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IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management
Act 1991

AND

IN THE MATTER of a submisslon by AMBURY
PROPERTYES LIMITED on
the PROPOSED WAIKATO
DYSTRICT PLAN pursuant
to Clause 6 of Schedule 1 of
the Act seeking the rezoning
of land at Ohinewal

JOINT WITNESS STATEMENT OF EXPERTS IN
RELATION TO PLANNING

INTRODUCTION

On 25 and 26 June 2020, expert conferencing sesslons In relation to Planning
were undertaken by John Olliver and Stuart Penfold (APL), Angus McKenzie
and Fraser Graafhuis (Mercury), Chloe Trenouth (WDC), Ian Mayhew (WRC
and NZTA), Ken Tremalne (Future Proof), Sarah Loynes (NZTA), Gavin
Donald (Walkato-Talnul) and James Whetu (Mana Whenua) (25 June only).
This Joint Witness Statement Is a record of the outcomes of this sesslon.

The sesslon was facllitated by Hearing Panel members, Dr Phil Mitchell and
Paul Cooney,

Also In attendance as observer was;

(a) WIlt Gauntlett (WDC).

Notes were taken by Carolyn Wratt (WDC),

Agenda ~ issues considered at conferencing

The issues Identifled as forming the agenda for the conferencing were:

1) The stop-bank breach scenario does not lead to flooding affecling
developable parts of the Ohlnewal Structure Plan (OSP). Therefore,
are specific planning provislons required to address that: potential
hazard?
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2)

3)

4)

5)

6)

7)

8)

9)

10)

11)

12)

Is a speclfilc OSP plan provision required to address Mercury’s
concerns over the cumulative effects of development within the

. floodplain or can this be addressed in the PWDP Stage 2 process?

Should the current 100 year design flood level of 7,37m for Lake
Walkare be spatlally mapped in the District Plan?

Does the Three Waters further reporting (the Mid-Walkato Servicing
Strategy-MWSS) need to be completed and the Kaltlaki
Environmental Values Assessment (KEVA) report reviewed, to
determine If the proposal will give effect to the Visfon and Strategy?

Does the proposal create opportunities to work towards restoring and
protecting the Walkato River providing some Improvements to water
quality assoclated with the retirement of dairy farm use, lreatment
of stormwater runoff from impervious areas, ecological
enhancement, potential for improved public access to Walkato River
through walkway/cycleway along part of the stop bank, and removal
of exlsting contamlinated soll on the site?

Should the (currently unknown) effects as a result of adjacent
development of Ohinewai Lands and Shand Propertles Ltd be
accounted for as part of the assessment of the proposal?

Are the effects of the proposal (positive and negative) understood
clearly enough so that an objective planning assessment can be
made?

What are the key objectives and policles of the Walkato Reglonal
Policy Statement (WRPS) to be considered in the assessment of the
rezoning proposal?

What welghting should be applied to the statutory documents and if
they are slgnificant, Is the OSP consistent with them?

Does the proposed rezoning give effect: to the NPS-UDC and does it
overrlde or influence the interpretation of WRPS/ Future Proof?

Is the natlonal slgnificance of this section of the Walkato Expressway
accepted and does the proposal align with the function and purpose
of the Expressway?

Plan provisions (not discussed in conferencing).
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1.6

2,

2.1

3.1

4.1

4.2

The following sections of this joint witness statement address each of thase
Issues ol questions, noting where agreement has been reached and, In the
event of disagreement, the nature of the disagreement and the reasons for
that disagreement.

ISSUE ONE -~ FLOODING AS A RESULT OF WAIKATO RIVER STOP
BANK BREACH

The stop-bank breach scenarlo does not lead to flooding affecling
developable parts of the Chinewal Structure Plan (OSP). Therefore, specific
planning provisions are not required to address that potential hazard,

The experts did not agree on this Issue. However further discussions with
the Flooding Experts are proposed and further detalls will be provided In
evidence,

ISSUE TWO -~ CUMULATIVE EFFECTS OF DEVELOPMENT WITHIN THE
FLOODPLAIN

Is a speclfic OSP plan provision required to address Mercury’s concerns over
the cumulative effects of development within the floodplain or can this be
addressed In the PWDP Stage 2 process?

