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I have delayed reaching a formal recommendation on notification and Section 100(a) for the following reasons:
 The changing nature of the proposal;
 The uncertainty relating to the hearing process during the various stages of the Covid-19 lockdown (and
associated delays in communication); and
 Initial feedback provided by you regarding the potential for a hearing, namely that it be avoided if possible.
As you are aware the above delays mean that limited time remains to formalise a recommendation in respect of
Section 95 and 100(a) of the Act.
I appreciate that you are wary of the cost associated with the processing of the application as well as the hearing
process. With the above information in hand, please advise me on whether you wish me to further delay processing/
time spent (namely that in relation to Section 95 and 100(a) of the Act) pursuant to Section S37, to allow additional
time for your client to consider options (in doing so, please specify a date). Alternatively I will work to finalise my
recommendation to Council.
Please note that the above advice has been prepared in consultation with Council.
Kind regards.

Joy Morse

Planning and Policy Consultant
Mobile: 027 746 4611

4SIGHT COVID-19 RESPONSE PLAN
Level 1, Central Court Building
3 Empire Street, Cambridge
PO Box 641, Cambridge
4Sight.Consulting | Find out more
NOTICE - This e-mail 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 please notify the sender
immediately and delete this e-mail. If you are not the intended recipient you should not copy this e-mail or use the
information contained in it for any purpose nor disclose its contents to any other person. Legal privilege is not waived
because you have read this e-mail. 4Sight Consulting accepts no responsibility for electronic viruses or damage caused
as a result of this email or for changes made to this email or to any attachments after transmission from 4Sight
Consulting. You should not distribute or publish the contents of this email or any attachment without the prior
consent of 4Sight Consulting.
##############################################################
DISCLAIMER:
This e-mail message and accompanying data may contain information that is confidential
and subject to privilege.
If you are not the intended recipient, you are notified that any use, dissemination,
distribution or copying of this message or data is prohibited.
If you have received this e-mail in error please notify the sender or Hauraki District
Council at postmaster@hauraki-dc.govt.nz immediately and delete all material pertaining
to this e-mail.
##############################################################
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Joy Morse
From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:
Attachments:

Chanel Hargrave <chanel@subdivision.co.nz>
Thursday, May 28, 2020 3:26 PM
Joy Morse
[326690] Kaiaua Road - deJongh
326690-SUBCON 3-D.PDF

Hi Joy
Please find attached the updated Scheme Plan.
Todd has spoken to the applicant who has agreed to reduce the size of proposed lots 1 and 2 to 1ha. The application
will now comply with the performance standards in 22B.11.2(h).
Therefore, the outstanding area of non-compliance relates to rule 22B.11.2.1(g) “All RENMENT INDIGENOUS
VEGETATION contiguous with the ONF or ISNF with the rural lot shall be legally protected”. We acknowledge that
area ‘A’ is contiguous with the proposed covenant area and that the application will not comply with rule
22B.11.2.1(g).

Todd has clearly set out the reasons why, the legal and physical protection of all bush on the property is not practical
or appropriate in this instance. (ie. because these area are separated by access tracks, provide shelter for stock, are
sparsely vegetated (ie. 1 or 2 trees with pastured land beneath) located on ground the is unable to be physically
protected by fencing due to the topography of the land). Todd spend ½ a day walking the boundaries of the bush to
determine the most appropriate areas for protection. Todd’s emails dated 21/01/2020 and 11/03/2020 as well as my
email dated 13/02/2020 set out why the covenant boundaries have been proposed. The email dated 11/03/2020
includes images from Todd’s site visit.
I note the rule only requires that land that is contiguous with the QNF to be protected and in my opinion areas ‘C’,
‘D’ and ‘E’ are not contiguous due to the access tracks separating this bush from the QNF to be protected. I note that
Britta’s report has been undertaken as a desktop study and therefore these features of the site would not have been
visible on an aerial. I also understand that there is a difference of opinion over the meaning of ‘contiguous’. Our
experience with other Council’s implementing the former FDC Plan is that for a feature to be contiguous it needs to
touch or adjoin. Under both Auckland and Waikato bush features separated by access tracks have not been
considered contiguous.
In addition the QNF for protection is identified as area ‘X’ on scheme plan and meets the 8ha minimum area
requirement. I acknowledge that under the 22B.11.2.1(f) the QNF needs to be protected, enhanced and certified, in
accordance with 22B.11.3. In contrast rule 22B.11.2.1(g) requires all contiguous vegetation to be legally protected
but is not subject to the requirements of rule 22B.11.3 as these apply to the QNF and ISNF areas only. There is a
difference in the wording of these rules, and in my opinion the Plan requires greater protection of the QNF and
anticipates only legal protection of additional areas that are contiguous with the QNF. We propose that the area
shown as ‘S’ (17ha) is subject to a land covenant. This is a form of legal protection that will ensure stock is excluded
from this area and that vegetation legally protected in perpetuity. In my opinion the rule does not require the
contiguous area of bush to fenced.
You have acknowledged that the proposed QNF protection will have a positive effect. Therefore, I understand
Council’s outstanding concerns relates to precedent and plan integrity. I note precedent and plan integrity are not
effects that can be considered in determining notification of an application. It is my opinion that the application will
not set a precedent as there are site specific reasons as to why QNF boundaries have been located as they are.
Largely this is because they take into account stock access requirements, practical fencing lines and topography.
These are relevant considerations that should be taken into account when assessing the application against the
criteria for environmental lots in 22B.9.2.
1
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Please discuss the amended plan and with Council to determine any outstanding concerns. I look forward to having
hearing from you upon the outcome of your discussion with Council.
Thanks

______________
Chanel Hargrave
Senior Planner l Urban Designer
Int.NZPI

17 Hall St - PO Box 466 - Pukekohe 2340 l Free phone: 0800 TO SURVEY (867878) l phone: (09) 238-9991 l fax: (09)
238-9307 l web: www.thesurveyingcompany.nz

Specialist Surveyors, Planners & Engineers

 Please consider the environment before printing this e-mail
WARNING: Information contained in this email is legally privileged and confidential. If you are not the intended recipient you are hereby notified that use, dissemination,
distribution or reproduction for any purpose is prohibited.
No confidentiality or privilege is waived or lost by a transmission error. Please delete it from your system and call us immediately.
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Joy Morse

7 February 2020

4Sight Consulting
PO Box 641
Cambridge
per email to:

Joy Morse (joym@4sight.co.nz)
Our Ref.: 022/19

Peer review of an ecological report prepared by BFL Forestry and Environmental Services
for the C.W. & C.D. de Jongh property at 419 Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua
Dear Joy,
1. Background Information
C.W. & C.D. de Jongh, owners of the property at 419 Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua, are proposing to
protect approximately 11.5 ha of indigenous forest and are seeking to gain two additional titles
through an Environmental Lot Subdivision. The property is situated in an area that was formerly
part of the Franklin District. The landowners have applied for subdivision consent to Hauraki
District Council utilising the subdivision provisions of the Franklin District Plan.
The applicants have provided an ecological significance assessment report to Council written by
BFL Forestry and Environmental Services. This report is titled ‘Assessment of Areas of Remnant

Native Forest Proposed for Protection as the Basis for an Environmental Lot Subdivision – Messrs
CD&CW de Jongh, 419 Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua” and dated 5 August 2017 (referred to as the BFL
report in the following text). It describes the results of a site visit carried out on 1 August 2017.
The report concludes that the natural feature present on site is of moderate ecological
significance, obtaining a natural feature assessment score of 840, and would therefore comply
with the Environmental Lot provisions of the District Plan, allowing for the generation of two new
allotments.
This letter was prepared on behalf of Hauraki District Council to provide a peer review of the
ecological report. Council seeks confirmation that the area proposed for protection is indeed a
qualifying natural feature that achieves a natural feature assessment score of 750 or greater
according to the natural features assessment criteria included in Part 52.3.1 of the Franklin District

Ecological Potential Ltd.
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Plan, and that any appropriate restoration or enhancement planting measures required are
identified in accordance with Part 22B.11.3 of the Plan.
This review is based on a desktop assessment and no additional site visit was undertaken.
2. Results of the Peer Review
The BFL report is structured into three parts: Part 1 containing a general description of the
proposal, including four sections, Part 2 detailing the protection and enhancement requirements
suggested for the proposed covenant area, and Part 3 including the natural feature description
according to Rule 52 of the District Plan and the significance assessment, as well as a concluding
recommendation. Appendix 1 of the report includes an Ecological Area Management Plan.
2.1.

Part 1 of the Report (Sections 1 to 4)

The first two introductory sections of the BFL report briefly outline the proposal and the reasoning
behind the environmental lot subdivision provisions of the Hauraki and Franklin District Plans.
Section 3 includes an initial description of the covenant area, and Section 4 outlines the specific
District Plan provisions relating to Environmental Lots.
Section 1 provides general information on the location of the assessed forest remnant and
describes its connectedness to further areas of indigenous forest through a gully system
associated with the Te Puaeharuri Stream. A map on page 2 emphasizes the proximity of the
remnant to two existing protected areas, which are located on the neighbouring title. The
property boundaries are not clearly visible on the map, but shown on the survey plan provided in
the appendix on the last page of the report. The report states in the first paragraph of Part 3 that
there are two other protected areas on the property. However, this seems to be incorrect. The
adjoining property to the west may also be owned and/or managed by C.W. & C.D. de Jongh, but
it is not included on the survey plan and not part of this assessment.
The vegetation description provided in Section 3 of the report (starting on page 3) appears
accurate and matches the photographs provided, as well as the available aerial imagery for the
site. The remnant contains a diverse array of canopy species and, though impacted by stock
grazing, retains a good amount of natural regeneration of groundcover, subcanopy and canopy
species.
The report mentions that the species present are characteristic for the Waikato Ecological District.
The site is, in fact, situated within the Hūnua Ecological District, very close (<1 km) to the northern
corners of both Hapuakohe and Hauraki Ecological Districts. This is relevant for the assessment of
the representativeness of the forest remnant in Section 6 (Part 3) of the report. The plant species
are nonetheless characteristic for this area.

Ecological Potential Ltd.
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The occurrence of kauri (Agathis australis) and kanuka (Kunzea robusta) at the site, which are now
classified as nationally threatened species (both Nationally Vulnerable; de Lange et al., 20181) due
to the spread of kauri dieback disease and myrtle rust, should have been highlighted further in the
report, as the presence of threatened species also affects the significance assessment of the site.
The BFL report points out that the remnant “is well used by wildlife” (first sentence of page 6), such
as various avifauna species that were observed during the site visit. It should be added that the
remnant is also located in very close proximity to the Hūnua Ranges (i.e. 2 km to the south-east),
which is home to several threatened species such as New Zealand long-tailed bats (Chalinolobus

tuberculatus, Threatened – Nationally Critical; O’Donnell et al., 20172), Hochstetter’s frog
(Leiopelma hochstetteri sensu stricto – At Risk – Declining3), North Island kokako (Callaeas wilsoni

– At Risk – Recovering; Robertson et al., 20174), North Island kaka (Nestor meridionalis
septentrionalis - At Risk – Recovering), and brown kiwi (Apteryx mantelli – At Risk - Declining), the
latter ones having been re-introduced from the Coromandel Ranges in 2017.

Regionally

threatened species such as bellbird and green mistletoe (Ileostylus micranthus - currently being
re-introduced) can also be found in the Hūnua Ranges. Some of these species (e.g. long-tailed
bats and kaka) are highly mobile and may utilise the nearby remnants for foraging and benefit
from future protection and pest management.
Section 4 erroneously refers to Rule 22B.11.1.3. The reference here should be to Rule 22B.11.2,
which details the performance standards for Environmental Lots outside the Environmental
Enhancement Overlay Area (EEOA). Sections 2 and 4 could have been combined into one section.
2.2.

Part 2 of the Report (Protection and Enhancement Requirements) and Appendix 1

In part 1 the BFL report states that the proposed covenant area is currently “essentially natural”
(end of second paragraph on page 2) with only few exotic weed species and signs of animal pests
present, and that “no further restoration treatment other than permanent removal of livestock”
1

de Lange, P.J.; Rolfe, J.R.; Barkla, J.W.; Courtney, S.P.; Champion, P.D.; Perrie, L.R.; Beadel, S.M.; Ford, K.A.;
Breitwieser, I.; Schonberger, I.; Hindmarsh-Walls, R.; Heenan, P.B.; Ladley, K. 2018: Conservation status of
New Zealand indigenous vascular plants, 2017. New Zealand Threat Classification Series 22. Department
of Conservation, Wellington. 82 p.

