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1. Introduction 

This report presents the Section 32 evaluation in accordance with the Resource 
Management Act 1991, “Consideration of alternatives benefits and costs” for 
the proposed Regional Policy Statement on natural hazards. Section 32 states: 

32 Consideration of alternatives, benefits, and costs   

(1) In achieving the purpose of this Act, before a proposed plan, 
proposed policy statement, change, or variation is publicly notified, a 
national policy statement or New Zealand coastal policy statement is 
notified under section 48, or a regulation is made, an evaluation must 
be carried out by— 

…..

(c) the local authority, for a policy statement or a plan (except for 
plan changes that have been requested and the request accepted under 
clause 25(2)(b) of Part 2 of Schedule 1); or 

(3) An evaluation must examine— 

(a) the extent to which each objective is the most appropriate way to 
achieve the purpose of this Act; and 

(b) whether, having regard to their efficiency and effectiveness, the 
policies, rules, or other methods are the most appropriate for 
achieving the objectives. 

…

(4) For the purposes of [[the examinations referred to in subsections 
(3) and (3A)]], an evaluation must take into account— 

(a) the benefits and costs of policies, rules, or other methods; and 

(b) the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient 
information about the subject matter of the policies, rules, or other 
methods.

(5) The person required to carry out an evaluation under subsection 
(1) must prepare a report summarising the evaluation and giving 
reasons for that evaluation. 

(6) The report must be available for public inspection at the same time 
as the document to which the report relates is publicly notified or the 
regulation is made. 
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1.1 Structure of this report 

Section 2 of this report outlines the regionally significant issues identified and 
the process of identification.

Section 3 outlines the objectives proposed in response to each issue and 
evaluates the appropriateness of each objective in accordance with the 
Resource Management Act. 

Sections 4 to 6 evaluate the appropriateness of the policy and method options 
proposed to achieve each objective. When evaluating the policy and method 
options, the range of options available is outlined first, and then each option is 
evaluated. There are four types of options discussed in each instance. These 
are:

(a) Regulatory direction to district and/or regional plans

This is where a regional policy directs matters that must be provided 
for within district and/or regional plans. The method sets out when the 
provisions are to be included. 

(b) Regulatory direction as to matters to be given particular regard 
in resource management decision making 

This is where a regional policy sets out specific matters that are to be 
given “particular regard” when making resource management 
decisions. The method sets out when these matters are to be 
considered. This may include resource consent decisions, decisions on 
notices of requirements or when making decisions about reviewing, 
varying, replacing or otherwise changing district and/or regional 
plans.

(c) Non-regulatory options 

This is where a regional policy and a method specifies non-regulatory 
programmes or action that will be put in place. The non regulatory 
methods include: 

provision of information or guidance 
integrating management 
identification or investigation 
providing support. 

(d) Doing nothing 

This is where no intervention, either regulatory or non-regulatory will 
occur.

Determining the most appropriate policies and methods is based on an 
assessment of the effectiveness and efficiency of the policy and method options, 
and the risks of acting or not acting when there is uncertain or insufficient 
information.  
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Effectiveness is a measure of how much influence a resource management 
intervention has or how successful it is in addressing the issues, in terms of 
achieving the desired environmental outcome. Effectiveness is a cumulative 
value, derived from the range of types and scope of influences or impacts of an 
intervention, towards achieving intended results and environmental outcomes.  
The effectiveness of an option is not able to be assessed as an absolute value. 
Rather, options are appraised as to whether they exhibit the qualities which 
contribute to ‘effectiveness’ and to what degree, and a determination is made 
as to the cumulative effect of the pertinent attributes in terms of high, medium 
or low ‘effectiveness’. 

When evaluating the efficiency of the policy and method options both the 
benefits (social, economic and environmental) and costs (social, economic and 
environmental) are outlined. Each option is then deemed to be either efficient 
or inefficient. The following diagram outlines how this assessment is 
undertaken.

Figure 1: Deriving efficiency from benefits and costs 

The evaluation of ‘efficiency’ will result in either a positive or negative result 
in terms of efficiency. Alternatively, if efficiency is expressed as a cost/benefit 
ratio, it will be either greater than or less than 1. In the event the ratio is 
considered to be less than 1, the option can be considered efficient, in that the 
sum of the benefits outweigh the sum of the costs. In the event the ratio is 
deemed to be greater than 1, the option can be considered to be inefficient, in 
that the sum of the costs outweigh the sum of the benefits. It is important to 
note that in this evaluation of ‘efficiency’, absolute values for each of the 
variables considered pertinent (i.e. identified as either a cost or a benefit within 
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the evaluation of the options) are not available. Rather, the analysis has 
endeavoured to present an accurate appraisal of the relative costs and benefits 
between the options, in order to determine which are efficient and which are 
not. A simple yes or no is used to differentiate the options as efficient or 
inefficient.
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2. Regionally significant issues 

As part of the review of the natural hazards chapter, in the Regional Policy 
Statement for the Wellington Region 1995, the issues were evaluated and 
reviewed using:

Measuring up: The state of the environment report for the Wellington 
region (2005) and the Natural hazards background report (2005) 

Regional Policy Statement Evaluation Report for Natural hazards (2006) 

Our region – their future: A discussion document on the review of the 
Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region (2006) 

Updated Hazard and Risk Analysis for the Wellington CDEM Group Plan 
(2007)

Wellington Region Civil Defence Emergency Management Group Plan 
(2005)

Criteria to ensure the issues were regionally significant, were ‘resource 
management’ matters and appropriate for inclusion in the Regional Policy 
Statement (see Appendix 1 for a copy of the criteria). 

The resulting issues recommended for inclusion in the proposed Regional 
Policy Statement on natural hazards are: 

1. Effects of natural hazards 

Natural hazard events in the Wellington region have an adverse impact on 
people and communities, businesses, property and infrastructure. 

2. Human actions can increase hazard risk and consequences 

People’s actions including mitigation measures and ongoing development in 
hazard prone areas can cause, or increase, the risk and consequences from 
natural hazards.

3. Climate change will increase natural hazard events 

Climate change will increase the risks from natural hazard events that already 
occur within the region, particularly: 

(a) sea level rise: exacerbating the effects of coastal erosion and 
inundation and river flooding in low lying areas, especially during 
storm surge; 

(b) increased frequency and intensity of storm events: adding to the risk 
from floods, landslides, severe wind, storm surge, coastal erosion and 
inundation; and 
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(c) increased frequency of drought: placing pressure on water resources 
and increasing the wild fire risk.  
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3. Extent to which the objectives are the most appropriate 

The proposed natural hazards objectives are: 

Objective 18: The risks and consequences to people, communities, their 
businesses, property and infrastructure from natural hazards and climate 
change effects are reduced. 

Objective 19: Hazard mitigation measures, structural works and other activities 
do not  increase the risk and consequences of natural hazard events. 

Objective 20: Communities are more resilient to natural hazards, including the 
impacts of climate change, and people are better prepared for the consequences 
of natural hazard events. 

To following is an outline of the extent to which each of the natural hazard 
objectives are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Resource 
Management Act.   

3.1 Objective 18 

Objective 18: The risks and consequences to people, communities, their 
businesses, property and infrastructure from natural hazards and climate 
change effects are reduced. 

The sustainability of communities, businesses, property and infrastructure 
involves balancing many interacting factors. One of these factors is natural 
hazards. The impacts from flooding, earthquakes, landslides, coastal 
erosion and wildfires can be devastating and costs of rebuilding after a 
natural disaster are very high; lives can be lost, economic activity 
impaired, people’s livelihoods destroyed and valuable assets and 
infrastructure can be severely damaged. 

To meet the needs of Part II of the Resource Management Act, it is critical 
to manage the impacts from natural hazards for the health and safety of the 
community in order to enable people and communities to provide for their 
social, economic and cultural wellbeing. One of most efficient and 
sustainable way to minimise the risks from natural hazards is to avoid 
developing high risk areas.

Objective 18 addresses significant aspects of both Issue 1 and 3, by 
providing a directive to avoid development and subdivision in areas 
identified as having a high risk from natural hazards. 

The state of the environment report ‘Measuring up’ (2005), found that 
there had been a number of regional investigations to identify areas 
affected by natural hazards. However, it went on to say that there is 
inadequate information that explains who and what exactly is at risk. 
Furthermore, land use decisions and consents do not always fully consider 
the risks from natural hazards. It was recognised in the report that the 
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effects of climate change may increase the frequency and magnitude of 
natural hazard events in the region.

One of the issues arising from Regional Policy Statement Evaluation 
Report for Natural Hazards (2006) that assessed the effectiveness of the 
Regional Policy Statement was that the Regional Policy Statement listed 
only one natural hazards objective: “Any adverse effects of natural hazards 
on the environment of the Wellington region are reduced to an acceptable 
level”. Feedback received in response to this objective raised two major 
problems. The first was that a single objective was not sufficient to capture 
all the major issues arising from natural hazards impacts. Secondly, it is 
not clear exactly what the term ‘acceptable level’ means, which resulted in 
considerable uncertainty when it was applied in consenting and planning 
cases.

The ‘Updated Hazard and Risk Analysis for the Wellington CDEM Group 
Plan’ (2007), provides a complete assessment of the natural hazards that 
can and do affect the Wellington region. It shows that the region is 
susceptible to all the natural hazards that occur in New Zealand, with the 
exception of volcanic hazards.

The Resource Management Act provides a mandate for regional councils 
to manage natural hazards, climate change effects and the effects of 
mitigation measures on the environment.  

Particular principles (within Part II of the Resource Management Act) of 
relevance include: 

7(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical 
resources

7(i) – the effects of climate change.  

Relevant subsections of Section 30 “Functions of regional councils” for 
Objective 18 include: 

30(1)(a) the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, 
policies, and methods to achieve integrated management of the 
natural and physical resources of the region. 

30(1)(b) the preparation of objectives and policies in relation to any 
actual or potential effects of the use, development, or protection of 
land which are of regional significance. 

30(1)(c)(iv) the avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards 

30(1)(d)(v) & (g)(iv) in respect of any coastal marine area or bed 
water body in the region, the control (in conjunction with the Minister 
of Conservation) of any actual or potential effects of the use, 
development, or protection of land, including the avoidance or 
mitigation of natural hazards. 
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Policies in the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (1994) that are 
relevant to achieving Objective 18 include: 

Policy 3.3.1 - Because there is a relative lack of understanding about 
coastal processes and the effects of activities on coastal processes, a 
precautionary approach should be adopted towards proposed 
activities, particularly those whose effects are as yet unknown or little 
understood. The provisions of the Act which authorise the 
classification of activities into those that are permitted, controlled, 
discretionary, non-complying or prohibited allow for that approach. 

Policy 3.3.2 - Local authorities should share information and 
knowledge gained by them about the coastal environment, particularly 
where it relates to coastal processes and/or to activities with 
previously unknown or little known effects. 

Policy 3.4.1 - Local authority policy statements and plans should 
identify areas in the coastal environment where natural hazards exist.: 

Policy 3.4.2 - Policy statements and plans should recognise the 
possibility of a rise in sea level, and should identify areas which 
would as a consequence be subject to erosion or inundation. Natural 
systems which are a natural defence to erosion and/or inundation 
should be identified and their integrity protected. 

Policy 3.4.5 - New subdivision, use and development should be so 
located and designed that the need for hazard protection works is 
avoided.

On the basis of the above, objective 18 is the most appropriate for achieving 
the purpose of the Resource Management Act. 

3.2 Objective 19 

Objective 19: Hazard mitigation measures, structural works and other 
activities do not increase the risk and consequences of natural hazard events. 

