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Original submission points Transpower Further Submission Points  

Subm  

Point 

Provision  Position   Reasons Relief sought  Transpower 

Position 
The reasons for Transpower’s support or opposition Relief 

Transpower 
seeks  

Natural Hazards Commission Toka Tu Ake 

45.2 Planning maps  Oppose The Submitter requests that flood maps remain as regulatory maps within the 
District Plan due to concerns over natural justice and prior use rights. Affected 
parties should be given the opportunity to be heard, and decision makers should 
be unbiased. The Submitter considers having natural hazard maps outside the 
District Plan raises concerns that the maps could be changed without notifying 
or consulting residents as required for a District Plan change, therefore 
breaching the first fundamental principle of natural justice. The Submitter 
considers that while it is important to have the most up to date information, 
flood maps are constantly updated and consultation is crucial for delivering 
natural justice to property, existing use rights as well as delivering robust 
scientific information. The ability to view any natural hazard maps before they 
are used for decision making ensures that the best available information is being 
used for planning decisions. 

The Submitter requests that flood maps remain as regulatory maps within the District 
Plan. 

Neutral  Transpower has no fixed position on the inclusion of 
flood maps within the district plan. Rather, it 
reiterates the comment in its submission that plan 
users must have an information source that is 
reliable and readily available, and that plan users are 
able to readily identify the hazard areas. 
 
 

No specific relief 
sought. 

45.11 Chapter 22 Natural 
Hazards 
22.2 Objectives and  
Policies: Natural 
Hazards 

Support in 
part 

The Submitter supports Policy 22.2.1e, however considers a definition of 
‘tolerable’ is needed to avoid confusion and ensure consistent application of 
rules and policies. The Submitter suggests use of the NHC Risk Tolerance 
Methodology to develop a metric to determine “tolerable” levels of risk. 

The Submitter seeks that the following amendment be made: 
Include a definition and/or metric to determine what natural hazard risk is deemed 
“tolerable” by the council. 

Oppose in part Of relevance to the matters raised in Transpower's 
submission, the word ‘tolerable’ is used within policy 
22.2.1e, 22.2.l.1f.i., Assessment criteria F1b., and in 
the RPS (Objectives 3.24, policies 13.1 and 13.2). 
While Transpower is not opposed in principle to the 
provision of a definition, in the absence of one being 
clearly provided within the submission, it opposes 
the relief sought on the basis that it is not able to 
understand the implications of such a definition to 
the National Grid. Transpower further notes the term 
is not defined in the RPS. 

The submission 
point be 
disallowed on the 
basis the word 
‘tolerable’ has not 
been defined in 
the submission.  

45.14 Chapter 22 Natural 
Hazards 
22.2 Objectives and  
Policies: Natural 
Hazards 

Support in 
part 

The Submitter supports Policy 22.2.1h, however consider a definition of 
‘tolerable’ is needed to avoid confusion and ensure consistent application of 
rules and policies. The Submitter suggests use of the NHC Risk Tolerance 
Methodology to develop a metric to determine “tolerable” levels of risk. 

The Submitter seeks that the following amendment be made: 
Include a definition and/or metric to determine what natural hazard risk is deemed 
“tolerable” by the council. 

Oppose in part Of relevance to the matters raised in Transpower's 
submission, the word ‘tolerable’ is used within policy 
22.2.1e, 22.2.l.1f.i., Assessment criteria F1b., and in 
the RPS (Objectives 3.24, policies 13.1 and 13.2). 
While Transpower is not opposed in principle to the 
provision of a definition, in the absence of one being 
clearly provided within the submission, it opposes 
the relief sought on the basis that it is not able to 
understand the implications of such a definition to 
the National Grid. Transpower further notes the 
word is not defined in the RPS. 

The submission 
point be 
disallowed on the 
basis the word 
‘tolerable’ has not 
been defined in 
the submission. 

45.16 Chapter 22 Natural 
Hazards 
22.2 Objectives and  
Policies: Natural 
Hazards 

N/A The Submitter supports Policy 22.2.1j, however, consider a definition of what 
Council means by an “acceptable level” is needed to avoid confusion and ensure 
consistent application of rules and policies. The Submitter suggests use of the 
NHC Risk Tolerance Methodology to develop a metric to determine “acceptable” 
levels of risk. 

The submitters seeks that the following amendment be made: 
Include a definition and/or metric to determine what natural hazard risk is deemed 
“acceptable” by the council. 

Oppose in part Of relevance to the matters raised in Transpower's 
submission, the word ‘acceptable’ is used within 
policy 22.2.lj. While Transpower is not opposed in 
principle to the provision of a definition, in the 
absence of one being clearly provided within the 
submission, it opposes the relief sought on the basis 
that it is not able to understand the implications of 
such a definition to the National Grid. 

