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INTRODUCTION 
 

1. My full name is Dr Juliana Reu Junqueira. 

2. My qualifications and experience are as set out in paragraphs 2 to 5 of my 

primary statement of evidence dated 1 August 2025 (primary evidence). 

3. I reconfirm that I have read and am familiar with the Code of Conduct for Expert 

Witnesses in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and I agree to comply 

with it. 

PURPOSE OF EVIDENCE 

4. This supplementary evidence is provided on behalf of Hamilton City Council 

(Council) in accordance with the Commissioner’s direction given at the 

conclusion of the hearing on 28 October 2025.  It builds upon my primary 

evidence dated 1 August 2025, my rebuttal evidence dated 12 September 

2025, and my first supplementary statement of evidence dated 23 October 

2025, and reflects a thorough review of submissions, expert evidence, and 

matters raised throughout the hearing process for Plan Change 14 (PC14).  I 

have previously confirmed agreement (or partial agreement) with multiple 

submission points, resulting in targeted amendments to plan provisions that 

enhance clarity, internal consistency, and alignment with the strategic 

direction of PC14. 

5. Where relief sought by submitters has not been supported, this outcome 

reflects a considered and iterative evaluation of the planning and technical 

implications. In many instances, the matters raised were revisited multiple 

times to ensure a robust response. The decision to retain specific provisions or 

decline proposed changes was guided by the need to uphold a balanced and 

tiered risk-based approach to flood management. This framework enables 

proportionate responses to varying levels of risk, supports site-specific 

assessments, and ensures that planning controls remain both practical and 

adaptable. 
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6. The evidence presented in this statement reflects that balance acknowledging 

the concerns raised by submitters while maintaining the integrity of the 

planning framework and the broader objectives of PC14. 

OUTSTANDING MATTERS AND NEWLY INTRODUCED MATTERS 

7. Appendix A outlines submission points that remain outstanding following the 

hearing process, including new matters raised at the hearing. Each item has 

been assessed, with recommendations provided based on technical merit, 

planning rationale, and alignment with the strategic intent of PC14. Set out 

below is an explanation of the planning rationale which supports Council’s 

position. 

Depression Areas 

8. Depression Areas are based on modelled ponding from infrastructure failure 

scenarios, which carry a higher degree of uncertainty due to generic 

assumptions. Applying the same standards used for more reliably modelled 

hazard areas would be disproportionate. The current provisions appropriately 

balance risk management with planning flexibility, allowing for site-specific 

assessments where more accurate information is available. 

Introduce provisions controlling development outside Flood Hazard Areas which 

could contribute to flooding 

9. The Operative District Plan already considers the potential for development 

outside of Flood Hazard Areas to contribute to increased runoff and reductions 

in natural soakage. Plan Change 12 introduced green infrastructure provisions 

– including requirements for landscaped areas, deep soil areas, maximum 

impermeable surface, and tree canopy coverage - to aid in addressing these 

effects. It also added citywide stormwater management measures such as 

retention standards. 

10. PC14 builds on this framework by introducing Flood Extent Areas - an overlay 

identifying locations subject to shallow flooding (less than 10cm) during 
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extreme rainfall. While these areas are not considered hazardous, their 

inclusion ensures cumulative and downstream effects are accounted for, 

supporting a more adaptive and resilient flood management approach. This 

future-proofs the city’s flood management approach by enabling adaptive 

responses to evolving climate and infrastructure conditions. 

Flood Hazard Mapping and Best Available Information 

11. Flood mapping used to support PC14 is non-statutory and maintained outside 

the District Plan. This enables Council to incorporate updated and more 

accurate information as it becomes available, without requiring a formal plan 

change. The current mapping platform is known as Floodviewer, which displays 

Council’s best available catchment-based flood information. However, Council 

is actively exploring the integration of all natural hazard layers into a single 

portal. As a result, the name “Floodviewer” may change in the future. To 

ensure future-proofing, references in the District Plan should avoid naming the 

tool directly. 

12. To reinforce the adaptive nature of the planning framework, it is proposed that 

a note be added to the Purpose section of Chapter 22 (22.1). This note ensures 

that once alternative information is reviewed and accepted by Council, it 

supersedes the mapped data for the purposes of consenting and hazard 

identification. 

