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the beach area began. In 1963, another pump was installed at pump station 12 and one at pump station 13. 
This area is now known as the Estuary Pumping Subdivision. 

The four canals, Kaikokopu, Wharere, Pongakawa and Pukehina flow into the Waihi Estuary at two points and 
then converge within the estuary. Tidal effects generally extend up as far as State Highway 2 and Pukehina 
Beach Road. The water levels are generally above the adjoining farmland. 

In 1957, settlers and Lands Department asked the Tauranga County Council to take over the administration the 
drainage district. Control was duly vested in the Council on 181

h April1958 . 

The following are the submission points: 

Page 17 3.2.1 Wetland Creation 

The Society are not in favour of installing water inlets and outlets from the Pukehina Canal. Concerns are the 
effects these will have on the stability of the canal banks and the effectiveness of the pumping systems. Water 
level control structures have been known not to work and are open to blockages from weeds and other matter. 

Excavating the wetlands below the existing ground level is deeply concerning to the Society. We believe 
through considerable experience and knowledge by farmers in the area, salt water will enter through seepage 
from the ground into the deeper lakes and possibly the shallower ones also. The current farm drains contain 
salt water and it is only when surface water enters into them, the water is diluted. 

This salt water which will enter the through the base and the two proposed inlets which we are concerned 
about, will negate the developer's wish for a fresh water wetland . 

Instead of being over a large area, the water will be concentrated in these lakes which the weight of the water 
will have a large effect on the movement of ground water seepage and will affect the farmland below the 
proposed wetland and the sections/houses on the seaward side. 

Page 18 3.2.2 Ownership and Future Management 

The Society are very concerned when there is a situation where no one is available to check the systems 
especially in prolonged rainfall to maintain the control of water. Also, maintenance of the lakes and waterways 
and weed/pest control which include Canadian Geese etc. Where will the build-up of sediment prevention to 
the Ia kes be dispersed to 7 

Page 18 3.3 Residential Subdivision Component 

The Society are concerned the establishment of the residential component will have on the stability of the 
ground conditions and land drainage/pumping systems. Land is known to move. 

Page 19 3.3.3 Earthworks and Construction 

The Society are not in favour of the removal of parts of the flood plain and establishment of bunds. The flood 
plain allows water to be spread over a greater area for easier dispersment in wet periods. 

Page 21 3.4 Stormwater and Flood Management 

The proposals as outline in the proposal will not meet the needs of the Society to maintain the land drainage 
and pumping systems for this pumping subdivision. This will have a large effect on the servicing of the land on 
the eastern side of Pukehina Beach Road. 

3.4.1 Proposed Hydrology and Drainage 

The separation of the site from the existing flood pump will cause issues. The pumps are there to maintain 
water levels fo r all the area including the land on the eastern side of Pukehina Beach Road . The Society are not 
pleased with the accusation they are maintaining the drains at depressed water level. The developers cannot 
seem to understand the need for this requirement . If the levels were not kept low, salt water would enter the 
upper levels of ground water and grass would not grow. This is proven by areas near and below the proposed 
development where there is no grass and only salty sand, rushes salt plants are growing. 
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As stated previously, the Society are not in favour of weirs and flap gated outlets to discharge water back into 
the canal. The proposed weirs/ outlet structures will block Costellos drain which runs alongside the canal bank 
from the road to pump 12. The purpose of this drain is to help disperse the seepage that occurs through the 
bank from the canal. 

The Society do not support a perimeter bund as proposed. Our understanding of this bund is that it will be 
higher than the top of the canal bank. The ramifications of this in flood conditions or overtopping of the bank 
will be huge. In severe flood conditions, water which come across the road at the road culvert wil l have 
nowhere to run except the narrow channel between the bund and canal bank. It will be stopped at the 
proposed 1'1 inlet weir by the road, the overflow could either go over the bank or travel down to the 2nd inlet 
weir and then the outlet weir then into the pumping bay. We would suggest that this wouldn't please the users 
of Pukehina Beach Road if it could not remain open due to flooding. 

Page 22-25 3.4.2 Proposed Flood Management 

The Society notes that a stormwater model was developed to assess the impact in a 100year 48hour event. 
There is no mention of impacts on flood levels sudden storms which are more frequent, create, e.g. 2004 and 
2005 floods and other major ones. Modelling does not work, experience does. 

The report covers catchment areas which need clarification. It is true that the main outlet from Area 4 (East 
Beach Road) is much larger than explained in the report. The catchment goes inland to above State Highway 2 
between Pukehina Station Road to Ohineapania/Soldiers Settlement Road. Water drains from this area into the 
drainage catchment. Part of the area going back inland from Pukehina Beach Road can be seen in the 
Introduction Section on page 11- 2.3 Figure 3-Site Location. 

In 2005 floods, (250mls-14hrs) the whole area on the seaward side of the Pukehina Canal and eastward of 
Beach Road was completely underwater. (Photo below-taken 191

h May at 7.00am) 

With the benefit of a Civil Defence Emergency declared by the Western Bay of Plenty Council on 191h May, 
permission was granted at 10.40am to the Society to allow contractors to bulldoze an opening into the sea on 
the other side of the hill in photo. This was carried out immediately and did take pressure off waterflows over 
the road and culverts. If this opening didn' t occur Pukehina Beach Road would have had to be closed therefore 
isolating the settlement for possibly 36 hours. 
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The photo included with the application (figure 6) shows the water level above the canal. This water did not 
come from overtopping the canal bank in the Society's area. This was caused by runoff from the hinterland and 
hills and continuous heavy rain which did not get a chance to get away. At no stage has overtopping of the 
canal stopbanks in this area occurr during floods . The road level is lower than the banks. 

Catchments areas 1,2 and 3 collects water through the Estuary Drain (Attachment A) from farmland on the 
eastern side of the road . This drain feeds pumps 12 and 13. 

Attachment C includes more photos of the 2005 floods taken from a helicopter by WBOPDC staff on 19th May. 
You will notice how the whole area where the proposal to put the Eco-Village and Wetlands is severely 
underwater. It took 6 days and 5 extra pumps to get the water down to below the top of the ground. 

The Society believe liquification will be an issue in the years to come if the proposal goes ahead. 

Page 25 3.4.3 Operation Water Management 

The intention to put a flap gate on the new culvert to stop backflow into the farmland and pump water into the 
wetland will create huge issues which concern the farmers besides who is going to maintain the pump/screen 
system. The Society will not agree to take on the responsibility of managing this system. 

Page 28 

Page 29 

4 

4.4 

Consultation 

Waihi Land Drainage Society 

It is stated that several meetings had been held with representatives of the Waihi Land Drainage Society. This is 
not factually correct. The Chairman had some discussions/meetings with Property Seven and Aurecon staff. 
Grant Rowe (Chairman) and Derek Spratt (Secretary/ Treasurer) attended one meeting representing the 
Society. It is also stated that you received feedback from the Society that they are supportive of the proposed 
wetland creation. This was not correct as there were concerns raised but the answers were not acceptable at 
the time. It was indicated very strongly that we could not recommend the Society to support the plan until we 
received more information and the committee had met. One of the concerns about seepage was correctly 
stated in the first paragraph but there were others that were not raised. 

The Committee members each received the report written by Aurecon New Zealand Ltd for Property Seven 
Limited and considerable discussion took place at a Committee Meeting on 27th August 2018 

At the recent Annual General Meeting of the Society, Ben Turner (Property Seven Ltd) gave a presentation to 
the ratepayer members attending and numerous questions were asked. It was emphasised that the major issue 
would be the effects the Eco-Village and Wetlands would have on the drainage system to the neighbouring 
farmers and settlement of Pukehina. The mood of the meeting was not very favourable . 

