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Key messages 
 

1. This briefing seeks your decisions on the application from Matamata Development Limited 
to refer the Ashbourne project (the project) under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (the 
Act) to the fast-track approvals process for consideration by an expert panel. 

2. A copy of the application is in Appendix 1. This is the second briefing on this application. 
The first (Stage 1) briefing (BRF–5883) with your initial decisions annotated is in Appendix 
2.  

3. The project is to establish mixed-use development on approximately 125 hectares of land 
approximately 1.8 kilometres southwest of Matamata, comprising:  

a. a residential development including approximately 520 residential units, public open 
space and a commercial node  

b. a multi-functional greenway including for active transit modes and stormwater 
management  

c. a retirement development including approximately 218 units, a hospital and 
supporting facilities  

d. two solar farms covering 12.7 and 24 hectares respectively, with the potential to 
provide up to 52,000 megaWatt-hours per year.  

4. The project will require the proposed approvals:  
a. resource consents under the Resource Management Act 1991.  

5. We recommend you accept the referral application for the reasons set out in this briefing, 
including that the project meets the criteria set out in section 22, and does not appear to 
involve an ineligible activity. 

6. We seek your decisions on this recommendation and on the recommendations for 
directions to the applicant and notification of your decisions. 

Assessment against statutory framework 
 

7. The statutory framework for your decision-making is set out in Appendix 5 of the Stage 1 
briefing. You must apply this framework when you are deciding whether to accept or decline 
the referral application and when deciding on any further requirements or directions 
associated with referral of the project. 

8. Before accepting the project, you must consider the application (in Appendix 1), the section 
18 Treaty settlements report (in Appendix 4), any comments from invited parties (in 
Appendix 5), any further information requested from the applicant, the relevant local 
authorities, or the relevant administering agencies (in Appendix 6) and any document that 
requires your consideration under section 16, and comply with any procedural requirements 
under section 16. Following that, you may accept the application if you are satisfied that it 
meets the criteria in section 22 of the Act and that there are no reasons requiring you to 
decline the application. We provide our advice on these matters below. 

Section 18 Treaty settlements and other obligations report  
9. We have prepared a Treaty Settlements and Other Obligations Report (s18 report), and this 

is attached at appendix 4.  
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10. That report identifies Ngāti Hauā Iwi Trust, Raukawa Settlement Trust, Te Puāwaitanga o 
Ngāti Hinerangi Trust and Te Whakakitenga o Waikato Incorporated as the relevant Māori 
groups in relation to the project area. 

11. The report identifies four Treaty settlements as relevant to the project area, but none of 
those agreements include specific redress relating to the project area. 

12. Te Whakakitenga o Waikato Incorporated provided comments on the application. They 
acknowledge the potential benefits of the proposal but have some concerns regarding the 
environmental, cultural and social aspects of the project and consenting process. They 
expect the applicant to enable ongoing engagement opportunities with mana whenua 
including cultural impact assessments. 

13. The Minister for Māori Development and the Minister for Māori Crown Relations: Te 
Arawhiti was invited to comment on the draft s18 report. They have advised they have no 
comments or concerns with the application. 

14. We do not consider there are any matters raised in this report which make it more 
appropriate for the proposed approvals to be authorised under another Act or Acts.  

Section 16 Effects of Treaty settlements and other obligations on decision-making 
15. In accordance with paragraph 12 above we have not identified any documents that you must 

give the same or equivalent effect to, or procedural requirements you must comply with, 
under section 16. 

Written comments received 
16. Comments were received from Waikato Regional Council (WRC), Matamata Piako District 

Council (MPDC), three Ministers, New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA), Waikato-Tainui, 
Transpower New Zealand Limited and Powerco Limited. The key points of relevance to 
your decisions are summarised in Table A. 

17. We note that MPDC, the Minister for Seniors and New Zealand Transport Agency (NZTA) 
provided comments more than 20 working days after receiving the application. Under 
section 17(7)(b) you are not required to consider their comments but may do so at your 
discretion. 

18. The key points from the comments are:  
a. WRC considered the benefits of the solar farm component of the project may be a 

significant regional benefit, but the Minister for Energy did not reach the same 
conclusion. 

b. The Minister of Economic Growth considered that the project would deliver 
economic benefits through the construction of residential units, retirement units, 
commercial space, solar farms, and employment through construction and in the 
retail and commercial sectors. 

c. other parties invited to comment did not identify significant regional or national 
benefits from the project. 

d. MPDC and WRC suggested the project would be more suitably considered by way 
of a plan change under the RMA. 
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Further information provided by applicant, relevant local authorities, relevant 
administering agencies 
19. In response to your request for further information under section 20 of the Act the applicant

provided further information on how the benefits of the project are significant at a regional
or national scale.

