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RE: Further Submission by Blue Wallace Surveyors Ltd on Plan Change 14 -
Flooding

Thank you for the opportunity to provide feedback on Proposed Plan Change 14 — Flooding to the
Hamilton City Council District Plan.

Please find attached Blue Wallace’s further submission in regarding this document.

Further Submitter details are as follows:

Organisation Blue Wallace Surveyors Ltd
Submitter Reference 25

Attention Tim Lester

Email tim.lester@bluewallace.co.nz
Phone No. 078397799

Postal Address PO Box 38, Hamilton 3240

I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission

I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that:
(a) does not adversely affect the environment; and

(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition.

I wish to be heard | Yes

Any conformation of the points raised in the submission below can be made to BWS Ltd via
tim.lester@bluewallace.co.nz.

Regards

Tim Lester

For Blue Wallace Surveyors Ltd
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Further Submission points

The following table has been prepared in response to PC14 submissions.

No. Provision Support/ Reason Decision
Oppose
Metlifecare Limited
28.8 | 22.2 Objectives and | Support We agree with the submission point that a blanket approach to depressions | Allow the submission point
Policies: Natural areas is too blunt an instrument in managing development within FHAs.
Hazards

As stated by the submitter there are types of land use and development
that can take place within these depression areas, and furthermore that in
amending the objectives and policies in Chapter 22 to recognize such uses,
there will be a better alignment with PC14 policies (i.e., 22.2.1(g)).

Stride Investment Management Limited

29.2 | 22.1 Purpose Support We agree that properties that can provide for development opportunities | Allow the submission point
that are outside of the mapped FHA should not be subject to the provisions
of PC14.

In order for PC14 provisions to fairly manage the City’s valuable urban land
resource the application of the flood viewer should be used to determine
where within a site, or property, the performance standards are to apply.

Simply applying the FHA provisions to a whole piece of land (i.e., the
cadastral boundaries of a Record of Title) which is only partially identified
on the flood maps disadvantages the landowner who may be able to
undertake development within their land and which sits outside of the
delineated FHA.

We consider it appropriate that amending the purpose text so as to clearly
inform plan users that where a site is subject only partially to a flood hazard
overlay then the corresponding flood hazard rule is not triggered.
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No. Provision Support/ Reason Decision
Oppose
Horotiu Farms Limited and Te Awa Lakes Unincorporated Joint Venture Limited
32.11 | 22.2 Objectives and | Support It is agreed with the submitter that the current PC14 provision for OLFP | Allow submission point
Policies: Natural “restoration” should be contextualized in consideration of new
Hazards development.
From a development perspective OLFP are commonly altered (or varied) as
part of the overall design of buildings or contour of a site. Being able to vary
an OLFP in appropriate alternative locations is a fundamental component
of development as it allows for more efficient use of land whilst also
providing effective management of stormwater both within and
downstream of any given site.
It is this regard that we support the submission which seeks clarification as
to what is meant by the word “restoring” the function of OLFP and how this
may restrict the effective and efficient use of the City’s urban land resource.
Rachael Ann Peploe
35.2 | Rule 22.5.6 Support The submission point relating to Rule 22.5.6 is supported as it addresses | Allow submission point
the same matters raised in the submission of BWS - this being that non-
habitable spaces within a building (such as a ground-floor garage) need not
be subject to restrictive performance standards as would a habitable space.
BWS support the submission which seeks to amend PC14 Rule 22.5.6 to the
extent that residential buildings with non-habitable ground floors only
require a freeboard of 0.2m.
Philip Pirie
36.1 | Chapter 14 Future | Support It is agreed with the submission point that district plan provisions relating | Allow submission point
Urban Zone to wastewater disposal are best left to the Waikato Regional Council.
14.4.6 Effluent
Disposal
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No. Provision Support/ Reason Decision
Oppose

The submission point appropriately notes that such technical

considerations for ww disposal should be more permitting of engineering

on lot solutions and line up with the Waikato Regional Plan and RITS.

Natural Hazards Commission Toka Tu Ake

45.11 | Policy 22.2.1e Support In the interest of certainty this submission point is supported as a | Allow submission point
definition, or criteria, for ‘tolerable’ is needed to avoid confusion and
ensure consistency for rule interpretation.
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