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1.0 INTRODUCTION 
 
1.1 My full name is Christian Paul Jordan.  I am a landlord and developer based in 

Christchurch.  I have a degree in mathematics from the University of Canterbury, and 

have previously worked as an investment analyst. 

 

1.2 I own property in stage 3 proposed FMA and also property near but not within 

HFHMA.  I have previously submitted evidence and appeared before the Panel 

regarding several other chapters of the proposed Replacement District Plan. 

 

2.0 SCOPE 
 
2.1 My submission relates to the urban flood management areas and high flood hazard 

areas in the stage 3 proposal. 
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3.0 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

3.1 By the Council splitting the notification process for FMAs, property owners affected 

by stage 3 FMAs have not been given due process in submitting on rules and criteria 

for determining FMAs.  Current submissions on these rules should be considered. 

 

3.2 Although the rule for minimum floor levels has merit, the rules in regards filling are 

draconian, onerous and demonstrably unfair.  As outlined in 4.3, units built on one 

FMA site as a permitted activity could displace over 20 times the volume of water that 

would trigger a restricted discretionary consent on an identical neighbouring property. 

 

3.3 New homes built both in and outside FMAs and also filling of low lying areas outside 

FMAs will create increased flooding risk for properties within FMAs, yet they are all 

permitted activities; however owners within FMAs are prevented from abating flood 

risk via raising ground level unless restricted discretionary consent is obtained. 

 

3.4 (Although I would support no restriction on filling), a more reasonable volume of 

filling should be a permitted activity, such as no limit to filling under driveways and 

access ways, patios or paths in addition to 10m3 per 100m2 of site area. 

 

3.5 Solutions to reduce risk that Council could require/undertake include private 

stormwater detention (tanks) and land purchases/creating more water detention areas. 

 

3.6 Near level sites on the edge of FMAs mean that the difference in elevation between 

sites in or outside FMAs is negligible or in some cases reverse of what is expected. 

 

3.7 As sites near the edge of FMAs are often of such low gradient, many properties within 

FMAs will not flood in the 1 in 200 year model if the freeboard or “factor of safety” is 

excluded.  To flood to the level of the freeboard significantly more rainfall is needed. 

 

3.8 Section 72/74 notices for properties where there is no actual flooding risk in a 1 in 200 

year flood is demonstrably unfair.  

 

3.9 Preventing building in the HFHMA except to replace homes is grossly unfair to vacant 

landowners.  Unless compensation is offered, filling and building should be allowed. 
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4.0 FLOOD MANAGEMENT AREAS - Filling 

 
4.1 Due Process: 

4.1.1 The Panel has already made decisions regarding both the rules and the determination 

of criteria for flood management areas in “stage 1” of the proposal. 

 

4.1.2 Effectively, through the piecemeal approach of Council to the notification of the 

location of FMAs, those parties affected by the stage 3 proposals have not received 

natural justice in respect of submitting on FMA rules and criteria. 

 

4.1.3 In 8.50 of Ruth Evans evidence for Council, my submission regarding rules for FMAs 

is rejected as decisions have already been made.  Given the many hundreds of 

submissions on the stage 3 FMA issue (many of which are deemed out of scope), it is 

both unjust and inequitable for stage 3 FMA property owners and other affected 

parties not to be given the right to question both the rules and the criteria for 

determining FMAs. 

 

4.1.4 Given that the combined stage 1 and 3 FMA proposals account for of the order of 20% 

of the flat land in urban Christchurch, then both the rationale and effectiveness of the 

FMAs should be readdressed.   

 

4.2 Minimum floor levels 

4.2.1 There is no question that minimum floor levels should be imposed and I have no 

objections to the criteria given. 
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4.3 Filling 

4.3.1 The proposed rules limiting fill on urban residential sites to 10m3 are both unfair and 

ineffective.  The requirement for restricted discretionary resource consents for small 

volumes of filling is both onerous and an ineffective use of resources which will 

actually discourage flood mitigation solutions such as raising driveways or paths to 

avoid being underwater in minor flooding events. 

