16 April 2025

Attention: Planning Manager, Plan Change 14
Hamilton City Council

Private Bag 3010

HAMILTON 3204

By email to: haveyoursay@hcc.govt.nz

SUBMISSION ON PLAN CHANGE 14 TO THE OPERATIVE HAMILTON CITY DISTRICT
PLAN

1. 1 act for PB Consultants Ltd.
2. PB Consultants Ltd’s address for service is:

c/- Dempsey Ferguson Limited
Spaces

Level 7, 50 Albert Street
AUCKLAND 1010

Attention: Andrew Ferguson
M +64 21 225 7316
E andrew@dempseyferguson.co.nz

3. In accordance with clause 8(1) of the First Schedule of the Resource Management Act
1991, PB Consultants Ltd has an interest in proposed Plan Change 12 greater than the
interest of the general public and / or represents a relevant aspect of the public interest.

4. Further detail on PB Consultants Ltd’'s submission is set out in Attachment A.
5. This submission will be served on the submitters set out in Attachment B.
6. PB Consultants Ltd wishes to be heard in support of this further submission.
7. Please contact me should you have any queries.

Yours faithfully

Andrew Fergusson

Copied to: Janette Campbell, Patrick Senior, Barristers



ATTACHMENT A: TABLE OF FURTHER SUBMISSIONS BY PB CONSULTANTS LTD

Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
Blue Wallace 251 | 23.2 Support in | The submitter seeks that Policy Amend Policy 23.2.1a (vii) as PB Consultants is
Surveyors Ltd Objectives part 23.2.1a(vii) include the wording 'allow follows: interested in this
and subdivision within a Low and Medium provision and seeks an
Policies: Flood Hazard only when the hazard risk is | Allow subdivision within a Low and | outcome consistent with
Subdivision appropriately mitigated, or it does not Medium Flood Hazard only when its submission.
create new, or exacerbate existing flood the hazard risk is appropriately
hazards (within the site, or adjacent to, mitigated, or it does not create new,
upstream, or downstream of it)' to reflect or exacerbate existing flood
that development in the Low and Medium | hazards
Flood Hazard Area can be provided when | (within the site, or adjacent to,
the risk can be appropriately mitigated. upstream, or downstream of it).
Blue Wallace 252 | 23.7.2 Support in | Seeks clarification of Subdivision Design Amend Standard 23.7.2(s) as Opposed for the
Surveyors Ltd Allotment part Standards 23.7.2 by including the word follows: reasons in the
Size and ‘residential’ in association to the words submission.
Shape “Any vacant lot...”. Not all ‘vacant lots’ in (s) Any vacant residential lot
the residential zone will be required to subdivision in the General
contain a building platform —i.e., reserves | Residential Zone must include a
or utility allotments - therefore the 165m2 building platform which is
standard has the potential to be able to accommodate a 12.5m
misapplied. diameter circle clear of any
identified medium and high Flood
Considers that the standard should not Hazard Area.
apply to the Low Flood Hazard Area as
pile dwellings in the low flood hazard area
satisfy freeboard levels.
Blue Wallace 253 | 23.7.2 Support in | Seeks clarification of 23.7.3(t) by including | Under Rule 23.7.3(t) include the Opposed for the
Surveyors Ltd Allotment part the word ‘residential’ in relation to “Any word ‘residential’ in relation to “Any | reasons in the
Size and vacant lot” as not all allotments will be vacant lot”. submission.