On thls Issue, the experts agreed that further discussion on this topic Is
limited given the detalls of Stage 2 of the PDP are not yet known,

ISSUE THREE ~ 100 YEAR DESIGN FLOOD LEVEL MAPPED WITHIN
THE DISTRICT PLAN

Should the current 100 year design flood level of 7,37m for Lake Waikare be
spatially mapped in the District Plan?

The experts agreed on the followlng:

(a) Agree that the resolution of this as a district-wide issue is a
multi~party exercise including at least the regfonal council,
district council, Mercury, Waikato-Tainui and a range of
stakaholders.

(b) Agree that further conversations between the parties
represented at this conference may be of assistance with
regards to the APL proposal.

The experts reached no agreement with regards to specifics of thls proposal
In relation to whether the design level should be mapped for the APL slte,
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5, ISSUE FOUR -~ TE TURE WHAIMANA O TE AWA / VISION AND
STRATEGY (THREE WATERS)

Does the Three Waters further reporting (the Mid-Walkato Servicing
Strategy- MWSS) need to be completed and the Kaitlakl Environmental
Values Assessment (KEVA) report reviewed, to determine If the proposal will
glve effect to the Vision and Strategy?

5.1 The following positions of experts are noted on this Issue.

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

("

(9)

(h)

JO & SP - sufflclent Information is avallable, including the staged
approach to development and the provision and upgrades of Three
Waters Infrastructure to enable assessment in relation to the Vislon
and Strategy.

IM - there Is an Insufficient evidence base to conflrm betterment, to
give effect to the Vislon and Strategy.

8P - acknowledged that further work Is to be undertaken and
presented In evidence to address stormwater management
conslderalions,

GD, KT, CT - concerned that without the MWSS there Is no certainty
of a long term solution and therefore there Is concern the
development may precede the ability to service [t.

SP - there are municipal solutlons that have been put forward to
service the development and hold polnts are Lo be put In place to
ensure development does not proceed untll fully compliant solutions
are In place. Medlum-term Huntly option will also assist to address
exlsting compllance Issues,

GD - concerned that there Is uncertalnty about what the MWSS wiil
dellver and the level of treatment, Concerned that the solution of

servicing (which the staging of the development relies on) will be a
poor outcome,

5P and JO - any consentlng process for municipal solutfons required
will *set the bar high’ and ensure the Vision and Strategy Is glven
effect to as part of the consenting process.

JO - Ohinewal Is located between Huntly and Te Kauwhata, so Is
jdeally located with respect to the potentlal MWSS outcome.

Joint Witness Statement - PLANNING 2.07.2020 Final Page 4




5.2

6.1

6.2

6.3

()] JW ~ Notwithstanding the uncertainty of the MWSS and the discharge
to the Walkato River, there are other areas where APL are giving
effect to the Vislon and Strategy e.g. enhancng access and
connection  to  the  environment, restoration of Lake
Rotolawau/wetlands, and methodology around managing
stormwater.

The experts reached no agreement with regards to specifics of this proposal
In relation to the Vislon and Strategy and the matters will need to be
addressed In evidence. It Is acknowledged that further dlscusslons once the
MWSS document s released (expected July 2020) may help clarlfy the
sltuation,

ISSUE FIVE ~ TE TURE WHAIMANA O TE AWA O WAIKATQ / VISION
AND STRATEGY (THE AWA) OBIECTIVES

Does the proposal create opportunities to work towards resloring and
protecting the Waikato River providing some improvements to water quality
assoclated with the relirement of dairy farm use, treatment of stormwater
runoff from Impervious areas, ecologlical enhancement, potentlal for
improved public access to Walkato River through walkway/cycleway along
part of the stop bank, and removal of existing contarinated soll on the slte?

The experts agree that a proposal of this scale provides
opportunities for achieving the objectives of the Vision and Strategy.

There Is disagreement as to whether the proposal glves full effect to the
Vislon and Strategy.

The followlng positions of experts are noted on this Issue,

(a) GD - more certainty of outcomes Is required and Is fundamental to
an assessment of Vislon and Strategy matters,

(b) JO and SP - the proposal wlil address speclfic objectives In the Vislon
and Strategy.

