To: SOUTH WAIKATO DISTRICT COUNCIL Private Bag 7 TOKOROA FURTHER
SUBMISSION FORM — REQUEST FROM J & T QUIGLEY LIMITED FOR A DISTRICT PLAN
CHANGE (PC 5)- RMA Form 6

Name of person making further submission
Hope Woodward

9 Manuka Terrace

Mangakino

3421

hopewoodward11.11@gmail.com
021576020

Proposed Plan Change 5: The change requested would alter the zoning of 31.68 ha of land at
1861 Ongaroto Rd (SH30) Whakamaru from General rural zone to Rural lifestyle zone. Seven
amendments are requested, bespoke to this land, to the District Plan’s subdivision rules, the
Rural lifestyle zone rules, and the plan’s Assessment Criteria for Discretionary Activities. In
response to notification of Plan Change 5, Council received 93 submissions.

A summary of submissions and the full text of submission is provided on Councils website:
https://www.southwaikato.govt.nz/our-council/consultation/district-plan-change-public-notificatio
n-j-t-quigleylimited

The following persons may make a further submission Plan Change 5:

(a) any person representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; or

(b) any person that has an interest in the proposed plan change greater than the interest that
the general public has.

A further submission is limited to a matter in support of, or in opposition to the original
submission.

This is a further submission in support of/opposition to a submission on the request from J & T
Quigley Ltd for a Change to the South Waikato District Plan (PC 5) (the proposal):

| Oppose the submission of: NZTA #1.04

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
| oppose the part of the submission relating to stormwater effects being sufficiently addressed
in the Updated AEE without a clear, enforceable management plan.

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

e The discharge location (roadside swales or Lake Whakamaru) is unclear.

e No details on flooding mitigation despite recent heavy rainfall causing local flooding.



e Risk that 66 individual property owners will not maintain stormwater systems, leading to
long-term failure.

e Construction debris and waste could enter the stormwater network over a decade-long
build period.

Relevant Provisions of the Proposal:

e SWDC Water Policy 4.2.3 — Avoid contaminant discharge to water bodies.
e Te Ture Whaimana Obijective 3 & Policy 6 — Prevent contamination of the river system.

e Treaty obligations to actively protect taonga, including waterways and ecosystems.

| seek that the whole or part of the submission be disallowed by the Council:

Disallow unless a peer-reviewed stormwater management plan is provided, with clear treatment
methods, flood mitigation, cultural monitoring, and long-term maintenance assigned to a
responsible body.

| Oppose the submission of: NZTA #1.03

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
| oppose the part of the submission relating to reverse sensitivity and noise effects being
sufficiently addressed in the Updated AEE without a detailed mitigation plan.

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

e No evidence has been provided of a noise mitigation plan for either SH1 traffic noise or
noise generated by the subdivision.

e Reverse sensitivity could limit state highway operations in the future.
e Noise from the development (boats, outdoor activities, construction) will travel across

Lake Whakamaru, impacting wildlife and neighbouring communities.

Relevant Provisions of the Proposal:

e SWDC Noise Policy 4.1.7 — Avoid creating new sensitive activities in high-noise areas
without mitigation.

e Te Ture Whaimana Objective 1 — Protect tranquillity and mauri of the lake and
surrounding environment.



| seek that the whole of the submission be disallowed by the Council:
Disallow unless a comprehensive, enforceable noise mitigation plan is provided and
peer-reviewed, including cultural assessment to protect wildlife and community amenity.

| Oppose the submission of: NZTA #1.02

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:

| oppose the part of the submission seeking to rely on the Updated ITA to determine traffic
effects without further investigation or mitigation measures, in relation to SWDC transport
provisions and NZTA standards.

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

The updated ITA is insufficient to assess real-world traffic impacts on the Whakamaru
Bridge area, which is already congested during maintenance periods and impacted by
nearby attractions (river trail entrance, scenic lookout).

The area is used by heavy vehicles including logging trucks, which will conflict with an
estimated 10+ years of construction traffic.

The bridge is a high-crash area, and signage for this is still pending.

Additional rubbish and debris from construction activity is likely to impact road safety and
the environment.

More cars, boats, and construction vehicles will increase the risk to all road users without
speed limit and traffic management interventions.

Relevant Provisions of the Proposal:

SWDC Transport Policy 4.1.2 — Safe and efficient access must be ensured without
degrading existing road safety.

Te Ture Whaimana Objective 1 — Prevent foreseeable risks that could harm the river or
surroundings.

| seek that the whole submission be disallowed by the Council:

Disallow the submission in its current form. Require a new, comprehensive traffic impact
assessment including intersection safety audits, cumulative effects, proposed speed limit
reductions, and traffic management during construction and maintenance periods.

| Oppose the submission of: Alex van de Watering #5.01



The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
| oppose the part of the submission which states that the proposed development will increase
local business activity and benefit the local economy.

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

e The submitter resides in Hamilton and does not live in, or have an ongoing direct
connection with, the Whakamaru/Mangakino community. Occasional visits or holiday
stays do not provide sufficient insight into the long-term social, economic, and
environmental impacts of the proposal.

e The submitter’s position as a director of a building company may represent a potential
conflict of interest or bias towards development.

e No evidence has been provided that the submitter has consulted with local business
owners to determine actual projected benefits.

e Given the close proximity of larger commercial centres such as Tokoroa and Rotorua, it
is likely that many new residents will spend outside of the immediate
Whakamaru/Mangakino area. Minimal incidental spending (e.g., occasional takeaway
purchases) does not constitute meaningful economic benefit to the local community.

e The proposal does not address South Waikato District Council policy objectives or Te
Ture Whaimana principles regarding sustainable economic development that also
protects environmental and cultural values.

e Increased construction traffic, congestion at Whakamaru Bridge (including during
maintenance), and pressure on scenic and recreational areas could reduce the area’s
appeal for existing visitors and tourists. This risks displacing current economic activity
rather than enhancing it.

e The long-term construction period (estimated up to 10 years) and the likelihood of
rubbish and environmental disturbance from building activity could negatively impact the
natural environment, which is one of the key drivers for current local tourism and
recreation-based spending.

| Seek That the part of the Submission be Disallowed by the Council:

That the part of the submission claiming the development will significantly benefit local
businesses and the economy be disallowed due to insufficient evidence, potential bias, and lack
of demonstrated alignment with local economic realities, relevant council policies, and



environmental protections.

| seek that the whole submission be disallowed by the Council:

Disallow the submission in its current form. Require a new, comprehensive traffic impact
assessment including intersection safety audits, cumulative effects, proposed speed limit
reductions, and traffic management during construction and maintenance periods.

| Oppose Submitter: 9.01 & 9.02 — Joshua Prouse

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
| oppose the parts of the submission which claim that the proposed development:

1.

2.

Promotes “lower-impact building controls” that reduce environmental and visual impacts.

Provides “affordable access to the lake” and “supports the community.”

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

The submitter appears to be a real estate agent, creating a potential conflict of interest.
Such a role could result in personal financial gain from increased property listings and
sales in the proposed development.

The submitter does not live in Whakamaru or Mangakino and has no demonstrated
long-term, direct connection with the community. Occasional visits do not provide
sufficient insight into the environmental, cultural, and social impacts this development will
have on the local area.

The claim of “affordable access to the lake” is misleading. The area already has
affordable and accessible public recreation options, including a campground, river trail,
scenic lookout, and short-term rentals such as local Airbnbs and a Lodge.

The quiet, low-density character of the area is a primary reason residents choose to live
here. The community does not want large-scale developments that will overcrowd public
spaces, increase traffic congestion, or diminish the peaceful environment.

“Lower-impact” building measures such as reflectivity controls, low height limits, and
permeable fencing are minimal design features that do not address the broader
environmental impacts, including:

o Increased traffic congestion, particularly around the Whakamaru Bridge and
scenic lookout entrances.



o Noise impacts from both construction and the permanent influx of residents,
including potential sound carrying over the lake and disturbing wildlife and
neighbouring communities.

o Stormwater run-off risks, which threaten local waterways, especially if 66
separate households are responsible for managing their own systems without
robust, enforceable maintenance requirements.

e The submission does not consider the South Waikato District Plan policies or Te Ture
Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato, both of which require that development protect the
health and wellbeing of the Waikato River, uphold kaitiakitanga, and safeguard the local
environment for present and future generations..

| Seek That the Part of the Submission be Disallowed by the Council:
That the parts of the submission claiming “lower-impact building” and “affordable access to the
lake” be disallowed, on the basis that:

e They do not accurately reflect the reality of existing public access and amenities.
e They fail to address significant environmental, cultural, and infrastructure impacts.

e They present a potential conflict of interest and lack sufficient evidence to substantiate
claimed community benefits.

| Oppose Submitter: Vicki Greene (10.01 & 10.02)

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:

e 10.01 — Claim that the development is “well-planned” from an infrastructure standpoint,
with stormwater and wastewater systems, slope stability controls, and road safety
improvements meeting all necessary standards, and accounting for probable maximum
flood level.

e 10.02 — Claim that the proposal will “help the local community grow and prosper.”

