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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My full name is Sharon Gail Dines. 

1.2 I am a Director and Principal Planner at Dines Consulting Limited, based in 

Auckland. 

1.3 I hold the qualifications of Master of Science (Technology)(Honours) in Earth 

Sciences obtained in 1995 from the University of Waikato and Post Graduate 

Diploma in Resource Studies obtained in 2004 from Lincoln University. I am a 

full member of the New Zealand Planning Institute. 

1.4 I have over 25 years’ experience working in planning and resource 

management in New Zealand. My experience includes assisting clients with the 

preparation of submissions and further submissions, participating in mediation 

and witness conferencing and preparing and presenting evidence at Council, 

Environment Court or Board of Inquiry hearings in the following plan making 

processes: 

(a) Waikato Proposed District Plan 2013;  

(b) Tukituki Catchment Proposal in Hawke’s Bay; 

(c) Proposed Southland Regional Policy Statement; 

(d) Variation 1 to the Canterbury Land and Water Plan in the Selwyn Te 
Waihora catchment; 

(e) Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan; 

(f) Proposed Regional Plan for Northland;  

(g) Proposed Southland Water and Land Plan;  

(h) Far North Proposed District Plan; and 

(i) Proposed Kaipara District Plan. 

1.5 Of particular relevance to Plan Change 14: 

(a) I was involved in the extensive mediation and hearing process for the 

preparation of the Natural Hazards and Flooding chapters during the 

development of the Auckland Unitary Plan1. 

 
1 Engaged by Ports of Auckland Limited 
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(b) I was engaged as a special advisor to the Expert Consenting Panel 

that determined the resource consents for the Rotokauri Greenway in 

north-west Hamilton under the COVID-19 Recovery (Fast-track 

Consenting) Act 2020. 

Code of Conduct  

1.6 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in 

the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and I agree to comply with it for this 

council hearing.   

1.7 My qualifications as an expert are set out above.  I confirm that the issues 

addressed in this brief of evidence are within my area of expertise, except where 

I state that I have relied on the evidence of other persons.  I have not omitted to 

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

I have expressed.   

2. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

2.1 I have been engaged by PB Consultants to provide my expert opinion on Plan 

Change 14 to the Hamilton City Council’s Operative District Plan.  

2.2 My evidence will: 

(a) Provide an overview of PC14; 

(b) Discuss the precautionary approach that is necessary for addressing 

risks from flooding hazards; 

(c) Discuss the need for a retreat approach to flooding hazards, rather than 

a mitigation approach; 

(d) Discuss the importance of a nature-based approach to stormwater 

management; 

(e) Discuss the importance of using completed Integrated Catchment 

Management Plans to support development in Hamilton;  

(f) Discuss the importance of using the best available information and 

ensuring that where alternative hydraulic models are used, they are 

compatible with the models used by Council; and 

(g) Propose amendments to the provisions to address these issues. 
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2.3 In preparing this statement of evidence I have reviewed relevant sections of:  

(a) Plan Change 14 (PC14); 

(b) Hamilton City Operative District Plan (ODP); 

(c) Evidence of Dr Juliana Reu Junqueira, Ms Mingyang Mona Liao, Dr 
Yong Srun Vann; 

(d) Waikato Regional Policy Statement (WRPS); and 

(e) National Policy Statement for Urban Development (NPS-UD). 

3. OVERVIEW OF PC14  

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

driven by climate change and ambitions for intensified urban development.  

3.2 It modifies the ODP in an effort to improve flood resilience and risk mitigation, 

especially for new developments, aligning planning controls with continually 

updated flood modelling which incorporates climate change scenarios.  

3.3 PC14 aims to mitigate risks by modifying development requirements in High, 

Medium, and Low Flood Hazard Areas, as well as Overland Flow Paths, 

Depression Areas, and Flood Extent Areas. Mr Roa has summarised the content 

of PC14 in section 4 of his evidence. 