Recommendation 

13. I recommend the following amendment to the Purpose statement in Chapter 

22: 

22.1.i. The best available catchment-based flood information produced by 

Council is currently published on Council’s website. This flood 

information is generally considered suitable for identifying whether a 

specific property may be affected by one or more of the above flood 

related features, however alternative flood information can be used if 

Council considers it to be better than the information that it holds. If 

such alternative flood information is formally accepted by Council, it 



• P

a

4 

 

supersedes the existing data and is treated as the best available 

information for the site from the date of acceptance onward. This best 

available information will then be incorporated within subsequent 

updates to the GIS viewer on Council’s website. 

Permitted Activity Pathway Based on Site-Specific Assessment  

14. In general, PC14 is permissive of most activities in the Low Flood Hazard Area 

where they can demonstrate compliance with relevant performance 

standards. Consent is required only in Medium and High Flood Hazard Areas 

because there is less certainty that the higher hazard level can be managed 

through performance standards alone. For specific activities, a resource 

consent for a restricted discretionary activity is required in the Medium Flood 

Hazard Area to enable the flood impacts on the specific site to be assessed. 

Council’s discretion is restricted to matters directly related to flooding.  

15. In residential zones, around 13,610 parcels are affected by a Flood Hazard Area. 

Of these, around 81% are affected by the Low Flood Hazard Area, 15% by the 

Medium and 4% by the High. Therefore, the majority of impacted sites (around 

81%) have a permitted pathway available under PC14. The remaining 19% have 

a higher risk profile and further assessment is needed to ensure that 

developments are meeting the criteria and considering cumulative impacts. 

16. The proposed approach under PC14 differs greatly to the Whangārei example 

raised by Mr Badham on behalf of Foodstuffs North Island Ltd. Plan Change 1 

to the Whangārei District Plan does not differentiate Flood Hazard Areas by 

depth and/or velocity. This means that the same management approach is 

applied to developments on land susceptible to flooding no matter the depth 

and velocity of that flooding. Under this scheme, it is appropriate to offer an 

alternative pathway for developments where it can be proven the risk from 

adverse effects due to flooding is low. In the case of Hamilton, where the 

management response differs based on the depth and velocity of flood waters, 

this same approach is not appropriate.  

17. Applying a permitted activity status to activities in the Low Flood Hazard Area 
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effectively replaces the site-by-site assessment required in the Whangārei 

example. An approach differentiated by Flood Hazard Area category is the most 

efficient way for managing flood hazards in Hamilton. Under this approach 

applicants do not have to provide an assessment to show the flood hazards can 

be managed, they must simply demonstrate compliance with the performance 

standards if they are in the Low Flood Hazard Area. The performance standards 

are considered the most effective way of managing hazards onsite, so it is 

appropriate to assess any alternative methods through the resource consent 

process as a restricted discretionary activity. 

The need for an integrated approach to flood management 

18. While PC14 provides a robust planning framework under the Resource 

Management Act 1991 (RMA), building long-term flood resilience requires a 

broader, integrated approach that extends beyond the scope of statutory 

planning instruments. Criticism of PC14 based on it not being a single 

comprehensive response to the management of all flood related risks to people 

and property fails to recognise that it is only one part of an integrated 

response. 

19. The RMA enables councils to manage land use and development through 

zoning, overlays, and performance standards. However, effective flood risk 

management also depends on a range of non-RMA measures that complement 

and reinforce the planning framework. These include: 

a) Civil Defence and Emergency Management: Ensuring communities are 

prepared for flood events through coordinated response planning, 

evacuation procedures, and public alerts. 

b) Community Education and Awareness: Promoting understanding of flood 

risks and encouraging proactive behaviour, such as knowing evacuation 

routes, preparing emergency kits, and understanding property-specific 

flood exposure. 
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c) Stormwater Infrastructure Investment: Ongoing maintenance, upgrades, 

and strategic improvements to the stormwater network are essential to 

reduce the frequency and severity of flooding, particularly in areas where 

existing infrastructure is under pressure from urban growth or climate 

change. 

