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INTRODUCTION
1. I, Lou Sanson, Director-General of Conservation appeal parts of a decision on the

following matter:

a. A decision made by Commissioners on behalf of Hamilton City Council to
grant consent to the subdivision and land use consent applications
(11.2018.6695.01 & 10.2018.9853.01) of Weston Lea Limited to:

i. Undertake a fee-simple subdivision; and

ii. Undertake the following land use activities associated with a Master
Plan development for urban purposes:

(1)
(2)

Walkways and cycleways;

Earthworks and utility infrastructure within the Waikato
Riverbank and Gully Hazard Area;

(3) Bulk earthworks;
(4) Fences and wall exceeding permitted height (proposed retaining
walls);
(5)  Construction of subsoil drain outlet within a Significant Natural
Area (SN 54);
(6) Pump Stations;
(7)  Stormwater detention, treatment and/or soakage facilities;
(8) New transport corridors;
(9) New works not in accordance with the function of Peacocke
Road as defined in the District Plan Transport Corridor Hierarchy
Plan.
2. | made a submission on those applications.
3. | received notice of the decision on 1 November 2019.

4, The decision was made on behalf of Hamilton City Council {Council) by independent
hearing commissioners William Wasley, Richard Knott, and Lorettta Lovell
(Commissioners) acting under delegated authority.



| have a right to appeal this decision under section 120 of the Resource
Management Act 1991. The decision to which this appeal relates is not one of
those activities excluded by section 120(1A) or (1B) of that Act.

| am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308D of the Resource
Management Act 1991.

The parts of the decision that | am appealing are the consent conditions.

The land affected is legally described as Lots 1 and 2 DPS 81210 (SA66A/99), Lots 3
and 4 DPS 81210 (SA66A/100), Lot 1 DP 36935 (SA5D/1211), Part Lot 6 and Lot 8 DP
34164 (SA4B/788), Lot 5 DP 17475 (SA718/181), Allotment 87, Part Allotments 93
and 94 Te Rapa Parish (SA528/20), Lot 1 DPS 78023 (SA60A/826), and Pt Lot 10 DPS
7724 (SA7D/254) located at 337 — 461 Peacockes Road, Hamilton.

REASONS FOR THE APPEAL

General reasons

o.

10.

11.

12

The decision fails to address Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991 as the
consent conditions inadequately address the adverse effects of the development
on the environment, in particular on long-tailed bats. Notably the decision:

a. Does not promote sustainable management of natural and physical resources
under section 5 of the Act;

b. Does not adequately recognise and provide for matters of national
importance under section 6 of the Act, in particular section 6(c}); and

C. Leaves critical adverse effects to be addressed via yet to be developed future
management plans.

The decision represents a failure of the Respondent to fulfil its functions under
section 31(1)(b)(iii) of the Act to control any actual or potential effects of the use or
development of land for the purpose of the maintenance of indigenous biological
diversity.

The decision is contrary to the objectives and policies of the Waikato Regional
Policy Statement and it is inconsistent with the Hamilton District Plan.

The consent conditions do not represent best resource management practice.

Particular reasons

13.

The particular reasons for the appeal are as follows:

a. The land affected by the decision is significant habitat of the long-tailed bat.
The potential effects of the consented development include the removal of
roost trees, earthworks and effects arising out of and in connection to the
occupation of up to 835 residential lots and 5 commercial lots. The



consequential effects will be considerably greater than the environmental
effects of the past land uses of the site.

The decision to grant consent relies heavily on the adoption of an adaptive
management approach that is intended to reduce the uncertainty and
manage any remaining risk for the long-tailed bat.

The adaptive management consent conditions have significant inadequacies
and the consent conditions leave critical adverse effects to be addressed via
yet to be developed future management plans. The consent conditions are
therefore unlikely to achieve their purpose of reducing uncertainty and
managing the risk for the long-tailed bat and other indigenous biodiversity
issues.

The long-tailed bat is of national importance and the adverse effects of the
consented development on this nationally important threatened species
have the potential to result in significant and irreversible loss (and possibly
local extinction).

At paragraph 12(b) of the decision the Commissioners stated:

The single point of contention is the long-tailed bat and the effect of this
development on this threatened species and native fauna and as a matter therefore
of national importance under section 6. It is with this in mind that further
consideration and conditions were required.

