at a high level only and are intended for 

guidance purposes only.  They do not trigger any site specific floor level standards or resource 

consent requirements.  The mapped areas also do not include Ashburton or Tinwald on the basis 

that these areas are protected by existing stopbanks designed to provide protection from a 1 in 

200 year flood event. Consequently it falls to an applicant/landowner, when considering the 

development or subdivision of their land, to identify whether the land is at risk from a 1 in 200 

year flood event and/or to determine minimum floor level requirements.  This can be done by 

obtaining a flood assessment from Environment Canterbury or a “suitably qualified person”.   

Coastal hazard* 

3.13 The Canterbury Regional Coastal Environment Plan continues to manage the use, development 

and subdivision of land in relation to coastal hazards. 

*The RPS, as amended in 2015, only requires territorial authorities outside of Greater Christchurch to 

manage subdivision in relation to coastal hazards.  For all other activities the RCEP remains the statutory 

plan. 
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4.0 Options to address Issues  
 

4.1 This section discusses 5 possible options to investigate and define flood risk in Selwyn District 

and two options in relation to management of coastal hazards. These options are summarised 

below and then described more fully in the following sections: 

 

Issue A: Flood Risk 

Flood Risk Options 1 to 4 

4.2 These options continue the approach adopted in the operative district plan whereby flood risk 

areas are identified and shown on district plan maps.  Within the mapped areas, land 

development would trigger a range of site specific management responses by way of plan rules 

depending on the susceptibility of the proposed development.  The scale, type and timing of the 

flood investigations differ between each option. 

Flood Risk Option 5   

4.3 This option involves an approach that departs from the operative district plan and is more 

aligned to the management approach contained in the Ashburton District Plan, whereby flood 

risk areas would not be mapped in the district plan.  Instead flood mapping and flood 

information would be held and managed on the Council’s GIS system (plus Canterbury Maps) and 

district plan rules used to require flood assessments at the individual development project stage. 

It is the results of these individual flood assessments which trigger the consent pathway for the 

project and whether the adverse effects are to be mitigated or avoided. 

 

Issue B: Coastal Hazards 

4.4 Two options are discussed under this issue.  These are identified as option 6 and option 7.  In 

summary: 

• Option 6 relies on the use of the coastal hazard lines identified in the RPS to identify coastal 

hazard areas 

• Option 7 would involve commissioning a specific study and modelling of coastal processes to 

identify coastal hazard areas 
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ISSUE A – FLOOD RISK 

OPTION 1 
 

4.5 To identify and map flood risk areas in the district plan by: 

• Rolling over the Lower Plains and Te Waihora/Lake Ellesmere flood areas from the operative 

district plan; and  

• Using the results of Environment Canterbury’s current flood investigation and mapping work for 

the lower Selwyn/Waikirikiri River and Waimakariri River  

4.6 Plus: 

• A programme of flood risk investigations for the  Lower Plains and Te Waihora/Lake Ellesmere 

flood areas and other areas at risk of flooding including the wider Lower Plains area, the Rakaia 

River and upper Selwyn River catchment; and 

• A programme of variations/plan changes to incorporate flood risk mapping into district plan 

 

Effectiveness in Addressing Issue: 

4.7 This option provides for the continued management of flood risk within the areas identified in 

the operative district plan as an interim measure, with a programme to undertake a wider review 

of flood risk in the district initiated, and ultimately replacing the interim provisions. It relies on 

using the existing but now dated district plan mapping as well as river modelling work currently 

being undertaken by Environment Canterbury.  It is worth noting that the final river flood maps 

being prepared by Environment Canterbury would not be ready until October 2017, and in the 

case of the Waimakariri River, mid-2018.   

4.8 This option seeks to implement the RPS by: 

• Managing development in known flood hazard areas, as already provided for in the operative 

district plan but updated by the results of Environment Canterbury’s river modelling work 

• A staged process of flood investigations and mapping including reviews of the existing mapped 

areas. 

4.9 This option relies on the Council committing to a programme, including funding, of flood 

investigations and subsequent plan changes to fully implement the requirements of the RPS.  

This will include reviewing the existing mapped flood hazard areas even if they have been ‘rolled’ 

over into the new district plan in the short term. 

