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Barker & Associates
Hamilton B

298 Victoria Street, Hamilton 3204 .
Urbar & Envirenmental

2 July 2026

Dear Owner / Occupier
Brymer Farms Limited — Fast Track Project

Brymer Farms Limited (Brymer) are in the process of preparing and applying for resource consents from the
relevant authorities under the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024 (‘FTAA’). The purpose of the FTAA is to provide
a consenting process to fast-track projects that have significant regional benefits in terms of boosting

employment and local economies. Further details on the FTAA can be found on the Fast Track website:
www.fasttrack.govt.nz.

The Brymer project was successfully referred by the Minister for Infrastructure on 4 September 2025 which
means that a substantive application may now be lodged with the Environmental Protection Agency (EPA).
You can view further information on the project on the Fast Track website:
https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/projects/brymer. Please note that the EPA is not administered by any of the
local District Territorial Authorities.

Brymer Farms is a proposed residential development located on Hamilton City’s urban fringe which seeks to
provide for:

e 1,200 residential units which incorporate a range of typologies and affordable housing;
e  Two neighbourhood centres;

e  Open spaces, parks including ecological restoration, retention of natural wetlands and riparian
vegetation;

e  Transport infrastructure including local roads, connections to the Hamilton City network, cycle
connections and pedestrian pathways; and

° Services infrastructure including pump stations, wastewater reticulation, stormwater treatment and
attenuation areas, stormwater ponds, reservoir and use of existing water bores.

The project will be delivered in stages with associated infrastructure and earthworks. The project site is
shown below.
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Urban & Envirenmental

Figure 1 — Brymer Project Site (Source: Waikato District Council Online Maps)

As part of the application requirements (Schedule 5 of the Act), the applicant is required to identify and
confirm the owners and occupiers of properties that adjoin or are adjacent to the project site, including their
full names and contact addresses. This information is provided to the EPA so that the expert consenting

panel can contact you to invite you to comment on the application once the application is deemed complete
and lodged.

Our records indicate that you may be an owner and/or occupier of land adjoining or adjacent to the
proposed development site. We would therefore appreciate it if you could confirm the following details:

e  Full name of the property owner(s)
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e Full name of the current occupier(s) (if different from the owner)
e Postal address for correspondence
e Email address or contact phone number (optional)

If you are an occupier of this property, you may provide your details if you would like to be included in any

potential consultation. However, you are under no obligation to provide this as an occupier.

It would be much appreciated if you could please respond with the information required above via email —
I - Friday 17 July 2026.

Please note, the information you provide will only be shared with the EPA, who may contact you regarding
the Brymer project. Once the expert consenting panel process has been completed, your personal
information will be destroyed.

Once the substantive application has been lodged with, and accepted as complete by, the Environmental
Protection Authority (EPA), the Fast-track Expert Panel is required under sections 53(2)(h) and 53(2)(i) of the
Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 to provide adjacent owners and occupiers of the application land with an
opportunity to comment on the substantive application.

This will be your opportunity to review the complete application, including the supporting technical reports
and plans, and to provide any comments directly to the Expert Panel. At that stage, you will receive
information explaining how to access the application documents and how to submit your comments.

As the substantive application has not yet been lodged or accepted by the EPA, the application documents
are still being finalised and are therefore not included at this stage.

If you have any questions or would like further information about the proposed development, please feel
free to contact us as the applicant's representatives at B&A. We welcome any feedback you may wish to
provide ahead of lodging the substantive application and will consider it as part of the ongoing refinement
of the proposal.

Thank you for your assistance.
Yours sincerely | Na maua noa, na

Barker & Associates Limited

Briar Belgrave

Partner

Barker & Associates
+64 375 0900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz
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Brymer Adjacent Property Owner

Property Address Legal Description

572 Whatawhata Road Part Deposited Plan 24401

Allotment 454 of the Parish of Taupiri
Allotment 454 of the Parish of Taupiri
Allotment 454 Parish of Taupiri Block

(@)
£3
3
1]
-
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N/A

Lot 1-2 Deposited Plan South Auckland 33080 and Part
Lot 1 Deposited Plan 18675

14 Sunny Dale

Lot 62 Deposited Plan South Auckland 58466

12 Sunny Dale

Lot 61 Deposited Plan South Auckland 58466

246 Grandview Road

Lot 50 Deposited Plan South Auckland 58464

244 Grandview Road

Lot 49 Deposited Plan South Auckland 58464

238 Grandview Road

Lot 46 Deposited Plan South Auckland 59874

236 Grandview Road

Lot 45 Deposited Plan South Auckland 59874

234 Grandview Road

Lot 44 Deposited Plan South Auckland 59874

232 Grandview Road

Lot 9 Deposited Plan South Auckland 67823

3 Ayrshire Drive

Lot 11 Deposited Plan South Auckland 67823

5 Ayrshire Drive

Lot 12 Deposited Plan South Auckland 67823

7 Ayrshire Drive

Lot 13 Deposited Plan South Auckland 67823

9 Ayrshire Drive

Lot 14 Deposited Plan South Auckland 67823

Barker & Associates
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11 Ayrshire Drive

Lot 15 Deposited Plan South Auckland 67823

13 Ayrshire Drive

Lot 2 Deposited Plan South Auckland 72039

3 Friesian Place

Lot 19 Deposited Plan South Auckland 70941

5 Friesian Place

Lot 20 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

7 Friesian Place

Lot 21 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

9 Friesian Place

Lot 22 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

11 Friesian Place

Lot 23 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

13 Friesian Place

Lot 24 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

15 Friesian Place

Lot 25 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

17 Friesian Place

Lot 26 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

19 Friesian Place

Lot 27 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

21 Friesian Place

Lot 28 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

23 Friesian Place

Lot 29 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

25 Friesian Place

Lot 30 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

27 Friesian Place

Lot 31 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73252

29 Friesian Place

Lot 1 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81421

31 Friesian Place

Lot 2 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81421

33 Friesian Place

Lot 33 Deposited Plan South Auckland 73253

Te Kootii Park

Lot 48 Deposited Plan South Auckland 77009 and Lot
87 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807 and Lot 47
Deposited Plan South Auckland 76243 and Lot 105

Deposited Plan South Auckland 73253

15 Limousin Place

Lot 48 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

Barker & Associates

+64 375 0900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Cambridge | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown



Lot 81 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

17 Limousin Place

Lot 49 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807
Lot 81 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

21 Limousin Place

Lot 51 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

27 Limousin Place

Lot 54 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807
Lot 82 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

29 Limousin Place

Lot 55 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807
Lot 82 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

31 Limousin Place

Lot 56 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807
Lot 82 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

33 Limousin Place

Lot 57 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

35 Limousin Place

Lot 58 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

44 Limousin Place

Lot 59 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

42 Limousin Place

Lot 60 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807
Lot 83 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

40 Limousin Place

Lot 61 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807
Lot 83 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

36 Limousin Place

Lot 62 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807
Lot 83 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

34 Limousin Place

Lot 63 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807
Lot 83 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

10 Limousin Place

Lot 75 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807
Lot 84 Deposited Plan South Auckland 81807

9 Harrogate Place

Lot 20 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79526

12 Harrogate Place

Lot 21 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79526

8 Harrogate Place

Lot 23 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79526
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13 Highgrove Drive

Lot 31 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79524

17 Highgrove Drive

Lot 33 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79524

19 Highgrove Drive

Lot 34 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79524

21 Highgrove Drive

Lot 35 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79524

23 Highgrove Drive

Lot 36 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79524

27 Highgrove Drive

Lot 37 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79524

28 Highgrove Drive

Lot 38 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79524

26 Highgrove Drive

Lot 39 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79524

24 Highgrove Drive

Lot 40 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79524

20 Highgrove Drive

Lot 1 Deposited Plan 345929

18B Highgrove Drive

Lot 1 Deposited Plan 367679

18C Highgrove Drive

Lot 2 Deposited Plan 367679

13 Southworth Place

Lot 51 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523
Lot 69 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523

15 Southworth Place

Lot 52 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523
Lot 69 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523

17 Southworth Place

Lot 53 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523

19 Southworth Place

Lot 54 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523

21 Southworth Place

Lot 55 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523

18 Southworth Place

Lot 56 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523

16 Southworth Place

Lot 57 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523

14 Southworth Place

Lot 58 Deposited Plan South Auckland 79523

12 Southworth Place

Lot 59 and Lot 68 Deposited Plan South Auckland

79527

127 Brymer Road

Lot 4 Deposited Plan 385271

W [y
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124 Bagust Road Lot 3 Deposited Plan 464194 e
16 O'Brien Road Lot 3 Deposited Plan South Auckland 16893 I
32 O’Brien Road Lot 4 Deposited Plan South Auckland 16893 I
29 O'Brien Road Lot 1 Deposited Plan South Auckland 6936 _
37 O'Brien Road Lot 1 Deposited Plan 385271 _
39 O'Brien Road Lot 2 Deposited Plan 385271 _
54 O'Brien Road Part Lot 2 Deposited Plan 23773 e
616 Whatawhata Road Lot 2 Deposited Plan 539364 I
608 Whatawhata Road Lot 1 Deposited Plan South Auckland 65990 and Lot 1 _
Deposited Plan South Auckland 59536
583 Whatawhata Road Lot 2-9 and Lot 22 Deposited Plan 17206 _
Lot 2-9, 22 Deposited Plan 17206
1 Ayrshire Drive Lot 2 Deposited Plan South Auckland 70205 _
230 Grandview Road Lot 1 Deposited Plan South Auckland 70205 _
227 Grandview Road Lot 43 Deposited Plan South Auckland 69581 _
229 Grandview Road Lot 42 Deposited Plan South Auckland 69581 _
231 Grandview Road Lot 41 Deposited Plan South Auckland 59874 _
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From: R

Sent: Wednesday, 8 July 2026 1:05 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Limited - Fast Track Project - 5 Frieisan Place

m You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important
Hi

Our fult names orc I =< I

We are the owner and occupiers of 5 Frieisan Place, Grandview Heights 3200.

This is the correct postal address for us, could you please send a copy of all correspondence sent by
post to this email address in addition to the physical address?

The area over our fence is very boggy, even with the current drainage ditches(not sure what the
correct term for these are), in winter tractors frequently get stuck and have to be pulled out by other
machinery, and water pools on the surface at times.

We have a retaining wall on our side of the boundary, then there is a small amount of land, the wire
fence which we believe is the approximate boundary, and then a drainage ditch that goes along the
property line and beyond.

We are concerned that any earthworks done to fill in the drainage ditch so close to the property line
will affect the stability of our retaining wall, and that the reduced drainage after it has been filled in
may also affect the stability of our retaining wall.

We're concerned that the change from a farmland view to a potentially no view at all with someone
overlooking our yard would significantly affect the value of our property. In addition, until the
construction is complete it would make our property very difficult to sell. Will there be any provisions
for the loss in value to the homes on the boundary?

-has a disability which makes her very sensitive to noise, to the point where it causes her
physical pain. We moved to this house specifically because it was such a quiet area, and have spent
money making improvements to the house to accommodate her disability.-is at home during
the day and the construction noise, even if below the NZS 6803:1999 restrictions would make the
house unlivable for her.-works from home and the construction noise could affect his job. If
the project goes ahead, we would need to relocate prior to the start of construction noise reaching
our house on a regular basis, likely at a significant financial loss.

We, along with many of our neighbours, have boundary fences that would not be suitable once
anything other than farmland is on the other side of the boundary. Are new boundary fences part of
the plan?

Do you have any information about height restrictions and setback requirements for the lower density
detached housing that will be joining our property?



Do you have any information about height restrictions for the lower density duplex/detached housing
and irregular shapes/rear lots that we would have a direct view of from our property?

Kind regards,



From: I

Sent: Tuesday, 14 July 2026 4:17 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Limited - Fast Track Project

You don't often get email fron— Learn why this is important

'Hi Briar,

I'm contacting you in response to your letter dated 2 July 2026 in relation to the above. As requested
I'm confirming that | own the house at 9 Ayrshire Drive, Grandview Heights. Details are as follows:

Full Name:
Postal Address: 9 Ayrshire Drive, Grandview Heights, Hamilton 3200

Email Adaress: I

Hope this helps, and look forward to hearing from you in due course.

Best regards,



From: N

Sent: Thursday, 16 July 2026 8:35 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Development

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important
Hi,

This email is regarding the letter that you dropped in our letterbox concerning the Brymer Farms
development.

Please find my details below:

Full name of the property owner:
Postal Address: 09 Friesian Place, Grandview Heights
Email

Contact Number:-

Postal Address: 09 Friesian Place, Grandview Heights

Regars,




From: |

Sent: Saturday, 18 July 2026 1:58 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Ltd - Fast Track Project - Owner and occupier

You don't often get email fro_ Learn why this is important

Hello Briar

Our apologies for our late submission go adjoining land to the Brymer Farms Project site.

Our details are:

property owners: [ I

Current Occupiers:

Postal Address: 9 Harrogate Place, Grandview Heights, HAMILTON

Emait adres [

Yours sincerely

9 Harrogate Place
Grandview Heights
HAMILTON 3200
NEW ZEALAND

emai S



From: B

Sent: Thursday, 16 July 2026 7:46 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Contact information - Brymer Farms

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important
Hi Briar,

In regards to the Brymer Farms project and letter received, see below for our contact information.
12 Harrogate Place

Grandview Heights
Hamilton

Thanks



From: I

Sent: Saturday, 11 July 2026 9:22 am
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Ltd

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important
Hi Briar,
We are owner occupiers at 13 Friesian PL.

Emai
Will look forward to further information.
Thanks.



From: e

Sent: Saturday, 11 July 2026 9:24 am
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Fast track Brymer project

[You don't often get email fro
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Learn why this is important at

Hi
We are neighbours of this project

We are owners and occupiers
13 Southworth Place, Grandview Heights, Hamilton 3200

We have concerns for the suitability of this land for housing. It’s wet and peat.
We can be contacted by any of the above means

Sent from my iPad



From: I

Sent: Wednesday, 15 July 2026 4:27 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Ltd project

[You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Kia ora Briar,

| am a home owner on Southworth Place and received your letter about staying in touch about consultation. Our
details are:

15 Southworth Place, Grandview Heights, Hamilton 320_

My main concern is how our house and view will be affected and where the northern low density housing that
borders our fence line will be built ie whether it will be right next to us or down closer to the current housing area.

Thanks

Sent from my iPhone



17 Friesian place
Grandview Heights
Hamilton 3200

Dear Sirs,

As Regarding Brymer Farms- Fast Tracking Project Being Owner/
Occupier of no 17 Friesian place (Lot 26 73252)

There is a matter - Back Fence problems.

The previous owner of Brymer Farms was _ He was
very careful with the drainage furrow being kept small, and any soil
taken out of Furrow would be replaced back on North side, to ensure
no sinking of soil would affect my bank fence/or property.

However, on the sale of property to Brymer farms - Large Drainage
Furrows- and a very deep hole was excavated/constructed behind my
shed. Twice | warned the new owner that subsidence would occur.
After 2 years of heavy rain my back fence is leaning back, but worse still
my shed is now sagging back 200mm off the horizontal.

| would like this matter resolved as it might delay the fast-track project.

Yours faithfully



From: I

Sent: Friday, 17 July 2026 8:49 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Development- Contact Details

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important
Hi Briar
| have provided my contact details below

Name of Owner:
Address: 19 Friesian Place, Grandview Heights, Hamilton 3200

Email Adaress: I




From: g

Sent: Sunday, 5 July 2026 1:08 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms adjacent landowner

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Hi there

We own 20 Highgrove Drive and am providing details as per letter received advising us of the
proposed plan.

Name:
Postal: 20 Highgrove Drive, Grandview Heights, Hamilton, 3200

Phone:
Email:
Thanks




From: I

Sent: Monday, 20 July 2026 5:21 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Residential subdivision

[You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Good evening,_ here, we live at 21 Friesian Place on the edge of farmland thats being proposed
for residential development on the fringe by Brymer farms. We would like to be kept informed of future
developments of all areas involved please. | hope you accept this request even though it's past the 17th July.

Thankyou kind regards_



From: I

Sent: Monday, 6 July 2026 10:26 am
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Proposed Brymer Project

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Good morning,

As a property owner neighbouring the proposed site, please find the below information for contact
purposes:

21 Highgrove Drive
Grandview Heights, Hamilton 3200

Kind regards,



From: |

Sent: Friday, 3 July 2026 4:03 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer project side

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

21 Limousin place

Get Qutlook for Android



From: I

Sent: Friday, 17 July 2026 4:37 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Ltd

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important
Hi Briar,
| am the occupier of 21 Southworth Place and would like to be included in any potential consultation.

My name is ||| . email

Please also include my neightbour at 19 Southworth Place,_in any consultation. He
does not have a computer so you can contact him at my email address, or by post.

Thanks,-

Get Qutlook for Android




From: I

Sent: Wednesday, 15 July 2026 2:55 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Development

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

lam writing to say we are the owner occupier of 23 FRIESIAN PLACE and would like to be informed

of any further developments to do with this project. Regards ||| GG




From: I

Sent: Saturday, 4 July 2026 2:01 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Ltd fast track project

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

To B&A

Thank you for contacting us.
Regarding your letter of 2" July 2026 to owners/occupiers adjoining the Brymer Farms project.
Yes we are the owners of an adjacent property and MOST definitely want to comment on this process.

27 Limousin Place
Grandview Heights
Hamilton 3200

cmei S

Yours sincerely



From: e

Sent: Wednesday, 15 July 2026 11:05 am
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Limited - Fast Track Project

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Good morning

| am writing this email to confirm that myse!f||| ] and my husband | . 2re the

owner occupiers of: 28 Highgrove Drive
Grandview Heights
Hamilton
3200

My email address is as above. ||l email address is: || EEEEEGEGEGEGEGE

We would like to be informed on this project.

Regards



From: B

Sent: Friday, 3 July 2026 9:44 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Details for EPA

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Postal address - 31 Limousin place, Grandview Heights

Email -
Phone -




From: A

Sent: Thursday, 16 July 2026 9:56 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Development

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

'Hello Briar,

We are [} and |l from 33 Friesian Place Hamilton.

Thank you for the opportunity to contact you.

We are appalled and concerned that a housing development has been permitted in the peaty bog
which is the farmland behind the park. After all the flooding we have had in NZ over the last few years,
it is sounding that more cars is not being taken as to where housing will be permitted.

My email is ||| 2nc v phone number is || -

Thank you.

Regards,

Outlook for Android



From: [

Sent: Monday, 6 July 2026 11:09 am
To: Briar Belgrave

Cc:

Subject: Brymer Farms Ltd

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

HI
As we are the occupier of 35 Limousin Place please include both ] and myself in all consultation.

35 Limousin Place

Grandview Heights
Hamilton

Regards

MASTER® @&
»BUILDERS I

www.master-builders-solutions.com

Follow us on

LinkedIn



From: .

Sent: Monday, 6 July 2026 9:23 am
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: brymer farms consultation

[You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Good Morning,

we received a letter outlining the proposed development of Brymer Farms.

We would like to be included in all consultation and correspondence regarding the development.
We are:

37 O'Brien Road

email:



From: e

Sent: Wednesday, 8 July 2026 6:02 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer farms limited

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Kia ora

Responding to an email sent by your company B&A Urban & Environment.
Our address is 39 Obrien Road, 3289, New Zealand. Owner is is currently
occupying his property with his partner || JJli] his numberis

Regards



From: e

Sent: Monday, 6 July 2026 1:22 pm

To: Briar Belgrave

Cc:

Subject: Brymer Farms Limited Consultation

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

.‘DearSir/Madam,

| am writing to address the Brymer Farms Limited consent process, following a letter received from
Ms. Briar Belgrave. My wife and | are the proprietors of the property in question, and please find the

requisite details below. We are keen to participate in the consultation process and would appreciate
further information regarding the next steps.

Yours sincerely,

44 Limousin Place
Grandview Heights, 3200

Tel:



From: o

Sent: Thursday, 16 July 2026 9:43 am
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms fast track

[You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important at
https://aka.ms/LearnAboutSenderldentification ]

Hi,

Thank you for the information re development of land close to my property.

| would like to be kept informed.

Property owner & current occupier- Postal address - 227 Grandview Road Western Heights

3200 Email - | Th2nks

Sent from my iPad



From: e

Sent: Thursday, 9 July 2026 4:57 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Fast Track Project response

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

To Whom It May Concern:

We are property owners adjacent to the proposed Brymer Farms development.

Our property is a Family Trust under the name: ||| NN

The physical and postal address of the property is:
238 Grandview Road

Western Heights

Hamilton 3200

Email:

Contact Phone:

Please acknowledge the receipt of this email.



From: |

Sent: Monday, 6 July 2026 10:58 am
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: brymer farms project

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important
Hi Briar,

Thank you for your letter regarding the Brymer Farms project. | appreciate the opportunity to be able
to comment on the application once it is submitted.

| confirm our details are as follows:

Property owners:
Current occupiers:
Postal address: 244 Grandview Road, Western Heights, Hamilton, 3200

emait adress: I

Yours sincerely,



From: I

Sent: Saturday, 11 July 2026 10:14 am
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: 246 Grandview Rd Hamilton

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

'Morning Briar,

I'm responding to the letter we recieved relating to the application via the FTAA process.

Property owners:

Occupiers:
As above

Postal address:
246 Grandview Rd
Hamilton 3200

Email and contact details:

We are looking forward to gaining a better understanding of how the proposed development impacts
us, and being able to provide feedback as part of the consent/consultation phase.

Thanks



15 July 2026

TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

My name is_ and my address is 608 Whatawhata Road, RD 5, Hamilton 3285.

I am replying to your correspondence dated 2 July re Brymer Farms Limited, Fast Track Project.
| adjoin the boundary on the south western side of your proposed development.
Please include me with all information of ongoing proposed developments.

Thank you for reaching out.



From: I

Sent: Saturday, 25 July 2026 2:26 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Kia ora Briar,

| received a letter in the post from yourself as my property backs onto the Brymer Farms development
zone.

| have been away so unable to email you sooner.
Would you please be able to myself in any potential consultation.

Thanks,



From: I

Sent: Sunday, 12 July 2026 7:24 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: RE, Brymer farms limited - updates and all correspondence to this email.

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important
Hi Briar,

Appreciate your letter in our mailbox.

Please see requested details below.

#All correspondence via email to this email please.

Regards



From: I

Sent: Monday, 6 July 2026 3:58 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject:

27 Friesian - Backing on to the New development

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

I ¢orc Owners)

27 Friesian Place
Grandview Heights
Hamilton

Yes we would like to be kept up to date and included in any potential consultation.

Kind regards



From: e

Sent: Wednesday, 8 July 2026 11:32 am
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Redevelopment of land owned by Brymer Farms Limited

’ You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Thank you for your informative letter dated 2 July 2026.

