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3 February 2025 
 
 
Hamilton City Council 
260 Anglesea Street 
Hamilton Central 
3204 
 
Email: haveyoursay@hcc.govt.nz 
 
 
 
Dear Sir/Madam 
 
Waikato Regional Council Submission to Proposed Plan Change 14 - Flooding to the Hamilton City 
Council District Plan 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on the Proposed Plan Change 14 - Flooding to the 
Hamilton City Council District Plan. Please find attached the Waikato Regional Council’s (WRC’s) 
submission, formally endorsed by the Council on 27 February 2025. We look forward to being involved in 
further discussion on this subject. 
 
Should you have any queries regarding the content of this document please contact Leah Newman, 
Policy Advisor, Policy Implementation directly on (07) 859 0794 or by email 
leah.newman@waikatoregion.govt.nz.  
 
 
Regards, 
 

 
Tracey May 
Director Science, Policy and Information 
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Submission from Waikato Regional Council on Proposed Plan Change 14 - Flooding to the Hamilton City 
Council District Plan 
 

27 February 2025 
 

Introduction 

1. Waikato Regional Council (WRC) appreciates the opportunity to make a submission to Proposed Plan 
Change 14 - Flooding. WRC’s primary interest is in relation to the Waikato Regional Policy Statement 
(WRPS). District Plans, including Plan Changes such as this one, are required to give effect to the WRPS 
(RMA s75(3)(c)). Staff also appreciated being able to provide feedback at pre-notification stage.  

 
2. We are generally supportive of the changes and improvements to the District Plan proposed through 

Plan Change 14.  
 

3. Below we provide some general comments, followed by specific comments on provisions where we 
propose amendments or seek clarifications. 

 

General Comments  

4. We support the proposal to have the flood mapping sit outside of the district plan as this allows for 
the maps to be kept up to date with changing information.  
 

5. We recommend some wording be added to the purpose section of the Natural Hazards chapter to 
signal a clear intent to avoid creating new intolerable natural hazard risk. The Waikato Regional Policy 
Statement (WRPS) Policy HAZ-P1 focuses on managing natural hazards through a risk-based approach 
in HAZ-M1. This provision emphasises identifying thresholds with the primary intention to avoid the 
creation of new intolerable risk. This change would also align with changes to the RMA proposed by 
the Resource Management (Consenting and Other System Changes) Amendment Bill.  
 

6. We generally support the direction set out in Objective 22.2.1 and the corresponding policies, but 
prefer the use of threshold-based risk terminology, including acceptability and tolerability, and we 
recommend this is carried throughout the policy framework. The WRPS provides definitions of natural 
hazard risk thresholds that could be applied throughout the plan change.    
 

7. We consider that the plan change should focus on both the dwelling finished floor level in terms of 
whether a property is deemed to be appropriately managing flood risk, and the liveability of the 
property (e.g., including amenity and access).  

 
8. We consider the Activity Status Table in Chapter 22 should consider whether activities which have 

different purposes should have different activity status. 
 

 

Submitter details 

Waikato Regional Council 
Contact person: Leah Newman (Policy Implementation) 
Email: leah.newman@waikatoregion.govt.nz  
Phone: (07) 859 0794 
 
Post: Private Bag 3038 
Waikato Mail Centre 
Hamilton 3240 
 
I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 
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I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 
(a) does not adversely affect the environment; and 
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 
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Submission on Proposed Plan Change 14 - Flooding  

Provision Submission  Relief Sought  

Definition for 
‘Depression Area’ 

While we acknowledge that the definition for depression area is specific to HCC’s 
flood mapping, we are concerned that it does not acknowledge ponding zones 
that fulfil a function of smoothing out flood levels.  
 
We consider the definition should recognise the function that some depression 
areas provide for flood management. Where depression areas serve an indirect 
purpose of flood retention, there needs to be an associated design level of 
service.  

Amend definition to include all features of the land 
and whether they serve a specific function in the 
management of stormwater.  

Definitions of ‘Flood 
Extent Area’ 

We suggest this definition be amended for clarity. The current definition states 
that Flood Hazard Areas are excluded; however, it includes flooding from a 1% 
AEP rainfall event, which includes the Flood Hazard Area when using the 
Floodviewer maps.    

Amend definition to note that Flood Hazards Areas 
are included in a 1% AEP rainfall event. 

Definition for 
‘Floodplain’ 

We consider the term floodplain should be defined in the plan.  Add definition as previously included the in the 
HCC pre-consultation documents.  

Definition for 
‘Freeboard’ 

We recommend this definition be made clearer regarding where the flood water 
level should be measured from, i.e. the bottom of the top board (under the 
dwelling) or the top of the board (inside the dwelling).  

Amend definition to provide clarity on where the 
flood water level is measured from.  

Definitions of ‘Low 
Flood Hazard Area’, 
‘Medium Flood 
Hazard Area’ and 
‘High Flood Hazard 
Area’  

We support new definitions relating to low, medium and high flood risk areas. 
The thresholds used in these definitions align with the WRPS.  

Retain new definitions.  

Definition of 
‘Overland flow path’ 

We support the addition of this definition but query how the catchment area of 
2,000m2 was agreed as an acceptable size. 