20. The applicant considers the housing benefits of the project will be significant in the regional
context because the project will address a short-term housing need and will be significant in
the context of Matamata’s housing demand. We note the applicant’s information is not
provided in the context of the Waikato region, and WRC did not consider there is a short-
term housing deficit in Matamata Piako district.

21. The applicant considers the solar farms will provide power for up to 8000 houses which will
provide a significant regional and national benefit by reducing power costs. We note that
WRC also considered the solar farm benefits potentially regionally significant, but the
Minister for Energy did not given the reasonably modest scale of the new solar energy
generation compared to other pending solar projects.

22. The applicant considers the economic benefits of the project will be a significant regional
benefit, particularly the provision of approximately 2175 full-time equivalent (FTE) jobs
during approximately 10 years of project construction. MBIE’s data from 20241 indicates
that this would be equivalent to approximately 100% of the increase in regional employment
from 2023 to 2024. This number would include some redeployment of currently employed
workforce from other projects and would include primarily temporary employment. This
amount of employment could still be considered a significant regional benefit associated
with a single project.

23. You must consider all information received within the specified timeframe. We have taken
this information into account in our advice, and it is presented in Table A.

Reasons to decline 
24. You must decline the application for referral under section 21(3) if:

a. you are not satisfied the project meets the criteria in section 22; or
b. you are satisfied that the project involves an ineligible activity; or
c. you consider you do not have adequate information to inform your referral decision.

25. We do not consider you must decline this application for any of these reasons, as outlined
in Table A.

26. You may also decline the application for any other reason under section 21(4). The Act sets
out the following matters you may consider when deciding whether to decline an
application:

a. the project would be inconsistent with any of the following:
i. a Treaty settlement
ii. the Ngā Rohe Moana o Ngā Hapū o Ngāti Porou Act 2019
iii. the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011
iv. a Mana Whakahono ā Rohe
v. a joint management agreement

1 Labour Market Statistics Snapshot - December 2024 
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b. it would be more appropriate to deal with the matters that would be authorised by 
the proposed approvals under another Act or Acts 

c. the project may have significant adverse effects on the environment 
d. the applicant has a poor compliance history under a specified Act that relates to 

any of the proposed approvals 
e. the project area includes land that the Minister for Treaty of Waitangi Negotiations 

considers necessary for Treaty settlement purposes 
f. the project includes an activity that is a prohibited activity under the Resource 

Management Act 1991  
g. a substantive application for the project would have 1 or more competing 

applications 
h. in relation to any proposed approval of the kind described in section 42(4)(a) 

(resource consent), there are 1 or more existing resource consents of the kind 
referred to in section 30(3)(a). 

27. We have considered the matters above and this is discussed in Table A, and we do not 
consider you should decline the project for any of these reasons.  

Reasons to accept 
28. You may accept a referral application if you are satisfied that the whole project meets the 

criteria in section 22 (s 21(1)(c)). 
29. The section 22 criteria you must be satisfied of are: 

a. The project is an infrastructure or development project that would have significant 
regional or national benefits (section 22(1)(a)); and 

b. Referring the project to the fast-track approvals process: 
i. Would facilitate the project, including by enabling it to be processed in a 

more timely and cost-effective way than under normal processes (section 
22(1)(b)(i)); and 

ii. Is unlikely to materially affect the efficient operation of the fast-track 
approvals process (section 22(1)(b)(ii)). 

30. Our assessment of these matters is summarised in Table A. We consider the project meets 
the requirements of section 22, as: 

a. it is an infrastructure or development project because it involves land development 
for the construction of residential units and solar farms 

b. it would have significant regional or national benefits because it would:  
i. increase housing supply by providing approximately 700 new residential 

units (including retirement units) 
ii. include solar generation which could power up to 8000 homes, and  
iii. provide economic benefits including generating 2175 full-time equivalent 

(FTE) jobs during construction 
c. we note that the Minister of Energy did not consider the solar generation associated 

with the project would be a significant regional benefit, but this was considered a 
significant regional benefit by WRC. WRC also considered that the housing supply 
would not constitute a significant regional benefit in the short term due to existing 
supply. The applicant’s assessment disputed this, and we consider the project 
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could address longer-term housing capacity shortfalls without the need to re-zone 
land through a plan change under the RMA. 

d. referring the project to the fast-track approvals process would facilitate the project, 
including by enabling it to be processed in a more timely and cost-effective way 
than under normal processes because: 

i. the timeframes under the FTAA are significantly shorter than under the 
RMA 

ii. the FTAA precludes public and limited notification 
iii. appeals under the FTAA are only to the High Court rather than the 

Environment Court and are limited to points of law 
iv. the project may need to be preceded by a plan change if it were to be 

progressed under the RMA. 
e. it is unlikely to materially affect the efficient operation of the fast-track approvals 

process because the project is not novel in the New Zealand context and is similar 
to the type of applications that expert panel members are experienced in dealing 
with under the RMA.  

