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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 

Rochelle Friend 

Friday, 18 January 2019 2:53 PM 

Luke Balchin; Aaron Collier 

Chris Watt; Coral-Lee Ertel; Ken Lawton; Stuart Harvey; Andy Pellew; Jim Paterson; 

Kelvin Hill; Phillip Martelli; Tony Clow; Andries Cloete; Bob Sherman; Gary Allis; 

Nautilis Contracting Ltd; Peter Watson; Ben Brown; Paul van den Berg 

Subject: S92 Request For Further Information - RC11154S - S/B/12320- Pukehina EcoVillage 

protection lot subdivision 

Attachments: 

Applicant: Property Seven Ltd 

201901 08.floodreview.msp.let.final.pdf; 

20190108.T + T.GEO.REGULATORY.REVIEW.FINAL.PDF; WBOPDC EPR Pukehina eco 

village.pdf 

Address: 259, 295 & 307 Pukehina Beach Road, Pukehina 
Application: RC11154S- S/B/12320 
Non-complying Protection Lot Subdivision - Establish Eco-Village with a large area of freshwater wetland in 
exchange for creation of 137 protection lots 

Request For Further Information - Section 92 Resource Management Act 1991 

We are in the process of assessing the notified resource consent for this application. Pursuant to Section 
92 of the Resource Management Act 1991, Council staff request the following information relating to the 
application: 

1. Peer review of the stormwater design and the and minimum floor level 
recommendations 
Council's Utilities department recommended a peer review be undertaken (various submissions 
received support this approach). This has now been undertaken. Further information requirements 
are set out in this - refer attached 

2. Peer review of the Geotechnical assessment 
A further peer review was recommended as part of the Stormwater Peer Review. This has now 
been undertaken. Further information requirements are set out in this- refer attached 

3. Staging 
Please outline how the proposed subdivision will be staged so the effects of the extensive 
redevelopment of the application site can be more fully understood. 

4. Wetland 
Given the protection lot subdivision is reliant on the creation of the wetland areas it is critical to 
understand how the subdivision will be delivered and how the proposal qualifies for 137 protection 
lots. How does the applicant propose to stage the subdivision to ensure compliance with the District 
Plan? (i.e. 11ot per 1ha of wetland created). 

The District Plan requires protected features to be in existence (in this case a sustainable, 
functioning wetland). This normally means prior to any application for subdivision consent being 
made, and certainly before any S224 certificate is issued. This has not been sufficiently addressed 
in the application - please address this. 
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Plant spacing and numbers have not been prescribed (Appendix E). What certainty is there that the 
canopy closure will be achieved within the 5 years? It is recommended a performance bond is 
required to ensure this, your comments are sought on this matter. 

It is not clear if the wetlands area (139ha in total) includes or excludes the buffer area along the 
campgrounds. The land area of this buffer should be excluded from the protection lot calculations. 
Council's Resource Management team are of the opinion that the buffer area is required all along 
the Residential Zone up to the proposed bund. 

There is a recommendation to bond the road, planting, wetlands and other infrastructure up until 
after completion of the last stage of the subdivision . What are your comments on this? 

There are existing dwellings on the application site that may have existing use rights. You may wish 
to comment further on how this impacts the yield. 

s. Management of Wetland 
To ensure the long term viability of the wetland management of the water flows in and out of the 
wetland network will be critical. Will this be managed by the Waihi Drainage Society? Who will pay 
for this? Will it be apportioned by the proposed protection lots? 

How will the applicant ensure the wetland areas will not require substantial ongoing management 
and maintenance? 

The application details outline that Fish & Game will manage the wetland following construction. 
How will this wetland management be managed in perpetuity? How will ongoing funding be 
secured? 

Will Fish & Game manage the proposed permanent pest control? And how will the pest control 
distinguish between feral and domestic cats? 

The proposed monitoring of the wetland is very intensive, what is the approximate cost of this? 
How and by whom will the effects of the activity be monitored? (management of the wetland). 

How will the surrounding farmland and residential areas not be adversely affected by the changes 
to the water management and deep excavation from the creation of a large wetland area including 
a deep lake? 

6. Ecological protection 
A restoration and management plan is required to address the "Wetland Creation' and 'Indigenous 
Vegetation' recommendations on page 17 of the Wildlands Consultants report dated September 
2018, please provide this. 

7. Roading I Traffic 

New Zealand Transport Agency CNZTA) 
Traffic associated with the proposed subdivision will travel to and from Pukehina through the 
intersection of Pukehina Beach Road and State Highway 2 (SH2). It is important that this 
intersection has the capacity to accommodate this additional traffic without compromising network 
safety or efficiency. The submission from the Transport Agency outlines that the intersection does 
not comply with the required sight distances (193m + 7m = 210m). The volume of traffic on SH2 is 
low enough that gaps are frequently available. However, overall the Transport Agency is satisfied 
the additional traffic generated by the proposed subdivision will not compromise the safety of the 
intersection. 

