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Figure 2-1: Peacocke Structure Plan – Land Use 

Attachment A



Operative District Plan  18 October 2017 Hamilton City Council 
 

Volume 2  2 Structure Plans Page 2-4 

Figure 2-3: Peacocke Structure Plan – Environment and Heritage  

 

 



 
 

Attachment B 
 

Section 32AA Evaluation 
 
Section 32 requirements 
 

1. An evaluation report prepared in accordance with s 32 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (RMA) must: 
 
(a) Examine whether the objectives of the plan change are the most appropriate 

way to achieve the purpose of the RMA; 
(b) Examine whether the provisions in the proposal are the most appropriate way 

of achieving the objectives by: 
(i) Identifying other reasonably practicable options for achieving the 

objectives;  
(ii) Assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving 

the objectives; 
(iii) Summarise the reasons for deciding on the provisions; and  

(c) Contain a level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the 
environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects that are anticipated 
from the implementation of the proposal. 
 

(2) An assessment under (1)(b)(ii) must: 
 

(a)  Identify and assess the benefits and costs of the environmental, economic, 
social, and cultural effects that are anticipated from the implementation of the 
provisions, including the opportunities for— 
(i)  economic growth that are anticipated to be provided or reduced; and 
(ii)  employment that are anticipated to be provided or reduced; and 

(b)  If practicable, quantify the benefits and costs referred to in paragraph (a); and 
(c)  Assess the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient 

information about the subject matter of the provisions. 
 
Section 32AA requirements 
 

2. Section 32AA of the RMA sets out the requirements for undertaking and 
publishing further evaluations.  The section provides: 
 
32AA Requirements for undertaking and publishing further evaluations 
(1)  A further evaluation required under this Act— 

(a) is required only for any changes that have been made to, or are 
proposed for, the proposal since the evaluation report for the proposal 
was completed (the changes); and 

(b) must be undertaken in accordance with section 32(1) to (4); and 
(c) must, despite paragraph (b) and section 32(1)(c), be undertaken at a 

level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the 
changes; and 

(d) must— 
 (i) be published in an evaluation report that is made available for 

public inspection at the same time as the approved proposal (in 
the case of a national policy statement or a New Zealand coastal 
policy statement or a national planning standard), or the decision 
on the proposal, is notified; or



 
 

 
(ii) be referred to in the decision-making record in sufficient detail to 

demonstrate that the further evaluation was undertaken in 
accordance with this section. 

(2) To avoid doubt, an evaluation report does not have to be prepared if a further 
evaluation is undertaken in accordance with subsection (1)(d)(ii). 

(3) In this section, proposal means a proposed statement, national planning 
standard, plan, or change for which a further evaluation must be undertaken 
under this Act. 

 
Agreed amendments 
 

3. The following amendments are proposed to resolve the appeal filed by 
Shortbread Limited against the decisions of Hamilton City Council on 
Proposed Plan Change 5 – Peacocke Structure Plan (PC5): 

 
a) Amend Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-3 in Appendix 2: Structure Plans 

by changing the indicative location of the stormwater device on 

the property as shown in the updated maps in Attachment A; 

and 

 

b) A consequential change to Figure 2-1 and Figure 2-3 in 

Appendix 2: Structure Plans to include the following notation as 

shown in Attachment A to emphasise that the locations are 

merely indicative and will be finalised during the subdivision 

process: 

 
Indicative stormwater management device locations are 

shown on this map to display the likely location of such 

devices. These locations are broadly identified as per the 

Mangakootukutuku Integrated Catchment Management Plan, 

but the location, design and size will be finalised during 

subsequent subdivision and development processes. 

 

Analysis under s 32AA 
 

4. In relation to the stormwater network within the Peacocke Precinct, the 
following objectives have been identified as being relevant: 
 

DEV01-PSP:01: The Peacocke Precinct delivers a connected, 
well integrated, high amenity, medium density residential 
environment, where higher density development is focused 
around commercial centres, schools, public transport 
corridors and areas of open space and natural amenity; 



 
 

 
DEV-01-PSP:019: Development of the Peacocke Structure Plan 
area occurs in a staged manner that ensures the efficient and 
effective delivery of infrastructure. 
 