The submission 
point be 
disallowed on the 
basis the word 
‘acceptable’ has 
not been defined 
in the submission. 

45.26 1.3 Assessment 
Criteria 
1.3.3 Restricted  
Discretionary,  
Discretionary and 
NonComplying 
Assessment  
Criteria 

Support in 
part  

The Submitter supports assessment criteria F1B, however consider a definition 
of ‘tolerable’ is needed to avoid confusion and ensure consistent application of 
rules and policies. The Submitter suggests use of the NHC Risk Tolerance 
Methodology to develop a metric to determine “tolerable” levels of risk. 

The Submitter seeks a definition and/or a metric for what is deemed “tolerable” levels of 
risk. 

Oppose in part Of relevance to the matters raised in Transpower's 
submission, the word ‘tolerable’ is used within policy 
22.2.1e, 22.2.l.1f.i., Assessment criteria F1b., and in 
the RPS (Objectives 3.24, policies 13.1 and 13.2). 
While Transpower is not opposed in principle to the 
provision of a definition, in the absence of one being 
clearly provided within the submission, it opposes 
the relief sought on the basis that it is not able to 
understand the implications of such a definition to 
the National Grid. Transpower further notes the 
word is not defined in the RPS. 
 
 
 
 

The submission 
point be 
disallowed on the 
basis the word 
‘tolerable’ has not 
been defined in 
the submission. 
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KiwiRail Holdings Limited 

44.2 Chapter 22 Natural 
Hazards 
22.2 Objectives and  
Policies: Natural 
Hazards 

Support in 
part  

Submitter is concerned that the provisions do not adequately recognise and 
provide for the continued usage and operation of existing Regionally Significant 
infrastructure within hazard prone areas. New clause (vii) is sought to explicitly 
provide for the continued use of existing Regionally Significant Infrastructure, to 
avoid any potential conflict in proposed policies 22.2.1a and 22.2.1j. KiwiRail 
also seeks that additional provisions are provided for hazard mitigation works 
needed to protect existing Regionally Significant Infrastructure from hazards 
such as flooding and land instability. Non-structural solutions may not provide 
an appropriate degree of protection for ‘long-lived infrastructure’. The proposed 
amendment to clause (iv) is considered to more closely match policy advice in 
the Proposed NPS (particularly Policy 6) and its accompanying Discussion 
Document. 

Amend Policy 22.2.1a as follows:  
 
Managing the risks of Natural Hazards  
 
Manage subdivision, use, and development to mitigate risks from natural hazards, or 
minimise them to a tolerable level, including by:  
i. Assessing the effects of and risks from natural hazards.  
ii. Taking a precautionary approach.  
iii. Recognising that sites may be subject to multiple hazards and the potential cumulative 
effects these hazards may create.  
iv.Providing for the most effective natural hazard mitigating measures to reduce hazard 
risks over the life of any proposed development, and where possible gGiving priority to 
the use of nature-based or non-structural solutions, rather than construction of natural 
hazard protection works or structures.  
v. Recognising, maintaining or enhancing the role of natural features and processes to 
avoid or minimise natural hazards, including e.g., the natural function of floodplains to 
store and convey water.  
vi. Ensuring new activities do not create new, or exacerbate existing, natural hazards.  
vii.Providing for the continued use of existing Regionally Significant Infrastructure 
located in hazard areas, where hazard risks have been reduced to the extent reasonably 
practicable.  
viii.vii.Considering the effects of climate change on the occurrence and severity of natural 
hazards.  
ix.viii.Recognising that redeveloping a site, including intensifying its use, may create 
opportunities to reduce the overall level of existing risk. 
x.ix.Using the best available information and applying best practice where practicable 
Clarify the meaning of tolerable level 

Support Transpower supports the submission point on the 

basis it recognises and provides for the continued use 

and operation of existing Regionally Significant 

infrastructure within hazard-prone areas. 

The whole of the 
submission point 
be allowed. 

44.4 Chapter 22 Natural 
Hazards 

22.2 Objectives and 
Policies: Natural 
Hazards 

Support in 
part  

The submitter supports the considerations for flood hazard risk assessments but 
suggests including additional effects relevant to Regionally Significant 
Infrastructure. They raise concerns about the clarity of clause (i) regarding flood 
protection levels and suggest an amendment for better clarity. Changes to 
clause (ii) are proposed to clarify health and safety, combining it with clause (iv). 
The proposed policy change also supports additions to the matters of discretion 
for resource consent activities in Appendix 1.3.3. 

