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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

Hamilton City Council’'s Plan Change 14 (PC14) responds to urban
intensification and climate change—driven flood risks by enhancing flood hazard
classifications and aligning development controls with updated modelling via a

dynamic GIS Floodviewer.

This evidence addresses the PC14 flood hazard and stormwater provisions and
evaluates their efficiency and effectiveness in reducing flood risks and

supporting sustainable, climate-resilient urban development.

The proposed hazard classifications and controls include non-complying status

for new developments in High Flood Hazard areas, which | support.

However, development in Medium and Low Flood Hazard areas, including
earthworks and intensification, is still permitted with mitigation in the specific

development areas.

The provisions also lack specific reference to Integrated Catchment
Management Plans (ICMPs), which are essential tools to guide stormwater
planning under intensification. ICMPs provide a structured framework to assess
and manage cumulative effects, ensuring that stormwater measures are aligned

in both their design approach and timing.

In Hamilton, many ICMPs are still in early stages of development or have not
yet commenced, leaving significant areas without a coordinated catchment-

scale strategy for stormwater and flood management (refer Exhibit A).

Allowing earthworks and intensification in flood risk areas without a
comprehensive approach to flood protection undermines the precautionary
principle, which is a recommended approach for natural hazard management in
New Zealand and risks incremental encroachment and associated cumulative

effects.

Additionally, PC14 does not explicitly prioritise protecting or restoring natural
hydrology and floodplains as a core guiding principle, relying instead on
engineered solutions. In Medium and Low Flood Hazard zones, it assumes site-
level measures are sufficient to manage flood risks. While these may work
individually, piecemeal mitigation across multiple developments over time is

unlikely to address cumulative, catchment-scale impacts.
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Other provisions of concern include subdivision rules which allow for hazard-
free areas to cover only parts of newly developed lots, which may result in
future encroachment and unsafe access during floods, and reduced freeboard
allowances which conflict with standard recommended practice minimum

freeboards in New Zealand (e.g., 500 mm above flood level).

My evidence includes an example East of Hamilton Lake, where Floodviewer
shows homes already exposed to flood risk, sitting directly downstream from
sites primed for future intensification (Exhibit B). Uncoordinated upstream
development could amplify those risks, creating potentially significant

cumulative effects.

This is only one of potentially many examples across Hamilton where in order to
manage potential cumulative impacts, stormwater measures must be managed
and coordinated to ensure alignment in both design and timing of

implementation.

In addition, | note that the Low and Medium flood hazard classifications set out
in PC14 are not well aligned with recent work undertaken by Auckland Council
following the 2023 flood events. That work has shown that flood depths and
velocities within the PC14 “Low” and “Medium” hazard bands can, in practice,
pose high risk to life and building stability. For example, 0.5 m depth at 1 m/s
may present high hazard for children and elderly people evacuating, and 1 m
depth at 2 m/s can present high hazard for all people and compromise building
integrity. This indicates that PC14 may understate actual risks to life safety and

structural stability.

Recommendations

Adopt an Avoid—Mitigate—Offset hierarchy with a strong preference for
avoidance in all Flood Hazard Areas, Overland Flow Paths, and Depression

Areas, unless negligible residual risk can be robustly demonstrated.

Address cumulative flood impacts at the catchment scale, especially for
earthworks and intensification activities, and ensure development proceeds only
where it can be managed in accordance with a comprehensive catchment-wide

framework.

Prioritise the use of Integrated Catchment Management Plans (ICMPs) as a key
planning tool to coordinate stormwater management, assess cumulative effects,

and guide development sequencing under urban intensification. Many ICMPs in



Hamilton remain in early stages or are not yet developed, and development in

these areas should be limited until such plans are in place.

1.16 Reconsider the Low and Medium flood hazard definitions in PC14 to ensure
consistency with the post-2023 Auckland Council flood recovery framework,
which highlights higher risks to life safety and building stability than currently

recognised in PC14 hazard bands.

1.17 Mandate protection and restoration of natural hydrological features (e.qg.,
floodplains, overland flow paths, wetlands) and their integration into

development layouts.

1.18 Require nature-based stormwater solutions in preference to engineered

systems, wherever practicable.

1.19 Ensure all new lots are entirely flood hazard-free, including safe access routes,
and apply minimum freeboard standards consistent with accepted New Zealand

practice.

