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Introduction

1.

My full name is Bronwyn Patricia Rhynd. | am a Director and Environmental
Engineer at CKL Engineering.

I hold a New Zealand Certificate in Civil Engineering from NZQA in 1986, a
Bachelor of Engineering from the University of Auckland in 1998, and a
Masters in Environmental Engineering Science from the University of New
South Wales in 2010. | am a full member of Engineering New Zealand and
am registered as a Chartered Professional Engineer as well as being
registered on the New Zealand Section of the International Professional
Engineers. | have been made a Fellow of Engineering New Zealand and
received this recognition of my contribution to the engineering industry on
21st March 2020.

| specialise in water resources, with a focus on stormwater treatment,

disposal and management.

| have over 20 years of experience as an Environmental Engineer and have
been involved in a wide range of environmental and civil engineering projects
across New Zealand. | have worked at CKL for the past 10 years, where |
have represented clients throughout the resource consenting process and

presented expert evidence in the Environment Court.

| also have experience and expertise in flood and flow regulation. | have
been involved in many projects that have required an assessment of effects
with regard to stormwater and overland flow path management for projects
and catchments that are either greenfields or have established land uses
which vary from residential, commercial, and industrial. These projects have
been throughout New Zealand. This means that in the course of my practice,
| have and regularly liaise with other industry professionals and territorial

authorities regarding appropriate stormwater management solutions.

Code of Conduct

Although this is a Council hearing, | confirm that | have read the Expert
Witness Code of Conduct set out in the Environment Court’s Practice Note
2023. | have complied with the Code of Conduct in preparing this evidence

and agree to comply with it while giving evidence.
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Except where | state that | am relying on the evidence of another person, this
written evidence is within my area of expertise. | have not omitted to consider
material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions

expressed in this evidence.

Scope of evidence

8.

10.

11.

12.

13.

CKL was jointly engaged by Metlifecare Limited, Argosy Property No. 1
Limited, and Southern Cross Healthcare Limited (together the Submitters),
in relation to their submissions on Plan Change 14 - Flooding to the Hamilton
District Plan (PC14).

The Submitters each made an individual submission on PC14 in relation to
their respective properties in Hamilton. While their interests in the use of their
sites differ, the submissions are broadly aligned in terms of the relief sought.

The Submitters’ submissions supported PC14 in part and sought various
minor amendments specific to their respective sites and activities, and

otherwise to improve clarity or workability.

| have reviewed the section 42A report prepared on behalf of Hamilton
Council and the recommended changes to the notified version of the PC14

provisions.

Overall, the Submitters all maintain their partial support of PC14 and are

generally supportive of the changes recommended in the section 42A report.
In my evidence | will:

(a) Comment on the recommended changes to provisions that are

supported by the Submitters; and

(b) Address those provisions which the Submitters do not support either
individually or collectively and detail from a technical perspective why
these provisions are insufficient and how these could be amended.

Recommended changes in the section 42A report supported by the

Submitters

14,

The section 42A report recommends numerous changes to provisions which,

| consider improves those provisions.
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15.  There are numerous recommended changes that the Submitters’ support
individually, specific to their relative business interests and activities. |
consider that these changes are appropriate to reflect the different capacity
for risk that different land uses and activities have and enable appropriate

levels of assessment to occur. Specifically:

(a) In respect of Southern Cross’ submission, | support the recommended
change to Rule 22.3vv, which proposes that hospitals within a Medium

Flood Hazard Area be a discretionary activity.

(b) In respect of Argosy’s submission, | support the recommended
change to Rule 22.3gg, which proposes that industrial activity within a

Medium Flood Hazard area be a restricted discretionary activity.
Some provisions could still be improved or amended

16. However, in my view there are some provisions which would still benefit from
further amendment, to clarify their application and ensure they do not result

in unintended outcomes or unnecessarily make development more onerous.

17. | discuss these provisions below.

Policy 22.1.i Floodviewer information & purpose (Note)

18. Reference of Council’s flood mapping should be referencing the Floodviewer,

for clarity and reduce ambiguity.

19. However, there is no clarity as to when or how the Floodviewer information is
updated, and the process by which a party may obtain an independent flood
assessment by a suitably qualified practitioner that can be taken into account

instead of the Floodviewer.

20.  Should a suitably experienced and qualified practitioner undertake a flood
model for a specific site the process by which this is reviewed and accepted
by council needs to be clarified through this policy. This process would then
provide a basis by which the flood models are updated and applied

consistently across the Hamilton City Council (HCC) district.
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21.  Provision should also be made to identify and recognise limitations of the
Floodviewer and include a disclaimer that maps may not be current and that

more accurate information may be available for any given site.
Policy 22.2.1a(iv) Managing risk of natural hazards

22.  Prioritising the non-structural solutions may not be the most appropriate
policy as unforeseen consequences could occur, and perhaps Policy
22.2.1(v) provides the same focus on non-structural solutions through

enhancing natural features.