Risks: 

4.10 This option raises a number of risks including: 

• It relies on the use of ‘rolled over’ maps which are now dated and which do not use up-to-date 

information or knowledge 
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• The mapping principally only identifies areas known to have flooded in the past rather than areas 

at risk of flooding in a 0.2% AEP (1 in 500 years) event or a 0.5% AEP (1 in 200 years) event as 

now required by the RPS.  

• The mapping lacks sufficient accuracy to identify ‘high hazard’ areas where inappropriate 

development is to be avoided under the RPS.  

4.11 This leaves the mapping open to challenge in terms of robustness and validity as well as its 

integrity and usefulness for the purpose of informing the DPR.  The ‘rolled over’ areas are largely 

contained within the UDS part of the district where good quality baseline information, including 

the identification of high hazard areas, is particularly needed to: 

• Inform constraints and opportunities for rezoning,  

• Help direct urban growth in this high growth part of the district 

• Provide more certainty for land supply in response to growth pressures and the new NPS on 

urban development capacity (NPS-UDC) 

• Contribute to constraints analysis for development feasibility under new NPS-UDC. 

 

4.12 This option also risks removal of district plan controls from the current Lower Plains and Te 

Waihora/Lake Ellesmere flood areas (‘rolled’ over areas) if their validity is successfully challenged 

by way of submissions and evidence at hearings. This undermines the purpose of this option to 

provide for the short term management of flood risk whilst a wider and more in-depth 

programme for the review of flood risk in the district is developed. 

Budget or Time Implications: 

4.13 This option allows the DPR to proceed on the basis that the majority of the flood risk mapping 

would be available by October 2017, with only the updated mapping for the Waimakariri River 

flood area not available until 2018.  Together with Option 2 it represents the least cost option to 

the Council over the short term as it relies on existing district plan maps together with mapping 

work currently underway (and provided) by Environment Canterbury.  As such the current DPR 

budget and timelines would not be significantly impacted. 

4.14 Over the longer term a programme of flood risk investigations and a rolling programme for 

associated plan changes would need to be budgeted for to ensure that the district plan gives 

effect to the RPS across the district.  This would include a review of the ‘rolled over’ maps.  

Depending on the extent to which any flood investigations could be incorporated into 

Environment Canterbury’s work programme the cost of these investigations alone could be 

significant (in excess of $100,000) and take years to complete. 

Stakeholder and Community Interests: 

4.15 The community has an interest and expectation regarding Council responsibilities to properly 

manage natural hazard risk to people and property.  Reliance on flood risk maps which are dated 

and which do not reflect up to date information risks undermining the community’s expectation 

and support for the new district plan. 
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4.16 In terms of stakeholders, SDC staff have been is discussion with Environment Canterbury in 

relation to the interpretation of the requirements of Method 7(c) to RPS Policy 11.3.1.  At a staff 

level they agree that this RPS method requires Council to identify high hazard areas through 

provisions in the district plan across the entire district by 2018 (within 5 years of RPS Policy 

11.3.1 becoming operative).  This has implications for the new district plan and how it will give 

effect to the RPS.  SDC staff have approached Environment Canterbury about the possibility of a 

change to the RPS to reduce this requirement.  This is discussed under “Other” below. 

Other: 

4.17 Other relevant matters arising from this option include: 

• It enables the Council to approach Environment Canterbury about rectifying Method 7(c) to RPS 

Policy 11.3.1 to remove an apparent anomaly with the Method and to reduce its requirements 

from applying over the entire district to only the UDS area. SDC staff consider the current 

requirements to be onerous given the sparseness of population and physical assets across large 

areas of the district.  There is also an apparent anomaly within the RPS in that it now contains 

two definitions of greater Christchurch one which is limited to the UDS part of the district whilst 

the second includes the entire district.  Aligning the two back to the original definition, namely 

limiting it to the UDS part of the district, would better implement the outcomes of the RPS. 

• The Council would be able to undertake a review of the wider Lower Plains flood area including 

in and around Leeston, Doyleston and Southbridge outside of the current DPR process and its 

time constraints.  This area is not currently managed by District Plan flood risk provisions.   

• The Council could consider the benefit of a joint study of the Halswell River catchment with 

Christchurch City Council, building on the modelling already completed by CCC as part of their 

district plan review process. 

