
Plan Change 14, Dr Steven Joynes 

 

1 | P a g e  

 

Plan Change 14 Submission  

Dr Steve Joynes 

 

I am a flood modelling practitioner. 

My experience is 37 years in flood modelling type work since my Ph.D. on 

Computational hydraulics.  It is what I do on daily working basis. 

I spent 10 years in the 1990s consulting to Councils to build flood models before it 

became the norm it is today. 

I have spent past 20-25 years working for small developers, civil consultants to get 

consents based on safe floor levels, impact of flood displacement.  In this time, I 

have done about 600 projects. 

 

The thrust of my submission is: 

I support the aim of the Plan Change 

The specific or precise engineering values should be extracted from the document 

so that it can keep up to date as more knowledge becomes known. 

The Summary of Changes need to better define and provide clarity to ensure Council 

staff and the applicants professional advisors don’t have endless disagreements 

about what for example “making flooding worse” really means. 

 

I will use the term developer to also include “mum-and-dad” developers who either 

want to replace an existing old house or subdivide at the rear of a large section. 

In general, I support of the Plan Change.  However, it is my experience that it will 

have an impact on the city’s housing requirements and depress the development of 

the city because developers will be discouraged to build because it is just too hard to 

get a consent. 

The basis of my submission, as a practitioner, is to get more certainty in the rules 

and parameters when I am dealing with the Council’s Development Engineers (DEs).  
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Some requirements are clear, like the 100-year storm, but some are just open ended 

like “blocked culverts”.  How blocked are they expected to be?  Who decides? 

 

I don’t want to list everything, but I respectfully suggest that the Council get right up 

to speed on flood hazards latest methods. 

The arbitrary 0.3m depth and 1m/s velocity is out-of-date.  Low, medium and high 

flood hazard is out-of-date.  The Australian Rainfall and Run-off, A Guide to 

Flood Estimation, Chapter 6, Section 7.2.7 uses a Flood Hazard Curves approach.  

It explicitly says what the hazard really is in the real world depending upon the 

combination of velocity and depth, see below in Figure 1.  For example, the 

threshold when children and elderly people are at risk.  This allows me to 

communicate clearly and explain to my clients the flood hazard risk on their property.   

 

Figure 1 - Flood Hazard Curve- ARR Chapter 6 (page 260) 
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I have given a real example in Figure 2.  It shows the location of a development 

hatched next to a major overland flow. 

 

Figure 2 – Example Flood Hazard Curve diagram 

 

 

I have used this method for about 2 years, and it also helps to understand the risk 

and its location for structures and people.  Auckland Council’s DE’s are starting to 

ask for this – so it’s catching on.  I do this as a matter of course on my new projects. 

 

Another example is impact of flood waters on neighbours due to development.  It 

needs context and preciseness so me, as a flood modeller, can assess a solution to 

mitigate the impact when it’s above a pre-determined threshold.  For example, a 

20mm increase for flows from a large catchment is well within the bounds of 

rounding error and uncertainty when the flow depth is 500mm.  I can spend 

excessive time, and client’s money, discussing with DE’s the significance of a 7mm 

rise in flood level.  Every DE has a different opinion, so it feels like a lottery. 
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Next is the required freeboard allowance.  This is presently arbitrarily 500mm for 

vulnerable habitable buildings, as per the Building Code.  However, in some projects 

I have proved that a 1,000-year storm may only raise the flood level by a further 

60mm.   So being 5t00m off the ground is very conservative and expensive and has 

driveway implications.  Auckland Council have adopted a Freeboard for Auckland 

Region Guideline Document GD13 which allows some flexibility on freeboard 

which is more practical. 

 

As a general point, I believe mapping water depths less than 100mm is ridiculous.  

 

Council should ensure that Plan Change 14 is completely, 100%, consistent with 

RITS the Regional Infrastructure Technical Specification.  Otherwise, council 

planners, DE’s, flood modelling consultants and client planners will have 

contradictory requirements.  Then who decides what requirements over-rides 

another.  This is why I believe the precise engineering design requirements should 

be removed from the plan Change with a reference to an engineer document, the 

Hamilton City Council Flood and Stormwater guideline, id you will. 

 

In my experience, developers have been stopped by flooding of roads when the 

developers land is completely safe from flood waters but is not easily consented 

because of access issues.  What about HCC responsibility to relieve road flooding 

and ensure that major culverts are maintained to work has they should. 

 

Floodviewer should be updated regularly – no surprises.  I have worked on projects 

where the Floodviewer is not showing the latest information because the Council has 

undertaken new flood modelling but has not been published. 
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In response to Summary of Changes document 

 

Item Comment 

1 Agree 

4 What exactly does tolerable mean? 

7 Maintaining entry and exit of OLFPs can be negatively restrictive 

8 Assuming these are new fences for new developments 

9 Why 0.3m? 

10 Too restrictive.  Why can’t you build on piles? 

11 What does making flooding worse mean? 

12 Too arbitrary – should consider Flood Hazard Curve approach 

and the duration of hazard. 

13 Shallow flooding – a good definition needed 

19 Is a Maintenance Plan needed for a 1 house build?  Shouldn’t 

Council provide a template plan as part of the conditions? 

 

Summary 

1. I believe the specific engineering design criteria stated in the Plan Change 

should be removed and referenced to a Hamilton City Council Flood and 

Stormwater Guideline, yet to be created.  This allows Council the flexibility to 

change flood risk design as new knowledge comes available and the 

guideline can be easily updated.  Auckland Council are on version 4 with two 

upgrades in the past 4 years.  If it is stated in the Plan Change it is fixed.  I 

know that Auckland Council are having issues with sea level rise.  The AUP 

states 1m but the new thinking is 1.6m. 

2. Hamilton City need to be more up to date with the latest available flood 

hazard thinking.  As it is, Plan Change 14 is already perhaps 5 years out-of-

date engineering-wise. 

3. Finally, any reference to subjective criteria should be better defined so 

everyone knows the preciseness of the requirement. 