1.20 Standardise modelling tools and parameters to align with council’s frameworks

and incorporate conservative climate change assumptions (e.g., RCP8.5).

2. INTRODUCTION

21 My name is Andrés Roa Concha. | am a General Manager — Local Government
and Technical Director — Green Infrastructure at Wood & Partners Consultants

Limited, in Auckland.

2.2 I hold a Bachelor of Engineering degree and am a Chartered Member of
Engineering New Zealand, a Chartered Professional Engineer and | am
registered with Engineering New Zealand as an International Professional

Engineer.

2.3 | have over twenty five years of post-graduate experience in the field of Civil
Engineering. | have acted as a civil engineering consultant to a wide range of
clients in both the public and private sectors throughout New Zealand in the
fields of three-waters (drinking water, wastewater, and stormwater)
infrastructure and roading and land development. | have been responsible for

the design and supervision of a wide range of civil engineering projects.

24 For the last twenty years, | have acted as a consultant for the Auckland Council
(and the legacy councils within the Auckland Region), and a number of territorial

and regional authorities throughout New Zealand’s North and South Islands. |
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have been responsible for undertaking technical reviews of hundreds of

stormwaters and earthworks-related resource consent applications.

Throughout my career | have authored and delivered stormwater modelling
training programmes to industry and at tertiary education level, and more
recently | have been involved in the co-authoring and delivery of a number of

blue green infrastructure training courses to practitioners across New Zealand.

Code of Conduct

| confirm that | have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained
in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and | agree to comply with it for

this council hearing.

My qualifications as an expert are set out above. | confirm that the issues
addressed in this brief of evidence are within my area of expertise, except
where | state that | have relied on the evidence of other persons. | have not
omitted to consider material facts known to me that might alter or detract from

the opinions | have expressed.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

| have been engaged by PB Consultants Ltd to provide my expert opinion on
Hamilton City Council’s Plan Change 14 (PC14) flood hazard and stormwater
provisions, in terms of their efficiency and effectiveness in reducing flood risks

and supporting sustainable, climate-resilient urban development.

My assessment is framed by a precautionary approach, which in my view is
warranted as the potential effects of these hazards (harm to human life) are

serious and irreversible, and is consistent with:

(a) Section 6(h) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), which
identifies the management of significant risks from natural hazards as

a matter of national importance;

(b) The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020
(NPS-FM), which directs protection and restoration of freshwater

ecosystems and their natural hydrological functions; and

(c) The Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River (Te Ture Whaimana o
Te Awa o Waikato), which seeks to restore and protect the health and

wellbeing of the river for present and future generations.
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The relevant objectives and policies of the Hamilton District Plan are also
referenced, including those promoting hazard avoidance, integrated three

waters management, and protection of overland flow paths and floodplains.

A central theme of my evidence is the preference for a retreat approach in
flood-prone areas, which seeks to avoid new urbanisation in floodplains,
overland flow paths, and depression areas, coupled with the promotion of
nature-based stormwater management approaches that respect natural

topography, floodplains, and watercourses.

For my assessment, | reviewed the Plan Change 14 Section 32 report, along

with the following appendices:

(a) Appendix 2 —Assessment of Options
(b) Appendix 3 — Evaluation of Objectives, Policies and Rules
(c) Appendix 4 — Technical Report - Flooding

OVERVIEW OF PLAN CHANGE 14 FLOODING PROVISIONS

PC14 is Hamilton City Council’s strategic response to escalating flood risks

driven by climate change and intensified urban development.

It modifies the Operative District Plan (ODP) to enhance flood resilience and
risk mitigation, especially for new developments, aligning planning controls with
continually updated flood modelling which incorporates climate change

scenarios.

The plan aims to mitigate risks by adjusting development requirements in High,
Medium, and Low Flood Hazard Areas, as well as Overland Flow Paths,

Depression Areas, and Flood Extent Areas.

A number of flood management provisions are introduced through PC14,

including:

(a) GIS-Based Mapping: Flood hazard mapping (which currently only
covers about 14% of the city) is removed from the ODP and
maintained dynamically via a GIS Floodviewer, allowing real-time
updates as new flood and catchment data emerges. This change

promotes timely regulatory flexibility.
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(b)

(d)

Flood hazard classifications have been expanded, including the

following provisions:

0] Low Flood Hazard: Defined by flood depths <0.5m and
velocities <1m/s. PC14 introduces enhanced performance
standards, including rules for compensatory earthworks and

safe egress design.

