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INTERPRETATION 
The following terms and abbreviations are used in the balance of the report below. 

 
TERM MEANS 

AEE The assessment of environmental effects appended to the application 

Applicant South Taranaki District Council in its role as Applicant 

CMP Construction Management Plan 

Council South Taranaki District Council in its other roles (excluding as Applicant) 

DMP Demolition Management Plan 

DSI Detailed site investigation 

FENZ Fire & Emergency New Zealand 

HNZ Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 

HNZA Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 

HTCS Hawera Town Centre Strategy 2015 

NES-CL Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and 

Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 

NPS-UDC National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity 2016 

Plan South Taranaki District Plan  

PSI Preliminary site investigation 

RMA Resource Management Act 1991 

RPS Regional Policy Statement for the Taranaki Region 2010 

s95 Report Notification report for the proposal prepared under s95 RMA 

Site The property to which the application relates as described in Section A above 

Te Ramanui Te Ramanui o Ruapūtahanga, being the multi-use civic centre subject to this 

application 
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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

i. I have been asked by the Council to prepare this report pursuant to s42A of the RMA.  The 

report relates to the proposed new multi-purpose civic centre in central Hawera, Te Ramanui 

o Ruapūtahanga. 

 

ii. Having considered the application documentation, the further information provided by the 

applicant since lodgement, the submissions, and the recommendation of Council’s expert 

advisors I have evaluated the proposal under the relevant decision-making framework in the 

Act. 

 

iii. As described in the application document, the proposal is anticipated to result in a number of 

positive effects for the community.  

 

iv. Notwithstanding those benefits, the proposal will result in adverse environmental effects, 

including effects on historic heritage which will be substantial and irreversible. 

 

v. The Plan includes a determinative policy to be considered when determining proposals of this 

nature that involve the demolition of a Category 2 heritage building.  Having applied the 

relevant assessment matters, I consider the proposal does not offend the policy to the extent 

that it amounts to inappropriate use and development. 

 

vi. Any other adverse effects of the proposal will be avoided or mitigated, including through 

imposition of appropriate conditions such that they are acceptable. 

 

vii. For the reasons that follow, I consider that consent may be granted for the proposal pursuant 

to s104 and 104B of the RMA. 
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1.0 INTRODUCTION  

Report Author 

1.1 My name is Jason Christopher Jones.  I am a Consultant Planner with Resource 

Management Group Ltd (also known as RMG), an urban and environmental planning 

consultancy with offices in Christchurch and Wellington. 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor’s Degree in Science from the University of Georgia’s School of Geology 

(USA), and a Post-Graduate Diploma in Science (Geography) from the University of 

Canterbury.  

1.3 I am an Associate Member of the New Zealand Planning Institute, and have nearly fifteen 

years’ experience in resource management planning in New Zealand, the majority of which 

has been in the employment of RMG.  Prior to this, I worked for three years in the City 

Planning Unit at Wellington City Council. My experience there included the development 

of a number of District Plan changes and planning policy projects.  

1.4 I also hold a commissioner accreditation under the ‘Making Good Decisions’ programme 

administered by the Ministry for the Environment and Local Government New Zealand.  

1.5 I was engaged by the Council in February of 2019 to engage with the applicant in pre-

lodgement dialogue, to process the application once lodged, and to prepare this report. 

1.6 Along with contextual information and other matters of fact, this report includes my 

independent opinion and recommendations on the proposal. These opinions and 

recommendations are my own, except where I indicate otherwise.  

1.7 Though not a requirement of Council resource consent hearings, I have read and agree 

to abide by the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, and have prepared this report in 

accordance with it. The report content is within my area of expertise except where stated 

otherwise. I have not omitted to consider the material facts known to me that might alter 

or detract from the opinion expressed in this report. 

1.8 In some instances, I have specifically relied on the expertise and/or views of others, 

including Council engineering advisors and the applicant’s technical advisors who 

authored various reports attached to the AEE and response to the s92 RMA further 

information request.  
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Purpose of this Report  

1.9 This report is provided pursuant to s42A(1) of the RMA. The primary purpose of the report 

is to assist the Hearing Commissioner in evaluating and making a determination on the 

proposal.   

1.10 I note that this report is not a final decision on the proposal.  That decision ultimately 

resides with the Commissioner, under delegation from the Council. 

Report Structure  

1.11 The report has been structured as follows: 

a. Section 2 sets the scene for this report, providing further contextual information and 

an outline of relevant statutory matters;  

b. Section 3 summarises the notification process and the submissions received; and 

c. Section 4 contains an evaluation of key issues and a summary of the 

recommendations on those issues.   

1.12 Attached to the report are the following appendices: 

a. Appendix 1 contains draft recommended conditions, should the Commissioner be 

minded to grant consent; 

b. Appendix 2 includes a brief memo from Council’s Development Engineer, Dhruva 

Suresh regarding servicing matters; and 

c. Appendix 3 contains an index of relevant objectives and policies in the Plan. 
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2.0 SETTING THE SCENE 

Matters addressed in this section 

2.1. This section of the report presents a factual overview of the proposal and the relevant 

matters to be considered for determining whether consent should be granted. The 

discussion here summarises: 

a. the site and existing environment; 

b. the proposal; 

c. the relevant provisions of the District Plan; and 

d. the statutory framework for consideration of the proposal. 

2.2. Where possible, I have adopted or referred to the detailed description of some of these 

matters in the various documents provided by the applicant, both within the application 

and subsequently through the provision of further information.  I also rely upon, and refer 

to, information presented in the s95 report I prepared for the Council in November of 2019. 

My intent in doing so is to minimise unnecessary repetition. 

The site and existing environment 

2.3. The site and surrounding environment are described at Section 4 of the AEE and Section 

E of the s95 Report.  In summary: 

a. the site is located at the corner of Regent and High Streets in central Hawera; 

b. it comprises 26 land parcels, containing 8 buildings with a mixture of retail and 

office uses, some of which are vacant currently; 

c. most notably, the existing buildings include the Old Gerrand’s Watchmakers 

Building – an Edwardian Free Classical building constructed in the early 1900s 

and listed as a ‘Category 2’ item in both the Plan and the Heritage New Zealand 

List / Rārangi Kōrero1; and 

d. the surrounding environment is characteristic of the Hawera Town Centre, with a 

mixture of 1-2 storey buildings of varying age, construction, appearance, use and 

condition. 

 

 

1 Reference H6 in the Plan, Register no.850 on HNZ List 
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The proposal 

2.4. The proposal is comprehensively described in section 5 of the AEE, and summarised at 

Section C of the s95 Report. By way of brief summary, I note the following key changes to 

the site and environment proposed by the applicant: 

a. demolition of all existing buildings on the site, including the listed heritage building; 

b. earthworks to prepare the site for construction works, building foundations and 

site landscaping; 

c. construction of a new 1,522m2 building comprising 1,073m2 for the proposed 

library space and community rooms/areas, 127m2 for the proposed café, 61m2 

for the proposed information centre, 81m2 for the proposed gallery space, and 

180m2 for services and circulation spaces; 

d. creation of a new civic plaza in the building setback from High Street; and 

e. associated landscaping, signage, parking and servicing.  

Relevant District Plan Provisions 

‘Applicable’ District Plan 

2.5. As noted in Section G of the s95 Report, the applicable District Plan is the Proposed South 

Taranaki District Plan 2015. 

2.6. Pursuant to section 86F of the RMA, rules in a proposed plan are treated operative when 

the time for making submissions or lodging appeals on the rules has expired and, in relation 

to the rules: 

• no submissions in opposition have been made or appeals have been lodged;  

• all submissions in opposition and appeals have been determined; or 

• all submissions in opposition have been withdrawn and all appeals withdrawn or 

dismissed. 

 

2.7. I understand that only one appeal remains outstanding on the Plan and the provisions 

subject to that appeal are not relevant to this proposal. The relevant provisions in the Plan 

as described below are therefore beyond legal challenge and effectively operative.  No 

consideration has been given, therefore, to the provisions in the District Plan 2004, which 

have been superseded. 
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Relevant provisions and consent requirements 

2.8. The AEE and Section G of the s95 Report contain a description of the relevant rules and 

other methods, and compliance assessments against those rules.  As shown on Planning 

Map 12i, the site: 

a. is located in the Commercial Zone – Hawera Town Centre; 

b. adjoins High Street, which is defined in the legend as a ‘Primary Collector Road’’ 

and Regent Street, which is defined as a ‘Secondary Collector Road;’ 

c. includes a heritage building shown as ‘H6’;’ 

d. is subject to the ‘Defined Pedestrian Frontage’ notation for its entire length along 

High Street, and along the Regent Street Frontage as far south as Little Regent 

Street; and 

e. is subject to the ‘Defined Town Centre Corner Site’ notation on the High 

Street/Regent Street corner. 