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
Shape subject to the same level of public risk;
and identify that the provision only relates | Also identify that the provision only
to vacant allotments created for sensitive, | relates to vacant allotments created
residential, land use and exclude the low- | for sensitive, residential, land use
risk flood hazard areas. and exclude the low-risk flood
hazard areas.
Seeks that Rule 23.7.3 should not apply
to Low Flood Hazard Areas given the
ability to easily mitigate low flood risk
areas (i.e. piling).
Blue Wallace 256 | 22.2 Oppose Policy 22.2.1d only apply to habitable Policy 22.2.1d be redrafted so as to | Opposed for the
Surveyors Ltd Objectives areas in relation to residential units, visitor | explicitly indicate that only habitable | reasons in the
and accommodation, childcare facilities, areas are vulnerable to flooding submission.
Policies: community centres, schools, and health events.
Natural care services as efficient implementation
Hazards of PC14 should not diminish development
potential of land where risks associated
with Flood Hazard Areas can be
effectively mitigated through the design of
building spaces and structures e.g. non
habitable spaces.
Blue Wallace 25.7 | 22.2 Support in | Supports enabling development within Seeks that the term ‘tolerable’ is Supported.
Surveyors Ltd Objectives part Low and Medium Flood Hazard Areas defined in the plan change
and however consider that the word “tolerable” | provisions via an advice note.
Policies can be interpreted subjectively.
Blue Wallace 25.10 | 22.5.6 Support in | Questions the safe access standard Amend 22.5.6e as follows: Opposed for the
Surveyors Ltd part applies when a section of transportation “e. Any proposed development or reasons in the

corridor is within the flood hazard area
greater than 0.3m depth of flooding and
1.0 m/s flood velocity.

activity within a 1% AEP rainfall
event flood extent for a vulnerable
activity listed in Table 22.3 must, if

submission.




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
possible, connect via a safe access
route....”

Metlifecare 28.2 | 22.2 Support in | The Objective 22.2.1(i) provides for no Amend Objective 22.2.1(i) to Opposed for the
Limited Objectives part increase of potential adverse effects. This | provide an appropriate standard of | reasons in the

and is a high bar with no qualifier to the level adverse effect to avoid. submission.

Policies of adverse effect.
Metlifecare 28.8 | 22.2 Oppose It is unclear why a blanket approach This policy should be amended to PB Consultants is
Limited Objectives within Depression Areas has been align with Policy 22.2.1(g) on the interested in this

and adopted. Some land uses and basis that some land uses and provision and seeks an

Policies: developments are more resilient and can developments are more resilient outcome consistent with

Natural be carried out within Depression Areas. and can be carried out within its submission.

Hazards Depression Areas.
Southern 30.12 | 22.2 Oppose There appears to be an inconsistent Delete “Medium Flood Hazard PB Consultants is
Cross Objectives approach through the PC14 provisions of | Area” from this policy. interested in this
Healthcare and grouping “Low” Flood Hazard Areas and provision and seeks an
Limited Policies: “Medium Flood Hazard” areas together outcome consistent with

Natural (see Policy 22.2 above) and then its submission.

Hazards grouping “High” Flood Hazard Areas and

“‘Medium” Flood Hazard areas together.
Southern 30.28 | General Southern Cross also seeks amendments Establish a clear process for the PB Consultants is
Cross to PC14 for the purposes of clarity and processing of third-party expert interested in this
Healthcare workability. stormwater assessments. provision and seeks an
Limited outcome consistent with
its submission.

Southern 30.29 | General Southern Cross also seeks amendments Clarify that where a third-party PB Consultants is
Cross to PC14 for the purposes of clarity and expert stormwater assessment that | interested in this
Healthcare workability. demonstrates that flood hazards do | provision and seeks an
Limited not apply to a site and this is outcome consistent with

accepted by the Council, there is no
trigger for resource consent.

its submission.