(ii) Medium Flood Hazard: Depths up to 1m and velocities
<2m/s. Development is still permitted but now requires
restricted discretionary consents, with reinforced policy focus

on risk-based assessments.

(iii) High Flood Hazard: Depths >1m or velocities >2m/s. PC14
retains a non-complying activity status for new activities, with
strengthened language around risk avoidance and building

structural vulnerability.

Requirements for Overland Flow Paths (OLFPs) to maintain natural
flow continuity across sites, with new standards introduced to control
the impact of fencing, fill, and structures that could divert or impede

flow.

Depression Areas (including hazards associated with culvert
blockage) are now mapped and managed, with performance
standards and policy guidance introduced to account for risks in these

areas.

PC14 proposes stricter provisions for managing runoff quantity and
quality for larger, non-residential sites, including the requirement for
site-specific stormwater management plans (SSSMP’s) for large
impervious developments (>1000m?), aligning with Te Ture Whaimana
and the NPS-FM.

Regarding the Low Medium and High Hazard classifications given in 4.4.(b)(i) to

(iii) above, | note that these definitions are not well aligned with recent flood

recovery work undertaken by Auckland Council following the severe 2023

Auckland Anniversary flood events. Auckland Council’s Property-level Flood

Risk Assessment Framework takes a more risk-to-life-oriented approach,

explicitly linking hazard thresholds to person stability, vulnerability of children

and elderly people, and building structural integrity. For example:
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(a) Low Flood Hazard (PC14 definition: <0.5 m depth and <1 m/s
velocity): Auckland Council’'s framework recognises that even at this
level, conditions may pose a high hazard for vulnerable groups
(children and elderly) attempting to evacuate buildings, particularly

where evacuation routes intersect with flowing water.

(b) Medium Flood Hazard (PC14 definition: <1 m depth and <2 m/s
velocity): The Auckland framework identifies that at these thresholds,
conditions may present a high hazard for all people attempting
evacuation, and also raise risks to building stability (e.g., structural

damage or failure due to lateral water forces).

In other words, situations that PC14 currently categorises as “Low” or “Medium”
hazard may in practice present high, life-safety risks when evaluated under
Auckland Council’s updated risk framework. This discrepancy suggests that
PC14 hazard bands risk understating real-world dangers in flood evacuation
scenarios, particularly for vulnerable people and in relation to building

performance under high flow velocities.

| consider it important that Hamilton’s hazard framework be updated to align
more closely with these emerging best practices, such as the post-2023 lessons

learned from Auckland.

PRECAUTIONARY APPROACH TO FLOOD RISK MANAGEMENT

Flood-prone land is inherently unsuitable for urban use. The precautionary
principle requires that where flood risks are uncertain but potentially significant,
planning responses should err on the side of caution. Hamilton is increasingly
vulnerable to high-intensity rainfall due to climate change. Urbanisation must
retreat from floodplains, overland flow paths, and depressions unless a robust,
nature-based, and topography-respecting stormwater design approach is

assured.

The provisions in PC14 aim to enhance the policy framework by avoiding new
development in High Flood Hazard Areas and incorporating climate change
considerations. They also promote non-structural measures such as preserving
overland flow paths and natural drainage features, and their integration into

structural solutions.

However, the approach permits development in Low and Medium Flood Hazard
Areas where risks are reduced to a “tolerable level.” This approach does not

fully align with the precautionary principle, and raises the following concerns:
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(a) Modification of natural topography and associated hydrological
functions likely to result in inevitable inherent changes which could

exacerbate flood risk if not fully understood and addressed.

(b) Introduces uncertainty around cumulative effects (i.e., while
development of a specific site or development may be mitigated to
“tolerable levels”, there may be inherent risks that could translate into
cumulative impacts as further development takes place in a

progressive, ad-hoc manner).

(c) Flood hazard mapping has inherent limitations (e.g., LIDAR accuracy
and storage volume impacts) and does not fully account for

uncertainty under future climate scenarios.

(d) Modelling tools or parameters used to assess effects may not be fully

compatible with those used by council to assess risks.