(¢) CT agrees with 1O/ SP provided that there is certainty provided via
plan provislons,
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(d)

(e)

("

(g)

(h)

IM agrees with CT and suggests that some mitigation proposed by
APL are matters required to be addressed outside of the PDP, e.g.
publlc access along the Walkato River,

IM - questions whether the establishment of a Major Hazard Facllity
(Sleepyhead Factory) within the OSP is adequately managed with
respect to betterment and the risk of the activity, IM understands
that there are no provisions for Major Hazard Facllities In the PRD;
however the Panel have recently issued directions on this matter,

SP - APL have considered this matter and conslder that the factory
actlvitles can be sufficiently managed via specific regulations under
the Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 for such facilitles (eg. Health
and Safety at Work (Major Hazard Facliitles) Regulations 2016 and
Health and Safety at Work (Hazardous Substances) Regulations
2017) and also via the propased plan provisions within the PDP.

JW ~ Mana whenua are of the view that the proposal has created
those opportunities to localise the work towards restoring and
protecting the Walkato River, when the wider catchment Is Included
in the definition.

JO - these opportunities would not arise without this development -
the Investment Is providing the opportunitles,

7. ISSUE SIX -~ CONSIDERATION OF EFFECTS OF ADJACENT
DEVELOPMENT

Should the (currently unknown) effects as a result of adjacent development
of Ohinewal Lands Ltd (OLL) and Shand Properties Ltd be accounted for as
part of the assessment of the proposal?

7.1 The following posltions of experts are noted on this Issue,

(a)

(b)

CT ~ acknowledges that It Is difflcult for APL to respond ta other
rezoning requests (le,OLL)., A key Issue is that all proposals are
somewhat premature without an understanding of the strateglc
direction for Ohinewai. If there was a clearer strateglc plcture, then
each proposal could be assessed within the context of this.

SL ~ Walkato 2070 sets out the asplrations of the District but doesn’t
include evidence as to whether that aspiration can be dellvered in
reality, Acknowledges that the Distiict wants to see an Increase in
employment opportunities. Doesn’t think that the spatial plan belng
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7.2

8.1

(©)

(d)

(e)

prepared for the Hamilton to Auckland Corridor (H2A) project for this
area s that far away (perhaps 6 months?) which will provide more
evidence on how the settlement pattern can be achieved.

JO ~ the current focus of the detalled H2A planning s on other areas,
and this area Is not a high priority. Waikalo 2070 Is a growth strategy
prepared under the LGA, the same as Walpa 2050 and Hamilton
Urbah Growth Strategy (HUGS), Those documents have all been very
relevant under other simllar planning processes.

IM - as a strakegic assessment of the Walkato 2070 Growth Strategy
has not been undertaken, It Is very difflcult to understand what
Infrastructure Is needed to suppott It. For example, Walkato 2070
Indlcates a larger industrial area north of the APL site, and this could
potentially change the Infrastructure required to support It. It needs
to properly plan for growth, and develop It In a sequential and loglcal
way.

JO - we are working in a very dynamic planning environment and so
long as there are enough triggers, flexibility and awareness of the
surrounding area not to preclude other development, then that Is
sufficlent. Waikato 2070 includes caveats that future areas will need
to be subject to detalled feasiblllty studies and considers that this
process Is belng undertaken now through thls process for the OSP.

There {s no agreement, and the indivldual partles are to address thls issue

In evidence if required.

ISSUE SEVEN ~ CONSIDERATION OF EFFECTS

Are the effects of the proposal (posltive and negative) understood clearly
enough so that an objective planning assessment can be made?

The followlng positions of experts are hoted on this Issue;

(a)

IM~ concerned at how much rellance can bea placed on APL vision to
provide affordable housing and houslng for thelr workforce, as
opposed to belng a standard residential development, and what
planning controls are required to achleve this. For example, the
residentlal development area could be on-sold to a private
development company.
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8.2

8.3

8.4

9.1

The experts agree that Issue Seven Is at the heart of the assessment they
need to prepare for the hearlng, and untll such time as the varlous JWS are
avallable it Is unclear to the planning experts exactly what the key technical
Issues are that will Inform thelr overall planning assessments.