We are:
Owners of 29 Limousin Place, Grandview Heights, Hamilton.
Our email address:

phone number:
phone number:

As suggested in your letter, we would like to raise a couple of possible problem as follows:

Who is held responsible to remediate any structural damage to our dwelling, including windows,
brick walls retaining walls and drainage/sewage pipes, caused by vibration of heavy
vehicles/machinery and their movement during the entire proposed development stages?

Who is responsible to remediate any land slippage/movement to our land upon which our dwelling
and gardens are situated during the entire proposed development stages?

Would you please confirm receipt of this letter regarding possible issues as listed above, in writing to
our residential address.

Regards



From:

Sent: Thursday, 2 July 2026 1:56 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer Farms Limited - Fast Track Project

Good afternoon Briar

In response to the letter delivered to my letterbox this morning, here, as requested, are my contact details.

Owner

Property 8 Harrogate Place
Grandview Heights
Hamilton 3200

Postal address As above

Email address

Phone

My preferred means of contact is via email.

| share a boundary with Brymer Farms Limited and look forward to having the opportunity to comment on the
proposed project. Plans | have seen to date will affect my enjoyment of my property’s outlook, which is the reason |
bought my home nearly 9 years ago.

Kind regards



From: I

Sent: Monday, 13 July 2026 6:52 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: Brymer project - owner details 25 Friesian Place

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Good evening Briar

As per letter received please see below our details as a property that is on boundary of the Brymer project site

(owners and occupiers)

25 Friesian Place Grandview Heights

kind regards




From: I

Sent: Friday, 10 July 2026 8:00 am
To: Briar Belgrave

Cc:

Subject: Brymer Farms

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Kia Ora Briar,

| am confirming occupiers of 32 O'Brien Road.

Property Owner:

Adaionatoccupants secona awetine -
| will be acting on behalf of my father and mother,_

My details are:
Name -

Postal address for service is
Email addres

has already responded directly to the Brymer Fast Track Letter. | am confirming whether he
would like me to act on his behalf.

Please ensure all communications going forward go to both|Jjjjj and 1.

Nga mihi,



From: I

Sent: Tuesday, 14 July 2026 12:21 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: I

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important
Property at 616 Whatawhata Road, Dinsdale, Hamilton




Department of Conservation

Urban & Environmental



From: Bridgette Munro_

Sent: Thursday, 20 August 2026 1:03 pm
To: Briar Belgrave
Subject: RE: Brymer - Draft EclA and Management Plans

Hi there Briar,

| passed on at of the reports provided to DOC’s RMA team, who will be in touch (if they have not
already) regarding the substantive application, moving forward.

Please feel free to touch base if you have any queries.

Thanks and kind regards

Bridgette

From: Briar Belgrave
Sent: Tuesday, 18 August 2026 9:43 am

To: Bridgette Munro
Subject: Brymer - Draft EclA and Management Plans

Hi Bridgette

As mentioned, please see attached the following for the Brymer Fast-Track substantive application:

e Draft EclA
e Draft BMP
e Draft FMP
e Draft LMP

We will be applying for the Wildlife Authority Approvals separately to the Fast-Track process and intend to lodge
that application in the next day or so.

If you have any feedback on the draft documents let me know, otherwise as covered in my previous email, we would
be more than happy to have a meeting with the ecologists if that would be helpful for DOC.

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

BRIAR BELGRAVE
Partner

PO Box 1986,

Shortland Street, Auckland 1140
Level 4, Old South British Building,
3-13 Shortland Street, Auckland

barker.co.nz @

Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth |
Auckland | Hamilton | Cambridge |
Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington |
Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown




This email and any attachments are confidential. They may contain privileged information or copyright material. If you
are not an intended recipient, please do not read, copy, use or disclose the contents without authorisation and we
request you delete it and contact us at once by return email.

Caution - This message and accompanying data may contain information that is confidential or subject
to legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you are notified that any use, dissemination,
distribution or copying of this message or data is prohibited. If you received this email in error, please
notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We apologise for the
inconvenience. Thank you.



B&A

Minutes ol sl

Project: Brymer Substantive Application DoC Consultation
Date: 9 December 2025
Time: 2.00pm
Location: MS Teams
Attendees:
Sam Le Heron B&A
Bridgette Munro DoC
Andrew Styche DoC
Moria Pryde DoC
Ronan Whitelock DoC
Rebecca Bodley Ecological Solutions
Jacqui Wairepo DoC
Iltem Detail Action
1 e Introduction of meeting attendees

e Overview of the Brymer Project
o High level MP
o Work occurred to date
o Scope, typologies, uses, yields, etc.
o Wildlife Act Approvals included in resource management
consents.
o Preliminary work anticipated this to be required

o Project team developed with various specialties and
disciplines engaged with to accommodate an application of
this size

2 e Historical site use is predominantly farming
e Existing wetland component within site

e Varied typographies

3 e Progressing with field work — site walkovers, investigations to
obtain necessary information for the site to indicate what should
be anticipated for the site.

e This feedback is beginning to be collated, hence why no material
has been shared prior to this engagement

Barker & Associates
+64 375 0900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Cambridge | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown
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4 Copper Skinks
o WLLA for copper skinks as they have been found in surrounding
area.

e As substantive application progresses it is expected a LMP be
included for best management.

5 e Seeking clarification from DoC that Waiwhakareke is a suitable
and viable consideration for a relocation site if copper skinks are
found

e Andrew confirms Waiwhakareke has capacity to take more
copper skinks. Construction of the fence will increase uptake
capacity

e Conversative to be had with local iwi Ngaati Wairere

e Timing and funding of fence — funding is provided, enabling
works commenced.

e Safe assumption that the fence will be construction when

potential relocation will likely occur.

e Rebecca — not expecting high numbers of copper skinks

6 Bat methodology

e ~ 20 ABMs across the site in remnant trees with suitable roost
reaches

e Recorders on east to west where site is flat, out for over 1 month
with 20 clear nights of data

e Results found 2 communicating calls recorded on northern most
part of site, faint calls indicate bats were far away from site

e Question to DOC — does this seem consistent with what would
be expected for bat presence in the area.

e Moria — hard to determine from a single survey, would expect a
lower pass rate compared to southern Hamilton

o Site likely to be used as a commuting area and the presence of
trees as potential roosting sites.

7 WLAA for bats
e Does DOC anticipate a WLAA for avoidance of felling bat roost

trees?

e Moria confirms that this would not be required if bat roost
protocol is applied, however, to be risk adverse could request a
WLA permit

8 Fish

e No mudfish found in sampling — 3 eDNA samples, minnow traps
along substantial length of water course

e FMP to be provided with any loss of water course within the site.

9 Birds

Barker & Associates

+64 3750900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Cambridge | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown
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e Managed through avoidance

e Not anticipating impacting native birds due to the lack of habitat
in the area

e Possibly include this as a consent condition or include in the
management plan rather than a bird MP.

e Andrew - Plan for birds that relocate with the draining of
wetlands. Regular occurrence during peak building periods

10 e Rebecca - Management plan to deal with fauna so potentially a
review course where appropriate

11 e Meeting is an opportunity to touch base pre—Xmas
e Draft investigation to be complete around February.

e Arrange a follow up consultation meeting to further understand
management approach. Acknowledging the lack of technical
material in todays meeting

Barker & Associates

+64 3750900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Cambridge | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown

3



Stella Quigley

From: Chad Cror: I

Sent: Thursday, 20 August 2026 10:34 am

To: permissions

Cc: Rebecca Bodley; Briar Belgrave; Graham Ussher

Subject: WAA Application-Brymer Farms

Attachments: Brymer_Farms_WAA_Application_Form9_Complete_20260820.pdf; ES_LMP_Brymer

Farms_v0_20260814.pdf; Attachment E1.0 Iwi Engagement.pdf; Attchmant B3.1
Brymer Farms - lizard release waiwhakareke.jpg; Attachment D - qualifications.pdf

Hi,

Please see the attached application to complete lizard salvage and relocations for the proposed
Brymer Farms development located in Hamilton.

Attached is:
e The completed WAA Application form 9. Including Appendix 1 — Incidental Killing of Wildlife
Section A

e Attachment B3.1 - Proposed release site.

e AttachmentD - Herpetologist qualifications.

e Attachment E1.0 - Consultation with Iwi.

e Lizard Management Plan - Including Sec. 4.3 - Principles of Lizard Salvage

Ecological Solutions are the Ecology team acting on behalf of the applicant (Brymer Farms
Limited). We are trying to progress this application as promptly as we can, if there is any other way
we can assist or further information you require, please don’t hesitate to contact me.

Nga mihi

Chad Croft
Ecological Solutions Ltd.
195 Main Highway, Ellerslie, Auckland

m: I

Freshwater Solutions and The Ecology Company have merged and rebranded to form ecoLogical Solutions.

Confidentiality notice:

This email may contain information that is confidential or legally privileged. If you have received it by mistake, please:
(1) reply promptly to that effect, and remove this email and the reply from your system;

(2) do not act on this email in any other way. Thank you



DOC Wildlife Authority Application

Attachment D — personnel and qualifications

Graham Ussher (RMA Ecology Ltd owner; principal ecologist):

o 30 years experience surveying reptiles and frogs in NZ, including for DOC, Councils and
commercial developers.

e Qualifications: PhD (conservation ecology) University of Auckland.
o Affiliations/ membership; SRARNZ, NZ Eco Society, EIANZ.

Previous Authorities held

o Auckland Region: DOC file ref NHS 02-28-03; Permit number AK-13724 FAU; and DOC
permit 37031 FAU NHS-12-03; DOC permit 47967 FAU, and 78350- FAU. Current regional
Authority for Auckland is 101814- FAU.

e Wellington/ Nelson Region: survey only 91417-FAU (expired) and 117824-FAU (current)
o Wellington salvage: 91371-FAU

e Tasman salvage: 97668-FAU

e Mt Cass windfarm: multi-programme salvage: 81670-FAU and 86276-FAU

e Mackenzie Basin survey: 91677-FAU

Experience summary: Project manager & field lead for tuatara translocations to Whale Island (1996),
Tiritiri Matangi (2003) and Motuihe Islands (2012). Lizard island surveyor (on contract) for DOC
Auckland (1993 — 2000) undertaking spotlight, pitfall, ACO surveys of rare and threatened lizards on
Mercury Islands, Alderman Islands, Hen & Chickens Islands and other outer Hauraki Gulf islands.
Undertook lizard surveys in Otago, Canterbury (Mt Cass wind farm) and MacKenzie Basin sites for
windfarm and irrigation projects during 2003-2007.

Currently managing major lizard survey, salvage, relocation, post-release monitoring and research
programmes at sites in Christchurch (Mt Cass wind farm) and Wellington (various land development
projects).

Graham has undertaken approx. 70 other survey, salvage, rescue/relocations on private property
from 2007 — 2025.

Graham has prepared more than 30 lizard management plans for consented development projects
and has undertaken salvage works for most of those (some consented developments have not gone
ahead).



Names and contact details of iwi and hapu representatives

e Jo Kukutai — Ngaati Maahanga

- [

e Kahurimu Flavell — Waikato Tainui

- I

Summary of Engagement

Initially, the Applicant intended to seek the Wildlife Authority Approval (WAA) through the Fast-Track
consenting process. As a result, engagement relating to this matter was undertaken as part of the
broader consultation and engagement programme for the Brymer Fast-Track application.

During the preparation of the substantive application, a decision was made to pursue the WAA
through the standard business-as-usual process, separate from the Fast-Track application.
Accordingly, the engagement already undertaken remained relevant to the proposal and has
informed the application.

An overview of the correspondence and engagement with mana whenua is provided in the table
below.

Method Date Attendees Purpose / Discussion
Hui 3-Sep-25 Fraser McNutt — B&A Overview of the Brymer project including
lo; Rilkulal = figash timing, scope of the application and the
potential servicing e.g. connect into the
Maahanga : )
HCC network for infrastructure. Confirmed
would be seeking a water take from the
Waikato River via the reticulated network.
Email 15-Sep-25 N/A Confirming offer of service for Ngaati
Maahanga to prepare the Cultural Values
Assessment (CVA) for the Brymer project.
Hui 23-Sep-25 Fraser McNutt — B&A Update on Brymer project, programme of

S S — BRA works for the substantive application,

lodgement timeframes.

Jay Naidoo — Pragma ) ] )
Discussion on how Ngaati Maahanga

Jo Kukutai - Ngaati [ would like the applicant and project team
Maahanga to work with them.

Discussion on what information Ngaati
Maahanga required to prepared the CVA.

Hui 7-Nov-25 Fraser McNutt — B&A Progress update on Brymer substantive

Dean Morris — Maven SRpNEAoRE

Clare Houlbrooke — WGA




Kahurimu Flavell — Waikato
Tainui

Jo  Kukutai -
Maahanga

Ngaati

Wayne Te Kerei Harris —
Pouwhenua

Norm Hill — Te Hira

Orrin Kapua — Ngati
Apakura
Bradley Menzies - Ngaati
Haua
Sonny Matenga - Ngaati
Tamainupoo
Harry Wilson — Ngaati
Koroki Kahukura
Hui 18-Dec-25 Fraser McNutt — B&A General project catch up to discuss
Jo Kukutai - Ngaati progress- an]ccj timing. Discussion on
Maahanga preparation of CVA.

Email 19-Feb-26 B&A Email from Ngaati Maahanga to B&A
confirming that the team was back
working following Christmas holidays and
request to meet on the CVA.

Draft CVA was attached for B&A and the
applicant to review.

Email 20-May-26 | Jo  Kukutai — Ngaati | B&A provided Ngaati Maahanga feedback

Maahanga on the draft CIA for Brymer. Offered the
chance to meet to discuss feedback.

Email and | 5-Jun-26 Jo Kukutai — Ngaati | Signed MOU between Ngaati Maahanga

MOU Maahanga and Brymer Farms Limited. The MOU
establishes a framework for ongoing
engagement, collaboration, and mutual
understanding between Ngaa Uri o
Maahanga Trust Board and Brymer Farms
Limited regarding the Brymer Farms
development project.

Email 18-Aug-26 Jo Kukutai — Ngaati | Provide Ngaati Maahanga and Waikato

Maahanga

Tainui a copy of the draft bats, fish and




Kahurimu Flavell — Waikato

lizard management plans for review and

Tainui feedback.
Email 18-Aug-26 Jo Kukutai — Ngaati | Ngaati Maahanga response to the
Maahanga management plans. Agreement from

Ngaati Maahanga that the lizards
(makomako) could be relocated to Lake
Waiwhakareke




Stella Quigley

From: Jo Kokt I

Sent: Tuesday, 18 August 2026 5:41 pm

To: Fraser McNutt

Cc: Sanjil Mistry; Briar Belgrave; Kahurimu Flavell; Pepa Anderson
Subject: Re: Brymer Farms MOU

Kia ora Fraser,

Ngaati Maahanga agree that the lizards (makomako) could be relocated to Lake Waiwhakareke
because of the short distance that they would need to be transported conditional on the habitat at
Waiwhakareke supporting the makomako to thrive once they are relocated. As mana whenua,
Pepa and | want to ensure that the makomako would be cared for and monitored after they have
been relocated,

to ensure their success in their new Kainga.

Ngaa mihi,
Jo

On Tue, 18 Aug 2026 at 10:00, Fraser McNutt || N \ ote:

Kia ora Jo

A friendly reminder that we intend to lodge the substantive Brymer Farms application, which will include your CIA
as an attachment.

Part of the application addresses the management of flora and fauna, particularly lizard management. We are
applying for the relevant Wildlife Authority in tandem with the application and have completed preliminary
reporting and management plans through our ecologists, which | have attached for your reference.

As | think is already clear from our previous discussions, our intention is that any lizards encountered and requiring
relocation would be released into the Lake Waiwhakareke habitat, which is soon to be protected by a pest-proof
fence.

Our key question is whether this approach, and Lake Waiwhakareke as the proposed release location, is acceptable
to you.

We would also be very happy to receive any other feedback you may have on the attached management plans or
the proposed approach more generally.



Nga mihi | Kind regards,

FRASER MCNUTT
Partner/Waikato Manager (MNZPI)

PO Box 9342,

Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 3240

298 Victoria Street, Hamilton 3204 Kerikeri, Whangarei, Warkworth,
Auckland, Hamilton, Cambridge,

barker.co.nz @ Tauranga, Napier, Wellington,

Christchurch, Queenstown, Wanaka

From: Jo Kukuto!

Sent: Monday, 8 June 2026 8:40 pm

To: Sanjil Mistry
Cc: Fraser McNutt

Subject: Re: Brymer Farms MOU

Kia ora Sanijil,

| am well and hope you are also. Here is the sighed MOU as requested. Everything else has been sent
to Fraser.

Ngaa mihi,

Jo

On Mon, Jun 8, 2026 at 5:25 PM Sanijil Mistry ||| G v ote:

Kia ora Jo

Hope your well. Can you please get the final paperwork to Fraser as soon as he needs it please. | believe final
reports will be circulating soon.



Nga Mihi

Sanijil

Sanjil Mistry

Director

[@IPRAGMA

PROPERTY GR

Pragma

101 Greenwood St
P.O. Box 5264
Hamilton

New Zealand

Cell:
Email:

From: Jo Kukutai
Sent: Friday, June 5, 2026 9:13 AM
To: Fraser McNutt
Cc: Sanjil Mistry
Subject: Re: Brymer Farms MOU

Caution: External message. Be cautious with links and attachments. Verify the sender or check
with IT.

Kia ora koorua,
Thanks for this.
Ngaa mihi,

Jo

On Fri, 5Jun 2026 at 09:12, Fraser McNutt_wrote:

3



Signed for your records Jo.

Talk soon.

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

FRASER MCNUTT
Partner/Waikato Manager (MNZPI)

Urban & Environmental

PO Box 9342,

Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 3240

298 Victoria Street, Hamilton 3204 Kerikeri, Whangarei, Warkworth,
Auckland, Hamilton, Cambridge,

barker.co.nz @ Tauranga, Napier, Wellington,

Christchurch, Queenstown, Wanaka

From: Jo Kukutai
Sent: Thursday, 4 June 2026 11:47 pm
To: Fraser McNutt
Subject: Brymer Farms MOU

Kia ora anoo Fraser,

Following completion of the CIA process, Ngaati Maahanga have prepared a project-specific
Memorandum of Understanding between Ngaa Uri o Maahanga Trust Board and Brymer Farms Ltd.
Please find the attached MOU draft. If agreeable, | have signed it in humble anticipation.

Ngaa mihi,

Jo



Department of
Conservaton
Te Papa Atawbai

Wildlife Act Authority
(General)

Application form 9

This application form is only for the following
activities involving any animal protected under
the Wildlife Act 1953 (which does not include
marine mammals)

Catch, handle, release wikdlife at one site

#» Hunt, disturty, kill or calch alive protected wildlife that are
causing damage (under section 54 of the Wildlife Act 1953)

& Calch and/or hold wildlife for rahabilitation — up 1o 3 months

+ Hold wildlife in permanent capiivity, if already hedd in captivity

For mose information visit DOC’s wabsite Form 8 (WLA - Genaeral)  New Zealand Government
hitp:feasne doc govtnziget-invalved/apply-Tor-permits! Crecamber 2024




Using this application form

Completing the application

Save — You can save this application form to your digital
device and edit or complete it in your own time.

Fill = You can fill this application digitally using Microsoft
word. If possible, we prefer you completed it this way, as
it helps us process your initial application faster,

Print — You can print this application form and fill it
manually, then scan it, or you can complete it digitally,
then print it.

Submit — Either a hard copy at your local DOC District
Office, or

Email - (Preferably) email your application and all the
required labelled altachmenis to:
permissionsi@doc.govi.nz

Important — Failure to complete this application form
correctly may result in your application being returned to
you seeking more information, which may extend the timea
it takes the Depariment of Conservation o process your
application, or it may result in your application being
declined. If you need help completing your application,
please contact your local DOC office, or email
permissionsi@doc.govt.nz

Navigation

O

Hints — Lise the links through the hints column on the
right hand side of the application form

Scroll - Simply use your mouse or keyboard arrows to
scroll through the document page-by-page.

O Application

checklist

DHwayuumct}dm

labelled alachmenls
a8 required for your
actwvilies {including
rEparis, maps,
Leatimanaks, and
consultation
documentation)?

Ensure these are
altachedisubmatied
with your applicalion
(see Secton B:
Activity, for mong
irfarmation),

|:| Have you read the

saciion regarding
liabiity of the
appicant far payrmen]

of fees?

l:l Have you ensured

you have any other
NECassan consants
reguired (.., RRLA
consant}?

Hawve you signed
yaur applegtion
(digitally or
manuaiy |

Far mare infarmation visd DOC's website

wi al-i 'apply-for- it

Form 9 (WLA — General]
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Before you start

All efforts in putling together a detailaed application are greatly
appreciated and will allow the Department to effectively and efficiently

process your application.

C T | N, T LR, | O
Fil in the itk Gl Audhauisafice
foem Sign the form Sard 10 ALARGHEALIGN Py Aughoripation  "Toeved

and afiach L DeC bir raspecied, oo praried or

d@pcumantatiion Hamillon ran TormiTurter pechned

LLETe permissons  inflormaken regured
L&A

Before Submitting

Eefore submitiing your application, please ansure you have prapared he approprate
suplimentary documentation if required, and named them accordingly:

Species Management Plan”

[:l Attachment Project BackgroundResearch Proposal
u Attachment Supplemantary Information Attachmant
[:| Proposed Location

|| Attachment Restricted Lands

Dmmmmam Proposed Wildlife

|| Attachment Maps of land

EI Attachment Skills and Experience

|:| Attachment bwi Engagameant

|| Attachment Cther Consutation

D Photos of enclosures

SUBMIT "U'iﬂ permissions@doc.govt.nz

o Ploaso take the

temedrames below Into
considaration whan
submitiing your
appication

oﬂnappi-namrlra-

deemaed complaba
when all information
requesied has baan
mecainad.

n Any amendmants

requesiad aftar
lndgement may
raguire & Form Ba
variation application
1o b comglatad
resulling ina delay af
pracessing of your
application,

Pleaze gae alao tha
fas section,

*Please nole tht
yaur activity requires a
SPecHs MBnagemiEn
plan and you do mot
supply cna, yaur
application will not ba
accepied and will be
returnied ba you, If you
arg unsure IF ane s
required, plesse
angquine il
permessionsupdatesil
doc.govi.ng

Far mnm mmrmallm mn DOC's wﬂslm

Form 8 (WLA — General) 3






Section B | Activities

1. Purpose

Piease select or specify the purpose of the activity.