Trip generation -The applicant's modelling has not considered peak load effect if dwellings within 
the proposed subdivision were to be utilised more as holiday homes in the weekend and holiday 
periods rather than as permanent residences. This could affect the SIDRA analysis, which is based 
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on the assumed peak trip generation of 1.3vph per dwelling. Also the Pongakawa school does not 
appear to be part of the school bus route, which could lead to higher trip generation. This warrants 
further consideration, assessment and review. 

Clarification is sought to confirm that the safety and efficiency of Pukehina Beach Road will not be 
compromised, both the intersection from the proposed subdivision and the SH2 intersection. Please 
address the matters in the NZTA submission. 

Council Roading department 
Council's Roading department would like further information as outlined below: 

1. Accurate dimensions, photographs or distances for the location of the intersection on Pukehina 
Beach Road are not provided therefore, section 4.1.1- sight distances cannot be justified or 
properly assessed by transport team. Please provide accurate details for intersection location. 

2. Section 4.1 request that Council re-locate the speed restriction on Pukehina Beach Road as the 
development will extend the urban nature of the beach settlement. This cannot be considered as 
justification for the intersection design in any way as speed limits are governed by the policy 
committee through the publicly notified bylaw process, subject to review by NZTA. Therefore, 
there is no guarantee the speed limit will be changed. Therefore, please provide information to 
confirm the intersection has been designed for the existing 100km/h speed limit. 

3. The shared road space design relies heavily on controlling vehicle speed through the development. 
In our opinion, there is a reasonable risk that painted islands will not be sufficient to reduce vehicle 
speed to the desired 30km/h. Please provide more substantial justification or road safety 
assessment to review this design assumption. 

4. The typical road details and drawings lack any sufficient engineering information to properly assess 
effects ofthe works. There are no long sections of the road design to understand the vertical or 
horizontal contours of the road and no swept path analysis for tracking of larger vehicles or buses 
around the road network. Please provide this information to allow complete transport assessment 
of the development. 

5. There are insufficient details provided for the swale system is constructed with the legal road. 
Please provide more information explaining what material(s) the swale will be constructed from, 
the effects that the ground water flowing or standing within the system will have on the 
neighbouring carriageway base course layers or how it should be maintained by Council going 
forwards. 

The proposed T intersection with Pukehina Beach Road should be relocated as far south as 
possible. 

Council Development Engineering department 

1. Roading- Agree with Roading department's concerns. Furthermore it is noted that all the properties will 
require a vehicle crossing with culvert due to the proposed swale. As such, the proposed swale width and 
batters as shown would afford little or no cover over a vehicle crossing culvert. It is agreed that a 1 in 5 
batter would provide a safe slope should vehicles migrate onto the berm area . The proposed road reserve 
width of 17m may need to be wider to allow the swales (at 1 in 5) to be deeper an provide complying cover 
to a culvert. 

2. Earthworks- The application proposes some 1.5 million m3 of 1CUt to fill'. However there is no real detail on 
any drawings. The application report and geotechnical report both state that the 1final' landform is unknown 
however the building platform levels (above flood level) are already identified and the existing site is 
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generally flat (albeit drainage channels) 'Preliminary' final contour drawings should be provided (this will 
need to be done for the Regional Council consents). 

3. Pre-loading - there is mention in the report of pre-loading. An earlier report mentioned the soil conditions 
where this would be required . Now that some sub-soil testing has been done a preliminary drawing is 
required identifying the potential areas that require pre-loading. 

4. Staging- There is mention of 3 stages however, this is not reflected in the scheme plan. I note that the road 
to vest is shown as one lot (lot 400) so do they intend to construct and vest the entire road in the first stage? 
Again the scheme plan should at least show 'preliminary' staging boundaries with corresponding road to 
vest lot identification. 

5. Access- Pukehina Beach Road is under-width currently by 0.8 to 2m . The road needs to be 8.5m pavement 
width. This width would also (just) accommodate the increased traffic from the proposal. There is not a lot 
of specific discussion about this in the TIR other than reference to Councils forward works programme 
("Future Road Network') in section 5 of the TIR. The 'Future Road Network' supplied in the TIR does not 
detail the nature of the works nor offer any budgeting allowances. 

Please respond on these development engineering matters. 

