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Leave of Absence: The Board may grant a member leave of absence following an application 
from that member. Leave of absences will be held in the Public Excluded section of the meeting. 

Matakore 
Apologies  

 
 

 

 

  

1Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Apologies

4



 

 
1 

Pūrongo 
Report  

 
 
 

 
Whakarāpopoto Kāhui Kahika / Execu ve Summary 
 
Application 

Consent No.: RML20066 
Applicant: Anita and Gautam Naik 
Location: Porikapa Road, Warea 
Proposal: Erect a new dwelling  

 
Site Details 

Legal Description: Lot 8 DP 390079 (ROT: 361522): 2,027m2 
 Appurtenant right of way 
 Consent Notice (effluent disposal) 
 Land Covenant (use of land/design controls) 
 Land Covenant (further subdivision/development) 

Current Use: Bare land 
Previous Consents: RMS070045 (14 lot rural subdivision) 
South Taranaki District 
Plan (2015): 

Rural Zone (Rural Map 01) 
 Coastal Protection Area 

Surrounding Land Use: Rural/Rural residential 
Site Visit Undertaken: 25 August 2020, 23 March 2021 

 
Assessment 

Activity Status: Non-complying Activity:  
 Setback to northern and southern boundaries 
 Erection of a building within the Coastal Protection Area 
 Erection of a non-relocatable building within 100m of Mean High 

Water Springs 
Iwi: Taranaki Iwi – the coastal marine area is recognised as a Statutory 

Acknowledgement Area (OTS-053-55). 
Notification: Limited Notification – submission received from adjoining landowner 

to the south (Lot 10 DP 390079) 
  

To Environment and Hearings Committee 

From Kaimahere Whakawhiti Whakaaro / Consultant Planner, Helen Johnson 

Date 3 May 2021 

Subject Land Use Consent Report 
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Resource Management Act 
1991 (RMA): 

Sections 104, 104B, 108 

 NPS: New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 
 NES: No known HAIL activities; Is not listed on the Taranaki Regional 

Council’s Register of Selected Land Use Sites 
 Other: Taiao Taiora (Iwi Management Plan for Taranaki Iwi) 

Coastal Development Design Guidelines (South Taranaki District 
Council/Taranaki Iwi) 

 
 
Taunakitanga / Recommenda on(s)  
 
THAT the Environment and Hearings Committee grant consent to Anita and Gautam Naik to 
construct a new dwelling on the property at Porikapa Road, Warea (Lot 8 DP 390079), in 
accordance with sections 104, 104B and 108 of the Resource Management Act 1991. This land use 
consent provides for: 
 
 The erection of a building within the Coastal Protection Area; 
 The erection of a dwelling unit within 100m of Mean High Water Springs; and 
 For the dwelling to be erected 1.74m from the northern boundary and 7.0m from the 

southern boundary of the site. 
 
For the following reasons: 
 
1. The development of the property is constrained by the size and dimensions of the allotment; 

each of the dwellings erected in this area has required resource consent due to a change in 
the required setbacks as a result of a review of the District Plan after the subdivision was 
given effect to.  

 
2. The dwelling would be located in a similar position and with a similar orientation to the 

other dwellings at this end of the subdivision, minimising effects on the outlook from and 
privacy of neighbouring properties. Written approval has been obtained from the affected 
neighbour to the north. 

 
3. Although the footprint of the dwelling would be larger than others within this area, it would 

be lower in height than those to the north and would be of a similar design. The District Plan 
recognises that the degree of privacy and rural spaciousness is different in areas comprising 
existing smaller rural/residential lots and the separation between the dwelling and that on 
the adjoining property to the south would be larger than between the other dwellings 
currently constructed in this area.  

 
4. The dwelling would be located within the eastern part of the property – set back from the 

coastal margin and would be recessive in colour with a variable roofline, in line with the 
Coastal Development Design Guidelines for this area (prepared by Taranaki Iwi in 
consultation with the South Taranaki District Council. 

 
5. Landscaping is proposed that would, in time, soften the built form and assist in integrating 

the building into the landscape; it would also assist providing a visual separation from the 
property to the south. The planting of native plants appropriate to the locality would 
contribute to the ecological values and natural character of the area.   

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

6



 
3 

6. The habitable part of the dwelling has been designed to be relocatable. Whilst the proposed 
garage/storage would be built on a concreate slab, this can be constructed to so that it 
would be able to be separated from the main dwelling in a relatively straight forward 
manner to facilitate a managed retreat should this become necessary. It has been 
determined that in the location proposed, the dwelling is unlikely to be subject to coastal 
erosion or inundation within the life of the dwelling.  

 
7. The proposal would be consistent with the objectives and policies of the New Zealand 

Coastal Policy Statement and the South Taranaki District Plan. 
 
Subject to the following conditions: 
 
1. That the activity is undertaken in general accordance with the details and plans 

accompanying the resource consent application submitted to the South Taranaki District 
Council (“the Council”), including that: 

 
(a) The building shall be located as shown on the site plan submitted with the application; 
(b) The building shall be relocatable in the manner described; 
(c) The building shall be finished in recessive colours, with a maximum light reflectance 

value of 37%; and 
(d) Any tank shall be located no closer to any boundary of the site than: 

(i) 5m, where fully or partially above ground; or 
(ii) 3m, where fully underground.  

 
2. That a landscaping and planting plan, designed to promote natural character and soften the 

building, shall be submitted to the Council and approved by the Group Manager 
Environmental Services prior to any building work taking place at the site. The plan shall 
include:  

 
(a) Plant species (being native species appropriate to the coastal environment in this 

locality); 
(b) Location and spacing for plants; 
(c) Removal of weed species and pests; 
(d) Maintenance programme; and 
(e) Timeframe for planting – with initial planting being undertaken in the first planting 

season following the completion of the building. 
 
3. That planting shall be undertaken in accordance with the approved landscaping and planting 

plan, within the agreed time frames. This planting shall be maintained in good condition at 
the consent holder’s cost for the duration of the activity. Any dead or damaged plants shall 
be replaced immediately with the same or similar species.  

 
4. That construction of the driveway shall be consistent with the rural character of the locality; 

that is, it shall be finished in a compacted fine metal or other rural materials or, if sealed, 
not be bright white in colour (concrete shall have a minimum of 4% oxide added).  

 
5. That any fencing shall be rural in nature (such as post and wire or post and rail); no closed 

board fencing, block walls, or fencing of an impermeable nature shall be erected. 
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6. External lighting shall be kept to a minimum and designed and located so as to maintain 
‘dark sky’ ambience. 

 
(a) No floodlighting or point sources of light shall be allowed. 
(b) Lighting shall be hooded and cast down so that the point source of light is not visible 

from outside the site. 
(c) Any lighting of driveways or pathways shall be limited to that required to provide ‘way 

finding’ levels of light only. 
 
7. That any electrical or telecommunications service connections shall be provided 

underground. 
 
8. That any dogs shall be prevented from roaming the area unattended, be kept under control 

at all times, and on a lead outside of the property. 
 
9. That where, during the development of the property, archaeological material is discovered 

(or is reasonably expected to have been discovered), the following protocol shall be 
followed: 

 
(a) Cease work: 

(i) If a contractor observes potential archaeological material or artefacts, the 
contractor must cease works immediately. 

(ii) The project supervisor shall be called to the location of the find. 
(iii) Construction work at the site will cease in the area of the discovery, for a 

reasonable period of time, to allow a site inspection by a qualified archaeologist. 
 
(b) Contact relevant parties: 

(i) The project supervisor shall contact the project archaeologist to confirm the 
find. 

(ii) The project archaeologist must inform the HNZPT regional archaeologist as 
soon as a find is confirmed. 

(iii) The relevant Iwi representatives (Te Kāhui o Taranaki Trust and Ngā Māhanga 
hapū) shall be advised of the find at this time, if not prior. 

 
(c) Secure the site: 

(i) The site must be secured in a way that protects the site as far as possible from 
further damage. Temporary fencing with a 5m buffer around the find is 
recommended. 

(ii) If Koiwi tangata/human remains are discovered during earthworks or erosion, 
no further modification of the site concerned shall occur until the project 
archaeologist, Tāngata Whenua, HNZPT and the NZ Police have been advised 
and their responses received. 

 
(d) Recommence works: 

(i) The conditions of any authority under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 
Taonga Act 2014, any resource consent under the Resource Management Act 
1991, Protected Objects Act 1975, Coroners Act 2006, or any equivalent 
replacement legislation that may result from an archaeological discovery, are to 
be observed. 
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(ii) Kaumatua shall be given the opportunity to conduct karakia and such other 
religious or cultural ceremonies, as required. 

(iii) Earthworks activity on-site can recommence as soon as the archaeologist and 
other relevant parties have given approval (this may include the HNZPT, local 
Iwi and the New Zealand Police, depending on their involvement). 

(iv) Works may recommence in another area on-site away from the find at the 
discretion of the project archaeologist. 

 
10. That in accordance with Section 128(1) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the South 

Taranaki District Council may review, amend, delete or add to the conditions of this consent 
by giving notice to the consent holder of such a review in 2022, 2023 and every five years 
thereafter, for the purpose of: 

 
(a) Reviewing the effectiveness of the conditions of this resource consent in avoiding, 

remedying or mitigating any adverse effects on the environment that may arise from 
the exercise of this consent, and; 

(b) Addressing any adverse effects on the environment which have arisen as a result of 
the exercise of this resource consent that were not anticipated at the time of 
commencement of this consent, with particular regard to coastal processes.  

 
Advice Notes: 
 
1. Effluent and Stormwater Disposal 
 
It is noted that the property is subject to a consent notice (7640437.1) in regard to the on-site 
treatment of effluent and disposal of excess stormwater. Any dwelling constructed on the property 
will require consent under the Building Act 2004 and as part of the application, a detailed 
engineering design (including calculations) for these systems will be required. Compliance with 
required setbacks to boundaries and buildings would also need to be demonstrated.  
 
2. Landscaping 
 
It is recognised that the nature of the coastal environment presents a challenge to the 
establishment and growth of vegetation. Accordingly, the proposed planting plan can recognise 
that planting may have to be undertaken in stages as the more hardy species establish – providing 
shelter for in-fill planting – and that the desired density of planting (per the spacing requirement) 
may only be achieved over time. 
 
3. Archaeological Discovery Protocol 
 
The Archaeological Discovery Protocol will apply to the unexpected recovery of artefacts or 
archaeological material encountered during earthworks undertaken as part of this project. In the 
event that archaeological material is encountered during this project the archaeological evidence 
will most likely relate to prehistoric or historic Māori occupation. Such evidence is expected to take 
the form of shell; bone; charcoal or cracked rock; artefacts including intact or partial stone 
implements; flaked stone; and obsidian; or in-filled pits and/or earthworks. 
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4. Private Covenants 
 
This consent is granted in respect to the rules and performance standards of the South Taranaki 
District Plan. It does not preclude the need for the developer to comply with any requirements of 
any land covenant or other instrument registered against the Record of Title for the property. 
 
 
Kupu Whakamārama / Background 
 
Description of the Proposal 
 
1. Anita and Gautam Naik (the applicants) own a 2,027m2 property, located near the coast, to 

the west of the right of way extension to Porikapa Road (Lot 8 DP 390079). It is one of a 
group of ten similar sized allotments created out of a larger farm area in 2007 and is 
separated from the coastal marine area by Coast Road (a paper road in this locality) and Lot 
13 DP 336809 (refer Figures 1 and 2).  
 

 
 

Figure 1: Location of property (source: Taranaki Regional Council Local Maps) 
 

2. Access to the property is via a (gate controlled) metalled right of way which extends from 
the end of the Porikapa Road reserve, runs west towards the coast and then northwards to 
serve the allotments – refer Figure 2. This also provides power and water connections to the 
property. 
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3. The site is typical of this part of coastal Taranaki, being low lying and generally flat, with 
interspersed lahar forms; it is currently undeveloped and covered in pasture. Four of the 
existing lifestyle lots in this locality have had dwellings erected on them – Lots 4, 6, 10 and 
20 and a dwelling was (at the time of the March 2021 site visit) being erected on Lot 2.  

 
4. Further south near the southern end of the right of way, there are six lifestyle allotments 

adjoining the coast (DP 336809) which were created in 2004. Five of these are enclosed by 
mature planting, and four have a dwelling located on them. The wider area is predominantly 
rural in nature, although a small enclave of lifestyle allotments is located further south, off 
Coast Road (via Stent Road).  

 

 
 

Figure 2: Right of way serving property (DP 390079) 
 
 

 
 

Figure 3: View north down the right of way showing existing development (23 March 2021) 
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Figure 4: Panoramic view of the property from the eastern corner looking southwest (grey dwelling is located in Lot 10 DP 390079) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Figure 5: Panoramic view of the property looking from near the northern corner (from within Coast Road) – looking southeast

Lot 8 DP 390079 

Lot 8 DP 390079 
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Figure 6: View of property looking east (towards the right of way) 
 
5. The proposal is to erect a single storey, irregular shaped dwelling on the property, 

approximately 10.9m from the eastern (right of way) boundary, 1.7m from the northern 
boundary, 7.0m from the southern boundary and 30m from the western (Coast Road) 
boundary.  

 

 
 

Figure 7: Location of proposed new dwelling on the site 
 

6. The dwelling would have an area of 232m2 plus 50m2 of decking to the west and 25m2 of 
decking to the east. It would include a kitchen/dining/lounge area, three bedrooms, three 
bathrooms, a separate lounge area and a double garage with attached storage area – refer 
Figures 8-10.  
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Figure 8: Dwelling - detail 
 
 

 
 

Figure 9: Artist’s impression of the dwelling from the west (looking east from the coastline) 
 
 

 
 

Figure 10: View of dwelling from the east (looking west from the right of way) 
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7. The applicants propose that the living portion of the dwelling would be erected on piles, 
with the finished floor level being between 0.6m and 1.0m above the ground level. The 
garage portion of the dwelling would be constructed on a concrete slab. Vehicle access from 
the right of way would be in the north-eastern corner of the property. 
 

8. Water supply would be by way of a rainwater collection tank, with excess stormwater 
disposed of to ground. It was stated in the application that the water tank would be located 
underground, with the final location to be determined at the time of development. Effluent 
disposal would be by way of a secondary wastewater treatment system, discharging to the 
on-site effluent beds located in the western portion of the property.  

 
Evaluation 
 
Status of the application 
 
9. The property is located within the Rural Zone and within the Coastal Protection Area (Rural 

Map 01).  
 

 
 

Figure 11: District Plan Map - Rural 01 
 
Rural Zone 
 
10. Rule 3.1.1(c) specifies that residential activities are permitted in the Rural Zone, subject to 

meeting the relevant performance standards. The proposed new dwelling would be located 
1.7m from the northern boundary and 7.0m from the southern boundary; neither would 
comply with the 10m setback required (performance standard 3.2.2(1)). Accordingly, this 
aspect of the proposed development would trigger consideration as a Restricted 
Discretionary Activity.  
 

11. The proposed dwelling would meet all the other relevant bulk and location requirements 
(number of dwelling units, setbacks to the eastern and western boundaries, additional 
setback requirements, maximum height, building recession plane). 
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Coastal Protection Area 
 
12. Rule 17.1.4(a)(iv) specifies that new buildings with an area of greater than 50m2 but a height 

of less than 7m are considered as a Discretionary Activity. The proposed new dwelling – 
including the decks – would have an area of 307m2 and a maximum height of 5.1m above 
ground level and would be considered a Discretionary Activity in this regard. 

 
13. Rule 17.1.4(a)(v) specifies that dwelling units located within 100m of Mean High Water 

Springs are considered as Discretionary Activities provided that they are relocatable. 
Although the majority of the proposed new dwelling has been designed in a manner that 
would allow it to be relocated in the event of coastal erosion, the garage (which is part of 
the dwelling unit) would be constructed on a concrete slab. Accordingly, this aspect of the 
proposal does not meet the requirements for a Discretionary Activity and is considered as a 
Non-complying Activity per rule 17.1.5(a)(v). 

 
Overall Status of the Application 
 
14. The principle of bundling is a well-established approach in the consideration and 

determination of resource consent applications. Where different aspects of a proposed 
development trigger consideration as different types of activity, the most restrictive 
classification applies to all of them. Accordingly, this application is considered as a Non-
complying Activity. 
 

15. The full text of the relevant rules and performance standards is given in Appendix 1.  
 
Notification 
 
16. The proposal was assessed against sections 95A and 95B of the RMA in a notification report 

dated 21 September 2020. In that report it was determined that the application did not 
require public notification as the effects on the wider environment would be no more than 
minor and there were no special circumstances that would warrant public notification.  

 
17. With regard to Limited Notification, consideration was given to the potential effects of each 

of the aspects of the proposed development triggering the need for resource consent: 
 

 Erection of a building within the Coastal Protection Area. 
 Erection of a (partly) non-relocatable dwelling within 100m of Mean High Water Springs 

(MHWS). 
 Non-compliance with the required setbacks from the northern and southern 

boundaries. 
 
18. With regard to the values of the coastal environment that the Coastal Protection Area seeks 

to provide for, Iwi and the Department of Conservation are considered to be affected 
parties: 

 
 The property is located within the rohe of Taranaki Iwi and the coastal marine area is 

recognised as a Statutory Acknowledgement Area (OTS-053-55). Although the agent for 
the applicant had undertaken consultation with Taranaki Iwi, at the time of the 
notification report, written approval had not been provided by the Iwi; and 

 The Department of Conservation have provided their written approval to the 
application.  
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19. With regard to the location of the building within 100m of MHWS, this was considered to 
be a technical matter for Council’s consideration and, given the information provided with 
the application and the location of the proposed dwelling, no parties were considered 
affected in this regard. 

 
20. With regard to the location of the building relative to the northern and southern boundaries 

of the allotments, it was considered that the landowners adjoining those boundaries would 
be affected by the proposed development. The agent for the applicant had been consulting 
with those landowners and had obtained written approval from the owners of the property 
to the north – Lot 6 DP 390079. However, they had been unable to obtain written approval 
from the owners of the property to the south – Lot 10 DP 390079. 

 
21. Accordingly, notice of the application was provided on 25 September 2020 to the following: 
 

 Te Kāhui o Taranaki Trust – the post-settlement governance entity for Taranaki Iwi; and 
 Catherine and Ross Gray – owners of Lot 10 DP 390079. 

 
22. Submissions closed on 23 October 2020. A submission was received from Catherine and Ross 

Gray. It was stated in the submission that the submitters would support the application if 
the Council considered it met guidelines for rural enclave subdivisions and adopted their 
recommended conditions (discussed under the assessment of the application that follows). 
Otherwise, the submitters would not support the application. 

 
23. No submission was received from Te Kāhui o Taranaki Trust. 
 
24. A copy of the submission was provided to the agent for the applicant. He advised that the 

applicant wished to try and resolve the issues raised by the submitters and requested the 
application be placed on hold to enable discussions to be undertaken between the parties. 
As the submitters are currently residing in Western Australia, discussions were undertaken 
by way of emails between the parties. 

 
25. On 10 March 2021, the agent for the applicant advised that the applicants and the 

submitters were unable to come to a resolution and accordingly requested that the 
application be taken off hold. As the submitters indicated that they wished to be heard, the 
application is to proceed to a hearing. 

 
Assessment of the Application 
 
Statutory Requirements 
 
26. Section 104D of the RMA sets out particular restrictions for non-complying activities: 
 

(1) Despite any decision made for the purpose of notification in relation to adverse effects, 
a consent authority may grant a resource consent for a non-complying activity only if 
it is satisfied that either –  
(a) the adverse effects of the activity on the environment (other than any effect to 

which section 104(3)(a)(ii) applies) will be minor; or  
(b) the application is for an activity that will not be contrary to the objectives and 

policies of –  
(i) the relevant plan, if there is a plan but no proposed plan in respect of the 

activity; or 
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(ii) the relevant proposed plan, if there is a proposed plan but no relevant plan 
in respect of the activity; or 

(iii) both the relevant plan and the relevant proposed plan, if there is both a plan 
and a proposed plan in respect of the activity. 

(2) To avoid doubt, section 104(2) applies to the determination of an application for a 
non-complying activity.  

 
27. These tests are commonly called the “gateway” or “threshold” tests and an application must 

be able to meet at least one of these thresholds in order to be considered further under 
section 104. 

 
28. If the gateway test (section 104D) is passed, then sections 104 and 104B of the RMA 

collectively outline the process for determining a resource consent application for a Non-
complying Activity. Section 104(1) states that the consent authority must have regard to: 

 
(a) any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity; and 

(ab)  any measure proposed or agreed to by the applicant for the purpose of ensuring 
positive effects on the environment to offset or compensate for any adverse 
effects on the environment that will or may result from allowing the activity; and 

(b) any relevant provisions of— 
(i)  a national environmental standard: 
(ii)  other regulations: 
(iii)  a national policy statement: 
(iv)  a New Zealand coastal policy statement: 
(v)  a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy statement: 
(vi)  a plan or proposed plan; and 

(c) any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably necessary 
to determine the application. 

 
29. Section 104B specifies that the authority may grant or refuse the application and, if it grants 

consent, may impose conditions under section 108 of the RMA. 
 
Creation of the property 
 
30. Consent for subdivision in this location was initially granted in 2005 (RM050017). That 

application was assessed under the provisions of the South Taranaki District Plan 2004, 
which did not include any minimum allotment sizes for the Rural Zone. It was considered as 
a Restricted Discretionary Activity due to its proximity to the coast, with discretion being 
limited to the ability to require an esplanade reserve or strip along the coastal margin. 
Conditions of consent included on-site water supply, stormwater and effluent disposal, 
utilities and vehicle access. 

 
31. Subsequently, two further applications were made in 2006 (RMS060112) and 2007 

(RMS070045) to amend the layout of and access to the allotments. These applications were 
also considered under the South Taranaki District Plan 2004, but as the subdivision 
provisions had been amended by way of a variation to the District Plan, they were assessed 
as fully Discretionary due to the location of the land within the Coastal Protection Area.  

 
32. The reporting planner considered that the latter application (RMS070045) would provide a 

better overall outcome than the two consents previously granted; accordingly, consent was 
granted in May 2007, subject to similar conditions as the first two applications. 
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33. The subdivision consent was given effect to in December 2007, creating 10 allotments of 
2000m2+ in the northern part of the property (seaward of the right of way), and 3 allotments 
of 2000m2+ in the southern part of the property (landward of the right of way) – as shown 
in Figure 2. The subject property is located on the seaward side of the right of way.  

 
34. Under the current District Plan, such an application would not meet the minimum Lot sizes 

for the Rural Zone and would be considered as non-complying due to the size of the 
allotments within the Coastal Protection Area. It should also be noted that South Taranaki 
District Plan 2004 had lesser setback requirements for buildings within the Rural Zone than 
those within the current District Plan. 

 
Assessment under Section 104D 
 
35. The matter that triggers consideration of the proposed development as a Non-complying 

Activity is the inclusion of a non-relocatable garage/storage area within the dwelling unit; if 
this were constructed as a separate building, the proposed development would meet the 
criteria to be considered as a Discretionary Activity. The applicants have advised that they 
wish to live in the house with their elderly parents and that providing internal access from 
the garage allows occupants to remain dry and protected from the elements when arriving 
and departing. The inclusion of this area within the dwelling would also provide for 
efficiencies in construction.  

 
36. Accordingly, consideration needs to be given to the policies and objectives in relation to the 

purpose of the rule – that is, in regard to the potential effects of coastal erosion and sea 
level rise. 
 

37. The South Taranaki District Plan includes the following objectives and policies with regard 
to natural hazards (section 2.19) that are considered relevant to this application: 
 
Objectives 
 
2.19.2   The risks and adverse effects from natural hazards on people, property and the 
environment are avoided or mitigated.  
 
2.19.3   Subdivision, use and development do not create, worsen, displace or increase the 
severity of natural hazards. 
 
Policies 
 
2.19.5   Control the location and design of subdivision, use and development within 
identified natural hazard areas, or areas which have significant potential to be affected by a 
natural hazard, to avoid or mitigate the effects of the natural hazard. 
 
2.19.7   Minimise the need for hazard protection works by ensuring that new subdivision, 
land use and development is located and/or designed to mitigate the potential effects of 
natural hazards.  
 
2.19.8   Ensure that the use and development of land does not accelerate or worsen any 
material damage to that land, or displace to other land or structures, resulting from erosion, 
subsidence, slippage, debris flow, or surface water flooding.  
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2.19.9   Manage the effects of natural hazards caused by long-term shifts in climate and 
changes in sea-level. In particular, factor in climate change predictions in avoidance or 
mitigation measures. 

 
Coastal Erosion and Inundation  

 
2.19.12   Manage subdivision, development of buildings, and structures within the Coastal 
Protection Area on land which may be susceptible to coastal erosion or the effect of sea level 
rise unless the activity can demonstrate:  
(a)  There will be significant community benefit.  
(b)  There is a functional requirement for the proposed location.  
(c)  It is relocatable; or  
(d)  That it will not increase the susceptibility of other nearby properties to natural hazards.  

 
38. The objectives and policies seek to ensure that the potential risks and adverse effects 

associated with building in the coastal environment are recognised and provided for, and 
that the proposed development would not result in an acceleration of such events or cause 
adverse effects on other areas. 

 
39. In the engineering report submitted with the application the site is described as late 

Quaternary sand dunes overlying Pungarehu Formation – “debris avalanche deposits 
comprising andesite blocks and boulders bound in a clay-rich matrix, forming prominent 
hummocky surface”. This underlying formation occurs down to at least the low tide mark. 
Pockets of iron sand within the overlying dunes have weathered (rusted) to form localised 
iron pans of varying thickness, with perched groundwater. 

 
40. The south Taranaki coastline is a high energy environment, subject to coastal erosion. In the 

original application for subdivision consent (RM050017), the surveyor compared the 
position of the Mean High Water Mark at that time (2005) with its position when it was 
surveyed in the 1890’s. He concluded that that there had been little movement of the 
coastline in this locality and attributed this to a hard sandstone layer essentially acting as a 
‘seawall’. “This sandstone layer should serve to contain the sea as the sea level rises, allowing 
the rocks and sand to build up at its base. The risk of increased rates of erosion due to sea 
level is therefore minor”. 

 
41. The Taranaki Regional Council advised they had no data on erosion rates in that area at that 

time. However, a report prepared by the Regional Council subsequently1 found that the area 
of coastline between the Hangatahua (Stony) River and Cape Egmont was predominantly a 
rugged rocky coast backed by smaller coastal cliffs, rocky foreshores and extensive offshore 
reefs. The offshore reefs are also shown on the NZMS260 topographical map for this area 
and within the Proposed Coastal Plan for Taranaki.  

 
42. The report by the Regional Council also found that the coastline to the north of Stent Road 

had been accreting due to sediment input from the Hangatahua (Stony) River; however, this 
accretion was largely comprised of sand dune deposits and is susceptible to wind erosion. 
At the time of the site visits (August 2020 and March 2021), the beach in this locality was 
comprised of rocks and boulders with bands of varying sizes from the water to the face of 
the of a sandstone ‘cliff’. Intermittent stones and driftwood – likely from storm surges – 
were found along the top of the cliff.  

  
 

1 “Coastal Erosion Information Inventory and recommendations for state of environment monitoring” Taranaki Regional Council, November 
2009 
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43. There is little vegetation along the coastal margin other than pasture, with some wind-
shaped boxthorn and coprosma spp shrubs along the top of the cliff. To the north of the 
subdivision, there is more vegetation apparent, with flax, coprosma and other coastal 
species located around the mouth of an unnamed stream.  

 

 
 

Figure 12: Beach in front of subject site, looking south 
 

 
 

Figure 13: Beach in front of subject site, looking north 
 

 
 

Figure 14: looking north – showing vegetation along coastal margin and near stream (RHS) 
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44. It should be noted that an Esplanade Strip was set along the coastal margin as a condition 
of subdivision consent RM030164 (which created the rural-residential allotments located to 
the south – DP 336809). The strip was placed over those allotments located between the 
Coast Road and Mean High Water Springs, including Lot 13 DP 336809 which is located to 
the west of the subject property (refer Figure 2). The purpose of this strip was, in part, to 
reduce the effect of stock grazing on the stability of the cliff.  

 
45. It is stated in the application that the high tide mark was surveyed by BTW in 2018 at an RL 

of 3.77m, with ground level in the location of the proposed dwelling being “around 6.0m”. 
The floor level of the dwelling would be a maximum of 1.0m above ground level, which 
equates to an elevation above the high tide mark of approximately 3.0m.  

 
46. Information from the Ministry for the Environment2 based on New Zealand tide records 

indicates that there has been an average rise in mean sea level of 1.7mm per year over the 
20th century although this is anticipated to increase in future. Relative sea-level rise rates in 
New Zealand based on gauge records from Port Taranaki give an average of 1.37mm per 
year [±0.16] for the New Plymouth Area3. Accordingly, it is considered that the proposed 
dwelling would not be likely to be subject to coastal inundation for some time. 

 
47. The property itself is separated from the coastal marine area, with the (unformed) Coast 

Road and Lot 13 DP 336809 being located seaward of its western boundary; the proposed 
building would be set back approximately 45-50m from the top of the coastal cliff. The 
habitable part of the building has been designed to be relocatable, utilising a raised pile 
design and the engineering report submitted with the application confirms that the site is 
suitable for piled foundations, although specific engineering design would be required.  

 
48. The garage/storage area within the dwelling would be built on a concrete slab. However, 

the architect has advised that this part of the building would be “able to be separated from 
the main dwelling as a relatively straight forward process” to facilitate a managed retreat 
should this become necessary in future. This would be achieved by building a secondary 
supporting timber framed wall parallel to the existing common wall between the garage and 
habitable part of the building, enabling the latter to be cut off and removed. Accordingly, it 
is considered that the dwelling would not be at significant risk from coastal erosion. 

 
49. The engineers report also addresses the requirements of Consent Notice 7640437.1 imposed 

by the Council as a condition of the subdivision consent. This Notice requires effluent disposal 
to be managed independently on each allotment, with a detailed engineering design for the 
system to be forwarded to the Council and approved prior to building work being undertaken. 
The report states that a secondary treatment system would be required, with a minimum 
disposal field area of 216m2 (based on a typical 4 bed, 6-person occupancy). A reserve area 
would also need to be set aside to allow for a replacement field if needed. 

 
50. It is stated in the application that the dwelling would have a secondary wastewater 

treatment system, contained within the site boundaries. The proposed location of the plant 
and effluent disposal field is shown on the site plan submitted with the application (refer 
Figure 7). This would be required to be set back at least 1.5m from the Coast Road boundary, 
in accordance with the requirements of the Consent Notice. Any on-site effluent treatment 
system would also be required to comply with the requirements of the Building Act 2004 
and any other relevant regulations relative to the new boundaries; AS/NZS1547:2017 
requires a setback of at least 1.5m from boundaries.   

 
2 https://www.mfe.govt.nz/climate-change/likely-impacts-of-climate-change/how-could-climate-change-affect-my-region/taranaki 
3 “Preparing for coastal change – a summary of hazards and climate change guidance for Local Government” Ministry for the Environment, 
December 2017 
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51. A rainwater tank would be used to collect stormwater from the roof of the building. Due to 
the high water table and loose sand within the property, conventional soak holes would not 
be suitable for the disposal of excess stormwater and a controlled rate outlet point is 
proposed. This would be placed on a bed of well graded rip-rap to avoid erosion and/or 
sedimentation and would be located in excess of 50m from the line of Mean High Water 
Springs and with a minimum separation distance of 8m from any part of the wastewater 
treatment field. Due to the topography of the surrounding area, the author of the report 
considers it is unlikely that significant amounts of stormwater from off-site would enter the 
property. It is stated in the application that the piled foundation design would not 
unreasonably displace water from an inundation event onto other nearby properties. 

 
52. The Proposed District Plan recognises that in certain circumstances it may be possible to 

allow a building within an area of known risk – provided that the applicant is aware of and 
takes responsibility for that risk, such as by way of relocation – and provided that the 
likelihood or extent of the hazard is not exacerbated as a result of the development. As such, 
it is considered that although the proposed dwelling would not in its entirety be relocatable, 
the building would not exacerbate coastal erosion nor be subject to significant risk from 
coastal erosion or inundation within the foreseeable future.  

 
53. Accordingly, it is considered that the proposed development would meet section 104D(1)(a) 

of the RMA. 
 
54. The District Plan recognises that climate change and associated sea level rise is likely to 

influence the frequency, scale and/or intensity of atmospherically influenced natural 
hazards such as coastal erosion and inundation from storm surges. The South Taranaki 
District Council is currently formulating an Environment and Sustainability Strategy to 
provide a cohesive approach to sustainable management across the district, including how 
to recognise and provide for the effects of climate change. As part of this project, further 
investigation into natural hazards is proposed with a view to identifying areas and extents 
of risk and how these would best be managed.  

 
55. As such, it is considered appropriate to be able to review the conditions of consent in light 

of any outcomes of this process, and a review condition is recommended accordingly, 
should consent be granted. This requirement would be consistent with other similar 
applications that have recently been processed by the Council and with section 7(i) of the 
RMA.  

 
Assessment under section 104 – South Taranaki District Plan 
 
56. The South Taranaki District Plan is the main document that sets the framework for managing 

land use and development within the District. The Plan was publicly notified on 15 August 
2015, decisions on submissions were publicly notified on 5 November 2016, and it became 
fully operative following resolution of appeals to those decisions on 22 January 2021. This 
application was lodged with the Council prior to the Plan becoming fully operative; 
nevertheless, as the provisions pertaining to this application had progressed beyond the 
point of being subject to appeal, they were treated as operative (per section 86F of the Act). 
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57. The Plan includes objectives, policies, rules and performance standards that control how 
land is used and developed. The land is located within the Rural Zone and within the Coastal 
Protection Area. Therefore, in addition to considering the effects of the proposed 
development in terms of coastal hazards, the actual and potential effects of the proposal on 
rural character and adjoining properties, and on the natural character, landscapes, ecology 
and Tāngata Whenua values of the coastal environment need to be considered in assessing 
and deciding this application (and any conditions, should consent be granted).  

 
Rural character and amenity 
 
58. As noted earlier, the only requirements with regard to the rules for the Rural Zone that the 

proposed dwelling would not meet is for a setback of 10m to be provided from road and 
other boundaries; this requirement would not be met with regard to: 
 
 the northern boundary (adjoining Lot 6 DP 390079), with the building being set back 

1.738m from the boundary at its closest point; and 
 the southern boundary (adjoining Lot 10 DP 390079), with the building being set back 

7.0m from boundary at its closest point.  
 
59. All other bulk and location requirements would be met.  
 
60. Under the RMA, where an activity is a boundary activity – that is, the activity requires 

consent because it does not meet one or more rules relative to a non-public boundary (but 
meets all other relevant rules) – then the activity is deemed permitted if the applicant 
obtains written approval from the owners of the land adjoining the infringed boundaries. 
Accordingly, the owners of the properties to north and south were considered to be affected 
by the proposed non-compliance with the required 10m setback. The applicant was able to 
obtain written approval from the owner of the property to the north and accordingly any 
effects on that property must be disregarded.  

 
61. In their submission to the application, the owners of the property to the south – Catherine 

and Ross Gray – advised that they would: 
 

 Support the application if the Council considers it meets with Council guidelines with 
conditions for rural enclave subdivisions. 

 Support the application if conditions suggested by them were part of any resource 
consent issued. 

 Not support the application if conditions suggested by them relating to privacy and 
ambience of the rural location affecting them were not part of any resource consent 
issued. 

 
62. The matters they wish the Council to consider in determining the application include (in 

summary): 
 

 The length of the walls when viewed from the west (coast) – 26m and from the south 
(the submitters property) – in excess of 22m; efficacy of screening/landscaping limited. 

 The design represents an extensive continuous roofline from a number of aspects, 
particularly when compared to buildings to the north and south. 

 Services would be located near the submitter’s boundary (water tank, effluent 
treatment and part of the effluent field). 
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 Consideration of the application against Policy 2.1.14 of the District Plan and against 
parts 3.3.1, 3.3.2, 3.3.3 and 4.1 of the Coastal Development Design Guidelines prepared 
by Taranaki Iwi and the South Taranaki District Council. 

 
63. The conditions the submitters wish to see applied (should consent be granted): 
 

 Water tank – to be setback 5m (if not partially or fully buried) or 3m (if partially or fully 
buried) from the eastern and southern site boundaries, to enable screening landscaping 
to be established. 

 Commitment to implementing – prior to any building commencement – an “extensive 
approved screening planting program” along the southern boundary, 2m in depth, with 
plants growing to a height that would effectively screen the southern wall of the 
boundary so as to not visually dominate the northern aspect of the submitters dwelling. 
This in combination with the approved landscaping plan currently being implemented 
by the submitters “should provide effective density of vegetation for both applicants to 
ensure screening of buildings”. 

 No further application for any other garage like structure in future.  
 
64. Section 2.1 of the District Plan sets out the objectives and policies for the Rural Zone. They 

seek to ensure that activities in the rural environment are compatible with rural character 
and amenity values and do not affect the efficient and effective functioning of rural 
activities. As the proposed development would meet the required setbacks relative to rural 
activities (dairy sheds, effluent storage/treatment etc), it is considered that the proposal 
would be consistent with the latter. 

 
65. With regard to the effects of land use and development on rural character and amenity 

values, the following objectives and policies are considered relevant to this application: 
 

Objectives  
 

2.1.3  To ensure that subdivision, land use and development in the rural environment is 
of a nature, scale, intensity and location that maintains and, where appropriate, enhances 
rural character and amenity values.  

 
Policies  

 
Rural Amenity and Character  

 
2.1.8  Manage the adverse effects of noise, vibration, odour, dust traffic, glare and other 
nuisances from land use activities and development through relevant performance 
standards and appropriate spatial buffers and setback requirements for specific activities. 

 
2.1.9  Ensure that new land use activities are of a nature, scale, intensity and location 
consistent with maintaining the character and amenity of the rural environment and avoids 
or mitigates potential reverse sensitivity effects.  

 
Buildings (Location, Design and Setbacks)  

 
2.1.13  Reduce obtrusive built elements in the rural environment by integrating building 
location and design with the surrounding landform and landscape qualities, while 
recognising that the location of some buildings, and infrastructure is influenced by their 
function and/or resource constraints.   

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

25



 
23 

2.1.14  Avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on rural privacy and rural character in 
the Rural Zone by maintaining road and site boundary setbacks for all buildings, while 
recognising that the degree of privacy and rural spaciousness is different in areas comprising 
existing smaller rural-residential lots.  

 
66. Section 20.5 of the District Plan outlines the matters that will be used in assessing resource 

consent applications. Section 20.5.1 outlines the assessment criteria for activities that do 
not comply with bulk and location requirements – specifically the minimum setback from 
boundaries and/or maximum height limits for the relevant zone. Of these, the following are 
considered relevant to the application (the full list is given in Appendix 1): 

 
(a)  Any effects on adjoining properties in terms of dominance of buildings, loss of access to 

sunlight, or loss of outlook.  
(b)  The degree of effects of increased height or reduced side yards on privacy levels enjoyed 

by adjoining properties.  
(d)  The ability to provide adequate opportunity for garden and tree planting around 

buildings to mitigate visual bulk and dominance effects.  
(e)  The ability to provide for vehicle manoeuvring within the site.  
(f)  The extent to which the shape of the site influences the layout and design of the 

proposed building.  
(h)  The extent to which the proposed building will be compatible with the overall character 

of the area.  
(m) The extent to which the use of the proposed building will detract from the pleasantness 

or amenity of adjoining sites, in terms of matters such as noise, smell, dust, glare or 
vibration.  

 
67. The shape of the allotments constrains the manner in which they can be developed. Of those 

allotments which have been developed, only Lot 20 was developed under the rules in the 
2004 District Plan. That building has an area of 128m2 (including decks) plus a 32.4m2 garage 
and obtained resource consent to enable the dwelling to be erected 3.4m from its southern 
boundary (RML090028).  

