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INTRODUCTION

1. My full name is Laura Natalie Thomson. | hold the position of
Planning Team Lead within the Planning Guidance Unit of Hamilton
City Council (HCC). | am responsible for the subdivision provisions of

Plan Change 12 (PC12).

2. | have produced a statement of evidence dated 26 June 2024
(primary evidence) and a statement of rebuttal evidence dated 14
August 2024 (rebuttal evidence). In response to submissions, |
recommended amendments to the PC12 plan provisions which are
included in the PC12 provision set dated 26 June 2024. In response
to the evidence of submitters, | recommended amendments to the
PC12 plan provisions which are included in the PC12 provision set

dated 14 August 2024.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

Primary evidence

3. Thefollowing is a high-level summary of the key notified changes to the
Operative District Plan (ODP) under PC12 regarding the subdivision

chapter:

a) Changes to subdivision provisions to incorporate the Medium

Density Residential Standards (MDRS).

b)  Provisions consistent with the new residential zone framework.

c) Historic Heritage response to Plan Change 9.

d) Transportation/access requirements.

e)  Assessment criteria.



4.  The primary themes identified in the submissions received in relation to
the subdivision provisions can be summarised as follows: purpose,
objectives and policies, activity status and rules (such as subdivision

suitability, allotment size and shape) and assessment criteria.

Objectives and policies

5. Further amendments to the objectives and policies of the subdivision
chapter are recommended where current wording conflicts with
changes to the provisions for the Medium Density Residential and

Rototuna Town Centre Zones.

6. WEL Networks Limited (WEL) has filed evidence in support of its
submission seeking policies that specify certain requirements of the NZ
Electrical Code of Practice (NZECP). As recorded in Appendix B to my
primary evidence, | do not support WEL’s proposed amendments within
the subdivision objectives and policies. | note that the legal submissions
of Kainga Ora state that HCC’s position on the relief sought by WEL in
respect of the subdivision provisions is unclear.! | confirm that | have
reviewed WEL's evidence and maintain my position as recorded in
Appendix B of my primary evidence. | do not consider a policy to be
appropriate where there are no provisions within the chapter to achieve
the policy. | do note that Mr Roberts has recommended amendments
to the residential provisions to recognise the NZECP. | consider this to
be sufficient and no further amendments to the subdivision chapter are

recommended.

Activity Status Table

7. In response to submissions and in order to ensure the MDRS

requirements for subdivision are implemented, | recommend that the

1 At paragraph 7.3.



Rules

10.

activity status for unit title subdivision for the General, Medium and
High Density Residential Zone and Rotokauri North Residential Precinct

be amended to be a controlled activity.

| also recommend reintroduction of the provisions for the Rototuna
Town Centre Zone and other amendments for plan efficiency which do

not result in material changes.

Submissions were received regarding the activity status of subdivision
of sites subject to historic heritage and Significant Natural Areas, with
recommendations to reduce the status to restricted discretionary. |
recommend that the activity status remain a discretionary activity as
notified and as it is currently under the ODP. | note that no expert

planning evidence was received in support of a lower activity status.

| recommend:

a) Amendments to the specific standards within Rule 23.6 to better

reflect changes to the residential zone framework;

b)  Changes to the wording of the subdivision suitability provision for

clarity, while ensuring the intent of the provision is maintained;

c) A reduction in the minimum shape factor requirement for the
General Residential Zone to better reflect the minimum allotment

size for vacant lots;

d)  The minimum allotment size for vacant lots within the Medium
and High Density Residential Zones be retained, with the
exception of the Ruakura and Te Awa Lakes Residential Precincts.

Submissions were received seeking a reduction to the minimum



allotment size; however, | note that, apart from Ms Drew, no
expert evidence has been received on this topic. | have reviewed
the evidence provided and do not propose any further changes to

the provisions; and

e)  Changesto the access provisions in reliance on the evidence of Mr
Black as well as to ensure consistency with Chapter 25.14

Transportation.

Assessment Criteria

11. | recommend amendments to the assessment criteria to respond to

recommended changes to activity status and submissions.

Rebuttal evidence

12. | have reviewed the evidence of submitters relating to the
Subdivision Chapter which primarily addresses the provisions for

Historic Heritage Areas (HHAs).?

13. | remain of the view that the proposed amendments to the
subdivision provisions to remove the minimum allotment size and
shape standard; as well as HHA specific standards, is appropriate and
retention of the discretionary activity status for subdivision in an
HHA will ensure protection of the HHA from inappropriate

subdivision.

14. After reviewing the evidence provided, | recommend an additional
amendment to the General Residential Zone allotment size and
shape provision to ensure this standard does not apply to sites within

an HHA.

2 Waikato Heritage Group, Claudelands West Protection Group and Niall Baker.



CONCLUSION

15. In conclusion, the changes to the subdivision provisions of PC12 achieve
the requirements of the HSAA and the NPS-UD, as well as ensure that
the District Plan contains provisions that provide for a well-functioning
urban environment. | consider that the recommended changes are a
more efficient, effective and optimal set of provisions than the current

operative provisions, and those notified under PC12.

16. Other than the amendment to the General Residential Zone allotment
size and shape provision to exclude HHAs, | disagree with the evidence
of submitters seeking amendments to the HHA provisions in the

Subdivision Chapter.

Laura Natalie Thomson
2 September 2024