4. CONCERNS ABOUT PC14 

4.1 In his evidence, Mr Roa sets out a number of concerns with the proposed 

provisions. In summary, Mr Roa considers PC14 does not go far enough to 

manage the real risks that flooding presents in light of the increased risk of 

flooding posed by the effects of climate change coupled with intensified urban 

development. Mr Roa is particularly concerned that: 

(a) PC14 should take a precautionary approach to flood risk 
management; 

(b) Retreat from flood hazard areas should be preferred over allowing 
urbanisation with mitigation; 

(c) PC14 should prioritise nature-based stormwater management; 

(d) District Plan flood management provisions should be consistent with 
Integrated Catchment Management Plans (ICMPs); 

(e) PC14 should prioritise the use of best available information; and 
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(f) Subdivision provisions should be strengthened to ensure lots are free 
of Flood Hazards 

4.2 I share Mr Roa’s concerns and address each of these matters below. 

Precautionary Approach 

4.3 Policy 22.2.1a ii states that a precautionary approach should be taken to 

managing subdivision, use, and development to address risks from natural 

hazards. In my opinion, such an approach is appropriate where there is a risk to 

human life as, unquestionably, that could amount to serious and irreversible 

harm.  Accompanying policies and rules seek to prevent development in High 

Flood Hazard Areas where new buildings, building extensions, and vulnerable 

land uses have non-complying activity status. However, these activities can 

proceed subject to a restricted discretionary activity consent in Medium Flood 

Hazard Areas and Depressions and are permitted activities in Low Flood 

Hazard Areas, Overland Flow Paths and Flood Extent Areas. Medium Flood 

Hazard Areas are those where a water depth of 0.5 - 1 metre and water speed 

of 2 metres per second can be expected during a 1% Annual Exceedance 

Probability (AEP) flood. Low Flood Hazard Areas are those where water depth 

is up to 0.5 metres and water speed of up to 1 metre per second in a 1% AEP 

flood. There are very real risks to life, and health and safety which could result 

in irreversible harm as Mr Roa discusses in paragraphs 4.5 – 4.9 of his 

evidence where he compares these hazard classifications to recent flooding 

classification work in Auckland undertaken following the 2023 Anniversary 

weekend floods. On the basis of that information, the proposed planning 

framework in PC14 does not appear to be precautionary in practical terms,  

4.4 My concerns are compounded by the fact that ICMPs have not been prepared 

for all parts of Hamilton City. ICMPs are required by Hamilton City Council’s 

Comprehensive Stormwater Discharge Consent. These plans give guidance 

on2:  

(a) Pipes and infrastructure needed to collect and release rainwater into 

the city’s waterways.  

(b) Requirements for new development or subdivisions to manage water 

supplies, wastewater and stormwater. 

(c) Managing streams and waterways, identifying problems like stream 

erosion, and coming up with ways to fix these problems. 

 
2 https://hamilton.govt.nz/environment-and-sustainability/managing-our-water-
archived/integrated-catchment-management-plans-icmps  

https://hamilton.govt.nz/environment-and-sustainability/managing-our-water-archived/integrated-catchment-management-plans-icmps
https://hamilton.govt.nz/environment-and-sustainability/managing-our-water-archived/integrated-catchment-management-plans-icmps


5 
 

 

(d) Identifying flooding issues and providing options to reduce flooding. 

(e) Restorations and environmental projects.  

4.5 In the absence of such plans, it is difficult to understand how development in 

Moderate Flood Hazard Areas should be allowed to proceed relatively freely.  

4.6 In addition, while flooding models have been prepared for Hamilton city, they 

are just that – models. While models are helpful to inform decision making, they 

have inherent levels of uncertainty and margins of error. Where water actually 

goes in a 1% AEP flood in Hamilton, and to what depth, may differ from what is 

predicted by a flood model. 

4.7 I recommend changes to Policy 22.2.1.a to address this issue by making 

amendments to the policy to provide for a true precautionary approach. This is 

contained in Exhibit 1 attached to my evidence. 

