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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Andrew Peter Hewland Willis.  I hold the position of 

Managing Director of Planning Matters Limited in Christchurch. I have held 

this position for two years. 

1.2 I hold the following academic qualifications: 

(a) MSc in Resource Management with Honours from Lincoln 

University, conferred 1996;  

(b) BA in Psychology with Honours, from the University of Canterbury, 

conferred in 1994; 

(c) BSc in Zoology from the University of Canterbury, conferred in 1993. 

1.3 Details of my qualifications and relevant past experience are at Attachment 

"A" to this evidence.   

1.4 I have been employed in the practise of planning and resource 

management for over 18 years.  Prior to establishing Planning Matters 

Limited I was the Team Leader Urban Renewal and Transport at the 

Christchurch City Council for two years.   Prior to working at the 

Christchurch City Council I was the Regional Policy and Plan Effectiveness 

Section Manager at Environment Canterbury for two years and a senior 

policy analyst before that for three years.  Prior to that I worked as a policy 

planner for five years for the Christchurch City Council.  

1.5 I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute and the current 

Vice Chair of the national Board.  I have been on the national Board for 

almost 5 years. 

1.6 I have been engaged by the Crown through the Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery Authority ("CERA") to provide planning evidence relating to the 

Natural Hazards Proposal.  

1.7 My experience with regard to natural hazards has been formed through 

working in various roles in planning.  At Environment Canterbury I led the 

drafting of the natural hazards chapter of the Canterbury Regional Policy 

Statement 2013 ("RPS") so I have a good working knowledge of that 

document’s approach to natural hazards.  As part of this drafting I 

undertook significant consultation with territorial authorities around the 
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region so I am familiar with the challenges they face in managing natural 

hazards through a district plan.   

1.8 As a consultant I was part of the Land Use Recovery Plan: Te Mahere 

Whakahaumanu Tāone ("LURP") drafting team which contains policy 

direction on natural hazards.  I have also advised on and undertaken 

resource consents for construction and project management companies for 

building repairs and rebuilds involving raising floor levels for flooding 

purposes.    

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.   

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my sphere of expertise and 

I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or 

detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE 

3.1 I have been asked to provide planning evidence in relation to the Natural 

Hazards Proposal.  My evidence is arranged by themes, based on aspects 

of the Crown’s submission.  The themes covered are:  

(a) The statutory planning framework; 

(b) Existing infrastructure;  

(c) Usability and clarity;  

(d) Consenting requirements; and 

(e) Non-regulatory methods.  

3.2 In forming my views I have drawn upon the following documents and 

evidence: 
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(a) The notified Natural Hazards Proposal (“Replacement Plan”); 

(b) The amended Natural Hazards Proposal agreed at the planning 

caucusing (Attachment 2 of the Planning Expert Conferencing 

Statement); 

(c) The Joint Statements of the flooding experts, slope hazard experts 

and the liquefaction experts; 

(d) The section 32 evaluation report for the Natural Hazards Proposal; 

(e) The Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch: Mahere 

Haumanutanga o Waitaha (“Recovery Strategy”); 

(f) The LURP;  

(g) The RPS;  

(h) The Statement of Expectations (“SOE”) in Schedule 4 of the 

Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) 

Order 2014;  

(i) The Statement of Evidence of Dr Wendy Saunders, GNS Science 

on behalf of the Crown; 

(j) The Statement of Evidence of Nick Traylen, Geotech Consulting 

Limited on behalf of the Crown;  

(k) The Statement of Evidence of Janice Carter, Christchurch City 

Council; and 

(l) The Statement of Evidence of Helen Beaumont, Christchurch City 

Council. 

3.3 For the purposes of my evidence I have relied on the accuracy of the 

science and modelling that underpins the various risk assessments 

undertaken to inform the Natural Hazards Proposal.  

