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INTRODUCTION 

 

1. My full name is Mingyang Mona Liao. 

 

2. My qualifications and experience are as set out in paragraphs 2 and 3 of 

my primary statement of evidence dated 1 August 2025 (primary 

evidence). 

 

3. I reconfirm that I have read and am familiar with the Code of Conduct 

for Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and 

I agree to comply with it. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

 

4. The purpose of this rebuttal statement of evidence, which is provided 

on behalf of Hamilton City Council (HCC), is to respond to matters in the 

submitter evidence relating to consideration of runoff speed, exclusion 

of the Te Rapa Dairy Factory site from Floodviewer, redirecting overland 

flow paths (OLFP) to a road or stream, mandating nature based 

solutions, hydraulic neutrality, and information requirements for flood 

hazard modelling. 

 

 

REBUTTAL POINTS 

 

Runoff Speed 

 

5. Waikato Regional Council’s (WRC) submission 48.14 seeks to “amend 

Policy 22.2.1c to consider runoff speed”. In my primary evidence, I did 

not support this submission as I consider existing rules were sufficient 

to address runoff speed concerns. 
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6. Mr Luis Alejandro Cifuentes has provided planning evidence on behalf 

of WRC. Mr Cifuentes explains the impact on sediment runoff from flow 

speed and gives some examples of how runoff speed is addressed in 

regulations, guidelines and other district plans.  

 

7. The response in my primary evidence (paragraph 28) focused on runoff 

speed related to flood risk which is well covered by existing rules. Mr 

Cifuentes’ evidence clarifies that the relief sought is with respect to 

sediment control measures, which is important for stormwater 

management and protection of the receiving environment. I agree that 

slower flow velocity would promote sedimentation and reduce 

sediment runoff from a site. I support adding sediment control 

measures to policy 22.2.1c and the wording recommended by WRC "to 

minimise sediment runoff from a site, by adopting suitable sediment and 

erosion controls". 

 

Exclusion of The Te Rapa Dairy Factory Site from Floodviewer 

 

8. Fonterra Limited’s submission 33.2 seeks the Te Rapa Dairy Factory Site 

(Te Rapa Site) be excluded from the provisions of Plan Change 14 (PC14). 

I did not respond to this submission point in my primary evidence. 

 

9. Mr Scott Dean King has provided evidence on stormwater management 

matters and Mr Mark Bulpitt Chrisp has provided evidence on planning 

matters on behalf of Fonterra Limited. Mr King provides a detailed 

explanation of how stormwater is managed on the Te Rapa Site in his 

evidence and supports Fonterra’s request that the Te Rapa Site be 

excluded from HCC’s published Floodviewer information. Mr Chrisp 

refers to Mr King’s evidence regarding the impact and likelihood of 

flooding and explains the potential duplication of consenting processes. 

 
10. The potential duplication of consenting process and the issues regarding 

the enforceability of the PC14 provisions are addressed by Dr Juliana 
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Reu Junqueira in her evidence. I will comment on the matter of 

excluding the Te Rapa Site from Floodviewer in response to Mr King’s 

evidence.  

 
11. Currently there is no flood information (100yr flood hazard and extent) 

displayed for this site on Floodviewer, except a few flood depressions 

and OLFP running through the site. As stated in Floodviewer, site 

specific analysis is recommended, and a new model may be undertaken 

in the future which would then show updated information in this area.  

 
12. Mr King considers that due to the extensive maintenance regime 

implemented on site, the site and any upstream neighbouring property 

is less at risk of flooding as a result of stormwater system failure or 

blockage than the general HCC jurisdictional area. 

 
13. I support showing updated flood information in this area when better 

model outputs become available, but I do not see any valid reasons to 

exclude the site completely from Floodviewer. Although robust 

maintenance can reduce the likelihood of blockage and associated flood 

events, it does not eliminate the flood risk. Residual flood risk when the 

capacity of the primary drainage is exceeded also needs to be 

considered. 

 
Redirecting OLFP to Road or Stream 

 
14. Fonterra Limited’s submission 33.13 seeks to amend Rule 22.5.2.c. iv 

and v to allow reduction of capacity and modification of the entry and 

exit points of the OLFP if the exit point of the OLFP can be safely 

redirected to a roading corridor or stream. This is also addressed in Mr 

Chrisp’s evidence. 

 

15. In my primary evidence (paragraph 30), I explained that maintaining the 

OLFPs entry and exit points should be considered the minimum 

requirement, and where this cannot be achieved, the effects should be 

addressed through a site specific consenting process.  
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16. Reducing the capacity or changing the entry or exit points of the OLFPs 

can shift the flooding to another site/location. Road corridor and 

streams may be used as OLFPs, but if there are any changes in flow 

quantity, direction or entry and exit points, site specific assessment will 

be required to check if there is displacement or an increase in flood risk 

to the road users, public and surrounding properties (upstream and 

downstream).  