2.9. Section 6.1.3 of the AEE records the non-compliances with Plan rules that give rise to the 

consents sought.  With all requirements bundled together, the AEE identified the proposal 

is to be assessed as a discretionary activity based on the following summary of non-

compliances:  

a. Discretionary Activity Rule 15.1.4(a)(iii) is applicable as the proposal involves the 

demolition of a Category 2 building; 

b. Discretionary Activity Rule 15.1.4(a)(v) is also applicable as the proposal involves 

earthworks in a heritage setting that will exceed 10m3 in a 12-month period; 

c. Controlled Activity Rule 6.1.2(a)(i) applies as the proposal includes the demolition 

of existing buildings on a defined pedestrian frontage; 

d. Restricted Discretionary Activity Rule 6.1.3 applies due to the proposal’s failure to 

meet the permitted activity standards in the Commercial Zone for: 

i. minimum building height of 10m on a defined Town 

Centre Corner site (Standard 6.2.1.(3)(ii)); 

ii. sites on a defined pedestrian frontage, which are to 

provide buildings built to the site boundary along the 

full frontage with continuous verandah coverage 

(Standard 6.2.2(1)); and 

iii. an activity occupying more than 500m2 of floor area at 

ground floor (Standard 6.2.4(1)). 
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2.10. Through the s92 process, it was also clarified that consent is required under Rule 10.1.3 

as a restricted discretionary activity due to the proposal contravening performance 

standard 10.3.2.1 relating to minimum separation distances for vehicle crossings from 

intersections. This additional requirement has accordingly been added to the consent 

bundle summarised above.  

2.11. The proposal also requires consent as a discretionary activity under Regulation 11 of the 

NES-CL.  This is owing to:  

a. the proposal exceeding the permitted activity thresholds for earthwork volumes 

under Regulation 8; 

b. the PSI identifying contaminants on site in elevated levels above expected 

background concentration levels; and 

c. there being no DSI in support of the proposal. 

2.12. Relevant objectives and policies in the Plan are discussed further below. 

Statutory considerations 

2.13. The decision-making framework for the proposal is contained in s104 and 104B of the 

RMA.  The relevant aspects of s104 for this application are as follows: 

104 Consideration of applications 

(1)  When considering an application for a resource consent and any submissions 

received, the consent authority must, subject to Part 2, have regard to– 

(a)  any actual and potential effects on the environment of 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. 

(2)  When forming an opinion for the purposes of subsection (1)(a), a consent 

authority may disregard an adverse effect of the activity on the environment if 

a national environmental standard or the plan permits an activity with that 

effect. 

http://www.legislation.govt.nz/act/public/1991/0069/latest/link.aspx?search=ts_act%40bill%40regulation%40deemedreg_resource+management+act_resel_25_h&p=1&id=DLM231904#DLM231904
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 … 

 (5)  A consent authority may grant a resource consent on the basis that the 

activity is a controlled activity, a restricted discretionary activity, a 

discretionary activity, or a non-complying activity, regardless of what type of 

activity the application was expressed to be for. 

6)  A consent authority may decline an application for a resource consent on the 

grounds that it has inadequate information to determine the application. 

(7)  In making an assessment on the adequacy of the information, the consent 

authority must have regard to whether any request made of the applicant for 

further information or reports resulted in further information or any report being 

available. 

2.14. Section 104B is relevant given the proposal’s classification as a discretionary activity.  It 

states: 

104B  Determination of applications for discretionary or non-complying 

activities 

After considering an application for a resource consent for a discretionary activity or non-

complying activity, a consent authority — 

(a)  may grant or refuse the application; and 

(b)  if it grants the application, may impose conditions under section 108. 

 

2.15. My evaluation of the proposal against the relevant provisions of s104 and s104B is set out 

in Section 4 of this report.  Before turning to that assessment, however, I briefly discuss 

the notification process and submissions received. 
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3.0 NOTIFICATION & SUBMISSIONS 

Notification of the proposal 

3.1. The applicant formally requested public notification of the proposal in the AEE.   

3.2. The application was formally notified on 13 November 2019. Relevant parties identified in 

Regulation 10 of the RMA Regulations were served notice of the application at that time, 

including the Regional Council, iwi and HNZ. 

Submissions 

3.3. Two submissions were filed by the closing date for submissions on 13 December 2019 – 

being from FENZ and HNZ respectively. No late submissions were received.  

3.4. FENZ submitted that the proposed facility would be classed as ‘fire hazard category 2’ 

under the New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice.2  The 

submission states that such a classification entails a requirement to be serviced by a 

firefighting water supply classification of FW5, and adds: 

An FW5 water supply requires six onsite fire hydrants and a water supply within 135m 

with a flow of 75L/sec. If a sprinkler system is installed onsite, the proposal will be classed 

as FW2, with onsite water supply requirements reducing to two onsite fire hydrants and 

a 12.5L/sec flow rate from a water supply within 135m. The application does not mention 

on site provision of fire hydrants nor does it confirm that a firefighting water supply will 

be provided in accordance with the Code of Practice 4509:2008. 

3.5. To ensure that level of design is achieved by the proposal, FENZ sought a condition of 

consent to be imposed requiring the site to be serviced with a firefighting water supply 

system and access that complies with the Code of Practice. 

3.6. HNZ sought for consent to be declined as the proposal involves the intended demolition of 

the former Gerrand’s Watchmaker Building, which entails the ‘loss of an important historic 

heritage place.’  The submission states that the preliminary engineering assessment found 

that the building is not beyond repair and that further engineering investigations should be 

carried out. 

3.7. HNZ also submitted that all alternatives to demolition should be explored, including 

associated costs, funding sources and commissioning of a conservation plan to assist with 

options. The submission states that initial research indicates that the site is associated with 

 

2 See SNZ PAS 4509:2008 
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pre-1900 occupation and is therefore an archaeological site under the HNZA. On that 

basis, an archaeological authority would be required from HNZ to damage or destroy the 

site, including via demolition and earthworks aspects of the proposal.  

Pre-hearing meeting 

3.8. A pre-hearing meeting was held in the Council Chambers on 29 January 2020.  

Representatives for the applicant, the Council (as regulator) and HNZ were in attendance.  

The applicant’s heritage advisor, Mr Bowman, and I attended via videoconference link. 

3.9. A record of the meeting is available on the Council file.  For the purpose of this report, I 

note that:  

a. parties took the opportunity to provide greater context around their respective 

positions and discussions were held in good faith; however  

b. no substantive matters in contention were narrowed as a result of discussions.   
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4.0 EVALUATION & RECOMMENDATIONS  

Introduction and evaluation approach 

4.1. This fourth section of my report addresses the relevant requirements of s104 and 104B of 

the Act.  Given the comprehensiveness of the applicant’s assessment in the AEE and the 

subsequent s92 response, I have adopted an audit approach and focused on the areas of 

contention arising from submissions, Council technical expert assessment, and my own 

evaluation of the proposal. Except where I state otherwise, I have generally adopted the 

assessment of effects in the AEE. 

4.2. The following considerations have also shaped my evaluation: 

a. the proposal falls as a discretionary activity, and the relevant assessment direction 

under s104 is to “have regard” to the various matters set out in Section 2 above, 

which are on equal footing and are to be given weight as is appropriate to this 

proposal – this is in contrast to other statutory directions in the RMA with a higher 

level of compulsion such as “have particular regard to” or “give effect to”; and 

b. relatedly, the proposal is not for a non-complying activity and so the gateway test 

under s104D of the Act is not relevant – that is, there is no general obligation 

under the RMA to reach a finding that the adverse effects are minor or that the 

proposal is not contrary to the Plan’s objectives and policies in order for consent 

to be granted; however 

c. the proposal is to be assessed on its merits and may be granted or declined 

consent under s104B accordingly. 

4.3. In focussing on the key issues in contention as relevant to the matters in s104, my 

discussion is organised as follows: 

a. demolition of listed heritage building; 

b. servicing, including water supply for firefighting; 

c. built form, urban character and amenity effects; 

d. transportation effects; 

e. construction effects, including earthworks and archaeology; 

f. other matters under s104(1)(c); and 

g. higher order statutory direction, including Part 2 of the RMA. 
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4.4. Most sub-sections below commences with a brief summary of key issues I have identified 

and of my corresponding assessment. Rather than consider the Plan’s objectives and 

policies separately to effects, the relevant provisions are referred to at intervals under the 

applicable topics below.   

4.5. For completeness, however, I have attached a copy of all objectives and policies in the 

Plan I consider to have relevance to the proposal (at Appendix 3). 

4.6. Finally, I note that my assessment has been shaped by the following established legal 

principles: 

a. in considering the proposal’s ‘fit’ with the policy framework, a fair appraisal of the 

relevant provisions when read as a whole is required3; however 

b. policies expressed in more directive terms should be given more weight than 

those that are phrased more generically4. 

Demolition of listed heritage building 

Summary 

4.7. As noted in the applicant’s independent assessment carried out by Mr Ian Bowman5 and 

in the submission from HNZ6, the proposal will result in the complete and irreversible loss 

of historic heritage values associated with the Old Gerrand’s Watchmakers Building. 

4.8. The applicant has carried out an extensive assessment against the matters stipulated in 

the Plan to be considered in instances where Category 2 heritage buildings are proposed 

to be demolished. 

4.9. For the reasons that follow, I consider the proposal does not offend that policy direction 

such that the proposal amounts to inappropriate use or development in relation to historic 

heritage.  