The long-tailed bat is now assigned to the category most at risk of extinction
“Nationally Critical” {O’'Donnell et al. 2018). This is assessed by a team who
predicted a 70% decline over the next three generations of bats based on
studies where the rate of decline was much greater in unmanaged
populations. The Hamilton population is one of those unmanaged
populations where it is likely that the population is declining and, in addition
to this, is under pressure from increasing urbanisation via roads and
subdivisions.

It is accepted in the decision that the adverse effects are more than minor.

At paragraph 9.3 of the decision the Commissioners considered the Waikato
Regional Policy statement and stated at subparagraphs (qg)(iv) and (v} that
they are satisfied that:

{iv) The cumulative effects of subdivision are largely known. Where the effects
are not clear (long tailed bats) an adaptive management approach was
initially proposed and has been reinstated in the conditions.

{v) As with cumulative effects, the sufficiency of information relating to the long-
tailed bats has been questioned. However, conditions were proposed and
are now in place to ensure that baseline information is in place prior to
construction.



To be effective, adaptive management conditions should, among other
things, require:

i A statement of objectives and expected outcomes of the use of
adaptive management;

ii. Good baseline information to be obtained prior to the commencement
of the activities authorised by the consent that is statistically robust
and capable of answering the questions;

iii.  The identification, in advance, of the stages of the development at
which the effects of the activity will be reviewed and clear processes
for timely decisions to be made to either: (a) proceed with the
development; (b) cease further development; or (c) reduce the scale of
the development;

iv.  Monitoring and reporting that is appropriate for the significance and
risk;

V. Clear mechanisms and processes for appropriate remedial action to be
taken in a timely manner before effects become irreversible;

vi.  Certain criteria to be met before the consent holder can progress to
the next stage (note: enough time should be allowed at the completion
of each stage of development for monitoring to establish the effects of
the relevant stage of the development); and

vii.  Ongoing monitoring and review.

The consent conditions do not adequately cover the key aspects for adaptive
management as outlined above. The consent conditions do require a range
of management plans relating to the effects on long-tailed bats and other
biodiversity issues. However, the consent conditions do not provide a clear
integrating framework for following adaptive management with respect to
the development and implementation of those management plans. The
management plan approach also gives Hamilton City Council a subjective
discretion on critical adverse effects. Critical adverse effects need to be
appropriately addressed with adequate consent conditions before a decision
to grant is made and should not be left to be addressed via future
management plans.

Examples of specific conditions and how they do not address the concerns in
my submission include:

i.  Conditions 25-32: Management Plan Liaison Group

(1) The consent conditions require the establishment of a
Management Plan Liaison Group (MPLG) for the Amberfield
Development.



(2)

(3)

(4)

(5)

Condition 26 stipulates that membership of the MPLG is to
include two (2) representatives of:

(a) The consent holder;

(b) Hamilton City Council;

(c) The Department of Conservation;

{d) Riverlea Environmental Society Incorporated;
(e} Tangata Whenua Working Group; and

{f) Upon establishment, two representatives of the
Amberfield resident’s association or such other group
established for the purposes of representing the interests
of Amberfield residents and community.

Condition 27 provides that the purpose of the MPLG will include,
among other things, participation in the development,
monitoring, and review of the Ecological Management and
Monitoring Plan and sub plans. The stated role of the MPLG is
confusing and inconsistent, when read in conjunction with the
consent conditions on the separate biodiversity-related sub
plans.

In addition to the MPLG’s role with respect to the future
management plans being unclear and uncertain, there is a high
probability that the MPLG will become dysfunctional and unable
to perform its role effectively. Reasons for this include:

(a) There are differing interests and expertise among the
members of the MPLG;

(b) There is no detailed dispute resolution process; and

(c)  There are no clear rules for decision-making and there is
no clear process for communicating with, and making
recommendations to, Hamilton City Council.

Examples of the differing interests among the MPLG include: {a)
the representatives of Weston Lea Limited will be under
financial pressure to keep the stages of the development
moving; (b) the representatives of the Amberfield resident’s
association will be under pressure to advocate for the interests
of the residents; and (c) the bat experts representing the
Department of Conservation will be focused on getting the
required expert recommendations to Council. Tensions are
likely to arise when the experts wish to make recommendations



(6)

(7)

(8)

(9)

(10)

(11)

with respect to long-tailed bats that are not supported by other
members of the MPLG.

