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INTRODUCTION

1. My full name is Juliana Reu Junqueira.

2. My qualifications and experience are as set out in paragraphs 2 to 5 of my

primary statement of evidence dated 1 August 2025 (primary evidence).

3. Il reconfirm that | have read and am familiar with the Code of Conduct for
Expert Witnesses in the Environment Court Practice Note 2023 and | agree

to comply with it.

PURPOSE OF EVIDENCE

4.  This statement summarises my planning evidence provided on behalf of
Hamilton City Council (HCC) in support of Plan Change 14 (PC14), including
my primary evidence dated 1 August 2025 and rebuttal evidence dated 12
September 2025. It addresses the proposed planning framework under
PC14, focusing on hazard overlays, risk-based activity status, and the
integration of nature-based and non-structural solutions. It reflects a
comprehensive review of submissions and evidence, including technical

and planning matters raised by submitters.

5. In addition to summarising my position on key matters, | also propose two
amendments to PC14. These amendments respond to implementation
issues and drafting inconsistencies identified through the hearing process.
They are intended to improve clarity, ensure consistency with the intended
policy direction, and enhance the practicality of the provisions. Further
detail on these amendments is provided in the body of this statement. A
full updated set of proposed PC14 provisions which include these two

amendments is provided as Appendix 1 to my supplementary statement.



PLANNING RATIONALE AND STRATEGIC CONTEXT

PC14 introduces a comprehensive framework for managing flood risks
across Hamilton. It builds on updated modelling and hazard mapping and
aligns with Te Ture Whaimana, the National Policy Statement on Urban
Development (NPS-UD), and the emerging National Policy Statement for
Natural Hazards (NPS-NH), supporting climate adaptation and risk

reduction.

The strategic intent of PC14 is to apply a tiered hazard overlay system-
distinguishing between High, Medium, and Low Flood Hazard Areas, Flood
Extent and Depression Areas - to enable proportionate controls that reflect
varying levels of risk. This approach supports urban development while
maintaining consistency with national and regional planning instruments,

including the Waikato Regional Policy Statement (WRPS).

The provisions have been assessed against the planning principles of
clarity, consistency, and being implementable. The tiered hazard overlay
system enables proportionate controls while supporting urban
development, ensuring that the framework remains practical and

enforceable (Slide 2-7).

UNRESOLVED MATTERS

Waikato Regional Council

Depression Areas — Activity Status Table

9.

Waikato Regional Council seek stricter standards for Depression Areas. |
maintain that the current provisions are proportionate, acknowledging the

modelling limitations and unique nature of these areas. Applying more



stringent standards would not reflect the uncertainty inherent in

infrastructure failure scenarios. No changes are recommended (Slide 8).

The Fuel Companies

Rule 22.3(t) — Buildings Under 25m?

10.

Mr Miles Rowe, on behalf of The Fuel Companies, proposes broadening
Rule 22.3(t) to permit all buildings under 25m? in flood hazard areas. | do
not support this amendment. The current rule appropriately limits
permitted status to accessory buildings, ensuring that structures with
operational or environmental implications are subject to assessment.
Expanding the rule would reduce clarity and introduce risk in areas of

known hazard.

Fonterra

Floodviewer Mapping and Legal Validity

11.

Mr Mark Chrisp, on behalf of Fonterra, raises concerns about the use of
non-statutory mapping tools (Floodviewer). | maintain that Floodviewer is
a spatial tool supporting rule application, not a rule-making mechanism. Its
use is consistent with other jurisdictions and does not bypass Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA) safeguards. | otherwise rely on HCC's
opening legal submissions which address this matter. No changes are

recommended (Slides 9-10).

Te Rapa Site Exclusion

12.

Fonterra request exclusion of its Te Rapa site from PC14. | do not support

this, as uniform application of flood hazard provisions is essential for



13.

consistency and enforceability. The site remains part of the urban

catchment and can influence downstream dynamics (Slide 11).

Rather than a site exclusion, the Te Rapa Site may have site specific factors
which demonstrate that Floodviewer is not the best available information
by which to identify flood hazard risk on the site. Fonterra can present this
information to HCC and rely on it to inform the actual flood hazard risk and
corresponding activity status and performance standards. PC14 is

designed to accommodate this site-specific approach.

PB Consultants

Precautionary Approach and Retreat from Flood Hazard Areas

14.

PB Consultants recommend stricter controls, including retreat from flood-
prone areas. | consider that PC14 already applies a proportionate, risk-
based framework. Vulnerable activities in Medium Flood Hazard Areas are
subject to Restricted Discretionary status, allowing for site-specific
assessment. Imposing blanket restrictions or non-complying status would
unnecessarily constrain development and conflict with national urban

growth directives (Slide 12).

Integrated Catchment Management Plans (ICMPs)

15.

PB Consultants proposes deferring development until Integrated
Catchment Management Plans (ICMPs) are completed. While ICMPs are
valuable strategic tools, | do not support this approach. PC14 provides an
adaptive framework that enables site-specific assessment in the absence
of ICMPs, balancing hazard mitigation with urban growth objectives (Slide

13).



Subdivision — Cumulative Effects

16.

PB Consultants proposes adding a new matter of discretion to subdivision
criteria to address cumulative effects. | consider that PC14 already provides
a robust framework through defined building platforms and assessment
criteria. Additional restrictions may unnecessarily constrain development,

particularly in Low Flood Hazard Areas.

Foodstuffs

Permitted Activity Pathways in Medium Flood Hazard Areas

17.

Foodstuffs proposes permitted activity status based on site-specific
assessments. | do not support this, as it undermines the risk-based
framework and removes HCC’s ability to assess cumulative impacts.
Restricted Discretionary status provides the necessary balance between

enabling development and maintaining oversight.

