ENVIRONMENTAL SERVICES COMMITTEE MEETING HELD ON
WEDNESDAY 18 FEBRUARY 2015 AT MEMORIAL HALL SUPPER
ROOM, ESPLANADE, KAIKOURA.
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 Building
There were 9 Building Consents with a combined construction value of $891,460.00 issued
during December 2014. These consents were for:2 sheds
1 marquee
3 dwellings
1 internal alteration
1 garage
1 dwelling extension
In January there were 3 Building Consents with a combined construction value of $1,765,000.00
issued. These consents were for:
3 dwellings
7 Land Information Memorandums were issued in the month of December 2014 and 15 were
issued in January 2015.
There were 10 Code Compliance Certificates issued in December and 13 in January.
Building Control Officer, Aaron Reardon has been to Hurunui District Council for a week of
intensive processing training. Jacqui Marsden has been looking after the administration side of
things and has started looking more closely at requirements for the IANZ accreditation ready for
audit in May.
Author: Records/ Admin Support Officer
Endorsed by the Chief Executive Officer
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 Resource Planning
Resource Consent Update: From 8 December 2014 to 10 February 2015
Two applications for land use consents and two applications for subdivision were lodged during
this period.
Monitoring
Monitoring of complaints and resource consent conditions is ongoing.
Staff have been busy with pre-application advice and people seeking completion of their
subdivisions. Council is required to issue completion before new titles can be issued for
subdivisions.
Author: Team Leader Regulatory Services
Endorsed by the Chief Executive Officer
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 Resource Consent List Update
RESOURCE CONSENT UPDATE LIST FOR THE PERIOD FROM 8 DECEMBER 2014 TO 10 FEBRUARY
2015.
Resource consents decisions issued:
Type of Consent
Land Use- Earthworks in
Archaeological Site
Land Use- Relocate Dwelling
Subdivision

Applicant

Address of Activity

Mainpower

Oaro

T Soper & J
Makuru
G Nolan

219 Beach Road

Number of New
Lots / Guests

119 Parsons Road

Active consent applications currently in process:
Visitor Accommodation – 8 guests
2 Lot Subdivision

Mark Kelly
Sharpe DN & JM

17 Kaka Road, South Bay
129/131 Torquay Street

Consent applications awaiting receipt of further information requested from applicant or on
hold:
Type of Consent
Applicant
Address of Activity
Subdivision: 2 lot Subdivision
J Kennedy
149 South Bay Parade
Subdivision –Boundary Adjustment
K Topp
Puhi Puhi Road
Land Use- Visitor Accommodation 8 Guests
Br & Page
148 Torquay Street
Land Use- Visitor accommodation and NonN Mitchell
13 Swyncombe Place
compliance with Height Standard
Land Use- Visitor Accommodation 8 Guests
Brown Euan
39 Kotuku Road
Land Use- Earthworks in Archaeological Site
W Slee & M Bolt
42a Avoca Street
Subdivision: 2 lot Subdivision
Reardon SJ & AR
19 Old Beach Road
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 District & Environmental Planning
District Plan & Environmental Planning Report
National Documents
A review of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) has been signaled by central
government. The focus of this review is that the RMA results in excessive costs and delays to
development. This issues discussed largely relate to Auckland and Christchurch. A report has
been commissioned titled “Impacts of Planning Rules, Regulations, Uncertainty and Delay on
Residential Property Development.” The report focuses on costs only; it is not a cost benefit
assessment of regulation. In many cases the additional costs imposed are the direct result of
district plans as opposed to the RMA itself. It is the requirements of individual plans (which
have been through a public process) not the RMA which adds the cost. An example is given of
affordable apartments where building height limits and balcony requirements can each have
cost impacts of over $30,000 per apartment. However, removing all height controls is unlikely
to meet the public’s expectation of amenity. It will be interesting to see how the proposed RMA
change will reduce costs.
Climate Change Adaptation
The Ministry for the Environment is reviewing and updating its guidance to local government on
climate change adaptation.
The existing guidance consists of three manuals and associated summary publications: ‘Climate
Change Effects and Impacts Assessment’, ‘Coastal Hazards and Climate Change’, and ‘Tools for
estimating the effects of climate change on flood flow’. MfE notes that since this guidance was
published, there have been developments in a number of areas:
•
the most recent assessment of the science (IPCC Working Group 1, 2013) has
updated projections of climate change and sea-level rise
•
the policy environment in NZ has changed, notably with the NZ Coastal Policy
Statement 2010 requiring assessment of risks from sea-level rise “over at least 100
years”.
•
the most recent IPCC report on adaptation (Working Group 2, 2014) progressed
thinking around climate change adaptation and planning
•
the management of all natural hazards under the RMA is being reviewed by MfE.
MfE is conducting a review of stakeholders’ views on the usefulness of the existing guidance as
well as what would be most useful in future.
Canterbury Regional Council
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS)
Staff are to continue planning on implementation of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement.
Land and Water Regional Plan
The operative date has been pushed from November 2014 until the first quarter of 2015.
Currently six live appeals exist. Environment Canterbury will undertake an omnibus plan change
to resolve errors within the document and have invited district councils to raise suggestions for
changes.