Discussion 

4.10. The Plan includes 3 objectives for historic heritage, which are implemented by 19 Policies. 

One of those objectives relates to archaeological sites, which I consider separately below 

under in the discussion of construction effects.  The remaining outcomes sought in the 

objectives are for: 

 

3 See Dye v Auckland Regional Council (2001) 7 ELRNZ 209; and Davidson R J Davidson Family Rust v Marlborough 

District Council  [2018] NZCA 316  
4 See Environmental Defence Society Inc v New Zealand King Salmon Company Ltd [2014] NZSC 38 SC82/13 
5 AEE, Appendix 8, section 7.1 
6 HNZ submission, p.1 
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a. significant historic heritage to be protected from inappropriate subdivision, use 

and development7; and 

b. greater public awareness of, and support for, historic heritage to be promoted 

and enhanced8. 

4.11. The policies that implement these anticipated outcomes are broad in scope.  Some are 

directed towards regulatory management methods, advocacy and education9; and while I 

have considered the proposal’s fit with that collective direction, my focus here is on the 

more directive policies of relevance.  These are discussed in turn below. 

4.12. All of the provisions considered in this report section are relevant to the submission from 

HNZ.  

Comparing Policies 2.11.7, 2.11.12 & 2.11.13 

4.13. In my view, these three policies are paramount to the determination of this proposal. 

Accordingly, I have taken some time to assess them, and in particular Policy 2.11.13. 

4.14. Policy 2.11.7 is broadly cast, but uses directive language. It directs that any adverse 

effects of activities that could destroy, compromise or detract from heritage values 

associated with any listed items are avoided or appropriately mitigated. 

4.15. Policies 2.11.12 and 2.11.13 are more specific, but equally directive in comparison to 

Policy 2.11.7.  As the listed building is not a Category 1 building, the direction under Policy 

2.11.12 is not directly applicable to this proposal; however, in my view, it is relevant to 

consider how that policy differs from Policy 2.11.13, which is directly relevant. 

4.16. To that end, the Plan differentiates the approach to be taken when considering demolition 

of Category 1 buildings compared to Category 2 buildings. For the former, the direction is 

to a “avoid” demolition. This direction has been well canvassed in RMA decision-making 

in recent years, and its plain meaning is that such activities will not be allowed10.  

4.17. The Plan’s direction for Category 2 buildings is in contrast to this. Under Policy 2.11.13, 

the expectation is that demolition of Category 2 buildings is to be “restricted”, and a merits-

based consideration of seven identified criteria is to be carried out.  In my interpretation, 

these criteria ultimately serve as the Plan’s means of testing whether demolition of a given 

 

7 Objective 2.11.2 
8 Objective 2.11.4 
9 Policies 2.11.5, 2.11.6, 2.11.8, 2.11.21, and 2.11.22.  
10 See Environmental Defence Society Inc v New Zealand King Salmon Company Ltd [2014] NZSC 38 SC82/13; and 

Davidson R J Davidson Family Rust v Marlborough District Council  [2018] NZCA 316 for example  
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Category 2 building amounts to inappropriate use or development for the purposes of 

implementing Objective 2.11.2 described above, and ultimately s6(f) of the RMA. 

4.18. Helpfully, there have been recent cases before the Environment Court where a policy 

direction to “restrict” is considered in specific detail. In both Fright v Christchurch City 

Council11 and Archibald v Christchurch City Council,12 the Court found that the plain 

meaning of restrict is “to limit.” In Archibald, the Court added that any decision to (allow 

or) not allow a proposal subject to a “restrict” policy direction is a matter to be determined 

by the circumstances of the case. 

4.19. Synthesising that with the above, my interpretation of the direction of Policy 2.11.13 is 

therefore that the demolition of the District’s Category 2 buildings over the life of the Plan 

is to be limited, and determined on a case-by-case basis subject to a value judgment based 

on the assessment criteria listed under the policy.  

4.20. Before turning my assessment to those Policy 2.11.13 criteria, I record my view that there 

is – on plain reading – some inherent conflict between the broad “avoid” direction for all 

heritage items in Policy 2.11.7 and the more focussed “restrict” direction in Policy 2.11.13 

for Category 2 buildings specifically.  I have resolved this tension through application of 

the following interpretation of the Plan: 

a. my understanding of situations where there is an apparent conflict between two 

or more statutory provisions is that the specific should generally take precedence 

over the general – in this case, Policy 2.11.13 is the more specific clause and 

takes precedence;  

b. my expectation – if the above interpretation is incorrect – would be that the Plan 

would not deliberately distinguish between the respective approaches to be 

adopted for Category 1 and 2 building demolition, which is not the case;  

c. Policy 2.11.13 clearly contemplates potential outcomes where effects on heritage 

values cannot be avoided or mitigated, albeit the expectation is that will be a rarity; 

nevertheless 

d. it would be a perverse construct for the Plan to signal such an outcome is 

contemplated, only for it to be precluded at the broader level established by Policy 

2.11.7. 

4.21. With that context established, my view is that the seven assessment matters under Policy 

2.11.13 are the determinative matters to consider for this issue, which I turn to now. 

 

11 Decision No. [2018] NZEnvC 111 
12 Decision No. [2019] NZEnvC 207 
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Assessment of Policy 2.11.13 

4.22. The assessment matters under the policy are: 

(a)  Effects on historic heritage values.  

(b)  The importance attributed to the heritage item by the wider community.  

(c)  Consideration of reasonable alternatives.  

(d)  Feasibility of adaptive re-use.  

(e)  Building safety.  

(f)  Economic implications and/or limitations.  

(g) Appropriateness, compatibility and appearance of any replacement building in 

relation to streetscape character and heritage values.  

4.23. Considering these in turn, it is not in contention that the proposal will have adverse effects 

on historic heritage.  Mr Bowman has identified specific heritage values of the building 

which would be lost, and has assessed the proposal against various relevant practice 

sources and the provisions of the Plan. Based on the detailed assessment of Mr Bowman, 

I consider the nature and scale of effects on historic heritage to be moderate-to-

significantly adverse.  

4.24. I note also Mr Bowman’s assessment that the effects will not only relate to the loss of the 

building itself, but to the impact it will have on the historic streetscape character of this 

central part of the Hawera Town Centre. This is relevant to matter (g) which I discuss 

further below. 

4.25. There are several indicators of the building’s importance to the community which I believe 

are relevant, including: 

a. the building being listed in the Plan (and the previous District Plan) is a clear 

indication that it has valuable historical merit for the community; 

b. in a relative sense, however, it is not a Category 1 building under either the Plan 

or the HNZ list – I understand such a classification is reserved for buildings of very 

high significance and/or community importance; 

c. relatedly, the Council’s heritage inventory underpinning the building’s listing13 

rates the overall cultural heritage value of the building as 10 out of 20, with 

architectural and townscape values scoring highest and symbolic value, technical 

value, group value and rarity scoring minimally; 

d. the Plan is relatively young and was subject to a comprehensive review involving 

the community, HNZ, iwi and other stakeholders with interest in the management 

 

13 AEE, Appendix 4.1 
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of historic heritage – this is relevant in the sense that the building’s listing was 

continued from the previous Plan, albeit that the policy and regulatory settings 

related to its demolition under the new Plan are less stringent; 

e. to that end, the previous Plan was prohibitive of the demolition of any Category 1 

building on HNZ’s schedule, and demolition of any other listed building was non-

complying; 

f. the proposed design for the facility and associated demolition of the listed building 

was subject to public consultation in 2018 – the AEE notes that this resulted in 

170 responses, none of which opposed the listed building’s demolition14; and 

g. no submissions were received from the local community expressing concern 

about the proposed demolition as part of this process. 

4.26. In my view, purporting to speak on behalf of any community is a fraught concept given the 

variety of opinions that will be held on a given matter.  The applicant is probably in the best 

position to comment on the community’s view. 

4.27. That said, the above suggests to me that the significance of the building to the community 

is at most ‘moderate’ as far as its heritage value goes. 

4.28. Matters (c) – (f) are closely related, and I have grouped them together for assessment 

purposes.  

4.29. In terms of public safety, an initial independent seismic assessment has found that the 

building is earthquake prone, being estimated at 19% NBS15. As recorded in the AEE, this 

rating is assessed as having a very high life-safety risk, and the Council is required to 

demolish or strengthen the building within 25 years under current legislation16. This, in my 

view, rules out a status quo option whereby the building remains in an unaltered state. 

4.30. As part of its consideration of alternatives and the feasibility of adaptive reuse of the 

existing building, the applicant has assessed economic implications of seismically 

strengthening the building to a minimum rating of 70% NBS. Importantly, the proposed 

seismic design adopts structural elements that are considered to minimise 

conspicuousness and to avoid detracting from the historic appearance of the building. The 

applicant’s quantity surveyor has estimated the cost for the strengthening work to be 

$1.06M excluding GST, and other fees and charges17. 

 

14 AEE, p.24 
15 NBS = New Building Standard. Percentage value relates to the proportion of requirements in the building code for 

seismic performance that are met by a given building.  
16 AEE, p.26  
17 AEE, Appendix 12.2  
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4.31. It is unclear whether other strengthening options are available that would achieve a higher 

seismic rating whilst also maintaining the building’s general appearance. I have inferred 

that the proposal presented by the applicant is a relatively ‘minimal intervention’ option.  

4.32. It may well be, however, that other options are available that achieve a higher seismic 

rating whilst also maintaining sympathy with the building’s appearance – though I accept 

they may incur greater cost to achieve that outcome. Conversely, more cost-effective 

strengthening options may be available that are more visible and/or detract from the 

building’s heritage values.  

