






Submitter Details 

First Name:     Roanna

Last Name:     Vining

Organisation:     Unison Networks Limited

Street:     PO Box 555

Suburb:    

City:     Hastings

Country:    

PostCode:     4156

Daytime Phone:     027 204 2411

Mobile:     027 204 2411

eMail:     roanna.vining@unison.co.nz

Wishes to be heard:

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be

fully considered.

Are you a Certain Person:

Representing Public Interest

Having Special Interest

Local Authority

Certain Person Comment:

Correspondence to:

Submitter

Agent

Both

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

Unison submits that the permitted activities for 4e.9.16 should include operation and replacement

as well as maintenance and upgrading. This reflects the range of activities that Electricity

Distribution Businesses would undertake in relation to these assets. We previously submitted this

point to TDC for consideration in 2016 (email to Sue Mavor, 20 June 2016).

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

Unison is seeking an amendment to 4e.9.16 to include the following underlined additions:

'4e.9.16 Any operation, maintenance, replacement or upgrading of existing, or construction of new:'

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support
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Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

Unison submits that the permitted activities for 4e.9.17 should include operation and replacement

as well as maintenance and upgrading (as per our submission point relating to 4e9.16). This

reflects the range of activities that Electricity Distribution Businesses would undertake in relation to

these assets. We previously submitted this point to TDC for consideration in 2016 (email to Sue

Mavor, 20 June 2016).

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

Unison is seeking an amendment to 4e9.17 to include the following underlined additions:

4e.9.17 Any operation, maintenance, replacement, or minor upgrading of existing above ground

infrastructure (and buildings that enclose them), in any flood hazard area is a permitted activity.

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

Unison queries why a different definition of 'minor upgrading' is applied for this section (4e9.17)

than what is used in 4e.14.4 (District Wide Rules for Network Utilities). The activities described in

4e.14.4 should be allowed as a permitted activity for this section.  For example, minor upgrading

activities may be necessary to provide an increase in carrying capacity, efficiency or security of

electricity supply.  Notably, increase in line voltage is excluded from the 4e.14.4 definition of 'minor

upgrading', which would be consistent for flood hazard areas.

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

Unison is seeking the definition of 'minor upgrading' be replaced with the definition that is currently

used in 4e.14 (District Wide Rules for Network Utilities).

Attached Documents

File

Flood Hazard Plan Change
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Submitter Details 

First Name:     Roderick

Last Name:     Brown

Organisation:     Resident

On behalf of:     Myself and Tui Brabyn

Street:     203 Puanga Street

Suburb:     Turangi

City:     Turangi

Country:     New Zealand

PostCode:     3381

Daytime Phone:     +64274555497

Mobile:     +64274555497

eMail:     rod@maioha.com

Wishes to be heard:

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be

fully considered.

Are you a Certain Person:

Representing Public Interest

Having Special Interest

Local Authority

Certain Person Comment:

Correspondence to:

Submitter

Agent

Both

Submission

Attached Documents

File

Flood Zoning

Flood Hazard Plan Change
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Roderick Kiharoa Brown and Tui Brabyn. 

203 Puanga Street. R.D.1 

Tokaanu. 3381. 

 

Taupo District Council. 

Submission to Plan Change 34 Section 32. 

 

Dear Sir / Madam, 

                                Thank You for giving us the opportunity to comment on the proposed 

changes to the Flood Hazard Document. The directive from The Waikato Regional Council to 

Plan for natural hazards under the Resource Management Act 1991 is prudent. However, all 

factors need to be considered before identifying Low medium and High-risk areas. 

As residents in Tokaanu for over 25 years, we have seen several weather events. The most 

extreme of these would be the flooding in 2004. The Tongariro river had peaked at 1442 

cumecs [ cubic metre of water per second] with damage to the Major Jones swing bridge, 

caused by fallen trees and debris. This event was second to the 1958 flood where the 

Tongariro river peaked at 1470 cumecs.  

In the 2004 event the road to the Blue Pool was washed away approximately a third of the 

way along the Blue Pool road. Rafters and Kayakers who had put on below the Poutu Intake 

were required to exit at this point for a number of years until a generous local by the name 

of Peter Sperling fixed the problem. A stop bank was erected soon after to protect 

properties who had witness flooding along the Streets adjacent to Grace Road and Taupahi 

Road, Turangi. 

The effects that we got in Tokaanu from this rainfall event was some minor flooding on 

Matariki Street and some minor flooding on the north-western end of Puanga Street. There 

were no reports of any flooding in any of the properties on Puanga Street. Our garage is the 

lowest building on our property with our house another 600mm or 60cm above the garage 

floor. The garage was in no way in threat of flooding, as the Tokaanu Stream peaked 

approximately another 60cm below the garage floor. 

Our concern is, how can we be considered in a flood Hazard zone when the latter scenario 

has been the most significant flooding event that we have experienced in 25 years. 

The inclusion of our property in a Flood Hazard Zone, means that the restrictions placed on 

our property and its reduced attraction and valuation is unwarranted and based on 

conjecture with the exclusion of some major factors. 

The assumption that your findings and analysis is based on a natural event is flawed. 

Although your report mentions that your updated flood hazard information is based on 

computer modelling of flooding in a 1% Annual Exceedance Probability {AEP] event or 



otherwise known as a 1 in 100-year flood. The analysis does not take into consideration that 

our natural environment has been manipulated to the extent that the majority of land that 

you consider in a flood hazard zone, could be removed from this category if not for the 

influence of the Hydro Developement. 

Mighty River Power controls the outlet flows of Lake Taupo, therefore alters the extreme 

effects of a major weather event. The ability to control the Lake levels at will can reduce or 

increase the flooding probability of properties around the lake. 

Equally Genesis Energy controls the inflows of water from the Eastern and Western 

Diversions of the Tongariro Power Scheme that enter lake Taupo via lake Rotoaira. On the 

Eastern Diversion some rivers would enter the Tongariro river naturally and some would run 

into the Rangitikei via the Maowhango river. Water is stored in the manmade lake 

Maowhango, this water is diverted to the Tongariro river and a portion to Lake Rotoaira for 

storage then lake Taupo. 

The Tongariro river control flow of 16 cumecs [ 16 cubic metres per second.] there abouts, 

on a normal day, below the Poutu Intake can increase over a few hours to 100s of cumecs 

per second. The Eastern Diversion water from the Poutu Intake, is diverted via the Poutu 

Canal to Lake Rotoaira [ storage Lake]. Lake Rotoaira also stores water taken from the 

northern and eastern slopes of Mt Ruapehu and Mt Tongariro and those rivers in between, 

can be stored in the manmade Lake Otamangakau then to Lake Rotoaira [Western 

Diversion].   

There are other rivers like the Hinemaia and Kuratau that are smaller hydro projects, on the 

eastern and western sides of lake Taupo respectively. During a major weather event the 

cumulative run off from the naturally flowing rivers and the foreign waters [ approximately 

20% extra] that flow into the lake can be devastating to properties in low lying areas near 

the lakes edge. 

The effects of controlled rivers mean that they are unable to flush naturally with the build-

up of sediment at the river mouths posing more threat of upstream flooding. The Tokaanu 

stream naturally would have taken water runoff from Turangi streams increasing its flow, 

this water now flows into the Tokaanu Canal. The Spill weir, part of the aqueduct upstream 

of the Tokaanu bridge S.H.41 spills water into the Tokaanu Canal, when the stream is high, 

again reducing water volume and the ability to flush. 

The stream has gone from a pebble bed stream pre-Hydro Development to a sediment, 

weed laddened streambed. Unless the stream and stream mouth are kept clear of willows, 

weed and sediment, there is an increased chance of flooding. 

The Taupo Flood Hazard Study [ Tokaanu Stream] produced by Opus is a one-sided report 

that bases its research on guess work and on studies of adjacent catchments.  

Opus 4.3. “Research about Ground deformation as in erosion, seismic activity and 4.4. 

Waves, their report mentions that these two scenarios tend to increase lake levels 

demonstrates the lack of this report to identify the real culprit. I’m certain that manipulating 



lake levels higher will increase the probability of shoreline erosion. Ground deformation 

may have a real impact on lake levels if this was a naturally controlled environment.” 

Opus report:  3.4 “Flow scaling the lack of a long-term flow record for Tokaanu Stream acts as a 

major constraint when defining robust estimates of the likely magnitude of various design storms.” 

One of our long-standing residents Jock McNabb records rain fall and lake levels daily and 

has done so since the 60s. He mentioned on the 4th of December 2017 that the lake level 

had gone from 356.92 to 356.93m within a week, with next to no or minimal rainfall in that 

period. It is obvious that Mighty River Power is predicting a dry time ahead and storing 

water. However, if for some reason we have a fast-moving weather system that comes from 

the tropics full of moisture and decides to dump it on our surrounding catchment areas, the 

effects could be huge but the effects of flooding cannot be classed as a natural flooding 

event.  

 

Conclusion.  

The results of these scenarios, makes any type of categorising of property as being in a 

potential Flood Hazard Zone, impossible to accurately define as a result of a natural 

occurring event. The fact that there are manmade structures that have an effect on river 

hydrology and excessively high lake levels is more of the reason that properties surrounding 

lake Taupo are prone to flooding. To surmise that categorising properties as being within a 

Flood Hazard Zone as a result of a natural event seems dubious unless controlled inflows 

and outflow are removed from the equation. Climate Change is inevitable, but we will not  

see its true effects because our waterways and lakes are controlled at will. 

 

The Councils decision has a real impact on property valuations and future development. To 

put property owners in a position where their properties may devalue based on your 

research of natural events occurring without emphasising how the effects of Hydro 

Development plays a major part to contributing to flooding in the Lake Taupo region. 

Without recognising these mechanisms, it is an unfair system of punishing landowners with 

devalued properties and the major power corporation’s continuing to increase its value 

whilst the Regional and District Councils try to mitigate repercussions of damages to private 

property. 

  

 



Submitter Details 

First Name:     Tony

Last Name:     Houpt

Street:     1230 Moonshine Road

Suburb:    

City:     Judgeford

Country:    

PostCode:     5381

Daytime Phone:     0275 435293

eMail:     Tony.Houpt@xtra.co.nz

Wishes to be heard:

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be

fully considered.

Are you a Certain Person:

Representing Public Interest

Having Special Interest

Local Authority

Certain Person Comment:

Correspondence to:

Submitter

Agent

Both

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

Address: 6 Kinloch Esplanade

level retaining wall on my property. I believe asssessment is incorrect for my property. If this is an

issue the lake level should be lowered or removal of building height restriction

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

Remove my property. Lower lake level, maximum height.

Attached Documents

File

Flood Hazard Plan Change
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Submitter Details 

First Name:     Richard

Last Name:     Hall

Organisation:     Kinloch Marina Ltd

On behalf of:     Kinloch Marina Ltd

Street:     Kinloch Esplanade, Kinloch

Suburb:    

City:     Kinloch

Country:    

PostCode:     3377

eMail:     chairman@kinlochmarina.co.nz

Wishes to be heard:

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be

fully considered.

Are you a Certain Person:

Representing Public Interest

Having Special Interest

Local Authority

Certain Person Comment:

Correspondence to:

Submitter

Agent

Both
Agent Details

Agent Name: Sarah Hunt

Agent Organisation: Cheal Consultants Ltd

Agent Postal Address: (mandatory) PO Box 165, Taupo 3351

Agent eMail: sarahh@cheal.co.nz

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

 

Kinloch Marina Ltd supports the inclusion of Rule 4e.9.16 in this Plan Change.  These rules provide

for the maintenance or upgrading of existing or the construction of new marina facilities and

buildings that enclose them as a permitted activity. This enables Kinloch Marina Ltd to undertake its

operational and maintenance activities without having to require resource consent for undertaking

works within a flood hazard area.
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I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

Kinloch Marina Ltd seek that this rule is retained.

Attached Documents

File

Flood Hazard Plan Change
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Submitter Details 

First Name:     Gilbert

Last Name:     Abercrombie

On behalf of:     This is an individual submission sent on my behalf

Street:     8 Cameron Street

Suburb:     Takapuna

City:     Auckland

Country:     New Zealand

PostCode:     0622

Daytime Phone:     (09)4898866

Mobile:     0274104507

eMail:     iain.abercrombie@hotmail.com

Wishes to be heard:

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be

fully considered.

Are you a Certain Person:

Representing Public Interest

Having Special Interest

Local Authority

Certain Person Comment:

Correspondence to:

Submitter

Agent

Both

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

Address: 9 Kokopu St Turangi

Changing the current Flood hazard area's in the Taupo District Plan as outlined in Plan Change 34

will have a detrimental impact on our property at 9 Kokopu St, Turangi.

The proposed changes will

adversely impact on the properties valuation

significantly increase our insurance premiums or possibly prevent us from

getting insurance cover altogether

prevent us from making any capital improvements to the property
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I don't accept the methodology the council has used to reach this decision which is based on

computer modelling of flooding in a 1% annual exceedance probability event or a 1 in 100 year

flood. Climate change is a complex subject and there is no accurate scientific model that can tell us

what is going to happen in the future. Often the opposite occurs confounding the experts. For the

council to base it's decision on a hypothetical computer model that has a significant error variance

and will destroy our life savings is unacceptable.

Although it is too early to get definitive data, local Real Estate Agents have indicated that our

property could be discounted 30% or more from it's current value if put on the market. They did add

however that there would be a significant number of potential buyers who would not consider the

property under the proposed plan, therefore it would be highly unlikely we would ever be able to

recover our investment.