‘ !Traditionalicultural use | v | Salvage® (including Species
— ~ Management Plan)
l v !Species management

B Education

o Please note that if
your aclivity
requires a species
management plan
and you do not
supply one, your
application will not
be accepted and

‘ _ERehabiiitation of sick/injured animals !:j

- i | ‘Museum display/collection
|__Research [
[/ lincidentai killing” Other:

*if ticked you must fill out Appendix 1
|

wili be returned to
you, If you are
unsure if gne is
required, please

enquire at

2. Researchi/species management project description.

if the activity is research or species management, then please specify the purpose of

the research or management activity.

permissionsupdaie

s@doc.govt.nz

Please provide a summary in plain English {100 words or less) here and include project

objectives:

Brymer Farms Limited are seeking approval via a fast-track application for a
proposed development, known as Brymer Farms in Hamilton west, A habitat

jarea found that the native copper skink {Oligosoma aeneum) and ornate skink
i{Otigosema ornatum) both At Risk-Declining are potentially present at the site.

The purpose of this applicaticon is to gain authority from DOC to salvage lizard

development footprint. A Lizard Management Plan is attached.

assessment of the development footprint and database search of the surrounding

‘populations across habitat types that support copper and ornate skinks within the

o If you need more
ropm, attach a

copy of your
project proposal to
this form and {abel
it Project
Background.

2.1 What are the protective benefits of your Activity and how is the Activity

o Wildlife Act 1953

consistent with the purpose and objectives of the Wildlife Act (i.e. Protection

or Control of Wildlife)

ibe affected by vegetation clearance.

icaptured and released.

§~Implement predator controt within the release area for a minimum period of five

lyears after release.

b

f

The purpose of lizard management is to minimise adverse effects on lizards during
fconstruction and operation. This will be achieved through the following objectives:
i~ Capture and refocation of indigenous lizards from identified lizard habitat areas to

- Enhancefaugment lizard habitat within the release site through the construction of
an artificial refuge (e.q., eco-stack/ piles of logs/branches/stones) for every lizard

For more information visit DOC’s website
http:/fwww.doc.govi.nz/get-involvedfapply-for-permiis/

Form 9 (WLA — General)



Section B (continued) | Activities

3, Species name and threat classification

o “WEZTE s means

h fil
Plaasa st the commaon and scientific name's and threat classification of all protected : fﬂi I..T e g
species for which the authorisation is soughtl. el
sl Tar any
taxonomic group
Coammon nama Scientific name MZ threat classification g
1.Copper Skink 1.\Oligesoma aeneum 1./At Risk - Daclining 'l:r:af':‘-\' Zmaland
Clasasficalion
Sysiem Manual by
2 Ornate Skink 2, Oligosoma omatum 2.1Al Rigk - Declining Fapee
(2008), or any
SUGLESS0T
3 3. 3 document, To view
tha fist, visit
our wabsite,
4 4, 4
5 5. 5
4. Activities
41. Actions
Pleage salect all the actions that are applicable to the activity you wish to carry out
involving wildiife on andiar off public conservation kand,
Catch and handle wildlife on site |:| Transfer capfive wildlife from
. one holding facility to another
|:| Take samples from wildlife holding faciiity
|| Take or destroy the eqgs of wildife Ay
|| attach identification bands to wildiife [ un, tatin, o or catoh sive
|:| Mark = tag or atlach other scientific predected wildide that are
apparatus {except bands) to wildife causing damage {under saction
54 of the Wildlife Act 1053
D Mark in any way = paint, twink, shaving, toe
clipping e, Hher:
D Catch and temporarity hold wildlife in
captivity (less than 3 months)
Form 9 [WLA - General} &

For more Information visil DOC's websile

hip-ifwww. doc govi.nz/get-invelyed/apply-for-permits/



Section B (continued) | Activities

e —
42. ls Animal Ethics ;o iYes % ‘ No ; ||D0n’t Know o If yes, please altach
approval required? ' S evidence of Animal
Ethics Approval

5. Authorisation term and activity timeframes

5.1. Authorisation term

Autheorisations will be granted for a limited term. Please specify the start and end dales
you would like your proposed authorisation to cover and explain why this term is sought.
e.qg. July 2015 - March 2015 or ‘from date of issue for § years.

iFrom date of issue for 5 years.

Reason e.g. If an activity has a firm start date, please provide a detailed explanation
as to why:

I duration of 5 years will cover the possible eventuality of habitat clearance being
delayed due to delays in obtaining fast track approval, or other potential delays to on
site works.

6. Number to be caught, held or killed

Where possible, please state:

The target number of individuals of each species of protected wildlife to be caught, held
or kililed and what proportion of the local and global species population you estimate
would be affected by your activity.

Species # of individuals Proportion/population o If your application is
S O _ tch, hold
1 'bligosoma aeneum - =20 <0.1% ! n?t to_ca © . ° ,Or
| cod | kill a live animal {i.e.
2. !Oiigosoma ornatum §<20 ; <0.1% you are applymg o
L e e L hold specimens),
i - i : R please go fo
3 S i Question 11
For more information visit DOC’s website - Form 9 (WLA — General) 7

http:f'www .doc.govt.nziget-involved/apply-for-permits/




Section B (continued) | Activities

7. Method/s of capture

Please describe the methods 1o be used to safely, efficiently and humanely catch, hodd or

kill the animals and identify relevant animal ethics processes.

he approach to lizard managemant will fallow the principlas sat out by the Deparment

Conservabion for lizard salvage and transfer in Mew Zealand (DOC 2018). Methods
usad will include: pre-vagetation clearance systematic ssarches, machine assisted
saarches as a contingency measure, and use of temporary containment boxes with local
wegetation and water mist for holding during relocation,

Full details of these methods are found in the attached Lizand Managerment Plan

8. Samples to be collected n If ne samples are
to b colecied,

B.1. Samples, amounts, methods please go o
Please list axactly what samples are 1o be taken (8.9, blood, DMA, feathars, ete) and the Dusslion D,
methods/s (o be used, including amaounts to ba taken (if known).
Sampla Method Amount

1, [None |l

2. |

3|
B8.2. Purpose 0 i you answer Yos

; bo sanifng samplas
Pleasa stale the purpose for which the samples would be taken (2.9, taxocnomy, genetic R,
analysis, disease screaning) and if they will be senl overseas. P
A dewnload and
r‘l Sanding overseas? compbate Formdd
see Applicali
:l""'“ iEI Mo forms: Apply foe
i
8.3. Samples for genetic modification
H you will be laking samples for genatic modification, pleasa allach your Envirenmeantal
Risk Managemeant Authority (ERMA) application and label it attachment B&.2.3.

Foor maore informalion visd DOCs website Form 9 (WLA = General} &

hitpfwww doc govt nz/get-invelved/apply-for-permits/




Section B (continued) | Activities

9. Marking, banding, tagging
9.1. Banding

Are you requesting to band wildlife? ; “ %Yes ;v [No

9.2. Other marking

If you are proposing to mark wildlife with any other mark than a band, please describe
the type of marking and details of the method to be used to attach it to ensure the

animals’ health and safety e.g. transmitters, transponders, paint, twink, toe clipping etc.

Markftag to be fitted Method

Noneg

10. Proposed activity site(s)
Indicate what land your proposed activity includes:

1 _
| | Public Conservation Land (PCL)

Land not managed by the Department

I__J A mix of PCL and land not managed by DOC

Note: If a nature reserve, scientific reserve, government purpose reserve, nationat park,
wildlife sanctuary or wildiife refuge, you may need a separate entry permit. Speak

to your focal District Office for advice.

10.1. Activity site

Clearly identify the location/s in which your project will be carried out and why the
locations/s are the best option. For all sites, include a map and GPS co-ordinates.
Attach vour map(s) and label them attachment B3.1 Proposed Location.

Project site is located at: 5815698.4,1795349.8 (NZTMM) in Hamilton west. if the
project is consented, vegetation loss will occur here, making this the best site to
salvage lizards from. The release site is less than 1km away and is planned 10 be
protected via a predator proof fence and ongoing pest conirol, as laid out in the
Lizard Management Plan. Map including the Lizard Release Site is attached.

'For rﬁore informati.on visit DOC's Website
http:/fwww doc.govt.nz/get-involved/apply-for-permits/

Radio transmitter
frequencies 160.6
MHz to 161.11 MHz
{channels 48-38) must
not be operated
uniess the Authority
Holder is in
possession of a
separate sub-icence
issued by the
Department of
Conservation

Use DOC Maps to
view Conservation
Land.

Wildlife Act Consents
may apply to private
land and public
conservation land, if
the iocation is private
land, you will also
need the consent of
the iandowner, or
other appropriate
access legislation
{e.g.. The Public
Works Act 1981).

Form 9 (WLA — General) 9



Section B (continued) | Activities

10.2. Why these locations?

Clearly state why these locations/s are the best option.

The Site is the location of a proposed development and lizard salvage is required to
mitigate impacts upon lizards and their populations. The release site is a nearby
area of similar {or better) habitat at Waiwhakareke Natural Heritage Park. The area
is also proposed for habitat ehancement, via the construction of eco-stacks, habitat
protection via the construction of a predator proof fence, and is a site of ongoing pest
control maintained by Hamiiton City Coungit,

11. Captive

Please answer if the live animal/s; specimen/s; or samplefs is to be obtained from
another authorised wildlife holder, who has an authorisation to hold the species in
captivity or the specimen/sampie. Fill in the following information of the person from
whom the animal/specimen/sampie will be obtained.

Name
N/A

Address
NFA

DQOC authorisation number Expiry Date (dd/mmiyyyy)
N/A

11.1. Holding live animals

Please fill in this section if you currently hold animals in caplivity and wish to continue
doing s0; or you wish to receive animals held in captivity at another facility, or you wish
to hold animals for less than 3 months for rehabilitation.

11.2. Captive management programme

Are you part of a co-ordinated captive management |—‘ Yes B No
programme for the species? -

If yes, please state the name of the DOC captive co-ordinator and whether they support
this application.

Co-ordinator's name

o If you are intending io
receive animals from
another authorised
holder, ensure they
have an autherisation
to transfer.

o Please attach written
proof of their support
and label it attachment

A e e e e e
1

Supports application? T ives m No

For more information visit DOC's website ~~~ Form9 (WLA - General) 10

hito/iwww . doc.govi.nz/get-involved/apply-for-permits/




Section B (continued) | Activities

11.3. Holding site
Provide a detailed description of the holding facility/cage including dimensions.

Holding site address:

IN/A

T

i
i
:

Description of facility/cage

N/A

Note: Please attach photos as an attachment and number the attachment accordingly.

12. Management of effects

Please list all actual and petential adverse (or positive) effects of the proposed activity at

the site, inciuding effects on the target species, other indigenous species and the

ecosystems at the site. Where adverse effects are identified please state what methods
will be used to manage those effects.

Effect

Management method

Stress to animals

j‘Min[mise handling and stress as much as posmble

ELizard capture/supervision by sii_l-lédﬁﬁgr';;ét_c%gists‘

incidenta! killing

;Relocation described in LMP attached.

For rﬁore inform.ation vis.it. DOC's website
htip:/fwww . doc.govt.nz/get-involvedfapply-for-permits/

o

The applicant must
meet the
requirements of the
DOC Captive
Management SOP
and the facility
must meet the
requirements of
the hushandry
manual for the
species, where
one exists.

if your activity
involves holding
protected wildlife
in captivity there
are some exira
requirements you
must fulfil,

See holding
wildlife,

If you are applying
to hold specimens
or parts of them, or
you are applying 1o
hold wildlife already
in captivity, you do
not need to answer
this question.

Form 9 (WLA — General) 11



Section C | Applicant skills and experience

Please provide relevant information relating to your ability to carry out the proposed aclivity
(e.g. details of previous authorisations, membership of professional organisations and
relevant qualifications and experience}. List full names of all individuals who will be involved
in the activily.

All individuals involved in activity

Full Names
Dr Graham Ussher (RMA Ecology Ltd director; 30 years’ herpetology experience -

commercial, scientific). (CV Attachment D).
Eiliot Donaldson - Brymer Farms Limited

Has the applicant or any company directors, trustees,

partners, or anyone involved with the application been
convicted of any offence? D Yes No

if yes please provide details:

Does the Applicant or any of the company directors,

frustees, partners, or anyone invelved with the Application 1 [
have any current criminal charges pending before the b (-
court?

If yes please provide details:

!

hitp:/fwww.doc.govt.nz/get-involved/apoly-for-permits/

o Please attach

details and label
as Attachment D.

For more information visit DOC's website ~~~~~~ Form 9 (WLA - General)

13



Section D | Engagement

DOC has a responsibility to give effect to the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Treaty) in
all the work we do. DOC engages with whanau, hapl and iwi to make informed
decisions.We actively encourage you to engage directly with local iwi, hapd, prior fo applying,
and build ongoing relationships.

Please attach proof of all engagement e.g., email communications or project planning
rmeeting minutes, include a list names and contact details of iwi hapu reps you have
contacted, and label as Attachment E1.0 ‘lwi Engagement’,

Engagement has been undertaken with Waikato-Tainui and Ngaati Maahanga as the
reievant iwi and hapl for the Brymer site. This engagement has been ongoing for
approximately 18 manths through the concurrent Fast-track application and has included
emails, phene calls, in-person hui and site visits. Draft management plans relevant to the
WAA were also provided to mana whenua for review and comment. While the Fasti-track is
a separate process, Ngaati Maahanga has prepared a Cultural Impact Assessment for the
;Brymer site and entered into an MQU with Brymer Farms Limited in relation to ecologicat
imatters. Refer to Attachment £1.0 — lwi Engagement.

Please provide the names and details of any other supporting information, expert views,
advice or opinions obained here. Please attach those additional written expert views, advice
or opinions concerning your proposal to support the appiication and label them Attachment
E2.0 'Other Consuitation’

.Fb.r.r'noré information visit DOC’'s website
hitp:/fwwww . doc govi.nz/get-involvedfapply-for-permits/

o If you are unsure

of any
consuitation
reguirements for
your proposal,
please see the
section or
cantact your
local DOC
Partnerships
office to discuss
what is required.

‘Form 9 (WLA — General) 14



Section E | Fees

Please note

This section only applies lo applicalions wilh a commaercial focus — which will includa
appbcations from registered companies. The Depariment does not charge fees for non-
commercial Wildlife Act authansations,

Processing feas

Seclion 608 of the Conservation Act coniains the statutory provisions regarding processing
fees.

The Department recovers all direct and indirect costs to process an application from
applicanis regardless of whether the application is approved or declined. IT al any stage an
application is withdrawn, the Depariment will imvoice the applicant for the costs incurred by

the Department up to that painl.

You may be required 1o pay a processing fee for this application regardiess of whether your
application is granted or not, You may request an estimate of the processing lees for your
application, If you request an estimate, DOC may require you to pay tha reasonabls costs of
the estimate prior to it being prepared, DOC will nof process yvour application unlil the
estimate has been provided to vou. The processing fees are detailed on the DOC website:
hitps_fhansnw doc govt. nz/gat-involved apply-for-permits/interacting -with=-wildfe/

DOC will involee your processing fees after your application has been considered. I your
application is large or complex, DOC may underiake billing at inlervals perodically during
processing until a decision is made. IF you wilthdraw your application, DOG will invoice you far
the costs incurred up to the point of your withdrawl.

Your application will set up a credil acoount with DOC. See the checkiist below for the (erms
and conditions you naed 1o accept for a DOC credit account.

Particularly complex applications may incur further costs = you will be seni an estimate of
costs in this siuation. We will contact you to advise if the fes is more than the estimated
standard cosl. Applicants are also entitled to request an estimale of costs al any paint, bul
the Departmenl may impose a charge for preparing such an estimate. Estimates are not
binding.

Paying foes

The Department will ordinarity invoice the applicant for processing fees afler a decision has
bean mada on the application, bul in some cases interim invoices will ba issuad,

Please sabect your method of payment bekow,

EII have direct credited the DOC acscount

Please use the Applicant name and permission number (which the permissions tearm will give
o your) as the refarences.

Department of Conservation
Weastpac Bank
Account number: &3 0045 0002808 00

E| | do not intend to pay the fees at the time of applying andfor | reguire an
invoice for payment

JI have a purchase order/number from an organisation registered with DOC

applcation hor
non-pommercial
aciivily, procesd
ho declrmtion,

oﬁpmmm

reguired io pay
the processing
fead within 28
days of recedving
an invaica. Tha
Direcior-Ganer
iz entitiad o
recover any
unpaid fees as a
dibl.

Faaland wa can
Procass & crisds
card payment —
please contact
us ba requast
thiz procedurns,

Far mora information visit DOC's website
hilp:ifwww.doc.govt. nzl invohved) -for-penm

Form 9 (WLA — General}] 15



Section E (continued) | Fees

Fee waivers and reductions

The Director-General has discretion to reduce or waive processing fees. You may apply for a
fee waiver or reduction if you can provide information to the permissions team about how your
application meets at least one of the following criteria.

L

The activity will make a direct contribution to management

There will be other non-commercial public benefits from the activities covered by the
authorisation (if approved)

Activity covered by the authorisation {other than research, collection or egucational
activities) will make a contribution to the management of, or the public interest in, the
lands that are covered by the authorisation

The Department may obtain further information either from the applicant or from any other
relevant source in order to process the application. The applicant will be advised of any
infarmation obiained from other sources. The cost of obtaining such information will be
charged to and recovered from the applicant. The applicant will be informed as soon as
praciicable from receipt of the application if further information is required before this
application form can be fully processed by the Department.

| Do you intend to apply for a fee waiver?

MNote: if the waiver is declined, you will be charged the cost of processing this request.

Terms and conditions: Account with the Department of Conservation

Have you held an account with
the Department before?

If yes, under what name?

1.

Terms and conditions: Account with the Department of Conservation

"_“1

____j' Yes ['/_ No

IfWe agree that the Department of Conservation can provide my details to the
Department’s Credit Checking Agency to enable it to conduct a full credit check.

I/We agree that any change which affects the trading address, legal entity, structure of
management or control of the applicant’s company {as detailed in this application} will
be notified in writing to the Department of Conservation within 7 days of that change
becoming effective.

i"We agree to notify the Department of Conservation of any disputed charges within 14
days of the date of the invoice.

I/We agree to fully pay the Department of Conservation for any invoice received on or
before the due date.

I/We agree to pay all costs incurred (including interest, legal costs and debt recovery
fees) to recover any money owing on this account.

t'We agree that the credit account provided by the Department of Conservation may be
withdrawn by the Department of Conservation, if any terms and conditions of the credit
account are not met.

1/We agree that the Department of Conservation can provide my details to the
Depariment’s Debt Collection Agency in the event of non-payment of payable fees.

For more information visit DOC’s website  Form 9 (WLA - General)
http:/fwww.doc.govt.nz/gei-involvedfapply-for-permits/
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Section E (continued) | Fees

Additional Faes o Please cantact
You may also be requined Lo pay additional fees. These may incheda: The:
= Annual managemeant fee to cover administration tirme; andfor Setlrlisz s
= Monitoring fee to cover the cosl of moniloning the effects of your activity. ﬁ
whathar these
fees apphy.
For more information visit DOC's websile Form 3 (WLA - General) 17

hitp:fiwww.dec.govi.nz/gel-involvediapply-for-peemils/




Section F | Declaration

I certify that the information provided on this application form and all attached
additional forms and information is to the best of my knowledge true and correct.

Signature (applicant) DCrate {ddimmdfyyyy)

'8 /=] [aoz2e

i

Fiﬁ?&ﬂﬁ

This application = made pursuant to Sections 41{1 g}, 53; 54; 55; and/or 56 of the
Wildife Act 1953 [and (where apglicable) Seclion's 22; 49; 50: 51; 57 andfor 59-of the
Reserves Act 1977, and/or Sectionds 5; 13; 14(3) of the Natlonal Parks Act 1980, andlor
38 of the Conservation Act].

Applicants should famikarise themsahres with the relevant provisions of the Wildlife Act
1853, the Conservation Act 1987, tha Reservas Act 1977 and the Maticnal Parks Act 1980
redating to authorisations,

The purpese of collecting this informalion is 1o enable the Depariment 1o procass your
application, The Department will not use this information for any reason not related (o that
puUrpose.

Applicanis should be aware that provisions of the Official Informadion Act may requing thal
gome of all imfarmation in this application be publicly released,

@) - rutnonsation
miay ba varniod or
resolad I the
idfarmation given in
this application
conlaing
inaccuracies.

For more information visit DOC's website Form 9 (WLA — Genaeral) 18
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Appendix 1 — Incidental killing of wildlife
When to fill out this appendix?

Fill out this appendix if you have ticked the box in form @ to apply to salvage or incidentally kill
wildlife. The killing of wildlife is incidental if it is not directly intended but is unavoidable and
foreseeable when carrying out an otherwise lawful activity.

If you require more room to answer a guestion, submit that information as an attachment.

What is incidental killing?

tncidentai killing of wildlife is defined as the killing that is unavoidable and foreseeable as a
consequence of undertaking another lawful activity. It is not the same as accidental killing,
which is killing that is not foreseeable.

Why does DOC ask for this information?

Amendments to the Wildlife Act were made in 2025 to include considerations for DOC to
determine if granting an authorisation to incidentally kill wildlife is consistent with protecting
wildlife. In determining whether granting an authority to incidentally kill wildlife would be
consistent with wildlife protection, DOC will consider whether the overall effect of granting the
authority would be consistent with protecting wildlife populations as well as individuatl animals.

DGCC will assess your application based on the information you have provided in the application
form and any attachments. It's important that you submit a complete application with alt the
information that DOC requires to decide on your application. The more information you provide
DOC, the quicker we will be able to reach a decision. If you have not provided DOC with
sufficient information to make an informed decision, your application may be declined.

Resource consents

If you have obtained a resource consent {or are in the process of obtaining one), please attach
your resource consent when lodging an application. This wili ensure that DOC is aware of any
other conditions you must comply with when including conditions cn an authority.



Appendix 1 — Section A

1. Please provide detailed information as to how you have identified the likely presence of wildlife,
including which species, that may be affected by your activities.

Native skinks were observed during field assessments byuééﬁi‘agists but could not be identified. The DOC i
I

Herpetofauna Database records indicate that copper skink (Oligosoma aeneum) have been found in close
proximity to the site and habitat on the site is consistent with habitats used by copper skink and ornate skink
{Oligosoma crnatum) more broadly in the Waikato rural lowlands region. i
There is no habitat on the site that could support other species of ground dwelling lizard, or arboreal lizards, i
especially given the rural farming history of the site, the complete removal of the original vegetation cover, and
the absence of systematic pest animal control over the site.

2. Please describe actions that you will take to avoid wildlife being harmed or killed as a result of your
activities?

A DOC authorised herpetologist and suitably qualified assistant ecologist(s) will undertake targeted search and
salvage campaigns prior to and during vegetation clearance. Vegetation clearance within lizard habitat areas, and
therefore lizard search and salvage campaigns, are to be undertaken between October and April inclusive. The
search and salvage campaigns will be undertaken in two phases.