Further, condition 28 of the consent conditions states that:

Should a majority of MPLG members decline or not respond to an
invitation to meet, the cansent holder is not required to hold that
meeting.

The timeframes for the MPLG to make decisions and act will be
tight. For example: there are conditions relating to the
Vegetation Management Plan that allow for the removal of trees
that may be bat roosts and condition 118 only gives the MPLG
twenty [20] working days to make recommendations to Council.

In summary, the differing interests of the members of the MPLG;
the absence of decision-making and other processes for the
MPLG; the absence of a clear dispute resolution process; and the
ability of the consent holder to not hold meetings, all point to a
high probability of the MPLG becoming dysfunctional and unable
to effectively perform its role within the timeframes required.

As noted in paragraph 12 j above, critical adverse effects need to
be appropriately addressed with adequate consent conditions
before a decision to grant is made and should not be left to be
addressed via future management plans. It is not appropriate to
give Hamiiton City Council a subjective discretion on critical
adverse effects. Particularly in circumstances where the MPLG is
likely to be dysfunctional and unable to provide clear
recommendations on the development of the future
management plans.

The critical adverse effects need to be addressed by the consent
conditions. Future management plans should be limited to non-
critical operational processes that lie behind a performance or
operational standard.

The consent conditions should therefore:

{a) Include conditions to address the critical adverse effects.
This could be achieved by way of clear conditions that
specifically set out the essential requirements for the
management plans or preferably by way of including final
versions of the management plans in the consent
conditions. The management plans will need to clearly set
out how adaptive management will work for the
Amberfield Development (e.g. identification of stages;
baseline monitoring requirements with no work allowed



(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)
(g)

until that is completed, and monitoring requirements as
each stage is completed before there is sufficient robust
monitoring information to decide whether to proceed to
the next stage or not). Each individual management plan
will need to be checked against the other management
plans for conflicts/issues to make sure that the
management plans do not have any conflicts or other
issues that have the potential to override the objectives
and expected outcomes of the adaptive management
approach;

Require as a condition precedent to the commencement
of the activities authorised by the consent the
establishment of a Management Plan Expert Panel
comprising a panel of experts who:

(i) Have the requisite qualifications and experience
(i.e. are bat ecologists);

(i) Have been approved by the Department of
Conservation;

(iii) Are able to provide the expert advice that is
required for an integrated adaptive management
approach;

Include a mechanism for the interested parties identified
in condition 26 to receive regular updates from the
Council and the consent holder;

Clearly set out the purpose, specific roles, powers, and
procedures of the Management Plan Expert Panel
(including decision-making rules and a process for dispute
resolution);

Place an obligation on the consent holder to maintain, and
provide the interested parties identified in condition 26, a
record of: (a) any approvals obtained from the
Management Plan Expert Panel; and (b) any issues raised
by the Management Plan Expert Panel and the consent
holder’s response to those issues (including reasons in
circumstances where no action is taken);

Set out a dispute resolution process; and

Require the consent holder to pay the costs associated
with the Management Plan Expert Panel and, if a liaison



group is still required, the costs associated with the liaison
group.

ii. Conditions 75 — 147: Ecological Management and Monitoring

(1)

(2)

Condition 121 requires The Long-Tailed Bat Management and
Monitoring Plan to include details of ongoing monitoring and
reporting of bat activity, including the establishment of
adequate baseline survey. Condition 123 requires that best
practice monitoring including but not limited to bio acoustic
monitoring be carried out. Intensive bat surveys using radio
tracking equipment may be more appropriate than acoustic
monitoring given the fact that the long-tailed bat is a nationally
critical threatened species and the effects of the Amberfield
Development on the long-tailed bat have the potential to result
in significant and irreversible loss {(and possibly local extinction).
Radio-tracking is resource intensive, but it provides the most
comprehensive information on how bats are using the
landscape. As noted above, good baseline information is critical
to the effectiveness of an adaptive management approach and
this information should be obtained and agreed prior to
commencement.

