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PROPOSED HCC PLAN CHANGE 14 - FLOODING 

DIRECTION #4 

INDEPENDENT HEARING COMMISSIONER 

PURPOSE 

1. The purpose of Direction #4 is to cancel the reconvened PC14 provisions hearing
tentatively scheduled for Monday 10 November.

BACKGROUND 

2. At the end of the PC14 hearing on Tuesday, 28 October 2025 I tentatively scheduled a 
reconvened hearing for Monday, 10 November 2025 in the event that I considered it 
necessary to discuss further HCC’s final set of proposed provisions.

3. Having received Dr Reu Junquiera’s supplementary statement of evidence on 5 
November 2025, along with the updated final set of proposed provisions, I no longer 
consider that hearing necessary.  Rather, I think it more efficient to indicate the few 
remaining queries I have on those provisions for HCC to address in its closing 
submissions. I do so in the following directions – and, of course, it should not be 
presumed that I am satisfied on all other provisions.

4. The following directions are made:

(a) Council is to address the following queries in its closing submissions – and may 
file supplementary evidence if that is deemed necessary:

(i) Assessment criterion 1.3.3.B22 is headed Buildings affected by Natural 
Hazards. Natural Hazards is defined comprehensively in the Plan as: Means 

any atmospheric or earth- or water-related occurrence (including earthquake, 
tsunami, erosion, volcanic and geothermal activity, landslip, subsidence, 
sedimentation, wind, drought, fire, or flooding) the action of which adversely affects 
or may adversely affect human life, property, or other aspects of the environment. 

yet this particular criterion (and indeed Chapter 22 itself) is clearly 
focussed on flooding. Is there a reason why the heading should not be 
changed to identify the flooding natural hazard to avoid subsequent 
confusion?

(ii) The definition of Flood Extent Area does not identify the depth metric to 
which it applies - I understood from the hearing that being more than 
250mm. Is that not intended?
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(iii) Chapter 22.2 is headed Objectives and Policies: Natural Hazards, and
similarly the term is used in those objectives and policies. As noted
above the definition of “natural hazards’ is comprehensive and much
wider than simply flooding. Apart from the question of scope for such a
broad inclusion, is there a reason why that should not be qualified as
“flooding natural hazard” or similar wording – again, to avoid confusion?

(iv) Earthworks and vegetation removal activity status rule 25.2.3f has no
specific activity status attached but carries the legend “Also refer to …”.
The “Also” suggests that something – presumably a default activity
status - is missing.

(v) While I note that Dr Reu Junquiera [paragraphs 16 & 17] does not accept
Mr Badham’s proposed permitted activity pathway [pages 21-23 of his
evidence], it would be helpful to know whether, were I to accept that
suggestion, the wording suggested by Mr Badham would be
appropriate.

(vi) If the Flood Mapping Practice Note has been further updated since the
31/06/2025 revision 1, a copy of that would be of assistance.

(b) As indicated at the hearing, Council’s closing submissions should be filed no
later than Wednesday, 12 November 2025 unless a longer period is sought.

5. Any enquiry relating to this direction should be addressed to the Hearing
Administrator, Mary Walmsley at: planchange14@hcc.govt.nz.

David Hill  
Hearing Commissioner 

6 November 2025 
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