3.4 Part of my evidence is based on the outcomes of the planning caucusing 

held in January 2015.  The version of the Natural Hazards Proposal agreed 

at the planning caucusing is a significant improvement on the notified 

version of the Proposal.  However, in my opinion there are still some areas 

where further improvements could be made.  
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3.5 I will outline further improvements that I suggest for the Proposal in the 

context of the key themes from the Crown’s submission.  My evidence 

should be read in conjunction with the evidence of Dr Saunders, who will be 

covering other aspects of the planning caucusing output on behalf of the 

Crown. Unless otherwise indicated in my evidence or in the evidence of Dr 

Saunders, I am satisfied with the outcomes of the planning caucusing. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Natural Hazards Proposal as amended during the planning caucusing 

is in my opinion a significant improvement on the notified version of the 

Proposal.  However, in my opinion there are still some areas where further 

improvements could be made.  

4.2 In my opinion the Natural Hazards Proposal is not inconsistent with the 

Recovery Strategy and the LURP. 

4.3 In my opinion further amendments to Policy 5.3.4 are necessary to give 

effect to Policy 11.3.2 in the RPS and to more accurately align with the 

associated Floor and Fill Management Area rules (5.8.1.1 and 5.8.3.1).1 

4.4 In my opinion the repair and maintenance of existing infrastructure should 

be expressly covered in Policies 5.5.1, 5.5.2 and 5.5.3, or 5.2.2 in order to 

more accurately reflect its importance, to provide greater internal clarity and 

consistency with the associated rules (5.10.1) and in order to more 

accurately reflect the actual applicable risk.  

4.5 Usability and clarity have been improved in the Natural Hazards Proposal 

as amended during the planning caucusing, but in my opinion Policy 

5.4.2(b) would benefit from a minor change to avoid introducing a new term. 

4.6 Changes to the flood hazard rules proposed during the planning caucusing 

will simplify the resource consent requirements, but I recommend that 

procedural changes would be helpful to further simplify this and therefore 

reduce the burden on applicants. 

4.7 In my opinion non-regulatory methods such as guidance documents should 

be developed and noted in the Natural Hazards Proposal to aid in the 

understanding and application of the Natural Hazards Proposal, and 

awareness of natural hazards generally.      

                                                
1
 The Floor and Fill Management Area is the area identified on the planning maps as subject to flooding in a major 

flood event. 



BF\52495277\3 Page 6 

5. THE CROWN’S SUBMISSION 

5.1 The major themes in the Crown’s submission relevant to the Natural 

Hazards Proposal are set out in Part A (on pages 11, 17 to 18), and Part C 

Proposal 5 (on pages 69 to 71) of the submission.   The principle outcome 

that the Crown seeks for natural hazards is stated on page 11 as follows: 

“It is important that the Replacement Plan provides a clear direction in: 

 identifying hazards,  

 providing a framework to identify their associated risk (level of risk 
to life and/or property, and the environment), and appropriate 
responses so that: 

o housing and other urban activities are not located in areas 
of high risk (to life and/or property and the environment) 
from natural hazards; 

o changed or heightened risk of natural hazards in existing 
urban areas is managed effectively.” 

 

5.2 To achieve this, the Crown sought a number of amendments to the Natural 

Hazards Proposal.  In particular, I note the following changes sought:   

(a) More accurately give effect to the RPS2; 

(b) Provide for infrastructure3;  

(c) Ensure usability and clarity4;  

(d) Reduce consenting requirements5; and 

(e) Include non-regulatory methods.6 

5.3 I have provided comments on specific plan provisions in order to address 

these stated outcomes and desired amendments where, in my opinion, the 

version of the Natural Hazards Proposal agreed at the planning caucusing 

could be improved.             

6. THE STATUTORY PLANNING FRAMEWORK  

6.1 In this section I will comment on the statutory plans of most relevance to the 

Crown and its submission.   