The conditions lack specificity. The adaptive management
strategies are not set out. The mechanisms and triggers for the
adaptive management approach are uncertain and detail that
should be included in the consent conditions, to ensure
compliance with certain standards, has been left for the
management plans. This reduces the likelihood of the consent
conditions achieving the priority objectives which in turn
increases the risk to indigenous fauna. For example: condition
86(b) states that animal pest control will be undertaken at
significant roost sites but there is no mention of the levels of
pest control (or when they are required to be demonstrated),
the species targeted and there is no definition of “significant
roosts”; conditions 89-93 provide little detail on how bat
sensitive lighting will be achieved and how this will be
measured; condition 96 lacks any description of the actual
management that is to occur; condition 123 will lead to data
that is not comparable; condition 124 which has little detail in
how monitoring will be designed to detect any changes;
condition 124(h) states that trigger values will be determined
but there is no detail on how this will be achieved; condition 126
states that adaptive management will be integrated into the
Long-Tailed Bat Management and Monitoring Plan but there is
no detail on how this will be effective when the monitoring

8



(3)

(4)

(5)

(6)

measures will take years to show a change; conditions 132 and
133 lack detail and process and do not support an adaptive
management approach.

The conditions rely in part on the implementation of another
project (Southern Links) and condition 124(e) contemplates the
cross-referencing of data — this will cause some third party and
other practical issues for the implementation of the conditions.

Condition 123(c) requires monitoring to be completed on a two
yearly basis. Monitoring every two years will double the time to
detect a change. Monitoring every year is essential to
determine the interannual variation and trend over time.
Monitoring should also continue beyond 15 years. Pest control
should be in perpetuity and consent conditions should require
annual reports on pest control and identify how it will be
funded.

Condition 124(d) states that the survey design will be developed
as part of the Long-Tailed Bat Management and Monitoring Plan
with input from a biostatistician. The management plan should
be developed and included as part of the consent conditions
with the assistance of a Department of Conservation approved
biostatistician as it is essential that surveys are robust and
comprehensive.

There are conflicts between the consent conditions. For
example:

(a) There are conflicts within the conditions relfating to the
Vegetation Management Plan and removal of trees; and

(b} Condition 95 states:

Activities on site shall be carried out to ensure that potential bat
roost removal is avoided [or if required removed due to sickness
or danger to the public). Potential bat roost removal shall comply
with the specific standards for roost tree identification and
monitoring of roost trees before their removal.

Whilst the danger to the public must be considered and the
Health and Safety at Work Act 2015 complied with, there needs
to be better alignment of the consent conditions and the
objectives of the adaptive management approach. The consent
conditions should include mechanisms to deal with any
conflicting provisions to avoid the risk of the confiicting
provisions being used to get around the requirement to avoid
the removal of roost trees. The consent conditions should
require all options to be identified (including fencing and other

°



(7)

(8)

(9)

measures) and the consent conditions should require the
options to be documented by way of a report in writing that is to
he submitted to the Management Plan Expert Panel. A robust
decision-making process for removal should be set out in the
consent conditions and the decision-making process must
recognise the importance of retaining roost trees.

The inclusion of the term “where feasible” in consent conditions
is likely to result in the Consent Holder identifying feasibility
issues to support a decision not to provide the mitigation
associated with the condition. Conditions need to require a
higher level of certainty.

Conditions 143 to 147 (now 141 to 145) create a high degree of
uncertainty.

The Commissioners have exercised the power under section
133A of the Resource Management Act 1991 to issue an
amended consent to correct minor mistakes or defects in the
consent. | am still reviewing the amended consent, my initial
observations are as follows:

{a) Some changes to the consent conditions are more than
minor. For example: the consent notice mechanism has
been removed from condition 132(g). Removing the
consent notice covenant from the titles will have a
significant impact on the ability to implement the adaptive
management approach to reduce upward light if this
action is required following the sale of the individual lots
to third party home buyers. Alternatives to a consent
notice include a covenant in gross or an encumbrance
instrument. It needs to be recognised that the adaptive
management approach will need to be able to rely on the
ability to enforce the required obligations on any
incoming purchasers of the relevant lots to reduce upward
light.

(b} Conditions 140 and 141 have been deleted. The lots that
are to vest in Hamilton City Council to provide a vegetated
corridor should be vested subject to a requirement for
those lots to be retained by Hamilton City Council in
perpetuity for that purpose.

(c) There are further errors in the consent conditions that
have not been corrected. For example: in conditions 113
and 116(b) the term should be “diameter at breast height”
not “diameter and breast height”.