 
68. Each of the buildings on Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10 required resource consent under the (then) 

Proposed South Taranaki District Plan (2015). This was due to their location within the 
Coastal Protection Area and within 100m of MHWS, as well as non-compliance with setbacks 
to boundaries. As noted earlier, the setbacks within the current District Plan are greater 
(10m) than those which applied in the previous District Plan under which the subdivision 
consent was granted (4.5m to a road boundary, 5m to other boundaries). 

 
69. In terms of outlook, the majority of the dwellings within this area have their predominant 

orientation towards the northwest – towards, but on a slight angle relative to, the coastline. 
With the buildings on Lots 2, 4, 6 and 8 being located in the eastern half of their allotments, 
this provides a swathe of undeveloped land in front of the buildings, enabling a wider view 
towards the sea. The orientation of the buildings also provides views towards Taranaki 
Mounga to the east.  

 
70. The 10m setbacks required within the Rural Zone are illustrated in Figure 7. A building could 

be erected within the required setbacks, but this would change the orientation of the 
building, and likely result in it being located closer to the coast. As such, a building erected 
within these setbacks could potentially have more of an impact on the northern outlook 
from the dwelling on Lot 10 than the location and design currently proposed. The dwelling 
as proposed would be set back 30m from the western (Coast Road) boundary, 20m more 
than required by the District Plan.   
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71. Although each of the dwellings on Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10 are located closer than permitted 
relative to their neighbours (northern and southern boundaries), the orientation of the 
dwellings also provides a level of privacy. In addition, the planting that has been, or is 
required to be undertaken within these allotments will in time provide further visual 
separation between, and softening of the outlines of, the buildings.  

 
72. This is illustrated by the more established planting around Lot 20 and around the boundaries 

of the rural-residential allotments in the subdivision off the right of way to the south. 
 

 
 

Figure 15: zoomed view of established vegetation around Lot 20 (foreground) and lifestyle 
development to the south – looking south from the right of way adjoining Lot 10 

 

 
 

Figure 16: view of established vegetation around lifestyle lots to the south (DP 336809) – 
looking west down the right of way towards the coast 
 

73. The submitters property is located to the south of the proposed dwelling and is also 
orientated towards the coast (to the west). The main windows are located along the western 
frontage of the building, with sliding doors providing access to a deck from the two 
bedrooms and lounge area. This western frontage is recessed a depth of 1m back from the 
front of the building (as shown in Figure 5).  

  

Dwelling 
on Lot 20 

Lifestyle enclave 
to the south 
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74. As noted in correspondence between the submitters and the applicant’s agent, the part of 
their dwelling located closest to the proposed new dwelling would be the master bedroom; 
this room has one 2m wide by 0.45m high window facing towards the boundary to the north. 
As the building on Lot 10 is set back 6.0m from its northern boundary, there would be a 
distance of 13m between it and the new dwelling on Lot 8 at its closest point. Due to the 
proposed angle of the new dwelling, it would be located 7m from this shared boundary at 
its south-eastern corner.  

 
 

 
 

Figure 17: orientation and location of dwelling on Lot 10 DP 390079 (as consented to – 
garage not yet erected) 

 
75. The south facing wall of the proposed dwelling on Lot 8 would include large windows near 

the western end (main living area) but the remainder of the wall would have smaller 
windows from the office, a bedroom and bathrooms. As illustrated earlier in Figure 9, the 
view from the main living area would be orientated towards the coast. 

 

 
 

Figure 18: southern elevation of proposed dwelling (looking north from the submitters 
property) 

 
76. The approved landscaping plan for Lot 10 shows a mix of flax, sedges/grasses and coastal 

trees and shrubs (including cabbage and karo trees, Grisilinia and Olearia spp) to be planted 
along the boundaries of and within the property. At the time of the site visit in March 2021, 
flaxes had been planted along the northern and southern boundaries of the property. 
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77. The applicant has offered to provide landscaping as condition of consent – comparable to 
that placed on the resource consents for Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10. This would require a landscaping 
plan to be prepared and approved by the Group Manager Environmental services, for the 
plan to be implemented within the first growing season following the completion of the 
building, and for this landscaping to be maintained. If consent is granted, it is recommended 
that this condition be applied. It is anticipated that over time, the landscaping would soften 
the effect of the built form, in addition to adding to the ecological values of the area. 

 
78. The submitters have suggested that the applicant should commit to implementing a planting 

program along the southern boundary “to ensure the establishment of vegetation has taken 
place prior to any building commencement”. Landscaping is generally required to be 
established following construction, recognising the operational needs of construction works 
and the effects these may have on vegetation. Landscaping on the other allotments has 
generally been undertaken post-construction. 

 
79. It is also recognised that the nature of the coastal environment presents a challenge to the 

establishment and growth of vegetation and that planting my require hardier species to be 
planted initially to enable in-fill planting as a local biome is created. Accordingly, any 
planting plan would need to include timeframes for the implementation of planting, 
recognising the constraints in this locality.  

 
80. Given the location and orientation of the respective buildings, the distance they would be 

separated, and the proposed landscaping, it is considered that effects on privacy and 
outlook from the adjoining property would be avoided or appropriately mitigated. As 
recognised in Policy 2.1.14, the degree of privacy and rural spaciousness is different in areas 
comprised of existing smaller lifestyle allotments. 

 
81. Although the proposed building would be located closer than permitted to the southern 

boundary, it would comply with the building recession plane (BRP) relative to this boundary 
(and to the others). The BRP is essentially a series of planes forming a ‘tent’ over a property. 
The walls of the ‘tent’ are 3m high and the angle of the roof depends on the boundary from 
which it starts –being 55o (northern boundary), 45o (eastern and western boundaries) and 
35o (southern boundary).  
 

82. The purpose of the BRP is to ensure adequate sunlight penetration to adjacent sites. As the 
proposed building would be located within this ‘tent’, it is considered that there would be 
no adverse effects from shading on adjoining properties. Although the angle of the ‘tent’ 
relative to the submitters boundary is the shallowest, with the building setback 7.0m from 
this boundary at its closest point it would have to exceed 7.9m to penetrate the BRP. The 
maximum height of the dwelling would be 5.1m. 

 
83. The submitters are also concerned that the design of the building would not be appropriate 

in a rural enclave and would dominate the landscape due to the length of the walls and a 
continuous roofline. They refer to the Coastal Development Design Guidelines developed by 
Taranaki Iwi in conjunction with the South Taranaki District Council which seek to integrate 
development within the coastal environment, reduce visual impacts and enhance the 
coastal environment where possible. Clusters reminiscent of an urban area and the location 
of buildings in visually prominent locations are to be avoided, with variations in facades, 
materials, roof form and other design elements encouraged. 
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84. As noted earlier, these allotments were created under the provisions of the previous District 
Plan (2004) and are of dimensions and an area that would be considered as a non-complying 
activity under the current District Plan. Essentially, the subdivision created a new rural-
residential enclave – similar to that to the south (off the right of way), that off the end of 
Stent Road, and at Anglers Avenue. The character of the area is transitioning accordingly. 

 
85. As part of the application process for subdivision, applicants are required to demonstrate 

that the allotments contain suitable building platforms and can be serviced; accordingly, 
there is an expectation that new allotments will be developed in some manner. The 
allotments created by this subdivision are linear and clustered – and accordingly any 
development of them would result in a cluster of buildings.  

 
 

 
 

Figure 19: panoramic view of the existing dwellings on Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10 (right to left); fence 
line is along the landward boundary of Coast Road 
 
 

 
 
Figure 20: zoomed view of dwellings on Lots 20, 10, 6, 4 and 2, taken from that part of the 
right of way running from Porikapa Road towards the gate 
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Figure 21: zoomed view of dwellings on Lots 10, 6, 4 and 2, taken from near the gate to the 
right of way (line of vegetation is located within the adjoining farm) 

 
86. As shown in Figures 19 - 21, the existing buildings are recessive in colour, with the roof lines 

on Lots 2 and 4 being variable; those on Lots 6 and 10 are linear in nature. The height of the 
buildings vary from 4m (dwelling on Lot 10) to 8.4m above ground level (the rumpus building 
on Lot 2). In terms of area, length and setbacks: 

 
 Building area 

(including decks) 
Maximum building 
 length 

Setbacks  
(W = Coast Road, E = ROW) 

Lot 2 172m2 
79m2 (decks) 
[251m2 total] 

20.09  
(viewed from coast) 
 

N: 2.2m 
E: 10.3m (main building) 

8.4m (rumpus) 
S: 2.4m 
W: 36m (to steps) 

Lot 4 126m2  
70m2 (decks) 
[196m2 total] 
 

21.2m  
(viewed from coast) 
 

N: 3.3m 
E: 16.5m 
S: 2.5m 
W: 31m (to deck) 

Lot 6 174m2 (incl. decks) 
30m2 (future garage) 
[204m2 total] 

26.6m  
(viewed from coast) 
 

N: 3.0m (dwelling) 
 1.5m (future garage) 
E: 14.5m (dwelling) 
 1.5m (future garage) 
S: 2.0m* 
W: 30.5m (to deck)  
* also, daylighting infringement 

Lot 10 126m2 
61m2 (decks) 
32m2 (future garage) 
[219m2 total] 

18.0m  
(viewed from coast) 
 

N: 6.0m 
E: 25.5m 
S: 6.0m (dwelling) 
 3.5m (future garage) 
W: 25m (to deck) 

Lot 8 232m2  
(172m2 dwelling, 60m2 
garage/store) 
75m2 (decks) 
[307m2 total] 

26.07m  
(viewed from coast) 
  

N: 1.74m 
E: 10.9m 
S: 7.0m 
W: 30m 
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87. Although the area of the dwelling would be larger than the total area of buildings within the 
other allotments, it would be located in alignment with the existing dwellings and would be 
relatively low in height (4.8m along the main ridge up to a maximum of 5.1m above ground 
level). As the District Plan does not specify site coverage for the Rural Zone, in theory a much 
larger building could be erected, to a maximum height of 10m. 
 

88. The proposed distance of 13m between the new dwelling and that on Lot 10 would be 
greater than the separation distance between the other dwellings (5.7m Lots 2-4, 5.5m Lots 
4-6, 3.74m Lots 6-8). 
 

89. The building would have timber cladding with metal roofing and aluminium windows and 
doors. It is stated in the application that the building is “designed to appear as a single 
cohesive building block” that features “a low angle roof design that slopes towards the coast 
and the south”. As illustrated in the elevations supplied with the application, “the angled 
design of the building results in a variable roof line depending on the viewpoint”.  

 
90. The applicant has offered a condition requiring the building to be finished in recessive 

colours, as was applied to the previous buildings in this locality. This, in combination with 
the proposed landscaping, would assist in ‘seating’ the building within the environment, 
softening the built form (as demonstrated in Figures 19-21). Should consent be granted, a 
condition to this effect is recommended, in line with the requirements in the Coastal 
Development Design Guidelines.  

 
91. The owner of Lot 6 DP 390079 has undertaken contouring and planting within this allotment, 

including to the south along the shared boundary with the subject property. Although the 
dwelling on Lot 8 would be located 1.7m from this boundary at its closest point, given the 
angles of the building in this locality it is considered there would be some room for 
landscaping in the wider area. The setback of 7m from the southern boundary is considered 
to provide more than adequate room for landscaping in this locality; the submitters have 
requested a minimum landscaping depth of 2m.  

 

 
 

Figure 22: Landscaping to the east and south of the dwelling on Lot 6 DP 390079 
 
92. As an activity, residential uses are permitted within the Rural Zone. Therefore, it is 

considered that the use of this site for that purpose would not be out of keeping with 
adjacent land uses, and as such it is not anticipated that it would detract from the 
pleasantness or amenity of the area.  

 
93. As illustrated in Figure 7, there would be sufficient room for vehicles to manoeuvre within 

the site. The matter of services was discussed earlier in this report. 
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94. The submitters also make reference to the proposed location of the water tank, which is 
shown on the site plans submitted with the application as being located in the south-eastern 
corner of the site. It was stated in the application that the water tank would be under 
ground. The submitters wish to see the water tank set back 5m from site boundaries (as 
required for ‘other’ buildings within the Rural Zone) or, if fully or partially buried, a minimum 
of 3m from the eastern and southern boundaries “to ensure relative screening landscaping 
can be established.” The agent has advised that this requirement is acceptable to the 
applicant.  

 
95. However, given that the application was assessed, and the notification decision made, on 

the basis of the application as submitted, it is considered that if located closer than 5m to 
any boundary, the tank should be fully underground. In addition, to enable a sufficient width 
of landscaping to be established, the tank should be located no closer than 3m to any 
boundary. A condition is recommended accordingly, should consent be granted.  

 
96. Any further development of the property would be subject to the requirements of the 

District Plan. The property is also subject to a private land covenant that includes controls 
on the further subdivision and development of the allotments.  

 
97. Overall, it is considered that the proposed development would reflect the nature of the 

property, its location within a rural-residential enclave, and the constraints of the site. The 
building has been designed in a similar fashion to others in the locality, and mitigation 
measures are proposed to reduce the visual impacts on the landscape and adjoining 
allotments. As such, it is considered that it would not adversely affect the rural character 
and amenity particular to this area. 

 
Natural character, landscape and ecological values of the coastal environment 
 
98. The importance of the coastal environment and preservation of its natural character is 

recognised and provided for through the imposition of the Coastal Protection Area. 
Objectives, policies and rules seek to ensure that development within the coastal 
environment is appropriate in the context of the location and that careful consideration has 
been given to the topography, geomorphology, ecological, landscape and other values that 
comprise natural character.  

 
99. The Objectives and Policies relevant to this application are given in section 2.15 of the 

District Plan and include: 
 

Objectives 
 

2.15.3   To preserve the characteristics and qualities that contribute to natural character, 
and protect natural features and landscapes and historic heritage, in the coastal 
environment from inappropriate subdivision, use and development. 

 
2.15.4 To protect cultural and spiritual values to Tāngata Whenua in the coastal 
environment. 

 
2.15.6  To maintain and, where appropriate, enhance public open space, landscape and 
amenity values, and recreation opportunities of the coastal environment. 
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Policies 
 

2.15.9   Preserve the natural character of the coastal environment and protect it from 
inappropriate subdivision, use and development by:  
(b)  Avoiding significant adverse effects and avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse 

effects of activities on the characteristics and qualities that contribute to natural 
character in all other areas of the coastal environment.  

 
2.15.10   Manage the scale, location and design of subdivision, use and development in the 
coastal environment and determine its appropriateness based on:  
 
(a)  Recognising the characteristics and qualities that contribute to natural character, 

natural features and landscape values of the coastal environment and their location and 
distribution. 

(b) Recognising the extent of existing modification of natural character and likely potential 
modification of natural character as a result of the proposed activity.  

(e)  Whether or not the activity protects areas of historic heritage or cultural values 
including those of significance to Tāngata Whenua 

(f) Whether or not the activity maintains or enhances public access and recreational 
opportunities.  

(g)  Whether or not the activity has a functional need to be located in the coastal 
environment.  

(h)  Whether or not the activity avoids, remedies or mitigates the actual or potential adverse 
effects on open space, visual amenity and landscape values, recreation opportunities, 
or other qualities and values of the coastal environment.  

(i) Whether or not guidance is provided about the management of adverse effects for the 
activity in a National Policy Statement or Regional Policy Statement.  

 
2.15.12  Encourage the restoration and rehabilitation of the natural character of the coastal 
environment where this is appropriate. 

 
100. The District Plan includes specific assessment criteria for activities in or affecting the Coastal 

Protection Area (20.5.21); the following are considered relevant to this application: 
 

(a)  Compatibility with the existing level of modification of the natural character of the 
coastal environment.  

(b)  Whether the scale, location and design of subdivision, use and development in the 
coastal environment preserves natural character values and sustains open space, public 
access and amenity values of the coastal environment.  

(c)  The degree to which the activity will disrupt biological and physical processes.  
(e)  Whether the proposed activity affects cultural landscapes and/or sites of significance to 

Tāngata Whenua. 
(f)  The extent to which the activity recognises and provides for the relationship of Tāngata 

Whenua and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi 
tapu and other taonga.  

(g)  Provision of public amenity and access to land acquired by the Council for reserve 
purposes.  

(i)  The functional requirements for some activities to be located in the coastal 
environment, such as network utilities, gas and liquid petroleum pipelines, and 
community infrastructure (e.g. surf clubs, boat sheds, and services for existing coastal 
settlements).  
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(k)  Whether the activity maintains or enhances public access and recreational opportunities 
(e.g. through the provision of esplanade reserves or strips adjacent to the coastal marine 
area).  

(l)  The extent of any consultation with the appropriate iwi having regard to Kaitiakitanga, 
and taking into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, including:  
(i)  Whether the applicant has had regard to the matters raised by the relevant iwi 

during consultation.  
(ii)  Whether the applicant has addressed any adverse effects raised by the relevant iwi 

through consultation.  
(iii)  Whether the relevant iwi has had the opportunity to visit the proposed 

development site prior to lodgement of the resource consent application. 
 
101. Natural character is a term used to describe the naturalness of the coastal environment. The 

degree of natural character typically depends on the extent to which natural elements, 
patterns and processes occur as well as the nature and extent of modifications to the 
ecosystems and landscape. This means that areas with less modification typically have a 
higher degree of natural character. 

 
102. The Coastal Protection Area delineates the coastal environment – where coastal processes, 

influences or qualities predominate. The District Plan also identifies areas of Outstanding 
Natural Character, Outstanding Natural Features/Landscapes and Significant Natural Areas; 
however, the property is not located within any of these areas and there are no identified 
historic, heritage or archaeological sites in the locality.  

 
103. The property was subdivided in 2007 from a dairy farm, with the locality having been 

modified from its original natural state for use as pasture for grazing. At that time, there 
were no buildings; however, as noted earlier, a number of the allotments have since been 
developed for rural-residential living.  

 
104. The coastal margin is typical of the west coast in this locality, with a pebbled beach and 

intermittent wind-shaped shrubs (boxthorn and coprosma spp) along the top of sandstone 
banks. 

 
105. The properties themselves are separated from the coastal marine area by a marginal area 

of land (Lot 13 DP 390079 – which is amalgamated with the balance of the farm) and by the 
road reserve of Coast Road – which is unformed in this locality. The seaward boundary of 
the properties is indicated by the fence lines in Figure 23. 

 
106. There is also a line of wind-shaped boxthorn within the adjoining farm east of the boundary 

of the right of way (within Lot 26 DP 390079) and some amenity planting has been 
undertaken with Lots 4, 6, 10 and 20.  
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Figure 23: the coastal margin – looking north from adjoining the subject property 
 
107. Although the level of built form would be greater as a result of the development of these 

allotments – including the subject property – as noted earlier, the allotments were created 
with the requirement to demonstrate they could be built on, and with the expectation that 
they would be developed for rural-residential living. Accordingly, an assessment of any 
application for development in this locality needs to consider how the visual effects of built 
form can be mitigated, areas of open space retained, and natural character enhanced. 
Guidance can be found in the Coastal Development Design Guidelines prepared by Taranaki 
Iwi and the South Taranaki District Council. 

 
108. The Guidelines are intended to help landowners to achieve sustainable development outcomes 

and include methods that can be adopted to this end. It is stated in the application that the 
proposed development has been assessed against the Guidelines and the Cultural Impact 
Assessment includes an assessment of the proposal against each of the relevant points.  

 
109. The use of recessive colours, variable facades and roof lines, and landscaping would assist 

in achieving these outcomes. As noted earlier, the building would have timber cladding 
which, mixed with screens, would break up the areas of glazing. The western elevation 
would have an overhanging eave of approximately 1.0m, essentially recessing the glazing 
along that façade. The applicant has volunteered conditions pertaining to the colour of the 
building and provision of landscaping and it is recommended that, should consent be 
granted, these be included as conditions of consent. 

 
110. The proposed development of the property would involve earthworks for site preparation 

works and the piles on which the dwelling would be erected, as well as for garage floor, 
driveway, the water tank, septic tank and soakage fields, landscaping and amenities. Given 
the contour of the property and the use of piles, it is anticipated that soil disturbance would 
be limited, with the natural contours of the property being retained.  

 
111. It has been recognised in previous applications for consent within the coastal environment, 

that development associated with rural-residential living – such as driveways and fencing – 
can detract from rural character and amenity, and contribute to adverse visual effects if they 
are constructed in such a way as to appear urban in nature. It is stated in the Cultural Impact 
Assessment that no solid fencing is proposed.   
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112. Light pollution is also a potential issue with increasing development within the rural area 
and is increasingly being addressed through conditions of consent where possible.  

 
113. Accordingly, should consent be granted, conditions are recommended requiring these 

aspects of the development to be in keeping with the rural nature of the environment. 
Service connections should be provided underground.  

 
114. With regard to the ecological values of the area, as noted earlier, the land had previously 

been used for agricultural purposes and much of the property is in pasture. A key native 
ecosystem – the Stent Road Beach – is located to the south; however, there are no key 
native ecosystems or bird nesting sites (as identified by the Taranaki Regional Council) on or 
near the property. It is noted that the Department of Conservation have given written 
approval to the application and in doing so, have not noted any vegetation or habitats of 
significance in the area.  

 
115. As well as contributing to the softening of built form, planting with appropriate native 

coastal species can contribute to the ecological and natural character values of an area. 
Noting the particular constraints proposed by the coastal environment, it is anticipated that 
the planting of native species appropriate to the locality would, over time, contribute to the 
enhancement of the wider ecological values of the coastline in addition to the amenity of 
the area.  

 
116. It is also stated in the application that the applicants acknowledge advisory notes from the 

Department of Conservation (per RML17069 – Lots 2 and 4 and RML18026 – Lot 8) 
discouraging the introduction of domestic cats within the coastal environment and planting 
of exotic species. The applicant agrees to the DoC request that “any dogs shall be prevented 
from roaming in the CPA area unattended and kept under control and on leads at all time 
within the coastal marine area”. It is recommended that this commitment be recognised in 
the conditions of consent, if granted. 

 
117. The existing buildings are, and proposed new dwelling would be, well setback from the 

western boundary of the allotments. This, in conjunction with the undeveloped Coast Road 
and Lot 13 DP 336809, contribute to the sense of openness in this locality. The coast road 
and esplanade strip also provide for public access along the coastline in this locality, albeit 
that there is no direct access from Porikapa Road to these, as the right of way is private. 

 
118. Overall, it is considered that – subject to the suggested conditions – the proposed dwelling 

would be consistent with the character of the environment in this locality and would provide 
for the enhancement of ecological values and natural character through the planting of 
native coastal species appropriate to this locality. 

 
Cultural Values 
 
119. The importance of the coastal environment to Iwi is recognised in the District Plan. 

Objectives 2.15.3 and 2.15.4 seek to protect historic heritage and cultural and spiritual 
values to Tāngata Whenua in the coastal environment. The assessment criteria listed in 
section 20.5.21 recognise the relationship of Tāngata Whenua with the coastal environment 
and require consideration of how a development affects the cultural landscape, sites of 
significance, and the relationship of Tāngata Whenua with their ancestral lands, water, sites, 
wāhi tapu and other taonga.  
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120. In addition, section 2.13 contains objectives and policies pertaining to Tāngata Whenua. 
These include:  

 
Objectives 

 
2.7.6   To recognise and provide for the relationship of Tāngata Whenua and their culture 
and traditions (including mauri) with land, water, sites and areas of cultural and spiritual 
significance, wāhi tapu and other taonga. 

 
2.7.9   To provide Tāngata Whenua with opportunities to participate in resource 
management processes and decision-making. 

 
Policies 

 
2.7.12  To actively engage with Tāngata Whenua when addressing matters of concern to 
Iwi and hapū, including recognition of the relationship of Tāngata Whenua and their culture 
and traditions with land, water, sites and areas of cultural and spiritual significance, wāhi 
tapu and other taonga.  

 
2.7.13   To encourage, where appropriate, as part of the determination of resource consent 
applications, consultation with Tāngata Whenua be undertaken and reported to the 
decision-making authority. 

 
121. To support the application for the development of Lots 2 and 4 DP 390079, that applicant 

engaged archaeologist Ivan Bruce to undertake an assessment of the potential for effects 
on archaeological sites or sites of significance to Iwi4. Following a review of plans, maps and 
archival material, and of NZ Archaeological Association records, he noted that there was no 
reference to 19th Century Māori occupation in this locality or archaeological sites within 
proximity to the proposed development. Mr Bruce also undertook a pedestrian survey of 
the area (20/12/2017) looking for surface archaeological evidence; none was found. He 
considered that extensive archaeological testing was not warranted in this instance.  

 
122. This letter was appended to the current application and, in response to a query from the 

Council, Mr Bruce advised that he had no further relevant information to add to that 
assessment and that his recommendation (a cultural/archaeological/environmental 
assessment) for Lots 2 and 4 would apply to Lot 8 also.  

 
123. The Tāngata Whenua for this area is Taranaki Iwi. Although there are no archaeological or 

historical sites shown as being located in the vicinity of the proposed development, the 
coastal marine area has been acknowledged by the Crown as having a cultural, spiritual, 
traditional and historical association with Taranaki Iwi. This, alongside their traditional and 
cultural relationship with the coast, has led to their involvement in the process as an 
“affected person”.  

 
124. The application includes a Cultural Impact Assessment (CIA), including an assessment 

against the requirements of Taiao Taiora, the Environmental Management Plan prepared 
for Taranaki Iwi. The CIA was sent by the agent for the applicant to the Te Kāhui o Taranaki 
Trust Iwi and to Ngā Māhanga hapū in December 2019 and again in August 2020, following 
the lockdowns associated with the COVID-19 pandemic. The latter included updated site 
development plans, with amended setbacks relative to neighbouring properties following 
consultation with adjoining landowners. The documentation also included an assessment 
against the Coastal Development Guidelines.  

 
4 Letter to Cam Twigley dated 17 January 2018 
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125. As no response had been received from Iwi prior to lodging the application for consent, the 
agent requested the Council notify the application to Te Kāhui o Taranaki Trust – the post-
settlement governance entity for Taranaki Iwi. No submission was received from the Trust. 

 
126. As noted earlier, it is anticipated that earthworks would be kept to a minimum. It is stated 

in the application that the proposed development would not directly impact on waterbodies 
in the locality (with the closest being the unnamed tributary located in excess of 130m to 
the north) and that stormwater and wastewater would be contained and treated 
appropriately within the site, without impacting on coastal water quality or the health of 
the coastal environment. 

 
127. Given the archaeological and cultural assessments undertaken and given that the Iwi have 

not submitted on or against the proposal, it is considered that the proposed development 
would not adversely affect the values and outcomes anticipated with regard to Tāngata 
Whenua. 

 
128. While the likelihood of recovering archaeological evidence during the project earthworks is 

considered to be low due to prior land modification; nevertheless, the applicant has offered 
an accidental discovery protocol as a condition of consent and it is recommended that, 
should consent be granted, a condition to this effect be imposed.  

 
Other Section 104 Matters 
 
Part 2 of the Act 
 
129. Under Section 104 of the RMA, all resource consent applications are subject to Part 2 of the 

Act. This part sets out the purpose and principles of the Act (section 5), the matters of 
national importance (section 6), and other matters (section 7) to which all persons 
exercising functions and powers under the RMA must have regard or take into account. 
Section 8 specifies that the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi) are to 
be taken into account.  

 
130. A decision from the Court of Appeal5 (subsequently further considered in a number of 

decisions by the Environment Court) addressed the need to refer to Part 2 in assessing an 
application for consent under section 104. In that decision it was considered that where it 
is clear that a plan has been prepared “having regard to Part 2 and with a coherent set of 
policies designed to achieve clear environmental outcomes”, there would be no need to refer 
to Part 2 as it would not add anything to the evaluation.  

 
131. It is considered that the Proposed South Taranaki District Plan and other relevant planning 

documents have been properly prepared, in a manner which reflects the findings of the 
Courts as discussed above. Nevertheless, in assessing this application, the relevant sections 
of Part 2 of the RMA have been considered.  

 
132. Section 5 specifies the purpose of the RMA – that is, to promote the sustainable 

management of the country’s natural and physical resources, including sustaining the 
potential of natural and physical resources to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of 
future generations. The proposal enables the owner of the property to provide for their 
social and economic wellbeing by utilising the site for rural-residential development. As an 
activity type, residential development is a permitted activity within the Rural Zone (albeit 
not within the Coastal Protection Area) and the land within this locality is increasingly being 
developed for this purpose.   

 
5 R J Davidson Family Trust v Marlborough District Council [2018] NZCA 316 
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133. Due to a change in the demand for rural-residential development and the potential for 
constraints on the primary use of rural land for productive purposes, a review of the 2004 
version of the District Plan resulted in additional controls being placed on subdivision and 
development within the Rural Zone in 2016 – including sites that had already been 
subdivided or granted consent under the previous provisions. As a result, there are some 
properties where the use for which they were intended requires consent due to the new 
bulk and location requirements. This is recognised in Policy 2.1.14 of the District Plan. 

 
134. As noted earlier, the location and orientation of the dwelling would be consistent with 

existing development in this locality. A building could be erected within the required 
setbacks, but it is considered that this would not be in keeping with existing development 
and could affect adjoining landowners and the character and amenity of the coastal and 
rural environment to a greater level than the current proposal. The proposed landscaping 
would be in keeping with the requirements for other consented dwellings in the locality, 
would assist in reducing the visual impact of the proposed building, and would contribute 
to a more diverse flora as part of the wider coastal ecosystem.  

 
135. Section 6(a) requires the Council to recognise and provide for the preservation of the natural 

character of the coastal environment, protecting it from inappropriate subdivision, use and 
development. In designing the proposed dwelling, consideration has been given to the 
location, size and height of the dwelling and to its cladding and roofing materials, so as to 
‘seat’ the dwelling within the property and the wider development. Should consent be 
granted, conditions are recommended that recognise the role of these design factors in 
reducing the visual impact of the dwelling and that would require planting, enhancing the 
natural character of the area.  

 
136. Section 6(e) provides for the relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with their 

ancestral lands. In considering this sub-section, the duty is not to provide for the protected 
matters but to evaluate the effects of the activity on the relationship Māori have with the 
relevant land. These effects are not limited to the physical effects, but may also transition 
historical, traditional and spiritual aspects of it. Given that Taranaki Iwi have been consulted 
with and have not opposed the proposed development, it is considered that these matters 
have been appropriately provided for.  

 
137. Section 6(h) relates to the management of significant risks from natural hazards. Based on 

the latest information available with regard to coastal erosion, it appears that the coastline 
in this locality is relatively stable, due to the geomorphology of the land and the presence 
of off-shore reefs. The floor level of the proposed dwelling would be elevated approximately 
3.0m above the high tide mark and the habitable portion of the dwelling would be 
relocatable. As such, it is considered that the building would not exacerbate coastal erosion 
nor be subject to significant risk from coastal erosion or inundation within the foreseeable 
future.  

 
138. Section 7 of the Act specifies the matters that the consent authority must have particular 

regard to in considering applications for consent. Sections 7(b), (c), (f) and (i) (efficient use 
and development, amenity values, quality of the environment, and the effects of climate 
change) have been specifically considered with regard to the proposed development. 

 
139. The proposal provides for the development of an allotment created for rural-residential 

purposes and is considered to be an efficient use of the land. Mitigation measures are 
proposed in recognition of rural and natural character as appropriate to this locality. The 
proposed landscaping would contribute to the ecological values of the area. Although it is 
recognised that the effects of climate change will likely alter the rates of erosion and sea levels, 
it is considered that the effects of climate change have appropriately been taken into account. 
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140. The proposed development would enable the property to be developed in accordance with 
the purpose for which it was created. Although the proposed dwelling would not meet the 
required setbacks relative to the boundaries, these non-compliances would be mitigated by 
the increased setbacks relative to other site boundaries and by the design of the dwelling. 
Effects on the values of the coastal environment have been considered and provided for in 
the design of the dwelling and proposed mitigation measures.  

 
New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (NZCPS) 
 
141. The purpose of the NZCPS is to state objectives and policies in order to achieve the purpose 

of the Act in relation to the coastal environment of New Zealand, recognising that the 
coastal environment has characteristics, qualities and uses that mean there are particular 
challenges in promoting sustainable management. 
 

142. The following objectives and policies are considered applicable to this application: 
 

 Objective 2 which relates to the preservation of the natural character of the coastal 
environment.  

 Objective 3 which recognises the role of Tāngata Whenua as kaitiaki and provides for 
their involvement in the management of the coastal environment. 

 Objective 5 which seeks to ensure that coastal hazard risks - taking account of climate 
change - are managed. 

 Objective 6 which seeks to enable people and communities to provide for their social, 
economic, and cultural wellbeing and their health and safety, through subdivision, use, 
and development of the coastal environment.  

 Policy 2 which provides for the involvement of Tāngata Whenua in decision making and 
recognition of iwi management plans. 

 Policy 6 which recognises the use of the coastal environment and seeks to protect its 
values. 

 Policy 11 which seeks to avoid significant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate 
other adverse effects on areas that have ecological importance within the coastal 
environment. 

 Policies 13 and 14 which relate to the preservation and protection of natural character.  
 Policy 15 which seeks to protect natural features and landscapes from inappropriate 

subdivision use and development.  
 Policy 25 which relates to avoiding risks associated with natural hazards and 

development. 
 
143. As discussed above, it is considered that the proposed development would enable the 

applicant to provide for their social and economic welfare, whilst recognising the risks 
associated with natural hazards such as erosion and inundation. In designing the 
development, the values of the coastal environment and the relationship of Tāngata 
whenua to it have been recognised and provided for.  

 
Other matters 
 
144. There are no National Environmental Standards or other regulations that are considered to 

be relevant to the proposed development. The site is not identified as a “selected land use” 
on the Taranaki Regional Council’s Local Maps. 
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145. District Plans are required to give effect to Regional Policy Statements and not be 
inconsistent with Regional Plans. The Proposed South Taranaki District Plan includes 
objectives and policies and methods to give effect to the Regional Policy Statement for 
Taranaki. 

 
146. As noted earlier, the application includes a Cultural Impact Assessment which assesses the 

proposal against the key objectives and policies within Taiao, Taiora – the Environmental 
Management Plan for the Taranaki Iwi rohe. This includes consideration of the Coastal 
Development Design Guidelines formulation by Taranaki Iwi in conjunction with the Council.  

 
 
Whakakapia / Conclusion 
 
147. Anita and Gautam Naik have applied for consent to construct a new dwelling on their 

property located off a right of way from the end of Porikapa Road, Warea (Lot 8 DP 390079). 
The dwelling would be located within the Coastal Protection Area (CPA) and within 100m of 
Mean High Water Springs; it would also be non-compliant with the setbacks required in the 
Rural Zone relative to the northern and southern boundaries of the site. The application is 
considered as a Non-complying Activity.  
 

148. The applicant has obtained written approval from the Department of Conservation and the 
affected adjoining landowner to the north. The application was notified to the Te Kāhui o 
Taranaki Trust and to the owners of the affected adjoining property to the south. No 
submission was received from the Trust but the landowners to the south submitted 
expressing concerns with regard to the proposed development. 

 
149. The requirements of the South Taranaki District Plan, the New Zealand Coastal Policy 

Statement and the Resource Management Act 1991, and the concerns raised by the 
submitters have been considered in the assessment of this application. Overall, it is 
considered that the development would not be inconsistent with the character and amenity 
values of the surrounding environment or inhibit the efficient and effective functioning of 
any adjoining rural activities. The applicant has provided assessments with regard to natural 
character, ecology, natural hazards and the potential for the disturbance of unidentified 
archaeological features and it is considered that any adverse effects of the proposed 
development could be appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 
150. Accordingly, it is recommended that the application be granted, subject to the conditions 

recommended earlier in this report. 
 
 

 
 
 

 
 
Helen Johnson 
Kaimahere Whakawhiti Whakaaro /  
Consultant Planner 

 
 
 
 
 

[Seen by] 
Liam Dagg 
Kaiarataki Taiao /  
Group Manager Environmental 
 Services 
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Appendix 1:  Proposed District Plan Requirements – Land Use 
 
SECTION 3: RURAL ZONE RULES 
 
3.1  CATEGORIES OF ACTIVITIES 
 
3.1.1  Permitted Activities  

(c)  Residential Activities 
 
The proposal is to erect a residential dwelling unit on the property.  
 
 
3.2  PERFORMANCE STANDARDS  
 
3.2.1 Number of Dwelling Units 
 
1. The maximum number of dwelling units per site shall be: 

(i)  one dwelling unit per site under 20ha.  
 
The site has an area of 2,027m2 and it is proposed to erect one dwelling unit on the property.  
 
3.2.2  Bulk and Location  
 
1.  Buildings shall comply with the height and location requirements in Table 1: 

Table 1: Height and Location Requirements 
 

Type of 
activity  

Minimum 
setback: 
State 
Highway 

Minimum 
setback: 
Road 
boundary 

Minimum 
setback: 
Other site 
boundaries 

Maximum 
height 

Additional 
setbacks/requirements  

Dwelling 
unit, home 
occupation 
and other 
sensitive 
activities 

20 m 10 m  10 m  10 m  
 

Minimum setbacks:  
300m from intensive farming 
buildings on any other site under 
separate ownership.  
150m from piggery effluent or 
human effluent storage and 
treatment facilities. 
150m from any dairy/milking 
shed, solid and liquid animal 
storage and treatment facilities 
or soil or aggregate extraction 
(e.g. quarries) on any other site 
not in the same ownership.  
40m from the edge of existing 
plantation forestry on any other 
site under separate ownership.  
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10m from rail corridor boundary. 
50m from a Significant 
Waterbody in Schedule 5 
identified with natural hazard 
values, and 30m from all other 
Significant Waterbodies in 
Schedule 5 
100m from the Pātea River. 

 
2. Building Recession Plane: Buildings shall be contained within a building recession plane from 

points 3m above the site boundaries, as shown in Section 4: Residential Zone Appendix 1.  

Except that:  

(i)  The recession plane shall not apply to road boundaries.  
 
The new dwelling unit would be located 10.925m from the eastern (right of way) boundary, 30m 
from Coast Road (western boundary), 1.738m from the northern boundary and 7.0m from the 
southern boundary (at its closest point). Accordingly, consent is required for non-compliance with 
the setback requirements relative to the northern and southern boundaries of the site. 
 
Based on aerial photography, the property is located in excess of 500m from any effluent storage 
facilities or milking sheds, and from the Waiweranui Stream to the south. 
 
The maximum heights allowed by the recession plane would be: 
 

 Northern boundary – 1.738m setback = 5.48m 
 Southern boundary – 7.0m setback = 7.9m 

 
The dwelling would have a maximum height of 5.1m and would therefore comply with these 
requirements.  
 
 
SECTION 17: NATURAL ENVIRONMENT RULES 
 
17.1  CATEGORIES OF ACTIVITIES 
 
17.1.3 Restricted Discretionary Activities 

(a) Within the Coastal Protection Area, the following activities  

(ii) New buildings or structures up to 50m2 in gross floor area and with a height of no 
more than 5m. 

 
17.1.4 Discretionary Activities 

(a) Within the Coastal Protection Area, the following activities are discretionary activities:  

(iv)  Except as provided for in Rule 17.1.3(a), new buildings, structures or network utilities 
with a height of no more than 7m.  
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(v)  Any relocatable dwelling unit located within 100m of the Mean High Water Springs. 

Note:  Relocatable means not intended for permanent location and readily capable of 
removal for relocation within the site or to another site (ie: not on concrete 
foundations). This rule includes residentially zoned sites within the Coastal Protection 
Area. 

 
17.1.5  Non Complying Activities 

(a) Within the Coastal Protection Area, the following activities:  

(vi)  Any new dwelling unit which is located within 100m of Mean High Water Springs, 
which is not relocatable.  