Landscape Assessment Report 4516c: Prepared by Wildland Consultants 

Page 2 2 Landscape Context 

2.2 Topography 

3'd paragraph Drainage is not the only reason for sinking. Ground bases swampland will always move 
naturally and compaction happens over many years. 

Page 5 2.3 Waterways 

2 nd paragraph Once again drainage has taken the brunt for the levels. Ground levels have always been at sea 
level or slightly above and in some areas the ground was actually below mean high tide 

Page 7 2.4 Vegetation and landcover 

It is mentioned that approximately 90 hectares of former farmland which lies south of the estuary have 
reverted to wetlands. The Society would like to point out that when the land was developed by Lands and 
Survey there were areas set aside for wetlands. When developed farms were sold, wetland areas were made 
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available to Fish and Game in the Waewaetutuki Lowland and the Wharere Lowland to Tauranga 
Acclimatisation Society from 1966 to 1990. In 1990, Department of Conservation took over the Wildlife 
Management Reserve (Wharere Lowland) and permission was given for the neighbouring farmer to graze the 
27.7ha and do weed control. This agreement from DOC until they took it over about 2001. However, because 
of the state of the reserve permission was given for the neighbouring farmer to continue to graze and keep the 
area clean until required. This agreement ended in 2003 and the area was not developed into the current state 
until 2016. 

Page9 Plate 9 Photo 

This photo shows the Estuary Drain starting point and is apparently where the want to replace the culvert 
under the road . The Society will not be paying any costs associated with this work. 

Page 29 Plate 22 Photo 

This shows so called regenerating wetland on private land. There is an area of land approximately 60metres 
wide from Taft' s boundary and the sections through to just short of the Estuary that is salty soils and never has 
grown grass. This land was left as it was when the rest of the area was deve loped but included in the actual 
farms when developed by Land and Survey. Stock do graze the areas. 

Conclusion 

The Society have only submitted on the effects of Land Drainage and Pumping systems in the area. Weeds will 
grow in the lakes and waterways and will entail mechanical cleaning. Where will the cleanings be put? Spraying 
will not control all weeds. What will happen if the proposal is granted and then falls over? Who is then going to 
be responsible? 

Because of our concerns, the Society does not agree with the statement that the village/wetland is a positive 
change to the area. It will have the opposite adverse effects to what the proposal contends will happen. 

Resolution Sought: 

That the Western Bay of Plenty District Council decline the application for a Subdivision Consent to Property 
Seven Ltd for the Eco-Village and Wetlands. 

Waihi Drainage District Society would like to be heard in support of their submission. 

Thank you 

Yours sincerely 

Derek Spratt QSM 

Secretary/Treasurer 

Cc: Aurecon Group PO Box 2292 Tauranga 3140 
Attention: Luke Balchin 
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APPENDIX B 
(Plan No. 2078/1) 
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Attachment C 

PUKEHINA BEACH ROAD ABOVE CULVERT-19TH MAY 2005 (7.00am) 

PUMP 13 PUMP 12 PUKEHINA CANAL 

f 
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Attachment C 

CUT TO SEA AFTER REINSTAMENT 
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Form 13 

Submission application 
resource consent or esplanade strip 
subject to public notification or 
notification by consent authority 

on concerning 
that is 
limited 

Sections 41D, 9SA, 958, 9SC, 96, 127(3), 136(4), 137(5)(c), and 234(4), Resource Management Act 1991 

To Western Bay of Plenty District Council 

Name of submitter: 

Full Name(s): 

This is a submission on an application from: 

\ ,, 

For a resource consent for: 

I am/ am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management Act 
1991. 

I am/ am ~ directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 
(a) adversely affects the environment; and 
~ not relate to t1 ade competitieA er the e~ts of trade comj3etitiOA. 

I 9 NOV 2L I~ 

A3060913 
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,.. 
Or-

[Please add additional pages if required] 

My submission is: [include- (a) whether you support or oppose the 
application or specific parts of it; (b) whether you are neutral regarding the 
application or specific parts of it; or (c) the reasons for your views]. 

V~\ io "f~roc 
I I 

[Please add additional pages if required] 

I seek the following decision from the consent authority: [give precise 
details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended 
and the general nature of any conditions soughtj. 

A3060913 
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I .~ (~do not wish) to be heard in support of my submission. 

[~others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing]. (*Delete if 
you would not consider presenting a joint case.] 

I request/do not request*, pursuant to section lOOA of the Act, that you delegate your 
functions, powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to 1 or more hearings 
commissioners who are not members of the local authority. [*Select one] 

A copy of this submission must be sent to the applicant/ agent as soon as 
practicable 

submitter (or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) 

1~ . 

Electronic address for service of person 
qivinq written approval: 

Telephone: () 7 533 4-0 Tl 

1<3'4 ~u((( H r,_lA fP.~O~ 
( Q 1 <-e(u~Z~ . 

Postal address (or lternative method of 
service under section 352 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991): 

A3060913 
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Note to submitter 

If you are making a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, you should use form 168. 

The closing date for serving submissions on the consent authority is the 20th working day after the 
date on which public or limited notification is given. If the application is subject to limited notification, 
the consent authority may adopt an earlier closing date for submissions once the consent authority 
receives responses from all affected persons. 

You must serve a copy of your submission on the applicant as soon as is reasonably practicable after 
you have served your submission on the consent authority. 

If you are a trade competitor, your right to make a submission may be limited by the trade competition 
provisions in Part 11A of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in 
writing no later than 5 working days after the close of submissions and you may be liable to meet or 
contribute to the costs of the hearings commissioner or commissioners. You may not make a request 
under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991 in relation to an application for a coastal 
permit to carry out an activity that a regional coastal plan describes as a restricted coastal activity. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is 
satisfied that at least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission) : 

• it is frivolous or vexatious: 

• it discloses no reasonable or relevant case : 

• it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken 
further: 

• it contains offensive language: 

• it is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been 
prepared by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised 
knowledge or skill to give expert advice on the matter. 

A3060913 
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Form 13 
1 b NOV 2018 

Submission on applica n,; I I GOncemt 
resource consent or esplan e strip that 1s 
subject to public notification or limited 
notification by consent authority 
Sections 410, 9SA, 958, 95C- 96, 127(3)- 136(4}, 137(5)(c)_ and 234(4}, Resource Management Act 1991 

To Western Bay of Plenty District Council 

Full Name(s) : 

For a resource consent for: 

rn oa;J!J 

+-am7 am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 3086 of the Resource Management Act 
1991 . 

f-1 ...... 

I -am/ or l5iN directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 
(a) adversely affects the environment;~ 
(b) does 1 tot 'elate to u a de cbmpetllioll ot t1 te effects or trade co11~ 

A3060913 



334

fUIZN o(f 

[Please add additional pages if required] 

[Please add additional pages if required] 

A3060913 
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I IAABh (ordo not wish) to be heard in support of my submission . 

[ ,., If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing]. [*Delete if 
you would not consider presenting a joint case.] 

I request/de not re~est* , pursuant to section lOOA of the Act, that you delegate your 
functions, powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to 1 or more hearings 
commissioners who are not members of the local authority. [ *Select one] 

A copy of this submission must be sent to the applicant/ agent as soon as 
practicable 

Signature of submitter (or person authorise9t to sign on behalf of submitter) 

Date: /1 j 1 t'/ l ~r6 I rf)~ 
I I v " 

(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means.) 

Electronic address for service of person 
04ve. r. )r:J{(_4:fC4f?e f-t 11 q;l. tAn.. giving written approval: 

Telephone: D Z/ 21 (] 7L? Dr 

I!, I flJ/~ ~ IIVJt/ f /J!JI"}N 

Postal address (or alternative method of 
rzo Of ltiJrJK, 1l80f 

service under section 352 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 ): 

A3060913 
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Note to submitter 

If you are making a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, you should use form 168. 