Objective 19 addresses significant aspects of Issue 2 by recognising that 
human activities can have an adverse effect on the natural environment. 
Such activity can increase the risk from natural hazards by interfering with 
the functioning of natural processes, that either directly increases the risk 
or reduces the buffering capacity of natural systems. For example, slope 
modification can lead to increased runoff and over-steepening of a 
hillslope, leading to soil erosion and increasing the risk from landslide. 
Mining sand from a dune or beach or building houses in a sand dune 
system, effectively removes sand from a beach system and reduces its 
buffering capacity for coastal erosion and storm events.  

Human life and the communities we built are inseparably linked with the 
natural environment. Sustainable management is a cornerstone of the 
Resource Management Act. Part II of the Resource Management Act 
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outlines the purpose and principles of the Act. It states that sustainable 
management means managing the use, development and protection of 
natural and physical resources in a way or at a rate which enables people 
and communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural 
wellbeing and for their health and safety while – (a) sustaining the 
potential of natural and physical resources to meet the reasonably 
foreseeable needs of future generations; and (b) safeguarding the life 
supporting capacity of air, water, soil and ecosystems; and (c) avoiding 
remedying or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the 
environment. 

Hazard mitigation measures, structural works and other activities often 
interfere with natural processes and increase the risk and consequences of 
natural hazard events.

Many of the issues arising from the management of natural hazards relate 
to Section 5 principles. To meet the needs of Section 5, it is important to 
manage the effects that hazard mitigation measures have on the 
environment to both, ensure the health and safety of the community; and to 
safeguard the natural environment for the future. This necessarily involves 
the avoidance, remediation or mitigation of any adverse effects of hazard 
management activities on the natural environment. 

Objective 19 recognises that natural events and hazards are a part of the 
natural environment in which we live, but that it is necessary to reduce the 
adverse impacts that often arise from mitigation measures. 

The state of the environment report, Measuring up (2005), found that 
development around the region often exacerbated the effects from natural 
hazards. It also found that development in hazard prone areas was 
sometimes directly responsible for triggering or pre-disposing disaster 
events, such as landslides. 

It was noted in Regional Policy Statement Evaluation Report for Natural 
Hazards (2006), that effective hazard management plans can deal 
simultaneously with the effects from natural hazards and hazard mitigation 
works. A good example of this is the Hutt River Floodplain Management 
Plan (2001). The report also notes that in some places, hazard mitigation 
works are unavoidable and necessary.

The Resource Management Act provides a mandate for Regional Councils 
to manage natural hazards, and the effects of mitigation measures on the 
environment. Particular principles (within Part II of the Resource 
Management Act) of relevance include: 

7(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical 
resources

7(g) any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources
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Relevant sub sections to Section 30 “Function of regional councils” for 
Objective 19 include: 

30(1)(a) the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, 
 policies, and methods to achieve integrated management of 
the natural  and physical resources of the region. 

30(1)(b) the preparation of objectives and policies in relation to any 
actual or potential effects of the use, development, or protection of 
land which are of regional significance. 

30(1)(c)(iv) the avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards. 

30(1)(d)(i) in respect of any coastal marine area in the region, the 
control (in conjunction with the Minister of Conservation) of land and 
associated natural and physical resources. 

30(1)(d)(v) & (g)(iv) in respect of any coastal marine area or bed 
water body in the region, the control (in conjunction with the Minister 
of Conservation) of any actual or potential effects of the use, 
development, or protection of land, including the avoidance or 
mitigation of natural hazards. 

Policies in the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (1994) are relevant 
to Objective 19 include:  

Policy 3.4.1 - Local authority policy statements and plans should 
identify areas in the coastal environment where natural hazards exist.: 

3.4.2 - Policy statements and plans should recognise the possibility of 
a rise in sea level, and should identify areas which would as a 
consequence be subject to erosion or inundation. Natural systems 
which are a natural defence to erosion and/or inundation should be 
identified and their integrity protected. 

Policy 3.4.3 - The ability of natural features such as beaches, sand 
dunes, mangroves, wetlands and barrier islands, to protect 
subdivision, use, or development should be recognised and 
maintained, and where appropriate, steps should be required to 
enhance that ability. 

Policy 3.4.4 - In relation to future subdivision, use and development, 
policy statements and plans should recognise that some natural 
features may migrate inland as the result of dynamic coastal 
processes (including sea level rise). 

Policy 3.4.5 - New subdivision, use and development should be so 
located and designed that the need for hazard protection works is 
avoided.

Policy 3.4.6 - Where existing subdivision, use or development is 
threatened by a coastal hazard, coastal protection works should be 
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permitted only where they are the best practicable option for the 
future. The abandonment or relocation of existing structures should be 
considered among the options. Where coastal protection works are the 
best practicable option, they should be located and designed so as to 
avoid adverse environmental effects to the extent practicable. 

On the basis of the above, objective 19 is the most appropriate for achieving 
the purpose of the Resource Management Act. 

3.3 Objective 20 

Objective 20: Communities are more resilient to natural hazard, including the 
impacts of climate change, and people are better prepared for the 
consequences of natural hazard events. 

Objective 20 addresses significant aspects of Issues 1 and 3 by recognising 
that, whilst natural hazard events are unavoidable, people and communities 
can be prepared for them through sound management, planning and 
community awareness and preparation. There are many aspects to hazard 
management that involve the principles of hazard reduction, readiness, 
response and recovery. Together, all these aspects help build communities 
that are more resilient and less vulnerable to the impacts from natural 
hazards. If people and developments are prepared for natural hazard 
events, they are better able to deal with the consequences from natural 
disasters.

Whilst there may still be some debate around the degree to which human 
activity has caused climate change, there is an almost universal acceptance 
that there are significant changes occurring in the global climate, and these 
changes are being felt at a local level. Regardless of the causes of climate 
change, its effects are felt by people and the community. The changes in 
the climate that are currently being experienced have a major influence on 
natural hazard events. Sea levels have been rising around New Zealand at 
mean rates of 1.8 mm/yr for over 100 years and temperatures have risen 
almost 1.0oC. Rising sea levels increase the height of high tides, enhance 
the effects of coastal flooding and can cause shoreline changes, including 
erosion and sedimentation as they adjust to new water levels. A warmer 
climate increases the risk from storminess and drought. Increases in the 
magnitude or frequency of storm events can lead to greater incidences of 
extreme rainfall, severe wind events, flooding and landslides. Drought 
conditions exacerbate the wildfire risk. 

Objective 20 relates to Section 5 principles of the Resource Management 
Act; to ensure the health and safety of the community; and to provide for 
their social, economic and cultural wellbeing. Whilst s 7(i) makes explicit, 
the need to take the effects of climate change into account in the 
management and use and development of natural resources. 

In the discussion document Our region – their future (2006), there was 
strong recognition of the need to quantify and manage the effects of 
climate change.  
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One of the themes in the state of the environment report Measuring up 
(2005) was that being prepared for natural hazards goes a long way toward 
mitigating their impacts on the community. This includes preparation by 
both regional authorities and individuals. The aim is to reduce 
vulnerability to hazard events and build resilient communities able cope 
with them when they do occur. 

The Resource Management Act provides a mandate for Regional Councils 
to manage natural hazards, and climate change effects as it relates to 
sustainable management and the health and well being of the community. 

Particular principles (within Part II of the Resource Management Act) of 
relevance include: 

7(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical 
resources

7(i) – the effects of climate change.  

Relevant sub sections to Section 30 “Function of regional councils” for 
Objective 20 include: 

30(1)(a) the establishment, implementation, and review of objectives, 
policies, and methods to achieve integrated management of the 
natural and physical resources of the region. 

30(1)(b) the preparation of objectives and policies in relation to any 
actual or potential effects of the use, development, or protection of 
land which are of regional significance. 

30(1)(c)(iv) the avoidance or mitigation of natural hazards. 

Policies in the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (1994) are relevant 
to Objective 20 include:  

Policy 3.3.1 - Because there is a relative lack of understanding about 
coastal processes and the effects of activities on coastal processes, a 
precautionary approach should be adopted towards proposed 
activities, particularly those whose effects are as yet unknown or little 
understood. The provisions of the Act which authorise the 
classification of activities into those that are permitted, controlled, 
discretionary, non-complying or prohibited allow for that approach. 

Policy 3.3.2 - Local authorities should share information and 
knowledge gained by them about the coastal environment, particularly 
where it relates to coastal processes and/or to activities with 
previously unknown or little known effects. 

Policy 3.4.1 - Local authority policy statements and plans should 
identify areas in the coastal environment where natural hazards exist.: 
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Policy 3.4.2 - Policy statements and plans should recognise the 
possibility of a rise in sea level, and should identify areas which 
would as a consequence be subject to erosion or inundation. Natural 
systems which are a natural defence to erosion and/or inundation 
should be identified and their integrity protected. 

Policy 3.4.3 - The ability of natural features such as beaches, sand 
dunes, mangroves, wetlands and barrier islands, to protect 
subdivision, use, or development should be recognised and 
maintained, and where appropriate, steps should be required to 
enhance that ability. 

Policy 3.4.4 - In relation to future subdivision, use and development, 
policy statements and plans should recognise that some natural 
features may migrate inland as the result of dynamic coastal 
processes (including sea level rise). 

Policy 3.4.5 - New subdivision, use and development should be so 
located and designed that the need for hazard protection works is 
avoided.

Policy 3.4.6 - Where existing subdivision, use or development is 
threatened by a coastal hazard, coastal protection works should be 
permitted only where they are the best practicable option for the 
future. The abandonment or relocation of existing structures should be 
considered among the options. Where coastal protection works are the 
best practicable option, they should be located and designed so as to 
avoid adverse environmental effects to the extent practicable. 

On the basis of the above, objective 20 is the most appropriate for achieving 
the purpose of the Resource Management Act. 
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4. Evaluation of policies and methods to achieve objective 
18

The appropriateness of the policies and methods to achieve Objective 18 are 
evaluated by looking at the effectiveness and the efficiency of the policy and 
method options, and the risks of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or 
insufficient information.  

4.1 The range of policy and method options considered 

Objective 18 seeks to avoid or minimise natural hazard risks to people 
communities, businesses, property and infrastructure.  

4.1.1 Regulatory direction to district and/or regional plans 

Option 1 – Direction to district plans to identify and avoid subdivision and 
development in high risk areas 

This approach requires policies and rules to be included in district plans to 
identify areas at high risk from natural hazards and to have policies to avoid 
subdivision and development in high risk areas. 

Option 2 – Direction to district plans to ensure no inappropriate 
development in high risk areas 

This option requires policies and rules to be included in district plans that do 
not allow inappropriate development in areas at high risk from natural hazards.

Option 3 – Direction to district plans to require no building in identified 
hazard areas  

This option requires policies and rules to be included in district plans that do 
not allow development to proceed in areas that are identified as having a 
hazard risk. 

4.1.2 Regulatory direction as to matters to be given particular regard in 
resource management decision making 

Option 4 – Direction to consider minimising the adverse effects of natural 
hazards 

This option requires local authorities to have particular regard to specified 
matters in order to minimise the adverse effects of natural hazards when 
making resource management decisions, including a requirement to avoid 
development if the hazard risk is assessed as high. 
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4.1.3 Non-regulatory options 

Option 5 – Provision of information about areas at high risk from natural 
hazards 

This approach is to conduct or commission research into specific hazards 
affecting the region and the risks they pose, in order to aid the development of 
risk management strategies and planning and decision making, including the 
development of policies for regional and district plans. 

Option 6 – Provisions of information about natural hazard and climate 
change effects 

This approach is to develop and distribute information about natural hazard and 
climate change effects, including how development may exacerbate those 
effects, and to suggest ways of mitigating any adverse effects. For example, 
design guidelines on how to locate dwellings on the coast to minimise the 
effects of natural hazards, hazard maps and reports on specific hazards and/or 
reports in specific areas of interest.