                                                
2
 For example Paragraph 21.1 all policies on page 74, Provision 5.2.2 on page 78, Provision 5.2.6 on page 81 of 

the Crown’s submission 
3
 Paragraph 1.10(4) on page 11 of the Crown’s submission 

4
 Paragraph 20.9 on page 70 and Paragraph 21.1 Provision 5.2 on page 75 of the Crown’s Submission 

5
 Paragraph 1.10(8) on page 12 of the Crown’s submission 

6
 Paragraph 21.1, Provision 5.27, on page 81 in the Crown’s submission 
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The Recovery Strategy 

6.2 The Recovery Strategy guides the rebuilding and recovery of greater 

Christchurch.  Section 15(1) of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 

2011 (“CER Act”) requires that a district plan must not be interpreted or 

applied in a way that is inconsistent with a Recovery Strategy. 

6.3 Sections 4 and 5 of the Recovery Strategy are the sections that explicitly 

refer to natural hazards.  In Section 4 – visions and goals for the recovery 

(page 11) Goal 5.7 seeks to:  

“Develop resilient, cost effective, accessible and integrated 

infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport networks – by:  

… 

5.7 drawing on sound information about on-going seismic activity and 

environmental constraints including other natural hazards and climate 

change”.   

6.4 In Section 5 (page 12) of the Recovery Strategy the first priority identified is 

“People’s safety and wellbeing by: addressing the risk to life posed by 

unsafe buildings and from natural hazards.”   The seventh priority identified 

is “regulation, standards and other information to support the rebuild and 

repair of housing to a quality that meets the technical requirements for the 

land categories and building standards.” 

6.5 In my opinion the Natural Hazards Proposal as amended through the 

planning caucusing is not inconsistent with the Recovery Strategy’s 

statements on natural hazards.  As evidenced by the Joint Statements of 

the flooding experts, slope hazard experts and the liquefaction experts the 

Natural Hazards Proposal draws on sound technical advice on natural 

hazards and climate change to address natural hazards risk to life and 

property.       

The Land Use Recovery Plan 

6.6 The LURP sets out a number of actions and puts land use policies and 

rules in place to assist rebuilding and recovery of communities (including 

housing and businesses) that have been disrupted by the earthquakes, 

helping to achieve the vision of the Recovery Strategy.  Section 23(1)(f) of 

the CER Act requires that any person exercising functions or powers under 
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the Resource Management Act 1991 ("RMA") in relation to a district plan 

must not make a decision or recommendation that is inconsistent with a 

Recovery Plan.   

6.7 Section 3.3.1 (page 16) of the LURP seeks as an outcome a clear planning 

framework that directs where and how new development should occur so 

that it integrates efficiently and effectively with infrastructure programmes 

and avoids key hazards and constraints.  In my opinion the Natural Hazards 

proposal generally does set out a clear planning framework, defining areas 

subject to natural hazards and specifying how activities in those locations 

should be managed.  

6.8 Section 4.5 (page 37) of the LURP covers natural hazards and 

environmental constraints.  It notes that the Christchurch City Council 

district plan review will provide an opportunity to implement hazard planning 

initiatives to manage future development in areas subject to slope instability 

on the Port Hills and other natural hazards on flat areas.     

6.9 The LURP sets out two actions for the Christchurch City Council.  Action 42 

(page 37) requires the Council to provide for the protection of people from 

risks in high hazard areas (as defined in the RPS) and other areas, noting 

slope instability hazards, flood and liquefaction hazards and sea level rise.  

In my opinion the Natural Hazards Proposal addresses many of these 

matters, with the remainder to be addressed in Phase II.    

6.10 Action 43 (page 37) requires Councils to support the provision of 

geotechnical information to the Canterbury Geotechnical Database.   I note 

that this is encouraged in the Natural Hazards Proposal.   I also note that 

this specific matter is commented on further in the evidence of Mr Nick 

Traylen.   

6.11 As such, in my opinion the Natural Hazards Proposal is not inconsistent 

with the LURP. 