We have been paying over $500 a year in our rates since the Waikato Regional Council's project

'Watershed' was introduced for the construction of flood protection stop banks on the Tongariro

river. Our property was identified as benefiting from the river management and flood protection

undertaken by the Waikato Regional Council and we are still paying for this ongoing work and

maintenance. Apart from the construction of stop banks on the river many other changes have been

implemented to reduce the flood risk. At the time we were told that it was insurance against a 1 in

100 year flood and it is our understanding that the Waikato Regional Council still believe this to be

the case.

How can two councils have dramatically different opinions on this matter? We will continue to pay

the Waikato Regional Council for project 'Watershed' while our property devalues through the

proposed introduction of Plan Change 34.

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

That the Taupo District Council decides not to implement the proposed plan change 34 and leaves

the current Flood Hazard areas in the Taupo District unchanged.

Attached Documents

File

Flood Hazard Plan Change
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22nd November 2017 

 

Sue Mavor, Hadley Tattle and Kendall Goode 

Great Lake Taupo 

46 Horomatangi St 

Taupo 

 

Dear Sue Mavor, Hadley Tattle and Kendall Goode 

 

Property - 37a Parehopu Street, Kuratau  

Re submission on the Plan Change 34 Flood Hazard submission process 

To whom it may concern 

You wrote to us on the 18th October 2017 

 

After reading the relevant information in the section 32 report dated 20th October 2017 and the 

subsequent report on the Taupo District Flood Hazard Study dated July 2011 and the Plan change 34 

Flood Hazard paper dated October 2017 we have reached the following observations –  

1. The tennis courts on Parehopu Street in Kuratau are on a low lying area and are prone to 

floods when ‘special’ weather events affect the area. These tennis courts are community 

courts and should be protected – where possible – your bottom bullet point states – 

‘provide for infrastructure that is not vulnerable to flooding’ – we feel it would be 

vulnerable. The Taupo District Council should where possible protect this community asset. 

 



2.  With regard to 37a Parehopu Street  - we would be in the category of ‘low’ to impact on 

people and impact on property. Our residence is parallel to the water at Kuratau. In times of 

‘special’ weather events the property would be subject to non-structural damage – mainly 

due to inundation and deposition of sediment. And the floodwaters are unlikely to impede 

the manoeuvrability or stability of the average person.  

 

If we were to build in the front of our section – then this new build maybe impacted by a 

‘special’ weather event. Under the section 32 report – page 40 

 

New buildings and major additions  

  

Policies 3I.2.3ii, 3I.2.3iii, 3l.2.3v and rules 4e.9.1, 4e.9.2, 4e.9.3, 4e.9.4, 4e.9.5 and 4e.9.6 will 

ensure that new buildings and major additions are not built in high flood hazard areas where 

people’s lives would be put at risk during a flood. Major additions are defined as additions 

with a gross floor area that exceeds 15m2.  The lower limit of 15m2 was chosen, as it was 

the size of a reasonable ensuite or bedroom and so is an appropriate benchmark between 

major and minor additions.   

  

Policies 3l.2.3(iii) and 3l.2.3(v) and rules 4e.9.2, 4e.9.3, 4e.9.5, 4e.9.6 will ensure that new 

buildings and major additions in the low and medium flood hazard areas are designed to 

avoid flood inundation of buildings so people are kept safe during a flood event. Policies 

3l.2.4i and 3l.2.4ii and rules 4e.9.1, 4e.9.2, 4e.9.3, 4e.9.4, 4e.9.5 and 4e.9.6 will ensure that 

new buildings and major additions are not built in high flood hazard areas, so will reduce the 

likelihood of structural damage during a flood event, and new buildings and major additions 

in the low and medium flood hazard areas are designed to avoid damage to those buildings 

in a flood event.  This focus on design in low and medium hazard areas is in recognition of 

the existing investment in the mostly developed residential areas, and the ability to mitigate 

the effects through design.  

  

As implied earlier,  we would be categorised as low lying area. We do not want to limit our 

options for the future if we want to develop the property in future years. 

 

 

Yours sincerely  

 

Leonie Hapeta 

Adrian Bull41258 

Alison Mclean – c/o James Bull Holdings Ltd 

 

 

 

 











 















 
 
 

229 Taupahi Road 
Turangi 3334 
 
25 November 2017 
 

Taupo District Council 
Flood Hazard Plan 
Taupo 
 
 
 
Dear Sirs 
 
I live at the above address.  My house has one property between me and the 
Tongariro River behind.  
 
After your aerial survey of the area the plan shows a small red zone in my front 
yard that is a dip of a few metres square, the centre of which is a fish pond .  The 
surrounding dip is nowhere near as deep as the centre of the pond.  On receipt of 
the first advice of my area designated a red zone in the floor hazard plan, I 
phoned Council and two gentlemen arrived to have a look at the situation.  They 
told me the time to make my case to have the red area removed from my plan 
was at submission time.  Here I am! 
 
Given that the river is  more than one property distance behind my actual house 
(my property is large) , and the red zone is on the street side front lawn of my 
house,  and a considerable distance from even the house behind, Im more than a 
little puzzled at the logic in the need for the red zoned area to remain on my title.  
The fish pond was in existence when I purchased the property, and I would 
assume that the ground around it was sculpted down slightly to allow water to 
end up in the pond. 
 
I am not so attached to the pond that it cant be filled in and the lawn leveled if 
that’s what it takes for the red zone to be removed from my property’s title.  
 
I would thank you for your consideration and advice. 
 
Yours faithfully 
 
 
 
Diana Marbeck 
 
 
 



 





Erin and Trish Clark  

105 Humu Street 

Tokaanu 3381 

 

Alasdair McNab 

497 Matariki Street 

Tokaanu 3381 

 

18 December 2017 

 

Taupo District Council 

 

Submission to Plan change 34 

 

Many of the residents in the township of Tokaanu have concerns with 

the possible outcomes of the Plan Change 34 Flood Hazard, process 

being undertaken by The Taupo District Council.  

 

There are several question we require an answer to and we have some 

observations on the subject. 

 

Where is the flooding expected to come from? 

 

Are you assuming that an element of the flooding will be caused by 

the relative lake level? 

 

What has the District, and Regional Councils done to prevent flooding 

in this area?  Suggestions have been put forward to alleviate the risk for 

which there has been no recognition to date. 

 

What have you done to remedy the effects of the construction of the 

Tail Race and realignment of State Highway 41? 

 

 

There is presently a flooding risk of sorts being created by the total lack  

of maintenance of the street side drainage in Matariki Street and Humu  

Street, where not only are large areas of continual water around the  

Fire Hydrants in very dry conditions. There is in wet conditions the  

exacerbated flooding as a result of inadequate maintenance of the 

Street side drainage. Water up to 250 mm covers the entire width of 

the road for up to 60 metres. In the past this water was able to relieve 

to the lake prior to the realignment of State Highway 41.  What has the 

District Council done to remedy this problem? 

 

 

We regard this exercise as abrogation of responsibility as a result of the 

transfer of responsibility from the Government and Catchment Boards 



to the District and City Councils. Who in turn are attempting to 

unreasonably place the mitigation of damage on to property owners 

and ratepayers, caused by accumulated decisions of Government 

and local authorities.  For example the increase since 1900 of the 

Taupo Lake so as to make money from power generation with no 

consideration for the effect on properties. 

 

In view of the Regional Council having authority in terms of the level of 

the lake.  What is the relationship in terms of control between the 

District Council and the Regional Council, and what responsibility to 

land owners in the event of flooding does the District Council have in 

place to protect its property owners, and rate payers. 

 

Our overriding concern is that the District Council will run for cover by 

placing a clause in the relative LIM reports stating that various 

properties are flood prone. The comments above demonstrate that it 

would be a travesty of justice to implicate property owners unfairly for 

the persistent wrong decisions of Government, Regional Council, and 

District Councils over time and the total lack of understanding of this 

area, and a disgusting lack of maintenance over a very long time.  

 

A local committee, The Stream Committee, has taken an active 

interest in the Tokaanu Stream and have with assistance of DOC, The 

Regional Council, and Genesis Power, made significant improvements 

to the flow of the stream.  The steam flows quicker and is considerably 

wider, and now for about 700 metres has virtually no willows growing 

on the true left. 

 

Basically the level of the lake is the challenge in terms of flooding in the 

area. 

 

Council has set the floor level of new builds (in one instance at 357.5 

metres, in that case the Stream passes that house 1.500 metres  below 

the required level) therefore setting the level at which the District 

Council becomes liable if flooding occurs above that. 

 

The stream is presently flows past these houses at the 1.500 metres 

below floor level, which says the lake is below that again.  A resident 

on the same site built a house in the 1930’s and has stated many times 

that the Stream has never been more than (in his words) 2 Feet above 

the normal. 

 

Level of the Lake was 356.6 metres in 1905, now it is allowed to be 

357.25 metres, and increase of 650 mm.  The floor of the house in 

question was required to be 358.45, so in 1900 there was a 1.800 metres 

buffer and now there is a 1.200 metre buffer.  

 



 

The following support this submission and we wish to speak to it 

 

Alasdair McNab   

Erin and Trish Clark 

 

 

 

 

 

 



Submitter Details 

First Name:     Andrew

Last Name:     Hocken

Organisation:     Grants Motels Ltd

Street:     24 Te Arahori Street

Suburb:     Turangi

City:     Turangi

Country:     New Zealand

PostCode:     3334

Daytime Phone:     095792748

Mobile:     021822969

eMail:     andrewhocken1@gmail.com

Wishes to be heard:

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be

fully considered.

Are you a Certain Person:

Representing Public Interest

Having Special Interest

Local Authority

Certain Person Comment:

Correspondence to:

Submitter

Agent

Both

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

Council to provide stop banks or water diversion schemes to prevent the spread of water to low and

medium hazard areas in such an event

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

Council needs to be careful to NOT strip away existing owners property development rights.

Attached Documents

File

Turangi Submission

Flood Hazard Plan Change
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Submitter Details 

First Name:     Graeme

Last Name:     McCarrison

Organisation:     Spark Trading New Zealand Limited

Street:     Private Bag 92028,

Suburb:    

City:     Auckland

Country:     New Zealand

PostCode:     1010

Mobile:     0274811816

eMail:     graeme.mccarrison@spark.co.nz

Wishes to be heard:

Yes

I do NOT wish to speak in support of my submission and ask that the following submission be

fully considered.

Are you a Certain Person:

Representing Public Interest

Having Special Interest

Local Authority

Certain Person Comment:

Correspondence to:

Submitter

Agent

Both

Submission

Consultation Document Submissions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

We support in part the statement regarding the NESTF 2016.  However the statement requires

amendment to make it clear that it only applies to facility operators as defined in the NESTF 216. 

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

We seek that the statment be amended

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

These activities are required to be located in hazard activities to enable the provision of services to

communities

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council
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Support the provisions

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

Original Submitter: 

Original Point: 

Support

Oppose

The reason for my/our views are

I/we seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council

Attached Documents

File

Flood Hazard Plan Change
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Proposed Plan Change 34- Flood Hazards 
Taupo District Plan

 Subm
ission Form 

 
 
 
 
RMA Form 5 

 

 
Submitter: 
Name:Ngati Kurauia – Hapū of Ngati Tuwharetoa ....................................................................................................  
 
Contact person: (if applying on behalf of an organisation)  George Asher ........................................................................................  
 

Address for correspondence: 45 Rangimoana Ave, Motuoapa, RD 2, Turangi  Phone: 386 6516………. 

          
 ................................................................................................................  E-mail: geoera@xtra.co.nz 
………………………………….. 
 

I could /could not  gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

If you could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission please answer the following question: 

I am /am not  directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of this submission that: 
(a) adversely affects the environment; and 
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

 

This is a submission on Plan Change 34 – Flood Hazards 
Please use a separate form for each provision of the Plan Change you wish to submit on 

The specific provision of Plan Change 34 that my submission relates to is  

31.2.3 and 31.2.4, 31.2.1, 31.2.2. ..............................................................................................................................  
 

   Other identification e.g. attachment/appendix/paragraph ............................................................  
 

I/We  support   oppose   seek amendments  to the provision named above (please tick one). 
 
The reason for my/our views are: 

1. The social, cultural, spiritual and economic interests and rights of Ngati Kurauia as tangata whenua and mana 
whenua of lands included in the Tokaanu Basin and Tongariro Delta, has not been adequately understood, 
comprehended and/or evaluated in context of the risks and hazards associated with flooding. Ngati Kurauia 
oppose objective 31.2.3 in particular, and seek amendments to 31.2.4, 31,2,1,31.2.2 to satisfy its concerns.. 

2. Ngati Kurauia request that it meet directly and urgently with TDC to confirm a process of engagement to move 
these matters to a point of resolution. .................................................................................................................   

I/We seek the following decision from the Taupo District Council: (give precise details) 
 ...................................................................................................................................................................................  

Ngati Kurauia seeks an assurance from TDC that it will meet urgently with Ngati Kurauia representatives to discuss 
the issues and to agree a schedule of engagements for their resolution. 

 

I/we wish to be heard in support of my/our submission:      Yes  No  

If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing: Yes  No  
 

Signed: ……………………………………………………………………………..  Date: …………………………………. 
(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means.) 
 

Please return this form no later than 1:00pm 20 December 2017 to: 

 Taupo District Council, 46 Horomatangi Street, Private Bag 2005, Taupo Mail Centre, Taupo 3352; or 

 e-mail floodhazard@taupo.govt.nz  

Submitters are advised that the information supplied in written submissions may contain personal information within the meaning of the 
Privacy Act 1993. By taking part in this public submission process, submitters have agreed to any personal information (including names 
and contact details) which is contained in their submission being made available to the public as part of the consultation and decision 
making process. All information collected will be held by Taupo District Council. Submitters have the right to access and correct personal 
information. Following the submission period, a summary of submissions will be available on Taupo District Council website 

Office use 

This form will be copied.  Please do not print outside the frame. 
 If you need more space please attach additional pages to this form. 
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SUBMISSION ON PLAN CHANGE 34 (LAKE TAUPO EROSION AND FLOOD STRATEGY): BY NGATI 

KURAUIA HAPŪ.  

