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Hamilton not anticipated by the FDS have been included as listed projects in Schedule 2 of the Act 

(Ruakura 2 with approx. 1350 dwellings and Southern Links 1 with approx. 1035 dwellings). 

The FDS supports compact urban development across the sub-region, focused within key urban 

enablement areas. The application site is not located within an urban enablement area. Adding 

more land for development around the periphery of Hamilton has potential to compound current 

infrastructure issues. Furthermore, we have concerns about impacts of the proposal in relation to 

land drainage and flooding, including impacts on downstream properties and agricultural land 

uses. This is discussed in more detail below.  

Is this project consistent with local or regional planning documents, including spatial strategies? 

Waikato Regional Policy Statement 

Urban form and development 

The proposal is inconsistent with the Future Proof settlement pattern, which is embedded in the 

Waikato Regional Policy Statement (WRPS) and the decisions version of Proposed WRPS Change 1 - 
National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 and Future Proof Strategy [ 2023].  

From the WRPS, Policy UFD-P11, Method UFD-M49 and Appendices APP11 – General development 
principles and APP13 – Responsive planning criteria (Out of sequence and unanticipated 

developments) are particularly relevant to the proposal and require further assessment.  

The Housing Capacity Assessment for the sub-region shows a shortfall of affordable housing1. The 
application states that “Once completed, the project will accommodate a range of affordable housing 

options that will total up to circa 1,650 residentials units and retirement living units”. This implies that 

all housing units within the development will be affordable. We consider further data and evidence 
should be required to support this statement rather than that provided in the economic 

memorandum submitted with the referral application. 

Land and freshwater 

Part of the site consists of peat soils.  The relevant WRPS policy is LF-P10 “Manage the adverse effects 

of activities resulting from use and development of peat soils, including by slowing the rate of 
subsidence and the loss of carbon by oxidation from peat soils”.  

The memoranda and preliminary assessments contain some information on the applicant’s 
proposal to manage peat subsidence in relation to earthworks and stormwater management. 
Further detailed assessment of the proposed management of adverse effects from developing the 

peat soils for housing would be required as part of any substantive application. This includes 
management of subsidence, including impacts on construction and infrastructure development, 

and also how carbon loss will be mitigated and managed.  

 

1 Future Proof Housing Capacity Assessment 2023 



   

 

   

 

Part of the subject site comprises high class soils as defined by the WRPS. The relevant policy is LF-
P11 – “Avoid a decline in the availability of high class soils for primary production due to inappropriate 
subdivision, use or development”.  

Hazards and risks 

There are a number of other provisions of the WRPS relevant to the proposal that are difficult to 
assess consistency with based on the current level of detail provided, including provisions within 
the Hazards and Risks (HAZ) chapter, particularly in relation to flooding. See further comments on 
land drainage and flooding below. 

Future Proof Strategy 

The proposal is inconsistent with the Future Proof Strategy. The Future Proof Strategy is the future 

development strategy (as required by the National Policy Statement on Urban Development) for the 
Future Proof sub-region. The Strategy was updated last year (2024) and identifies sufficient 

residential capacity for the sub-region for 30+ years.  

The Strategy has a compact and concentrated approach to growth, with future development 

focused in and around key growth areas which are identified on the settlement pattern map. As 

noted above, the application site is not identified as a location for future growth on the settlement 

pattern map. The Strategy also supports protecting highly productive land for primary production. 

HUGS and Waikato 2070 

The Brymer development area is not identified in the Waikato District Growth and Economic 

Development Strategy (Waikato 2070) or in the Hamilton Urban Growth Strategy (HUGS). 

Land drainage and flooding  

The site is located entirely within WRC’s Waikato Central Land Drainage Scheme (Ohote Basin). We 

have concerns about impacts of the proposal in relation to land drainage and flooding, including 

impacts on downstream properties and agricultural land uses.  

WRC drainage schemes are typically located in flood prone areas, or drained wetlands with peat 

soils often prone to subsidence. This drainage scheme is designed to a rural Level of Service (LOS), 

meaning it is designed to clear runoff from rural pasture within three days from a 10%AEP 

rainfall/runoff event. This LOS is to prevent pasture die off caused by standing water. It is not 

intended to drain residential areas. 