Option 7 – Integrated management, a memoranda of understanding 

This approach is to formulate a flood management memoranda to establish 
responsibilities between authorities for flood management around the region.  

4.1.4 Doing nothing 

Option 8 – No intervention 

This option offers no intervention in the management of natural hazards.  



PA
GE

 19
 O

F 
61

 

4.
2 

Ev
al

ua
tio

n 
of

 th
e 

ef
fe

ct
iv

en
es

s 
an

d 
ef

fic
ie

nc
y 

of
 th

e 
po

lic
y 

an
d 

m
et

ho
d 

op
tio

ns
 to

 a
ch

ie
ve

 o
bj

ec
tiv

e 
18

 

Po
lic

y a
nd

 
m

et
ho

d 
op

tio
ns

 
An

aly
sis

 o
f E

ffe
ct

ive
ne

ss
 

Ef
fe

ct
ive

ne
ss

 
Ra

tin
g

BE
NE

FI
TS

 (s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
CO

ST
S 

(s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
Ef

fic
ien

t?
 

Re
gu

lat
or

y d
ire

ct
io

n 
to

 d
ist

ric
t a

nd
/o

r r
eg

io
na

l p
lan

s 

Op
tio

n 
1  

 
Di

re
cti

on
 to

 di
str

ict
 

pla
ns

 to
 id

en
tify

 
an

d a
vo

id 
su

bd
ivi

sio
n a

nd
 

de
ve

lop
me

nt 
in 

hig
h r

isk
 ar

ea
s 

Pr
ov

ide
s s

pe
cif

ic 
inf

or
ma

tio
n a

bo
ut 

na
tur

al 
ha

za
rd

 ar
ea

s. 

Ru
les

 w
ill 

inv
ok

e c
on

se
nts

 fo
r 

de
ve

lop
me

nt 
to 

en
su

re
 sa

fet
y f

or
 ne

w 
de

ve
lop

me
nts

.

Si
mp

lifi
es

 th
e p

ro
ce

ss
 of

 id
en

tify
ing

 sa
fe 

ar
ea

s t
o d

ev
elo

p a
nd

 re
du

ce
s l

itig
ati

on
. 

Th
e e

xte
nt 

an
d l

oc
ati

on
 of

 th
e h

az
ar

d 
ar

ea
s w

ill 
ha

ve
 be

en
 id

en
tifi

ed
. D

oe
s n

ot 
ad

dr
es

s t
he

 ris
k, 

on
ly 

ide
nti

fie
s t

he
 ha

za
rd

 
ar

ea
s.

Re
qu

ire
s d

ist
ric

t &
 re

gio
na

l p
lan

s t
o 

co
ns

ist
en

tly
 pr

om
ote

 ce
rta

in 
ac

tio
ns

.  

Ch
an

ge
s t

o d
ist

ric
t &

 re
gio

na
l p

lan
s 

ho
we

ve
r, 

wo
uld

 no
t  n

ee
d t

o b
e m

ad
e 

un
til 

a p
lan

 or
 th

e s
tra

teg
y w

as
 ne

xt 
re

vie
we

d, 
so

 ef
fec

tiv
en

es
s w

ou
ld 

be
 

de
lay

ed
.

W
ill 

pr
ov

ide
 ce

rta
int

y a
nd

 cl
ar

ity
 to

 lo
ca

l 
au

tho
riti

es
, d

ev
elo

pe
rs 

an
d i

nd
ivi

du
als

 
wh

en
 ap

ply
ing

 fo
r r

es
ou

rce
 co

ns
en

t. 

Pr
ov

ide
s a

 co
ns

ist
en

t fr
am

ew
or

k f
or

 
de

ve
lop

me
nt 

of 
po

lic
ies

, r
ule

s a
nd

 
me

tho
ds

 ac
ro

ss
 th

e r
eg

ion
. 

Se
ts 

ou
t th

e p
rin

cip
les

 to
 be

 ap
pli

ed
, b

ut 
sp

ec
ific

 de
cis

ion
s  

wo
uld

 st
ill 

be
 

de
ter

mi
ne

d a
t th

e l
oc

al 
lev

el.
 

Hi
gh

 
Pr

ov
ide

s c
er

tai
nty

 an
d p

ro
tec

tio
n f

or
 

pe
op

le 
an

d t
he

 co
mm

un
ity

, s
ub

div
isi

on
 

an
d d

ev
elo

pm
en

t.  

Th
ro

ug
h t

he
 pl

an
 m

ak
ing

 pr
oc

es
s, 

pu
bli

c b
uy

-in
 an

d a
cc

ep
tan

ce
 of

 na
tur

al 
ha

za
rd

 ar
ea

s a
nd

 th
e n

ec
es

sa
ry 

re
str

ict
ion

s f
or

 av
oid

ing
 th

es
e a

re
as

.  

Ra
ise

d a
wa

re
ne

ss
 of

 th
e n

atu
ra

l h
az

ar
d 

ris
k, 

lea
din

g t
o t

he
 bu

ild
ing

 of
 m

or
e 

re
sil

ien
t c

om
mu

nit
ies

.  

Po
sit

ive
 en

vir
on

me
nta

l o
utc

om
e, 

as
 

ma
ny

 hi
gh

 ha
za

rd
 ar

ea
s a

lso
 ha

ve
 

hig
hly

 se
ns

itiv
e e

nv
iro

nm
en

tal
 va

lue
s 

(e
.g.

 sa
nd

 du
ne

s).

Po
sit

ive
 ou

tco
me

s f
or

 co
mm

un
ity

 sa
fet

y 
as

 ha
za

rd
s r

isk
 is

 lo
we

re
d. 

 

Lo
we

rs 
the

 ps
yc

ho
log

ica
l a

nd
 

em
oti

on
al 

im
pa

ct 
tha

t o
cc

ur
s t

o p
eo

ple
 

aft
er

 a 
dis

as
ter

 de
str

oy
s p

ro
pe

rty
 an

d 
liv

eli
ho

od
.

Ec
on

om
ic 

be
ne

fits
 fr

om
 le

ss
 da

ma
ge

 to
 

pr
op

er
ty 

an
d b

us
ine

ss
es

 in
 di

sa
ste

r 
ev

en
ts.

Le
ss

 da
ma

ge
 le

ad
 to

 qu
ick

er
 re

co
ve

ry 
tim

es
 al

low
 an

d l
oc

al 
ec

on
om

ies
 to

 ge
t 

up
 an

d r
un

nin
g f

as
ter

.

Lo
we

r in
su

ra
nc

e c
os

ts 
aft

er
 a 

ha
za

rd
 

ev
en

t/n
atu

ra
l d

isa
ste

r if
 de

ve
lop

me
nt 

is 
loc

ate
d o

ut 
of 

hig
h h

az
ar

d a
re

as
. 

So
cia

l c
os

t fo
r e

ng
ag

ing
 th

e c
om

mu
nit

y 
to 

inc
lud

e h
az

ar
d a

re
as

 in
 di

str
ict

 pl
an

.  

Ma
y l

ea
d t

o l
itig

ati
on

 in
 so

me
 ar

ea
s i

f 
ha

za
rd

 zo
ne

s a
re

 ap
pli

ed
 to

 pr
e-

ex
ist

ing
 

de
ve

lop
me

nt.

Ec
on

om
ic 

co
sts

 to
 co

mm
iss

ion
 re

se
ar

ch
 

int
o n

atu
ra

l h
az

ar
ds

 to
 id

en
tify

 an
d m

ap
 

hig
h h

az
ar

d a
re

as
 

Co
sts

 as
so

cia
ted

 w
ith

 po
lic

y d
ev

elo
pm

en
t 

an
d i

mp
lem

en
tat

ion
, in

clu
din

g c
os

ts 
of 

re
gio

n/d
ist

ric
t w

ide
 st

ud
ies

 an
d 

inv
es

tig
ati

on
s, 

an
d t

he
 co

sts
 of

 th
e p

lan
 

ch
an

ge
 pr

oc
es

s i
tse

lf. 

Th
e c

os
ts 

do
 no

t n
ee

d t
o b

e i
nc

ur
re

d u
nti

l 
a p

lan
 is

 re
vie

we
d. 

Ma
kin

g c
ha

ng
es

 at
 

thi
s t

im
e w

ou
ld 

re
du

ce
 co

sts
. 

Ye
s



PA
GE

 20
 O

F 
61

 Po
lic

y a
nd

 
m

et
ho

d 
op

tio
ns

 
An

aly
sis

 o
f E

ffe
ct

ive
ne

ss
 

Ef
fe

ct
ive

ne
ss

 
Ra

tin
g

BE
NE

FI
TS

 (s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
CO

ST
S 

(s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
Ef

fic
ien

t?
 

En
vir

on
me

nta
lly

 an
d e

co
no

mi
ca

lly
 

eff
ici

en
t if

 le
ad

s t
o a

vo
ida

nc
e o

f 
ad

ve
rse

 im
pa

cts
 fr

om
 na

tur
al 

ha
za

rd
s. 

  

Le
ad

s t
o w

ell
 pl

an
ne

d a
nd

 de
sig

ne
d 

de
ve

lop
me

nt.

Inc
re

as
ed

 cl
ar

ity
 an

d c
er

tai
nty

 fo
r 

ev
er

yo
ne

.

Th
e c

om
mu

nit
y a

s a
 w

ho
le 

ag
re

es
 to

 
va

rio
us

 pr
ote

cti
on

 or
 re

str
ict

ion
s 

thr
ou

gh
 th

e p
lan

 m
ak

ing
 pr

oc
es

s. 

Di
sc

ou
ra

ge
s a

d-
ho

c d
ev

elo
pm

en
t. 

Pr
ov

ide
s a

 co
ns

ist
en

t fr
am

ew
or

k f
or

 
as

se
ss

ing
 de

ve
lop

me
nt 

ac
ro

ss
 th

e 
re

gio
n.

Ef
fic

ien
t b

ec
au

se
 pr

ov
isi

on
 is

 ap
pli

ed
 

dis
tric

t/r
eg

ion
 w

ide
 an

d l
es

s i
nfo

rm
ati

on
 

is 
re

qu
ire

d f
or

 in
div

idu
al 

co
ns

en
t 

ap
pli

ca
tio

ns
. 

Op
tio

n 
2  

 
Di

re
cti

on
 to

 di
str

ict
 

pla
ns

 to
 en

su
re

 no
 

ina
pp

ro
pr

iat
e

de
ve

lop
me

nt 
in 

hig
h r

isk
 ar

ea
s 

W
ill 

lea
d t

o u
nc

er
tai

nty
 ar

ou
nd

 th
e t

er
m 

‘in
ap

pr
op

ria
te’

.

No
t a

s e
ffe

cti
ve

 as
 av

oid
ing

 de
ve

lop
me

nt 
alt

og
eth

er
, b

ec
au

se
 ev

er
y d

ev
elo

pm
en

t 
wi

ll n
ee

d t
o b

e a
ss

es
se

d a
s t

o w
he

the
r it

 
is 

ap
pr

op
ria

te 
or

 no
t, l

ea
din

g t
o s

om
e 

de
ve

lop
me

nts
 be

ing
 al

low
ed

 an
d o

the
rs 

be
ing

 de
cli

ne
d. 

 

Th
is 

un
ce

rta
int

y m
ay

 le
ad

 to
 ad

 ho
c 

de
cis

ion
 m

ak
ing

.  

A 
re

sid
ua

l ri
sk

 al
wa

ys
 re

ma
ins

 to
 

de
ve

lop
me

nts
 bu

ild
 in

 hi
gh

 ha
za

rd
s 

ar
ea

s.