The closing date for serving submissions on the consent authority is the 20th working day after the 
date on which public or limited notification is given. If the application is subject to limited notification, 
the consent authority may adopt an earlier closing date for submissions once the consent authority 
receives responses from all affected persons. 

You must serve a copy of your submission on the applicant as soon as is reasonably practicable after 
you have served your submission on the consent authority. 

If you are a trade competitor, your right to make a submission may be limited by the trade competition 
provisions in Part llA of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in 
writing no later than 5 working days after the close of submissions and you may be liable to meet or 
contribute to the costs of the hearings commissioner or commissioners. You may not make a request 
under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991 in relation to an application for a coastal 
permit to carry out an activity that a regional coastal plan describes as a restricted coastal activity . 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is 
satisfied that at least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

• it is frivolous or vexatious : 

• it discloses no reasonable or relevant case : 

• it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken 
further: 

• it contains offensive language: 

• it is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been 
prepared by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised 
knowledge or skill to give expert advice on the matter. 

A3060913 
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Form 13 

application 
resource consent or esplanade strip 
subject to public notification or 
notification by consent authority 

Submission on concerning 
that is 
limited 

Sections 41D, 95A, 958, 95C, 96, 127(3), 136(4), 137(5){c}, and 234(4), Resource Management Act 1991 

To Western Bay of Plenty District Council 

Full Name(s) : 

I~ am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 3088 of the Resource Management Act 
1991 . ---1 ~am not directly affected by an ef:fecfofthe subject~e submission that: 
(a) adversely affects t~enwonment; and 
(b) does not re i e-tOtrade com petit' n -6r the effects of trade competition . 

L < "' ( 

e ~e ' '''J 
C"'c l / 

-to ylnnrl(:~ 
-1 t" <; ~~ • ~ ) 
0sn;J 

a/If 1 A3060913 j / /f'( ~ z:5 ( C' C';J. " ' 

4 0( f-J ·r 

~(" • ... '(- <'• ~ r c , -<; " ~ \ (: 
( (~ . ' c t- " '\ f L !!' I I' ( s . 
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[Please add additional pages if required] 

A3060913 
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I wish (or;.So not wish1 to be heard in support of my submission . 

[*If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing]. [*Delete if 
you would not consider presenting a joint ca~e:] 

I request/d~aet 1 EEJ t:Jest.*, pursuant to section lOOA of the Act, that you delegate your 
functions, powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to 1 or more hearings 
commissioners who are not members of the local authority. [*Select one] 

A copy of this submission must be sent to the applicant / agent as soon as 
practicable 

Signature of submitter (or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) 

Date/~ j;1 /; [{ ~ ~~ ;i./dcv<rly 
I I y ,J 

(A siqnature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means.) 

Electronic address for service of person 
roval: 

Postal address (or alternative method of 
service under section 352 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 ): 

A3060913 
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Note to submitter 

If you are making a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, you should use form 166. 

The closing date for serving submissions on the consent authority is the 20th working day after the 
date on which public or limited notification is given. If the application is subject to limited notification, 
the consent authority may adopt an earlier closing date for submissions once the consent authority 
receives responses from all affected persons. 

You must serve a copy of your submission on the applicant as soon as is reasonably practicable after 
you have served your submission on the consent authority. 

If you are a trade competitor, your right to make a submission may be limited by the trade competition 
provisions in Part 11A of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in 
writing no later than 5 working days after the close of submissions and you may be liable to meet or 
contribute to the costs of the hearings commissioner or commissioners. You may not make a request 
under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991 in relation to an application for a coastal 
permit to carry out an activity that a regional coastal plan describes as a restricted coastal activity. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is 
satisfied that at least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

• it is frivolous or vexatious: 

• it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 

• it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken 
further: 

• it contains offensive language: 

• it is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been 
prepared by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised 
knowledge or skill to give expert advice on the matter. 

A3060913 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Subject: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Categories: 

Full name of submitter: 

Sandeep Singh 

Address: 

579 Don buck Road 

Email address: 

singh.sandeep164@gmail.com 

Do you support this submission ? 

I support this application 

Sandeep Singh <singh.sandeep164@gmail.com > 
Thursday, 15 November 2018 12:23 PM 
steve@creativeq.co.nz; grace@fuel.agency; jill@group7.co.nz; ben@group7.co.nz; 
Consents Administration 
New submission from Sandeep Singh 

Follow up 
Completed 

Submission entered -TO BE FILED -Acknowledgment sent 

The specific parts of the application that my submission relates to are: 

ecofriendly and modern 

My submission is: 

i support this application 

I seek the following decision from the consent authority: 

modem and nature friendly 

I do not wish to be heard in front of the hearings panel support of my submission 

Pursuant to section 100A of the Act: 

I do not request 

Options: I request /I do not request 

Are you trade competitor ? 

I am not 

Options: I am /I am not 

Are you directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission ? 

I am not 

Options: I am I I am not 

Date 

11/15/2018 

View PDF: https://www.matukumoana.eo.nz/pdf/5bbc749560fc6/231 / 

1 



342

From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 

Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Categories: 

Good Morning 

Robyn Woods < Robyn.Woods@bopdhb.govt.nz> 
Thursday, 15 November 2018 9:53AM 
Consents Administration 
'I u ke.balchi n@a u recong rou p.com' 
Submission on application concerning resource consent that is subject to public 
notification by consent authority 
2018111 5_EcoVillageSubdivision_DHB_Final.pdf 

Follow up 
Completed 

Planner confirmation ok to Acknowledge submission - ECO VILLAGE 

Please find attached a submission on application concerning resource consent that is subject to 
public notification by consent authority. 
If for some reason you are unable to open the document, please let me know. 
Kind regards 

TOI TE ORA 
PUBLIC HEALTH 

Robyn Woods 
Managemen t Support Officer 

Phone: 07 577 3769 
DDI: 6509 
Website: www.toiteora.govt.nz 

Notice of Legal Status and Confidential Information: This electronic mail message and any accompanying attachments may contain information that is 
privileged and CONFIDENTIAL. If you are not the intended recipient you are advised that any use, review, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of the 
information is strictly prohibited and may be unlawful. If you have received this document in error, please notify the sender immediately and destroy the 
message. 

This email has been scrubbed for your protection by SMX. For more information visit smxemail.com 
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Toi Te Ora Public Health 
PO Box 2120 
TAURANGA 3140 

15 November 2018 

Chief Executive Officer 
Western Bay of Plenty District Council 
Private Bag 12803 
TAURANGA 3143 
consentsadmin@westernbay.govt.nz 

BAY OF PLENTY 
DISTRICT HEALTH BOARD 
HAUORA A TOI 

Submission on application concerning resource consent that is subject to public 
notification by consent authority 

This is a submission on an application from Property Seven Limited to Western Bay of Plenty 
District Council. Application number: RC 111545. The proposal is to create a non-complying 
protection lot subdivision of 137 lots within the rural zone located at 259, 295 & 307 Pukehina 
Beach Road, Pukehina. 

The Bay of Plenty District Health Board (Bay of Plenty DHB) is required by the Public Health 
and Disability Act 2000 to improve, promote, and protect the health of people and 
communities, to promote the inclusion and participation in society and independence of 
people with disabilities and to reduce health disparities by improving health outcomes for 
Maori and other population groups. 

This submission has been prepared by Toi Te Ora Public Health (Toi Te Ora) which is the 
Public Health Unit for Bay of Plenty DHB. The key role of Toi Te Ora is to promote, protect 
and improve population health, prevent ill health and minimise the risk of disease and injury 
through population based interventions. 