 

4.3.2 Limiting filling to 10m3 whilst allowing raised building platforms as a permitted 

activity is inequitable.  I give the example illustrated below where 3 townhouses built 

on one site might displace 225m3 of water in a major flood, yet is a permitted activity, 

whilst the neighbour requires an onerous restricted discretionary consent to raise the 

level of a driveway and patio which would only displace 12m3 of water or just 1/20th 

of the impact. 

 
 

 

4.3.3 New dwellings built outside FMAs will displace water more quickly into FMAs and 

allow less ground absorption and therefore more runoff directed into the stormwater 

system and hence potential floodwaters into FMAs.  Also fill placed in areas outside 

FMAs which are low lying (and otherwise would naturally pond) will also be directed 
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into FMAs.  As example I show a photo of a site outside any FMA in Winters Rd (the 

photo is from 1992, and the specific site has since been raised and no longer 

significantly ponds, but there are other areas that I know of which no are not in FMAs 

which regularly pond in modest rainfall as although the land is high it is contained 

within natural features, buildings or roads.  These sites have no restrictions on filling. 

 
Ponding occurring outside FMAs.  This site regularly contained approximately 20m3 

of stormwater in modest rainfall events until it was filled. 

 

 

4.3.4 As outlined above new dwellings and filling both inside and outside FMAs will shift 

the risk of flooding to existing property owners (particularly those with large vacant 

land areas) within FMAs.  These owners are then unable to reasonably mitigate the 

effects of increased flood risk, whilst other property owners (mostly outside of FMAs) 

continue to increase the risk for the affected owners.  This is both inequitable and 

unjust. 

 

4.3.5 In my original submission, I suggest that there should be no restriction on filling in 

FMAs – this is in response to the abovementioned unfair situation.  In reality a greater 

limit on filling before becoming a restricted discretionary activity would make the 
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current situation more fair.  There should be no restriction on filling under driveways 

patios or paths to ensure that access to dwellings is not compromised due to increased 

floor levels.  In addition it would not be unreasonable to allow 10m3 of filling per 

100m2 of site area. 

 

 

4.4 Alternative Solutions 

4.4.1 An obvious solution is to require onsite water detention (such as a water tank) on all 

new properties in urban Christchurch.  Detaining water (potentially for later use for 

irrigation) would have the dual benefit of reducing peak pressure on the stormwater 

system and reducing water demand in summer.  Although perhaps only 2m3/ dwelling, 

there would be a benefit and in comparison to the many thousands of dollars paid in 

development contributions would be only a minor additional cost for a new dwelling. 

 

4.4.2 Council could provide more areas for water detention and/or purchase low lying land 

to create additional floodwater storage.  Although I acknowledge that the Council 

continues to work in this area, the goal should be to allow existing residential land in 

the urban area to be raised so that flooding impacts are minimised rather than 

restricting filling and using residential back yards as flooding storage areas. 

 

4.5 Summary 

4.5.1 Imposing all of the risk of extra flooding on existing properties in FMAs and then 

removing the owners’ rights to mitigate that risk (by raising their own ground level) is 

demonstrably unfair.  There are other solutions which do put a cost on either Council 

or other property owners, but this more fairly spreads the costs associated with flood 

risk.  
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5.0 FLOOD MANAGEMENT AREAS - Boundaries 
 

5.0.1 I raise the following issues relating to the boundaries of FMAs: 

- Boundaries are often too vague and too inaccurate (“pixilation” – both in stage 

1 and stage 3) 

-  Sites within the edge of FMAs may actually be higher than adjoining sites 

outside FMAs 

- The 250mm freeboard means that sites most sites on the edges of FMAs would 

even be exposed to any flooding during a 1 in 200 year flood 

- Whether section 72/74 notices are fair given the lack of actual flooding risk in 

the accepted models. 

 

5.1 Inaccurate FMA boundaries 

5.1.1 In my original submission I note that parts of 69 Idris Rd were shown as being in the 

FMA due only to “pixilation”.  According to Iris Brookland’s evidence this has now 

been corrected.  However this does not correct the fact that on near level boundaries of 

the FMA, areas outside the FMA are actually lower than inside. 

 

5.1.2 I give as example our properties at 202/206 Worcester St.  Zip levels taken February 

2016 are shown on the following page: 
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5.1.3 Areas outside the FMA are actually nearly 100mm lower than inside the FMA on the 

same site.  For all intents and purposes the site is nearly level and is actually no lower 

than the neighbouring site at 210/212 which is largely outside the FMA. 