Other matters  

31. We have identified issues further to the matters identified above and our analysis of these is 
in Table A.  

32. We note that both MPDC and WRC identified that the project is likely to be inconsistent with 
the National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land 2022 (NPS-HPL) as it involves 
residential development of highly productive land in the rural zone. This is a matter that an 
expert panel would need to consider when assessing a substantive application for the 
project.   

Conclusions
 

33. We consider the project meets the section 22 criteria and you could accept the referral 
application under section 21 of the Act and refer the project to a panel with the specification 
outlined below. 

34. We do not consider there are any reasons you must decline the referral application under 
section 21(3) and do not consider the matters noted above provide sufficient reason for 
declining to refer the project under section 21(4).  

35. If you decide to refer the project you must specify the person or persons who lodged the 
referral application as the person who is, or the persons who are, authorised to lodge a 
substantive application for the project. 

36. We consider that if you decide to refer the project, you should specify under section 
27(3)(b)(ii) of the Act that the following information must be submitted with the substantive 
application:  

a. under section 27(3)(b)(ii) of the Act that a land productivity assessment must be 
submitted with the substantive application 

b. under section 27(3(b)(iii) that an expert panel must invite comments on a 
substantive application from Powerco, NZTA and the Minister for Seniors in 
addition to those specified in section 53  

37. The above requirements are necessary for the following reasons: 
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a. to assist an expert panel in assessing the impact of the project including on highly
productive land.

Next steps

38. MfE must give notice of your decisions on the referral application, and the reasons for them,
to the applicant(s) and anyone invited to comment under section 17 and publish the notice
on the Fast Track website.

39. If you decide to refer the project, MfE must also give notice of your decision to:
a. the panel convener
b. any additional iwi authorities or Treaty settlement entities that you consider have an

interest in the matter other than those invited to comment under section 17
c. the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA)
d. the relevant administering agencies

40. You must also provide all of the information you received that relates to this application to
the EPA and the panel convener, including:

a. the referral application
b. any comments received under section 17
c. the report obtained under section 18

41. We will undertake this action on your behalf.
42. We have attached a notice of decisions letter to the applicant(s) based on our

recommendations (refer Appendix 3). If you agree and sign the letter, we will provide it to all
relevant parties. We can also provide you with an amended letter if required.

43. Our recommendations for your decisions follow.

Recommendations

44. We recommend that you:
a. Note section 21(3) of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA) requires you to

decline the referral application from Matamata Development Limited if you are
satisfied that the project involves an ineligible activity, or you consider that you do not
have adequate information to inform the decision under this section, or if you are not
satisfied that the Ashbourne Project (project) meets the referral criteria in section 22
of the FTAA.

b. Agree that before deciding to make a decision on the application for project referral
under section 21(1) of the FTAA you have considered:

i. the application in Appendix 1
ii. the report obtained under section 18 of the FTAA in Appendix 4
iii. any comments and further information sought under sections 17 and 20 and

provided within the required timeframe (if you have received any comments
or further information after the required timeframe you are not required to
consider them but may do so at your discretion) in Appendices 5 and 6.

Yes/No 
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c. Note you may also have additional obligations arising under section 7 which requires
you to act consistently with Treaty settlements and recognised customary rights. For
this application, officials have not identified any additional obligations and this is
explained further in the section 18 report.

d. Agree you are satisfied the project will meet the referral criteria in section 22 of the
FTAA as:

i. it is a development project that would have significant regional or national
benefits because it would

1. increase housing supply by providing approximately 700 new
residential units (including retirement units)

2. includes solar generation which could power up to 8000 homes,
and

3. provide economic benefits including generating 2175 full-time
equivalent (FTE) jobs

ii. referring the project to the fast-track approvals process would facilitate the
project, including by enabling it to be processed in a more timely and cost-
effective way than under normal processes because:

1. the timeframes under the FTAA are significantly shorter than under
the RMA

2. the FTAA precludes public and limited notification
3. appeals under the FTAA are only to the High Court rather than the

Environment Court and are limited to points of law
4. the project may need to be preceded by plan change if it were to be

progressed under the RMA.
iii. referral is unlikely to materially affect the efficient operation of the fast-track

approvals process because the project is not novel in the New Zealand
context and is similar to the type of applications that expert panel members
are experienced in dealing with under the RMA.