Clarification sought on how the area size was set, 
i.e. was this set this by a technical expert.  

Purpose 22.1(i) It is unclear what would constitute ‘better’ information, and how this would be 
determined. We suggest some clearer wording. 

Amend provision replacing ‘better’ with ‘more 
recent and technically sound’.  

Objective 22.2.1 We support the intent of this objective, but recommend using threshold-based 
risk terminology.  

Amend provision to include threshold-based risk 
terminology. The Waikato Regional Policy 
Statement (WRPS) identifies three levels of risk: 
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Provision Submission  Relief Sought  

a) intolerable: risk which cannot be justified and 
risk reduction is essential e.g. residential housing 
being developed in a primary hazard zone; 
b) tolerable: risk within a range that a community 
can live with so as to secure certain net benefits. It 
is a range of risk that is not regarded as negligible 
or as something to ignore, but rather as something 
to be kept under review and reduced if possible; 
and 
c) acceptable: risk which is minor, and the cost of 
further reducing risk is largely disproportionate to 
the benefits gained e.g. residential housing being 
developed beyond coastal setbacks.  
 
The use of threshold-based risk terminology as 
outlined in the WRPS allows for a more 
comprehensive understanding of potential impacts 
and more consistent understanding of risks across 
the region.  

Policy 22.2.1aa(i) We consider the policy is missing a clear connection to risk thresholds and that 
this should be included. This amendment will align with the new approach of 
section 106A of the RMA proposed by the Resource Management (Consenting 
and Other System Changes) Amendment Bill. Section 106A outlines that a 
consent authority may refuse or conditionally grant land use consent if the 
activity poses a significant risk from natural hazards.1   

Amend policy to include a connection to risk 
thresholds and align with proposed section 106A 
of the RMA by the Resource Management 
(Consenting and Other System Changes) 
Amendment Bill. 

Policy 22.2.1c We consider the policy should also consider run-off speed. While this is likely 
captured by regional requirements, we see it as a relevant consideration.   

Amend policy to consider run-off speed.  

Policy 22.2.1f As mentioned in our comments on Objective 22.2.1, we recommend the use of 
threshold-based risk terminology over ‘as low as reasonably practicable’, noting 
that risk could be as low as reasonably practicable and remain intolerable. 

Amend policy to include threshold-based risk 
terminology.  

 
1 Resource Management (Consenting and Other System Changes) Amendment Bill 105-1 (2024), Government Bill 37 New section 106A inserted (Consent authority 
may refuse land use consent in certain circumstances) – New Zealand Legislation. 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2024/0105/latest/LMS1015049.html#LMS1015048
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/bill/government/2024/0105/latest/LMS1015049.html#LMS1015048
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Provision Submission  Relief Sought  

Policy 22.2.1ed(ii) It is unclear what exactly constitutes a refuge i.e. does a house on a raised 
platform, surrounded by flood waters constitute a refuge? If so, is there a 
duration of flooding after which this is no longer a refuge? 
 

Add a definition to provide clarity around 
dwellings which can be considered a refuge. For 
example, does a dwelling need to be located away 
from rising flood waters or is the second storey of 
a dwelling considered a refuge?   

Policy 22.2.1f(i) We support this policy and the use of threshold-based risk terminology as this is 
consistent with the WRPS.  

Retain policy.  

Rule 22.4.1 We are interested to understand if there has been any additional thinking on 
whether 40% is an appropriate limit for impermeable surfaces. While we support 
the approach, we consider there may be cases where this is too high. 

Clarification sought. 

Chapter 22 – Natural 
Hazard Activity 
Status Table  

We support proposed new columns for depressions areas, overland flow path 
and flood extent areas. 

Retain changes. 

Chapter 22- Natural 
Hazards Activity 
Status Table 
 

As mentioned in the general comments, we consider the activity status table 
should consider whether activities in depression areas which have different 
purposes should have different activity statuses. For example, STR-R11 of the 
Proposed Waikato Regional Costal Plan, makes it a controlled activity for 
extensions or alterations that do not increase the area or height of the original 
authorisation by more than five percent.  

Amend activity status table to consider activities 
with differing purposes and whether activities 
should hold a different status.  

Chapter 22- Natural 
Hazards Activity 
Status Table (rr) 

We consider there may be a threshold of ‘maintenance or repair’ which could 
require new consent, and a permitted activity status may not be appropriate in 
all circumstances.  

Amend (rr) of Activity Status Table. Refer to above 
comments regarding Chapter 22 – Natural Hazard 
activity status tables.   

Chapter 23 – 
Subdivision  
23.7.1 (aa) 

We support the approach of this provision; we query how 12.5m diameter was 
determined as an acceptable distance clear of any identified flood hazard area 
for a new dwelling.  

Clarification sought on how the diameter was 
determined, i.e. was this set this by a technical 
expert. 
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3.0 FURTHER INFORMATION AND HEARINGS 

 
3.1 WRC wishes to be heard at the hearings for Proposed Plan Change 14 - Flooding in support of this 

submission and is prepared to consider a joint submission with others making a similar submission. 
 
3.2 WRC could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.  
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