Me
d 

Ma
y r

ed
uc

e c
os

ts 
of 

liti
ga

tio
n i

n 
de

ve
lop

me
nts

 th
at 

ar
e c

lea
rly

 se
en

 as
 

be
ing

 ap
pr

op
ria

te,
 th

at 
wo

uld
 ot

he
rw

ise
 

en
d u

p i
n t

he
 en

vir
on

me
nt 

co
ur

t

Ra
ise

d a
wa

re
ne

ss
 of

 th
e n

atu
ra

l h
az

ar
d 

ris
k, 

lea
din

g t
o t

he
 bu

ild
ing

 of
 m

or
e 

re
sil

ien
t c

om
mu

nit
ies

. 

Inc
re

as
ed

 un
ce

rta
int

y a
ro

un
d w

ha
t 

de
ve

lop
me

nt 
is 

all
ow

ed
 

Po
ten

tia
l in

cre
as

ed
 lit

iga
tio

n a
ro

un
d t

he
 

de
fin

itio
n o

f w
ha

t is
 ap

pr
op

ria
te.

 

Hi
gh

er
 co

sts
 to

 de
cid

e w
ha

t is
 

ap
pr

op
ria

te.

Po
ten

tia
l fo

r d
ev

elo
pm

en
t to

 oc
cu

r in
 hi

gh
 

ha
za

rd
 ar

ea
s.

Po
ten

tia
l fo

r s
ev

er
e d

am
ag

e t
o 

de
ve

lop
me

nts
 th

at 
ar

e a
llo

we
d t

o b
uil

d i
n 

hig
h h

az
ar

d a
re

as
. 

Po
ten

tia
l in

cre
as

ed
 en

vir
on

me
nta

l c
os

ts 
as

 m
or

e e
xte

ns
ive

 m
itig

ati
on

 m
ea

su
re

s 
ar

e b
uil

t to
 pr

ote
ct 

de
ve

lop
me

nts
 in

 hi
gh

 

No



PA
GE

 21
 O

F 
61

 

Po
lic

y a
nd

 
m

et
ho

d 
op

tio
ns

 
An

aly
sis

 o
f E

ffe
ct

ive
ne

ss
 

Ef
fe

ct
ive

ne
ss

 
Ra

tin
g

BE
NE

FI
TS

 (s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
CO

ST
S 

(s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
Ef

fic
ien

t?
 

ha
za

rd
 ar

ea
s.

So
cia

l c
os

t fo
r e

ng
ag

ing
 th

e c
om

mu
nit

y 
to 

inc
lud

e h
az

ar
d a

re
as

 in
 di

str
ict

 pl
an

.  

Ma
y l

ea
d t

o l
itig

ati
on

 in
 so

me
 ar

ea
s i

f 
ha

za
rd

 zo
ne

s a
re

 ap
pli

ed
 to

 pr
e-

ex
ist

ing
 

de
ve

lop
me

nt.

Ec
on

om
ic 

co
sts

 to
 co

mm
iss

ion
 re

se
ar

ch
 

int
o n

atu
ra

l h
az

ar
ds

 to
 id

en
tify

 an
d m

ap
 

hig
h h

az
ar

d a
re

as
. 

Op
tio

n 
3  

Di
re

cti
on

 to
 di

str
ict

 
pla

ns
 to

 re
qu

ire
 no

 
bu

ild
ing

 in
 

ide
nti

fie
d h

az
ar

d 
ar

ea
s

W
ill 

lea
d t

o n
o d

ev
elo

pm
en

t in
 an

y h
az

ar
d 

ar
ea

s.
Hi

gh
 

W
ill 

lea
d t

o e
xtr

em
ely

 sa
fe 

co
mm

un
itie

s 
wi

th 
ve

ry 
low

 ris
ks

 fr
om

 na
tur

al 
ha

za
rd

s.

He
av

y f
ina

nc
ial

 bu
rd

en
 on

 co
mm

un
ity

 to
 

av
oid

 al
l h

az
ar

d a
re

as
. 

Un
ac

ce
pta

bly
 hi

gh
 co

as
ts 

to 
av

oid
 

de
ve

lop
me

nt.

Se
ve

re
ly 

lim
its

 de
ve

lop
me

nt 
an

d w
ill 

cu
rta

il g
ro

wt
h. 

W
ill 

lea
d t

o a
 re

qu
ire

me
nt 

to 
ide

nti
fy 

ar
ea

s w
ith

 no
 ha

za
rd

s r
isk

s. 
 

Hi
gh

 S
oc

ial
 co

st 
for

 en
ga

gin
g t

he
 

co
mm

un
ity

 to
 in

clu
de

 ha
za

rd
 ar

ea
s i

n 
dis

tric
t p

lan
.

W
ill 

lea
d t

o l
itig

ati
on

 w
he

n h
az

ar
d z

on
es

 
ar

e a
pp

lie
d t

o p
re

-e
xis

tin
g d

ev
elo

pm
en

t.  

Ex
tre

me
ly 

hig
h e

co
no

mi
c c

os
ts 

to 
co

mm
iss

ion
 re

se
ar

ch
 in

to 
na

tur
al 

ha
za

rd
s 

to 
ide

nti
fy 

an
d m

ap
 ha

za
rd

 ar
ea

s. 
Ma

ps
 

wi
ll n

ee
d t

o b
e e

xtr
em

ely
 ac

cu
ra

te.
  

No



PA
GE

 22
 O

F 
61

 Po
lic

y a
nd

 
m

et
ho

d 
op

tio
ns

 
An

aly
sis

 o
f E

ffe
ct

ive
ne

ss
 

Ef
fe

ct
ive

ne
ss

 
Ra

tin
g

BE
NE

FI
TS

 (s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
CO

ST
S 

(s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
Ef

fic
ien

t?
 

Re
gu

lat
or

y d
ire

ct
io

n 
as

 to
 th

e m
at

te
rs

 to
 b

e g
ive

n 
pa

rti
cu

lar
 re

ga
rd

 in
 re

so
ur

ce
 m

an
ag

em
en

t d
ec

isi
on

 m
ak

in
g 

Op
tio

n 
4 

Di
re

cti
on

 to
 

co
ns

ide
r

mi
nim

isi
ng

 th
e 

ad
ve

rse
 ef

fec
ts 

of 
na

tur
al 

ha
za

rd
s 

Ha
za

rd
s c

an
 be

 co
ns

ide
re

d a
t a

 si
te 

sp
ec

ific
 le

ve
l, r

ath
er

 th
an

 re
lyi

ng
 on

 
br

oa
de

r s
ca

le 
ma

ps
 an

d m
or

e 
ge

ne
ra

lis
ed

 kn
ow

led
ge

. 

Co
ns

ide
ra

tio
ns

 of
 ris

k a
nd

 po
ten

tia
l 

mi
tig

ati
on

 m
ea

su
re

s c
an

 be
 ta

ilo
re

d t
o a

 
pa

rtic
ula

r p
ro

po
sa

l, r
ath

er
 th

an
 re

lyi
ng

 on
 

ge
ne

ric
 so

lut
ion

s t
ha

t m
ay

 no
t b

e 
eff

ec
tiv

e.

Ca
n i

nc
lud

e m
or

e h
az

ar
ds

 &
 ris

k 
co

ns
ide

ra
tio

ns
 th

an
 th

os
e i

de
nti

fie
d i

n 
ge

ne
ra

l  m
ap

pin
g. 

Pr
ov

ide
s i

nte
rim

 pr
ote

cti
on

 un
til 

ru
les

 or
 

po
lic

ies
 ar

e b
uil

t in
to 

re
gio

na
l a

nd
 di

str
ict

 
pla

ns
 fo

r h
igh

 ris
k a

re
as

. 

Ma
tte

rs 
wo

uld
 be

 gi
ve

n “
pa

rtic
ula

r r
eg

ar
d”

 
wh

en
 co

ns
ide

rin
g r

es
ou

rce
 co

ns
en

ts 
an

d 
no

tic
es

 of
 re

qu
ire

me
nts

. 

Pa
rtic

ula
r r

eg
ar

d h
ow

ev
er

 co
uld

 on
ly 

be
 

giv
en

 w
he

re
 “a

cti
vit

y s
tat

us
” a

nd
/or

 
“d

isc
re

tio
n”

 fo
r a

 pr
op

os
al 

re
lat

es
 to

 
re

lev
an

t to
pic

. 

Pr
ov

ide
s c

lea
r d

ire
cti

on
 on

 ho
w 

the
 re

gio
n 

wa
nts

 to
 se

e t
he

 re
gio

n’s
 re

so
ur

ce
s 

ma
na

ge
d.

Pr
ov

ide
s a

 co
ns

ist
en

t fr
am

ew
or

k f
or

 
as

se
ss

ing
 de

ve
lop

me
nt 

ac
ro

ss
 th

e r
eg

ion
. 

Sp
ec

ific
 de

cis
ion

s  
wo

uld
 st

ill 
be

 
de

ter
mi

ne
d a

t th
e l

oc
al 

lev
el.

 

Un
lik

ely
 to

 be
 ef

fec
tiv

e b
y i

tse
lf w

he
n 

co
ns

ide
rin

g a
pp

lic
ati

on
s a

s m
att

er
s a

re
 

Hi
gh

 
Ha

za
rd

 im
pa

cts
 ca

n b
e a

ss
es

se
d a

t a
 

sit
e s

pe
cif

ic 
lev

el,
 le

ad
ing

 to
 a 

gr
ea

ter
 

un
de

rst
an

din
g o

f th
e h

az
ar

ds
 an

d r
isk

 
fac

ing
 th

e d
ev

elo
pm

en
t o

r s
ub

div
isi

on
. 

Pr
ov

ide
s i

nfo
rm

ed
 de

cis
ion

 m
ak

ing
 an

d 
all

ow
s t

ar
ge

ted
 re

sp
on

se
s t

o m
an

ag
e 

the
 ris

ks
.  

Ma
y a

llo
w 

de
ve

lop
me

nt 
to 

pr
oc

ee
d i

n 
ar

ea
s t

ha
t w

ou
ld 

oth
er

wi
se

 be
 de

cli
ne

d 
du

e t
o u

nc
er

tai
nty

 in
 th

e r
isk

.

Pr
op

os
als

 ha
ve

 th
e o

pp
or

tun
ity

 to
 w

or
k 

wi
th 

or
 ar

ou
nd

 th
e h

az
ar

d i
ss

ue
s. 

Be
tte

r u
nd

er
sta

nd
ing

 of
 ha

za
rd

s c
an

 
lea

d t
o m

or
e e

nv
iro

nm
en

tal
ly 

so
un

d 
mi

tig
ati

on
 m

ea
su

re
s. 

Be
ca

us
e t

he
 fo

cu
s i

s o
n a

 pa
rtic

ula
r, 

oft
en

 lim
ite

d, 
sit

e, 
it i

s e
ffic

ien
t to

 
ex

am
ine

 m
an

y s
pe

cif
ied

 ris
ks

 fo
r t

ha
t 

sit
e.

En
vir

on
me

nta
lly

, it
 al

low
s m

or
e v

ar
ied

 
ha

za
rd

 im
pa

cts
 to

 be
 as

se
ss

ed
 an

d 
gr

ea
ter

 pr
ote

cti
on

 fo
r a

 de
ve

lop
me

nt.
  

Po
sit

ive
 ou

tco
me

s f
or

 in
div

idu
al 

sa
fet

y 
as

 ha
za

rd
s r

isk
 is

 lo
we

re
d. 

 

Lo
we

rs 
the

 ps
yc

ho
log

ica
l a

nd
 

em
oti

on
al 

im
pa

ct 
tha

t o
cc

ur
s t

o p
eo

ple
 

aft
er

 a 
dis

as
ter

 de
str

oy
s p

ro
pe

rty
 an

d 
liv

eli
ho

od
.