2

O’Donnell, C.F.J.; Borkin, K.M.; Christie, J.E.; Lloyd, B.; Parsons S.; Hitchmough, R.A. 2017. Conservation status of
New Zealand bats, 2017: New Zealand Threat Classification Series 21. Published by Publishing Team,
Department of Conservation, PO Box 10420, The Terrace, Wellington 6143, New Zealand. 4 p.

3

Newman, D.G.; Bell, B.D.; Bishop, P.J.; Burns, R.J.; Haigh, A.; Hitchmough, R.A. 2013: Conservation status of New
Zealand frogs, 2013: New Zealand Threat Classification Series 5. Published by Publishing Team,
Department of Conservation, PO Box 10420, The Terrace, Wellington 6143, New Zealand. 10 p.

4

Robertson, H.A.; Baird, K.; Dowding, J.E.; Elliott, G.P.; Hitchmough, R.A.; Miskelly, C.M.; McArthur, N.; O’Donnell,
C.F.J.; Sagar, P.M.; Scofield, R.P.; Taylor, G.A. 2017. Conservation status of New Zealand birds, 2016: New

Zealand Threat Classification Series 19. Published by Publishing Team, Department of Conservation, PO
Box 10420, The Terrace, Wellington 6143, New Zealand. 23 p.

Ecological Potential Ltd.
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Part 2 then details Council’s fencing requirements and comments on

recommended weed and pest animal monitoring and suggested control measures.

These

measures are further described in Appendix 1 (pages 16 - 19).
Fencing
I am in general agreement with the recommendations regarding the fencing of the site and
support the statement that a seven-wire post and batten fenceline is usually not practical in areas
that are subject to regular flooding.
Weed Monitoring and Control
The weed monitoring and control section is sufficiently detailed. However, while I agree that
monitoring and subsequent control is likely to be sufficient to deal with the described low
abundance of exotic plant species on site (only gorse present within the covenant area and woolly
nightshade occurring in the wider locality), there is a risk of potential weed invasion. The report
states that the property includes “a stand of mature exotic plantation which adjoins but does not

intrude into the natural area” (last paragraph on page 3). This stand has been harvested since the
report was written in 2017. While the area of former pine plantation does not directly adjoin the
currently proposed covenant area, it does directly adjoin the additional area of remnant proposed
to be included within the proposal as part of this review (Area A). Areas of former pine plantation
are often colonised by various fast growing weed species. This area may therefore present a seed
source for exotic species in the near future, which would pose a threat to the proposed covenant
area(s). The weed monitoring programme described on page 18 will therefore need to be
extended to include further weed species (such as pampas, privet species, inkweed etc.) to ensure
the long-term viability of the indigenous forest remnants at this site.
Section 5 (page 20) of the Management Plan also suggests that weed monitoring and control will
only be required once per year from Year 3 following legal protection of the site. As many weed
species that can be introduced by birds are able to produce masses of seeds within one growing
season, weed monitoring and control should be carried out at least 2-3 times per year on an
ongoing basis. These maintenance visits can be combined with the required animal pest control.
Pest Animal Monitoring and Control
The BFL report states that “while possums are probably present in the area no immediate issues

have been identified” and suggests that “periodic inspections” are carried out to “confirm whether
pest animals are present or have recently been in the area”, and that “control operations should be
implemented” in case signs of pest animal presence is found.
These statements suggest that pest animal control only needs to be carried out when/if signs of
damage are noticed. However, signs of animal pest presence may not always be recognizable to
an untrained eye, and it is best to keep pest animal numbers low rather than wait for signs to
Ecological Potential Ltd.
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become obvious. It is therefore imperative that control measures (not only monitoring) are
implemented directly following the approval of the consent.
It is also noted that the animal pest control section of the Management Plan (Section 3) is limited
to possums only. A comprehensive animal pest programme, however, should also encompass the
control of rats, mustelids and feral cats, as well as potentially invading larger animals such as goats
and pigs in case they are noticed to be present in the future.
The report lists three commonly used possum control methods (shooting, trapping and poisoning)
and goes on to prescribe a poisoning programme for possums using Philproof bait stations.
While trapping is listed as one of the control methods this paragraph only refers to live capture
traps or the contracting of professional possum trappers. There are, however, several different
types of traps available to effectively control possums and other pest animal species within the
proposed covenant area. These include Goodnature traps, DOC200s and standard rat snap traps
for rats, stoats and weasels, Goodnature, Timm’s traps or CMI spring traps (Trapinators) for
possums and potentially feral cats, as well as various types of bait stations. These should be
distributed along several traplines and set around 50 m to 100 m apart depending on the target
species, location and amount of animals caught in the area. Three-monthly control operations as
suggested in Section 5 of the Management Plan should be sufficient at this site to keep pest
animal numbers low.
2.3.

Part 3 of the Report (Natural Feature Description and Assessment)

In Part 3 the BFL report reiterates the quality of the canopy, as well as the connectivity of the
remnant to other nearby natural features including the Hūnua Ranges and the Firth of Thames.
It provides the completed Natural Feature Assessment Form as required per Rule 52.3.2 of the
District Plan. This is presented in table form and generally filled in correctly with only minor
inaccuracies noted.
Under ‘Representativeness’ on page 10, the report is correct in stating that the proposed covenant
area includes vegetation that is representative of the original forest cover. However, it also should
have stated that the site is situated at the boundary of the Hūnua Ecological District only a few
hundred metres away from the Hapuakohe and the Hauraki ED boundaries. While 34.2% of all
primary (7.8%), secondary (11.1%) and logged (15.3%) forest types remain within the Hūnua ED
(Leathwick et al., 19955), the original forest cover in the other EDs is significantly more reduced,
especially in the Hauraki ED (12.9% in Hapuakohe ED and 0.8% in Hauraki ED).

5

Leathwick, J.R.; Clarkson, B.D.; Whaley, P.T. 1995: Vegetation of the Waikato Region: Current and Historical
Perspectives. Landcare Research Contract Report: LC9596/022. Environment Waikato.
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Under ‘Nearby protected areas’ (page 10) the table fails to point out the proximity of the site to
the large tract of indigenous forest covering the close by Hūnua Ranges, which are located 2 km
to the north-west of the site. However, this fact was pointed out earlier on page 8.
On page 11 the table then states under ‘Other values’ that only few other significant forest
remnants are present in this locality. The proposed covenant area, however, is part of a larger
network of connected gully remnants situated to the south of Kaiaua Road and (again) in very
close proximity to the Hūnua Ranges.
Ecological Significance Assessment of the Proposed Covenant Area
Section 6 (page 12) of the BFL report provides a Natural Feature Ranking Assessment as required
by Section 52.3.1 of the District Plan. The BFL assessment results in a score of 840.
The site has been re-assessed as part of this peer review and a comparison of both assessments is
provided in the table below. The yellow highlighting reflects scores that differ from the BFL report.
The total score of this revised assessment is 960.
Table 1

Natural Feature Ranking Assessment Comparison
Raw

Biodiversity Values

score

Revised
Weighting

weighted
score

BFL

Weighted BFL

score

score

1 - representativeness

1

80

80

2

160

2 - diversity and pattern

2

60

120

2

120

3 - rarity and special features

2

80

160

1

80

4 - naturalness

2

60

120

2

120

5 - size and shape

3

60

180

2

120

6 - ecological viability

2

40

80

2

80

7 - buffering & connectivity

1

40

40

1

40

8 - fragility and threat

2

60

120

0

0

9 - management requirements

1

60

60

2

120

Sub-total:

960

840

Community Values
1 - recognition

0

20

0

0

0

2 - accessibility

0

20

0

0

0

3 - use

0

20

0

0

0

4 - Cultural/historic

0

40

0

0

0

Sub-total:
Total Score

0

0

960

840

Under ‘Representativeness’ the assessment incorrectly refers to the Waikato ED. This should be
the Hūnua ED. The scoring for this criterion was based on the figures provided by Leathwick et al.
(1995) for the remaining logged forest types in the Hūnua ED, which are reduced to 15.3%. The
Ecological Potential Ltd.
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Leathwick report, however, states that only a small part of the ED was covered by the study and
that "the results are probably not representative". If this scoring was based on numbers for the
local body area (Franklin DC) rather than the Ecological District the proposed covenant area would
rank higher (2) as all primary, secondary and logged forest types in the Franklin District combined
only cover an area of 8.5% of the District. It is also worth noting that the representativeness
criterion in the Waikato Regional Council’s Regional Policy Statement6 significance criteria has
been adjusted in 2016 and now classifies all vegetation types reduced to less than 20% as underrepresented. A score of 2 as in the BFL report could therefore be justified and increase the total
score to 1040.
The BFL assessment of ‘Rarity and special features’ does not take into account the presence of
kauri and kanuka, as well as likely New Zealand long-tailed bats and other mobile fauna species
from the nearby Hūnua Ranges.

The remnant was therefore scored higher in the revised

assessment.
The scoring for ‘Size and Shape’ should be 3 as the proposed covenant area is over 10 ha in size.
The ‘Ecological viability’ score could be as high as 3 given the size of the remnant and the low
abundance of weed species present. However, because no site visit was undertaken for this review
the judgement of this criterion was kept the same as in BFL report. This criterion is heavily
influenced by the size of a remnant and would score higher if the additional areas of indigenous
vegetation were to be included in the proposal.
The ‘Fragility and threat’ of the site was scored higher due to the presence of two vulnerable plant
species (kauri and kanuka). The specifications provided in the District Plan for the determination
of the biodiversity significance scoring suggest that a score 2 should be given if 2-3 vulnerable
species are present. However, because the threat status of kauri and kanuka is a precautionary
measure at this stage and both species are still fairly common in the local area a lower score was
given for this criterion, which deems the site to be ‘slightly susceptible’ to the effects of threats
rather than ‘moderately susceptible’.
Though the site is fenced and proposed for protection it is not formally protected at the moment
and hence a lower score was given for ‘Management (protection) requirements’.
3. Minor errors noted in the report
There does not seem to be a Section 5 in the report. A table of contents would have been helpful
in this case.

6

The Waikato Regional Policy Statement – Te Tauākī Kaupapahere o Te-Rohe O Waikato 2016: Waikato Regional
Council, Hamilton

Ecological Potential Ltd.
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The table on page 10 states that the estimated 12 ha proposed for protection (11.5 ha according
to the most recent survey plan) make up approximately 8 % of the holding. The report states
earlier that the property is 175 ha in size.

The proposed covenant area would therefore

encompass 6.86 % of the farm.
On page 11, in the first row of Part C of the table it is referred to ‘Table 3’. This should read
‘Table 2’.
The plant list in Table 2 (page 15) comprises a number of spelling errors and outdated scientific
plant names. The species listed are generally common in this forest type and species identification
is likely to be correct. No comment can be made on the completeness of the list without
undertaking a site visit. It was noted that kauri was described to be present in Section 3 (page 5)
and Part 3 (page 8) of the report, but the species is not listed in the plant species compilation. It is
assumed that this is an oversight and that kauri is indeed present as described earlier in the report.
The last paragraph in Section 3 of the Management Plan refers to the Awhitu Landcare group in
the concluding sentence. This is not relevant to this project.
Section 5 of Appendix 1 (page 20) includes comments on restoration plantings, which are not
relevant for this proposal. No plantings are currently suggested, nor do they seem required for
the site as natural regeneration appears to be profuse.
4. Compliance with Rule 22B.11.2 g) of the District Plan
Section 4 (page 6) of the BFL report deals with the provisions governing the establishment of
Environmental Lots. While the report refers to Section 22B.11.1 of the District Plan, it fails to point
out Rule 22B.11.2 g), which is relevant for an Environmental Lot subdivision outside the Ecological
Enhancement Overlay Area, and which states that “all REMNANT INDIGENOUS VEGETATION

contiguous with the QUALIFYING NATURAL FEATURE or IDENTIFIED SIGNIFICANT NATURAL
FEATURE within the RURAL LOT shall be legally protected”.
It was noted that several further areas of indigenous vegetation are present on the title located to
the west, south and east of the proposed covenant area, which are unprotected and not currently
included in the proposal (see Figure 1 overleaf; Area A – 13.5 ha, Area B – 0.61 ha, Area C – 1.2 ha,
Area D – 5.53 ha and Area E – 3.34 ha). Areas A, B and C are directly linked to the proposed
covenant area and therefore contiguous as per Rule 22B.11.2 g). Area D is separated from the
proposed covenant area by a farm track. The canopies are between 5-15 m apart in this area, a
distance that is easily overcome by birdlife and most other fauna species, and does not inhibit
seed dispersal of indigenous flora species. Area D is therefore also considered contiguous from an
ecological point of view. The canopies of Areas D and E are approximately 40 m apart at the
nearest point; however, Area E is directly connected to Area D via the Te Puaeharuri Stream and a
narrow row of trees along a 45 m long corridor, which is dissected by a farm track (approx. 4 m
Ecological Potential Ltd.
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wide). While the main canopies of the two areas are further apart than Area D and the proposed
covenant area, the present stream and narrow strip of vegetation present a corridor, which
provides habitat linkage functions between Areas D and E. Area E is therefore not considered to
be an isolated fragment, but part of a linked habitat network on this property.