The experts agree that it will be useful to Identify a list of the key Issues
upon which, in thelr oplnion, a declston will hinge In relation to environmental
effects, and will undertake to work offiine In the process set out below In an
attempt to provide greater clarity In order to assist the Panel at the hearing,

The experts agree that a document is to be prepared as set out
below:

(a) JO to sumimarise the JWS outcomes on behalf of APL to:
n identify in his opinion the key issues; and

(mn the extent to which there are any gaps In the
information;

) such that he is able to produce what he considers to
be a robust overall planning assessment -~ by 30 June
2020,

(b) All planning experts to liaise to produce their vlews on any
revision to JO’s document that they consider necessary ~ by
2 July 2020,

(c) The partles will then produce thelr evidence based on the ‘red-lined’
version,

(d) To the extent that It is helpful, another short conference may be
organised (facllitated or otherwlse),

ISSUE EIGHT ~ IKEY OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES OF THE WRPS

What are the key objectives and policies of the Waikato Regional Policy
Statement lo be considered in the assessment of the rezoning proposal?

Chapter 2 Vislon and Strateay -+ Chapters 8 and 10 and Objective 3.4 Health
and well-being of the River

The following poslitions of experts are noted on this Issue,
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9.2

9.3

9.4

9.5

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f

CT- objective 3,4 seeks that the Vislon and Strategy (as set out In
Chapter 2) Is achleved.

JO - APL Investing $1.3B In the River communitles, particularly
Huntly, creating opportunities for improvements that would not
otherwise arlse, APL has part of the shared responsibliity to Improve
the river.

JO ~ Three stages of QSP development ~ Years 1-2 can be serviced
on slte, Years 3-7 to connect to Huntly plants for wastewater and
water supply. 7 years + lo connect to the MWSS solutions, This
malces best use of existing infrastructure.

IM - acknowledges that APL can contribute to the Vislon and Strategy
but uncettainty over wastewater In particular makes It difflcult to
draw a firm concluslon,

Sl - conslders the test Is not whether objectives are met, but
whether you maintaln or enhance, compared to the settlement
pattern Identifled In Future Proof as stated In Pollcy 6.14.3,

GD - If Huntly plant Is compliant then acknowledged 0OSP could
connect to It as It Is an existing consent, but Stage 3 would need to
demonstrate improvements like all other discharge permits since the
Vislon and Strategy has been In place.

The experts agree that there is no particular weighting of the
objectives in the Vision and Strategy (2,5.2), and not all of the
objectives will be ralevant to the APL proposal,

GD - where a discharge or water take Is Involved in a proposal those Issues
affecting the health and wellbelng of the awa will In most cases become the
focus of assessment,

The experis agree that a fundamental issue is the futura provision of

wastewater services, and the associated certainty, Including in

ralation to funding,

The experts did not agree on whether the Vision and Strategy Is achieved
and this will be addressed in evidence (also refer to Issue Four above).
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9.6

9.7

9.8

Obiective 3.9 Relationship of tangata whenua with the environment

The experts agree that this is a key objective for Waikato~Tainui and
is highly directive.

Objective 3.12 Built Enviropnment

The following positions of experts are noted on this Issue.

(a)

(b)

()

(d)

JO - although unanticipated it can be consldered as planned
development If it meets the crlterla and guldance for alternative land
release. It cannol: flt Into any of tha nearby strategic industrial nodes,
It uses spare capacity on the Expressway for Its Intended purpose by
moving frelght and people and supporting economic growth, and
Integrates with the NIMT. Other transport modes and alternative
routes for local trips are being provided by local road connection
along the river on the former SH1. It also Integrates with water and
wastewater Infrastructure and provides economlc and soclal suppoit
for Huntly.

5L - The site Is relatively Isolated so will result In a very car
dependent slte on one of the most important corridors in Nz, There
Is a lack of a solution for public transport so Is not sustalnable. The
proposal Is utllising capacity but not *protecting’ (reference Policy 6.6
(8) and 6.3 (a) iif) the Expressway. There is no reslilence around
transport mode cholce

CT, KT, IM, GD ~ concerned about the scale of commetclal activitles
praposed (28,000m? DFO) and how It will undermine the social and
economic viabllity of Huntly, even if the DFO Is limited In scope,
Including affecting Walkato-Talnul tribal members as part of the
Huntly community, Also concerned at difficuity of administering the
plan provislons and of the Implications If it failed.

CT, GD - also concerned with water allocation and that available
water has been allocated for Huntly growth,

The experts agree that this objectlve is fundamental to the consideration of
the proposal, but there are different views on the extent to which the OSp
achleves the relevant clauses glven the differing technical views on certain
matters, These will be addressed through evidence.
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9.9

9.10

9.11

9.12

9.13

9.14

9.15

Objective 3.14 Maurl and values of freshwater bodles

The experts agree that this Is a Kkey objective for freshwater
outcomes.

