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Contribution ID: 2850
Member ID:
Date Submitted: Feb 28, 2025, 12:27 PM

Full name

Tainui Group Holdings Ltd

Company name

C/- Bloxam Burnett & Olliver

Email address

kdrew@bbo.co.nz

Phone number

272510009

Contact name and address for service of person making the submission

Different details

Contact postal address for communications, please include postcode.

Po Box 9041, Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton, 3240

Contact email address

kdrew@bbo.co.nz

Contact phone number

272510011

Do you want to be heard in support of your submission?

Yes

If yes, If others make a similar submission, would you be prepared to consider presenting a joint case with
them at any hearing?

No

Could you gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission?

No

If yes, are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission

Please state topic this section of your submission relates?

Other/General

The specific provisions of the proposed plan change my submission relates to are as follows

See attached submission document

My submission is that

See attached submission document
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I seek the following decision from the Hamilton City Council

See attached submission document

Do you have another topic to submit on?

Please select the topic this section of your submission relates to.

The specific provisions of the proposed plan change my submission relates to are as follows

My submission is that

I seek the following decision from the Hamilton City Council

Do you have another topic to submit on?

Please state the topic this section of your submission relates to.

The specific provisions of the proposed plan change my submission relates to are as follows

My submission is that

I seek the following decision from the Hamilton City Council

Do you have another topic to submit on?

Please state the topic this section of your submission relates to.

The specific provisions of the proposed plan change my submission relates to are as follows

My submission is that

I seek the following decision from the Hamilton City Council
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Do you have another topic to submit on?

Please state the topic this section of your submission relates to.

The specific provisions of the proposed plan change my submission relates to are as follows

My submission is that

I seek the following decision from the Hamilton City Council

Do you have another topic to submit on?

Please state the topic this section of your submission relates to.

The specific provisions of the proposed plan change my submission relates to are as follows:

My submission:

I seek the following decision from the Hamilton City Council:

Do you have another topic to submit on?

Please state the topic this section of your submission relates to.

The specific provisions of the proposed plan change my submission relates to are as follows:

My submission:

I seek the following decision from the Hamilton City Council:

File upload

https://haveyoursay.hamilton.govt.nz/download_file/303
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Plan Change 14 Submission
by Tainui Group Holdings Ltd

1. Submitter Details
This is a submission on Plan Change 14 — Flooding (PC14) by the Tainui Group Holdings Ltd (TGH).
The submitter's details are as follows:
Submitter: Tainui Group Holdings Ltd
Address for Service: C/-Bloxam Burnett & Olliver
Attn: Kathryn Drew
PO Box 9041

Hamilton

Phone: 07 8380144 or 0272510009
E-mail: kdrew@bbo.co.nz

2. Executive Summary

This submission raises concerns about the reliability and accuracy of the flood modelling (in Floodviewer)
that informs the planning framework of PC14, which could have an immediate effect on the development
potential of TGH landholdings. Specific instances where the flood hazard modelling appears inaccurate
relative to specific TGH properties are provided. To correct these inaccuracies, TGH requests independent
peer reviews and ground-truthing of all their landholdings. Additionally, the submission addresses concerns
about liability risks, the financial burden of increased insurance premiums and compliance costs due to
potentially inaccurate flood risk classifications. Section 4.3 includes specific changes sought, to the PC14
provisions and Floodviewer, to address these issues.

3. Tainui Group Holdings Landholding

Tainui Group Holdings Ltd (TGH) is the commercial arm of Waikato-Tainui. Their mission is to grow the
economic wealth of their iwi for current and future generations. To achieve this, TGH manages a diverse
portfolio, including investments in real estate, natural resources, infrastructure, and global shares. Profits
from these investments support social, cultural, educational, health, and environmental programs for the
iwi.

TGH’s real estate investments within Hamilton City are significant and include key sites such as the Wintec
Campus, Centre Place, the Court House, the Police Station and Amohia Ake (ACC) in Central City, as well as
extensive landholdings at Ruakura and The Base. TGH also administers land owned by the tribe and Pootatau

Te Wherowhero.

They are also a significant developer having recently delivered the Ruakura superhub, the Amohia Ake


mailto:kdrew@bbo.co.nz

building, and residential developments including Te Kaarearea®, Tuumata Rise?, Te Hiringa® and Rotokauri
Rise®. Collectively, TGH plays a key role in the city’s economic and residential growth.

Given its extensive landholdings and development projects, TGH has the potential to be significantly
impacted by PC14. This is particularly elevated with PC14 having legal effect from notification of the plan
change, and the supporting GIS Floodviewer including inaccurate or out-of-date information.