Ec
on

om
ic 

be
ne

fits
 fr

om
 le

ss
 da

ma
ge

 to
 

pr
op

er
ty 

an
d b

us
ine

ss
es

 in
 di

sa
ste

r 
ev

en
ts.

Co
sts

 ar
e b

or
ne

 by
 bo

th 
loc

al 
au

tho
riti

es
 

an
d t

he
 ap

pli
ca

nt.
 Lo

ca
l a

uth
or

itie
s i

n 
ide

nti
fyi

ng
 an

d f
lag

gin
g h

az
ar

d a
re

as
 an

d 
ap

pli
ca

nts
 in

 m
or

e s
ite

 sp
ec

ific
 

as
se

ss
me

nts
.   

Br
oa

de
r h

az
ar

ds
 as

se
ss

me
nt 

ma
y 

re
qu

ire
 m

or
e i

de
nti

fic
ati

on
 an

d a
na

lys
is,

 
an

d p
ote

nti
all

y m
or

e r
es

ou
rce

s i
n 

re
de

sig
n t

o a
cc

om
mo

da
te 

tho
se

 ha
za

rd
s. 

Co
st 

wo
uld

 be
 bo

rn
 m

or
e b

y s
om

e 
pr

op
os

als
 du

e t
o t

he
 ac

tiv
ity

 st
atu

s o
f 

ap
pli

ca
tio

ns
 an

d t
he

 m
att

er
s d

isc
re

tio
n 

an
d c

on
tro

l is
 re

se
rve

d o
ve

r. 

Co
sts

 of
 in

ve
sti

ga
tio

ns
, ju

sti
fic

ati
on

s a
nd

 
ad

dr
es

sin
g p

ar
tic

ula
r m

att
er

s w
hic

h a
re

 
sit

e s
pe

cif
ic 

ar
e b

or
ne

 by
 th

e a
pp

lic
an

t. 

Co
sts

 lie
 m

or
e w

ith
 th

e d
ev

elo
pe

r a
s 

ap
pli

ca
tio

ns
 ha

ve
 to

 ad
dr

es
s m

att
er

s 
sp

ec
ific

all
y o

n a
 ca

se
 by

 ca
se

 ba
sis

. 

Ye
s



PA
GE

 23
 O

F 
61

 

Po
lic

y a
nd

 
m

et
ho

d 
op

tio
ns

 
An

aly
sis

 o
f E

ffe
ct

ive
ne

ss
 

Ef
fe

ct
ive

ne
ss

 
Ra

tin
g

BE
NE

FI
TS

 (s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
CO

ST
S 

(s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
Ef

fic
ien

t?
 

br
oa

d a
nd

 ge
ne

ric
. 

Lo
we

r in
su

ra
nc

e c
os

ts 
aft

er
 a 

ha
za

rd
 

ev
en

t/n
atu

ra
l d

isa
ste

r if
 de

ve
lop

me
nt 

is 
we

ll d
es

ign
ed

 to
 de

al 
wi

th 
na

tur
al 

ha
za

rd
s.

Ec
on

om
ica

lly
 ef

fic
ien

t if
 le

ad
s t

o 
mi

nim
isi

ng
 th

e a
dv

er
se

 im
pa

cts
 fr

om
 

na
tur

al 
ha

za
rd

s.

Le
ad

s t
o w

ell
 pl

an
ne

d a
nd

 de
sig

ne
d 

de
ve

lop
me

nt 
an

d t
o t

he
 bu

ild
ing

 of
 

mo
re

 re
sil

ien
t c

om
mu

nit
ies

. 

Inc
re

as
ed

 cl
ar

ity
 an

d c
er

tai
nty

 fo
r 

ev
er

yo
ne

.

Re
qu

ire
s d

ev
elo

pm
en

t to
 ad

dr
es

s 
sp

ec
ifie

d m
att

er
s. 

Pr
ov

ide
s a

 co
ns

ist
en

t fr
am

ew
or

k f
or

 
as

se
ss

ing
 de

ve
lop

me
nt 

ac
ro

ss
 th

e 
re

gio
n.

Th
e b

en
efi

ts 
ar

e u
nli

ke
ly 

to 
be

 as
 hi

gh
 

as
 fo

r p
lan

s a
s t

he
 re

qu
ire

me
nt 

is 
no

t 
as

 st
ro

ng
. I.

e. 
the

 re
qu

ire
me

nt 
to 

“co
ns

ide
r” 

an
d o

nly
 in

 ce
rta

in 
cir

cu
ms

tan
ce

s. 

No
n 

re
gu

lat
or

y o
pt

io
ns

 

Op
tio

n 
5  

 
Pr

ov
isi

on
s o

f 
inf

or
ma

tio
n a

bo
ut 

ar
ea

s a
t h

igh
 ris

k 
fro

m 
na

tur
al 

ha
za

rd
s

Ide
nti

fie
s h

igh
 ris

k a
re

as
 th

at 
ca

n b
e 

inc
lud

ed
 in

 di
str

ict
 pl

an
s. 

Co
st 

eff
ici

en
t to

 co
nd

uc
t d

ist
ric

t o
r 

re
gio

na
l s

ca
le 

ha
za

rd
 id

en
tifi

ca
tio

n 
stu

die
s, 

ra
the

r t
ha

n o
ne

 of
f, s

ma
ll s

ca
le 

stu
die

s.

Pr
ov

ide
s c

lar
ity

 an
d c

er
tai

nty
 fo

r 
de

ve
lop

er
s a

nd
 co

un
cil

s. 

Ra
ise

s a
wa

re
ne

ss
 of

 ha
za

rd
s a

nd
 al

low
s 

Hi
gh

 
Pr

ov
ide

s i
nfo

rm
ati

on
 th

at 
all

ow
s b

ett
er

 
inf

or
me

d d
ec

isi
on

 m
ak

ing
 re

ga
rd

ing
 

na
tur

al 
ha

za
rd

s. 

Fla
gs

 hi
gh

 ris
k a

re
as

 th
at 

sh
ou

ld 
be

 
av

oid
ed

.

Ide
nti

fie
s d

iffe
re

nc
e b

etw
ee

n a
re

as
 w

ith
 

hig
h r

isk
 an

d l
ow

 to
 m

od
er

ate
 ris

k, 
the

re
by

 de
fin

ing
 w

hic
h a

re
as

 ca
n b

e 
de

ve
lop

ed
 w

ith
 ap

pr
op

ria
te 

mi
tig

ati
ng

 

Ec
on

om
ic 

co
sts

 to
 co

mm
iss

ion
 an

d 
co

nd
uc

t r
es

ea
rch

 to
 id

en
tify

 ha
za

rd
 

ar
ea

s.

Or
ga

nis
ati

on
al 

co
st 

to 
an

aly
se

 an
d 

de
cid

e o
n m

os
t a

pp
ro

pr
iat

e w
ay

s t
o 

ma
na

ge
 in

for
ma

tio
n. 

Th
e a

pp
lic

ati
on

 of
 re

lev
an

t w
or

ks
 in

 lo
ca

l 
au

tho
rity

 de
ve

lop
me

nts
 m

ay
 in

cre
as

e 
pu

bli
c s

pe
nd

ing
 on

 pu
bli

c d
ev

elo
pm

en
ts,

 

Ye
s



PA
GE

 24
 O

F 
61

 Po
lic

y a
nd

 
m

et
ho

d 
op

tio
ns

 
An

aly
sis

 o
f E

ffe
ct

ive
ne

ss
 

Ef
fe

ct
ive

ne
ss

 
Ra

tin
g

BE
NE

FI
TS

 (s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
CO

ST
S 

(s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
Ef

fic
ien

t?
 

de
ve

lop
me

nts
 to

 be
 si

ted
 in

 lo
w 

ris
k 

ar
ea

s.

No
t c

er
tai

n t
ha

t th
e a

cti
on

s w
ill 

be
  

ap
pr

op
ria

tel
y r

es
ou

rce
d b

y a
ll l

oc
al 

au
tho

riti
es

 an
d t

ha
t th

e a
cti

on
 w

ill 
be

 
ac

hie
ve

d.

Ma
y n

ot 
be

 ef
fec

tiv
e i

n i
nfl

ue
nc

ing
 pr

iva
te 

de
ve

lop
me

nts
.

me
as

ur
es

.

Re
mo

ve
s u

nc
er

tai
nti

es
 ar

ou
nd

 lo
ca

tio
n 

of 
ha

za
rd

 ar
ea

s.

Le
ad

s t
o s

afe
r m

or
e h

az
ar

d r
es

ilie
nt 

co
mm

un
itie

s.

Sa
ve

s m
on

ey
 in

 th
e m

ed
ium

 to
 lo

ng
er

 
ter

m 
by

 re
du

cin
g d

am
ag

es
 an

d 
ins

ur
an

ce
 co

sts
 fr

om
 ha

za
rd

 ev
en

ts,
 

du
e t

o d
ev

elo
pm

en
ts 

an
d s

ub
div

isi
on

s 
be

ing
 lo

ca
ted

 in
 lo

we
r r

isk
 ar

ea
s. 

Al
low

s f
or

 fle
xib

ilit
y o

f a
pp

ro
ac

h r
ath

er
 

tha
n i

mp
os

itio
n o

f r
eg

ula
tor

y p
oli

cie
s. 

Re
co

gn
ise

s t
ha

t p
eo

ple
 ca

n “
do

 th
e 

rig
ht 

thi
ng

” w
ith

ou
t c

om
pu

lsi
on

. 

Ec
on

om
ica

lly
 ef

fic
ien

t o
f fi

na
nc

ial
 

su
pp

or
t s

tim
ula

tes
 pr

iva
te 

eff
or

t a
nd

 
co

mm
itm

en
t.

ac
tiv

itie
s a

nd
 in

fra
str

uc
tur

e. 

Co
uld

 le
ad

 to
 pr

otr
ac

ted
 ne

go
tia

tio
ns

 an
d 

po
ten

tia
lly

 po
or

 re
su

lts
. 

Po
ten

tia
l e

nv
iro

nm
en

tal
 co

sts
 be

ca
us

e o
f 

a l
es

se
r c

om
mi

tm
en

t to
 ge

t th
ing

s d
on

e. 

Op
tio

n 
6  

Pr
ov

isi
on

 of
 

inf
or

ma
tio

n a
bo

ut 
na

tur
al 

ha
za

rd
 an

d 
cli

ma
te 

ch
an

ge
 

eff
ec

ts

Sa
ve

s i
nd

ivi
du

als
 an

d b
us

ine
ss

es
 fr

om
 

co
nd

uc
tin

g p
er

so
na

l re
se

ar
ch

. 

Ge
ts 

inf
or

ma
tio

n t
o w

ide
 au

die
nc

e a
nd

 
ra

ise
s a

wa
re

ne
ss

 of
 ha

za
rd

 is
su

es
. 

He
lps

 th
e c

om
mu

nit
y a

nd
 de

ve
lop

er
s 

un
de

rst
an

d n
atu

ra
l h

az
ar

ds
 is

su
es

, a
nd

 
as

sis
t s

 in
 fo

rm
ula

tin
g p

ro
po

sa
ls 

tha
t 

av
oid

, r
em

ed
y o

r m
itig

ate
 im

pa
cts

 on
 

the
m.

Ho
we

ve
r, 

the
re

 is
 no

 ob
lig

ati
on

 to
 fo

llo
w 

thr
ou

gh
 us

ing
 th

is 
ap

pr
oa

ch
 al

on
e, 

so
 

ne
ed

s t
o b

e c
om

bin
ed

 w
ith

 re
gu

lat
or

y 
too

ls.

Me
d 

Fr
ee

 ad
vic

e i
n t

he
 fo

rm
 of

 lit
er

atu
re

 to
 

de
ve

lop
er

s w
hic

h c
ou

ld 
be

ne
fic

ial
ly 

inf
lue

nc
e d

es
ign

 of
 pr

op
os

als
 w

hic
h 

av
oid

, r
em

ed
y o

r m
itig

ate
 ad

ve
rse

 
eff

ec
ts.