 
The proposed dwelling would be located within the Coastal Protection Area, have an area of 307m2 
and a maximum height of 5.1m above ground level. Therefore, it would be considered as a 
Discretionary Activity (rule 17.1.4(a)(iv)). 
  
The proposed dwelling would also be located within 100m of mean high water springs. Although 
most of the dwelling has been designed to be relocatable, the garage and storage area would be 
erected on a concrete floor and therefore would not be relocatable. Accordingly, this aspect of the 
application triggers consideration as a Non-complying Activity under rule 17.1.5(a)(vi). 
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Reference: 190994 

14 August 2020 

Jessica Sorensen 
Planning Manager  
South Taranaki District Council 
Private Bag 902 
Hawera 4640 

Dear Jessica, 

RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION TO ERECT A DWELLING WITHIN THE COASTAL 
PROTECTION AREA ON LOT 8 DP 390079, PORIKAPA ROAD, WAREA. 

The purpose of this application is to seek land use consent on behalf of the applicant’s Anita 
and Gautam Naik to erect a dwelling on Lot 8 DP 390079, Porikapa Road, Warea. A copy of 
the application form and proposed plans are attached as Appendix A and Appendix B.  

Written approval has been obtained from the owners of the adjoining site Lot 6 DP 390079 
(355 Porikapa Road) to the north. A copy of the application will be forwarded at the time of 
lodgement to the Department of Conservation (DoC), Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga hapū 
for consultation purposes. No other persons are considered to be adversely affected by the 
proposal.  

The applicant requests that South Taranaki District Council (STDC) complete their notification 
decision and notify the application to those parties deemed to be adversely affected.  

Site Description 

The application site (the site) is comprised of a single lifestyle Lot being 2,027m² in area 
(Figure 1). The Lots were subdivided as part of a 14 Lot subdivision consent that was granted 
by STDC in 2007 (ref: RMS070045).  

Table 1: Site Details 

Land Location: Porikapa Road, Warea 

Legal Description: Lot 8 DP 390079 

Record of Title: 361522 

Site Area: 2,027m2  

Consent Sought:  Land use 

Zone: Rural 

STDP Map: Rural Map 01 

Special Notations: Coastal Protection Area 

The site is undeveloped and covered in introduced pasture grasses established as part of 
historical farming activity. The site has power and phone connections but is otherwise 
unserviced. The site is typical of coastal Taranaki rural land in the area, being low lying and 
including lahar landforms as a prominent topographical feature.  

Appendix 2 2
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The site is accessed via Porikapa Road which terminates well short of the site. Access is then 
by a metalled private right of way which provides access to a number of adjoining lifestyle 
Lots. The Coast Road (an unformed paper road) lies between the seaward boundary of the 
site and the coastal edge.   

To date three of the lifestyle lots created by the 2007 subdivision has been built on being Lot 
4 DP 390079 (379 Porikapa Road), Lot 6 DP 390079 (355 Porikapa Road) and Lot 20 DP 
390079 (335 Porikapa Road). Dwellings are currently under construction on Lot 2 DP 390079 
(RML17069) and Lot 10 DP 390079 (RML19057). There are six other dwellings along the 
coast at Porikapa Road. They are all of small scale with the boundaries of the properties 
enclosed by mature planting. The existing environment (to include consented dwellings) in the 
vicinity of the subject site is transitioning from the long held pastoral farming use and related 
open landscape to a small residential settlement as anticipated under the 2007 subdivision.  

 
Figure 1: Aerial photo showing the location of the application site in blue and surrounding area (TRC, 2017) 

 

Record of Title 

A copy of the Record of Title (RT) is attached as Appendix C. Listed interests include the 
following:   

 Consent Notice 7640437.1 - requires an engineer designed effluent system located no 
closer than 1.5m from Coast Road;  

 Easement Instrument 7640437.3 - easements for right of way, telecommunications and 
electricity purposes;  

 Land Covenant in Easement Instrument 7640437.4 - STDC imposed covenant 
restricting development to a single storey dwelling height on the Lot and prohibits future 
subdivision (except for minor boundary adjustments); and   
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 Land Covenant in Easement Instrument 10621909.1 - private restrictive building 
covenant relating to the standard of buildings erected on site. 

The development has been designed to comply with the above requirements. Further detail is 
provided in the proposal description below.  

STDP Overlays and Special Features  

The site is within the Coastal Protection Area (CPA) overlay (Figure 2). No other special 
notations or overlays apply to the site. No recorded Waahi Tapu or Archaeological Sites are 
located on the site or in close proximity as identified on the New Zealand Archaeological 
Authority website (‘Archsite’) or within the STDP Schedule 1B list of Historic Sites and Sites 
of Significance to Tangata Whenua. An Urupa is located across a stream approximately 300m 
to the north of the site.  

An archaeological assessment (site visit and desktop analysis) was undertaken by Ivan Bruce, 
Consultant Archaeologist in support of the consented development of two residential dwellings 
on Lots 2 and 4 DP 390079 to the north of the subject site (RML17069). Mr Bruce concluded 
there was no archaeological evidence in the surrounding area. The letter detailing Mr Bruce’s 
findings is attached as Appendix E to this report as the findings of Mr Bruce’s earlier 
assessment are considered to be relevant to the proposed development. 

 
Figure 2: STDP District Plan Rural Map 01 (Coastal Protection Area is denoted by the thick blue line) 

 

Proposal 

The applicants seek resource consent to erect one relocatable residential dwelling with 
attached double garage on the subject site. The dwelling will have piled foundations to enable 
the dwelling to be relocated in the future if coastal erosion and/or inundation was to become 
an issue. The garage will be built on a concrete slab.    

Application Site 
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Dwelling design  

The proposed three-bedroom dwelling is single storey in height, featuring an outdoor deck 
area along the western elevation and a deck/courtyard area along the eastern elevation. 
Approximate floor areas are as follows:  

 Dwelling - 172m² 

 Garage - 60m2 

 Western deck (excluding stairs) - 50m² 

 Eastern deck (excluding stairs) - 25m².  

The finished floor level of the main dwelling will be elevated on piles between approximately 
0.6m to 1.0m above existing ground level dependent on detailed design. The decks will be 
elevated to match the finished floor level. The garage will be built on concrete slab with internal 
access.  

The dwelling and attached garage are designed to appear as a single cohesive building block. 
Roof design features a low angle roof design that slopes toward the coast and the south. The 
rear of the building (when viewed from the right of way) appears as having a flat roof design 
whereas when viewed from the coast the sloping roof form is visible, providing variation in roof 
form and appearance. The dwelling will feature timber cladding and metal roofing with 
aluminium windows and doors.  

The dwelling will be set back approximately 1.783m from the northern (side) boundary, 7.0m 
from the southern (side) boundary, 30m from the Coast Road (road) boundary and 12m from 
the eastern right of way (side) boundary. 

Landscaping 

Once the dwelling is constructed the applicants propose to undertake landscape plantings with 
indigenous specimens, with landscaping designed to promote natural character and assist in 
screening and softening the building. Landscaping is offered as a condition of consent detailed 
below.    

Conditions of consent 

In respect of dwelling design and landscaping matters, the applicant offers the following as 
conditions of consent, noting these conditions to be the same as those for the consented 
dwelling on Lot 10 to the south as imposed under RML19057:  

 That the buildings are finished in recessive colours. 

 That a landscaping and planting plan, designed to promote natural character and screen 
the building, is submitted to the Council and approved by the Group Manager 
Environmental Services prior to any building work taking place at the site. The 
landscaping plan shall include:  

(a) Plant species 

(b) Location and spacing for plants 

(c) Maintenance programme 

(d) Timeframe for planting.  

 That landscape planting (in accordance with the approved landscaping and planting 
plan) is established and maintained within the first growing season following the 
completion of the building. 
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 That this landscaping is maintained in good condition at the consent holder’s cost for the 
duration of the activity. Any dead or damaged plants shall be replaced immediately with 
the same or similar species.  

In addition to the above, the applicant offers the following discovery protocol condition in the 
event of discovery of artefacts during earthworks or construction:   

 That subject to any legal requirements of the Police, Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 
Taonga Act 2014 and any other governing legislation, should suspected archaeological 
site(s), artefacts and/or human remains/koiwi be discovered during earthworks or 
construction, work in the affected area shall stop immediately. The site supervisor shall 
seek advice from the South Taranaki District Council, Tāngata Whenua (Te Kāhui o 
Taranaki Trust and Ngā Māhanga), Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga and/or the 
Police (as appropriate) to determine what further actions are appropriate to safeguard 
the site or its contents before work recommences.  

With the adoption of the above conditions of consent it is considered that any adverse effects 
of the proposal will be suitably mitigated to an acceptable level. A detailed assessment of 
effects is provided further below.   

Geotechnical and servicing matters 

An engineers report addressing building platform and stormwater/wastewater disposal matters 
has been prepared by BTW Company Limited (BTW) and is submitted in support of the 
application attached as Appendix G. The report addresses engineering matters in relation to 
both the subject site and the adjoining site to the north (Lot 6 DP 390079) as the report was 
prepared as a pre-purchase report to inform the prospective owners of both Lots.   

The report confirms the subject site has a suitable building platform for piled foundations. 
Further detailed design for the piled foundations will be provided at the time of building 
consent.  

The report addresses consent notice requirements for an engineer designed effluent system. 
In accordance with the report recommendations, the dwelling will have a secondary 
wastewater treatment system contained within the site boundaries. This will provide for a high 
level of treatment before the discharge of effluent to land contained within.  

Water supply will be provided by rainwater tank with excess stormwater disposed of via an 
outfall from the rainwater tank. The rainwater tank will be underground. An indicative location 
is shown on the site plan to be confirmed at the time of development.  

Stormwater will discharge at a controlled rate at an outlet point within the site to soak to 
ground. The outlet point will be set in excess of 50m from the line of Mean High Water Spring 
(MHWS). A minimum separation distance of 8m will be provided between the stormwater 
outlet point and any part of the wastewater field. 

The applicants adopt the recommendations of the engineers report.  

District Plan Consent Requirements 

The proposal requires resource consent under the following Proposed South Taranaki 
District Plan (Appeals Version – February 2017) (STDP) rules: 

 3.1.3(a): Unless listed elsewhere in the District Plan, any permitted activity listed in 
Section 3.1.1 which does not meet one or more of the performance standards in Section 
3.2.   
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Comment: The dwelling will not meet performance standard 3.2.2 requiring a 10m 
setback for a dwelling unit from the northern and southern side boundaries (1.783m and 
7.0m respectively).  

Restricted Discretionary Activity.  

 17.1.4(a)(v): Within the Coastal Protection Area, any relocatable dwelling unit located 
within 100m of the Mean High Water Springs.   

Comment: The dwelling will be located within 100m of MHWS. There are no physical 
locations on the site for a building platform that would be a distance of 100m from 
MHWS.  

Discretionary Activity.  

Based on the principle of consent bundling, the application shall overall be assessed as a 
Discretionary Activity.   

Please refer to the analysis of STDP performance standards attached in Appendix D which 
identifies compliance with other relevant performance standards. 

Assessment of Environmental Effects  

Schedule 4 of the RMA requires that an application for resource consent must “include an 
assessment of effects on the environment that includes such detail as corresponds with the 
scale and significant of effects that the activity may have on the environment” (RMA Schedule 
4, 2(3) (c)). 

Rural Character and Amenity  

The subject site is part of a 14 Lot lifestyle subdivision that was approved by STDC in 2007. It 
was therefore anticipated in granting subdivision approval that the sites would be developed 
for residential purposes. As noted above, three of the Lots created by the 2017 subdivision 
have been built on (Lot 4, Lot 6 and Lot 20) and two dwellings are currently under construction 
(Lot 2 and Lot 10). There are six other dwellings along the coast at Porikapa Road. They are 
all of small scale with the boundaries of the properties enclosed by mature planting.  

The applicants are proposing a modest single storey dwelling with attached double garage 
that will be of a similar scale and character to existing residential development along the coast 
at Porikapa Road. The dwelling will be finished in recessive colours and will be well set back 
from the coastal edge – approximately 50m – so as not to appear overly dominant when 
viewed from sites in the surrounding area or the coast. Landscaping incorporating indigenous 
species suited to the local conditions will over time assist in softening the appearance of the 
building.   

In the context of general amenity matters, the proposed dwelling does not comply with the 
10m side boundary setback standard along the northern and southern boundaries. These 
setback non-compliances create the potential to adversely impact on the amenity of the 
immediately adjoining sites. As noted, written approval has been obtained from the owner of 
the adjoining site to the north being Lot 6 DP 390079 (attached as Appendix I). Any adverse 
effects on these persons must be disregarded.  

With regard to Lot 10 DP 390079, the proposed dwelling will be set back a minimum distance 
of between 7m to 8m from the southern boundary (compared to the 10m standard for the Rural 
Zone). In the context of the subject site and surrounding area, it is noted that sites within the 
subdivision have an approximate 31m width dimension, providing for a rectangular permitted 
building platform of only 11m in width centrally within each lot. Essentially it is considered the 
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Lots do not provide for a practical permitted building platform, particularly in the context of the 
coastal setting where it could be reasonably anticipated that dwellings orientate toward the 
coast. As it stands, the proposed minimum setback is considered to provide an appropriate 
separation distance between dwellings on the subject site and Lot 10. The consented dwelling 
on Lot 10 is set back 6m from the boundary (Figure 3) and the proposed dwelling on the 
subject site set back between 7m to 8m from the boundary providing for a minimum 13m set 
back between the dwellings.  

 

Figure 3: Consented site plan for dwelling on Lot 10 demonstrating a 6m set back from the northern boundary.  

 

It is noted that glazing along the northern elevation of the dwelling on Lot 10 is limited to an 
approximate area of 0.5m² with a minimum sill height of 1.6m (as consented and constructed 
- see Figures 4 and 5 below). In this respect, the window provides primarily for natural light 
purposes as opposed to outlook. The setback as proposed will not compromise natural light  
or unduly compromise outlook relative to internal spaces within the dwelling on Lot 10.   

 

Figure 4: Consented site plan for dwelling on Lot 10 demonstrating a 6m set back from the northern boundary.  
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 Figure 5: Existing dwelling on Lot 10 adjoining the subject site. Boundary line is indicative only (source: Applicant).  

 

Overall, in the context of the subdivision development, it is considered the proposed set back 
provides an appropriate degree of separation and open space between the two buildings and 
sites that could be reasonably anticipated given the constrained nature of the sites relative to 
the overlying Rural Zone rules. Any adverse effects from the proposed set back non-
compliances are considered to be less than minor.  

Any potential adverse effects on rural character and amenity are considered to be suitably 
avoided, remedied or mitigated. No persons beyond whom have provided their written 
approval are considered to be adversely affected.  

Natural Character 

Section 20.5.21 Coastal Environment in the STDP sets out the following assessment matters 
to be used in assessing land use applications for activities in or affecting the Coastal Protection 
Area: 

(a) Compatibility with the existing level of modification of the natural character of the 
coastal environment. 

Assessment: The proposal is considered to be compatible with the surrounding coastal 
environment noting that the approved subdivision forms part of the existing environment. The 
establishment of one modest dwelling is consistent with the nature of development anticipated 
under the approved subdivision. The dwelling is of a similar scale to the consented dwellings 
on Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10 which form part of the existing environment (noting Lots 2 and 10 to be 
under construction and Lots 4 and 6 constructed). The proposed dwelling has been designed 
to be sympathetic to the surrounding coastal environment.  

(b) Whether the scale, location and design of subdivision, use and development in the 
coastal environment preserves natural character values and sustains open space, public 
access and amenity values of the coastal environment. 

Northern elevation facing 

the southern boundary of 

the subject site  

Lot 10  

Subject site 
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Assessment: Careful consideration has been given to the design of the proposed dwelling 
relative to the site, adjoining Lots and surrounding coastal environment. The proposed 
dwelling is set back a similar distance to the coast as the consented dwellings on Lots 2, 4, 6 
and 10 being located approximately 30m from the Coast Road boundary. The bulk of the 
dwelling is considered to be appropriate, comfortably complying with the permitted 10m height 
limit in the Rural Zone and being of relatively modest size in terms of overall floor area.  

To assist in reducing built form impact the applicants propose that the dwelling is finished in 
recessive colours as per the offered conditions of consent. The use of recessive colours will 
avoid the potential for the buildings to appear overly dominant in the context of the surrounding 
area. The location, scale and design of the dwelling will in turn maintain open space values 
and the proposal will in no way impact on public access to the coast. Noting the existing 
pasture and harsh climatic conditions, planting of indigenous specimens will over time further 
enhance general amenity values in the coastal environment.   

(c) The degree to which the activity will disrupt biological and physical processes. 

Assessment: The site has been used as part of an active farm for pastoral grazing purposes 
for many years. Existing vegetation is limited to pasture. The ecological value of the application 
site in the context of the surrounding coastal environment is considered to be low. As above, 
the applicants propose undertaking landscaping using appropriately sourced indigenous 
coastal species once the dwelling is in place and more shelter is available against the harsh 
environmental conditions.  

The applicants also acknowledge advisory notes from DoC in their approval of resource 
consent RML17069 for Lots 2 and 4 and RML18026 for Lot 8 discouraging the introduction of 
domestic cats within the CPA and the planting of exotic, non-localised coastal plants. The 
applicant also agrees to the DoC request that any dogs shall be prevented from roaming in 
the CPA area unattended and kept under control and on leads at all times within the coastal 
marine area.  

It is considered the proposal will ultimately provide for an enhancement of ecological diversity 
on the application site when compared to the existing pasture environment.  

(d) The presence of significant indigenous vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous 
fauna. 

Assessment: As above, the site reflects its historical use for pastoral grazing purposes. 
Consultation undertaken with DoC under RML17069 and RML18026 did not identify any 
concerns regarding the presence of significant indigenous species. Noting the continued 
existence of pasture only it is concluded the site does not contain any significant indigenous 
vegetation or habitats of indigenous fauna.  A copy of the application will be forwarded to DoC 
at the time of lodgement. Written approval will be requested however the applicant requests 
that Council make their notification decision on the assumption that written approval is not 
provided.   

(e) Whether the proposed activity affects cultural landscapes and/or sites of significance 
to tangata whenua. 

(f) The extent to which the activity recognises and provides for the relationship of tangata 
whenua and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wāhi tapu 
and other taonga. 

Assessment: A cultural assessment has been prepared in support of the application and is 
attached as Appendix F to this report. The report is intended to inform the applicants and the 
Council of the historical and cultural significance of the area to Tangata Whenua. 
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As noted in the site description, a review of the STDP maps and the New Zealand 
Archaeological Association (NZAA) website has been undertaken. There are no recorded 
archaeological sites or sites of significance to Tangata Whenua on the application site. The 
archaeological assessment undertaken in support of RML17069 (attached as Appendix E) 
concluded there is no archaeological evidence in the general surrounding area. The site has 
historically been grazed for many years. The closest site of cultural significance that is known 
to the applicant is an Urupa located approximately 300m across a stream to the north. 

The applicants acknowledge the significance of this coastal environment for Tangata Whenua 
and have initiated consultation with Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga (to include a copy of the 
cultural assessment attached as Appendix F to this report). It is considered the proposal has 
been prepared consistent with matters (e) and (f) above noting the cultural assessment 
includes assessment against Taiao, Taiora and the Coastal Development Design Guidelines.  

(g) Provision of public amenity and access to land acquired by the Council for reserve 
purposes. 

Assessment: The proposal is for the development of a site created through an approved 
subdivision. Any public amenity and access acquirements for reserve purposes were 
addressed through the subdivision approval process.  

(h) The degree to which indigenous biodiversity offsetting can be used to offset potential 
or actual unavoidable adverse effects. 

Assessment: Any adverse effects of the proposed development are deemed to be no more 
than minor in relation to indigenous biodiversity. It is considered there are no potential or actual 
adverse effects from the proposal that warrant indigenous biodiversity offsetting as a 
requirement of any consent approval.  

(i) The functional requirements for some activities to be located in the coastal 
environment, such as network utilities, gas and liquid petroleum pipelines, and 
community infrastructure (e.g. surf clubs, boat sheds, and services for existing coastal 
settlements). 

Assessment: N/A - the proposed development does not have a functional requirement to be 
located in the coastal environment.  

(j) The presence of identified areas of outstanding natural character or outstanding 
natural landscapes/features. 

Assessment: N/A - there are no identified areas of outstanding natural character or 
outstanding natural landscapes/features within the vicinity of the application site.  

 (k) Whether the activity maintains or enhances public access and recreational 
opportunities (e.g. through the provision of esplanade reserves or strips adjacent to the 
coastal marine area). 

Assessment: Access to the site is via private right of way. The Coast Road is located between 
the application site and the coast. The proposal will maintain existing public access to the 
coast and recreational opportunities.  

(l) The extent of any consultation with the appropriate iwi having regard to Kaitiakitanga, 
and taking into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, including: 
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(i) Whether the applicant has had regard to the matters raised by the relevant iwi 
during consultation. 

(ii) Whether the applicant has addressed any adverse effects raised by the relevant 
iwi through consultation. 

(iii) Whether the relevant iwi has had the opportunity to visit the proposed 
development site prior to lodgement of the resource consent application. 

Assessment: The applicant initiated consultation with Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga hapū 
in December 2019, submitting a Taranaki Iwi consultation form with proposed plans and 
cultural assessment (see email communications attached as Appendix H). A copy of this 
application will be sent to Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga hapū at the time of lodgement.   

Summary: Overall, the proposed development is deemed to be consistent with the above 
assessment matters. It is considered that any adverse natural character effects associated 
with the development of one residential dwelling in the Coastal Protection Area will be suitably 
avoided, remedied or mitigated and that any resultant adverse effects will be no more than 
minor.  

Natural Hazards 

The site is located within a coastal environment and may be exposed to potential future risk 
from coastal inundation. The general suitability of the site location for residential development 
was assessed in 2007 as part of the approved subdivision. The application for the subdivision 
stated:  

A comparison of the current position of the mean high water mark to that when it was 
last surveyed, (around the 1890’s), shows that there has been little movement of the 
coastline.  This is mainly due to a hard sandstone layer on the land, which is stable and 
forms a seawall against the sea.  This sandstone layer should serve to contain the sea 
as the sea level rises, allowing the rocks and sand to build up at its base.  The risk of 
increased rates of erosion due to sea level rise is therefore minor. 

In considering the potential for natural hazard risk relative to the proposed development, the 
dwelling will be located away from the coast where existing ground levels are around 6.0m 
above RL. The high tide mark was surveyed by BTW in 2018 to be at 3.77m RL. The finished 
floor level for the proposed dwelling will be 1.0m maximum above ground level, being in the 
order of 3.0m above the high tide mark. The dwelling is designed to be relocatable and 
incorporates a raised pile design to avoid and mitigate the potential for adverse effects in the 
future that may result from coastal erosion and/or inundation.  

Although attached to the dwelling, the garage is able to be separated from the main dwelling 
as a relatively straight-forward process. As a minor non-habitable feature, the garage does 
not present as a natural hazard risk to site occupants or other persons in the surrounding area.     

Any potential adverse effects from natural hazard risk are considered to be appropriately 
mitigated.  

Servicing Matters  

As noted in the proposal description, an engineers report has been prepared by BTW as 
attached to the appendices of this report. The report provides recommendations for foundation 
design, on-site stormwater and wastewater disposal. The report recommendations address 
consent notice requirements in relation to wastewater disposal.    
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Any potential adverse effects from servicing matters are considered to be suitably avoided, 
remedied or mitigated. 

Objectives and Policies of the Proposed South Taranaki District Plan 

The relevant objectives and policies of the STDP for this application are as follows: 

Table 2:   STDP Objectives and Policies  

Objectives Policies Assessment 

Section 2.1 Rural Zone 

2.1.3 To ensure subdivision, land 

use and development in the rural 

environment is of a nature, scale, 

intensity and location that 

maintains and enhances rural 

character and amenity values. 

 

2.1.4 To enable the efficient and 

effective functioning of farming and 

rural based activities, and ensure 

that activities are not inhibited by 

adverse effects of new 

incompatible land uses. 

2.1.8 Manage the adverse effects of noise, 

vibration, odour, dust, traffic, glare and other 

nuisances from land use activities and 

development through relevant performance 

standards and appropriate spatial buffers and 

setback requirements for specific activities. 

 

2.1.9 Ensure that new land use activities are 

of a nature, scale, intensity and location 

consistent with maintaining the character and 

amenity of the rural environment, and avoids 

or mitigates potential reverse sensitivity 

effects.  

 

2.1.13 Reduce obtrusive built elements in the 

rural environment by integrating building 

location and design with the surrounding 

landform and landscape qualities, while 

recognising that the location of farm buildings 

and some industry-type buildings location is 

influenced by their function. 

 

2.1.14 Avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse 

effects on rural privacy and rural character in 

the Rural Zone by maintaining road and site 

boundary setbacks for all buildings, while 

recognising that the degree of privacy and 

rural spaciousness is different in areas 

comprising existing smaller rural-residential 

lots. 

The proposed development is considered to 

be consistent with the intent of the approved 

subdivision - providing for a single residential 

dwelling that meets specific consent notice 

and covenant requirements. 

  

The proposal will not inhibit the continuation of 

productive farming activity in the surrounding 

area. The dwelling is well separated from the 

nearest dairy shed. The suitability of the 

general location for residential activity was 

previously assessed under the approved 

subdivision.  

 

The dwelling has been designed to be 

sympathetic to the surrounding environment. 

The dwelling maximises coastal aspect whilst 

maintaining privacy. While the dwelling does 

not comply with the current side boundary 

setback requirements under the STDP the 

adjoining property owners to the north have 

provided their written approval and the set 

back from the southern boundary is 

considered acceptable in the context of this 

coastal subdivision development.   

 

The proposal is considered to be consistent 

with the relevant objectives and policies for 

the Rural Zone.  

 

 

Section 2.13 Tāngata Whenua 

2.13.6 To recognise and provide for 

the relationship of Tāngata 

Whenua and their culture and 

traditions (including mauri) with 

land, water, sites and areas of 

cultural and spiritual significance, 

wāhi tapu and other taonga. 

 

2.13.7 To protect sites and areas of 

cultural and spiritual significance to 

Tāngata Whenua from the adverse 

effects of inappropriate subdivision, 

2.13.12 To actively engage with Tāngata 

Whenua when addressing matters of concern 

to Iwi and hapū, including recognition of the 

relationship of Tāngata Whenua and their 

culture and traditions with land, water, sites 

and areas of cultural and spiritual significance, 

wāhi tapu and other taonga. 

 

2.13.13 To encourage, where appropriate, as 

part of the determination of resource consent 

applications, consultation with Tāngata 

The applicants acknowledge the relationship 

of Tangata Whenua within the coastal 

environment and recognise their role as 

kaitiaki. The applicants have engaged with 

Tangata Whenua to consult on the proposal. 

A cultural assessment is submitted in support 

of the application identifying likely cultural 

values and detailing how potential cultural 

effects have been avoided, remedied and/or 

mitigated.   
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Objectives Policies Assessment 

use, and development of 

resources. 

 

2.13.9 To provide Tāngata Whenua 

with opportunities to participate in 

resource management processes 

and decision-making. 

 

2.13.10 To have particular regard 

to the concept of Kaitiakitanga as 

defined by Tāngata Whenua of the 

District in respect of the 

management of natural and 

physical resources. 

Whenua be undertaken and reported to the 

decision making authority. 

 

2.13.14 Identify sites and areas of cultural and 

spiritual significance to Tāngata Whenua for 

protection from inappropriate subdivision, use 

and development based on criteria developed 

with Tāngata Whenua. 

 

2.13.15 Avoid effects in the first instance, and 

if they cannot be avoided, then remedy or 

mitigate any adverse effects of activities that 

could destroy, degrade or damage the cultural 

values associated with a site or area of 

cultural or spiritual significance when 

assessing proposals for subdivision, use and 

development. 

The proposal and engagement process 

undertaken by the applicants is considered to 

be consistent with the relevant Tangata 

Whenua objectives and policies.    

Section 2.15 Coastal Environment 

2.15.3 To preserve the natural 

character and protect natural 

features and landscapes, historic 

heritage and cultural and spiritual 

values to Tāngata whenua in the 

coastal environment from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and 

development.  

 

2.15.5 To maintain and enhance 

public open space, landscape and 

amenity values, and recreation 

opportunities of the coastal 

environment. 

 

2.15.6 To maintain and enhance 

public access to and along the 

coast with a focus on providing a 

continuous coastal 

walkway/cycleway. 

2.15.8 Preserve the natural character of the 

coastal environment and protect it from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and 

development by: 

 

(a) Avoiding adverse effects of activities on 

natural character in areas of the coastal 

environment identified as having outstanding 

natural character; and 

 

(b) Avoiding significant adverse effects and 

avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse 

effects of activities on natural character in all 

other areas of the coastal environment. 

 

2.15.9 Manage the scale, location and design 

of subdivision, use and development in the 

coastal environment and determine its 

appropriateness based on the following: 

 

(a) The extent of existing and likely potential 

modification of natural character as a result of 

the proposed activity. 

 

(b) The presence of significant indigenous 

vegetation or significant habitats of indigenous 

fauna. 

 

(c) The presence of identified areas of 

outstanding natural character or outstanding 

natural landscapes/ features. 

 

For reasons discussed in the preceding 

assessment of natural character effects, the 

proposed development is considered to be 

appropriate in the context of the surrounding 

coastal environment. The proposed dwelling 

has been designed to be sympathetic to the 

site and surrounds, with the scale and location 

of the proposed dwelling considered to be 

appropriate, noting the development to be 

similar to the consented dwellings on Lots 2, 

4, 6 and 10. Any modification to the coastal 

environment will be limited.  

 

The site does not feature any identified Waahi 

Tapu or archaeological sites. The applicant 

offers a discovery protocol as a condition of 

consent in the event of archaeological 

material being uncovered during 

earthwork/construction activity. In this respect 

the proposal is considered to be consistent 

with Policy 2.15.9(d).  

 

Consistent with Policy 2.15.11, future planting 

provides opportunity for an increase in 

biodiversity when compared to the existing 

pastoral environment.  

 

The proposal will maintain public open space, 

landscape and amenity values. Indigenous 

planting will over time add positively to 

landscape and amenity values. The proposal 

will not impede public recreation or access to 

the coast.  
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Objectives Policies Assessment 

(d) The presence of historic heritage or 

cultural values including those of significance 

to Tāngata whenua. 

 

(e) Sensitivity of the area to adverse visual 

impacts of development. 

 

(f) Whether the activity maintains or enhances 

public access and recreational opportunities. 

 

(g) Whether the activity has a functional need 

to be located in the coastal environment. 

 

(h) Avoidance, remediation or mitigation of 

actual or potential adverse effects on open 

space, visual amenity and landscape values, 

recreation opportunities, or other qualities and 

values of the coastal environment. 

 

2.15.11 Encourage the restoration and 

rehabilitation of the natural character of the 

coastal environment where this is appropriate. 

 

2.15.19 Manage the disposal of waste in the 

coastal environment to avoid, remedy or 

mitigate adverse effects on the historical and 

cultural values of the coastal environment.  

Overall the proposal is considered to be 

consistent with the relevant objectives and 

policies for the coastal environment.  

Section 2.19 Natural Hazards 

2.19.2 The risks and adverse 

effects from natural hazards on 

people, property and the 

environment are avoided or 

mitigated. 

 

2.19.3 Subdivision, use and 

development do not create, 

worsen, displace or increase the 

severity of natural hazards. 

2.19.12 Manage subdivision, development of 

buildings, and structures within the Coastal 

Protection Area on land which may be 

susceptible to coastal erosion or the effect of 

sea level rise unless the activity can 

demonstrate: 

 

(a) There will be significant community benefit. 

 

(b) There is a functional requirement for the 

proposed location. 

 

(c) It is relocatable; or 

 

(d) That it will not increase the susceptibility of 

other nearby properties to natural hazards. 

The proposed dwelling is relocatable and 

designed to mitigate the potential risk from 

coastal erosion and/or inundation (e.g. raised 

pile foundations and well set back from the 

coastal edge). The garage is a minor non-

habitable structure and is not deemed to be at 

significant risk from coastal hazards.  

 

The proposed dwelling will not increase the 

susceptibility of other nearby properties, 

noting that the piled foundation design for the 

dwelling would not unreasonably displace 

water from an inundation event onto other 

nearby properties.  

 

The proposal is considered to be consistent 

with the relevant natural hazard objectives 

and policies.  

 

Overall, for reasons above, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the relevant 
objectives and policies of the STDP. 
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Part 2 of the RMA 

The recent decision in the Court of Appeal in R J Davidson Family Trust v Marlborough District 
Council [2018] NZCA 316 has further influenced the way in which Part 2 should be assessed. 

In circumstances where it is clear that a plan is “prepared having regard to Part 2 and with a 
coherent set of policies designed to achieve clear environmental outcomes” the Court 
envisaged that “the result of a genuine process that has regard to those policies in accordance 
with s 104(1) should be to implement those policies.” Reference to Part 2 would not add 
anything, and “could not justify an outcome contrary to the thrust of the policies”1. 

In respect of the STDP and other relevant planning documents, it is considered that they have 
been prepared with a coherent set of policies designed to achieve clear environmental 
outcomes and that an assessment of this application against Part 2 would not necessarily add 
anything to the evaluative exercise required. However, in case the STDC disagree with this 
assessment, the application has been assessed against Part 2.  

The overriding purpose in Section 5 of the Act is to promote the sustainable management of 
natural and physical resources. In informing the decision of whether or not a proposal 
promotes sustainable management, Part 2 of the RMA is paramount and directs reference to 
the following relevant matters:  

 Matters of National Importance (Section 6) 

(a) the preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment (including the 
coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and their margins, and the 
protection of them from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development; 

(d) the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the coastal 
marine area, lakes, and rivers; 

(e) the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, 
water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga;  

(f) the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and 

development.  

(h) the management of significant risks from natural hazards. 

The proposal is considered to be consistent with the above matters as the dwelling has been 
designed to be sympathetic to the coastal environment in order to preserve natural character. 
The proposal will not impede public access to the coast. The applicant acknowledges the 
relationship of Māori with the coastal environment and has initiated consultation. The inclusion 
of a discovery protocol condition will provide for the protection of historic heritage in the event 
that artefacts are uncovered during earthworks and construction activity. The relocatable pile 
foundation design manages coastal hazard risk.   

 Other Matters (Section 7)  

(b) The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources; 

(c) The maintenance and enhancement of amenity values;  

(f) Maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment; and  

(h) The effects of climate change. 

 
1 Paragraph [74] RJ Davidson Family Trust v Marlborough District Council [2018] NZCA 316 
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The proposal is considered to be consistent with the above matters. The proposal provides for 
the efficient use of an existing site created through an approved subdivision for residential 
purposes. The proposal will maintain amenity values and the quality of the surrounding coastal 
and rural environments. The relocatable pile foundation design manages the potential effects 
of climate change.      

 Treaty of Waitangi (Section 8). 

Section 8 requires that the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi are taken into account. As 
described above, the applicant has engaged with Tangata Whenua to seek their feedback. 
The proposal and the manner in which the applicant has engaged with Tangata Whenua is 
considered to be consistent with the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi. 

Overall the proposal is considered to be in keeping with Part 2 of the Act. 

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 (NZCPS) 

The purpose of the NZCPS is to state objectives and policies in order to achieve the purpose 
of the Act in relation to the coastal environment of New Zealand. A consent authority, when 
considering an application for resource consent, must, subject to Part 2 of the Act, have regard 
to, amongst other things, any relevant provisions of the NZCPS. 

There are a number of relevant policies within the NZCPS that need to be considered in 
respect of the proposal. It is noted that the relevant coastal objectives and policies of the STDP 
strongly align with the provisions of the NZCPS. The conclusions drawn in the previous 
assessment of STDP objectives and policies are similar in assessing the proposal against the 
NZCPS.   

Key objectives of the NZCPS with respect to this application include the following: 

 Objective 2: To preserve the natural character of the coastal environment and protect 
natural features and landscape; and 

 Objective 6: To enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic, 
and cultural wellbeing and their health and safety, through subdivision, use, and 
development. 

As per the previous assessment of environmental effects, the proposal will not detract from 
the natural character of the coastal environment. The dwelling is designed to be sympathetic 
to the coastal setting and to minimise built form impacts. The proposal will enable the 
applicants to provide for their wellbeing without adversely impacting on natural character 
values.  

The proposal is further considered to be consistent with Objective 3 (in recognising the role of 
Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga hapū as kaitiaki), Objective 4 (maintaining public open space 
and recreation opportunities) and Objective 5 (managing coastal hazard risk). 

Overall, the proposed development is considered to be consistent with the relevant provisions 
on the NZCPS.   

Taiao, Taiora 

Taiao, Taiora (Iwi Environmental Management Plan for the Taranaki Iwi Rohe) is a relevant 
other matter, setting out Taranaki Iwi’s vision and expectations as kaitiaki. The cultural 
assessment submitted in support of this application assesses the proposal against key 
objectives and policies as well as the Coastal Development Design Guidelines. Overall, the 
proposal is considered to be consistent with the Taiao, Taiora objectives and policies.  
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Other Relevant Provisions of Statutory Planning Documents and Matters 

There are no additional national environmental standards, national policy statements, regional 
policy statements or proposed regional policy statements or other regulations that need to be 
considered in any detail when determining this application.  

No other matters are considered relevant for this application. 

Consultation 

No specific consultation has been undertaken with STDC in relation to this consent application. 
The preparation of the consent application has however been guided by the decisions and 
previous feedback from Council Officers provided in relation to RML17069, RML18026 and 
RML19057, being similar scale residential developments in the vicinity of the subject site.  

As outlined earlier in this report, the applicant engaged with Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga 
hapū to seek their feedback in December 2019 (completing the Taranaki Iwi consultation form 
to include the cultural assessment attached as Appendix F to this report). In early 2020 the 
applicant made some changes to the dwelling design and had intended to follow up with 
Tangata Whenua to progress consultation, however, the applicant then put the proposal on 
hold due to Covid-19 events. A revised copy of the plans was forwarded to Tangata Whenua 
in July 2020. A copy of the full application will be forwarded to Tangata Whenua at the time of 
lodgement.  

An initial email was sent to DoC for their feedback on 4 December 2019 outlining the proposal 
and to include a copy of the proposed plan set. Email records are attached as Appendix H to 
this report. A copy of the full application will be forwarded to DoC at the time of lodgement.  

Consultation has also been undertaken with adjoining property owners to the north, south and 
east with regard to side boundary setbacks. The written approval of the owners of Lot 6 DP 
390079 has been obtained and is attached as Appendix I to this report. The applicant initially 
consulted with the neighbours to the east at Lot 26 DP 390079 as the water tank was proposed 
to be above ground and within the 5m of the eastern boundary. The applicant has since 
amended the proposal to provide for an underground water tank resulting in no building bulk 
and location non-compliances in respect of the eastern boundary. For reasons set out in the 
assessment of effects above, the owners of Lot 10 DP 390079 are not deemed to be an 
affected party as any adverse effects are considered to be less than minor.    

The applicant requests that STDC complete their notification decision and notify the 
application to those parties deemed to be adversely affected. 

Summary  

Overall, any potential adverse effects on the environment resulting from the proposed 
development are considered to be suitably avoided, remedied or mitigated. Any adverse 
effects will be no more than minor. The proposal is considered to be consistent with the 
objectives and policies of the STDC and the NZCPS.   

It is our understanding that DoC, Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga hapū will each be an affected 
party to this application. Written approval from the owners of Lot 6 DP 390079 has been 
provided. No other persons are considered to be adversely affected by the proposal. The 
applicants request that a notification decision be determined and the application notified to 
any identified affected parties. 
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The applicants request the opportunity to review any draft conditions prior to the consent being 
determined.  