10



14. The above are examples of specific issues with the consent conditions that do not
address the concerns in my submission. There are further issues with the consent
conditions that will need to be worked through.

RELIEF SOUGHT
15. | seek the following relief:

a. That the conditions of consent are amended to ensure that the actual and
potential adverse effects on the long-tailed bat and other biodiversity issues
will be adequately addressed (including inserting new conditions as required
to ensure that an effective adaptive management regime is in place to ensure
a positive ecological outcome for long-tailed bats);

b. Such further, consequential or alternative relief to like effect, that the Court
considers fit to address my concerns;

c. Any consequential changes to the conditions required as a result of the
changes sought; and

d. Costs.

16. | agree to participate in mediation or other alternative dispute resolution
proceedings.

ATTACHMENTS
17. |attach the following documents to this notice:
a. A copy of my submission;
b. A copy of the original decision;
C. A copy of the addendum to the decision;
d. A copy of the amended version of the decision; and

e. A list of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy of this
notice.

11
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7
Brigitte Meiér

Director, Operations
Hauraki, Waikato, Taranaki
Department of Conservation

Acting pursuant to delegated authority on behalf of the Director-General of

Conservation?

Date: 22 November 2019

Address for service of appellant:

Legal Services

Department of Conservation
Level 4

73 Rostrevor Street
Hamilton 3204

Private Bag 3072

Hamilton 3204

Telephone:
Email:
Contact person:

027 324 6314
mhooper@doc.govt.nz
Michelle Hooper

List of submitters to be served with this notice of appeal

Maureen Faye Urlich and Tonci Urlich
702 Peacockes Road

RD 2

Hamilton 3282
maureenurlich@gmail.com

Graham Burnley McBride
37 Balfour Crescent
Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
grmcbride@hnpl.net

Christopher James Hubbard
53 Malcolm Street

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
chrish275@gmail.com

Anne Margaret Ferrier-Watson
35 Chesterman Road

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216

Scott Craig Robinson

274 B Peacockes Road

RD 2

Hamilton 3282
dr.scott.c.robinson@gmail.com

Fraser Christopher Maxwell and Linda Erin
Maxwell

7A Sheriff Place

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216

fralin@hotmail.co.nz

1 A copy of the Instrument of Delegation may be inspected at the Director-General's office at Conservation House (Whare

Kaupapa Atawhai, 18/32 Manners Street, Wellington 6011).
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McGregor

261 Peacockes Road

RD 2

Hamilton 3282
mavisnadmac@gmail.com

Mavis Constance McGregor and Robert lan

Johnson Family Trust
C/- Peter Skilton

PO Box 16125, Urlich
Hamilton 3245
peter@zone.co.nz

Gina Annalise Marsden
750 Peacockes Road
RD 2

Hamilton 3282

ggmmarsden@gmail.com

Sean McConnell

711 Peacockes Road

RD 2

Hamilton 3282
mcconnell.sean@gmail.com

Yao-Chen Tsai
30 Silva Crescent
Riverlea
Hamilton 3216

Graham Charles Saunders

5 Dillon Place

Hamilton East

Hamilton 3216
graham.saunders@waikato.ac.nz

Zhao Zhao

32 Silva Crescent
Riverlea
Hamilton 3216

Christine Elizabeth Baigent
18 Sheriff Place

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
chrisbaigent@xtra.co.nz

Jennifer Helen Cumpstone
10 McEwan Place

Fitzroy

Hamilton 3206

jennifer.cpst@xtra.co.nz

Alec Forbes

149 A Riverlea Road

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
exitpersuedbyabear@gmail.com

Frances Dene Letford and Phillip Edward
Letford

144 Hall Road

RD 2

Hamilton 3282

letford@ihug.co.nz

Chandani Karunathillake

47A Malcolm Street

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
sacpradeekumar@hotmail.com

Janice Winifred Phillips
11 Waterford Road
Fitzroy

Hamilton 3206

| bryan.janice@xtra.co.nz

Allan Francis Westbrook

274A Peacockes Road

RD 2

Hamilton 3282
Allan.westbrook@jennian.co.nz

Mary Elizabeth Cave
16 Silva Crescent
Riverlea

Hamilton 3216

marycavepalmer@gmail.co.nz

Waikato-Tainui

C/- Lorraine Dixon

PO Box 648, Waikato Mail Centre
Hamilton 3240
lorraine.dixon@tainui.co.nz

Peter Harry Bos

69 Montgomery Crescent
Bader

Hamilton 3206
bospeterh@gmail.com

Stephen Derek Hamilton

23 Alan Street

Palmerston North 4414
drstephenhamilton@gmail.com

Catherine Elizabeth Ellice
73A Riverglade Drive

Giselle Margaret Byrnes
23 Alan Street
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RD3
Hamilton 3283
cath.paul.ellice@gmail.com