4, Reason for Submission

TGH acknowledges the need for Hamilton City Council (HCC) to manage flood risk, particularly in light of
increasing extreme weather events. However, TGH has serious concerns regarding the approach taken in
PC14 relating to the reliability and accuracy of flood modelling and resulting impacts on development
potential and increased liability/costs arising from inaccurate modelling and the resulting rule framework.
The points are expanded on below. Also discussed below are the specific changes to the Floodviewer and
PC14 plan provisions that are sought.

4.1 Reliability and Accuracy of Flood Modelling and Impact on Development
Potential

TGH is concerned that the flood hazard modelling used to define flood hazard areas, and the resulting rule
framework has not been properly analysed for their accuracy. While computer-generated models provide a
broad indication of potential flood risks, they appear to be based on assumptions and generalisations that
do not necessarily reflect actual site conditions. The overlaying of different models also appears to have
generated results that do not align with the same scenarios. There is a limited amount of publicly available
information regarding the locations of infrastructure that have been used to model flood depression areas,
making it challenging to conduct robust assessments.

To illustrate these points, we present three examples in which the modelling lacks engineering rationale.

Example 1: Wintec Campus — CBD

N t, y N

S OB 22 oy
In this examp
the degression area polygon does not align with the contours. Additionally, the overland flow path does

150 house-section development off Old Farm Road and Te Kaarearea Avenue in Hamilton East

2131 house-section development on the southern side of Powells Road in Ruakura

310 dwellings at Mary Street in Frankton

4In north west Hamilton. Stage 1 consisted of 131 residential sections. Subsequent sections will take to total to nearly

900 sections.



not match the flood extent. A more appropriate depression area may be the magenta colour alignment in
the image to the right above.

Corner of Tristam and Collingwood Street

> -

Example 2:

(20f2)
CEpressions are areas that Nave the potents

to 'fill up’ with water if the stormwater pipes
or culverts are blocked. This layer shows the
4 sreasthat are expected to have ponded
water as a result of rainfall that would occur
on average once in ten years, and if

| stormwater pipes and culverts are blocked.

Rainfall data: 10-year
Climate change scenario: 3.8 degree
average increase (RCP 8.5)

Ground levels: 2019 LIDAR
Contributing catchment (m?): 670147.00
Flood Level (m RL): 38.16

Rainfall required to fill (mm): 27.00

Fills in the 100-year: Yes

to fill up’ with water if the stormwater pipes
or culverts are blocked. This layer shows the
areas that are expected to have ponded

W water as a result of rainfall that would occur

& on average once in ten years, and if

| stormwater pipes and culverts are blocked.

) Rainfall data: 10-year
), Climate change scenario: 3.8 dogree
average increase (RCP 8.5)

Ground levels: 2019 LDAR
Contributing catchment (m?): 527261.00
Flood Level (m RL): 37.86

Rainfall required to fill (mm): 152.00

Fills in the 100-year: No

In this example, there is duplication of very different polygons — different shapes for the same rainfall event,
as shown by the two images to the right. This is just one example of multiple scenarios where discrepancies
have been identified between the different model layers. Another example of the same issue is 100
Grandview Road, Nawton.

Example 3: 342 Cambridge Ra

g X <

In this example, 10-year and 100-year Flood Depression are inconsistent with the landform. With a flood level
at RL44.09, it should follow the RL 44 contour.
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The results do not incorporate the most recent data and information provided to HCC for understanding
depression areas and flood models. This issue is particularly evident in the Ruakura Structure Plan Area.
Significant changes to the landform have rendered the depression areas inaccurate. Additionally, the ground
model used is outdated. Floodviewer has not been updated to include the model provided by BBO to Beca in
April 2024.

To illustrate this point, the images below depict an inconsistency on the Silverdale Industrial land (off Te
Ipukura Street), where both the proposed swale and old drain, along with Te Ipukura Road and Ruakura Road,
are shown co-existing. This representation is inaccurate; the second image provided is preferred as it
accurately displays the actual network of probable flow and flood areas.

Silverdale Industrial Area — Te Ipukura and Ruakura Roads
s Y /‘, N T

P

While it is acknowledged that both amendments proposed to the District Plan (in PC14) and Floodviewer
acknowledge these deficiencies or inaccuracies the burden falls on TGH (and other developers) to rectify
them. This is confirmed by the Council in the plan change provisions. For example, Chapter 22 — Natural
Hazards includes a note under its purpose that states:

“4. Council’s flood mapping does not need to be used if a site specific flood assessment that includes more
accurate flood hazard information is provided to, and accepted by, HCC. The assessment will need to
provide information that follows the category descriptions in Appendix 11 - Volume 2 and include an
explanation of the methodology used and the nature, extent and effect of using this information. The
assessment and information must be prepared by an appropriately experienced and qualified
practitioner.”