Pollcy 6,1 Planned and co-ordinated \nfrastructure

The experts agree that Policy 6.1 refers to the principles In Seclion 6A and
that It Is not particularly directive in that regard Is to be had to It,

Policy 6.3 Ca-ordinating arowth and Infrastructure

The following posltions of experts are noted on this issue,

(a) CT- noted the policy uses the word ‘ensuring’ so Is directive and
covers timing, staging and sequencing of Infrastructure provision.

Question whether staging provislons would achleve clause (a)(Iv).

2,42
(b} CT, JO - Noted the discusslon above on Objective 13'2 Is also
relevant,

(c) JO - The ‘tipping polnt’ at which APL Invests in Huntly wastewater
versus the MWSS solution is important.

(d) IM noted the same Issues arlse with transport infrastructure,
particularly In relation to cumulative effects of other development.

The experts agree that Policy 6.3 is fundamental to the assessment
of the APL proposal and implements Objective 3,12 (noting the
policy digs deeper into the detail),

The experts agree that ensuring cetrtainty of infrastructure provision
will need further developed plan provisions.

Pollcy 6.6 Significant Infrastructure and enerqy resources

Acknowledgement that with respect to recognition of the Walkato
Expressway, matters within this Policy are captured In the assessment for
Objective 3,12 (c)., IM noted thal the effects on the Expressway are a
fundamental concern.

Pollcy 6.14 Adopting Future Proof land use pattern

The following positions of experts are noted on this issue,
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9.16

9.17

9.18

8,19

9.20

(a) KT - commetclal land uses are not considered In this policy and there
Is an Industrial land use blas In It, The words In (g) ‘are conslstent
with’ are key.

(b) JO ~ where there Is Insufficlent guldance on alternative land release,
you can tefer to Future Proof 2017, The new ‘Responslve approach
to planning’ (7.5 of Future Proof) is not In the Guiding Principles and
Is not sufficiently reflected In the alternative release criteria,

(©) CT - accepts that the settlement pattern In Future Proof 2017 hasn't
been updated and that it may change as a result of Hamliton to
Auckland Corridor work and Future Proof Phase 2.

The experts agree that clauses (a), (d) and (h) are not relevant but
all other clauses are relevant. XM reserves his position to further
consider clause (d),

The experts agree that Method 6.14,3 applies to residential and
industrial alternative land release in relation to 6.14(g).

The experts agree that the proposal needs to he assessed against
the Future Proof Guiding Princlples as well as the Deveslopment
Principles in Section 6A of the RPS, and hoth require the proposal to
be consistent with them as required by Method 6.14.3 and Policy
6.14 (g).

The experts agree that Policy 6.14 provides enough flexibility
through the provisions for alternative land release for a proposal
such as the OSP to be consldered,

Policy 6.16 Commercial development [n the Future Proof Area

The following positions of experts ate noted on this Issue,

(a) JO ~ the introduction to the policy refers to commercial activity belng
‘primarlly through’ and ‘s to be managed’ and ‘predominantly’
Indicating some flexiblilty. There are varlances In the respective
ecohomic advice In terms of impacts of the DFO, The policy intent s
to ensure there Is not impact on other centres, not necessarily that
it Is precluded.

(b) CT -~ first part of the policy clearly deflnes the hlerarchy and that Is
important; DFO is the key concern as it would have signiflcant
Imipacts on exlsting centres, particularly Huntly, and does not meet
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9.21

9,22

9.23

9.24

9.25

9.26

communities needs; it could be located anywhere, KT agreed it would
create a new significant commercial centre. Proposed nelghbourhood
centre is acceptable,

(c) CT, 5L - In terms of Itemn (b) the DFO will attract traffic from a wider
area,

(d) KT ~ the pollcy was not intended to provide for this kind of centre.
Hence It Is not covered In the alternative land release provisions.

(e) CT, KT - The scale of the proposal Is such that It creates a new
significant commercial centre.

The experts agree that not all parts of Policy 6.16 are relevant as
outlined below:

(a) Parts a), h), d), e) and g) are agreed by all as relevant,
(b) Part c) Is relevant but of [ittle consequence,
{c) Part f) is not relevant.