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

1. Flood Risk — Outdated or Incomplete Assessment

o The “probable maximum flood level’ cited is based on historic Mercury Energy
modelling, not recent climate data.



o The Waikato River catchment has seen heavier rainfall and more frequent
extreme weather in recent years, causing flooding across the district.

o No updated hydrological modelling has been provided to assess resilience under
current or projected climate conditions, breaching SWDC Natural Hazards
Policy NH-P2 (requirement to avoid increasing hazard risk) and Te Ture
Whaimana'’s objectives to protect the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River.

2. Stormwater Management — Long-Term Risks
o With 66 homes, the cumulative risk of poorly maintained stormwater
infrastructure is high, increasing potential for sediment, contaminants, and

rubbish to enter Lake Whakamaru, contrary to SWDC Infrastructure Policy
INF-P3 and Te Ture Whaimana Objective 1 (restoring and protecting water

quality).
3. Traffic Safety — Increased Hazards
o SWDC'’s Transport Policy TRAN-P1 requires that developments provide safe,
efficient movement of people and goods without creating adverse safety effects
— current traffic assessments are insufficient to demonstrate this.

4. Rubbish & Environmental Impact During Construction

o Large-scale construction projects often result in unmanaged waste on-site,
risking further pollution of the surrounding environment.

o This would directly conflict with SWDC Amenity Policy AMEN-P1 and Te Ture
Whaimana Obijective 2, which emphasises preventing further degradation of the
Waikato River environment.

5. Economic Benefit Claims Not Substantiated

o The submitter is from Taupd, with no evidence they have conducted consultation
with local businesses in Whakamaru or Mangakino.

| Seek That the Part of the Submission be Disallowed by the Council:

e Disallow the parts of submission 10.01 & 10.02 supporting the proposal.
e Require updated independent assessments for:

o Flood risk and slope stability (post-2023 weather data)



o Traffic safety impacts (including construction period)
o Long-term stormwater maintenance plans

Require enforceable waste management conditions during construction.

| oppose Submitter: Tim Conder (12.01)

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
| oppose:

12.01 — Statements that the proposed upgraded access road to the lake will make
camping easier and safer, and that the subdivision “clearly” enhances the experience
without crowding the landscape.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

The upgraded access road appears to be designed primarily to service the subdivision
rather than the existing camping and recreational community. Where is the evidence that
public camping access will be prioritised, maintained, or improved long-term?
“Easier and safer” is subjective without a detailed traffic safety and capacity assessment.
Increased vehicle numbers from 66 new homes, construction traffic over a projected
10-year build, and existing congestion at the Whakamaru Bridge (a high-crash zone with
multiple nearby entrances) may actually reduce safety.
No updated independent traffic report has been provided that accounts for:

o Increased heavy vehicle use during construction

o Interaction with river trail and scenic lookout entrances

o Seasonal influx of boats and campers

o Risk during bridge maintenance closures or diversions
The submitter is from Horotiu and does not live with the day-to-day impacts of this
access route. Has there been meaningful engagement with local Whakamaru and

Mangakino residents who rely on this road year-round?

“Clearly” does not meet the standard of evidence required under SWDC policy or Te
Ture Whaimana, which require robust, measurable analysis of effects on the



environment and community.

e Without proper management, improved road access could lead to overuse,
environmental degradation, and reduced amenity for both locals and visitors — the
opposite of what is claimed.

| Seek That the Whole Submission Be Disallowed by the Council:

e Disallow unless updated and transparent traffic and safety assessments are provided,
and unless there is a binding commitment to preserve and protect public recreational
access without compromising environmental or cultural values.

Submitter: 13.02 Christopher Allen
The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Oppose Are:

e Support for proposed ecological planting and sustainability claims as evidence the
subdivision will protect the environment and model future rural residential growth.

e Claims that the development will bring more infrastructure and resources into the area,
positively impacting the community.

The Reasons for My/Our Opposition Are:

e The submitter is from Hamilton and appears to have a personal interest in acquiring
property for a holiday home rather than a direct, ongoing stake in the well-being of the
existing community. This creates potential bias and limits credibility in understanding the
true local impacts.

e The submission makes broad claims about “sustainability” and “ecological planting”
without providing evidence of how these will be maintained long-term. How will the
ecological planting be monitored and protected once sections are sold? Will there be
legally enforceable covenants or community management plans, or will upkeep fall on
individual owners who may not prioritise environmental protection?

e SWNDC policies and Te Ture Whai Mana require meaningful protection of the whenua
and wai. A plan cannot be considered sustainable simply because planting is
included—it must show detailed mitigation for increased runoff, stormwater
management, and biodiversity protection.

e The claim that the subdivision will bring “more infrastructure and resources” is unclear
and unsupported. How will these be delivered? Who will fund them? How will they be



maintained, and what are the impacts on existing ratepayers?

e Holiday homes do not typically contribute to the local economy or community cohesion
year-round. Many remain empty for large portions of the year, which can reduce
community resilience and create infrastructure demand without corresponding social
benefit.

| Seek That:

e The submission be disallowed in full unless the developer can provide detailed,
enforceable environmental management plans, long-term maintenance funding
strategies, and clear evidence of year-round community benefit that aligns with SWDC
policy and Treaty obligations

| Oppose Submission 23.01 — Marlene Johnson

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
Support for “Social impact” based solely on the statement “This can only be of benefit to our
community” with no evidence, detail, or consultation.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

e The statement provides no factual basis, data, or examples of how the proposal will
benefit the community.

e No evidence that the submitter consulted with the wider community before making this
claim — therefore the statement cannot be taken as representative of community views.

e “Benefit” is subjective — what benefits one group can negatively impact another, and
there is no acknowledgement of possible adverse social impacts such as increased
congestion, pressure on infrastructure, or changes to community character.

e The submission does not address how the proposal will uphold environmental
protections, meet Treaty obligations, or ensure equitable access for existing residents.

e Local support must be grounded in genuine, demonstrable community benefit, confirmed
by consultation — not just opinion.

| Seek That:
This part of the submission be disallowed unless clear, evidence-based details are provided



demonstrating measurable social benefits, supported by documented community consultation,
and these benefits can be guaranteed through enforceable conditions that align with SWDC
policy and Te Ture Whai Mana o Te Wai.

| Oppose Submission 24.02 — Stephen McEwen

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:

Support for “Public access” based on claims the proposal enhances access to the lake,
promotes sustainable growth, and safeguards cultural and environmental integrity — without
providing evidence of how these outcomes will be achieved.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

The submitter is based in Australia and does not appear to be mana whenua, a resident,
or an active user of Lake Whakamaru — making it unclear how they can accurately
assess the local context, current access, or cultural/environmental needs.

No evidence or specific examples are given of how public access will be enhanced
beyond what is already available — the area currently has extensive public access
through existing reserves, the campground, and the boat ramp.

“Sustainable growth” and “ecological protection” are broad claims with no details on
mechanisms, enforceable measures, or alignment with South Waikato District Council
policies and Te Ture Whai Mana o Te Wai.

No acknowledgment of potential negative impacts on public access during construction
(estimated 10 years), such as road congestion, reduced parking, safety issues at the
river trail entrance, or increased pressure on existing amenities.

Statements on safeguarding biodiversity and cultural values are not supported by
cultural impact assessments, updated environmental reports, or mana whenua
consultation evidence.

| Seek That:
This part of the submission be disallowed unless the submitter can provide clear, site-specific
evidence that:

1.

Public access will be measurably improved for existing residents, not diminished during
construction.

Measures for cultural and environmental safeguarding are detailed, enforceable, and
supported by mana whenua.



3. The proposal demonstrably aligns with SWDC policies and Treaty obligations, including
Te Ture Whai Mana o Te Wai.

| Oppose Submission 32.01 — Brendan Vink

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
| oppose the submitter’s assertion that the development “avoids highly productive land” and
“mitigates environmental effects” under the Amenity category.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

1. Highly productive land claim is inaccurate — The site is currently forestry land, which
is considered a productive land use in itself, contributing to the local economy and
carbon sequestration. Removal of forestry and permanent conversion to housing
represents a loss of this productive capacity, conflicting with South Waikato District
policies on retaining productive rural land.

2. Environmental mitigation is not evidenced — The submitter provides no specific
details as to how environmental effects are mitigated. Based on the information provided
in the plan change and my review of relevant SWDC policies and Te Ture Whaimana
(Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River), there is insufficient evidence that effects on
water, soil, biodiversity, and cultural values will be effectively managed.

3. Conflict of interest — The submitter is a property consultant from Te Awamutu. There is
a reasonable possibility of professional or commercial benefit if the development
proceeds, which should be considered in weighting their submission.

4. Local impact is not addressed — The submitter is not a resident of the affected area
and does not demonstrate direct engagement with the local community or mana whenua
to understand potential amenity loss, traffic pressures, or environmental degradation.

| Seek That:

This part of the submission be disallowed on the grounds that it is unsupported by evidence,
does not align with SWDC policy objectives for protecting productive land and upholding Te Ture
Whaimana, and does not address how the claimed benefits will be achieved in practice.

| Oppose Submission 32.02 & 33.03 — Mark Atkinson

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
| oppose the claims that the development will protect water quality through stormwater planning
and planting, and that it supports responsible recreation.



The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

The submitter is from Hamilton and does not live locally, meaning they will not
experience the long-term impacts of increased housing and construction on the area.