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position

Southern 30.30 | General Southern Cross also seeks amendments | Amend provisions for clarity as to PB Consultants is
Cross to PC14 for the purposes of clarity and whether the rules for a Flood interested in this
Healthcare workability. Hazard Area are triggered for the provision and seeks an
Limited whole site or only if development outcome consistent with

extends into any flood hazard its submission.

overlay shown in the Floodviewer.
Horotiu Farms | 32.3 | 22.2 Oppose The objectives and policies call for a “no Delete Objective 22.2.1.ii and PB Consultants is
Limited and Te Objectives risk” or to reducing “existing risk” to flood Policy 22.2.1a.ii interested in this
Awa and hazards. This approach will not enable provision and seeks an
Lakes Policies: people and communities to provide for Amend Policy 22.2.1a.v to refer to outcome consistent with
Unincorporated Natural their social, economic and cultural managing the effects of natural its submission.
Joint Venture Hazards wellbeing and for their health and safety. hazards, rather than avoiding or
Limited This is not consistent with the sustainable | mitigating.

management purpose of the RMA.

Amend Policy 22.2.1e to refer to

managing natural hazard risk.
Horotiu Farms | 32.4 | General Oppose PC14 is inconsistent with the NPS-UD as | The submitter seeks that the Plan PB Consultants is

Limited and Te
Awa

Lakes
Unincorporated
Joint Venture
Limited

it does not take an integrated approach.
There are no provisions that deal
appropriately with the Council’s
obligations in terms of the integrated
management of stormwater. The
Council’s stormwater network and roading
corridor has an important role to play in
terms of this (in particularly conveyance)
but is not incorporated in

the plan change. Further provisions are
required in this regard.

Change be either withdrawn, or
approved with: (a) amendments to
address the submitter concerns set
out above. (b) such further other
relief or other consequential
amendments as considered
appropriate and necessary to
address the concerns set out
above.

interested in this
provision and seeks an
outcome consistent with
its submission.




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position

Horotiu Farms | 32.6 | General Oppose The plan change is inconsistent with the The submitter seeks that the Plan PB Consultants is
Limited and Te RPS planning framework which has Change be either withdrawn or interested in this
Awa objectives to avoid or mitigate flooding by | approved with: (a) amendments to provision and seeks an
Lakes managing risk for people’s safety and the | address the submitter concerns set | outcome consistent with
Unincorporated protection of property, and lifeline out above. (b) such further other its submission.
Joint Venture opportunities. Instead of managing risk, relief or other consequential
Limited the plan change focuses on avoiding risk | amendments as considered

without quantification of the increase of appropriate and necessary to

the underlying risk. address the concerns set out

above.

Horotiu Farms | 32.7 | General Oppose The Council has not taken an “all of Take an "all of catchment" PB Consultants is
Limited and Te catchment” approach as it has not approach which considers planned | interested in this
Awa considered existing discharge consents or | and proposed upgrades of the provision and seeks an
Lakes planned upgrades to stormwater Council’s stormwater network which | outcome consistent with
Unincorporated infrastructure. This means that the may mitigate risks of flooding. A its submission.
Joint Venture provisions are heavily lopsided in posing site-by-site approach should be
Limited significant burdens on avoided and is not sustainable.

private land and landowners.
Horotiu Farms | 32.8 | General Oppose The Council are using non-statutory Retain statutory planning maps to PB Consultants is
Limited and Te mapping tools to guide the application of identify the hazard areas. interested in this
Awa the provisions. There is no clear process provision and seeks an
Lakes for the use of these tools being managed outcome consistent with
Unincorporated and controlled and the process is not its submission.
Joint Venture contestable. This circumvents the
Limited participatory process of the Schedule 1

provisions in the RMA.
Horotiu Farms | 32.12 | 22.3 Rules Oppose Activities should be provided for as a Activities should be provided for as | Opposed
Limited and Te Activity restricted discretionary activity (rather a restricted discretionary activity
Awa Table than discretionary or noncomplying). (rather than discretionary or

noncomplying).




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position

Lakes

Unincorporated

Joint Venture

Limited

Horotiu Farms | 32.13 | 22.5.6 Oppose The minimum freeboard heights are Amend rule 22.5.6 to be consistent | PB Consultants is

Limited and Te inconsistent with the Building Act and with the Building Act. interested in this

Awa should be amended for consistency. provision and seeks an

Lakes outcome consistent with

Unincorporated its submission.