Natural Hazard
Following on from the Environment Canterbury GNS Science report a more detailed report on
faults and folds follows.
Walking and Cycling
A good level of interest has been received on the creation of a Trails Trust; however key drivers
for this Trust have yet to be identified.
Kaikoura Enhancement Group (KEG)
Tenders are currently being sought to establish the cost of physical works on the site. KEG is still
aiming to have physical works occurring in the autumn planting season.
Te Korowai
The first meeting of Te Korowai for 2015 will be held after the Council meeting. A report will be
given in the March meeting.
Earthcheck
Kaikoura District Council has undertaken the annual audit for Earthcheck certification. The audit
was a two day on site audit that looks at Council’s progress, processes and systems that support
the social and environmental sustainability of the District. The auditor has finalised a report that
has gone to Earthcheck for ratification before it is released to Council.
Waste Minimisation
The summer season saw a lot of pressure on the recycling infrastructure around the town.
Innovative Waste Kaikoura have been doing an excellent job of keeping up with the additional
waste due to the summer demand.
A review of the public place recycling facilities will be undertaken by staff with a view of
upgrading infrastructure to meet the demand in certain areas. Outside funding options will be
explored to reduce the pressure on ratepayers meeting the demand for visitor waste services.
Enviroschools
Discussions have begun with Enviroschools after Kaikoura District Council was successful in
securing $5000 funding for an Enviroschools coordinator. Discussions with Enviroschools
indicate that an ongoing commitment of funding is required to make the position viable.
Author District Planners
Endorsed by the Chief Executive Officer
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1.0

Introduction

This report provides general information and updates Councillors about mapped faults and folds
in Kaikoura.
The spectacular scenery of Kaikoura is attributed to our geological features. In late November
2014 Kaikoura District Council staff received a draft report from Environment Canterbury by
GNS Science, “General distribution and characteristics of active faults1 and folds2 in the Kaikoura
District, North Canterbury”. The report provides the most up to date information on the
location of faults and folds in the Kaikoura District. Similar reports have been commissioned by
Environment Canterbury for Ashburton, Mackenzie, Hurunui, Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts.

2.0

Background

Branding ourselves as “The Meeting Place” is perhaps appropriate as we are situated near the
boundary of the Australian and Pacific Plates. It is our location on the boundary of these two
plates which have created much geological interest in the Kaikoura District. Being near the
boundary of two plates has resulted in a number of faults and folds identified within geological
reports. The most significant in terms of potential lifeline impacts is the Hope Fault and nearby
related structures (e.g. Jordan Thrust), both of which have potential to generate earthquakes
1
2

A fault which reaches the ground surface is known a fault
A fault which stops underground forms a fold on the ground surface

which exceed magnitude 7.0 and have recurrence intervals of less than 2000 years.3 With the
provision of the recent report “General distribution and characteristics of active faults and folds
in the Kaikoura District, North Canterbury” Council has a duty to consider what action, if any
should be taken. In doing so a number of planning layers need to be considered:
District Plan 2008
From a planning perspective clear guidance exists on the importance of hazard avoidance. The
Kaikoura District Plan sets a number of objectives and policies in Chapter 8, Natural Hazards. The
policies focus on the improving community awareness and the development and refinement of
a natural hazards register. The Council Annual Planning Process is seen as the key to this
allowing continued development and refinement of the hazard register. The use of GIS mapping
is intended to allow better preparation for civil defence emergencies.
Regional Policy Statement 2014
Although our District Plan was operative June 2008 its direction is still supported by the
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement 2014(RPS). However the RPS now places greater
emphasis on the importance of the delineation of “fault avoidance zones” and requires
territorial authorities to set objectives and policies in district plans to manage new subdivision,
use and development of land in the area on or adjacent to a known active earthquake fault
trace.
The approach of the RPS has been supported by Environment Canterbury staff by the provision
of funding for the current draft GNS report. Draft guidelines for using active fault information
have also been prepared by GNS and Environment Canterbury.
The draft GNS, Environment Canterbury guidelines recognise that only the following categories
of faults and folds should be regarded as potentially hazardous active fault-related features:
1.
2.
3.
4.