20. Together, these components form a comprehensive flood management 

strategy. PC14 plays a critical role by guiding land use decisions and ensuring 

development is appropriately located and designed. However, its effectiveness 

is maximised when integrated with operational, infrastructural, and 

community-based initiatives that collectively enhance the city’s resilience to 

flood hazards. 

Displacement of flood water and structural design 

21. The current standard 22.5.6(a)(i) adopts a ‘no displacement’ approach, which 

has proven impractical to implement. Even small-scale structures - such as 

sheds, fences, or minor additions - inevitably result in some displacement of 

floodwaters. Without a clear and measurable threshold, the rule is difficult to 

apply consistently and creates uncertainty for both applicants and decision-

makers. 

22. More critically, the absence of a workable standard risks undermining the 

management of cumulative flood effects. In urban environments, repeated 

small encroachments can incrementally increase flood risk across the 

catchment, particularly where displacement is not adequately accounted for. 

This may result in unintended consequences, such as extending flood hazards 

to previously unaffected properties or altering the risk profile of adjacent sites. 

23. The standard must balance the need to manage cumulative impacts with the 

practical realities of development. Importantly, this provision applies only to 

activities permitted under the plan. For activities requiring resource consent - 

such as those in Medium and High Flood Hazard Areas - displacement effects 

are already addressed through the relevant assessment criteria. 
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24. One option to address concerns regarding its workability is to remove the 

provision entirely. While the concept of managing displacement is valid, its 

implementation has proven challenging, particularly in Low Flood Hazard Areas 

where permitted activities are more common. Removing the rule would 

simplify compliance and shift the focus to assessment criteria for consented 

activities. 

25. Alternatively, another approach could involve using the existing building 

footprint plus a defined percentage increase (e.g. 10%) as a threshold. 

Development within this range could be deemed to have negligible 

displacement effects and would not require further assessment. This approach 

would be suitable for sites that already contain a building being replaced or 

rebuilt, effectively providing a ‘credit’ for the existing footprint. However, it 

would not apply to additions or entirely new developments on previously 

undeveloped sites, which would need to be assessed under the relevant 

resource consent framework. 

26. Linking displacement thresholds to built area also presents practical 

challenges. While using building footprint as a proxy may offer simplicity, it fails 

to account for variations in design and elevation - such as slab-on-ground 

versus raised structures - which significantly affect actual displacement. 

Additionally, applying a percentage-based threshold to existing footprints can 

be difficult on multi-building sites, where defining the baseline area is not 

straightforward. This variability makes it difficult to establish a consistent and 

technically robust standard based solely on built area. 

27. Importantly, Rule 22.5.6(a)(i) applies only to activities permitted under the 

plan. For all other activities, including those in Medium and High Flood Hazard 

Areas, displacement effects are addressed through the assessment criteria 

associated with the resource consent process. 

28. While no option is without compromise, and acknowledging the 

implementation challenges, my professional recommendation is to remove 
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this provision from the permitted activity standards and rely on the assessment 

criteria to manage displacement effects where resource consent is required. In 

practical terms, if this results in cumulative changes to flood hazard areas, 

these will be accounted for in the progressive updates to Floodviewer.  

Recommendation 

29. I recommend the following amendment to Rule 22.5.6: 

22.5.6 New Buildings, Replacement or Rebuilding of Existing Lawfully Established 

Buildings, and Alterations or Additions to Existing Buildings in a Flood 

Hazard Area  

Displacement of flood water and structural design 

a. New buildings, replacement or rebuilding of existing lawfully 

established buildings within any Flood Hazard Area shall: 

 

i. Ensure that any change to peak depth, velocity and volume 

floodwaters in a 1% annual exceedance probability AEP rainfall event 

are not diverted or displaced ontoincreased on any other site is less 

than 1mm and does not cause ponding or diversion onto 

neighbouring properties. 

 

ii.  Bbe structurally sufficient to withstand the effects of 

inundation in a 1% rainfall event. 

 

 CONCLUSION 

30. This supplementary evidence reflects a comprehensive and iterative review of 

the submissions, expert evidence, and matters raised throughout the hearing 

process for PC14. The recommendations provided are grounded in sound 

planning rationale, technical assessments, and alignment with the strategic 

objectives of the District Plan and wider regional and national policy 

frameworks. 