The drainage system is flood gated from the Waipā River and has an internal stop bank system with 

floodgates. More water discharging into the system over longer periods could mean that floodgates 

need to remain closed for longer, increasing ponding. This would affect downstream landowners 

and may compromise WRC’s ability to meet the rural drainage LOS downstream. Adverse effects on 

the functioning of the drainage network will need to be addressed by the applicant, which will 

require a significant amount of further assessment and modelling.  
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As the proposed development would render this area urban, with little or no upstream rural land 

that needs to be supported by the WRC drainage network, the area would need to be transferred to 

the relevant territorial authority for maintenance (to address an urban LOS).  

Additionally, preliminary region-wide modelling of a 1%AEP rainfall event indicates there may be 

potential for flooding issues at the site. Ultimately, a very detailed flood hazard assessment would 

need to be undertaken for the proposed development to address existing and potential future flood 

hazards on the site, and the effects on both nearby and downstream properties. 

Other site considerations  

A large portion of the site has a high probability of Acid Sulfate Soils2 (ASS) being present. ASS are 

naturally occurring soils and sediments that contain iron sulfides (like pyrite) which, when exposed 

to oxygen (through drainage or excavation), can oxidize and produce sulfuric acid. This oxidation 

process can lead to acidification of soil and water, potentially harming ecosystems and 

infrastructure.  

 

While there are no significant natural areas on the site, a kānuka dominated block of vegetation is 

present and could provide habitat for numerous indigenous species, including bats, birds and 

skinks, which will require further investigation. We support the proposed retention and 

enhancement of this block of kānuka. Any substantive application would need to provide further 

detail on how adverse effects of the proposed development on birds, bats and lizards will be 

appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. Provisions of the Ecosystems and indigenous 

biodiversity (ECO) chapter of the WRPS will be relevant in this regard.  

Water and wastewater 

Brymer Farms Limited have an existing consent application lodged with WRC (APP145867) to take 

groundwater for domestic supply to 2,500 dwellings associated with the Brymer development.  This 

application is currently on s91 hold under the RMA, awaiting lodgement of additional applications 

associated with the proposal.  

There are currently no allocation issues in the Waipa Aquifer or Waikato River catchment.  With an 

application already lodged with WRC to take groundwater for potable supply for the development, 

the risk of resource allocation issues preventing the resource consent application progressing is 

low.  

The applicant has indicated that they will be applying for water take consents via the FTAA process 

for dewatering and dust suppression purposes.  Allocation availability associated with future dust 

suppression and dewatering requirements is dependent on the timing of the substantive 

application.  

For such a large scale development (estimated up to 2,500 dwellings) WRC’s preference is for 

wastewater to be reticulated to a municipal wastewater treatment plant as in WRC’s experience 

 

2 Managing acid sulfate soils | Waikato Regional Council 



   

 

   

 

privately-owned or body corporate managed systems often have challenges with maintenance and 

discharge consent compliance.  However, WRC understands that Waikato District does not have 

wastewater infrastructure in this location and Hamilton City Council does not have capacity in its 

wastewater networks to support this development. 

Transport 

We note that New Zealand Transport Agency will need to give its approval for any access to State 

Highway 23. Further, we understand that the West Hamilton transport network managed by HCC is 

under significant pressure from growth, with significant safety issues along SH23 and at the SH23 
Dinsdale Roundabout that will be exacerbated by additional traffic.  

WRC supports proposed provision for alternative modes of transport such as footpaths, cycle paths 
and shared paths within the site, linking with established active mode transport infrastructure in 

Hamilton, however notes that there are no plans or funding for high frequency bus services to 

support this part of the city.  

We note the applicant proposes to provide initial private “public transport” from the development 
area to the Dinsdale shops until such time as resident numbers justify public transport provided by 
WRC.  WRC supports this in principle, however, notes that WRC may not have funding to extend any 

service to the site and/or funding may not align with when the applicant expects WRC to take over.  

The masterplan indicates a number of bridges and culverts.  Early planning should ensure the routes 

and infrastructure are appropriate and feasible, and take into account the heavier EV buses to be 
used in the future.   

Any competing application or applications? 

WRC is not aware of any competing applications. 

Sections 124C(1)(c) or 165ZI applications?  