‘definite fault’
‘likely fault’
‘definite monocline’
‘likely monocline’

The guideline recommends an advisory, non-regulatory approach and the use of fault awareness
areas. The awareness area however then translates into limitations so in effect it is regulation.
The lines representing the active fault-related features should be ‘buffered’ 200 m either side of
the mapped line. The buffered areas should be designated as ‘Fault Awareness Areas’. ” This is
to allow for the uncertainty in placing the line on the map precisely, given the scale of the
mapping. Essentially nothing has to happen until someone wants to subdivide or build within
the awareness zone. Environment Canterbury recommends the awareness zones be restricted
discretionary:
3

Environment Canterbury Report No.: R09/31 Kaikoura District Earthquake Hazard Assessment – June
2009 Prepared by Geotech Consulting Ltd.

o

For BIC4 2a dwelling, if the “worst case Recurrence Interval” for the active
feature is less than 2,000 years (for previously subdivided/developed sites), or
less than 3,500 years (for greenfield development), then it is recommended that
geotechnical investigation work should be done to define the location of the
fault more precisely before building. The building should then be set back 20m
from the fault. For Kaikoura this would apply to the majority of faults within our
district. See Appendix 3 for fault details.

o

For a BIC 2b building, “worst case Recurrence Interval” for the active feature is
less than 3,500 years (previously subdivided/developed sites), or less than 5,000
years (greenfield development), it is recommended that work should be done to
define the fault more precisely before building. The building should then be set
back 20m from the fault.

o

For faults that move less frequently than those outlined above, it is
recommended that fault-related issues should not pose an impediment to
building consent for such structures

o

For any important or critical structures (BIC 3 or 4) proposed to be located in a
Fault Awareness Area, it is recommended that a site-specific fault rupture
hazard assessment be a necessary input for the consideration of any land-use,
subdivision or building consent applications.

The assumption is that building importance categories 1, 2a, 2b, are permitted. For more
important building importance categories (BIC 3 & 4 which deals with places which pose a risk to
people in crowds and structure with post disaster functions) and for proposal to subdivide, a
Restricted Discretionary status is recommended.
Building Act 2004
The Building Code sets out a series of minimum performance criteria for buildings. The Council
must be satisfied that the criteria of Clause B1 of the Building Code will be met before it issues a
building consent. However:
 no guidance is available to Councils to help decide whether a design will comply with
Clause B1
 no existing technology will prevent damage to buildings sited across a fault, meaning
significant damage can occur even if the Building Code is complied with.
Relying solely on the Building Act to address the adverse effects of fault rupture is not effective.
Councils need to consider and develop a policy response in their District Plans, with the Building
Act being one of the methods that can avoid or mitigate the risk.5

4

BIC – Building Importance Category – see appendix 2 for additional details on BIC.
http://mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/planning-development-active-faults-dec04/planning-developmentfaults-graphics-dec04.pdf Page 23.
5

Resource Management Act 1991
The Resource Management Act has more teeth than the Building Act. Functions, powers, and
duties of local authorities require regional and territorial authorities to control use of land for
the avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards. In addition when looking at subdivision, Section
106 allows a consent authority to refuse subdivision consent in certain circumstances including
where the land in respect of which a consent is sought, or any structure on the land, is or is
likely to be subject to material damage by erosion, falling debris, subsidence, slippage, or
inundation from any source. Although “active fault” is not specifically included the effects of an
earthquake near an active fault could result in falling debris, subsidence and slippage and the
location of an active fault should reinforce the importance of Section 106.
Local Government Official Information and Meeting Act 1987
On the request of a Land Information Memorandum the territorial authority is required to
produce “information identifying each (if any) special feature or characteristic of the land
concerned, including but not limited to potential erosion, avulsion, falling debris, subsidence,
slippage, alluvion, or inundation, or likely presence of hazardous contaminants, being a feature
or characteristic that—
(i) is known to the territorial authority; but
(ii) is not apparent from the district scheme under the Town and Country Planning Act 1977 or a
6

district plan under the Resource Management Act 1991”

Although this Act does not specifically state earthquake or fault hazard, the discussion above
under the Resource Management Act equally applies. In addition faults and folds would be a
special feature or characteristic of the land.