Joint Venture

Limited

Horotiu Farms | 32.14 | 23.2 Policy 23.2 1.a.vii should be amended to Amend Policy 23.2 1.a.vii to Opposed

Limited and Te Objectives remove reference to “not create new flood | remove reference to “not create

Awa and hazards” There will be requirements to new flood hazards”.

Lakes Policies: provide for areas and in particular

Unincorporated Subdivision infrastructure which may be located in

Joint Venture flood hazard areas (for example

Limited stormwater management wetlands).

KiwiRail 441 | 22.2 Support in | Whilst KiwiRail supports the intent of the Amend Obijective 22.2.1 as follows: | PB Consultants is

Holdings Objectives part objective to prevent an increase in natural interested in this

Limited and hazard risks to people and property, Risks from natural hazards are provision and seeks an
Policies: concern is raised that the avoidance of all | managed in a way that: outcome consistent with
Natural potential increases in adverse effects to its submission.
Hazards people and property is unachievable, and | i. Be-netincrease-thepotential-for

therefore not adverse-effectsto-people,property

practicable, in relation to the repair,
maintenance, upgrade and replacement
of existing Regionally Significant
Infrastructure.

and-the-environment: New
subdivision, use and development
avoids the creation of new risks
to people, property, infrastructure
and the environment.




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
The amendments proposed provide a
greater level of flexibility for infrastructure | ii. Risks from natural hazards on
works that need to occur in hazard prone | new and existing infrastructure are
areas. reduced to the extent practicable
Whilst proposed policy 22.2.1j does iii. Where practicable reduce, risks
identify an assessment pathway for arising from natural hazards for
Regionally Significant Infrastructure to be | adverse effects on people, property
considered acceptable in Flood Hazard and the environment.
Areas, this policy is not clearly supported
by proposed Objective 22.2.1. iv. Increase community resilience to
natural hazards including the
effective and efficient response and
recovery from the adverse effects
of natural hazard events.
KiwiRail 44,41 1 1.3.3 Support in | The submitter requests that additional Amend 1.3.3 Fla Hazards and Opposed
Holdings Restricted part matters of consideration are specified to Safety as follows:
Limited Discretionar evaluate the full range of potential risks,
Y, costs and benefits of proposed works for Fla
Discretionar Regionally Significant Infrastructure or
y and Non- lifeline utilities within hazard areas. c. Whether existing flood risks can
Complying be practicable reduced through the
Assessment This would help to give effect to proposed | design of proposed works
Criteria policy 22.2.1j which provides for new (including raising floor levels of
Regionally Significant Infrastructure within | proposed buildings or existing units
a Flood Hazard Area. and undertaking other mitigations).
Natural 45.2 | General Oppose The Submitter requests that flood maps The Submitter requests that flood Supported
Hazards remain as regulatory maps within the maps remain as regulatory maps

District Plan due to concerns over natural

within the District Plan.




Submitter

Sub
No.

Sub-section

Oppose/
Support

Summary of Submission

Summary of Decision Sought

PB Consultants Ltd’
position

Commission
Toka
Tu Ake

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.

Natural
Hazards

45.3

General

Support in
part

The Submitter requests that climate
change projections that have been used
in the s32 evaluation are included in the

The Submitter requests that climate
change projections that have been
used are included in the plan.

Supported




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
Commission plan. This will ensure that associated
Toka rules and policies will be able to be
Tu Ake implemented consistently and reduce the
impacts from flooding to people and
property now, and into the future.
Natural 456 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter agrees with decreasing That the following amendment be Supported
Hazards Objectives part natural hazard risk and increasing made to 22.2.1ii:
Commission and community resilience and have
Toka Policies: recommended an amendment to ii. Where practicable, reduce,
Tu Ake Natural Objective 22.2.1ii be amended for clarity. natural hazard risks arising-from
Hazards natural-hazardsfor to minimise the
adverse effects on people,
property, and the environment.
Natural 457 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter supports this policy, the The Submitter seeks the inclusion Supported
Hazards Objectives part precautionary approach and considering of a definition and/or metric to
Commission and the effects of climate change as it will determine what natural hazard risk
Toka Policies: reduce the impacts to people and property | is deemed “tolerable”.
Tu Ake Natural in future natural hazard events.
Hazards

However, requests a definition for
‘tolerable’ to avoid confusion and ensure
consistent application of rules and
policies.