Public health approaches wellbeing and health in terms of the social , economic, cultural, 
environmental and political context and from a "determinants of health" perspective. Many of 
the crucial underlying factors that contribute to population health and wellbeing are directly 
influenced by the decisions and activities of consenting authorities. 

Designated officers within Toi Te Ora have responsibilities to reduce conditions within the 
local community which are likely to cause disease. In part this is undertaken by assisting 
Councils with their responsibilities pursuant to the Resource Management Act. 

For these reasons, Bay of Plenty DHB makes this submission and welcomes the opportunity 
to provide helpful, objective and independent input to inform resource consent decisions for 
the health of people living in Western Bay of Plenty. 

Bay of Plenty DHB could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission . 

Bay of Plenty DHB has no preference whether Council delegate their functions, powers, and 
duties to hear and decide the application to one or more hearings commissioners who are 
not members of the local authority. 
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This submission relates to the entire application and Bay of Plenty DHB opposes the 
application as notified. Our reasons for opposition are that the land is low-lying, prone to 
flooding, earthquake liquefaction and tsunami inundation and, is located in an area not 
planned for urban growth and moreover the provisions of sanitary services appear 
inadequate. 

The reasons for our objection are explained further below including the decisions Bay of 
Plenty DHB seek should the application be granted. 

1. The public health sector seeks to minimise the health risks to communities and 
individuals from emergency events and protecting public health is an important 
component of community resilience. 

The impacts of emergency events are often devastating. People may lose family and 
friends, become homeless. Therefore, built environment planning should increase resilience 
to emergency events, not increase the collective and individual risk of harm. One way to 
increase resilience is to consider very carefully, and avoid if necessary building new 
communities in areas which are prone to flooding or other natural hazards. 

Local authorities play a significant role in building strong and safe communities across all of 
the work they do. This all contributes to increasing resilience and reducing the impact of 
events when they occur. For these reasons we do not support the proposal to create 137 
homes located within an area of potential widespread liquefaction, within a flood hazard area 
(extreme rainfall with a 50 year average), and within a tsunami zone. 

Decisions sought: that Council takes into consideration 
• The natural hazard provisions of the Regional Policy Statement for future development not 

to increase risk 
• Their local authority responsibilities within the Bay of Plenty Civil Defence Emergency 

Management Group Plan, to reduce the collective and individual risk through building 
social, economic, environmental and cultural resilience 

• That the natural hazards are clearly understood by first and subsequent home owners and 
occupants. 

2. The applicant proposes to service the 137 dwellings by individual onsite 
effluent treatment systems. 

Human faeces must be regarded as containing human pathogens which are capable of 
causing illness/disease eg. Campylobacter, Salmonella, Giardia and Norovirus. Many of 
these are still infectious, even when sewage has been in the external environment for some 
time. 

Consequently, it is necessary to dispose of sewage in such a way that public health is 
protected. Effective sewage disposal will separate people from waste, keep pathogens out 
of the environment and prevent contamination of food and water sources. 

Onsite sewage systems put people at risk of harm because they are known to fail due to 
inadequate maintenance and, many individual systems results in multiple separate discharge 
locations, and many people will reside in the vicinity of their own and other people's waste. 

Protecting human health is the primary purpose for treating and disposing sewage. 
Professionally designed, maintained and operated centralized sewerage systems are the 
most protective of health for individuals and communities. 
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Council needs to consider whether 137 individual onsite systems is the acceptable sanitary 
service solution for this situation. From our perspective, onsite systems are acceptable only: 
a) when a connection to/or the establishment of a reticulated sewerage system is not an 

option now or in the long term, and 
b) in 'remote' and isolated dwellings and 
c) provided they are properly maintained and operated. •e 

Bay of Plenty DHB considers that onsite systems are not suitable for growing communities 
and this development should be serviced from the outset with appropriate wastewater 
disposal. 

This subdivision should not be approved until there is a suitable sanitary system is proposed 
such as a centralized reticulated wastewater scheme in place. 

Decision sought: should this consent be granted, that a condition of consent requires a 
professionally designed, maintained and operated centralized sewerage system be in place 
before dwellings are built. 

3. The applicant proposes to use captured rainwater from the roof for irrigation 
and possible potable tasks. 

Sustainable and waste minimisation practices are supported by Bay of Plenty DHB provided 
these practices do not increase the risk to public health. However, there is little detail in the 
documentation at this stage. Since the residences are intended to have connection to 
Council supplied potable water we see only risk in the use of rainwater inside the building .. 

Bay of Plenty DHB support the use of quality assured council supplied water. Roof collected 
(and other water sources) must be kept separate from Council's water supply and used 
outside by people with an understanding of how to use it safely. 

Decision sought: that the consent authority clarify what water will be reused/recycled and 
should this consent be granted, that conditions of consent require : 
• All dwellings to connect to Council's community water supply 
• Only potable water ie. meets the drinking-water provisions of the Health Act, is used 

inside a dwelling or a building 
• Non-potable water sources are kept separate from potable sources at all times. 
• Village owners and occupants (initial and future) are informed of the safe uses for non

potable water 

4. Low-lying and slow moving water environments can favour pests and vermin 
which can carry disease. 

With the proposal to create a large wetland or swamp/marsh environment next to a housing 
community, it is envisaged that pests and vermin may become a nuisance to public health. 
The application does not appear to address how pests and vermin will be controlled to 
prevent this situation from arising. 

Decision sought: that Council seeks further information how pests and vermin will be 
controlled on an ongoing basis. 
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Toi Te Ora on behalf of Bay of Plenty DHB wishes to be heard in support of this submission. 
Dr Jim Miller, Medical Officer of Health is willing to meet to discuss the points raised in this 
submission . 

Bay of Plenty DHB would not consider presenting a joint case with others who make a similar 
submission . 

SALLY WEBB 
Board Chair 

Address for service 
Dr Jim Miller 
T oi T e Ora Public Health 
PO Box 2120 
TAURANGA 3140 
0800 221 555 
enquires@ttoph.govt. nz 

Copy to the applicant: 
Aurecon Group 
PO Box 2292 
TAURANGA 3140 
Attention: Luke Balchin 
Luke.balchin@aurecongroup.com 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Categories: 

Mike Piper 
Chairman 

Piper <mikeangiepiper@gmail.com> 
Thursday, 15 November 2018 1:1 7 PM 
Consents Administration 
Luke.Balchin@aurecongroup.com 
Submission for Pukehina Beach EcoVillage 
RMA- Form 13 - Submission completed.pdf 

Follow up 
Completed 

Planner confirmation ok to Acknowledge submission- ECO VILLAGE 

Pukehina Beach Ratepayers Association 
021 388 394 

1 
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Form 13 

Submission application 
resource consent or esplanade strip 

on concerning 
that is 

or limited subject to public notification 
notification by consent authority 
Sections 410, 95A, 958, 95~ 96, 127(3J 136(4J 137(5)(cJ and 234(4), Resource Management Act 1991 

To Western Bay of Plenty District Council 

Name of submitter: 

Pukehina Beach Ratepayers Association Inc tPBRAt 

Full Name(s): 

Te Puke 3189 

For a resource consent for: 

Protection Lot subdivision of the properties located at 239, 295 & 307 Pukehina Beach ~oad . 

Te Puke, 3189 

I~~/ am not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management Act 
1991. 

I am/~~irectly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 
(a) I U adversely affects the environment; and 
(b) does not relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

A3060913 
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The specific parts of the application that my submission relates to are: 

The overall masterplan as detailed in Executive Summary for Proposed Eco Village . 