31. Overall, the proposed changes maintain the robustness and adaptability of the 

planning response to flood risk in Hamilton, ensuring that the District Plan 

continues to provide a clear, effective, and future-focused approach to 

managing natural hazard risk.  



• P

a

9 

 

32. I recommend further changes to Chapter 22 in response to the matters I have 

considered in Appendix A.  Additional economic information requested by the 

Commissioner in the Hearing is provided in Appendix B. Appendix C shows the 

amendments to Chapter 22 that I recommend. 

 

Dr Juliana Reu Junqueira 

5 November 2025 

 

LIST OF APPENDICES 

Appendix A: Council Response to Outstanding Matters 

Appendix B: Additional Economic Information 

Appendix C: Officer’s Recommended Amendments 
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APPENDIX A: COUNCIL RESPONSE TO OUTSTANDING MATTERS 

 

 

Key: 

Council supports / partially supports / has 

already addressed 

Council does not support 



  

 

Submitter Submission Point #  Reasons 

Waikato Regional 

Council 

Amendment to Policy 

22.2.1c to consider runoff 

speed 

48.14  Aligns with RMA functions and improves stormwater management outcomes. 

Amendment to Policy 

22.2.1 to avoid the creation 

of new intolerable natural 

hazard risk 

48.12  Strengthens alignment with WRPS and clarifies planning intent. 

Apply stricter standards to 

Depression Areas, aligning 

them with Flood Hazard 

Areas. 

48.3  

Depression areas are based on modelled ponding from infrastructure failure 

scenarios, which involve higher uncertainty. Applying stricter standards would be 

disproportionate. PC14 provisions already allow for site-specific assessments and 

provide a balanced, flexible approach to managing risk. 

WEL Networks 

Limited 

Permitted Activity status 

for electricity infrastructure 

in Medium Flood Hazard 

Areas and Restricted 

Discretionary Activity 

status in High Flood Hazard 

Areas. 

56.6  

Supports efficient infrastructure delivery while maintaining appropriate 

oversight. Electricity infrastructure is typically located within road reserves, 

designed to high resilience standards, and poses minimal flood-related risk. The 

revised activity status enables practical implementation without undermining the 

risk-based framework of PC14. 



 

 

The Fuel 

Companies 

Activity status for Rule 

22.3(o) – Earthworks for 

Underground Structures  

57.15  Effects are temporary and low-risk; supports effects-based approach 

Amendment to 22.3(q) -

Stormwater Management 

Devices 

57.16  
Clarifies the rule’s intent and avoids duplication with regional functions. Ensures 

water quality devices are not unnecessarily captured by flood risk provisions. 

Amendment to broaden 

Rule 22.3(t) to permit all 

buildings under 25m² in 

flood hazard areas 

57.17  
Permitted status is limited to accessory buildings to manage risk. Broadening the 

rule could allow structures with operational impacts to bypass assessment. 

Deletion of clause (b)(v) 

from Rule 22.5.3 – External 

Storage of Goods and 

Materials 

57.21  
Clause overlaps with regional discharge rules. Removing it avoids duplication and 

maintains focus on flood-related effects. 

Removal of Rule 

25.13.4.2(i) – Stormwater 

in Non-Residential Zones 

57.32  
Duplicates regional provisions and introduces uncertainty. Deletion improves 

clarity and avoids overlap with existing stormwater rules. 



 

 

Fonterra 

Limited 

Floodviewer Mapping 

Validity 
33.1  

Floodviewer is a spatial tool used to support rule application, not a rule-making 

mechanism. Its use does not alter the District Plan and is consistent with best 

practice in hazard mapping. 

Exclusion of Te Rapa Site 

from PC14 Provisions 
33.2  

Uniform application of flood hazard provisions ensures consistency and 

enforceability across the urban catchment. Site-specific assessments can still be 

used to refine hazard identification. 

Amendment to Policy 

22.2.1 – Earthworks 
33.5  

Clarifies that earthworks must not reduce flood storage capacity or divert 

stormwater onto neighbouring properties. Improves alignment with the policy 

intent and supports effective flood risk management. 