 

Prepared by:                         Peer reviewed by: 

 

      

Aaron Edwards MNZPI                   Jeremy Brophy MNZPI 
Senior Planner                        Manager Planning   
 
Mobile: 0275 521 561 
Email: aaron.edwards@btw.nz  
 
 
 
 
Attached: 

Appendix A: Application Form (Form 9) 

Appendix B: Proposed Plans 

Appendix C: Record of Title  

Appendix D: Analysis of Relevant STDP Performance Standards  

Appendix E: Archaeological Assessment 

Appendix F: Cultural Assessment 

Appendix G: Engineers Report   

Appendix H: Consultation Records 

Appendix I: Written Approvals 

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

63



 

 

 

Appendix A: Application Forms  
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Appendix B: Proposed Plans 

  

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

70



UP10m Setback

10m Setback

1
0
m

 S
etback

1
0

m
 S

etback
FL15.940

Effluent Disposal Field

Effluent Treatment Plant

Indicative Position 
of Water Tank

70
0 0

80
0 0

17
3 8

10925

19
5 2

41
1 4

ALL CONTRACTORS MUST VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON THE JOB BEFORE COMMENCING ANY 
WORK. DO NOT SCALE. © COPYRIGHT ON THIS DRAWING IS RESERVED. 

Job No. Drawing No.

Print DateScale [A3] 

ISSUED FOR:

Drawing Title

Job Title

Rev.

0ORIGINAL
SIZE : A3

40mm

A ⁄ 131 Courtenay St, New Plymouth 4310, New Zealand

P ⁄ 06 757 3200 E ⁄ office@boon.co.nz   W ⁄ boon.co.nz

As indicated 5/08/2020
8:26:31 AM

Enter address here

Project Name

Proposed Site Plan

Project Status

A1.010000

Scale 1 : 200 (A3)

Site Plan

Rev Date Description

Floor Area Excl. Garage = 172m2

Garage Excl. Dwelling = 60m2

Deck Area = 50m2

Total Floor Area = 232m2

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

71



UP

Studio/Bedroom

Ensuite

Lounge

Dining

Office Bed 2

Ensuite
Main BedroomL

a
u
n
d
ry

Wr

Wr

6280

62
8

0

ALL CONTRACTORS MUST VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON THE JOB BEFORE COMMENCING ANY 
WORK. DO NOT SCALE. © COPYRIGHT ON THIS DRAWING IS RESERVED. 

Job No. Drawing No.

Print DateScale [A3] 

ISSUED FOR:

Drawing Title

Job Title

Rev.

0ORIGINAL
SIZE : A3

40mm

A ⁄ 131 Courtenay St, New Plymouth 4310, New Zealand

P ⁄ 06 757 3200 E ⁄ office@boon.co.nz   W ⁄ boon.co.nz

1 : 100 20/01/2020
3:29:56 PM

Enter address here

Project Name

Proposed Floor Plan -
Notational

Project Status

A2.010000

Rev Date Description

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

72



900

90

1700

90
600

90

Studio/Bedroom

Ensuite

Lounge

Dining

Office

Ensuite
Main BedroomL

a
u
n
d
ry

Wr

27
91

90

55
40

7148 2981 90 2500 90 600 90 1010 90 1000 1190 90 560 1345 104 3175

46
0

0
90

13
1

0

60
0

0

10
82

8

14
0

24
00

14
0

24
00

90

31
00

90

40
98

24
02

14
0

1000 90 1410 90 1000 90 600 90 1000 90 1010 90 2911

3000

90

1329

22548

140

1911

140

3950

140

6100
FL. 15.940

FL. 15.165

65
00

Bed 3

3000

90

6000

Garage

26
07

1

ALL CONTRACTORS MUST VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON THE JOB BEFORE COMMENCING ANY 
WORK. DO NOT SCALE. © COPYRIGHT ON THIS DRAWING IS RESERVED. 

Job No. Drawing No.

Print DateScale [A3] 

ISSUED FOR:

Drawing Title

Job Title

Rev.

0ORIGINAL
SIZE : A3

40mm

A ⁄ 131 Courtenay St, New Plymouth 4310, New Zealand

P ⁄ 06 757 3200 E ⁄ office@boon.co.nz   W ⁄ boon.co.nz

1 : 100 20/01/2020
3:29:56 PM

Enter address here

Project Name

Proposed Floor Plan -
Dimensioned

Project Status

A2.020000

Scale 1 : 100 (A3)

L0 Proposed Ground Floor Plan

Rev Date Description

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

73



ALL CONTRACTORS MUST VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON THE JOB BEFORE COMMENCING ANY 
WORK. DO NOT SCALE. © COPYRIGHT ON THIS DRAWING IS RESERVED. 

Job No. Drawing No.

Print DateScale [A3] 

ISSUED FOR:

Drawing Title

Job Title

Rev.

0ORIGINAL
SIZE : A3

40mm

A ⁄ 131 Courtenay St, New Plymouth 4310, New Zealand

P ⁄ 06 757 3200 E ⁄ office@boon.co.nz   W ⁄ boon.co.nz

1 : 100 20/01/2020
3:30:01 PM

Enter address here

Project Name

3D View

Project Status

A2.070000

Rev Date Description

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

74



Floor Level

RL 15.940

Garage Level

RL 15.165

N
or

th
e
rn

 B
ou

n
da

ry

30
0

0

55
o Da

yl
ig

ht
in

g 
An

gl
e

1952

Floor Level

RL 15.940

Garage Level

RL 15.165

N
or

th
e
rn

 B
ou

n
da

ry

55 o
Daylighting Angle

30
0

0

1159

Floor Level

RL 15.940

Garage Level

RL 15.165

N
or

th
e
rn

 B
ou

n
da

ry

55 o
Daylighting Angle

4114

ALL CONTRACTORS MUST VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON THE JOB BEFORE COMMENCING ANY 
WORK. DO NOT SCALE. © COPYRIGHT ON THIS DRAWING IS RESERVED. 

Job No. Drawing No.

Print DateScale [A3] 

ISSUED FOR:

Drawing Title

Job Title

Rev.

0ORIGINAL
SIZE : A3

40mm

A ⁄ 131 Courtenay St, New Plymouth 4310, New Zealand

P ⁄ 06 757 3200 E ⁄ office@boon.co.nz   W ⁄ boon.co.nz

1 : 100 20/01/2020
3:30:02 PM

Enter address here

Project Name

Elevations

Project Status

A3.010000

Scale 1 : 100 (A3)

Elevation A

Scale 1 : 100 (A3)

Elevation B

Scale 1 : 100 (A3)

Elevation C

Rev Date Description

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

75



Floor Level

RL 15.940

Floor Level

RL 15.940

Garage Level

RL 15.165

S
ou

th
e
rn

 B
ou

nd
a
ry

30
0

0

35
o Daylig

htin
g Ang

le

N
or

th
e
rn

 B
ou

n
da

ry

55 o
Daylighting Angle

30
0

0

ALL CONTRACTORS MUST VERIFY ALL DIMENSIONS ON THE JOB BEFORE COMMENCING ANY 
WORK. DO NOT SCALE. © COPYRIGHT ON THIS DRAWING IS RESERVED. 

Job No. Drawing No.

Print DateScale [A3] 

ISSUED FOR:

Drawing Title

Job Title

Rev.

0ORIGINAL
SIZE : A3

40mm

A ⁄ 131 Courtenay St, New Plymouth 4310, New Zealand

P ⁄ 06 757 3200 E ⁄ office@boon.co.nz   W ⁄ boon.co.nz

1 : 100 20/01/2020
3:30:03 PM

Enter address here

Project Name

Elevations

Project Status

A3.020000

Scale 1 : 100 (A3)

Elevation D

Scale 1 : 100 (A3)

Elevation E

Scale 1 : 100 (A3)

Elevation F

Rev Date Description

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

76



3 

 

 

Appendix C: Record of Title  
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Appendix D: Analysis of Relevant STDP Performance Standards  

Table D1: Analysis of compliance with relevant Performance Standards  

Rule number Parameter Comment Activity Status 

3.2.1 Number of Dwelling 

Units 

The maximum number of dwellings units per site shall be one 

dwelling unit per site under 20 hectares. The proposal is for the 

construction of a single dwelling.  

Permitted 

3.2.2 Bulk and Location  Buildings shall comply with the height and location requirements 

in Table 1. 

 

Minimum setback: Dwelling Unit 

Road boundary 

Permitted standard = 10m 

- Proposed dwelling = 30m 

 

Other site boundaries 

Permitted standard = 10m 

- North boundary - does not comply 

o 1.783m 

- East boundary  

o 12.0m 

- South boundary - does not comply 

o 7.0m. 

 

Maximum height 

Permitted standard = 10m 

Proposed dwelling = 4.8m 

 

Recession planes 

Buildings shall be contained within a building recession plane 

from points 3m above site boundaries as shown in Section 4: 

Residential Zone Appendix 1.  

 

The dwelling will comply with recession plane standards.   

 

 

 

Restricted 

Discretionary 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Permitted 

 

 

 

 

Permitted  

3.2.7 Access and Roading All activities shall be provided with practicable vehicle access 

from a road, and on-site parking, manoeuvring areas and loading 

facilities in accordance with the permitted activity standards in 

Section 10: Parking and Transportation. 

 

Access will be provided via the right of way with parking provided 

on site in accordance with Section 10 permitted activity standards.  

Permitted 

 

 

 

 

17.1.4 Coastal Protection Area  Within the Coastal Protection Area, any relocatable dwelling unit 

located within 100m of the Mean High Water Springs (MHWS) is 

a discretionary activity.  

 

The dwelling (and ancillary servicing) will be located within 100m 

of the line of MHWS. There are no practical locations on the site 

for a building platform that would be a distance of 100m from 

MHWS.  

Discretionary 
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Appendix E: Archaeological Assessment 
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IVAN BRUCE 
Archaeological Resource Management 

 
33 Scott Street, Moturoa 

 NEW PLYMOUTH 

 (0274) 888 215 

 06 7511645 

itmustbesointeresting@xtra.co.nz 

17 January 2018 

 

Cam  Twigley 

179 Courtenay Street 

New Plymouth 4310, New Zealand 

 

RE: LOTS 2 AND 4 DP 3900079 PORIKAPA ROAD. 
 
The following letter outlines the results of a site visit and desktop research on the above 

lots, undertaken in December 2017. 

 
I have undertaken a review of land plans, historic maps, ethnographic sources and 

archival material that relate to the area of the proposed development. To date I have not 

found reference to 19th Century Maori occupation at this specific location, although  

historic papakainga are located in the general vicinity, i.e. the papakainga of Tuiraho 

situated 1.4km to the southwest; also an Urupa is located 250m to the north, on the 

opposite (right) bank of the Teawahahae Stream. Mokotuna is situated on the coast 

1.8km north; here a papakainga was destroyed by British troops on the 27th April 1860, 

but reoccupied by Maori. 

 

Wareware (also known as the three hills), situated 1.2 km to the south west, was the site 

of an ambush by Maori on a  small party of mounted Corps on 20 October 1865. There is 

no reference to occupation or fortification at this location. 

 

While it is possible that relevant material may be held at Archives NZ, or the Alexander 

Turnbull Library in Wellington, a general review of these archives without further direction 

would be unusual and beyond the scope of a normal archaeological assessment. 

 

A review of historic and modern aerial images also gives no indication of unrecorded 

archaeological sites on or near the proposed development. 

 

The New Zealand Archaeological Association site recording scheme contains no recorded 

archaeological sites within 1km of the proposed development, the nearest site being that 
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of Tuiraho (P19/339) to the south, recorded as a find spot for a number of mahe (sinkers/ 

net weights). To date, there are no sites recorded between Paora and Porikapa Road on 

the coastal side of SH45. Whether this represents a true representation or a gap in the 

archaeological record is unclear and required wider investigation. 

 

A pedestrian survey of the proposed development and surrounding environs were 

undertaken on 20/12/2017. The entire area of the affected titles; the coastal erosion zone 

along the whole stretch of foreshore; and the Teawahahae Stream banks were inspected 

for surface archaeological evidence. None was noted. Archaeological evidence such as 

working floors, fishing artefacts, shell midden, ovens and hearths associated with other 

sites on the coast such as Tuiraho (P19/339) and Warea (P20/92), were notably absent 

from the erosion faces noted during this survey. 

 

Short of undertaking systematic subsurface testing of the areas to be affected by this 

development, i.e. the excavation of test pits by hand or the controlled removal of topsoil 

with a mechanical digger, there is little further I can offer by way of archaeological 

assessment in this case. Given the current lack archival evidence or corroborative field 

evidence that would otherwise provide a reasonable likelihood of recovering 

archaeological sites at this location, such extensive archaeological testing prior to 

development seems to be unwarranted in this case. 

 

Should subsurface testing be required it is likely that an exploratory archaeological 

authority would need to be granted by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga prior to 

undertaking such an assessment.  

 

I have read the submission from the Puniho Pa Trustees Committee (dated December 1 

2017) and agree with their recommendation that a cultural/ archaeological/ environmental 

assessment report be completed prior to the granting of this resource consent. This letter 

is intended to inform such an assessment. 

 

If I can be any further assistance please don't hesitate to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Ivan Bruce 

Consultant Archaeologist 
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Appendix F: Cultural Assessment 
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1 INTRODUCTION 

The purpose of this report is to undertake a cultural assessment in relation to a proposed single 
dwelling development on Porikapa Road, Warea (property legally described as: Lot 8 DP 390079). 
This report is intended to be submitted in support of the resource consent application as well as to 
inform pre-application consultation with Tangata Whenua.  
 
This report has been prepared by BTW Company (BTW) on behalf of Anita and Gautam Naik in 
support of their resource consent application to be lodged with South Taranaki District Council 
(STDC). This report has been prepared similar to the previous BTW prepared cultural assessments 
submitted to STDC in support of the granted resource consent for the development of residential 
dwellings on Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10 DP 390079 to the north and south of the subject site (STDC 
Reference No. RML17069, RML18026 and RML19057). This report includes additional assessment 
against Taiao, Taiora (Iwi Environmental Management Plan for the Taranaki Iwi Rohe) and the 
Taranaki Iwi - STDC Coastal Development Design Guidelines.  
 
The subject site was created for residential purposes as part of a 14 lot subdivision undertaken in 
2007. Te Kotahitanga O Nga Mahanga A Tairi Society Incorporated were consulted with as part of 
the subdivision process and provided written support for the subdivision advising that wāhi tapu in 
the area had been cleared of tapu ensuring no ill effects to those occupying the land now and in the 
future. A copy of a letter detailing the above is attached as Appendix A to this report. This subdivision 
process created a number of Lots for the purpose of future dwelling units including Lot 8 subject to 
the current resource consent process. 
 
A separate archaeological assessment (site visit and desktop analysis) was undertaken by Ivan 
Bruce, Consultant Archaeologist in support of RML17069. Mr Bruce concluded there was no 
archaeological evidence in the surrounding area. The letter detailing Mr Bruce’s findings is attached 
as Appendix B to this report as the findings of Mr Bruce’s earlier assessment are considered to be 
relevant to the proposed development. A detailed assessment of environmental effects (AEE) will be 
included with the resource consent application to be submitted to the STDC. This report draws in 
part on these two documents to provide for a  cultural/archaeological/environmental assessment 
report.  
 
This report is intended to further the applicant’s and STDC’s understanding of natural and physical 
resources of significance to the local community and Tangata Whenua in the Porikapa Road area 
and likely associated cultural values. The report addresses how the proposal to build one dwelling 
on the site has taken into account the surrounding environment and those natural and physical 
resources and values identified, to include assessment against the Taranaki Iwi Environmental 
Management Plan Taiao, Taiora1 and the Coastal Development Design Guidelines.  
 
This report has not been prepared in direct consultation with Tangata Whenua and does not proclaim 
to represent the views of Ngā Mahanga hapū or Taranaki Iwi. The report has been prepared drawing 
on publicly available information concerning natural resources in the surrounding area and the 
historical connections and values of Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga hapū as Tangata Whenua. 
There may be other natural resources and associated cultural and intrinsic values not identified. The 
assessment does not attempt to draw conclusions as to the scale of any cultural effects associated 
with the proposed development and is not considered to be a definitive representation of Tangata 
Whenua views or values. The report is presented as a draft document and Tangata Whenua 
feedback is welcomed.   
 

                                                
1 Appendix 3 in Taiao Taiora includes a glossary of Te Reo Māori used in the Management Plan document. A glossary is 

not repeated in this report and the reader is directed to Taiao Taiora for clarification: http://bit.ly/TaiaoTaiora  
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2 TARANAKI IWI 

Taranaki Iwi are one of eight iwi in the Taranaki Region recognised by the Crown. Taranaki Iwi 
identify their rohe (tribal area) as follows2:  

 
Taranaki iwi… since time immemorial have occupied the lands which extend along the coastal 
and mountain area between Ōuri and the Rāwa o Turi stream in the south and Ōnukutaipari in 
the north. The extent of Taranaki iwi interests also stretched inland to Te Whakangerengere on 
the north eastern flank of the mountain, up the Waipuku stream to Te Tahuna o Tūtawa 
(Warwicks Castle), over to Panitahi (fanthoms peak) and down to Mangoraukawa (Lake Dive) 
and the source of the Ōuri stream. Following the Ōuri stream water course down, a deviation 
is then made to the headwaters of the Rāwa o Turi stream to the boundary stone of Matirawhati 
at its mouth, an agreement forged between Ngāti Haua, Ngāti Atua, Ngāti Tamaahuroa and 
Tītahi. 

 
Figure 2.1 below shows the geographic extent of the Taranaki Iwi Rohe as included in Taiao Taiora. 
A map of the Taranaki Iwi area of interest as included in Part 1 of the attachments to the Taranaki 
Iwi Claims Settlement Act 2016 is attached as Appendix C to this report. 

 

 

Figure 2.1: Taranaki Iwi Rohe (Source: Taiao Taiora, 2018) 

                                                
2 Te Kahui o Taranaki Iwi Trust (2013). Taranaki Iwi / History. Retrieved from URL: https://taranaki.iwi.nz/our-history/nga-

pahuki-our-rohe/ on 18 November 2019. 
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The subject site and general surrounding area is located within the rohe of Ngā Mahanga hapū as 
one of the Taranaki Iwi hapū. Puniho Pā, located on Mirikau Road, Warea is the Marae for Ngā 
Mahanga hapū.  

The historical account as detailed in the Taranaki Iwi website notes that ‘prior to the arrival of tauiwi 
(non-Maori) to Aotearoa, Taranaki Iwi was an autonomous, independent and self-governing 
confederation of hapu… Taranaki Iwi exercised tino rangatiratanga (sovereignty) over their 
traditional rohe through many of these hapu’.²  

Section 2 in Taiao Taiora describes Taranaki Iwi’s connection to the environment, providing 
contextual understanding as to the importance to Taranaki Iwi in fulfilling and progressing their role 
as kaitiaki: 
 

Taranaki Iwi have always been a part of the environment. This relationship, evolved over many 
generations of occupation, was and is expressed through a range of social, cultural and 
economic practices. 
 
The massive loss of Taranaki Iwi lands arising from various Crown actions and omissions 
during the nineteenth and twentieth centuries impacted on all aspects of Taranaki Iwi life. 
Taranaki Iwi have been unable to exercise mana and kaitiakitanga over an environment we no 
longer own or control. Our greatly reduced access to traditional waterbodies, to food gathering 
areas, and to sites of significance for ceremonial purposes or for the collection of rongoā 
damaged the social, cultural, economic and political fabric of Taranaki Iwi society. 
 
Together, the degradation of the environment through deforestation, the drainage of significant 
swamps and wetland areas, intensive agriculture, mineral extraction, and the introduction of 
exotic plant, animal and fish species has contributed to the loss or displacement of ngāi tipu 
me ngāi kīrehe, along with the knowledge systems of institutions such as rongoā, 
raranga/whatu, mahinga kai, kōkōwai, whakairo and the rituals and art forms associated with 
their growth, maintenance and application. 
 
The degradation of our environment can be described as a degradation of our relationship. This 
is a concept that relates to the cultural expression of mouri… Mouri… cannot be destroyed but 
it can become lost and disconnected with our whakapapa. Mouri can become less valued in 
our lives and be disfigured beyond recognition in a way that it is lost from our identity and 
relationship with our rohe. 

 
Section 8 of Taiao Taiora states the plan seeks to ‘provide clarity and structure for Taranaki Iwi 
environmental management to work towards restoring the mouri of the Taranaki rohe’. 
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3 NATURAL RESOURCES AND ASSOCIATED CULTURAL 
VALUES 

3.1 Introduction 

Section 11 Ngā Take Matua in Taiao Taiora sets out Taranaki Iwi expectations around environmental 
management in their rohe, setting out issues, objectives and policies to achieve expectations under 
the following subheadings: 
  
 Papatūānuku (Whenua) 

 Ranginui rāua ko Tāwhirimātea 

 Tangaroa-ki-Tai 

 Tangaroa-ki-Uta 

 Tāne 

 Rongo 

 Taranaki Mounga. 

Natural resources of significance to the local community and Tangata Whenua in the Porikapa Road 
area include the following:  
 
 Papatūānuku (Whenua) 

 Taranaki Mounga;  

 Tangaroa (the sea); 

 Wairongomai Stream and Waiweranui Stream  

 Tane Mahuta (forest and freshwater); and 

 Flora and fauna of the area. 

With respect to the coastal environment, section 1.1 in the Coastal Development Design Guidelines 
(Taranaki Iwi/STDC, 2018) states the following in regard to the significance of the coastal 
environment to Taranaki Iwi:   
 

The people of Taranaki Iwi, including their constituent hapū, marae and pā, exercise mana 
whenua and mana moana within the Taranaki rohe and have been kiatiaki of the whenua and 
moana within the Taranaki rohe for generations. Taranaki Iwi have inherent responsibilities to 
preserve and protect the whenua, moana and their taonga. 
 
The coastal lands adjacent to the sea are of high importance to Taranaki Iwi and contain kāinga, 
pūkawa (reefs) for the gathering of mataitai, waahi tapu, tauranga waka, Tauranga ika and 
kohatu. These areas define part of the Taranaki Iwi tribal identity and provide a continuous 
connection between us and our ancestors who occupied and utilised these areas. 
 

The following discussion outlines the above identified natural resources to assist with further 
understanding of likely cultural values.  
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3.2 Acknowledgement of Cultural Values within Statutory Planning 
Documents 

In the context of cultural values, statutory documents within the Resource Management Act 1991 
(RMA) planning framework provide relevant guidance as to Tangata Whenua associations with 
natural resources. The Draft Freshwater and Land Management Plan for Taranaki (DFLMP)3 notes 
the importance of water and soil to Tangata Whenua:    
 

Central to the values and the views expressed by Iwi is that water and soil is a taonga that must 
be protected for future generations, as well as balancing that with the needs of today. The 
duties of care and guardianship of this precious resource or “kaitiakitanga” is to ensure the 
integrity of fresh water (mana o te wai) and the land is maintained and reflected in the Plan with 
the responsibility for delivery being shared across the whole community. 

 
Similarly, the decisions version of the Proposed Coastal Plan for Taranaki (PCP)4 notes the 
importance of the coastal environment to the iwi of Taranaki as follows:  
 

Tangaroa has provided for and nourished the iwi o Taranaki for generations. It is integral to the 
lives of the people who occupy the settlements adjoining the coastline. Tangaroa provides for 
these people materially, act as a highway for travel, is a source of mahinga kai (food and 
resource), rongoa (medicine), aids their well-being and provides spiritual sustenance. 
 
The coastal environment was highly valued. It contained kāinga (villages), pā (fortified villages), 
and pūkāwa (reefs) for gathering mātaitai (seafood), as well as tauranga waka or awa waka 
(boat channels, tauranga ika (fishing grounds) and mouri kohatu (stone imbued with spiritual 
significance). The importance of these areas and the role of iwi as kaitiaki (guardians) in 
protecting these areas and their associated values is as important to whānau (family) today as 
it was to their tupuna (ancestors). 

 
Operative fresh water, soil and coastal plans similarly identify Tangata Whenua values summarised 
as follows (with values generally identified in the context of identifying resource management issues):  
 
 Regional Freshwater Plan: Principal issues identified as being important to Tangata Whenua 

in relation to rivers, lakes and wetlands include: 

o Recognition of spiritual values and the protection and enhancement of the mana, 
mauri and wairua of rivers, lakes and wetlands;  

o Adverse effects on mahinga kai; 

o Protection of wāhi tapu and other taonga; and 

o Recognition of special significance of particular water bodies. 

 Regional Soil Plan: Land is noted as having the qualities of mauri (life force) - soil is valued, 
like all other natural resources, as taonga to be used with respect and handed on to future 
generations in good condition. 

 Regional Coastal Plan: Issues identified in relation to the coast include:  

                                                
3 Taranaki Regional Council, April 2015, Draft Freshwater and Land Management Plan for Taranaki, Document number 

1496392, p.9. 
4 Taranaki Regional Council, October 2019, Proposed Coastal Plan for Taranaki, Clean version, Council’s decisions. 

Page 5. Retrieved from URL: https://www.trc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Plans-policies/CoastalPlan2019/PCPOct2019-
clean-web.pdf on 18 November 2019. 
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o the exercise of tino rangatiratanga by iwi and hapu; 

o the role of Tangata Whenua as kaitiaki of coastal resources; 

o the values and perspectives of Tangata Whenua with respect to the spiritual qualities 
of water (its mauri and wairua); 

o the protection of mahinga mātaitai and the customary use of the coastal marine area 
as a source of kaimoana; and 

o the protection of wāhi tapu.  

It is noted that the DFLMP does not have legal effect with the Regional Fresh Water Plan for Taranaki 
2001 and Regional Soil Plan for Taranaki 2001 remaining operative. For the PCP, decisions were 
publicly notified on 5 October 2019 with the appeals period closing on 15 November 2019. Noting 
the operative regional plans are under review, reference to the draft/proposed plans is considered 
appropriate as it is our understanding that the provisions have been prepared in consultation with 
Tangata Whenua and therefore are likely to be more consistent with current understanding of 
Tangata Whenua values.  

3.3 Papatūānuku (Whenua) 

Section 11.2 Papatūānuku (Whenua) in Taiao Taiora identifies the health of Papaptūānuku - the land 
within Taranaki Iwi rohe - as being ‘central to the health and vitality of all humanity and other living 
beings’ and seeks to ensure the ongoing health of Papatūānuku is maintained and enhanced. Of 
particular relevance to the Porikapa Road environment, Section 11.2 notes the following with respect 
to coastal land:  
 

The coastal lands adjacent to the sea are of high importance to Taranaki Iwi and contain kāinga, 
pūkawa (reefs) for the gathering of mātaitai, wāhi tapu, tauranga waka, tauranga ika and 
kōhatu. These areas define part of the Taranaki Iwi tribal identity and provide a continuous 
connection between us and our ancestors who occupied and utilised these areas. 

Although access to many areas along the Coastal Marine Area was discontinued because of 
confiscation, Taranaki Iwi have continued to exercise custodianship over the areas we can still 
access and to do all we can to advocate for the health of the remainder. 

3.4 Taranaki Mounga  

The rohe of Taranaki Iwi centres around Taranaki Mounga, rising to a height of 2,518 meters above 
sea level. The rohe is noted as being more mountainous than any other area of the Taranaki coast 
to include the Pouakai Ranges (1,399 metres) and the Patuha Ranges (683 metres).5 
 
The legend of Taranaki Mounga tells of his journey from the central plateau to the coast:  
 

It is said Taranaki Mounga was formerly known as Pukeonaki and stood near Tūrangi, with 
Ruapehu, Tongariro, and Pihanga. Pukeonaki and Tongariro both loved Pihanga and fought 
over her. But Tongariro was stronger and Pukeonaki (Taranaki), bearing the scars of battle, 
withdrew underground, carving out the bed of the Whanganui River on his journey to the sea. 
When he surfaced he saw the beautiful Pouākai range standing inland and he was drawn 
towards her. Pouākai and Taranaki’s offspring became the trees, plants, birds, rocks and rivers 
flowing from their slopes. 
 

                                                
5 Te Kahui o Taranaki Iwi Trust (2013). Taranaki Iwi / History. Retrieved from URL: https://taranaki.iwi.nz/our-history/nga-

pahuki-our-rohe/ on 18 November 2019. 
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According to legend Pouākai supports Taranaki and anchors him. Both ranges were the source 
of kai (food) for local Maori and their names reflect that – Pouākai, meaning the pillar or source 
of food, and Kaitake, meaning the source or abundance of food able to be grown on its slopes.6 

 
Taranaki Mounga is central to the hearts of Taranaki Iwi, with the mountain their ancestor, place of 
sustenance and foundation to which all eight iwi are connected7. Section 11.8 Taranaki Mounga in 
Taiao Taiora notes Taranaki Mounga to be ‘deeply important to the region, an inimitable presence 
in the region, a source of identity for Taranaki Iwi, whānau, hapū, marae/pā: a mountain of tapu and 
mouri’. 

3.5 Tangaroa 

Schedule 5B of the PCP notes the value of the coastal environment to Taranaki Iwi, stating the 
following:8 
 

The traditions of Taranaki Iwi illustrate the ancestral, cultural, historical and spiritual 
association of Taranaki Iwi to the coastal marine area within the Taranaki Iwi rohe (“coastal 
marine area”). The seas that bound the coastal marine area are known by Taranaki Iwi as Ngā 
Tai a Kupe (the shores and tides of Kupe). The coastal lands that incline into the sea are of 
high importance to Taranaki Iwi and contain kāinga (villages), pā (fortified villages), pūkawa 
(reefs) for the gathering of mātaitai (seafood), tauranga waka or awa waka (boat channels), 
tauranga ika (fishing grounds) and mouri kōhatu (stone imbued with spiritual significance). The 
importance of these areas reinforces the (sic) Prior to the proclamation and enforcement of the 
confiscation of lands within the Taranaki Iwi rohe (area of interest), Taranaki Iwi hapū occupied, 
cultivated, fished, harvested and gathered mātaitai in the coastal marine area. The entire 
shoreline from Paritūtū to the Rāwa o Turi was critical to daily life for fishing, food gathering, 
cultivations and ceremonies. The sea and coastal reefs provided a staple food source with 
fertile volcanic soils providing excellent growing conditions for large community cultivations. 
Food preparation and harvesting was ultimately dependant on the lunar calendar that 
controlled tides and other environmental conditions, but the best times for gathering and 
harvesting are known by Taranaki Iwi as Ngā Tai o Mākiri (the tides of Mākiri). These generally 
occur in March and September. 

Schedule 5B of the PCP further notes the importance of access to the coast and the role of Taranaki 
Iwi as kaitiaki:  

Although access to many areas along the coastal marine area was discontinued as a 
consequence of confiscation, Taranaki Iwi have continue (sic) to exercise custodianship over 
those areas accessible to Taranaki Iwi. Many Taranaki Iwi hapū have imposed rāhui (temporary 
restrictions) over sites, restricting the taking of kūkū, kina, pāua and other mātaitai. Proper and 
sustainable management of the coastal marine area has always been at the heart of the 
relationship between Taranaki Iwi and the Taranaki Iwi coastline. 

The gathering of kaimoana is recognised generally as an important cultural activity. Section 11.4 
Tangaroa-ki-Tai in Taiao Taiora notes the entire shoreline within the rohe as traditionally having 

                                                
6 Taranaki Mounga Project (2016). History. Retrieved from URL: http://taranakimounga.nz/the-project/about-taranaki-

mounga/history/ on 18 November 2019.  
7Hurihanganui, Te Aniwa (21 December 2017). Iwi closer to having Taranaki Maunga become a legal person. Retrieved 

from URL: https://www.radionz.co.nz/news/te-manu-korihi/346683/iwi-closer-to-having-taranaki-maunga-become-a-legal-
person on 18 November 2019.  
8 Taranaki Regional Council, October 2019, Proposed Coastal Plan for Taranaki, Clean version, Council’s decisions. 

Page 183. Retrieved from URL: https://www.trc.govt.nz/assets/Documents/Plans-
policies/CoastalPlan2019/PCPOct2019-clean-web.pdf on 18 November 2019. 
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been critical to daily life in providing food source with associated ritual and ceremonial connections. 
The Taranaki coast also provides opportunity for a range of recreational pursuits (e.g. fishing, diving, 
swimming and surfing). The coastline in the Porikapa Road area provides opportunity for these 
activities.  

3.6 Freshwater 

Freshwater forms a central part of life for Maori, both as an important source of food and in a spiritual 
sense. Rivers carry their own Mouri (life force) and Wairua (spirit) and are guarded by separate 
Taniwha (ancestral spiritual guardians). The life forces of water provide cleansing and healing 
powers. Water provides Te ihi (a sense of belonging), Te Mana (status, respect and dignity) and Te 
Tapu (sacredness and energy source).9  
 
Section 11.5 Tangoroa-ki-Uta in Taiao Taiora describes the importance of rivers and tributaries in 
the Taranaki Iwi rohe:  
 

The rivers and tributaries that bound and flow through the Taranaki Iwi rohe are of high 
importance to Taranaki Iwi, especially as many of them flow directly from Taranaki Mounga. 
These waterbodies contain associated kāinga, pā, important sites for the gathering of kai, 
Tauranga ika and specialised zones for various activities of high cultural value such as 
cleansing, iriiringa, food preparation and bathing. The importance of these waterbodies 
reinforces our tribal identity and provides a continuous connection between us and our 
ancestors who also occupied these areas. 
 

Three notable waterways are located within the proximity of the subject site, as shown in Figure 3.1 
below:  
 
 Wairongomai Stream; 

 unnamed stream 54; and 

 Waiweranui Stream. 

The mouth of the Wairongomai Stream is located approximately 700m to the north of the subject 
site. The stream discharges over a small waterfall before entering the Tasman Sea.  
 
Unnamed tributary 54 runs through a number of active farm blocks forming approximately 4.7km 
inland from the coast at its maximum extent. Unnamed tributary 54 forms as the closest river/stream 
to the subject site, being a minimum of 130m from the northern boundary of the subject site. The 
mouth of this stream is often naturally blocked by boulders and water backs up and becomes 
stagnant resulting in degraded water quality. 
 
The mouth of the Waiweranui Stream is located approximately 1,200m to the southwest of the 
subject site. The Waiweranui Stream Marginal Strip is listed as a statutory acknowledgement area 
in the Taranaki Iwi Claims Settlement Act 2016. 

                                                
9 BTW Surveyors Ltd (September 2005). Kupe Gas Project - Cultural & Historical Record of the Inaha Area South 

Taranaki. Revision B. Page 14.  
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Figure 3.1: Waterways in the surrounding area (source: TRC, 2012) 

 

3.7 Tane Mahuta, flora and fauna 

The DFLMP10 notes the Taranaki Region as having three distinctive landforms, with the subject site 
located within the coastal environment:  
 
 The Taranaki ring plain (centred around Taranaki Mounga with fertile and free-draining 

volcanic soils);  

 The coastal terraces along the north and south Taranaki coast (also have versatile and 
productive soils, however, some localities (e.g. coastal sand country) can be susceptible to 
wind erosion if vegetation cover is lost); and 

 The hill country, inland of the ring plain and coastal terraces (consists of older rock - siltstone, 
mudstone and sandstone, known locally as papa. This country is steep, and prone to soil 
erosion.  

Taranaki Iwi’s historical account notes that the ring plain and coastal terraces were once covered in 
dense forest. The Taranaki area was well known for its abundance of native flora and fauna and in 
particular the various varieties of Harakeke, with Taranaki Iwi renowned as having expertise in the 
processing and use of flax varieties.11  

                                                
10 Taranaki Regional Council, April 2015, Draft Freshwater and Land Management Plan for Taranaki, Document number 

1496392, p.9. 
11 Te Kahui o Taranaki Iwi Trust (2013). Ngā Pāhuki - Our Rohe. Retrieved from URL: https://taranaki.iwi.nz/our-

history/nga-pahuki-our-rohe/ on 18 November 2019. 

Unnamed tributary 54 

Waiweranui Stream 

Wairongomai Stream 

Subject site 
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The site and surrounding area are located within the coastal environment and typically features 
sand/loam soils that have been farmed over a number of years. Native coastal vegetation has largely 
been cleared and replaced by pastoral grass in support of dairy farming. The site and surrounding 
area does not feature any notable areas of native vegetation. Consistent with the description of the 
coastal terraces above, the site and surrounding area is considered to be susceptible to wind erosion 
with challenging growing conditions.  
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4 CULTURAL ASSESSMENT 

4.1 Cultural Effects 

Development in the coastal environment creates the potential to adversely affect cultural values 
particularly in relation to the following matters:  
 
 Access to the coast; 

 Archaeology (Taonga and sites of significance); 

 Water quality/ecosystem health; 

 Kaimoana (gathering/access to); and  

 Open space/coastal character. 

 
Table 4.1 below sets out assessment and mitigation of potential cultural effects from the 
development.  

 

Table 4.1: Assessment and mitigation of potential cultural effects from the development 

Potential effects Concerns Assessment/Mitigation 

Access to the 
coast 

Access to the coast will 
be compromised as a 
result of the 
development. 
 

The development has no impact on access to the coast. The Coast Road 
separates the site from the line of mean high water springs (MHWS), retaining 
public access to the coastal edge within the Porikapa Road area.  
 
In maintaining access to the coast, the proposal will not compromise cultural or 
recreational activities. 

Archaeology 
 

Earthworks associated 
with the construction of 
the dwellings may 
disturb unknown 
taonga or 
archaeological sites.  
 

 
 

The archaeological assessment undertaken in support of the consented 
development on Lots 2 and 4 to the north did not find any archival or field 
evidence of archaeological sites within the vicinity of the subject site. Of 
particular note, the report commented that archaeological evidence associated 
with other sites on the coast - such as Tuiraho (at the end of Stent Road) and 
Warea (centred around Anglers Avenue) - were notably absent from the erosion 
faces noted during the site visit. The report concluded that there is a lack of 
evidence to suggest there would be a reasonable likelihood of recovering 
archaeological sites at this location. The findings of the report are considered to 
be directly applicable to this current proposal.  
 
To mitigate potential effects associated with the discovery of unknown taonga or 
archaeological sites, the applicant offers a discovery protocol as a condition of 
any consent that if at any time during the build, taonga or historical items are 
uncovered, all work shall cease immediately and Taranaki Iwi (as well as 
Heritage New Zealand) shall be contacted and a taonga action plan shall be 
developed with Ngā Mahanga hapū.  
 
It is noted the dwelling is to be constructed on piles with earthworks limited to 
pile foundations. The concrete slab for the garage will have a minor footprint. 
The pile foundation will limit the amount of soil disturbance and reduce the 
potential for the disturbance of any unknown archaeological sites.  

Water quality  Stormwater/wastewater 
disposal may adversely 
impact on water quality 
(streams, groundwater 
and coast).  

The subject site includes a consent notice requirement for an engineer designed 
effluent system. The dwelling will have a secondary wastewater treatment 
system contained within the site boundaries (in accordance with accepted 
design methodology contained within AS/NZS 1547:2012 On-site Domestic 
Wastewater Management standard). The design will ensure a high level of 
treatment before discharge of effluent to land contained within the subject site 
and the effluent field will be set back from the coast.  
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Potential effects Concerns Assessment/Mitigation 

 
The dwelling will have water supply provided by rainwater tank and dispose of 
excess stormwater via a controlled outfall from the rainwater tank. A minimum 
separation distance of 8m will be provided between the stormwater outlet point 
and any part of the wastewater field. 
 
With respect to streams, the subject site is located in excess of 130m from the 
unnamed stream 54 to the north (being the closest freshwater body). The 
proposed development will not directly impact on this waterbody (in terms of 
stormwater/wastewater disposal), with site contours generally sloping toward the 
coast.  
 
An engineering site investigation undertaken by BTW Company for Lots 6 and 8 
observed variable groundwater levels within the area. Detailed design works for 
stormwater and wastewater to be undertaken at building consent stage would 
take into account the depth of groundwater to avoid groundwater penetration 
(noting that a primary septic system is not viable due to the variable groundwater 
depth).  
 