The Canterbury Regional Policy Statement  

6.12 Chapter 11 (Natural Hazards) of the RPS sets out the planning framework 

at the regional level for the management of natural hazards.  Chapter 6 

(Recovery and Rebuilding in Greater Christchurch) also refers to natural 

hazards in its objectives and policies, along with setting out other key 

outcomes for recovery and rebuilding.   Section 75(3)(c) of the RMA states 

that district plans must give effect to the RPS.   
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6.13 The Crown’s submission on the Natural Hazards Proposal sought a number 

of changes to ensure the Proposal accurately gives effect to the RPS.7  I 

will now consider the RPS in relation to how the Natural Hazards Proposal 

addresses flooding as this is an area where, in my opinion, the Natural 

Hazards Proposal could be improved to more accurately give effect to the 

higher order document.  

6.14 The RPS provides a number of clear and strong statements on flood 

management.  The two main policies are 11.3.1 and 11.3.2 (pages 130 and 

131 respectively).   Both policies seek to avoid new subdivision, use and 

development in specified circumstances.    

6.15 Policy 11.3.1 of the RPS is set out in full below: 

“Policy 11.3.1 – Avoidance of inappropriate development in high hazard 

areas 

To avoid new subdivision, use and development (except as provided for in 

Policy 11.3.4) of land in high hazard areas, unless the subdivision, use or 

development: 

(1) is not likely to result in loss of life or serious injuries in 

the event of a natural hazard occurrence; and  

(2) is not likely to suffer significant damage or loss in the 

event of a natural hazard occurrence; and 

(3) is not likely to require new or upgraded hazard 

mitigation works to mitigate or avoid the natural 

hazard; and 

(4) is not likely to exacerbate the effects of the natural 

hazard; or 

(5) is proposed to be located in an area zoned or 

identified in a district plan or Chapter 6 of the CRPS, 

for urban residential, industrial or commercial use, at 

the date of notification of the CRPS, in which case 

the effects of the natural hazard must be mitigated.”  

                                                
7
 For example Paragraph 21.1 all policies on page 74, Provision 5.2.2 on page 78, Provision 5.2.6 on page 81 of 

the Crown’s submission 
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6.16 High hazard flood areas are defined as areas subject to inundation events 

where the depth (metres) x velocity (metres per second) is greater than or 

equal to 1, or where depths are greater than 1 metre in a 0.2% Annual 

Exceedance Probability (“AEP”) flood event.8   

6.17 Policy 11.3.2 of the RPS is set out in full below: 

 “Policy 11.3.2 – Avoid development in areas subject to inundation 

In areas not subject to Policy 11.3.1 that are subject to inundation by a 

0.5% AEP flood event; any new subdivision, use and development 

(excluding critical infrastructure) shall be avoided unless there is no 

increased risk to life, and the subdivision, use or development: 

(1)   is of a type that is not likely to suffer material damage in an inundation 

event; or 

(2) is ancillary or incidental to the main development; or  

(3) meets all of the following criteria: 

(a) new buildings have an appropriate floor level above the 0.5% 

AEP design flood level; and 

(b) hazardous substances will not be inundated during a 0.5% AEP 

flood event. 

 provided that a higher standard of management of inundation hazard 

events may be adopted where local catchment conditions warrant (as 

determined by a cost/benefit assessment.) 

 When determining areas subject to inundation, climate change projections 

including sea level rise are to be taken into account.”  

6.18 I also note that the principal reasons and explanation to Policy 11.3.2 states 

that: 

“…In addition, ancillary buildings, including small additions to existing 

buildings, and development incidental to an existing use are acceptable 

where there is no increased risk to life.”  

6.19 Given their clarity and specificity, in my opinion these policies have largely 

defined the level of flooding risk that Canterbury local authorities need to 

                                                
8
 A 0.2% AEP flood event equates to the flooding predicted to occur in a 1 in 500 year rainfall event. 
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manage in their various plans.   The Natural Hazards Proposal therefore 

needs to set out which activities and structures would meet the RPS 

policies and be permitted, and which would not meet the policies and 

therefore require resource consent or be prohibited.     