Figure 1

Property overview showing proposed covenant area filled in green and
further areas of indigenous vegetation outlined in yellow

The BFL report states that “a few other remnant native trees exist at intervals around the property”
and that these “do not represent a coherent or viable natural community”, and have therefore
been excluded from the proposal. While Area D shows some canopy gaps and Area E appears to
contain a low percentage of exotic species, the other areas in question appear to have canopies
similar to that contained in the proposed covenant area, and are not reduced to “a few other

remnant native trees”. Moreover, the rule does not comment on the current state of the
indigenous vegetation. It is the contiguity with other natural features and the restoration potential
that makes ecological areas important for the conservation of certain biodiversity values.
Although some of the areas (i.e. B, C and E) are fairly narrow they offer corridors and highly
valuable habitat linkage functions.
That said, at 11.5 ha the proposed covenant area would be large enough to be self-sustainable on
its own even if the additional areas of indigenous forest on the property were not legally protected
as part of this proposal. Even if the additional areas of indigenous vegetation stayed unprotected,
Ecological Potential Ltd.
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they would still provide good buffering functions for the proposed covenant area. On the other
hand, they may not be equally well managed for weeds and animal pests and become a source for
(re-)invasions of the covenant area in the future.
The BFL report states that “two other protected areas already exist” (last paragraph on
page 3), and that the proposed new covenant area would provide “additional connectivity”.
The map on page 2 of the BFL report points to two protected areas on the adjoining property
to the west. However, these are not directly connected to the newly proposed covenant area
for the EBL application. Two of the currently not included areas of indigenous forest (Areas A
and B) would provide a direct connection of the proposed covenant area with the protected
areas on the neighbouring property, while Area C connects to a large forested area on the
property adjacent to the south. Areas D and E are linked through the Te Puaeharuri Stream
and two of its tributaries. Based on available aerial imagery of the property, the canopies of
the western and southern areas (A, B and C) are in similar condition to the proposed
covenant area. Without a site visit, no comment can be made on the condition of the
understorey and groundcover in these areas, but it is assumed they have been managed in
the same way as the proposed covenant area and are in a similar state of natural
regeneration as to what is described in the BFL report for the proposed covenant area.
As described above, the remnant adjoining the proposed covenant area to the east (Area D)
is highly modified and shows an open canopy. However, the BFL report highlights that “the

Puaeharuri Stream is central to the project” (refer to the figure caption on page 3). Area D
and part of Area E follow this stream, and despite the currently worse condition of the
canopies, these areas have great restoration potential and would provide further buffering to
the stream in the future.
These areas are also located within an acutely threatened environment according to the
Threatened Environment Classification (TEC) by Walker et al. (2015; refer to Figure 2 overleaf).
These are areas where less than 10 % of the original indigenous vegetation cover remains
and restoration measures are strongly encouraged. The TEC was developed by Landcare
Research with the aim to propose a threat classification for the remaining indigenous
biodiversity in New Zealand’s land environments. It is based on three components: how
much indigenous cover remains within land environments, how much land is legally
protected, and how past loss of indigenous cover and natural heritage protection are
distributed across New Zealand’s landscape.
The Threatened Environment Classification is based on three databases. It combines the
Land Environments of New Zealand (LENZ; Leathwick et al., 2003), the fourth Landcover
Database (LCDBv4.0) and the Protected Natural Area network. The classification includes six
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categories. The first five categories are referred to as ‘threatened environments’, whereas
category six is considered ‘not-threatened’. Land classified as categories 1 to 5 is likely to
contain some of New Zealand’s most severely reduced and poorly protected indigenous
biodiversity. Forest remnants in these areas (such as Areas D and E) would especially benefit
from legal protection and active conservation management to protect the indigenous
biodiversity values from common threats, such as weed invasion, animal pests or vegetation
clearance.

Figure 2

Threatened environments classification at the subject property (outlined in
black)

5. Conclusion
While a couple of years have passed since the BFL report was prepared in 2017, it is assumed that
the forest remnant in question is still in accordance with the description provided in the report.
I am in general agreement with the BFL report and can confirm that the overall findings are
correct. The Qualifying Natural Feature proposed for covenanting on the property complies with
the Environmental Lot rules of the Hauraki District Plan (former Franklin District area). In fact, the
scoring of the Natural Feature should be increased to 960, which results in an increased natural
feature ranking from Moderate to High. With a continuous weed and animal pest monitoring and
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control programme in place, the proposed covenant area is expected to regenerate well and be
self-sustainable in the future. No restoration plantings appear to be required at this site.
I am therefore generally in support of the proposed subdivision of the property. However, it is
noted that the proposal is currently not in line with Rule 22B.11.2 g), as there are several other
areas of indigenous forest that are contiguous with the proposed covenant area, but not intended
to be legally protected and managed for conservation purposes. The additional natural areas
present on the property (shown as Areas A to E on Figure 2) would increase the covenanted area
on the property by 24.2 ha to a significant overall area of 35.7 ha.

Fencing and ongoing

maintenance of covenant areas is costly, and Areas D and E would require weed control and infill
plantings as well.
It is recommended to consider the additional legal protection of at least Areas A, B and C, because
of their size, better condition and direct linkage to other natural areas, some of which are already
protected. A decision on this matter is up to Council’s discretion.
Please do not hesitate to contact me should you require any further information.
Kind regards,

Britta Deichmann

4213 State Highway 23

Director/Senior Ecologist

RD1, Raglan 3295

Ecological Potential Ltd.

Phone: 021 088 111 27
Email: deichmann.britta@gmail.com
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DECISIONS OF THE HAURAKI DISTRICT COUNCIL
NOTIFICATION UNDER s95
RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991
Consent Number:

201.2019.000001102.001

Application Summary:

Application under Section 88 of the Resource
Management Act 1991 to subdivide one lot into three via
the Environmental Lot Provisions of the Franklin Section
of the Operative Hauraki District Plan (2014)

Lodged:

27th September 2019
Further Information Received (s92(1)):
 Further Information Response, received 23 October
2019;
 Traffic Assessment (revision B), received 23 January
2020; and
 Traffic Assessment (revision B), received 19
February 2020.

Further Information:

Further Information Received (s92(2)):
 Peer Review Report Prepared by Ecological
Potential Ltd, dated 7 February 2020, reference
022/19.
Supplementary Information
 Email advice on additional areas of bush protection,
prepared by Todd Shuker, received 21 May 2020 and
2 March 2020;
 Revised Fencing Plan (March 2020) and supporting
detail, received 11 March 2020; and
 Revised Scheme Plan (May 2020), and supporting
detail, received 28 May 2020.

Applicant:

C.W. & C.D. de Jongh

Agent:

The Surveying Company

Site address:

419 Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua

Legal Description of Site:

District Plan
Zone:

 Lot 2 Deposited Plan 369806 and Section 8 Survey
Office Plan 44869 RT 601193
 Section 9 Block III Wharekawa Survey District RT
NA42C/769
 Section 10 Block III Wharekawa Survey District RT
NA42C/770
Franklin Section of the Operative Hauraki District Plan
(2014)
Rural
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Rule:

Rules 22B.5 (1), 22B.11.2 and 22B.11.2(g)

Activity Status:

Non Complying

NES Consideration:

N/A

Right of Objection (357A)

Yes for applications under Section 88

Right of Appeal (s120)

Yes

SUMMARY OF DECISION
1.

1.0

Pursuant to sections 95A-95G of the RMA the application will be processed on a nonnotified basis given the findings of Section 7.0 of this report. This decision is made by
Council’s Group Manager - Planning and Environmental Services, on 11 JUNE 2020
under delegated authority pursuant to Sections 34 and 34A of the RMA.
SITE DESCRIPTION, LOCALITY, AND HISTORY

1.1 Site Description and Locality
The subject site is currently held in three records of title, being RT 601193, RT NA42C/769
and RT NA42C/770. The subject site is located on the southern side of Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua
approximately 80m west of its intersection with Makaewa Road. The 134.1781ha subject site
is irregular in shape and has a predominantly undulating to steep topography which generally
rises to the north. An existing dwelling is located to the north-east of the subject site and is
surrounded by accessory buildings. A number of farm buildings have also been established
throughout the subject site, which comprises a mixture of pastureland, native bush and access
tracks.
The subject site has existing connections to power and telecommunications via the existing
dwelling, which is also serviced by independent on-site water supply and wastewater and
stormwater disposal.
Vehicle access is obtained from multiple formed and farm access vehicle crossings located
on the northern road boundary of the subject site.
The surrounding area comprises a number of large farming blocks and the predominant
character of the area is best described as rural. An aerial photograph of the subject site and
surrounds is included in Figure 1, below.
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Figure 1: Aerial Photograph of Recipient Site.
The subject site is zoned Rural in the Franklin Section of the Operative Hauraki District Plan
(2014) (“District Plan”) and is subject to the Hunua Rural Management Area. Copies of the
District Plan Map and Overlay are included in Figures 2 and 3, on the following page.

Site

Figure 2: Franklin Section of the Hauraki District Plan - Zone and Policy Overlays.

Site

Figure 3: Franklin Section of the Hauraki District Plan - Zone.

Page | 3

HJC Agenda - 10-08-20

Page 248

MagiQ Reference: 2773774
A site visit was undertaken on the 3rd of October 2019. A copy of site visit photos illustrating
the key features of the subject site are included in Figures 4 to 8, below and on the following
page.

Figure 4: Photo of Existing Dwelling and Site Access, looking South from Kaiaua Road.

Figure 5: Photo of Existing Dwelling, Accessory Shed and Site Access, looking West from
Kaiaua Road.
Dwelling 1

Figure 6: Photo of Land to Form Eastern End of Proposed Lot 1, looking South from Kaiaua
Road.

Figure 7: Photo of Frontage to Proposed Lot 2, looking West from Kaiaua Road.
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Figure 8: Photo of Proposed Lot 2, looking South West from Kaiaua Road.
1.2 Site History
There is no site history relevant to this application.
1.3 Title Interests
Table 1 below summarises the relevant interests on the existing title.
Title
Reference
601193

Legal Description Size
Lot 2 DP 369806 133.9351
and Sec 8 Survey ha
Office Plan 44869

NA42C/769 Sec 9 Blk III 933m²
Wharekawa SD
NA42C/770 Sec 10 Blk III 1,497 m²
Wharekawa SD
Table 1: Existing Titles and Interests.

Date
Issued
18/12/2013

Relevant Interests

5/04/1979

Easement
6901639.3
Appurtenant Lot 2 DP
369806 is a water supply and
an electricity supply.
None

5/04/1979

None

Easement 6901639.3 relates to existing easements for water supply and electricity over Lot 1
DP 95914 (held in RT 283286). This easement will need to be cancelled insofar as it relates
to Lots 1 and 2.
The above listed interest does not restrict the proposal from proceeding.
2.0