 

5.1.4 In addition to this if we make the assumption that the boundary of the FMA is 150mm 

above the datum noted above, then given the freeboard of 250mm, the maximum 

expected level of a 1 in 200 year flood would actually be 100mm below the top of the 

kerb on the roadside ie a trickle of water in the street gutter.  (In reality if the 

modelling is correct and that is the maximum flood level, it likely would never even 

reach the gutter outside the property as the crown in both Worcester and Barbadoes 

Sts would act as a barrier. 

 

5.1.5 The above example where a “model” predicts that 1 in 200 year flooding will not even 

reach the ground level of a site proves that there is absolutely no justification in 

applying section 72/74 notices should a building consent be obtained, yet this is the 

prospect given the FMA overlay. 

 

5.1.6 In addition to the above, you will note that the driveway was excavated (about 50-

100mm deep) shortly before the Feb 2011 earthquake and the work was never finished 

due to both buildings being written off.  Also to the east of 206 the demolition of 

210/212 led to lowering of the ground level in this area when the site was scrapped 

clear.  Simply reinstating the drive and landscaping to the original levels would likely 

exceed the 10m3 fill limit.  Again showing how absurdly restrictive the filling rules 

are. 

 

5.1.7 At another property which straddles the FMA boundary (494/496 Tuam St) I have also 

taken levels shown on the next page.  (Coincidentally these properties can be on the 

final page of Iris Brookland’s evidence in relation to 533 Cashel St at the top right of 

the figure): 

 



 11 

 
5.1.8 At this location the land has a steeper gradient (approx. 1 in 100) than at Worcester St.  

However as there is no distinct rise or change in elevation the “smoothed” FMA 

boundary line only vaguely matches reality despite the steeper gradient.  In fact 

positions about 15m apart perpendicular to the FMA boundary are at the same 

elevation.   
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Photo of the Tuam St site perpendicular to road 

5.1.9 Even disregarding the fact that the actual FMA boundary is vague and not entirely 

accurate, then we can see that as the FMA boundary is roughly 400mm above the top 

of the kerb and the lowest part of the site is roughly 200mm above the top of the kerb 

(if we ignore where the driveway crossing lowers down) then as per before at 

Worcester St, none of the site would actually have any flooding in a 1 in 200 year 

event, but yet again, the site is at risk of having section 72/74 consent notices issued. 

 

5.1.10 In addition if we consider that the FMA level is 400mm above the said datum and that 

there is about 200m2 over the two properties at 494/496 Tuam that lie within the FMA 

but outside the dwelling footprints that would need raised between 0 and 200mm to 

bring it out of the FMA, then all of the land at 494/496 Tuam could be brought out of 

the FMA by raising the site by 20m3.  In light of that does it really warrant being at 

risk of section 72/74 notices being issued or draconian restrictions on filling? 

 

5.1.11 (Note that all of these examples are just random examples of properties that we 

happen to own.  There are certainly many more examples that would demonstrate 

exactly the same situation). 
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5.2 Freeboard invalid for determining flood hazard  

5.2.1  As outlined above the use of the 250mm freeboard significantly increases the number 

of properties in FMAs.  It also means many properties in FMAs have nearly no risk of 

flooding in a 1 in 200 year event. 

 

5.2.2 As previously stated although I believe that use of a freeboard for determining 

minimum floor levels is valid, adding this additional factor of safety in order to 

identify sites that have a flood hazard in order to determine whether a section 72/74 

notice is applied is invalid. 

 

5.2.3 As a simple example I show a cross section of a road similar to the case in Tuam St.  

The actual flooding extent would be about 1m3/m of road (ie the road just covered 

with water), the freeboard describes flooding of 8.75m3 /m of road with a 1 in 100 

gradient such as at Tuam St or 15m3/ m of road if the gradient of the ground is 1 in 

200 (which is still not as flat as the Worcester St situation given above).  Ie 15 times 

the amount of water would be needed in the actual location to flood to the level of the 

freeboard. 
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5.2.4 Although I am not in a position to review the modelling presented to the Panel, the 1m 

sea level rise included in the model occurring within the next 100 years is quite 

debateable.  The reality is that tectonic movements over the same period may well 

have greater impacts than “global warming”. 