Amendment to Policy 

22.2.1a(iv) and (v) – Non-

Structural Solutions to add 

‘where practicable’ 

33.4  
The current wording already provides flexibility. Adding qualifiers would weaken 

the strategic direction to prioritise nature-based and non-structural approaches. 

Amendment to Rule 

22.5.2(c)(iv) and (v) – 

Overland Flow Path 

Modifications 

33.9  

Proposed changes risk shifting flood hazards to other properties. Maintaining 

existing flow paths is essential and any modifications require site-specific 

assessment. 

Amendment to Policy 

25.14.2.1d(vi) – Nature-
33.17  

Adds flexibility without undermining the policy intent. Supports integration of 

nature-based solutions while allowing for context-specific application. 



 

 

Based Solutions to add 

‘where appropriate’ 

Deletion of references to 

non-RMA mitigation 

approaches on Appendix 

01.03 – Hazard and Safety 

33.18  

These references recognise the role of complementary strategies such as 

evacuation planning and civil defense. Their inclusion supports integrated hazard 

management. 

PB Consultants 

Limited 

Amendments to Policy 

22.2.1 to provide for a 

precautionary approach. 

51.2  

The intent is understood, and PC14 already applies a proportionate, risk-based 

framework that enables precaution through activity status and performance 

standards. 

Retreat from Flood Hazard 

Areas – Amend activity 

Status to restrict 

development of buildings 

in all flood prone areas by 

imposing a restricted 

discretionary activity rule 

New  

While the intent to strengthen flood risk management is acknowledged, a 

blanket approach does not reflect the varying levels of risk. PC14 applies a tiered 

framework that enables responses proportionate to risk. Requiring managed 

retreat or overly strict rules may lead to unintended consequences and conflict 

with national urban development objectives. A more adaptive approach allows 

for site-specific assessment and better balances hazard mitigation with urban 

growth objectives. 

Introduce provisions 

controlling development 

outside Flood Hazard Areas 

51.4  

The Operative District Plan, through provisions introduced by Plan Change 12, 

already addresses runoff and reduced soakage from development outside Flood 

Hazard Areas via green policies and stormwater management controls. PC14 



 

 

which could contribute to 

flooding 

builds on this foundation by introducing Flood Extent Areas to manage shallow 

flooding and cumulative effects. 

Avoid vulnerable land uses 

in Medium and High Flood 

Hazard areas by having a 

non-complying activity 

status. 

51.7  

PC14 applies a tiered approach: Restricted Discretionary in Medium and Non-

Complying in High Flood Hazard Areas for vulnerable activities. A blanket Non-

Complying status would be overly restrictive and could hinder beneficial 

redevelopment. The current framework ensures proportionate, site-specific 

assessment. 

Amend policy 22.2.1(a)(v) 

to prioritise nature-based 

stormwater management. 

51.2  

The current policy already prioritises non-structural and nature-based 

approaches. The amendment proposed by Ms Dines is unnecessary and does not 

materially change the prioritisation of non-structural or nature-based solutions. 

Amendment to Policy 

22.2.1a to require Council 

to prepare and use ICMPs -

when planning 

development in flood 

prone areas. 

New  

ICMPs are valuable tools, but requiring them as a prerequisite for development 

could unduly constrain growth. PC14 enables adaptive, site-specific assessment 

in their absence. 

Amendments to the 

section 1.2.2.9 c of the 

Information Requirements 

New  

Amendment clarifies expectations for alternative modelling and ensures 

technical consistency with Council’s parameters. Strengthens the reliability of 

site-specific assessments. 



 

 

in Appendix A to ensure 

where alternative models 

to those used by Council 

are used there is consistent 

use of information. 

Inclusion of a new matter 

of discretion to the 

subdivision section of the 

Assessment Criteria in 

Section 1.3.3 of Appendix A 

to address the issue of 

cumulative effects from 

subdivision 

New  

While the issue of cumulative effects is an important consideration, PC14 already 

incorporates mechanisms to manage these effects through the requirement for 

defined building platforms and existing assessment criteria. These provisions 

ensure that subdivision proposals are assessed in a manner that accounts for 

potential cumulative impacts. Introducing an additional matter of discretion is 

not considered necessary and may introduce unnecessary complexity into the 

planning framework.  