With regard to coastal water quality, wastewater disposal will be contained and 
treated appropriately within the site. Stormwater will discharge at a controlled 
rate at an outlet point within the site to soak to ground. The outlet point will be 
set in excess of 50m from the line of MHWS.    
 
In summary, stormwater and wastewater servicing is able to be designed to 
avoid potential impacts on water quality.  

Kaimoana  The development will 
have an adverse effect 
on kaimoana and the 
foreshore and seabed 
area.  
 

As above, the stormwater and wastewater design will maintain coastal water 
quality and will not impact on the health of the coastal environment.  
 
In maintaining ecosystem health and access, the development will not adversely 
impact on the kaimoana resource or its collection as an important cultural 
practice.   

Open 
space/coastal 
character 
 

Built form development 
within the coastal 
margin will detract from 
open space character 
associated with the 
coastal environment.   
 

The dwelling has been designed to be low in environmental impact and 
sympathetic to the surrounding coastal environment. The dwelling is relatively 
modest in size, well set back on the site away from the coast (minimum 30m 
setback from the western boundary) with the dwelling single storey in height and 
featuring a low pitch flat roof design with variation to not appear overly dominant 
when viewed from the coast.   
 
The pile foundation design will enable the dwelling to be relocated in the future if 
coastal inundation was to become an issue.  
 
The applicant acknowledges native flora and fauna as a historical natural 
resource of the area and intends to plant indigenous coastal species appropriate 
to the coastal environment. Plantings will include harakeke, acknowledging the 
suitability to the local climate as well as the cultural importance to iwi. Overtime, 
landscaping will assist in softening the appearance of the dwelling when viewed 
from the coast and improve biodiversity with a movement away from pastoral 
farming.  
 
The applicants appreciate the special qualities of the coastal environment and 
are committed to the long-term protection and enhancement of the site and 
surrounding area. 

 
Overall, the proposal is considered to be sympathetic to the surrounding coastal environment and 
will not adversely impact on those natural resources identified in the preceding discussion. The 
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above assessment does not draw any conclusions as to the scale of cultural effects as this would 
require direct input from Tangata Whenua. Assuming the above assessment appropriately identifies 
resources and values, we conclude that any cultural effects may potentially be considered 
acceptable. 

4.2 Taiao, Taiora - Taranaki Iwi Environmental Management Plan 

Table 4.2 below provides assessment of the proposal against the key objectives and policies 
contained within Taiao Taiora.   

Table 4.2: Assessment against key objectives and policies in Taiao Taiora 

Objective Policy Assessment 

11.2.– Papatūānuku (Whenua) 

11.2.2: 

8. The natural character of the coastal 

margins will be protected from 

inappropriate use and development; 

11.2.3:  

13. Taranaki Iwi does not support new 

subdivision and development within 

the Coastal Environment outside 

the current boundaries of 

established settlements that: 

i. restricts whānau access to the 

coast and important sites; 

ii. puts more people at risk from 

natural hazards; 

iii. is inconsistent with the design 

and development principles in 

Policy 11 above 

iv. will lead to a degradation of the 

important cultural and 

environmental values associated 

with the coast and the location of 

the proposed development; and  

v. requires coastal protection works, 

such as sea walls, that will impact 

on the natural  coastal processes. 

The proposal is not considered to be in 

conflict with Papatūānuku provisions 

noting the following:  

 Access to the coast will not be 

affected by the proposal (with the 

Coast Road maintaining existing 

access); 

 Natural hazard risk is mitigated by 

the dwelling design being 

constructed on piles and well set 

back from the coast; 

 The proposal is consistent with 

Policy 11 noting the design to be 

low impact, the applicant does not 

propose to have any cats and will 

ensure any dogs are not left 

unattended and are kept under 

control and on leads at all times 

within the costal marine area and 

no soil is proposed to be brought on 

site;   

 A discovery protocol is proposed to 

manage archaeological discovery; 

 The existing pastoral environment 

does not hold any significant 

environmental values; and  

 No coastal protection works are 

required noting the dwelling is 

designed to be relocatable in the 

event of sea level rise and coastal 

inundation.  

Overall, it is considered that the proposal 

will maintain the health of Papatūānuku. 

11.4 - Tangaroa-ki-Tai  

11.4.2 

4. Coastal habitats are protected from 

adverse development and 

introduced species. 

11.4.3 

2.  A holistic approach will be taken to 

activities in the coastal area 

considering the impacts on the 

wider environment which may arise. 

Objectives and policies for Tangaroa-ki-

Tai generally seek to ensure the health 

and well-being of the coastal 

environment. The proposal does not 

involve any direct discharge to the coast. 
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Objective Policy Assessment 

 Stormwater and wastewater is to be 

disposed of onsite with an engineered 

design solution.  

11.5 - Tangaroa-ki-Uta 

11.5.2 

4. The health and well-being of wai is 

protected for present and future 

generations, including access, 

fisheries, food gathering and 

preparation, rongoā, and important 

cultural practices; 

5. There will be no discharges (either 

point source or nonpoint source) 

that may adversely impact on water 

quality by 2040; 

6. Stormwater is captured and treated, 

and where possible utilised as a 

resource. When released to 

streams, it is released in a manner 

aligned with natural flow regimes 

(i.e. in a manner that avoids 

excessive peaks) so that it avoids 

damage to ecosystems and 

increased erosion. 

11.5.3 

6. Taranaki Iwi will oppose: 

a. any action or activities that will 

result in the degradation of the 

mouri of Tangaroa-ki-Uta; 

b. discharges to water which do not 

pass through land or a wetland prior 

to release to water and are poor 

quality, contain contaminants and/or 

will contribute to adverse effects on 

the quality of the receiving water 

body; 

 

Objectives and policies for Tangaroa-ki-

Uta generally seek to ensure the health 

and well-being of waterways. The 

proposal does not involve any direct 

discharge to waterways in the 

surrounding area. Stormwater and 

wastewater is to be disposed of onsite 

with an engineered design solution.  

11.6 Tāne 

11.6.2 

1. The mouri of Tāne in the Taranaki 

Iwi rohe will be protected, cared for 

and restored; 

11.6.3 

1. Taranaki Iwi will oppose: 

a. Any action or activities that will 

result in the degradation of the 

mouri of Tāne; 

 

Objectives and policies for Tāne 

generally seek to protect, enhance and 

expand indigenous biodiversity. The 

proposal is considered to be consistent 

with the objectives and policies for Tāne, 

providing opportunity for native 

landscape plantings and a movement 

away from pastoral farming. The 

proposal will contribute positively to 

indigenous biodiversity when compared 

to the existing environment. 

 
Overall the proposal is considered to be consistent with the Taiao Taiora objectives and policies. 
The proposal has been designed to be sympathetic with the surrounding coastal environment, being 
low impact in design and self-sufficient in servicing with no direct discharges to waterbodies or the 
coast. The movement away from pastoral farming provides opportunity to improve indigenous 
biodiversity values.  

4.3 Coastal Development Design Guidelines 

The stated purpose of the Coastal Development Design Guidelines (CDDG) is as follows:  
 

 Provide guidance to people considering and undertaking land use, development and 
subdivision activities in Taranaki’s rohe within the CPA on methods which they can adopt to 
ensure that their activities appropriately avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects on the 
natural character of the coastal environment and the heritage, cultural and spiritual values 
which exist within the CPA. 
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 Help landowners, developers and the community to achieve sustainable development 
outcomes and to recognise and provide for Taranaki Iwi’s responsibilities of kaitiakitanga, 
mana whenua and ahi kaa in its rohe. 

 
Table 4.3 below sets out assessment of the proposal against key guidelines.  
 

Table 4.3: Assessment against the Coastal Development Design Guidelines 

Guideline Comment 

1. Natural Character 

1.1 Recognise that cultural and heritage values form an important and 

inseparable element of the coastal landscape. 

 

1.2 Ensure that subdivision, development and land use activities maintain 

and wherever possible, enhance the natural character of the coastal 

environment, including: natural features, landforms and landscapes; 

amenity values; biophysical, ecological, geological and geomorphological 

aspects; and experiential attributes. 

 

1.3 Avoid the removal, modification, disturbance or destruction of areas of 

coastal indigenous vegetation, dunes, estuaries, coastal herbfields and 

wetlands. 

The dwelling has been designed to be low impact 

both in terms of footprint and visual impact. In 

doing so the proposal recognises that cultural and 

heritage values form as part of the coastal 

landscape and mitigates the potential to detract 

from the natural character of the coast. The 

proposal will not have any impact on noted coastal 

indigenous vegetation, dunes, estuaries, coastal 

herbfields or wetlands. 

 

 

 

2. Cultural and historic heritage values 

2.1 Ensure that the cultural, spiritual and heritage values associated with 

an area are recognised and provided for, by: 

 

2.1.1 Engaging with Taranaki Iwi as early as possible and in accordance 

with its Engagement Protocol (Schedule 2) to see whether a Cultural 

Impact Assessment and Archaeological Assessment is required for a 

particular proposal. 

 

2.1.2 Taranaki Iwi will assess each proposal on a case-by-case basis 

taking into account the cultural, spiritual and heritage values associated 

with the proposal’s area and advise the Applicant whether it is necessary 

for the Applicant to obtain a Cultural Impact Assessment and 

Archaeological Assessment. 

The archaeological assessment undertaken in 

support of the consented development on Lots 2 

and 4 to the north did not find any archival or field 

evidence of archaeological sites within the vicinity 

of the subject site. The findings of the report are 

considered to be directly applicable to this current 

proposal.  

 

To mitigate potential effects associated with the 

discovery of unknown taonga or archaeological 

sites, the applicant offers a discovery protocol as a 

condition of any consent that if at any time during 

the build or otherwise, if taonga or historical items 

are uncovered, all work shall cease immediately 

and Taranaki Iwi (as well as Heritage New 

Zealand) shall be contacted and a taonga action 

plan shall be developed with Ngā Mahanga hapū.  

 

The applicant welcomes any iwi/hapū feedback in 

respect of cultural, spiritual and heritage values 

associated with this area.  

3. Subdivision 

N/A N/A 

4. Buildings and Structures  

4.1 Ensure the design, location and layout of buildings minimise adverse 

visual effects on natural character values, cultural and heritage values and 

the amenity of the surrounding area. 

 

The design of the proposal is considered to be 

consistent with the guidelines in terms of 

minimising built form impact to mitigate the 

potential for adverse visual effects. In terms of key 

design features the following points are noted:  

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

121



Cultural Assessment - Lot 8 DP 390079, Porikapa Road, Warea  190994 

 

  

16 Rev 0 - 04/12/2019 
 

Guideline Comment 

4.2 All buildings and structures should be designed, orientated and 

landscaped to minimise adverse bulk and dominance effects, including: by 

being set back from the site’s boundaries; by avoiding unarticulated, large 

blank facades; and by incorporating variations in facades, materials, roof 

form, building separation and/or other design elements. 

 

4.3 All buildings and structures should minimise adverse coastal character 

and visual effects by being set back as far back as possible from the 

coastal escarpment. 

 

4.4 Avoid encroachment (physical and visual) into important natural 

features and landscapes and/or into areas of high natural character and/or 

into areas with high cultural and heritage values. 

 

4.5 All residential buildings should be single storied, unless located in an 

area where the building is not visible from any other properties or public 

places. 

 

4.6 The maximum coverage area of all buildings on a lot should be no 

more than 40% of the site area or 500m², whichever is the lesser, unless 

located in an area where the building is not visible from any other 

properties or public places. 

 

4.7 Ensure all external walls, external components and roof materials of all 

buildings and structures are finished using a visually recessive colour as 

identified in the Resene Waikato Coastal Colour Palette, with a maximum 

light reflectance value (LRV) of 37%. 

 

4.8 Where appropriate, plant hedges and other vegetation as an 

alternative to fencing. In non-urban areas, ensure that all fencing is visually 

permeable and avoid any solid fencing, including solid concrete, masonry, 

corrugated iron close boards or trellis In urban areas, fences should be a 

maximum of 1.2m in height. 

 

4.9 Ensure that chimneys, satellite dishes, solar panels and any other roof 

protrusions are visually unobtrusive. 

 

4.10 Minimise light reflection by recessing windows into walls, integrating 

windows into rooflines and increasing the depth of overhanging eaves. 

 

4.11 Where possible, use sustainable, passive and/or low impact design 

methods to increase energy efficiency, including by orientating buildings to 

maximise solar gain, through the use of external shading devices such as 

eaves to cool buildings and by using green technologies to generate 

power. 

 

4.12 Limit the erection of new structures in undeveloped areas of the 

Coastal Protection Area coastal margin, in particular those that adversely 

affect the natural character and amenity values of the surrounding area. 

 

4.13 Discourage temporary structures that adversely affect the natural 

character and amenity values of the surrounding area. 

 

 The dwelling is single storey in height and will 

not appear as overly dominant when viewed 

from the coast. The western elevation (facing 

the coast) achieves variation through the use 

of timber cladding and screens to break up 

areas of glazing (4.2, 4.5); 

 The dwelling has been designed within the 

constraints of the site, being well set back 

from the coastal edge and constructed on 

piles to enable the dwelling to be relocated in 

the future should natural hazards become an 

issue (4.3, 4.15); 

 Site coverage (including decks) is 

approximately 14% or 282m² (4.6); 

 Buildings will be finished in recessive colours 

(4.7); 

 No solid fencing is proposed (4.8); 

 No roof protrusions are proposed (4.9); and 

 Glazing is not considered to be extensive with 

timber cladding and the use of screens serving 

to break up the western elevation.  The 

western elevation features an overhanging 

eave that extends approximately 1.0m beyond 

the elevation. Glazing along the western 

elevation is effectively recessed into the wall. 

The proportion of glazing is considered 

appropriate both in terms of minimising light 

reflectance and energy efficiency (4.10, 4.11).  
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Guideline Comment 

4.14 Ensure that any outdoor storage structures are visually unobtrusive 

and preserve the natural character of the surrounding area. 

 

4.15 Ensure buildings are designed and located to minimise exposure to a 

significant risk of damage from natural hazards. 

5. Landforms and Contours 

5.1 Avoid major changes to existing landforms. 

 

5.2 Minimise unnecessary soil disturbance and avoid soil erosion into 

waterways and coastal waters. 

 

5.3 Where earthworks are necessary, ensure the land is contoured to align 

with the surrounding natural landform and that the land is appropriately 

reinstated. 

 

5.4 Ensure the design and density of development reflects and respects 

the natural landforms and natural processes on the site. 

 

5.5 Use existing landforms and vegetation as a backdrop for new building 

sites. 

The pile foundation minimises earthworks and 

avoids major change to the existing landform. 

Acknowledging the open landform in this coastal 

location, the dwelling has been designed to be low 

impact in terms of height and appearance to 

minimise any impact on natural landforms.   

6. Biodiversity 

6.1 Protect, enhance and increase indigenous biodiversity. 

 

6.2 Ensure that indigenous vegetation and/or larger exotic trees are 

retained within a development and where possible, enhanced. 

 

6.3 Protect all existing native forest remnants from browsing animals and 

other pests and implement active management of such areas, with 

enhancement and extension where possible. 

 

6.4 Ensure development does not result in increased levels of pests and 

predation in Taranaki’s rohe, including consideration of covenants and 

other legal mechanisms which exclude cats and dogs with the potential to 

harm indigenous fauna and flora implement. 

 

6.5 Seek to use indigenous species in all on site landscaping, and in 

particular, indigenous species that naturally occur in the local coastal or 

semi-coastal area. 

 

6.6 Limit the use of exotic species in on site landscaping. 

 

6.7 Ensure that the proposal does not require the removal of any 

indigenous ecosystems including vegetation, wildlife habitat, wetlands or 

significant geographical features. 

 

6.8 Seek to use planting and landscaping to avoid, remedy or mitigate 

adverse effects of development. 

 

6.10 Use planting to visually screen buildings and structures. 

The applicants propose to undertake landscape 

plantings designed to promote natural character 

and assist in softening the dwelling within the first 

growing season following completion of the 

dwelling. Local indigenous specimens that would 

be suitable in this exposed coastal environment will 

be  used. Landscaping provides opportunity to 

improve biodiversity values with a movement away 

from pastoral farming and to soften built form 

appearance over time.  

 

With respect to pests and predation, the applicants 

have acknowledged previous advisory notes from 

DOC discouraging the introduction of domestic cats 

within the CPA and the planting of exotic, non-

localised coastal plants. The applicant also agrees 

to previous DOC requests that any dogs shall be 

prevented from roaming in the CPA area 

unattended and kept under control and on leads at 

all times within the costal marine area. In this 

respect the proposal is considered to be consistent 

with 6.4.  

7. Access and Connectivity 

7.2 Design roads and driveways to minimise the need for significant 

earthworks, while connecting efficiently with the existing transport network. 

Driveway formation is limited to the site entrance 

along the eastern boundary with permeable paving 

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

123



Cultural Assessment - Lot 8 DP 390079, Porikapa Road, Warea  190994 

 

  

18 Rev 0 - 04/12/2019 
 

Guideline Comment 

 

7.3 Ensure developments do not restrict public access along the coast and 

along waterbodies, especially in those areas with high recreational, scenic 

or amenity values. Where possible, create walkable connections with 

provision for bikes. 

proposed, minimising the need for significant 

earthworks.   

 

The proposal does not restrict public access to the 

coast.  

8. Water, Drainage and Stormwater 

8.1 Stormwater 

 

8.1.1 Retain the natural drainage characteristics of the landscape including 

drainage contours, wetlands and streams and integrate them into the 

network for stormwater management. 

 

8.1.2 Use best practice low impact stormwater design solutions where 

possible. 

 

8.2 Wastewater 

 

8.2.1 Avoid the discharge of contaminants, especially wastewater, to 

coastal waters, and waterways. 

 

8.2.2 Provide a wastewater management system for the treatment and 

disposal of domestic wastewater from each dwelling that is adequate to 

avoid, remedy or mitigate any actual or potential effect on water quality. 

 

8.2.3 Use best practice low impact wastewater design solutions where 

possible. 

 

8.2.4 Locate disposal systems to ensure that the systems do not 

compromise or become compromised by the existing landscape and 

existing and proposed land features.  

 

8.3 Water supply 

 

8.3.1 Encourage water conservation principles such as rainwater storage 

and stormwater detention in the design of the proposal. 

 

8.3.2 Ensure that water is not diverted out of its natural catchments. 

The proposal will retain the natural contours of the 

site and utilise an engineered design response for 

stormwater and wastewater management. The site 

will be self-sufficient in servicing to include 

rainwater storage.  

9. Recreation, Conservation and Open Space 

9.1 Provide for public access to waterways, the coastal marine area and 

surf and beach front locations. 

 

9.2 Protect and enhance existing reserves and public open spaces. 

 

9.3 Ensure that access to taonga, wāhi tapu and sites of significance to 

Taranaki Iwi is maintained, restored and protected. 

 

9.4 Ensure that access to and along waterways of significance to Taranaki 

Iwi is maintained, restored and protected. 

 

9.5 Ensure that access to waterbodies for the purpose of undertaking 

customary activities and uses is enable, protected and enhanced. 

 

The proposal will not restrict access to the coast.  
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Guideline Comment 

10. Ongoing relationship with Iwi and Hapu 

10.1 Ensure that local iwi and hapu are consulted during all stages of the 

proposal and development. 

 

10.2 Seek to maintain an ongoing relationship with local iwi and hapu. 

The applicants seek to engage with iwi and hapū 

and welcome feedback.  

 
Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the purpose of the CDDG. It is considered 
the proposed development suitably avoids, remedies and mitigates any adverse effects on the 
natural character of the coastal environment and provides for a sustainable development outcome.  
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5 SUMMARY 

This report provides a cultural assessment in relation to a proposed single dwelling development on 
Porikapa Road, Warea (legally described as: Lot 8 DP 390079). The Lot was created for residential 
purposes in 2007 with the support of Te Kotahitanga O Nga Mahanga A Tairi Society Incorporated. 

The site and surrounding area is located within the rohe of Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga hapū. 
Natural resources of significance to the local community in the Porikapa Road area, with associated 
cultural values, include the following:  
 
 Papatūānuku (the land); 

 Taranaki Mounga;  

 Tangaroa (the sea); 

 Tane Mahuta (forest and freshwater); 

 Flora and fauna; and 

 Waterways.  

The proposal creates the potential to adversely affect cultural values to include impacts on access 
to the coast, archaeology (Taonga and sites of significance), water quality/ecosystem health, 
kaimoana and open space/coastal character. 

To address potential cultural effects, the dwelling has been designed to be sympathetic to the 
surrounding coastal environment. The dwelling is single storey in height and set back from the coast. 
Stormwater and wastewater disposal will be engineer designed to provide for a high standard of 
onsite disposal. The applicant offers a discovery protocol in the event that any earthworks uncover 
an archaeological site. Pile foundations will limit soil disturbance and also enable the dwelling to be 
relocated in the future should coastal inundation become a future issue.   

The proposal is considered to be consistent with the Taiao Taiora objectives and policies and the 
purpose and relevant guidelines of the CDDG.  

This report draws on publicly available information to identify natural and physical resources and 
likely associated cultural values in the surrounding Porikapa Road coastal environment. The report 
has not been prepared with direct input from Taranaki Iwi or Ngā Mahanga hapū. The report is 
intended as a draft document. Iwi and hapū feedback is welcomed to further identify any natural and 
physical resources and cultural values of importance to Tangata Whenua as well as to provide any 
feedback as to the overall scale of cultural effects associated with the proposed development.  
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APPENDIX A LETTER FROM TE KOTAHITANGA O NGA 
MAHANGA A TAIRI SOCIETY 
INCORPORATED - ORIGINAL SUBDIVISION 
(RMS050017) 
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Te Kotahitanga O Nga Mahanga A Tairi
Society Incorporated

i

gil,

u $#41- -*'4-"m# rb. 4,
*.& 4

. 'platplit.
-·fflf9»·

2nd August . 2005

Juffermans Surveying Ltd

Unit 6,17 Nobs Line

Fitzroy

PO Box 3247

New Plymouth

Tena koe Allen,

Re: Lots 13 and 14 DP 336809

P.O. Box 246, New Plymouth
Phone: 06 759 2376

Fax: 06 759 23 76

Email: nqamahanaa@maxnet.co.nz
WAhsita' MAAM.nnAmAhanr,Aptpiri iwi ni

We apologize for the delay, as we have been extremely busy with many other issues

regarding our tribal lands. The above subdivision has been researched and although
wahi tapu has been identified (Battleground mainly) they have been cleared of tapu

ensuring no ill effects to those occupying the land now and in the future.
Therefore we have no grounds to object to this subdivision.

Naku noa

lis-6& .
Tina Rolls

Administration Officer
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APPENDIX B LETTER FROM IVAN BRUCE, CONSULTANT 

ARCHAEOLOGIST - ARCHAEOLOGY 

REVIEW 
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IVAN BRUCE 
Archaeological Resource Management 

 
33 Scott Street, Moturoa 

 NEW PLYMOUTH 

 (0274) 888 215 

 06 7511645 

itmustbesointeresting@xtra.co.nz 

17 January 2018 

 

Cam  Twigley 

179 Courtenay Street 

New Plymouth 4310, New Zealand 

 

RE: LOTS 2 AND 4 DP 3900079 PORIKAPA ROAD. 
 
The following letter outlines the results of a site visit and desktop research on the above 

lots, undertaken in December 2017. 

 
I have undertaken a review of land plans, historic maps, ethnographic sources and 

archival material that relate to the area of the proposed development. To date I have not 

found reference to 19th Century Maori occupation at this specific location, although  

historic papakainga are located in the general vicinity, i.e. the papakainga of Tuiraho 

situated 1.4km to the southwest; also an Urupa is located 250m to the north, on the 

opposite (right) bank of the Teawahahae Stream. Mokotuna is situated on the coast 

1.8km north; here a papakainga was destroyed by British troops on the 27th April 1860, 

but reoccupied by Maori. 

 

Wareware (also known as the three hills), situated 1.2 km to the south west, was the site 

of an ambush by Maori on a  small party of mounted Corps on 20 October 1865. There is 

no reference to occupation or fortification at this location. 

 

While it is possible that relevant material may be held at Archives NZ, or the Alexander 

Turnbull Library in Wellington, a general review of these archives without further direction 

would be unusual and beyond the scope of a normal archaeological assessment. 

 

A review of historic and modern aerial images also gives no indication of unrecorded 

archaeological sites on or near the proposed development. 

 

The New Zealand Archaeological Association site recording scheme contains no recorded 

archaeological sites within 1km of the proposed development, the nearest site being that 
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of Tuiraho (P19/339) to the south, recorded as a find spot for a number of mahe (sinkers/ 

net weights). To date, there are no sites recorded between Paora and Porikapa Road on 

the coastal side of SH45. Whether this represents a true representation or a gap in the 

archaeological record is unclear and required wider investigation. 

 

A pedestrian survey of the proposed development and surrounding environs were 

undertaken on 20/12/2017. The entire area of the affected titles; the coastal erosion zone 

along the whole stretch of foreshore; and the Teawahahae Stream banks were inspected 

for surface archaeological evidence. None was noted. Archaeological evidence such as 

working floors, fishing artefacts, shell midden, ovens and hearths associated with other 

sites on the coast such as Tuiraho (P19/339) and Warea (P20/92), were notably absent 

from the erosion faces noted during this survey. 

 

Short of undertaking systematic subsurface testing of the areas to be affected by this 

development, i.e. the excavation of test pits by hand or the controlled removal of topsoil 

with a mechanical digger, there is little further I can offer by way of archaeological 

assessment in this case. Given the current lack archival evidence or corroborative field 

evidence that would otherwise provide a reasonable likelihood of recovering 

archaeological sites at this location, such extensive archaeological testing prior to 

development seems to be unwarranted in this case. 

 

Should subsurface testing be required it is likely that an exploratory archaeological 

authority would need to be granted by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga prior to 

undertaking such an assessment.  

 

I have read the submission from the Puniho Pa Trustees Committee (dated December 1 

2017) and agree with their recommendation that a cultural/ archaeological/ environmental 

assessment report be completed prior to the granting of this resource consent. This letter 

is intended to inform such an assessment. 

 

If I can be any further assistance please don't hesitate to contact me. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

Ivan Bruce 

Consultant Archaeologist 
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APPENDIX C MAP OF TARANAKI IWI AREA OF INTEREST 
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Appendix G: Engineers Report   
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Aaron Edwards

From: Puna Wano-Bryant <puna@taranaki.iwi.nz>

Sent: Wednesday, 5 August 2020 12:27 PM

To: Aaron Edwards

Cc: taiao@taranaki.iwi.nz; David Jones; Gautam Naik; Anita Naik

Subject: RE: [#BTW190994]  Consultation Request - Porikapa Road

Kia ora Aaron 

 

Thank you for this Yes Sean will respond to this when he is able to 

 

 

 

Naaku iti nei

 
Puna Wano-Bryant 

Pou Taiao - Iwi Environmental Manager 
Te Kāhui o Taranaki Iwi 
p: 06 751 4285  m: 021 244 5858 
a: 1 Young Street  
  New Plymouth 
w: www.taranaki.iwi.nz  e: puna@taranaki.iwi.nz

  

 

 

On Wed, Aug 5, 2020 at 9:29 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Kia ora Puna  

  

We are seeking to consult with Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga hapū on behalf of our clients, Anita and Gautam 

Naik, in relation to a resource consent application for dwelling on Porikapa Road, Warea within the Coastal 

Protection Area.  

  

We initially sent through a consultation request in December last year. I believe Sean may have taken an initial look 

at the request. The applicants then undertook some minor design changes to the dwelling (changing setback 

distances from the neighbours) but then put the proposal on hold due to Covid-19 events. The applicants are now 

in a position to progress the application to lodgement with STDC - we expect to be able to lodge the application in 

the next couple of weeks and will forward a copy of the application at the time of lodgement.   

  

To that end I reattach a completed engagement form with the updated plans. Note that no changes have been 

made to the previously submitted cultural assessment (attached as Appendix C) as the changes to the plans did not 

fundamentally change the proposal in the context of the wider coastal setting.  

  

Ngā mihi  
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Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l anner   

M NZPI  |  BTW Company  L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  521  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Aaron Edwards  

Sent: Thursday, 19 December 2019 4:26 PM 

To: David Jones <david.fay@xtra.co.nz> 

Cc: taiao@taranaki.iwi.nz 

Subject: FW: Consultation Request - Porikapa Road 

  

Kia ora Fay  

  

I am not sure if a copy of this consultation request has made its way to you - I thought I would forward it through. 

As below we seek to consult with Ngā Mahanga hapū in respect of development of a dwelling along Porikapa Road 

within the Coastal Protection Area. We are yet to lodge resource consent but aim to do so in the new year. 

  

Any queries please let me know.     

  

Ngā mihi  

  

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l anner   

M NZPI  |  BTW Company  L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  521  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Aaron Edwards  

Sent: Friday, 13 December 2019 9:28 AM 

To: taiao@taranaki.iwi.nz 

Cc: Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in>; Anita Naik <anita.naik909@gmail.com> 

Subject: Consultation Request - Porikapa Road 

  

Kia ora Sean  
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We seek to consult with Taranaki Iwi and Ngā Mahanga hapū on behalf of our clients, Anita and Gautam Naik, in 

relation to their proposed resource consent application for the construction of a dwelling on Lot 8 DP 390079, 

Porikapa Road, Warea. The site is located within the Coastal Protection Area, with consent required under Rule 

17.1.4(a)(v) in the Proposed South Taranaki District Plan as a discretionary activity for the establishment of a 

relocatable dwelling unit within 100m of the Mean High Water Springs.  

  

Please find attached a completed engagement form.  

  

Any queries please let me know.  

  

Ngā mihi  

  

  

BTW wou ld  l i ke  to  w ish  you  and  you r  fami l y  a  joy fu l  Ho l iday  Seas on !  

P lease  no te  t ha t  we  w i l l  be  c los i ng  a t  1pm on  Dec ember  24 th  and  reopen  on  Janua ry  6 th  2020 .  

Thank  you  f o r  you r  s uppor t  and  unders tand ing .  Happy  Ho l idays !  

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l anner   

M NZPI  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  521  561  

The linked image cannot be displayed.  The file may have been moved, renamed, or deleted. Verify that the link points to the correct file and location.

 

B T W C O M P A N Y  -  i n f o @ b t w . n z  /  w w w . b t w . n z  

T a r a n a k i  o f f i c e  -  1 7 9 - 1 8 1  C o u r t e n a y  S t r e e t  /  P O  B o x  5 5 1  N e w  P l y m o u t h  4 3 4 0  /  + 6 4  6  7 5 9  5 0 4 0  

W a i k a t o  o f f i c e  -  5 1 7  A n g l e s e a  S t r e e t  /  P O  B o x  1 2 2 9  /  H a m i l t o n  3 2 4 0  /  + 6 4  7  5 9 5  0 0 2 0   

The linked image cannot be d
The file may have been move
renamed, or deleted. Verify th
link points to the correct file a
location.
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Aaron Edwards

From: Jacob Stenner <jstenner@doc.govt.nz>

Sent: Monday, 20 January 2020 12:25 PM

To: Aaron Edwards

Subject: RE: Resource Consent Application - Porikapa Road, Warea

Kia ora Aaron, 

 

Thanks for sending this through. On the basis that the applicant is willing to offer conditions consistent with those 

imposed on other consents for dwellings within the CPA, relating to restrictions on the keeping of cats and dogs as 

well as restrictions on vegetation, the department will provide written approval.  

 

Can these be included within the application for consent? 

 

Ngā mihi 

 

Jacob Stenner 

Senior Ranger/Supervisor, Community 

Kaitiaki Matua/Tauawhi, Āo Hāpori   

Ngamotu/New Plymouth Office   

Department of Conservation - Te Papa Atawhai 

Phone: 0272148837 

 

 

 

 

 

 

From: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz>  

Sent: Wednesday, 4 December 2019 11:15 AM 

To: Jacob Stenner <jstenner@doc.govt.nz> 

Subject: Resource Consent Application - Porikapa Road, Warea 

 

Hi Jacob  

 

We are seeking to consult with DoC on behalf of our clients, Anita and Gautam Naik, in relation to a consent 

application for the erection of a relocatable dwelling on Lot 8 DP 390079 (Porikapa Road, Warea) (Figure 1).  
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Figure 1: Subject site marked in blue (Lot 8, Porikapa Road, Warea) (source: TRC, 2017) 

 

The site is located within the Coastal Protection Area under the South Taranaki District Plan, with the entire site 

being within 100m of the line of Mean High Water Springs. Resource consent is required as a Discretionary Activity 

under the following rule as well as for side boundary set back non-compliances:  

 

 Rule 17.1.4(a)(v) Within the Coastal Protection Area, any relocatable dwelling unit located within 100m of the 

Mean High Water Springs.   

 

We understand that the Department of Conservation (DoC) will be identified by South Taranaki District Council as an 

affected party in accordance with section 95E of the Resource Management Act (RMA) in relation to the application. 

We therefore seek to initiate consultation in order to obtain the written approval from DoC.  

 

I attach a copy of the proposed site plans. I also attach a copy of previous approvals provided in respect of Lots 2, 4 

and 6 to the north of the subject site. The applicant acknowledges previous feedback for these sites as being 

relevant to the subject site and supports the requests outlined in the letters. I note that written approval was sought 

from DoC for a dwelling on Lot 10 to the south of the subject site earlier this year. The application was notified to 

DoC, with no submission received and consent granted by STDC in August 2019.  

 

The consent application is yet to be lodged with STDC.  

 

Look forward to your feedback - any queries please let me know.  

 

Regards 

Aaron   

 

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l anner   

M NZPI  

M:+64  275  521  561  
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B T W C O M P A N Y  -  i n f o @ b t w . n z  /  w w w . b t w . n z  

T a r a n a k i  o f f i c e  -  1 7 9 - 1 8 1  C o u r t e n a y  S t r e e t  /  P O  B o x  5 5 1  N e w  P l y m o u t h  4 3 4 0  /  + 6 4  6  7 5 9  5 0 4 0  

W a i k a t o  o f f i c e  -  5 1 7  A n g l e s e a  S t r e e t  /  P O  B o x  1 2 2 9  /  H a m i l t o n  3 2 4 0  /  + 6 4  7  5 9 5  0 0 2 0   

 

Caution - This message and accompanying data may contain information that is confidential or subject 
to legal 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 received this email in error, please 
notify us immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. We apologise for the 
inconvenience. Thank you. 
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Details  

The Council requires approval of all legal owners and all occupiers of the property. 

I/We,  

 

 

 

being the owner(s) 

and occupiers(s) 

being the owner(s) being the occupier(s) have authority to sign on behalf  

of all the other owners/occupiers  

of the property at: 

 

 

Give my approval for the application at 

 

 

The proposal is to 

 

 

 

and does not meet the following District Plan requirements 

 

 

 

Additional Information 

The proposal has been explained to me and I understand its effect on me. 

(See reverse of form for a list of some possible effects) 
         

I have signed a copy of the site plan and any other relevant documents.             

I have signed a copy of the photos (where the application is to relocate a building).     

I also understand that if I give my approval, the application may be processed without notification and the Council 
cannot take into account any effects that the proposal may have on me, when it considers the application.     

 

    /        / 

    /        / 

    /        / 

Signature(s) of person giving written approval                                                                                      Date    
(or person authorised to sign on behalf of person giving written approval)                 
 

If you do not fully understand the proposal or do not agree with the proposal do not sign this form. 

You may withdraw your written approval at any time prior to the Council making a decision on the application. 

If you have any questions contact a Planner at the South Taranaki District Council. 

 

 

Written Approval 
Form 8A of the Resource Management Act 1991 

South Taranaki District Council 
Private Bag 902, Hawera 4640 

Telephone: 06 278 0555 or 0800 111 323 
Web: www.southtaranaki.com 

 

Erect a dwelling in the Coastal Protection Area (CPA).  

Lot 8 DP 390079 (Porikapa Road, Warea)

7.1.4(a)(v): Relocatable dwelling unit located within 100m of MHWS - Discretionary Activity 

3.2.2 1: Minimum 10m setback for dwelling unit, 5m for other buildings from side boundaries.The dwelling is set back 7.0m from the southern boundary 

and 1.738m from the northern boundary. The watertank is set back 1m from the southern and eastern boundaries - Restricted Discretionary Activity

Matthieu Rodrigue and Maria Laitenberger

Lot 6 DP 390079 (Porikapa Road, Warea) 

X
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X
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202007
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27
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The following is a list of effects you may wish to consider when deciding whether or not this 
application will affect you and the use of your land. 
 
1. The visual impact of the proposal in terms of its scale, location on the site, distance from 

the boundary, external design and appearance and relationship to the site boundary. 
 
2. The likelihood of the proposal generating effects on your land and the use of that land in 

terms of the following: 
 

(a) Traffic Generation 
(b) Noise 
(c) Odour 
(d) Vibration 
(e) Air Pollution 
(f) Shading, loss of daylight and sunlight 
(g) Loss of Privacy 

 
3. The impact of the proposal on the neighbourhood in general and the things that contribute 

to the pleasantness, aesthetics and cultural and recreational attributes of the 
neighbourhood. 

 

27-07-2020 27-07-2020
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RML20066:  Anita and Gautam Naik- proposed new dwelling, Porikapa Road, 
Warea 

Further information request 1 and response from agent for applicant 

From: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 

Sent: Friday, 18 September 2020 3:35 PM 

To: helen@johnsonrm.co.nz 
Cc: Anita Naik <anita.naik909@gmail.com>; Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in>; Murali 

Bhaskar <m.bhaskar@boon.co.nz> 

Subject:  [#BTW190994] Application to the South Taranaki District Council for land use consent - 
A & G Naik, Porikapa Road 

Kia ora Helen 

Please find below and as attached a response to the further information request dated 3 September 
2020.  

1. Status of the application

We accept assessment of the application as a non-complying activity on the basis of the 
below.  Section 104D outlines the thresholds or gateways of the gateway test.  An application for a 
non-complying activity must pass through one of these gateways in order for it to be considered 
under Section 104 of the RMA.  

The assessment of effects in Section 4 of the AEE concluded that any adverse effects would be no 
more than minor. Assessment of natural hazard risk in the AEE stated the following (page 11):  

In considering the potential for natural hazard risk relative to the proposed development, the 
dwelling will be located away from the coast where existing ground levels are around 6.0m 
above RL. The high tide mark was surveyed by BTW in 2018 to be at 3.77m RL. The finished 
floor level for the proposed dwelling will be 1.0m maximum above ground level, being in the 
order of 3.0m above the high tide mark. The dwelling is designed to be relocatable and 
incorporates a raised pile design to avoid and mitigate the potential for adverse effects in the 
future that may result from coastal erosion and/or inundation.  

Although attached to the dwelling, the garage is able to be separated from the main dwelling 
as a relatively straight-forward process. As a minor non-habitable feature, the garage does 
not present as a natural hazard risk to site occupants or other persons in the surrounding 
area.     

Any potential adverse effects from natural hazard risk are considered to be appropriately 
mitigated.  

Murali Bhaskar, Principal, Boon Team Architects provides the following additional statement in 
regard to the process for separating the dwelling from the garage:   
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If required, the garage structure can be easily separated from the main dwelling to facilitate 
a ‘managed retreat’ in the future. 
 
Methodology - if this situation were to arise then we will first build a secondary supporting 
timber framed wall parallel to the existing common wall between garage and dwelling 
before separating the dwelling from the garage. The remaining dwelling can then be cut and 
removed easily. 

 
The applicants also note that they wish to live in the house with their elderly parents - providing 
internal access by keeping the garage joined with the dwelling allows occupants to remain dry and 
protected from the elements when arriving and departing. There is also efficiency in the design and 
therefore cost effective when garage wall, roof and gutters are joined with the dwelling. 
 