Amend Policy 22.2.1b as follows:  
 
Flood Hazard Area Risk Assessment  
 
When assessing flood hazard risks, consider the following matters:  
i. the anticipated effects of climate change on the frequency and severity of flooding for 
up to and including at least the 1% AEP rainfall event flood level;  
ii. Risks to tThe health and safety of people from flood hazards, including the need for 
flood free access and egress in the event of emergency evacuation;  
iii. The vulnerability or resilience of activities to the effects of flood events;  
iv. The possible need for people to be evacuated during a flood event including flood free 
access and egress; and  
v. Whether the development will accelerate or exacerbate potential effects on sites 
upstream, downstream, or adjacent to the site, including the effects of increased flood 
depths and velocities.  
vi. Need to locate within flood hazard risk areas  
vii. Whether development would result in an improvement to the safety, efficiency or 
delivery of Regionally Significant Infrastructure.  
viii. Whether infrastructure is present in an existing flood hazard area which needs to be 
repaired, maintained, upgraded or replaced.  

Support Transpower supports the submission point on the 

basis it recognises and provides for Regionally 

Significant infrastructure within hazard-prone areas. 

The whole of the 
submission point 
be allowed  
 

44.6 Chapter 22 Natural 
Hazards 

22.2 Objectives and 
Policies: Natural 
Hazards 

Support in 
part  

The submitter supports the policy requiring ‘vulnerable’ land uses to avoid High 

Flood Areas and agrees with limiting development in these areas, especially for 
hazard-sensitive developments like new residential activities. 

The District Plan does not define ‘vulnerable activities,’ but Activity Status Table 
22.3 lists industrial activities as vulnerable, contrasting with the Draft NPS, which 
excludes industrial activities from hazard-sensitive development. Industrial 
activity is the closest type to rail-related activities. 

The submitter seeks alternative wording to avoid implying that repair, 
maintenance, upgrade, or replacement of existing rail infrastructure should be 
avoided in specific locations, considering the need for works, potential safety 
and efficiency benefits, and feasibility of reducing hazard risk. 

Retain policy 22.2.1d 
 
22.2.1d Avoid new hazard-sensitive development Land use that is vulnerable to the 
adverse effects of flooding events (including but not limited to residential units), visitor 
accommodation, child care facilities, community centres, schools, and health care 
services) and development avoids in High Flood Hazard Areas. 
 
Add a definition for hazard sensitive development 
 
Amend activity status table 22.3 as outlined below. 

Support  While Transpower sought a specific amendment to 

policy 22.2.1d., it supports the relief sought in 

submission point 44.6 to provide clarity around the 

application of the policy. Given the strong ‘avoid’ 

directive within the policy, clarity is required as to 

the application of the policy. Transpower notes the 

submitter has sought a new definition for the term 

‘hazard-sensitive development’ within submission 

point 44.39. 

The whole of the 
submission point 
be allowed  
 

44.7 Chapter 22 Natural 
Hazards 

22.2 Objectives and 
Policies: Natural 

Oppose  The submitter supports the intention of the policy to reduce natural hazard 
risks, but is concerned that the policy is unclear in its meaning. Submitter 
requests clarification on what a “tolerable” level of risk is. As Flood Hazard areas 
include High, Medium and Low Hazard Areas, the policy suggests that flood risks 
even in Low Hazard Areas could be above a tolerable level. 

Delete Policy 22.2.1e Support Notwithstanding the relief sought in the Transpower 

submission to retain policy 22.2.1e (on the basis of 

amendment to other policies), Transpower would 

support the deletion of clause e. on the basis that the 

The whole of the 
submission point 
be allowed  
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Hazards meaning of the policy is unclear.  

44.8 Chapter 22 Natural 
Hazards 

22.2 Objectives and 
Policies: Natural 
Hazards 

Support in 
part  

KiwiRail supports the policy to reduce flood risks in Low and Medium Flood 
Hazard areas but suggests amendments for clearer interpretation, especially for 
managing Regionally Significant Infrastructure. They emphasise the need for 
policies to allow the continued operation of the rail network. Policy 22.2.1f is 
seen as more restrictive than Policy 5 in the Draft NPS and Policy HAZM11 in the 
Waikato Regional Policy Statement, which allows essential infrastructure in 
certain conditions. 

Amend Policy 22.2.1f as follows:  
Allow new land uses and development within a Low and Medium Flood Hazard Area only 
when:  
 
i. The adverse effects of a flood event have been minimised and risk reduced to a level 
that is tolerable (except for Regionally Significant Infrastructure and essential services) 
and as low as reasonably practicable; and  
ii. The activity does not create a new, or exacerbate existing, flood risks off the site.  
 
Clarify what is meant by tolerable. 

Support  Notwithstanding the relief sought in the Transpower 

submission to retain policy 22.2.1f (on the basis of 

amendment to other policies), Transpower supports 

amendment to the policy to clarify that it does not 

apply to RSI and essential services (and instead 

reliance on 22.2.1j). 