PROPOSAL

Pursuant to Section 88 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (‘the Act’), The Surveying
Company, on behalf of C.W. and C.D. de Jongh, have applied to the Hauraki District Council
to subdivide the subject site at 419 Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua, into three lots (two additional)
utilising the Environmental Lot subdivision provisions of the District Plan.
The details of the proposal are outlined in the following paragraphs.
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Lot Descriptions
Proposed Lot 1
Proposed Lot 1 will be 1ha in area and located around the existing dwelling and accessory
buildings. Access will continue to be obtained via an existing formed vehicle crossing.
Stormwater and wastewater will continue to be disposed of on site. Water supply will be
provided to Lot 1 via existing rain tanks. Further, water supply easements T and W are
proposed over an existing bore located within Lot 3 in favour of Lot 1.
Electricity and telecommunication connections to Lot 1 provided via the existing dwelling will
be retained. Proposed electricity easements R and T will also be created over Lot 3 in favour
of Lot 1.
The location of Lot 1 is demonstrated on the proposed Scheme Plan included in Figures 9 and
10 on the following pages.
Proposed Lot 2
Proposed Lot 2 will be 1ha, vacant, and located adjacent to Kaiaua Road. A building platform
has been identified near the centre of the lot.
A Geotechnical Assessment, prepared by Ground Consulting Limited, dated 30 September
2019, reference R0226-3B, was submitted with the application. This report advises that Lot 2
is generally suitable for development and recommends further detailed engineering
investigations in relation to wastewater disposal, stormwater disposal, foundations and
earthworks.
Proposed water supply easements T and W will be created over Lot 3 in favour of Lot 2.
Likewise, electricity easements R and T will be created over Lot 3 in favour of Lot 2. In addition,
a letter prepared by Counties Power, dated 26th August 2019, was submitted with the
application confirming that a new power connection can be made to Lot 2.
A new telecommunications connection will also be required. A letter prepared by Kea Tech
Limited, dated 19th September 2019 was submitted with the application and indicates that
Vodafone mobile services and rural wireless broadband services are generally available within
this area.
Vehicle access to Lot 2 will be obtained via an existing formed crossing onto Kaiaua Road.
This entrance is to be upgraded to a Standard Rural Property Entrance (Residential Use)
(Franklin District Council R29 Standard) as detailed in the Traffic Impact Assessment (TIA)
prepared by The Surveying Company Ltd’s Transport Engineer, Ed Armstrong, dated 19
February 2020.
The location of Lot 2 is demonstrated on the proposed Scheme Plan included in Figures 9 and
11 on the following pages.
Proposed Lot 3 – Balance Land
Proposed Lot 3 will contain the balance land of 131.20ha and will continue to be used for
pastoral activities. A building platform has been identified approximately 300m southwest of
Lot 1.
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Wastewater and stormwater design will be required at the time of building consent for any
future dwelling on Lot 3. A Geotechnical Assessment, prepared by Ground Consulting Limited,
dated 30 September 2019, reference R0226-3B, was submitted with the application. This
report recommends further detailed engineering investigations at the time of development and
indicates that suitable wastewater and stormwater disposal solutions are available for Lot 3.
A letter prepared by Counties Power, dated 26th August 2019, was submitted with the
application and confirms that a new electricity connection can be made to Lot 3. A new
telecommunications connection will also be required. A letter prepared by Kea Tech Limited,
dated 19th September 2019 was submitted with the application and indicates that Vodafone
mobile services and rural wireless broadband services are generally available in this area.
The location of Lot 3 is demonstrated on the proposed Scheme Plan included in Figures 9, 10
and 11 on the following pages.

Figure 9: Proposed Subdivision Scheme Plan – Sheet 1.
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Figure 10: Proposed Subdivision Scheme Plan – Sheet 2.

Figure 11: Proposed Subdivision Scheme Plan – Sheet 3.
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Protection of Qualifying Natural Feature
The primary catalyst for the above described subdivision is the protection of 12ha of Qualifying
Natural Feature (QNF) located within the subject site. The extent and means for protection of
the QNF and Remnant Indigenous Vegetation (RIV) is detailed below.
Protection of Area X
The Applicant proposes to create Lots 1 and 2 by virtue of the ‘Environmental Lot’ provisions
of the District Plan. Specifically, the entitlements are to result from the permanent protection
of 12ha of QNF pursuant to Rule 22B.11.2.
The applicant has engaged BFL Forestry and Environmental Services to prepare an
Ecological Report titled ‘Assessment of Areas of Remnant Native Forest Proposed for an
Environmental Lot Subdivision – Messrs CD&CW de Jongh, 419 Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua,’ dated
5 August 2017.
The Ecological Report provides an assessment in respect of approximately 12ha of remnant
secondary native forest (podocarp hardwood forest) in the catchment of Te Puaeharuri
Stream. For the purposes of this application, the area is identified as Area ‘X’ (demarcated on
the proposed Scheme Plan included as Figure 9 of this report). I have summarised key
findings of the Ecological Report below:
 Area X contains naturally regenerated native species, including kanuka, kahikatea, totara,
rewarewa, podocarp and hardwood species, and is relatively weed and pest free.
 Area X obtains a Natural Feature Ranking of 840, being a moderate environmental value,
in accordance with Rule 52.3 of the District Plan.
 Area X is identified as a significant natural habitat which facilitates wildlife migration
between the Puaeharuri Stream and other inland areas (some of which are protected).
 The applicant has made a commitment to protecting waterways within their property which
has facilitated the formation of a canopy within Area X.
 Area X will provide connectivity to two existing protected bush areas which is required for
durable natural ecosystems to prosper.
 Area X has been partially protected from livestock access by electric farm fences and steep
topography.
 No further restoration is required, however maintenance and protection is recommended.
 The following protection and enhancement works are recommended (refer to Appendix 1
of the Ecology Report):
- Fencing upgrades (electric is acceptable in low lying areas susceptible to flooding);
- Weed Monitoring and Control; and
- Pest Animal Monitoring and Control.
 Few other remnant native trees exist at intervals around the property and do not represent
a coherent or viable natural community and have been excluded.
Area X is to be permanently protected by way of a Conservation Covenant in accordance with
the Reserves Act 1977 or the Queen Elizabeth II National Trust Act 1977.
Protection of Remnant Indigenous Vegetation
The subject site contains a number of bush areas, identified as Areas ‘A’, ‘B’, ‘C’, ‘D’ and ‘E’
for the purposes of this report, and located as specified in Figure 12 below.
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Figure 12: Property overview showing proposed covenant area filled in green and further
areas of indigenous vegetation outlined in yellow (Source: Peer Review by Ecological Potential
Ltd, dated 7 February 2020).
Area S
The application was amended post submission to Council and now includes the protection of
an additional 8ha of Remnant Indigenous Vegetation (RIV) located north west of, and
contiguous with, Area X.
This 8ha of RIV is to be legally protected by way of a ‘Stock Exclusion’ covenant (demarcated
as Area ‘S’ on the proposed Scheme Plan included as Figure 9 of this report). This stock
exclusion area of 17ha will also include existing young pine plantation of approximately 9ha
(refer Figure 13).
Note: The 8ha of RIV within Area S forms part of a larger area of RIV, identified as ‘Area A’
shown in Figure 12).
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Figure 13: Photo Looking north-west through the divide between the pine plantation and edge
of native bush (see map). (Source: Applicant’s Agent, email dated 11 March 2020).
Areas A, B, C, D and E
The Applicant does not seek to protect Areas B, C, D, E and the remainder of A identified in
Figure 12. Legal protection of these areas is not proposed for the following reasons:
 Area A (eastern portion): This area is not fenced, and the alignment is considered not
practicable to fence as it is steep and prone to slips (refer Figure 14 and 15 below).
 Area B: The applicant would like to retain a small area of gully and bush for animal shelter
and reprieve - it’s been deliberately farm managed this way and the majority of this bush is
Manuka.
 Area C: This area is separated from Area X via an existing strip of pasture.
 Area D and E: Area D is not contiguous due to the access tracks separating this bush from
Area X. Area E is separated from Area D by another access track.
The exclusion of the above areas from legal protection is explored in the remaining sections
of this report.

Figure 14: Photo Looking north-east showing fence line on top of ridge (see map). (Source:
Applicant’s Agent, email dated 11 March 2020).
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Figure 15: Photo Looking south- west showing typical slip (see map). (Source: Applicant’s
Agent, email dated 11 March 2020).
3.0

INTERNAL REFERRALS

Engineering
The application has been referred to the Council’s Development Engineer, Warwick Meyer,
who has reviewed the following:




The original application report and documents received 27th September 2019;
A Geotechnical Assessment, prepared by Ground Consulting Limited, dated 30
September 2019, reference R0226-3B; and
Traffic Impact Assessment prepared by The Surveying Company Ltd’s Transport
Engineer, Ed Armstrong, dated 19 February 2020;

Initially, Mr Meyer raised concerns with the proposed access to Lots 2 and 3. Mr Meyer has
since confirmed that his concerns have been addressed by the findings and recommendations
of the TIA. In particular, Mr Meyer advised that:
‘The assessment provided by The Surveying Company dated 19th February 2020 concluded
that the proposed entrance to Lot 2 and beside Lot 3 located on Kaiaua Road has good sight
visibility in both directions allowing for safe access to and from the site. Traffic volumes of 700
vpd on Kaiaua Road mean that the likelihood of vehicles waiting to turn right into the site are
also low. However, if this does occur, vehicles approaching from the west will have plenty of
time to safely slow down and stop if necessary…Lukas [de Haast, Council’s Transportation
Manager] and I do agree that if a right hand turning vehicle does give ample warning then a
following car can safely stop or if a following vehicle is driving defensively then they will safely
stop.’
Mr Meyer also noted the following:




‘Septic tank treatment is proposed for waste water disposal for Lots 2 & 3. This shall meet
Waikato Regional Council minimum requirements. It shall be determined at the time of
Building Consent.
The location of the domestic effluent tank and disposal field for the dwelling on Lot 1 has
been confirmed by the applicant’s surveyor that it is contained entirely within the proposed
lot.
No stormwater issues have been identified, although soakage is limited.
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The application has included a Geotech Report prepared by Ground Consulting
Ltd…which confirms that the proposed house sites are suitable for building on. Site
specific foundation design should be investigated at time of building consent for the
building platforms on Lots 2 and 3.’

Overall, Mr Meyer is satisfied with the proposed subdivision, subject to appropriate conditions
of consent, namely:




Upgrade entrance to Lot 2;
Water servicing lots in the subdivision be located and be decommissioned or protected via
easement where they cross lot boundaries; and
That consent notices be registered on the titles of Lots 2 and 3 requiring that all
foundations, earthworks, stormwater management and on-site effluent disposal systems
for Lots 2 and 3 be undertaken in accordance with the Ground Consulting Ltd report, or be
designed by a suitably qualified and experienced practitioner.

I note that Mr Meyer has not reviewed the updated Scheme Plan included in Figures 9 to 11
of this report, which resulted in a reduction in the size of Lots 1 and 2. These recent
amendments are not expected to alter Mr Meyer’s assessment.
Ecology
Pursuant to Section 92(2) of the RMA, Senior Ecologist, Britta Deichmann, of Ecological
Potential Ltd has undertaken a desk top peer review of the Ecological Report prepared by BFL
Forestry and Environmental Services. Ms Deichmann was requested to provide advice on the
following:



Confirmation that the area proposed for protection is indeed a Qualifying Natural Feature
(QNF) that achieves a natural feature assessment score of 750 or greater according to the
natural features assessment criteria included in Part 52.3.1 of the District Plan; and
Confirmation on the appropriateness of the proposed restoration or enhancement planting
measures in relation to Part 22B.11.3 of the District Plan.