To: Taupo District Council Private Bag 2005 

 

1. This submission is a response to and addresses the following matters:  

I. The impact and risk of Flood Hazards on Ngati Kurauia hapu, whanau and 

landowners 

II. Engagement with Ngati Kurauia Stakeholders. 

III. Development of appropriate objectives  

IV. Comment on Evaluation 

V. Key Decisions made during Plan Change Development 

VI. Significance of the Effects 

 

The impact and risk of Flood Hazard on Ngati Kurauia hapu, whanau and landowners 

2. Historically, Ngāti Kurauia has been severely impacted by flood events. A major flood 

occurred in 1958. This flood inundated the township of Tokaanu for two days and the 

surrounding lands for nearly two weeks. Several other flood events have occurred since 

then. The flood events are exacerbated by the constantly high water table in the whole 

Tokaanu basin particularly when the levels of Lake Taupo are at its upper levels and or when 

moderate to high wave action occurs. The combination of high water levels, rain and wave 

action create a significant hazard when two or more of these conditions are occurring 

simultaneously.  

3. High water tables in the basin have been evident since the commissioning of the Lake Taupo 

Control Gates after 1941 and the subsequent raising of the Lake levels especially through 

1944 and for a period in the mid-1950’s. Since 1941 many adverse effects have been 

evident. In 1942 the Tokaanu School was moved to Turangi in anticipation of the inundation 

of lands between the Lake and the main highway. The maara and the annual cropping of 

land in Te Taramea ceased because the lands became inundated. The track through the 

Taramea that created the main walking access between Tokaanu and Hirangi was 

abandoned after the 1958 flood. We were forced to abandon our marae, kainga, urupa and 

other waahi tapu due to the encroaching water, erosion and the hazardous access through 
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waterlogged terrain. Our ancestral puia were made inaccessible and many were inundated 

and destroyed as an apparent result of the higher water table. The many bird species that 

gathered in the Repo (old wetlands) were no longer accessible as sources of food. Soon after 

the raising of the Lake level, land was still available for farming. With prolonged inundation 

and flood damage, the deep drains that moved the water from the land became ineffectual. 

We have never been briefed on the implications of the changes that have taken place during 

the Tongariro Hydro Development Scheme including the creation of the canal and the 

changes the flow and sediment transport through the Tongariro River.  

4. We have never received an appraisal of the impacts of the Hydro Development Scheme on 

the land that comprised one of our most treasured settlements - Te Waiariki and the 

Tongariro Delta. We suspect that these developments all influence, in some way, the 

hazardous disposition in which Ngati Kuraia now finds itself. The point we would like to 

make is that we believe that all the adverse conditions that currently exist in the Tokaanu 

Basin are major factors in contributing to a significantly high level of flood risk and hazard 

but these factors appear not to be part of the evaluation of risk and hazard.  

5. We note that Section 32 (s32) of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) requires an 

evaluation of Plan Change 34. We await further information detailing the assessment of the 

appropriateness of Plan Change 34. Furthermore, we request that Council assure and 

demonstrate to us that such an evaluation have particular regard for the purposes of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) that pertain to Ngati Kurauia interests and 

circumstances. In particular we seek further evaluations in respect of the following 

provisions of the RMA are recognised and provided for:  

 Section 6(e), "the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their 

ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga",  

 Section 6(f) "the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use and 

development"; 

 Section 6(g) “the protection of protected customary rights”  

 Section 7(a) which requires that 'kaitiakitanga' be exercised 

 Section 8 which requires that the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi are taken into 

account.  

 

6. We acknowledge Taupo District Council’s statement that Section (h) – “the management of 

significant risks from natural hazards is the mainstay provision of the Act for this evaluation. 

We cannot accept that such an evaluation would be appropriate or credible without 
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ensuring that the considerations and issues set out in paragraphs 2-7 of this submission.  

 

7. The lands that comprise the flood hazard area are ancestral lands and waterways of Ngati 

Kurauia and other hapū who have very close whakapapa (genealogy) and whanaungatanga 

(kinship) linkages to each other. For hundreds of years we have been bound by tikanga 

(customary practices, beliefs and ritual) to maintain our whakapapa, whanaungatanga, 

mana, rangatiratanga, tapu and kaitiakitanga in respect of these lands. This has been our 

responsibility and our obligation to the whenua and taonga tuku iho. In return we have been 

rewarded by the manākitanga and nurturing power of these natural and spiritual taonga. 

These are the tikanga that are central to maintaining our spiritual, social, economic and 

cultural well-being. We urge Council to consider our circumstances and the risks that 

confront us in addressing these flood hazards. We request that Council to engage with us to 

find viable solutions and mitigate the risks not only to our future buildings but more 

importantly to the mauri (life essence) of Ngati Kurauia. These matters are of the utmost 

urgency to us. For this reason we request that Council assess and evaluate these matters 

seriously in its consideration of the “effects of natural hazards on people, property and the 

environment” and in the considerations for achieving the goals of “increasing community 

resilience to hazard risks, reducing natural hazard risks to acceptable or tolerable levels and 

ensuring that there is effective and efficient response and recovery from a natural hazard 

event”. 

 
8. We note that section 73(4) of the RMA requires that the district plan shall give effect to the 

Waikato Regional Policy Statement (RPS). Ngati Kurauia objects to this requirement on the 

grounds that we have not received any assurance that the RPS itself is aligned with Ngati 

Kurauia aspirations, values and interests. We request Council to adopt a collaborative 

process with Ngati Kurauia hapu, whanau and land owners to develop objectives and 

policies for risk avoidance, mitigation and to identify tolerable levels of hazard risk.  

 
9. We note that Clause 4e.9.1 and 4e.9.2 set the rules for Flood Hazard Areas. We note that the 

operative District Plan does not identify the underling factors that exacerbate flood risk and 

intensity as mentioned above in the Tokaanu Delta. We request that the Tokaanu Stream 

and all other waterways entering the Tokaanu Delta and Tokaanu Stream be included in this 

assessment.  

 
Engagement with Ngati Kurauia Stakeholders. 
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10. We note that Council undertook two rounds of consultation with affected landowners and 

stakeholders in November/December 2015 and March/April 2016 with an extended period 

being granted to some stakeholders. We thank the Council for its engagement of 7 

December 2017. We consider that the total frequency, quality and level of engagement with 

affected Ngati Tuwharetoa stakeholders, for this whole scheme change process, has been 

inadequate and jeopardises the credibility and authenticity of the important kaupapa that is 

being addressed.   

11. We acknowledge that TDC has attempted to contact Ngati Kurauia landowners and marae 

without any success in establishing a meaningful dialogue. We confirm that we are available 

to assist in this endeavor as outlined in the submission.   

12. We note that the Plan Change is a complex policy development process involving multiple 

community interests and the development of objectives and policies that require alignment 

at national, regional and district level as well as clear identification of multi-stakeholder 

interests within affected communities. We invite Council to take active consultation and 

collaboration role that includes the sharing of all information and more active involvement 

in the evaluation and impact assessment and innovations that may be relate to the issues 

relevant to Ngati Kurauia stakeholders. 

13. We highlight Clause 3B of the First Schedule to the RMA which sets out a process for 

consulting with iwi authorities and is based on a number of important principles aimed at 

achieving good consultation outcomes. These include: 

a) Understanding the imperative of protecting matters of cultural, spiritual or historical 

importance and putting measures in place to avoid remedy or mitigate any adverse 

effects; 

b) identifying actual and potential effects of flood hazards, risks and management 

issues of relevance to Ngati Kurauia stakeholder;  

c) identifying objectives that meet Ngati Kurauia aspirations and the meaning of their 

aspiration to be actively involved in exercise of kaitiakitanga and the methods to 

achieve these; 

d) The development of options for the mitigation of adverse effects. 

14. We caution the setting of inflexible deadlines and timeframes. In our experience, setting 

unreasonable timeframes often has the effect of preventing the achievement of a robust 

and open process of constructive information sharing and effective outcomes. 

15. Section 74(2A) of the RMA requires the Council, when changing a district plan, to take into 

account any relevant planning document recognised by an iwi authority and lodged with the 
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territorial authority, to the extent that its content has a bearing on the resource 

management issues of the district. We note that the Report makes reference to the Ngāti 

Tūwharetoa Environmental Iwi Management Plan 2003. Ngati Kurauia consider that Plan 

Change 34 does not have adequate regard to the goals and context of the Ngati Tuwharetoa 

Iwi Management Plan in either the objectives or the evaluation of the options.   

 

Development of appropriate objectives  

16. Ngati Kurauia support the general intention of Council to review and propose a plan change 

to and create new objectives and options for responding to flood hazards. In particular, we 

support Council’s conclusions that existing natural hazards objectives and policies: 

• are not specific enough; 

• do not directly address the resource management issues for flooding; and, 

• do not reflect the new risk based approach to managing hazards required by the 

RPS. 

17. The current District Plan objectives for natural hazards are very broad. We support the 

undertaking to development new objectives tailored specifically to flood hazards and risk 

reduction and management. In addition we request Council to: 

a) Accurately identify and map the known flood risks in conjunction with values of Ngati 

Kurauia that are relevant to and consistent with Section 6 (e), (f) and (g) of the Act;  

b) Evaluate and report on the anticipated future effects from climate change and tectonic 

subsidence. A risk based approach is incorporated into the District Plan to reflect Part II 

of the Act; 

c) Undertake a wider analysis of resource management issues and risks relating to severe 

flooding affecting Ngati Kurauia stakeholders, properties, taonga and their economic, 

social and cultural well-being.  

d) Extend the flood risk and hazard strategy to account for a wider range of matters than 

Section 6 (h) of the Act. We request that Council extend the Plan Change to include a 

significantly wider range of matters pertaining to Part II of the Act as noted above as all 

these matters are actually or potentially and significantly impacted upon in the event of 

a serious flood hazard. We point out that while a Section 6 (h) focus is absolutely 

warranted, but request that, in addition, consideration is given to the affect that flood 

hazards have on tangata whenua values and interests.  

 

Comments on the evaluation of the proposed provisions  
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18. In making our comments on the evaluations of the proposed provisions we are guided by 

Section 77 of the Local Government Act (LGA) which requires local authorities to “seek to 

identify all reasonably practicable options for the achievement of the objective of a 

decision”.  

19. We acknowledge the importance of assessing the benefits and costs of environmental, 

economic, social and cultural effects, however, we request that Council comprehensively 

evaluates these effects as they relate specifically to Ngati Kurauia hapu, whanau and land 

owner values.  

20. We agree with Council’s observation that there is a high proportion of multiply owned Maori 

land within the identified flood risk areas, however, we do not accept the notion that “any 

loss of development potential is considered to be outweighed by the risk of developing in 

these flood prone areas”. We comment further on this matter below. 

21. Many Maori land owners have ‘sacrificed’ their lands to enable the community (including 

private property owners) the opportunity to sustain a desired benefit. The costs to Maori 

owners is both monetary (opportunity cost of development) and non-monetary (adverse 

effects on taonga, access and turangawaewae). There is no material identification or related 

evaluation of these attributes or their effects on the land owners. As a result there appears 

to be insufficient information to enable decision-makers to develop sound understanding of 

the impact of this Plan Change on Ngati Kurauia hapu, whanau, landowners and to advise on 

its relevance to their cultural, social, economic and environmental interests.   

22. For whatever reasons, there does not appear to be any clear method chosen for evaluating 

the effects of these options on tangata whenua especially for the production of clear, 

transparent and consistent results.  

23. In respect of some classes of activities the response to cultural effects is in the form of a 

general comment based on “there has been limited feedback from iwi on this issue”. We do 

not accept that this is a valid reason for dismissing the material significance of undertaking a 

proper assessment. In respect of emergency services, infrastructure and defended area 

activities there are “none” response. These activities are directly relevant to tangata whenua 

and they will have varying degrees of monetary and non-monetary impact. For this reason 

they will need to be adequately reassessed. 