NHC'’s Risk Tolerance Methodology could
be used by the Council to develop a
metric to determine “tolerable” levels of
risk.




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
Natural 458 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter supports Policy 22.2.1b The Submitter seeks that the Supported
Hazards Objectives part and recommend clear guidelines for how | following amendment be made to
Commission and to account for the anticipated effects of Policy 22.2.1b(i):
Toka Policies: climate change, to avoid confusion and
Tu Ake Natural ensure consistent applications of policy. The anticipated effects of climate
Hazards change, according to RCP8.5, on
The Submitter recommends requiring the | the frequency and severity of
RCP8.5 climate change scenario to be flooding up to and including at least
included in flood hazard area risk the 1% AEP rainfall event flood
assessments. The National Adaptation level,
Plan outlines that councils should use the
RCP8.5 climate change scenarios for
detailed hazard and risk assessments.
Natural 459 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter Supports Policy 22.2.1c The Submitter seeks that the Supported
Hazards Objectives part earthworks not being able to reduce on- following amendment be made:
Commission and site storage capacity of water and not Manage earthworks to not reduce
Toka Policies: concentrating stormwater discharges to on-site and off-site flood storage
Tu Ake Natural another site. However, consider it is capacity and to not er divert or te
Hazards important that earthworks also do not concentrate stormwater discharges
reduce the off-site flood storage capacity. | off a site.
Natural 45,10 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter supports Policy 22.2.1d but | The Submitter seeks the following Supported
Hazards Objectives part recommend including a more inclusive list | amendment be made to Policy
Commission and of land uses that the Council deems as 22.2.1d:
Toka Policies: vulnerable to the adverse effects of A clear list of hazard sensitive
Tu Ake Natural flooding events for clarity. activities is included. For example:
Hazards a. Childcare Services

b. Community Facility
c. Educational Facility
d. Emergency Service Facilities

10




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
e. Hazardous Facilities and Major
Hazardous Facilities
f. Healthcare facility
g. Hospital
h. Marae
i. Multi-unit housing
j. Places of Worship
k. Residential Units and Minor
Residential Units (including those
associated with Papakainga)
|. Retirement Village
m. Visitor Accommodation.
Natural 45.11 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter supports Policy 22.2.1e, The Submitter seeks that the Supported
Hazards Objectives part however considers a definition of following amendment be made:
Commission and ‘tolerable’ is needed to avoid confusion Include a definition and/or metric to
Toka Policies: and ensure consistent application of rules | determine what natural hazard risk
Tu Ake Natural and policies. The Submitter suggests use | is deemed “tolerable” by the
Hazards of the NHC Risk Tolerance Methodology council.
to develop a metric to determine
“tolerable” levels of risk.
Natural 45,12 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter supports Policy 22.2.1f, The Submitter seeks that the Supported
Hazards Objectives part however consider a definition of ‘tolerable’ | following amendment be made:
Commission and is needed to avoid confusion and ensure
Toka Policies: consistent application of rules and Include a definition and/or metric to
Tu Ake Natural policies. The Submitter suggests use of determine what natural hazard risk
Hazards the NHC Risk Tolerance Methodology to is deemed “tolerable” by the

develop a metric to determine “tolerable”
levels of risk.

council.