The whole of the 
submission point 
be allowed  
 

44.10 Chapter 22 Natural 
Hazards 

22.2 Objectives and 
Policies: Natural 
Hazards 

Support in 
part  

The submitter supports the intent of this policy to reduce flood risks in 
Depression Areas but is concerned that this policy may not sufficiently provide 
for the continued operation, maintenance, repair, upgrade and replacement of 
the rail network over time. This policy is also potentially inconsistent with Policy 
5 in the Draft NPS and HAZM11 of the RPS, in relation to the treatment of 
essential or Regionally Significant Infrastructure. 

Amend Policy 22.2.1h as follows:  

Allow new land uses and development within Depression Areas only when the adverse 
effects of a flood event caused by a depression area are reduced to a tolerable level. 

Note: This policy does not apply to Regionally Significant Infrastructure or essential 
services  

Clarify what is meant by tolerable 

Support Transpower supports amendment to the policy to 

clarify that it does not apply to RSI and essential 

services (and instead reliance on 22.2.1j). 

The whole of the 
submission point 
be allowed  
 

44.39 1.1 Definitions and 
Terms 

1.1.2 Definitions Used 
in the District Plan 

N/A The submitter seeks a definition for hazard-sensitive development in relation to 
the requested change to reclassify land uses from ‘tolerant’ and ‘vulnerable’ to 
‘hazard sensitive’ and ‘less hazard sensitive’. Related to this, the submitter seeks 
those industrial activities and/or the operation of the existing rail network be 
identified as ‘less hazard sensitive development”. An accompanying activity 
and/or the operation of the existing rail network be identified as ‘less hazard 
sensitive development”. An accompanying change is sought to policies to make 
more provision for “less hazard sensitive development” in hazard risk areas, 
where there is a functional and operational need to be in a hazard area and risks 
have been mitigated to the extent reasonably practicable. 

Hazard-sensitive development means a new development relating to any of the 
following: 

(a) residential dwellings, including papakāinga and retirement villages:  

(b) marae:  

(c) educational facilities: 

(d) emergency services:  

(e) hospitals and other health care facilities:  

(f) community facilities 

Support Transpower supports the provision of a new 
definition for the term ‘hazard-sensitive 
development’ to support the relief sought to policy 
22.2.1d., within submission point 44.6. 

The whole of the 
submission point 
be allowed  
 

44.41 1.3 Assessment 
Criteria 
1.3.3 Restricted 
Discretionary, 
Discretionary and 
NonComplying 
Assessment Criteria 

Support in 
part  

The submitter requests that additional matters of consideration are specified to 
evaluate the full range of potential risks, costs and benefits of proposed works 
for Regionally Significant Infrastructure or lifeline utilities within hazard areas. 
This would help to give effect to proposed policy 22.2.1j which provides for new 
Regionally Significant Infrastructure within a Flood Hazard Area. 

Amend 1.3.3 F1a Hazards and Safety as follows:  
 
F1a  
a. Whether there are additional flooding effects on properties upstream, downstream or 
adjacent to the site including greater depth, velocity or duration of flood waters.  
b. How vulnerable the activity is to exposure of lower level flooding, including the need for 
access or egress during a flood event.  
c. Whether existing flood risks can be practicable reduced through the design of proposed 
works (including raising floor levels of proposed buildings or existing units and 
undertaking other mitigations).  
d. The extent to which the development complies with the standards set out in 22.5.  
e. Whether infrastructure has an operational or functional need, which makes it 
impractical to comply with relevant standards in 22.5.  
f. Whether Regionally Significant Infrastructure can reasonably or practicably be located 
elsewhere.  
g. Whether development in hazard areas would result in improvements to the safety, 
efficiency or delivery of Regionally Significant Infrastructure.  
h. Whether infrastructure is present in an existing hazard area which needs to be 
maintained, upgraded or replaced. 

Support Notwithstanding the relief sought in the Transpower 
submission to amend the assessment criteria, 
Transpower supports amendment to matters to give 
effect to policy 22.2.ij. 

The whole of the 
submission point 
be allowed  
 

44.44 1.3 Assessment 
Criteria 
1.3.3 Restricted 
Discretionary, 
Discretionary and 
NonComplying 
Assessment Criteria 

Support in 
part 

Submitter supports the promotion of nature-based solutions in the management 
of stormwater runoff but seeks to ensure that stormwater is managed on land 
adjacent the rail corridor, to prevent stormwater runoff from neighbouring sites 
entering the rail corridor. Submitter considers that nature-based solutions may 
not be appropriate in all circumstances. 

Amend G31 as follows:  
The extent to which the design incorporates nature-based solutions to the management 
of stormwater runoff and whether the use of nature based solutions is limited by the 
functional or operational needs of the development. 

Support Transpower supports the sought amendment to G31 
to recognise that nature-based solutions may not 
always be appropriate or the best solution. 

The whole of the 
submission point 
be allowed  
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