 

Key Decisions made during Plan Change Development 

24. We comment on selected “decisions” as follows: 

e) “To remove flooding under 10cm” – We disagree with the assumption that water 
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below 10cm did not pose a risk to people or property in the event that this applies 

within the Tokaanu basin or any other lands where an abnormally high water table 

has undermined the stability of the land surface and subsurface. Ngati Kurauia, 

therefore, object to this blanket application and request that, in the first instance, 

Council evaluate the situation in the Tokaanu Basin and meet with relevant Hapu to 

resolve this matter.  

f) “To remove defended areas that were affected by flooding from an alternative 

source” – We request further discussion on this matter with Ngati Kurauia and the 

affected owners to determine the ‘real’ impact and implications of this decision.  

g) “To remove non-contiguous flood areas from the mapping outputs for the Lake” – 

Given that no discussion has taken place with the affected land owners and Ngati 

Tuwharetoa hapū on this matter, we request direct dialogue with Council believe 

this decision is finalized. 

h) “Not to include extreme wave activity” – Ngati Kurauia request that Council carry 

out precise wave modelling to determine the actual dynamics and impact of wave 

activity. Ngati Kurauia are concerned with this matter and believe its impact is 

important. The dearth of information is a concern to us and we object to the 

exclusion of this matter. We request that work on the monitoring and modelling be 

carried out in the Tokaanu/Waihi Bay and Tongariro Delta areas. 

i) “To have a two-step engagement process” – Ngati Kurauia would like to receive 

clarity on what this really means. We do not accept that sufficient time nor did 

Council provide the inputs or convey adequate information on this important project 

to enable it to be understood by those who are at risk of and are actually and 

potentially impacted by flooding. The failure to provide this creates an additional 

risk to residents and landowners. Ngati Kurauia, therefore, request that Council 

engage in a more informative manner with residents and land owners in the 

Tokaanu Basin.    

j) “To assume that stop banks won’t be changed over time” – We request urgent 

dialogue with Council on this matter. We ask that Council to ascertain this position 

with WRC’s assistance and engage with Ngati Tuwharetoa and Ngati Kurauia land 

owners directly where their land is utilized or affected by the erection of stop banks.  
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25. Significance of the Effects 

26. Ngati Kurauia has noted its concerns. The risks that it historically and currently faces are 

critical to its environmental, economic, social, and cultural livelihood. Based on historical 

effects and the high degree of compromise and abandonment of our taonga tuku iho 

because of development induced incursions and the failure to implement effective 

mitigation on any of these incursions, Ngati Kurauia contend that the future projected 

likelihood is that we may be displaced from our ancestral lands and taonga. The next 

flood may well be the tipping point for this undesirable and unacceptable scenario. 

Under the circumstances we, therefore, consider the effects to be critically significant! 

We request that these matters be urgently addressed. 

27. We note that there is a very high proportion of multiply owned Maori land within the 

identified flood risk areas. This fact adversely and disproportionately impacts on Ngati 

Tuwharetoa land owners. We consider that under these circumstances the notion that 

“any loss of development potential is considered to be outweighed by the risk of 

developing in these flood prone areas” – is inequitable and insensitive to the 

disproportionate amount of Maori land utilised in the flood mitigation and protection 

and the indefinite period that this land will continue to be adversely affected by 

foregoing development purposes. Furthermore, the effects of flooding on waahi tapu, 

historical occupation, geothermal taonga and fertile soils used for extensive gardening, 

have never been addressed following serious flooding incidents. Ngati Kurauia propose 

that Council urgently address this issue and provide an urgent, fair and equitable 

solution. Ngati Kurauia request that Council seriously consider the following: 

a) That the owners of Maori lands that are utilized to provide a public good or 

service to the community or nation (such as flood mitigation, prevention, risk 

reduction) be rewarded by a form of dispensation and/or reward that fairly and 

equitably recognizes the contribution of the land and/or its loss of productive 

capacity or opportunity cost. 

b) That the cultural, spiritual, environmental and social values of the land impacted 

by the risk and hazard associated with flooding be seriously and transparently 

considered by the Council through direct engagement with Ngati Kurauia. “any 

loss of development potential is considered to be outweighed by the risk of 

developing in these flood prone areas”.  
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28. Ngati Kurauia request that an informative and constructive process of consultation be 

convened directly with Council to determine the “Degree of impact on, or interest from 

iwi/Māori”. Ngati Kurauia propose that the agenda for this engagement include: 

a) The mutual establishment of a clear understanding of flood hazard risks and 

impacts on Ngati Kurauia and their values and taonga.  

b) Develop innovative and effective measures to urgently address the potential and 

actual impacts on Ngati Kurauia hapu, whanau, land owners and property 

owners. 

George Asher 

Ngati Kurauia  

14/12/2017 
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Plan Change 34 Flood Hazard; Submission re. 168 Te Rangitautahanga Road, Turangi. 

19 August 2017 
 
Taupo District Council 
Submission: Plan Change 34 Flood Hazard 
 
Submitters: 
 John and Bev Campbell 
168 Te Rangitautahanga Road, Turangi 
 
1. The Turangi Town is an established urban area. Since 1980 the population has been shrinking 
 from  approx. 5500 to under 3000 now. It has lost its social diversity and today as a population 
 dominated  by young unemployed (mainly Maori) or senior citizens – and few in the middle.  It 
 is currently facing devaluing residential capital values (approx avg  $147k). 
 
 Any planning policy should recognise these issues and avoid any action that may exacerbate 
 further devaluation of property values than is absolutely necessary and a last resort.  
   
  
2. Current Built Environment 
 Planning needs to recognised that the area in the flood area is largely built on. Few new 
 properties can be developed in the Tongariro Flood hazard areas. From SH 1 to Te 
 Rangitautahanga Rd, on the left bank of the Tongariro River, only 2 vacant land properties are 
 near the river. Both of  are on land blocks that are Department of Conservation managed 
 Crown land where an Ancillary Waitangi Treaty agreement was made in 1999 and are treated 
 as TDC reserves. That a leaves a Flood Hazard Plan affecting probably no green field lots in our 
 locality  
 
3. District Plans 
 Previous  District Schemes and District Plans have a record of failure and are the poorest of 
 tools for Flood Hazard Management. This was evident in 2004  when Herekiekie St (the Duff 
 property) and the Tongariro Lodge units were inundated. These properties differed from the 
 older Herekiekie St properties in that they had all built knowing the risk of building on a flood 
 plain, or in a flood path. They were legally able to have the Planning Consent conditions 
 ignored. A District Plan Flood Hazard change is the last tool that a Council should use when it 
 becomes aware of a flood risk. It seems it is the primary tool being used by Taupo District 
 Council. . 
 
4. Flood History 
4.1 Most Turangi properties that have been affected by floods from 1958 to 2016 are now 
 protected by stopbanks. The 1958 and 2004 floods were considered to exceed to AEP 1%. 
 
4.2 In 1958-1980’s parts of the Taupahi Road area were affected by floods. Stopbanks were 
 constructed  by Taupo County Council (in the 1980’s to protect the north end of Taupahi Road) 
 and by Taupo District Council (in 2003 to now protect the Koura St area).  These assets are 
 now managed by Waikato Regional Council. 
 
4.3 During the 2004 flood, the Koura St area suffered some inundation even though a stopbank 
 had recently been constructed to the design 100yr flood level. This was largely due to the 
 Department of Conservation insisting that some large rocks remain in the river close to the 
 new stopbank works to enhance trout habitat. Engineers advised these presented a hazard 
 and that prediction came true within several months. These large bed boulders created a 
 localised standing wave at the peak of the flood that then overtopped the stop bank.  This 
 area received a top up of stopbank crest level after that flood. 
 
4.4 The Herekiekie St properties that were inundated in 2004 were all in the recognised flow path 
 and unprotected. This area now has a stopbank to protect these. 
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4.5 Inundation of the Hirangi Road area in 2004 was through a low spot adjacent on the Flight 
 property on Hirangi Road. Flood waters in the old Hirangi Arm of the Tongariro River breached 
 this point and flowed towards the old Tongairiro River Bed.  
 
4.6 Most houses along Hirangi Road were not inundated in 2004 – though locals may say they 
 were. The CD Officer and I inspected all properties and on the day of the flood and found that 
 waters had flooded parts of the properties but had not exceeded the floor levels.  The 
 properties that were inundated were on Te Awamate Rd and included the Speedy, Fletcher 
 and Turangi WWTP redundant oxidation ponds. It should be noted that the new plant was not 
 flooded as it was located on higher ground.    
 
4.7 The lower Hirangi Road area is close to an old Tongariro River bed and is a well known flood 
 path(see Hindle’s thesis in the Turangi library).  This was the route that the 1958 flood took to 
 inundate Tokaanu Village during that flood. Tokaanu cannot be flooded by this route now as 
 the Tokaanu Tailrace has bisected the flow path. 
 
4.8 If the low spot were stop banked it would restrict flooding towards the lower Hirangi Road, Te 
 Awamate Rd and Turangi Waste Water Treatment Plant.    
 
4.9 Between 2004 to 2011, in my position as Turangi/Tongariro Area Manger, I repeatedly 
 submitted to  Waikato RC on the need to complete a stopbank near the Flight property to 
 remove the risk to the Turangi WWTP. Progressing this became frustrated by Iwi claim issues.  
 Placing of a small stopbank in this area is the most urgently needed action of both Council’s 
 and no amount of District Plan changes will protect anything while this remains neglected. Life 
 and property remains at risk until this action is completed. 
 
5. Stormwater Outlet Flap Valve Maintenance  
5.1 During 2004 flooding disrupted parts of Turangi through backflow through stormwater outlets. 
 Following that flood, flap valves were placed to all these outlets. These must be regularly 
 checked and maintained.  
 
5.2 Up to 2011 I received numerous phone alerts at all hours of the day and night from EW and 
 Genesis Energy warning of impending storm events. One action taken was to have TDC  Turangi 
 staff check that the valves were not blocked by debris. One major outlet is at the  north 
 end of Taupahi Road. WRC and TDC cannot get to it because of it is overgrown with 
 blackberry. TDC must taking flood risk seriously. Regular and timely maintenance of the 
 stormwater outlets is  a key flood hazard reduction measure.  
 
 
5.3 An inspection of theses flap valves today shows most neglected of maintenance. See photos 
 below 
 

 
Figure 1: Kutai St Flap Valve; submerged.    Figure 2: Koura St Flap Valve : overgrown 
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Figure 3: Poto St Flap Valve; good    Figure 4: Taupahi Park Flap Valve; good 

 

 
Figure 5: Taupahi Rd Nth #1; SW manhole access overgrown Figure 6: Taupahi Rd Nth there are two stormwater 
       outlets that discharge in this vicinity to the Tongariro 
       River. Both cannot be reached. Both are the main valves 
       where back flow occurred in 2004. Both need urgent 
       vegetation removal so access can be gained to check 
       these close on a rising flood.  

 

 
Figure 7 and Figure 8: Waipapa St - Tong Bridge Lodge Outlet overgrown    Figure 8 
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Figure 9: Te Rewha St – overgrown  

 

 
Figure 10 and 11: near 149 Te Rangitautahanga rd: Overgrown access 

 
Figure 11: Rea Grove SW Discharge point: has no flap valve and  
back flow in 2004 flood resulted in Hirangi Rd and access to  
Hirangi Marae being blocked. 

 
6. Flood Estimations 
6.1 The 2004 event was at that time considered to have exceeded the 1% AEP. Subsequent 
 statistical review changed that. The Opus Report comments that estimating the volume of 
 large floods is difficult. During the 2004 flood, recording site stilling well floats reached their 
 top levels at several upper river sites. Form that point they gave no record of the upper level 
 of the flood. At Turangi the river bed was mobilsed and other changes to the river channel 
 were occurring. We know that the 1958 and 2004 flood did not come onto the Kohineheke - 
 Crescent Reserve opposite our property.  
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6.2 An old MWD stop bank constructed in the late 1960’s prevented some flows towards Te 
 Rangitautahanga Rd. A few years back this area was filled in by WRC with river sediment 
 while  as they carried out flood path widening in the river bed.  The flood hazard maps seem 
 to be incorrect in the locality of our property showing flooding to the street line.  
 
 

 
 
        Figure 123: Kohineheke -Crescent Reserve [TDC]with Tongariro River Protection Area [WRC] 
       On RHS of the photo the area which was infilled by WRC. A small stopbank could  
         be easily placed along this area 

 
6.3 The Opus report shows the 1% AEP 2005 – 2010 flood is less that the 1957-2005 record. No 
 flooding has occurred in the town area downstream of the SH1 Tongariro River Bridge 
 (excluding the Bridge Lodge area). Hence no need for any planning restrictions for flood  hazard 
 on our property. 
 
6.4 A question I have is what AEP flood (using the updated data in the Opus report) would the 
 exiting flood protection works withstand?  I estimate  it is likely to be close to the 1% AEP  
 probably 1.1%AEP and that seems within the margin of error for flood prediction. If so what 
 exists is  adequate and a change is planning conditions imposed on properties is unnecessary.   
 
6.5 A  1% AEP is at the top end of risk and should only be applied to stopbank structures, not the 
 design of residential properties. The Building  Act allows Building Consent to be at 2% AEP. The 
 District Plan change should not apply the 1% AEP to building areas. 
 
6.6 The flood estimates do not account with the recent changes to the land use of the ex Dept. Of 
 Correction Rangipo Prison area now being planted with pines. This will decrease the speed and 
 amount of future runoff, hence the size of the flood. This could reduce the effect on our 
 property 
 
6.7 A 1810 m3/s flood would inundate most of the eastern side of Turangi, change to whole river  
 morphology would be dramatically changed, all the septic sewer system would be flooded, the 
 WWTP  would be flooded (and the town would have to close), the SH1 River Bridge would go. 
 It is a ridiculous proposition that TDC has taken to consider that figure at this stage of climate 
 change, and indeed it is not taking that sort of proposal seriously in other respects so why 
 apply it to my property now in a planning draft proposal?  
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7. Alternatives 
7.1 If a flood hazard does exists, it would be easy (less than one months work) to form a small stop 
 bank along the WRC river protection area using reclaimed fill material similar to what WRC did 
 to infill the area a few years ago. As a property owner  I would rather have that course of 
 action as it offers real protection from flooding to all the existing properties. A District Plan 
 change can only protect the no current vacant property lot and it leaves the remaining existing 
 properties no better off. 
 
7.2 TDC Annual Report Higlights 2016/147 show operating surplus of $9.3 million (3 November 
 2017, Taupo Times pg 10). These surpluses are being achieved by negligence of their 
 maintenance responsibilities. 
 
7.3 TDC surpluses could easily be used complete the needed and some additional stopbank works 
 and protect the property interests of the property owners in Turangi. This would be much 
 more preferable than this bureaucratic planning nonsense we are being subjected to in Planni 
 Change 34.  
 