National Guidance
At a national level the following guidance has been provided by MFE and GNS:
http://mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/planning-development-active-faults-dec04/planningdevelopment-faults-graphics-dec04.pdf
These guidelines only relate to faults (as opposed to folds) and recognise the impact faults may
have on decisions to purchase or build on properties. The guideline is very clear that fault
avoidance zones should only be mapped to a minimum scale of 1:10,000. The document states
“Data should not be transferred from large scale maps (1:250,000) to typical district plan maps
(1:10,000), or used for detailed land use planning purposes. Where detailed mapping has
occurred the guidelines recommend a minimum buffer zone of 20 metres either side of the

6

Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 Section 44A .

known fault trace or likely fault rupture zone. The following figure is included in the document
as an example.

The information which Council currently has unfortunately is not sufficiently precise for sitespecific hazard assessment. Regardless of this, given current planning framework and
legislation, Council has duty to create a planned response to fault rupture hazards.
In summary the risks associated with earthquakes require addressing at a number of levels. The
production of information by Environment Canterbury and GNS Science reinforces the
information Council has about existing hazards and indentifies additional hazards. Given the risk
associated with these faults and folds the Council should be guided by the above requirement in
determining what is best to do with the information.

3.0

Way Forward

Kaikoura is not alone with our fault hazards and similar GNS reports have been commissioned by
Environment Canterbury for Ashburton, Mackenzie, Hurunui, Selwyn and Waimakariri Districts.
Council staff have been approached and the following noted:
Ashburton District
The location of the faults identified as known faults are mostly in low population areas.
Geotechnical reports are required for appropriate subdivisions. To date no specific plan
changes have occurred.

Mackenzie District
Although there are a number of active faults within the Mackenzie Basin the focus of
the district council has been on the Ostler Fault. The Ostler Fault is a significant fault
system that crosses through the Mackenzie Basin, close to the town of Twizel. The
District Plan has mapped the “Ostler Fault Hazard Area” near Twizel and subdivision
within this area became discretionary. The mapping was a joint project between the
Mackenzie District Council and Environment Canterbury. The mapped Ostler Fault area
consists of a number of branches and could be compared to a wide braded river. The
majority of the fault sits within the Rural Area. The detailed mapping results in the
creation of “avoidance zones” rather than “awareness areas”.
Residential buildings (including relocated dwellings, farm dwellings and farm retirement
dwellings) and visitors accommodation in the Ostler Fault Hazard Area are seen as
discretionary activities.

Hurunui District
The Hurunui District Plan is currently under review. The Draft District Plan mirrors the
chapters in the Regional Policy Statement. The hazard chapter addresses faulting and
creates two zonings, a fault awareness zone 250m either side of faults7 and a fault
avoidance zone which is limited to areas identified 20m either side of the Hanmer Fault
(Hanmer Springs) and the Hope Fault (Mt Lyford). Again the detailed mapping results in
the creation of “avoidance zones” rather than “awareness areas”.
The fault awareness and avoidance zones require Building Importance Category (BIC) 38
and 49 to be seen as non complying activities. For dwellings, extensions to dwellings,
habitable accessory building within the fault avoidance zone the draft District Plan
requires design and construction by a person approved by the CEO. Structures other
than BIC 3 and 4 within the fault avoidance zone are permitted.
For subdivisions natural hazards are seen as a matter of control. Each created allotment
is to have an adequate building platform.
Selwyn District
The Selwyn District Plan is due for review in 2018. The Plan is currently being looked at
and the review may be pushed forward to tidy up the plan as a whole. If this occurs
commencement of the formal review is expected in mid 2015. The review would look at

7

Only active fault-related features have been considered “definite fault”, “likely fault”, “definite
monocline” and “likely monocline”. “Possible” and syncline and anticline folds have been disregard from
normal planning and consenting activities.
8
Build Importance Category 3 includes structures which may contain crowds or pose risk to people or
crowds.
9
Build Importance Category 4 includes structures with special post disaster functions.