Retreat from Flood Hazard Areas 

4.8 Mr Roa supports a retreat from urbanisation in all Flood Hazard Areas, however 

in my opinion, this needs to be weighed against the need to give effect to 

national directions on urban development. While the NPS-UD contains strong 

policy direction to provide for urban development in fast growing cities such as 

Hamilton, I note that Objective 1 of the NPS-UD states (emphasis added): 

New Zealand has well-functioning urban environments that 
enable all people and communities to provide for their 
social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, and for their health 
and safety, now and into the future. 

4.9 In addition, Objective 6 requires local authority decisions to be integrated with 

infrastructure planning and Policy 1(f) requires that particular regard is to be had 

to the likely current and future effects of climate change.  

4.10 WRPS Policy UFD-P1 – Planned and Coordinated Subdivision Use and 

Development seeks to ensure subdivision, use and development including 

transport, occurs in a planned and co-ordinated matter, which, amongst other 

things, has regard to the principles in APP11;  and 

recognises and addresses potential cumulative effects of subdivision, use and 

development. APP11 of the WRPS contains general development principles. 

Principle h. states that new development should (emphasis added):  

Be directed away from identified significant mineral resources 
and their access routes, natural hazard areas, energy and 
transmission corridors, locations identified as likely renewable 
energy generation sites and their associated energy resources, 
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regionally significant industry, high class soils and primary 
production activities on those high class soils 

4.11 In my opinion, well-functioning urban environments need to, as a very high 

priority, provide for people’s health and safety, be planned in a co-ordinated 

manner and be directed away from natural hazard areas. I am concerned that 

allowing development of vulnerable activities, or flood sensitive activities, such 

as residential dwellings, childcare centres, schools, accommodation facilities 

and retirement villages in Moderate Flood Hazard areas - where flood waters 

could reach between 0.5 and 1.0m - does not adequately prioritise these 

important matters – especially the health and safety of people. 

4.12 I therefore propose amendments to the policy and rule framework in Exhibit 1 of 

my evidence to:  

(a) further restrict development of buildings in all flood prone areas by 

imposing a restricted discretionary activity rule, and  

(b) avoid vulnerable land uses in Moderate as well as High Flood Hazard 

areas by including a non-complying activity rule. This will ensure risks 

to life from flooding with water depths of greater than 0.5 metres are 

avoided, particularly for vulnerable activities such as residential 

dwellings, accommodation facilities, children and the elderly.  

Nature-Based Stormwater Management 

4.13 Mr Roa considers that nature-based stormwater management is not explicitly 

mandated in PC14. While policy direction in Policy 22.2.1a does address this 

matter, I agree with Mr Roa, that it is not explicitly mandated. HAZ-P1 – Natural 

Hazard Risk Management in the WRPS requires natural hazard risks to be 

managed using an integrated and holistic approach that, amongst other things, 

prefers the use of natural features over man-made structures as defences 

against natural hazards; and recognises natural systems 

and takes a ‘whole of system’ approach.  

4.14 I recommend the policy to prioritise nature-based stormwater management is 

made clearer. I propose a change to 22.2.1.a.v. to address this as shown in 

Exhibit 1. 

Integrated Catchment Management Plans 

4.15 As already discussed, I am concerned at the level of development that is to be 

provided for in Flood Hazard Areas, particularly in parts of Hamilton city that are 

not the subject of a completed ICMP. It would seem to be a high-risk strategy to 

allow for piecemeal development of land, including flood prone land in the 
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Waitawhiriwhiri and Kirikiriroa catchments, for example, when the ICMP is not 

yet completed. Without an ICMP, it appears to be unknown whether a 

catchment can support additional development, including whether three waters 

and flood management infrastructure of these areas is adequate.  

4.16 Preparing and implementing an ICMP allows for a “whole of catchment” 

approach where the “costs” of flood management (as well as management of 

other 3-waters infrastructure, water quality, erosion protection etc), in terms of 

limits on development can be shared across the catchment, rather than falling 

solely to land within the flood prone areas. In my opinion, this would be more 

equitable for the communities involved. 