Recommendation:   

4.18 That Option 1 is not adopted since the benefits of this option do not outweigh the risks. It relies 

on the use of out of date information particularly in the UDS area of the district where good 

quality baseline information is needed to inform growth and land supply issues in the DPR. 

 

OPTION 2 
 

4.19 To identify and map flood risk areas in the district plan by: 

• Environment Canterbury updating the Lower Plains and Te Waihora/Lake Ellesmere flood areas 

based on up to date geophysical information, flood investigations and knowledge of flood risk; 

and  

• Using the results of Environment Canterbury’s current flood investigation and mapping work for 

the lower Selwyn/Waikrikiri River and Waimakariri River; and  

• Requesting Environment Canterbury to recommend other areas in the district where additional 

investigations into flood risk could take place such as the upper Selwyn River catchment. 
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4.20 Plus: 

• A programme of flood risk investigations for other areas at risk of flooding as guided by 

Environment Canterbury; and 

• A programme of variations/plan changes to incorporate mapping into district plan 

 

Effectiveness in Addressing Issue: 

4.21 This option provides for the continued management of flood risk in the operative flood hazard 

areas, based on up-to-date mapping together with a programme for flood risk investigations in 

the rest of the district. This would be delivered by a staged approach to the investigations, 

consisting of: 

• Stage 1 – updating the mapping of the operative flood hazard areas by end of 2017, with 

Waimakariri River flood available maps by mid-2018 

• Stage 2 – a programme of flood risk investigations and mapping for the remainder of the district 

after 2018, based on the guidance provided by Environment Canterbury 

4.22 In adopting this approach, flood mapping consistent with the requirements of the RPS, would be 

available for the UDS part of the district in project year 2017/2018. The risk of challenge to the 

validity of the mapping and subsequent delays to the district plan review would be reduced 

compared to option 1 since the maps would be up-to-date. 

4.23 A scope of works for the update to the Lower Plains and Te Waihora/Lake Ellesmere flood areas 

has been agreed with Environment Canterbury and is aligned to its current modelling work for 

the lower Selwyn River and Waimakariri River.  As such this information will be available from 

October 2017. 

Risks: 

4.24 This option raises a number of risks including: 

• The updates to the mapping of the Lower Plains-Te Waihora flood areas would be based on 

LiDAR and other information sources such as such as recent flood risk reports, photographic 

records of flooding events and Environment Canterbury staff expertise rather than hydrological 

or other modelling.   

• As such the robustness and validity of the work could still be open to challenge by way of 

submission or appeal during the district plan review process. 

• This option better gives effect to the RPS than Option 1 but still requires a rolling programme for 

the review of flood risk elsewhere in the district and an associated programme of plan changes.   

Budget or Time Implications: 

4.25 This option provides for the majority of the stage 1 mapping to be available by October 2017 

with only the outstanding flood maps for the Waimakariri River not available until 2018. 

Together with Option 1 it also represents the least cost option to the Council over the short 
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term.  As such the current DPR budget and timelines would not be significantly impacted on by 

this option. 

4.26 Over the longer term a programme of flood risk investigations and a rolling programme for 

associated plan changes would need to be budgeted for to ensure that the district plan gives 

effect to the RPS across the district.  Depending on the extent to which any flood investigations 

could be incorporated into Environment Canterbury’s work programme the cost of these 

investigations alone could be significant (in excess of $100,000) and take  years to complete. 

Stakeholder and Community Interests: 

4.27 In terms of stakeholders see discussion in Option 1 

Other: 

4.28 See Option 1 

Recommendation:   

4.29 That Option 2 be adopted.  It is considered a pragmatic option which provides for the updating of 

flood risk information in the UDS part of the district, which can be used to inform urban growth 

and land supply decisions.  A programme of wider investigations for the remainder of the district 

would also be informed by guidance provided by Environment Canterbury to ensure a more 

targeted approach to this issue. 