Westlink 
Insufficient detail has been provided for assessment. Further detail is required and the following 
comments are made: 

The applicant should provide more details about the proposed intersection design with Pukehina 
Beach Road to confirm it complies. The applicant has not supplied the required sight distance 
photos or dimensions to accurately locate the proposed intersection. The proposed T intersection 
may be inadequate for the volume of turning traffic. The consideration of left and right turn bays or 
a roundabout should be considered. Intersection control signs are recommended. Due to the 
volume of vehicular and pedestrian traffic a throat island is recommended. A STOP control is 
recommended due to the volume of traffic exiting the development and the restricted sight 
distance towards the beach, and motorists accelerating out of Pukehina. 

A speed limit extension along Pukehina Beach Road is likely to be required. It is recommended that 
the applicant should contribute to the design, consultation and installation cost. A 'threshold 
treatment' should be considered to show the entry into the Pukehina urban area to help control 
speed. 

The applicant intends to vest all roads in Council, with all modes sharing the carriageway, including 
pedestrians. This poses a risk to Council where future residents may demand footpaths. A more 
conventional road rather than shared space may be appropriate given the nature and scale of the 
proposed subdivision. 

The applicant proposes a 'future reserve' and suggest toilets, playgrounds etc. Council should 
consider requiring the applicant to pay for the infrastructure and have it installed while the houses 
are built. 

There is a risk the occasional planted islands (which narrow the road to 4m) will be insufficient to 
reduce speeds to 30 km/hr or less. The design carries a risk to pedestrians, primarily to due to 
volume, even if the speed is low. If Council decides to accept the shared space carriageway (with 
no practical alternative for pedestrians), it is recommended Council consider more substantial 
physical restrictions and consider a 20 km/hr speed limit within the subdivision. 

The proposed planter islands should be low maintenance, hardy, low growing plants to avoid 
becoming a safety or maintenance burden. This could be a condition of consent, if consent is 
granted. 
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The proposed grass swales will need to be included to the mowing schedule. The swales will need 
to be structurally sound to the mowers can operate safely. It is recommended that confirmation 
that the swales will only include grass (as rain gardens for instance require a different maintenance 
regime) . 

The application states the intersection with SH2 is 'good' however the sight distance towards 
Whakatane is less than the Austroads minimum Safe Intersection Sight Distance, the left turn bay 
length is substandard, and the intersection approach signage on SH 2 needs to be upgraded. The 
applicant should confirm with the Transport Agency that they are satisfied with the standard of the 
intersection with respect to the proposed traffic. 

Westlink have identified that the applicant proposes to raise the level of Pukehina Road near the 
new intersection but there doesn't appear to be any details in the Transportation assessment. The 
crest raising (200mm level change) appears to be for drainage/flooding reasons. This should have 
been considered in the transportation assessment. The applicant will need to ensure that the levels 
tie in smoothly with the side road so that there's no risk of turning HCVs tipping, and so that 
vehicles approaching the intersection on the new road will be essentially flat at the limit lines (to 
avoid harsh acceleration and pavement stress). How does this impact on the campground's access? 

Westlink's comments are attached FYI. 

8. Infrastructure I Utilities 
Council's Utilities department recommended a peer review be undertaken of stormwater design, 
minimum flood levels and geotechnical assessment. These reviews have been undertaken and the 
various matters requiring additional information or clarification are outlined within the attached 
reports (as outlined above). 

Additionally, comments have been provided in relation to water and wastewater: 

The application on page 28 refers to water supply for the proposed development. It states; 
"These two lines provide a two-ended main system to the Pukehina area and connect to each other at 

approximately 202 Pukehina Parade. 
From this location a 150mm dia main extends east along Pukehina Parade to Costello Crescent where the 

water reticulation splits to two lOOmm dia mains that loop onto each other. 
The current Eastern Supply Zone network modelling shows that the operating pressure along Pukehina is RL 
68.5m. As the site levels are RL 4.2m, there is sufficient pressure to provide pressure and flow." 

This infers that current pressures will deliver sufficient pressure and flow. However this must be modelled at 
peak flow using a peak flow factor of 5.00 to take into account existing demand and proposed peak 
demands on the network system. Please include this information with the engineering designs. 

Wastewater- BOPRC have recommended that septic tanks are not suitable and that a reticulation scheme 
should be implemented . The main reason being the high groundwater. It is anticipated that this would be 
owned and managed privately. Council does not anticipate taking ownership of a community wastewater 
scheme. Please outline what the position of BOPRC is in relation to a community wastewater scheme. 

9. Hazards 
As required by Policy NH 9B of the Operative Bay of Plenty Regional Policy Statement (RPS) with 
respect to the subdivision of land or the change or intensification of land use on an urban site of 
Sha or more, please prepare a natural hazards risk assessment using the methodology in Appendix 
L of the RPS. This risk assessment is to be prepared in collaboration with the Bay of Plenty Regional 
Council to ensure correct implementation. 