6.20 In my opinion the main flood policies in the Natural Hazards Proposal that 

give effect to these RPS policies are Policies 5.3.1 (High flood hazard) and 

5.3.4. (Flood damage mitigation by raising floor levels).   

6.21 Policy 5.3.4 is currently worded (in the planning caucusing version) as 

follows: 

“Reduce potential flood damage by ensuring floor levels for new 

buildings or additions to buildings are above flooding predicted to occur 

in a major flood event, including an allowance for sea level rise.” 

6.22 Rules 5.8.1.1 and 5.8.3.1 which cover activities and earthworks in identified 

Floor Level and Fill Management Areas, implement this policy.   There are a 

number of permitted activities in these rules.    These include additions 

which do not increase the ground floor area of an existing building by more 

than 25m2 within any continuous period of 10 years and garages of 40m2 or 

less.  At the planning caucusing it was suggested that temporary buildings, 

utilities and shipping containers should also be added as permitted 

activities.   

6.23 In my opinion the policy as currently worded does not fully give effect to 

RPS Policy 11.3.2, nor does it accurately align with the permitted activities 

in rules 5.8.1.1 and 5.8.3.1.  

6.24 In terms of the RPS, clauses (1) and (2) of Policy 11.3.2 specifically provide 

that subdivision, use and development that is not likely to suffer material 

damage or is ancillary or incidental to the main development does not need 

to have floor levels above a 0.5% AEP flood event.   

6.25 In my opinion clauses (1) and (2) are not expressly reflected in Policy 5.3.4, 

but are provided for in Rules 5.8.1.1 and 5.8.3.1.  I therefore consider that 

the policy would benefit from amendment to more accurately align with the 

RPS and the Proposal’s implementing rules.  For example it could be 

reworded as follows: 

“Reduce potential flood damage by ensuring floor levels for new 

buildings or significant additions to buildings, that are likely to suffer 
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material damage are above flooding predicted to occur in a major 

flood event, including an allowance for sea level rise.” 

6.26 This change is also consistent with the Crown’s submission which seeks 

that the Proposal more accurately reflects the vulnerability of activities.9 

7. EXISTING INFRASTRUCTURE 

7.1 In its submission the Crown noted that the provision of infrastructure is a 

fundamental cornerstone of recovery and development and that the efficient 

and effective use of existing infrastructure and provision of new 

infrastructure must be provided for.10 

7.2 Critical infrastructure is specifically covered in Policy 5.2.2 (Critical 

infrastructure) of the Natural Hazards Proposal. This policy was silent on 

existing critical infrastructure.    The policy was amended through the 

planning caucusing to include a new clause (c) to provide general policy 

support for on-going use, maintenance and upgrading of existing critical 

infrastructure.   

7.3 In addition to the change in Policy 5.2.2, it was suggested at the planning 

caucusing, but was not agreed, that similar clauses be added to Policies 

5.5.1 (Areas subject to potential cliff collapse), 5.5.2 (Areas potentially 

affected by rockfall or boulder roll) and 5.5.3 (Areas potentially affected by 

mass movement) that apply to existing non-critical infrastructure, including 

strategic infrastructure, but not including its upgrading. 

7.4 The proposed wording was as follows: 

“Recognise the need for the repair, maintenance, and use of existing 

infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure, in areas potentially 

affected by (insert relevant topic of cliff collapse, rockfall / boulder roll or 

mass movement).”    