 A
n e

xa
mp

le 
is 

the
 pr

ov
isi

on
 of

 
fau

lt l
oc

ati
on

s d
er

ive
d f

ro
m 

stu
die

s 
su

ch
 as

 th
e W

air
ar

ap
a F

au
lt T

ra
ce

 
stu

dy
 20

06
.

Inf
or

ma
tio

n i
nc

re
as

es
 co

mm
un

ity
 

aw
ar

en
es

s o
f h

az
ar

d i
ss

ue
s a

nd
 th

e 
ne

ed
 to

 pr
ep

ar
e a

nd
 pl

an
 de

ve
lop

me
nts

 
to 

tak
e a

cc
ou

nt 
of 

na
tur

al 
ha

za
rd

s. 
 

Pu
bli

c u
nd

er
sta

nd
ing

 an
d m

em
or

y o
f 

ha
za

rd
s d

ec
lin

es
 qu

ick
ly 

if i
nfo

rm
ati

on
 

is 
no

t m
ad

e r
ea

dil
y a

va
ila

ble
.  

Co
uld

 en
ge

nd
er

 a 
mo

re
 

Re
lat

ive
ly 

ch
ea

p t
o d

o b
ec

au
se

 it 
do

es
 

no
t r

eq
uir

e s
pe

cif
ic 

ide
nti

fic
ati

on
 of

 
va

lue
s, 

bu
t th

er
e i

s t
he

 co
st 

of 
pr

ep
ar

ing
, 

pr
int

ing
 an

d d
ist

rib
uti

on
 of

 m
ate

ria
l. 

Co
sts

 to
 th

e e
nv

iro
nm

en
t (

as
 an

 op
tio

n 
on

 its
 ow

n)
 in

clu
de

 la
ck

 of
 en

for
ce

ab
ilit

y 
an

d n
o c

er
tai

nty
 of

 co
mp

lia
nc

e a
nd

 
en

for
ce

me
nt;

 pa
rtic

ula
r v

alu
es

 ar
e s

till
 no

t 
ide

nti
fie

d; 
pr

inc
ipl

es
 co

uld
 be

 in
co

rre
ctl

y 
ap

pli
ed

; a
nd

 th
e v

alu
es

 co
uld

 be
 ta

rg
ete

d 
for

 da
ma

ge
 or

 de
str

uc
tio

n. 

Ye
s



PA
GE

 25
 O

F 
61

 

Po
lic

y a
nd

 
m

et
ho

d 
op

tio
ns

 
An

aly
sis

 o
f E

ffe
ct

ive
ne

ss
 

Ef
fe

ct
ive

ne
ss

 
Ra

tin
g

BE
NE

FI
TS

 (s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
CO

ST
S 

(s
oc

ial
, e

co
no

m
ic 

an
d 

en
vir

on
m

en
ta

l)
Ef

fic
ien

t?
 

po
sit

ive
/co

op
er

ati
ve

 re
sp

on
se

 fr
om

 
de

ve
lop

er
s b

ec
au

se
 it 

is 
no

n-
re

gu
lat

or
y.

Op
tio

n 
7 

Int
eg

ra
ted

ma
na

ge
me

nt 
– a

 
me

mo
ra

nd
a o

f 
un

de
rst

an
din

g

Ag
re

em
en

ts 
ar

e n
on

-st
atu

tor
y a

nd
 re

ly 
on

 
the

 vo
lun

tar
y a

cti
on

s o
f p

ar
tie

s t
o s

ee
 

ma
na

ge
me

nt 
pla

ns
 th

ro
ug

h. 

Du
pli

ca
tes

 ag
re

em
en

t p
ro

ce
ss

es
 al

re
ad

y 
in 

pla
ce

, e
.g.

 flo
od

 m
an

ag
em

en
t 

me
mo

ra
nd

a.

On
ly 

eff
ec

tiv
e f

or
 ve

ry 
sp

ec
ific

 lo
ca

tio
ns

 
an

d t
yp

es
 of

 ha
za

rd
s e

.g.
 ce

rta
in 

riv
er

s o
r 

hil
lsi

de
s. 

 

Lo
w 

Cl
ar

ifie
s r

ole
s a

nd
 re

sp
on

sib
ilit

y o
f e

ac
h 

or
ga

nis
ati

on
 or

 gr
ou

p i
nv

olv
ed

 in
 th

e 
ag

re
em

en
t.

Po
ten

tia
l to

 al
ien

ate
 so

me
 gr

ou
ps

 no
t 

inc
lud

ed
 in

 m
em

or
an

da
. 

Or
ga

nis
ati

on
al 

co
sts

 of
 lia

isi
ng

 w
ith

 
int

er
es

t g
ro

up
s a

nd
 se

ttin
g u

p 
ag

re
em

en
ts.

Co
sts

 to
 m

on
ito

r a
nd

 re
vie

w 
eff

ec
tiv

en
es

s 
of 

ag
re

em
en

ts.

No

Do
in

g 
no

th
in

g 

Op
tio

n 
8  

No
  in

ter
ve

nti
on

 

Th
is 

is 
no

t e
ffe

cti
ve

 in
 re

so
ur

ce
 

ma
na

ge
me

nt 
ter

ms
.  N

or
 co

uld
 it 

be
 

ar
gu

ed
 to

 be
 ef

fic
ien

t, g
ive

n t
he

 is
su

e 
co

nti
nu

es
 un

ab
ate

d, 
an

d p
re

su
ma

bly
 

wo
uld

 ge
t w

or
se

.

Lo
w 

Lo
ca

l a
uth

or
itie

s a
re

 ab
le 

to 
wo

rk 
wi

th 
the

ir c
om

mu
nit

ies
 to

 id
en

tify
 on

 a 
ca

se
-

by
-ca

se
 ba

sis
 w

ha
t ty

pe
s o

f 
int

er
ve

nti
on

 is
 re

qu
ire

d –
 w

ith
ou

t a
 

pr
ed

ete
rm

ine
d r

eg
ion

al 
po

lic
y d

ire
cti

on
. 

Th
e i

ss
ue

s w
ill 

co
nti

nu
e i

n t
he

 sa
me

 
tre

nd
 or

 pa
tte

rn
, a

nd
 th

e o
bje

cti
ve

 w
ill 

no
t 

be
 ac

hie
ve

d. 
 D

oin
g n

oth
ing

 w
ill 

no
t 

ac
hie

ve
 th

e p
ur

po
se

 of
 th

e R
es

ou
rce

 
Ma

na
ge

me
nt 

Ac
t. T

his
 is

 no
t e

ffe
cti

ve
 

re
so

ur
ce

 m
an

ag
em

en
t g

ive
n t

he
 is

su
e 

co
nti

nu
es

 w
ith

ou
t r

eg
ion

al 
dir

ec
tio

n. 
It 

wo
uld

 le
ad

 to
 co

nti
nu

ed
 un

su
sta

ina
ble

 
en

vir
on

me
nta

l o
utc

om
es

, in
clu

din
g 

ec
on

om
ic,

 so
cia

l a
nd

 cu
ltu

ra
l o

utc
om

es
.  

No

Ta
bl

e 2
: E

va
lu

at
io

n 
of

 th
e e

ffe
ct

ive
ne

ss
 an

d 
ef

fic
ien

cy
 o

f p
ol

icy
 an

d 
m

et
ho

d 
op

tio
ns

 to
 ac

hi
ev

e O
bj

ec
tiv

e 1
8 



PAGE 26 OF 61 

4.3 Results from evaluation of the most appropriate policy and 
method options to achieve objective 18

Policy and method 
options 

Effectiveness Efficiency Selected (most 
appropriate)  

option(s) 

Proposed 
policies and 
methods 

Regulatory direction to district and/or regional plans 

Option 1

Direction to district plans to 
identify and avoid 
subdivision and 
development in high risk 
areas

High Yes Policy 28 and 
method 1 

Option 2   
Direction to district plans to 
ensure no inappropriate 
development in high risk 
areas

Med No 

Option 3  
Direction to district plans to 
require no building in 
identified hazard areas 

High No 

Direction as to matters to be given particular regard in resource management decision making 

Option 4 
Direction to consider 
minimising the adverse 
effects of natural hazards 

High Yes Policy 50 and 
method 4 

Non-regulatory options 

Option 5   
Provision of information 
about areas at high risk 
from natural hazards 

High Yes Method 22 

Option 6  
Provision of information 
about natural hazard and 
climate change effects 

Med Yes Method 14 

Option 7 
Integrated management – a 
memoranda of 
understanding

Low No 

Do nothing 

Option 8  
No  intervention

Low No 

Table 3: Evaluation of the most appropriate of polices and methods to achieve 
Objective 18 
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4.4 Discussion of options 

The Wellington region has one of the most physically diverse environments in 
New Zealand. It is also one of the most populous regions and consequently our 
communities are affected by a wide range of natural hazards. There is a long 
history, stretching back to the earliest European settlements and oral histories 
of local iwi of the Wellington region being affected by tsunami, earthquakes, 
landslides and floods. With development, came increased risk to property and 
lives from these hazard events. Ongoing development and population growth 
means it is important to take natural hazards into consideration when planning 
for subdivision and development. Such considerations will become even more 
critical in the future, due to the impacts that will be felt from climate change 
and sea level rise.

Despite this long history of natural hazard impacts, development has continued 
to occur in high risk areas. Some areas that have been devastated by natural 
disasters have been rebuilt and hard engineering works have been put in place 
to try and control the hazard and reduce the risk. This has left a residual risk in 
these places and when these defences have failed, the costs have been even 
greater. Good examples include the Hutt River Valley and beach locations of 
the southern Kapiti Coast. This is partly due to the lack of suitable land in the 
Wellington region on which to grow, forcing development in higher risk areas. 
It is also partly due to a lack of statutory requirements and weak regulations to 
take hazards considerations into account and to decline development in high 
risk areas.

Because of the serious effects that hazard events and natural disasters have on a 
community and the economy, a planning response that leans heavily to 
regulatory options is the most appropriate to address the issues and  achieve the 
objective, but supported by a number of non-regulatory methods. This leads to 
a  response that includes:

Option 1 (policy 28, method 1) to avoid development and subdivision in 
high hazard areas and;

Option 4 (policy 50, method 4) to have a range of considerations when 
assessing the risks in areas with moderate-low impacts from natural 
hazards which may be able to be effectively managed (avoided, remedied 
or mitigated in Resource Management Act terms). The option of 
considering specific matters within resource consents and other resource 
management decision making processes offers the opportunity to include 
additional hazards that have not been specifically identified during the 
implementation of option 1 (policy 28, method 1) and allows development 
to occur in areas with a low to moderate risk, providing certain conditions 
are met to minimise the risk.  

And supported by two non-regulatory methods:  

Option 5 (method 22) to identify areas at high risk from natural hazards. 
This research and investigation can result in the  production of maps that 
can be included in regional and district plans, and is the most cost effective 
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means of achieving this work, rather than requiring studies for each 
individual development. It is critical that any decision to avoid 
development in certain areas is backed up with sound scientific research.

Option 6 (method 14) to provide this advice and other knowledge of 
natural hazards to the community and developers to raise awareness of 
natural hazards, and provide information to aid planning and decision 
making.  

Whilst there are costs associated with implementing Options 1, 4, 5 & 6, the 
costs from natural disasters are exponentially higher, making their selection of  
effective and efficient over the longer term. 

Other options were considered and rejected for a number of reasons. Option 2 
is not appropriate because of the lack of certainty associated with the term 
‘inappropriate’. If areas are identified as no go development zones, planning 
becomes simpler and less vexatious. Developers and authorities all know the 
areas to avoid and this provides a level of certainty to all parties. Using the 
word inappropriate opens the process up to litigation and the ongoing legal 
costs of contesting every development. In other words, Option 2 is also 
considered too permissive of development in high hazard areas. 