4.33. That the applicant’s concept design seemingly balances these competing factors suggests 

to me it is an appropriate starting point to consider alternatives for the building including 

adaptive reuse.  In that respect, I note that the applicant has considered reuse of the 

building for the proposed activity and for other reasonable alternatives. 

4.34. Reuse of the building for a new civic centre has been ruled out in the AEE, due primarily to 

three factors: 

a. the current two-storey configuration is considered to reduce flexibility for civic use 

and inhibit the multitude of uses for the facility that could be realised through 

provision of a large single-storey open design; 

b. retaining the listed building in situ undermines the applicant’s desire to have a 

north-facing civic plaza adjacent to the development; and 

c. significant cost for strengthening and reconfiguring the building18. 

4.35. In the response to the Council’s s92 Request, the applicant carried out an extensive 

assessment of the feasibility of adapting the building for other uses as well.  This approach 

is consistent with the Plan’s expectation that demolition should be a last resort after all 

reasonable alternatives are exhausted. As part of my consideration of the applicant’s 

assessment, I have relied on the plain meaning of “feasible” which is “possible to do easily 

or conveniently”19 or “able to be made, done or achieved”.20  

4.36. In my view, the two scenarios considered by the applicant for adaptive reuse are suitable 

to the High Street context of the site – being for a mixed-use arrangement of either: 

a. ground floor retail with first floor office; or 

 

18 AEE, p. 25-26  
19 per Oxford English Dictionary, accessed via www.lexico.com March 2020 
20 per Cambridge Dictionary, accessed via www.dictionary.cambridge.org March 2020 

http://www.lexico.com/
http://www.dictionary.cambridge.org/
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b. ground floor retail with first floor residential. 

4.37. The applicant’s assessment shows that such alternative uses for the building are physically 

possible. The building is not damaged or undermined to the extent that it can’t be made 

reasonably safe for people to inhabit.  However, in my view, the applicant’s economic 

analysis demonstrates that the cost to convert and repurpose the facility for either option 

would be significant.  The applicant’s financial experts have estimated that the investment 

required to adapt the premises for either alternative use would require a minimum of 30 

years to recover, based on constant occupancy of the commercial and/or residential 

spaces. 

4.38. I have no expertise in property development or finance to be in a position to advise on the 

commercial viability of such a prospect; as a planner considering the applicant’s evidence 

in the context of this application, however, the methodology adopted by the applicant 

appears to be fit-for-purpose, and the resulting conclusions reasonable.  

4.39. On that basis, and short of the applicant having access to some other source of funding 

to offset the investment required, I consider the applicant’s findings support an 

interpretation that the feasibility of adaptive re-use of the building for alternative purposes 

is very low.  

4.40. I understand from the AEE21 that the applicant has investigated a wide range of possible 

funding sources and grants, and the results of those investigations suggest that potential 

funds available would collectively do little to mitigate the extra expenditure required. 

4.41. It is worth observing also that re-using the building for commercial or residential purposes 

would obviously not achieve the applicant’s aim for a new multi-purpose civic facility to be 

established.   

4.42. Relatedly, it is worth recording that the applicant has considered three alternative sites in 

the Town Centre that could provide for that use without affecting the heritage values of the 

application site.  Each alternative site presented its own challenges, including inability to 

purchase, suboptimal location or aspect, and the need to manage effects on other listed 

buildings.22   

4.43. Overall, I consider that the applicant’s consideration of alternative sites, alternative uses, 

and alternative designs has been sufficiently thorough for the purposes of Policy 2.11.13. 

In my view, the applicant’s assessment supports a finding that reasonable alternatives 

 

21 AEE, p. 25 
22 AEE, Appendix 6  
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have been considered, and that none of those alternatives are demonstrably superior to 

the proposed option. 

4.44. The final criterion under Policy 2.11.13 relates to the proposed new design’s 

appropriateness, compatibility and appearance of any replacement building in relation to 

streetscape character and heritage values. As noted above, Mr Bowman has assessed 

this as a ‘major negative’ effect in that the new building’s form contrasts with the listed 

building’s two-storey form built to the street edge on a prominent corner. 

4.45. I defer to Mr Bowman’s heritage expertise in that respect; however, I note also that the 

existing building does not score prominently in the heritage inventory in terms of its 

grouping rating. This is in contrast to the collections of listed buildings on Princes Street or 

further west along High Street, whereby the change in built form may be more emphatic. 

4.46. Furthermore, while the proposal does not maintain the existing form of all buildings on site, 

it maintains the low-rise urban character of both frontages and the rhythm of the proposed 

sawtooth roof takes a lead from regular double-pitch patterns of the shopfronts on Regent 

Street.  

4.47. As I discuss further below, there are also good reasons for adopting the set-back, 

rectilinear design the applicant has chosen, including the benefits it has to the adjoining 

public space in the heart of the Town Centre.  This is not to suggest that these factors 

mitigate effects on historic heritage, but I do not consider the design to be a senseless 

flouting of the area’s character.  

4.48. Furthermore, there is no evidence to suggest that the design will detract from the heritage 

values of other nearby listed buildings. 

4.49. In considering all of the above factors in context, my view is that the proposal does not 

offend Policy 2.11.13 to the extent that it is contrary to, or inconsistent with, the policy’s 

direction. By extension, I do not consider that the proposal will result in inappropriate use 

and development in the context of Objective 2.11.2.  

Other historic heritage policies 

4.50. I have considered the proposal against the remaining policies for historic heritage as 

captured in Appendix 3. In my view, these are of a more general nature than Policy 2.11.13 

and many of the provisions traverse similar themes to the assessment matters under Policy 

2.11.13. 
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4.51. Broadly, I do not find the proposal to be in conflict with these other provisions; though, 

where certain policies encourage proactive heritage advocacy, conservation, and 

education, the proposal clearly does not implement those aims.   

Servicing 

Summary 

4.52. Key to this issue is the need for the proposed facility to be serviced for wastewater, 

stormwater management, and water supply including for firefighting purposes. 

4.53. As noted above, FENZ has sought a condition of consent be imposed requiring the 

proposal to be served by water supply in accordance with the relevant Code of Practice.  

Council’s Development Engineer, Mr Dhruva Suresh, supports that condition and I have 

included it in the draft conditions at Appendix 1. 

4.54. Mr Suresh also is satisfied that the proposal can be sufficiently serviced provided additional 

conditions are imposed with respect to stormwater management and wastewater 

connections. 

4.55. I have relied upon Mr Suresh’s advice in concluding that there are no adverse servicing 

effects associated with the proposal that cannot be appropriately managed by the 

attached conditions. 

Discussion 

4.56. Objective 2.14.6 sets out the Plan’s expectation that development is appropriately 

serviced by infrastructure to provide for the likely or anticipated use of the land with 

associated costs fairly and equitably funded.  

4.57. Of relevance to this proposal, Policies 2.14.11 and 2.14.12 implement the objective, 

respectively directing that: 

a. new activities and development provide adequate infrastructure to meet the 

needs of future occupants; and  

b. new activities and development adequately compensate for their impact on 

existing infrastructure (water, wastewater, stormwater, roading, reserves) 

through a contribution to ensure the level of service meets the needs of future 

occupants and does not adversely affect the level of service for existing users.   

4.58. Mr Suresh has considered the proposal and is satisfied that servicing for the proposal can 

largely be administered through future building consent and bylaw processes.  That said, 

Mr Suresh has recommended conditions be imposed to ensure future on-site servicing 
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and off-site connections are fit for purpose in accordance with Council’s expected levels 

of service.   

4.59. I have included draft conditions on the advice of Mr Suresh that collectively require: 

a. the development to be designed in accordance with the relevant New Zealand 

Standard for land development infrastructure; 

b. a concept design report to be prepared by a qualified civil engineer and certified 

with Council prior to works commencing which must demonstrate how the New 

Zealand Standard will be complied with, and describe existing and proposed 

connections and any network design changes; 

c. additional details be provided to the Council before works start to clarify proposed 

connection details for wastewater and water supply.  

4.60. I have shared these draft servicing conditions with the applicant’s planner, Mr Andrew 

Guerin, and understand he is generally supportive of them.  

4.61. Policy 2.19.21 is also relevant in that it seeks that all structures and activities incorporate 

measures to minimise the risk of, and damage caused by, fire.  This direction implements 

Objective 2.19.2, being to avoid or mitigate the risks and adverse effects from natural 

hazards on people, property and the environment. 

4.62. Policy 2.19.2 is relevant to the FENZ submission and the associated request for the 

conditions to require compliance with the relevant code of practice. Mr Suresh shares the 

submitter’s view that such a condition is appropriate.  He has noted that Hawera is not 

capable of meeting the required classification of firefighting supply based on local 

reticulation alone.  Mr Suresh has observed that on-site compensatory storage is one 

option to address that, and there are other means that may be suitable to both Council 

and the Regional Fire Manager.   

4.63. I understand that the applicant is in discussion with the Regional Fire Manager currently 

and that it may be in a position to update the parties with the circulation of evidence next 

week.  In the meantime, I note that  Mr Guerin has advised that this condition is the only 

of those proposed in Appendix 1 which the applicant does not accept at present. 