(e) PC14 allows for reduced building freeboards in Medium and Low
Flood Hazard areas. In my opinion, the minimum freeboards specified
in the New Zealand Building Code and technical guidance documents
(such as Waikato Regional Council’s RITS, which specify a minimum
freeboard of 500mm for habitable floors above flood levels), should be
required to apply for all Flood Hazard Areas, OLFP’s, Depression

Areas and Flood Extent Areas.

Additionally, reliance on compensatory earthworks to mitigate flood storage loss
assumes predictable hydraulic outcomes and are only specific to the site being
assessed, with little or no means or opportunities to adequately address

cumulative effects at the catchment scale.

PC14 does not place any controls on the development of land that, while
elevated or outside identified flood hazard areas, could still increase stormwater

discharges and worsen flooding on downstream flood-prone land.

Other risks such as blockages due to debris, failure of critical infrastructure, or
unmodelled climate change impacts may still result in residual risks to people

and property, which in my view are not fully accounted for in the provisions.

RETREAT VERSUS ALLOWANCE FOR URBANISATION

In the case of High Flood Hazard Areas, the policies seek to avoid new

development which seems consistent with a retreat-first strategy.
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However, allowing subdivision and development within Medium and Low Flood
Hazard Areas and Depression Areas (subject to risk minimisation) reflects a
mitigation-first approach. This undermines retreat principles and risks

“normalising” potential effects.

Furthermore, this approach ignores potentially significant impacts from
incremental changes and ‘encroachment’ into flood-prone landscapes, resulting

in a risk of ‘death by a thousand cuts’.

In my opinion, a strong mandate to protect hydrological functions and natural
topography within Flood Hazard Areas should be more strongly promoted as a

key principle to be applied at the onset of any design process.

Subject to all practicable steps being taken to protect natural landform and
hydrology, the provision of hydraulic neutrality to mitigate against the effects of
urbanisation outside of these areas (i.e. increased imperviousness) is supported

in principle.

However cumulative effects must be assessed as part of any hydraulic
neutrality design, to understand and address potential catchment-wide impacts
(in addition to providing site-level mitigation). This may include a requirement
for peak flow detention controls to account for catchment wide time of
concentration, in addition to site specific response times, under maximum

probable development (MPD) conditions.

NATURE-BASED STORMWATER MANAGEMENT

As mentioned, the provisions do not explicitly commit to protecting natural
floodplains, valleys, drainage patterns, overland flow paths and wetlands from
infill or modification, nor does it integrate restoration of natural hydrological

functions as a core strategy.

While the provisions preserve overland flow paths and reference non-structural
solutions, there is no explicit mandate for nature-based management such as
wetland creation, riparian buffers, or floodplain reconnection. Instead, the
reliance on engineered storage and compensatory earthworks may exacerbate
flood risk, compromise ecological values and forego co-benefits (e.g., water

quality, biodiversity, carbon sequestration).
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CONSISTENCY WITH INTEGRATED CATCHMENT MANAGEMENT

The provisions align with existing Plan Change 12 assessment criteria and
apply consistently across zones, supporting regulatory coherence. However,
catchment-scale cumulative effects are not explicitly addressed. Without this
lens, piecemeal development compliance may fall short of the holistic goals of
Te Ture Whaimana and the NPS-FM.

Integrated Catchment Management Plans (ICMPs) are a fundamental tool in
stormwater management planning, particularly where urban intensification is
proposed. ICMPs provide a structured, catchment-scale framework to guide
how stormwater is managed holistically within a given catchment or across sub-
catchments, enabling the assessment of cumulative effects and coordination of

infrastructure responses over time.

A key risk with intensification is that without an overarching framework,
development may proceed in a piecemeal or uncoordinated manner, ultimately
impacting flood risk and hazards. ICMPs help ensure that stormwater
management solutions across a catchment align, both in terms of technical
approach and timing of implementation, when managing flood related effects.
Flood risk and hazard management is not limited to flood-prone land but
requires coordinated action across all land within the catchment to achieve the

most effective outcomes.

In Hamilton, however, ICMPs are at varying stages of development, as
illustrated in Exhibit A. Some catchments have draft plans in early stages,
while others have yet to begin the ICMP process. This creates an
implementation gap, meaning that intensification may be permitted in areas
where there is no integrated framework to guide the management of additional
stormwater discharges and volumes or altered hydrological responses. Without
comprehensive and operational ICMPs in place, it is difficult to assess whether

cumulative effects are being managed effectively across catchments.

