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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Wendy Susan Anne Saunders.  My qualifications and 

experience are set out in my primary evidence for the Stage 1 Natural 

Hazards hearing, dated 20 February 2015.1  

1.2 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 rebuttal 

evidence, and will do so when I give oral evidence before the Hearings 

Panel.   

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 In this evidence I comment on the evidence of Mr Paul Thompson, dated 2 

February 2016, filed on behalf of the Case family (submitter number 957, 

2276, and 3280).  I comment, in particular, on Mr Thompson's proposal to 

provide for 'Minimum Ground Level Certificates' for new buildings within 

Flood Ponding Management Areas ("FPMAs").  

2.2 I note that I had a telephone conversation with Mr Thompson on 9 February 

2016 to seek to clarify various points in his evidence.   

3. RELIEF PROPOSED BY MR THOMPSON 

Introduction 

3.1 I agree with many of the points raised in Mr Thompson’s evidence, and 

share his aims of ensuring consistency between the provisions in Chapter 5 

of the Replacement Plan and generally improving the clarity of those 

provisions. 

3.2 In respect of the relief that Mr Thompson proposes for ground level 

certification, however, it is not entirely clear to me how the amended 

provisions will work.  My comments on that relief are set out below. 

                                                
1
 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Wendy-Saunders-Natural-Hazards-20-

2-15.pdf. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Wendy-Saunders-Natural-Hazards-20-2-15.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/03/495-Crown-Wendy-Saunders-Natural-Hazards-20-2-15.pdf
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Certification of minimum ground levels 

3.3 I understand that Mr Thompson promotes a regime whereby new buildings 

situated within a FPMA are permitted (rather than non-complying) where 

they do not affect the flood storage capacity of the FPMA.2 

3.4 The drafting put forward by Mr Thompson3 provides for Council to certify 

the design flood level for an "identified area of ground", with new buildings 

permitted at or above that minimum ground level.  I understand from 

discussions with Mr Thompson that the "identified area of ground" is 

intended to refer to a proposed building platform; that is, the Council would 

certify that the intended location of a new building is above the design flood 

level, and therefore would not affect flood storage capacity or transfer flood 

waters onto other people, property, infrastructure or the natural 

environment.   

3.5 Mr Thompson's justification for this relief is that the latest information on the 

flood storage capacity of the FPMA would then be used to inform resource 

consent requirements in a timely manner, and may avoid the need for a 

future revision of the District Plan to incorporate new flood modelling. 

3.6 In principle I support the use of certification regimes, provided that they are 

sufficiently clear and certain and comply with relevant principles relating to 

non-delegation of the Council's decision-making powers.  Certification can, 

in appropriate circumstances, provide a useful means for addressing 

acknowledged uncertainties in the mapping of natural hazards, and reduce 

reliance on consenting process (in line with item (a)(i) of the Statement of 

Expectations). 

3.7 I have previously given evidence to the Hearings Panel in respect of a 

proposed certification regime relating to cliff collapse4 and, as noted in my 

evidence-in-chief in respect of this Proposal,5 I endorse the proposed 

extension of a floor level certification regime to various zones subject to 

flooding risk. 

3.8 I note that the criteria and wording of the proposed certification process (Mr 

Thompson’s proposed Rule 5.8.6.1b) is consistent with that already 

                                                
2
 Evidence of Mr Thompson at paragraph 4.6. 

3
 Annexure A to the evidence of Mr Thompson, Rule 5.8.6.1b. 

4
 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/495-Crown-Rebuttal-Evidence-of-Dr-Wendy-

Saunders-13-1-2016.pdf. 
5
 http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/3721-Crown-Evidence-of-Wendy-Saunders-2-2-

2016.pdf.  See for example paragraphs 6.2 to 6.4. 

http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/495-Crown-Rebuttal-Evidence-of-Dr-Wendy-Saunders-13-1-2016.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/12/495-Crown-Rebuttal-Evidence-of-Dr-Wendy-Saunders-13-1-2016.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/3721-Crown-Evidence-of-Wendy-Saunders-2-2-2016.pdf
http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/wp-content/uploads/2015/07/3721-Crown-Evidence-of-Wendy-Saunders-2-2-2016.pdf
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imposed by the Hearings Panel in Rule 5.3.1.2, and with Rule 5.8.9.2 

proposed by Ms Evans for minimum floor level certification.  On that basis I 

consider the regime proposed by Mr Thompson, in broad terms, to be 

capable of being made sufficiently certain, lawful, and consistent with other 

rules in the Natural Hazards Proposal/Chapter. 

3.9 Further, I take no issue (in principle) with a certification regime such as that 

described by Mr Thompson, whereby new buildings are permitted where 

they do not affect flood storage capacity, the flow paths of flood waters, or 

the natural function of floodplains (and do not transfer any risk). 

3.10 However, from my reading of Mr Thompson's proposed drafting, it does not 

clearly achieve that intended aim.  I consider the following to be issues that 

would need to be clarified for such a certification regime to be workable: 

(a) Mr Thompson's proposed Rule 5.8.6.1b should explicitly state that 

the "identified area of ground" is the proposed building platform. 

(b) The provision does not expressly include a proviso that flood 

storage capacity within the FPMA is not to be affected by the new 

building (although that may be implicit in the drafting). 

(c) A related point is that it is not clear to me whether the proposed 

regime only allows for certification of natural ground levels, or 

whether a landowner can fill land to the certified minimum ground 

level.  It may be that this is of little concern, as any filling would be 

subject to other controls in the Natural Hazards Proposal/Chapter, 

but in my view this should be clarified. 

(d) It is important for any new building not to transfer flood risk to other 

people, properties, infrastructure, or the natural environment, as 

required by Policy 5.2.2.1(e), and that flood storage capacity and 

the function of floodplains, wetlands, and ponding areas are 

maintained (as required by Policy 5.2.2.1(d)).  While maintaining 

flood storage capacity is one aspect of these policies, adverse  
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effects can also arise by altering the path of floodwaters.  Mr 

Thompson's proposed drafting does not expressly address these 

other effects. 

 

 

Wendy Susan Anne Saunders 

11 February 2016 