 
8. Climate Change 
8.1 Climate change is mentioned. This will be incremental and over the next 50 years and is 
 estimated to be approx 20C change . Govt has signed up on that figure.  
 
8.2 Five reviews of the Taupo District Council Plan over the next 50 years (at 1 review every 10 
 years) must take place in that period.   
 
8.3 The actual climate change, not the current speculation, can be determined by good 
 monitoring and the rate of these changes. For example, we may have more frequent storm 
 events but of lesser intensity and duration – hence no increased flood risk.  It is premature at 
 this stage to start including climate change in the flood estimates. 
 
8.4 Climate change is normal as it has been occurring as long as man has records. What we do 
 know is if it changes for warmer with more frequent rainfall, then the Central North Island will 
 experience vegetation change. More vegetation will reduce runoff and decrease the flood 
 intensity levels. This has not been accounted for in the flood estimations. 
 
9. Volcanic Eruptions 
 The volcanic eruptions of the 1998-2002 period and subsequent deposition of ash sediments 
 into the headwaters of the Tongariro River catchment had more significant effects on the 
 Tongariro River than any other natural event. Heavy rainfalls after that period mobilised and 
 flushed this material, yet the river coped in 2004. The river channel work by WRC since 2004 
 has increased the river’s ability to cope with floods. Periodic removal of gravels and sediments 
 may need consideration to ensure the bed of the river does not does not aggrade.  
 
 
10. Risk and Damage 
10.1 I can recall an elderly Maori lady at a public meeting after the 2004 recounting how as a child 
 her family lived in the Tongariro River delta area in 1920’s and had to move away for a year 
 due to floods. We haven’t seen such an event for almost 90 years now.  The river has 
 remained stable in its lower meander section and by in large has remained within its defined 
 flood plain. I would submit that TDC and the community live with the current risk and not 
 become too risk averse.  
 
10.2  Objective 31.1.3 says it is to keep people safe. In respect of this, and as I identified in my 
 consultation letter of 24 March 2016,  two particular actions could be taken by Regional and 
 Local Council to ensure this, namely: 
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10.2.1 Stopbank Hirangi Road – complete the stopbank, close the low spot. I know WRC knows  
 about this, as I regularly raised it with them in an attempt to make TDC’s Wastewater  
 Treatment  plant more secure from flooding. The record is that for 12 years, WRC has not 
 achieved the small work necessary. TDC also has the powers to take physical action, but still 
 chooses a ‘doing nothing approach’. It is no use having plan changes when the real need is 
 physical works.  
 
10.2.2 Stop-banking along the Kohineheke-Cresent Reserve, Turangi.  
 WRC have the land, powers and responsibilities to provide flood protection works.  
 WRC can easily provide protection to our properties. I would prefer to see done rather  
 than have planning encumbrances placed on our properties as the latest action by TDC  
 planners has done [our property insurance and valuations are now affected]. 
   
10.2.3 As far as we are aware both WRC and TDC have chosen not to construct stopbanks  
 and this shows that TDC has a false statement about protecting people, infrastructure and 
 property as stated in Objective 31.1.3  
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In Conclusion. 
1.  There should be no change to our property zoning.  
 
2. There is no evidence on the maps, or in  historical events, that a 1% AEP flood reached this 
 property. 
 
3. The Proposed Change is not supported by empirical evidence from 1958 and 2004. The 1% 
 AEP is  based on limited and uncertain data and close to previous design figures. 
 
4.  The Flood Hazard Map Plan change does nothing to remove, reduce or mitigate flood risk to 
 existing occupied properties  nor does it advance the safety of Turangi residents. There are 
 much more productive actions that TDC can, and should, be taking as ‘a priori’ to reduce 
 flood risk that will negate the need for a District Plan change - such as placing new stopbanks 
 and topping up existing ones. 
 
5. The Flood Hazard Plan Change affects no residential environment zoned property on the 
 left bank of the Tongariro River downstream of the SH1 Tongariro River Bridge.  
 
6.  The Proposed District Plan Change is counterproductive to the town’s growth prospects, 
 and places an unnecessary restrictions that is  based on a low probability to properties  already 
 facing reducing land values.  Conversely, stopbanks provided where needed increase 
 property values and security.  Good policy advice would have identified this. 
 
7. If WRC and TDC are serious about Flood Hazard, they must complete the small stop bank 
 necessary on Hirangi Road near the Flight residence. This was part of the total flood 
 protection works necessary to protect Turangi, and in particular the Hirangi Road rural and 
 Turangi WWTP areas, yet is uncompleted. 
 
8. WRC and TDC must increase its local flood response procedures so that stormwater outfall 
 flap valves are accessible, regularly maintained, and checked they can close when high  rainfall 
 events warnings are received. 
 
9. Including climate change in flood estimates is premature at this stage. There is ample time 
 to collect data in the next 10 years and if necessary to make amendments at the 10 year 
 District  Plan review.  
 
10. The Climate Change assumptions and resulting flood estimations are flawed as changes to the 
 catchment use and increased vegetation growth that will occur in the verdant new 
 environment it postulates are not included in the way they will increase the rainfall retention 
 and decrease the speed of runoff. 
 
11. TDC have demonstrated in its Annual Plan 2016/17 report that it has surplus operational 
 funds of $9,300,000 that it should have used to address maintenance issues and could elect 
 to spend on minor capital works to achieve the objectives of the planning change without 
 imposing Flood Hazard controls on our property.  
 



 
 

 



Proposed Plan Change 34 

A submission to the Taup  District Council 

19 December 2017 



Trustpower Submission  2 19 December 2017

SUBMISSIONS ON PROPOSED CHANGE 34 TO THE  DISTRICT PLAN UNDER 
CLAUSE 6 OF THE FIRST SCHEDULE TO THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

To:  District Council 

Email: floodhazard@ .govt.nz  

Submission on: Proposed Plan Change 34   District Plan 

Submitter name: Trustpower Limited 

Address for service: Trustpower Limited 
Private Bag 12023 
TAURANGA 3143 
Att: Nicola Foran 

Cellphone: 021 908 951 

Email: nicola.foran@trustpower.co.nz 

 District Council 
on Proposed Plan Change 34 to the   

ent. 

Trustpower could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.  

Trustpower would like to be heard in support of its submission. 

If others make a similar submission, Trustpower would be prepared to consider a joint case. 

Signature: 

Nicola Foran 
For, and on behalf of, Trustpower Limited 

Dated: 19 December 2017 



Trustpower Submission  3 19 December 2017

1.0  

1.1 Trustpower is a New Zealand based renewable energy generator and multi product 
retailer, offering electricity, gas and telecommunication services.  With a history dating 

-electric 
 District, Trustpower 

owns and operates the Hinemaiaia HEPS and is a majority shareholder in King Country 
Energy, which owns and operates the Kuratau HEPS. 

1.2 The Hinemaiaia HEPS is located on the Hinemaiaia River, south-
consists of three dams, has a total generation capacity of 6.8MW and generates 
approximately 29.6GWh of electricity per annum. The resource consents for the 
Hinemaiaia HEPS expire in 2036.  

1.3 The Kuratau HEPS is located on the Kuratau River, south-
generation capacity of 6MW and generates approximately 29GWh of electricity per 
annum. 

1.4
District and New Zealand:  

Avoiding the need to generate additional electricity from alternative, higher cost

generation sources such as thermal generation (with its associated greenhouse gas

emissions);

electricity generation from renewable resources by 2025 and addressing the effects

of climate change;

Reduced vulnerability from the loss of electricity supply through transmission line

failures;

Provision of hydro capacity in different climatic regions from the main storage lakes

in the South Island  this reduces the risk of correlated dry periods across hydro

capacity; and

Provision and maintenance of areas with high recreational opportunities.

1.5 PC34 identifies a part of the land on which Hinemaiaia B Power Station is located as being 
in the high and / or low flood hazard areas.  Other areas containing Hinemaiaia and 
Kuratau HEPS infrastructure and buildings may also be subject to flooding, but are not 
included in any flood hazard areas identified in the planning maps. 

1.6 Against this background, Trustpower has a particular interest in the approach to the 

the operation of both Hinemaiaia and Kuratau HEPS. 

2.0  

2.1 Trustpower is generally supportive of the proposed risk based approach to managing 
flood hazard that is taken in PC34.  

2.2 In that context, Trustpower submits that it would not be effective or efficient to include 
eek to avoid or control the establishment or 

use of hydroelectricity generation buildings and infrastructure in flood hazard areas as:  
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Those structures have a functional need to locate in flood hazard areas (as is

recognised by Policy C1 and E2 of the National Policy Statement for Renewable

Those structures are designed and located with flood events in mind, and the

effects of flood events on them would not place the community at intolerable risk;

and

location of these structures in areas that would be inundated by flooding is not

needed to keep people safe.

2.3 In turn, Trustpower supports Rule 4e.9.6 which makes any maintenance or upgrading of 
existing, or the construction of new hydro electricity generation activities and buildings 
that enclose them, a permitted activity in any flood hazard area.  

2.4 For the most part Trustpower also supports the provisions of PC34 which provide the 
objective and policy basis for Rule 4e.9.6, including: 

The explicit exemptions for infrastructure in policies which direct activities and

buildings be avoided in high flood hazard areas (Policy 3I.2.3(ii) / Policy 3I.2.4(i));

and

Policy direction that infrastructure (and buildings that enclose that infrastructure),

and subdivision for infrastructure that is not vulnerable to flood risk or has a

functional requirement to be located in a flood hazard area be provided for (Policy

3I.2.4(iv).

2.5 However, there are other provisions in PC34 which apply to hydro electricity generation 
activities in hazard areas, and which direct that the location and / or design of buildings 
associated with these activities be controlled.  They include: 

Objective 3I.2.4 which seeks that buildings and infrastructure are located and

designed to ensure continued operation and to avoid structural damage during a

1%AEP flood event; and

Various policies (3I.2.3(iii), (iv) and (v), and 3I.2.4(ii)) which direct that the design of

buildings in flood hazard areas be controlled.

2.6 Trustpower has made a submission which seek these provisions do not apply to buildings 
associated with hydro electricity generation activities.  Detailed reasons are provided in 
respect of each provision. 

2.7 Trustpower has also made a submission on the planning maps forming part of PC34, and 
which seek that the Hinemaiaia B Power Station tailrace not be covered by any flood risk 
area overlay.  All other areas which contain Hinemaiaia HEPS infrastructure, and all areas 
which contain Kuratau HEPS infrastructure are not classified as being a flood risk area and 
the same approach should be taken for the Hinemaiaia B Power Station tailrace.
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1 Introduction 

This document contains the submission by Mercury NZ Limited (‘Mercury’ or ‘the Company’) on Plan Change 34 to the 
Taupo District Plan (‘the Proposed Plan Change’ or ‘PC 34’).   

This submission is structured as follows: 

• Section 2 provides a brief introduction to Mercury and its activities within the Taupo District; 
• Section 3 sets out submissions relating to particular provisions that affect the activities and interests of Mercury; 

2 Mercury NZ Limited  

2.1 Overview 
Mercury is a publicly listed company and the third largest electricity generator in New Zealand, typically generating about 
17% of New Zealand’s electricity.  In addition, the Company is the third largest retailer in New Zealand, selling electricity 
through various retail businesses.  

Mercury has a diverse and expanding portfolio of generation assets throughout the North Island, which over the last 5 years 
has generated an average of over 6,700 gigawatt hours of electricity per year.  100% of the Company’s generation comes 
from renewable resources, which includes the Waikato Hydro Scheme on the Waikato River and geothermal power stations 
in the Waikato and Bay of Plenty regions. 

2.2 Assets, Operations and Interest in the Taupo District 
It is relevant to this Proposed Plan Change that Mercury owns and operates the Waikato Hydro Scheme, consisting of the 
Taupo Control Gates (“Taupo Gates”), eight dams and nine power stations on the Waikato River.  The Taupo Gates 
structure was installed in 1941 and has a hydraulic capacity that is approximately 50% greater than the natural outlet 
channel from Lake Taupo.  Despite this, the inflow into Lake Taupo during a high flow event can be many times greater than 
the maximum outflow through Taupo Gates. 

Mercury has a role at periods of high flows as it is, at times, able to increase the amount of water stored within the river 
hydro reservoirs and Lake Taupo by regulating the flow of water through Taupo Gates.  During periods of high flow, or 
anticipated flood, a High Flow Management Plan stipulates how the Waikato Hydro Scheme is to be managed.  This set of 
procedures allows Mercury to support Waikato Regional Council, as statutory Flood Manager, to regulate the level of Lake 
Taupo and the Waikato Hydro Scheme reservoirs in order to moderate the effects of high inflows and flooding in Lake Taupo 
and the Waikato River.  

However, it is important the people and communities locating buildings and other activities near the shoreline of Lake Taupo 
recognise that it is not possible to avert flooding and erosion as a result of all natural hazard events.  This includes 
inundation of properties caused by high flow events into Lake Taupo and/or inundation and erosion caused by wind-induced 
wave activity on Lake Taupo. 
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3 Specific Submissions 

The section sets out the submissions by Mercury in relation to the Proposed Plan Change. 

Specific 

Provision 

Support / 

Oppose 

The Submission is: Relief Sought (additions underlined, deletions 

struck through):: 

All of Proposed 
Plan Change 

Support with 
modification 

Mercury generally supports the intention of the objectives, polices, rules and definitions 
set out in the Proposed Plan Change.  In summary, these new provisions aim to provide 
new and strengthened provisions within the Taupo District Plan to manage the effects 
from flood hazards on people, property and infrastructure located around the Taupo-nui-
a-Tia shoreline.  However, Mercury considers that there is potential to better promote the 
concepts of community appreciation of natural hazard risk and community resilience 
within the objectives, polices and rules of the Proposed Plan Change.  