No, as at the date of this response. 

Conclusion  

WRC staff do not consider this proposal to be regionally significant. The relevant Housing Capacity 

Assessment signals that there is sufficient housing capacity in the district for the next 30+ years, and 

this proposal is unlikely to contribute to a well-functioning urban environment. It is inconsistent 

with key local and regional plans and strategies, including the Future Development Strategy.  It is 

also unclear how the proposed development will impact and be impacted by flooding, peat soils, 

and land drainage.  

Note: All comments will be made available to the public and the applicant when the Ministry for the Environment 

proactively releases advice provided to the Minister for the Environment. 
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Managers signoff 

 

 

AnaMaria d’Aubert       Date 23 July 2025 



 

 

 
 
 
 
 
22 July 2025  

CORTP-4727 
 
Hon. Chris Bishop 
Minister for Infrastructure 
c.bishop@ministers.govt.nz  
 
 
Tēnā koe Hon. Bishop 
 
Thank you for your invitation to comment on the fast-track consent application for the Brymer Road 
Development project. This project involves the development of 1,650 residential units (including a 
250-unit retirement village) and a 0.3-hectare mixed-use neighbourhood centre with commercial 
properties (a café and superette), open spaces including ecological restoration, and supporting 
infrastructure. 
 
As with all new construction, households moving into these units will free up housing elsewhere, 
helping to increase the supply of housing generally and improving affordability. Over the past 
decade Hamilton City’s rental affordability (as measured by HUD’s change in housing affordability 
indicators measure) has not improved, while New Zealand’s as a whole has improved by 7%. 
Median house prices in Hamilton are currently 7.9 times the median income – up from 6.1 in 2015. 
 
The site was not included in the FutureProof Future Development Strategy, and I note that HUD’s 
initial engagement with FutureProof has surfaced some concerns on their part around the 
infrastructure needed to support this project. HUD would expect FutureProof, or its constituent 
councils, to raise these concerns with the Expert Consenting Panel as part of the panel’s 
consultation were you to refer this project to them. 
 
I have no concerns, from the perspective of the Housing Portfolio, about this project being referred 
to the next stage. Thank you again for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Mauriora 
 
 
 
 
 
Hon Tama Potaka 
Associate Minister of Housing 
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1.1.6 DOC is not aware of any other reason the project should not be referred. 

 

2 Minister’s decision on referral application  

2.1.1 FTAA sections 21 and 22 set out matters to be considered in determining whether a referral 

application should be accepted.  

2.1.2 DOC notes that other agencies are better placed to comment on most matters, including those 

in section 22. Comments below are therefore targeted to sections where DOC has specific 

interests or information relevant to the Minister’s decision. 

2.1.3 For completeness, DOC has considered the criteria for assessing referral applications in 

section 22 and has not identified anything it considers the Minister should take into account.  

2.1.4 Section 21(3) and (4) set out when the Minister may/must decline a referral application. DOC 

has considered these criteria and comments as follows: 

Section Criteria Comments 

21(3)(b) Does the project involve an 
ineligible activity 

The meaning of ineligible activity is set out in s5 of the 
Act – DOC has considered s5(1)(f), (h), (i), (j) and (k) and 
has not identified any aspect of the project that would 
meet the definition. 

21(3)(c) Is there adequate information 
to inform a decision 

With respect to the approvals identified in the 
application for which DOC is the administering agency, 
DOC considers the information adequate in terms of a 
referral decision (but notes that given a potential for 
further wildlife approvals to be required for the project, 
it would be in the applicant’s interests to ensure there 
was scope for all potential approvals required in any 
decision).  

21(4) Are there any other reasons 
not specified 

DOC has not identified any other reasons why the 
project should not be referred. 

21(5)(a) Is the project inconsistent 
with: 

• a Treaty settlement;  

• Ngā Rohe Moana o Ngā 
Hapū o Ngāti Porou Act 
2019; 

• Marine and Coastal Area 

(Takutai Moana) Act 

2011. 

DOC has not identified any inconsistency with any 
relevant settlement or other obligation.   