In summary, the garage is considered to be a minor non-habitable structure (noting the rear space 
within the garage to be for storage purposes as shown on the attached updated plan set) and will 
not unduly compromise future relocation of the main dwelling. The proposal is not deemed to be at 
significant risk from coastal hazards. It is considered the assessment in the AEE remains relevant and 
the same overall effects conclusion is drawn in that any potential adverse effects would be no more 
than minor. The application therefore passes the gateway test and can continue to be considered 
under Section 104 of the RMA. 
 
The proposal has also been assessed against the objectives and policies of the STDP in the original 
AEE with the assessment and conclusions still considered relevant (with the proposal assessed as 
being consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of the STDP). The application therefore 
passes through both gates of the gateway test. 
 
2. Site development plans  
 
Please find attached an updated plan set noting confirmation of the setback of the building relative 
to the northern boundary as being 1.738 m.  
 
Notification  
 
Thank you for confirmation of having received written approval from the Department of 
Conservation. I have further discussed with Sean Zieltjes on behalf of Taranaki Iwi who has advised 
the application is being considered further.  
 
The applicant requests that STDC make their notification decision and limited notify the application 
to any parties deemed to be adversely affected to include the owners of Lot 10 DP 390079.  
 
Any queries please let me know.  
 
Ngā mihi  
 
 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  
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From:  Helen Johnson helen@johnsonrm.co.nz 

Sent:  Thursday, 3 September 2020 9:52 AM 

To:  Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 

Subject:  Application to the South Taranaki District Council for land use consent - A & G Naik, 
Porikapa Road 

 
Hello Aaron 
 
I have been engaged by the South Taranaki District Council to process an application for land use 
consent you have lodged with the Council: 
 
Consent No.: RML20066 - dwelling in CPA, Porikapa Road 
Applicant: Anita and Gautam Naik 
Site Address: Porikapa Road (Lot 8 DP 390079) 
Proposal: Erect a dwelling in the CPA, within 100m of MHWS, and within the required yard 

setbacks 
Your ref: 190994  
 
I have reviewed the application and require further information, as follows: 
 
1.   Status of the application 
 
You have assessed the application on the basis that it is a Discretionary Activity.  However, as the 

garage is part of the dwelling and is not relocatable, the application triggers consideration of 
the activity as a Non-complying Activity.  Accordingly, please provide an assessment per 
section 104D of the RMA1991. 

 
2.    Site development plans  
 
Please provide amended plans that include: 
 

 A north point 
 Aspects from which the 3D views have been prepared 
 Aspects from which the elevations have been prepared 
 Location at which the daylighting angles (as shown on the elevations) have been measured 
 Confirm the setback of the building relative to the northern boundary (shown as 1.738m on 

the site plan but 1.159m on elevation B) 
 Label the space to the west of the garage area – what will this be used for? 

 
Notification 
 
Once the further information has been received, I can complete my notification report.  I have 
received the written approval from the Department of Conservation but have yet to receive such 
from Taranaki Iwi; I understand you have provided them with a copy of the application and they are 
currently considering it.   
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Written approval will also be required from the owners of Lot 10 DP 390079; please advise whether 
you wish to try and obtain written approval from this party or whether you would like Council to 
include them in the limited notification of the application. 
 
The Resource Management Act 1991 includes requirements and timeframes for the provision of this 
information and your application will be placed on hold until this information has been received.  If 
you have any queries, please do not hesitate to contact me.   
 
Regards 
 
 
Helen Johnson 
 
Helen Johnson 
Consultant Planner for the Stratford District Council 
 
Principal Planner 
Johnson Resource Management Ltd 
 

helen@johnsonrm.co.nz 
ph: 021 065 4940 
 
The contents of this email and any attachments may be confidential and privileged, and are intended solely for the use of the persons to 
whom it is addressed.  
If you are not the intended recipient of this email, you must not use, distribute or copy the contents.  Please notify the sender immediately 
by return e-mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies. 
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RML20066:  Anita and Gautam Naik- proposed new dwelling, Porikapa Road, 
Warea 

Discussions between the agent for the applicant and the submitters – post notification 

From:  Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 

Sent:  Wednesday, 10 March 2021 5:30 PM  

To:  Planning@STDC.govt.nz 

Subject:  Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - Naik proposed 
dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

To whom it may concern .  

As a notified party for the resource consent for Lot 8 DP 390079 . 

We have been unable to come to a resolution with the applicants regarding the impact the proposed 
dwelling will have on our privacy and aspects to the north / northeast and northwest  

As previously  stated we wish to be heard in support of our submission when the  Environment and 
Hearings Committee consider the resource consent at the appropriate time.  Please may we  request 
to be informed of the date and time this will occur so we can prepare accordingly.. 

As we are overseas and unable to be present due to NZ covid entry restrictions this will need to be a 
zoom presentation..  Hopefully by the date of the hearing a travel bubble may of opened and we 
would be able to be present for this 

If you could advise accordingly it would be appreciated 

Kind Regards 

Catherine and Ross Gray 
349 Porikapa Road Warea. 

From:  Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 

Sent:  Wednesday, 10 March 2021 5:21 PM  

To:  Aaron Edwards aaron.edwards@btw.nz 

Subject:  Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 
resource consent - Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 
DP 390079 

Hi Aaron 

It seems your client does not want to alter their aspect  but happy to have our northwest and 
northeast aspects compromised. 
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The design has little impact on the northern neighbours and is oriented  to have considerable impact 
on our aspects. 
 
Combined with the other concerns we have it is clear we will never come to any agreement - As 
stated we wish to be heard in support of our submission when the  Environment and Hearings 
Committee consider the resource consent at the appropriate time.. I request to be informed of the 
date and time this will occur so we can prepare accordingly. 
 
Kind Regards 
 
Ross and Catherine Gray 
349 Porikapa Road Warea 
 
 

From:  Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz>  

Sent:  Wednesday, 10 March 2021 9:32 AM 

To:  Helen helen@johnsonrm.co.nz 
Cc:  Planning <Planning@STDC.govt.nz>; Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in>; Anita Naik 

<anita.naik909@gmail.com> 

Subject:  FW: [#BTW190994] RML20066 - Porikapa Road  

 
Hi Helen  
 
As discussed last week, our client has been unable to obtain written approval of the owners of Lot 10 
DP 390079 and therefore requests processing of the application continue.  
 
I forward the email chain below as a record of communication and attach the two documents 
referred to within the email chain:  
 

 Site Plan All – Lot 8 in Red – Site Layouts (submitter document) 
 

 6128_Boundary Set Back_20210121 (applicant document).  
 
Look forward to confirmation around next steps.  
 
Ngā mihi  
 
 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  
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On Wed, Mar 10, 2021 at 4:07 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Ross  

Unfortunately moving the dwelling footprint is not acceptable to our client. The dwelling has been 
carefully designed to balance consideration of aspect, local environmental conditions and impacts 
on neighbours. It is our opinion that the dwelling has been designed sympathetic to the local 
environment and we note the changes our client has made from the original proposal to increase 
the setback from your boundary and to relocate servicing. Our client was generally supportive of the 
conditions raised in your October 2020 submission and we had hoped to work through these to 
obtain your written approval.     

Our intention is to now request that STDC continue processing the application.     

Regards  

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

 

From:  Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  

Sent:  Sunday, 28 February 2021 7:33 PM 

To:  Aaron Edwards aaron.edwards@btw.nz 

Subject:  RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 
resource consent - Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 
DP 390079  

Hi Aaron 

Ok the attached overall layout positioning whilst not millimeter perfect does represent in general an 
accurate overview of all the structures sizing  and positioning with the resource consent applications 
previously lodged by those owners. It clearly shows the substantial somewhat triangular footprint of 
the proposed area inclusive of decking does not seem appropriate for the rural subdivision block 
section sizing, It clearly shows the substantial impact on our Northern aspects and privacy that this 
irregular shaped structure will have.  

Visually all of our  northern skyline aspects will be dominated by a continuous roofline / wall line in 
excess of 22 meters   - The main bedroom and window ( our northern wall ) will be directly adjacent 
- there are privacy concerns especially during the extensive construction period. Additionally during 
any construction period which is likely to be at least  2 years with an ongoing period of a number of 
years until a substantial vegative barrier can be grown if not undertaken prior to construction will 
cause long term ongoing concerns. Even once vegetation is established the extensive roofline / top 
of the wall  will have a high visible impact, Due to the somewhat triangular nature of the design 
effectively creates 3 continuous visual aspects over 20 meters in length. This structures visual 
impacts will be noticable from all aspects - North / South / East and West 
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No other aspects of the other properties are impacted as ours. 

( A more conventional footprint .i,e  20m x 10m would be far more practical. ) 

We have considered this extensively and if the Northwest aspect can be freed up it would be a 
beginning to a resolution. 

To do this the structure could be moved to the east approximately 5 - 6 meters  .Then the 
southwestern point of the structure would align with the  northwest corner of our structure freeing 
up the visual impact and resolving some privacy concerns. The Southeast Point of the structure then 
would sit on the 10 boundary line if not marginally over it. The " garage " then would also be over 
the 10 meter setback but around 5 meters from the eastern boundary but being a " garage "  this 
distance may be tolerated by the council. 

Put this proposition to you clients please - if the proposed positional adjustment to the east is not 
suitable we would like the reasons for this to be clearly documented for our response. 

The owners of the farm to the east of which you would be aware are family who are also a notified 
affected party due to the water tank position. I am aware they have not signed the plans for the 
structure approval and only agreed on the water tank placement on the original planset provided - I 
stand to be corrected on this if incorrect. I cannot speak for the owners of the farm but the 
indication is that if the structure can be moved whilst not approving the planset they will not object. 
Our intent was and still is to work through our concerns onsite with the owners or owner's 
representative but due to Covid we still are unable to return to NZ and there still seems to be no 
clear date that this can be achieved. 

We have notified council that due to the Covid situation that if our concerns are unable to be 
resolved when the council considers the resource consent once the application is recommenced we 
will wish to be  heard in support of our submission that is - to speak in support of our submission to 
the Environment and Hearings Committee.  

How this can be achieved from West Australia will need to be formalised when the time comes. 

We wish to be kept fully informed of this timeline so we can prepare. 

We look forward to the response in due course 

Kind Regards 

 

Ross and Catherine Gray 
349 Porikapa Road Warea 
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On Thu, Feb 18, 2021 at 11:17 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Ross  

Thanks for your patience. The architects have gone back to confirm boundary dimensions for Lot 8 
as per the attached (as upfront detailed design work) - these match the dimensions as with the site 
plan submitted with the application. With regard to your site plan unfortunately we are unable to 
confirm the accuracy of it as the sites to the north are not owned by our client but the attached plan 
gives certainty as to the proposed setback from your boundary.  

We look forward to your feedback around your concerns and suggested solutions.   

Regards  

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

 

From:  Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz>  

Sent:  Tuesday, 19 January 2021 2:54 PM 

To:  Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 

Subject:  RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 
resource consent - Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 
DP 390079  

Thanks Ross for the detail - I will forward onto the architects for their review.  

Regards  

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  
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From:  Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  

Sent:  Tuesday, 19 January 2021 11:21 AM 

To:  Aaron Edwards aaron.edwards@btw.nz 

Subject:  Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 
resource consent - Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 
DP 390079 

Hi Aaron 

We had a accurate surveyors overall layout of the subdivision provided by my brother who 
subdivided  

The pdf was then complied by a  pdf provided to us by your clients northern neighbours which  had 
all three northern properties and structures that was used for their resource / building consents and 
our property after the survey we completed - these are accurate representations  I then took the 
plan-set provided by you of lot 8 and resized into lot 8 section - there may be some discrepancy due 
to my placement of minor margins but the overall represents quite a accurate representation of lot 8 
s proposed structure - I are showing you to ensure we are in agreement of that this represents 
accurately the  footprints of all structures at that end of the subdivision. If not for you to provide us 
with your adjusted version for consideration.  

We will then address the concerns we have and attempt to offer some solutions which we consider 
fair. 

Kind Regards 

Ross Gray 

 

On Tuesday, January 19, 2021, Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Ross  

Thanks for the contact - I’ll get the architects to take a look. To guide their review, how did you 
create the PDF? Have you taken three separate images from resource consent documents and lined 
these up to create the PDF?   

Thanks 

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  
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From:  Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  

Sent:  Monday, 18 January 2021 12:25 PM 

To:  Aaron Edwards aaron.edwards@btw.nz 

Subject:  Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 
resource consent - Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 
DP 390079 

Hi Aaron 

Can you please have a look at the attached PDF and confirm the placement is accurate ? 

If you could make any slight sizing adjustment if required and send back to me please with absolute 
correct sizing / positioning 

Kind Regards 

Ross 

 

On Mon, Jan 18, 2021 at 5:35 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Catherine and Ross 

Hope you have had a good holiday season. Just following up to see if you have had chance to further 
consider the below and to provide feedback?  

Thanks  

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  
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From:  Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz>  

Sent:  Wednesday, 2 December 2020 3:53 PM 

To:  Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 

Subject:  RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 
resource consent - Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 
DP 390079  

Hi Catherine and Ross 

Thanks for the response - we can certainly appreciate the covid complications. We look forward to 
your further feedback later this month.  

Regards  

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

From:  Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  

Sent:  Monday, 30 November 2020 2:57 PM 

To:  Aaron Edwards aaron.edwards@btw.nz 

Subject:  Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 
resource consent - Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 
DP 390079 

Hi Aaron 

We will respond to this email late  December since application is on hold  

We will have time then to provide feedback. 

As much as we are trying to get to NZ to look at this proposal onsite you would appreciate Covid has 
made this complicated.At this stage we are committed to returning Late may to catch up on time 
lost on landscaping this year to ensure extensive works have been completed for next spring 
growing season - It may be a good time then for both property owners to  establish a secure 40m - 
50m  x 4 m  fenced wind barrier down the boundary line to ensure plantings are underway. 

  

Kind Regards 

Catherine and Ross Gray 
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On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 10:55 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Catherine and Ross  

I trust you are both well.  

We are assisting Anita and Gautam with their consent application and seek to liaise with you on their 
behalf in respect of the matters raised in your submission - we have placed the application on hold 
to address these matters.  

Thanks for providing proposed conditions - hoping to discuss these further and come to some 
agreement going forward.   

1. The applicant makes a commitment to implement an extensive approved screening planting 
program on the applicants southern boundary and to ensure the establishment of vegetation 
has taken place prior to any building commencement. These plantings should be a minimum 
of 2 Meters in width to ensure density and the height of vegetation will effectively screen the 
22 meter wall from visually dominating our northern aspect . We are currently implementing 
a approved landscaping plan of similar width and in combination should provide effective 
density of vegetation for both applicants to ensure screening of buildings. 

The applicant is committed to providing landscaping in association with the build noting the 
requirement for a landscaping plan has been offered as a condition of consent (matching the 
conditions on your consent). We note the conditions require landscaping following completion of 
the build and the applicants propose the same condition timing for their build given the challenging 
local growing conditions and the potential for damage to the vegetation during construction. The 
applicants are willing to prepare a landscaping plan for your review and input to then be put forth to 
Council for inclusion as part of the consent application. If agreeable, it would be of benefit to see a 
copy of your approved landscaping plan so that the landscaping plan can be prepared to tie into your 
plan and provide for an appropriate width of planting.  

2. With a garage being a part of the application that no further application for any other 
suchlike garage structure to be considered into the future on the section.  

The applicants currently have no plans to build another garage in the future but do not support the 
suggested condition. We note that resource consent would be required under the South Taranaki 
District Plan for any external additions to the proposed dwelling and or any new building or structure 
(Rule 17.1.3(a)) and Council would be required to identify any affected neighbours as part of that 
process.  

3. Water Tank Location to meet with setback guidelines of 5 meters if it is not to be to partially 
or fully buried - If the tank is fully or partially buried the tank location to be a minimum of 3 
meters from the southern / eastern boundaries to ensure relative screening landscaping can 
be established. 

The applicants agree to this condition and are happy to offer the condition as part of the consent 
application.  

We look forward to your feedback.  
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Regards  

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  
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RML20066:  Anita and Gautam Naik- proposed new dwelling, Porikapa Road, 
Warea 

Further information request 2 and response from agent for applicant 

From:  Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 

Sent:  Friday, 9 April 2021 12:37 PM 

To:  Helen helen@johnsonrm.co.nz 

Subject:  RE: RML20066: Anita and Gautam Naik- dwelling in CPA, Porikapa Road, Warea 

Hi Helen  

Please see confirmation of height details as follows: 

1. Can you confirm that the maximum height of the building above ground level would be
4.8m? - WE CONFIRM that this height is approximately 5.1m

2. What height would the main ridgeline be? - WE CONFIRM that the main ridge line is
approximately 4.77m above the ground.

Following further discussion with the applicant on the water tank setback, please consider the 3 m 
setback to be an agreement in principle to provide for an appropriate setback to enable landscaping 
to be established where necessary. The applicant is committed to providing for landscaping 
commensurate with the scale of adverse effects relating to the southern side boundary non-
compliance. We anticipate some discussion as part of the hearing process as to the extent of 
landscaping and seek a pragmatic approach to tailor the setback relative to the extent of mitigation 
planting.   

Ngā mihi 

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz

From:  Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 

Sent:  Thursday, 8 April 2021 1:18 PM  

To:  helen@johnsonrm.co.nz 

Subject:  Re: RML20066: Anita and Gautam Naik- dwelling in CPA, Porikapa Road, Warea 

Hi Helen  

Apologies, I am out of the office today. Murali has promised to confirm the heights today. 

With the water tank, we stated the following in our email response to the Gray’s submission (sent 25 
November 2020): 

Appendix 6 2
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1. Water Tank Location to meet with setback guidelines of 5 meters if it is not to be to 
partially or fully buried - If the tank is fully or partially buried the tank location to be a 
minimum of 3 meters from the southern / eastern boundaries to ensure relative screening 
landscaping can be established. 

The applicants agree to this condition and are happy to offer the condition as part of the consent 
application. 

 The applicant is happy to adopt the 3 m setback to enable landscaping to be established.  

Regards 
 

Aaron   

Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   

MNZ PI  |  BTW Comp any L td  

P :  06  759  5040  |  M :  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  
 

From:  Helen Johnson helen@johnsonrm.co.nz 

Sent:  Tuesday, 30 March 2021 1:38 PM 

To:  Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 

Subject:  RML20066: Anita and Gautam Naik- dwelling in CPA, Porikapa Road, Warea 

 
Hello Aaron 
  
A couple of quick queries with regard to the above application. 
  

 Can you confirm that the maximum height of the building above ground level would be 
4.8m?   

 What height would the main ridgeline be? 
 Can you advise the distance the water tank would be from the eastern and southern 

boundaries and - given that it would be underground – whether landscaping could/would be 
undertaken in this locality. 

  
Thanks. 
  
  
Helen Johnson 
Consultant Planner for the South Taranaki District Council 
  
Principal Planner 
Johnson Resource Management Ltd 
  
helen@johnsonrm.co.nz 
ph: 021 065 4940 
  
The contents of this email and any attachments may be confidential and privileged, and are intended solely for the use of the persons to 
whom it is addressed.  
If you are not the intended recipient of this email, you must not use, distribute or copy the contents.  Please notify the sender immediately 
by return e-mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies. 
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Before the South Taranaki District Council 
 
Environment and Hearings Committee 
 
 
         
 
 
IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991 
 
 
AND 
 
 
IN THE MATTER of Land Use Consent Application RML20026 – to erect a 

dwelling on the property at Porikapa Road, Warea (Lot 8 DP 
390079). 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 

 
STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF AARON MARK EDWARDS ON BEHALF OF 

ANITA AND GAUTAM NAIK  
 

Dated: 16 April 2021 
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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. My name is Aaron Mark Edwards. I hold the position of Senior 

Planner at the New Plymouth based Resource Management 
Consultancy BTW Company Limited (BTW). I have been a practicing 
planner for the past eight years.  

 
Qualifications and Experience  
 
2. I hold a Masters of Planning (with Distinction) from Otago University, 

Dunedin (2012). I have been a full member of the New Zealand 
Planning Institute since 2018. 
 

3. My experience includes planning practice in both local government 
and private consultancy, processing and preparing resource consent 
applications and leading multidisciplinary project teams for a wide 
range of development projects. My experience includes various 
consent applications for dwelling development in both rural and 
urban settings predominantly in the Canterbury, Wellington, Taranaki 
and Waikato Regions.  

 
4. I am familiar with resource management issues arising in the South 

Taranaki District and work with the South Taranaki District Plan 
(District Plan) on a regular basis in my consultant planner role. I 
have previously assisted the owners of Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10 DP 
390079 in consenting their respective dwelling developments on 
Porikapa Road (having been engaged to prepare, lodge and 
manage their consent applications to South Taranaki District Council 
(STDC)).1  

 
5. I have had the following specific involvement with respect to the 

subject resource consent application: 
 

a. I was engaged by Anita and Gautam Naik (the applicants) to 
prepare a resource consent application and assessment of 
environmental effects (AEE) for the proposed dwelling which 
was lodged with STDC on 17 August 2020;  
 

b. I have acted as the agent on behalf of the applicants in all 
communications with STDC as part of the processing of this 
consent application;  

 

c. I have visited the application site and surrounding area on 
several occasions; and 
 

 
1 Lots 2 and 4 - RML17069 (granted 29 March 2018)  

Lot 6 - RML18026 (granted 15 November 2018) 
  Lot 10 – RML19057 (granted 9 August 2019).  
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d. I have engaged with Catherine and Ross Gray as the owners 
of Lot 10 DP 390079 (the submitters) via email on behalf of 
the applicants following receipt of their submission dated 19 
October 2020. The applicants engaged with the submitters 
prior to lodgment of the consent application. I was not directly 
involved in communications with the submitters prior to the 
closure of the submissions period.  
 

Expert Witness Code of Conduct 
 

6. I confirm that I have read, and agree to comply with, the 
Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 
(Environment Court of New Zealand Practice Note 2014). This 
evidence I am presenting is within my area of my expertise, except 
where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person. To 
the best of my knowledge I have not omitted to consider any material 
facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I 
express. 
 

7. I note that I assisted the submitters with their resource consent 
application. I do not consider this to constitute a conflict of interest. I 
have been engaged independently by both parties. The evidence 
presented is my independent professional opinion.  
 

Scope of Evidence 
 
8. The purpose of my evidence is to provide a planning assessment of 

the applicants’ proposal focusing on the matters raised by the 
submitters.  

 
9. In my evidence I will comment on: 

 
a. Points of clarification;  

 
b. The site and receiving environment; 

 
c. The proposal; 

 
d. Submission in opposition; 

 
e. Statutory requirements; 

 
f. Consent conditions; and  

 
g. RMA assessment conclusions. 

 
10. My evidence draws upon the information lodged with the resource 

consent application and AEE, as well as records of communication 
with the submitters and the STDC Officer’s Report prepared by Ms. 
Helen Johnson. 

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

208



 
 
 

4 

 

 
11. Where relevant, I will reference the contents of the Officer’s Report 

which has been pre-circulated and provides a comprehensive 
reference document. 

 
POINT OF CLARIFICATION  
 
12. Paragraph 94 of the Officer’s Report states the applicants agree to 

the condition requirement that the water tank be set back 5 m from 
site boundaries or, if fully or partially buried, a minimum of 3 m from 
the eastern and southern boundaries. The applicants now propose a 
minimum 2 m setback from the southern boundary for any fully or 
partially buried tanks. The rationale for this proposed setback is 
discussed in further detail in paragraphs 31-33 below.  

 
SITE AND RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT 
 
13. The site and existing environment are generally well described in 

paragraphs 2-4 of the Officer’s Report and on pages 1-3 of the AEE. 
I do not intend to repeat this information.  
 

THE PROPOSAL 
 
14. The proposal is well described in paragraphs 5-8 of the Officer’s 

Report and on pages 3-5 of the AEE. I do not intend to repeat this 
information.  
 

15. I agree with the rule assessment attached as Appendix 1 to the 
Officer’s Report. I agree with Ms. Johnson that overall the proposal 
should be assessed as a non-complying activity. 

 
16. The applicants engaged with the submitters prior to lodgement of 

this resource consent application. The applicants made a series of 
changes to the proposed plans in response to feedback from the 
submitters, summarised as follows:  

 
▪ The original design proposed an angled setback from the 

southern boundary with a minimum setback of approximately 3.3 
m;  
 

▪ The setback was then increased to 5 m before further 
redesigning to the current proposal with a minimum 7 m setback; 
and  
 

▪ Other changes made included altering the garage shape and 
internal layout (to accommodate the increased setback from the 
southern boundary), as well as moving the internal 
toilets/bathroom and the external septic tank to the east further 
away from the submitters’ master bedroom.  
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Copies of the site plan iterations are attached as Appendix B.  
 

17. Although not directly relevant to this consent application, the 
applicants wish to note that they provided their written approval to 
the submitters resource consent application in 2019 (with the 
dwelling being setback 6 m from the submitters northern boundary 
compared to the permitted 10 m performance standard).  

 
SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION 

 
18. I have reviewed the submission received from Catherine and Ross 

Gray, owners of Lot 10 DP 390079. By way of summary, the 
submission indicated the submitters would “support the application if 
STDC considers it meets with STDC guidelines with conditions for 
rural enclave subdivisions” and “if conditions suggested by us are 
able to be part of any resource consent issued”.  
 

19. It is my opinion that the proposal meets the relevant STDC 
guidelines for reasons set out in detail in the AEE submitted with the 
application and as summarised further in this statement of evidence.  

 
20. The submitters’ three suggested conditions concern landscaping, 

future garage development (and/or other such like structures) and 
the location of the water tank. I outline below the applicants’ position 
in respect of the suggested conditions.  
 

21. The applicants have provided feedback to the submitters in regard to 
the suggested conditions as part of communications to try to obtain 
their written approval. Records of communication with the submitters 
are attached as Appendix 1. I have previously provided these 
records of communication to Ms. Johnson.  

 
22. I note that as part of the post-submission communications the 

submitters proposed that the dwelling footprint be moved 
approximately 5-6 m to the east as a means to resolve their 
concerns. The applicants do not support this repositioning.  
 

23. The submitters sought reasoning as to why moving the dwelling 
footprint to the east would not be acceptable. It is my opinion, 
supported by the applicants and their architect Murali Bhaskar 
(Design Director, BOON Ltd, B.Arch, FNZIA), that the dwelling has 
been carefully designed to balance consideration of aspect, site 
access and functionality, local environmental conditions as well as 
impacts on neighbours. Mr. Bhaskar states that “the house is 
designed such that its location on site is carefully positioned so that 
it does not obstruct seaward side views from neighbouring lots”. 
Moving the dwelling further to the east would compromise site 
layout, functionality and aspect.  
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24. I do not consider it necessary to move the dwelling footprint to the 
east in order to avoid or mitigate adverse effects to an acceptable 
level. For reasons set out in the AEE and further in this statement of 
evidence, it is my opinion that the bulk and location of the proposed 
dwelling is appropriate (subject to conditions of consent). I note and 
agree with the Officer’s Report observation that the proposed 
dwelling “would be located in a similar position and with a similar 
orientation to the other dwellings at this end of the subdivision” 
(reason 2, page 36). I also note that moving the footprint to the east 
would result in a non-compliance with the 10 m eastern boundary 
setback (with a currently proposed minimum setback of 10.9 m).  

 
Condition 1 – Landscaping  

 
25. The applicants support the general intent of the suggested condition 

to provide for an appropriate extent of landscaping to soften the 
dwelling when viewed from the submitters’ property.  
 

26. The applicants are committed to implementing landscaping noting 
conditions of consent as offered on pages 4 and 5 of the AEE. The 
applicants support conditions 2 and 3 in the Officer’s Report 
concerning the submission of a landscaping and planting plan to the 
approval of STDC prior to any building work taking place at the site. 
The applicants support the timeframe for initial planting being 
undertaken in the first planting season following the completion of 
the building. The applicants support advice note guidance that 
undertaking planting in stages may be required given the challenging 
growing conditions (Officer’s Report, advice note 2, p.39).  
 

27. The applicants do not support the submitters suggested condition 
requiring planting to be undertaken prior to building commencement. 
I agree with the reasoning as set out in paragraphs 78-79 in the 
Officer’s Report in that landscaping is generally required to be 
established following construction (as works may impact on 
vegetation) and that the nature of the coastal environment presents 
a challenge to the establishment and growth of vegetation (with the 
requirement to establish vegetation prior to building impractical).   
 

28. I note that requiring the submission of a landscaping and planting 
plan to the approval of STDC and the requirement for planting to be 
established within the first growing season following completion of 
the building would be consistent with conditions of the granted 
consents for Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10. In my opinion, imposing conditions 
2 and 3 in the Officer’s Report would provide for consistency in 
decision making.  
 
Condition 2 – Future Garage  
 

29. The applicants currently have no plans to build another garage or 
other such like structure in the future but do not support the 
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suggested condition. The suggested condition concerns future 
development and does not address a direct effect on the 
environment relating to the proposed dwelling. I note that resource 
consent would be required under the District Plan for any external 
additions to the proposed dwelling and or any new building or 
structure within the Coastal Protection Area (Rule 17.1.3(a)). STDC 
would be required to identify any affected parties as part of that 
process. In my opinion the suggested condition is unreasonable and 
not consistent with section 108AA(1) in the RMA which states that: 
  

(1) A consent authority must not include a condition in a resource 
consent for an activity unless— 
 
a) the applicant for the resource consent agrees to the 

condition; or 
 

b) the condition is directly connected to 1 or both of the 
following: 

 
(i) an adverse effect of the activity on the environment: 

 
(ii)  an applicable district or regional rule, or a national 

environmental standard; or 
 

c) the condition relates to administrative matters that are 
essential for the efficient implementation of the relevant 
resource consent.  

 
Condition 3 – Location of the Water Tank 
 

30. The applicants have previously indicated support for the suggested 
condition that any above ground water tank be established a 
minimum of 5 m from site boundaries (as required for ‘other’ 
buildings within the Rural Zone) or, if fully or partially buried, a 
minimum of 3 m from the eastern and southern boundaries. That 
agreement was provided in the context of engaging with the 
submitters to resolve their submission concerns.  
 

31. The applicants are committed to providing for landscaping 
commensurate with the scale of potential adverse effects with 
respect to the southern boundary non-compliance. The applicants 
agree to a minimum 5 m setback for an above ground water tank 
that meets the definition of a building in the District Plan as follows:  
 

BUILDING: means (in addition to its ordinary and usual 
meaning) any STRUCTURE or part of a STRUCTURE 
constructed or erected whether temporary or permanent, 
movable or immovable, but for the purposes of the PLAN 
does not include: 
 

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

212



 
 
 

8 

 

(d) Any tank or pool including any structural support thereof, 
not exceeding 2000 litres capacity and not more than 2.0m in 
HEIGHT above NATURAL GROUND LEVEL. 

 
In this respect, the applicants adopt the District Plan minimum 5 m 
permitted activity setback standard for an ‘other building’ from site 
boundaries (performance standard 3.2.2).  

 
32. The applicants now propose a minimum 2 m setback for any buried 

or partially buried tank from the southern boundary. I assess the 
effects of the proposed setback (which I find to be acceptable) in 
paragraph 46 below.  
 

33. The applicants do not propose a minimum setback from the eastern 
boundary. I do not consider landscape planting along the eastern 
(right of way) boundary to be necessary to mitigate the adverse 
effects of the southern boundary setback non-compliance.  
 

34. I make the distinction that landscape planting in the vicinity of the 
eastern boundary (and/or eastern elevation) may be appropriate to 
mitigate effects on natural character. However, in my opinion 
requiring landscaping along the full length of the eastern boundary 
(access point aside) is not critical to mitigating natural character 
effects over the balance of the site to an acceptable level. It is my 
opinion that the intent of condition 2 of the Officer’s Report (that a 
landscaping and planting plan be designed to promote natural 
character and soften the building) can be met without specifically 
requiring landscaping along the full length of the eastern boundary 
(and that requiring a minimum setback for a tank in order to establish 
landscaping along the eastern boundary is therefore unnecessary).  
 

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 
 
Section 104 of the Act 
 
35. Section 104 matters have been comprehensively addressed in the 

AEE and Officer’s Report. I do not intend to repeat those matters 
here other than to note I agree with the relevant matters identified in 
the Officer’s Report. I provide summary assessment of those 
relevant matters below.  
 

SUMMARY OF ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS 
 
36. I concur with the Officer’s Report in terms of relevant matters for 

assessment. In my opinion, the relevant actual and potential adverse 
effects on the environment for consideration relate to: 

 
a. Rural character and amenity; 
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b. Natural character, landscape and ecological values of the 
coastal environment; and 

 
c. Cultural Values. 

 
The proposal will also have positive effects for the applicants in 
providing for a family home to provide for their well-being.  

 
37. I consider actual and potential effects on the submitters relate to the 

side boundary setback non-compliance only. The submitters are not 
considered to be adversely affected in respect of natural character, 
landscape and ecological values of the coastal environment or 
cultural values (and I also conclude that the scope of the submission 
does not extend to cover these matters). Accordingly, assessment 
below focuses on effects on rural character and amenity relating to 
the side boundary non-compliance.  
 

38. For completeness, I note that I agree with the Officer’s Report 
assessment and conclusions in respect of natural character, 
landscape and ecological values of the coastal environment and 
cultural values (in that any relevant environmental effects relating to 
these matters are able to be appropriately avoided, remedied or 
mitigated). 
 

39. I note here that an amendment to condition 7 in the Officer’s Report 
is sought to enable satellite dishes to be established aboveground. 
Ms. Johnson comments in her assessment of natural character 
effects that service connections should be provided underground 
(paragraph 113 in the Officer’s Report), recommending condition 7 
as follows:  

 
7. That any electrical or telecommunications service 

connections shall be provided underground. 
 
I note this condition (or similar) has not previously been imposed on 
the granted consents for Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10.  
 

40. The applicants support the intent of the condition (presumably to 
avoid visual clutter and associated impacts on natural character 
values). Currently Primo Wireless is the only internet option 
providing coverage in this location and requires an aboveground 
satellite dish. Some pay TV providers also require satellite dishes. I 
consider an amendment to condition 7 to enable aboveground 
satellite dishes to be practically necessary and that such features 
would not unduly compromise natural character values.  

 
Rural character and amenity effects 

 
41. In my opinion, any adverse rural character and amenity effects from 

the proposal would be suitably avoided or mitigated to an acceptable 
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level. I consider the dwelling to be comparable in design and scale 
with other dwellings within the subdivision and I agree with Ms. 
Johnson’s statement in regard to the relative size of the dwelling 
(paragraph 87 in the Officer’s Report):  

 
Although the area of the dwelling would be larger than the 
total area of buildings within the other allotments, it would be 
located in alignment with the existing dwellings and would be 
relatively low in height (4.8m along the main ridge up to a 
maximum of 5.1m above ground level). As the District Plan 
does not specify site coverage for the Rural Zone, in theory a 
much larger building could be erected, to a maximum height 
of 10m. 

 
As noted in paragraph 23, the dwelling has been carefully designed 
so that it does not obstruct seaward side views from adjoining lots.  
 

42. It is my opinion that a 10 m setback standard is not practical or 
necessary to maintain rural character and amenity values in the 
context of this subdivision development. In my opinion, the 10 m 
standard creates the potential for an unreasonable expectation from 
adjoining neighbours as to anticipated dwelling development under 
the District Plan. Ms. Johnson notes that the South Taranaki District 
Plan 2004 had lesser setback requirements for buildings within the 
Rural Zone when compared to the those within the current District 
Plan (5 m compared to the current 10 m) (paragraph 34 in the 
Officer’s Report).  
 

43. Regardless of the relative merits of the setback standard (noting the 
standard to be a resource consent trigger rather than a development 
requirement), I consider that the proposed minimum 7 m setback 
provides more than adequate separation distance from the 
boundary. I consider the overall design of the building to be 
appropriate in terms of building bulk and appearance in the context 
of the site and surrounding area. The dwelling will not appear out of 
character when compared to established dwellings within the 
existing environment. Landscaping as proposed will assist in 
softening the dwelling when viewed from the submitters’ property.   
 

44. I agree with Ms. Johnson’s overall conclusions in respect of rural 
character and amenity effects (paragraph 97 in the Officer’s Report):  
 

Overall, it is considered that the proposed development would 
reflect the nature of the property, its location within a rural-
residential enclave, and the constraints of the site. The 
building has been designed in a similar fashion to others in 
the locality, and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce 
the visual impacts on the landscape and adjoining allotments. 
As such, it is considered that it would not adversely affect the 
rural character and amenity particular to this area. 
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45. I also agree entirely with the summary reasoning provided on pages 

36 and 37 of the Officer’s Report.  
 

46. With regard to the water tank setback, I consider the proposed 2 m 
minimum setback from the southern boundary for an underground or 
partially buried tank to be appropriate. The 2 m setback does not 
compromise the ability for landscaping of greater width to be 
established elsewhere along the southern boundary. I consider 
providing for a 2 m wide landscaping strip in the vicinity of the water 
tank to be of sufficient width to establish landscaping to achieve the 
intent of condition 2 - to undertake landscape planting designed to 
promote natural character and soften the building.  
 

47. Overall, I consider that any adverse rural character and amenity 
effects would be suitably avoided or mitigated to an acceptable level.  

 
Conclusion on Assessment of Effects  
 
48. Overall, I consider that any actual and potential adverse effects on 

the environment are able to be avoided, remedied or mitigated to an 
acceptable level. For the purposes of assessment under section 
104D of the RMA the level of adverse effects (in the context of the 
entire application) are considered to be no more than minor.  

 
THE OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES OF THE DISTRICT PLAN 
 
49. I agree with the Officer’s Report assessment and overall conclusion 

that the proposal would be consistent with the objectives and 
policies of the District Plan. In particular, I consider the proposal to 
be consistent with the Rural Zone Objective 2.1.3 (and supporting 
Policies 2.1.8, 2.1.9, 2.1.13 and 2.1.14) in that the dwelling is of a 
nature and scale consistent with the evolving character of the 
subdivision and that the proposal will maintain rural character and 
amenity values in this location. 

 
GATEWAY TEST - SECTION 104D OF THE RMA 

50. As concluded in paragraph 48 the proposal passes the first gateway 
in that any effects on the environment are considered to be no more 
than minor. The proposal is also found to not be contrary to the 
objectives and policies of the District Plan as concluded in paragraph 
49. The consent authority may therefore proceed to determine the 
consent application under Sections 104 and 104B of the RMA.  
 

PART 2 OF THE ACT 

51. An assessment of Part 2 was provided on pages 15-16 of the AEE. I 
do not intend to repeat that assessment here. Overall, I consider the 
proposal to be in keeping with Part 2 of the Act.  
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DRAFT CONSENT CONDITIONS 

 
52. The applicants support the recommended conditions in the Officer’s 

Report aside from the setback requirement for tanks (condition 1) 
and the requirement for telecommunications service connections to 
be provided underground (condition 7).  
 

53. If the Hearings Committee was to accept the Officer’s Report 
recommendations, that consent be granted subject to recommended 
conditions, the following amendment to condition 1 is proposed (with 
deletions shown in strikethrough and additions in underline): 

 
1. That the activity is undertaken in general accordance with the 

details and plans accompanying the resource consent 
application submitted to the South Taranaki District Council 
(“the Council”), including that: 
 
a. The building shall be located as shown on the site plan 

submitted with the application. 
 

b. The building shall be relocatable in the manner described. 
 

c. The building shall be finished in recessive colours, with a 
maximum light reflectance value of 37%. 

 
d. Any tank shall be located no closer to any boundary of the 

site than: 
 

(i) 5m, where fully or partially above ground it meets the 
definition of a building in the South Taranaki District 
Plan; or 
 

(ii) 3 2m, where partially underground or fully 
underground. 

 
54. The following amendment to condition 7 is proposed:  

 
7. That any electrical or telecommunications service 

connections shall be provided underground, except for 
satellite dishes. 