To retain the objectives, policies, rules and definitions 
of the Proposed Plan Change, except where otherwise 
requested by this submission. 

Any further and consequential amendments to achieve 
the intent of this submission. 

All of Proposed 
Plan Change 

Wave activity 
being excluded 
from the Proposed 
Plan Change  

 

Oppose The effect of lake wave activity and set up on the landward extent of inundation has been 
deliberately excluded from the flood hazard maps and the policy framework of PC 34.  
Mercury generally supports this approach as it does not want to frustrate or delay the PC 
34 Schedule 1 RMA process whilst TDC commissions more numerical modelling to 
address wave activity and set up effects on the foreshore and backshore environments 
around Taupo-nui-a-Tia.   

However, Mercury considers that the wave activity and set up issues still need to be 
recognised within PC 34, which relates to wave effects rather than the static water level 
of the lake.  This will ensure community understanding and appreciation of flood and 
erosion hazards is achieved, buildings are not established within backshore areas which 
are likely to be affected by wave activity and overtopping in significant storm events.   

Mercury recognises that it will take time, possibly years, for TDC to secure funding 
through the Long Term Plan for further technical assessment regarding wave effects on 
erosion and inundation areas, commission and possibly peer review those assessments, 
and complete a Schedule 1 RMA process to incorporate new objectives, polices and 
methods in the District Plan that address wave activity and set up issues.  

For the above reasons, Mercury seeks that interim measures are incorporated into the 
Proposed Plan Change to address potential risks associated with lake wave activity.  
This should take the form of amending the existing Foreshore Protection Area (“FPA”) 
provisions to encompass subdivision activity. This is because Rule 4e.2.1 already 
requires discretionary consent for buildings.  Although not scientifically founded, the 20m 
FPA buffer could provide an area to accommodate erosion and inundation events for any 
future subdivision and development.  It is acknowledged that PC 34 does not apply to the 
area downstream of Taupo Gates and therefore, the change sought to Rule 4e.2.1 
should not apply to subdivision downstream of Taupo Gates.  Also, it will need to be 
noted the FPA rule is additional to the subdivision and land use based rules set out under 
the “environments” sections of the Plan and will prevail over any conflicts with 
subdivisions rules in the underlying “environment”. 

Amended Rule 4e.2.1 should read: 

Any building on or above ground or subdivision  
within a Foreshore Protection Area (excluding 
subdivision along the Waikato River downstream 
of Taupo Control Gates) is a discretionary activity.  

… 

ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 

… 

d.  The potential for flood inundation or erosion from 
the District’s waterways and Lakes, including wave 
activity on Lake Taupo . 

Note to Rule 4e.2.1: all subdivision activity withi n 
the Foreshore Protection Area (other than 
subdivision along the Waikato River downstream 
of Taupo Control Gates) shall be a discretionary 
activity and where there is a conflict between Rule  
4e.2.1 and other subdivision related rules in the 
District Plan then Rule 4e.2.1 shall prevail.    

Amend the Note for new subdivision rules 4e.9.13 to 
4e.9.15 as follows: 

Note: refer to the underlying environment rules for 
subdivision in low and medium flood hazard areas.  
Refer to Rule 4e.2.1 for subdivision within a 
Foreshore Protection Area (other than subdivision 
along the Waikato River downstream of Taupo 
Control Gates).  
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Specific 

Provision 

Support / 

Oppose 

The Submission is: Relief Sought (additions underlined, deletions 

struck through):: 

Mercury notes that Rule 4e2.1 does not appear to be supported by any policy.  In the 
absence of supporting policies it is difficult for Plan users to understand what the rule is 
seeking to achieve in terms of outcomes.  Mercury recommends that a new policy 
addressing wave activity within the FPA is an appropriate interim measure.  Also a new 
policy acknowledging that the effects of flooding and wave activity can combine under 
certain weather event which would exacerbate the inundation and erosion issues.  

In addition, a new method should be inserted setting out the actions needed in order to 
better understand the risks associated with wave activity. 

 

Include new policies under Chapter 3l Natural Hazards 
as follows: 

To recognise and manage the potential risk of 
wave activity to subdivision and buildings around 
the shoreline of Lake Taupo, particularly for 
properties located within the Foreshore Protection 
Area as measured from the Nui-a-Tia boundary. 

To recognise that flood and wave activity around 
the shoreline of Lake Taupo can be caused by 
different processes, but their combination can 
exacerbate the consequence of inundation and 
erosion around the shoreline of Lake Taupo.  

Include a new method under 3I.3: 

Council will update the flood hazard areas shown 
on the planning maps and corresponding policies 
and rules once it has a detailed understanding of 
the effects of wave activity on erosion and 
inundation of the foreshore and backshore of 
Taupo-nui-a-Tia.  Until such time as this update 
process is complete, Council will engage with its 
communities located around the lake shoreline 
regarding the potential for wave activity to 
exacerbate erosion as well as the extent of the 
flood hazard areas shown on the planning maps.  
This engagement could include, but not be limited 
to, including information in Land Information 
Memoranda and having dedicated space on the 
Council’s website regarding lake shoreline 
hazards.    

Policy 3I.2.3 (i)  Support  Mercury considers that the policy provides support for TDC to disseminate information to 
its communities living on the lake shoreline regarding water levels in the lake and the 
potential consequential effects on people, property and infrastructure when high water 
levels are experienced.  This information dissemination process would be especially 
useful at times when inflows are likely to exceed outflows, such as where the lake is near 
or at its maximum operating level and heavy rainfall is forecast to occur.  This practice 
would assist with raising community awareness of hazards, improve resilience to the 
hazards, provide health and safety benefits, and ensure the use of best information/best 
practice, as required by Waikato Regional Policy Statement Policy 13.1.  

Retain Objective 3l.2.3 and associated policies in the 
same or similar form. 

Objective 3I.2.4 Support with Mercury supports the intent of the objective but considers that it should be amended to Amend Objective 3l.2.4 to read:  
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Specific 

Provision 

Support / 

Oppose 

The Submission is: Relief Sought (additions underlined, deletions 

struck through):: 

modification clarify what the “structural damage” requirement relates to.  Locating and designing to 
ensure continuity of function is clear.  However, the damage criterion should be 
expanded to make it clearer that the new structures shall not result in adverse effects on 
themselves and other parties’ (such as Mercury’s) structures, infrastructure and property.  
It would also be prudent to ensure the objective makes it clear that the requirement to 
locate and design buildings in a manner such that they continue to operate and are not 
damaged by flooding, or cause damage, also pertains to larger flood events (with a 
lesser AEP than 1%).   

Buildings and infrastructure are located and designed 
to ensure continued operation and to avoid structural 
damage to themselves and other infrastructure and 
property during a flood event with an annual 
exceedance probability of 1% or less .    

Policy 3I.2.4 (ii)  Support with 
modification  

Mercury supports the intent of the policy but considers that it should be amended to 
clarify that where topographic and cadastral features provide an opportunity to site a new 
building and major addition to an existing building either outside of the flood hazard area, 
or in a lesser flood hazard risk area, then this should be undertaken.  There are likely to 
be instances where it is possible to reduce the consequences of inundation (and thereby 
the risk) to buildings by siting them further away from the hazard.  This accords with best 
practice and the Waikato Regional Policy Statement requirements.   

As above, Mercury considers clarification should be provided as to what the “structural 
damage” requirement relates to.  Locating and designing to ensure continuity of function 
is clear.  However, the damage criterion should be expanded to make it clearer that the 
new structures shall not result in adverse effects on themselves and other parties’ (such 
as Mercury’s) structures, infrastructure and property.  Further, the policy should be 
amended to address the current ambiguity surrounding what constitutes a “significant 
flood event”.  As the 1% AEP flood event is specified in the supporting objective, it would 
be sensible to be consistent in the policy.   

Amend Policy 3l.2.4 (ii) to read: 

Control the location and design of new buildings and 
major additions to existing buildings in low and 
medium flood hazard areas to avoid structural damage 
to themselves and other infrastructure and 
property  during significant flood events a flood event 
with an annual exceedance probability of 1% or 
less.   

Policy 3I.2.4 (iv)  Support with 
modification  

Mercury supports the intent of the policy but considers that it should be amended.  The 
way the policy is currently drafted is incorrect and confusing in terms of terminology and 
technical concepts.  Infrastructure cannot be vulnerable to flood risk.  Risk is a 
combination of likelihood and consequence; while vulnerability (in this context) is the 
extent to which the infrastructure is likely to experience harm from the flood hazard.   

Further, Policy 3I.2.4 (v) could be deleted altogether and one policy developed which 
encompasses both scenarios of circumstances where it is appropriate and inappropriate 
to provide for infrastructure, buildings and subdivision in a flood hazard area.   

Amend Policy 3l.2.4 (iv) to read: 

Provide for, infrastructure (and buildings that enclose 
that infrastructure), and subdivision for infrastructure 
that is not vulnerable to flood risk will not be 
functionally compromised or result in adverse 
effects on other infrastructure (and buildings that  
enclose that infrastructure) as a result of floodin g 
or has a functional requirement to be in a flood hazard 
area. 

Policy 3I.2.4 (v)  Oppose  Refer to commentary above regarding Policy 3I.2.4 (iv).   Delete Policy 3l.2.4 (v) by addressing the subject 
matter in Policy 3l.2.4 (iv): 

Avoid infrastructure (and buildings that enclose that 
infrastructure), and subdivision for infrastructure, that 
is vulnerable to flood risk in a flood hazard area. 

Rules 4e.9.15 to Support Mercury considers that the Proposed Plan Change adopts a pragmatic approach to Retain Rules 4e.9.15 to 4e.9.18 in the same or similar 
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Specific 

Provision 

Support / 

Oppose 

The Submission is: Relief Sought (additions underlined, deletions 

struck through):: 

4e.9.18 dealing with infrastructure within flood hazard areas.  This recognises that infrastructure 
may have a functional or operational need to be located in such areas, and in some 
cases the infrastructure may provide flood hazard mitigation.  The rules applying to 
infrastructure within flood hazard areas, specifically Rules 4e.9.15 to 4e.9.18, are 
supported by Objective 3l.2.4 and Policy 3l.2.4 (iv), and should be retained. 

form. 

Definition of 
‘Annual 
Exceedance 
Probability (AEP)’ 

Support with 
modification  

Mercury supports the inclusion of a definition of AEP but considers that the current 
definition requires amendment so that it is clear and aligns with the intent and specific 
purpose of the Proposed Plan Change.  That is, for the purposes of the Proposed Plan 
Change, AEP should not be limited to just river flood flows but also water level (e.g. in 
Lake Taupo).  The definition provided in the Waikato RPS should be used as it is 
sufficiently broad to cover both river and lake scenarios, and it is considered best practice 
for the District Plan to be consistent with the higher order RPS.   

 

Amend the definition for ‘Annual Exceedance 
Probability (AEP)’ to read: 

Annual Exceedance Probability (AEP) - means the 
estimated probability of a certain design flood flow 
being equalled or exceeded an event occurring in 
any one year.  A  – for example, a  1% AEP means 
an event that has an estimated probability of 
occurrence of 1 per cent design flood flow has a 1% 
or 1 in 100 chance of being equalled or exceeded in 
any one  year.  
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Sue Mavor

From: Miles Rowe <Miles.Rowe@mercury.co.nz>

Sent: Friday, 9 March 2018 10:39 a.m.

To: Sue Mavor

Subject: Clarification on Mercury's Submission Point for Policy 3l.2.3(i)

Good morning Sue 
As discussed with you, Mercury is supportive of Objective 3l.2.3 and associated policies, but our submission point on 
Policy 3l.2.3(i) (page 4 of the submission) is about that specific policy.  As a consequence, the relief should be 
amended to “Retain Policy 3l.2.3(i) in the same or similar form.” 
 
The support for the Plan Change provisions that are not specifically addressed in the submission table is derived from 
the first generic submission point in the table, which seeks “To retain the objectives, policies, rules and definitions of 
the Proposed Plan Change, except where otherwise requested by this submission.” 
 
I am likely to be in Taupo fairly regularly over the next couple of months so would be happy to meet to discuss 
aspects of our submission if needed. 
 
Regards 
 

MILES ROWE 
ENVIRONMENTAL ADVISOR 
 

 
MERCURY.CO.NZ 
P +64 7 857 0342    M +64 27 276 2532 
E miles.rowe@mercury.co.nz 
Level 3, ANZ Centre, 17 Grantham Street, Hamilton 
PO Box 445,  Hamilton 3240. New Zealand 

 

  

This message contains confidential information. If it’s not intended for 
you, please don’t copy, disclose or use it, but please do let us know by 
return email and then delete this message. 
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SUBMISSION TO TAUPO DISTRICT COUNCIL ON PROPOSED PLAN 
CHANGE 34 (FLOOD HAZARD) TO THE TAUPO DISTRICT PLAN

Form 5
Submission on publicly notified proposal for policy statement or plan

Clause 6 of First Schedule, Resource Management Act 1991

To: The Chief Executive
Taupo District Council
Private Bag 2005
Taupo Mail Centre 
TAUPO 3352

Email: floodhazard@taupo.govt.nz 

Name of submitter: Federated Farmers of New Zealand

Contact person: Martin Meier
Senior Policy Advisor

Address for service: mmeier@fedfarm.org.nz
PO Box 447, Hamilton 3240

This is a submission on Proposed Plan Change 34 to the Taupo District Plan.