21(5)(b) Would it be more appropriate 
to deal with the proposed 

DOC has not identified any reason why the conservation 
approval(s) identified should not be dealt with under 
the FTAA. 
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3 Other considerations 

3.1.1 DOC notes that once a referral decision is made, the scope of any subsequent substantive 

application is confined by that of the referral application. DOC has provided input to a number 

of fast-track projects to-date where additional conservation approvals that would have been 

available under the FTAA have not been included in an application. In some of these cases it 

has been necessary for applicants to seek additional approvals under the specified Acts via 

normal processing. This can result in inefficiencies, additional costs and undermining of the 

benefits of the ‘one stop shop’ approach the FTAA was designed to deliver. 

3.1.2 Given the lack of assessment undertaken at the referral stage, DOC considers it may be 

beneficial for the applicant to consider whether it should seek to include additional approvals 

that would potentially be required on a precautionary basis. To this end, DOC suggests the 

Minister consider whether further information should be sought from the applicant under s20 

prior to making their decision to ensure all approvals in scope of the FTAA and necessary to 

implement the project are included.  

3.1.3 In particular, DOC recommends consideration is given to whether bats and birds should be 

included in the scope of wildlife approvals sought.  

 

4 Matters for the Minister to specify (s27) 

4.1.1 DOC notes that there is no obligation on an applicant to undertake pre-lodgement 

consultation with administering agencies in respect of a substantive application for a referred 

Section Criteria Comments 

approvals under another 
Act(s) 

21(5)(c) Would the project have 
significant adverse effects on 
the environment 

No comprehensive surveys or investigations have yet 
been undertaken by the applicant of ecological 
features, including watercourses and natural inland 
wetlands and habitat of fauna. As such DOC considers 
there is the potential for the project to have significant 
adverse effects given values known/anticipated to be 
present. 
Overall, however, based on the high-level information 
available DOC considers that it is likely adverse effects 
of the project can be addressed through the design 
phase and appropriate conditions.   

21(5)(d) Does the applicant(s) have a 
poor compliance history under 
a specified Act 

DOC has not identified any issues with the applicant’s 
compliance history under the Wildlife Act 1953. 

21(5)(g) Would a substantive 
application have any 
competing applications 

DOC has not identified any competing applications 
under the Wildlife Act 1953. 
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project. Given the lack of detail available in the referral application DOC considers it would be 

highly beneficial for the applicant to engage further with DOC as it relates to any conservation 

approvals (as well as conservation matters subject to RMA consideration) prior to making any 

substantive application.  Benefits include ensuring information necessary to support decision-

making with respect to the conservation approvals is included; supporting the management 

of any actual and potential adverse effects on the environment; and early identification and 

resolution of any issues.   

4.1.2 To this end, DOC suggests the Minister consider specifying that evidence of pre-lodgement 

engagement with DOC be submitted with the substantive application, should the decision be 

to accept the referral application.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

Jenni Fitzgerald 
Fast-Track Applications Manager 
 
Acting pursuant to delegated authority on behalf of the Director-General of Conservation.  
 
Date: 24th of July 2025 
 
Note: A copy of the Instrument of Delegation may be inspected at the Director-General’s office at 
Conservation House Whare Kaupapa Atawhai, 18/32 Manners Street, Wellington 6011 



 

 
 
 
17 July 2025 
 
 
The Chief Executive 
Environmental Protection Agency 
Private Bag 63002 
Wellington 6140 
fasttrack@epa.govt.nz 
 
 
Dear Dr Freeth 
 
Future Proof is the urban growth planning partnership for the Hamilton City Council, 
Waikato, Waipā and Matamata- Piako Districts and Waikato Regional Council, together with 
Iwi and government agencies.   
 
In 2024, Future Proof adopted its Future Development Strategy (FDS) after a special 
consultative process that included a public submission and hearing process.  The FDS 
enabled 30 years of residential land supply but noted a potential shortfall of industrial land 
around Hamilton in the medium term.  The FDS acknowledges that the key constraint on 
development is infrastructure capacity to service the identified settlement pattern. 
 
Since the FDS was adopted, most of the land identified for development over the next thirty 
years has either been plan enabled or has been included in Schedule 2 of the Fast Track 
Approvals Act 2024.  The infrastructure to service this development has not yet been 
funded. 
 
