15 April 2025

Hamilton City Council
260 Anglesa Street
Hamilton Central
3204

Email: haveyoursay@hcc.govt.nz

Dear Sir/ Madam

Further Submission to Proposed Plan Change 14 - Flooding to the Hamilton City Council
District Plan

Thank you for allowing me to comment on Proposed Plan Change 14 - Flooding to be included
in the Hamilton City Council District Plan. Due to time constraints, my response is brief. |
support highlighting flood risks especially medium and high-risk sites; however, | am concerned
that the conservative stormwater modelling will affect over 10,000 sites in Hamilton, requiring
specific site analysis. If the detailed modelling and resource consent for each site was to cost
$10,000, this could have a resultant over 100 million additional cost to supply houses. An
independent national body, rather than the Local Council, should set the stormwater modelling
terms. Assuming all pipes under 4m in diameter will be blocked from the start of arain eventis
not a reasonable assumption, as water from rooves etc will still be able to enter the stormwater
system.

Thank you for taking time to consider my further submission

Philip Pirie



Submitter Sub Chapter/ Oppose/ | Reasons Decision Requested
No. Appendix Support
submitter
Blue Wallace Surveyors 25.2 and 23.7.1aaandbb | Supportinpart | With the way that this section 23.7.1aa and bb is worded the building Residential Development be permitted in Low and Medium
Ltd 25.3 Allotment Size platform must be clear of the flood hazard area. Between wastewater | flood risk areas provided a habitable building pad 500mm
and Shape capacity constraints and flood modelling significant amounts of above the 1in 100 AEP flood level is provided, or a consent

Hamilton will not be able to be developed. | agree with Blue Wallace notice stating minimum floor levels for all lots. within hazard
that Pilled housing or other engineering solutions should allow areas is better than a blanket rule. Default back to NZS4404.
development to occur in these areas.

Blue Wallace Surveyors 25.4 14.4.6 Support | acknowledge this will not apply to in many residential situations Wastewater dispersal fields be permitted in flood hazard

Ltd within Hamilton, but it is likely that it will set a precedent that other areas, but lids levels of wastewater pumpstations and septic
Councils will follow. In a 1 in 100-year event rivers are unlikely to be tanks have 500mm free board above 1 in 100-year flood
safe for swimming due to wastewater overflows caused by the levels. This is the approach used by Watercare in Auckland.
system being overloaded along with power cuts, a rural residential
wastewater disposal system is unlikely to have a more than minor
effect, compared to the larger issues with water quality after a flood.
i.e. do we now say stock are not allowed to be grazed on land within
the 1in 100-year flood level as this may result in animal waste
entering the waterways. The risk of underutilised land is greater than
rivers temporary being contaminated in a flood event.
| have included an image below of the Pukete Wastewater Plant to
highlight how the Floodviewer data can be misleading.
Figure 1: Pukete Wastewater Plant

Blue Wallace Surveyors 25.5-25.10 Supportin part | All are reasonable suggestions to make the plan change more

Ltd

practicable.




Stride Investment
Management

29.4

Support

Depending on the application of this rule this could allow Council to
set a particularly high bar.

Developers should only be required to attenuate to 80% of the
predevelopment runoff for a 1 in 10-year event, requiring more
than this would be prohibitively expensive for developers. i.e.
itis not financially feasible to soak to ground a 1 in 100year
24-hour event in areas where the Geotech has advised
against soakage.

Stride Investment
Management

29.15

Support

Stride Investment
Management

29.23

25.13.3
&25.13.4.2g

Support

Note with the new rules allowing Granny Flats up to 70m? without the
need to have a building consent, having a trigger of 100m? for change
inimpermeable area will mean most Granny Flats being built with a
carparking space will still need to pay upwards of $10,000 for a
resource consent and stormwater design.

Set the limit to 1000m?

Southern Cross Health
Care Limited

30.1,
30.18,
30.20,
30.24,
30.26,
30.29,
30.30

Support

Some Councils are placing Section 72 notices on properties that have
any form of ponding onsite. For example, if it is a 2500m? lifestyle
section with flooding in one corner, it would get applied to the entire
title which have dramatic effects on resale or developability.
Wellington and Christchurch Council are apparently issuing a
significant number of these.

Any updates to buildings under the Building Act should only
consider having section 72 notices added if there is a history
of flooding onsite. The current high-level modelling is not at a
level of accuracy to justify the additional costs that may be
incurred by owners fighting section 72 notices. The current
modelling of overland flowpaths is highly inaccurate due to
the raster spacing used in the model. Section 1.2.2 of the
Appendix 4 Technical Report identifies the lack of accuracy in
the data. Clarification is also requested, if when modelling the
overland flow paths, if it has considered that water which
lands on roofs will likely flow into the stormwater system
designed for a 1 in 10-year event and does not contribute to
the overland flow path.

Argosy Property No. 1
Limited

Support

Amend 22.3(gg) so that any industrial activity within the Medium
Flood Hazard Area is
a Restricted Discretionary Activity.

If this remains as fully discretionary it puts massive risks on
property developers. Provided an industrial development
does not significantly increase down stream properties it
should be able to be to go ahead. i.e. the effects of building
and industrial warehouse can be offset within the site by
installing a large attenuation pond.

Argosy Property No. 1
Limited

31.5,
31.10,
31.11

Support

The modelling assumes that all culverts and pipes are
completely blocked from the start of a rain event is designed
to shift all risks onto private landowners. No other
infrastructure is designed this way. i.e the potable water
system is not designed for everyone to use the tap at the
same time, our roads are not designed for all cars to use the
road at the same time. Water New Zealand or a National
Engineering Body should set the terms of the modelling.

Horotiu Farms Limited
and Te Awa

Lakes Unincorporated
Joint Venture

Limited

32.1-32.12

Support




Horotiu Farms Limited
and Te Awa

Lakes Unincorporated
Joint Venture

Limited

32.13

Oppose in part

If an overland flow path is identified as going through your property
NZS4404 is a more appropriate standard, as the building E1/AS1 is
only suitable if:

Sitework having a catchment area of no more than 0.25 hectares and
which are:

a) Free from a history of flooding,

b) Not adjacent to a watercourse,

c) Not located in low lying area, and

d) Not located in a secondary flow path.