11




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
Natural 45.13 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter considers that not all The Submitter seeks that the Supported
Hazards Objectives part developments have the same following amendments be made:
Commission and vulnerabilities to the impacts from
Toka Policies: flooding. To enable development while Include a clear list of developments
Tu Ake Natural also managing flood risk it is important to and activities that would be suitable
Hazards identify which types of developments may | in differing Flood Hazard Levels.
experience flooding differently. See Appendix 2 of the Submission
for an example.
The Submitter recommends that the
Council provide a clear list of
development types that would be
permitted in each.
Natural 45.14 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter supports Policy 22.2.1h, The Submitter seeks that the Supported
Hazards Objectives part however consider a definition of ‘tolerable’ | following amendment be made:
Commission and is needed to avoid confusion and ensure
Toka Policies: consistent application of rules and Include a definition and/or metric to
Tu Ake Natural policies. The Submitter suggests use of determine what natural hazard risk
Hazards the NHC Risk Tolerance Methodology to is deemed “tolerable” by the
develop a council.
metric to determine “tolerable” levels of
risk.
Natural 45,18 | 22.2 Support in | The Submitter supports Policy 22.2.11 The Submitter seeks that the Supported
Hazards Objectives part however recommends that floor levels following amendments be made:
Commission and should be elevated to a minimum A specified freeboard or definition
Toka Policies: freeboard of 0.5m above the modelled for “sufficient” is provided.
Tu Ake Natural flood level for hazard sensitive activities
Hazards and 0.3m for non-hazard sensitive

activities.

12




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
Natural 45.20 | 22.3 Rules Support in | The Submitter supports Rule 22.3h new The Submitter seeks that new Supported
Hazards Activity part buildings in High, Medium and Low Flood | buildings are changed from being a
Commission Status Hazard Areas, however, recommend that | permitted activity in Overland Flow
Toka Table new buildings are a restricted Paths to restricted discretionary.
Tu Ake discretionary activity in Overland Flow
Paths.
The Submitter considers that Overland
Flow Paths represent low points in terrain
where surface runoff will flow, which
means that buildings located in these
areas will be exposed to higher levels of
flood hazard and so will have high level of
risk.
Natural 45231 1.3.3 Support in | The Submitter supports having elevated The Submitter seeks that the Supported
Hazards Restricted part floor levels as an assessment criteria for following amendments be made:
Commission Discretionar new buildings that are a restricted
Toka Y, discretionary activity in the Medium Flood | * The extent to which a dwelling
Tu Ake Discretionar Hazard Area. However, recommend that where the minimum finished floor
y and Non- the floor levels for habitable rooms be level for the habitable rooms has
Complying elevated to a been elevated to 1.2m 6:5m above
Assessment minimum freeboard of 0.5m above the the maximum modelled flood

modelled flood level for hazard sensitive
activities and 0.3m for non-hazard
sensitive activities, which aligns with
guidance from the Australian Institute of
Disaster Resilience.

The Submitter considers this would be a
more effective way of reducing the
impacts to people and property during

ground levels.

13




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
future flood events, compared to raising
floor levels in —
Natural 45.26 | 1.3.3 Support in | The Submitter supports assessment The Submitter seeks a definition Supported
Hazards Restricted part criteria F1B, however consider a definition | and/or a metric for what is deemed
Commission Discretionar of ‘tolerable’ is needed to avoid confusion | “tolerable” levels of risk.
Toka Y, and ensure consistent application of rules
Tu Ake Discretionar and policies. The Submitter suggests use
y and Non- of the NHC Risk Tolerance Methodology
Complying to develop a metric to determine
Assessment “tolerable” levels of risk.
Criteria
Natural 45.29 | 23.7.2 Support in | The Submitter supports requiring an area | The Submitter seeks a clear Supported
Hazards Allotment part to be clear of flood hazard for any vacant | definition for “clear of any identified
Commission Size and lot subdivision in the General Residential Flood Hazard Area” under Rule
Toka Shape Zone. However, recommend clarifying 23.7.1aa.
Tu Ake what is meant by “clear of any identified
Flood Hazard Area”. This could be
interpreted as
above the elevation of the modelled Flood
Hazard Area or outside of the area as
indicated on the maps provided by
Council.
Providing a clear definition avoids
confusion and ensures consistent
application of rules and policies.
Natural 45.30 | 23.7.2 Support in | The Submitter supports an area to be The Submitter seeks a clear Supported
Hazards Allotment part clear of flood hazard for any vacant lot definition for “clear of any identified

Size and

14




Submitter

Sub
No.

