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Introduction 
 
1. My full name is Joel Zebadiah Worth. I am a Principal Environmental 

Engineer at CKL New Zealand. 

2. I hold a New Zealand Certificate in Engineering (Civil) from NZQA in 1999, 

and a Bachelor or Engineering (Civil and Environmental) from Auckland 

University in 2007. I am a Chartered Member of Engineering New Zealand 

and a hold current Chartered Professional Engineer status with my practice 

field being Water engineering. 

3. I have over 18 years of experience in stormwater engineering. I have worked 

on and led the development, design and implementation of stormwater and 

flood management projects for both public and private sector clients in New 

Zealand. 

4. I am presenting this summary statement of evidence jointly on behalf of 

Southern Cross Healthcare Limited (Southern Cross) and Argosy Property 

No. 1 Limited (Argosy) (together, the Submitters) in relation to their 

submissions on Plan Change 14 - Flooding to the Hamilton District Plan 

(PC14).  

5. I have read and agree with the statement of evidence of Bronwyn Patricia 

Rhynd dated 25 August 2025 filed on behalf of the Submitters (and 

Metlifecare Limited).   

6. Although this is a Council hearing, I confirm that I have read the Expert 

Witness Code of Conduct set out in the Environment Court’s Practice Note 

2023.  I have complied with the Code of Conduct in preparing this summary 

statement and agree to comply with it while giving evidence. 

7. Except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person, this 

written summary statement is within my area of expertise.  I have not omitted 

to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the 

opinions expressed. 

 

 

 



2 

904138140:4  

Summary of evidence  

8. The Submitters generally maintain partial support of PC14 and are supportive 

of the changes recommended in the section 42A report. Their submissions 

are aimed at seeking minor amendments to the provisions to improve clarity 

and workability, and to ensure appropriate and proportionate consideration of 

risk relative to land use and activity. 

9. Despite general support for the section 42A report proposed changes, the 

Submitters seek further amendments to ensure clarity, prevent unintended 

outcomes, and avoid unnecessarily making development more onerous. 

Clarifying flood mapping and assessment 

10. Specific clarity in the provisions regarding the use and acceptance of flood 

mapping information is still sought (Policy 22.1.i): 

(a) Independent Flood Assessments: The policy must clarify the process 

by which a party can obtain and have an independent flood 

assessment by a suitably qualified practitioner reviewed and accepted 

by Hamilton City Council (HCC). 

(b) Limitations and Disclaimer: Provision should be made to identify and 

recognise limitations of the Floodviewer tool and include a disclaimer 

stating that maps may not be current and that more accurate site-

specific information may be available. 

11. Clarification is needed for the process by which site-specific flood 

assessments, prepared by an appropriately experienced and qualified 

practitioner, are accepted by the Council, to ensure that more accurate flood 

hazard information can be used instead of the generalised information held 

by the Council.  

12. Recognising the limitations of the Council’s GIS viewer (Floodviewer) and 

including a disclaimer is necessary because the generalised flood hazard 

maps, derived from catchment-based modelling, are only intended to 

determine if a property "may be affected". Explicitly identifying these 

limitations and defining the acceptance process ensures that the "best 

available information" is used to manage risks and acknowledges there is "no 

guarantee" sites outside mapped areas will be unaffected by natural hazards. 
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Amending policies for consistency and workability 

13. Further refinement of policy wording to reduce subjectivity and improve 

practical application is sought: 

(a) Managing Risk (Policy 22.2.1a(iv)): It is recommended that the phrase 

“giving priority to” non-structural solutions be changed to “considering 

the use of …” non-structural solutions. This would allow for a more 

objective assessment of structural solutions—like flood protection 

structures or stormwater management devices and flood mitigation 

works — against non-structural ones, ensuring the most effective 

outcome is chosen for risk mitigation. In certain complex or high-risk 

areas, or for critical activities like Essential Services and Regionally 

Significant Infrastructure, a structural solution may be the most 

efficient or practical way to achieve a "tolerable level" of risk 

minimization.  

(b) Depression Areas (Policy 22.2.1h): Clarity is required to quantify the 

definition of “tolerable level” to remove subjectivity and align with other 

policies regarding resilient development. 

(c) Emergency Services and Hospitals (Policy 22.2.1i): The policy should 

be amended to apply only to new emergency service facilities and 

hospitals. The plan generally addresses the location of future critical 

infrastructure through policies explicitly aimed at new development. 

For instance, Policy 22.2.1j specifically addresses "new regionally 

significant infrastructure and essential services" requiring them to 

minimize adverse effects if they cannot practically be located 

elsewhere. Applying the avoidance mandate (22.2.1i) only to new 

emergency facilities and hospitals aligns its scope with the 

management approach used for other forms of essential and 

regionally significant infrastructure. 
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Revising standards and rules 

14. Specific changes are sought to various standards and rules to ensure 

justification and measurable application: 

(a) Impermeable surfaces (Standard 22.4.1): A clear, measurable 

justification must be provided for limiting effective impermeable 

surface within a Hazard Area. If justification cannot be established, the 

standard should be deleted as impervious coverage within a flood 

hazard area makes no difference to the hazard response. 

(b) Buildings in Overland Flow Paths (OLFP) (Standard 22.5.5a): The 

limitations relating to accuracy of Floodviewer mapped OLFPs should 

be acknowledged, and provision included for site specific assessment 

of OLFPs and associated flood risk. 

(c) Application of freeboard (Standards 22.5.6 and 22.5.6a): Wording 

regarding site-specific flood risk assessment should be clarified and 

brought to the forefront to remove ambiguity in applying freeboard 

requirements when the flood hazard only affects part of a site. 

(d) Water sensitive technique (Rule 25.13.4.2.c): The requirement to use 

water sensitive techniques is considered very prescriptive. 

Justification is sought as to why this rule should apply as a blanket 

approach across all non-residential zones. 

(e) Impervious surface area thresholds (Rule 25.13.4.2.f): It is 

recommended to clarify whether the 1000m² threshold refers to the 

total combined area across the site or to a single, specific area. 

(f) Runoff retention (Rule 25.13.4.2.g): Clarity is needed on what is 

required for the retention of 10mm of runoff, including justification for 

this depth and review of the rule together with other related rules to 

ensure successful implementation. 

 

Joel Zebadiah Worth 
 
23 October 2025 