7.5 I support expressly clarifying the policy position for existing non-critical 

infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure for the following reasons: 

(a) The existing policies address infrastructure in the same way as 

development that is more susceptible to life safety risk, such as 

dwellings;  

                                                
9
 Paragraph 21.1 Provision 5.3.4 on page 83 in the Crown’s submission 

10
 Paragraph 1.10(4) on page 11 of the Crown’s submission 
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(b) Infrastructure may have functional constraints that requires it to be 

located in areas subject to natural hazards.  Explicit reference to 

existing infrastructure would support a decision maker to balance 

the risk profile of the site and activity against the need to maintain 

and repair existing assets;  

(c) While the repair, maintenance and use of existing infrastructure is 

provided for under these policies where life safety risk is shown to 

be tolerable, an explicit statement covering existing infrastructure 

would provide greater certainty and clarity and help avoid 

interpretational risk.  This is consistent with the need to provide 

clarity of outcomes and direction as anticipated by the SOE, 

particularly clause (b) and (h);  

(d) Explicit reference to existing infrastructure would provide greater 

internal consistency with rule 5.10.1(f), which expressly addresses 

the repair and maintenance of infrastructure; and 

(e) Infrastructure and strategic infrastructure are different from critical 

infrastructure.  Critical infrastructure means infrastructure necessary 

to provide services which, if interrupted, would have a serious effect 

on communities or a wider population and which requires immediate 

reinstatement.11  As such, local infrastructure and private 

infrastructure is generally excluded from this.  I also note that local 

roads are expressly excluded from critical infrastructure.     

7.6 As an alternative to amending Policies 5.5.1, 5.5.2 and 5.5.3, I would also 

be comfortable amending Policy 5.2.2 to cover the repair, maintenance and 

use of other existing infrastructure, including strategic infrastructure.  

7.7 My support for recognising the different risk profile of infrastructure is 

informed by Point 9 (page 2) from the memorandum summarising the slope 

hazard expert caucusing. Point 9 states: 

“industrial activity and critical infrastructure has a different risk profile 

from residential activity, and that some activities like routine 

maintenance, hazard mitigation and limited new work required to 

maintain the operational  status of key existing facilities should not 

require an ‘onerous’ consenting regime.  Council should review the 

activity statuses in these areas in light of this concern.”  

                                                
11

 As set out in the Definitions Proposal 
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8. USABILITY AND CLARITY  

8.1 In its submission the Crown sought that the Replacement Plan provide clear 

linkages between objectives and their implementing policies and rules to 

improve usability and clarity.12  The Natural Hazards Proposal as amended 

through the planning caucusing has addressed instances identified in the 

Crown’s submission where linkages needed to be improved.  For example, 

a footnote was added to Policy 5.3.4 to clarify that a major flood event 

related to areas shown on the planning maps as Floor Level and Fill 

Management Areas.   

8.2 The amended version has also provided greater clarity, consistent with 

clauses (b) and (i) in the SOE.  However, in my opinion there is still one 

area where further improvement can be made.     

8.3 Policy 5.4.2 (b) (Management of geotechnical risks on flat land) introduces 

the term “reasonable use”.   The Policy is currently worded as follows 

(planning caucusing version): 

“Avoid re-zoning, subdivision, use and development on flat land, where 

the risk arising from geotechnical hazard cannot be adequately 

mitigated and the site would not be suitable for reasonable use.” 

8.4 As set out in the Crown’s submission it is not clear from the Policy what a 

‘reasonable use’ is and I note that this is not defined in the Replacement 

Plan.13   Potentially this is a reference to a ‘reasonable use’ test under 

section 85 of the RMA.   If it is not, then in my opinion Policy 5.4.2(b) should 

be amended to refer to “its anticipated uses”, instead of ‘reasonable use’.  

This alternative wording avoids the reference to an unclear term. 

9. CONSENTING REQUIREMENTS 

9.1 Clause (a)(i) of the SOE refers to the intention to reduce significantly 

(compared with the existing district plan) reliance on resource consent 

processes. 

9.2 The application of Rules 5.8.1.2 and 5.8.3.2 in the Floor Level and Fill 

Management Area outside of the Fixed Minimum Floor Area Overlay 

require new buildings that do not meet the relevant permitted standards to 

                                                
12

 Paragraph 1.10(9) on page 12 of the Crown’s submission 
13

 Paragraph 21.1 Provision 5.4.2 on page 87 of the Crown’s submission 
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apply for a restricted discretionary consent, principally in order to set an 

appropriate floor level.14   

9.3 The flooding technical experts discussed this approach, noting the 

uncertainty of the application outcome, the cost of the consent and time to 

obtain a consent.  Their recommendation was that options for implementing 

a streamlined, simplified, cost effective process for setting floor levels 

should be considered.   