Phase 1: Pre-vegetation clearance systematic manual habitat searches, use of artificial cover objects and a live
capiture and relocation programme. -;
Phase 2: Within Phase 1 areas where native lizards are detected, machine assisted destructive search (vegetation |
clearance supervision), :

Al lizards will be piaced in a temporary containment box, which will be filled with local vegetation matter and leaf
litter, and misted with water, Lizards will only be held temporarily for the period of the active searches or retreat
linspections, or in all cases less than two hours, after which the lizards will be transported to and released at the
approved relocation site.




3. Please explain why some wildlife deaths will be unavoidable as a result of your activities, even if you
take the steps outlined above to avoid this.

Complete avoidance of actual or potential adverse effects on indigenous lizards and their habitats cannot be :
achieved due {o the proposed extent of the project design and the practical difficulty of searching for and capturing !
izards at low densities.

4. Please provide information on regional threat status of wildlife species that could be affected by your
activities (if you have this information available).

To our knowledge, neither copper skink or ornate skink have specific threat statuses within the Waikato Region.




5. Please provide detailed information on what you will do to avoid, minimise, mitigate, or offset harm
to any wildlife populations that could be affected by your activities.

This information should be provided in your species management plan and copied into this
application form.

Managing adverse effects will involve the implementation of a lizard salvage and relocation campaign in
accordance with a Wildlife Act Authorisation, combined with release site habitat enhancement and augmentation |
as a means of providing additional resources for released and resident indigenous iizards,

Artificial lizard refugia habitat will be constructed within the release area (Waiwhakareke Natrual Heritage Parkj
using coarse wood debris/log piles to create 'eco-stacks'. Eco-stacks are designed to provide adequate refuge
habitat and thermal protection for released lizards. Eco-stacks will be created under the supervision of a suitably
qualified herpetologist and at a ratio of one eco-stack for every 1 lizards released. Five artificial refuge(s} are to
be constructed in advance of lizard salvage, with any additicnal refuge required to be established concurrently
with lizard release.

Predator conirol across the entire release site is ongoing and managed by Hamilton City Council, and a predator
proof fence is proposed to be built on site.

6. Please provide detailed information on what you will do to avoid harming individual animals (of
protected wildlife) as well as any actions to minimise, mitigate, or offset harm to these animals. If you
have already described this in previous gquestions, you may refer to that here.

This information should be provided in your species management plan and copied into this
application form,

All lizards found during salvage will only be handled by approved and qualified personnel, and will be placed in a
temporary containment box, which will be filled with local vegetation matter and ieaf litter and misted with water.
|izards will only be held temporarily for the period of the active searches of retreat inspections, or in all cases |
less than two hours, after which the lizards will be transported o and released at the approved relocation site. i




7. What conditions are you proposing to include in your application to avoid, minimise, or mitigate
harm to wildlife?

Note: These could include actions that you have previous identified (e.g. to avoid harming wildlife),
conditions that form part of resource consents, or any other conditions.

If any of these conditions form part of existing resource consents, please clearly identify this here.

As well as the'capture, handiing and pest control measures outlined above, the release site for lizards is
protected from future develepment, due to its status as a Natural Heritage Park.

8. Please describe how you intend to comply with the conditions you have proposed or have been
imposed in your resource consent {where applicable).

s professional herpetologists, we will implement the Lizard management Plan and other requirements fo the

best of our abilities.

The Lizard Management Plan has standards laid out that must be followed and should be given effect in consent
conditions. Reporting of the salvage, and preparation of an ARDS card for DOC also ensure quality is
maintained, and the salvage/ relocation is subject to independent scrutiny. Council's ecologist usually reviews the
salvage report to ensure that compliance with conditions and/or LMP has been achieved.




8. I your application includes the salvaging of lizards, please describe how your application addresses
the 9 principles of salvage.’

Please see response [0 question 9, in section 4.3 of the attached LMP,

1 j lizar | nsfer in n



DOC Wildlife Authority Application

Attachment D — personnel and qualifications

Graham Ussher (RMA Ecology Ltd owner; principal ecologist):

o 30 years experience surveying reptiles and frogs in NZ, including for DOC, Councils and
commercial developers.

e Qualifications: PhD (conservation ecology) University of Auckland.
o Affiliations/ membership; SRARNZ, NZ Eco Society, EIANZ.

Previous Authorities held

o Auckland Region: DOC file ref NHS 02-28-03; Permit number AK-13724 FAU; and DOC
permit 37031 FAU NHS-12-03; DOC permit 47967 FAU, and 78350- FAU. Current regional
Authority for Auckland is 101814- FAU.

e Wellington/ Nelson Region: survey only 91417-FAU (expired) and 117824-FAU (current)
o Wellington salvage: 91371-FAU

e Tasman salvage: 97668-FAU

e Mt Cass windfarm: multi-programme salvage: 81670-FAU and 86276-FAU

e Mackenzie Basin survey: 91677-FAU

Experience summary: Project manager & field lead for tuatara translocations to Whale Island (1996),
Tiritiri Matangi (2003) and Motuihe Islands (2012). Lizard island surveyor (on contract) for DOC
Auckland (1993 — 2000) undertaking spotlight, pitfall, ACO surveys of rare and threatened lizards on
Mercury Islands, Alderman Islands, Hen & Chickens Islands and other outer Hauraki Gulf islands.
Undertook lizard surveys in Otago, Canterbury (Mt Cass wind farm) and MacKenzie Basin sites for
windfarm and irrigation projects during 2003-2007.

Currently managing major lizard survey, salvage, relocation, post-release monitoring and research
programmes at sites in Christchurch (Mt Cass wind farm) and Wellington (various land development
projects).

Graham has undertaken approx. 70 other survey, salvage, rescue/relocations on private property
from 2007 — 2025.

Graham has prepared more than 30 lizard management plans for consented development projects
and has undertaken salvage works for most of those (some consented developments have not gone
ahead).



From: iy i

Sent: Thursday, 6 August 2026 11:13 am

To: Briar Belgrave

Subject: Fw: Brymer Farms - Fast-track application - Scope

Attachments: Letter to the EPA - Brymer .pdf; jones_v_the_environmental_protection_authority_

2026_nzhc_pdf_ocr.pdf

From: Mary Hill
Sent: Monday, 20 July 2026 8:05 pm

To:
Cc: Fraser McNutt

Subject: Brymer Farms - Fast-track application - Scope
Kia ora Ben,

I'm assisting Brymer Farms with the above application. | understand you had a recent discussion
with Fraser McNutt (Brymer's agent) in relation to scope issues.

Since that discussion, the High Court has released its decision in the Jones case (copy attached)
which has usefully clarified the law in relation to reductions in scope, which is what Brymer is
proposing.

However, given the investment Brymer is making in preparing its substantive application, itis
important there are no surprises at the s46(2)(b) vetting stage. | have therefore attached my view of
the legal position in relation to the amendments proposed by Brymer for your consideration. You are
of course entitled to provide a copy to the EPA's legal advisers if useful.

Brymer's substantive application is expected to be lodged mid-August. | therefore would be grateful
to hear back from you before then. Please also acknowledge receipt of my letter.

Nga mihi
Mary

MARY HILL | =35

Mobﬂe_



MARY HILL

20 July 2026

Environmental Protection Agency
Private Bay 63002
WELLINGTON 6140

Attention: Ben Bond

BY EMAIL: I
BRYMER FARMS LIMITED — REFERRED FAST-TRACK APPLICATION

Téna koe Ben

Introduction

1

| am advising Brymer Farms Limited (Brymer), through its agent Fraser McNutt (Barker &
Associates), in relation to the Brymer fast-track project (Project). The Project is at the
stage of preparation of the substantive application, having been the subject of a notice of
decision by the Minister to refer the Project dated 4 September 2025 (Referral Decision).’

Through more detailed design and site investigations, in preparation for lodging the
substantive application, Brymer proposes to change two aspects of the Project from that
identified in the referral application form dated 23 May 2025 (Referral Application).?

Both changes involve a reduction in scope of the referred activity, rather than the addition
of a new activity, and therefore (based on a recent High Court decision®) are permissible
amendments which the EPA is required to accept pursuant to s46(2)(b) of the Fast-track
Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA).

Given the investment by Brymer in preparing the substantive application for lodgement,
and the importance of ensuring the Project progresses in a timely, efficient and cost
effective manner (consistent with the principles of the FTAA), Brymer has asked me to
draw the EPA’s attention to these proposed changes and the recent High Court decision
(which | appreciate you will be familiar with) to ensure there are no surprises when the
substantive application is lodged.

1 FTAA-2505-1063 Brymer - Letter - Stage 2 Notice of decisions
2 Referral Application Form
3 Jones and Wedd v EPA [2026] NZHC 1872 (Jones and Wedd case). Copy attached to this letter.

PO Box 308,

p




MARY HILL

Legal position relating to scope

8

The law is now clear that a substantive application can involve changes that reduce the
scope of the project, but cannot increase the scope, between the stage of listing or referral
and lodgement of the substantive application. The issue was recently considered by the
High Court in the Jones and Wedd case, relating to a listed application. The Court held
that the FTAA sets an “outer limit” for scope, but not an “inner limit”. In other words, a
project cannot be expanded between listing and the substantive stage, such as by adding
in a new matter that was not referred to in the Schedule 2 listing. But the listed activity
can be reduced in scope such as, in that case, by reducing the term and area of the
proposed quarrying.

The High Court distinguished the Stella Passage* judicial review proceedings, where the
Court in that case found that adding a new item (the Mount Maunganui wharves) at the
substantive application stage, where the listing referred only to the Sulphur point wharves,
was out of scope because it did not relate “solely to the listed project”. It therefore failed
to meet the scope test under s46(2) FTAA, which the EPA must assess the substantive
application against.

The High Court in the Jones and Wedd case observed that the FTAA envisages that
projects will be modified as they progress. It gave the example of a housing project which
reduces the number of dwellings. The Court observed there would be practical
consequences if the number of houses specified in the project listing must be precisely
replicated in the substantive application and indicated that the language used in project
listings will often imply an element of flexibility such as reference to an “approximate”
number of dwellings.

Finally, the Court noted that the FTAA has recently been amended to allow a substantive
application to be reduced in scope once it has been lodged. The Court did not consider
those amendments to affect its decision. Indeed, those amendments lend further support
for the position that a project can be reduced in scope between the referral and substantive
application stages, provided the activity remains the same. It would make no sense if a
project could be reduced in scope the day after the substantive application has been
lodged, by notice to the Panel under s68A FTAA, but could not be reduced in scope the
day before the substantive application is lodged. Ultimately the Panel must still make a
determination on the merits of the proposal (including whether the reduction in scope
affects the benefits of the project) as part of its substantive assessment.

The High Court’s observations and findings apply equally to a referral application. A
Schedule 2 listing is even more specific than a project description in a referral decision,
which is taken from the referral application. It follows that, if a reduction is scope is lawful
for a listed project (as the High Court found), it is also lawful for a referred project.

4 Ngati Kuku Hapa Trust v Environmental Protection Agency [2025] NZHC 2453, [2025] 3 NZLR 380.
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Application of law to Brymer facts

10.

Tl

12.

13.

The Referral Decision describes the Project (Project Description) as:

A master-planned residential and mixed-use development and involves the
construction and operation of: approximately 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) b. open spaces including ecological
restoration/offsetting, retention of natural wetlands and riparian revegetation
c. transport infrastructure including local roads, cycle connections and pedestrian
pathways d. services infrastructure including a pump station, water discharge, takes

and treatment areas, stormwater ponds and use of existing water bores."®> [emphasis
added]

Bymer proposes two reductions in scope as follows:
(a) Reduction in number of residential units from approximately 1,650 to 1,200; and

(b) Removal of the retirement village component (although some “retirement living” units
might still be offered depending on market conditions).

Neither of these changes involve the addition of a different type of activity to the activities
referred to in the Project Description. Rather, they are changes to the type, number and
location of residential units that will be provided as part of the “master-planned residential
and mixed-use development.” It is clear from the Jones and Wedd decision that reductions
in scope can relate to quantity (such as volumes of material or numbers of houses) as well
as staging and location of the relevant activity type. The use of flexible and inclusive
language (“approximately” and “including”) is consistent with the approach taken by the
Court in Jones and Wedd whereby the Project Description sets an outer but not an inner
limit.

A substantive application containing these changes is therefore “solely on the referred
project” and passes the s46(2) scope test. The question of whether the changes are
appropriate and meet the regional benefit test will be one for the expert panel. In this case,
Brymer has undertaken an economic assessment which concludes that the changes do
not materially affect the Project’s regional benefits. That information will be presented to
the Panel for its consideration.

5The Referral Decision does not refer to the geographical area in which the Project is to be undertaken,
but this would be defined by the Referral Application, which refers to "... a master-planned residential
and mixed-use development bounded by Brymer and Whatawhata Roads, on the western edge of
Hamilton City."
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14. For completeness, the substantive application will necessarily include supporting
infrastructure (such as road connections, a water reservoir and public open space) which
were not specifically identified in the high-level Referral Application documentation,
although the broader categories of supporting infrastructure were referred to (transport,
services infrastructure and open spaces), followed by the word “including”, meaning the
items listed are not exhaustive. Consistent with the EPA’s position on scope in the Surf
Park application,® these are all types of supporting infrastructure which have a
demonstrable functional link to the project and are therefore within scope.

15. Given the investment being made by Brymer in developing the Project to the substantive
application stage, and in view of the clear direction provided by the High Court, | would be

grateful if you would confirm that the EPA’s position on scope is aligned with that set out
in this letter.

Naku noa, na

Flrl LA e

Mary Hill
Barrister

6 Record of Decision on Completeness and Scope — Auckland Surf Park Community Stage 2:
https://www .fasttrack.govi.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0025/27763/FTAA-2604-1220-Record-of-
Decision on Compliance with s46.pdf

Memorandum on Completeness and Scope:
https://www.fasttrack.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0024/27762/FTAA-2604-1220-Memo-on-
assessment-of-compliance-with-requirements-of-Fast-Track-Approvals-Act-Auckland-Surf-Park-1.pdf
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[1] Katherine Jones and Charles Wedd (who I will refer to as the appellants)
seek judicial review and appeal in relation to decisions made under the Fast-track
Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA). Both the judicial review and appeal relate to an
application by Kings Quarry Ltd for resource consents and wildlife approvals for the
“Kings Quarry Expansion - Stage 2 Project”, which involves the expansion of

activities at an existing quarry at Waitoki, Auckland.

[2] The judicial review application concerns a decision of the Environmental
Protection Agency (EPA) that Kings Quarry’s application complied with the
requirements of s 46(2) of the FTAA and could therefore be referred to an expert panel.
The appeal concerns a decision of an expert panel to grant the approvals sought under

s 81 of the FTAA.

The project, application, and decisions

[3] The fast-track process is available for projects that are listed in Schedule 2
to the FTAA (listed projects) or that are, after the legislation came into force, the
subject of a successful referral application under Subpart 1 of Part 2 of the FTAA

(referred projects).

[4] Schedule 2 to the FTAA includes a project described as “Kings Quarry
Expansion—Stages 2 and 3”. The project was included in Schedule 2, along with

148 others. Schedule 2 includes a project description that states:

Expand existing quarrying activities to enable the extraction and processing
of up to approximately 500,000 tonnes per annum for up to 100 years (up to
60 years for Stage 2 and up to 40 years for Stage 3)

[5] After the FTAA came into force, Kings Quarry lodged an application under the
Act. The application related to a project named “Kings Quarry Expansion - Stage 2”.
Importantly for this proceeding, the scope of the project in Kings Quarry’s application
was reduced by comparison to the project described in Schedule 2. The scope was
reduced in two ways: first, it related only to the Stage 2 area of the property; and
second, it was to enable extraction of approximately 500,000 tonnes per year for only

up to 45 years.



[6] Kings Quarry lodged the application with the EPA on 13 May 2025. The EPA
later decided on 4 June 2025 that the application complied with the requirements
of s 46(2) of the FTAA. The appellants’ judicial review application is in relation to the
EPA’s decision.

[7] Applications under the FTAA are determined by expert panels appointed by the
panel convenor, who is appointed by the Minister of Infrastructure (the Minister).
In this case, the expert panel (Panel) was appointed on 29 July 2025 and commenced
work on 11 August 2025.

[8] Under s 53 of the FTAA, various parties must be given the opportunity

I Certain parties must be invited

to provide written comments on applications.
to comment not later than 10 working days after the panel commences work? and they
must provide their comments within 20 working days of being invited.> In this case,
the invited parties included Auckland Council and the appellants, who are adjacent

landowners.

[9] The Panel received the comments of the various parties on 28 October 2025.
Both Auckland Council and the appellants provided comments. The appellants’
comments were accompanied by two reports that are significant in this proceeding.
These were reports by Urban Economics Ltd (UE report) and Pattle Delamore
Partners Ltd (PDP report).

[10] Under s 55, the applicant must be allowed a response to any comments. The
response must be received within 5 working days of the date on which the panel

received the comments.*

[11] Kings Quarry responded to the comments on 4 November 2025. The response
included a report by Aggretech Ltd (Aggretech report), which is also significant

in this proceeding.

Fast-track Approvals Act 2024, s 53.
Section 53(1).
Section 54(1).
Section 55(2).

N



[12] The panel must provide its decision within a time frame set by the panel
convenor or, if no time frame is set, within 30 working days after comments are
received under s 53.° The panel convener must set a time frame that is appropriate
having regard to the scale, nature, and complexity of the approvals sought in and any
other matters raised by the application.® But the time frame cannot exceed 90 working

days after comments are received.’

[13] In this case, the Panel was given 37 working days from the date on which the
various parties provided their comments (28 October 2025). This meant the Panel had
to make its decision by 18 December 2025, which was 32 working days after it

received Kings Quarry’s response to the comments.

[14] In practice the Panel had significantly less time than the panel convenor had
allowed to write the decision. This is because it was required to provide a draft of the
decision to certain Government ministers in sufficient time to allow them 10 working
days to comment on the draft before it was finalised.® The Panel was also required
to provide Kings Quarry, Auckland Council, the appellants, and others with an

opportunity to comment on the draft conditions of its approval of the application.’

[15] The Panel issued its draft decision granting Kings Quarry’s application
on 26 November 2025. This was 21 working days after the comments were received

or 16 working days after Kings Quarry’s response.

[16] The Panel finalised and issued its decision to grant the application on the final
day the Panel convenor had given it to do so (18 December 2025). The appellants’

appeal is in relation to the Panel’s decision.

Grounds of judicial review and appeal

[17]  Judicial review is sought on the ground that the EPA erred in accepting
Kings Quarry’s application under s 46 of the FTAA.

Section 79(1).
Section 79(2)(b)(1).
Section 79(2)(b)(ii).
Section 72(2).
Section 70.

© ® 9 wn



[18] The appeal is against the Panel’s decision to grant the approvals. The
appellants can only appeal on questions of law.!® They raise three grounds of appeal,

namely that:

(a) the Panel erred in finding it had jurisdiction to decide Kings Quarry’s

application;

(b) the Panel failed to have regard to mandatory relevant considerations;

and

(c) the Panel failed to give sufficient reasons for its decision.

[19] For completeness, I mention that the notice of appeal and the written
submissions for the appellants included a fourth ground of appeal (the Panel erred
in law in its assessment of Kings Quarry’s application against the National Policy
Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity). But the appellants did not pursue this ground
of appeal at the hearing because they accepted that its success is entirely dependent

on the second or third grounds of appeal succeeding.

[20] The appellants say, if I grant judicial review or the first ground of appeal
succeeds, I should make an order quashing the Panel’s decision. They say, if the
second and/or third grounds of appeal succeed, I should direct the Panel to reconstitute

and reconsider its decision in light of my judgment.

The judicial review application
The appellants’ position

[21] When the EPA received Kings Quarry’s application, it was required to
decide whether it complied with the requirements of s 46(2) of the FTAA.
Those requirements were mandatory and had to be met for Kings Quarry’s application

to be lawfully referred to a panel.!!

10 Section 99.
"W Ngati Kuku Hapii Trust v Environmental Protection Agency [2025] NZHC 2453, [2025] 3 NZLR
380.



[22] Notably, one requirement under s 46(2) was that the application related
“solely to a listed project”.!> The FTAA defines a “listed project” as “a project listed
in Schedule 2”.!* Further, the definition of “project” includes “in relation to a listed

project, the project as described in Schedule 2”.!4

[23] The appellants’ argument is that Kings Quarry’s application did not comply
with s 46(2) because it related to a substantially smaller — and therefore different —
project to the one listed in Schedule 2. As discussed above, Schedule 2 to the FTAA
contains a project named “Kings Quarry Expansion—Stages 2 and 3”, which is
described as involving the extraction of approximately 500,000 tonnes per year for
approximately 100 years (up to 60 years for Stage 2 and up to 40 years for Stage 3).
But the application by Kings Quarry that was dealt with by the EPA related to a project
named “Kings Quarry Expansion - Stage 2”. Further, the applicants say the
application related to a scale back version of the project because it related only to the
Stage 2 area and it was to enable extraction of approximately 500,000 tonnes per year
for up to only 45 years. Accordingly, the appellants say it was unlawful for the EPA

to accept the application.

[24] The appellants argue that the text and context of s 46 and the purpose of the
legislation all support their interpretation.!> With reference to the text, the appellants
emphasise an application for approval can only be sought for “the project as described

in Schedule 2 (emphasis added), not something else.

[25] The appellants also rely on this Court’s decision in Ngati Kuku Hapii Trust v

Environmental Protection Agency.'® In that case:

(a) Boldt J was tasked with deciding whether the EPA had acted lawfully
in accepting an application that sought approvals to extend the Sulphur
Point and Mount Maunganui wharfs when the project description

in Schedule 2 only referred to extending the Sulphur Point wharf.

12 Fast-track Approvals Act, s 46(2)(b).

Section 4(1), definition of “listed project”.

Section 4(1), definition of “project”.

Legislation Act 2019, s 10. See also Commerce Commission v Fonterra Co-operative Group Ltd
[2007] NZSC 36, [2007] 3 NZLR 767 at [22].

Ngati Kuku Hapi Trust v Environmental Protection Agency, above n 11.



(b) Boldt J found that the requirement under s 46(2)(b) that the application
relates “solely to a listed project” is a mandatory threshold for the
acceptance of an application. No question of discretion arises. Thus,
if an application does not comply with s 46(2)(b), it cannot lawfully be

referred to the panel.!”

(©) Boldt J then went on to determine whether the application related
“solely to a listed project”. He concluded it did not and therefore the
application was unlawful because it related to the two wharfs when

Schedule 2 only referred to extending the Sulphur Point wharf.'8

[26] The appellants say the application by Kings Quarry was plainly not for
“the project as described in Schedule 2”. They say the project was, in simple terms,
only half the project described in Schedule 2. As such, they say the application was
for a fundamentally different project because it covers a substantially smaller area and
it provides for aggregate extraction over a substantially shorter timeframe. They also
say it would see substantially less aggregate extracted because of the reduced size and

timeframe, meaning the project consequently has substantially smaller benefits.