Federated Farmers could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

The specific provisions of the proposal that submission relates to and the 
decisions it seeks from Council are as detailed on the following pages. Federated Farmers 
also seeks any consequential changes necessary to give effect to the relief sought.

Federated Farmers wishes to be heard in support of its submission.
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1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 Federated Farmers of New Zealand (FFNZ) welcomes the opportunity to submit on Plan

Change 34 (PC34).

1.2 FFNZ is a primary sector organisation with a long and proud history of representing the

needs and interests of New Zealand farmers involved in a range of rural businesses.

1.3 FFNZ es.  Our key strategic outcomes

include the need for New Zealand to provide an economic and social environment within

which:

a. Our members may operate their business in a fair and flexible commercial

environment;

b. Our members' families and their staff have access to services essential to the needs

of the rural community; and

c. Our members adopt responsible management and environmental practices

1.4 FFNZ represents a variety of dairy, dry stock and horticulture land users in the Taupo

district.  We acknowledge submissions from individual members on Plan Change 34.

2. GENERAL COMMENTS

2.1 FFNZ generally supports PC34 and its intent to identify flood hazards and manage

development to mitigate risks to people and property.

2.2 FFNZ supports the use of up-to-date information to more accurate delineate flood hazard

2.3 FFNZ also supports the use of a risk based approach to managing flood hazards. This

approach aligns with the approach required by the Resource Management Act 1991.

3. UNINHABITED FARM BUILDINGS

3.1 FFNZ is concerned that uninhabited farming buildings are captured by rules relating to

flooding.  Uninhabited farm buildings like sheds with hay bales or sheds used to park

tractors with a dirt floor will not risk lives in a flood and there will be minimal damage

compared to a house being flooded.

3.2 Accordingly, we consider that non-habitable farming buildings do not require control

measures in case of a flood.

4. SPECIFIC COMMENTS

4.1 The amendments we seek, and the reasons for them, are set out in the table below.  In

addition, we seek any consequential changes necessary to give effect to the relief we seek

and/or to address the concerns we raise.

















Please click on the link below to view the document 

https://submissions.taupo.govt.nz:443/Consult24Office/Docs/PID_19/19_789BNUXLV_Plan Change 34 Flood hazard.htm
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Submission on Notified Proposal for Plan Change, 
Taupo District Council – Plan Change 34 

To Taupo District Council 
 
Name of submitter: Friends of Lake Taupo 
 
This is a submission on a change proposed to the following plan (the proposal): 
Taupo District Council Plan Change 34 – Flood Hazard  
 

Our objection to this Plan Change is that the proposed flood levels are incorrect and that inappropriate, 

unproven and unacceptable provisions for additional flooding resulting from climate change and seiche 

have been included in the proposed flood levels. 

The proposed Plan Change and supporting documentation fails to present and the correct context of 

Lake Taupo as a body of water which functions as a hydro reservoir - a managed lake, not a natural 

water body.  It also fails to present the Statutory and Planning context which has developed to support 

the managed lake regime.  There is a Consent and specific existing consent conditions which set flood 

levels and there is specific legislation which provides for compensation in the event of the lake flooding 

above a set level.  

Waikato Regional Policy Statement 

The Waikato Regional Policy Statement identifies that Lake Taupo is modified and managed as a hydro 

reservoir (8A Pg 8-17)   

The Policy Statement has no mention of flooding in relation to Lake Taupo.  Climate Change in relation 

to water levels is mentioned in relation to sea level change only.  There is reference to the “natural 

function of fresh water bodies” which includes issues relation to “diversion of floodwaters” 

The strategy only considers generic issues relating to floodplains and flooding.  It requires consideration 

of minimum temperature change of 2.1 degrees C by 2090. The Opus study has selected temperature 

increases of 5.6 degrees C by 2090 which is substantially in excess of and not consistent with this 

Waikato Regional Council policy. 

In addition to the lack of any reference to flooding for Lake Taupo in the Regional Policy Statement, 

Waikato Regional Plan section on Lake Taupo is also completely silent on the subject of flooding.   

Furthermore it is also silent about the fact Environment Waikato have used (and we assume will in 

future use) Lake Taupo to manage floods in the lower Waikato. 

Mercury Energy (MRP) Consent  

With full knowledge of 1998 and earlier flood events, Mercury New Zealand – (Mighty River Power at 

the time – referred to as MRP/Mercury in this submission) have accepted the 2006 Waikato Regional 

Council Consent conditions for the management of Lake Taupo – these include flood levels to be 

achieved for the full consent period.  MRP/Mercury were confident enough of their management of the 
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lake level to request removal of the previously consented flood step provisions for lake level 

management, which reduced allowed flood levels during high risk periods. 

The MRP/Mercury Consent Application included specific statements relating to changing their hydro 

management regime to provide for increased seasonal peak power production, which requires holding 

water in Lake Taupo and the inherent increased risk of flooding which results from this. The Lake Taupo 

Compensation Claims Act will apply in this situation and was specifically established to make the hydro 

operator liable for any damage caused by their actions resulting in flooding of Taupo. 

There are provisions for review of the MRP/Mercury consent.  The next review is set for 2018 and would 

allow the consideration of the provisions proposed by this Plan Change and an appropriate whole of 

catchment view of flood management in conjunction with considering this Plan Change. 

Prior to the 2006 consent, the Taupo lake level requirements included a “step” in the level, with the 

maximum level of the lake reduced by 150mm between January and March This had been implemented 

in 1968 in recognition of the potential effects of cyclonic storms during this period of the year.  Removal 

of the step provision was allowed on the basis that MRP/Mercury had the forecasting and management 

systems to avoid flooding of the lake without this provision.  Reinstatement of this step in level or other 

level adjustment provisions provides an acceptable and available mechanism for handling any risk of or 

actual increase in flood event occurrence now or in the future.  

It is noted that the Opus report describes the use of the Taupo Control Gates for flood control (Pg 26).  

Environment Waikato is the Flood Manager not MRP/Mercury. There is no consent for this usage as the 

Mercury/MRP consent is for hydro system management only with Flood Rules to ensure safety of the 

dams in flood events. The Flood rules which have been prepared in accordance with the 2006 

MRP/Mercury consent have been prepared away from a Consent/RMA process and the effects of 

operating the Control Gates for flood management, including management outside the Flood Rules have 

not been presented or assessed.  It is appropriate that these should be reviewed by a RMA process. 

Physical situation 

Taupo is a fully managed hydro reservoir – this is reflected in the 2006 MRP/Mercury consent and the 

Lake Taupo Compensation Claims Act 1947.  These both provide for the risk of managing the lake level 

and any consequences of this in terms of flooding to rest with the hydro system operator.   

The fundamental control on lake level is the lake outflow through the Control Gates which are managed 

by MRP/Mercury. While the Opus Flood Assessment Report frequently refers to the lake level being 

near natural, the reality is that the lake level has been modified by the installation and operation of the 

Control Gates.  If the Control Gates were left continuously fully open, the lake would be close to or 

below its minimum operating level for most of the time –in this situation, flood levels would be 

substantially below any of the levels considered in the Opus Flood Assessment.  For any rainfall event of 

any size, since the installation of the Outlet Gates, there will have been the potential for the operator to 

proactively and pre-emptively lower the lake level to avoid flooding if they had acted at an appropriate 

time.  The MRP/Mercury consents reflect this and this situation of control of the lake level by the 

MRP/Mercury as the Operator will continue in the future. 

The flooding experienced in the 1998 event were strongly influenced by closure of the Lake Taupo 

Control Gates (Opus reference pgs 36 and 37) This was a compensation event as defined in the Lake 
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Taupo Compensation Claims Act and the flood was a result of failure to proactively manage lake water 

levels, plus Control Gate closure during the flood.   In this event Environment Waikato used the Control 

Gates to attenuate flows in the lower Waikato which resulted from the combined flow from the Waipa 

and the Waikato River, and as a result Lake Taupo was flooded. The effects of this activity on Lake Taupo 

flood levels has not been assessed nor is the activity authorised by the Mercury/MRP Resource Consent.   

This flooding of Taupo reflects a failure to manage the hydro system to avoid the flood or a failure in 

metrological forecasting to predict the rainfall event. We do not accept that this event is evidence of the 

need to adjust Taupo District Council flood levels.   

Figure 3.3 and other information presented in the Opus Flood Hazard Study shows that the lake level 

has been managed by MRP/Mercury to be at high levels for significant periods when the natural level 

would have been lower.  The risk of flooding resulting from this management regime rests with 

MRP/Mercury, is covered by the provisions of the Lake Taupo Compensation Claims Act 1947, and is one 

for which there is no need for Taupo District Council to address recognise with a Plan Change for flood 

levels.  The Compensation legislation provides the response to this and the consent the framework for 

maximum flood levels.  A flood occurring when the lake level starts at higher than natural is inherently 

caused by MRP/Mercury, not a natural event.  

The Consent requires MRP/Mercury to “Maintain the existing upper limits for (the level of) Lake Taupo 

but require that the lake is operated to a regime that limits the probability of these limits being 

exceeded”   

MRP/Mercury have accepted consent conditions that reflect this.  They have commented that they can 

manage the lake within these consent limits and take account of any Climate Change effects.  These 

consent limits apply until 2041.  These consent conditions were set following and with full knowledge of 

the 1998 floods.  It is reasonable to expect that MRP/Mercury has the incentive and with the progressive 

improvement being achieved with weather forecasting procedures and models,  and further 

improvements in forecasting in future, that MRP/Mercury will be able to maintain the level of Lake 

Taupo within its existing upper level limits beyond the period of the consent.  In any event, given the 

potential for reduction of the controlled maximum lake levels as an alternative to allowing and 

accepting higher flood levels, the issue of lake level management and acceptable flood levels should be 

considered as part of the MRP/Mercury consent renewal in 2041, not separately by the Taupo District 

Council now. 

Technical Studies -  

The Opus report “Taupo District Flood Hazard Study “can be considered an appropriate report to 

consider flood risk for a natural body of water. The fact is Lake Taupo’s level and outflow is managed 

and the lake is not a natural water body. Opus need to confirm the limitations of the report given it is 

managed as a hydro reservoir subject to the MRP/Mercury Consent Flood Rules.  The Opus report has 

fundamental deficiencies which develop from this.  In addition there are fundamental errors in the 

development of technical aspects of the report relating to proposed lake inflows and also to the 

combination of 100 year flood levels with seiche provisions. 
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Issues are: 

Flood Records vs Forecasting 

Opus have considered hydrological records since 2008 and found that expected Lake Taupo 

flood levels are lower than previously forecast (Pg 22). The most significant change is that the 

flood level previously assessed as a 500 year ARI in 2008 is now expected as the flood level for a 

1000 year ARI, and all other flood levels for ARIs in excess of 5 years being reduced from 

previous assessments. Given that Taupo is located between a region of climate change 

increased rainfall and climate change reduced rainfall, this provides no assistance to the 

assertion that rainfall and flooding will increase for Taupo as a result of climate change. 

An increase in rainfall of between 0 and 2.5% is forecast for the full period up to 2090 shown 

in Opus Report – page 28.  It is noted that climate change effects are expected to include an 

increase in extreme rainfalls and research into this has considered individual days with rainfall 

in excess of 25mm.  Given that it takes some weeks of very high rainfall to cause a flood in 

Lake Taupo, it is much more likely that the 0-2.5% change in rainfall will apply to periods of 

flooding for Taupo than a greater increase in the number of individual days with high rainfall. 

We therefore consider that there is no justification in proposing an increase of flood inflows for 

Lake Taupo of 7.2% by 2040 and 16.8% by 2090.  An increase of 2.5% for both time periods is 

supported by the evidence presented by Opus. 

The reality is that flood levels in Taupo are controlled by MRP/Mercury.  Their consent has fixed 

flood levels up to 2041 without any change.  They would be well able to manage to the existing 

flood levels with an increase in flood inflows of greater than 2.5%, particularly given the 

significant advances being made in climate science and weather forecasting as a result of 

international focus and investment in understanding climate change. Even if increased inflows 

did happen MRP/Mercury is still required to manage flood levels within the existing consent AEP 

range.  

Lake Seiching 

We accept that seiching occurs in Taupo. Seiching is a change in lake level.  As such it is included 

in the set lake levels included in the Mercury consents and the lake level provisions of the Lake 

Taupo Compensation Claims Act.  

There is a significant error for the seiche information presented in the Opus Flood Hazard Study 

in that seiche and flood are independent events. Flooding of the lake requires a long period of 

extremely wet weather and this will inherently be associated with low wind speeds.  Seiching of 

the lake requires wind to generate the seiche waves and this is inconsistent with the still 

weather associated with a flood event. Statistically it is totally incorrect to add a 100 year seiche 

to a 100 year flood level – this is a much less probable combined event than 100 years.  The 

statistical occurrence of two independent 1% events is 1 in 10000 years not 1 in 100 years. 

It is therefore completely inappropriate to include any provision for seiche in addition to any 

climate change water level increase in flood levels for Taupo.   

  



5 
 

NIWA Review Report 

The Niwa report “Peer Review of Taupo District Flood Hazard Reports” of March 2015 adopts 

very soft and uncritical language but identifies a number of issues where NIWA disagree with 

the assumptions, methods and conclusions used or developed by Opus: 

 Opus’s extrapolation of flood frequency distributions is inadequate and needs to be 
reconsidered. 

 Opus’s Combinations of 100 year river/stream floods with 100 year lake levels are much 

rarer than a 100 year event and therefore do not fit the required 1% AEP criteria. 

 Hydraulic modelling is compromised by inadequate or absent calibration data. 

 Opus’s addition of the effective lake levels with climate change and seiche effects at a 
given return period overestimates the true combined lake level at that return period. 