 

OPTION 3 
 

4.20 To identify and map flood risk areas in the district plan by: 

• Commissioning  full hydrological and flood investigation studies of the Lower Plains and Te 

Waihora/Lake Ellesmere flood areas identified in the operative district plan; and  

• Using the results of Environment Canterbury’s current flood investigation and mapping work for 

the lower Selwyn/Waikirikiri River and Waimakariri River  

4.21 Plus: 

• A programme of flood risk investigations for remaining areas at risk of flooding in the district 

including the wider Lower Plains area, the Rakaia River and upper Selwyn River catchment; and 

• A programme of variations/plan changes to incorporate mapping into district plan 

 

Effectiveness in Addressing Issue: 

4.22 This option provides for a more robust evidence base than Options 1 and 2 to inform the DPR in 

relation to identifying and mapping flood risk in the UDS part of the district.  Such work would 

help to inform urban growth and land-supply options within this high growth part of the district, 

as well as the management of development within the operative flood hazard areas.  
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Additionally information from the hydrological and flood investigations would be capable of use 

by the Council in support of its wider statutory responsibilities and planning for lifeline utilities.  

However it is likely that this level of technical investigation is not necessary to give effect to the 

RPS. 

4.23 As with Options 1 and 2 an on-going programme of flood risk investigations and associated plan 

changes would still be necessary to give full effect to the RPS across the remainder of the district.   

Risks: 

4.24 In addition to the likely cost of this option, which is discussed in the next section, a key risk is that 

it may be difficult to isolate a hydrological study of the area of land encompassed within the 

operative Lower Plains flood area from the actual geographic extent of the wider Lower Plains 

catchment.  This brings with it risks in terms of study ‘creep’ and increased costs.  This work is 

also likely to be dependent on the river modelling work currently being undertaken by 

Environment Canterbury. 

Budget or Time Implications 

4.25 This option is likely to take in excess of 12 months and could be closer to 24 months when the 

tendering and methodology development processes are taken into consideration.   It would also 

be dependent on the river modelling work currently being undertaken by Environment 

Canterbury.  As a result flood risk mapping for the district, including the UDS area, is unlikely to 

be available before project year 2018/2019 at the earliest.   

4.26 The cost of such a study for the Lower Plains and Te Waihora/Lake Ellesmere flood areas is likely 

to be in excess of $100,000.  This needs to be considered alongside the likely cost of a 

programme of flood risk investigations and associated plan changes for the wider district which is 

also likely to be in excess of $100,000. 

Stakeholder and Community Interests: 

4.27 The majority of the flood risk areas in the district are rural, containing only a limited population 

and network of physical assets.  This raises the issue of the benefits of undertaking costly 

technical flood investigation and mapping exercises versus the budgetary cost to the community. 

Other: 

4.28 This option is dependent on Environment Canterbury’s flood modelling work for the 

Selwyn/Waikirikiri River and Waimakariri River.  It is also likely to rely on information held by 

Environment Canterbury and Selwyn District Council, and as such may not have any meaningful 

advantages over Option 2 in terms of the new district plan.  Any advantage derived from this 

option is likely to be in the level of information that would be available to support the Council’s 

wider statutory functions including planning for lifeline utilities*. 

*Lifeline utilities are defined in the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002 and include roads, 

drinking water, waste water and stormwater networks. 
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Recommendation: 

4.29 That Option 3 is not adopted.  This option would be costly to implement and cause delay to the 

DPR process.  It is also considered unnecessary for the purposes of the DPR. Option 2 provides 

for a more efficient pathway to obtaining technical information required to inform other DPR 

policy areas such as urban growth and land supply. 

 

OPTION 4 
 

4.30 To identify and map flood risk areas in the district plan by: 

• Commissioning full hydrological and flood investigation studies of all areas known to have been 

affected by flooding.  This would include the areas already identified in the operative district 

plan, the Rakaia River, the wider Lower Plains area and the upper Selwyn River/Waikirikiri 

catchment. 

 

Effectiveness in Addressing Issue: 

4.31 This option would be very effective in meeting the requirements of the RPS and in providing the 

Council with a robust evidence base to inform the review of the district plan. 

Risks: 

4.32 This options give rise to key budgetary and time implications which are discussed below. 

Budget or Time Implications: 

4.33 A full scale flood investigation and mapping study across the district is likely to take several years.  

By way of example Waimakariri District Council began a similar mapping exercise in 2009 and this 

has continued into 2014 with community engagement carried out in 2016.  This option is also 

likely to be very costly, in excess of $200,000. 