No detailed evidence is provided on how water quality will be protected or how the
planting will be maintained long-term, especially across 66 separate households.

Planting is often treated as a “tick-the-box” exercise in developments, with little follow-up
to ensure it thrives or is maintained to a standard that achieves the claimed
environmental benefits.

Camping and owning a home are very different activities. A large-scale housing
development, especially with construction expected over many years, would significantly
change the reserve’s natural character and quiet environment — the very qualities
campers value.

It is unrealistic to suggest that camping beside an active construction site and dense
housing will be attractive for recreation.

The long-term visual, noise, and environmental impacts directly contradict the idea of
“responsible recreation” and could instead deter visitors.

| Seek That:

These parts of the submission be disallowed due to lack of supporting evidence, unrealistic
assumptions about recreation impacts, reliance on generic planting measures as environmental
mitigation, and failure to demonstrate alignment with SWDC policy, Te Ture Whaimana, and
genuine local community benefit.

| Oppose Submission 34.01 — Marie George

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Oppose Are:
| oppose the claim that the proposal will benefit the local economy through jobs for locals and
increased money into the area.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

The submission provides no evidence or data showing how many jobs would be created,
how long they would last, or whether they would actually go to local residents rather than
out-of-town contractors.

Developers — particularly in higher-end projects — commonly bring in their own
preferred contractors from outside the district, leaving locals with only short-term or
low-paying jobs (e.g., clean-up, basic labour), while the higher-value trade work and



profits leave the area.

Ongoing work for trades is likely to be limited in duration and scope — once construction
is complete, the employment opportunities will significantly reduce or cease.

Any economic gain for the local area is speculative and not backed by a detailed
economic assessment.

Without clear conditions or requirements in the plan change ensuring local employment
and procurement, these benefits cannot be guaranteed and therefore cannot be relied
upon as justification for the development.

The submission does not address how this aligns with South Waikato District Council
policy, Te Ture Whaimana, or how potential environmental and social costs will outweigh
speculative short-term economic gain.

| Seek That:
This part of the submission be disallowed due to lack of evidence, no clear plan to ensure
local benefit, and failure to demonstrate compliance with relevant policies and treaty obligations.

| Oppose Submission 49.01, 49.02, 49.03 — Ben Turner

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
| oppose the claims that:

The proposal will “get more people in the area and prevent rural NZ from dying.”
Residential activity will have less nitrate leaching compared to pine forests.

Opposition arguments about other unsold developments are “flawed.”

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

The submitter is from Hamilton and provides no evidence of direct connection to or
understanding of the specific needs, aspirations, and character of the Whakamaru
community.

The assertion that the development will “prevent rural NZ from dying” is unsupported.
Many rural communities thrive without large-scale subdivisions, relying instead on
sustainable local economic drivers and appropriate-scale development that aligns with



local plans and community values.

e Increasing population does not automatically equal community “building” — poorly
integrated developments can erode rural character, strain infrastructure, and harm
environmental values, ultimately undermining the very lifestyle people move here for.

e The claim about nitrate leaching oversimplifies complex environmental impacts. While
pine forests may contribute to nitrogen levels, large-scale housing brings significant
additional effects — including stormwater run-off (carrying hydrocarbons, heavy metals,
and other contaminants), increased wastewater discharge, and altered hydrology —
none of which have been adequately addressed in the plan change.

e Any nitrogen benefits from replacing pine forestry with housing must be weighed against
the cumulative effects on the lake and river ecosystem, including loss of tree canopy,
increased impervious surfaces, and reduced biodiversity. These issues are not
addressed in the submission.

e The dismissal of community concerns about other unsold developments ignores the
context: unsold sections elsewhere are evidence that speculative development can fail
to deliver promised community or economic benefits. It is valid to question whether this
proposal will result in empty, unsold sections, especially given the remoteness of the site
and competition from nearby towns.

e No evidence has been provided that this development will meet South Waikato District
Council policy requirements, uphold Te Ture Whaimana, or deliver tangible, long-term
benefits to the existing community.

| Seek That:

These parts of the submission be disallowed due to lack of evidence, failure to address
the full environmental impacts, dismissal of legitimate community concerns, and no clear
demonstration of alignment with SWDC policies or treaty obligations.

| Oppose Submission 48.01 — Scott Brownhil

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
The submitter’s support for the development based on personal intention to purchase and build
on a lot, and claims about design controls being favourable for development.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:



The submitter states directly that they wish to purchase a lot — this is a clear personal
interest, not an impartial assessment of community benefit.

Support for the development appears driven by individual gain rather than evidence of
wider positive economic or social outcomes for the existing Whakamaru community.

Design controls such as solar readiness, low reflectivity, height caps, and planting
requirements may look good on paper but do not guarantee compliance or long-term
maintenance once properties are privately owned.

No evidence has been provided to show how this purchase or build would contribute to
South Waikato District Council policy outcomes, uphold Te Ture Whaimana, or deliver
measurable benefits for current residents.

| Seek That:
This part of the submission be disallowed due to the submitter’s clear personal stake in the
development and lack of demonstrated wider community or environmental benefit.

| Oppose Submission 52.01 — Abbie Barnes

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:
The claim that the development will “improve” the Waikato River Trail alignment and community
access.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

The submitter is from Hamilton and, while they state they use the trail regularly, they are
not part of the local community directly affected by disruption, environmental changes,
and long-term impacts this development will bring.

The proposal involves relocating the trail to accommodate the development — this will
cause significant disruption during construction and may permanently change the trail’s
character, environment, and natural feel.

Relocating or upgrading the trail will disturb existing wildlife habitats and disrupt native
species that rely on the current trail corridor.

Construction activities and increased human use risk introducing more pollution, noise,
and litter to the surrounding whenua and wai.

The Waikato River Trail is already a valued public asset, and its ongoing access and
alignment should not depend on a private housing development for funding or
maintenance.



e No clear, enforceable guarantee has been provided that trail “improvements” will be
delivered to a standard that meets South Waikato District Council policy, Te Ture
Whaimana objectives, or the needs of current users.

e Construction over an estimated 10-year build period will likely cause noise, dust, and
safety issues near the trail, negatively impacting the user experience.

e Any benefits claimed are speculative and fail to account for the increased traffic, noise,
environmental pressure, and ecological disturbance the development will bring to the
trail and surrounding area.

| Seek That:

This part of the submission be disallowed due to the speculative nature of the benéefits,
potential disruption to habitats and ecosystems, increased pollution risk, and lack of binding
guarantees for long-term community access and maintenance.

| Partially Support Submission 53.01 — Red Stag Forests

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:

The acceptance of this proposal in part, contingent only on the inclusion of a reverse sensitivity
covenant for forestry, without addressing the broader reverse sensitivity and environmental risks
of the development.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

e While Red Stag Forests correctly identify the risk of reverse sensitivity to forestry
operations, this is only one of multiple reverse sensitivity concerns relevant to this
development.

e The proposal does not address reverse sensitivity to other existing activities in the
area — including farming, boating, recreational use, and community events — which
could equally be subject to complaints from new residents unfamiliar with rural living.

e A covenant on the Record of Title may be legally binding, but enforcement is often
difficult, costly, and dependent on the will of the affected parties to pursue legal
remedies. This does not guarantee protection of forestry operations or other established
rural activities.

e The covenant approach relies on future property owners reading, understanding,
and accepting the clause — which many may not — leading to inevitable conflict with
existing lawful activities.



If forestry operations expand, intensify, or change practices over time, there is no clear
provision that future changes will be equally protected from objection by new residents.

The proposed development brings residential housing into close proximity with
operational commercial forestry — a situation known to generate dust, noise, heavy
vehicle traffic, and visual impacts. Even with a covenant, public perception and
pressure on council could still undermine forestry operations.

The submission fails to address how South Waikato District Council policies and Te Ture
Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato obligations will be upheld given the potential for
environmental effects from forestry and the new development to interact (e.g., combined
dust runoff, sedimentation risk to the awa).

| SEEK THAT: This part of the submission be disallowed in its current form unless a
comprehensive reverse sensitivity strategy is implemented that protects all existing lawful
activities in the area, not only forestry — with robust monitoring and enforcement mechanisms
clearly outlined before any development proceeds.

| Oppose Submission 56.01 — Adam and Astra Patmore

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:

The claim that the proposal keeps housing “mostly out of sight” of the reserve, that the
developer’s past actions guarantee community benefit, and that the development will enhance
privacy for campers.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

Visibility Concerns: While the submission suggests housing will be “mostly out of sight”
from the main reserve, this does not reflect the reality for all surrounding areas.
Residents of Waipamu Station and other vantage points will clearly see the
development, undermining the current rural outlook.

Misplaced Assumption: The submitter’s positive view is based largely on their personal
impression of the developer’s past projects. This is not evidence that this proposal will
have the same outcome — especially given the scale, location, and environmental
sensitivities of this site.

Proximity Bias: The developer’s “good care” of the reserve and property to date is likely
tied to their own financial interest and the goal of gaining subdivision approval. This does
not guarantee ongoing stewardship once the lots are sold.



Conflict of Interest: The developer is known to have had issues in other developments
(e.g., Tamahere), raising legitimate questions about whether “best interest of everyone”
outcomes are always achieved in practice.