4.17 I appreciate that the use of a non-complying and restricted discretionary activity 

rule could be considered a relatively blunt instrument to manage development. 

Council could give further consideration to whether a more nuanced approach 

could be developed where alternative rules can be applied to flood prone areas 

and other matters where ICMPs are completed, perhaps in a future plan 

change. For PC14, I recommend amendments to Policy 22.2.1a that require 

Council to prepare and use ICMPs when planning development in flood prone 

areas of Hamilton together with changes already discussed above to further 

restrict development in flood prone areas. 

Use of Best Available Information 

4.18 In my opinion, Mr Roa’s concern regarding the use of best available information 

is addressed in the Policy content of PC14. 

4.19 To address Mr Roa’s concern regarding compatibility of models and data as set 

out in paragraph 9.2, I recommend an amendment to the section 1.2.2.9 c of the 

Information Requirements in Appendix A to ensure where alternative models to 

those used by Council are used, there is consistent use of information as set 

out in paragraph 9.2 of Mr Roa’s evidence. 

Subdivision Provisions 

4.20 Mr Roa expresses concerns about subdivision provisions that allow part of the 

subdivided lots to be located within a Flood Hazard Area as he is concerned 

that this will lead to encroachment into the Hazard Area with time. In keeping 

with my earlier recommendations to avoid development in High and Moderate 

Flood Hazard Areas, I recommend changes to standards in the Subdivision 

chapter to ensure lots are not located in these areas. I also recommend building 

platforms in Low Flood Hazard Areas are located outside the Hazard Area. 
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4.21 In addition, I recommend a new matter of discretion to the subdivision section of 

the Assessment Criteria in Section 1.3.3 of Appendix A to the Operative District 

Plan to address the issue of cumulative effects from subdivision. This is shown 

in Exhibit 1. 

5. SECTION 32AA ANALYSIS 

5.1 The changes I propose to the policy and rule framework of PC14 will result in 

higher costs than those that will result from PC14 as notified. They will also 

result in development being restricted on more areas of land than provided for 

by PC14 as notified. However, I consider this to be justified because of the risks 

to life, health and safety that would result from allowing development in flood 

prone areas. Harm to life, health and safety would be irreversible. 

6. CONCLUSION 

6.1 Overall, I conclude that while I support the general intention of PC14 to improve 

the way in which flood hazards are managed in Hamilton, I do not consider that 

the proposed provisions go far enough to effectively manage the potential for 

flooding hazards to endanger human life. I consider that while it is necessary to 

balance flood hazard risks against the need to provide sufficient land for 

development in the fast growing city of Hamilton, this should not compromise 

the safety of people involved in vulnerable activities such as residential 

dwellings, childcare centres, accommodation facilities retirement villages, 

hospitals and community centres. I consider that the changes I propose to the 

provisions will be more efficient and effective in achieving the purpose of the 

RMA, in particular, ensuring the health and safety of people and managing the 

significant risks arising from flooding. 
Sharon Gail Dines 

21 August 2025 



EXHIBIT 1 
 
Red underlined and struck out text shows changes PB Consultants sought in their submission 
Blue underlined and struck out text shows additional changes I propose. 
 
Policy 22.2.1a 
 
Manage subdivision, use, and development to mitigate avoid increasing risks from natural hazards, or 
minimise them to a tolerable level, including by: 

i.  Assessing the effects of and risks from natural hazards, including the cumulative effects of the 
incremental implementation of mitigation measures within a catchment or sub-catchment.  

ii.  Taking a precautionary approach in Moderate and High Flood Hazard areas because of the 
risk to human life.  

iii.  Recognising that sites may be subject to multiple hazards and the potential cumulative effects 
these hazards may create. 

iv.  Giving priority to the use of nature based or non-structural solutions rather than before 
considering construction of natural hazard protection works or structures. 

v.  RecognisingProtecting, maintaining, or and enhancing the role of natural features and 
processes to avoid or minimise natural hazards, including, e.g., the natural function of 
floodplains to store and convey flood waters.  

vi.  Ensuring new activities avoid do not createing new, or exacerbateing existing, risks of natural 
hazards.  

vii.  Considering the effects of climate change on the occurrence and severity of natural hazards.  
viii.  Recognising that redeveloping a site, including intensifying its use, may create opportunities 

to reduce the overall level of existing risk.  
ix.  Using the best available information and applying best practice where practicable. 
x. Council preparing Integrated Catchment Management Plan and planning development in 

accordance with them as a high priority.  
 