It is noted that Ms Deichmann’s assessment is based on the original version of the proposal
which included the protection of Area X only.
Area X
The following statement provides a succinct summary of Ms Britta Deichmann’s findings in
relation to proposed Area X:
‘I am in general agreement with the [Ecological Report] and can confirm that the overall
findings are correct. The Qualifying Natural Feature proposed for covenanting on the property
complies with the Environmental Lot rules of the Hauraki District Plan (former Franklin District
area). In fact, the scoring of the Natural Feature should be increased to 960, which results in
an increased natural feature ranking from Moderate to High. With a continuous weed and
animal pest monitoring and control programme in place, the proposed covenant area is
expected to regenerate well and be self-sustainable in the future. No restoration plantings
appear to be required at this site (Section 5, Paragraph 2).’
Subsequent Protection of Contiguous Bush
Section 4 of the peer review gives specific consideration to Rule 22B.11.2 (g) of the District
Plan which requires that ‘all Remnant Indigenous Vegetation contiguous with the Qualifying
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Natural Feature or Identified Significant Natural Feature within the rural lot shall be legally
protected’. Ms Deichmann notes that ‘… several further areas of indigenous vegetation are
present on the title located to the west, south and east of the proposed covenant area, which
are unprotected and not currently included in the proposal’. See Figure 12 above which
identifies Area A (13.5 ha), Area B (0.61 ha), Area C (1.2 ha), Area D (5.53 ha) and Area E
(3.34 ha).
The following advice provided by Ms Britta Deichmann details those reasons why Areas A to
E are considered ‘contiguous’ to Area X (in an ecological context), and the biodiversity values
and functions of these areas:
 The [Ecological Report] states that “a few other remnant native trees exist at intervals
around the property” and that these “do not represent a coherent or viable natural
community,” and have therefore been excluded from the proposal. While Area D shows
some canopy gaps and Area E appears to contain a low percentage of exotic species, the
other areas in question appear to have canopies similar to that contained in the proposed
covenant area, and are not reduced to “a few other remnant native trees”. Moreover, the
rule [Rule 22B.11.2] does not comment on the current state of the indigenous vegetation.
It is the contiguity with other natural features and the restoration potential that makes
ecological areas important for the conservation of certain biodiversity values. Although
some of the areas (i.e. B, C and E) are fairly narrow they offer corridors and highly valuable
habitat linkage functions.
 That said, at 11.5ha the proposed covenant area would be large enough to be selfsustainable on its own even if the additional areas of indigenous forest on the property were
not legally protected as part of this proposal. Even if the additional areas of indigenous
vegetation stayed unprotected, they would still provide good buffering functions for the
proposed covenant area. On the other hand, they may not be equally well managed for
weeds and animal pests and become a source for (re-)invasions of the covenant area in
the future.
 The [Ecological Report] states that “two other protected areas already exist” (last paragraph
on page 3), and that the proposed new covenant area would provide “additional
connectivity”. The map on page 2 of the [Ecological Report] points to two protected areas
on the adjoining property to the west. However, these are not directly connected to the
newly proposed covenant area for the EBL application [Area X]. Two of the currently not
included areas of indigenous forest (Areas A and B) would provide a direct connection of
the proposed covenant area with the protected areas on the neighbouring property, while
Area C connects to a large forested area on the property adjacent to the south. Areas D
and E are linked through the Te Puaeharuri Stream and two of its tributaries. Based on
available aerial imagery of the property, the canopies of the western and southern areas
(A, B and C) are in similar condition to the proposed covenant area. Without a site visit, no
comment can be made on the condition of the understorey and groundcover in these areas,
but it is assumed they have been managed in the same way as the proposed covenant
area and are in a similar state of natural regeneration as to what is described in the
[Ecological Report] for the proposed covenant area.
 As described above, the remnant adjoining the proposed covenant area to the east (Area
D) is highly modified and shows an open canopy. However, the [Ecological Report]
highlights that “the Puaeharuri Stream is central to the project” (refer to the figure caption
on page 3). Area D and part of Area E follow this stream, and despite the currently worse
condition of the canopies, these areas have great restoration potential and would provide
further buffering to the stream in the future.
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 These areas are also located within an acutely threatened environment according to the
Threatened Environment Classification (TEC) by Walker et al. (2015; refer to Figure 2
overleaf).
 These are areas where less than 10 % of the original indigenous vegetation cover remains
and restoration measures are strongly encouraged. The TEC was developed by Landcare
Research with the aim to propose a threat classification for the remaining indigenous
biodiversity in New Zealand’s land environments. It is based on three components: how
much indigenous cover remains within land environments, how much land is legally
protected, and how past loss of indigenous cover and natural heritage protection are
distributed across New Zealand’s landscape.
 The Threatened Environment Classification is based on three databases. It combines the
Land Environments of New Zealand (LENZ; Leathwick et al., 2003), the fourth Landcover
Database (LCDBv4.0) and the Protected Natural Area network. The classification includes
six categories. The first five categories are referred to as ‘threatened environments’,
whereas category six is considered ‘not-threatened’. Land classified as categories 1 to 5 is
likely to contain some of New Zealand’s most severely reduced and poorly protected
indigenous biodiversity. Forest remnants in these areas (such as Areas D and E) would
especially benefit from legal protection and active conservation management to protect the
indigenous biodiversity values from common threats, such as weed invasion, animal pests
or vegetation clearance.
 The additional natural areas present on the property (shown as Areas A to E on Figure 2)
would increase the covenanted area on the property by 24.2 ha to a significant overall area
of 35.7 ha. Fencing and ongoing maintenance of covenant areas is costly, and Areas D
and E would require weed control and infill plantings as well.
 It is recommended to consider the additional legal protection of at least Areas A, B and C,
because of their size, better condition and direct linkage to other natural areas, some of
which are already protected. A decision on this matter is up to Council’s discretion.’
4.0

ACTIVITY STATUS

4.1 The District Plan
As identified in Section 1.1 of this report, the subject site is located in the Rural Zone of the
District Plan.
An assessment of the proposal’s compliance with the relevant rules of the District Plan is
included in Section 5, pages 8 to11, of the application.
Tables 2 and 3 below include a further assessment of the proposal against the relevant rules
relating to the proposed subdivision consent.
Rule #

Rule Name

Status
Activity

Land Use - Activity Status
23A.1.1(5) One Dwelling House per Permitted
Rural Lot
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Comment
This provision provides for one
dwelling per lot under 40ha. Lot
1 will contain the existing
dwelling and Lots 2 and 3 will be
vacant.
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23A.2.1(2)

Front Yard

Permitted

23A.2.1(3)

All other yards

Permitted

Table 2: Land Use Rules Assessment.
Subdivision – Activity Status
22B.4 (1)
Any subdivision activity Discretionary
listed under Rule 22B.2 or Activity
Rule 22B.3 which does not
meet one or more of the
standards set out Rule
22B.7.1
(General
Performance Standards 1,
3-7 inclusive).
22B.4 (2)
Any subdivision activity Complies
listed under Rule 22B.3
which:
(i)
creates new lots
less than 2500 m2 or
greater than 10,000 m2 in
area
(excluding
the
balance lot);
(ii)
creates new lots
that do not comply with
Cluster
Development
Specific
Performance
Standards specified in
Rules 22B.11.1.1(k) or
22B.12.2.1(d);
(iii)
does not achieve
planting
densities
in
accordance with Rule
22B.11.3.3(a)(i); or
(iv)
does not achieve
the minimum planting
width requirements for
ecological
corridors
specified
in
Rule
22B.11.1.3(e), provided
that the minimum area
requirements in Rule
22B.11.1.3(d) are met.
22B.5 (1)
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Subdivision
activities Non
which do not meet one or Complying
more of the performance

All buildings are existing and are
not subject to this standard.
New boundaries are being
created
around
existing
buildings on Lot 1. The Scheme
Plan indicates that the buildings
will be located 10m from all
yards. In any case, the Applicant
will own both Lots 1 and 3 (at
least for a time), meaning written
approval is implicit.

The proposal is able to comply
with all relevant standards in
Rule 22B.7.1.

(i) The proposed subdivision
involves the creation of Lots
1 and 2 which will both be
1ha in area.
(ii) N/A
(iii) N/A

The proposal meets all relevant
performance standards set out
in Rules 22B.7.2 as detailed
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below.

standards set out in Rules
22B.7.2,
22B.11
or
22B.12, except where
Rule 22B.4.2 specifically
provides for the activity as
a discretionary activity.
Subdivision - Performance Standards
22B.7.1(1) Physical
and
Legal Complies
(a) and (b) Access
22B.7.1(2)
22B.7.1(3)

Private Ways
Access to State Highways

N/A
N/A

22B.7.1(4)

Site Suitability

Complies

22B.7.1(5)

Wastewater

Complies

22B.7.1(6)

Stormwater

Complies

22B.7.1(7)

Natural Hazards

Complies

The proposal does not meet
performance standard Rule
22B.11.2(g) as detailed below,
and therefore requires consent
as a Non Complying Activity.
Lots 1, 2 and 3 will have physical
and legal access to Kaiaua
Road
No private ways are proposed
No access is proposed to a state
highway
Lot 1 will contain the existing
dwelling
effluent
disposal
system.
The
Geotechnical
Assessment,
prepared
by
Ground Consulting Limited
confirms that Lots 2 and 3 can
accommodate
a
dwelling,
(subject to specific engineered
foundation design), and effluent
disposal system, (subject to
detailed design at the time of
building consent).
Lot 1 will continue to utilise the
existing wastewater disposal
system. Section 9 of the
Geotechnical
Assessment,
prepared by Ground Consulting
Limited confirms that on site
wastewater
solutions
are
available for Lots 2 and 3,
subject to detailed design at the
time of building consent.
Lot 1 will continue to utilise the
existing stormwater disposal
system.
Council’s
Development
Engineer has reviewed the
application and did not raise any
concerns in relation to existing
stormwater disposal.
No natural hazards have been
identified on this property.
Council’s
Development
Engineer has reviewed the
application and did not raise any
concerns in relation to natural
hazards.
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22B.7.2

Subdivision Limitations

Complies

Subdivision - Environmental Lots
Environmental Lots – Non
Outside
Environmental Complying
22B.11.2
Enhancement
Overlay
Area
(EEOA)
–
Performance Standards
a) Lots 1, 2 and 3 are located outside the EEOA

None of the matters set out in
this section are applicable to the
proposed subdivision.
Consent is triggered for a NonComplying Activity pursuant to
Part (g) of this rule as detailed
below.

b) The subject site has a gross area of more than 20 hectares and an unprotected
contiguous QNF that achieves a Biodiversity Significance of 750 or greater and is not
legally protected (refer the Ecological Report prepared by BFL Forestry and
Environmental Services and Peer Review Report Prepared by Ecological Potential Ltd).
c) The subject site has not resulted from an amalgamation in accordance with the
Transferable Rural Lot Rights rules contained in Rule 22B.12.
d) The lot entitlement is in accordance with Table 22B.11.2A as the RIV is greater than
8ha in area, two additional Environmental Lots are proposed.
e) NA
f) The QNF will be protected, enhanced, and certified, in accordance with 22B.11.3,
subject to appropriate conditions of consent. See further assessment of 22B.11.3 below.
g) This provision requires that all RIV contiguous with the QNF or identified Significant
Natural Feature within the rural lot be legally protected. The proposal involves the part
protection of Area A and does not include the protection of Areas B and C which are
considered ‘contiguous’. Refer to detailed commentary on this rule at the bottom of
this table.
h) Proposed Lots 1 and 2 will be 1.0ha in area
i)

A Specified Building Area is shown on Lots 2 and 3. This is not the case for Lot 1 which
contains an existing dwelling. The applicant’s agent has acknowledged that condition
requiring that a consent notice be registered against the title will be imposed in relation
to future dwellings.

j) NA
k) NA
l)

The applicant’s agent has acknowledged that condition requiring that a consent notice
be registered against the title will be imposed in relation to subdivision entitlements.

22B.12.3

Protection,
Certification Complies
and
Planting
Requirements

Table 3: Subdivision Rules Assessment
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This provision sets out the
process and criteria which need
to be met for the permanent
protection and enhancement of
the QNF. Appropriate conditions
of consent can be imposed to
ensure the subdivision proceeds
in accordance with these
provisions. The applicant’s agent
has confirmed that this is their
general expectation.
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22B.11.2(g) – Legal Protection of contiguous RIV
This provision requires that all Remnant Indigenous Vegetation (RIV) contiguous with the
Qualifying Natural Feature (QNF) or identified Significant Natural Feature (SNA) within the
rural lot be legally protected.
Area X qualifies as a QNF. Area’s A to E and are considered to fall within the ambit of District
Plan definition ‘an area of existing regenerating or mature indigenous vegetation that is
representative of the natural ecological diversity and pattern of the relevant ecological district.’
Notably, both the Ecological Report prepared by BFL Forestry and Environmental Services
and Peer Review Report prepared by Ecological Potential Ltd indicate that Areas A to E
contain (RIV) to various degrees.
The applicant’s agent has confirmed that Area A and B can be considered ‘contiguous’. The
agent does not consider Areas ‘C’, ‘D’ and ‘E’ to be continuous for the following reasons:




Areas ‘C’, ‘D’ and ‘E’ are not contiguous due to the access tracks separating this bush
from the QNF to be protected. (The extent of separation between Area X and C are shown
in Figures 16 and 17 below. The extent of separation between Area X, D and E is shown
on the proposed Scheme Plan); and
In the Agent’s experience, other Council’s implementing the former Franklin District Plan
have considered a feature to be contiguous when it touches or adjoins (under both
Auckland and Waikato bush features separated by access tracks have not been
considered contiguous).

Figure 16: Photo looking south-west (see map). 7 wire post and batten fence adjacent to
proposed covenanted bush separated by pasture. (Source: Applicant’s Agent, email dated 11
March 2020).
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Figure 17: Photo looking north-east (see map). 7 wire post and batten fence adjacent to
proposed covenanted bush separated by pasture. (Source: Applicant’s Agent, email dated 11
March 2020).
‘Contiguous’ is not defined in the District Plan. Nor does it appear to be defined in the Franklin
version of the Waikato District Plan and the Waikato Regional Plan. It is therefore considered
appropriate to take a common sense approach.
The Cambridge English Dictionary defines ‘contiguous’ as ‘next to or touching another, usually
similar’. Section 4 of the Peer Review Report Prepared by Ecological Potential Ltd details the
reasons for why Areas A to E are ecologically contiguous:


‘…several further areas of indigenous vegetation are present on the title located to
west, south and east of the proposed covenant area, which are unprotected and
currently included in the proposal (… Area A – 13.5 ha, Area B – 0.61 ha, Area C –
ha, Area D – 5.53 ha and Area E – 3.34 ha). Areas A, B and C are directly linked to
proposed covenant area and therefore contiguous as per Rule 22B.11.2 g).



Area D is separated from the proposed covenant area by a farm track. The canopies are
between 5-15 m apart in this area, a distance that is easily overcome by birdlife and most
other fauna species, and does not inhibit seed dispersal of indigenous flora species. Area
D is therefore also considered contiguous from an ecological point of view.