natural hazards and include faulting but no further research has occurred beyond the
GNS and Environment Canterbury Report.
Waimakariri District
The Waimakariri District Plan is going through a rolling review. So rather than a review
of the whole Plan each chapter is being reviewed. Currently the “hazards” chapter is
being reviewed which will address flooding, coastal hazards and faults. The main focus
is on flooding and it is likely the chapter will be publicly notified mid this year.
Essentially the district has a limited number of faults and it is likely a 20 metre setback
will be applied to the active faults as mapped in detail by GNS and Environment
Canterbury. Only for the Ashley-Loburn Fault, which is mapped in enough detail to
allow appropriate definition of actual “avoidance zones”. The rest of the district’s faults
are likely to be managed with “fault awareness areas”. Restriction will then be put in
place for habitable buildings.
Considering the approaches of other Councils, Kaikoura has a number of options or
combinations of options these include:
1. Do nothing
Given the above legislation and the direction of the Regional Policy Statement such an
approach is not considered a viable option. It is interesting to note that no Environment
Canterbury GNS Science report is scheduled for the Christchurch City because there are no
known faults that have broken the ground surface in Christchurch.
2. Detailed fault mapping
Detailed fault mapping allows for greater certainty as regulation can be focused to the area
of greatest certainty. This has occurred in Mackenzie with the Ostler Fault, Selwyn’s
Greendale Fault and Waimakariri’s Ashley-Loburn Fault. Hurunui’s Hanmer Fault and Hope
Fault at Mt Lyford Fault are also defined and have avoidance zones defined; the reality is the
work is expensive. Fault investigations may require trenching to establish position and a
movement history. This is likely to result in costs of several tens of thousands of dollars.
User pays principles would suggest that such work is best addressed at the time of
development, paid by the developer. However, the lack of detailed fault mapping results in
areas which contain no hazards being seen as hazardous. See Appendix 1 for examples.
Depending on where a fault is, and how likely development is in the vicinity of the fault
Environment Canterbury will consider commissioning detailed studies on individual faults,
where the cost benefit is good.
3. Immediate Plan Change
An immediate Plan Change could provide closer alignment of the District Plan with the
Regional Policy Statement. Initial mapping has identified that approximately 185 properties
will be within 250m (approach of Hurunui District Council) of faults or folds making them fall

within a fault awareness zone. Given the potential impact of fault lines on individual
properties public interest is anticipated and appeals are likely to arise. Appeals may be hard
to defend given the lack of specific fault information and the cautions which related to the
mapped scale/accuracy. As Hurunui are currently proceeding with a review, Waimakariri
preparing to notify a review and Selwyn currently considering a review, seeing how other
Councils perform is wise. An immediate plan change is not recommended.

4. Plan Change 2018
Reliance on existing planning framework, review of our hazard register and setting of
internal policy and to ensure that development and LIMs recognise the information we
currently hold. This would allow staff time to recognise common themes which will occur
within the Hurunui, Waimakariri and Selwyn reviews.
Option four is considered to have the least cost and most reward. It has additional benefit that
issues associated with the fault awareness area can be tested internally and by other
originations prior to formal review of the District Plan in 2018. Prior to any District Plan review
Council staff can continue working with Environment Canterbury staff to see if it is feasible to
look at more detailed studies for sections of faults which are likely to be subject to additional
development pressure.

4.0

Summary

In late November 2014 Kaikoura District Council staff received a draft report from Environment
Canterbury by GNS Science; this report has been a catalyst for examining how we currently
address active faults within our district. The impact of fault lines crosses a wide range of
legislation which Kaikoura District Council has to deal with. A number of approaches exist for
the Council, some of which are time consuming and expensive. It is recommended that Council
continue with the hazard register approach currently promoted within the District Plan and
review internal policy.

5.0

Recommendations

1. The report be received for information.
2. The Kaikoura District Council endorse the continued use of a hazard register and only
consider a specific plan review in relation to hazards in 2018 when the District Plan is due for
review.
Author: District Planner
Endorsed by the Chief Executive Officer

Appendix 1 – Example of Scale
Example of Detailed fault mapping associated with a subdivision application.

Example of a +-250m buffer based of same area based on GNS Science and Environment Canterbury report overlaid to aerial photo:

Note this is an example only and should not be used for planning purpose given the zoomed in extent of the image.

Appendix 2 – Building Importance Categories
Information from http://mfe.govt.nz/publications/rma/planning-development-active-faultsdec04/planning-development-faults-graphics-dec04.pdf

Appendix 3 – Draft Fault Distribution
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