 
55. I have otherwise reviewed the recommended consent conditions in 

the Officer’s Report and consider that they are reasonable and 
appropriate to avoid, remedy or mitigate any potential adverse 
effects of the proposal.  
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RMA ASSESSMENT CONCLUSION 
 

56. In my opinion the proposed dwelling has been appropriately 
designed within the context of the subdivision development and 
coastal setting. I consider the proposed dwelling will not appear out 
of character when compared to established dwellings within the 
existing environment. Any adverse effects will be suitably avoided, 
remedied or mitigated to an acceptable level.  
 

57. I find the proposal to be consistent with the objectives and policies of 
the District Plan and the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement.     

 
58. I support the overall conclusions and recommendations of the 

Officer’s Report. I consider that the proposed amendments to 
recommended conditions in the Officer’s Report are appropriate.  
 

59. I conclude the proposal will achieve the purpose of the RMA to 
promote the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources. I support the Officer’s Report which recommends that the 
proposal be granted subject to conditions.   

 
 
 

 
 
Aaron Mark Edwards  
 
16 April 2021 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Records of Communication with Submitters 
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Aaron Edwards

From: Aaron Edwards
Sent: Friday, 16 April 2021 7:42 am
To: Aaron Edwards
Subject: FW: Updated : Porikapa Road Warea
Attachments: 6128_P8 Bach Plans_20191129[6] (1)   rev 3.pdf; 20191203 190994 STDC Writtten   

Approval Form Template Rev3.pdf

----- Forwarded message ----- 
From: Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> 
To: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Cc: Anita Naik <anita.naik909@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, 18 December, 2019, 03:14:15 pm GMT+13 
Subject: Fw: Updated : Porikapa Road Warea 
 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Trust all is well at your end heading into the holiday season 
We are only following up on our earlier email from the 7th.  
 
Since then the BTW Company on our behalf have opened discussions with DOC and the local iwi. With regards to the 
resource consent application to the STDC they recommend we include all documents at the initial stage. 
. 
We are aiming to lodge the application on the STDC reopening in the new year.  
 
The STDC are now viewing the water storage tanks much like a detached structure , we have shown the proposed 
location in the plans and also included this in the approval form 
 
We were wondering if you would be able to make some time to to review the latest version of our plans and the 
approval form and let us know if we have been able to sufficiently address your concerns.  
 
We will totally understand if you are busy heading in to Christmas and the holidays and would greatly appreciate if 
you could respond by mid January 
 
We wish you both a very happy Christmas and a great holiday season 
 
Regards 
 
Gautam and Anita 
 
 
----- Forwarded message ----- 
From: Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> 
To: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Cc: Anita Naik <anita.naik909@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, 7 December, 2019, 10:11:50 am GMT+13 
Subject: Re: Updated : Porikapa Road Warea 
 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Hope you had a great time on your fishing trip. We have attached a fresh set of plans with the septic system pump 
located east of the original position as you mentioned. This is now outside the south eastern corner of our house 
which would require a slightly longer pipe run to the effluent field, but we are fine with that. 
Since our last email to you the STDC have informed us they would require our neighbours approval to locate the 
water storage tank with a setback less than 5 m from the section boundaries. 
We intend to position our tank in the south eastern corner of the property 1 m away from the eastern and southern 
boundary as shown in the plans and we have included this in the approval form attached . 
 
We have also approached Kevin Gray for his approval re the tank location from the eastern boundary. 
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When your are back from your holiday please could you review the above changes and let us know your thoughts. 
 
 
kind regards, 
 
Gautam and Anita. 
 
 
 
On Monday, 25 November, 2019, 08:57:51 pm GMT+13, Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> wrote:  
 
 
Hi Gautam and Anita 
 
Sorry for the delay we are up north at Kooljaman on a fishing trip this is a no service area and are due back into 
Margaret River around the 8th December 
 
At a quick glance the setback now is  good thank you however septic now is next to our bedroom and front deck  we 
were hoping that it would just be placed a couple of meters east of the original position you had - basically just east of 
your master bedroom ? This then only requires a line to the discharge field which is pumped similar to other units and 
how ours will be placed. 
 
Due to our absence please do not let us hold up your submission to STDC We will sort our form on our return.   
 
We anticipate being back in Taranaki mid February to begin our build and first plantings. 
 
Kind Regards 
Catherine and Ross 
 
 
 
 
On Thursday, November 21, 2019, Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> wrote: 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Please see attached our revised house plans and the affected parties approval form . Based on your feedback we 
worked with our designer to incorporate the below changes. 

1. We altered the garage shape, and the position and orientation of the dwelling to achieve a 5m separation 
from the South boundary.  

2. The ETP  is now located outside our Lounge. This has also increased the space available for planting along 
the boundary  

3. The Bedroom 3 and shared bathroom/toilet spaces have been swapped around to move our toilets 
/bathroom more to the east and further away from your master bedroom. 

The planner from BTW has re worded the affected parties form based on your observations. 
 
Further we would be happy to discuss with you when we are ready to start planting.  
We request you to consider our proposal favorably so we can proceed with our application to the STDC 
 
In case you have any questions please let us know. 
 
regards, 
 
Gautam and Anita. 
 
 
 
----- Forwarded message ----- 
From: Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> 
To: crgray.warea@gmail.com <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Cc: Anita Naik <anita.naik909@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, 19 November, 2019, 11:33:27 am GMT+13 
Subject: Re: Updated : Porikapa Road Warea 
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Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Thank you for coming back to us with your thoughts and concerns regarding our house design. We do not take these 
as criticism in any way and in fact view them constructively. 
Taking on board your concerns regarding the boundary set back , sewerage and septic pump, the bath room and 
toilet location relative to your master bedroom and planting space, we are working with our designer to understand 
how best we can address these. 
 
Although we are not building in the immediate our house design is based on our future plan to live in the house with 
our family having a regular occupancy of 4 adults.  
 
We will require a few days to discuss and implement changes to the design and will send for your review once we 
have the updated plans from our designer. 
 
kind regards 
 
Gautam and Anita. 
 
On Monday, 18 November, 2019, 02:26:35 pm GMT+13, C & R Gray <crg.espoke@gmail.com> wrote:  
 
 
Hi Guatam 
 
The original email sent had a few missing lines that are now added in the below  
 

Hi Gautam and Anita 
 
Thanks for the email, 
 
Can you update our email to  : crgray.warea@gmail.com  please. 
 
We have read your email and studied the plan set. 
You will find Catherine and myself very easy going and not much bothers us. 
 
Feedback from us as requested 
We live in a 8 acre bush block for 40 years and we cannot see any neighbours so this subdivision feels like we are 
moving into suburbia. 
 
With our resource consent one of the main criteria that had to be meet was there was to be no reverse sensitivity 
conflict.   
When we designed our dwelling one main priority was to take into account our privacy and to ensure our dwelling 
had minimal  consequences for our neighbours ambiance in the rural environment. 
 
Firstly can I confirm the actual footprint size under the one roof line it seems to be around approx 200 sqm is this 
correct ?.    
 
We thought that a 5m setback from any neighbours boundary ( the old set back requirement ) though not ideal would 
reflect a sufficient adequate setback from another dwelling. and with our early  our discussions with STDC 
preserving the ambiance within the  rural location that all new construction in the subdivision this must be taken this 
consideration. We originally wanted a larger building footprint but it was going to lead into consent compliance 
issues. 
 
Our thoughts are  
 
1 : We would require a 5m set back from the boundary as we sought from you - this then will give use some sense 
however little that your dwelling is not on the top of ours -  By relocating the garage position the dwelling would be 
able to fit within your section with a adequate setback of 5m. 
 
2 : The design shows the ensuites and ablutions basically straight across from our master bedroom  - Please note 
the houses to the North of you or any other dwelling in the subdivision do not have these areas directly across from 
neighbours bedrooms. 
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3 :  The sewerage / septic system will be placed virtually again directly across from the northeast point of our master 
bedroom  and the associated pumping outgoing workings with the system disposal process would possibly be heard 
from our master bedroom. Additionally the location of this system would not allow  the area  you to plant screening 
species comfortably within the boundary.  
 
 Additional notes : 
 
The affected parties form is incorrect  with this clause 
 
3.2.2 1: Minimum 10m setback for a dwelling unit and minimum 5m setback for other buildings from side boundaries. 
The dwelling is set back 3.268m 
from the southern boundary and the garage is setback 1.784m from the northern boundary . 
 
The garage is part of the dwelling  under a continuous roof line and is not considered a outbuilding. 
Overall all our concerns regarding any of the above would be negated by separating and relocating  your garage 
from the dwelling and creating a 5m setback. 
 
The design does not infringe in anyway on the ambiance of your north neighbours in this regard but does 
substantially us.   
 
Please do not take this as criticism  of what you are trying to achieve. 
We welcome your feedback on the above. 
 
Kind Regards 
Ross and Catherine 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On Sun, Nov 17, 2019 at 4:01 AM Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> wrote: 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
We hope you are doing well and that the resource and building consent process for your property progressed 
smoothly. We are now about to apply for the resource consent and are getting ready the documentation required.  
 
As you would know we need both our neighbors approval of the house design and boundaries.Towards this I have 
attached our house plans for your kind review. Please do not hesitate to let us know if you would require any further 
information. 
At this stage we do not intend to progress to a building consent. We are happy with the architects design, layout 
and the house footprint and so do not foresee any major changes to these in the future. We will of course inform 
you at the time should we decide to apply for a building consent.  
 
As regards planting and fencing we do anticipate in the future planting some grasses and a few other plants of low 
height that are native to that area and can withstand the local conditions. We too would not like a batten fence and 
prefer vegetation as a boundary. We would certainly be discussing with you regarding this at the time. 
 
Please could we request to take a look at the house plans and let us know your thoughts. We would be happy to 
answer any questions you may have.  
I have also included a council written approval form in the attachments. 
 
In case you are happy to progress your approval could I request you to please complete and return signed copies of 
the form and the house plans. 
 
kind regards, 
 
Gautam and Anita Naik 
 
 
 
 
 
On Wednesday, 27 February, 2019, 05:53:07 pm GMT+13, Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> wrote:  
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Hi Ross and Catherine 
Please forward the plans when you receive them. As regards planting please let us know once you have confirmed 
your choice of vegetation and the decision to plant 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us should you need to discuss anything else 
 
Regards 
 
Gautam 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

On Wednesday, February 27, 2019, 5:37 PM, C & R Gray <crg.espoke@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hi Gautam and Anita 
 
Thanks for the reply and we appreciated your initial positive response.  
It seems both neighbours understand the situation and we will be designing to meet the IWI / 
coastal guidelines,   
We will forward you the general external plans / elevations and site map as soon as these are 
finalised, 
 
As for re-vegetation when / if the time comes  we do anticipate planting some flax koru and grasses 
as the normal vegetation that may exist naturally - we obviously would discuss with you if we would 
plant internally on our boundary of if we should plant down the boundary line of both 
properties.Personally we would not like a batten fence but vegetation to separate our properties.It 
seems also with the Iwi they are now against batten fencing as well in this area, 
 
I am lead to believe the recent resource consents for the properties to the north of you may of been 
completed before these new guidelines came in. hence they may of been able to develop 
somewhat outside the strict guidelines. 
 
To date no official organization council / doc / surveyors are  giving us much confidence in regard 
to the position of the Iwi  and it seems the process could be arduous without no guarantee of 
approval  
 
Hopefully for all our sakes we are not to late too to be able to build and those who have are going 
to be the lucky ones.It would be disappointing if we all are left with properties that we pay rates on 
but unable to plan with any confidence our dwellings even meeting all requirements may not be 
approved. 
 
We will keep you posted on the progress  
 
Kind Regards 
Ross and Catherine Gray 
 
On Thu, Feb 21, 2019 at 2:04 PM Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> wrote: 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Thank you for your email. We have done this earlier for our neighbours on the other boundary as 
well and are happy to assist.  
In case you have a set of building and site plans available for the proposed dwelling, please could 
you provide us a copy so we can give you our feedback.  
 
Kind regards 
 
Gautam and Anita 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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On Thursday, February 21, 2019, 6:41 PM, C & R Gray <crg.espoke@gmail.com> 
wrote: 

 Tēnā koe  Anita and Gautam. 
 
May we introduce ourselves as one of your neighbours in Porikapa Road Warea 
I am Ross Gray ( brother of Kevin original land owner ) and my wife is Catherine. 
We currently reside in Margaret River Western Australia. 
 
We are about to apply for a resource and building consent for our property 
It will be a low level single storey  low impact structure approx 101 sqm. 
As you may well be aware when we and possibly yourselves brought the  land the 
set backs for the side boundaries were 5m - however due to the implementation 
of the updated town planning scheme for South Taranaki these have been 
increased to 10m - this presents us and possibly yourself and all other 
unoccupied land owners with now extremely restricted options due to the fact all 
our land widths are approx 31m wide,We intend to place our structure due west 
facing square to the ocean front and centred and 30 -40 meters back from the 
front boundary - the approximate size will be 16.8m wide which means we would 
require our neighbours approval to keep the process flowing at a reasonable pace 
to built over the new 10m setback - we would be approx 7 - 7.5 meters from our 
boundary. Our neighbour on the other side as well would need to agree to this 
Everyone will need each others co-operation in this regard and when the time 
comes for your resource consent we without hesitation also would agree to you 
placement over the setback requirement to ensure your structure would be able to 
maximise your location and aspect. 
 
May I have your thoughts on the above and please provide us with any feedback 
you wish to impart to us prior to beginning the process for a resource and building 
consent 
 
Kindest Regards 
Catherine and Ross gray 
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Aaron Edwards

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, 10 March 2021 5:21 pm
To: Aaron Edwards
Subject: Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 

resource consent - Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - 
Lot 8 DP 390079

Hi Aaron 
 
It seems your client does not want to alter their aspect  but happy to have our northwest and northeast aspects 
compromised. 
The design has little impact on the northern neighbours and is oriented  to have considerable impact on our aspects. 
 
Combined with the other concerns we have it is clear we will never come to any agreement - As stated we wish to 
be heard in support of our submission when the  Environment and Hearings Committee consider the resource 
consent at the appropriate time.. I request to be informed of the date and time this will occur so we can prepare 
accordingly. 
 
Kind Regards 
Ross and Catherine Gray 
349 Porikapa Road Warea 
 
 
On Wed, Mar 10, 2021 at 4:07 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Ross  

  

Unfortunately moving the dwelling footprint is not acceptable to our client. The dwelling has been carefully 
designed to balance consideration of aspect, local environmental conditions and impacts on neighbours. It is our 
opinion that the dwelling has been designed sympathetic to the local environment and we note the changes our 
client has made from the original proposal to increase the setback from your boundary and to relocate servicing. 
Our client was generally supportive of the conditions raised in your October 2020 submission and we had hoped to 
work through these to obtain your written approval.     

  

Our intention is to now request that STDC continue processing the application.     

  

Regards  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

226



2

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, 28 February 2021 7:33 PM 
To: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - Naik 
proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Aaron 

  

Ok the attached overall layout positioning whilst not millimeter perfect does represent in general an accurate 
overview of all the structures sizing  and positioning with the resource consent applications previously lodged by 
those owners. It clearly shows the substantial somewhat triangular footprint of the proposed area inclusive of 
decking does not seem appropriate for the rural subdivision block section sizing, It clearly shows the substantial 
impact on our Northern aspects and privacy that this irregular shaped structure will have.  

  

Visually all of our  northern skyline aspects will be dominated by a continuous roofline / wall line in excess of 22 
meters   - The main bedroom and window ( our northern wall ) will be directly adjacent - there are privacy concerns 
especially during the extensive construction period. Additionally during any construction period which is likely to be 
at least  2 years with an ongoing period of a number of years until a substantial vegative barrier can be grown if not 
undertaken prior to construction will cause long term ongoing concerns. Even once vegetation is established 
the extensive roofline / top of the wall  will have a high visible impact, Due to the somewhat triangular nature of 
the design effectively creates 3 continuous visual aspects over 20 meters in length. This structures visual impacts 
will be noticable from all aspects - North / South / East and West 

  

No other aspects of the other properties are impacted as ours. 

( A more conventional footprint .i,e  20m x 10m would be far more practical. ) 

  

We have considered this extensively and if the Northwest aspect can be freed up it would be a beginning to a 
resolution. 

To do this the structure could be moved to the east approximately 5 - 6 meters  .Then the southwestern point of 
the structure would align with the  northwest corner of our structure freeing up the visual impact and resolving 
some privacy concerns. The Southeast Point of the structure then would sit on the 10 boundary line if not 
marginally over it. The " garage " then would also be over the 10 meter setback but around 5 meters from the 
eastern boundary but being a " garage "  this distance may be tolerated by the council. 

  

Put this proposition to you clients please - if the proposed positional adjustment to the east is not suitable we 
would like the reasons for this to be clearly documented for our response. 

  

The owners of the farm to the east of which you would be aware are family who are also a notified affected party 
due to the water tank position. I am aware they have not signed the plans for the structure approval and only 
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agreed on the water tank placement on the original planset provided - I stand to be corrected on this if incorrect. I 
cannot speak for the owners of the farm but the indication is that if the structure can be moved whilst not 
approving the planset they will not object. Our intent was and still is to work through our concerns onsite with the 
owners or owner's representative but due to Covid we still are unable to return to NZ and there still seems to be no 
clear date that this can be achieved. 

  

We have notified council that due to the Covid situation that if our concerns are unable to be resolved when the 
council considers the resource consent once the application is recommenced we will wish to be  heard in support 
of our submission that is - to speak in support of our submission to the Environment and Hearings Committee.  

  

How this can be achieved from West Australia will need to be formalised when the time comes. 

We wish to be kept fully informed of this timeline so we can prepare. 

  

We look forward to the response in due course 

  

Kind Regards 

Catherine and Ross Gray 

349 Porikapa Road Warea. 

  

  

  

  

On Thu, Feb 18, 2021 at 11:17 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Ross  

  

Thanks for your patience. The architects have gone back to confirm boundary dimensions for Lot 8 as per the 
attached (as upfront detailed design work) - these match the dimensions as with the site plan submitted with the 
application. With regard to your site plan unfortunately we are unable to confirm the accuracy of it as the sites to 
the north are not owned by our client but the attached plan gives certainty as to the proposed setback from your 
boundary.  

  

We look forward to your feedback around your concerns and suggested solutions.   
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Regards  

  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Aaron Edwards  
Sent: Tuesday, 19 January 2021 2:54 PM 
To: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Thanks Ross for the detail - I will forward onto the architects for their review.  

  

Regards  

  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, 19 January 2021 11:21 AM 
To: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Aaron 

  

We had a accurate surveyors overall layout of the subdivision provided by my brother who subdivided  

  

The pdf was then complied by a  pdf provided to us by your clients northern neighbours which  had all three 
northern properties and structures that was used for their resource / building consents and our property after the 
survey we completed - these are accurate representations  I then took the plan-set provided by you of lot 8 and 
resized into lot 8 section - there may be some discrepancy due to my placement of minor margins but the overall 
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represents quite a accurate representation of lot 8 s proposed structure - I are showing you to ensure we are in 
agreement of that this represents accurately the  footprints of all structures at that end of the subdivision. If not 
for you to provide us with your adjusted version for consideration.  

  

We will then address the concerns we have and attempt to offer some solutions which we consider fair. 

  

Kind Regards 

Ross Gray 

  

 
On Tuesday, January 19, 2021, Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Ross  

  

Thanks for the contact - I’ll get the architects to take a look. To guide their review, how did you create the PDF? 
Have you taken three separate images from resource consent documents and lined these up to create the PDF?   

  

Thanks 

  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, 18 January 2021 12:25 PM 
To: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Aaron 

  

Can you please have a look at the attached PDF and confirm the placement is accurate ? 

If you could make any slight sizing adjustment if required and send back to me please with absolute correct sizing 
/ positioning 
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Kind Regards 

Ross 

  

On Mon, Jan 18, 2021 at 5:35 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Catherine and Ross 

  

Hope you have had a good holiday season. Just following up to see if you have had chance to further consider 
the below and to provide feedback?  

  

Thanks  

  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Aaron Edwards  
Sent: Wednesday, 2 December 2020 3:53 PM 
To: 'Catherine and Ross' <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Catherine and Ross 

  

Thanks for the response - we can certainly appreciate the covid complications. We look forward to your further 
feedback later this month.  

  

Regards  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  
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From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, 30 November 2020 2:57 PM 
To: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Aaron 

  

We will respond to this email late  December since application is on hold  

We will have time then to provide feedback. 

  

As much as we are trying to get to NZ to look at this proposal onsite you would appreciate Covid has made this 
complicated.At this stage we are committed to returning Late may to catch up on time lost on landscaping this 
year to ensure extensive works have been completed for next spring growing season - It may be a good time 
then for both property owners to  establish a secure 40m - 50m  x 4 m  fenced wind barrier down the boundary 
line to ensure plantings are underway. 

  

Kind Regards 

Catherine and Ross Gray 

  

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 10:55 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Catherine and Ross  

I trust you are both well.  

We are assisting Anita and Gautam with their consent application and seek to liaise with you on their behalf in 
respect of the matters raised in your submission - we have placed the application on hold to address these 
matters.  

Thanks for providing proposed conditions - hoping to discuss these further and come to some agreement going 
forward.   

1. The applicant makes a commitment to implement an extensive approved screening planting program 
on the applicants southern boundary and to ensure the establishment of vegetation has taken place 
prior to any building commencement. These plantings should be a minimum of 2 Meters in width to 
ensure density and the height of vegetation will effectively screen the 22 meter wall from visually 
dominating our northern aspect . We are currently implementing a approved landscaping plan of 
similar width and in combination should provide effective density of vegetation for both applicants to 
ensure screening of buildings. 
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The applicant is committed to providing landscaping in association with the build noting the requirement for a 
landscaping plan has been offered as a condition of consent (matching the conditions on your consent). We 
note the conditions require landscaping following completion of the build and the applicants propose the same 
condition timing for their build given the challenging local growing conditions and the potential for damage to 
the vegetation during construction. The applicants are willing to prepare a landscaping plan for your review 
and input to then be put forth to Council for inclusion as part of the consent application. If agreeable, it would 
be of benefit to see a copy of your approved landscaping plan so that the landscaping plan can be prepared to 
tie into your plan and provide for an appropriate width of planting.  

2. With a garage being a part of the application that no further application for any other suchlike garage 
structure to be considered into the future on the section.  

The applicants currently have no plans to build another garage in the future but do not support the suggested 
condition. We note that resource consent would be required under the South Taranaki District Plan for any 
external additions to the proposed dwelling and or any new building or structure (Rule 17.1.3(a)) and Council 
would be required to identify any affected neighbours as part of that process.  

3. Water Tank Location to meet with setback guidelines of 5 meters if it is not to be to partially or fully 
buried - If the tank is fully or partially buried the tank location to be a minimum of 3 meters from the 
southern / eastern boundaries to ensure relative screening landscaping can be established. 

The applicants agree to this condition and are happy to offer the condition as part of the consent application.  

We look forward to your feedback.  

Regards  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, 20 October 2020 12:34 AM 
To: Planning@stdc.govt.nz 
Cc: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik: proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Many apologies - original email sent contained a draft response that had not been edited by mistake  

Attached is the correct documentation relating to the Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 
resource consent - Naik: proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

Please disregard earlier email documentation sent. 

  

  

To STDC Planning  
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Regards to  RML20066 - Notification letter - Gray -  Porikapa Road, Warea (Lot 8 DP 390079).   

  

Submission by Catherine and Ross Gray  Lot 10 DP390079 Warea  

Po Box 228 Margaret River Western Australia 6285 

Email : crgray.warea@gmail.com 

Mobile : + 61 4088004170 

  

Reference :  

  

Consent No.:      RML20066 

Applicants:          Anita & Gautam Naik 

Location:              Porikapa Road, Warea, Taranaki, New Zealand 

Proposal:             Erect a dwelling 

  

Please see attached Documentation for consideration' 

Advise accordingly if incomplete in any way. 

  

Kind Regards 

Catherine Ross Gray 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Site Plan Iterations 

 

 

Rev 1 – 15/11/19 

 

Rev 2 – 20/11/19 

 

Rev 3 – 02/12/19 

 

Rev 4 – 20/01/20  
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Before the South Taranaki District Council 

Environment and Hearings Committee 

IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991 

AND 

IN THE MATTER of Land Use Consent Application RML20026 – to erect a
dwelling on the property at Porikapa Road, Warea (Lot 8 DP 
390079). 

STATEMENT OF EVIDENCE OF AARON MARK EDWARDS ON BEHALF OF 
ANITA AND GAUTAM NAIK  

Dated: 16 April 2021 

Appendix 7 2
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INTRODUCTION 
 
1. My name is Aaron Mark Edwards. I hold the position of Senior 

Planner at the New Plymouth based Resource Management 
Consultancy BTW Company Limited (BTW). I have been a practicing 
planner for the past eight years.  

 
Qualifications and Experience  
 
2. I hold a Masters of Planning (with Distinction) from Otago University, 

Dunedin (2012). I have been a full member of the New Zealand 
Planning Institute since 2018. 
 

3. My experience includes planning practice in both local government 
and private consultancy, processing and preparing resource consent 
applications and leading multidisciplinary project teams for a wide 
range of development projects. My experience includes various 
consent applications for dwelling development in both rural and 
urban settings predominantly in the Canterbury, Wellington, Taranaki 
and Waikato Regions.  

 
4. I am familiar with resource management issues arising in the South 

Taranaki District and work with the South Taranaki District Plan 
(District Plan) on a regular basis in my consultant planner role. I 
have previously assisted the owners of Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10 DP 
390079 in consenting their respective dwelling developments on 
Porikapa Road (having been engaged to prepare, lodge and 
manage their consent applications to South Taranaki District Council 
(STDC)).1  

 
5. I have had the following specific involvement with respect to the 

subject resource consent application: 
 

a. I was engaged by Anita and Gautam Naik (the applicants) to 
prepare a resource consent application and assessment of 
environmental effects (AEE) for the proposed dwelling which 
was lodged with STDC on 17 August 2020;  
 

b. I have acted as the agent on behalf of the applicants in all 
communications with STDC as part of the processing of this 
consent application;  

 

c. I have visited the application site and surrounding area on 
several occasions; and 
 

 
1 Lots 2 and 4 - RML17069 (granted 29 March 2018)  

Lot 6 - RML18026 (granted 15 November 2018) 
  Lot 10 – RML19057 (granted 9 August 2019).  
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d. I have engaged with Catherine and Ross Gray as the owners 
of Lot 10 DP 390079 (the submitters) via email on behalf of 
the applicants following receipt of their submission dated 19 
October 2020. The applicants engaged with the submitters 
prior to lodgment of the consent application. I was not directly 
involved in communications with the submitters prior to the 
closure of the submissions period.  
 

Expert Witness Code of Conduct 
 

6. I confirm that I have read, and agree to comply with, the 
Environment Court’s Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 
(Environment Court of New Zealand Practice Note 2014). This 
evidence I am presenting is within my area of my expertise, except 
where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another person. To 
the best of my knowledge I have not omitted to consider any material 
facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I 
express. 
 

7. I note that I assisted the submitters with their resource consent 
application. I do not consider this to constitute a conflict of interest. I 
have been engaged independently by both parties. The evidence 
presented is my independent professional opinion.  
 

Scope of Evidence 
 
8. The purpose of my evidence is to provide a planning assessment of 

the applicants’ proposal focusing on the matters raised by the 
submitters.  

 
9. In my evidence I will comment on: 

 
a. Points of clarification;  

 
b. The site and receiving environment; 

 
c. The proposal; 

 
d. Submission in opposition; 

 
e. Statutory requirements; 

 
f. Consent conditions; and  

 
g. RMA assessment conclusions. 

 
10. My evidence draws upon the information lodged with the resource 

consent application and AEE, as well as records of communication 
with the submitters and the STDC Officer’s Report prepared by Ms. 
Helen Johnson. 
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11. Where relevant, I will reference the contents of the Officer’s Report 

which has been pre-circulated and provides a comprehensive 
reference document. 

 
POINT OF CLARIFICATION  
 
12. Paragraph 94 of the Officer’s Report states the applicants agree to 

the condition requirement that the water tank be set back 5 m from 
site boundaries or, if fully or partially buried, a minimum of 3 m from 
the eastern and southern boundaries. The applicants now propose a 
minimum 2 m setback from the southern boundary for any fully or 
partially buried tanks. The rationale for this proposed setback is 
discussed in further detail in paragraphs 31-33 below.  

 
SITE AND RECEIVING ENVIRONMENT 
 
13. The site and existing environment are generally well described in 

paragraphs 2-4 of the Officer’s Report and on pages 1-3 of the AEE. 
I do not intend to repeat this information.  
 

THE PROPOSAL 
 
14. The proposal is well described in paragraphs 5-8 of the Officer’s 

Report and on pages 3-5 of the AEE. I do not intend to repeat this 
information.  
 

15. I agree with the rule assessment attached as Appendix 1 to the 
Officer’s Report. I agree with Ms. Johnson that overall the proposal 
should be assessed as a non-complying activity. 

 
16. The applicants engaged with the submitters prior to lodgement of 

this resource consent application. The applicants made a series of 
changes to the proposed plans in response to feedback from the 
submitters, summarised as follows:  

 
▪ The original design proposed an angled setback from the 

southern boundary with a minimum setback of approximately 3.3 
m;  
 

▪ The setback was then increased to 5 m before further 
redesigning to the current proposal with a minimum 7 m setback; 
and  
 

▪ Other changes made included altering the garage shape and 
internal layout (to accommodate the increased setback from the 
southern boundary), as well as moving the internal 
toilets/bathroom and the external septic tank to the east further 
away from the submitters’ master bedroom.  
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Copies of the site plan iterations are attached as Appendix B.  
 

17. Although not directly relevant to this consent application, the 
applicants wish to note that they provided their written approval to 
the submitters resource consent application in 2019 (with the 
dwelling being setback 6 m from the submitters northern boundary 
compared to the permitted 10 m performance standard).  

 
SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION 

 
18. I have reviewed the submission received from Catherine and Ross 

Gray, owners of Lot 10 DP 390079. By way of summary, the 
submission indicated the submitters would “support the application if 
STDC considers it meets with STDC guidelines with conditions for 
rural enclave subdivisions” and “if conditions suggested by us are 
able to be part of any resource consent issued”.  
 

19. It is my opinion that the proposal meets the relevant STDC 
guidelines for reasons set out in detail in the AEE submitted with the 
application and as summarised further in this statement of evidence.  

 
20. The submitters’ three suggested conditions concern landscaping, 

future garage development (and/or other such like structures) and 
the location of the water tank. I outline below the applicants’ position 
in respect of the suggested conditions.  
 

21. The applicants have provided feedback to the submitters in regard to 
the suggested conditions as part of communications to try to obtain 
their written approval. Records of communication with the submitters 
are attached as Appendix 1. I have previously provided these 
records of communication to Ms. Johnson.  

 
22. I note that as part of the post-submission communications the 

submitters proposed that the dwelling footprint be moved 
approximately 5-6 m to the east as a means to resolve their 
concerns. The applicants do not support this repositioning.  
 

23. The submitters sought reasoning as to why moving the dwelling 
footprint to the east would not be acceptable. It is my opinion, 
supported by the applicants and their architect Murali Bhaskar 
(Design Director, BOON Ltd, B.Arch, FNZIA), that the dwelling has 
been carefully designed to balance consideration of aspect, site 
access and functionality, local environmental conditions as well as 
impacts on neighbours. Mr. Bhaskar states that “the house is 
designed such that its location on site is carefully positioned so that 
it does not obstruct seaward side views from neighbouring lots”. 
Moving the dwelling further to the east would compromise site 
layout, functionality and aspect.  
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24. I do not consider it necessary to move the dwelling footprint to the 
east in order to avoid or mitigate adverse effects to an acceptable 
level. For reasons set out in the AEE and further in this statement of 
evidence, it is my opinion that the bulk and location of the proposed 
dwelling is appropriate (subject to conditions of consent). I note and 
agree with the Officer’s Report observation that the proposed 
dwelling “would be located in a similar position and with a similar 
orientation to the other dwellings at this end of the subdivision” 
(reason 2, page 36). I also note that moving the footprint to the east 
would result in a non-compliance with the 10 m eastern boundary 
setback (with a currently proposed minimum setback of 10.9 m).  

 
Condition 1 – Landscaping  

 
25. The applicants support the general intent of the suggested condition 

to provide for an appropriate extent of landscaping to soften the 
dwelling when viewed from the submitters’ property.  
 

26. The applicants are committed to implementing landscaping noting 
conditions of consent as offered on pages 4 and 5 of the AEE. The 
applicants support conditions 2 and 3 in the Officer’s Report 
concerning the submission of a landscaping and planting plan to the 
approval of STDC prior to any building work taking place at the site. 
The applicants support the timeframe for initial planting being 
undertaken in the first planting season following the completion of 
the building. The applicants support advice note guidance that 
undertaking planting in stages may be required given the challenging 
growing conditions (Officer’s Report, advice note 2, p.39).  
 

27. The applicants do not support the submitters suggested condition 
requiring planting to be undertaken prior to building commencement. 
I agree with the reasoning as set out in paragraphs 78-79 in the 
Officer’s Report in that landscaping is generally required to be 
established following construction (as works may impact on 
vegetation) and that the nature of the coastal environment presents 
a challenge to the establishment and growth of vegetation (with the 
requirement to establish vegetation prior to building impractical).   
 

28. I note that requiring the submission of a landscaping and planting 
plan to the approval of STDC and the requirement for planting to be 
established within the first growing season following completion of 
the building would be consistent with conditions of the granted 
consents for Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10. In my opinion, imposing conditions 
2 and 3 in the Officer’s Report would provide for consistency in 
decision making.  
 
Condition 2 – Future Garage  
 

29. The applicants currently have no plans to build another garage or 
other such like structure in the future but do not support the 
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suggested condition. The suggested condition concerns future 
development and does not address a direct effect on the 
environment relating to the proposed dwelling. I note that resource 
consent would be required under the District Plan for any external 
additions to the proposed dwelling and or any new building or 
structure within the Coastal Protection Area (Rule 17.1.3(a)). STDC 
would be required to identify any affected parties as part of that 
process. In my opinion the suggested condition is unreasonable and 
not consistent with section 108AA(1) in the RMA which states that: 
  

(1) A consent authority must not include a condition in a resource 
consent for an activity unless— 
 
a) the applicant for the resource consent agrees to the 

condition; or 
 

b) the condition is directly connected to 1 or both of the 
following: 

 
(i) an adverse effect of the activity on the environment: 

 
(ii)  an applicable district or regional rule, or a national 

environmental standard; or 
 

c) the condition relates to administrative matters that are 
essential for the efficient implementation of the relevant 
resource consent.  

 
Condition 3 – Location of the Water Tank 
 

30. The applicants have previously indicated support for the suggested 
condition that any above ground water tank be established a 
minimum of 5 m from site boundaries (as required for ‘other’ 
buildings within the Rural Zone) or, if fully or partially buried, a 
minimum of 3 m from the eastern and southern boundaries. That 
agreement was provided in the context of engaging with the 
submitters to resolve their submission concerns.  
 

31. The applicants are committed to providing for landscaping 
commensurate with the scale of potential adverse effects with 
respect to the southern boundary non-compliance. The applicants 
agree to a minimum 5 m setback for an above ground water tank 
that meets the definition of a building in the District Plan as follows:  
 

BUILDING: means (in addition to its ordinary and usual 
meaning) any STRUCTURE or part of a STRUCTURE 
constructed or erected whether temporary or permanent, 
movable or immovable, but for the purposes of the PLAN 
does not include: 
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(d) Any tank or pool including any structural support thereof, 
not exceeding 2000 litres capacity and not more than 2.0m in 
HEIGHT above NATURAL GROUND LEVEL. 

 
In this respect, the applicants adopt the District Plan minimum 5 m 
permitted activity setback standard for an ‘other building’ from site 
boundaries (performance standard 3.2.2).  

 
32. The applicants now propose a minimum 2 m setback for any buried 

or partially buried tank from the southern boundary. I assess the 
effects of the proposed setback (which I find to be acceptable) in 
paragraph 46 below.  
 

33. The applicants do not propose a minimum setback from the eastern 
boundary. I do not consider landscape planting along the eastern 
(right of way) boundary to be necessary to mitigate the adverse 
effects of the southern boundary setback non-compliance.  
 

34. I make the distinction that landscape planting in the vicinity of the 
eastern boundary (and/or eastern elevation) may be appropriate to 
mitigate effects on natural character. However, in my opinion 
requiring landscaping along the full length of the eastern boundary 
(access point aside) is not critical to mitigating natural character 
effects over the balance of the site to an acceptable level. It is my 
opinion that the intent of condition 2 of the Officer’s Report (that a 
landscaping and planting plan be designed to promote natural 
character and soften the building) can be met without specifically 
requiring landscaping along the full length of the eastern boundary 
(and that requiring a minimum setback for a tank in order to establish 
landscaping along the eastern boundary is therefore unnecessary).  
 

STATUTORY REQUIREMENTS 
 
Section 104 of the Act 
 
35. Section 104 matters have been comprehensively addressed in the 

AEE and Officer’s Report. I do not intend to repeat those matters 
here other than to note I agree with the relevant matters identified in 
the Officer’s Report. I provide summary assessment of those 
relevant matters below.  
 

SUMMARY OF ACTUAL AND POTENTIAL ADVERSE EFFECTS 
 
36. I concur with the Officer’s Report in terms of relevant matters for 

assessment. In my opinion, the relevant actual and potential adverse 
effects on the environment for consideration relate to: 

 
a. Rural character and amenity; 
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b. Natural character, landscape and ecological values of the 
coastal environment; and 

 
c. Cultural Values. 

 
The proposal will also have positive effects for the applicants in 
providing for a family home to provide for their well-being.  

 
37. I consider actual and potential effects on the submitters relate to the 

side boundary setback non-compliance only. The submitters are not 
considered to be adversely affected in respect of natural character, 
landscape and ecological values of the coastal environment or 
cultural values (and I also conclude that the scope of the submission 
does not extend to cover these matters). Accordingly, assessment 
below focuses on effects on rural character and amenity relating to 
the side boundary non-compliance.  
 

38. For completeness, I note that I agree with the Officer’s Report 
assessment and conclusions in respect of natural character, 
landscape and ecological values of the coastal environment and 
cultural values (in that any relevant environmental effects relating to 
these matters are able to be appropriately avoided, remedied or 
mitigated). 
 

39. I note here that an amendment to condition 7 in the Officer’s Report 
is sought to enable satellite dishes to be established aboveground. 
Ms. Johnson comments in her assessment of natural character 
effects that service connections should be provided underground 
(paragraph 113 in the Officer’s Report), recommending condition 7 
as follows:  

 
7. That any electrical or telecommunications service 

connections shall be provided underground. 
 
I note this condition (or similar) has not previously been imposed on 
the granted consents for Lots 2, 4, 6 and 10.  
 

40. The applicants support the intent of the condition (presumably to 
avoid visual clutter and associated impacts on natural character 
values). Currently Primo Wireless is the only internet option 
providing coverage in this location and requires an aboveground 
satellite dish. Some pay TV providers also require satellite dishes. I 
consider an amendment to condition 7 to enable aboveground 
satellite dishes to be practically necessary and that such features 
would not unduly compromise natural character values.  

 
Rural character and amenity effects 

 
41. In my opinion, any adverse rural character and amenity effects from 

the proposal would be suitably avoided or mitigated to an acceptable 
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level. I consider the dwelling to be comparable in design and scale 
with other dwellings within the subdivision and I agree with Ms. 
Johnson’s statement in regard to the relative size of the dwelling 
(paragraph 87 in the Officer’s Report):  

 
Although the area of the dwelling would be larger than the 
total area of buildings within the other allotments, it would be 
located in alignment with the existing dwellings and would be 
relatively low in height (4.8m along the main ridge up to a 
maximum of 5.1m above ground level). As the District Plan 
does not specify site coverage for the Rural Zone, in theory a 
much larger building could be erected, to a maximum height 
of 10m. 

