
PRIORITY TE PUNA MATTERS RAISED - COUNCIL RESPONSES 31 July 2025  

The following information has been provided in response to questions following the 
Community meeting with Priority Te Puna held on 23 July 2025, at the Te Puna Community 
Hall.  The responses following are in accordance with the matters raised, and 
supplementary to the verbal responses provided by Officers at the meeting. 

1. Sarah Rice - Up until the 17th June 2025, the WBOPDC Planning officer, Heather 
Perring had recommended the application be declined due to her opinion on ‘More 
than Minor effects on transport safety, stormwater management, cultural effects; 
and the proposal being contrary overall to the relevant objectives and policies of the 
district plan.’  

In her supplementary 42A Addendum dated 17th June she advised  

‘Having considered the effects if the proposal on a holistic basis, I consider that 
overall, the effects are no more than minor. Accordingly, the application now passes 
the first gateway test under the s104D (ie. Effects that are no more than minor.) ‘ 

Although Heather maintained her recommendation that the application be 
declined, she weakened the argument for that massively by reducing her objections 
on traffic and roading. 

We understand that all documents are peer reviewed prior to being submitted so my 
question is,  who read the supplementary 42A Addendum prior to it being submitted 
and Why the U -Turn? 

Officers response:   

Council’s Planners s.42 A report (17 June 2025) concluded that the application be denied. 

The report detailed the upgrade of the intersection mitigated traffic safety effects in the 
opinion of the report writer to no more than minor and the overall effects for the application 
as no more than minor. On that basis the application met the first gateway test under s.104D 
of the RMA., The specific effects assessments can be concluded as follows: 

• Cultural effects were considered more than minor,  
• Stormwater was considered more than minor 
• Landscape effects were considered no more than minor (with imposed conditions)  
• Waste Water, and Utilities were considered no more than minor 
• Geotechnical effects were considered no more than minor 
• Construction effects are no more than minor 
• Operational noise effects were no more than minor 
• Off site flooding effects were considered less than minor 
• No conclusion was reached on construction traffic effects 



• No conclusion was reached on on-site flooding effects 

As detailed at the community meeting - “more than minor”, “no more than minor”, and “less 
than minor” are matters for RMA consideration, and the commissioners retain a discretion 
to decline the consent on the basis that they do not agree with the planners assessment of 
the effects position. 

All reports are peer reviewed and authorised by another planner. In this case that report 
was peer reviewed by Council’s Environmental Consents Manager.  The two previous s.42 A 
reports were also reviewed by the same role.   

The manager’s position on traffic effects were varied from the previous report, this was 
based on Council’s Transportation team’s decision to upgrade the intersection. This 
upgrade was signalled to proceed based on existing traffic safety matters that had been 
highlighted over a period of time, including complaints from the public.  

Supplementary – Why, when TPIL had already agreed to pay for the intersection 
upgrade did WBOPDC go to NZTA to get funding? Why should the tax payer pay when 
the developer had already agreed to? 

Officer’s response: 

Council’s position is that upgrading is required based on existing traffic numbers and safety 
concerns. There are roading FinCo’s included in the consent decision to be paid for by the 
developer. 

An estimated 3000vpd currently use this intersection. The additional traffic generated by 
the development is estimated to be 744vpd therefore, of the 3744 vpd expected to use the 
intersection, approximately 20% will belong to the development.  

Furthermore, all vehicles will contribute (via fuel duty, RUC, rego) to the National Land 
Transport Fund (NLTF) which funds the National Land Transport Programme (NLTP) from 
which Council receives NZTA subsidy, typically at 51%. In line with the Government Policy 
Statement on land transport 2024-34 NZTA has prioritised funding for maintenance and 
renewal activities above others such as low cost, low risk improvements which typically 
covers minor safety improvements although some projects have recently been awarded 
funding.  

Council elected to proceed with the intersection improvement project to address the 
community’s concerns regarding the manoeuvrability of over-dimension vehicles through 
the intersection, and because the improvements form part of Council’s strategy to reduce 
‘rat running’ between Snodgrass Road and Clarke Road. 