Foodstuffs 

North Island 

Limited 

Amendment to existing 

policy to consider best 

available information 

28.1  

Strengthens clarity and reinforces the importance of using up-to-date flood 

modelling and technical data. The amendment improves alignment with best 

practice and supports informed decision-making. 

Activity Status for Buildings 

and Retail in High Flood 

Hazard Areas 

32.12  

These areas represent significant risk to life, property, and infrastructure. 

Maintaining a Non-Complying status ensures robust scrutiny and discourages 

intensification in locations where flood hazard exposure is high. The High Flood 



 

 

Hazard Area applies to around 1.2% of residential land parcels, 1.5% of industrial 

parcels, and 1.1% of commercial parcels in Hamilton.  

Permitted Activity Pathway 

Based on Site-Specific 

Assessment 

New  

PC14 permits most development in Low Flood Hazard Areas where performance 

standards are met, while requiring consent in Medium and High areas due to 

greater risk. A permitted pathway, like that used in Whangārei, would limit 

Council’s ability to assess cumulative effects in higher-risk areas. PC14’s tiered 

approach better balances development flexibility with effective risk 

management. 

Amendment to Objective 

22.2.1 

FS6.1

8 
 

The proposed insertion of ‘unacceptable’ before ‘adverse effects’ is not 

supported. The current objective provides a clear and precautionary direction 

aligned with the RMA and WRPS (HAZ-O1 and HAZ-P1), which emphasise 

avoiding the creation or exacerbation of natural hazard risk. Proportionality is 

already embedded in PC14 through its tiered hazard overlays and policy language 

such as ‘where practicable’ and ‘tolerable level,’ enabling context-sensitive 

implementation without compromising the core intent of risk avoidance. 

Metlifecare 

Ltd, Argosy 

Property No. 1 

Ltd, and 

Amendments to Policy 

22.1.i Floodviewer 

information & purpose 

(Note) 

28.1  

While concerns about accuracy and update processes are acknowledged, PC14 

adopts an adaptive management approach that allows refinement through site-

specific assessments. Avoiding reference to the tool’s name (e.g. ‘Floodviewer’) 



 

 

Southern Cross 

Healthcare Ltd 

ensures future-proofing and avoids locking the plan into a specific technology, 

maintaining flexibility as mapping platforms evolve. 

Part of this submission can be supported and changes made to the purpose notes 

to clarify any alternative information accepted by Council will immediately 

replace information held on Floodviewer.  

Amendments to Policy 

22.2.1(a)(iv) Managing risk 

of natural hazards 

28.3  

Replacing “giving priority to” non-structural solutions with “considering” would 

dilute the strategic direction of PC14, which aligns with WRPS and national policy 

promoting nature-based and non-structural solutions. “Giving priority” signals a 

clear planning preference, but it does not imply mandatory enforcement in all 

circumstances.  

Amendments to Policy 

22.2.1(h) Depression Areas 
31.10  

The term “tolerable level” is defined in PC14 and consistently applied across 

provisions. It provides a structured and proportionate approach to managing 

uncertainty in modelled ponding scenarios, particularly where infrastructure 

failure is assumed. The current framework allows for site-specific refinement 

without imposing disproportionate controls. 

Amendments to Policy 

22.2.1(i) Emergency 

Services and Hospitals 

30.11  

Limiting the policy to “new” facilities risks excluding upgrades or redevelopments 

of existing critical infrastructure, which could create gaps in resilience planning. 

For example, a minor upgrade may not significantly alter flood risk, but adding a 

new wing to a hospital could materially change site coverage, access, and 



 

 

exposure to hazards. PC14 applies risk-based controls to all developments, 

ensuring continuity of essential services and alignment with the proposed NPS-

NH. 

Amendments to 22.4.1 

Impermeable surfaces 
28.12  

PC14 refines the rule to clarify that it applies to ‘effective’ impermeable surfaces 

- those that materially contribute to stormwater runoff and flood risk. This 

technical adjustment improves accuracy by focusing regulation on surfaces that 

have meaningful hydrological impact, rather than applying blanket controls. The 

refinement was supported in earlier submissions, including by the submitters 

now seeking changes. No alternative wording has been proposed. 