Option 3 is rejected for the opposite reasons to Option 2. It would be overly 
restrictive of development. Because the Wellington region is subject to such a 
wide range of natural hazards, it would be unrealistic to take such a prohibitive 
stance. Not all areas subject to natural hazards have the same types and levels 
of risk. The risks vary depending on the type of natural hazard and the 
frequency and magnitude of the events. Some areas have a high risk and others 
have a low or moderate risk. In areas with a low or moderate risk, it may be 
possible to avoid, remedy or mitigate the risk with zoning restrictions, good 
building design or hazard mitigation measures.  

Option 7 is rejected because it is considered duplicitous. The Regional Policy 
Statement is not the appropriate place to mandate these agreements, which 
already occur under other management plans and guidelines.  

Doing nothing is assessed as being inappropriate to achieve objective 18. Thus, 
option 8 was rejected because it would allow development to proceed without a 
proper risk assessment. Because hazards are often localised, it is important to 
have the flexibility to enable site specific assessments. Not allowing this would 
create one size fits all rules through which site specific hazards would be 
missed.  This would invariably lead to developments in high risk areas, making 
developments vulnerable to natural hazards and placing lives at risk. This is 
contrary to the aims of Part II of the Resource Management Act. Wellington is 
subject to a wide range of natural hazards, it is very important to be aware of 
these to plan and build developments in order to minimise the risks.  
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4.5 Risk of acting or not acting if information is uncertain or 
insufficient

 Section 32(4)(b) of the Resource Management Act requires the evaluation of  
appropriateness to take into account the risk of acting or not acting if there is 
uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the policies or 
methods. 

 With regard to natural hazards, there is neither uncertain nor insufficient 
information by which to analyse the appropriateness of acting or not acting 
upon the issues.

If no action is taken, there will be no intervention in the management of natural 
hazards. The risk of not acting in the way proposed is that, when there is 
insufficient information, organisations and individuals would be free to 
develop without any requirement to take natural hazards into consideration, or 
without any understanding of the risk and consequences from natural hazards.

Increasing development is putting pressure on local authorities to allow 
development in areas about which there is limited understanding of the natural 
hazard risk. Changing patterns of lifestyle subdivision and development means 
that there are increasing demands to develop land in peri-urban and rural areas 
and in remote coastal locations where there is often a higher risk from natural 
hazards. Areas that in the past were avoided because of higher risk, have 
become desirable due to increasing demands for rural living and rural land 
owners have released land to meet these demands. 

If there are no hazard management policies in place to deal with development 
in areas where the risks are uncertain, development and lives could be placed at 
risk and be vulnerable to serious damage from a hazard event. For example, 
there is increasing pressure to develop in low lying coastal areas in areas at risk 
from tsunami, storm surge and sea level rise. It is critical to take a 
precautionary approach to developing these areas to ensure the safety of people 
and property, especially in light of climate change impacts. 

Where hazards exist, their impacts and risks will remain unclear or unnoticed. 
The pressures of subdivision, use and development will continue and probably 
increase. There is a very high risk that the safety of developments and lives 
will be compromised intentionally or inadvertently with no protection. The 
objective will not be achieved. 

The risk of acting in the way proposed is that there may be some unforeseen 
costs, in time and money, in order to implement the policies and methods 
properly. There may be some situations, where a development is constrained 
by the requirements to avoid high risk areas or by the need to modify the plans 
in order to minimise the risk. 

It is also possible that a lack of certainty about natural hazards in some areas, 
may curtail development. Available information may indicate a general hazard 
risk, but being non-specific, it may lead to an overly precautionary approach, 
thereby constraining or preventing development unnecessarily. 
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It is clear to Greater Wellington that the risk of acting is much less than the risk 
of not acting. 
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5. Evaluation of policies and methods to achieve objective 
19

The appropriateness of the policies and methods to achieve Objective 19 are 
evaluated by looking at the effectiveness and the efficiency of the policy and 
method options, and the risks or acting or not acting if there is uncertain or 
insufficient information.  

5.1 The range of policy and method options considered 

Objective 19 seeks to not increase the risks and consequences of natural hazard 
events from hazard mitigation measures, structural works and other activities. 

5.1.1 Regulatory direction to district and/or regional plans 

Option 1 – Direction to plans to prohibit structural mitigation measures 

This approach involves district and regional plans to have rules prohibiting the 
construction of hazard mitigation measures. 

5.1.2 Regulatory direction as to matters to be given particular regard when 
making resource management decisions 

Option 2 – Direction to consider minimising the adverse effects of hazard 
mitigation measures 

This option is to require local authorities to have particular regard to specified 
matters in order to minimise the effects from hazard mitigation measures when 
making resource management decisions, with a preference for soft engineered 
options.

5.1.3 Non-regulatory options 

Option 3 – Information about natural features to protect property from 
natural hazards 

This option uses non-regulatory actions such as research and historical record 
gathering to identify natural features in the region that have the ability to 
provide natural protection from natural hazards.  

Option 4 – Information in the form of hazard mitigation guidelines 

This option is to develop a best practice guidance manual that outlines the 
various hazard mitigation measures available to minimise the risk from natural 
hazards and the impacts that these measures have on the natural environment. 

5.1.4 Doing nothing 

Option 5 – No intervention 

This option offers no intervention in the management of hazard mitigation 
measures. 
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5.3 Results from evaluation of the most appropriate policy and 
method options to achieve objective 19 

Policy and method 
options 

Effectiveness Efficient? Selected  option(s) Proposed 
policies and 
methods 

Regulatory direction to district and regional plans 

Option 1   
Direction to plans to prohibit 
structural mitigation 
measures

Med No 

Regulatory direction as to matters to be given particular regard in resource management 
decision making 

Option 2 
Consider minimising the 
adverse effects of hazard 
mitigation measures

High Yes Policy 51 and 
method 4 

Non-regulatory options 

Option 3 
Information about natural 
features to protect property 
from natural hazards 

High Yes Method 50 

Option 4  
Information in the form of 
hazard mitigation guidelines 

Med No 

Do nothing 

Option 5  
No intervention 

Low No 

Table 5: Results from evaluation of the most appropriate policy and method 
options to achieve objective 19 

5.4 Discussion of options 

The Wellington region has one of the most physically diverse environments in 
New Zealand. It is also one of the most populous regions and consequently our 
communities are affected by a wide range of natural hazards. Despite the long 
history of natural hazard impacts, development has occurred in areas affected 
by natural hazards. Some areas that have been devastated by natural disasters 
have been rebuild and hard engineering works have been put in place to try and 
control the hazard and reduce the risk. This has left a residual risk in these 
places and when these defences have failed, the costs have been even greater. 
Good examples include the Hutt River Valley and beach locations of the 
southern Kapiti Coast. This is partly due to the lack of suitable land in the 
Wellington region on which to grow, forcing development in higher risk areas. 
It is also partly due to a lack of statutory requirements and weak regulations to 
take hazards considerations into account and to decline development in high 
risk areas.
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People’s actions, including mitigation measures and ongoing development, can 
cause or increase the risk from natural hazards.  Examples are: seawalls or 
groynes that can cause localised erosion of the adjacent shoreline and; building 
on landslip prone slopes.  Stopbanks and seawalls can also create a sense of 
security and encourage further development, increasing the extent and value of 
the assets at risk. The risk that remains after protection works are put in place is 
known as the residual risk.  Engineered protection works can create a sense of 
security and encourage further development.  In turn, this increases the extent 
and value of assets that could be damaged if the protection works fail or an 
extreme event exceeds the structural design parameters. Structural measures or 
hard engineering methods can have significant environmental effects and 
should be considered as the least desirable option for natural hazard control.  
Where there is an unacceptable risk to development or property, there may be a 
place for structural measures or hard engineering methods, if they are part of a 
long-term hazard management strategy that includes other measures. 

Because of the serious effects that hazard events and natural disasters have 
on a community and the economy, a planning response that leans heavily 
to regulatory options is the most appropriate to address the issues and 
achieve the objective, but supported by a number of non-regulatory 
methods. This leads to a  response that includes: Option 2 (policy 51, 
method 4), to have a range of considerations when assessing the risk to a 
development and any proposed hazard mitigation measures. The option of 
considering specific matters in resource consents and other resource 
management decision making offers the opportunity to include a range of 
local and site specific matters that cannot be specifically identified in plan 
policies. This allows development to occur in areas with a low to moderate 
risk, providing certain conditions are met to minimise the risk.  

There is 1 non-regulatory method to support option 2:  

Option 3 (Method 23), to identify natural features in the region that may 
provide natural protection from natural hazards. This research can be used 
to produce maps that can be used in the provision of information. It is 
important that the identification of these areas is backed by sound 
scientific reasoning.

While there are costs associated with implementing Options 2 & 3, the costs 
from natural disasters are exponentially higher, making the  selection of these 
options effective and efficient over the longer term.

Other policies and methods were also considered but are rejected for a number 
of reasons. Option 1 is not selected because it would be overly restrictive of 
development. Because the Wellington region is subject to such a wide range of 
natural hazards, it would be unrealistic to take such a prohibitive stance. Not all 
areas subject to natural hazards have the same risks. The risks vary depending 
on the type of natural hazard and the frequency and magnitude of the events. 
Some areas have a high risk and others have a low or moderate risk. In areas 
with a low or moderate risk, it may be possible to avoid, remedy or mitigate the 
risk with sensible structural mitigation measures.  
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Option 4 is rejected because the Regional Policy Statement is not the most 
appropriate place to mandate or necessitate the production of guidance 
manuals,  as these can be produced without the need for resource management 
regulatory intervention 

Doing nothing is assessed as being inappropriate to address the issues and 
achieve objective 19. Thus, option 5 is rejected as it would allow development 
and structural mitigation measures to proceed without a proper assessment of 
their potential to exacerbate natural hazards or adversely affect the 
environment. 

5.5 Risk of acting or not acting if information is uncertain or 
insufficient

 Section 32(4)(b) of the Resource Management Act requires the evaluation of  
appropriateness to take into account the risk of acting or not acting if there is 
uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the policies or 
methods. 

 With regard hazard mitigation, there is neither uncertain nor insufficient 
information by which to analyse the appropriateness of acting or not acting 
upon the issues.

If no action is taken, there will be no intervention in the management of natural 
hazards and hazard mitigation works (where there is insufficient information). 
People would be free to develop without any requirement to consider the 
impacts produced by hazard mitigation works or in considering the various 
options that may be available to make a more sustainable long term choice. 
Furthermore, there will be no requirement to consider the risk and 
consequences from natural hazards if the mitigation works fail.  

If there are no hazard management policies in place to deal with development 
in areas where the risks are uncertain, development and lives could be placed at 
risk and vulnerable to serious damage from a hazard event. For example, there 
is increasing pressure to develop in low lying coastal areas and on alluvial 
plains which are at risk from flooding and erosion. It is critical to assess the 
risks when developing in these areas to ensure the safety of people and 
property, especially in light of climate change impacts. Development in these 
areas often places pressure on sensitive ecosystems and it is important to 
consider potential mitigation measures that are more sympathetic to the 
environment and which promote  long term sustainability.  

The impacts of structural mitigation measures on the environment and 
surrounding properties will remain unclear or unnoticed. The pressures of 
subdivision, use and development will continue and probably increase. There is 
a very high risk that the safety of developments and lives will be compromised 
intentionally or inadvertently with no protection. The objective will not be 
achieved.

The risk of acting in the way proposed is that there may be some unforeseen 
costs, in time and money, in order to implement the policies and methods 
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properly. There may be some situations, where a development is constrained 
by the requirements to implement mitigation measures in order to minimise the 
risks from natural hazards. 