The proposed development of Brymer Farms Limited (FTAA-2025-1063) was rejected by the 
Future Proof Hearings Sub-Committee for the following reasons: 
 

Out of sequence and unanticipated development submissions  
Submitter  Sub and 

Point 
Number  

Context  Submission Point  

Brymer Farms 
Ltd  

32.1  Out of 
sequence / 
unanticipated 
development - 
Waikato/Hamilt
on fringe  

Submitter seeks for the 
Brymer site to be signalled as 
a Future Urban Area in Map 
6: Current and Future Urban 
Areas.  

Not recommended for 
inclusion in the 
strategy. The land is 
not required to provide 
sufficient residential 
capacity in the short, 
medium or long term.  

 
An extract of the officer report to the Hearings Sub Committee with background information 
is attached as Appendix 1. 
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As Chair of the Future Proof Hearings Sub-Committee- (which includes representatives of all 
Future Proof partners), I note that the key concerns raised by the Committee with respect to 
this development during deliberations were: 
 
Waste Water and Water Supply  

4. There is no capacity in the HCC waste- water network to support this development 
5. Existing water allocations for municipal takes cannot support additional development 

beyond what was in the FDS without reducing levels of service for other 
development areas. 

6. Bore water abstraction is not confirmed as a viable solution given likely higher water 
treatment requirements compared to river water abstraction. The higher level of 
treatment will impose costs on development and occupants which likely have not 
been fully quantified and will result in pressure for connection to HCC’s network. 

7. Independent waste-water solutions are likely to be unsustainable in the med-long 
term and present maintenance and cost challenges and pressure for connection to 
HCC’s network.  

 
In addition to the Sub-Committee’s consideration, Hamilton City Council and Waikato District 
Council have recently agreed to establish a joint waters CCO.  There are no agreements in 
place that the water entity will be take on management of water supply and waste-water 
services from the developers.  Developers need to be aware that they will need to comply 
with Taumata Arowai requirements and prepare to be a water supply authority, if a 
connection agreement cannot be established. 
 
Stormwater 

9. There is an extensive local authority-maintained farm drainage network that will 
receive stormwater discharges from this development.  This drainage network is 
critical for the downstream agricultural land uses.  Adverse effects on the functioning 
of the drainage network will need to be addressed by the applicant. 

10. Significant areas of peat within the development area will present challenges to 
development in terms of storm water management, land stability, and carbon 
emissions.   

11. Stormwater management for the southern part of the site will be challenging and will 
likely require integration with other landowners and require an extensive land area, 
reducing significantly the land left over for feasible development - so the yields may 
not be as high as currently anticipated by the developer. 

12. The Ohote Stream and Basin also have the potential for backwater flooding from the 
Waipa River which can extend to downstream of the site. Detailed flood hazard 
assessment would need to be undertaken for the proposed development to address 
existing and potential future flood hazards on the site, and the effects on both 
proximal and far-field properties. 

  











 
Strategic land use pattern and strategy alignment and General Urban Form 
1. The Brymer development area is not identified in the Waikato District Growth and Economic 

Development Strategy, the Hamilton Urban Growth Strategy, or the Waikato Regional Policy 
Statement. 

 
2. We are concerned at the somewhat isolated location of the proposed retirement village as 

shown on the proposed Master Plan and its integration with the wide site and area, and 
challenges to mobility presented by the terrain on this part of the site. 

 
3. The majority of land in the southern half of the site is difficult to develop given its stormwater 

and peat challenges. It is likely that expensive treatment will be required to appropriately 
manage these issues, or urban development avoided from this area. We are not satisfied the 
proposed design adequately reflects these considerable constraints. Consideration should be 
given to repurposing this area to a mixture of open space and stormwater management. 

 
Geotechnical 
4. There are significant Geotechnical constraints related to the presence of peat in the southern 

half of the site. Urban development of this part of the site will likely impose a high degree of 
engineering intervention and cost. 

 
Waste Water and Water Supply 
5. There is no capacity in the HCC wastewater network to support this development. 
 
6. Existing water allocations for municipal takes cannot support additional development without 

reducing levels of service for other development areas. 
 
7. Bore water abstraction is not confirmed as a viable solution given likely higher water treatment 

requirements compared to river water abstraction. The higher level of treatment will impose 
costs on development and occupants which likely have not been fully quantified and will result 
in pressure for connection to HCC’s network. 