23. Irecommend that “giving priority to” in Policy 22.2.1(a)(iv) is changed to

“considering the use of ...".
Policy 22.2.1h Depression Areas

24.  Clarity of this policy is required to ensure that the “tolerable level” description
is quantified. This clarity will provide more certainty that the policy will align
with others such as Policy 22.2.1g which represents resilient development

within Flood Hazard Areas.

25. Itis my opinion that “tolerable level” maybe subjective depending on the HCC
officers and staff experience. Therefore, it is important for this to be reworded

to remove this subjectivity.
Policy 22.2.1i Emergency Services and Hospitals

26.  Whilst there is no disagreement of the policy there is some benefit in defining
existing emergency service facilities and hospitals (and their expansion)
compared to new development. As such the addition of the word “existing”

prefacing the rule is sought.

27. I recommend that policy 22.2.1i be amended to apply to new emergency
service facilities and hospitals only, as follows “New emergency service
facilities and hospitals shall avoid ...”

Standard 22.4.1 Impermeable surfaces

28.  Standard 22.4.1a states a limitation of effective impermeable surface within a
Hazard Area. However, it is unclear what the purpose of this standard is as a
Hazard Area is associated with a flood depth and the effective impermeable
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29.

surface coverage, within these areas, makes no difference in the hazard

response when the flood occurs.

In my opinion it is important to provide a clear, measurable justification for
this standard. If such a justification cannot be established, the standard may

not serve a meaningful purpose and should be deleted.

Standard 22.5.5a Buildings and Overland flow paths

30.

31.

This standard refers to the location of any development in moderate or major
flow paths, however there is reliance on the Floodviewer accurately depicting
the location of overland low paths. These outcomes are linked to the
response to Policy 21.1 and paragraphs 18 to 21 inclusive, where there

needs to be identification to the accuracy of the Floodviewer information.

It is my opinion, and to reiterate the outcomes of paragraph 21, that there
should be provision made to identify and recognise limitations of the
Floodviewer and include a disclaimer that maps may not be current and that

more accurate information may be available for any given site.

Standards 22.5.6 and 22.5.6a New Buildings, Replacement or Rebuilding of Existing

Lawfully established Buildings and Alterations to Existing Buildings in a Flood

Hazard Area

32.

33.

34.

This standard states that there is a flood hazard for a site, without clarification

as to the extent of the flood hazard.

If the flood hazard is only located on part of the site and a building not
affected by the hazard, this standard would still apply. For example, a large
format building may extend well beyond a flood hazard and the entrance
some distance from the flood hazard without the need to apply a freeboard
due to topographical changes, therefore no freeboard requirements are
appropriate for the majority of the building.

Whilst the standard recognises that there can be a site-specific flood risk
assessment, 22.5.6.d, the wording of this could be brought to the forefront in
the explanation to ensure there is no ambiguity of the application of freeboard

within a site.
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Rule 25.13.4.2.c Water sensitive technique

35.

36.

This rule is associated with non-residential zones and is very prescriptive.
For sites where there is a high impervious coverage and downstream
capacity issues, this rule may be appropriate. However, there is no

justification as to why this rule would apply to all non-residential zones.

It is my opinion that further information should be applied to this rule, rather

than a blanket approach to all non-residential zones.

Rule 25.13.4.2.f impervious surface area greater than 1000m?

37.

To help implement this rule more effectively, it would be useful to clarify
whether the 1000m? threshold refers to the total combined area across the
site or to a single, specific area. Providing this definition would make the rule
easier to apply in practice.

Rule 25.13.4.2.g development of surfaces greater than 100m?

38. Itis not clear what is required by this rule in respect of retention of 10mm of
runoff. There is also no justification as to this runoff depth through linkage to
the infrastructure technical standards for HCC.

39. In addition, there is a greater than 100m? limitation, however not an upper
limitation or linkage to the previous rule, 25.13.4.2.f.

40.  Itis my opinion that this rule should be reviewed together with the other
25.13.4.2 rules to ensure there is clarity for successful implementation.

Conclusion

41.  Overall, the recommended changes to the provisions of PC14 as set out in

the section 42A report are positive and in my view, better reflect the differing
capacity of flooding risk of different land uses and activities or otherwise

improve clarity and workability.
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42.  However, | do support additional changes to specific provisions as outlined
above to achieve consistency with the balance of PC14, to better enable
PC14 to recognise differing flood hazard risk capacities of different land uses

and activities, and otherwise to further achieve clarity and workability.

Bronwyn Patricia Rhynd

25 August 2025
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