FURTHER SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE

TO: Hamilton City Council

COPY TO: Submitters in Attachment A

SUBMISSION ON: Plan Change 14 to the Hamilton City Operative District Plan -
Flooding

SUBMITTER: HOROTIU FARMS LIMITED AND TE AWA LAKES

UNINCORPORATED JOINT VENTURE

C/: Ben Tyson

Private Bag 3091

Hamilton

Attention: Ben Tyson

Email: ben.tyson@teawalakes.co.nz

Scope of Further Submission

1.

The scope of our further submission is to support / oppose relief sought in original
submissions on Plan Change 14.

Nature of Further Submission

Horotiu Farms Limited and Te Awa Lakes Unincorporated Joint Venture has an
interest that is greater than the general public has because:

A. They own or occupy land that is subject to the Plan Change

B. They own or occupy land that is affected by the relief sought in the Original
Submissions.

Horotiu Farms Limited and Te Awa Lakes Unincorporated Joint Venture could not
gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

Attachment B to this submission comprises a table summarising the parts of the
Original Submissions that Horotiu Farms Limited and Te Awa Lakes Unincorporated
Joint Venture supports or opposes, any reasons for that position.

Horotiu Farms Limited and Te Awa Lakes Unincorporated Joint Venture wish to be
heard in support of their further submission.



BEN TYSON
Date: 16 April 2025

Address for Service:

Private Bag 3091

Hamilton

Attention: Ben Tyson

Email: ben.tyson@teawalakes.co.nz



Attachment A — Names and Addresses of Submitters

Sub | Submitter Name Contact Name | Address for Service

No.

33 Fonterra Limited Madi Lawry Madi.Lawry@mitchelldaysh.co.nz

47 Hamilton City Council Dr Mark Davey Mark.Davey@hcc.govt.nz

48 Waikato Regional Council Leah Newman Leah.Newman@waikatoregion.govt.nz
54 Property Council New Katherine Wilson | Katherine@propertynz.co.nz

Zealand
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Attachment B - FURTHER SUBMISSIONS AND DECISIONS SOUGHT BY HOROTIU FARMS LIMITED AND TE AWA
LAKEUNINCORPORATED JOINT VENT

Sub | Submitter Name and | Provision Support Additional Reasons for Support / Opposition Decision Sought
No. | Address for Service Oppose
33 Fonterra limited c/- P.O. | Policy 22.2. 1a | Support The policy should be broadened to include the | That the submission be
Box 459, Waikato mail words “where practicable”. accepted.
Centre Hamilton 3240
Policy 22.2.1.c | Oppose The amendment is not necessary as the policy | That the submission be
already deals with diversion. rejected.
Policy 22.2.1. d | Support The amendment is appropriate as it allows for | That the submission be
mitigation. accepted.
thci)ssurk())r\]/qilssizlr??rgr?wlnFtoonr:erra Policie 3 Support “Tolerable” is undefined. The amendment to “as | That the submission be
P 22.2.1m low as reasonably practicable” is appropriate. accepted.
o olicy 22.2.1H_/| Support The removal of “tolerable” is appropriate and the | That the submission be
Two further submissionsion addition of “as low as reasonably practicable” is | accepted.
same submission point? appropriate.
Policy 22.2.1.1 | Support The addition of mitigation to the policy is | That the submission be
appropriate. accepted.
Rules 22.5.2 Support The amendments are appropriate as there will be | That the submission be
sites which have their own stormwater solutions | accepted.
including through existing discharge consents
which do not rely upon HCC infrastructure.
Appendix oppose It is appropriate for District Plans to refer to non- | That the submission be
01.03 RMA methods. rejected.
3.3 Reasons | Support It is appropriate for flood maps and changes to | That the submission be
and  General maps to go through a first scheduled plan change | accepted.
(maps) process under the RMA.



No submission point on 
this provision from Fonterra

Two further submissions on the 
same submission point?


Sub | Submitter Name and | Provision Support /| Additional Reasons for Support / Opposition Decision Sought
No. | Address for Service Oppose
54 Property Council New | 4.and 5 Use of | Support It is inappropriate to utilise non statutory maps | That the submission be
Zealand P.O. Box 103.3 | non statutory particularly where there are significant | accepted.
Auckland 140 maps and inaccuracies, without an alternative option being
accuracy of provided for allowing applicants to provide their
flood mapping own assessment. This has been accepted with
Uncl hichlsubmissi int this refers t respect to both the Waikato and Tauranga city
nciear whichjsubmission pont this refers to plans through recent plan change processes
47 Hamilton City Council 2241 Support The Waikato riverbank and gully hazard areas | That the submission be
should be excluded accepted.
2251 and | Oppose Compensatory earthworks are not defined. A | That the submission be
225.2 defined level of minor earthworks should be | rejected.
permitted.
23.3 Support in | The activity status should be amended to exclude | That the submission be
part depression areas accepted in part.
23.3vi and ix Support The activity status should be amended to a | That the submission be
controlled activity. accepted.
HCC has multiple sub 25.13.4.2A Oppose The mandatory pretreatment of stormwater prior | That the submission be
points on this, but | think to disposal via soakage will lead to unnecessary | rejected.
I've identified the correct costs and process. It is also unrelated to the plan
one. change and is a matter managed under regional
rules.
48 Waikato Regional | Definition  of | Oppose Not all depression areas will provide a specific | That the submission be
Council depression function in the management of stormwater | rejected.
area (particularly small areas). A definition is
unnecessary, and the practical function of
depression areas should be considered on a
case-by-case basis.
Objective Oppose The inclusion of risk-based terminology is not an | That the submission be
22.2.1 objective but rather a method rejected.



Unclear which submission point this refers to

HCC has multiple sub points on this, but I think I've identified the correct one.


Sub | Submitter Name and | Provision Support Additional Reasons for Support / Opposition Decision Sought
No. | Address for Service Oppose
Policy 22.2.1.c | Oppose Run off speed is not something which is defined. | That the submission be
It is unclear whether the submission refers to | rejected.
velocity of Stormwater.
Policy Oppose Defining a refuge is not necessary as a provision | That the submission be
22.2.1ed(ii) in a District Plan. rejected.
Rule 22.4.1 Oppose There will be cases where 40% impervious | That the submission be

surfaces and greater) are entirely appropriate
such as for higher density housing and
commercial development.

rejected.