The experts agrea that the DFO does not fall within the functional
classifications in Table 6.4.

The experts agree that Policy 6,16 promotes a centres strategy but
that it allows commercial activity outside of centres provided it is
managed to meet criterla (a)-(g).

The experts agree that this policy s fundamental to the conslderation of the
DFO aspect of the proposal, but there are different views on the extent to
which APL achleves the relevant clauses glven the differing technical views
on certain matters. This will be addressed through evidence.

Policy 6A Development Princlples
The followlng posltions of experts are noted on this Issue.

(a) CT - some of the principles are highly strategic while others are very
specific,

The experts agreed that It Is difficult to conflrm what ‘should’ and ‘consistent
with’ means, If possible, Planners to llalse further on this Issue.
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9.27

9,28

9,29

9.30

9.31

9.32

10.

10.1

The experts agree that there Is no hierarchy specified in the
principles, each principle needs to weighted with respect to each
individual proposal and the significance of its effect,

Map 6C Future Proof Map

The experts agree that the proposal is already accepted as being an
unanticipated alternative 1o this settlement pattern,

Table 6D Future Proof tables

The experts agree that further discussion on this is of limited use,

Policy 11,2 - Protect slgnificant Indigenous vegetation and significant
habitats of Indigenous flora

No agreement was reached on this matter, It was acknowledged that this is
an Important issue for the Waikato Reglonal Councll due to the possibility of
black mudfish being found on the slte. Further Halson with IM and JO/SP
was proposed.

Chapter 13 - Natural Hazards

It was proposed that Mercury, Walkato Regional Councll and Mana Whenua
may want to lialse further regarding Chapter 13 Natural Hazards,

ISSUE NINE -~ WEIGHTING OF STATUTORY DOCUMENTS

What welghting should be applied to the statutory documents and if they are
slgnlificant is the OSP consistent with them?

Future Proof 2009 & 2017

The experts agree the following:

(a) Future Proof 2017 was conducted under the special
consultative process in the LGA and has been taken it into
account in previous decislons and judgements,

(h) Future Proof 2009 no longer exists,

() There are two separate processes; the RPS is based on Future
Proof 2008 and includes specific tables and maps that have
not changed even though the 2009 version has been
superseded by the 2017 version.
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10.2

10.3

104

10,5

(d) The settlement pattern and the guiding principles have not
altered substantially between 2009 and 2017,

(e) Future Proof 2017 is a relevant strategy to which regard is to
be had under RMA s74(2)(b).

Wallkato 2070
The following positlons of experts are noted on this issue,

(a) JO - It reflects the very latest thinking around the land use pattern
within Walkato District and also ook into account the APL proposal
which was already on the table. Considers it should be glven
slgnificant welght. Considers that the document qualifles itself by
saylng that these areas are subject to further Investigations,

(b) KT - not happy with the outcome as the land use has not been
Integrated with the abllity to service It,

(c) CT ~ while Future Proof and Wallato 2070 have the same statutory
relevance under RMA s74(2)(b), the fact that Future Proof Is
embedded In the RPS glves it far more welght (e.g. must be glven
effect to). The Future Proof settlement pattern Is In the RPS in terms
of the map. Waikato 2070 has Identified areas for growth but It can’t
have the same welght as Future Proof because of the uncertainties.

(d) SL - Walkato 2070 has not provided a compatrlson against the current
Future Proof settlement pattern e.g. the effect on the state highway
network.

The experts agree that given the case law it has the same statutory
relevance as Future Proof under the RMA 574(2)(b) in that it has
been prepared under the special consultative process in the LGA.

There was no agreement on welghting of Waikato 2070 and Future Proof so
It will be subject to evidence.

Walkato Area Blueprints

The following positions of expetts are noted on this issue.

(a) CT and IM - they have very little welght because they are a
communlty led process of capturing thelr asplrations, DId not go
through a special consultative process.
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10.6

10.7

10.8

(b) Sk -~ Walkato 2070 Is an articulatlon of the Blueprints in land use
terms,

{c) JO - less welght than Future Proof and Walkato 2070, but wouldn't
discard it, The Blueprints have Informed Walkato 2070.