Sub-section

Oppose/
Support

Summary of Submission

Summary of Decision Sought

PB Consultants Ltd’
position

Commission
Toka
Tu Ake

Shape

subdivision in the General Residential
Zone.

However, recommend clarifying what is
meant by “clear of any identified Flood
Hazard Area”. This could be interpreted
as above the elevation of the modelled
Flood Hazard Area or outside of the area
as indicated on the maps provided by
Council.

Providing a clear definition avoids
confusion and ensures consistent
application of rules and policies.

Flood Hazard Area” under Rule
23.7.1bb

Natural
Hazards
Commission
Toka

Tu Ake

45.37

1.1.2
Definitions
Used in
the District
Plan

Support in
part

The Submitter supports the flood extent
area definition. However, recommends

that an allowance for climate change is

made clear in the definition.

The Submitter considers it is important to
outline what climate change projections
have been incorporated

into flood modelling (e.g. RCP8.5) to
ensure the associated rules and policies
will be able to sufficiently reduce the
impacts to people and property now, and
into the future.

The climate change scenario used
for flood modelling is provided
within the definition of Flood Extent
Area.

Supported

Natural
Hazards

45.38

1.1.2
Definitions
Used in

Support

The Submitter supports the definition for
freeboard but suggests specifying 0.5m
freeboard for hazard sensitive activities,

The Submitter suggests specifying
0.5m freeboard for hazard sensitive
activities, and 0.3m freeboard for

Supported

15




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
Commission the District and 0.3m freeboard for activities that are activities that are not sensitive to
Toka Plan not sensitive to the effects of natural the effects of natural hazards.
Tu Ake hazards.
The Submitter considers this in line with
other
territorial authorities around New Zealand
and with guidance from the Australian
Institute of Disaster.
Natural 45401 1.1.2 Support in | The Submitter supports the definition for The Submitter seeks the following Supported
Hazards Definitions part High Flood Hazard Area as it aligns with amendments to the definition of
Commission Used in the Australian Institute of Disaster High Flood Hazard:
Toka the District Resilience guidelines and in common use
Tu Ake Plan amongst territorial authorities in New * The climate change scenario used
Zealand. for flood modelling is provided
within the definition
However, the Submitter recommends that
an » High Flood Hazard Areas are
allowance for climate change is made contained within Planning Maps in
clear in the definition. The Submitter the District Plan rather than a
considers it important to outline what separate Council GIS viewer.
climate change projections have been
incorporated into flood modelling (e.g.
RCP8.5) to ensure the associated rules
and policies will be able to sufficiently
reduce the impacts to people and property
now, and into the future.
Natural 4541 | 1.1.2 Support in | The Submitter supports the definition for The Submitter seeks that the Supported
Hazards Definitions part Low Flood Hazard Area but recommends | following amendments to the
Used in definition of Low Flood Hazard

16




Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
Commission the District an allowance for climate change is made | Area:
Toka Plan clear in the definition.
Tu Ake * The climate change scenario used
The Submitter considers it important to for flood modelling is provided
outline what climate change projections within the definition
(e.g. RCP8.5) have been
incorporated into flood modelling to * Low Flood Hazard Areas are
ensure the associated rules and policies contained within Planning Maps in
will be able to sufficiently reduce the the District Plan rather than a
impacts to people and property now, and separate Council GIS viewer.
into the future. The Submitter also
recommend that the Low Flood Hazard
Areas should be contained within
Planning Maps in the District Plan.
Natural 4542 1 1.1.2 Support in | The Submitter supports the definition of The Submitter seeks the following Supported
Hazards Definitions part Medium Flood Hazard Area. However, amendments to the definition of
Commission Used in recommends that an allowance for climate | Medium Flood Hazard
Toka the District change is made clear in the definition. Area:
Tu Ake Plan