The provision of a right turn bay would help facilitate the introduction of a heavy vehicle 
ban on Clarke Road that Council is considering as part of the Traffic and Parking 
Enforcement Bylaw review currently underway. A heavy vehicle ban cannot be 

https://www.transport.govt.nz/about-us/what-we-do/queries/how-land-transport-is-funded
https://www.transport.govt.nz/about-us/what-we-do/queries/how-land-transport-is-funded
https://nzta.govt.nz/planning-and-investment/national-land-transport-programme/2024-27-nltp/
https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Government-Policy-Statement-on-land-transport-2024-FINAL.pdf
https://www.transport.govt.nz/assets/Uploads/Government-Policy-Statement-on-land-transport-2024-FINAL.pdf
https://nzta.govt.nz/planning-and-investment/planning-and-investment-knowledge-base/202427-nltp-investment-requirements/202427-nltp-activity-classes-and-work-categories/other-work-categories-2/wc-341-low-cost-low-risk-improvements-2/


implemented prior to completion of the intersection upgrade because it would have the 
effect of frustrating JMC Civil Contractors whose consent prohibits them from using the 
existing Te Puna Road/Te Puna Station Road Intersection for transporter operations and who 
are unable to use Te Puna Station Road to access SH2 since it was closed to vehicles in May 
2023.  

JMC has a resource consent variation application on hold with Council and a transportation 
assessment will be required for their consent variation, the applicant could apply to have 
this condition removed. 

Council, based on the community concerns expressed at the meeting, will engage directly 
with the developer on funding, noting that the works Council wish to undertake exceed 
those that would apply to direct effects of their development, and include wider council 
infrastructure needs, and so Council will need to fund aspects of an upgrade. 

Supplementary: 21.1.7 of the district plan reads:- Unless provision is made for 
infrastructure necessary to support business activities to be funded in advance by 
developers, and the costs fully recouped in an efficient and equitable manner, such 
infrastructure may not be provided thereby preventing development from 
occurring.   

The FINCO for roading stands at just $302,878.32 + GST.   

This will not begin to cover the work required to make Te Puna Road safe or to widen 
Te Puna Road. How do you get the rest of the money? 

Officer’s response: 

See above 

2. Brian Jackson.  In the Decision document, Para. 5.3.5.5 Increased Traffic on Te 
Puna Road: 

There are 38 driveways on Te Puna Road between Armstrong Road and Te Puna 
Station Road, including 5 orchard entrances and 4 businesses. There are a total of 45 
letterboxes, including 6 at one driveway, so there will obviously be a lot of traffic 
entering and leaving the driveways throughout the day. In many cases the sight-
lines are quite short, which limits the decision-making time. When turning right into 
said driveways the drivers often have to stop on the road and wait for oncoming 
traffic to pass, and/or wait for traffic exiting the driveway to depart, as there isn’t 
sufficient width to pull off to the left. In some cases the driver cannot see if the 
driveway is clear until right opposite it, because of adjacent shelter belts or other 
vegetation so they have to slow right down and be prepared to stop at the last minute. 
This creates a real risk of being hit from behind, especially by heavy vehicles. When 
exiting some driveways, especially turning right, the sight-line is quite short, so the 

https://scanmail.trustwave.com/?c=16815&d=x4qD6I8FBlfc1l2v_A-hnM4hVpk5pN5ql0QlFS_rQg&s=239&u=https%3a%2f%2feplan%2ewesternbay%2egovt%2enz%2feplan%2frules%2f0%2f12%2f0%2f10082%2f0%2f93
https://scanmail.trustwave.com/?c=16815&d=x4qD6I8FBlfc1l2v_A-hnM4hVpk5pN5ql0QlFS_rQg&s=239&u=https%3a%2f%2feplan%2ewesternbay%2egovt%2enz%2feplan%2frules%2f0%2f12%2f0%2f10082%2f0%2f93
https://scanmail.trustwave.com/?c=16815&d=x4qD6I8FBlfc1l2v_A-hnM4hVpk5pN5ql0QlFS_rQg&s=239&u=https%3a%2f%2feplan%2ewesternbay%2egovt%2enz%2feplan%2frules%2f0%2f12%2f0%2f10082%2f0%2f93


driver has to act quickly once they decide it is safe to move. School buses have to stop 
to pick up or drop off children, with similar risk of being hit from behind. In some cases 
the children will have to cross the road. 

What is WBOPDC going to do to keep the residents and their visitors safe under all 
these conditions with the increased traffic from the proposed TPIL development? 

Officer’s response: 

Poor sightlines and the speed of vehicles increase safety risks. Both may require changes. 

Shelter belts, fences, and walls that hinder visibility for road users accessing/egressing 
properties should be addressed by the property owner.  