[Please add additional pages if required] 

My submission is: [include- (a) whether you support or oppose the 
application or specific parts of it; (b) whether you are neutral regarding the 
application or specific parts of it; or (c) the reasons for your views]. 

We ~o~ld like to point out that we did not give permission for the statement on Page 36 

ers. 

[Please add additional pages if required] 

I seek the following decision from the consent authority: [give precise 
details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended 
and the general nature of any conditions soughfj. 

1. Amend statement on page 36, as outlined. 
~ . cons1aer conauctmg a poll ot res1aents ana ratepayers. 

A3060913 
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I '1(~~o not wish) to be heard in support of my submission . 

[*If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing]. [*Delete if 
you wou ld not consider presenting a joint case.] 

I request/~x_~*, pursuant to section 100A of the Act, that you delegate your 
functions, powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to 1 or more hearings 
commissioners who are not members of the local authority. [*Select one] 

A copy of this submission must be sent to the applicant/ agent as soon as 
practicable 

Signature of submitter (or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) 

Date: 14/11 /2018 I ~DP~ 

Chairman, Pukehina Beach Ratepayers Association 

(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means.) 

Electronic address for service of person 
qivinq written approval: mikeangiepiper@gmail.com 

Telephone: (64)21 388 394 

699 Pukehina Parade 
r-uKerum:l oeat.;ll 
Te Puke 3189 

Postal address (or alternative method of 
service under section 352 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991): 

A3060913 
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Note to submitter 

If you are making a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, you should use form 168. 

The closing date for serving submissions on the consent authority is the 20th working day after the 
date on which public or limited notification is given. If the application is subject to limited notification, 
the consent authority may adopt an earlier closing date for submissions once the consent authority 
receives responses from all affected persons. 

You must serve a copy of your submission on the applicant as soon as is reasonably practicable after 
you have served your submission on the consent authority. 

If you are a trade competitor, your right to make a submission may be limited by the trade competition 
provisions in Part llA of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in 
writing no later than 5 working days after the close of submissions and you may be liable to meet or 
contribute to the costs of the hearings commissioner or commissioners. You may not make a request 
under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991 in relation to an application for a coastal 
permit to carry out an activity that a regional coastal plan describes as a restricted coastal activity. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is 
satisfied that at least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

• it is frivolous or vexatious: 

• it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 

• it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken 
further: 

• it contains offensive language: 

• it is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been 
prepared by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised 
knowledge or skill to give expert advice on the matter. 

A3060913 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Categories: 

Denise.Ciive Donald <cdquack@gmail.com> 
Thursday, 15 November 2018 2:15 PM 
Consents Administ rat ion 
Luke.Balchin @aurecong roup.com 
Consent applicat ion opposing submission 
CD& DM DoanladEco submission.pdf; RMA -F 13 - Submission.Eco villagepdf.pdf 

Follow up 
Completed 

Planner conf irmat ion ok to Acknowledge submission - ECO VILLAGE 

Please find attached two documents 
1) Form 13 
2) supplementary supporting 

1 
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Form 13 

Submission application 
resource consent or esplanade strip 

on concerning 
that is 

or limited subject to public notification 
notification by consent authority 
Sections 410/ 95A/ 958/ 95~ 96/ 127(3J 136(4)/ 137(5)(c)/ and 234(4)/ Resource Management Act 1991 

To Western Bay of Plenty District Council 

Name of submitter: 

Clive Duncan Donald 

Full Name(s): Denise Margaret Donald 

This is a submission on an application from: 

Property Seven Ltd 

For a resource consent for: 

Protection Lot subdivision of the properties located at 239,295 &307 

Pukehina Beach Road 
Te Puke 3189 

I ~~ot a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308B of the Resource Management Act 
1991. 

I am/ ~m 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 . 

A3060913 
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The specific parts of the application that my submission relates to are: 

The overall Plan for Proposed Eco Village 

[Please add additional pages if required] 

My submission is: [include- {a) whether you support or oppose the 
application or specific parts of it; {b) whether you are neutral regarding the 
application or specific parts of it; or {c) the reasons for your views]. 

We oppose the application for resource consent 

In particular the following parts 

Transport 

Construction 

Ecological Results 

Staging and Completion 

Trust 

Please find attached further copy sheet ( CD Donald Oppose Resource Application 
with our views/ reasons for opposing 

[Please add additional pages if required] 

I seek the following decision from the consent authority: [give precise 
details, including the parts of the application you wish to have amended 
and the general nature of any conditions soughfj. 

Review consent and in particular transport and construction details impact 

Trust details 
The overall language of the consent application which presumes 
fact. 

A3060913 
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I wish (oodaxoo.t:>Wiiill) to be heard in support of my submission. 

[* If others make a similar submission, I will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing]. [*Delete if 
you would not consider presenting a joint case.] 

I ~B~X~Bt/do not request*, pursuant to section 100A of the Act, that you delegate your 
functions, powers, and duties to hear and decide the application to 1 or more hearings 
commissioners who are not members of the local authority. [*Select one] 

A copy of this submission must be sent to the applicant/ agent as soon as 
practicable 

Signature of submitter (or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter) 

Date : 15/11/2018 I 

Denise & Clive Donald 

(A signature is not r~quired if you make your submission by electronic means.) 

Electronic address for service of person 
cdquack@gmail.com 

qivinq written approval: 

Telephone: 0274632717 

02102409100 

156 Pukehina Beach Road 
Postal address (or alternative method of 

RD9 Te Puke 3189 service under section 352 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991): 

A3060913 
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Note to submitter 

If you are making a submission to the Environmental Protection Authority, you should use form 168. 

The closing date for serving submissions on the consent authority is the 20th working day after the 
date on which public or limited notification is given. If the application is subject to limited notification, 
the consent authority may adopt an earlier closing date for submissions once the consent authority 
receives responses from all affected persons. 

You must serve a copy of your submission on the applicant as soon as is reasonably practicable after 
you have served your submission on the consent authority. 

If you are a trade competitor, your right to make a submission may be limited by the trade competition 
provisions in Part llA of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

If you make a request under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991, you must do so in 
writing no later than 5 working days after the close of submissions and you may be liable to meet or 
contribute to the costs of the hearings commissioner or commissioners. You may not make a request 
under section 100A of the Resource Management Act 1991 in relation to an appl ication for a coastal 
permit to carry out an activity that a regional coastal plan describes as a restricted coastal activity. 

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is 
satisfied that at least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission): 

• it is frivolous or vexatious: 

• it discloses no reasonable or relevant case: 

• it would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken 
further: 

• it contains offensive language: 

• it is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been 
prepared by a person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised 
knowledge or skill to give expert advice on the matter. 

A3060913 



357

Clive & Denise Donald : Opposing Submission on Application concerning Resource Consent Property 
Seven Ltd Subdivision 239.295,307 Pukehina Beach Road. Proposed Eco-Village 

Additional Pages Layout Key 

• Bold Print Heading & Blue Print cited from : 

APPLICATION SUMMARY Luke.Balchin@aurecongroup.com 
Site Address: 259, 295 & 307 Pukehina Beach Road, Pukehina 
Application number: RC11154S 
Proposal: Non-complying protection lot subdivision of 137 lots within the rural zone 
Applicant: Property Seven Limited 

• CD & OM Donald opposing statement black print 

3.2 Intersection of SH2/Pukehina Beach Road 

We do not consider 'in general' to be an assurance of specific safety issues regarding this T intersection. 

We are located in a prime position to view the entire straight section of Pukehina Beach Road. We 

regularly see outward bound I homeward bound queues and frequent speeding along the straight. 