Amenity Impact: The claim that the added vegetation will “enhance privacy for
campers” ignores the reality that construction noise, vehicle movements, and ongoing
residential activity will still disturb the reserve experience. Privacy planting cannot mask
construction noise over an estimated 10-year build period.

Policy and Treaty Alignment: The submission does not explain how these claimed
benefits align with South Waikato District Council policies or Te Ture Whaimana o Te
Awa o Waikato obligations — particularly regarding preserving natural character,
reducing cumulative effects, and protecting community values.

| Seek That:

This submission be disallowed on the grounds that its claims are subjective, unsubstantiated,
and do not adequately address the full range of visual, amenity, and cultural impacts of the
proposal.

| Oppose Submission 58.03 — Delwyn Brown

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Oppose Are:

The claim that the project will “promote and gift a new public campground” and that the design
features (reflectivity controls, low height limits, and visually permeable fencing) are inherently
beneficial without identifying specific community or environmental outcomes.

The Reasons for My Opposition Are:

Campground Already Exists: WWhakamaru already has a public campground that
serves the community and visitors well. The submission does not explain why another is
needed or how it would offer genuine improvements over the existing facility.

Lack of Evidence on Campground Gift: The statement about “gifting” a new public
campground is not supported with any binding agreement, timeframe, or maintenance
plan. Without formal legal mechanisms in place, such promises risk being promotional
talking points rather than enforceable commitments.

Ongoing Costs and Management: Even if a campground were provided, there is no
clarity on who will manage it, fund its upkeep, or ensure it aligns with South Waikato
District Council policies, reserve management plans, and Te Ture Whaimana obligations.
Without these, the campground could become a financial burden on ratepayers or
degrade in quality over time.



Design Feature Limitations: While reflectivity controls, height limits, and permeable
fencing can reduce some visual effects, they do not address key issues like construction
noise, traffic impacts, ecological disruption, and the loss of the current natural reserve
setting.

Recreation Disruption: The proposal fails to consider how a large-scale residential
development adjacent to the reserve — over an estimated 10-year construction period
— will disrupt existing recreational use through noise, dust, and loss of rural amenity.

Policy and Treaty Gaps: No explanation is given for how this “gift” or the proposed
design measures will uphold SWDC'’s rural subdivision policy, protect the natural
character of the area, or meet Treaty partnership principles regarding community spaces
and wai/water.

| Seek That:

This submission be disallowed due to its reliance on unsubstantiated claims, lack of formal
guarantees for public benefit, unnecessary duplication of existing facilities, and omission of the
wider recreational and cultural impacts of the proposal.

| Oppose Submission number: 59.01 — Hayley McGuiness

Particular parts of the submission | Oppose are:
Support for the proposal on the basis of a 50m buffer from bats, a bat management plan, and
claimed economic uplift of $28.1 million with 197 full-time equivalent jobs.

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

The ecological survey for the long-tailed bat — a species with the same nationally critical
status as the kakapo — was conducted over only 15 days, despite their 21-day cycle
and seasonal variations. This is insufficient to determine the true extent of activity or
roosting, particularly as monitoring did detect bats at all three sites. A robust survey
would require a full year’s monitoring, covering all seasons, flight corridors, mating
season, and birthing periods.

Current pine forest on the site was approximately 0.5m tall at the time of the survey; it is
now over 3m tall, likely providing increased roost habitat that was not reflected in the
findings.

There is no detail on how the 50m buffer and bat management plan will be enforced
long-term, or how construction noise, lighting (street, vehicle, housing), and habitat
disruption will be mitigated during and after the 10-year build period.

The claimed economic benefit of 197 jobs is not supported with evidence of how many
will be available to local residents, how long they will last, or whether they will be



sustainable once the development is complete.

e The proposal does not clearly demonstrate how it upholds SWDC environmental
policies, mana whenua kaitiaki responsibilities, or the objectives of Te Ture Whaimana o
Te Awa o Waikato, which include protecting the health and wellbeing of the river and its
ecosystems.

| seek that the whole of the submission be disallowed by the Council because the
ecological protection measures are based on insufficient and outdated data, the economic
claims are unsubstantiated and may not benefit the local community, and the development risks
breaching environmental, cultural, and policy obligations intended to safeguard both
endangered species and the health of the Waikato River.

| Oppose Submission number: 66.01 — lan King

Particular parts of the submission | Oppose are:

Support for the proposal based on formal vesting of land for public access, creation of a
recreation reserve and trail access, and claims that this will strengthen public connection with
the lake and keep it protected.

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

e The “public access” described is tied to a private development and is therefore
dependent on the developer’s design, timelines, and ongoing control, rather than being a
guaranteed and independent public right. This does not align with SWDC policy
objectives which require that public access be secured and managed in ways that
prioritise community needs, not private development outcomes.

e The proposal involves relocation or alteration of the Waikato River Trail in parts, which
would be disruptive to existing recreational use, disturb wildlife habitats, and potentially
increase sedimentation and pollution during construction.

e There is no evidence that the proposed recreation reserve and trail access will be
maintained in perpetuity to the same or higher environmental standards than at present.

e Te Ture Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato requires that the health and wellbeing of the
river be the first priority. Increased traffic, construction, and human activity in sensitive
riparian areas risks degrading water quality, impacting native flora and fauna, and
reducing cultural and ecological values.

e The claim that this will “strengthen public connection” is subjective and unsubstantiated
— public connection already exists via the current trail, reserve, and lake access without
this large-scale housing development.



| seek that the whole of the submission be disallowed by the Council because public
access and recreation are already provided without this development, and the proposed
changes risk environmental harm, cultural impacts, and long-term loss of independent
community control over these spaces.

| Oppose Submission number: 67.01 — Stephanie Morrison

Particular parts of the submission | Oppose are:

Support for the proposal based on formal vesting of land for public access, creation of a
recreation reserve and trail access, and claims that this will strengthen public connection with
the lake and keep it protected.

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

e The reasoning is identical to submission 66.01 and appears to have been submitted by
someone connected to the same household, using the same contact email. This raises
questions about the independence of the submission.

e As with the previous submission, the claimed public benefits are dependent on a private
development proceeding and being managed in line with the developer’s vision, rather
than by the community for the community.

e Relocating or altering the Waikato River Trail to suit a subdivision plan risks disrupting a
key recreational asset, affecting trail users, and damaging ecological values along the
river margins.

e There is no clear long-term maintenance plan or independent guarantee that the reserve
and access points will remain in public control and free from future development
pressures.

e SWDC policies and Te Ture Whaimana place strong emphasis on protecting the river
environment and ensuring access improvements do not cause ecological degradation —
yet there is insufficient information on how these requirements will be met during and
after construction.

| seek that the whole of the submission be disallowed by the Council because the
proposed “public access” and “recreation benefits” are neither necessary for current community
enjoyment of the lake nor assured to deliver lasting, environmentally sound, and culturally
respectful outcomes.

| oppose Submission number: 82.01 — Hayden Marshall



Particular parts of the submission | Oppose are:
Support for the proposal based on claims it will provide jobs in the construction phase and that
Whakamaru and Mangakino townships will see economic growth.

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

The submission provides no supporting evidence, data, or consultation with the affected
communities to show how many jobs will be created, how long they will last, or whether
they will be offered to local people.

Short-term construction jobs do not equate to sustainable long-term employment or
guaranteed economic resilience, which is a key requirement under SWDC policy
objectives for supporting the local economy.

There is no analysis of potential negative economic impacts, such as increased rates,
housing costs, or infrastructure strain, which could offset any short-term gains.

Te Ture Whaimana prioritises the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River above
development. Economic benefits cannot justify environmental or cultural harm. There is
insufficient information to demonstrate how this development aligns with those
obligations.

| seek that the whole of the submission be disallowed by the Council because it makes
unsupported claims of economic growth without evidence of long-term, sustainable benefits or
alignment with policy and cultural obligations.

Submission number: 82.02 — Hayden Marshall

Particular parts of the submission | Oppose are:
Support for the proposal based on claims it will secure the land currently used for camping for
future generations, and provide jobs in the construction phase to support economic growth.

The Reasons for My Opposition are:

There is no evidence that the proposed development is the only or best way to “secure”
the camping land. Current camping use already exists without the need for a subdivision,
and formal protection could be achieved without introducing large-scale residential
development.