4.64. Mr Suresh has signalled at Appendix 2 that the conditions satisfy his expectations for the 

proposal’s servicing requirements.  Accordingly, I consider that the proposal will achieve 

the aims of the Plan as relates to servicing and fire hazard management and any 

associated adverse environmental effects will be acceptable. 
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Built form, urban character and amenity 

Summary 

4.65. I generally agree with the applicant’s AEE that the proposal is well-designed and will 

contribute positively to the urban character and amenity values of the Town Centre. 

4.66. Aspects of the design contravene the Plan’s expectations for prominent buildings on this 

site, but the adverse effects arising from those non-compliances will be acceptable in my 

view for the reasons expressed below. 

4.67. I have also had regard to the HTCS (discussed separately below) and found the proposal 

to be well aligned with its design principles relevant to this issue. 

Discussion 

4.68. The main aims to be achieved by the Commercial Zone objectives23 are for: 

a. maintenance and enhancement of the character and amenity values in a manner 

that avoids or mitigates adverse effects within the zone and on adjoining areas; 

b. complementary and compatible non-commercial activities within commercial 

areas that support the areas’ function and recognise sensitivities and amenity 

levels in adjoining areas; and 

c. maintenance and enhancement of the Town Centre’s attractiveness and 

vibrancy.  

4.69. Implementing those outcomes are a range of policies that I consider are well aligned with 

the proposal, including to:  

a. enable activities which meet the community’s needs and support economic 

growth and social interaction24; 

b. manage adverse effects from building dominance, shading, noise, vibration, 

odour, dust, and glare on amenity values25; 

c. ensure design, scale, location and layout of buildings recognises local character 

and context and maintains or enhances safety, convenience, accessibility and 

amenity26; 

 

23 Objectives 2.4.4-2.4.6  
24 Policy 2.4.9  
25 Policy 2.4.12 
26 Policy 2.4.13  
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d. ensure new anchor activities deliver the Town Centre Strategy, enhance the 

Town’s vibrancy and vitality and manage adverse effects on streetscape amenity 

from bulk, parking, traffic and signage27; 

e. promote consolidation, reuse and redevelopment to achieve efficient use of 

existing infrastructure and enhance the Town Centre’s vibrancy28; 

f. maintain and enhance amenity values in the Town Centre by encouraging 

provision of open space, landscaping, artwork, seating, and public amenities and 

services that are easily accessible, walkable, safe, attractive and enjoyable; and 

g. ensure adequate provision and maintenance of community activities and buildings 

to meet the cultural, administrative and social needs of the community. 

4.70. The proposal is less aligned with other directions, including the maintenance and 

enhancement historic character of Town Centres through control of new development, 

additions and alterations involving heritage buildings and sites to achieve compatibility with 

existing character29. While the proposal is less sympathetic to the existing historic 

character than the status quo, I do not consider that the proposal is out of keeping with 

the Town Centre’s general low-rise, mixed character to the extent that it is inconsistent 

with this direction. 

4.71. As noted above, the proposal results in several non-compliances with the built form 

standards for the Town Centre. Those matters are addressed in Policy 2.4.22, which 

states: 

2.4.22  Maintain an attractive streetscape and safe pedestrian environment within the 

Hawera Town Centre by identifying a Defined Pedestrian Frontage and 

managing development along these frontages to ensure: 

(a) Continuous verandahs and building frontages;  

(b) Prominent corner site buildings;  

(c) Active and transparent building frontages; and  

(d) Limited on-site vehicle access and parking.  

4.72. The proposal fails to provide continuous verandah cover and building frontage or to 

achieve the higher minimum building height anticipated on prominent corners in the Town 

Centre.  It also exceeds the maximum permitted ground floor area of 500m2 for an activity 

the Town Centre by more than three times. 

 

27 Policy 2.4.17  
28 Policy 2.4.19 
29 Policy 2.4.14  
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4.73. I have reviewed the applicant’s urban design assessment with respect to these matters 

and share the author’s view that these non-compliances and policy non-conformities are 

not inappropriate given the proposed use of the site and adjoining space.  

4.74. While verandah coverage is not provided along High Street, the main entrance to the 

facility provides a generous covered outdoor space for pedestrians to seek refuge from 

adverse weather while transiting along High Street. Furthermore, good weather protection 

for pedestrians is offered along the Regent Street frontage. 

4.75. In my view, it is also relevant to consider the ‘trade-off’ achieved by adopting the proposed 

building setback – which clearly does not maintain a continuous building frontage along 

High Street. Namely, the setback enables a new civic plaza to be established in the very 

heart of the town, with good aspect.  It swaps one public good for another, and the 

outcome is appropriate in my view – consistent with the Plan’s aims of achieving an 

attractive streetscape environment and greater opportunity for enhanced public open 

space and associated amenities.  

4.76. The Plan anticipates that the building will either be two-storeys or a minimum of 10m in 

height. While these standards are not met, I agree with the applicant’s assessment that 

the 7.4m height proposed is generally compatible with building heights in the 

neighbourhood. I also share the applicant’s assessment that the building’s form will read 

like a two-storey building from different perspectives. The lower height will also minimise 

any potential for dominance or shading effects on surrounding properties. 

4.77. In combination with that, my view is that the form and visual interest created by the building 

will be appropriate to the context, and will mitigate the shortfall in height otherwise 

anticipated by the Plan for this corner site. 

4.78. Importantly, the building has good activation through generous glazing and its proposed 

mix of activities along both High Street and Regent Street frontages. The proposed site 

landscaping will also enhance the streetscape quality and urban amenity for this prominent 

Town Centre site, consistent with the policy direction summarised above. 

4.79. While the building’s overall floor area is large for a ‘high street’ setting, my view is that it is 

well articulated and its mass is broken up by a combination of materials and forms. 

Furthermore, the building’s form has accessibility benefits that would otherwise be more 

difficult to achieve with a multi-storey building. The reasonably high level of activation again 

provides effective mitigation against adverse streetscape outcomes that could result from 

blank facades. Proposed landscaping will also assist with softening the building into the 

local landscape.  
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4.80. Overall, I consider that the proposal will result in a well-designed building with generous 

landscaping and an attractive new civic plaza. In my view, it will enhance the local 

streetscape, urban amenity and vibrancy of the Town Centre, consistent with the 

expectations of the Plan. The proposal also will introduce a highly compatible non-

commercial activity into the area to reinforce the Town Centre’s role and importance to 

the community.  

4.81. For completeness, I also note that the applicant has indicated that proposed signage will 

be compliant with the relevant permitted activity requirements.  I see no reason not to 

apply the permitted baseline in considering the potential effects associated with that 

signage.  Should the applicant decide to adopt signage in the future that requires consent, 

the associated environmental effects can be appropriately considered at that time. 

4.82. In combination with the proposed uses of the facility, I find the proposal will have significant 

positive effects, with any adverse effects being no more than minor. 

Transportation Effects 

Summary 

4.83. Notwithstanding that the proposal results in a technical non-compliance with the permitted 

activity rules for vehicle crossing separation distance from intersections, the applicant’s 

expert transportation assessment demonstrates that the resulting adverse effects of this 

will be minor, and this conclusion is shared by Council’s Development Engineer.  

4.84. Appropriate provision has been made for vehicle and cycle parking, and temporary 

construction vehicle traffic can be suitably managed by the proposed CMP as discussed 

further below. 

4.85. Based on the shared view of the applicant’s expert and Mr Suresh, I consider the proposal 

will be generally consistent with the relevant transportation provisions in the Plan, and any 

adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the transport network will be acceptable. 

Discussion 

4.86. Objectives 2.7.5 and 2.7.6 contain the Plan’s relevant transportation aims, collectively 

seeking: 

a. safe, efficient road networks to ensure reliable movement of people and goods; 

and 

b. well-designed and located vehicle access and parking to ensure safety of all road 

users and the efficient operation of the road network. 
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4.87. These objectives are implemented by a range of policies, including of most relevance the 

directions to: 

a. avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects that may arise from new or changed 

access through standards and controls; and 

b. require on-site parking and loading that is of a scale, layout and type 

commensurate with the associate activity, allows the safe and efficient operation 

of the adjoining road network, and is appropriately landscaped.30 

4.88. For the reasons set out below, I consider the proposal will be consistent with these 

provisions. I have organised the discussion below to focus separately on access and 

parking. 

Access 

4.89. As noted previously, the proposal requires consent due to the new vehicle crossings to 

the proposed parking area south of the building being located less than 20m from the 

intersection of Regent and Little Regent Street. 

4.90. This non-compliance has been assessed by the applicant’s transportation experts in the 

s92 response. The assessment concludes that “the proposed development is assessed 

as not giving rise to any material issues from non-compliance with Rule 10.3.2.1, and 

anticipated to have little to no impact on the safety and efficiency of the existing Regent 

Street / Little Regent Street intersection.” In summary, the reasons given for this are that: 

a. the daily traffic flows on Regent and Little Regent Street are relatively low and will 

allow ample gaps for vehicles accessing the Te Ramanui carpark to enter and exit 

safely; 

b. traffic will be distributed amongst the Regent Street and Riddiford Street accesses 

to the new facility and adequate onsite queuing space provided such that there 

will be minimal spillback effects or delays on the local road network; 

c. vehicle speeds in the area are reasonably low;  

d. a review of the NZTA crash analysis system for the last five years showed zero 

accidents in the area; 

 

30 Policies 2.7.12 and 2.7.13 
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e. an intersection model was developed to test performance of the new accessways, 

and the model found all arms of the Regent Street / Little Regent Street 

intersection would continue to operate at a very high level of service.31 

4.91. In my view, the applicant’s assessment demonstrates the adverse effects of the proposed 

access arrangements on the safety and efficiency of the transport network will be less than 

minor.  This finding is supported by Council’s Development Engineer, Mr Suresh. 