The canopies of Areas D and E are approximately 40 m apart at the nearest point;
however, Area E is directly connected to Area D via the Te Puaeharuri Stream and a
narrow row of trees along a 45 m long corridor, which is dissected by a farm track (approx.
4 m wide). While the main canopies of the two areas are further apart than Area D and the
proposed covenant area, the stream and narrow strip of vegetation present a corridor,
which provides habitat linkage functions between Areas D and E. Area E is therefore not
considered to be an isolated fragment, but part of a linked habitat network on this property.’

the
not
1.2
the

With the above in mind, it is also my opinion that consideration should also be given Areas A
to E in the context of the site as a whole. It is evident when viewing these areas collectively
that they form a contiguous ecological network throughout the subject site and that physical
barriers (e.g. a strip of pastureland or access track) are relatively insignificant. I am therefore
of an opinion that it is appropriate to consider Area’s A to E contiguous with Area X.
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Summary
The application is deemed to be a Non-Complying Activity, being the most stringent activity
status, as indicated by the above rules.
5.0

NOTIFICATION ASSESSMENT

5.1 Statutory Context
Section 95 of the RMA states that:
1) A consent authority must, within the time limit specified in subsection (2),—
a. decide, in accordance with sections 95A and 95B, whether to give public or
limited notification of an application for a resource consent; and
b. notify the application if it decides to do so.
2) The time limit is,—
a. in the case of a fast-track application, 10 working days after the day the
application is first lodged; and
b. in the case of any other application, 20 working days after the day the
application is first lodged.
In accordance with Section 95 of the RMA, Sections 5.2 and 5.3 of this Report determine
whether the application for resource consent shall be publicly notified or limited notified,
respectively.
5.2 Public Notification Determination (s95A)
To determine whether to publicly notify an application for resource consent, a consent
authority must follow the steps set out under Section 95A of the Resource Management Act
(1991).
Mandatory Public Notification (Step 1)
Step 1 of Section 95A states that it is mandatory to publicly notify an application for resource
consent if:
a) the applicant has requested that the application be publicly notified,
b) public notification is required under section 95C,
c) the application is made jointly with an application to exchange recreation reserve land
under section 15AA of the Reserves Act 1977.
Pursuant to Section 95A(2)(b) the subject application does not meet the mandatory notification
criteria of Step 1.
Precluded from Public Notification (Step 2)
As public notification is not required under Step 1, the consent authority must determine
whether the application for resource consent is precluded from public notification. Public
notification is precluded if the application meets either of the following criteria:



All of the activities in the application are subject to a rule in a Plan or NES which
precludes public notification.
The application is for one or more of the following (but no other) activities:
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Controlled activity,
A ‘Residential Activity’ with restricted discretionary or discretionary activity status,
A subdivision of land with a restricted discretionary or discretionary activity status,
A ‘Boundary Activity’ (any activity status),
An activity prescribed by regulations made under s360H(1)(a)(i) precluding public
notification (if any).

Pursuant to Section 95A(4)(b) the subject application does not meet the preclusion criteria of
Step 2 as the proposal involves subdivision as a Non Complying Activity.
Required Public Notification (Step 3)
If public notification is not required under Step 1, and is not precluded under Step 2, the
consent authority must determine if public notification is still required under Step 3. The criteria
for Step 3 are as follows:
a) the application is for a resource consent for 1 or more activities, and any of those
activities is subject to a rule or national environmental standard that requires public
notification:
b) the consent authority decides, in accordance with section 95D, that the activity will
have or is likely to have adverse effects on the environment that are more than minor.
The application is not subject to a rule or an NES which requires public notification.
In accordance with Section 95A(8)(b) an assessment of the application must be made under
Section 95D to determine whether the application will have, or is likely to have, adverse effects
on the environment.
Section 6 of this report has concluded that the application is unlikely to have adverse effects
on the environment which are more than minor. Therefore, the application is not required to
be publicly notified under Step 3 and an assessment under Step 4 must be considered.
Special Circumstances (Step 4)
Section 95A (9) states that a council must publicly notify an application for resource consent
if it considers that ‘special circumstances’ exist, notwithstanding that Steps 1 to 3 above do
not require or preclude public notification.
Special circumstances are not defined in the Act. Case law though has identified special
circumstances as something outside the common run of things which is exceptional, abnormal
or unusual but less than extraordinary or unique. A special circumstance would be one which
makes notification desirable despite the general provisions excluding the need for notification.
The council should be satisfied that public notification may elicit additional information on the
aspects of the proposal requiring resource consent.1
However, special circumstances must be more than:
where a council has had an indication that people want to make submissions;
the fact that a large development is proposed;
the fact that some persons have concerns about a proposal.

1

Far North District Council v Te Runanga-a-iwi o Ngati Kahu [2013] NZCA 221 at 36–37

Page | 22

HJC Agenda - 10-08-20

Page 267

MagiQ Reference: 2773774
Consideration has been given to whether special circumstances exist to justify public
notification of the application. Given the scale and intent of the proposal (i.e. 3 lot subdivision
in the Rural Zone), it is considered neither exceptional nor unusual and not of a nature that
would warrant public notification.
However, determination of limited notification must be undertaken.
5.3 Limited Notification Determination (s95B)
To determine whether to limited notify an application for resource consent, a consent authority
must follow the steps set out under Section 95B of the Resource Management Act (1991).
Certain Groups and Persons must be Notified (Step 1)
Step 1 of Section 95B states that it is mandatory to notify certain affected groups and affected
persons.
In accordance with Section 95B(2), the consent authority must determine whether there are
any:
a) Affected protected customary rights groups, or
b) Affected customary marine title groups.
In accordance with Section 95B(3), the consent authority must also determine:
a) whether the proposed activity is on or adjacent to, or may affect, land that is the subject
of a statutory acknowledgement made in accordance with an Act specified in Schedule
11; and
b) whether the person to whom the statutory acknowledgement is made is an affected
person under section 95E.
If any affected group or affected person is identified under Section 95B(2) or 95B(3), then
pursuant to Section 95B(4) they must be notified.
In accordance with Step 1, no affected groups or persons are identified.
Precluded from Limited Notification (Step 2)
If limited notification is not required under Step 1, the consent authority must determine
whether the application for resource consent is precluded from limited notification. Limited
notification is precluded if the application meets either of the following criteria:
a) the application is for a resource consent for 1 or more activities, and each activity is
subject to a rule or national environmental standard that precludes limited notification:
b) the application is for a resource consent for either or both of the following, but no other,
activities:
(i) a controlled activity that requires consent under a district plan (other than a
subdivision of land):
(ii) a prescribed activity (see section 360H(1)(a)(ii)).
Pursuant to Section 95B(5)(b) the subject application does not meet the preclusion criteria of
Step 2.
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Required Limited Notification (Step 3)
If limited notification is not required under Step 1, and is not precluded under Step 2, the
consent authority must determine if limited notification is still required under Step 3. In
accordance with Section 95E, the following persons are affected persons:
a) in the case of a boundary activity, an owner of an allotment with an infringed boundary;
and
b) in the case of any activity prescribed under section 360H(1)(b), a prescribed person in
respect of the proposed activity.
Additionally, in the case of any other activity not prescribed in (a) or (b) above, the consent
authority must determine whether a person is an affected person in accordance with Section
95E. An assessment of persons is carried out under Section 7 of this Report.
Section 6 of this report has concluded that the application will not have adverse effects on
persons which are minor or more than minor. Therefore, limited notification is not required
under Step 3, and an assessment under Step 4 must be considered.
Special Circumstances (Step 4)
An assessment of effects on any person has been undertaken at Step 3 where it was
considered that any adverse effects will be less than minor. As such it is not considered that
there are any other persons who would warrant notification of the application.
6.0

ASSESSMENT OF ADVERSE EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT (S95D)

A consent authority is required to publicly notify an application in accordance with section
95A(8)(b) if it decides in accordance with s95D that the activity will have or is likely to have
adverse effects on the environment that are more than minor.
6.1 Mandatory Exclusions from Assessment (s95D and B)
Section 95D requires that in determining whether an activity will have, or is likely to have,
adverse effects on the environment that are more than minor, the consent authority must
disregard the following matters:




Effects on persons who own and occupy the land in, on or over which the application
relates, or land adjacent to that land.
Any effect on a person who has given written approval to the application.
Trade competition and the effects of trade competition.