 
17. Therefore, I do not support amending Rule 22.5.2.c. iv and v so reducing 

the capacity or modifying the entry and exit points become a permitted 

activity as long as the OLFP is redirected to road or stream. 

 
Mandating Nature Based Solutions 

 
18. PB Consultants Limited’s submission 51.2 seeks to remove Policy 

22.2.1a. iv Giving priority to the use of non-structural solutions rather 

than construction of natural hazard protection works or structure as 

they consider it is inappropriate in highly urbanised areas. I did not 

directly refer to this submission point in my primary evidence. However, 

I responded to Fonterra Limited’s submission 33.3 on a similar matter 

(paragraph 29). I stated that I support prioritising non-structural 

solutions for flood resilience but emphasise the need for flexibility to 

allow alternative or combinations of solutions supported by site-specific 

evaluation considering site limitations. 

 

19. In the officer’s recommendation version, Policy 22.2.1a. iv has been 

amended to include the wording “nature based” to promote nature 

based solutions. 

 

20. Mr Andrés Roa Concha has provided evidence on flood hazard and 

stormwater provisions and Ms Sharon Gail Dines has provided evidence 

on planning matters on behalf of PB Consultants Limited. 
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21. In Mr Roa’s evidence, he recommends mandating nature based 

stormwater management such as wetlands, riparian corridors and open-

channel systems in lieu of engineered, “structural” stormwater 

management practices where practicable. 

 
22. Ms Dines agrees with Mr Roa’s evidence and recommends Policy 

22.2.1a. iv and v to be made clearer to prioritise nature based 

stormwater management.  

 
23. I consider mandating nature based stormwater management could 

show stronger commitment to protecting and promoting natural 

drainage features. But this may not be practicable for some areas and 

therefore cannot be mandated as a blanket rule. Thorough assessment 

will be required to identify where it is feasible to apply nature based 

solutions across the region. The polices need to promote nature based 

solutions but also provide enough flexibility. 

 
Hydraulic Neutrality 

 
24. In his evidence, Mr Roa recommends the provision of hydraulic 

neutrality to mitigate against the effects of urbanisation (i.e. earthworks 

and increased imperviousness) through the protection of natural 

hydrology and landform and the use of nature-based solutions 

incorporated into the design. Hydraulic neutrality design should address 

both site and catchment wide impacts, to understand and address 

potential cumulative catchment wide effects.  

 

25. Hydraulic neutrality was not raised in PB Consultants Limited’s original 

submission. However, PB Consultants Limited’s submission points 51.5, 

51.6, 51.11 – 51.13 seek amendment of rules to recognise the potential 

increase in flood risk due to the increase in impermeable surfaces which 

is linked to hydraulic neutrality. I did not directly refer to these 

submission points in my primary evidence. However, I discussed the 

potential impacts from increases in impervious area on the wider 

catchment, the need to consider cumulative effects through Integrated 
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Catchment Management Plans and mitigation measures in addition to 

the 10mm hydrology mitigation to manage the development impact in 

paragraphs 34 (b) and (c) of my primary evidence in response to 

submissions from Tainui Group Holdings Limited and HCC.   

 

26. Hydraulic neutrality can refer to matching both the peak flow rate and 

volume of runoff to predevelopment level. Wellington Water defined 

hydraulic neutrality as capturing post-development peak runoff so that 

it does not exceed the predevelopment peak flow rate. It is unclear 

whether Mr Roa’s evidence is referring to either or both peak flow rate 

and volume control. If it refers to peak flow rate control for the large 

flood event only, then in my opinion this is well covered under Chapter 

25 Three Waters and Appendix 1.2 Information Requirements for the 

Stormwater Management Plan and Flood Assessment Report (including 

the recommended changes in the section 42A report). Volume control 

for small and more frequent storm events is also covered by the 

hydrologic mitigation requirements (10mm retention and detention) 

under Chapter 25.  

 
 

Information Requirements for Flood Hazard Modelling 

 
27. Mr Roa raises concerns that modelling tools or parameters used to 

assess effects may not be fully compatible with those used by HCC to 

assess risks. Ms Dines recommends an amendment to section 1.2.2.9 c 

of 1.2 Information Requirements in Appendix 1 to ensure where 

alternative models to those used by HCC are used, there is consistent 

use of information as set out in Mr Roa’s evidence.  

 

28. I agree it is useful to set out the requirements for using modelling tools 

to align with HCC’s modelling approaches.  This would give clear 

direction and guidance for site specific flood modelling and allow a 

consistent approach applied across the region. I support Dr Reu 
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Junqueira’s proposed amendment to Section 1.2.2.9 as set out in 

paragraph 64 and in Appendix A of her rebuttal evidence. 

 

 

Mingyang Mona Liao 

12 September 2025 