Therefore, the absence or immaturity of ICMPs across large parts of Hamilton
further underscores the need for caution in allowing development in flood-prone

areas or sub-catchments with incomplete stormwater planning.

For example, in the area east of Hamilton Lake, located within the
Waitawhiriwhiri catchment (where a completed ICMP Is not yet available),
Floodviewer identifies several residential properties at risk from flood hazards,

located directly downstream of other residential sites that could be intensified in
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the future (Exhibit B). If upstream intensification proceeds in isolation, without a

coordinated and comprehensive approach, it could create cumulative impacts.

Situations such as these are not uncommon and often involve many properties
that could be developed upstream from flood-prone areas. To manage the
overall impacts effectively (including potential cumulative effects), stormwater
controls need to be effectively integrated, including their design and timing of

implementation.

| therefore recommend that development associated with intensification be
deferred or limited in such areas until an approved ICMP provides clear
guidance on how stormwater and flood risks are to be managed in an integrated

manner.

SUBDIVISION PROVISIONS

The policy requiring building platforms to be located outside flood hazard areas
at subdivision stage is a positive control that integrates hazard avoidance early

in the development process.

However, the current provision allows only a proportion of the lot (e.g., 45% of
300 m? in the General Residential Zone) to be hazard-free. This partial
avoidance creates risk of future encroachment into hazard areas (e.g., for
accessory buildings or landscaping, for example), and fails to guarantee safe
access/egress during flood events.

The reliance on partial hazard exposure also underestimates the risk of
cumulative effects as further development takes place over time, particularly
under intensified rainfall and climate change scenarios. A more robust
precautionary approach is recommended where, under appropriate maximum
probable development and climate-change scenarios, entire lot areas (including
building platforms and associated egress routes) are designed to be hazard-
free, and planned to allow for their progressive development in terms of

cumulative effects.

AREAS OF AGREEMENT

| agree that flood hazard information must be updated and comprehensive and
support the introduction of city-wide application of flood rules to address

intensification impacts.

| support provisions that:
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Avoid new development in High Flood Hazard Areas.

Integrate climate change considerations into hazard mapping and

assessment.

Preserve overland flow paths and prohibit diversion or displacement of
floodwaters.

Apply hazard assessment at subdivision stage rather than deferring to

building consent.

Require SSSMP’s for larger non-residential developments to manage

site — specific stormwater impacts.

Combine non-structural and structural measures to manage risk.

AREAS OF DISAGREEMENT OR CONCERN

| have significant concerns with provisions that:

(@)

(c)

(e)

Fail to require nature-based stormwater solutions or the protection
and restoration of natural flow paths, valleys, flood storage areas, and

floodplains as a core design principle.

Allow development without a coordinated, catchment-wide approach.
This creates a risk that progressive, ad-hoc earthworks and

intensification at individual sites will compound flood risks.

Treat development in Medium and Low Flood Hazard zones (as seen
in PC14) as adequately managed through engineered, site-level
mitigation. While such measures may reduce flooding at individual
sites, applying them piecemeal across multiple developments and
timeframes is unlikely to manage cumulative impacts at the catchment

scale.

Permit development in Medium/Low Flood Hazard and Depression
Areas without a strong requirement to protect natural hydrological
functions or to integrate nature-based solutions. This undermines

retreat principles and may normalise residual risk.

Depend on compensatory earthworks without robust, catchment-scale

analysis of cumulative effects.
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(f) Allow subdivision with partial hazard-free lot requirements at
subdivision stage, failing to ensure full platform and egress route
safety.

RECOMMENDATIONS

In applying a precautionary lens consistent with RMA s6(h) and NPS-FM

objectives, | recommend:

(a)

(b)

(c)

Addressing cumulative effects, by integrating catchment-scale
cumulative effects assessments into stormwater and flood hazard
consents to prevent piecemeal degradation. This includes requiring
catchment-wide assessments for earthworks activities and
intensification areas and integrating cumulative effect triggers into
consenting thresholds.

Deferring or limiting development in areas where Integrated
Catchment Management Plans (ICMPs) are not yet developed or
approved. Require that intensification proceeds only where an ICMP
is in place to guide cumulative effects management, infrastructure
coordination, and integration of hydraulic neutrality and nature-based

stormwater design principles.