6.2 Permitted Baseline (s95D(b))
The consent authority may disregard an adverse effect of the activity if a rule or national
environmental standard permits an activity with that effect. All forms of subdivision within the
District Plan require resource consent. Therefore, there are no subdivision activities permitted
by the District Plan which can be considered with respect to the permitted baseline.
It is however noted that two additional dwellings could be established on the subject site in
accordance with Rule 23A.1.1(7) of the District Plan. This permitted baseline can be given
weight in considering the effects of the location of future dwellings on Lots 1 and 3. However,
this baseline needs to be balanced against additional development rights created by the
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subdivision, being the establishment of two additional dwellings, particularly in relation to
effects of residential density.
6.3 Relevant Assessment Matters
As a Non Complying Activity Council must consider all matters considered relevant to the
proposal. Nevertheless, regard has been given to the assessment criteria found in Rule 53
(Assessment Criteria for Resource Consent Applications), Rule 22B.9.1 (General Assessment
Criteria – All Subdivision Applications), 22B.9.2 (Assessment Criteria – All Environmental
Lots) which are of particular relevance to the proposal.
6.4 Assessment: Effects on the Environment
The Resource Management Act defines ‘effect’ as the following:
In this Act, unless the context otherwise requires, the term effect includes—
a) any positive or adverse effect; and
b) any temporary or permanent effect; and
c) any past, present, or future effect; and
d) any cumulative effect which arises over time or in combination with other effects —
regardless of the scale, intensity, duration, or frequency of the effect, and also
includes—
e) any potential effect of high probability; and
f) any potential effect of low probability which has a high potential impact.
Taking into account Sections 6.1 - 6.3 of this report and the above definition, the following
assessment determines whether the activity will have, or is likely to have, adverse effects on
the environment that are more than minor:
Character and Amenity
The Act defines amenity values as “those natural or physical qualities and characteristics of
an area that contribute to people’s appreciation of its pleasantness, aesthetic coherence, and
cultural and recreational attributes”. The Rural Zone comprises the District’s pastoral rural
working environment which is typified by an open rural landscape. The Rural Zone is largely
occupied by activities such as dairy, beef and sheep farming, forestry and horticulture.
Lots 1 and 2, being the resulting Environmental Lots, will comply with the minimum and
maximum lot sizes provided by the District Plan which indicates that the design and scale of
these lots is consistent with the nature of subdivision generally provided for in this rural
environment.
Lot 1 will be developed around an existing dwelling, multiple accessory buildings and
associated access and infrastructure which form part of the existing environment. The creation
of boundaries around Lot 1 is therefore not expected to alter the existing visual density,
character and amenity of the subject site or the receiving environment.
Lot 2 is located approximately 340m north-east of Lot 1 and will be vacant. It is likely that views
to a future dwelling on Lot 2 will be available within the surrounding viewing catchment as it is
positioned within elevated and roiling pasture land which forms a backdrop to Miranda and the
Firth of Thames. From these locations (approximately 3km), any future dwelling on Lot 2 will
unlikely to be easily distinguishable. Given the location and topography of Lot 2, a future
dwelling will appear ‘tucked’ into the land and away from ridgelines. A photo providing a good
example of this is included in Figure 18 below.
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Figure 18: Photo showing location of building platform on Lot 2 (looking west on Kaiaua
Road). (Source: Further Information Response dated 23 October 2019).
A proposed building platform on Lot 3 has also been identified and is located approximately
330m southwest of Lot 1. This building platform is located at a higher elevation than Lots 1
and 2 and any future dwelling in this location is expected to be visible from the surrounding
area, albeit also at a distance. Like Lots 1 and 2, the building platform on Lot 3 is located in a
wide viewing platform. With this in mind it is also acknowledged that a dwelling could be
established in this location as of right pursuant to Rule 23A.1.1(7) of the District Plan, meaning
that the positioning of a dwelling in this location falls within the permitted baseline of effects
(as noted by the Applicant’s Agent).
The proposal does provide for the establishment of two additional dwellings beyond what could
be established as of right (as per Rule 23A.1.1(7) above). In terms of residential cluster and
ribbon effects, Lots 1 and 2, as well as the identified building platform on Lot 3 are
appropriately separated, both in terms of distance and as a result of local topography. Further,
given the open space nature of the subject site and locality, it is unlikely two additional
dwellings will compromise the open and low-density character of this rural catchment.
Overall, any adverse effects on character and amenity are considered to be less than minor.
Ecological Effects
As detailed in preceding sections of this report, Lots 1 and 2 of the subdivision are to be
created by virtue of the ‘Environmental Lot’ provisions of the District Plan. Specifically, two
subdivision entitlements are to result from the permanent protection of 12ha of QNF pursuant
to Rule 22B.11.2.
It is noted that the application of Rule 22B.11.2(g), which requires all RIV contiguous with QNF
areas to be legally protected, has been the subject of debate during the processing of this
application resulting in amendments to the proposal and delays in reaching a decision on the
application. To avoid doubt, pursuant to sections 95A(8)(b) and s95D, the intention of this
assessment is to determine whether adverse effects are likely to be more than minor. This
assessment does not consider positive effects, nor does it consider potential precedent or
cumulative effects which are matters to be addressed pursuant to Section 104 of the Act.
The Ecological Report prepared by BFL Forestry and Environmental Service, as well as the
Peer Review prepared by Ecological Potential Ltd confirm that Area X meets the relevant
natural features assessment criteria included in Part 52.3.1 of the District Plan. Based on the
advice provided by BFL Forestry and Environmental Services and Ecological Potential Ltd, it
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is evident that the protection of 12ha of QNF will have no adverse ecological effects on the
environment.
Subject to the recommended maintenance and protection recommendations provided by
Forestry and Environmental Services and Ecological Potential Ltd, any adverse ecological
effects will be avoided.
Traffic Effects
Traffic and the effects on the roading network are an instrumental part of the District Plan
direction to ensure an integrated approach to land use and transport. At a local scale the
integration of new activities needs to ensure that the roading network can continue to function
in a safe and efficient manner.
In this instance Lots 1, 2 and 3 will all obtain direct access onto Kaiaua Road. Lot 1 contains
an existing dwelling and is not expected to result in any additional vehicle generation.
Likewise, all lots are of a size which can accommodate on site manoeuvring and carparking.
Up to three dwellings may be established on Lot 3, and one dwelling on Lot 2. Each dwelling
is typically expected to generate up to 10 additional vehicle movements (equivalent to one
principal and one secondary dwelling) per day. These numbers are relatively low and unlikely
to be discernible within the adjoining road network.
Council’s Development Engineer, Warwick Meyer, has reviewed the application and initially
raised concerns with the standard of crossing proposed for Lot 2, given the limited road
shoulder available in this location. The TIA prepared by The Surveying Company Ltd, dated
19 February 2020, investigated the potential safety implications of the proposed crossing to
Lot 2 on the roading network. The TIA concluded the following:
‘We conclude that there is no need to widen the northern side of Kaiaua Road, adjacent to our
proposed entrance and believe that a sealed R29 entrance should provide a safe vehicle
entrance for both ingress and egress.
The site visibility has been measured in both directions and is in excess of 280m. Advance
warning is more than sufficient for an approaching vehicle to notice a stationary turning vehicle
and to slow down and stop if necessary.
The horizontal road alignment is curving, which will force drivers to focus on what’s in front of
them and notice a potential stationary vehicle waiting to turn. Furthermore, the stationary
vehicle turning right or left will need to be utilising their brakes due to the vertical alignment,
thus aiding in the advance warning of the approaching vehicles…
The proposed entrance to Lot 2 located on Kaiaua Road has good sight visibility in both
directions allowing for safe access to and from the site. Traffic volumes of 700 vpd on Kaiaua
Road mean that the likelihood of vehicles waiting to turn right into the site are also low.
However, if this does occur, vehicles approaching from the West will have plenty of time to
safely slow down and stop if necessary.’
Mr Meyer has reviewed the findings and recommendation of the TIA and conferred with
Council’s Transportation Manager, Lukas de Haast.
Mr Meyer has confirmed that he is satisfied with the proposed access arrangement for Lots 1,
2 and 3, subject to conditions requiring that the Lot 2 crossing be upgraded in accordance with
the TIA recommendations.
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Overall, based on the advice included in the TIA and provided by Mr Meyer, it is concluded
that any adverse effects on the transport network as a result of this proposal will be less than
minor.
Infrastructure Effects and Site Suitability
How and where infrastructure occurs is critical to the suitability of a subdivision and the
resulting use of the area. The infrastructure required for the development in the Rural Zone
includes water supply, stormwater disposal, wastewater disposal, electricity and
telecommunication connections.
A Geotechnical Assessment, prepared by Ground Consulting Limited, dated 30 September
2019, reference R0226-3B, was submitted with the application and provides
recommendations in relation to building foundations, slope stability, retaining walls,
wastewater disposal and stormwater disposal. As detailed in Section 2 of this report, the
assessment confirms that Lots 2 and 3 are suitable for residential development subject to
engineering design at the time of building consent. Council’s Development Engineer, Warwick
Meyer, has reviewed the application and concurs with the above Geotechnical Assessment.
It is noted that water supply will be made available to Lots 1, 2 and 3 via rain collection (Lot
1) and / or an existing bore located on Lot 3 (facilitated by proposed easements R, T and W).
Likewise, all lots will obtain connection to electricity and telecommunications.
Mr Meyer has indicated that he is satisfied with proposed servicing, subject to appropriate
conditions of consent (refer to Section 3 of this report). Further, he has not raised any concerns
in relation to natural hazards.
Overall, any actual or potential adverse effects on infrastructure will be less than minor and
limited to the immediate environment.
Reverse Sensitivity
Reverse sensitivity applies to situations where a potentially incompatible land use is proposed
to be sited next to an existing land use. The Environment Court, in Auckland RC v Auckland
CC (1997) 3 ELRNZ 54; [1997] NZRMA 205, defined ‘reverse sensitivity’ as: “the effects of
the existence of sensitive activities on other activities in the vicinity, particularly by leading to
restraints and the carrying on of those other activities”.
The introduction of rural-residential sized lots in the Rural Zone has the potential to increase
reverse sensitivity effects on the surrounding area, particularly as the adverse effects of rural
activities cannot always be fully internalised and are often incompatible with residential
activities.
In this case, the dwelling on Lot 1 is existing and the creation of new boundaries will not result
in any additional reverse sensitivity effects. The proposal will provide for the establishment of
two additional dwellings within the receiving environment. In this case, surrounding land is
currently absent of intensive rural activity and contains existing residential activity. Given these
factors, along with the topography of the land and the positioning of the proposed buildings on
Lots 2 and 3, it is expected that reverse sensitivity effects will be less than minor.
Furthermore, the Franklin Section of the District Plan provides some mitigation and protection
against frivolous or unreasonable complaints through the recognition of a range of farming
activities as permitted activities in the Rural Zone.
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On the basis of the above, any potential reverse sensitivity effects will be less than minor.
Land Productivity/ Versatility
The provisions of the District Plan are developed to protect the District’s productive soil
resources by avoiding inappropriate subdivision and development of rural land, particularly in
areas comprising versatile land.
It is noted that the original application sought to create two oversized lots, being Lot 1 (1.68
hectares) and Lot 2 (1.27 hectares). The applicant has since reduced the size of the lots to
1ha in accordance with the relevant Environmental Lot minimum and maximum lot size
standards of the District Plan.
The Applicant’s Agent has confirmed that the land within Lot 2 contains class 3e land and is
therefore considered to be versatile. In this case, the proposed lot meets the relevant lot size
requirements for Environmental Lots created in the rural environment. To avoid doubt, unlike
other provisions in the District Plan there does not appear to be any limitation on the creation
of an environmental lot on versatile soils. Given the complying nature of Lot 2, and that the lot
is appropriately located (i.e. adjacent o Kaiaua Road in a position where fragmentation of
larger areas of pastoral land is avoided), it is considered that adverse effects of Lot 2 on land
productivity/ versatility will be negligible.
The accessibility and versatility of land and soil resources within the balance of Lot 3 will be
retained, given its scale and shape. Of note, the fencing of Area S does not compromise the
horticultural use of that land, only access by stock.
From a district wide context, the reduction in the area of versatile soils available for productive
land use is expected to have an insignificant effect on the versatility and life supporting
capacity of the District’s rural land and soil resources. The effects of the proposal on rural land
fragmentation and productivity will be less than minor.
6.5 Decision: Effects On The Environment (s95A(8)(b))
Overall, the proposed activity is not likely to have adverse effects on the environment that are
more than minor.
7.0

EFFECTS ON PERSONS (s95e)

Section 95B(9) requires limited notification if there are any affected persons (under s95E) in
relation to the activity. Section 95E requires that a person is an affected person if the adverse
effects of the activity on that person are minor or more than minor (but not less than minor).
7.1 Permitted Baseline
The consent authority may disregard an adverse effect of the activity if a rule or national
environmental standard permits an activity with that effect. All forms of subdivision within the
District Plan require resource consent.
Therefore, there are no subdivision activities permitted by the District Plan which can be
considered with respect to the permitted baseline. As noted in Section 6 of this report, that two
additional dwellings may be established on the subject site in accordance with Rule 23A.1.1(7)
of the District Plan. It is reasonable to give weight to this baseline in considering the effects of
the location of future dwellings on Lots 1 and 3, but it does not extend to effects on residential
density resulting from additional development rights.
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7.2 Relevant Assessment Matters
Regard shall be given to the assessment criteria found in Rule 53 (Assessment Criteria for
Resource Consent Applications), Rule 22B9 (General Assessment Criteria – All Subdivision
Applications), 22B.9.4 (Assessment Criteria – Transferable Rural Lot Right – All Applications).
However, as a Non Complying Activity Council must consider all matters considered relevant
to the proposal.
7.3 Assessment: Effects on Persons
The adjacent parties have been set out in Table 4 and Figure 19 below.
2

3
4

5
1

6
7

13
8
12
9

10

11

Figure 19: Map of adjacent parties.
ID# Legal Description
1
Lot 1 DP 369806 and Lot 1 DP 95914
2
Part Lot 8 DP 15322
3
Lot 1 DP 195813
4
Lot 1 DP 66051
5
Lot 1 DP 198366, Lot 1 DP 187617 and Lot 2 DP 168048
6
Lot 1 DP 459692
7
Lot 1 DP 172247
8
Lot 1 DP 193419 (Applicant)
9
Lot 3 DP 418762
10
Wharekawa No. 1C Section 1 Block
11
Lot 2 DP 350710
12
Lot 1 DP 369806 and Lot 1 DP 95914
13
Lot 1 DP 369806 and Lot 1 DP 95914
Table 4: Adjacent Properties.

Record of Title
283286
NA11D/531
NA124D/618
NA31D/494
NA125B/512
601184
NA105C/150
NA122D/367
472080
445207
207573
283286
283286

Taking into account Sections 6.2, 6.4, 7.1, and 7.2 of this report, it is my opinion that no parties
will be adversely affected by the proposal for the following reasons:
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The subdivision will provide for the establishment of two additional dwellings that may be
visible from various locations on Properties 1 to 13. These properties are separated from
the proposed building platforms by Kaiaua Road, rolling topography, or the bulk area of
Lot 3. On this basis, I expect that views to future development on the lots will not dominate
the locality and the visual and aural privacy currently enjoyed by the owners and occupiers
of Properties 1 – 13 will be maintained.



The proposal is anticipated to provide for an additional 20 vehicle movements per day (10
per dwelling). This increase in traffic is unlikely to be discernible within the local road
network. The proposed access arrangement has also been investigated in the TIA
prepared by The Surveying Company Ltd. Council’s Development Engineer and
Transportation Manager have reviewed the application and are satisfied with the proposed
subdivision, subject to the adoption of the recommendations within the TIA. Given this
advice, and that Properties 1 to 13 obtain independent access to Kaiaua Road, any
adverse traffic effects on the owners and occupiers of those properties will be less than
minor.



Properties 2 to 6 are located in reasonably close proximity to the proposed lots meaning
consideration should be given to reverse sensitivity. As noted in preceding section of this
report, the dwelling on Lot 1 is existing and the creation of new boundaries will not result
in any increase in reverse sensitivity effects. Properties 2 to 6 appear to be vacant of
intensive rural activity. Given the absence of activity that may conflict with residential
activity, the positioning of the proposed buildings on Lots 2 and 3 (i.e. on the opposite side,
and set back from Kaiaua Road) it is expected that reverse sensitivity effects will be less
than minor.



Irrespective of the above, the District Plan provides some mitigation and protection against
frivolous or unreasonable complaints through the recognition of a range of farming
activities as permitted activities in the Rural Zone.



Each lot will be serviced independently in accordance with engineer design
recommendations. Any offsite effects will therefore be avoided.