Relocating, upgrading, or altering camping facilities during construction risks reducing
public access and enjoyment in the short term, with no guarantee of improved long-term
outcomes.



e Asin 82.01, the claim of construction jobs providing economic growth is unsupported by
evidence, lacks consultation with the local community, and does not account for whether
local people will benefit directly.

e SWNDC policies require developments to demonstrate net positive community benefit —
not just economic gain for the developer or transient workforces.

e Te Ture Whaimana obligations require that development not compromise the river’s

health, ecosystems, or cultural values — yet the submission provides no explanation of
how these will be safeguarded.

| seek that the whole of the submission be disallowed by the Council because there is no
demonstrated need for the development to secure camping land, and the claimed economic
benefits are unsubstantiated and potentially outweighed by environmental and cultural risks

| Support Submitter: Michael and Debbie O’Hanlon

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:

e Opposition to rural amenity impacts (2.01)

e Opposition to water safety impacts (2.02)

e Opposition to wastewater buffer issues (2.03)

e Opposition to stormwater impacts (2.04)

e Opposition to lack of consideration for social services (2.05)

e Opposition to traffic safety concerns (2.06)

Opposition based on contradictions regarding iwi support (2.07)

The Reasons for My Support Are:

e The proposed subdivision is directly adjacent to a designated public recreation and
camping area. High-density residential development in this location will permanently alter
the rural amenity, eroding the quiet and unique natural character that both locals and
visitors value.

e Increased housing will inevitably mean more boats, jet skis, and lake users. This will
heighten congestion on the water and create further safety risks for existing recreational
users, particularly swimmers and children. The developer’s report on boat use was



carried out over only two days in January, around the 10th, which is not representative of
true seasonal use. The lake is well-used from November through February, meaning the
report underestimates peak traffic and associated safety risks.

e The proposed wastewater buffer area between the subdivision and the lake is the
campground itself — making it wholly inappropriate to allow any treated sewage
discharge to potentially affect a public recreation site. This directly conflicts with SWDC
policies on protecting water quality and Te Ture Whaimana’s requirement to restore and
protect the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River.

e Stormwater from new impervious surfaces will run downbhill into the campground and
lake, adding pollutants and sediment to the water. This risk is heightened by recent
heavy rainfall events and flooding patterns, which require updated and more
comprehensive mitigation planning.

e The application fails to address impacts on local social services such as schools,
healthcare, and emergency response. The current infrastructure is already stretched and
cannot absorb an influx of residents without significant planning and investment.

e Traffic volumes and safety risks at the subdivision entrance will increase, particularly
during construction and peak holiday periods, exacerbating existing congestion and
creating hazards on already busy rural roads.

e There is no official Cultural Impact Assessment. This is a critical omission that means
the proposal cannot be properly assessed against Treaty of Waitangi obligations, Te
Ture Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato, and SWDC policy requirements to ensure mana
whenua values are identified, protected, and incorporated into decision-making.

e The submission notes contradictions in the applicant’s reporting of iwi positions. This
lack of clarity undermines confidence in the consultation process and is inconsistent with
the principles and active protection under the Treaty of Waitangi.

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:

Because it raises clear, well-founded, and evidence-based concerns that directly relate to
SWDC policy breaches, Te Ture Whaimana obligations, environmental protection, community
safety, and cultural integrity. Without addressing these matters, the proposed development
poses unacceptable risks to the lake, surrounding environment, local infrastructure, and
community wellbeing.

| Support Submitter: Mark Lord 3.02-3.09

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:



Opposition to loss of productive land (3.01)

Opposition to undesirable precedent for further rural lifestyle developments (3.02)

The Reasons for Support Are:

Rezoning this land from its current use to rural lifestyle risks permanently fragmenting
and removing it from productive use. Even if the current site is forestry, SWDC policy
recognises forestry as a productive land use and notes the need to retain such land for
future flexible production opportunities. Once converted to lifestyle blocks, the land
cannot realistically be returned to large-scale productive capacity.

Te Ture Whaimana requires decisions that protect and enhance the Waikato River’s
health and wellbeing for present and future generations. Intensifying residential activity
in a sensitive catchment — especially where productive land could be maintained or
restored — risks increasing nutrient run-off, sedimentation, and other pressures
inconsistent with that vision.

The proposal sets a precedent for further ad-hoc rural lifestyle developments across the
district, undermining the strategic planning principles in the SWDC District Plan. This
“creeping” form of rural fragmentation directly conflicts with policies that aim to
concentrate residential growth in appropriate, serviced areas.

Allowing this change would weaken the council’s ability to resist similar applications in
the future, creating cumulative effects on rural character, infrastructure demands, and
environmental health.

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:

Because it raises legitimate planning concerns about irreversible land fragmentation, policy
conflict, and long-term cumulative impacts that are inconsistent with both SWDC growth
strategies and the objectives of Te Ture Whaimana.

Submitter: Mark Lord

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:

3.07 — Concern that lifestyle development could lead to the spread of invasive species.
3.08 — Proposal is inconsistent with broader planning framework and objectives.

3.09 — Concern that development in close proximity to the lake could degrade water quality.

The Reasons for My Support are:

Lifestyle development brings increased risk of invasive species introduction and spread
through ornamental plantings, soil disturbance, increased foot traffic, and domestic



animals. These threats can damage native habitats and biodiversity in the area.

e The proposal does not align with South Waikato District Council policies that aim to
protect rural character, nor with the Waikato Regional Policy Statement and Te Ture
Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato, which prioritise the health of the Waikato River above
development.

e |Lake Whakamaru already has existing water quality issues. Increased impervious
surfaces, wastewater risks, and sediment from construction will heighten the threat of
nutrient loading and pollution, contrary to council’s obligations to enhance water quality.

e No robust, independent, long-term environmental monitoring or mitigation strategy has
been provided to prove these impacts will be avoided.

| seek that the whole of this submission be allowed by the council:

This submission correctly identifies environmental, policy, and water quality risks that cannot be
adequately mitigated by the proposal, and therefore supports declining the plan change in its
entirety.

| Support Submitter: Jason Mills 4.01-4.15

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:

4.02 — Density not anticipated by the District Plan.

4.03 — Does not protect existing amenity values or environmental quality.

4.04 — Irreversible alteration of outlook and natural character.

4.05 — Proposal does not safeguard significant landscape and natural values of the Waikato
River and margins.

4.06 — Risk of reverse sensitivity complaints from future residents regarding camping and
boating.

4.07 — Noise effects during construction and from future residents.

4.08 — Dust effects from subdivision and building activities.

4.09 - Traffic effects during construction.

4.10 — Construction impacts on wellbeing of reserve users.

4.11 — Increase in light pollution; currently none.

4.12 — Potential for reverse sensitivity complaints.

4.13 — Social impacts on health, safety, and wellbeing of campers and lake users.

4.14 — General cultural impact on the reserve.

4.15 — Does not protect or restore health and wellbeing of the Waikato River.

The Reasons for My Support are:

e The proposed density is inconsistent with the District Plan and undermines South
Waikato District Council’s objectives for rural character and low-intensity use in such



sensitive areas.

e Amenity values, including quiet enjoyment, open landscapes, and rural character, would
be permanently degraded. This is contrary to the Waikato Regional Policy Statement,
SWDC objectives, and Te Ture Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato.

e The visual and natural character of the Waikato River margins will be compromised by
residential development, earthworks, and infrastructure, rather than safeguarded.

e Reverse sensitivity issues are highly likely, with new residents potentially objecting to
long-standing recreational activities such as boating, camping, and events — activities
that are integral to the reserve’s purpose and character.

e While the plan identifies that homeowners must not complain about such activities, there
is no binding or enforceable accountability mechanism to ensure compliance. Without
clear enforcement, these provisions risk being ignored, leading to pressure on Council to
restrict traditional reserve uses.

e Noise, dust, traffic, and light pollution from both the construction phase and ongoing
residential occupation will negatively impact reserve users, wildlife, and the rural night
sky environment.

e The proposal risks cultural impacts on a reserve of significance without any
comprehensive Cultural Impact Assessment having been undertaken.

e The development does not demonstrate how it will actively protect or enhance the health
and wellbeing of the Waikato River as required under Te Ture Whaimana.

e No detailed mitigation strategies, binding controls, or enforceable commitments have
been presented to address these substantial impacts.

| seek that the whole of this submission be allowed by the council:

This submission correctly identifies the multiple adverse effects on amenity, environment,
cultural values, and river health, none of which have been adequately addressed in the plan
change. The lack of enforceable accountability mechanisms for noise and reverse sensitivity
further undermines any claimed protections. These issues warrant declining the proposal in full.

| Support Submitter: Matthew & Jessica Algie 6.05-6.08

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:

6.05 — Oppose Light Pollution — Artificial light from streetlamps and homes.

6.06 — Oppose Waterways — Herbicides, pesticides, and fertiliser runoff will worsen sediment
and nutrient loading.



6.07 —
6.08 —

Oppose Social Services — Strain on healthcare and emergency services.
Oppose Economic — No evidence of unmet housing demand.

The Reasons for My Support Are:

The proposal will permanently undermine the area’s rural character, replacing a
low-density, natural setting with higher-density housing that is inconsistent with the
community’s identity, SWDC District Plan objectives, and Te Ture Whaimana’s
requirement to protect the natural character and health of the Waikato River.

The site and its surrounds provide habitat for threatened and nationally critical species,
including long-tailed bats (nationally critical), long-finned eels (at risk — declining), white
heron/kotuku (nationally critical), royal spoonbill (at risk — naturally uncommon), and
North Island robin (at risk — declining). Habitat clearance, increased human activity,
noise, and light pollution will degrade or destroy key ecological resources and disrupt
species’ breeding, foraging, and flight corridors.

The bat survey undertaken was only 15 days (less than their 21-day breeding cycle),
failing to capture a full seasonal picture. International and NZ best practice calls for
year-round monitoring, particularly during mating, birthing, and fledging periods. Given
the pine forest’s increased height since the survey (from 0.5m to 3m+), bat habitat
potential has significantly increased. The same protection relevance applies here as for
a species like the kakapo — “nearby but not recorded” is not an acceptable basis for
dismissing risk.

