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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My name is Jonathon Michael Rix.  I prepared a statement of evidence in relation 

to a rezoning request by Kiwi Fresh Orange Company Limited (KFO) in the 

Kerikeri-Waipapa area under the proposed District Plan of the Far North District 

Council (Council). I refer to my qualifications and experience in my original 

statement, dated 10 September 2025, and do not repeat those matters here. 

 

1.2 The purpose of this statement is to provide a brief summary of my evidence and to 

provide an initial response to the rebuttal evidence of KFO, noting that a full right 

of reply will be provided by the s 42A team (including additional expert input as 

required) following the hearing. 

 

2. SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE 

 

Flood hazard and site context 

 

2.1 The 197 ha KFO site is located within the large Kerikeri River catchment. The 

contributing catchment area at the site is approximately 50 km2 and flood 

modelling highlights that nearly 90 ha of the site currently sits within the 1% AEP 

floodplain. 

 

2.2 The 1% AEP flood extent is not disputed, and I consider that e2 Environmental’s 

model is suitable for the purposes of the rezoning. I have included a copy of their 

1% AEP floodplain below for context: 
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2.3 Mr Kuta’s evidence provides a useful summary and description of the baseline 

flooding across the site, notably that “During time of extreme flooding, the 

combined flow at State Highway 10 is forced to split with a portion of the flow 

continuing down the Kerikeri River and a near equal portion flowing down an 

existing natural floodway that passes across the Site.”1  

 

2.4 The division of flows causes some areas on the KFO site to be surrounded by 

floodwaters (i.e. an island), most notable of which is the large area located on the 

northern side of the site which becomes surrounded by the Kerikeri River 

floodplain to the north and east, and the natural floodway to the south. 

 

Flood mitigation design concept 

 

2.5 KFO’s concept design approach is to reduce the natural 1% AEP floodplain (with 

allowance for climate change) by 14 ha across the Site by restricting flood flows on 

both sides of the natural floodway, and on the true right bank of the Kerikeri River.  

The flood flows are restricted by higher ground (both natural and man-made) and 

KFO proposes to develop on the non-flooded land. 

 
1  Statement of Evidence of Robert Matthew William (Laddie) Kuta on behalf of Kiwi Fresh Orange Company 

Limited (Flood Mitigation), 16 June 2025 at [16]. 
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2.6 Concept designs have inherent uncertainties due to the early-stage nature of the 

design, which is common across many civil-related projects. However, I consider 

that the proof-of-concept design for the floodway and the protections along the 

Kerikeri River lacks the level of detail and information required to support rezoning 

and there is little certainty of outcomes.  Whilst some decisions can be deferred 

until later consenting phases, I consider that changes to the flood mitigation design 

could materially impact information relied on to support the rezoning decision. 

 

2.7 I consider that more land could be required for flooding and flood mitigation than 

currently indicated, making less land available for development. 

 

2.8 The critical information gaps that should be addressed at the rezoning stage are: 

 

(a) confirmation on the use of stopbanks; 

 

(b) confirmation of the appropriate level of protection for the flood 

protection scheme, including consideration of residual effects; 

 

(c) downstream flooding effects on residential property; and  

 

(d) an effects assessment on the wetland. 

 

3. RESPONSE TO MATTERS RAISED IN KFO REBUTTAL EVIDENCE 

 

3.1 I have read Mr Kuta’s statement of rebuttal evidence. 

 

3.2 I do not consider it necessary to go through all the points raised by Mr Kuta, 

because we appear well aligned on matters requiring further consideration prior to 

resource consent.  Our key point of difference relates to my view that some of the 

additional information on these matters should be available to support the 

rezoning decision, and it should not be deferred to resource consent stage. 
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3.3 In my view, responding to the critical information gaps (refer to paragraph 2.8 

above) may materially change the information used to support the rezoning. 

 

 

Jonathon Rix 

6 October 2025 