[27] Interms of the context, the appellants say projects can only proceed under the
FTAA after rigorous evaluation by Parliament (in the case of listed projects) or the
Minister (in the case of referred projects). The appellants say an interpretation of the
legislation that enables the EPA to accept a project that is half of the project
as described in Schedule 2 (and therefore a different project) is inconsistent with the
careful process through which projects were selected for inclusion in Schedule 2 or

which they would be subject to under a referral application.

[28] The FTAA allows referred projects to be subject to separate applications for
each stage. If, say, a project has two stages, the applicant could make one application
in relation to both stages or it could make an application in relation to stage one and
then later make a separate application in relation to stage two. But this is only

permitted if the ability to make separate applications for each stage was sought in the

7 At[21].
B At[25].



referral application, and the Minister is satisfied each stage on its own would have

significant regional or national benefits.!”

[29] At the time the Panel made its decision in relation to the Kings Quarry’s
application, the legislation did not provide a similar ability for a project listed in
Schedule 2 to be made in stages. (The project in this case was not named
“Kings Quarry Expansion—Stage 2 and 3” because Kings Quarry was intending doing
it in stages. That just happened to be the name of the project.) However, the FTAA
has subsequently been amended to enable the Minister to be asked for a determination

that a listed project can be lodged in stages.?’

[30] Making reference to these provisions, the appellants say their interpretation of
the legislation is consistent with the clear parliamentary intent that decisions about
whether more than one application can be made for a single project is for the Minister,

not for applicants or the EPA.

[31] Finally, the appellants say it is apparent that the purpose of the FTAA is not
to facilitate any and every project claiming to have significant regional or national
benefits. It is to facilitate the delivery of projects if Parliament (for listed projects)
or the Minister (for referred projects) is satisfied that the projects would have
significant regional or national benefits that justify approvals being sought through the
fast-track process. The appellants say the oversight of Parliament and the Minister,
and the listing and referral processes through which oversight is provided, are

important crosschecks on applications that are needed to avoid overreach.

[32] The appellants say the need to avoid overreach is particularly important given
the reduced public participation and appeal rights provided for in the fast-track
process, and the FTAA’s decision-making framework which “de-emphasise[s] factors
which might militate against approval” and makes “it substantially easier for projects
to be approved than the status quo, with a high bar needing to be reached for a panel

to decline a project”.?! The appellants argue that these advantages that are given to

19 Fast-track Approvals Act, ss 13(4)(f), 21(1)(a)(ii) and 22(1)(a).
20 Section 37A, which was inserted on 31 March 2026 by s 19 of the Fast-track Approvals
Amendment Act 2025.

2 Ngati Kuku Hapii Trust v Environmental Protection Agency, above n 11, at [66].



projects under the FTAA are only justified if Parliament or the Minister have
scrutinised the projects and are satisfied they would have significant regional or
national benefits and there are no other reasons why, despite the benefits, the projects

should not seek approvals in the normal way.

Decision

[33] There is no doubt that the description of the project in Schedule 2 sets the outer
limit for an application. An application must relate “solely to the listed project”.
The word “solely” makes it clear the application must relate to activities that are
within the scope of the project as described in Schedule 2. This is why Boldt J held in
Ngati Kuku that the application is non-compliant. It not only related to activities that
were within the scope of the described project (the Sulphur Point wharf extension),
but also to activities that were outside the scope of the described project (the Mount
Maunganui wharf extension). Therefore, the application did not relate “solely to the

listed project”.

[34] The question in the present case is a different one. There is no dispute that
King’s Quarry’s application relates to activities within the scope of the described
project. Rather, the issue here is whether an application can be made in respect of
activities that are of a reduced scope by comparison with what is described in the
Schedule 2 project description. In other words, the issue is whether the project

description in Schedule 2 sets an inner limit for an application.

[35] In my view, the project description in Schedule 2 does not set an inner limit.

My reasons are as follows.

[36] First, many of the projects listed in Schedule 2 are described using language
suggesting no inner limit applies. For example, the Wairakei South project description

refers to development of “up to” approximately 2000 or 3000 residential allotments.

[37] Second, the FTAA envisages that projects will be modified as they progress.

Before an applicant lodges an application, they must consult with various groups,?

22 Fast-track Approvals Act, s 29(1).



and the application must describe how that consultation influenced the project
design.?® If the panel proposes to decline an application for approval, it must provide
the applicant with a copy of its draft decision and invite the applicant to modify or
withdraw part of the application in response to the draft decision.?* Further, the panel
can grant some approvals sought in an application and not others.”> The fact that
projects can be modified as they progress is inconsistent with the appellants’ position

that an application cannot be made for a project that is reduced in scope.

[38] Third, if the FTAA did set an inner limit, it would have practical consequences
that I do not think Parliament could have intended. The inner limit could require that
an application must be for a project of exactly the same scope as the one described
in Schedule 2. But this would mean that, for example, if a housing project was
described in Schedule 2 as being for 1000 houses and the application was for 999
houses, it would not comply. That would be a strange outcome that Parliament could

not have intended.

[39] Alternatively, if the FTAA sets some sort of inner limit that does not require
the project to be of exactly the same scope, it would be practically difficult or
impossible to say for certain whether or not a project of reduced scope complies.
The issue would be whether the project in the application is the “same” project as the
one described in Schedule 2. But if Schedule 2 described a 1000 house project, would
an application for 950 houses be the “same” project? What about an application for
900 houses? Or an application for 600 houses? Parliament could not have intended

this kind of uncertainty.

[40] Fourth, the appellants purport to place reliance on the fact that the FTAA only
allows for more than one application to be made for a single project if the Minister
permits. But that reliance is misplaced as those provisions relate to a different situation
where a party seeks to make separate applications for different stages. Here,
Kings Quarry does not seek to make more than one application in relation to the

project — it decided to make one application of reduced scope, and it will not be

2 Section 13(4)(k).
24 Sections 69(2)(a) and (b).
25 Section 81(1).



making an application at a later time in relation to a further stage. Whether more than
one application should be allowed in relation to the same project and whether an
application can be made of reduced scope involve different considerations. Therefore,

I do not see this point as relevant.

[41] Fifth, I cannot see any downside in my interpretation. In practice, applicants
are incentivised not to reduce the scope of their projects unnecessarily. Reducing the
scope of a project may reduce the benefit of the project for the applicant. In addition,
if a project’s scope is reduced too much, it will increase the risk that the panel
concludes that the project does not have sufficient regional or national benefits to be

approved.

[42] There is one final matter I need to mention. Sections 68A and 68B of the FTAA
relate to reducing the scope of an application. These provisions were not added to the
FTAA until after the Panel made its decision.’® Section 68A provides that, if an
applicant wishes to reduce the scope of an application that has been lodged, it must
give written notice of the reduction to the panel. After receiving a notice, the panel
“may, but need not,” submit the proposal to the Minister to determine whether, in its
reduced form, the project still has significant regional or national benefits. If the panel
does not submit the proposal to the Minister, the application proceeds in its reduced
form. Under s 68B, if a proposal is submitted to the Minister, the Minister “may”
make a determination as to whether the proposal should proceed in the reduced form.
The appellants did not make any submissions about these provisions and there is

nothing in them that leads me to revisit the conclusion I have expressed above.

[43] For these reasons, I decline the judicial review application.

First ground of appeal — whether the Panel had jurisdiction
The appellants’ position

[44] The appellants say the Panel did not have jurisdiction for the same reasons they

say the EPA’s decision to accept the application was unlawful. They say the Panel

26 The provisions were inserted on 31 March 2026 by s 37 of the Fast-track Approvals Amendment
Act 2025.



should not have determined the application because the project it related to was not

“the project described in Schedule 2”.

Decision

[45] For the reasons I have declined the judicial review application, I also dismiss

this ground of appeal.

Second ground of appeal — whether the Panel failed to have regard to
mandatory relevant considerations

The appellants’ position

[46] As discussed above, the UE report and the PDP report were received by the
Panel from the appellants as part of their comments under s 53 of the FTAA and the
Aggretech report was received by the Panel from Kings Quarry in response to the
comments under s 55. The appellants say the matters contained in the reports were
mandatory relevant considerations and, as the Panel did not engage with the reports,

it made an error of law.

[47] The purpose of the FTAA is to “facilitate the delivery of infrastructure and
development projects with significant regional or national benefits”.?” In making its
decision, the Panel was required to “take into account” the purpose of the FTAA
alongside various other matters, and to give the purpose of the FTAA “the greatest
weight” in reaching its decision.?® When taking into account the purpose of the FTAA,
the Panel was required to “consider the extent of the project’s regional or national
benefits.”*

[48] It is common ground that the project did not have national benefits. The issue
before the Panel was whether and to what extent it had regional benefits. The three
reports are all relevant to that critical issue. Accordingly, the appellants say, if the
Panel failed to engage with the reports, it must have failed to take into account

mandatory relevant considerations.

27 Fast-track Approvals Act, s 3.

28 Section 81(2)(b), Sch 5 ¢l 17, and Sch 7 cl 5.
2 Section 81(4).



[49] The PDP report and the Aggretech report are relevant to the extent and quality
of the aggregate resource at the project site. The PDP report put in contention
in various ways the extent and quality of the aggregate. The Aggretech report
responded to the PDP report. The appellants say that, as quarries are only as good as
their resource, the extent and quality of the aggregate resource were critical

to determining the extent of the project’s benefit.

[50] The UE report put the economic benefits of the project in contention. It did so
in various ways, including by critiquing the discount rate, per-kilometre freight costs,

transport savings, and aggregate yield used by Kings Quarry’s economic advisor.

[51] The Panel’s decision, which is 114 pages plus appendices, does not expressly
refer to any of the three reports. Nor does it include findings about the specific matters

of contention raised by the reports.

[52] The appellants rely on the Supreme Court’s decision in Climate Clinic
Aotearoa Inc v Minister of Energy.*® In that case, the Supreme Court said mandatory
relevant considerations are those expressly or impliedly identified by the statute as
considerations to which the decision-maker must have regard, or considerations which
are so obviously material to a decision on a particular project that anything short
of direct consideration of them would not be in accordance with the intention of the
statute.’! If a matter is a mandatory relevant consideration, the decision-maker
is required to engage with it with due awareness of its content and with a genuinely
open mind. What is sufficient to amount to this engagement is responsive to context,
including the nature of the decision and the process surrounding it.>

[53] The appellants say that the three reports were “so obviously material” to the
Panel’s decision on Kings Quarry’s application that anything short of direct
consideration of them would not be in accordance with the intention of the FFTA.
They acknowledge that the Panel did not need to expressly refer to the reports in its

decision. But they say the Panel should have made findings about the specific matters

39 Climate Clinic Aotearoa Inc v Minister of Energy [2025] NZSC 197, [2025] 1 NZLR 1021.
B AL[50].
2 At[91].



of contention raised by the reports. The appellants say in the absence of any findings
about the specific matters of contention raised by the reports, there is no evidence the
Panel considered the reports. The only conclusion that can be reached on the face of

the Panel’s decision is that it failed to do so.

Decision

[54] Under s 81 of the FTAA, the Panel was required to “consider” the application
and any advice, report, comment, or other information it received.>> The issue is

whether the Panel met this requirement.

[55] AsIhave said, the Panel’s decision does not expressly refer to any of the three
reports or include findings about the specific matters of contention raised by the
reports. But it does not necessarily follow that the Panel did not consider the matters
raised in the reports. To determine whether the Panel did consider those matters, it is

necessary to look closely at the decision.

[56] Part A of the decision contains an “Executive summary”. Here, it says:

The Panel has carefully reviewed all information received in respect of the
Application. The Panel is grateful to the Applicant, relevant administering
agencies, and persons invited to comment for their input across the various
stages of the FTAA process, including external specialists, which has been
useful in informing the Panel.

[57] The decision goes on to say that “[t]he Panel has assessed the application’s
alignment with the FTAA’s purpose of facilitating delivery of an infrastructure and
development project with significant regional or national benefits.” The Panel notes
that an analysis of such benefits is set out at Part F of the decision. The decision then

says:

The Panel has concluded that the Proposal will have benefits in supporting
development, including infrastructure, in the Auckland region. The need for
aggregate materials is well understood, as are the costs associated with
otherwise transporting such materials from more distant sources — including
cost to the consumer, public externalities in terms of road safety and
maintenance, and increased greenhouse gas emissions. These costs will be
reduced as a result of the Proposal, which represents a source of aggregate
close to areas of demand in North Auckland. Beyond these benefits, the

3 Fast-track Approvals Act, s 81(2)(a).



Proposal will result in the retention of jobs for the 45-year period of the
Project.

[58] Part C of the decision deals with “Procedural matters”. It summarises the
process followed by the Panel. In doing so, the decision discusses the comments
received in relation to the application. A high-level summary of the comments
is included there. This refers to comments regarding the “claimed economic benefits
of the quarry” and regarding the project’s benefits having regard to “geological
evidence of the aggregate material available and the marketability of the resource”.
Also referred to there is Appendix 4 of the decision, which contains a table that sets
out a more detailed summary of the comments received. The table includes a summary

of the appellants’ comments, which includes the following:

Questions availability of the aggregate resource and the Applicant’s
calculations — says the Applicant has overstated the resource and therefore the
significance of the Project.

[59] The table also includes a hyperlink to a 140-page letter from the
appellants which contained their comments. It also says that the appellants’
“associated appendices” are on the fast-track website. The “associated appendices”
uploaded to the fast-track website included the three reports at issue. Having discussed
the comments, the decision says “Comments received have been carefully considered

by the [Planel...”.

[60] There follows a discussion of Kings Quarry’s response to the comments.
A footnote in this part of the discussion refers to a “Geotechnical response”. This is
a reference to the Aggretech report. Having discussed the response, the decision says

“[t]he Panel has considered the Applicant’s responses ...”

[61] PartF ofthe decision deals with “Regional or National Benefits of the Project.”
It begins with a discussion of the legislation. It then summarises the regional benefits
of the project identified by the applicant. Following this, the decision briefly discusses
the comments the Panel received insofar as they are relevant to the question of regional
benefits. There, the decision says “[t]he Panel acknowledges that some comments
received questioned the robustness of the Applicant’s analysis of the Project’s

significant regional or national benefits”.



[62] The decision then gives two examples of comments of this kind. The first
of these relates to comments from Auckland Council and the second relates to
comments from the appellants. Here, it is said that “[t]he comments received from

[the appellants] advance the “key proposition” that “this quarry provides no significant

2

regional or national benefits ...”. That sentence has a footnote that references the

appellants’ 140-page letter containing their comments. The footnote specifically refers
to a summary of the appellants’ “Key Propositions” which appears at pages 18 to 19
of the letter. The matters summarised there include many of the specific matters
of contention raised by the three reports that the appellants say the Panel failed

to consider.

[63] The final section of Part F contains the Panel’s conclusion regarding regional
benefits. It begins with the statement that “[t]he Panel has concluded that the

Application will have regional benefits”. The decision then says:

The Proposal will have benefits in supporting development, including
infrastructure, in the Auckland Region. The need for aggregate materials is
well understood, as are the costs associated with otherwise transporting such
materials from more distant sources — including cost to the consumer, public
externalities in terms of road safety and maintenance, and increased
greenhouse gas emissions. These costs will be reduced as a result of the
Proposal, which represents a source of aggregate close to areas of demand in
North Auckland. Beyond these benefits, the Proposal will result in the
retention of jobs for the 45-year period of the Project. The extent of these
benefits are summarised in the Application. While quantifying the magnitude
of the benefits has led to different views being expressed by the Applicant and
persons invited to comment, the Panel is satisfied that the benefits are
significant in the context of the FTAA, and that the Panel is sufficiently able
to consider the extent of the those benefits as required by the FTAA.

[64] Part P of the decision contains the Panel’s “Final decision”. The discussion

there includes the following:

The Panel has considered the Application and supporting information as well
as the comments received on it and on the draft conditions, as well as the
further information provided in response to RFIs from the Panel and
comments received from other participants and the subsequent refinement of
the Application. We thank all those who commented for their contributions.

[65] Having carried out the above review of the Panel’s decision, my conclusion
is that it did not fail to have regard to the material contained in the three reports. As the

above review shows, the Panel claims in the decision that it considered the material



it received (including the three reports). And there is nothing that I have seen that calls
this claim into question. While there are no findings about the specific matters of
contention raised by the reports, as the above review also shows, the decision does

reference those matters in various ways.

[66] The appellants’ position boils down to the claim that the absence of any
findings about the specific matters of contention raised by the reports means the Court
must conclude the Panel did not consider those matters. But I do not think I can jump
to that conclusion. In my view, the Panel was not required to include such granular
detail in its decision. The reasons why I take this view are discussed in the final section

of this judgment.

Third ground — whether the Panel’s reasons were adequate
The appellants’ position

[67] The appellants’ argument that the Panel’s reasons were inadequate relies in
particular on the decision of the Court of Appeal in Belgiorno-Nettis v Auckland
Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel.>* In that case, the Court of Appeal found
a failure to provide adequate reasons in what the appellants say is an “analogous
statutory context”. That case involved a challenge against independent hearing panel
recommendations and Auckland Council decisions on zoning and height controls

in Takapuna to be included in the Auckland Unitary Plan.

[68] Mr Belgiorno-Nettis had lodged a submission seeking to change the notified
zoning and height controls applying to the relevant area. His submission failed.
The hearing panel recommended, and Auckland Council accepted, zoning and height
controls providing for greater density than he supported. Mr Belgiorno-Nettis
challenged both the hearing panel’s recommendations and the Council’s decisions
based on those recommendations on the ground that neither body gave adequate

reasons for the recommendations and the decisions.

3% Belgiorno-Nettis v Auckland Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel [2019] NZCA 175, [2019]
3 NZLR 345.



[69] The Court of Appeal agreed with Mr Belgiorno-Nettis. It found that high-level
statements by the hearing panel about “a general approach to zoning and height
controls” to enable intensification across the city were inadequate. The hearing panel
was under a statutory obligation to include “the reasons for accepting or rejecting
submissions”. It could do this by referring to submitters individually or by grouping
individuals together. But either way it was required to give reasons for accepting or
rejecting the submissions. The Court considered general statements by the hearing
panel did not amount to sufficient reasons for its recommendations on the parts

of Takapuna addressed in Mr Belgiorno-Nettis’ submission.*>

[70] Section 87 of the FTAA governs what a panel must include in its decision.
Specifically, the Panel was required to record its decision, its reasons for the decision,
the principal issues in contention, and its main factual findings on those issues.®
The appellants submit that, just as the hearing panel in Belgiorno-Nettis was required
to provide reasons for accepting or rejecting submissions, s 87 of the FTAA means
that the Panel in this case was required to provide reasons for its findings in relation

to the specific matters of contention raised by the three reports.

Decision

[71] The statutory context in Belgiorno-Nettis and in this case are not the same.
An important difference is that the relevant statutory provision in Belgiorno-Nettis
required the hearing panel to provide reasons for accepting or rejecting submissions
(although the submissions could be grouped according to the provisions of the
proposed plan to which they related or the matters to which they related).” This meant
that the hearing panel had to give reasons for accepting or rejecting
Mr Belgiorno-Nettis’s submissions (either individually or on a group basis). If the

hearing panel did not give such reasons, it did not comply with the relevant provision.

[72] In contrast, s 87 of the FTAA does not impose an obligation on the panel
to provide reasons for accepting or rejecting matters put forward by specific

commenters (either individually or on a group basis). It merely requires the panel

3 At[52], [76]-[80], and [86]-[90].
36 Fast-track Approvals Act, s 87(2)(a).
37 Belgiorno-Nettis v Auckland Unitary Plan Independent Hearings Panel, above n 34, at [52].



to give reasons for its decision which must include its main factual findings on the
principal issues in contention. That is a significant difference in the present case
because the specific matters of contention raised by the three reports were relevant
to sub-issues rather than directly to the principal issue in contention (whether the

project has regional benefits).

[73] Section 10 of the FTAA is also significant here. The Panel’s decision making
was subject to the overarching procedural principle in s 10 requiring “timely, efficient,
consistent, and cost-effective processes” that were proportionate to the functions being

exercised.

[74] As discussed above, the Panel was required to work subject to strict timelines.
It only had 37 working days from the time the comments were received or 32 working
days from the time of King’s Quarry’s response to write the decision. And because
the Panel was required to provide a draft decision in advance, in practice it had

substantially less time than that to write the decision.

[75] Further, the Panel was required to consider a large volume of material. It was
provided with over 150 documents containing thousands of pages. The documents
included highly technical assessment and analysis across a wide range of topics.
The comments received from the appellants alone consisted of 38 separate documents.
Kings Quarry’s response to the comments contained a legal memorandum and 18 other

technical documents, including the Aggretech report.

[76] If the Panel were required to include the reasons for their finding in relation
to sub-issues of the kind here, their report — which is already 114 pages — would
have needed to be considerably longer. It would have taken considerably longer to

write the decision. That would cut against the requirements of s 10.

[77] For the above reasons, reading s 87 in light of s 10 leads me to the conclusion
that the Panel was not required to provide reasons for their findings in relation to the

specific matters of contention raised by the three reports.



Result

[78] The application for judicial review is declined.

[79] The appeal is dismissed.

[80] Ifthe parties cannot agree on costs:

(a) Kings Quarry should file a memorandum of no more than 3 pages

within 20 working days;

(b) the appellants should file a memorandum in response of no more than

3 pages within a further 10 working days; and

(©) I will then determine costs on the papers.

Blanchard J
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Sent: Friday, 23 January 2026 4:53 pm

To: Chris Dillon

Cc: Steve Deniz_ Sonia Baker | NN ;- < Heron N ity Foley
I Donna Tracey I R obert Brodnax [N \\ <y Robinson
— Juliana Reu Junqueira ||| | NG ;- P - I - -n Muldowney

Subject: RE: FTAA "relevant regional or national significance" issue

Thankyou all for your consideration and response.

Have a great long weekend.

FRASER MCNUTT

Partner/Waikato ! ;anaier (MNZPI)
Urban & Environmental

PO Box 9342,

Kerikeri, Whangarei, Warkworth,
Auckland, Hamilton, Cambridge,
Tauranga, Napier, Wellington,
bsiborenmiz @ Christchurch, Queenstown, Wanaka

298 Victoria Street, Hamilton 3204

From: Chris Dillon
Sent: Friday, 23 January 2026 1:24 pm

To: Fraser McNutt_
Cc: Steve Denize— Sonia Bake Sam Le Heron_ Miffy Foley
_ Donna Tracey ; Robert Brodnax Wendy Robinson

Juliana Reu Junqueira _; Ben_ Lachlan Muldowney

Subject: RE: FTAA "relevant regional or national significance" issue

Importance: High

Hi Fraser we have obtained legal advice on this from LM and based on that have formed a collective FTAT view in response to your email below, as follows.
1



We won’t be engaging on questions of economic validity. We believe it is more appropriate for the applicant to convince the Panel - if requested, and then for the Panel
to determine what is the appropriate level of inquiry.