DEV01-PSP:020: The timing, type and intensity of new urban 
development is integrated and aligns with the planning and 
provision of network infrastructure. 
 
MRZ-PREC1-PSP:01: A well-functioning urban environment 
that enables all people and communities to provide for their 
social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, and for their health 
and safety, now and into the future; 
 
MRZ-PREC1-PSP:05: The Peacocke Precinct is a well-
connected, integrated, high amenity, medium density 
residential environment with areas of higher density around 
identified activity nodes, corridors and areas of natural 
amenity; 
 
SUB-PREC1-PSP:06: Subdivision contributes to a well-
designed urban environment that is generally consistent with 
the Peacocke Structure Plan. 
 

 
5. The efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions, including the costs, 

benefits and risks, are assessed in the following table: 

 
 



 
 

OpƟons Costs Benefits Risk of acƟng or 
not 
acƟng/Sufficiency 
of informaƟon 

OpƟon 1: 
Status Quo 
Retain 
Figures 2-1 
and 2-3 as 
approved by 
the 
Respondent 
in its decision 
on PC5. 
 

 The Appellant 
considers that 
OpƟon 1 will 
impose an 
undue burden 
on it to alter 
the locaƟon of 
the 
stormwater 
device on its 
property in a 
future consent 
process.  The 
respondent 
considers that 
the risk of 
undue costs 
arising in 
relaƟon to the 
stormwater 
device is low 
as its final 
locaƟon and 
design will sƟll 
need to be 
considered 
and 
determined at 
the consent 
stage. 

 OpƟon 1 does 
not saƟsfy the 
concerns 
raised in the 
appeal. 
 

 None are 
idenƟfied. 

 There is certain 
and sufficient 
informaƟon 
available about 
the broad 
planning 
outcomes 
sought in the 
indicaƟve 
structure plan 
maps. 
Accordingly, 
there is no 
need to assess 
the risk of 
acƟng or not 
acƟng. 

OpƟon 2: 
Amend PC5 
as agreed by 
the parƟes 
Amend 
Figures 2-1 
and 2-3 as 
described in 

 None are 
idenƟfied. 

 The Appellant 
considers that 
OpƟon 2 will 
simplify the 
future consent 
process in 
relaƟon to 
establishing 

 There is certain 
and sufficient 
informaƟon 
available about 
the broad 
planning 
outcomes 
sought in the 



 
 

 
 

paragraph 3 
above. 
 
 

the 
appropriate 
locaƟon of the 
stormwater 
device on its 
property.  The 
Respondent 
considers that 
it is unclear 
that OpƟon 2 
will be more 
efficient as the 
final locaƟon 
and design of 
the device 
must sƟll be 
considered and 
determined at 
the subdivision 
stage. 

 SaƟsfies the 
concerns 
raised in the 
appeal. 

 

indicaƟve 
structure plan 
maps. 
Accordingly, 
there is no 
need to assess 
the risk of 
acƟng or not 
acƟng.   

 
6. Overall, it is considered that both options achieve the objectives 

identified in paragraph 4 above, which emphasise a well-functioning, 
well-designed, well-integrated and connected urban environment, with 
development occurring in a manner that ensures the efficient and 
effective delivery of infrastructure that is consistent with the Peacocke 
Structure Plan. That is because the location of features on the structure 
plan maps are merely indicative, with the final design and location to be 
determined at the subdivision consent stage.  Ultimately, the 
amendments under Option 2: 
 

(a) Are no more or less appropriate for achieving the relevant objectives 

of PC5 than the Decisions Version; 
 

(b) Are equally as efficient and effective as the Decisions Version as they 

do not give rise to additional costs; but 

 
(c) Gives rise to prompt settlement of the Appeal; and 

 

Therefore, are the most efficient and beneficial in terms of s 32(2)(a). 
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