Artificial lighting from streetlamps, homes, and vehicles will cause behavioural changes
in both nocturnal species and crepuscular feeders, with negative effects on population
viability.

Lake Whakamaru is already degraded, and runoff containing herbicides, pesticides, and
fertiliser from residential landscaping will further increase sediment and nutrient loads,
breaching Te Ture Whaimana objectives to improve water quality and safeguard aquatic
life.

There is no evidence of unmet housing demand. Existing developments such as
Waipamu Station still have multiple unsold/vacant lots. Without proven need, this
development risks speculative investment, incomplete builds, and underutilised
infrastructure. Council should focus on fully utilising existing zoned land before
expanding into sensitive rural and ecological areas.

Increased population will place further strain on already limited local healthcare and
emergency services, with no guaranteed service expansion, compromising public health
and safety.



e SH30 near the boat ramp is already dangerous, with poor visibility and risky manoeuvres
required for vehicles towing boats and trailers. Forcing campground and subdivision
traffic to merge here instead of using the existing internal link road will significantly
increase accident risk. The applicant’s traffic and boating assessments were based on a
single January weekend, failing to account for peak-season patterns from November to
February.

e While the plan acknowledges reverse sensitivity risks, there are no enforceable
accountability measures for preventing or managing resident complaints about legitimate
reserve activities. This creates a long-term risk of pressure to restrict camping, events,
and boating.

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:

This submission correctly identifies serious and irreparable environmental, cultural, amenity,
infrastructure, and safety impacts of the proposal. The development does not align with SWDC'’s
own policies, Te Ture Whaimana objectives, or best-practice ecological safeguards. Given the
lack of demonstrated housing need, failure to provide robust wildlife and traffic data, absence of
a Cultural Impact Assessment, and no enforceable accountability mechanisms, the safest and
most sustainable course is to reject the plan change in full and retain the land’s current rural
zoning.

| support Submitter: Anita Lord 7.02-7.03

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:
7.02 — Oppose Traffic — Inaccurate traffic reports, recent incidents not included.
7.03 — Oppose Precedent — Could lead to further subdivision.

The Reasons for My Support Are:

e The traffic assessment provided by the developer is inaccurate and incomplete, omitting
recent incidents and failing to account for current congestion and safety issues. The boat
ramp turn-off from SH30 is already dangerous, requiring awkward manoeuvres for
trailers, and any increase in boat traffic will heighten accident risk. The developer’s data
is based on limited observation periods, not the full high-use season from November to
February.

e The lake is already at or near capacity for powered craft, and increased boat use will
cause ongoing conflict between recreational users, undermining public enjoyment and
safety. Parking for boats and trailers is already insufficient on both sides of the lake.

e Noise travels easily over water, and existing boat and recreational noise already disturbs
club members and reserve users. More residents and visitors will increase noise, both



during construction and long-term, affecting the amenity of the campground and reserve.

The development risks setting a precedent for further subdivision, especially as lot sizes
and layouts are not guaranteed beyond initial marketing. Covenants are only
enforceable for 10 years, and evidence from Waipamu Station shows they are not
always upheld — meaning building materials, designs, and densities could change,
eroding any initial design controls.

The community survey cited in the Social Impact Assessment (p.36) was not council-led
or independently verified, meaning it cannot be relied upon as a true reflection of public
support or opposition.

The proposal is inconsistent with SWDC policies and Te Ture Whaimana objectives,
which require protecting the rural character, environmental health, and safety of the
Waikato River. Increased lake congestion, noise, and pollution are incompatible with
these obligations.

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:

This submission identifies serious flaws in the traffic assessment, unacceptable precedent
risks, and long-term amenity and safety impacts. Without guaranteed design controls,
enforceable covenants, or robust consultation, the proposal opens the door for further
subdivision and degradation of the rural and river environment. The plan change should be
declined in full to protect safety, amenity, and the health of the Waikato River.

| support Submitter: Anita Lord 7.08-7.09

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:

7.08 —
7.09 —

Oppose Social services — Healthcare and emergency services are already stretched.
Oppose Access — Public transport not available so not suitable for retirees’ needs.

The Reasons for My Support Are:

Local healthcare, ambulance, and emergency services are already under strain.
Increasing the population without a guaranteed expansion of these services will lengthen
response times and reduce service quality, putting both existing and future residents at
risk.

Public transport is not available to Whakamaru, making the location unsuitable for
retirees or others who cannot drive. This will increase reliance on already stretched
volunteer services, community groups, and private transport.

The proposal straddles jurisdictional lines — the development sits within South Waikato
District Council (SWDC), but any increased demand for health, emergency, and
community services will impact neighbouring Taupd District Council (TDC) areas such as



Whakamaru and Mangakino. These towns will bear the effects of extra demand without
receiving direct benefit from rates revenue generated by the development.

e The lack of integrated planning between SWDC and TDC for cross-boundary service
provision highlights a fundamental flaw in the proposal. Without a joint plan to manage
and fund services, the development will strain systems that are already under-resourced.

e The proposal is inconsistent with SWDC policy and Te Ture Whaimana principles, which
require ensuring community wellbeing and sustainable infrastructure planning before
approving growth that will increase demand on public services.

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:

This submission highlights a critical gap in service planning and provision. With no public
transport, no committed funding for additional healthcare or emergency services, and no
cross-boundary planning to address impacts on neighbouring communities, the proposal risks
worsening service strain and reducing quality of life for current and future residents. The plan
change should be declined in full until these service shortfalls are addressed and funded.

Submitter: Anita Lord

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:
7.08 — Oppose Social services — Healthcare and emergency services are already stretched.
7.09 — Oppose Access — Public transport not available so not suitable for retirees’ needs.

The Reasons for My Support Are:

e Local healthcare, ambulance, and emergency services are already under strain.
Increasing the population without a guaranteed expansion of these services will lengthen
response times and reduce service quality, putting both existing and future residents at
risk.

e Public transport is not available to Whakamaru, making the location unsuitable for
retirees or others who cannot drive. This will increase reliance on already stretched
volunteer services, community groups, and private transport.

e The proposal straddles jurisdictional lines — the development sits within South Waikato
District Council (SWDC), but any increased demand for health, emergency, and
community services will impact neighbouring Taup6 District Council (TDC) areas such as
Whakamaru and Mangakino. These towns will bear the effects of extra demand without
receiving direct benefit from rates revenue generated by the development.

e Living example: when | was ready to give birth to my daughter 3 years ago, | didn’t
have time to get to hospital. We called both the midwife and the local ambulance. Even
though we have an ambulance based here, it took over an hour to arrive. | ended up



delivering my baby at home on my own — thankfully she was fine, but this highlights the
real and urgent limitations of our emergency response times. Increasing the local
population without expanding emergency capacity will put more people at risk in
situations where every minute counts.

e The lack of integrated planning between SWDC and TDC for cross-boundary service
provision highlights a fundamental flaw in the proposal. Without a joint plan to manage
and fund services, the development will strain systems that are already under-resourced.

e The proposal is inconsistent with SWDC policy and Te Ture Whaimana principles, which
require ensuring community wellbeing and sustainable infrastructure planning before
approving growth that will increase demand on public services.

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:

This submission highlights a critical gap in service planning and provision. With no public
transport, no committed funding for additional healthcare or emergency services, and no
cross-boundary planning to address impacts on neighbouring communities, the proposal risks
worsening service strain and reducing quality of life for current and future residents. The
personal experience of a one-hour ambulance wait during a medical emergency demonstrates
the seriousness of the problem. The plan change should be declined in full until these service
shortfalls are addressed and funded.

Submitter: Anne and Brett Davies

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:

8.01 — Oppose Water quality — Algae bloom and volume of weeds that need to be removed
from the boat ramp. Retain status quo as Rural zone.

8.02 — Oppose Economic — No need for sites, workers housed by employers, past development
failures.

8.03 — Oppose Timeframes — 20-year build unacceptable.

8.04 — Oppose Waikato River — Increased run-off of herbicides, pesticides, fertilisers.

8.05 — Oppose Native fauna — Impacts to bats and birds from noise/light pollution.

8.06 — Oppose Solar panels — No assessment of impact.

8.07 — Oppose Air quality — Increased smoke from fireplaces/outdoor fires.

8.08 — Oppose Traffic — Unsafe SH30 boat ramp access, poor sight lines, loss of link track
increases danger.

The Reasons for My Support Are:

e Water quality degradation is already a serious problem in the Waikato River at Lake
Whakamaru, with algae blooms and weed build-up at the boat ramp requiring constant
removal. Further development will inevitably add sediment, nutrient, and chemical



run-off, worsening an already declining state. This is contrary to Te Ture Whaimana o
Te Awa o Waikato objectives to protect and restore river health.

e Economic need is unproven. Workers are already housed by local employers where
necessary, and history shows high risk: the first developers at Waipamu Station went
bankrupt, leaving unfinished works. There is no clear evidence that residents or bach
owners want more housing stock.

e Unacceptable timeframes — The developer’s own indication that the project could take
20 years to complete means the community could face decades of disruption,
uncertainty, and construction impacts. This prolonged disturbance will erode community
wellbeing.

e Herbicide/pesticide/fertiliser run-off from residential lawns and gardens will contribute
to ongoing decline in water quality, conflicting with both SWDC policy and Te Ture
Whaimana’s commitment to improve ecological health.

e Native fauna impacts — Light and noise pollution from construction and eventual
occupation will disrupt sensitive species including the nationally critical long-tailed bat
and threatened bird species. These effects are unnecessary and avoidable by retaining
the rural zoning.

e No assessment of solar panel impacts has been presented — such as glare, visual
impacts, or cumulative effects if widely adopted in the subdivision.

e Air quality changes — Increased housing will likely mean more smoke from fireplaces
and outdoor fire pits, altering the current clean-air environment and impacting health.

e Traffic safety risks — Forcing campers and boat users to access the ramp via SH30
instead of the current internal link will increase congestion and danger at an intersection
with poor sight lines. Returning trailers to the campsite will be more difficult, adding to
unsafe traffic movements. Existing observations by the developer are insufficient —
robust, seasonal, data-based traffic studies are needed.