4.34 This option would result in the district plan review extending over 2 election cycles (including the 

2016-2019 cycle) and significant budgetary implications. 

Stakeholder and Community Interests: 

4.35 N/A 

Other: 

4.36 N/A 

Recommendation: 

4.37 That Option 4 is not adopted.  As with Option 3 this would be costly to implement and cause 

significant delay to the DPR process. 
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OPTION 5 
 

4.38 The key features of this approach include: 

• Council held flood risk information would be placed on its GIS system and not included in District 

Plan maps.   

• The use of district plan rules to require  a flood investigation to be undertaken for any proposed 

development located on land susceptible to flood risk to determine: 

• If the land is at risk of inundation in a 0.5% AEP flood event; or 

• Is otherwise within a high hazard area 

4.39 The outcomes of the flood investigations would trigger differing consent pathways requiring: 

• Mitigation of appropriate development from a 0.5% AEP flood event; or 

• Avoidance of inappropriate development within high hazard areas 

4.40 Any flood risk information held on the Council’s GIS system would be used to guide whether a 

flood investigation is required through the following processes: 

• S91 requests for further information for resource consents 

• S106 requirements for subdivisions 

• Pre-application guidance to prospective applicants 

 

Effectiveness in Addressing Issue: 

4.41 At an individual project level this option would give effect to the RPS by ensuring that before a 

development took place the level of flood risk for that project was identified by the applicants.  

District Plan rules introduced through a private plan change or the imposition of conditions on 

resource consents would then avoid or mitigate the adverse effects of the flooding.  Furthermore 

the flood mapping information held by the Council on its GIS system could be updated without 

the need for a plan change, unlike District Plan flood maps.  This means they can be updated 

more regularly as new information becomes available and remain relevant on an on-going basis. 

4.42 This option also passes the full cost of the flood investigation work to the applicant rather than 

the Council, unlike options 1-4. 

Risks: 

4.43 The community has expectations regarding Council responsibilities to properly manage natural 

hazard risk to people and property.  This option, by placing the cost burden onto applicants and 

removing the certainty derived by mapping flood risk areas on the district plan maps, is unlikely 

to be supported by the community. Additionally it runs contrary to the Council’s strategic 

leadership in these matters including managing urban growth and land supply in the district.  

Overall Option 5 risks undermining the community’s expectation in this matter and support for 

the new district plan. 
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Budget or Time Implications: 

4.44 This option does not involve any specific flood risk investigations or mapping as part of the 

district plan review and consequently raises no budget or time implications. 

Stakeholder and Community Interests: 

4.45 N/A 

Other: 

4.46 N/A 

Recommendation: 

4.47 That Option 5 is not adopted.  This option passes all the costs onto landowners and is also 

contrary to the Council’s approach of showing strategic leadership in matters such as managing 

natural hazard risk and urban growth.  Information would also not be available to inform urban 

growth and land supply matters including the issue of development feasibility under the NPS-

UDC. 

 

ISSUE B: COASTAL HAZARD 

OPTION 6 
 

4.48 This option involves: 

• Incorporating the coastal hazard lines contained in Appendix 5 to the RPS into the district plan. 

• That the use, development and subdivision of land seaward of the coastal hazard line is managed 

by the district plan, replacing the provisions of the RCEP, as directed by the RPS. 

•  

Effectiveness in Addressing Issue: 

4.49 This option would give effect to the RPS including directing the management of the use, 

development and subdivision of land within the coastal environment to the district plan and 

away from the RCEP.  This is a change made to the RPS in 2015 and only applies to the Greater 

Christchurch territorial authorities.  In the remainder of the region the RCEP remains the 

principal statutory plan. 

Risks: 

4.50 The RPS coastal hazard lines were incorporated from the existing Regional Coastal Environment 

Plan under LURP Action 46. As part of this they were updated with some additional survey 

information that had been gathered in-between the development of the original mapping prior 

to 2004 and the LURP Action 46 work in 2014/15. The updates assume that contemporary 

erosion processes continue unaltered for the next 50 years and 100 years. This includes the 

effects of climate change, storm surges and wave height under storm conditions.   
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4.51 However, the assumption that contemporary processes continue unaltered does not accord with 

best practice nor with the requirements of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement.  For 

example the Parliamentary Commissioner for the Environment* has recommended that use 

should be made of the Intergovernmental Panel on Climate Change (IPCC) guidance when 

considering sea-level rise.  The independent hearing panels for the Proposed Auckland Unitary 

Plan and the replacement district plan for Christchurch also both used the latest IPCC guidance 

on projected sea level rise in their determinations of those plans.  The coastal hazard mapping 

might, therefore, be different if the IPCC guidance is used in the modelling. 