The Submitter considers it important to
outline what climate change projections
(e.g. RCP8.5) have been incorporated
into flood modelling to ensure the
associated rules and policies will be able
to sufficiently reduce the impacts to
people and property now, and into the
future. The Submitter also recommends
that the Medium Flood Hazard Areas
should be contained within Planning Maps
in the District Plan.

* The climate change scenario used
for flood modelling is provided
within the definition

* Medium Flood Hazard Areas are
contained within Planning Maps in
the District Plan rather than a
separate Council GIS viewer.
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Submitter Sub | Sub-section | Oppose/ | Summary of Submission Summary of Decision Sought PB Consultants Ltd’
No. Support position
Natural 4543 | 1.1.2 Support in | The Submitter supports the definition of The submitter seeks that overland Supported
Hazards Definitions part Overland Flow path however, the flow paths are contained within
Commission Used in Submitter recommends that the Overland | Planning Maps in the District Plan
Toka the District flow paths should be contained within rather than a separate Council GIS
Tu Ake Plan Planning Maps in the District Plan. viewer,
Hamilton City 475 | 225.2 Support in | This rule includes standards for Overland | Amend 22.5.2a. to include Supported
Council Earthworks part Flow Paths, however clause a. refers to ‘Overland Flow Paths’.
Ancillary to a Flood Hazard Areas only. Overland Flow
Permitted or Paths are excluded from the definition of
Restricted Flood Hazard Areas. As the rule is
Discretionar intended to apply to Overland Flow Paths,
y it needs to include express reference to
Activity Overland Flow Paths.
Hamilton City 47.14 | 25.13.4 Support in | The proposed rules do not account for Amend to include provision to Supported
Council Rules — part stormwater runoff which occurs on sites manage stormwater on sites that
General that slope away from the road. ThelOmm | slope away from the road.
Standards retention of runoff depth required by
Rules25.13.4.2 and 25.13.4.2A is
insufficient to manage stormwater on
these sites. New, or
redevelopment on sites which slope away
from the road can cause additional
stormwater to pool on sites at the bottom
of the slope if not properly managed.
Hamilton City 47.15 | 25.13.4 Support in | The proposed rules do not account for Amend to include provision to Supported
Council Rules — part stormwater runoff which occurs on sites manage stormwater on sites that
General that slope away from the road. slope away from the road.
Standards The 10mm retention of runoff depth

required by Rules 25.13.4.2 and
25.13.4.2A is insufficient to manage
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Submitter

Sub
No.

Sub-section

Oppose/
Support

Summary of Submission

Summary of Decision Sought

PB Consultants Ltd’
position

stormwater on these sites. New, or
redevelopment on sites which slope away
from the road can cause additional
stormwater to pool on sites at the bottom
of the slope if not properly managed.
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ATTACHMENT B: LIST OF SUBMITTERS FOR SERVICE

Blue Wallace Surveyors Ltd
tim.lester@bluewallace.co.nz

Metlifecare Limited, Southern Cross Healthcare Limited
Bianca.Tree@minterellison.co.nz

Horotiu Farms Limited and Te Awa Lakes Unincorporated Joint Venture Limited
ben.tyson@teawalakes.co.nz

KiwiRail Holdings Limited
environment@Kkiwirail.co.nz

Natural Hazards Commission Toka Tu Ake
resilience@naturalhazards.govt.nz

Hamilton City Council
Mark.Davey@hcc.govt.nz
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