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:

This submission clearly identifies significant environmental, safety, and community wellbeing
risks that cannot be mitigated under the current proposal. With proven existing water quality
decline, endangered wildlife present, unsafe road layouts, and no proven housing demand,
approving this development would contradict SWDC’s own environmental policies and the
principles of Te Ture Whaimana. The plan change should be declined in full, and the land should
remain rural to protect the health of the Waikato River, community safety, and the unique rural
character of the area.

Submitter: Melissa Verryt & Gareth Knight



The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:

15.01 — Oppose Amenity & Recreation — Campground already limited in facilities and has no
on-site management, yet remains a valued domestic tourist spot.

15.02 — Oppose Water quality — Algae blooms and weed growth at the boat ramp already a
problem.

15.03 — Oppose Economic — No demand for additional sites with many vacant lots currently
available.

15.04 — Oppose Development timeframe — Up to 20 years of staged development
unacceptable.

15.05 — Oppose Waikato River — Run-off of herbicides, pesticides, fertilisers into the river
unacceptable.

15.06 — Oppose Native fauna — Impacts to native bats and birds from noise and light pollution.
15.07 — Oppose Rural amenity — Natural riverside beauty should be preserved.

15.08 — Oppose Air quality — Increased smoke from fireplaces and outdoor fire pits will impact
the environment.

15.09 — Oppose Community relationships — River and ski club ties not respected; limited
consultation.

15.10 — Oppose Traffic — SH30 safety risks, overtaking near the boat ramp, loss of safe internal
access route.

15.11 — Oppose Water safety — Increased lake use risks, including jetskis without spotters.

The Reasons for My Support Are:

e Amenity & Recreation — The campground is already stretched in capacity and facilities.
Without on-site management, adding a large-scale subdivision nearby will increase
strain on this community space, contrary to SWDC Rural Zone Objectives to maintain
existing amenity values and protect rural recreation.

e Water Quality Decline — Existing algae blooms and heavy weed growth already impact
the boat ramp and lake use. Additional sediment, nutrient, and contaminant run-off from
residential development would conflict with Te Ture Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato
and the RMA Section 6 duty to protect significant water bodies.

e No Proven Economic Need — Numerous vacant lots remain unsold in nearby
subdivisions, including Waipamu Station. Without evidence of unmet housing demand,
this development risks speculative land banking rather than delivering genuine
community benefit, breaching SWDC Growth Management Policies that require
demonstrated demand before zoning changes.

e Unacceptable Timeframes — The developer’s own 20-year completion estimate will
cause prolonged disruption, undermining community wellbeing and creating ongoing
construction impacts inconsistent with RMA Section 5’s focus on sustaining the
community’s social and cultural wellbeing.



e Waikato River Protection — Increased chemical run-off from gardens and streets will
add to declining water quality, directly contradicting the Vision & Strategy for the
Waikato River and SWDC’s commitment to safeguard freshwater ecosystems.

e Native Fauna Impacts — Long-tailed bats (nationally critical) and threatened bird
species are known in the area. Increased lighting, traffic, and construction noise will
disturb breeding, foraging, and roosting, contrary to RMA Section 6(c) obligations to
protect habitats of indigenous fauna.

e Rural Amenity & Landscape — The riverside’s natural beauty is part of the district’s
identity and tourism appeal. Intensive housing would permanently alter its character.

e Air Quality — More houses mean more smoke from fireplaces and outdoor fires,
impacting air clarity and health.

e Poor Consultation — The limited and selective consultation fails to meet Schedule 1
RMA engagement requirements, particularly regarding affected recreational and cultural
user groups.

e Traffic Safety Risks — Forcing all campers and boat users to enter via SH30 instead of
the current link road increases accident risk at an already dangerous intersection. NZTA
consultation and full seasonal traffic data are required before any such changes.

e Water Safety Risks — The lake is already busy during peak season. Increased jetski
and boat use without proper safety enforcement will increase accidents and conflict
between users.

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:

This submission aligns with SWDC Rural Zone objectives, RMA Section 5, 6, and 7 principles,
and the protective intent of Te Ture Whaimana. It demonstrates unacceptable and unmitigated
effects on water quality, wildlife, amenity, traffic safety, and community wellbeing, alongside the
absence of proven housing demand. For these reasons, the plan change should be declined in
full and the land retained as rural to preserve the health of the Waikato River, uphold public
safety, and protect the rural character that is central to this area’s identity.

Submitter: Susan Leitch

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/ Support Are:

19.01 — Oppose Native fauna — Known use of the site by long-tailed bats, both as habitat and a
flight corridor for this nationally critical species. Requests that, if consent were ever granted,
covenants be imposed banning cats, rats, and mustelids as pets.



The Reasons for My Support Are:

Nationally Critical Species Protection — Long-tailed bats have the same threat
classification level as kakapo, making them one of the most endangered mammals in
Aotearoa. The site’s role as both habitat and corridor means development here risks
direct loss of roosting trees, disruption of flight paths, and light/noise disturbance to
breeding and foraging.

Inadequate Survey Effort — As noted in other submissions, the bat survey conducted
was limited to 15 days, short of the recommended full-season monitoring that covers
pregnancy, birthing, and juvenile dispersal periods. This is inconsistent with best-practice
ecological assessment and fails to meet the RMA Section 6(c) requirement to protect
significant indigenous fauna habitat.

Loss of Ecological Connectivity — The subdivision would fragment the habitat corridor,
reducing connectivity between roosting and feeding sites, contrary to SWDC biodiversity
policies and Te Ture Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato’s vision of restoring ecological
integrity.

Predator Risks — Introduction of domestic cats and other predators in a high-biodiversity
area increases mortality risk for bats and native birds. While pet covenants may mitigate

some impacts, enforcement over time is questionable, particularly as covenants typically

lapse after 10 years and compliance monitoring is rarely resourced.

Pine Forest Habitat Growth — \When the ecological survey was conducted, the nearby
pine plantation was only 0.5m high. Those trees are now over 3m, creating increased
roosting opportunities—making this habitat even more valuable today than when the
survey data was collected.

Cultural and Kaitiakitanga Considerations — Bats (pekapeka) have significant cultural
value. Allowing habitat destruction here would be inconsistent with the principles of
kaitiakitanga and the Waikato River Authority’s goals to protect taonga species.

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:

This submission is consistent with SWDC biodiversity objectives, the RMA’s requirement to
protect significant indigenous fauna habitats, and Te Ture Whaimana’s mandate to restore the
health of the Waikato River and its ecosystems. The long-tailed bat’s presence alone is
sufficient to warrant full refusal of the proposal, as avoidance—not mitigation—is the only
defensible approach under these policy frameworks. The proposal should be declined in full,
and the land retained in rural zoning to ensure the continued survival of this nationally critical
species and uphold both ecological and cultural obligations.

27.07 Wendy Simpson Fox



The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The applicant’s reports are based on 55 lots, not the 66 actually proposed. This means all
assessments — traffic, wastewater, stormwater, ecological, cultural, and social — underestimate
the true scale of impact. This fails to meet the RMA’s requirement for accurate and complete
information, does not align with SWDC policies on sustainable development, and undermines Te
Ture Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato’s objectives to protect and enhance the health and
wellbeing of the river and its catchment. Proceeding on incorrect figures would set a dangerous
precedent for future developments.

The Particular Parts of the Submission | Support Are:
The identification of flawed baseline data and the need for all technical reports to be updated to
reflect the actual 66-lot proposal before any decision is made

40.01 Craig Ahipene — Oppose — Wastewater
I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The proposed development area is wahi tapu, with a burial ground (Papa Opihi) less than one
kilometre downstream. When Lake Whakamaru was formed, manawhenua were not given
adequate time to move all tipuna before inundation. Installing 66 septic tanks in close proximity
creates an unacceptable risk of wastewater leakage contaminating the lake and desecrating this
sacred site. This is a direct cultural harm, contrary to section 6(e) of the Resource Management
Act (recognising and providing for the relationship of Maori with their ancestral lands and wahi
tapu), SWDC'’s own cultural and environmental policies, and Te Ture Whaimana o Te Awa o
Waikato, which requires the restoration and protection of the health and wellbeing of the
Waikato River.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined to prevent cultural harm from wastewater contamination of a
wabhi tapu site.