 
As noted in paragraph 23, the dwelling has been carefully designed 
so that it does not obstruct seaward side views from adjoining lots.  
 

42. It is my opinion that a 10 m setback standard is not practical or 
necessary to maintain rural character and amenity values in the 
context of this subdivision development. In my opinion, the 10 m 
standard creates the potential for an unreasonable expectation from 
adjoining neighbours as to anticipated dwelling development under 
the District Plan. Ms. Johnson notes that the South Taranaki District 
Plan 2004 had lesser setback requirements for buildings within the 
Rural Zone when compared to the those within the current District 
Plan (5 m compared to the current 10 m) (paragraph 34 in the 
Officer’s Report).  
 

43. Regardless of the relative merits of the setback standard (noting the 
standard to be a resource consent trigger rather than a development 
requirement), I consider that the proposed minimum 7 m setback 
provides more than adequate separation distance from the 
boundary. I consider the overall design of the building to be 
appropriate in terms of building bulk and appearance in the context 
of the site and surrounding area. The dwelling will not appear out of 
character when compared to established dwellings within the 
existing environment. Landscaping as proposed will assist in 
softening the dwelling when viewed from the submitters’ property.   
 

44. I agree with Ms. Johnson’s overall conclusions in respect of rural 
character and amenity effects (paragraph 97 in the Officer’s Report):  
 

Overall, it is considered that the proposed development would 
reflect the nature of the property, its location within a rural-
residential enclave, and the constraints of the site. The 
building has been designed in a similar fashion to others in 
the locality, and mitigation measures are proposed to reduce 
the visual impacts on the landscape and adjoining allotments. 
As such, it is considered that it would not adversely affect the 
rural character and amenity particular to this area. 
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45. I also agree entirely with the summary reasoning provided on pages 

36 and 37 of the Officer’s Report.  
 

46. With regard to the water tank setback, I consider the proposed 2 m 
minimum setback from the southern boundary for an underground or 
partially buried tank to be appropriate. The 2 m setback does not 
compromise the ability for landscaping of greater width to be 
established elsewhere along the southern boundary. I consider 
providing for a 2 m wide landscaping strip in the vicinity of the water 
tank to be of sufficient width to establish landscaping to achieve the 
intent of condition 2 - to undertake landscape planting designed to 
promote natural character and soften the building.  
 

47. Overall, I consider that any adverse rural character and amenity 
effects would be suitably avoided or mitigated to an acceptable level.  

 
Conclusion on Assessment of Effects  
 
48. Overall, I consider that any actual and potential adverse effects on 

the environment are able to be avoided, remedied or mitigated to an 
acceptable level. For the purposes of assessment under section 
104D of the RMA the level of adverse effects (in the context of the 
entire application) are considered to be no more than minor.  

 
THE OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES OF THE DISTRICT PLAN 
 
49. I agree with the Officer’s Report assessment and overall conclusion 

that the proposal would be consistent with the objectives and 
policies of the District Plan. In particular, I consider the proposal to 
be consistent with the Rural Zone Objective 2.1.3 (and supporting 
Policies 2.1.8, 2.1.9, 2.1.13 and 2.1.14) in that the dwelling is of a 
nature and scale consistent with the evolving character of the 
subdivision and that the proposal will maintain rural character and 
amenity values in this location. 

 
GATEWAY TEST - SECTION 104D OF THE RMA 

50. As concluded in paragraph 48 the proposal passes the first gateway 
in that any effects on the environment are considered to be no more 
than minor. The proposal is also found to not be contrary to the 
objectives and policies of the District Plan as concluded in paragraph 
49. The consent authority may therefore proceed to determine the 
consent application under Sections 104 and 104B of the RMA.  
 

PART 2 OF THE ACT 

51. An assessment of Part 2 was provided on pages 15-16 of the AEE. I 
do not intend to repeat that assessment here. Overall, I consider the 
proposal to be in keeping with Part 2 of the Act.  
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DRAFT CONSENT CONDITIONS 

 
52. The applicants support the recommended conditions in the Officer’s 

Report aside from the setback requirement for tanks (condition 1) 
and the requirement for telecommunications service connections to 
be provided underground (condition 7).  
 

53. If the Hearings Committee was to accept the Officer’s Report 
recommendations, that consent be granted subject to recommended 
conditions, the following amendment to condition 1 is proposed (with 
deletions shown in strikethrough and additions in underline): 

 
1. That the activity is undertaken in general accordance with the 

details and plans accompanying the resource consent 
application submitted to the South Taranaki District Council 
(“the Council”), including that: 
 
a. The building shall be located as shown on the site plan 

submitted with the application. 
 

b. The building shall be relocatable in the manner described. 
 

c. The building shall be finished in recessive colours, with a 
maximum light reflectance value of 37%. 

 
d. Any tank shall be located no closer to any boundary of the 

site than: 
 

(i) 5m, where fully or partially above ground it meets the 
definition of a building in the South Taranaki District 
Plan; or 
 

(ii) 3 2m, where partially underground or fully 
underground. 

 
54. The following amendment to condition 7 is proposed:  

 
7. That any electrical or telecommunications service 

connections shall be provided underground, except for 
satellite dishes. 

 
55. I have otherwise reviewed the recommended consent conditions in 

the Officer’s Report and consider that they are reasonable and 
appropriate to avoid, remedy or mitigate any potential adverse 
effects of the proposal.  
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RMA ASSESSMENT CONCLUSION 
 

56. In my opinion the proposed dwelling has been appropriately 
designed within the context of the subdivision development and 
coastal setting. I consider the proposed dwelling will not appear out 
of character when compared to established dwellings within the 
existing environment. Any adverse effects will be suitably avoided, 
remedied or mitigated to an acceptable level.  
 

57. I find the proposal to be consistent with the objectives and policies of 
the District Plan and the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement.     

 
58. I support the overall conclusions and recommendations of the 

Officer’s Report. I consider that the proposed amendments to 
recommended conditions in the Officer’s Report are appropriate.  
 

59. I conclude the proposal will achieve the purpose of the RMA to 
promote the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources. I support the Officer’s Report which recommends that the 
proposal be granted subject to conditions.   

 
 
 

 
 
Aaron Mark Edwards  
 
16 April 2021 
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APPENDIX A 
 

Records of Communication with Submitters 
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Aaron Edwards

From: Aaron Edwards
Sent: Friday, 16 April 2021 7:42 am
To: Aaron Edwards
Subject: FW: Updated : Porikapa Road Warea
Attachments: 6128_P8 Bach Plans_20191129[6] (1)   rev 3.pdf; 20191203 190994 STDC Writtten   

Approval Form Template Rev3.pdf

----- Forwarded message ----- 
From: Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> 
To: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Cc: Anita Naik <anita.naik909@gmail.com> 
Sent: Wednesday, 18 December, 2019, 03:14:15 pm GMT+13 
Subject: Fw: Updated : Porikapa Road Warea 
 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Trust all is well at your end heading into the holiday season 
We are only following up on our earlier email from the 7th.  
 
Since then the BTW Company on our behalf have opened discussions with DOC and the local iwi. With regards to the 
resource consent application to the STDC they recommend we include all documents at the initial stage. 
. 
We are aiming to lodge the application on the STDC reopening in the new year.  
 
The STDC are now viewing the water storage tanks much like a detached structure , we have shown the proposed 
location in the plans and also included this in the approval form 
 
We were wondering if you would be able to make some time to to review the latest version of our plans and the 
approval form and let us know if we have been able to sufficiently address your concerns.  
 
We will totally understand if you are busy heading in to Christmas and the holidays and would greatly appreciate if 
you could respond by mid January 
 
We wish you both a very happy Christmas and a great holiday season 
 
Regards 
 
Gautam and Anita 
 
 
----- Forwarded message ----- 
From: Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> 
To: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Cc: Anita Naik <anita.naik909@gmail.com> 
Sent: Saturday, 7 December, 2019, 10:11:50 am GMT+13 
Subject: Re: Updated : Porikapa Road Warea 
 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Hope you had a great time on your fishing trip. We have attached a fresh set of plans with the septic system pump 
located east of the original position as you mentioned. This is now outside the south eastern corner of our house 
which would require a slightly longer pipe run to the effluent field, but we are fine with that. 
Since our last email to you the STDC have informed us they would require our neighbours approval to locate the 
water storage tank with a setback less than 5 m from the section boundaries. 
We intend to position our tank in the south eastern corner of the property 1 m away from the eastern and southern 
boundary as shown in the plans and we have included this in the approval form attached . 
 
We have also approached Kevin Gray for his approval re the tank location from the eastern boundary. 
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When your are back from your holiday please could you review the above changes and let us know your thoughts. 
 
 
kind regards, 
 
Gautam and Anita. 
 
 
 
On Monday, 25 November, 2019, 08:57:51 pm GMT+13, Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> wrote:  
 
 
Hi Gautam and Anita 
 
Sorry for the delay we are up north at Kooljaman on a fishing trip this is a no service area and are due back into 
Margaret River around the 8th December 
 
At a quick glance the setback now is  good thank you however septic now is next to our bedroom and front deck  we 
were hoping that it would just be placed a couple of meters east of the original position you had - basically just east of 
your master bedroom ? This then only requires a line to the discharge field which is pumped similar to other units and 
how ours will be placed. 
 
Due to our absence please do not let us hold up your submission to STDC We will sort our form on our return.   
 
We anticipate being back in Taranaki mid February to begin our build and first plantings. 
 
Kind Regards 
Catherine and Ross 
 
 
 
 
On Thursday, November 21, 2019, Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> wrote: 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Please see attached our revised house plans and the affected parties approval form . Based on your feedback we 
worked with our designer to incorporate the below changes. 

1. We altered the garage shape, and the position and orientation of the dwelling to achieve a 5m separation 
from the South boundary.  

2. The ETP  is now located outside our Lounge. This has also increased the space available for planting along 
the boundary  

3. The Bedroom 3 and shared bathroom/toilet spaces have been swapped around to move our toilets 
/bathroom more to the east and further away from your master bedroom. 

The planner from BTW has re worded the affected parties form based on your observations. 
 
Further we would be happy to discuss with you when we are ready to start planting.  
We request you to consider our proposal favorably so we can proceed with our application to the STDC 
 
In case you have any questions please let us know. 
 
regards, 
 
Gautam and Anita. 
 
 
 
----- Forwarded message ----- 
From: Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> 
To: crgray.warea@gmail.com <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Cc: Anita Naik <anita.naik909@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, 19 November, 2019, 11:33:27 am GMT+13 
Subject: Re: Updated : Porikapa Road Warea 
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Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Thank you for coming back to us with your thoughts and concerns regarding our house design. We do not take these 
as criticism in any way and in fact view them constructively. 
Taking on board your concerns regarding the boundary set back , sewerage and septic pump, the bath room and 
toilet location relative to your master bedroom and planting space, we are working with our designer to understand 
how best we can address these. 
 
Although we are not building in the immediate our house design is based on our future plan to live in the house with 
our family having a regular occupancy of 4 adults.  
 
We will require a few days to discuss and implement changes to the design and will send for your review once we 
have the updated plans from our designer. 
 
kind regards 
 
Gautam and Anita. 
 
On Monday, 18 November, 2019, 02:26:35 pm GMT+13, C & R Gray <crg.espoke@gmail.com> wrote:  
 
 
Hi Guatam 
 
The original email sent had a few missing lines that are now added in the below  
 

Hi Gautam and Anita 
 
Thanks for the email, 
 
Can you update our email to  : crgray.warea@gmail.com  please. 
 
We have read your email and studied the plan set. 
You will find Catherine and myself very easy going and not much bothers us. 
 
Feedback from us as requested 
We live in a 8 acre bush block for 40 years and we cannot see any neighbours so this subdivision feels like we are 
moving into suburbia. 
 
With our resource consent one of the main criteria that had to be meet was there was to be no reverse sensitivity 
conflict.   
When we designed our dwelling one main priority was to take into account our privacy and to ensure our dwelling 
had minimal  consequences for our neighbours ambiance in the rural environment. 
 
Firstly can I confirm the actual footprint size under the one roof line it seems to be around approx 200 sqm is this 
correct ?.    
 
We thought that a 5m setback from any neighbours boundary ( the old set back requirement ) though not ideal would 
reflect a sufficient adequate setback from another dwelling. and with our early  our discussions with STDC 
preserving the ambiance within the  rural location that all new construction in the subdivision this must be taken this 
consideration. We originally wanted a larger building footprint but it was going to lead into consent compliance 
issues. 
 
Our thoughts are  
 
1 : We would require a 5m set back from the boundary as we sought from you - this then will give use some sense 
however little that your dwelling is not on the top of ours -  By relocating the garage position the dwelling would be 
able to fit within your section with a adequate setback of 5m. 
 
2 : The design shows the ensuites and ablutions basically straight across from our master bedroom  - Please note 
the houses to the North of you or any other dwelling in the subdivision do not have these areas directly across from 
neighbours bedrooms. 
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3 :  The sewerage / septic system will be placed virtually again directly across from the northeast point of our master 
bedroom  and the associated pumping outgoing workings with the system disposal process would possibly be heard 
from our master bedroom. Additionally the location of this system would not allow  the area  you to plant screening 
species comfortably within the boundary.  
 
 Additional notes : 
 
The affected parties form is incorrect  with this clause 
 
3.2.2 1: Minimum 10m setback for a dwelling unit and minimum 5m setback for other buildings from side boundaries. 
The dwelling is set back 3.268m 
from the southern boundary and the garage is setback 1.784m from the northern boundary . 
 
The garage is part of the dwelling  under a continuous roof line and is not considered a outbuilding. 
Overall all our concerns regarding any of the above would be negated by separating and relocating  your garage 
from the dwelling and creating a 5m setback. 
 
The design does not infringe in anyway on the ambiance of your north neighbours in this regard but does 
substantially us.   
 
Please do not take this as criticism  of what you are trying to achieve. 
We welcome your feedback on the above. 
 
Kind Regards 
Ross and Catherine 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
On Sun, Nov 17, 2019 at 4:01 AM Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> wrote: 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
We hope you are doing well and that the resource and building consent process for your property progressed 
smoothly. We are now about to apply for the resource consent and are getting ready the documentation required.  
 
As you would know we need both our neighbors approval of the house design and boundaries.Towards this I have 
attached our house plans for your kind review. Please do not hesitate to let us know if you would require any further 
information. 
At this stage we do not intend to progress to a building consent. We are happy with the architects design, layout 
and the house footprint and so do not foresee any major changes to these in the future. We will of course inform 
you at the time should we decide to apply for a building consent.  
 
As regards planting and fencing we do anticipate in the future planting some grasses and a few other plants of low 
height that are native to that area and can withstand the local conditions. We too would not like a batten fence and 
prefer vegetation as a boundary. We would certainly be discussing with you regarding this at the time. 
 
Please could we request to take a look at the house plans and let us know your thoughts. We would be happy to 
answer any questions you may have.  
I have also included a council written approval form in the attachments. 
 
In case you are happy to progress your approval could I request you to please complete and return signed copies of 
the form and the house plans. 
 
kind regards, 
 
Gautam and Anita Naik 
 
 
 
 
 
On Wednesday, 27 February, 2019, 05:53:07 pm GMT+13, Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> wrote:  
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Hi Ross and Catherine 
Please forward the plans when you receive them. As regards planting please let us know once you have confirmed 
your choice of vegetation and the decision to plant 
 
Please do not hesitate to contact us should you need to discuss anything else 
 
Regards 
 
Gautam 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 

On Wednesday, February 27, 2019, 5:37 PM, C & R Gray <crg.espoke@gmail.com> wrote: 

Hi Gautam and Anita 
 
Thanks for the reply and we appreciated your initial positive response.  
It seems both neighbours understand the situation and we will be designing to meet the IWI / 
coastal guidelines,   
We will forward you the general external plans / elevations and site map as soon as these are 
finalised, 
 
As for re-vegetation when / if the time comes  we do anticipate planting some flax koru and grasses 
as the normal vegetation that may exist naturally - we obviously would discuss with you if we would 
plant internally on our boundary of if we should plant down the boundary line of both 
properties.Personally we would not like a batten fence but vegetation to separate our properties.It 
seems also with the Iwi they are now against batten fencing as well in this area, 
 
I am lead to believe the recent resource consents for the properties to the north of you may of been 
completed before these new guidelines came in. hence they may of been able to develop 
somewhat outside the strict guidelines. 
 
To date no official organization council / doc / surveyors are  giving us much confidence in regard 
to the position of the Iwi  and it seems the process could be arduous without no guarantee of 
approval  
 
Hopefully for all our sakes we are not to late too to be able to build and those who have are going 
to be the lucky ones.It would be disappointing if we all are left with properties that we pay rates on 
but unable to plan with any confidence our dwellings even meeting all requirements may not be 
approved. 
 
We will keep you posted on the progress  
 
Kind Regards 
Ross and Catherine Gray 
 
On Thu, Feb 21, 2019 at 2:04 PM Gautam Naik <gnaik23@yahoo.co.in> wrote: 
Hi Ross and Catherine 
 
Thank you for your email. We have done this earlier for our neighbours on the other boundary as 
well and are happy to assist.  
In case you have a set of building and site plans available for the proposed dwelling, please could 
you provide us a copy so we can give you our feedback.  
 
Kind regards 
 
Gautam and Anita 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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On Thursday, February 21, 2019, 6:41 PM, C & R Gray <crg.espoke@gmail.com> 
wrote: 

 Tēnā koe  Anita and Gautam. 
 
May we introduce ourselves as one of your neighbours in Porikapa Road Warea 
I am Ross Gray ( brother of Kevin original land owner ) and my wife is Catherine. 
We currently reside in Margaret River Western Australia. 
 
We are about to apply for a resource and building consent for our property 
It will be a low level single storey  low impact structure approx 101 sqm. 
As you may well be aware when we and possibly yourselves brought the  land the 
set backs for the side boundaries were 5m - however due to the implementation 
of the updated town planning scheme for South Taranaki these have been 
increased to 10m - this presents us and possibly yourself and all other 
unoccupied land owners with now extremely restricted options due to the fact all 
our land widths are approx 31m wide,We intend to place our structure due west 
facing square to the ocean front and centred and 30 -40 meters back from the 
front boundary - the approximate size will be 16.8m wide which means we would 
require our neighbours approval to keep the process flowing at a reasonable pace 
to built over the new 10m setback - we would be approx 7 - 7.5 meters from our 
boundary. Our neighbour on the other side as well would need to agree to this 
Everyone will need each others co-operation in this regard and when the time 
comes for your resource consent we without hesitation also would agree to you 
placement over the setback requirement to ensure your structure would be able to 
maximise your location and aspect. 
 
May I have your thoughts on the above and please provide us with any feedback 
you wish to impart to us prior to beginning the process for a resource and building 
consent 
 
Kindest Regards 
Catherine and Ross gray 
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Aaron Edwards

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, 10 March 2021 5:21 pm
To: Aaron Edwards
Subject: Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 

resource consent - Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - 
Lot 8 DP 390079

Hi Aaron 
 
It seems your client does not want to alter their aspect  but happy to have our northwest and northeast aspects 
compromised. 
The design has little impact on the northern neighbours and is oriented  to have considerable impact on our aspects. 
 
Combined with the other concerns we have it is clear we will never come to any agreement - As stated we wish to 
be heard in support of our submission when the  Environment and Hearings Committee consider the resource 
consent at the appropriate time.. I request to be informed of the date and time this will occur so we can prepare 
accordingly. 
 
Kind Regards 
Ross and Catherine Gray 
349 Porikapa Road Warea 
 
 
On Wed, Mar 10, 2021 at 4:07 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Ross  

  

Unfortunately moving the dwelling footprint is not acceptable to our client. The dwelling has been carefully 
designed to balance consideration of aspect, local environmental conditions and impacts on neighbours. It is our 
opinion that the dwelling has been designed sympathetic to the local environment and we note the changes our 
client has made from the original proposal to increase the setback from your boundary and to relocate servicing. 
Our client was generally supportive of the conditions raised in your October 2020 submission and we had hoped to 
work through these to obtain your written approval.     

  

Our intention is to now request that STDC continue processing the application.     

  

Regards  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

2

Extraordinary Environment and Hearings Committee - Land Use Consent Report

260



2

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, 28 February 2021 7:33 PM 
To: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - Naik 
proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Aaron 

  

Ok the attached overall layout positioning whilst not millimeter perfect does represent in general an accurate 
overview of all the structures sizing  and positioning with the resource consent applications previously lodged by 
those owners. It clearly shows the substantial somewhat triangular footprint of the proposed area inclusive of 
decking does not seem appropriate for the rural subdivision block section sizing, It clearly shows the substantial 
impact on our Northern aspects and privacy that this irregular shaped structure will have.  

  

Visually all of our  northern skyline aspects will be dominated by a continuous roofline / wall line in excess of 22 
meters   - The main bedroom and window ( our northern wall ) will be directly adjacent - there are privacy concerns 
especially during the extensive construction period. Additionally during any construction period which is likely to be 
at least  2 years with an ongoing period of a number of years until a substantial vegative barrier can be grown if not 
undertaken prior to construction will cause long term ongoing concerns. Even once vegetation is established 
the extensive roofline / top of the wall  will have a high visible impact, Due to the somewhat triangular nature of 
the design effectively creates 3 continuous visual aspects over 20 meters in length. This structures visual impacts 
will be noticable from all aspects - North / South / East and West 

  

No other aspects of the other properties are impacted as ours. 

( A more conventional footprint .i,e  20m x 10m would be far more practical. ) 

  

We have considered this extensively and if the Northwest aspect can be freed up it would be a beginning to a 
resolution. 

To do this the structure could be moved to the east approximately 5 - 6 meters  .Then the southwestern point of 
the structure would align with the  northwest corner of our structure freeing up the visual impact and resolving 
some privacy concerns. The Southeast Point of the structure then would sit on the 10 boundary line if not 
marginally over it. The " garage " then would also be over the 10 meter setback but around 5 meters from the 
eastern boundary but being a " garage "  this distance may be tolerated by the council. 

  

Put this proposition to you clients please - if the proposed positional adjustment to the east is not suitable we 
would like the reasons for this to be clearly documented for our response. 

  

The owners of the farm to the east of which you would be aware are family who are also a notified affected party 
due to the water tank position. I am aware they have not signed the plans for the structure approval and only 
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agreed on the water tank placement on the original planset provided - I stand to be corrected on this if incorrect. I 
cannot speak for the owners of the farm but the indication is that if the structure can be moved whilst not 
approving the planset they will not object. Our intent was and still is to work through our concerns onsite with the 
owners or owner's representative but due to Covid we still are unable to return to NZ and there still seems to be no 
clear date that this can be achieved. 

  

We have notified council that due to the Covid situation that if our concerns are unable to be resolved when the 
council considers the resource consent once the application is recommenced we will wish to be  heard in support 
of our submission that is - to speak in support of our submission to the Environment and Hearings Committee.  

  

How this can be achieved from West Australia will need to be formalised when the time comes. 

We wish to be kept fully informed of this timeline so we can prepare. 

  

We look forward to the response in due course 

  

Kind Regards 

Catherine and Ross Gray 

349 Porikapa Road Warea. 

  

  

  

  

On Thu, Feb 18, 2021 at 11:17 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Ross  

  

Thanks for your patience. The architects have gone back to confirm boundary dimensions for Lot 8 as per the 
attached (as upfront detailed design work) - these match the dimensions as with the site plan submitted with the 
application. With regard to your site plan unfortunately we are unable to confirm the accuracy of it as the sites to 
the north are not owned by our client but the attached plan gives certainty as to the proposed setback from your 
boundary.  

  

We look forward to your feedback around your concerns and suggested solutions.   
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Regards  

  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Aaron Edwards  
Sent: Tuesday, 19 January 2021 2:54 PM 
To: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Thanks Ross for the detail - I will forward onto the architects for their review.  

  

Regards  

  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, 19 January 2021 11:21 AM 
To: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Aaron 

  

We had a accurate surveyors overall layout of the subdivision provided by my brother who subdivided  

  

The pdf was then complied by a  pdf provided to us by your clients northern neighbours which  had all three 
northern properties and structures that was used for their resource / building consents and our property after the 
survey we completed - these are accurate representations  I then took the plan-set provided by you of lot 8 and 
resized into lot 8 section - there may be some discrepancy due to my placement of minor margins but the overall 
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represents quite a accurate representation of lot 8 s proposed structure - I are showing you to ensure we are in 
agreement of that this represents accurately the  footprints of all structures at that end of the subdivision. If not 
for you to provide us with your adjusted version for consideration.  

  

We will then address the concerns we have and attempt to offer some solutions which we consider fair. 

  

Kind Regards 

Ross Gray 

  

 
On Tuesday, January 19, 2021, Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Ross  

  

Thanks for the contact - I’ll get the architects to take a look. To guide their review, how did you create the PDF? 
Have you taken three separate images from resource consent documents and lined these up to create the PDF?   

  

Thanks 

  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, 18 January 2021 12:25 PM 
To: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Aaron 

  

Can you please have a look at the attached PDF and confirm the placement is accurate ? 

If you could make any slight sizing adjustment if required and send back to me please with absolute correct sizing 
/ positioning 
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Kind Regards 

Ross 

  

On Mon, Jan 18, 2021 at 5:35 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Catherine and Ross 

  

Hope you have had a good holiday season. Just following up to see if you have had chance to further consider 
the below and to provide feedback?  

  

Thanks  

  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Aaron Edwards  
Sent: Wednesday, 2 December 2020 3:53 PM 
To: 'Catherine and Ross' <crgray.warea@gmail.com> 
Subject: RE: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Catherine and Ross 

  

Thanks for the response - we can certainly appreciate the covid complications. We look forward to your further 
feedback later this month.  

  

Regards  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  
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From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, 30 November 2020 2:57 PM 
To: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: Re: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Hi Aaron 

  

We will respond to this email late  December since application is on hold  

We will have time then to provide feedback. 

  

As much as we are trying to get to NZ to look at this proposal onsite you would appreciate Covid has made this 
complicated.At this stage we are committed to returning Late may to catch up on time lost on landscaping this 
year to ensure extensive works have been completed for next spring growing season - It may be a good time 
then for both property owners to  establish a secure 40m - 50m  x 4 m  fenced wind barrier down the boundary 
line to ensure plantings are underway. 

  

Kind Regards 

Catherine and Ross Gray 

  

On Wed, Nov 25, 2020 at 10:55 AM Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> wrote: 

Hi Catherine and Ross  

I trust you are both well.  

We are assisting Anita and Gautam with their consent application and seek to liaise with you on their behalf in 
respect of the matters raised in your submission - we have placed the application on hold to address these 
matters.  

Thanks for providing proposed conditions - hoping to discuss these further and come to some agreement going 
forward.   

1. The applicant makes a commitment to implement an extensive approved screening planting program 
on the applicants southern boundary and to ensure the establishment of vegetation has taken place 
prior to any building commencement. These plantings should be a minimum of 2 Meters in width to 
ensure density and the height of vegetation will effectively screen the 22 meter wall from visually 
dominating our northern aspect . We are currently implementing a approved landscaping plan of 
similar width and in combination should provide effective density of vegetation for both applicants to 
ensure screening of buildings. 
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The applicant is committed to providing landscaping in association with the build noting the requirement for a 
landscaping plan has been offered as a condition of consent (matching the conditions on your consent). We 
note the conditions require landscaping following completion of the build and the applicants propose the same 
condition timing for their build given the challenging local growing conditions and the potential for damage to 
the vegetation during construction. The applicants are willing to prepare a landscaping plan for your review 
and input to then be put forth to Council for inclusion as part of the consent application. If agreeable, it would 
be of benefit to see a copy of your approved landscaping plan so that the landscaping plan can be prepared to 
tie into your plan and provide for an appropriate width of planting.  

2. With a garage being a part of the application that no further application for any other suchlike garage 
structure to be considered into the future on the section.  

The applicants currently have no plans to build another garage in the future but do not support the suggested 
condition. We note that resource consent would be required under the South Taranaki District Plan for any 
external additions to the proposed dwelling and or any new building or structure (Rule 17.1.3(a)) and Council 
would be required to identify any affected neighbours as part of that process.  

3. Water Tank Location to meet with setback guidelines of 5 meters if it is not to be to partially or fully 
buried - If the tank is fully or partially buried the tank location to be a minimum of 3 meters from the 
southern / eastern boundaries to ensure relative screening landscaping can be established. 

The applicants agree to this condition and are happy to offer the condition as part of the consent application.  

We look forward to your feedback.  

Regards  

 
Aaron Edwards  |  Sen io r  P l ann er   
MNZPI  |  BTW Comp any L td  
P :  06  759  5040  |  M:  0275  52 1  561  |  www.b tw.nz  

  

From: Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, 20 October 2020 12:34 AM 
To: Planning@stdc.govt.nz 
Cc: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Subject: [#BTW190994] Updated - Application to the South Taranaki District Council for resource consent - 
Naik: proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

  

Many apologies - original email sent contained a draft response that had not been edited by mistake  

Attached is the correct documentation relating to the Application to the South Taranaki District Council for 
resource consent - Naik: proposed dwelling - Lot 8 DP 390079 

Please disregard earlier email documentation sent. 

  

  

To STDC Planning  
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Regards to  RML20066 - Notification letter - Gray -  Porikapa Road, Warea (Lot 8 DP 390079).   

  

Submission by Catherine and Ross Gray  Lot 10 DP390079 Warea  

Po Box 228 Margaret River Western Australia 6285 

Email : crgray.warea@gmail.com 

Mobile : + 61 4088004170 

  

Reference :  

  

Consent No.:      RML20066 

Applicants:          Anita & Gautam Naik 

Location:              Porikapa Road, Warea, Taranaki, New Zealand 

Proposal:             Erect a dwelling 

  

Please see attached Documentation for consideration' 

Advise accordingly if incomplete in any way. 

  

Kind Regards 

Catherine Ross Gray 
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Site Plan Iterations 

 

 

Rev 1 – 15/11/19 

 

Rev 2 – 20/11/19 

 

Rev 3 – 02/12/19 

 

Rev 4 – 20/01/20  
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Catherine and Ross Gray of 349 ( Lot 10 DP 390079 ) make this submission the the committee in regards to the application by Anita and 
Gautum Naik for a land use consent to erect a dwelling on the property at Porikapa Road, Warea (Lot 8 DP 390079) 

We have read the Planning Report and acknowledge that this report reflects our concerns.
We still wish the committee to consider the following observations :

Intially prior to design and construction of our dwelling we had 2 meetings with a planning  officer at the South Taranaki District Council . 
These meetings took place during February 2019 with Jonathan Kidd  The objective was to ensure any design was appropriate to the 
requirements for the subdivision. We where subsequently provided with a number of documents reflecting the appropriate guidelines and 
considerations for dwelling design. It has to noted that we where strongly advised against submitting any application that included any 
structure that had these elements  :

• was more than one storey in height
• any structure with a gabled roof - skillion roof style was recommended
• any structure that a garage would be connected to any dwelling that formed a continuous roof line

The applicants design incorporates 2 elements that we were strongly advised against using in any resource consent process as these were not 
consistent with the objectives STDC wished to promote in thee Rural Subdivisions. This has left us somewhat confused as our design would of 
differed substantially . It is to be noted all recent construction in these subdivisions do not contain elements 2 and 3 of the above.

We consider the design footprint to be excessive in relation to structures that have been approved prior this can be seen clearly in the attached 
sitemap PDF - whilst the document is not millimeter perfect is represents a clear representation of the inappropriate nature of the irregular 
somewhat triangular design for the nature of the  section.

No other dwelling in these subdivisions has a 22 meter facade to their North that will always dominate the horizon , even with relative 
landscaping to soften the facade any landscaping that the submitter would need to implement would have to be able to reach 4-5 meters in 
height which would planted be along their southern boundary line and eventually would cast extensive shadow onto our dwelling and section  . 
We would be affected by this structure due to its irregular  design  like no other occupied section in these subdivisions . Both our North East 
and Northwest visual aspects will always be comprised. We still consider freeing up the Northwest aspect by moving the house to the east 5 
meters as a responsible proposition. Correspondence by us provided by the applicants agent is not complete and does not represent the full 
scope of discussion.

Ultimately if the application is approved it does represent a development that is  pushing the boundaries on these sections and will set a 
precedent that will enable future applications to include gabled roofing and garages connected to dwellings under a continuous roof line within 
the coastal protection area - We are sure this is something STDC would not want to be encouraged.

If this application is approved subject to conditions as recommend as the planning report suggests we wish the following to be considered :

• No communications aerial  - or tower like structure to be visible to our North over the proposed roof line

• Clearly defined  hours that the building process can be undertaken in to ensure our privacy is not heavily comprised at irregular hours.

• A builders temporary fencing  and screening materiel cloth  to be installed the length of the applicants Southern Boundary for the
duration of the project that would ensure :

1. The visual invasion of our or our occupants privacy over an extended time into our main bedroom and living areas that would be able to
be viewed by boundary traffic.

2. The prevention of  intrusion by unauthorized person (s) and machinery onto our property
3. All general construction activities that will cause excessive noise and dust and debris  to be undertaken to the north east or west of the

construction area - not adjacent to our dwelling.

4. A guarantee of  the protection of our plantings along our Northern ( applicants Southern Boundary ) from damage.

The applicants are to acknowledge during the building process or landscaping process  they will incur and be responsible for all costs

associated for prompt replacement of any plantings damaged by persons or machinery related to the building process or associated with

the applicants  are to be of  of the same size as of any  damaged plantings as part of any building / landscaping approvals.

We apologize that we are unable to attend in person to represent ourselves in this hearing and thank you for letting outline / clarify  our

position in regards to the application.

Kind Regards

Catherine and Ross Gray

27 April 2021

To the members Council’s Environment and Hearings Committee 
Sent electronically to crgray.warea@gmail.com 

Appendix 8
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From: Catherine and Ross
To: Planning
Subject: Re: FW: [#BTW190994] RMS20066 - Notice of Hearing
Date: Tuesday, 27 April 2021 2:11:14 pm
Attachments: image002.png

image004.png
Site Plan All - Lot 8 in Red.pdf
South Taranaki Hearing Submission.pdf

Good Day Planning 

Please see attached information regarding  the application by Anita and Gautum Naik for a
land use consent to erect a dwelling on the property at Porikapa Road, Warea (Lot 8 DP
390079) will be heard by the Council’s Environment and Hearings Committee:

As emailed due to changing circumstances we will only be able to present the attached
documentation for us to be heard  by the  Council’s Environment and Hearings Committee

Please advise if anything else is required or if we are admiss in any way.

Kind Regards
Catherine and Ross Gray
349 Porikapa Road 
Warea

On Mon, Apr 26, 2021 at 3:41 PM Catherine and Ross <crgray.warea@gmail.com> wrote:
Hi Maria

Confirming receipt of this email and the associated documentation
Unfortunately due to lockdown we have had in Western Australia we have had some
matters that have been rescheduled  that are out of our control
We will be unable to take a teleconference call at the scheduled time which is
unfortunate for us

We wiil instead email you a written statement later this week for the hearing which will
be quite brief  and it will only outline a couple of areas we wish to draw particular
attention to..

Kind Regards
Catherine and Ross Gray
349 Porikapa Road 
Warea

On Tue, Apr 20, 2021 at 6:37 AM Planning <Planning@stdc.govt.nz> wrote:

Kia ora Ross and Catherine,

 

Just confirming that you have received the evidence provided by the applicant’s agent.

Could you please confirm that you are still wanting to speak to your submission via
audio-visual link?
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If so, we will set this up and send you the details.

 

Ngā mihi,

Maria

 

Maria Hokopaura

Kaitātari Whakamahere Taiao | Planner

Te Kaunihera ō Taranaki ki Te Tonga | South Taranaki District
Council

105-111 Albion Street | Private Bag 902, Hāwera 4640, NZ
Waea/Phone: +64 6 278 0555 | 0800 111 323 | www.southtaranaki.com

 

Tērā pea he kōrero me noho matatapu i raro i te ture kei te īmēra nei, e tika kē ana mā te tangata kua huaina ake nei. Ehara i te
mea nō Te Kaunihera o Taranaki ki te Tonga ake, te tirohanga me ngā kōrero o roto.  Mēnā, ehara māu ngā kōrero, kia kaua
rawa koe e whakamahi, e whakaatu noa, e kape, e tuku kē rānei i te īmēra nei, waihoki ngā kōrero o roto. Mēnā i hē te tuku ki
a koe, whakakorea koa, ka whakapā mai ki te kaituku, inamata. E kore Te Kaunihera o Taranaki ki te Tonga e noho papa mō
ngā whakarerekētanga ki te īmēra nei, ki ngā tāpiritanga rānei o muri i te tukutanga.

 

This email may contain legally privileged information and is intended only for the addressee. It is not necessarily the official
view or communication of the South Taranaki District Council. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use,
disclose, copy or distribute this email or information in it.  If you have received this email in error, please delete and contact
the sender immediately. The South Taranaki District Council does not accept any liability for changes made to this email or
attachments after sending.

 

 

From: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz> 
Sent: 16 April 2021 13:05
To: Planning <Planning@STDC.govt.nz>
Cc: Helen <helen@johnsonrm.co.nz>; crgray.warea@gmail.com; Gautam Naik
<gnaik23@yahoo.co.in>; Anita Naik <anita.naik909@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: [#BTW190994] RMS20066 - Notice of Hearing

 

Kia ora STDC

 

Please find attached the brief of evidence submitted on behalf of the applicants.
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Ngā mihi

 

Aaron Edwards  |  Senior Planner 
MNZPI | BTW Company Ltd
P: 06 759 5040 | M: 0275 521 561 | www.btw.nz

 

From: Planning <Planning@STDC.govt.nz> 
Sent: Friday, 9 April 2021 1:44 pm
To: Aaron Edwards <aaron.edwards@btw.nz>
Subject: [#BTW190994] RMS20066 - Notice of Hearing

 

Kia ora Aaron,

 

Please see attached notice of hearing and the reporting officer’s s42A report for the
Naik’s resource consent application.

 

Please contact us if you have any queries.

 

Ngā mihi,

Maria

 

Maria Hokopaura

Kaitātari Whakamahere Taiao | Planner

Te Kaunihera ō Taranaki ki Te Tonga | South Taranaki District
Council

105-111 Albion Street | Private Bag 902, Hāwera 4640, NZ
Waea/Phone: +64 6 278 0555 | 0800 111 323 | www.southtaranaki.com

 

Tērā pea he kōrero me noho matatapu i raro i te ture kei te īmēra nei, e tika kē ana mā te tangata kua huaina ake nei. Ehara i te
mea nō Te Kaunihera o Taranaki ki te Tonga ake, te tirohanga me ngā kōrero o roto.  Mēnā, ehara māu ngā kōrero, kia kaua
rawa koe e whakamahi, e whakaatu noa, e kape, e tuku kē rānei i te īmēra nei, waihoki ngā kōrero o roto. Mēnā i hē te tuku ki
a koe, whakakorea koa, ka whakapā mai ki te kaituku, inamata. E kore Te Kaunihera o Taranaki ki te Tonga e noho papa mō
ngā whakarerekētanga ki te īmēra nei, ki ngā tāpiritanga rānei o muri i te tukutanga.
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This email may contain legally privileged information and is intended only for the addressee. It is not necessarily the official
view or communication of the South Taranaki District Council. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use,
disclose, copy or distribute this email or information in it.  If you have received this email in error, please delete and contact
the sender immediately. The South Taranaki District Council does not accept any liability for changes made to this email or
attachments after sending.

 

 

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by return e-
mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is unauthorised and may be
illegal. Please note that this communication does not designate an information system
for the purposes of the Contract and Commercial Law Act 2017.

This e-mail and any attachments may contain confidential and privileged information.
If you are not the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately by return e-
mail, delete this e-mail and destroy any copies. Any dissemination or use of this
information by a person other than the intended recipient is unauthorised and may be
illegal. Please note that this communication does not designate an information system
for the purposes of the Contract and Commercial Law Act 2017.
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