I note that in their original submissions Metlifecare Ltd, Argosy Property No. 1 

Ltd, and Southern Cross Healthcare Ltd each supported this provision as 

proposed. This position was supported by further submitters Philip Pirie and 

Foodstuffs. The reason for the change in position from Metlifecare Ltd, Argosy 

Property No. 1 Ltd, and Southern Cross Healthcare Ltd has not been made clear.  

Amendments to 22.5.5a 

Any development or 

activity in or over 

Moderate and Major 

Overland Flow Paths 

31.18  

PC14 treats mapped overland flow paths as a starting point for identifying 

potential flood risk, rather than definitive boundaries. The provisions focus 

specifically on moderate and major flow paths. This targeted approach improves 

clarity and ensures that planning responses are proportionate to risk. Applicants 

retain the ability to provide site-specific technical evidence to refine mapped 



 

 

extents, allowing for more accurate hazard identification. This flexibility supports 

the use of best available information while maintaining the integrity of flow paths 

that are critical to flood management. 

Amendments to 22.5.6 

New Developments in a 

Flood Hazard Area and 

22.5.6a New Developments 

in a Flood Extent Area 

31.19  

PC14 applies only to the affected portions of a site, consistent with the overlay-

based approach of PC14. This ensures proportionality and avoids unnecessary 

constraints on unaffected areas. No alternative wording has been proposed. 

Amendments to 

25.13.4.2(e) Water 

sensitive technique 

31.22  

The proposed amendment clarifies that water-sensitive techniques are required 

where discharge to the network is not possible or downstream capacity is 

limited. This ensures resilience in areas with infrastructure constraints. No 

specific relief or alternative wording was provided, and the rule aligns with 

integrated catchment management principles. 

Amendments to 

25.13.4.2(f) 
31.23  

The 1000m² threshold refers to the total impervious surface across a site being , 

consistent with cumulative runoff principles. No relief was sought by the 

submitters. 

Amendments to 

25.13.4.2(g) 
31.23  

The 10mm retention standard was confirmed through Plan Change 12 hearings as 

a regionally appropriate benchmark for managing stormwater runoff. The 100m² 

threshold ensures that developments contributing meaningfully to impervious 



 

 

surface area are captured, without over-regulating minor works. These provisions 

support effective stormwater management and align with Council’s broader 

planning approach. Importantly, they also give effect to Te Ture Whaimana o Te 

Awa o Waikato. 

Transpower 

New Zealand 

Limited 

Reference to ‘new’ within 

the rules 
26.15  

The proposed insertion of “new” is not supported, as it may unintentionally 

narrow the scope of provisions and exclude upgrades or replacements that could 

still pose flood-related risks. The current framework provides sufficient clarity 

and discretion to assess infrastructure proposals based on their effects, 

regardless of whether they are new or existing. This approach is consistent with 

the proposed NPS-NH, which promotes managing risk from both new and 

existing development. 

Change the activity status 

of some activities on the 

Waikato Riverbank and 

Gully Hazard Area 

26.14  

The Waikato Riverbank and Gully Hazard Area is outside the scope of PC14. Any 

changes to activity status in areas outside these overlays would require a 

separate plan change process. 

Amendments to clauses e, f 

and g of Assessment 

Criteria F Hazards and 

Safety 

26.19  
The current framework already enables appropriate assessment of infrastructure 

proposals 



 

 

Dr Steven 

Joynes 

Removal of engineering 

standards from the District 

Plan 

52.1  

Removing provisions from the District Plan and relying on a separate engineering 

document would reduce certainty for developers and other uses of the plan. This 

will require resource consent for all developments in areas affected by any of the 

identified hazards.  

Relieve road flooding 

rather than restrict 

development on lots 

without safe access 

New  

Council cannot feasibly eliminate all road flooding during a 1% AEP event. PC14 

instead requires developments to ensure safe evacuation access, with flexibility 

to use nearby flood-free roads or open spaces. 

Better define subjective 

criteria 
52.1  Following hearings, provision 22.5.6(a)(i) is proposed to be removed.  