40.02 Craig Ahipene
I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The proposal fails to meet obligations under Te Tiriti o Waitangi, Te Ture Whaimana, and the
RMA to actively recognise and provide for the cultural, spiritual, historic, and economic
relationship of iwi with the Waikato River. Adequate consultation with mana whenua has not
occurred — a single letter sent two weeks before the deadline is not meaningful engagement,
nor does it reflect the duty to protect taonga Maori. The burial ground Papa Opihi remains within
the influence of the development site, and the risk of sewage discharge into the lake represents



a culturally abhorrent outcome. Approving the rezoning without proper cultural impact
assessment and mana whenua involvement would breach statutory and policy requirements to
protect wahi tapu and the river’s mauri.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:

That the rezoning be declined until a full Cultural Impact Assessment is completed, iwi
engagement is undertaken in good faith, and clear protections are put in place to prevent any
risk to wahi tapu and the health of the Waikato River

43.01 Raukawa Charitable Trust

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Retain Rural zoning.

The Reasons for My Support Are:

The proposed rezoning would result in residential properties being visible from the Waikato
River, diminishing the natural character and amenity of the river margins. Cumulative effects
from this and other rural lifestyle developments along the river will erode the area’s naturalness
over time, contrary to section 6(a) of the RMA and Te Ture Whaimana, which requires protection
and enhancement of the river’s health and wellbeing.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined to avoid cumulative landscape degradation.

43.02 Raukawa Charitable Trust

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Protect and formalise Waikato River Trail access in perpetuity.

The Reasons for My Support Are:

The Waikato River Trail is a significant recreational and cultural asset. While assurances have
been given that access will be protected, this must be legally secured and not left to developer
discretion. Loss or reduction of access would be inconsistent with SWDC open space and
recreation objectives.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That legal instruments be implemented to guarantee ongoing public access to the Waikato
River Trail within this area.

43.03 Raukawa Charitable Trust



I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Retain Rural zoning to avoid additional traffic impacts.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The development will cause additional traffic movements onto State Highway 30, increasing
safety risks. The intersection location and road capacity require NZTA assessment to ensure
compliance with safety standards. Without robust design and mitigation, the proposal is
inconsistent with SWDC transportation objectives and the RMA requirement to avoid adverse
transport effects.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That rezoning be declined unless traffic safety is fully addressed and independently verified by
NZTA.

43.04 Raukawa Charitable Trust

| Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Retain Rural zoning to protect wahi tapu and water quality.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The discharge of treated human wastewater from 66 households into an area connected to
wahi tapu is unacceptable. Historical records confirm that whanau were given insufficient time to
move tipuna when Lake Whakamaru was created, meaning some interments remain. The
proposal does not meet the “betterment” requirement under Te Ture Whaimana and conflicts
with section 6(e) of the RMA and SWDC heritage protection policies.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined to prevent cultural harm and protect the mauri of the Waikato
River.

43.05 Raukawa Charitable Trust

I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning due to lack of demonstrated need.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

There is no demonstrated economic or planning need for more Rural Lifestyle Zone land in this
location. The District already has significant areas zoned for rural lifestyle use, much of which is
better located with respect to transport infrastructure. Lot sizes proposed are approximately
75% of those permitted under the existing zone, creating intensified development inconsistent
with the rural character.



The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined due to oversupply of rural lifestyle-zoned land and inappropriate
lot sizes.

51.08 Leanne Martin

I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The proposal will cause division within the community, creating tension between existing
residents and new development interests. This is inconsistent with SWDC community wellbeing
objectives under the Four Wellbeings and section 5 of the RMA, which promote social cohesion.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined to protect community unity and wellbeing.

51.09 Leanne Martin

I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

Other rural developments in the region have struggled to succeed, showing a lack of market
demand. The proposal does not demonstrate a genuine economic need and risks creating
vacant or underutilised lots, contrary to SWDC growth management policies.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined due to lack of proven economic viability and community benefit.

77.15 Sarah Bolt
I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The surrounding roads are already dangerous and cannot safely handle increased traffic
volumes. This is inconsistent with SWDC'’s transport safety objectives and section 5(b) of the
RMA, which requires avoiding adverse effects on the safety of people and communities.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined until road safety risks are addressed and proven to be mitigated.

77.16 Sarah Bolt



I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The proposed plan has already caused stress and social division, with a clear disconnect
between the proposed subdivision and the existing township. This goes against SWDC
community wellbeing policies and the intent of the Four Wellbeings to strengthen—not
fracture—social cohesion.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined to protect social harmony and maintain a connected community.

77.17 Sarah Bolt

I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The economic impact on Whakamaru has not been adequately considered. Similar
developments have gone bankrupt, leaving unfinished and underutilised land, which delivers no
benefit to the community. This is inconsistent with sustainable economic development principles
in the RMA and SWDC growth planning policies.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined due to the risk of economic failure and lack of proven community
benefit.

91.01 Atarau Doig

I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

This land has been intrinsic to the development of the rohe of South Waikato. The very name of
Whakamaru draws from the word maru, meaning shelter and safety. This proposal is not safe —
it is not culturally safe nor respectful. The lack of cultural engagement with mana whenua is
evident. At the epicentre of Te Ao Maori is the acknowledgement that we are the land, and the
land is us. Simply selling off this beautiful taonga speaks volumes of the lack of true connection
to it.

Itis also not a reflection of the people who actually live here year after year, not just in the
summer months. This is not community building or strengthening, but instead risks damaging



the fabric of our permanent community. This fails to meet section 6(e) of the RMA and the
SWDC’s own community wellbeing objectives.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined on the basis of cultural safety, respect for mana whenua,
and protection of permanent community cohesion.

90.01 Maia Doig

I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The Waikato Awa is sacred (tapu) to Te Ao Maori. The proposal fails to demonstrate how the
Awa will be protected from the cultural and environmental impacts of the development. Proper
consultation with iwi has not occurred, contrary to SWDC engagement obligations and section
6(e) of the RMA, which requires recognition and provision for the relationship of Maori with their
ancestral water.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined until genuine iwi consultation and cultural impact assessments
are completed.

91.02 Atarau Doig

I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the rezoning.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The proposal does not reflect the needs or character of those who live here year-round. It
prioritises seasonal visitors over permanent residents and does not foster community building or
social cohesion. This is inconsistent with the Four Wellbeings and SWDC’s community
development objectives.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
That the rezoning be declined to protect and strengthen the permanent local community.



From myself, Hope Woodward — Summary Statement

I/We Seek That the Whole of This Submission Be Allowed by the Council:
Yes — Decline the proposed rezoning of 1861 Ongaroto Road.

The Reasons for My/Our Support Are:

The clear majority of submitters with genuine connections to Whakamaru — whether through
living here permanently, whakapapa, or long-standing ties to the awa and whenua — oppose this
proposal. The support is largely from those seeking to invest, gain financially, or secure property
in an area they do not live in, with little regard for the cultural, environmental, or social impacts.

This proposal:

Fails to meet RMA Part 2 — It does not promote the sustainable management of natural
and physical resources, instead enabling environmental harm for private gain.

Is inconsistent with SWDC objectives and policies — including protecting rural
character, safeguarding indigenous biodiversity, and avoiding adverse cultural impacts.

Breaches iwi rights under Te Tiriti o Waitangi — Proper, meaningful consultation with
mana whenua has not been undertaken, and no Cultural Impact Assessment has been
completed. The proposal ignores obligations under Treaty settlement legislation and
SWDC policy 1.3.1 for early and effective engagement.

Contravenes Te Ture Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato — Offers no demonstrable
betterment to the health and wellbeing of the Waikato River, only attempts to minimise
harm. The statutory obligation is to restore and protect, not to degrade less severely.

Environmental harm — Risks further decline in water quality, increased sedimentation,
and habitat destruction for taonga species including long-tailed bats, native birds, tuna
(eels), and aquatic ecosystems of Lake Whakamaru.

Flawed technical assessments — Reports have been based on outdated or incorrect
assumptions (e.g., number of lots), omit critical ecological and cultural studies, and
understate cumulative effects.

Social impact — Will cause further community division, disconnect from the township,
and increased road safety hazards on SH30.

Economic risk — Similar rural lifestyle developments have stalled or failed, leaving scars
on the landscape and delivering no lasting benefit to locals.

The Particular Parts of the Submission I/We Support Are:
All opposition submissions raising cultural, environmental, social, and economic grounds



consistent with the RMA, SWDC policy framework, Treaty settlement obligations, and Te Ture
Whaimana.

I DO YES Wish to be heard in support of my further submission.

PLEASE NOTE: IF YOU DO NOT TICK EITHER “YES” OR “NO” ABOVE, THEN IT WILL BE
ASSUMED THAT YOU DO NOT WISH TO BE HEARD.

If others make a similar submission, | Will consider presenting a joint case with them at a
hearing.

Signature of person making further submission (or person authorised to sign on behalf):
Date: / /2025 (A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means).
Signed Hope Woodward 9 Manuka Terrace Mangakino. 10/08/2025

NOTE TO PERSON MAKING FURTHER SUBMISSION: ¢« Further submission close at 5pm on
Wednesday 13 August 2025. « Please send your Further submission to: submissions
@southwaikato.govt.nz. < A copy of your further submission must be served on the original
submitter within five working days after it is served on the Council.