Overall, any effects on the owners and occupiers of surrounding Properties 1 to 13 are
expected to be less than minor.
7.4 Decision: Effects On Persons (s95B(9))
Overall, any adverse effects on the owners and occupiers of Properties 1 to 13 are considered
to be less than minor and no other persons are considered adversely affected.
8.0

NOTIFICATION RECOMMENDATION

In accordance with Sections 95A and 95B of the Resource Management Act 1991, the
application be non-notified.
Reported and recommended by: Joy Morse, Consultant Planner
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Appendix F: Potential Conditions of Consent
Decision A Subdivision
General
1)

That the subdivision shall proceed in general accordance with the information submitted
with the application and the scheme plan(s) prepared by The Surveying Company titled
“Proposed Subdivision of Lot 2 Deposited Plan 369806 and Section 8 SO Plan 44869, Section
9 and 10 Block III Wharekawa Survey District – Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua,” Sheets 1 to 2,
referenced 326690, dated May 2020, stamped and signed as approved by Council.
In circumstances where there is any conflict between the documents listed in Condition 1
and the conditions of this consent, the conditions must prevail.

Power
2)

That the Consent Holder shall provide written confirmation from the respective supply
authority that a power connection is provided to the reticulated power network for Lots 2
and 3.

Telephone
3)

That EITHER:
a) A reticulated phone connection (land line) shall be provided from the reticulated landline
phone network to Lots 2 and 3, and written confirmation shall be provided to the Council
from the appropriate supply authority, OR
b) That pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991, a consent notice
shall be registered on the Record of Title for Lots 2 and 3 stating that there is no
telecommunication connection (land line), and that if a telecommunication connection
(landline) is required, the cost of the connection will be the responsibility of the then
landowner.

Engineering
4)

That the consent holder must appoint a representative in respect of engineering works,
through whom all correspondence, relating to engineering matters, will be undertaken.
Council’s Development Engineer shall be notified in writing of the name and contact details
of the representative prior to the commencement of construction activities on site.

Access
5)

The vehicle crossing for Lot 2 shall be constructed in accordance with Figure R29 of the
Franklin District Council Code of Practice for Subdivision and Development, October 2010.
The vehicle crossing design shall address the following matters:
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a) Overland stormwater flows shall be managed and controlled along the road side; and
b) Overland stormwater flows shall be directed away from the vehicle crossing to avoid
scour and washing debris onto Kaiaua Road.
Easements
6)

Prior to requesting approval under section 223 of the Act, the consent holder must provide
a written statement by a professional surveyor to the effect that all services are confined to
their respective lots or provision has been made for suitable easements to be granted and
reserved and endorsed on the Land Transfer Plan.

7)

The consent holder shall create the following easements:
Memorandum of Easements
Shown

Purpose

Burdened Land

Benefited Land

R and T

Right to Convey
Electricity

Lot 3 hereon

Lots 1 and 2 hereon

T and W

Right to Convey Water Lot 3 hereon

Lots 1 and 2 hereon

Consent Notice
8)

The following condition shall be complied with on a continuing basis by the subdividing
owner and subsequent owners:
a)

That for subsequent development of Lots 2 and 3 a suitably qualified and experienced
Engineer will be required to inspect the site and submit to Council for certification, at
the time of building consent, design details on the foundations of the buildings,
stormwater disposal and wastewater disposal. The designs shall be in accordance with
either:
i.

The recommendations included in the Geotechnical Report prepared by Ground
Consulting Ltd titled “Geotechnical Assessment for Proposed House Sites: Lots 2
& 3”, reference R0226-3B, dated 30 September 2019 (Council’s reference – Magiq
# 2724897); or

ii.

An alternative specific engineering design by a Chartered Professional Engineer
who is qualified and experienced in geotechnical design and investigation.

Note: The wastewater system will need to comply with Rule 3.5.7.6 (Permitted Activity)
of the Waikato Regional Plan unless otherwise approved by the relevant consenting
authority.
b)

That for subsequent residential development of Lots 2 and 3, all earthworks shall be
undertaken in general accordance with the recommendations included in Section 7 of
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the Geotechnical Report prepared by Ground Consulting Ltd titled “Geotechnical
Assessment for Proposed House Sites: Lots 2 & 3”, reference R0226-3B, dated 30
September 2019 (Council’s reference - Magiq# 2724897), unless an alternative design
prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced practitioner is submitted for
consideration and certification as part of any building consent process.
c)

Any future vehicle crossing constructed on Lot 3 for the purpose of residential access
must be formed to a Class C entranceway standard in accordance with Section in
8.4.3.3(1)(e)(i) of the operative Hauraki District Plan and the Hauraki District Council
Engineering Manual 2010 - Version 1.

d)

Individual potable water supplies shall be provided to Lots 1, 2 and 3 to comply with
the Ministry of Health Drinking Water Standards for New Zealand, Hauraki District
Council and NZS 4404:2004 requirements. This is required at the time of individual
building consent for habitable buildings.

e)

The Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 provides for the recording,
protection and preservation of archaeological sites whether registered or not. Any
accidental discoveries of archaeological sites by the consent holder or contractors shall
follow the procedure below:
i

Work shall cease immediately at that place; and

ii

The contractor must shut down all machinery, secure the area and advise the Site
Manager; and

iii The Site Manager shall notify the Project Archaeologist (if relevant), Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Regional Archaeologist (if no authority has been granted)
and if necessary the appropriate consent process shall be initiated; and
iv If the site is of Maori origin the Site Manager shall also notify the appropriate iwi
group/s to determine what further actions are appropriate to safeguard the site or
its contents; and
v

If skeletal remains are uncovered the Site Manager shall advise the Police.

vi Works affecting the archaeological site shall not resume until the Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga, the Police (if skeletal remains are involved) and iwi
groups have each given the appropriate approval for work to continue.
Area X – Qualifying Natural Feature
9)

The applicant shall provide evidence of compliance with the following prior to Section 224
certification:
a)

That the area shown as “X” (11.5ha), on the approved scheme plan for subdivision
consent SUBD - 201.2019.000001102.001 shall be permanently protected by way of a
Conservation Covenant; and
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b)

That a consent notice shall be registered on the Record of Title of Lot 3 advising that
no Environmental Lot subdivision entitlements are available pursuant to Rule 22B.11.2
of the Franklin Section of the Operative Hauraki District Plan (2014); and

c)

That the external boundaries of Area “X” shown on Lot 3 of the approved scheme plan
for subdivision consent SUBD - 201.2019.000001102.001 shall be stock proof fenced in
accordance with the Fencing Plan prepared by The Surveying Company, dated March
2020, refence 326690, and as follows:
i. The fence shall be a 7 wire post and batten fence; except for
ii. Where the fence is located within an area subject to flooding and/ or land slippage,
the fence shall be electrified and constructed of a minimum of three wires.
Evidence that the fencing at the external boundaries of Area “X” have been upgraded
to a fully stock proof fenced in accordance with Conditions 9 (i) and (ii) shall be
submitted to Council’s Group Manager – Planning and Environmental Services for
certification.

d)

That either:
i. A conservation Covenant pursuant to Section 77 of the Reserves Act 1977 in
respect of Area “X” identified under Condition 9(a) shall be prepared by the Council
and registered on the title of Lot 3 at the applicant’s expense; and
ii. That the Ecological Management Plan attached as Appendix 1 of the Ecological
Report prepared by BFL Forestry and Environmental Services (titled ‘Assessment of
Areas of Remnant Native Bush Forest Proposed for Protection as the Basis for an
Environmental Lot Subdivision – Meesrs CD ad CW de Jongh, 419 Kauiaua Road,
Kaiaua’ dated 5 August 2017) shall be updated in accordance with the
recommendations included in Section 2.2 of the Peer Review prepared by
Ecological Potential Ltd titled ‘Peer review of an ecological report prepared by BFL
Forestry and Environmental Services for the C.W. & C.D. de Jongh property at 419
Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua’, dated 7 February 2020, reference 022/19. The amended
plan shall be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced person and shall be
submitted to Council’s Group Manager – Planning and Environmental Services for
certification; and
iii. That pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991, a consent
notice shall be registered on the Record of Title of Lot 3 of subdivision consent
SUBD - 201.2019.000001102.001 to advise that the Ecological Management Plan
certified under Condition 11(D)(ii) shall be implemented in perpetuity.
OR
iv. A Queen Elizabeth II National Trust Open Space Covenant is to be registered in
respect to Area “X” identified under Condition 9(a). The applicant shall provide
Council with written confirmation from the Queen Elizabeth II National Trust that
the Areas have been accepted for the purpose of an Open Space Covenant.
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v. Evidence of the covenant agreement detailing the ongoing control of all animal
pests and weeds, and specifying the responsibilities of the landowner and the Trust
shall be submitted to Council. The covenant shall address the following matters:


Those recommendations included in the Ecological Management Plan attached
as Appendix 1 of the Ecological Report prepared by BFL Forestry and
Environmental Services (titled ‘Assessment of Areas of Remnant Native Bush
Forest Proposed for Protection as the Basis for an Environmental Lot
Subdivision – Meesrs CD ad CW de Jongh, 419 Kauiaua Road, Kaiaua’ dated 5
August 2017), unless superseded below; and



Those recommendations included in Section 2.2 of the Peer Review prepared
by Ecological Potential Ltd titled ‘Peer review of an ecological report prepared
by BFL Forestry and Environmental Services for the C.W. & C.D. de Jongh
property at 419 Kaiaua Road, Kaiaua’, dated 7 February 2020, reference
022/19.

e) The covenant must be prepared and registered against Lot 3 at the cost of the consent
holder.
Area S – Remnant Native Bush
10) The applicant shall provide evidence of compliance with the following prior to Section 224
certification:
a) That the area shown as “S” on Lot 3 of the approved scheme plan for subdivision
consent SUBD - 201.2019.000001102.001 shall be protected as a “Stock Exclusion
Area”; and
b) That the external boundaries of Area “S” shown on Lot 3 of the approved scheme plan
for subdivision consent SUBD - 201.2019.000001102.001 shall be stock proof fenced in
accordance with the Fencing Plan prepared by The Surveying Company, dated March
2020, refence 326690, and as follows:
i.
ii.

The fence shall be a 7 wire post and batten fence; except for
Where the fence is located within an area subject to flooding and/ or land slippage,
the fence shall be electrified and constructed of a minimum of three wires; and

Evidence that the fencing at the external boundaries of Area “X” have been upgraded
to a fully stock proof fenced in accordance with Conditions 10 (i) and (ii) shall be
submitted to Council’s Group Manager – Planning and Environmental Services for
certification.
c) That pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991, a consent notice
shall be registered on the title of Lot 3 for subdivision consent SUBD 201.2019.000001102.001 (or any subsequent variation to that land description). The
consent notice shall advise that Area “S” shown on the approved scheme plan for
subdivision consent SUBD - 201.2019.000001102.001 is a “Stock Exclusion Area”. In the
event that the fencing under Condition 12(b) is required to be removed to allow for pine
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harvesting within Area “S”, temporary stock-proof fencing shall be erected to ensure
that the covenant areas are not subject to grazing. Any temporary stock-proof fencing
shall be reinstated with permanent stock-proof fencing, as soon as harvesting is
completed; and
Fees
11)

That pursuant to Section 36(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the applicant
shall pay Hauraki District Council charges for receiving, processing and granting the
Resource Consent.

12)

That pursuant to Section 36(1)(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991 the applicant
shall pay Hauraki District Council a fee of $110.00 for the administration associated with
monitoring the consent, and thereafter shall pay to Hauraki District Council, all costs that
arise for monitoring this consent, including all costs associated with site visits, and the
consideration and certification of plans and details associated with the consent, as
appropriate.

Advice Notes
Engineering
1)

Any work undertaken in the road reserve, including entrance construction, shall be
processed under a Corridor Access Request. This must be submitted for approval 10
working days prior to the commencement of any works. All enquiries in this regard must be
directed to the Technical Services Business Unit Support Officer on 07-862 8609.

2)

Please notify the Council’s Development Engineer at least 48 hours prior to undertaking
any engineering works so as to enable the scheduling of the following inspections:
a) Subgrade verification at time of trimming and near completion of rolling for
entranceways.
b) at installation or alteration of erosion and sediment control measures for the site.

Street Address
3)

Please note that your street address may change as a result of the subdivision of your
property. You will be advised at a later date if this is to be the case. Hauraki District Council
follows the Standard New Zealand regulation governing the numbering of all rural and
urban properties. This is to ensure the effective and efficient delivery of services and
amongst them, emergency services such as fire, ambulance and police etc. Should you have
any further queries regarding this matter, please contact the Hauraki District Council.

Decision B Cancellation of Easement Instrument
That pursuant to Section 243(e) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the consent holder
shall arrange for the cancellation of existing easement instrument 690163.9.3 insofar as it
relates to Lots 1 and 2 of the subdivision only.
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