10. Design Guidelines and Rural zone rules 
More measurable performance standards are required. 
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How will the eco-village principles be achieved and retained over time? (i.e. recycling of 
rainwater, advanced wastewater systems, solar panels, etc.) 
There is no intention to rezone the land therefore the underlying Rural zone provisions will 
apply. Does the applicant intend to restrict the range of permitted activities (i.e. farming, rural 
contracting yard, etc.) to ensure any potential adverse effects are avoided for future residents 
of the eco-village? 
If consent is granted it is anticipated that any agreed design guidelines/performance standards 
for the proposed protection lots and wetland will be set out in consent notice requirements (i.e. 
no further development on wetland, and lifestyle/rural-residential controls on allotments)- is 
this what the applicant anticipates? 

ll.Amenity I Character I Housing 
Some submitters are concerned Pukehina is not suitable for large urban development and the 
increase of the number of allotments within this subdivision has the potential to change the 
character of Pukehina beach. Please provide further assessment on this and address the matters 
outlined under the BOPRC Submission 

Precedent- The matter of precedent has been raised by submitters. The proposed protection lot 
subdivision will result in the loss of 160ha of versatile land from primary production. This has the 
potential to generate reverse sensitivity effects on existing rural productive activities and set a 
precedent effect. Please comment on this matter and provide an assessment of this. 

While the protection lots (2,000m 2 +) are not technically considered "urban" under the RPS the 
proposed subdivision will result in an increase to the population of Pukehina. What is the likely 
result of this and demand on services? 

The proposed subdivision involves a large scale change in land use from a rural production activity 
to a rural lifestyle subdivision comprising 137 lots no less than 2,000m 2 in area- Was a structure 
plan approach considered? 

Please confirm the extent to which the proposal contravenes the rural growth management 
provisions in the RPS and WBOPDC Operative District Plan. 

There are several existing dwellings on the application site which may have existing use rights, how 
do these impact on the yield? 

Alternatives- Under Schedule 4, Section 6(1)(a) of the Act, what alternative locations I design for 
the proposed protection lots were considered? What is the rationale for the proposed subdivision 
layout and design? 

12.Earthworks management in a flood hazard zone 
The application proposes significant earthworks in a flood hazard area. 
a) What is the overall volume of earthworks proposed across the site? 
b) What is the volume of fill required for the proposed bunding? Creation of the drainage 

channels? Volumes for the roads? 
c) What is impact of the impact of undertaking significant amount of earthworks within a flood 

hazard area? 
d) Section 3.3.3 of the Application details outline a hydraulic filling technique or a conveyer system 

will be used to shift the won soil to the filling areas. To mitigate potential adverse effects a 
detailed construction management plan is required - please provide. 

13. Submissions 
In total 222 submissions were received in the submission period, with 192 in support, 7 neutral and 
23 in opposition. 

14.Generai1Misc 
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Recreation I Public access- In terms of community benefit please confirm where the public will 
have access to the wet land area(s). 
Joint consent - Please clarify why a joint Regional and District Council Resource consent 
application was not made. 
Financial contributions - Does the applicant intend to provide a 'special assessment' for financial 
contributions in accordance with Section 11 of the District Plan? 

This information is required to enable the Council to better understand the nature of the activity in respect 
of which the application for a resource consent is made, the effect it will have on the environment, or ways 
which any adverse effects may be mitigated. 

In accordance with S92A, within 15 working days of this letter please; 

(a) provide the information; or 
(b) confirm in writing to Council that the applicant agrees to provide the information; or 
(c) confirm in writing to Council that the applicant refuses to provide the information. 

Pursuant to Section 92A(1) Council must notify any application under Section 95(c) where either the 
information has not been provided or where the applicant has not confirmed or refused to provide the 
information within 15 working days of this letter. 

Once the requested information has been provided, this will be reviewed to make sure it adequately 
addresses all the points raised. 

Council will postpone processing of the application until this time. 

Should you have any questions please feel free to contact me to discuss further. 

Kind regards 

Rochelle Friend 
Senior Consents Planner 
Kaiwhakamahere Matua 

P 07 571 8008 • DO 07 579 6737 
Barkes Corner, 1484 Cameron Rd, Greerton, Tauranga 3112 
Private Bag 12803, Tauranga Mail Centre, Tauranga 3143 
E rochelle.friend@westernbay.govt. nz 
W www.westernbay.qovt.nz 

Western Bay of Plenty 
D1stnct 

Please consider the environment before printing this email. 

7 