Parking 

4.92. As noted in Appendix 13 to the AEE, on-site parking for the facility is not required under 

the Plan. In that respect, the Plan is flexible as to how the Town Centre carparking resource 

as a whole is administered. 

4.93. The applicant’s transportation assessment has confirmed that the proposed carpark has 

been designed to comply with the size and manoeuvring requirements in the Plan. The 

assessment also notes that the net result of the proposal will be an increase in public 

parking provision relative to the status quo. 

4.94. I understand that Mr Suresh is satisfied that the proposed parking arrangements are 

acceptable.  Given that and the applicant’s assessment, I consider any adverse effects 

associated with the site’s proposed parking arrangements will be negligible. 

Construction effects, earthworks & archaeology 

Summary 

4.95. A range of effects are relevant to the construction phase of the project, including the 

management of noise, dust, vibration and temporary construction traffic.  

4.96. Given that the site has been identified as containing contaminants in concentrations above 

recommended background levels, the management of health effects for workers and 

people near the site is also relevant.   

4.97. HNZ has submitted that the site is associated with pre-1900 use and is accordingly 

considered to be an archaeological site under the HNZA. Permission will be required from 

HNZ separate to this process to damage or disturb the site. 

 

31 Stantec letter Te Ramanui Hawera - Request for Further Information (RML19107) dated 24 February 2020, attached to 

applicant’s s92 response 
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4.98. For the reasons set out below, I consider that conditions of consent – in combination with 

any applications to HNZ for archaeological authorities – will sufficiently manage any 

adverse construction effects, consistent with the expectations of the Plan32. 

Discussion 

4.99. My discussion below is organised to consider general construction effects, contaminated 

land effects and archaeological effects in turn. 

General construction and demolition effects 

4.100. As noted above, the Commercial Zone provisions include objectives and policies for the 

maintenance of amenity values, including through management of potential nuisance 

effects which may be commonly associated with construction and demolition activities. 

These effects are well considered in the AEE, and I generally adopt the applicant’s 

assessment in that regard33. 

4.101. I also share the applicant’s view that the most appropriate way to manage the effects of 

construction and demolition activities is through a comprehensive management plan. In 

my experience, management plans are commonly used to ensure construction effects of 

proposals of this nature are well controlled, and there is no reason why they should not be 

utilised here.  

4.102. At the request of the applicant, the conditions in Appendix 1 have been drafted to provide 

separately for a CMP and a DMP.  While the commonality between these conditions 

amounts to partial duplication, I understand that the applicant’s reason for requesting this 

is to manage separate contracts for the construction and demolition activities.  I have no 

issues with that arrangement, and note that the content of the respective management 

plans is of most importance to me. 

4.103. To that end, each of the two management plans must: 

a. achieve the purpose stated in the conditions; 

b. be prepared by a suitably qualified expert; 

c. be certified by Council before works commence;  

d. be adhered to during construction and demolition activities; and 

 

32 Objective 2.4.4 & Policy 2.4.12 
33 AEE, p.34-36 
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e. be subject to additional certification process for any review or amendment that 

may occur over time. 

4.104. Each management plan must address minimum information requirements set out in the 

conditions, including: 

a. description of the activities, process, equipment, hours of operation and the like; 

b. timing and staging; 

c. measures to manage construction vehicle traffic; 

d. erosion and sediment control measures, and management of drainage paths; 

e. measures to be adopted to ensure noise and vibration are managed in 

accordance with relevant New Zealand and International standards; 

f. protocols to be adopted for accidental discovery of archaeological materials; 

g. processes for receiving and resolving any complaints received; and 

h. processes for monitoring and review. 

4.105. In my view, the management plan conditions are fit-for-purpose and will ensure any 

temporary construction effects are no more than minor. 

Contamination 

4.106. The Plan’s aim relevant to this topic is to avoid or mitigate the risk of adverse effects on 

human health from the subdivision, land use changes or remediation of contaminated or 

potentially contaminated land.34  

4.107. I have accordingly proposed conditions to manage effects on human health arising from 

potential exposure to contaminants in soil on the site. 

4.108. The applicant has obtained a PSI, but is yet to commission a DSI.  Relevant Ministry for 

the Environment Guidelines identify DSIs as an important tool in the suite of measures 

adopted in the NES-CL as best practice for managing health effects of use and 

development of contaminated land35.  This is reflected in the applicant’s PSI, which 

anticipates that a DSI will be required before site works commence.36 

 

34 Objective 2.8.4, implemented by policies 2.8.13 & 2.8.14 
35 See Ministry for the Environment. 2012. Users’ Guide: National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing 

Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health. Wellington: Ministry for the Environment. p.15 
36 AEE, Appendix 3.2, p.22 
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4.109. The proposed condition framework requires a DSI to be prepared by a suitably qualified 

expert and provided to the Council for completeness. The DSI can be ‘self-certified’ by the 

applicant’s expert without need for separate Council certification.  

4.110. Additional conditions are proposed to administer the safe reuse of contaminated soil on 

site and the disposal of soils off site. A validation report is also to be provided by the 

applicant after the earthworks are completed to confirm that all advice of the applicant’s 

expert has been adopted during the proposed works.  

4.111. Mr Guerin has confirmed that the applicant accepts this proposed condition framework. 

4.112. In my view, the conditions will ensure any effects from contaminated soil will be sufficiently 

managed in accordance with best practice so that they are no more than minor. 

Archaeology 

4.113. While the site is not an identified archaeological site in the Plan, HNZ’s submission has 

cited evidence that the site is associated with pre-1900 activity. Under the HNZA, an 

archaeological authority may therefore be required to damage or destroy the site during 

demolition and earthworks activities.  

4.114. The outcome for archaeological sites in the Plan is set out in Objective 2.11.3, which seeks 

to protect known archaeological sites identified on the Planning maps, and their historic 

values, from being destroyed or modified due to inappropriate subdivision, use and 

development. This is implemented by Policy 2.11.16 which directs that such sites be 

identified and listed in Schedule 1B of the Plan, and by Policy 2.11.20 which seeks 

consideration of effects on heritage values for large land use projects in proximity to known 

archaeological sites.  

4.115. The Plan also indicates the following methods for achieving these objectives and policies: 

• Rely on the archaeological authority process administered by Heritage New 

Zealand to assess whether the destruction and modification of known 

archaeological sites is appropriate or not, and to not duplicate this process in the 

rules of the district plan. 

• Advice Notes in the District Plan and resource consents relating to consultation 

with Heritage New Zealand and/or the archaeological authority process under the 

Heritage New Zealand – Pouhere Taonga Act 2014. 

• Conditions on resource consents to ensure the adverse effects of subdivision, 

use or development are avoided, mitigated or remedied.  

• An Accidental Discovery Protocol Process to be developed between Council, 

Heritage New Zealand, mandated Iwi organisations, Federated Farmers, 

Network Utility Providers, and other interested stakeholders regarding the 
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procedure to be undertaken in the event of a potential discovery under the 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.37  

4.116. In my experience the above measures reflect good practice adopted by jurisdictions 

across New Zealand. To that end, the archaeological authority process does not need to 

be duplicated by this resource consent process; and in my view, the advice notes attached 

to the proposed conditions, in combination with the accidental discovery requirements for 

the DMP and CMP are appropriate to manage any potential effects of construction and 

demolition activities on local archaeology.  

Other matters - s104(1)(c)  

4.117. There are two other matters relevant in my view, being: 

a. the Old Gerrand’s Watchmakers Building being listed with HNZ; and 

b. the proposal’s alignment with the HTCS. 

4.118. Addressing these in turn, I firstly note that the listed building being scheduled with HNZ 

does not materially affect the way I have approached my assessment of heritage effects. 

The Plan has been prepared in a manner that is compatible with the HNZ listing system, 

whereby the most significant items are afforded a Category 1 status, and items with less 

significance have a lower categorisation. 

4.119. In my experience, there is not always full alignment between items that are listed with a 

given Council and with HNZ. Some items will be listed with both, others will be listed with 

one and not the other. In that regard, I do not feel any need to elevate the effective status 

of the building under the Plan simply because it is also on the HNZ list.   

4.120. Rather, I have considered the merits of the building as assessed by an independent expert 

and as reflected in the Council’s heritage inventory; and I have assessed the proposal’s 

impact on the building’s identified values.  In my view, that is the expectation of both the 

HNZ listing and the Council listing, albeit that the latter is subject to this regulatory process 

and informed by this particular Council’s policy direction for historic heritage.  

4.121. The Town Centre Strategy was produced by the Council – in consultation with the wider 

community – in 2014.  It precedes the new District Plan, which has been prepared to 

address specific aspects of the Strategy to the extent relevant for the Plan.  Where I have 

found above that the proposal is generally consistent with the provisions in the Plan that 

 

37 Proposed District Plan, Section 2.11 
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have commonality with the Strategy, I consider by extension that the proposal is generally 

well aligned with the Strategy. 