Palmerston North 4414
hamilton.byrnes@gmail.com

Catherine Mary White
2 Wingate Street
Bader

Hamilton 3206
gocat80@gmail.com

Selwyn June

58 Waterford Road
Fitzroy

Hamilton 3206

340 Cobham Drive
Hillcrest

Hamilton 3216
ajssaunders@gmail.com

Alan James Saunders and Suzanne Saunders

Elizabeth Kate Marie Hamilton
20 Johnsview Terrace

Hillcrest

Hamilton 3216
hamiltonliz@yahoo.com

Robert James Cameron
15 Peacockes Lane
RD2

Hamilton 3282

cameronrj@xtra.co.nz

Cambridge Road Community Kindergarten
218 Cambridge Road

Hillcrest

Hamilton 3216

crck@xtra.co.nz

Hugh William David Waugh
51 Malcolm Street

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
hughie51@me.com

Cycle Action Waikato
C/- 1 Castlewold Place
Huntington

Hamilton 3210

cawaikato@can.org.nz

Ministry of Education
C/- Andrew Hill, Beca Ltd
PO Box 448

Waikato Mail Centre
andrew.hill@beca.com

Te Haa O Te Whenua O Kirikiriroa
C/- Rawiri Bidois

781B Bruntwood Road

RD 3, Hamilton 3283
rawiribidois@gmail.com

Martin Patrick Thrupp

20 Silva Crescent

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
martinthrupp@gmail.com

Jayne Hartstone

14a Balfour Crescent
Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
jaynemadeline@gmail.com

Dick Kin Chan

43 Balfour Crescent
Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
dichanzhong@gmail.com

Heritage New Zealand

PO Box 13339

Tauranga 3141
plannerin@heritage.org.nz

12 Sheriff Place
Riverlea
Hamilton 3216

Jian Hua Lin and Xiu Zhen Zhang

Waipa District Council

C/- Bryan Hudson, Road Corridor Manager
Private Bag 2402

Te Awamutu 3840
bryan.hudson@waipadc.govt.nz

Russell Caradus
8 Geoffrey Place

Glenda Raewyn McConnell Caradus and John

Glenn Robert Sullivan
49 Malcolm Street
Riverlea

14




Riverlea
Hamilton 3216
john.caradus@grasslanz.com

Hamilton 3216
gisullivan@xtra.co.nz

Kim Louise Pickering and Timothy Daniel
Hunt

12 Silva Crescent

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216

Open Spaces, Facilities and Strategic
Infrastructure

Hamilton City Council

C/- Chris Allen

Private Bag 3010

Hamilton 3240
chris.allen@hcc.govt.nz

Richard Choo-keng Leong
75 Hudson Street
Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
leongrck@xtra.co.nz

Waikato Environment Centre Trust
Attention: Anna Casey-Cox

PO Box 19104

Hamilton 3244
anna@goeco.org.nz

Warren Stace

89A Cook Street

Hamilton East

Hamilton 3216
warrenstace37 @gmail.com

Samuel Richard Edwards
41 Malcolm Street
Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
sredwards@xtra.co.nz

Carolyn Joan Edwards and Neil Stanley
Edwards

71 Weston Lea Drive

RD 2

Hamilton 3282

| neil@hmengineering.co.nz

Andrea Elizabeth Graves

27 Hudson Street

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
andrea.graves@slingshot.co.nz