Harry Bowkett 

Improve consistency with 

Building Act regarding 

freeboard and ARI intervals 

50.3  
The District Plan manages different issues to those managed under the Building 

Act, therefore the requirements under each document will be different. 

Concern about unnecessary 

standards reducing housing 

affordability 

50.1  

Flood hazard impacts represent only a small fraction of Hamilton’s total 

development capacity. The benefits of implementing flood hazard planning rules, 

including required mitigation measures, outweigh the potential costs and losses 

associated with inaction. 



 

 

Property 

Council 

Retain statutory mapping 

or further develop the 

process for updating maps 

54.1  

Non-statutory mapping enables HCC to incorporate the best available 

information and update it as new modelling or data becomes available, without 

requiring a formal plan change process. A clear pathway to identify alternative 

flooding information has been set out in the practice note appended to Mr 

Savage’s evidence. Changes have been made to the purpose notes to clarify any 

alternative information accepted by Council will immediately replace information 

held on Floodviewer. 

Enable more intensification 

in areas not impacted by 

flooding to offset 

development impacts of 

PC14 

54.8  

During Plan Change 12, amendments to the District Plan were made to enable 

intensification in areas not impacted by flooding, therefore this change is not 

necessary. 

- 

Amendment to Medium 

Flood Hazard Area 

definition to align with 

Appendix 11  

-  

Minor drafting errors in the original definition of the Medium Flood Hazard Area 

inadvertently altered its intended meaning, particularly by reversing the depth 

threshold for Waikato River flooding and potentially overriding the classification 

of Low Flood Hazard Areas. The proposed amendment restores alignment with 

Appendix 11, which remains unchanged, and ensures the correct application of 

technical parameters used in flood modelling.  



 

 

- 

Rule 22.5.6.a(i) – 

Displacement of 

Floodwaters 

-  

The current ‘no displacement’ rule is difficult to implement and may undermine 

cumulative flood risk management. Removing it or replacing it with a measurable 

threshold (e.g. 10% of existing footprint) will improve clarity and practicality, 

especially for permitted activities in Low Flood Hazard Areas. 
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APPENDIX B: ADDITIONAL ECONOMIC INFORMATION 

 

1. Capacity Models: 

Both the Plan-enabled Capacity Model and the Commercially Feasible Capacity 

Model were run at the parcel level. The outputs from these models can be 

aggregated to any geographical unit, such as zones or SA2 areas. 

Plan Change 14 scenario modelling utilised the same models used to test Plan 

Change 12; however, additional parameters were incorporated to reflect the 

proposed provisions of PC14 and to utilise the most up-to-date data available. 

 

2. Clarification on Land Parcels Affected by Flood Hazards 

Flood hazards have been integrated into capacity models (Plan-enabled 

capacity and Commercially Feasible capacity model) based on the following 

assumptions: 

a) If a portion of a parcel intersects with a low flood hazard area, 50% of the 

affected land area is considered to be developable. 

 

b) If a portion of a parcel intersects with medium or high flood hazard areas, 

only the affected land area is excluded from development. However, the 

remaining parts of the parcel may still be considered developable if they are 

enabled by the relevant planning provisions. 

 

3. Mitigation Costs for Apartments (3-8 storeys) 

According to the Commercially Feasible Capacity Model run for PC14, 

mitigation costs for apartment developments are estimated to range between 

2.4% and 4.9% of the total project cost. 

From a per-unit perspective, the average mitigation cost per apartment unit is 
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estimated to fall between $16,500 and $83,700. Broadly speaking, the 

proportion of mitigation cost per unit tends to decrease as the number of units 

within a building increases. 

However, these figures can vary depending on several factors, including unit 

yield per apartment, average floor area per unit, ground floor area, and overall 

building height.  
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APPENDIX C: OFFICER’S RECOMMENDED AMENDMENTS 

The recommended amendments to the PC14 provisions are available on HCC’s external 

PC14 web page at the following link: 

https://hamilton.govt.nz/property-rates-and-building/district-plan/planchanges/plan-

change-14/ 

 

 

 

https://hamilton.govt.nz/property-rates-and-building/district-plan/planchanges/plan-change-14/
https://hamilton.govt.nz/property-rates-and-building/district-plan/planchanges/plan-change-14/