 
8. Independent wastewater solutions are likely to be unsustainable in the med-long term and 

present maintenance and cost challenges and pressure for connection to HCC’s network. HCC 
will not accept vesting of this type of infrastructure. 

 
9. If stand-alone solutions for wastewater are to be pursued, detailed information is to be 

provided around the long term financial and environmental sustainability of such solutions. 
 
10. In addition to the Sub-Committee’s consideration, Hamilton City Council and Waikato District 

Council have recently agreed to establish a joint waters CCO. There are no agreements in place 
that the water entity will take on management of water supply and wastewater services from 
the developers. Developers need to be aware that they will need to comply with Taumata 
Arowai requirements and prepare to be a water supply authority in their own right if a 
connection agreement cannot be established.  

 
Stormwater 
11. There is an extensive local authority-maintained farm drainage network that will receive 

stormwater discharges from this development. This drainage network is critical for the 
downstream agricultural land uses. Adverse effects on the functioning of the drainage network 
will need to be addressed by the applicant.  

 



12. Stormwater management for the southern part of the site will be challenging and will likely 
require integration with other landowners and require an extensive land area, reducing 
significantly the land left over for feasible development - so the yields may not be as high as 
currently anticipated by the developer.  

 
13. The Ohote Stream and Basin also have the potential for backwater flooding from the Waipa 

River which can extend to downstream of the site. Detailed flood hazard assessment would 
need to be undertaken for the proposed development to address existing and potential future 
flood hazards on the site, and the effects on both proximal and far afield properties.  

 
Transport  
14. The West Hamilton transport network is under significant pressure from growth, with 

significant safety issues along SH23 and at the SH23 Dinsdale Roundabout that will be 
exacerbated by additional traffic. 

 
15. NZTA has no plans to improve this part of its network but has identified the need for a West 

Hamilton Network Review to inform future investment activities. 
 
16. There are no plans and no funding for high frequency bus services to support this part of the 

city so residents will need to rely on their own transport options in the interim. 
 
This letter confirms that the developer has met with HCC through our Fast Track Action Team 
process. This response has highlighted the considerable network capacity and infrastructure 
challenges development of the Brymer site triggers. Resolution of these challenges will be costly, 
potentially rendering its financial feasibility precarious. If approved for Fast Track consenting HCC 
anticipates addressing all matters listed and feasibility must be at the forefront of consideration. 
 
Yours sincerely  

 
 
 
 
 

Mark Roberts 
Acting Unit Director 
Urban & Spartial Planning Unit 
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Brymer Road 
Masterplan for Future Proof

Brymer Road Development

















   

 

   

 

[UNCLASSIFIED] 

[UNCLASSIFIED] 

for the existing 100km/h posted speed limit.  The NZTA Planning Policy Manual Appendix 5B 
Diagram A requires 282m of sight distance in both directions for a 100km/h posted speed limit, 
and this does not appear to be available at the location of the proposed priority t-intersection 
in either direction. The developer would be required to work with NZTA to determine 
appropriate mitigation and management of any intersection with the state highway. 

The priority T-intersection is anticipated to be upgraded as signalised as the development 
progresses. NZTA does not generally support the installation of signalised intersections in 
high-speed environments due to the risk of high severity crashes from red light running or rear 
end collisions.  A well-designed roundabout will be safer than a signalised intersection on State 
Highway 23 as roundabouts have fewer conflict points compared to signalised intersections. 

NZTA would expect to see a comprehensive Integrated Transport Assessment prepared, 
along with a construction management plan, Safe System Audit, and mitigation measures to 
address any adverse effects on the state highway resulting from this development. 

The development should also allow for future road connections from the site to the boundary 
of the adjacent property titles to provide for future connectivity. 

Therefore, based on the information provided, NZTA has no concerns with this project, Brymer 
Farms Limited, being referred into the fast-track approvals process. 

NZTA would welcome the opportunity to provide comments on any substantive application in 

due course. 

Note: All comments will be made available to the public and the applicant when the Ministry for the Environment 

proactively releases advice provided to the Minister for the Environment. 

 

Managers signoff 

 

 

Nicola Foran         Date: 24.07.2025  

 