Yes/No 
e. Agree there is no reason the project must be declined under section 21(3) because

i. the project meets the criteria in section 22 as explained at recommendation 
ii. the project does not include an ineligible activity as explained in Table A
iii. the application includes sufficient information to inform your decision

Yes/No 
f. Agree to accept the referral application under section 21(1) and refer all of the

project to an expert panel under section 26(2)
Yes/No 

g. Agree to specify Matamata Development Limited as the person who is authorised to
lodge a substantive application for the project

Yes/No 
h. Agree to specify under section 27(3)(b) of the FTAA:
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i. the following information that the applicant must submit with the 
substantive application: a land productivity assessment 

ii. the following persons or groups from whom an expert panel must invite 
comments in addition to those specified in section 53:  

1. The Minister for Seniors 
2. New Zealand Transport Agency 
3. Powerco Limited 

Yes/No 
i. Note that MfE will provide notice of your decisions (draft attached in Appendix 4) to: 

i. anyone invited to comment on the application including local authorities 
and relevant Māori groups 

ii. the panel convener 
iii. the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) 
iv. the following relevant administering agencies: 

1. Ministry for the Environment 

Signatures 
 

 

 
 
Ilana Miller 
General Manager, Delivery and Operations 
 

 

 

 

 
Hon Chris Bishop 
Minister for Infrastructure 
 
Date: 
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The Minister must decline a referral 
application if: 
 
The application may not be accepted 
under subsection 1 (meets referral 
criteria) 
We do not consider this applies 
based on our above analysis that the 
project meets the criteria in section 
22. 
 
The Minister is satisfied the project 
involves an ineligible activity 
 
As discussed above, we do not 
consider you must decline the project 
because it involves an ineligible 
activity. 
 
The Minister considers that they do 
not have adequate information to 
inform the decision under this section 
We consider you have adequate 
information to inform your decision. 
 
We do not consider that you must 
decline the application under this 
section. 

The Minister may decline a referral application for any other reason, whether or not it meets the criteria in section 22. 
Reasons to decline a referral application under subsection 4 include, without limitation: 
 
The project would be inconsistent with a Treaty settlement, Ngā Rohe Moana o Ngā Hapū o Ngāti Porou Act 2019, Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011, a Mana Whakahono ā Rohe, or a joint 
management agreement 
Nothing in the application or in comments from invited parties indicates the project would be inconsistent with these documents. 
 
It would be more appropriate to deal with the matters that would be authorised by the proposed approvals under another Act or Acts 
Both WRC and MPDC considered the project would be more appropriately considered under the RMA as it would be more appropriate for the project to be preceded by a plan change to rezone the site from rural to 
residential use. This would also enable consideration of the fact the project site is located in a flood plain and needs appropriate consideration of flood hazards. 
 
We agree that the project is not consistent with planning documents, particularly the NPS-HPL, which direct that the residential development of rurally zoned highly productive land is avoided and may be subject to flood 
hazards. However, we consider this is a matter which could be considered by an expert panel with the benefit of a full resource consent application including an assessment of environmental effects, a flood hazard 
assessment and a land productivity assessment. An expert panel could decline the application if it considered adverse effects such as the effects of flooding, or the effects on highly productive land, outweighed the 
significant regional or national benefits of the project and could not be managed by appropriate conditions. 
 
We recommend if you refer the project you direct the applicant to provide a land productivity assessment with their substantive application. 
 
The project may have significant adverse effects on the environment 
Nothing in the application or in matters raised by parties invited to comment has indicated that the project would have significant adverse effects on the environment. We note if the project is referred an expert panel will 
be able to consider the potential adverse effects of the project with the benefit of a full assessment of environmental effects. 
 
The applicant(s) has a poor compliance history under a specified Act that relates to any of the proposed approvals 
The applicant does not appear to have been the subject of any compliance or enforcement action under the RMA. 
 
The project area includes land that the Minister for Treaty of Waitangi Negotiations considers necessary for Treaty settlement purposes 
N/A 
 
The project includes an activity that is a prohibited activity under the Resource Management Act 1991 
The project does not appear to include any prohibited activities under the RMA. 
 
A substantive application for the project would have one or more competing applications. 
No comments from WRC indicate that there would be any competing applications. 
 
MPDC identified two other live resource consent applications over the project titles, but these are either held by the applicant or by parties who have given their written approval to the project going ahead so are not 
considered to be competing applications. 
 
In relation to any proposed approval of the kind described in section 42(4)(a) (resource consents), there are one ore more existing resource consents of the kind referred to in section 30(3)(a 
No comments from WRC or MPDC identified any resource consents of the kind referred to in section 30(3)(a). 
 
Any other matter 
N/A 
 
We do not recommend you decline the application. 

 