Becoming involved in such a line of enquiry would also be a significant distraction of our limited resources, and we believe that energy can be better put to working
with applicants on assessments, master planning, crafting of conditions and PDAs.

Kind regards

Chris

Chris Dillon Msc, MNzPI
Principal Planner | Urban and Spatial Planning Unit

- I I -
@ Hamilton City Counc

Hamilton City Council | Private Bag 3010 | Hamilton 3240 | www.hamilton.govt.nz

Like us on Facebook [ElFollow us on Twitter
This email and any attachments are strictly confidential and may contain privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient please delete the message and notify the sender. You should not
read, copy, use, change, alter, disclose or deal in any manner whatsoever with this email or its attachments without written authorisation from the originating sender. Hamilton City Council does not
accept any liability whatsoever in connection with this email and any attachments including in connection with computer viruses, data corruption, delay, interruption, unauthorised access or
unauthorised amendment. Unless expressly stated to the contrary the content of this email, or any attachment, shall not be considered as creating any binding legal obligation upon Hamilton City
Council. Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessatrily reflect the views of Hamilton City Council

From: Fraser McNutt
Sent: Thursday, 22 January 2026 1:26 pm
To: Chris Dillon

Cc: Steve Denize ; Sonia Baker_; Sam Le Heron_

Subject: FTAA "relevant regional or national significance" issue

Hi Chris,



The below email is in regard to all our FT projects we manage with you. This issue is of relevance at the substantive lodgement and panel assessment. Note some were part
of the original listings and some referred. Both need consideration post FTAA amendment act and bill commentary from Government.

I’d like to front foot with Council a view in that if referred under the FTAA that the Minister, subject to the information provided by the applicant has already determined if
a proposal is of relevant regional or national significance. Section 22 of the Act sets out clearly the determining factors that the Minister may consider, one of which is
‘deliver significant economic benefits’.

Of relevance also is S22(6) a) For the purposes of subsection (1)(a), the Minister may compare the activity involved in the project against the current and other likely uses of
the space, taking into account—
(a) the economic benefits and strategic importance of the proposed project

The Amendment Act has since amended Schedule 2 of the Act to clarify that that the projects listed in that schedule have significant regional or national benefits. The
Minister explained at the first reading of the Fast-track Approvals Amendment Bill that the purpose of this amendment was to “allow expert panels to focus on the

adverse impacts and whether or not they outweigh the projects' benefits and reduce unnecessary litigation”-

Despite some of the Proposals not being listed in Schedule 2 of the Act (the original 139 projects in the back end of 2025), they are of significance, in that the recently
referred projects have been the subject of substantive assessment that has concluded that they will “have significant regional benefits” as a part of the decision by the
Minister of Infrastructure to refer it to the Panel. Arguably that assessment was more exhaustive and thorough than the original scheduling process. The amendments
made by the Amendment Act suggest that recently some panels and their experts are taking a “forensic” approach in determining whether projects have significant
national or regional benefits. In my view this is not the purpose of a Panel and something that shouldn’t be ‘relitigated’ once an application has been referred, lodged and
accepted by the EPA and subsequently underway in the substantive process.

We want to avoid what has now become a free for all economic debate on 1. How to determine regional significance 2. Appropriate methodology, level of significance
(often economic).....This is a costly process and can cause significant delays and ambiguity to a Panel in my view.

This is of particular relevance to any economic advice or evidence that would be sent to a panel. My goal is to have alignment on the interpretation of this aspect of the
FTAA. | am not after written support or determination of a specific level of effect to be clear!

For completeness, section 85 of the act sets out the criteria for which a panel may decline an application which makes reference to regional or national benefits. | want to
be clear that this is a determination for the panel and | am not after Councils view on this aspect. Only that we agree that if in the circumstances the Minister has referred
an application and deemed it to have significant regional or national benefits, that we do not argue that point and let the panel proceed with their decision making abilities
under the Act.



(3)

(4)

(5

Approval may be declined if adverse impacts out of proportion to regional or national benefits
A panel may decline an approval if, in complying with section 81(2), the panel forms the view that
(a)  there are | or more adverse impacts in relation to the approval sought; and
(b) those adverse impacts are sufficiently significant to be out of proportion to the project’s regional or national
benefits that the panel has considered under section 81(4), even after taking into account—
(i)  any conditions that the panel may set in relation to those adverse impacts; and
(1) any conditions or modifications that the applicant may agree to or propose to avoid, remedy, mitigate,
offset, or compensate for those adverse impacts.

To avoid doubt, a panel may not form the view that an adverse impact meets the threshold in subsection (3)(b) solely
on the basis that the adverse impact is inconsistent with or contrary to a provision of a specified Act or any other
document that a panel must take into account or otherwise consider in complying with section 81(2).

In subsections (3) and (4), adverse impact means any matter considered by the panel in complying with section 81(2)
that weighs against granting the approval.

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

FRASER MCNUTT
Partner/Waikato Manager (MNZPI)

PO Box 9342,
Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 3240 Kerikeri, Whangarei, Warkworth,
298 Victoria Street, Hamilton 3204 Auckland, Hamilton, Cambridge,

barker.co.nz

Tauranga, Napier, Wellington,
Christchurch, Queenstown, Wanaka
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AGREEMENT FOR SALE AND PURCHASE OF REAL ESTATE

VENDCOR:

Contact Details:
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PURCHASER:

Contact Details:

PURGHASER'S LAWYERS: <
Firr; mwrm ’32-‘1& (-f-
o e

Indivicual Acting:
Email:
Contact Details:
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SALE BY LICENSED REAL ESTATE AGENT: Monarch Real Estate Limited -
& Membar of the Harcourts Group

Manager: David Forater

Sl I

Second Salesperson:

Contact Details

Licensed Rest Estate Agent undar Real Ectate Agents Act 2008

® The Law Association of New Zsaland Inc. (TLANZ) & Real Estate Institute of Naw Zealand [na, (REINZ)

(MPORTANT WARNING: All copyright in and associated with this form and its contents is owned by TLANZ & REINZ. A user of this tarm only
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Stella Quiglez
From: sonia Baker [ EEEE

Sent: Thursday, 5 February 2026 9:17 am

To: Sam Le Heron; Denzil Govender

Cc: Fraser McNutt; Stella Quigley; Dean Morris
Subject: Re: Brymer technical shares

You don't often get email from | Lcor~ by this is important
Great, thanks Sam.

I'll let the everyone know its there.
Ngaa mihi

Sonia

Sonia Baker
Programme Manager Greenfield Growth | Sustainable Communities Unit |
Strategy, Growth & Planning Group

oo N =e I

From: Sam Le Heron [

Sent: Wednesday, February 04, 2026 7:07 PM

Tos Sonia Baker [, D<= Gov=nde- IR
Cc: Fraser McNutt [N :i<''- Quigley_ Dean Morris_

Subject: RE: Brymer technical shares

Hi Sonia,



Thanks for the call this afternoon.

We have now added Appendix A and Appendix B to the SMP provided in the shared folder with Council.

We look forward to getting a summary of the preliminary thoughts from the wider group so we can make the most of the workstream discussion on Monday.
Any questions please do get in touch.

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

SAM LE HERON ™

Senior Associate ; '-.I

(MNZPI) | ,
\ ']
S VEARs S

Urban & Environmerntal e o

barker.co.nz

This email and any attachments are confidential. They may contain privileged

nformation or copyright material. If you are not an intended recipient, please do not

ead, copy, use or disclose the contents without authorisation and we request you delete
it and contact us at once by return email

From: Sam Le Heron
Sent: Tuesday, 3 February 2026 4:08 pm

To: 'Sonia Baker' ; Denzil Govender

Cc: Fraser McNutt ; Stella Quigley

Subject: Brymer technical shares

Hi Sonia and Denzil,

Thanks for the time yesterday to progress the Brymer workshop forum with HCC and wider stakeholders.
In the one-drive link below, you will find the following:

e draft stormwater management plan
e draft acid sulphate memo



e draft geotechnical report

e draft archaeological assessment

e draft strategic water and wastewater servicing options
The draft SMP is intended to assist the stormwater workshop next Monday. The W and WW strategic servicing options is being progressed in parallel with Brent and Ben.
The other information is to share and provide an update on those disciplines, as it was mentioned wider update on reporting is helpful.
~1Feb 2026 Updates

Any questions on this please do give me a bell.

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

SAM LE HERON EI R

Senior Associate

(MNZPI)

298 Victoria Street, Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth |
Hamilton 3204 Auckland |Hamilton| Cambridge |

Bk @ Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington
arker.co.nz

Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown




From: Sam Le Heron

Sent: Tuesday, 10 February 2026 4:12 pm
To: 'Brent Manning'
Cc: 'Jackie Colliar'

; Dean Morris ; Fraser McNutt
; 'Brent Manning' ; 'Ben Petch' ; 'Sonia Baker‘_;
'Catherine Gillum'

Subject: RE: FT Brymer - water and wastewater next steps

Hi Brent,



Ahead of the w and ww session tomorrow afternoon, please find further detail to support this discussion.

At this session we would value input on these attachments, combined with the preferred strategic solutions, so that Maven can commence immediately with model
briefing preparation for Brymer.

If there is anything else specifically that would assist this discussion, please let us know, so we get the most value out of the collective time.

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

SAM LE HERON ,:!_J..I-""""-".-.‘\lt
Senior Associate (MNZPI) i Y

‘ | |
LT

Urban & Envircnmisntal I
barker.co.nz @

From: Sam Le Heron

Sent: Tuesday, 3 February 2026 3:03 pm
To: 'Brent Manning'
Cc: 'Jackie Colliar'

; Dean Morris ; Fraser McNutt
; 'Brent Manning' ; 'Ben Petch' ; 'Sonia Baker'_;
'Catherine Gillum'

Subject: RE: FT Brymer - water and wastewater next steps

Hi Brent,
Tried to give you a call, could you please coordinate a time for Wednesday (11th Feb) for the water and wastewater next steps.

Attached are the preferred strategic solutions for servicing Brymer (wastewater and water), which we are keen to discuss further to refine the modelling briefs and get that
work commencing.



Dean will provide further clarity early next week. ldeally, if this can be in person for those available.

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

SAM LE HERON ,:!_J..I-l"""'-".-.‘\lt
Senior Associate (MNZPI) f

i
= G
R T

Urban & Envircnmisntal e
barker.co.nz @

From: Brent Manning [

Sent: Monday, 2 February 2026 12:22 pm

To: Dean Morris ; Sam Le Heron ; Fraser McNutt
; 'Brent Manning' ; 'Ben Petch' ; 'Sonia Baker'_;

Cc: 'Jackie Colliar'
Subject: FT Brymer - water and wastewater next steps

'Catherine Gillum'

Hi Sam et al,
Just following up on the workshop discussion today and convo re water & wastewater, per Jackie’s chat comment below:

My apologies everyone - I'm in an IAWAI Board Meeting. | note that we have a schedule that we're working toward from a water and wastewater options
development and modelling perspective. Happy to have a separate more focussed meeting with Dean sometime next week alongside Brent and our SMEs to
catchup on progress on those things. Can this meeting be recorded please. Ngaa mihi

How does next Monday, Tuesday or Wednesday suit?

Subject to alignment on calendars obviously. Best if we can meet in person.

Jackie and | have prior commitments (that | can see) on Monday 9™ (Brymer stormwater workshop 10.30am-12.30pm); Tuesday 10" 11am-1pm.
So potential availability windows are Monday afternoon, Tuesday morning (early) , Tuesday afternoon *(after 2pm); and Wednesday am.

| haven’t checked on other SMEs availability; do come back with some suggested times and I’ll coordinate/sort a venue.

3



Fast-track

Project Name | Fast-track # of meeting notes 001
Meeting Brymer Farms - WTRM Date of meeting 15 April 2026; 2pm
Modelling
Location Teams / Ruakura Notes taken by: Abbey Schuring
Attendees and apologies
X Facilitator; HCC / Cairocat X Saeid Adli ColLab
Brent Manning Solutions
X | Victor Devyatov HCC X Grant Smith Hollyford
Tony Denton HCC [0 | Virendra Prasad Waikato DC
[0 | BenPetch HCC X Mark Curtis Waikato DC
X | Tobie Ueckermann Transplan (for X Matthew Epps Waikato DC
Applicant)
[0 | Gillian Cockerell HCC
FINAL

Please provide your review comments within two days of receiving the document.
Minutes become final after two days.

Agenda

Goal;

To further discuss and finalise WRTM modelling brief based on questions from RCAs.

Agenda;

1. Discuss the selection of model files with Tony. Stantec advised that there are several files
each with differing scenarios/options they can provide.
2. Confirm correct files and consistency with model files used for other FTAs.

Action items

ID. | Actions —one time, not carried forward Who Deadline
Identify and confirm the three agreed base WRTM P——
1 model files to be used for horizon years 2035, 2045 Victor .
and 2055 (consistent with TKE arterial work). praeHcatiie
5 Arrange release of the agreed base model files via Victsi As soon as
Stantec and provide them to Grant Smith (cc all RCAs). practicable
Recirculate the latest revised modelling brief (dated 24
March 2026) to all stakeholders to ensure everyone is
3 working from the same scope: per link: 2026-03- Brent Immediate
24 _wrtm-proj-brief_brymer-rd-
hamilton_rev3_merged.pdf
Circulate supporting evidence for trip generation rates
A (background data, assumptions, and justification), Tobie Before brief
including higher apartment rates and comparison to sign-off
other Hamilton developments.

https://hccgovtnz.sharepoint.com/sites/Fast-trackApprovalsAct2024/Shared Documents/31 Brymer/11. Meetings/FT Brymer Farms
- WTRM Modelling_MN_2026-04-15.pdf




Prepare and circulate appendices/ diagrams showing: :
A . . . . Before brief

5 zoning, node locations, connections, staging by Tobie Sien_off
horizon year, and how these are coded in the model. 8

Before
Confirm and document zone boundaries clearly and, if ero ,

6 . . Grant modelling

needed, requesting updated shapefiles from Stantec.
commences
Circulate an email to all stakeholders to confirm :
2 : £ . ; Prior to
Y acceptance of modelling assumptions and brief prior Dr Saeid

NS . model run
to initiating modelling.
Continue investigation into SH23 / Newcastle Rd Ongoing/

8 intersection discrepancies using additional counts and | Grant before results
comparison with existing HTM validation data. are finalised
Ensure that all TLAs have access to model outputs and With delivery

. . . Grant/ .

9 model files (not just summary reports) for independent Stantec of modelling
interrogation and review. outputs
Provide a set of meeting minutes and captured actions Following

10 Brent .
to all attendees. meeting

Decisions

ID. | Decisions
The modelling will use the same base model files used for TKE assessments for the

1 2035, 2045 and 2055 horizon years, as these represent the most current and agreed
land use and network assumptions.

2 The Wallace Road / other Fast Track consents will not be explicitly modelled in the base
scenarios due to the absence of established demand assumptions.

Potential development areas outside Brymer Farms (e.g. the “missing tooth” adjacent

3 to the site) will be addressed, if required, through sensitivity testing, rather than core
scenarios.

4 Residential typologies and densities referenced in the modelling are based on RITS
Version 2.

5 Modelling will proceed only after clear agreement on trip generation assumptions,
zoning, nodes, and staging, rather than adjusting these after.

Discussed

Base Model Selection:

Tony Denton advised that the TKE / Rotokauri arterial base models are the most appropriate as
they already incorporate approved plan changes (including Te Rapa) and broader Hamilton
growth assumptions. These models do not include other Fast Track area modelled outputs.

Modelling Brief and Version Control:
It was clarified that the revised brief dated 24 March 2026 is the latest and should be circulated
again for clarity.

Trip Generation Concerns:
Waikato DC officers raised concerns about relatively low apartment trip rates given the site’s

edge-of-city location. Tobie explained higher rates had been adopted compared to earlier
developments, but it was agreed stronger supporting evidence is needed to avoid later
challenge.



Zoning, Nodes and Connectivity:

Strong emphasis was placed on clearly defining zones, nodes, and connections so that all
parties understand how development is coded into the model at each horizon year. Diagrams
and tables were requested to improve transparency.

Model Validation:
Grant noted generally good validation performance, except at the SH23 / Newcastle Road
intersection, which requires further investigation using updated traffic counts.

Sensitivity Testing:
Sensitivity testing will be developed iteratively once base model results are understood,
including potential increased SH 23 flows and adjacent external development areas.

Access to Outputs:
TLAs emphasised the need for access to full model files (not just reports) to allow independent
interrogation and confidence in the results. This was acknowledged and agreed.

Attachments

Closed; 2:30pm



Workshop Minutes

B&A

Urban & Environmental

Project: Brymer
Date: 20/11/2025

Date: [Choose date]
Time: 1.00pm
Location:

Attendees:

MS Teams and in Person

Name Role/Organisation

Sam Le Heron B&A

Fraser McNutt B&A

Dean Morris Maven

Chris Dillon HCC

Steve Denize HCC

Sanjil Mistry Pragma
Donna Tracey Waikato DC
Fletcher Bell Waikato DC
Brent Manning Cairocat (HCC)
Ben Petch InPlace (HCC)
Juiliana Reu Junqueira HCC

Circulate Objective and Agenda:

Objective
Brymer Alignment

e Understand Brymer’s strategy for infrastructure — particularly WW and how this may change
over time from on-site disposal to municipal service, water supply, SWM and road connection
to local HCC road network

e What concluded from this meeting will inform specific technical workshops and agreed

conditions of consent etc.

Agenda

e General intro on Future Proof engagement on FT

e Demonstration of facilitative approach

e Infrastructure servicing

e Understanding of Brymer timelines and detail and detail anticipated Sub App

e Next steps

Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Cambridge | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown

Barker & Associates
+64 375 0900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz

1



B&A

Urban & Environmental

ltem Detail
3} Wider introductions
2 Scene setting

e Steve provided introductions to the workshop and everyone did
a wider introduction of each other, and then context to this
workshop and the wider process for Fast-Tracks being taken by
HCC and FP stakeholders.

3 Future Proof process

e Chris introduced the FP process for Fast-Tracks in the Waikato.

e Highlighted the workshop approach, managing a series of topics
to inform substantive applications to help facilitate the FTAA
process.

e Reinforced the structure which has been adopted for other
substantive or listed projects that is currently occurring.

e Chris highlighted that applicant’s readiness, modelling, level of
assessment required and competing Fast-Tracks are the bigger
obstacles to moving at pace.

4 Developer update

e Sanjil introduced the project, reinforced it has been around the
Waikato for several years, including recent FDS processes. It is
not a new concept or development.

e Sanjil met with Wade, Donna and Craig from WDC last week to
talk about the development and servicing options.

e Want to have an efficient and direct process with FP partners to
support a facilitated outcome.

e Need to understand infrastructure servicing opportunities.

e Sanjil/Mark; Wade, Donna, Craig
o General discussion on project, general approach being
considered

o Working with WDC directly, and balance of FP approach to
working

o Sharing information and moving forward

e Timing
5 Steve — highlight on servicing and role of the FP workshops and how
to work with that
6 Brent e Discussion
e HCC network already constrained with IAWAI
(Brymer/Newcastle), no immediate capacity on  when

Barker & Associates

+64 375 0900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Cambridge | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown
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e On site solution and consenting requirements area can

e WW Master Plan —timing of when the area can have have
capacity capacity
e No interest in WW management plant * Role of
Brymer kit

e 25 years minimum for private management
in offsetting

the
catchment

e Pukete upgrades and funded project.

effects

7 Water
e Similar situation

o GW bore requirement and abstraction consent and plant
requirements

o Meeting standards of bores for drinking water and whether
it could be ‘taken over’ - immediate answer is no.

o Private infrastructure or road implications on this

o Both HCC and WDC consider role of private pipes within road
context

e Water Services Strategy (draft) coming soon and
how to engage in this.

8 Donna:

e Don’t tend to support private model. Too expensive
for residents / upgrade and maintenance.

o Implications for flushing and management

e \esting agreement to pass to the city

9 o Legal option and IAWAI entity and ability to manage
e \Water statute, plant operation and non-compliant.
e |ocal authority can operate

e |AWAI wouldn't want to be in that position

10 o Ability to “future proof” infrastructure.

e Modelling connections and impacts

11 e Traffic modelling outputs for informing the
conversation

e Parks /reserves /traffic and other considerations of
how to balance. Consenting outcomes and risks of

this.
12 Targeted workshop schedule and how to enable this discussion.
13 Infrastructure vesting scenario.

Barker & Associates

+64 3750900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Cambridge | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown
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e First - Parks and connectivity implications (triggers
and upgrades if required)

14 WRC opportunities and how to manage stormwater for the site. e Opportunity
to manage /
engage.

15 PDA — between IAWAI and Councils Front end a PDA discussion e Chris

o Affordability component and how this fits in. developing
a draft PDA
principle.

16 Chris e 1lpm

e In addition to the agenda circulated today, we will workshop
be wanting to discuss the following at our 1pm 21/11

workshop tomorrow:

o Connection process outlined for both water and wastewater
services.

o Surface water take versus groundwater take, treat and use
for potable.

Long term and best option

Roading vesting or not.

Open spaces, stormwater reserves vesting or not.

Long term response to private services on boundary of HCC?

Boundary change update with WDC

o O O O o O

PDA draft now and circulation for comment

Barker & Associates

+64 3750900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Cambridge | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown
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Fast-track

Project Name Fast-Track # of meeting notes 002
Meeting Brymer Date of meeting 20/11/2025 (1pm)
Location Teams Notes taken by: Andrea Spalding

Disclaimer; If this meeting is being recorded, all participants consent to be recorded.

Attendees and apologies

X Chris Dillon HCC X Steve Denize HCC
X | Fraser McNutt Barkers X | Sanjil Mistry Pragma
X Donna Tracey Waikato DC X Fletcher Bell Waikato DC
X Brent Manning Cairocat/ X Juliana Reu Junqueira HCC
HCC
X Sam Le Heron Barker X Ben Petch InPlace/HCC
X | Dean Morris
FINAL
Agenda and Goal
Goal;
Brymer Alignment
° Understand Brymer's strategy for infrastructure - particularly wastewater and how this may change
overtime from on-site disposal to municipal service, water supply, stormwater management and
road connection into the local HCC road network.
° What's concluded from this meeting will inform specific technical workshops and agreed conditions
of consent etc.
Agenda;
° General Introduction on Future Proof engagement on Fast-Track

Demonstration of facilitative approach

Infrastructure servicing

Understanding of Brymer timelines and detail anticipated Substantive Application
Next steps.