Activity Status for Buildings and Retail in High Flood Hazard Areas

18.

Foodstuffs proposes changing the activity status from non-complying to
discretionary or restricted discretionary. | do not support this amendment.
These areas represent high risk, and the non-complying status is
appropriate to ensure robust scrutiny and alignment with the strategic

direction of PC14.

Objective 22.2.1 — Use of ‘unacceptable’

19.

Foodstuffs proposes inserting “unacceptable” before “adverse effects” in
Objective 22.2.1. | do not support this change. The current objective

provides a clear and precautionary direction consistent with the RMA and



WRPS. Introducing subjective qualifiers would reduce clarity and weaken

the policy intent.

Metlifecare Ltd, Argosy Property No. 1 Ltd, and Southern Cross Healthcare Ltd

Specific Technical and Policy Concerns

20.

Ms Bronwyn Rhynd, on behalf of Metlifecare Ltd, Argosy Property No. 1
Ltd, and Southern Cross Healthcare Ltd, propose a range of amendments
to PC14, including changes to mapping references, policy language, and
rule thresholds. | have reviewed these recommendations and do not
support them. The proposed changes are either beyond the scope of PC14,
inconsistent with its strategic direction, or introduce unnecessary
complexity. | consider that the current planning framework provides
sufficient clarity and flexibility through site-specific assessments and

adaptive mapping. No changes are recommended.

Transpower — Infrastructure Rules

21.

Transpower request amendments to refer to “new” infrastructure and to
change activity status in the Waikato Riverbank and Gully Hazard Area.
These areas are beyond the scope of PC14, and | do not support the
proposed changes. The current framework provides sufficient clarity and

discretion for infrastructure proposals.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS

Medium Flood Hazard Definition

22.

During the drafting of PC14, amendments were made to the definition of
the Medium Flood Hazard Area to align with parameters in Appendix 11,

which remains unchanged. However, minor drafting errors have



23.

24,

unintentionally altered the meaning of the definition, potentially
overriding the Low Flood Hazard Area classification and changing the

Waikato River Flooding threshold.

To correct this, | recommend the following revised definition (Slide 14):

Medium Flood Hazard Area:

Means that part of any land predicted to be affected by river or surface
flooding during a 1% AEP rainfall event when pipes, culverts and the
stormwater network in the catchment are fully functioning, taking into
account the effects of climate on rainfall, and is identified in the

following two ways:

1. For Waikato River flooding, a medium flood hazard is

identified when the depth of flood waters is equal to or less

than exeeeds 1 metre.

2.  Forsurface ponding and overland flowpaths, a medium flood
hazard is identified under eny-ef the following conditions:
a. The depth of flood waters is equal to or less than 1m but
greater than 0.5m, or
b. The speed of the flood waters is equal to or less than 2m/s
but greater than 1m/s,_and
c. The product of flood depth (in metres) and speed (in

metres per second) is less than or equal to one.

Flood water depths less than 0.1 metres are excluded from both

classifications.

This amendment restores the intended hierarchy between Low and

Medium Flood Hazard Areas and ensures consistency with Appendix 11.



Rule 22.5.6.A(i) — Displacement of floodwaters

25.

26.

27.

28.

Implementation challenges have arisen in Rule 22.5.6.a(i), which currently
adopts a ‘no displacement’ approach. This standard is impractical, as even

small structures inevitably cause minor displacement.

To address this, | propose introducing a 1mm threshold, which offers a
clear and enforceable standard. This minor allowance acknowledges the
inevitability of minimal displacement while ensuring that effects on
neighbouring properties remain negligible. Importantly, it also helps
manage cumulative impacts by preventing incremental increases in flood
risk across the catchment—an issue particularly relevant in urban
environments where repeated small encroachments can compound over

time.

| also recommend removing the velocity requirement from Rule 22.5.6.a(i).
Practitioners, including Dr Steven Joynes, have highlighted the imprecision
of velocity calculations and the difficulty of applying a ‘no increase’
standard. This component has introduced uncertainty and implementation

challenges, especially for developments with large building footprints.

In light of these challenges, | recommend the following amendments (Slide

15):

a. New buildings, replacement or rebuilding of existing lawfully
established buildings within any Flood Hazard Area shall:

i Ensure that any change to peak depth, veleeitys and volume

in a 1% AEP rainfall event ere-netinereased on any other site

is less than Imm and does not cause ponding or diversion

onto neighbouring properties.




CONCLUSION

29.

30.

31.

My evidence supports the strategic direction of PC14 and recommends
targeted amendments to improve clarity and alignment with national and
regional planning frameworks. Where relief sought by submitters was not
supported, it was due to concerns about undermining the integrity of the

planning framework or introducing unnecessary risk.

The proposed changes aim to ensure that flood hazard management in
Hamilton is robust, adaptive, and consistent with the RMA and emerging

national direction.

This supplementary statement reflects my continued review of
submissions and technical evidence. The additional proposed

amendments:

a)  Correct unintended consequences in the Medium Flood Hazard

definition.

b)  Improve the practicality and clarity of Rule 22.5.6.a(i).

c) Ensure consistency with the strategic intent of PC14 and the broader

planning framework.

Dr Juliana Reu Junqueira

23 October 2025
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Appendix 1

Updated set of Officer’s recommended amendments to PC14 provisions

The full set of the recommended amendments to provisions is available on

HCC’s external PC14 web page at the following link:

https://hamilton.govt.nz/property-rates-and-building/district-plan/plan-

changes/plan-change-14/



https://hamilton.govt.nz/property-rates-and-building/district-plan/plan-changes/plan-change-14/
https://hamilton.govt.nz/property-rates-and-building/district-plan/plan-changes/plan-change-14/