*PCE report - Preparing New Zealand for rising seas: Certainty and Uncertainty, November 2015 

Budget or Time Implications: 

4.52 This option involves incorporating mapping that is already available and consequently raises no 

budget or time implications. 

Stakeholder and Community Interests: 

4.53 Department of Conservation – comments awaited 

• Environment Canterbury – recommend that Selwyn District Council should commission a study of 

coastal processes to identify areas of coastal hazard risk rather than rely on the hazard lines 

contained in the RPS.  It considers that this would better give effect to the RPS and better suit 

long term planning. 

Other: 

4.54 The Department of Conservation is due to publish guidance on how to implement the NZCPS 

requirements for the identification of coastal hazards.  This was due to be published at the end 

of 2016 but is still not available.  

4.55 Option 6 leaves open the opportunity for Council to undertake specific coastal hazard modelling 

at a later date when the above guidance and NPS have been published and provide direction on 

this matter.  Learnings can also be taken from current modelling processes such as in 

Christchurch. 

Recommendation: 

4.56 That Option 6 is adopted.  This option is very efficient and causes no delay to the DPR process.  It 

is also proportionate to the issue for Selwyn, which only has a limited coastline and a small 

population or other physical assets in the relevant areas.  Further studies of risk can be done, as 

and when, more detailed guidance on this matter becomes available. 

 

OPTION 7 
 

4.57 To identify and map coastal hazard areas by: 
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• Commissioning a specific study and modelling of coastal processes based on the requirements of 

Policy 24 to the NZCPS. 

• That the use, development and subdivision of land in coastal hazard areas are managed by the 

district plan, replacing the provisions of the RCEP, as directed by the RPS. 

 

Effectiveness in Addressing Issue: 

4.58 This option would give effect to the RPS and NZCPS including relocating the management of the 

use, development and subdivision of land within the coastal environment from the Regional 

Coastal Environment Plan to the district plan.   The information from the study could also be 

used to support other Council responsibilities such as infrastructure planning and lifeline utilities.  

Risks: 

4.59 In the absence of guidance from the Department of Conservation on the implementation of 

Policy 24 to the NZCPS, a methodology for such a study would need to be independently 

developed.  The recent experience in Christchurch highlights the lack of clear direction for 

Councils trying to implement the requirements of the NZCPS.  This option involves greater costs 

and time implications than Option 6 as well as carrying with it a reputational risk for the Council 

if the methodology is challenged. 

4.60 The Council may also need to commission and undertake additional studies should the adopted 

methodology not be in line with the requirements of any future NPS on natural hazards or DoC 

guidance when they are published. 

4.61 The above costs and risks of this option need to be weighed against the largely undeveloped 

nature of the coastline in Selwyn, the sparseness of the coastal population and lack of physical 

assets in this area. 

Budget or Time Implications: 

4.62 This option could result in the district plan review extending over 2 election cycles including 

undertaking community engagement as well as significant budgetary implications depending on 

the approved methodology.  It also risks additional budgetary requirements if new studies are 

required post an NPS on natural hazard risk and/or Department of Conservation guidance on this 

matter. 

Stakeholder and Community Interests: 

4.63 Department of Conservation – comments awaited 

• Environment Canterbury – see comments under Option 6 

Other: 

4.64 None 
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Recommendation: 

4.65 That Option 7 is not adopted.  This option could be costly to implement and cause delay to the 

DPR particularly given the current lack of clear guidance on the identification of coastal hazard 

areas.  Given the limited extent of coastline in the district a full scale modelling exercise is not 

warranted until the guidance becomes available. 

 

5.0 Conclusion 
                                                                                                                                              

5.1 The investigation of flood and coastal hazard risk to inform the district plan review is influenced 

by the requirements of higher order planning documents, together with the cost and timing such 

investigations involve.   Uncertainties in the implementation of these documents have also been 

identified in relation to the scale and extent of technical investigations they anticipate. 