It is also possible that a lack of certainty about hazard mitigation measures may 
curtail development. There may be an uncertain level of risk that could 
potentially be mitigated with effective mitigation measures, but a lack of 
knowledge may lead some people to take an overly precautionary approach and 
abandon the proposal, thereby unnecessarily constraining or preventing 
development. 

It is clear to Greater Wellington that the risk of acting is much less than the risk 
of not acting. 
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6. Evaluation of policies and methods to achieve objective 
20

The appropriateness of the policies and methods to achieve Objective 19 are 
evaluated by looking at the effectiveness and the efficiency of the policy and 
method options, and the risks or acting or not acting if there is uncertain or 
insufficient information.  

6.1 The range of policy and method options considered 

Objective 26 seeks to increase community resilience to natural hazard events 
and prepare people for the consequences of natural hazard events. 

6.1.1 Regulatory direction to district and/or regional plans

Option 1 – Direction to plans to instigate structural programmes for 
community resilience 

This approach would require regional and district plans to include rules and 
polices that instigate programmes of building structural resilience into 
communities and pre-existing developments. 

Option 2 – Direction to district plans to identify and avoid subdivision and 
development in high risk areas  

This option requires policies and rules to be included in district and regional 
plans to identify areas at high risk from natural hazards and to provide policies 
to avoid subdivision and development in high risk areas. 

6.1.2 Regulatory direction as to matters to be given particular regard when 
making resource management decisions 

Option 3 – Direction to consider minimising the adverse effects of natural 
hazards 

This option requires local authorities to have particular regard to specified 
matters in order to minimise the adverse effects of natural hazards when 
making resource management decisions, including a requirement to avoid 
development if the hazard risk is assessed as high. 

Option 4 – Direction to consider minimising the adverse effects of hazard 
mitigation measures 

This option is to require local authorities to have particular regard to specified 
matters in order to minimise the effects from hazard mitigation measures when 
making resource management decisions, with a preference for soft engineered 
options.
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6.1.3 Non-regulatory options 

Option 5 – Provision of information about building hazard resilient 
communities that are prepared for natural hazard events 

This approach is to actively engage the community in preparing for and raising 
awareness of natural hazards through public education programmes. 

Option 6 – Provision of information about natural hazard and climate 
change effects 

This approach is to develop and disseminate information about natural hazard 
and climate change effects, including how development may exacerbate those 
effects, and to suggest ways of mitigating any adverse effects. For example, 
design guidelines on how to locate dwellings on the coast to minimise the 
effects of natural hazards, hazard maps and reports on specific hazards and/or 
reports in specific areas of interest.

Option 7 – Provision of information about areas at high risk from natural 
hazards 

This approach is to  undertake investigation or research into specific hazards 
affecting the region and the risks they pose, in order to aid the development of 
risk management strategies and planning and decision making, including the 
development of policies for regional and district plans. 

Option 8 – Provision of information about natural features to protect 
property from natural hazards 

This option is to research and use historical records  to identify natural features 
in the region that have the ability to provide natural protection from natural 
hazards.

6.1.4 Doing nothing 

Option 9 – No intervention 

This option offers no intervention on behalf of local authorities to reduce the 
impacts on communities from natural hazards or to raise awareness and 
preparedness for hazard events. 
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6.3 Results from evaluation of the most appropriate policy and 
method options to achieve objective 20 

Policy and method 
options 

Effectiveness Efficient? Selected (most 
appropriate)  

option(s) 

Proposed 
policies and 
methods 

Regulatory direction to district and/or regional plans 

Option 1 
Direction to plans to 
instigate structural 
programmes for community 
resilience

Med No 

Option 2   
Direction to district plans to 
identify and avoid 
subdivision and 
development in high risk 
areas

High Yes Policy 28 and 
method 1 

Regulatory direction as to the matters to be given particular regard in resource management 
decision making 

Option 3 
Direction to consider 
minimising the adverse 
effects of natural hazards 

High Yes Policy 50 and 
method 4 

Option 4 
Direction to consider 
minimising the adverse 
effects of hazard mitigation 
measures

High Yes Policy 51 and 
method 4 

Non regulatory options 

Option 5 
Provision of information 
about building hazard 
resilient communities that 
are prepared for natural 
hazard events 

Med No 

Option 6  
Provision of information 
about natural hazard and 
climate change effects 

Med Yes Method 14 

Option 7 
Provision of information 
about areas at high risk 
from natural hazards 

Med Yes Method 22 
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Policy and method 
options 

Effectiveness Efficient? Selected (most 
appropriate)  

option(s) 

Proposed 
policies and 
methods 

Option 8 
Provision of information 
about natural features to 
protect property from 
natural hazards 

Med Yes Method 23 

Doing nothing 

Option 9 
No  intervention 

Low No 

Table 7: Results from the evaluation of the most appropriate of policy and 
method options to achieve objective 20 

6.4 Discussion of options 

The Wellington region is affected by a wide range of natural hazards. Peoples’ 
actions, including mitigation measures and ongoing development can cause or 
increase the risk from natural hazards. 

Because of the serious effects that hazard events and natural disasters have on a 
community and the economy, a planning response that leans heavily to 
regulatory options is the most appropriate to address the issues and  achieve the 
objective, but supported by a number of non-regulatory methods. This leads to 
a  response that includes:

Option 2 (policy 28 and method 1), to avoid development and subdivision 
in high hazard areas in order to increase community resilience from natural 
hazards;  

Option 3 (policy 50 and method 4), to have a range of considerations when 
assessing the risks in areas with moderate risk of impacts from natural 
hazards which may be able to be effectively managed in order to increase 
community resilience from natural hazards;  

Option 4 (policy 51 and method 4), to have a range of considerations when 
assessing the impacts of hazard mitigation measures. 

There are three non-regulatory methods to support these options and resultant 
policies:  

Option 6 (method 14), to provide this advice and other knowledge of 
natural hazards to the community and developers to raise awareness and 
increase resilience from natural hazards, and provide information to aid 
planning and decision making.

Option 7 (method 22), to identify areas at high risk from natural hazards. 
This research can be used to produce maps that can be included into 
regional and district plans and is the most cost effective means of 
achieving this work, rather than requiring studies for each individual 
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development. It is critical that any decisions to avoid development in 
certain areas is backed up with sound scientific research. 

Option 8 (method 23), to identify natural features in the region that may 
provide a buffering effect and protect property from natural hazards. 

While there are costs associated with implementing these options, the costs  
from natural disasters are exponentially higher, making the selection of these 
options and resultant polices the most appropriate way to address the issues and 
achieve objective 20.

Other policies and methods were also considered but are rejected for a number 
of reasons as follows. 

Option 1 is not selected because of the excessive cost and difficulty of 
implementing such programmes. Some aspects of option 1 can be implemented 
by other strategies, such as through floodplain management plans raising 
houses or district plans requiring building upgrades to bring buildings up to 
acceptable earthquake engineering standards. 

Option 5 is rejected because the Regional Policy Statement is not the 
appropriate place to mandate or necessitate such programmes. Furthermore, it 
duplicates requirements in the Civil Defence and Emergency Management Act 
2002. Aspects of this option are delivered via option 4.

Option 9, doing nothing, is assessed as being inappropriate to achieve the 
objective 20. It is very important to be aware of natural hazards when planning 
a development and to build communities to minimise the risks. Option 9 is 
rejected because it would allow development to proceed without a proper 
assessment of the risks from natural hazards or the potential for the 
development to increase the risk. This could lead to developments and 
structural mitigation measures having an adverse impact on the environment 
and potentially increasing the risk from natural hazards. This is contrary to the 
aims of Part 2 of the Resource Management Act.  

Objective 20 recognises and supports the hazard management principles of risk 
reduction and readiness, two of the four key emergency and hazard 
management principles that includes: reduction; readiness; response; and, 
recovery.

Reduction is concerned with minimising the adverse impacts from natural 
hazards through sound planning and management in order to encourage the 
development of resilient communities that are better prepared for natural 
hazards and climate change effects.  

Readiness is about preparing for hazard events before they occur and 
involves local authorities, civil defence emergency management and the 
community.  An important way to achieve this is through public education 
and by providing information and advice in order to raise awareness of 
natural hazard issues. If people are prepared and able to cope, the impacts 
from a natural hazard event are effectively reduced. 
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Options 2, 3, 4, 6, 7 & 8 will together, act to reduce the risks from natural 
hazards to people and communities, including businesses and civic 
infrastructure and are, therefore, the most appropriate way to address the issue 
and achieve objective 20 

6.5 Risk of acting or not acting if information is uncertain or 
insufficient

 Section 32(4)(b) of the Resource Management Act requires the evaluation of  
appropriateness to take into account the risk of acting or not acting if there is 
uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the policies or 
methods. 

 With regard to natural hazards, there is neither uncertain nor insufficient 
information by which to analyse the appropriateness of acting or not acting 
upon the issues.

The risk of not acting in the way proposed is that the objective will not be 
achieved. If there is no action on behalf of local authorities to reduce the 
impacts on communities from natural hazards or to raise awareness and 
preparedness for hazard events (where there is insufficient information). 
Organisations and individuals are free to develop without any requirement to 
consider; the impacts from natural hazards or; the impacts of the development 
on the environment or; the ways in which the development exacerbate the risk 
from natural hazards or; the range of mitigation measures that may be required 
or; in considering the various options that may be available to make a more 
sustainable long term choice.  

If there are no hazard management policies in place to deal with development 
in areas where the risks are uncertain, development and lives could be placed at 
risk and vulnerable to serious damage from a hazard event. It is critical to take 
a precautionary approach to developing these areas to ensure the safety of 
people and property, especially in light of climate change impacts. There is a 
very high risk that the safety of developments and lives will be compromised 
intentionally or inadvertently with no protection.

The risk of acting in the way proposed is that there may be some extra costs, in 
time and money, in order to implement the policies and methods properly. 
There may be some situations, where a development is constrained by the 
requirements to avoid high risk areas or by the need to modify the plans in 
order to minimise the risk or by the requirements to implement mitigation 
measures in order to minimise the risks from natural hazards. 

It is also possible that a lack of certainty about natural hazards in some areas, 
may curtail development. Available information may indicate a general hazard 
risk, but being non-specific, it may lead to an overly precautionary approach, 
thereby constraining or preventing development unnecessarily. It is clear to 
Greater Wellington that the risk of acting is much less than the risk of not 
acting.
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Appendix 1: Criteria used to determine regionally significant 
issues

The criteria used for determining whether an issue was a resource management issue of 
regional significance were: 

The issue was a natural or physical resource management problem. 
The issue was to be of regional significance (see further criteria below). 
The issue was about achieving the purpose of the Resource Management Act. 
The issue did not “repeat” the Resource Management Act, the New Zealand Coastal 
Policy Statement, any other national policy, or another issue in the Regional Policy 
Statement. 
The issue was explained in the context of the Wellington region. 

Regional significance was determined using the following criteria 

The issue concerns a resource which is regionally significant, and the issue requires 
integrated management at a regional level ; and 
There is a potential shortage of the resource and resultant allocation issues; or
There is a significant level of conflict over the resource which is either occurring or 
is foreseeable over the next 10 years; or 
The resource is potentially subject to significant adverse effects at a regional level; 
or
There are significant issues in terms of Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 
which are, or are likely to, arise at a regional scale  (eg maintenance and 
enhancement of access along waterways); or 
The community has signalled that it regards a particular issue as being of regional 
significance; or 
The issue is one of national significance (eg preservation of  natural character) and 
requires regional intervention; or 
The issue is one of district significance but requires regional intervention; or 
The matter is one which a National Policy Statement or National Water 
Conservation Order requires to be addressed. 
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