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INTRODUCTION

1. My full name is Denzil Govender. | hold the position of Senior
Planner in the Urban and Spatial Planning Unit of Hamilton City
Council (HCC). | am responsible for the components of Plan Change
12 (PC12) relating to Structure Plans (Chapter 3 and Appendix 2),
Central City (Chapter 7 and Appendix 5) and Rototuna Town Centre
(Chapter 3, 13 and Appendix 7).

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

dated 26 June 2024.

SUMMARY OF EVIDENCE

3. The scope of my evidence covers three Chapter topics and their
relevant appendices within the District Plan i.e., Structure Plans,

Central City and Rototuna Town Centre (RTC).

4. | have outlined the main purpose of these chapters in their operative
form followed by key changes proposed through PC12. Overall, the
proposed provisions integrate with the existing framework to
achieve the intent of the National Policy Statement on Urban
Development (NPS-UD) and the Resource Management (Enabling
Housing Supply and Other Matters) Amendment Act (the

Amendment Act).

5. | mention main submission areas relevant to chapter topics and
make reference to key submitters seeking relief sought. A thorough
analysis of submissions is detailed in the format of a themes and

issues report set out as Appendix B to my primary evidence.



Structure Plans

The majority of submissions received are generally supportive of the
PC12 Structure plan provisions as these changes seek to enable

greater development.

Submissions that seek amendments to the Structure Plan rules to
ensure consistent and clear interpretation of the plan and better

plan administration have been accepted.

The key recommended changes are set out in Appendix B to my

primary evidence under the Structure Plan theme.

Central City

10.

11.

The Central City provisions proposed through PC12 seek to
implement direction from the NPS-UD with regard to enabling

development within and surrounding centres.

Submissions received are generally supportive of the PC12 Central
City provisions that seek to maximise benefits of intensification.
Submitters have proposed amendments to the Chapter objectives,

policies, and rules.

Recommended changes to PC12 provisions are detailed in the
response to submissions Appendix B under Central City themes and

issues.

Rototuna Town Centre

12.

Submitters, although generally supportive of the notified provisions,
seek further amendments to the RTC provisions to enable greater

development.



13.

14.

No recommended changes to RTC PC12 provisions via submissions

are recommended.

The following recommended change was not through a submission
and therefore is not addressed in Appendix B of my primary
evidence. The RTC Concept plan incorrectly includes two areas of
residentially zoned land which is not consistent with the zoning
proposed in PC12, as a result it is recommended there is minor
alteration to the Concept plan boundary to reflect consistency with

the zoning plans as shown in the diagram below:

Proposed Plan Change 12 - Figure 7-1 Rototuna Town Centre Concept Plan Proposed amendments - Figure 7-1 Rototuna Town Centre Concept Plan

Key Changes:
Amended the boundary of the Rototuna Concept Plan to remove two areas identify as A and B,

Further Amendments

15.

16.

The Retirement Villages association submission seeks to permit their
activities within Central City precincts. My recommendation is to
include Retirement Villages within the Central City activity status
table as a restricted discretionary activity in Precinct 1 and 2 and
non-complying in Precinct 3. The rationale is provided in Appendix B:

Central City Theme 1 —Issue 6.

Central City Chapter 7.6 (RD Activities: Matters of Discretion and

Assessment Criteria) table has not been updated to reflect the



17.

18.

19.

20.

proposed addition. This should have been added to Appendix A of

my primary evidence i.e. Officers’ recommended amendments.

| propose the following addition to the table listed in Chapter 7.6 for

the Commissioner Panel’s consideration.

m Matter of Discretion and
Assessment Criteria
xviii.  Apartments at ground floor e C-—Character and Amenity
within the Secondary Active e L —Central City — Design
Frontage (refer Appendix 5, and Layout
Figure 5-7)*
XiX. Residential centres* e C-—Character and Amenity
e L —Central City — Design
and Layout
XX. Retirement Villages* e C—Character and Amenity
e L —Central City — Design
and Layout
%6 e C—Character and Amenity
xxi Visitor accommodation* e L —Central City — Design
and Layout

My evidence addresses Submission point 20.2 seeking single
attached units above ground floor as a permitted activity, which |
initially rejected for reasons mentioned in Appendix B: Central City

Theme 3 — Issue 2.

| have reconsidered my recommendation to reject this submission as
| see merit in this submission point if terminology in the Central City
is aligned to Business Zone and Residential chapters i.e., Use of the
term ‘residential unit’ vs ‘dwelling’ and permitting ‘Residential units’

above ground floor instead of ‘Apartments’.

| propose the following changes to Chapter 7.3 Rules — Activity Status
table for the Commissioner Panel’s consideration to ensure

consistency within the Plan.



Downtown Ferrybank

Precinct 1 | Precinct | Precinct 3

Residential

ee. Apartments at ground floor P P P
excluding areas on the Primary
or Secondary Active Frontages
(refer Appendix 5: Figure 5-7)
ff. Apartments at ground floor NC NC NC
within the Primary Active
Frontage (refer Appendix 5:
Figure 5-7)

gg. Apartments at ground floor RD* RD* RD*
within the Secondary Active
Frontage (refer Appendix 5:

Figure 5-7)

hh. Apartments Residential P P P
units above ground floor

ii. Single detached dwellings- NC NC NC

Residential units at Ground
Floor (excluding apartments as
set out in ee. and gg.)

jj. Residential centres NC NC NC
kk. Visitor accommodation P RD* RD*
[l. Ancillary residential units P P P

above ground floor

21. | conclude by guiding the Panel to Appendix B — Response to
submissions document which includes recommended changes to all

three chapter topics, for consideration.

22. | ask the Panel to consider the further amendments mentioned in

this summary statement of evidence.

23. No expert evidence has been provided from submitters mentioned
in my primary evidence. A short lay statement from Living Streets
Kirikiriroa was provided which is critical of my position that ground
floor residential activity along key centre corridors is inappropriate.
| maintain my original decision detailed in Central City Theme 3 —

Issue 1.

Denzil Govender
4 September 2024