5.2 Recommended Option 2 for flood-risk investigations and Option 6 for coastal hazard 

investigations provide a pragmatic response to the requirements of the higher order documents 

and the associated uncertainties identified in this report. Overall they: 

• Appropriately implement the RPS, NZCPS and the NPS-UDC. 

• Achieve the least cost and time implication for the district plan review.   

5.3 They also enable a programme for flood risk investigations to be established and allow time for 

further guidance and/or direction to become available in relation to investigating coastal hazard 

risk. These would inform future district plan work programmes. 

 

6.0 Recommendation to DPC 
 

6.1 The Project Team recommends that: 

1. For flood-risk investigations, Option 2 be adopted 

2. For coastal hazard investigations, Option 6 be adopted 
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7. District Plan Review Work Programme Update 
 
Author: Justine Ashley – Project Lead, Emma Hodgkin – Project Manager 
Contact: Justine: 027 285 9458, Emma: 021 240 1242 

 
Purpose  
 
To provide the Committee with an update on the Work Programme, including an 
overview of progress and activities currently being undertaken by the Project Team. 
 
Justine Ashley and Emma Hodgkin will give this presentation to the Committee. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 

• That the Committee notes this presentation. 
 
 

Attachment 
 

• Work programme Update – PowerPoint slides 
 
 
  

39



DPR Work Programme Update

22 February 2017
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Overview of progress and activities

• Project planning process

• Establishment of Supplier Panel

• Scopes of work

• Rūnanga engagement

• Update on risk register
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Project Planning Process
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DPR Consultant Supplier Panel

• Significant time spent in the evaluation of suppliers and 
recording of the procurement process

• 38 Suppliers requested the Request for Proposal (RFP) documentation

• 28 Suppliers submitted an RFP across a range of disciplines

• Internal Evaluation Panel evaluated proposals by each discipline (102 
evaluations conducted overall)

• High quality RFPs received

• A mix of large Suppliers offering support across multiple disciplines and 
some small scale Suppliers with very specialised skills
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Scopes of Work

• Scopes of work for a range of topic areas and specific projects 
are being drafted, ready for issue to the new Supplier Panel

• Scopes of work relate to:

• Larger topic areas that will require multi-disciplinary topic teams to 
progress

• Discrete packages of work that can be delivered by specialist experts 
and/or individual planners (where in-house resources are not available)

• Suppliers to be appointed in accordance with DPR Procurement Plan

• There are a large number of scopes of work that need to be 
prepared, procured and managed on an on-going basis
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Rūnanga Engagement

• Invitation sent to Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga to appoint a 
representative to the District Plan Committee.

• We are working with Mahaanui on integrated project plans.

• First scope of Mahaanui work is “integrating Manawhenua
interests and values in the 2nd Generation Plan – what does 
this mean in terms of process and the framework and content 
of the District Plan?”
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Risk Register

• DPR project-wide risk register is being regularly monitored and 
updated.

• Most significant risk requiring careful management is the 
impact of the National Policy Statement for Urban Development 
Capacity (NPS-UDC).

• Project team is currently preparing a Project Brief for the NPS-
UDC workstream to clearly outline the methodology, 
resourcing, budgetary and timeframe requirements to give 
effect to this higher order statutory document.

• The challenge will be integrating the NPS-UDC workstream into 
the DPR process, which effectively constitutes the residential 
and business growth component of the DPR.
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Any Questions?

47



 

 

8. District Plan Committee Forward Meeting Schedule 
 
Author: Justine Ashley – Project Lead 
Contact: 027 285 9458 

 
Purpose  
 
To provide the Committee with a forward schedule and topics for the DPC in 2017, as 
far as practicable. 
 
2017 DPC Meeting Dates 
 
22 March 2017 Update on the National Policy Statement for Urban Development 

Capacity 
 Update on work programme 
 
26 April 2017 TBC 
 
A detailed forward meeting schedule for the remainder of 2017 will be developed once 
all Project Plan timeframes have been confirmed and those issues requiring a specific 
Issues and Options report are identified and programmed into the monthly DPC meeting 
schedule. 
 
 
Recommendation 
 

• That the Committee receives the report 
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