What is unclear is the process and timeframes for such, and whether activities that may require resource
consent (as a result of the PC14 provisions) will be directed through that consenting process to confirm those
outcomes. Additionally, where the information is already available (and has been provided to Council) why
is the responsibility being placed back on TGH to demonstrate that the modelling is inaccurate? Either way,
this process places additional costs, uncertainty and risks on TGH that are an unreasonable burden. TGH has
already invested significantly in designing and delivering development outcomes that avoid these flooding
risks.

Furthermore, the ability to agree on alternatives does not address TGH's main concern regarding the
provisions' immediate legal effect. Due to the immediate legal effect of the plan change, there are direct
implications for development. This necessitates substantial time and financial resources for engineering
support to deliver accurate information and mitigate potential consenting implications.

To provide more context to this statement, there are immediate concerns with the implications of the
development of portions of the Silverdale Industrial area (off Te Ipukura Street) that are currently identified
as a high flood zone (as indicated by Floodviewer). The implication is that a previously permitted industrial
activity would now be required to obtain resource consent as a restricted discretionary activity — resulting in
time and cost inefficiencies and risk to TGH that they may not be able to realise the value of that land in an
expedient fashion or businesses may determine that the risk for them is too high. This is an unfair obligation

Page 4 of 8 m



when that development has been designed to address these risks and HCC has the accurate modelling that
could be included in Floodviewer.

Another issue is the threshold for requiring Site-Specific Stormwater Management Plans. In the Ruakura
Industrial Zone, a 1,000m? impermeable surface area is very low for the anticipated (and likely to be
delivered) scale of industrial development that is to be provided for. Higher thresholds, such as 80%
impervious, have also been agreed upon by HCC and the Regional Council in the consenting/development of
Ruakura and where there are already Stormwater Management Plans approved. A one size suits all threshold
provides a further obstacle to development.

Based on these concerns TGH requests that HCC:

1. Undertake independent peer review and ground-truthing/re-evaluating of all of TGH landholdings to
validate model predictions before the Floodviewer is relied on by the consenting arm of HCC.

2. Updating the Floodviewer as it relates to the Ruakura Structure Plan area based on the information
that BBO has already provided to HCC.

3. Provide certainty of the process and timeframes, via the establishment of a framework, for agreeing
with the outcomes of site-specific assessments to challenge or refine mapped flood risk areas, prior
to consenting processes being confirmed i.e. setting a clear pathway for alternative assessments to
be formally accepted as alluded to in Section 22 of the District Plan.

4. Make publicly available the infrastructure information (i.e. pipe and culvert locations) that have been
used to inform the modelling on Floodviewer but include an additional layer on the GIS platform to
this effect.

5. Make specific changes to the PC14 plan provisions, as set out in Section 4.3 below.

4.2 Increased Liability and Financial Burden

While it is acknowledged that flood modelling is a critical tool for assessing flood risk and thereby determining
liability risk and insurance premiums, the concerns noted above about the accuracy of the model mean that
insurers may misclassify TGH properties, either overestimating or underestimating the actual flood risk. This
misclassification results may result in property owners (like TGH) paying premiums that do not accurately
reflect their true risk. The financial impact of inflated premiums due to inaccurate flood modelling is
substantial, and for TGH would be significant because of the scale of their landholdings.

Along with an increase in external costs to TGH, there are changes to the rule framework that will increase
compliance/consenting costs for development, particularly for their landholding within the Ruakura

Structure Plan Area. The implications of such have been touched on above in section 4.2 and are addressed
in more detail in the following section.

4.3 Specific Changes Sought

In addition to the four points in section 4.2, the following table provides a summary of the specific changes
sought to the PC14 provisions to align with the statements made above.



The specific provision
of the plan change

that my submission

State whether you
support, support
in part or oppose

State the reasons for your view:

I seek the following decision from Council on this
provision:

relates to is: this provision:

All Plan Change 14 and | Oppose The reasons for the decisions sought are set out in detail in Section 4.1 | 1. Rectify the inaccuracies of Floodviewer before

Floodviewer and 4.2 above. it is relied on by HCC’s consenting arm by
undertaking site-specific assessments for TGH
landholdings and/or incorporating the
information already available in Floodviewer.

2. Establish a framework (i.e. process and
timeframes) for agreeing to alternative
modelling.

3. Make available (via Floodviewer) other data
that informs depression areas, such as
infrastructure and culvert locations and sizes.