 Opus’s approach to estimation has added conservative assumptions at each stage which 
will have provided a higher level of protection than is appropriate and at a very high 
level, or very low annual exceedance probability (aep).  

These issues are consistent with our review of the Opus technical studies.  However the 

excessive conservatism based on an assumption of an uncontrolled lake level, combined with 

the reality that the lake is actively managed means that the proposed flood levels are very 

excessively conservative. 

Objection to Plan Change 

The Friends of Lake Taupo object to any change in the Taupo District Plan’s flood levels for Lake Taupo 

as we consider that the technical studies which have been undertaken to support the Plan Change are 

fundamentally deficient and excessively conservative.   

Alternative Controls on Flooding are in Existence 

In addition, the proposed Plan Change ignores the other statutory and planning instruments, 

being the MRP/Mercury Consent Conditions and the Lake Taupo Compensation  Claims Act, 

which are already in place which identify flood levels and allocate risk and compensation 

consequences in the event of flooding of Lake Taupo. 

There is a simple approach to flood management for Lake Taupo available to the Taupo District 

Council, if TDC consider that there is real risk of current flood levels being exceeded.  That would 

be to: 

Formally request that the Waikato Regional Council use the review mechanism for the 

MRP/Mercury Consent to restore the lower “step” lake level for any period identified 

as at risk from significant flood events or otherwise provide consent change to deliver 

the flood levels set in the Consent.   

Alternatively TDC can communicate the findings of the Opus technical studies to 

MRP/Mercury and Waikato Regional Council and request that, based on the findings 

of the Opus study, MRP/Mercury advise if there is any change necessary to their set 

Consent Lake Level/Occurrence condition, or if MRP/Mercury will continue to manage 

the lake levels to their consented levels.   
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Review of Flood Levels needs a Whole Catchment approach, including Consents 

We consider that it is inappropriate to have separate consideration of the MRP/Mercury 

Consent from the proposed District Plan provisions for increased flood levels and that there is a 

need for combined consideration of the Consent and District Plan if any change to flood levels is 

to be considered.   

To be consistent the Genesis Energy Resource Consent, that authorises diversion of Whanganui 

River waters into Lake Taupo, and the use of the Taupo Control Gates by Environment Waikato 

as flood manager should be assessed at the same time. 

We note that the MRP/Mercury Consent is subject to a review in 2018.  If Taupo District Council 

and the Waikato Regional Council want to consider adjusting the allocation of current or future 

flood risk provisions on Lake Taupo, it is necessary to proceed with this review of the 

MRP/Mercury Consent in conjunction with consideration of any adjusted flood levels affecting 

the land around the Lake.  This would provide for proper consideration of the allocation to this 

risk to the various affected parties, MRP/Mercury as Consent holder and Operator and TDC, Iwi, 

lake and riverside landowners and other interested parties. 

Technical Deficiencies need to be addressed 

The proposed river flood levels need to be reconsidered based on an appropriate combined 

flood occurrence and acceptable lake levels for Lake Taupo not the combination of 100 year 

floods used by Opus. This is an issue identified by NIWA. 

The sieche provisions and climate change flood level changes need to be removed from any set 

flood level.  Seiche and flooding are independent events and it is statistically incorrect to 

combine 100 year flood provisions with 100 year seiche forecasts. 

In summary, the provision for this Plan Change to provide increased flood level to provide for climate 

change needs to be removed.  This provision for additional flooding is inconsistent with the evidence 

that rainfall change for the Taupo catchment is forecast to change by less than 2.5% as a result of 

climate change, and the management of lake level by MRP/Mercury in accordance with the flood levels 

set by MRP/Mercury consent.  Any change in future flood levels for Lake Taupo will be subject to RMA 

processes to review or replace this MRP/Mercury consent.  There are periodic review provisions for the 

MRP/Mercury consent and it is simply unnecessary for Taupo District Council to set flood levels which 

are different to the consented levels without these levels being included in a review of the consents. 

Friends of Lake Taupo 

Address for service peter@steelfamily.nz 

Ph 021 244 1850 

20 December 2017 
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Lakes and Waterways Action Group (LWAG) |  PO Box 407  | Taupo  |  3330  |  penton@nettel.net.nz 

 

 

20th December, 2017 

 

Re: Taupo District Council Plan Change 34 – Flood Hazard 

 
Submitter Information: 
Name of Submitter: Lakes & Waterways Action Group Trust (LWAG) 
Contact person: Jane Penton (Secretary) 
Address for Service: Box 407, Taupo, 3330 
Phone: 07 378 2043 
E-mail: penton@nettel.net.nz  
 
Introduction 
 
Lakes and Waterways Action Group Trust (LWAG) is a leading advocate for the protection of Lake 
Taupo, its waterways and other local catchment environments.  
  
We continue to actively seek the enhancement of water quality within the Lake Taupo catchment 
and firmly advocate for “Sustainable Development Thinking” with regards to any development 
within the Lake Taupo area.  
 
LWAG has been advocating on environmental issues in the Taupo area, but particularly water 
quality issues, since the 1990s. We have about 100 members. 

 
Lakes and Waterways Action Group (LWAG) would like to submit in support of Plan Change 34 as 
proposed including: 
 

 Specific policy to discourage development in high flood hazard areas  

 Exercising greater control over the design of development in areas of medium and low flood 
hazard 

 Planning for the protection of vulnerable people and places within flood-prone areas 

 Staff noted that prioritisation of the wave activity hazard and associated funding for 
modelling work will need to be addressed through the Long Term Plan. 

 
Further comments:  

 As an advocacy group, we are aware of existing and future issues regarding the combined 
effects of lake/flood levels with wind and wave effects. We therefore support Mercury’s 
recommendation to clearly reference and utilise the existing District Plan provisions 
regarding building or extending structures within the 20 metre buffer zone. i.e., building 
within that area is a discretionary activity with the assessment criteria making specific 
reference to erosion. 
 

 We further support the recommendation that the Long Term Plan prioritises modelling work 
on wave activity, understanding however, that there is a hierarchy of expenditure to 
consider regarding hazard monitoring. LWAG understand that increased flood and erosion 
risks are expected through the effects of climate change. (We note that this was also 
acknowledged in the Taupo Flood and Erosion Strategy document)  
 
 
 

mailto:penton@nettel.net.nz


 

Lakes and Waterways Action Group (LWAG) |  PO Box 407  | Taupo  |  3330  |  penton@nettel.net.nz 

 

 
 

Recommendations: 

 That Plan Change 34 clearly reference District Plan provisions on building or renovating 
within the 20 metre buffer zone 
 

 That further modelling of wave effects, including erosion and inundation, be carried out to 
better understand the risks, inclusive of the effects of climate change predictions 
 
 

We could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 
 

 
LWAG appreciate the opportunities we have had to learn about the proposed Plan Change and 
discuss the implications of this as part of the Council’s consultation process. 
 
We wish to be heard 
 
 
With thanks, 
 
 
 
Paul White 
Chairman 
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Rebecca Eng 
Tel: 09 590 7072 
Mob: 027 578 5232 
Email: environment.policy@transpower.co.nz 

 
 
20 December 2017 
 
Taupō District Council  
Private Bag 2005 
Taupō Mail Centre 3352 
 
By email: floodhazard@taupo.govt.nz 
   
 
To Taupō District Council: 

 
SUBMISSION BY TRANSPOWER NEW ZEALAND LIMITED ON TAUPŌ DISTRICT 

COUNCIL PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE 34 PURSUANT TO CLAUSE 6 OF THE 
FIRST SCHEDULE OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

 
 
Transpower New Zealand Limited (“Transpower”) is the State Owned Enterprise that plans, builds, 
maintains and operates New Zealand’s high voltage transmission network (the National Grid) which links 
generators to distribution companies and major industrial users. The National Grid, which extends from 
Kaikohe in the North Island down to Tiwai in the South Island, transports electricity throughout New 
Zealand. 

The National Grid comprises some 12,000 km of transmission lines and 167 substations. This is 
supported by a telecommunications network of some 300 telecommunication sites that link together the 
components that make up the National Grid. Transpower’s assets within the Taupō District include: 
 

• Aratiatia - Wairakei A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Atiamuri - Tarukenga A 220kV double circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Brownhill - Whakamaru North A 400kV double circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Bunnythorpe - Whakamaru A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Bunnythorpe - Whakamaru B 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Bunnythorpe - Wairakei A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Maraetai - Whakamaru A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Maraetai - Whakamaru B 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Maraetai - Waipapa A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Ohakuri - Edgecumbe A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Ohaaki - Wairakei A 220kV double circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Otahuhu - Whakamaru A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers 

• Otahuhu - Whakamaru B 220kV double circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Otahuhu - Whakamaru C 220kV double circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Poihipi - Te Mihi A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Rangipo - Deviation A 220kV double circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Te Mihi - Deviation A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Wairakei - Whirinaki A 220kV double circuit transmission line on towers; 

• Wairakei - Whakamaru A 220kV single circuit transmission line on towers; and 

• Wairakei - Whakamaru C 220kV double circuit transmission line on towers. 
 

mailto:environment.policy@transpower.co.nz
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In addition, Transpower operates substations at Tokaanu, Rangipo, Whakamaru, Atiamuri, Wairakei, 
Poihipi,and Arapuni. 
 
The importance of Transpower’s assets and function have been recognised at a national level through 
the Resource Management Act’s (RMA) instruments of the National Policy Statement on Electricity 
Transmission 2008 (NPSET) and the Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for 
Electricity Transmission Activities) Regulations 2009 (NESETA). Transpower supports PPC34 in 
principle and particularly the enabling provisions for infrastructure, which recognise the National Grid as 
a lifeline utility under the Civil Defence Emergency Management Act 2002. 
 

1. Transpower seeks relief in relation to the proposed Taupō District Proposed Plan Change 34 as 
detailed in Schedule 1. 
 

2. The reasons for the submission by Transpower are set out in Schedule 1. 
 

3. Transpower wishes to be heard in support of this submission and would not consider 
presenting a joint case at the hearing. 

 
4. Transpower could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 

 

Please contact me on (09) 590 7072 or environment.policy@transpower.co.nz if you have any queries 
or should you require clarification of any matter. 
 
Yours faithfully 
TRANSPOWER NZ LTD 

 

Rebecca Eng 
Senior Environmental Planner  

 

mailto:environment.policy@transpower.co.nz
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Schedule 1 

Clause / Section Title Relief Sought Amendment Reason 

DISTRICT WIDE RULES Flood Hazard Area 
4e.9.1-4e.9.8 

Oppose / amend Add following text beneath heading “4e.9 Flood Hazard Area”: 
 
“EXEMPTION: Rules 4e.9.1-4e.9.8 do not apply to 
infrastructure.” 
 
And delete the following text from each of rules 4e.9.1-4e.9.8 
inclusive: 
 
“(excluding those associated with infrastructure)” 
 
 

Transpower supports the approach to specifically exclude infrastructure from the listed 
Flood Hazard Area rules, however it is considered that use of the term “associated with” 
infrastructure does not clearly exempt infrastructure from the provisions (which are dealt 
with by a separate rules 4e.9.16-4e.9.18). It is also considered unnecessary to repeat the 
statement within each rule when it applies in each case. Instead a blanket statement is 
proposed above the rules to specify this, mirroring the approach used in the rules for 
subdivision. 
 

Flood Hazard area rules 
4e.9.13-4e.9.15 
 

Support N/A The rule recognises the particular requirements of subdivision for infrastructure as distinct 
from other forms of subdivision within high flood hazard areas. 

Flood Hazard area rules 
“Infrastructure” 4e.9.16-
4e.9.18. 
 

Oppose / amend “The provisions of the National Environmental Standards for 
Telecommunication Facilities prevail over the following 
Infrastructure rules” 
 

The Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Telecommunication 
Facilities) Regulations 2016 would not specifically apply to a number of the activities listed 
in Rule 4e.9.16-4e.9.18 (such as the National Grid), therefore it should be deleted and 
replaced with a clearer statement of intent for the purpose of these rules. 
 

Flood Hazard area rules 
“Infrastructure” 4e.9.16 
 

Support  N/A Rule 4e.9.16 permits any maintenance, upgrading of existing and construction of new 
electricity transmission activities (the National Grid) in any flood hazard area, which gives 
effect to the objective of the National Policy Statement on Electricity Transmission (NPSET), 
to “facilitate the operation, maintenance, and upgrade of the existing transmission network 
and the establishment of new transmission resources…” 
 

Flood Hazard area rules 
“Infrastructure” 4e.9.16 
note 

Support  “For rule 4e.9.16 electricity transmission activities mean part of 
the national grid of transmission lines and cables (aerial, 
underground and undersea, including the high-voltage direct 
current link), stations and sub-stations and other works used to 
connect grid injection points and grid exit points to convey 
electricity throughout the North and South Islands of New 
Zealand.” 
 

Transpower supports this note in absence of a definition within the District Plan for the 
same, and note that it is consistent with the definition of “electricity transmission” in the 
Waikato Regional Policy Statement (and the NPSET). 
 

4e.9.18 Oppose / amend Any new above ground infrastructure (and buildings that 
enclose them), in any flood hazard area, that does is not 
permitted by comply with rule 4e.9.16 is a restricted 
discretionary activity with the matters of discretion restricted to: 
… 
 

Rule 4e.9.16 is conveyed as a list of permitted activities, with no listed performance 
standards. For the purpose of Rule 4e.9.18 it is considered clearer to state that the rule 
applies to activities that are not specifically permitted by the earlier rule, rather than to infer 
the requirement to comply with a standard when none apply. 

 