There has been increase in traffic flow with the influx of new permanent residents since the completion 

of Tauranga Eastern Link Road. All these factors will put pressure on the current T intersection. We 

consider traffic safety and flow to be a significant factor in opposing the resource application . 

Transport related items were discussed with NZ Transport Agency on 15 May 2018, at a meeting held to 

discuss the proposed development and increased traffic volumes at the intersection with SH 2. At this 

meeting it was agreed that sight distance requirements at the intersection were met {285m to the east 

and in excess of 300m to the west) and that in general there were no specific safety issues'. 

3.7 Walking and Cycling 

We strongly disagree with the assumption regarding cyclists. Pukehina Beach road is used by local 

cyclists, visitors and riding groups such as, Women On Wheels [WOW] on a regular basis 

Traffic count survey from 29/05/2018 recorded no cyclist at the intersection of SH 2 and Pukehina 

Beach Road'. 

4.llntersection with Pukehina Beach Road 

The T intersection is a significant junction due to the one way into Pukehina and one way out. For this 

reason alone more data needs to be elicited from appropriate agencies, local organisations and local 

residents on the impact extra car usage will have. In an adverse event such as earthquake or Tsunami 

this carriage way will be under significant pressure to allow for evacuation. 

The development intersection is a standard T intersection that will be designed in accordance with the 

Western Bay of Plenty Development Code, with appropriate splays and widening. The existing 

100/50km/hr speed threshold should be located further to the north at the time that the Eco Village 

1 



358

Clive & Denise Donald : Opposing Submission on Application concerning Resource Consent Property 
Seven Ltd Subdivision 239.295,307 Pukehina Beach Road . Proposed Eco-Village 

access is available to traffic as the development will extend the urban nature of the beach settlement. 

Council, as the Road Controlling Authority, will need to action this change under the Speed Limit Bylaw' 

6.2 Expected t raffic generat ion from Pukehina 

We have real concerns regarding extra vehicle traffic using Pukehina Beach Road affecting traffic flow 

and safety. We know the Pukehina Beach Road straight is used as a speeding strip. Using trips is one 

measure and does not allow for number of ca rs per new household. Taking data for a limited time 

period (morning 6:30-9:00 and evening 16:30-18:30pm) provides a snap shot for that day in that 

Month. Our population expands significantly during holiday periods and particularly Kiwifruit 

Picking/Packing season. Pukehina Beach community has changed from having a significant portion of the 

houses being holiday homes to full time residents, this in itself has had an effect on traffic flows in the 

16 years that we have lived on Pukehina Beach Road . To say that another at least 139 vehicles on this 

road is not going to make much difference from someone who does not live in the area is farcical, in this 

case anecdotal evidence carries more weight than the very limited data provided. The intersection with 

Pukehina Beach Road and S.H.2 as it is, is marginal, it was obviously designed for lighter traffic flows 

than current ones, and turning right onto S.H.2 which most of the traffic does can be tricky already, as is 

turning into Pukehina Beach Road. The whole intersection is complicated with the bridge in close 

proximity and the bend in the road just east of the intersection where you cannot see vehicles until they 

are well around the corner. 

If the proposed village were to be approved we would want to see slipway entry on Left and Right sides 

of the road into the village 

'Eco-Village It is proposed that 139 new dwellings will be developed in the Eco-Village. The trip 

generation in the peak period from these new dwellings is estimated to be 1.3 trips/dwelling9. Trip 

distribution and analysis has been undertaken using 150 new dwellings, providing a conservative traffic 

generation. This results in a total of 195 {150x 1.3} new trips. These trips have been distributed based on 

the table below. The 90/10 split shown in Table 3 below is a conservative assumption used to test the 

performance of the Pukehina Beach/SH2 intersection'. 

9 Recommendat ions 

We strongly disagree with this statement as explained in previous discussion 

'The development is considered to have less than minor effects from a transport perspective .... ' 

3.1 Residentia l Subdivision component 

Describing the restoration as a "clear enhancement of land quality" is a speculative, compa rative 

statement which cannot be determined by opinion . 

"As described above the applicant proposes to restore a majority of the site back in to wetland habitat, a 

clear enhancement of the land quality when compared to the existing intensive dairy farming operation." 

2 
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Clive & Denise Donald : Opposing Submission on Application concerning Resource Consent Property 
Seven Ltd Subdivision 239.295,307 Pukehina Beach Road. Proposed Eco-Village 

3.1 Residential Subdivision component 

The statement 'almost entirely' leaves a variable which needs to be identified clearly. How much filling 

will need to be sourced from elsewhere? 

"The filling soils will almost entirely be sourced from the site itself". 

3.3 Construction 

The site will require significant raising of approximately 40ha of area to create the raised lot and access 

area platforms. This will include stripping of the existing topsoil, placing the on-site borrow soils (sandy 

soils) andre-spreading the topsoil over the lots and in the planting zones. A total volume of cut to fill is 

expected to be in the order of 1,500,000m3 to achieve the design landform, allowing for compaction 

factors, and consolidation . The area outside of the building platform and lot areas are proposed to be 

lowered to allow a combination of shallow wetland areas, above water zones for different species, and 

deep water zones within the site. This will require a lowering of much of the existing ground to below 

the proposed permanent water level of RL O.SSm to RL 0.6m. Local shaping of the surrounding levels will 

be guided by the ecologist and landscape designer to maximise the range of wetland flora and fauna 

What is 'won soils'? 

The statement 'some imported' cohesive soils is a variable which needs to be identified clearly. How 

much imported cohesive soil will be imported? The impact of Truck and Trailer units on the Pukehina 

Beach Road residents and others is significant. 

'It is proposed to utilise a hydraulic filling technique or a conveyor system to shift the won soils to the 

filling areas to be efficient and have low environmental impacts by avoiding the conventional diesel 

burning digger and dump truck operation. Some imported cohesive soils will be required to form the low 

bund separating the site from the existing surrounding properties. The services and roading will be 

conventionally constructed.' 

The statement 'easily contained', is speculative but not guaranteed. 

"As the site is easily contained, sediment migration from rainfall will be easily contained within the site". 

4 Conclusion 

The statement 'less than minor effects ... In some areas the impacts are positive' is speculative 

considering the many variables involved in such a large multi-faceted development. It is also 

unreasonable to use the words 'are positive' when to date, no changes have taken place. 

'The proposed development is considered to have less than minor effects. In some areas the impacts are 

positive'. 

ASSESSMENT OF ECOLOGICAL EFFECTS FOR A PROPOSED RURAL-RESIDENTIAL DEVELOPMENT AT 

PUKEHINA BEACH ROAD 

The statement 'should be no adverse' presumes doubt. The water quality in the first instance has not 

been substantially proven. 

3 
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Clive & Denise Donald : Opposing Submission on Application concerning Resource Consent Property 
Seven Ltd Subdivision 239.295,307 Pukehina Beach Road . Proposed Eco-Village 

'There should be no adverse effects on water quality' . 

By using the phrase 'should be relatively easy', is speculative and gives a sense of a somewhat cavalier 

approach by the applicant. Expertise and guarantees are essential in a development of this scale. No 

sediment in the estuary is an acceptable standard during development. 

'Care will need to be taken during earthworks and development of the site to ensure that sediments 

generated by the earthworks do not end up in the estuary' ... A sediment management plan should be 

prepared which sets out the measures to be used to avoid or minimise sediment discharges 

'This should be relatively easy to achieve due to the hydrological separation of the site from the adjacent 

canal'. 

Land Cover and Use 

Another speculative statement. This development is for one dairy farm; the applicant is speculating on 

any calculations for cumulative effects to the Waihi Estuary 

'Although small in isolation, the cumulative effect of such reductions in dairy farm areas within the Waihl 

Estuary catchment is likely to result in the gradual improvement of estuarine water quality in the future '. 