Adopting a Avoid—Mitigate—Offset with strong Avoidance preference
when considering development in all Flood Hazard Areas. This should
aim to prohibit urbanisation in floodplains, overland flow paths, and
depression areas unless comprehensive evidence demonstrates
negligible residual risk. Only low-impact, non-residential uses, e.g.,
green corridors, parks, stormwater features etc should be allowed,

provided the natural landform and hydrology is preserved.

Review and amend the Low and Medium flood hazard classifications
in PC14 to better align with emerging best practice, including
Auckland Council’s post-2023 flood recovery framework, which
demonstrates that these hazard bands may understate actual risks to
life safety (particularly for vulnerable people during evacuation) and

risks to building stability.

Integrate protection and restoration of natural hydrological functions
as a core strategy, including natural floodplains, valleys, drainage
patterns, overland flow paths and wetlands. This includes not only
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mandating the protection of these features (through easements or

designations) but also their full integration into development.

Mandating nature-based stormwater management such as wetlands,
riparian corridors, and open-channel systems in lieu of engineered,

“structural” stormwater management practices where practicable.

Strengthening climate change allowances by applying conservative
climate scenarios (e.g., RCP8.5) and update hazard maps on a

defined cycle (e.g., every 5-10 years).

Establish a formal process to require the use of modelling tools that
are compatible to council’s own models when assessing urbanisation
effects, with consistent rainfall, hydrological and hydraulic parameters.
Treat low and medium hazard areas cautiously, especially given

potential uncertainty in modelling data and climate change trends.

Reviewing subdivision provisions to allow only development of lots

that are flood hazard-free, as a guiding principle.

The provision of hydraulic neutrality to mitigate against the effects of
urbanisation (i.e. earthworks and increased imperviousness) through
the protection of natural hydrology and landform and the use of
nature-based solutions incorporated into the design. Hydraulic
neutrality design should address both site and catchment wide
impacts, to understand and address potential cumulative catchment
wide effects.

Minimum freeboard requirements above flood levels for habitable and
non-habitable floor areas as specified in the New Zealand Building
Code and technical guidance documents (e.g., RITS) should be
required to apply to all buildings adjacent to or within Flood Hazard
Areas, overland flow paths, Depression Areas and Flood Extent

Areas.

CONCLUSION

In my opinion, the greatest weakness of Plan Change 14 is its failure to address

cumulative effects.

By permitting development in Medium and Low Flood Hazard Areas on the

basis of site-level mitigation, the plan risks creating incremental, piecemeal
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changes that may appear acceptable in isolation but together will amplify flood
risks at the catchment scale. This is the classic “death by a thousand cuts,” and
it is precisely what a precautionary approach is intended to avoid. The most
serious environmental effect is the threat to human life, which lies at the heart of

what Plan Change 14 seeks to address.

The PC14 planning framework should adopt a clear Avoid—Mitigate—Offset
hierarchy with a strong preference for avoidance across all flood hazard areas,
overland flow paths, and depressions, unless negligible residual risk can be

robustly proven.

Development should ensure all new lots and accessways are entirely hazard-
free including allowance for nationally recognised freeboard standards and
should only proceed where it can be coordinated under an integrated catchment
management plan, with hydraulic neutrality assessed at both site and

catchment levels.

The incomplete status of ICMPs across Hamilton further amplifies the risks of
uncoordinated development. Without a comprehensive, catchment-scale
framework in place, it is difficult to ensure stormwater infrastructure is
appropriately timed, scaled, and aligned with downstream constraints. Until
ICMPs are operational, a precautionary approach should prevail, and urban
intensification should be limited in areas lacking an approved integrated

catchment strategy.

Finally, | note that PC14’s “Low” and “Medium” hazard definitions appear
inconsistent with the findings of Auckland Council’s post-2023 flood recovery
work, which demonstrates that these conditions may in fact pose high risks to
life and building integrity. In my opinion, Hamilton’s planning framework should
be updated to reflect these insights to ensure a precautionary, life-safety-

focused approach.

Andrés Roa Concha
21 August 2025



EXHIBIT A - INTEGRATED CATCHMENT MANAGEMENT PLANS (ICMPs)
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(Source: https://hamilton.govt.nz/environment-and-sustainability/managing-our-water-archived/integrated-catchment-
management-plans-icmps )
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EXHIBIT B - AREA EAST OF HAMILTON LAKE
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INDICATIVE CONTOURS (Source: Hamilton City Council Floodviewer)