Action items

ID ction Who By When
1 ISet up workshop schedule Steve / Applicant |ASAP
team
1.1 |Applicant to release traffic modelling to Councils Applicantteam  |[ASAP
1.2 [Brent to seek further comments from IAWAI on vesting [Brent ASAP
of assets, and/or opportunity of the City using
proposed resources.
1.3 |Waikato and HCC to confirm stance on vesting of Wai DC and HCC |ASAP
roads without private infrastructure
(water/wastewater) in them.

https://hccgovinz.sharepoint.com/sites/Fast-trackApprovalsAct2024/Shared Documents/31 Brymer/11.
Meetings/FT_Brymer_MN_002_20251120.docx



@ Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

1.4 [Follow up with Greg and Chris on PDA template Donna ASAP
progress and report back to group
1.5 [Applicant to share more detail on proposed parks and JApplicantteam [ASAP

infrastructure.
Decisions
D Decision
1 IApplicant’s position is to proceed with private servicing and is open to future
connections/vesting.
1.2 ICouncils position is that with the limited information available, they cannot commit to

vesting of assets now or in future, particularly as IAWAI was not in the meeting. Councils
are willing to consider a method for future vesting. Council requires more detailed
engagement before supporting application.

Discussion

Future Proof Partnership
e Strong emphasis on good process, staff involvement, and communication.
e Future Proof partnership seen as critical for resolving jurisdictional issues (IAWAI).
e Collaboration between councils essential due to tight timeframes.
* Process moves from consenting strategy - technical detail » modelling > master plan >
conditions.
e Applicant’s timeframe drives council’s timeframe; modelling is a key constraint.
* No substantive applications lodged yet with HCC involvement.

Applicant’s Position
e Prefers self-sufficient servicing to avoid delays.
* Open to connecting to council infrastructure later but proposes onsite wastewater (WW)
and water solutions for initial 500 houses.
e Willfund onsite WW plant (MBR system) to council standards; option to vest later.
e Concerned about extended engagement slowing delivery; wants clarity on requirements for
council support.

Council & Technical Feedback

e HCC network constrained; no immediate capacity for WW or water.

* Unlocking servicing in this area is not a priority for IAWAI; unlikely to vest WW plant in future
(risk/liability).

* Water: similar constraints; applicant proposes groundwater bores, must meet drinking
water standards.

e \Vesting roads without infrastructure needs follow-up; examples exist in Auckland.

e Surface water take to be transferred? No immediate benefit to Council as the city pipes lack
capacity.

o Waikato DC generally does not support private WW plants due to long-term legal risks as
Councils can be forced to take over non-compliant infrastructure assets.

Other Infrastructure discussed
o Traffic: NZTA consulted; initial modelling done, later stages still under review. Applicant to
share modelling.
e Parks: No firm council position yet; further detail from Applicant required to form
comments.
e Stormwater: Complex catchment; will require multiple workshops.



e Applicant outlined that all design to date aligns with RITs.

Engagement & Next Steps
¢ Applicant plans to lodge by Christmas; wants clarity and fast engagement.
e Council stresses quality over speed; risks if detail not resolved.
e Workshops needed for:
o Parks & transport (priority)
o Infrastructure (future vesting considerations)
o Stormwater (multiple sessions)
o PDA (Private Developer Agreement) is ultimate goal; template being developed by councils
currently.

Close: 2pm



From: Sonia Baker
Sent: Tuesday, 10 March 2026 2:52 pm
To: Sam Le Heron ; Katherine Hu

Subject: Brymer Residential Design Guide feedback and Urban Design Assessment template

Hi Sam and Katherine,

Thanks for your patience. Attached and below is feedback on the design guide and bulk and location
provisions.

Attached are the following documents:
e Design Guide
e Bulk and Location Controls
e Urban Design Assessment

I've included below general comments regarding the design guide which may also be useful.

General comments on the Design Guide:



1. Support the development and use of the design guide. Guide is a key component providing
further detail on the vision and outcomes —i.e. whatis applicant trying to achieve and
intentions regarding quality

2. The guide must be clearly referenced in the final consent conditions (i.e. how will it be used)
and should include further detail of the design review process and the review panel the
applicant will be setting up

3. The guide should also be used to inform the consent conditions — and these should not only be
words, but should be illustrated by diagrams and maps that lock in the principles and
approach across the entire subdivision . As many elements as possible should be included in
the guide.

4. Adesign guide, by its very nature, is a graphic document, where ideas and concepts are
illustrated. Currently, the draft only contains words. Applicant should include pictures,
concept diagrams, plans and illustrations.

5. Should also include an illustrative masterplan showing hypothetical building footprints,
roading hierarchy and all street trees, parks, neighbourhood centre, stormwater systems etc.

6. Inmy opinion, the document needs to be structured or divided as follows:

o Introduction

o Overarching Urban Design Principles:

o Architecture (or Built Form) addressing aspects such as how the building has been
designed for living including detailing approaches to private open space, building
entrances, garages and carparking, orientation, sunlight, and ventilation, service areas,
design of rear lanes, privacy and overlooking. Also, quality aspects such as coherence
and variety, materiality

o Landscape including detailing elements or approaches to street trees, front yard
planting and fencing options and walls, gates, retaining walls (minimising impact),
letterboxes, driveways

o Management aspects and Refuse

o Appendices

7. The document needs to be broadened and should include guidance regarding other activities,
elements and typologies such as:

o Design and outcomes sought for the rear laneways.

o Design and options for the front yard interface area (footpath to front door) including all
elements in this space — effectively the streetscape outcomes

o Design guidance for each unit typology - apartments (vertically attached) including
garden (with individual ground floor entrance), terrace, courtyard (detached), other e.g.
villa

o Roading cross-sections including in plan form showing a typical street block (or part
thereof) for each road classification — overall plan showing the location of cross-
sections also needed

8. The guide should be extensive for the consent conditions to also include controls applicable
to the entire subdivision (can be broken down into smaller parts). This in the form of plans
showing the fixed and flexible components that control the activities and urban form of the
development for example:

o Urbanform - formalises the key components of the area for legibility, continuous
frontages, setbacks, building heights, open space and public roading network

o Block layout - identifies key elements that are fixed or flexible including open space,
the public roading network, and private or public easements

o Land uses-land uses and their location

9. Other plans needed in conditions include:

o Road hierarchy and footpath network plan

o Streettree species location plan



Please reach out if you have any questions or would like to arrange a further workshop to discuss any
of the feedback.

Ngaa mihi

Sonia

Sonia Baker
Programme Manager Greenfield Growth | Sustainable Communities Unit |
Strategy, Growth & Planning Group

voo: I | <.



’/ Future Proof
fe Tau Titoki

Fast-Track Urban Desigh Panel Assessment

Meeting Date 27 February 2026

Fast Track Application Brymer

Territorial Authority Waikato District Council / Hamilton City

Application Stage Preparing substantive application

Project Lead: Pragma Property Group

Developer

Project Lead: Sonia Baker

Territorial Authority

Panel Members Sonia Baker, Chris Dillon, Colin Hattingh, Leslie Lao, Aimee

Haycock, Aaron Marsh, Mel Chow, Deborah Mckillop, Denzil
Govender, Martyn Smith, Ben Petch, Paul Bowman, Elsa
Snyders, Yu Hu

Brief Summary of The proposal for Brymer Farms development, located on the
proposal western edge of the city (bordering SH 23 and Grandview
Heights), is a masterplanned residential heighbourhood. The
total site area is approximately 87ha. The masterplan seeks to
integrate a range of residential options, a commercial centre
with neighbourhood reserves that connect to natural waterways
and existing wetlands.

1. Strategic and Regional Context

The following table provides a summary of the outcomes from the region’s strategic documents.
This assessment will help determine whether the proposal is strategically aligned, future-
proofed and coherent. The following rubric is used to provide a rating to each matter:

High: Strong alignment with strategic and regional context
Medium: Generally aligned but with timing or scale tensions
Low: Conflicts with regional growth logic and or undermines planned hierarchy

Please refer to the guidance document for more detail on the considerations that need to be
reflected on.

Strategic Matter Outcome Considerations
1.1 Regional Consistency with regional e Alignment with Future Proof,
Spatial growth patterns, settlement Metro Spatial Plan and long-term
Alignment hierarchy and spatial outcomes?
planning documents. e Does the proposalreinforce the

intended urban hierarchy?

e Responsiveness to identified
movement networks, open space
frameworks and land-use
patterns.

Assessment & Recommendation Rating




e Given the location (on the outskirts of Hamilton) and the timing,
the proposal does not align with Waikato District Council’s
growth strategy. The area or cellis not identified as a future
growth node.

e Further, alignment with regional planning documents is
generally poor.

e Also, the site is not aligned with the Future Development
Strategy, is out of sequence for urbanisation and does not
reinforce the established urban hierarchy.

e The Panel’s assessment is that there is no demonstrated
strategic need for growth in this location when other identified
areas already meet the 30-year housing supply requirements.

Low

1.2 Housing and Increase in the supply of e Does proposal meet an identified
Business housing and business land insufficiency in housing or
Capacity in the region. business land (short/medium or

long term).

strategy?

e |sthe proposal aligned with the
relevant TA or CCO infrastructure

Assessment & Recommendation

e Similar to the above assessment, the current evidence
indicates housing is not required at this location, particularly
not at the density levels being proposed by the applicant.

e Interms of delivering affordable housing (as defined by the
Treasury and including the continuum of housing that the
Waikato Housing Initiative recognise), no mechanism, criteria,
or delivery model has been provided to demonstrate how
affordability will be ensured. The Panel request further
information on this aspect.

e The applicant should reference the Housing and Business
Assessment (HBA) across short-, medium- and long-term
timeframes to show which supply gap (if any) the development
contributes to.

e Consideration of the impact on Highly Productive Land (HPL) is
required, noting the existing rural zoning and the need to justify
conversion to urban land.

Rating
Low

1.3 Climate Ensure long-term e Response to climate hazards,

soils.

Resilience and | adaptability under climate energy transitions, and
Biodiversity and economic change and demographic change.
protection of indigenous e Potential loss of indigenous
biodiversity. biodiversity, ecology, protected
species, and highly productive

Assessment & Recommendation
e Peat soils are a climate resilience consideration and the
disturbance or removal of these will increase emissions,
subsidence risk, and long-term instability.
e Indigenous biodiversity and key landscape features require
protection, with clear strategies for retention and
enhancement.

Rating
Low




The proposed development will remove existing ecological land
uses, so enhancement measures will be necessary to mitigate

these effects.

Further, the potential loss or degradation of wetland areas
needs to be addressed, including detailing appropriate

avoidance and mitigation measures.

To summarise, the Panel consider that the current design is not
fit for purpose from a climate resilience or biodiversity

perspective.

1.4

Strategic Risk
& Opportunity

Explicitly surface strategic
trade-offs in Fast-Track
decision-making.

Does the proposal create
irreversible spatial outcomes?
Does the proposal set unwanted
precedents?

Assessment & Recommendation
The potential expansion of the urban boundary is likely to Low

encourage further future development in the southern corner of
the site, which will create pressure to urbanise areas not

currently intended for growth.

The proposal risks establishing undesirable precedents for

out-of-sequence development.

Rating

1.5

Strategic
Transport and
3 Waters

Hamilton is easy to move
around providing residents
with easy access to services
and facilities.

Alignment with planned or
required 3 waters strategy (TA or
CCO) and Regional Land
Transport Plan

Responsiveness to catchment-
based provision standards,
existing infrastructure capacity
and investment timing

Assessment & Recommendation

As previously stated, as the area is not part of the expected
settlement pattern, it has not been considered within any
strategic transportation or three waters planning documents.
It is likely that catchment management will be highly
challenging due to the presence of peat soils and limited
downstream capacity.

Stormwater constraints exist, including limited outlet capacity
to the west.

Developing on peat introduces significant engineering and
infrastructure risks, including settlement and long-term
maintenance challenges.

In terms of the strategic transportation network, the proposed
connections into the masterplan area rely on local streets that
are not designed to support the level of density and traffic
anticipated. The Panel consider that the masterplan does not
integrate well with the surrounding context.

Rating
Low




2. Detailed Design Aspects

The following table provides a summary of the design elements that need to be considered to

ensure Hamilton’s ongoing development as a dynamic, prosperous and memorable city. The
following rubric will be used to provide a rating to each element:

High: strong alignment with design elements.
Medium: generally aligned with the design elements with some inconsistencies.
Low: Inconsistent with the design elements, resulting in a poor outcome.

Please refer to the guidance document for more detail on the criteria.

Element Outcome Considerations
2.1 | Context and Proposal responds to e Does application respond to
Place context and reflects unique surrounding land uses and built
Integration qualities of the site.

form and landscape features?

e Are there any environmental,
cultural, historical and
community elements that add to
the neighbourhoods’ wider sense
of place?

Assessment & Recommendations Rating

e Parts of the site, particularly to the north are heavily contoured Low
but has been allocated for retirement living. The Panel do not
support this.

e Further, the analysis submitted recognises the difficult terrain
and steep contouring and states that the “range of medium-
density housing typologies are strategically located to respond
to the site constraints and the introduction of larger lots for
areas with topographic constraints”. The Panel do not concur
with the above and are of the opinion that the proposal will
result in extensive earthworks and retaining walls, which is not
supported.

e The masterplan should respond to the existing rolling ridgelines.
Further information on how this will be achieved is requested.

e Theirregular shape of the site is mentioned as a constraint -
however, boundaryless planning is needed and the applicant
should demonstrate how adjacent land could potentially be
integrated.

e The outcome should be a community that is well-connected,
legible and diverse. However, it seems apparent that the
roading connections to existing suburbs to the east needs to be
improved - adding around 1600 new units while only relying on 3
connection points is not supported.

e The establishment of a new neighbourhood centre may affect
the economic viability and vitality of other, existing local




centres. This is a concern and should be considered further in
the form of a centres assessment report.

2.2

Lifestyle Places reflect the diversity e Choice -from NZ UD Protocol.
and the lifestyles of its e CPTED and human-scaled design
population and encourage a principles.

vibrant mix of people, ages, | e Design takes advantage of
uses and activities. strategic locations to develop
local centres.

Assessment & Recommendations

The Panel consider that insufficient detail has been provided to
understand how lifestyle and amenity outcomes will be
achieved.

The proposal asserts the provision of varied housing typologies,
but the Panel are of the opinion that the level of density and
layout proposed are unlikely to deliver high-quality living
environments.

The site is not well connected to nearby suburban centres or
transport routes, making the proposed level of intensity
unsuitable for this location.

Rating
Low

2.3

Subdivision Best practice subdivision e | ayout promotes safety through
Design principles and approaches passive surveillance, ensuring

are incorporated. homes overlook streets, parks,
and public spaces.

e Earthworks minimised, natural
water systems protected.

e Opportunities for sunlight access
maximised by aligning roads
north/south and lots east/west
where possible.

e Limiting the size and length of
urban blocks and laneways and
avoiding rear lots.

Assessment & Recommendations

Laneways are increasingly considered not fit for purpose,
especially when they function as de facto connectors.
The Panel are not confident that the laneways will provide a

quality-built environment due to the number proposed and their

length. Further design detail is needed including detailing what
can be done to ensure they are pleasant spaces to be in and
how safety can be improved and what design principles should
apply.

The extensive narrow lots create challenges for street design,
on-site functionality, and built form outcomes including the
ability to plant street trees and provide a good level of parking

bays. Further the risk of creating long monotonous terrace rows

that do not support good built form. Limited frontage width
reduces the ability to incorporate street trees, utilities, and
pedestrian features within the road corridor.

The proposed subdivision pattern uses rights-of-way to create
rear lots and this approach is not supported.

Rating
Low




e The Panel are of the opinion that the masterplan does not follow
best practice in some respects and that further detail is needed
regarding:

o The large sites labelled as apartment blocks (which are
not well justified and may be inappropriate for the site
context.

o The design and options for the front yard interface area
(footpath to front door) including all elements in this
space - effectively the streetscape outcomes

o Design guidance for each unit typology - apartments
(vertically attached) including garden (with individual
ground floor entrance), terrace, courtyard (detached),
othere.g. villa

o Theroading cross-sections including in plan form
showing a typical street block (or part thereof) for each
road classification — overall plan showing the location of
cross-sections also needed

e The current design guide does not provide sufficient justification
for the proposed intensity and overall, the subdivision layout
does not promote liveability.

e RearJOALs can help reduce vehicle crossings and support
streetscape quality, but no detailed design has been provided.
JOALs must be safe, attractive, and short to function well.

e Otherplans needed include:

o Road hierarchy and footpath network plan

o Streettree species location plan

e The Panel do not support the idea of residential units above
ground floor retail.

2.4 | Process & Integration of e Has project team engaged
Collaboration multidisciplinary urban stakeholders and design
design principles as well as professionals.
community and Tangata e |s applicant developing a design
Whenua. guide?
Assessment & Recommendation Rating

e The applicant has engaged design professionals, although
outcomes to date do not yet reflect best practice.

e Stakeholder engagement has occurred and the outcomes from
this should be incorporated in the documentation.

e The design guide that is being developed | supported, but it
requires further refinement and needs to clearly connect to and
inform the eventual conditions and implementation pathways.

3. Social Infrastructure

The following is a summary of the social infrastructure that the fast-track area can sustain and/or
should contribute to - upgrade of existing facilities and/or future facilities.

Note: The implication below does not include the existing HCC shortfall in FTE aquatic space.

Aquatic space 120m2 of aquatic space or equivalent contributions.
Libraries Between 112m2-208m2 of library space or equivalent contributions.




Community hub 145m2 of a neighbourhood community hub or equivalent contributions.

Theatre / 20% of a community theatre/hall-stage for between 5,000-20,000

performing arts population with 200 seats or equivalent contributions.

centre

Museums 223m2 of space for a community/volunteer museum or equivalent
contributions.

Indoor Courts Over half (60%) of an indoor court at 571m2 with 1 indoor court
(1000m2) being provided per 7,800 population) or equivalent
contributions.

4. Parks and Reserves

Element Outcome Considerations
4.1 | Parks Provision | Recognises and achieves e Proposed parks provision meets
outcomes of the Open current and future needs - location,

Spaces Strategy and Open
Space Provision Policies
and other key relevant
policies and management
plans. e Layout provides a high-quality open

space network with spaces that are
functional, accessible, and
contribute to ecological corridors or
stormwater management (supports
biodiversity and ecological values).

size, distribution, access
e Reserve thoughtfully integrated into
layout.

Assessment & Recommendation Rating
e At least two additional neighbourhood parks are required, Low

particularly on the western side of the site.

e Much of the open space identified is for stormwater
management and cannot perform recreational functions.

e A minimum 10 percent native cover target applies city-wide,
and there is no evidence this has been addressed.

e No clear acknowledgement or integration of open space or
biodiversity requirements has been provided.

4.2 | Streetscape

Contribute to the e Recognise heatisland effect -

streetscape through good implements positive measures

urban design e Landscape space for tree planting,
grassed berms

e RITS minimums applied

Assessment & Recommendation Rating
e Adequate berm space is required to achieve tree canopy, Low

pedestrian comfort, and utility placement, but current
designs do not provide sufficient width.

e The design of the front yard interface area (footpath to front

door) has not been considered and further detail on this is
needed.




5. Engineering & Transport Design Considerations

Intent: Test whether the proposal supports complete communities, not just buildings. The
following consideration are a generalised overview and are not to overlap with the modelling
assessments currently being undertaken.

Element Outcome Considerations
5.1 | Movementand | Hamilton is easy to move e Site layout should encourage the
Connectivity around providing easy use of public transport, walking
access to services and and cycling
facilities. e Pedestrian circulation should be
safe and accessible to all ages
and physical abilities

Assessment & Recommendation Rating

e The topography does not support safe, accessible movement Low
for people with varying physical abilities.

e Speed environments must be clearly considered and road
design adjusted accordingly.

e Pedestrian provision and connectivity throughout is insufficient
and needs to be strengthened.

¢ No meaningful connectivity is provided to the zoo, which could
be an important local destination.

e Connectivity to external destinations is poor; walking and
cycling routes are limited and public transport is uncertain,
resulting in a car dependent design.

e The Panel are unclear who will maintain walking and cycling
routes, particularly those outside the road reserves.

e Applicantintends to vest wide transport areas but clearer
direction is required about vesting expectations and
responsibilities.

5.2 | Engineering e (Carriageways, berms,

Design cycleways, footpaths, carparks
and infrastructure are
accommodated within the road
reserve.

e Roads are designed according to
the anticipated traffic volume
and desired vehicle speed.

e Intersections designed to slow
traffic and ensure safety for all

users.
e Provide for parallel kerbside
parking.
Assessment & Recommendation Rating

e Very limited engineering detail has been provided at this stage. Low
e Several local roads are significantly narrower than district plan
standards, falling well below the 18 m typical requirement.

e Intersection safety and efficiency require further assessment,

particularly those connecting to State Highway 23.




e The proposed connection to Harrogate Place raises concerns
due to its existing local road function and limited capacity.

Please note that the below comments are advisory only and do not constitute a decision on the
Fast Track Application. The purpose of this document is to inform the design of the masterplan,
ensuring the application aligns with strategic documents and key urban design outcomes.



Stella Quigley

From: Fraser McNutt

Sent: Sunday, 9 August 2026 9:56 am

To: Briar Belgrave

Subject: FW: Brymer Farms Consultation HCC

Attachments: UDA Drawing Set _Concept Plan_06082026.pdf; UDA Drawing Set v1_05082026.pdf;

Proposed Masterplan Set_30072026.pdf; Brymer Farms Letter to HCC 9-8-26.pdf

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

FRASER MCNUTT
Partner/Waikato Manager (MNZPI)

PO Box 9342,

Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 3240 Kerikeri, Whangarei, Warkworth,

298 Victoria Street, Hamilton 3204 Auckland, Hamilton, Cambridge,
Tauranga, Napier, Wellington,

barker.co.nz @ Christchurch, Queenstown, Wanaka

From: Fraser McNutt

Sent: Sunday, 9 August 2026 9:55 am
To: Juliana Reu Junqueira
Cc: Jackie Colliar

; Blair Bowcott

; Chris Allen
; Sanjil Mistry
Subject: Brymer Farms Consultation HCC

; Nick Birdsall

Good morning Juliana,

Please find attached a consultation confirmation letter for your review on behalf of your organisation.

| have copied WDC and IAWAI into this correspondence for transparency, continuity and completeness of the
consultation record, and to ensure that all parties remain appropriately informed as we progress toward lodgement
of my client’s substantive application with the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA). The purpose of this
correspondence, together with the attached letter, is to formally record and confirm for the purposes of the EPA
application the considerable engagement, consultation and discussions that have taken place between the relevant
parties over the past approximately 18 months. | would appreciate it if you could review the attached letter and
provide any comments or amendments by way of tracked changes, where considered necessary. Subject to any
amendments received, the letter will be included within the consultation material accompanying the application to
the EPA.

To assist with finalisation of the consultation package, | would be grateful to receive your response no later than
close of business Thursday this week. Additionally, if any outstanding invoices need paying, please let me know
ASAP and I'll ensure the client attends to these immediately.

1




For completeness and context, | have also provided the most up to date Master Plan Package, Concept Plan and
Catchment Plans. These documents reflect the current form of the proposal and will substantially form the basis of
the layout and design presented in the final substantive application.