Water quality within drains 

The statement 11ikely to improve water quality' is speculative. 

Positive • Creation of wetland habitat within the site is likely to improve water quality within the site and 

within the Pukehina Canal. Sedimentation of streams/harbour 

Staging and Completion of Development 

It is imperative that should the applicant be successful in this consent application, then a definitive 

completion standard be established and adhered to before titles are sold . The worst case scenario 

described, is not an acceptable alternative. 

'The approach proposed for the site is a new and innovative concept. Due to the current substrate levels 

and state of the property, it is necessary to undertake large scale earthworks to establish the house sites 

and the wetland restoration site . Substantial excavation levelling, and contouring of the wetland site will 

be required, along with establishment of a water management system and substantial indigenous 

planting. While it is feasible to carry out this work, the large scale of it means that it is very unlikely that 

it will be fully completed prior to the need to be able to sell titles.' 

' In a worst case scenario, at that stage, the site would naturally re -establish in wetland vegetation, 

probably comprising a mixture of indigenous and exotic species ' 

4 
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Cl ive & Denise Donald : Opposing Submission on Application concerning Resource Consent Property 
Seven Ltd Subdivision 239.295,307 Pukehina Beach Road . Proposed Eco-Village 

14. FORMAL PROTECTION AND ONGOING MANAGEMENT 

Trust • 

Having two representatives from Fish and Game NZ would give an unfair advantage when voting within 

the Trust committee. One particular group could potentially gain exclusive access to the area. It would 

be more appropriate to have one member from Fish and Game. The fifth member needs to be drawn 

from the within the Pukehina community. The reason being that not all members of the community are 

subscribed members of the PBRA. It will be very important to ensure a local perspective within the Trust 

in order to provide a voice for local people. 

- 'The Trust will consist of two representatives from Fish and Game New Zealand, one from Bay of Plenty 
Regional Council, one from Ngiiti Whakahemo, and one from the Pukehina Ratepayers Assn '. 

5 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Categories: 

Good Afternoon, 

Rodney Albertyn < Rodney.Aibertyn@nzta .govt.nz> 
Thu rsday, 15 November 2018 2:51 PM 
Consents Administration 
Luke.Balchin@au recongroup.com 
NZT A Submission, Pukehina Eco Village, Application Ref: RC11154S 
NZT A Submission_RC11154S_Eco Village.pdf 

Follow up 
Completed 

Planner confirmation ok to Acknowledge submission - ECO VILLAGE 

Please find NZTA's submission on application RC11154S attached. 

Kind regards, 

Rodney Albertyn I Senior Planner 
System Design and Delivery- Consents and Approvals 
DDI 07 928 7918 M 027 597 87 48 
E Rodney.Aibertyn@nzta.govt.nz I W nzta.govt.nz 

Tauranga Office I Level 3, Harrington House 
32 Harington Street, PO Box 13-055, Tauranga 3141, New Zealand 

Find the latest transport news, information, and advice on our website: 
www.nzta.govt.nz 

This email is only intended to be read by the named recipient. It may contain information which is confidential, 
proprietary or the subject of legal privilege. If you are not the intended recipient you must delete this email and may 
not use any information contained in it. Legal privilege is not waived because you have read this email. 

1 
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NZ TRANSPORT AGENCY 
WAKAKOTAHI 

Resource Management Act 1991 Resource Management 
(Forms, Fees, and Procedure) Regulations 2003 

Schedule 1 Form 13 

Submission on an application by Property Seven Limited for a non-complying 
subdivision of 137 residential Jots within the rural zone (Council Ref: RC11154S) 

To : Chief Executive Officer 

Western Bay of Plenty Distr ict Council 

Private Bag 12803 

TAURANGA 3143 

Via Email: consentsadmin@westernbay.govt.nz 

Submitter: NZ Transport Agency 

32 Harrington Street 

PO Box 13-055 

TAURANGA 3141 

Attention: Rodney Albertyn 

Email: Rodney.albertynCiilnzta.govt.nz 

Phone: +64 7 928 79 18 

Pursuant to Section 96 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), the New Zealand Transport 

Agency (Transport Agency) hereby makes a neutral submission on the application by Property Seven 

Limited for a non-complying subdivision of 137 residential lots within the rural zone (Council Ref: 

RC11154S). 

Reasons for Submission: 

The Transport Agency is a Crown entity responsible for, among other things, the management of New 

Zealand's state highway network. The Transport Agency's statutory objectives under the Land 

Transport Management Act 2003 are to: 

• undertake its functions in a way that contributes to an effective, efficient and safe, land 

transport system in the public interest; and 

• manage the state highway system, including planning, funding, design, supervision, 

construction, and maintenance and operations, in accordance with this Act and the 
Government Roading the Powers Act 1989. 

The proposed subdivis ion will generate additional traffic at the intersection of Pukehina Beach Road 

and State Highway 2 (SH2). This submission sets out the Transport Agency's position from a traffic 

safety and ef ficiency perspective. This submission also provides commentary from a land use 

integration and high-level policy perspective . 

Relief Sought: 

The Transport Agency does not oppose the application, but seeks additional information with respect 

to the assumed vehicle trip generation. This clarification is required to confirm that the safety and 

efficiency of the Pukeh ina Beach Road I SH2 intersection will not be compromised . 

File Ref: 418086 
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Hearing: 

The Transport Agency does not wish to be heard in support of this submission . 

Trade Competition: 

The Transport Agency will not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission . 

New Zealand Transport Agency's submi ssion 

1.0 Pu kehi na Beach Road 1 State Highway 2 Intersection 

The traffic associated with the proposed subdivision will travel to and from Pukehina t hrough the 

intersection of Pukehina Beach Road and SH2 . It is important that this intersection has the capacity to 

accommodate this additional traffic without compromising network safety or efficiency. 

The intersection has a short left slip lane and a right turn bay. There is a guardrail on the outside edge 

of the left turn slip lane, as well as along the southern edge of the state highway. SH2 has 3. 5m lanes 

and a nominal 1.5m shoulder. The carriageway has feathered edges. The state highway has a posted 

speed limit of lOOkm/h. The intersection has full markings (edge-lines, right turn bay, left turn bay, 

stop). There is a private vehicle cross ing to the east of the intersection along SH2 . There is west- facing 

advertising sign age adjacent to t his vehicle crossi ng. There is a br idge to the west of the intersection 

along SH2. 

Siqht lines 

The 85'h percentile speed along SH2 t hrough the intersection is llOkm/h. The Austroads Safe 

Intersection Sight Distance requirement for a flat road with a llOkm / h 85 'h percentile speed is 285m . 

The western approach is flat, so the required sight distance is 285m . The eastern approach has a 

downhill grad ient of 4%, equating to a grade correction of 17m. See Figures 1 and 2 be low. The 

required minimum sight distances are : 

B-C, looking towards Tauranga from Pukehina Beach Road . 285m requirement. Complies. 

C- A, on SH2 approach ing Pukehina Beach Road in Increasing Lane. 285m requirement. Compl ies . 

B-0, looking towards Whakatane from Pu kehina Beach Road. 285 + 17m= 302m requirement. 

52 m deficiency. 

- D-A, on SH2 approaching Pukehina Beach Road in Decreas ing Lane. 302m requirement. 52m 

deficiency. 

