
Submission guide and template for My Land Group supporters 

 

Overview 

This document is a template submission that you can use to submit on the Hutt City Council’s Proposed District Plan – Sites and Areas of Significance to Māori (SASM). 

Note that when making the submission, you must include paragraphs 1 - 7 of page 1 in your submission. This is a template that is required by the RMA (although minor deviations are allowed). Even though the Council may have 
adopted a practice of accepting submissions that depart from this format, it is better not to take the risk.   

Make sure to complete all text marked for attention in yellow highlight (including the signature tab on the final page), and to delete all explanatory notes written in italics. Make sure to delete this cover page before you submit.  

Not all the points in the table of submissions are relevant to all submitters. Focus on the issues that are most relevant to or resonate most with you. Add examples of how the policy will impact you directly where you can, and make 
any deletions or changes you feel are necessary.  

The provisions that are the most contentious (and would benefit most from submission) are: 

 Schedule 6 (which identifies sites) 
 SASM-O3 and SASM-O4 (which allude to tangata whenua “self-determination” and applies to privately owned land) 
 SASM-P4 and SASM-R4 which impose restrictions on new buildings over 200m (and alterations to existing buildings over 200m in commercial/industrial zoned land). 

To have the most impact, we recommend staying consistent with the following message: 

 Oppose the Proposed District Plan’s SASM provisions because they introduce vague and unjustified overlays that restrict use of private property, hinder development and limit housing supply. 
 The objection is not to protecting Māori culture and sites generally, but rather to this Council’s unbalanced approach. 
 Key changes required are: 

o Removing restriction on land use for categories 2 & 3 (see especially SASM-P4, SASM-R4, SUB-R6, and EW-R10). 
o clarify property rights prevail over protection of sites (SASM-O2, SASM-O4, SASM-P6, SASM-P9, SASM-R1, SUB-P15.4). 

Other practical points: 

 When you make your submission, the information within will become public on the Hutt City Council website.  
 Avoid including personal, political, or defamatory remarks about Council, Council staff, other submitters, or members of the public, or use offensive language. The Council may reject submissions on this basis.  
 If you have any questions about making a submission, you should contact “friend of submitters”, Emily Bayliss. You can contact Emily at fos@baylissconsulting.co.nz or on  
 You can submit your submission to district.plan@huttcity.govt.nz. Submissions are due by 5pm on Friday 2 May.  
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SUBMISSION ON PROPOSED LOWER HUTT DISTRICT PLAN 2025 

To: Chief Executive, Hutt City Council 

Via email to district.plan@huttcity.govt.nz  

1. I, Andrew Swan make this submission on the Proposed Lower Hutt District Plan 2025 (“Proposed Plan”).  
 

2. My email address for service is Andrew.swan143@gmail.com 
 

3. I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission. 
4. I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that— 

(a) adversely affects the environment; and 

(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

5. The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to, my submission on those provisions, and the decisions I seek are shown in the below table. I also seek all further, alternative, necessary, or consequential 
relief as may be necessary to fully achieve the relief sought in this submission. 

6. I may wish to be heard in support of my submission. 

7. If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing. 

Background 

8. I am an owner and resident of Days Bay, my property is included within the SASM area. The inclusion of my property was not notified to me, information was not received at my address notifying me of changes to 
the District plan which DIRECTLY affects my property. In order for consultation to be valid, those being consulted must be made AWARE of the proposed changes. I am not concerned about the areas being 
considered significant to Māori, I am concerned about the restriction this places on my property and impacts this restriction has on my rights as a property owner which are unnecessary in my view. 

9. I am appalled by the Council’s total lack of consultation with landowners before these changes took effect. I understand that the sites were not included in the draft plan that the Council released for consultation in 
late 2023. It seems that Council consulted with mana whenua before including the sites in the Proposed Plan, but didn’t bother to consult with landowners. The council has consulted and engaged with local Iwi 
however has not engaged with property owners with the same level of mana applied. 

10. I was made aware of the effects on my property through an awareness campaign raised by concerned residents, not through public meeting, flyer, or post. No communication was received.  To notify via post is not 
engagement, it is to inform. 

11. This lack of consultation and advance notice is unacceptable. The manner of communication appears to be underhand and a deliberate attempt to sneak these provisions into the district plan without ratepayers 
notice.  

Submission and requested decisions 

12. My submission and requested decisions from the Council are set out below.  

13. My primary requested decision is for the Independent Hearings Panel to recommend that the SASM provisions in the Proposed Plan not proceed. The process the Council has followed has been so inadequate that 
the Panel can have no confidence in the identification of sites compared to the existing Plan, or that the costs of extra restrictions on land use and development have been properly accounted for. In particular: 

a. The definition of category 2 and 3 SASMs is arbitrary and is based only on what mana whenua have told the Council, with the only cross-check being a “desktop review” 

b. Boundaries appear to follow roads or urban amenities – not specific areas as identified by Māori, nor with consideration of the impacts on properties of these arbitrary allocations.  

c. The classification of sites and their significance should be open to scrutiny, the mere use of land should not in itself be grounds for classification of significance to any party such that conditions be applied to 
the usage of that land and limitations imposed on its use by property owners. Limitation should be restricted to identification of archaeological relics.   

d. The “values” of the SASMs have not been identified. This robs the Proposed Plan of any content, as many of the sites no longer physically exist, leaving the question of what is left to protect 
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