 
Use and Development in Flood Hazard Areas  
22.2.1d  
 
Land use and development that is vulnerable to the adverse effects of flooding events (including but 
not limited to residential units, visitor accommodation, child care facilities, community centres, 
schools, and health care services) and development avoids High Moderate and High Flood Hazard 
Areas, Flood Extent Areas and Depression Areas. 
 
 
Rules - Activity Status Table  
22.3. 
 
Buildings, Structures, Earthworks and Development 

  High 
Flood 

Medium 
Flood 

Low 
Flood 

Depression 
Area 

Overland 
Flow Path 

h New buildings (excluding Accessory 
buildings less than 25m2 in area) 

NC RD PRD PRD PRD 

       
j Alterations or additions to buildings 

which results in: 
i. Greater building site coverage, or 
ii. An increase in habitable floor area 

NC RD PRD PRD PRD 

 
Land uses - Vulnerable 
ff Any residential activity NC RDNC PRD PRD PRD 
gg Any industrial activity NC RD P P P 
ii Childcare facility NC NC PRD RD PRD 
jj Community centre NC RDNC PRD RD PRD 



kk Tertiary education and specialised 
training facilities 

NC RDNC PRD RD PRD 

ll Health care services NC RDNC PRD RD PRD 
mm Offices NC RD PRD PRD PRD 
nn Schools NC NC PRD RD PRD 
oo Visitor accommodation NC RDNC PRD PRD PRD 
pp Retirement village NC RDNC PRD RD PRD 

 
 
Policy 23.2.1a.vi 
 
Subdivision: 
… 
 
vi.  Avoid subdivision that increases the demand or potential for a greater number or extent of 

buildings and structures for vulnerable land uses within High and Medium Flood Hazard Areas. 
 
vii.  Allow subdivision within Low Flood Hazard Areas and within Depression Areas and Overland 

Flow Paths a Low and Medium Flood Hazard only when it does not create new, or exacerbate 
existing flood hazards (within the site, or adjacent to, upstream, or downstream of it). 

 
Subdivision 
 
23.7.1 Allotment Size and Shape 
 
aa.  Any vacant lot subdivision in the General Residential Zone must include a 165m2 building 

platform which is able to accommodate a 12.5m diameter circlebe clear of any identified High or 
Moderate Flood Hazard Area. 

bb.  Any vacant lot in the Medium Density or High Density Residential Zone must include a 720m2 
building platform which is able to accommodate a 15m x 20m rectanglebe clear of any identified 
High or Moderate Flood Hazard Area. 

cc  Any vacant lot subdivision in the General Residential Zone in a Low Flood Hazard Area must 
include a 165m2 building platform which is clear of the Low Flood Hazard Area. 

dd.  Any vacant lot in the Medium Density or High Density Residential Zone in a Low Flood Hazard 
Area must include a 720m2 building platform which is clear of the Low Flood Hazard Area. 

 
 
Appendix A,  
Section 1.2.2.9 Flood Risk Assessment Report 
 
c.  If the report relies on flood hazard modelling information other than that used by Council to 

identify the Flood Hazard Areas in the Planning Maps then the report must, use compatible 
modelling tools with consistent rainfall, hydrological and hydraulic parameters to those used by 
Council. The report must also include detail about the model methodology, assumptions and 
limitations, validation and any peer review. 

 
Appendix A,  
Section 1.3.3 
B4 Site layout 
 
Whether the proposal: 
… 
i  generates cumulative adverse effects on flooding in the catchment that result in flood risk to 

other properties in the catchment being unacceptable.  
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