SIGJ-IT UNE 
DISTMCE 

250m 

SIGJ-IT UNE 
DISTMCE 

Figure 1 - Intersection Sightline Diagram 
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Table 3.2: Safe Intersection sight d istance (SIS D) and corresponding minimum crest vertical curve size for 
sea led roads (S < L) 

40 67 4.9 73 6 

50 90 8.6 97 10 

60 114 14 123 16 

70 141 22 151 25 

80 170 31 181 35 

90 201 43 214 49 226 55 

100 234 59 248 66 262 74 

110 285 87 300 97 

120 324 112 341 124 

130 365 143 383 157 

Table 3.4: Grade corrections to ASD and SISD (cars) 

40 -1 -2 -2 -3 2 3 5 

50 -1 -3 -4 -5 2 3 5 8 

60 -2 -4 -6 -7 2 5 8 11 

70 -3 - 5 -8 -1 0 7 11 15 

80 -4 - 7 -1 0 -1 3 4 9 14 20 

90 -5 -9 -13 -16 5 11 18 25 

100 -6 -11 - 16 -20 6 14 22 31 

11 0 -7 -13 -19 -24 8 17 26 38 

120 -8 -16 -22 -29 9 20 31 45 

130 -10 -18 - 26 -34 11 23 37 53 
""'"'~-·_ .. ·..-, ,-H.~---,_,,.,---=-· --·-·=m:o-< 

Note: This table to be used in conjunction with Table 3.2. 

Figure 2 -Sightline Requirements and Grade Corrections 

The intersection does not comply with sight distances B-D and D-A, with a 52m deficiency for both. 

The primary risk associated with this shortfall is for the right turn out movement. The additional traffic 

generated by the proposed subdivision would add to current level of risk. 

The intersection does meet the stopping sight distance requirement (193m+ 17m= 210m), which is 

the absolute minimum design distance. The traffic volume on SH2 is low enough that gaps are 

frequently available. This means that motorists are less likely to feel pressured into merging through 

unsafe gaps. Given that there is a right turn bay, vehicles waiting to turn right into Pukehina Beach 

Road will not be in the direct path of westbound vehicles on SH2. The intersection also has a left turn 

bay, stop control, guardrail to protect the drains, concealed exit signage, advanced direction signs and 

intersection direction signs . 

Overall , the Transport Agency is satisfied the additional traffic generated by the proposed subdivision 

will not compromise the safety of the intersection due to the sight distance deficiencies. 

3 
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Trip Generation 

The applicant's modelling has assumed that the dwellings will be occupied by permanent residents, 

with peak traffic hours in the weekday commuter periods. The majority of the movements are 

anticipated to be left in from Tauranga and right out to Tauranga. The modelling has assumed a peak 

hour generation of 195vph, based on 150 dwellings at 1.3vph per dwelling. 150 dwellings is 

conservative given that 137 residential allotments are proposed. 

If there is a higher than assumed demand to and from Whakatane, the inbound right turn delay could 

be higher than assumed. The right turn bay has comfortable stacking capacity for at least 10 cars, so 

the Transport Agency does not anticipate problems arising for State Highway efficiency under this 

scenario. 

The applicant's modelling has not considered peak load effects 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 outcome of the SIDRA analysis, which indicates that 

operation of the intersection will be acceptable based on the assumed peak trip generation of 1.3vph 

per dwelling. Additionally, the Pongakawa school does not appear to be part of the school bus route, 

which could lead to higher trip generation. The Transport Agency considers that these points warrant 

further consideration and wishes to engage further . 

Crash History 

The application contains a detailed crash history. The Transport Agency has undertaken a 5 year record 

search for the immediate vicinity of the intersection. The results are as follows: 

2 loss of control crashes on SH 2 (1 minor, 1 non-injury) 

1 head-on on SH 2 (minor) 

1 rear end into vehicle turning right (Serious) 

The crash history for the intersection and immediately surrounding sections of road do not suggest 

that the locality poses an above normal level of safety risk. 

Future Capital Works 

The Transport Agency does not have any capital works planned in the vicinity of the Pukehina Beach 

Road I SH2 Intersection. 

KiwiRail are planning maintenance on their bridge opposite the intersection and may modify their 

access in the near term. This is not expected to affect the intersection. 

2.0 Walking and Cycling 

The proposed subdivision would not be well-served in terms of in terms of walking and cycling 

amenities. 

3.0 Public Transport 

The proposed subdivision would not be well-served in terms of in terms of public transport, nor are its 

location and layout conducive to being well-served in the future. 

4.0 Policy Context and Land Use Integration 

Land use integration is a key consideration with respect to future growth and development patterns. 

This is central to the region's long-term transport objectives as set out by the District Plan, the 
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Regional Policy Statement, the Regional Land Transport Plan, the Government Policy Statement on Land 

Transport and SmartGrowth. 

The Transport Agency supports aspirations to supply additional land for residential development in the 

Bay of Plenty as part of a we ll-planned growth strategy. However, careful consideration should be given 

to whether the proposed subdivision would function as an extension of Pukehina's existing urban area, 

or instead constitute a separate settlement pattern that is more rural in nature. 

Settlement patterns should maximise the extent to which communities are self-contained and able to 

meet needs locally through active modes (walking and cycling) and/or or public transport. This will in 

turn reduce the demand for longer-distance, car-dependant travel across the wider road network. 

Dispersing development beyond clearly defined and well-planned urban boundaries can create 

challenges in terms of delivering adequate public transport, walking and cycling infrastructure and 

services. 

The Bay of Plenty Regional Policy Statement seeks to direct and maintain compact, well-designed and 

strongly connected urban areas to effectively and efficiently accommodate growth. The Policy 

Statement also seeks to support an efficient, sustainable, safe and affordable transport network, 

integrated with the region's land use patterns. It notes that ineffective integration between land use, 

regionally significant infrastructure and the region's transport network can result in development 

patterns that increase the need for travel, reliance on motor vehicles and inefficient movement of 

freight. The Policy Statement's definition of "urban activities" includes residential accommodation at a 

density of more than one dwelling per 2,000m 2 of site area. The proposed subdivision does not meet 

this definition. 

The subject sites are not currently identified as a growth area under SmartGrowth, and taking into 

account that the land is zoned rural under the District Plan, urban development here would be 

considered out of sequence. Although the Regional Policy Statement's definition of "urban activities" is 

not met, the proposed allotments are relatively small in this context and won't fulfil a productive 

agricultural or horticultural purpose. 

The Bay of Plenty Regional Land Transport Plan seeks to ensure that the location and design of new 

urban areas gives effect to minimising the number of private motor vehicle trips and increasing the 

uptake of walking, cycling and public transport. 

The Government recently released the draft Government Policy Statement on Land Transport (GPS), 

which outlines New Zealand's strategic transport priorities and guides investment. The GPS sets out 

four new priorities and six objectives, which include safety, improved transport access to economic and 

social opportunities as well as providing more resil ience and choice, better environmental outcomes 

and infrastructure that delivers the best value for money. 

Dated at Tauranga this 15'h day of November 2018. 

&# ~'_,=:: 

E { Aibertyn 
/ 

Planner 

t Pursuant to authority delegated by the NZ Transport Age ncy 
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Copy to Applicant: 

Aurecon Group 

Attention: Luke Balchin 

PO Box 2292 

Tauranga 3140 

Via Email: Luke_,_]:3_alchin@aurecongrow.J2,..C9m 
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From: 
Sent: 
To: 
Cc: 
Subject: 
Attachments: 

Follow Up Flag: 
Flag Status: 

Categories: 

Brent Sinclai r <kandbsinclai r@outlook.com > 
Thursday, 15 November 2018 4:42 PM 
Consents Administ ration 
Luke.Balchin@aurecongroup.com 
Submission in rega rds to Pukehina Eco Village 
brents_15-11-2018_16-27 -SO. pdf 

Follow up 
Completed 

Planner confi rmation ok to Acknowledge submission - ECO VILLAGE 

To the Western Bay District Council , 

Please find attached my submission to the above proposal. 

Regards, 

Brent Sinclair 
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