At present, the proposal provides for just over 1,000 residential dwellings, approximately 2,000 m? GFA of
commercial activity, together with the associated supporting infrastructure, open space and related development
components. The updated material is provided to ensure that your review of the consultation confirmation letter is
undertaken with reference to the current proposal and the information that is intended to underpin the
forthcoming EPA application.

Should you have any questions regarding the attached letter or supporting material, or wish to discuss any aspect of
the proposal prior to providing your response, please do not hesitate to contact me.

Thanks

Fraser

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

FRASER MCNUTT
Partner/Waikato Manager (MNZPI)

PO Box 9342,

Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 3240 Kerikeri, Whangarei, Warkworth,

298 Victoria Street, Hamilton 3204 Auckland, Hamilton, Cambridge,
Tauranga, Napier, Wellington,

barker.co.nz @ Christchurch, Queenstown, Wanaka

This email and any attachments are confidential. They may contain privileged information or copyright material.

If you are not an intended recipient, please do not read, copy, use or disclose the contents without authorisation

and we request you delete it and contact us at once by return email.



Memorandum

To: Juliana Reu Junqueira — Unit Director Urban & Spatial Planning Unit
From: Fraser McNutt — Barker & Associates
Date: 6 August 2026

Re: Consultation Brymer Farms Substantive

Dear Juliana

We write to formally confirm the consultation and engagement undertaken with Hamilton City Council (HCC)
in relation to the proposed development site discussed and shown in the attached plans and information,
together with the associated infrastructure, transport connections and wider connectivity necessary to
support and integrate the proposed development (collectively referred to in this letter as the “Referred
Subject Site”), and the forthcoming substantive application to the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA).

For the purposes of this letter, references to the Referred Subject Site are intended to encompass not only
the land proposed for development, but also the associated infrastructure and connectivity required to
service, support and appropriately integrate the development with the surrounding transport, infrastructure
and urban networks, including where relevant works or connections extending beyond the immediate
development site.

This letter is intended to provide a formal record of the consultation undertaken with HCC in respect of the
Referred Subject Site and to accompany the consultation material forming part of the substantive EPA
application. Over approximately the past 18 months, the project team has engaged with HCC through a
series of meetings, discussions, information exchanges and design reviews concerning the Referred Subject
Site. This engagement has occurred throughout the evolution of the proposal and has assisted the project
team in identifying, considering and responding to matters relevant to the development, its supporting
infrastructure and its relationship and connectivity with the surrounding area.

A significant component of the consultation with HCC has involved detailed consideration of the Master Plan
design and roading layout for the Referred Subject Site. This has included consideration and discussion of
the structure and hierarchy of the proposed road network, connections and future connectivity with the
surrounding transport network and adjoining areas, internal movement and accessibility, and the manner
in which the proposed network supports the long-term development and integration of the Referred Subject
Site. Importantly, these discussions have not been limited to the internal road layout.

Consultation has also considered how the Referred Subject Site connects with, and functions in the context
of, the wider existing and future transport network, including the provision and safeguarding of appropriate
connections to adjoining areas and the infrastructure required to facilitate the effective integration of the
development over time.

Barker & Associates
+64 375 0900 | admin@barker.co.nz | barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown



These discussions have informed the ongoing development and refinement of the Master Plan and
associated Concept Plan, including the configuration and hierarchy of the movement network, the location
and function of key connections, and the relationship between the proposed development and the
surrounding transport and urban environment.

Consultation with HCC has also included detailed consideration of the topography of the Referred Subject
Site and the resulting design response. This has included discussion of proposed earthworks, site and road
levels, retaining requirements, and the relationship between these matters and the proposed roading,
infrastructure and development layout.

The consideration of these matters has informed successive refinements to the Concept Plan, including the
arrangement and configuration of development areas, road alignments, movement connections,
infrastructure corridors and interfaces with the surrounding environment. In this regard, the design
response has sought to appropriately coordinate the physical characteristics of the Referred Subject Site
with the proposed development pattern and the infrastructure and connectivity necessary to support it.

More broadly, consultation has provided an opportunity for HCC officers and the project team to identify
and discuss matters relevant to the planning, design, servicing, infrastructure provision, transport
connectivity and long-term integration of the Referred Subject Site, and for those matters to be considered
as the proposal has progressed toward its current form. The current proposal provides for just over 1,000
residential dwellings, approximately 2,000 m? GFA of commercial activity, together with associated
supporting infrastructure, transport connections, open space and related development components.

For completeness and context, the most up-to-date Master Plan Package, Concept Plan and Catchment
Plans are provided with this letter. These documents reflect the current form of the proposal for the
Referred Subject Site, including the associated infrastructure and connectivity, and substantially represent
the information, layout and design upon which the substantive application to the EPA is intended to be
based.

We acknowledge and appreciate the time and input provided by HCC officers throughout the consultation
process to date. For the purposes of maintaining an accurate and transparent consultation record, we would
appreciate HCC reviewing this letter and providing any comments, corrections or amendments considered
necessary. In particular, we welcome any tracked changes required to ensure that the nature and extent of
the engagement described above fairly and accurately reflects HCC's involvement in the consultation
process.

Subject to any amendments or comments received, this letter will be included within the consultation record
accompanying the substantive application to the EPA as evidence of the consultation and engagement
undertaken in relation to the Referred Subject Site, its associated infrastructure and connectivity. Please do

Barker & Associates
+64 375 0900 | admin@barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown



not hesitate to contact me should you wish to discuss any aspect of this letter, the updated plans, or the
consultation undertaken to date.

Kind regards,

Fraser McNutt

Planner and Partner B&A

Barker & Associates
+64 375 0900 | admin@barker.co.nz
Kerikeri | Whangarei | Warkworth | Auckland | Hamilton | Tauranga | Havelock North | Wellington | Christchurch | Wanaka & Queenstown



Stella Quigley

From: Sam Le Heron

Sent: Tuesday, 11 August 2026 10:25 am

To: Briar Belgrave

Subject: FW: FT Brymer FTA Transport Matters Modelling Brief Meeting Minutes
Attachments: FT Brymer FTA Transport Matters Modelling Brief_MN_20260311.pdf

Transport workshop notes.

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

SAM LE HERON S

Senior Associate (MNZPI) { \
v
- vk S

Urban & Enwvirenmental =
barker.co.nz @

From: Tessa Leong

Sent: Friday, 13 March 2026 1:21 pm

To: Ben Petch [N oy Denton N <onia Baker
I ictor Devyatov I D<borah Mckillop

I - - S -
I A :- ic\. [ < |

 Chvis Dillon [
Fetcher 3ol (cues:) NG I
T Emmw

Mike Wooo | 'y Hunt
; Gillian Cockerell

Cc: Andrea Spalding
Subject: FT Brymer FTA Transport Matters Modelling Brief Meeting Minutes

You don't often get email from_ Learn why this is important

Hi all,

Please see below link to the meeting minutes from the Brymer FTA Transport Matters Modelling Brief
Meeting.

Link: ET Brymer FTA Transport Matters Modelling Brief MN 20260311

Please review and complete action items if required.

Kind regards



Tessa Leong
Programme Coordinator (Contract) | Urban and Spatial Planning Unit

emeit

m Hamilton City Council

Te kaunshera o Kinkiriroa

Hamilton City Council | 260 Anglesea St | Hamilton 3240 | www.hamilton.govt.nz

oLike us on Facebook @ Follow us on Instagram

This email and any attachments are strictly confidential and may contain privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient please delett
email or its attachments without written authorisation from the originating sender. Hamilton City Council does not accept any liability whatsoever
unauthorised access or unauthorised amendment. Unless expressly stated to the contrary the content of this email, or any attachment, shall not
the individual sender and may not necessatrily reflect the views of Hamilton City Council.



Fast-track

Project Name | Fast-track # of meeting notes 01

Meeting Brymer FTA Transport Date of meeting 11/03/2026 (10am)
Matters Modelling Brief

Location Teams Notes taken by: Tessa Leong

Attendees and apologies

X Facilitator; HCC X Fletcher Bell Waikato DC
Ben Petch
X | Tony Denton HCC [0 [ Virendra Prasad Waikato DC
O | Sonia Baker HCC O | Krisoffer Hansson NZTA
O | Victor Devyatov HCC X Matthew Epps Waikato DC
X Deborah Mckillop HCC X Sam Le Heron Barker
X Chris Allen HCC X Tobie Ueckermann Transplan
X Brent Manning HCC/Cairocat O Kana Sakai WRC
X | Grant Smith Hollyford X Mike Wood NZTA
X Fraser McNutt Barker | Emily Hunt NZTA
X | DrSaeid Adli Colab Solutions | [0 | Gillian Cockerell HCC
O Chris Dillion HCC
FINAL

Please provide your review comments within two days of receiving the document.
Minutes become final after two days.

Agenda

Goal:
To discuss Brymer FTA transport modelling brief and refine based on agreed scope.

Agenda:
1. Introductions — 5 mins.
2% Applicant summarises key development concept, area, network connection points, key
assumptions, staging, etc.15 mins.
3. Road hierarchy, network layout and construction matters eg. Geotech and stormwater
implications — 15 mins.
4. Discussion on modelling scope and brief (RCA feedback and Q&A) — 40 mins.
5. Public Transport (PT) and off-site externalities to be considered — 15 mins.
6. Next steps, timing and responsibilities — 15 mins.
Actions
ID. Actions - one time, not carried forward Who Deadline
14 Update modelling brief to include 2035 Scenario A Tobie / Grant 18 March

(Stages 1-2, no SH23), Scenario B (Stages 1-5 with
SH23), Scenario C (sensitivity test for potential
southern connection); define modelling nodes by
land-use cluster.

https://hccgovtnz.sharepoint.com/sites/Fast-trackApprovalsAct2024/Shared Documents/31 Brymer/10. Workshops/FT Brymer
FTA Transport Matters Modelling Brief MN_20260311.pdf




1:2 Provide full staging table (dwelling numbers by Sam / Tobie 18 March
stage, timing, retirement village phasing, uptake
assumptions).

1.3 Explicitly include neighbourhood centre trip Tobie With updated
generation in the modelling inputs. modelling

brief

1.4 Incorporate NZTA sensitivity-testing requirements Grant/Saeid | With updated
regarding infrastructure uncertainty and external modelling
land-use updates. brief

1.5 Provide complete Park Edge Road cross-section Tobie 1-2 weeks
showing PT capability and stormwater reserve
interface.

1.6 Provide updated road cross-sections (collector, Tobie 1-2 weeks
neighbourhood, retail) including bus-stop recesses,
raised platforms, cycle crossings.

17 Confirm vehicle tracking approach acceptable to Tony/ Design | Next
HCC (13.5m buses; 8.3m trucks for neighbourhood | Team technical
streets)? workshop

1.8 Provide conceptual plan for future southern/eastern | Sam / Tobie Prior to
connections ensuring no preclusion. lodgement

1:9 Clarify retirement village staging, access points, Sam With staging
and trip generation for 2035. table

1.10 Confirm construction traffic strategy and CMP, Development | Pre transport
including assessment of early SH23 access needs. | Team/ assessment

Construction | submission
Planner

1.11 Circulate revised modelling brief to HCC, WDC, Tobie/ Sam After brief

NZTA for sign-off before modelling runs. update (~1
week)

1.12 Include intended bus circulation route within Tobie/Sam 1-2 weeks
development on a drawing and supply to attendees

1.13 Seek comments from WRC on PT services and Brent 2 weeks
share with applicant team

Decisions

ID. Decisions

1 A 2031 model scenario is NOT required. Instead, early staging will be tested using
2035 model with only Stage 1-2 land use.

2 Model full development in 2035 (Stages 1-5), with remaining apartments in 2045.

3 Future eastern connection (eg to Grandview Rd) is outside the Fast-track consent
scope, but the design must not preclude it.

4 Peacock standards may be referenced, but HCC preference is to align with ODP
transport corridor standards where appropriate.

5 Retirement village will be included in 2035 modelling (to Brymer Rd), with expected
lower peak-hour generation.

6 Construction traffic impacts must be accounted for, with CMP required at
substantive stage.

7 NZTA request for sensitivity testing is accepted and will be incorporated.

Discussed




Movement Network

e Based on NZ Street Design Guide; 50 km/h max, narrow corridors, extensive active-mode
infrastructure.

e Dedicated bi-directional cycleway on western collector.
o Future-proofed for public transport even if services are delayed 10+ years.
Primary Access & Staging

Early reliance on Harrogate Place could concentrate ~5,000 daily trips through a current
cul-de-sac and minor local roads until the SH23 connection arrives in later stages (~post-2036).
HCC views this as an inappropriate purpose for Harrogate Place.

Intersection & Road Functionality

Highgrove and Ayrshire are expected to take additional load; concept options include
roundabouts, medians and bus-stop recessing.

Future Connectivity

Future links to the “missing tooth” south of SH23 and potential connections toward
Grandview/Waikato district remain long-term options to signal in concept planning. Future links
need to be of an appropriate road section for possible anticipated future traffic volumes.
Barkers team are preparing a high level concept plan for the area SE of the Brymer FT
application area to demonstrate integration.

Water/Wastewater Integration of trunk infrastructure with road layout

A central pump station is envisaged to service land by gravity beyond the site; rising main likely
to run toward Grandview, corridor choices may interact with transport layout.

Attachments

Closed: 11:55am



Stella Quigley

From: Fraser McNutt

Sent: Wednesday, 19 August 2026 12:25 pm

To: Briar Belgrave

Cc: Alisa Neal

Subject: FW: Updated Letter to Brymer - Acknowledgment of Engagement
Attachments: Letter to Brymer - Acknowledgement of Engagement.pdf
Updated

Nga mihi | Kind regards,

FRASER MCNUTT
Partner/Waikato Manager (MNZPI)

PO Box 9342,

Waikato Mail Centre, Hamilton 3240 Kerikeri, Whangarei, Warkworth,

298 Victoria Street, Hamilton 3204 Auckland, Hamilton, Cambridge,
Tauranga, Napier, Wellington,

barker.co.nz @ Christchurch, Queenstown, Wanaka

From: Blair Bowcor |

Sent: Wednesday, 19 August 2026 12:21 pm
To: Fraser McNutt
Carstens

; Juliana Reu Junqueira ; Greg

;sanit I

; Chris Allen
; Andrew Parsons

; Lance Vervoort

; Nick Birdsall
; Will Gauntlett

Cc: Jackie Colliar

Subject: Updated Letter to Brymer - Acknowledgment of Engagement

Good afternoon Fraser and Sanjil

Thank you for meeting with Lance, myself, my team and the Mayor and Cnr Bydder yesterday to discuss the
way forward as you finalise the Brymer Fastrack application to the EPA.

It was a very honest and constructive discussion and | hope you found that to be the case as well.
Please find as agreed an updated Letter to Brymer - Acknowledgment of Engagement.
Regards

Blair Bowcott
General Manager | Strategy, Growth and Planning



Manahautuu Rautaki, Whakatupu, Whakamahere

oo I | o I | = S

(Please note - this email was written at a time that worked for me. | understand that it may not work
foryou, and do not expect you to respond outside your working hours)

D Hamilton Cit‘y’CDUﬂC" % g
Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

Hamilton City Council | Private Bag 3010 | Hamilton 3240 | www.hamilton.govt.nz

'1Like us on Facebook I[EdFollow us on Twitter

This email and any attachments are strictly confidential and may contain privileged information. If you are not the intended recipient
please delete the message and notify the sender. You should not read, copy, use, change, alter, disclose or deal in any manner
whatsoever with this email or its attachments without written authorisation from the originating sender. Hamilton City Council does not
accept any liability whatsoever in connection with this email and any attachments including in connection with computer viruses, data
corruption, delay, interruption, unauthorised access or unauthorised amendment. Unless expressly stated to the contrary the content
of this email, or any attachment, shall not be considered as creating any binding legal obligation upon Hamilton City Council. Any views
expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Hamilton City Council.

Blair Bowcott
GM Strategy Growth and Planning
Hamilton City Council



b Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa
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19 August 2026

Fraser McNutt
Barker and Associates
Hamilton

Dear Fraser

FAST TRACK SUBSTANTIVE APPLICATION — ACKNOWLEDGMENT OF ENGAGEMENT

Hamilton City Council (HCC) wishes to acknowledge the positive engagement undertaken by Brymer Farms
Limited (Brymer) in relation to its proposed Fast-track Project (Project).

That engagement has proceeded on the basis that you have acknowledged that HCC is a Relevant Local
Authority under the Fast Track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA). The purpose of this letter is to acknowledge the
engagement undertaken to date, identify at a high level the matters that have been discussed, and confirm
that HCC expects to continue participating in any future process available to it. This letter is not intended to
replace or limit any formal comments HCC may provide through the statutory process.

HCC confirms that over the past 18 months, the Brymer Project team has engaged positively with HCC
through a series of meetings, discussions, information exchanges and design reviews concerning the
referred Brymer Fast Track application (referred application) and the nature of the substantive
application (substantive application). This engagement has occurred throughout the

evolution of the proposal and has assisted both Brymer and HCC in identifying, considering and
responding to matters relevant to the Project, its supporting infrastructure and its

relationship and connectivity with the surrounding area. In general terms we consider that the
process has been collaborative and useful in refining elements of the referred application and
informing the substantive application.

A significant component of the consultation with HCC has involved detailed consideration of the Master
Plan design and roading layout for the substantive application. This has included consideration and
discussion of the structure and hierarchy of the proposed road network, connections and future
connectivity with the surrounding transport network and adjoining areas, internal movement and
accessibility, and the manner in which the proposed network supports the long-term development and
integration of the proposed land uses within the Project site.

Brymer has constructively engaged with HCC through a series of workshops to address the various
challenges and technical requirements required for the project. That engagement included addressing
issues relating to the strategic land use pattern, geotechnical matters, three waters, transport, and funding
and financing issues relating to demand placed on HCC infrastructure.

As with any proposal of this scale and complexity, while there has been good progress and agreement
reached on many of the planning issues, there remain matters outstanding which require further
assessment, refinement, consideration and if possible, agreement. The extent of any remaining issues will
ultimately depend on the substantive application, supporting technical information and any proposed
conditions.



The key matters for HCC which are still to be resolved are mostly focussed on the impacts of the Project on
Hamilton City and its infrastructure, the need to address HCC's role as a territorial authority for part of the
development area, recognising HCC as an affected infrastructure owner, service provider, and road

controlling authority, and how these matters are resolved via conditions and associated PDA requirements.

HCC is generally supportive of the Project, including the proposed transport connections between the
Project site and Hamilton City, provided these outstanding issues are resolved to its satisfaction. In

particular, for those transport connections to be made, HCC requires that:

a. Transport effects on the HCC network are addressed, including any necessary corridor
upgrades arising from those connections;

b. Funding and financing issues are resolved (on the basis of growth pays for growth) in respect of
HCC infrastructure, including payment of HCC development contributions equivalents;

c. Subject to the Panels approval, Brymer’s proposed resource consent conditions address these, and
other matters, identified via our ongoing engagement on condition drafting.

HCC will continue to work with you to resolve these matters as the substantive application progresses
through the FTAA process.

HCC looks forward to continuing constructive engagement as the Project progresses.

Yours sincerely

Blair Bowcott

GM Strategy Growth and Planning
Hamilton City Council

CC: Sanjil Mistry, Andrew Parsons, Jackie Colliar, Chris Allen, Will Gaunlett, Nick Birdsall

m Hamilton



Fast-track

Project Name Fast-Track # of meeting notes | 001

Meeting Brymer - HCC and Barker | Date of meeting 21/01/2026 (9:30am)
catch up

Location Teams/Peacockes Meeting | Notes taken by: Jaimee Wilson
Room

Attendees and apologies

Facilitator; HCC Fraser McNutt Barker
Sonia Barker

Chris Dillon HCC Sam Le Heron Barker

Steve Denize HCC

FINAL

Agenda and Goal

Goal;

As discussed with Fraser this meeting is an informal catch up before discussions with the client
on 2 February to align on process and working together.

Action items

ID. Actions Who By When
1.2 Provide list of wastewater & water modelling Sonia 23 Jan
pre-requirements (Sonia to confirm with Ben and
Brent)
1.3 Developer to provide strategic wastewater option Fraser / Sam 22 Jan
summary
1.4 Confirm if workshop can be brought forward Sonia ASAP
1.5 Circulate consenting strategy draft to developer team Chris 21 Jan
1.6 Finalise PDA template + trunk infrastructure HCC 23 Jan
requirements + social infrastructure package
1.7 Developer to review consenting strategy & PDA Fraser / Sam Within 5
package and provide initial comments days of
receipt
1.8 Establish 1-2 weekly check-ins Sonia / Fraser ASAP
1.9 Confirm Regional Council engagement expectations Sonia Prior to
workshop
1.10 | Implement centralised document management HCC (Sonia and | ASAP
Andrea)
1.11 | Arrange for pre-transport alignment meeting HCC / Fraser / Early Feb
- Developer to provide assumptions and report Sam
drafts
1.12 | Agree turnaround time for technical responses All At 27 Jan
workshop
1.13 | HCC will review its position in relation the accepting Chris ASAP
the project as regionally significant and not relitigating
the economic need.

https://hccgovtnz.sharepoint.com/sites/Fast-trackApprovalsAct2024/Shared Documents/31 Brymer/11. Meetings/
FT_Brymer_HCC and Barker Catch up_MN_001_20260121.pdf




Decisions

ID. Decisions

1.1 PDA will encompass trunk infrastructure across entire masterplan, plus social
infrastructure contributions and design standards.

1.2 All reports, drafts and technical updates are to be communicated to Sonia for
distribution.

1.3 P&l process: Developers will send staged drafts; HCC SMEs will review early to avoid
rework.

Discussions
1. Wastewater Servicing Options
o Discussion anchored on two wastewater pathway options:

1. Preferred Option: Connection via the Western Interceptor / Whitney Road
alignment (supported by initial high-level Maven work).

2. Less Preferred: Onsite private wastewater solutions (which both parties see as
undesirable long-term).

e HCC acknowledged:

o They can provide strategic confirmation of viability before full modelling is
complete, to avoid a “slow no”.

o The 27 Feb Three Waters Workshop is the critical point for alighment.

o Parameters for modelling are usually consistent across catchments, but
wastewater parameters must still be confirmed with Ben & Brent.

2. Water Supply Constraints

o Developerraised the issue of pressure limitations and inability to shift to groundwater-
based potable supply.

e HCC confirmed water servicing feasibility must be addressed at the 27 Feb workshop
alongside wastewater.

3. Transport Modelling & Workshop Timing
e Transport modelling is acknowledged as a long lead-time, critical path item.
e Developer requested earlier or additional check-ins before the March full workshop.
e HCC agreed to disrupt the standard schedule to support accelerated timing.
4. P&l (Planning & Infrastructure) Process
e HCC has:
o Completed an internal draft P&l review.
o No major flags identified so far.

o Requires confirmation from SMEs (transport, 3-waters, ecology).