4.122. Looking at the finer grained elements of the HTCS, and in particular the ‘vision’ set out in 

part 5 of the strategy, I find the proposal: 

a. is consistent with the consolidation principles of defining a civic core, establishing 

a civic anchor in the Town Centre as a catalyst for regeneration, adding quality 

public open space, and creating attractive spaces;  

b. will assist with the promotion of strategic connections through the town and 

between key anchor uses; and 

c. assists with the desired outcome of the Town Centre being a place people want 

to spend time in, including through increased access to cultural and community 

activity. 

4.123. Also consistent with the aims of the Plan, the proposal does not relate well with the heritage 

aspirations in the HTCS.  Again, given the commonality between the two documents, that 

is to be expected in my view. 

Higher order statutory direction  

4.124. Here I briefly discuss higher order direction from the RPS, the NPS-UDC and the RMA in 

turn. 

4.125. In my view, there are no other national policy instruments relevant to the proposal. I have 

considered the relevant aspects of the NES-CL above, and there are no other national 

environmental standards relevant to the proposal in my view. 

RPS 

4.126. I consider that there are three suites of provisions in the RPS of particular relevance to the 

proposal. These include Built Environment SUD Objective 1, HIS Objective 1 and INF 

Objective 1, and their supporting policies. 

4.127. SUD Objective 1 seeks to promote sustainable development of the region.  A single policy 

implements the objective, though it comprises an inventory of multiple measures, 

including: 

a. encouraging high urban design, including maintenance and enhancement of 

amenity values; 

b. integrating the maintenance, upgrading or provision of infrastructure with land 

use; and 
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c. integrating transport networks, connections and modes to enable the sustainable 

and efficient movement of people, goods and services. 

4.128. HIS Objective 1 is very similar to Objective 2.11.2 in the Plan. It aims to protect the region’s 

historic heritage values from inappropriate subdivision, use and development and to 

enhance those values where practical. It is implemented by two policies, the first being to 

identify historic items and the second being that historic heritage will be protected from 

inappropriate subdivision, use and development, and the maintenance, conservation and 

restoration of historic heritage sites, places and values will be encouraged as far as 

possible. 

4.129. For the reasons I have expressed above, my view is that the proposal does not amount to 

inappropriate use and development for the purposes of protecting the region’s historic 

heritage. I consider that the proposal is not in conflict with these RPS provisions. 

4.130. INF Objective 1 is enabling of the Region’s network utilities and strategic infrastructure 

where adverse effects are avoided, remedied or mitigated.  It is implemented by four 

policies, including (of most relevance) Policy 2.  It seeks for the adverse effects of 

subdivision, use and development on the safety, efficiency, operation, maintenance and 

upgrading of the region’s network utilities and on other physical infrastructure of regional 

significance (including where this is of national importance) to be avoided or mitigated.    

4.131. The Proposed Plan has been competently prepared to give effect to these objectives and 

policies, albeit to a greater level of specificity.  To the extent that I have found above that 

the proposal is consistent with the provisions of the Proposed Plan, that same finding can 

be applied to these relevant parts of the RPS. 

4.132. In my view, there are no areas of invalidity, incomplete coverage or uncertainty between 

the RPS and Proposed Plan provisions such that my evaluation need be taken any further.  

NPS-UDC 

4.133. The AEE has included an assessment of the NPS-UDC, finding that the proposal is 

consistent with the relevant objectives in that policy statement.  

4.134. The key focus of the NPS-UDC and the matter of national significance it addresses are 

twofold: 

a. urban environments and the need to enable such environments to develop and 

change; and 

b. providing sufficient development capacity to meet the needs of people and 

communities and future generations in urban environments. 
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4.135. It is subject to objectives that are applicable to all urban areas, though many of the 

objectives and policies are more directed at other urban authorities with different growth 

demands to Hawera. The applicable aims are to be applied to all decision-making when 

considering proposals that affect an urban environment, and include: 

OA1: Effective and efficient urban environments that enable people and 

communities and future generations to provide for their social, economic, 

cultural and environmental wellbeing. 

OA2: Urban environments that have sufficient opportunities for the development of 

housing and business land to meet demand, and which provide choices that 

will meet the needs of people and communities and future generations for a 

range of dwelling types and locations, working environments and places to 

locate businesses.  

OA3: Urban environments that, over time, develop and change in response to the 

changing needs of people and communities and future generations. 

OC1: Planning decisions, practices and methods that enable urban development 

which provides for the social, economic, cultural and environmental wellbeing 

of people and communities and future generations in the short, medium and 

long-term. 

OC2: Local authorities adapt and respond to evidence about urban development, 

market activity and the social, economic, cultural and environmental wellbeing 

of people and communities and future generations, in a timely way. 

OD1: Urban environments where land use, development, development 

infrastructure and other infrastructure are integrated with each other. 

4.136. Only four of the policies in the NPS-UDC are directly applicable to urban areas of Hawera’s 

nature and scale, and two of those policies are relevant to this decision-making process: 

PA2: Local authorities shall satisfy themselves that other infrastructure required to 

support urban development are likely to be available. 

PA4: When considering the effects of urban development, decision-makers shall 

take into account: 

a) The benefits that urban development will provide with respect to the ability 

for people and communities and future generations to provide for their 

social, economic, cultural and environmental wellbeing; and 

b) The benefits and costs of urban development at a national, inter-regional, 

regional and district scale, as well as the local effects. 

4.137. While the NPS-UDC is broadly cast, and its focus is generally on more macro-scale 

decision-making under the RMA, I share the applicant’s assessment and conclusions that 
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the proposal is consistent with the aims of the NPS-UDC to the extent relevant.38 In 

particular, the AEE and this assessment have taken into account the benefits of the 

proposal and the infrastructure necessary to service it. 

Part 2, RMA 

4.138. Schedule 4 of the RMA requires an assessment of the proposal against the Act’s purpose 

(which the applicant addressed in the AEE), and the determination of the proposal under 

s104 is ‘subject to Part 2’. 

4.139. I have considered the proposal against the Act’s sustainable management purpose, and 

in my view the proposal is broadly consistent with Part 2. In reaching that conclusion, I 

further note my view that: 

a. the proposal will not amount to inappropriate use or development for the purposes 

of protecting historic heritage under section 6(f) for the reasons outlined above; 

b. the proposal has recognised and provided for the management of significant risks 

from natural hazards associated with seismic activity and fire in particular, 

consistent with section 6(h); 

c. the matters at s7(c) and 7(f) relating to the maintenance and enhancement of 

amenity values and of the quality of the environment (respectively) have been 

sufficiently considered by the proposal; 

d. overall, people’s health, safety and well-being will be enabled by the proposal and 

adverse effects of the proposal will be avoided, remedied or mitigated; and 

e. the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi have been taken into account, in particular 

the principle of consultation, which the applicant has carried out at intervals with 

local iwi. 

Closing comments 

4.140. Under s104B of the RMA, the Council may grant or refuse consent for this proposal. 

4.141. Having applied a fair appraisal of the objectives and policies as a whole and applying 

greater weight to more directive policies where applicable, my view is that the proposal is 

broadly consistent with the objectives and policies of the Plan.  

4.142. I consider it will result in significant positive effects.  It will also result in more than minor 

adverse effects on historic heritage values. When considered within the Plan’s assessment 

framework for the demolition of Category 2 buildings, however, I consider the net result to 

 

38 AEE, p.37-38 
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be acceptable for the reasons expressed above. All other adverse effects can be 

effectively avoided or mitigated.  

4.143. Overall, I recommend that consent be granted subject to the conditions at Appendix 1. 

 

 



APPENDIX 1 
Draft conditions 
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DRAFT CONDITIONS – RML19107 

 

Interpretation 

Wherever used in the conditions below, the following terms shall have the prescribed 

meaning: 

The Council means the South Taranaki District Council 

CMP means Construction Management Plan 

DMP means Demolition Management Plan 

The Development Engineer means the Development Control Engineer, South Taranaki 

District Council 

DSI means a Detailed Site Investigation 

The Landscape Plan means Boffa Miskell drawing entitled Landscape Site Plan, Revision 1 

(dated 11.9.2019) attached to the application documentation 

The Manager means the Planning Manager, South Taranaki District Council. 

NESCS means the Resource Management (National Environment Standard for Assessing 

and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 

SQEP means a suitable qualified and experienced practitioner for the purposes of the 

NESCS 

The Site means the land subject to this resource consent application at 127 High Street, 

Corner of High Street and Regent Street, Hawera; 56, 60-66 Regent Street, Hawera [legally 

described as Lots 1 – Lot 9 DP 2632, Lots 10-14 DP 2658, Lots 1-3 DP 5467, Lots 7-12 DP 

3822, Lots 51-53 DP 9]. 

 

General 

1. The proposed multi-purpose facility and associated landscaping, car parking, lighting, 

signage, servicing and earthworks shall be in general accordance with the proposal, 

plans and information submitted in the application documentation and formal 

responses to further information requests provided by the applicant1 except where 

modified by conditions of consent. 

  

 
1 Pursuant to s92 (Resource Management Act, 1991) 
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Demolition works, Construction & earthworks 

Noise 

2. All noise from demolition and construction work shall be measured and assessed in 

accordance with NZS 6803:1999 Acoustics – Construction noise. 

Demolition and Construction Management Plans 

3. No less than 20 working days prior to the commencement of any site demolition 

works, the consent holder shall provide a DMP to the Manager for certification. The 

purpose of the DMP is to ensure demolition effects including noise, dust and sediment 

control, vehicle traffic and vibration are effectively managed.  