A reduction of the permanent speed limit from the current 80kph may be considered next 
year when Council reconsiders speed management across the District in line with the 
requirements detailed in the Land Transport Rule: Setting of Speed Limits Rule 2024. 

Te Puna Road is classified peri-urban under the one network framework, and the speed limit 
may be from 50kph to 80kph.     

Supplementary – What about the turnings into The BP, Nourish, Doctor and DMS. This 
commercial area between the roundabout and Armstrong Road requires a full safety 
review. Will you commit to that before any other work occurs? 

Officer’s response: 

NZTA’s Crash Analysis System does not record any crashes at this intersection in the last 
five years compared to six crashes within the vicinity of the Te Puna Road/ Te Puna Station 
Road intersection. Note: crashes not reported to NZ Police may not be recorded. 

Undertaking a safety audit of this area has been agreed by Council, at the community 
meeting. Any changes would need to be agreed by the incoming Council.  

Changes to the Speed Limit Bylaw could also be applied.   

Supplementary – A new pavement has been created in front of the hall. Thank you 
for this. We know that staff from the day car centre park in the hall car park and then 
car pool to the day care centre across the road.  With an additional 125 vehicles per 
hour, what are you going to do to make it safe for a pedestrian to cross Te Puna Road 
and get from the 4 Square to the Nourish complex? 

Officer’s response: 

The original consent for the day care has parking adjacent to Nourish, and the childcare 
required a consent variation to increase parking due to Government requirements for ratio 
children to caregivers. Without formed pedestrian access (footpaths) to access the site 

https://nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/rules/docs/land-transport-rule-setting-of-speed-limits-2024-as-at-15-january-2025.pdf
https://nzta.govt.nz/assets/Roads-and-Rail/onf/docs/onf-street-categories-2022.pdf


that includes the childcare from the hall side of the road the consent required a safe mode 
of transportation for caregivers to access the site.  

Council will investigate options as part of the safety audit, including speed reduction. This 
may include a pedestrian crossing.    

A pedestrian crossing will need a footpath connection into Te Puna Village which is 
dependent upon landowner approval, and a PSL reduction to 50kph.  

Community input into the upcoming Te Puna / Minden Spatial Plan is encouraged. This is 
the best means to provide input into Council future infrastructure projects, and capture 
community views on wider growth and development of the area. Information on the Te Puna 
/ Minden Spatial Plan will be available in September on Council’s Your Place Tō wāhi website 
(www.yourplace.westernbay.govt.nz) detailing upcoming community engagement events.  

Supplementary final – The noise and vibration of large trucks using our road can be 
lessened by resurfacing as a bitumen road. This is the least Western Bay should do. 
Will you commit to that?   

Officer’s response: 

Council is planning to undertake works in No.1 Road, Te Puke to reduce noise and vibration 
from heavy vehicles by changing the road pavement to concrete. It is officers experience 
that underlying ground conditions and the adjacent age and style of housing construction 
will require bespoke solutions for each road construction and or treatment to mitigate noise 
and vibration concerns.    

The existing road surface on Te Puna Road is chipseal (bitumen coated with stone chips). It 
is assumed that the community suggestion was an upgrade to asphalt. Any roading 
improvement - including higher cost to construct road surface would need budgetary 
considerations and to consider the existing life of the pavement surface. 

We would expect as per the District plan,  TPIL should  pay for this to be done via FINCO 
however as stated earlier, the FINCO for Transportation has been set at just 
$302,878.32 + GST.   

How much will the actual work cost? 

Officer’s response: 

This will not be known until detailed design and contract pricing is undertaken. 

 
3. Alison Cowley - Point 144 in the decision doc regarding the width of TPSR states, 
‘On the evidence we find that in light of WBOPDCs intention to widen TPSR and 
provide a separate cycle path. The adverse effects of the TPIL proposal in the context 



of TPSRs width will be no more than minor.’ In the hearing, when asked, Ms Perring 
told the commissioners that at present there was no intention to widen or create a 
cycleway on TPSR.  It is not cited as a project within the district plan there has been 
no consultation with either Pirirakau or the rest of the community.  

Please provide the statutory process and fund round documents where this was 
agreed.  

Officer’s response: 

Council does not currently have any plan to widen the road or create a cycleway. Road 
widening considerations were based on a total reopening of Te Puna Station Road. Council’s 
position is that this road is not planned to be reopened following the damage from Cyclone 
Gabriel. Council is mindful of the community concerns especially Pirirakau of any works 
undertaken in the vicinity of the road slip. 