 

5.2.5 In addition localised effects such as solid fences, buildings, roads and even speed 

bumps preventing or slowing modelled flows and water being detained in unidentified 

locations (such as depressions outside FMAs) or in unexpected locations such as 

behind fallen debris will all invariably alter what is expected by the models. 

 

5.2.6 One final point to consider is that with the FMAs covering approximately 20% of the 

city, then in order to fill all of those FMAs to the top of the 250mm freeboard, then 

you would need an extra 50mm of rain which has not flowed away, beyond the 1 in 

200 year rainfall event. 
 

 

5.3 Section 72/74 Notices 
5.3.1 As outlined above, do extraordinary factors of safety warrant both draconian 

restrictions on filling and punitive section 72/74 notices? 

 

5.3.2 In all likelihood many properties in FMAs would not be flooded even in a 1 in 200 

year rainfall event and many others would only have a few centimetres of water.  

Others may be inundated under many tens of centimetres of water, yet applying the 

same section 72/74 notices to all properties simply because part or all of the land lies 

in a FMA is poor planning and unfair to properties only included in the overlay as a 

“factor of safety”. 
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6.0 HiGH FLOOD HAZARD MANAGEMENT AREAS 
 
6.1 Building on any existing site in a HFHMA should be a permitted activity irrespective 

of whether the building replaces an existing one or not.  Provided that minimum floor 

levels can be met. 

 

6.2 This is because it is demonstrably unfair to owners of vacant lots.  It is essentially red 

zoning with zero compensation.  If Council wishes to pursue such a policy then they 

should be compelled to purchase such properties at their previous market value, since 

a vacant urban lot which can not be built on has zero market value. 

 

6.3 Likewise if a previously subdivisible lot is precluded from being developed then 

Council should compensate for any loss of value, as the Council receives the benefit of 

increased flood capacity by preventing development. 

 

6.4 Much of the urban HFHMA covers properties on the margins of waterways and the 

land can often be raised with little impact on neighbouring properties.  Shown on the 

next page is a retaining wall on a property where I raised the ground level (with 

consent in 2007) adjacent the Heathcote River (the retaining wall is perpendicular to 

the river), both sites still slope towards the river, with the building platform raised 

about 800mm form existing ground level 
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The raised site next door is barely noticeable 

 

6.5 Property owners in HFHMA should be allowed to raise ground level to provide safe 

access to their properties, to meet minimum floor levels and also allow outdoor space 

which is safe from frequent flooding events.  Replacement or new buildings should 

not be confined only to existing footprints. 
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7.0 PREVIOUS ENCOUNTERS WITH COUNCIL RULE CHANGES 
 
7.1 As an aside, I would like to recount my experience dealing with Council in regards a 

plan change in 1995, which has led me to be very dubious of giving Council the 

chance to take away or restrict property owners rights (whether in HFHMAs or 

FMAs). 

 

7.2 In the 1995 City Plan, a number of disused riverside roads were proposed to be 

stopped.  Unbeknown to most owners stopping the road allowed Council to require an 

Esplanade Reserve under the RMA. 

 

7.3 When I subdivided a site adjoining the Heathcote River, not only did Council require 

additional land to be vested (without compensation) as esplanade reserve (utilising the 

RMA), but they also charged to lay a stormwater drain across the former legal road to 

the river.   

 

7.4 Despite the former legal road having negligible value (as it could only be reserve), 

Council employed a valuer and determined that the value of the land was close to 

$400/m2 (in 2007) and therefore the easement was worth several thousand dollars.  

Eventually after much negotiation the amount to be paid for the “right” was reduced to 

just $1659.   

 

7.5 Also as part of the vesting of the land Council provided a buyer-created tax invoice for 

the sale of the land being vested as esplanade reserve for $10,000 and a corresponding 

invoice for Council granting the “right” to subdivide for $10,000.  Although a net 

neutral transaction these dealings demonstrate the Council as being willing to profit 

from such plan changes. 

 

7.4 Hence I fear that particularly HFHMA and to a lesser extent FMA rules will be used 

so that Council can profit by driving down the value of land in order that Council at 

later point acquire property for less than they otherwise might have been required to 

pay. 
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