9.4 The Natural Hazards Proposal amended through the planning caucusing 

includes an amendment to the effect that where the applicant accepts the 

minimum floor level provided by the council, no further matters need to be 

considered.  In my opinion this amendment to the Proposal will simplify the 

required resource consent application.  However, I consider that the Council 

should also explore procedural (as opposed to Plan) changes such as 

creating a simple pro forma-type application form for these resource 

consents to further reduce the burden on applicants.  

10. NON-REGULATORY METHODS 

10.1 In its submission on the Natural Hazards Proposal the Crown sought that 

the Proposal include non-regulatory methods, in addition to regulation, to 

achieve the policies.15   Non-regulatory methods include such things as 

physical mitigation works, incentives, education and guidance notes.   

10.2 I note that non-regulatory methods were discussed at the planning 

caucusing in relation to Policy 5.2.7 (awareness of natural hazards).  It was 

agreed that a note be added to the proposed introduction statement that 

referred to methods outside of the Replacement Plan to implement this 

policy.   On this matter I support the addition to the introduction proposed by 

Ms Carter in her evidence at paragraph 10.34 as this will further aid 

understanding of how the Policy will be implemented.  

10.3 I consider that there are other instances where the Natural Hazards 

Proposal would benefit from non-regulatory guidance in order to aid 

understanding of the issues and the planning approach, and to provide 

additional management options.  

                                                
14

 Floor Level and Fill Management Areas are shown on the Planning Maps and indicate areas anticipated to flood 
in a Major flood event’. 
15

 Paragraph 21.1 provision 5.2.7 on page 81 of the Crown’s submission 
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10.4 In particular, guidance on alternative mitigation options should be provided 

in instances where building to the 1:200 AEP event floor level is not 

required under the Proposal or not practicable.  I note that the flooding 

technical experts discussed the matter of waterproofing below this level as 

an option at Point 7 of their statement (page 2) but did not fully explore it.  

This guidance should similarly be referenced in the introduction or as a note 

in Rules 5.8.1.1 and 5.8.3.1 and made available by the Council.  

10.5 I note from the evidence of Ms Helen Beaumont at paragraph 4.1 that the 

Council is preparing a Natural Hazards Strategy and that the Natural 

Hazards Proposal is seen as just one element of the Strategy.  

10.6 I consider that the effective management of natural hazards requires a 

multi-pronged approach.   A district plan is a key tool, but this needs to be 

complemented by others such as undertaking hazard mitigation works, 

where appropriate, and raising community awareness.  I also note that our 

understanding of and the risks from natural hazards is evolving.   I consider 

that a formal strategy that addresses more widely the matter of natural 

hazards in the district and its management over time will be a valuable tool 

and I support the Council preparing this.   

11. PART 2 RMA AND SECTION 32 CONSIDERATIONS   

11.1 The wording changes proposed in my evidence do not change the intent 

and meaning of the provisions.  Rather they are intended to more clearly 

and accurately articulate their actual intent and to ensure internal and 

external consistency.  As such, whether and how they meet the 

requirements of Part 2 of the RMA and are justified under section 32 of that 

Act in my view remains unchanged.     

12. CONCLUSION 

12.1 In my opinion the revised Natural Hazards Proposal agreed at the planning 

caucusing is a significant improvement on the notified version of the 

Proposal.   

12.2 The minor suggestions and changes I have proposed improve the natural 

hazards provisions by seeking greater internal and external consistency 

and clarity.    
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12.3 Finally, I consider that my consenting and non-regulatory methods 

suggestions will support achieving the successful management of natural 

hazards in the district.   

 

Andrew Peter Hewland Willis 

20th February 2015 
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