We have very clear the rate payers have no intention of financially supporting road 
works for private developers  processes. 

Supplementary - If the widening of tpsr is not going to happen then and the decision 
was predicated on it happening then, surely the decision is wrong. 

Officer’s response: 

Commissioners will be advised of this matter.  

4. Mark Keller: This is a question that needs answering by Western Bay and Regional 
Council.  Omokoroa and Whakamarama have an administrative coordinator funded 
by Council to support community groups. For them, this is Leonie Carnie.  We need 
this for Te Puna now. Bearing in mind the poor history of monitoring, compliance 
management and record keeping by both Regional and District Councils, we want to 
have a Clerk of works oversee the entire development. This Clerk of works must 
assess the schedule of works and the conditions and ensure 100% compliance. They 
must meticulously file ALL the documentation and communicate with the hapu and 
the community.  They should also monitor the money that is to be paid, as per the 
conditions, to Council and to Pirirakau for monitoring. There is a long history of 
council not collecting money that is due to them from developers. This must be 
different.   

The complaints file that TPIL is required to keep needs to be monitored and assessed 
and kept on their property file. The community and hapu must be able to access all 
records on request. This question needs to be answered by both Western Bay and 
Bay of Plenty.  We have a particularly low trust model with BOPRC who seem too busy 
to be worried about anything that happens in Station Road. Will BOPRC and WBOPDC 



commit to a Clerk of works who manages and communicates with all parties 
including the community?  

Officer’s response: 

BOPRC and Western Bay staff will be working closely together. First steps will be engaging 
with the developer on their proposed programme of works to identify what works will be 
undertaken when and the reporting and monitoring needs for each area of 
works. Compliance with the consent is a legal obligation on the consent holder in the first 
instance. Staff collaboration will be required in establishing the following: 

• a monitoring and reporting plan for the development, based on consent 
requirements  

• key contacts and lead agency for specific works 

• communication options- noting that the consent requires the developer to 
progress establishment of an environmental and cultural liaison group 

• joint compliance monitoring site visits and sharing of compliance information 

• coordinated process for receiving complaints and allocating them to the 
appropriate staff to respond to 

Both councils do not see that a clerk of works is necessary to provide appropriate 
compliance monitoring and communication over the life of this consent.  

Supplementary – Please can you commit to Noise monitoring equipment that needs 
to be placed at the boundary to provide information on noise levels coming from the 
park?  

Officer’s response: 

The responsibility for compliance sits firstly with the consent holder. The current 
environment is identification of non- compliance and is complaint driven. The consent 
environment changes this onus - the consent holder is required as conditions of the 
consent to have a construction noise management plan, and site noise monitoring plan 
which demonstrates how they will ensure compliance, and Council monitors delivery of the 
plan. 

5. Diana Honeybone -  The Commissioners have laid down conditions for land 
height, development height, landscaping, planting, storm water, noise control.  Can 
you commit that these conditions will become a minimum standards blueprint that 
other developers within this low-lying business park and JMC, although outside of 
the business park, acts and is treated as if its inside it, will be held to? 



 All future resource consent applications must have the TPIL conditions attached to 
them. This is a question for both councils. 

Officer’s response: 

Each consent application must be assessed individually.   

Whilst there are specific structure plan requirements and provisions detailed in the District 
Plan, they don’t need to strictly meet these. As in the case of the TPIL consent application 
they have sought a consent for a non-complying activity that means that their consent will 
have aspects that are individual to their site and activity. We can’t uniformly apply 
conditions from one consent to the next they must be assessed on their own merits. 

Supplementary - There is massive concern about environmental creep. Can both 
councils commit, bearing in mind the public interest, that all variation requests will 
be publicly notified?  

Officer’s response: 

Each resource consent application (and variation) must be assessed individually and on 
its own merits. A notification decision is a legislated Resource Management Act process, 
and we cannot provide a blanket assurance, or pre-determination on notification. 

Under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), there is no presumption that resource 
consent applications must be notified. Instead, in order to determine whether an 
application should be publicly notified, a consent authority must carefully follow the four-
step process set out in section 95A of the RMA. That provision requires mandatory public 
notification in certain circumstances and precludes public notification in others. In essence, 
unless the consent authority decides that the proposed activity is likely to have adverse 
effects on the environment that are “more than minor”, or special circumstances exist 
(which have developed under case law), then the consent authority is precluded from 
publicly notifying the application. 

 