(d) KT ~ the analysis of the Walkato economy and employment needs
has been undertaken by Derek Kemp. He has provided a framework
for how to Implement the analysis Including landuse change. Useful
analytical Information, but not because it ended up in Blueprints per
se, but Is a useful body of analysls.

The experts agreed that the Blueprints are not an RMA s74(2)(b)
matter but contain some useful information.

Hamilton to Auclkdand Corridor Plan (H2A)

The experts agree that the Hamilton to Auckland Corridor Plan has little or
no statutory welght but the Information that informs It may be useful,

Walkato-Talnul Environmental Plan - Tal Tumu, Tal Parl, Tal Ao

The experts agree that it is specifically referred to insection 74(2A)
and must be talten into account,

Note: CT, S, JO, SP, IM are experts in attendance from this point.

11l ’

111

ISSUE TEN ~ NPS-UDC & WRPS/ FUTURE PROOF

Does the proposed rezoning glve effect to the NPS-UDC and does jt override
or Influence the Interpretation of WRPS/ Future Proof?

The following positions of experts are noted on this Issue,

(a) CT, SL, KT, IM - as the gulding princlples have not changed In Future
Proof and there Is a pathway for alternative land release thls is not
an Issue that regulres the NPS to provide direction. JO disagrees,

(b) JO - the NPS does provide additional directlon via higher level
responslive planning objectives OC1 and 0C2, and the WRPS has not
been updated to strengthen the flexibility In line with the NPS-UDC,

(c) KT and CT - OCL and OC2 are not related to supply of land l.e.
shortfall,
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11.2

11.3

12,

12.1

12.2

13,

13.1

14,

14.1

(d) KT - OC1 and OC2 are not taken through to a policy requirement
within the NPS.

The experts agree on the following matters:

(a) The PDP must give effect to the WRPS and the NPS-UDC
(s75(3)).

(b) the WRPS must give effect to the NPS-UDC.

() The NPS-UDC post-dates the WRPS and therefore the WRPS
cannot be assumed to be giving effect to thae NPS,

(d) In the event that there was an inconsistency between the two
documents (NPS-UDC and WRPS) the NPS talkes precetdence,

The experts did not reach agreement on Issue Ten and this matter will need
to be addressed In evidence,

ISSUE ELEVEN - WAIKATO EXPRESSWAY

Is the national sfgnificance of this sectlon of the Walkato Expressway
accepted and does the proposal align with the function and purpose of the
expressway?

The experts agree on the Expressway’s national significance.

The experts do not agree whether or not the proposal aligns with its function
and purpose. The following positions of experts are noted on this {ssue.

(a) SL, CT, KT and IM agree that the key Issue is the residential and
commercial actlvity in relation to the Expressway and the need for
short distance trips to undertake day to day activitles,

(b) JO and SP disagree and will therefore be addressed In evidence,
ISSUE TWELVE ~ PLAN PROVISIONS

Other than as referenced above, detalls of plan provislons were not discussed
during conferencing., The experts consldered It deslrable to have further
discusslons on plan provisions prior to the Hearing.

PARTIES TO JOXNT WITNESS STATEMENT

The signatories to this Joint Withess Statement confirm that!
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(a) They agree with the outcome of the expert conference as recorded
in this statement;

(b) They have read Appendix 3 of the Environment Courl’s Practice Note
2014 and agree to comply with it; and

(c) The matters addressed in this statement are within their area of
expertise,

SIGNATURES:

C /\V 7’\\:@:\("‘“””“ Date: j/) 7/ Z,‘:'(ZC{

Chloe Trenouth

— Z//// e T Date: _ // 9 [ 2ara

John Olliver 7 """

o

) 70327
/AN Pate: .’.‘:‘-/_ 7_[“ Mo

§t~lE;L—'T5m)fzom R

(MCLW@ pate: | 06/07/2020

l<en\.ﬁemdln(,

06/7/2020
i e Date: __ . ..
Anquq Iv)cl(cnz:'zwV
Date: ? //‘}// /}/{)

B I

Date: 3/07/2020
Tan Mayhew

g’ - , e /:7‘/ / ZoZo

Sbrah Loynes

e 3] 7 (2020

Joint Witness Statement - PLANNING 2.07,2020 Final Page 18




. oes 1[07] 20

es Whetu

On mattere |- 6 onl

Joint Witness Statement - PLANNING 2,07.,2020 Final Page 19