4.9.1 — Effluent Oppose Section 4.9 has been removed from the District Plan through PC12. Itis | Amend reference from 4.9.1 to 4.5.1 and amend iv.
Disposal in the Large an incorrect reference and should be 4.5.1. Depression Areas to state the following:
Lot Residential Zone
Rule 4.5.1 should also provide opportunities for on-site disposal and iv. Depression Areas where discharges cannot be
storage of sewage within depression areas where it can be managed above the depression level.
demonstrated that the risk is avoided i.e. through the use of a raised
bed or other similar technique that enables the discharge to sit above
the depression area. As currently drafted the rule provision is a blunt
instrument and does not enable the development potential of the land
to be realised. Such an approach would align with Policy 22.1.h which
enables development in depression areas where the effects are
reduced to a tolerable level.
14.4.6 — Effluent Oppose As above, Rule 14.4.6 should provide opportunities for on-site disposal | Amend iv. Depression Areas to state the following:

Disposal in Future
Urban Zone

and storage of sewage within depression areas where it can be
demonstrated that the risk is avoided.

iv. Depression Areas where discharges cannot be
managed above the depression level.

Chapter 22.1 -
Purpose

Clause (i) and Note 4

Support in part

Retain these statements as they provide a pathway for alternative
assessments to be considered and accepted by the Council. But make it
clear that such an approach would avoid the consenting implications or
consenting application being sought.

Retain as notified with additional clarification added
that specifies that the accepted alternative
assessments would remove any consenting




The specific provision
of the plan change

that my submission
relates to is:

State whether you
support, support
in part or oppose

State the reasons for your view:

I seek the following decision from Council on this
provision:

this provision:

requirements. Establish the supporting framework
for those assessments too.

Rule 25.13.4.2(c)

Oppose

The intent of this clause is clear, but it reads more like a consent
condition than an enforceable rule. It's better to use clause (d), which
requires a stormwater operations and maintenance plan, and then
implementation of that plan's details. Although this could also be a
condition, compliance with clause (d) is easier to demonstrate than
with clause (c) as drafted. Furthermore, how can you assess clause (c)
to confirm whether a consent is required under Rule 25.13.3(g)?

Remove clause (c) from Rule 25.13.4.2

Rule 25.13.4.2(d)

Support in part

Clarification is required as to when this requirement is necessary. As
currently drafted it appears that the requirement would be for any
form of development regardless of scale. It would make more sense to
apply it to larger-scale developments that may require more specific
stormwater management and alignment between multiple parties —in
that respect, it could link to Rule 25.13.4.2(g) subject to comments
noted below about that rule.

Amend clause (d) in Rule 25.13.4.2 to set out when
compliance with this clause is required.

Rule 25.13.3

Oppose

Rule 25.13.4.2(g)

Oppose

These rules require site-specific management plans for impermeable
surfaces over 1000m? and a resource consent approval. There is no
analysis in the s32 reporting as to why the 1000m? threshold has been
adopted, or whether an alternative option would have been to set the
threshold at a percentage of site coverage.

The provision, as drafted, is placing additional consenting costs and
controls on larger-scale developments (such as those in the Ruakura
Industrial Zone) where significant investment and design has already
been built into ensuring that the stormwater network is fit for purpose
for a site coverage of 80%. The rule, as drafted would result in the
majority of future industrial development within the Ruakura Structure
Plan Area requiring a resource consent approval, when prior to PC14
that was not a requirement.

Remove clause (f) in Rule 25.13.3 or provide an
alternative measurement, after undertaking a
robust s32 analysis and make consequential
amendments to the balance of the plan.

Remove clause (g) in Rule 25.13.4.2 and make
consequential amendments to the balance of the
plan; or

Provide an alternative to a m? threshold that
reflects the size of site; or

Provide an exception for the development within
the Ruakura Industrial Zone (or Structure Plan Area)

where regional council consenting enables a higher




The specific provision
of the plan change
that my submission
relates to is:

State whether you
support, support
in part or oppose

State the reasons for your view:

I seek the following decision from Council on this
provision:

this provision:

level of imperviousness and where Stormwater
Management Plans already exist.

Rule 25.13.4.2A(c)

Oppose

The intent of this clause is clear, but it reads more like a consent
condition than an enforceable rule. It's better to use clause (d), which
requires a stormwater operations and maintenance plan, and then
implementation of that plan's details. Although this could also be a
condition, compliance with clause (d) is easier to demonstrate than
with clause (c) as drafted. Furthermore, how can you assess clause (c)
to confirm whether a consent is required under Rule 25.13.3(g)?

Remove clause (c) from Rule 25.13.4.2A and make
consequential amendments to the balance of the
plan.

25.13.4.2A(e)

Oppose

These rules require site-specific management plans for impermeable
surfaces over 1000m? and a resource consent approval. There is no
analysis in the s32 reporting as to why the 1000m? threshold has been
adopted, or whether an alternative option would have been to set the
threshold at a percentage of site coverage.

Remove clause (e) from Rule 25.13.4.2A or provide
an alternative measurement, after undertaking a
robust s32 analysis and make consequential
amendments to the balance of the plan.
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