Forest and Bird Society

Attention: Katherine Hay

PO Box 11092

Hillcrest

Hamilton 3251
waikato.branch@forestandbird.org.nz

WEL Networks Limited

C/- Karleen Broughton

PO Box 925, Waikato Mail Centre
Hamilton 3240
karleen.broughton@wel.co.nz

Christine Ainsley Johnson and Kenneth
McCrae Johnson

478 Balfour Crescent

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
kandcjohnsonl@gmail.com

NZ Transport Agency

C/- Emily Hunt

PO Box 973, Waikato Mail Centre
Hamilton 3240
hamiltonplanning@nzta.govt.nz

Lester Fairfax Finch and Susan Joan
Thomason

41 Balfour Crescent

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
finch.lester@gmail.com

Kerryn Louise McLellan

25 Johnsview Terrace
Hillcrest

Hamilton 3216
kerryn.mclellan@gmail.com

Brett Reginald Henderson
69 Riverglade Dr
Tamahere 3283
bond6nz@gmail.com
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Raymond Alan Hoare
99C Howell Ave
Hillcrest

Hamilton 3216

ray@rameil.nz

Riverlea Environment Society Inc
C/- 40 Chesterman Road
Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
pearsona@xtra.co.nz

Christopher William Eames and Ruth Lindsay
Eames

54 Hudson Street

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216

c.eames@waikato.ac.nz

John Vianney Conroy and Marie Theresa
Conroy

6/2 Minogue Drive

Te Rapa

Hamilton 3200
lohn.v.conroy@gmail.com

John Andrew Elley and Pani Charmaine
Cassandra Berghan

179 Riverlea Road

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
pberghan@outlook.com

Robert Arthur Sandel Welch
54 Malcolm Street

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
raswelch@outlook.com

Genaya Lee Macklow
212A Newell Road
RD3

Hamilton 3283
sweetnlow@xtra.co.nz

Woolworths New Zealand Limited (T/A
Countdown)

C/- Campbell Brown Planning Limited
PO Box 147001

Ponsonby Auckland 1144
philip@campbell.co.nz

Reinhold Theophilus Gregor
14 Silva Crescent

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
theo@greogor.org.nz

Tania Macdonald
60A Malcolm Street
Riverlea

Hamilton 3216

Alison Kathrine Keehan
C/- Maru Way

Flagstaff

Hamilton 3210
amkeehan@kinect.co.nz

Graeme Trevor Stubbs and Jennifer Ann
Stubbs

15 Johnsview Terrace

Hillcrest

Hamilton 3216

stubbs.i.e@xtra.co.nz

Maree McNulty

1 Olympia Place

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216

| maree.mcnulty@gmail.com

Geoffrey Charles Spooner
273 Dixon Road

Fitzroy

Hamilton 3206
spoonergc@gmail.com

Paul Grant Ellice
73A Riverglade Drive
RD3

Tamahere 3283

paul@eth.co.nz

Nitinchandra Mohan Parulekar and
Shubhangi Nitinchandra Parulekar
47 Howell Avenue

Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
nitinshubha@gmail.com

Hairong Cui

45 Balfour Crescent
Riverlea

Hamilton 3216
hairongcui@hotmail.com

Justine Young

1 Silva Crescent

Riveriea

Hamilton 3216
justineyoungl5@hotmail.com
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Dianne Kay June Roderick Aldridge

58 Waterford Road 33A Barrie Crescent
Fitzroy Silverdale

Hamilton 3206 Hamilton 3216
djune@xtra.co.nz rod-aldridge@xnet.co.nz
Helen Patricia Lynch and John-Paul Oliver Shona Merrin Mackintosh
98 Howell Avenue 84 Weston Lea Drive
Riverlea RD 2

Hamilton 3216 Hamilton 3282
johnpaulonz@gmail.com sandgmackintosh@xtra.co.nz
Tangata Whenua Working Group

C/- Sonny Karena

72 Mardon Road Enderley

Hamilton 3214

ngapine.20408@gmail.com

Advice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal

How to become party to proceedings
You may be a party to the appeal if, —
(a) within 15 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, you lodge a
notice of your wish to be a party to the proceedings (in form 33) with the Environment

Court and serve copies of your notice on the relevant local authority and the appellant; and

(b) within 20 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, you serve
copies of your notice on all other parties.

Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the court may be limited by the trade
competition provisions in section 274(1) and Part 11A of the Resource Management Act
1991.

You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Resource Management
Act 1991 for a waiver of the above timing or service requirements (see form 38).

How to obtain copies of documents relating to appeal

The copy of this notice served on you does not attach a copy of the relevant application or
the decision appealed. These documents may be obtained, on request, from the appeliant.

Advice

If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment Court in Auckland,
Wellington, or Christchurch.
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