4. The DMP shall be prepared by a suitably qualified expert(s) and address the following 

(at the minimum): 

a) description of the works, laydown areas, anticipated equipment and processes;  

b) hours of operation and anticipated duration of works; 

c) methodology for the timing and staging of existing building demolition and 

associated site works; 

d) measures to manage demolition vehicle traffic and parking; 

e) details of on-site access, turning and manoeuvring for heavy vehicles (if any);  

f) the location and content of any demolition/health and safety signage proposed; 

g) erosion and sediment control measures including (but not limited to);  

i. measures to prevent fugitive dust and windblown sediment beyond the 

site boundary; 

ii. measures to manage sediment content in construction stormwater; 

iii. details of any measures to control mud and detritus from vehicles onto 

the surrounding road network or adjoining land; 

h) maintenance of local drainage paths from adjoining properties; 

i) procedures for the management of construction stormwater; 

j) demolition noise control measures, including (but not limited to): 

i. measures adopted to satisfy condition 2 above; 

ii. identification of any sensitive activities where noise criteria or limits 

apply; 

iii. mitigation options to be used, and possible alternatives; 

iv. any protocols to be adopted by demolition equipment operators; 

g) protocols to be adopted for the discovery of any unrecorded archaeological 

site;  

h) contact details for site manager; 

i) measures for communicating with neighbouring landowners and occupants 

about proposed works prior to works commencing; 

j) complaints procedures and register; and 

k) procedures for the monitoring, audit and review of the management plan.  

Note: The Manager will either certify, or refuse to certify, the DMP within 10 working days of 

receipt. Should the Manager refuse to certify the DMP, then the Manager will provide a letter 

outlining why certification is refused based on the parameters contained in this condition. 
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Provided that the information requirements are addressed by the DMP, certification will not be 

withheld. 

5. No less than 20 working days prior to the commencement of any site construction 

works, the consent holder shall provide a CMP to the Manager for certification. The 

purpose of the CMP is to ensure construction effects including noise, dust and 

sediment control, vehicle traffic and vibration are effectively managed.  

6. The CMP shall be prepared by a suitably qualified expert(s) and address the following 

(at the minimum): 

a) description of the works, laydown areas, anticipated equipment and processes;  

b) hours of operation and anticipated duration of works; 

c) methodology for the timing and staging of new building construction and 

associated site works; 

d) measures to manage construction vehicle traffic and parking; 

e) details of on-site access, turning and manoeuvring for heavy vehicles;  

f) the location and content of any construction signage proposed; 

g) erosion and sediment control measures including (but not limited to);  

i. measures to prevent fugitive dust and windblown sediment beyond the 

site boundary; 

ii. measures to manage sediment content in construction stormwater; 

iii. details of any measures to control mud and detritus from vehicles onto 

the surrounding road network or adjoining land; 

h) maintenance of local drainage paths from adjoining properties; 

i) procedures for the management of construction stormwater; 

j) construction noise control measures, including (but not limited to): 

i. measures adopted to satisfy condition 2 above; 

ii. identification of any sensitive activities where noise criteria or limits 

apply; 

iii. mitigation options to be used, and possible alternatives; 

iv. any protocols to be adopted by construction equipment operators; 

l) procedures for the management of vibration effects, including (where relevant) 

measures to operate within the limits set out in German Standard DIN 4150 

1999-02 Structural Vibration – Effects of Vibration on Structures; 

m) protocols to be adopted for the discovery of any unrecorded archaeological 

site;  

n) contact details for site manager; 

o) measures for communicating with neighbouring landowners and occupants 

about proposed works prior to works commencing; 

p) complaints procedures and register; and 

q) procedures for the monitoring, audit and review of the management plan.  

Note: The Manager will either certify, or refuse to certify, the CMP within 10 working days of 

receipt. Should the Manager refuse to certify the CMP, then the Manager will provide a letter 

outlining why certification is refused based on the parameters contained in this condition. 

Provided that the information requirements are addressed by the CMP, certification will not be 

withheld. 
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7. Should the Manager refuse to certify the DMP or the CMP, the Consent Holder shall 

submit a revised DMP or CMP to the Manager for certification.  The certification 

process shall follow the same procedure and requirements as outlined in conditions 3-

4 or 5-6 as relevant. No demolition work shall commence on the site prior to the DMP 

being certified and no construction work shall commence prior to the CMP being 

certified. 

8. All demolition and construction works on the site shall be carried out in accordance 

with the certified DMP and CMP. 

9. The DMP and the CMP may be amended at any time by the Consent Holder.  Any 

amendments to the DMP or the CMP shall be submitted by the Consent Holder to the 

Manager for certification.  If the amended DMP or the CMP is certified, then it 

becomes the certified plan for the purposes of condition 8.  Any amendments to the 

DMP or the CMP shall be: 

a) for the purposes of improving the measures outlined in the DMP or the CMP 

for achieving the DMP or the CMP purpose (see conditions 3 and 5); 

b) consistent with the conditions of this resource consent; and 

c) prepared by a suitably qualified expert or experts. 

Detailed Site Investigation & management of contaminants in soil 

10. The consent holder shall commission a SQEP to prepare a DSI in accordance with the 

NESCS and Ministry for the Environment Guidelines. A copy of the DSI and the 

following information is to be provided to the Manager no less than 20 working days 

prior to earthworks commencing: 

a) all soil sampling and investigation results; 

b) any Site Management Plan, Remedial Action Plan or other measures 

recommended by the SQEP for the ongoing management of contaminants; 

and 

c) written certification from the SQEP that her/his recommendations have been 

adopted by the Consent Holder to the SQEP’s satisfaction.    

11. Any contaminated material that will be reused on the site shall be capped beneath 

structures or sealed to prevent mobilisation in surface run-off or ground water. The 

location and depth of any material reused on site shall be recorded and provided to 

the Manager within 1 month upon completion of the works authorised by this consent. 

12. Any soil removed from the site must be transported and disposed to an authorised 

landfill/cleanfill suitable to receive such material. Evidence of any soil disposal shall be 

by way of a soil waste transfer manifest. The soil manifests are to be provided to the 

Manager as part of the validation report required by condition 13. 

13. Within one month of the completion of earthworks, the consent holder shall forward to 

the Manager a validation report from the SQEP confirming that the earthworks 

authorised by this consent have been satisfactorily completed in accordance with the 

recommendations of the SQEP the subject of condition 10. The validation 

documentation shall include: 
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a) confirmation that the earthworks were completed in accordance with any Site 

Management Plan, Remedial Action Plan or other measures recommended by 

the SQEP; 

b) volumes of soil removed from the site, any associated soil test results, 

including sample location and depths, disposal destination(s) of surplus soils 

and waste disposal acceptance receipts and associated soil manifests; 

c) an approximate depth and volume of soil disturbed; 

d) any additional remedial works or management adopted by the consent holder; 

e) records of any contaminated land inspections and reports including details of 

any contamination observed; and 

f) confirmation that either: 

i. no environmental incidents occurred during the works; or  

ii. if an environmental incident occurs, the measures taken to mitigate the 

nature of effects from the incident are satisfactory to the SQEP. 

 

Landscaping  

14. The site shall be landscaped in accordance with the Landscape Plan.     

15. All landscaping shall be established within the first growing season after the multi-

purpose facility has been constructed. Within 20 working days of the establishment of 

the landscaping, the consent holder shall submit a completion certificate 

demonstrating compliance with this condition to the Manager. The completion 

certificate shall be prepared and signed by a suitably qualified expert. 

16. The landscaping shall be maintained by the consent holder for the life of this consent.  

Any dead, diseased or damaged landscaping shall be replaced within the next planting 

season with vegetation of the same or similar species as shown on the Landscape 

Plan. 

 

Services 

Stormwater Management 

17. The development shall be designed in general accordance with NZS 4404:2010 Land 

Development and Subdivision Infrastructure and NPDC & STDC Local Amendments to 

NZS 4404:2010 Land Development and Subdivision Infrastructure (August 2013). 

18. Prior to any construction activity commencing on-site, the consent holder shall submit 

a preliminary stormwater design report to the Development Engineer for certification.  

No works shall commence until such time as certification has been provided.  The 

design report shall be prepared by a suitably qualified civil engineer and shall: 

a) demonstrate how the design of the development will achieve compliance with 

condition 17; 
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b) provide concept drawings and descriptions of existing stormwater 

infrastructure on the site (including sizing, location, gradient, and condition) 

and existing connections to the public reticulated stormwater network; 

c) provide concept drawings and descriptions of the proposed stormwater 

infrastructure to service the development (including sizing, location, gradient 

and specifications) and proposed locations for connections to the public 

reticulated network; and 

d) describe the proposed design of any changes to the public reticulated 

stormwater network. 

19. All works and stormwater management facilities shall be constructed, operated and 

maintained in accordance with the certified design report. 

Water supply 

20. Unless otherwise agreed with the Development Engineer, water supply to the new 

multi-purpose facility shall be via the nearest suitable connection point. Prior to the 

construction of the new facility, the consent holder shall provide detail to the 

Development Engineer of the size, depth and point of connection for new water 

supply connection. 

Note: Council approval will be required as part of any future building consent to establish new 

connections to the public reticulated water supply, and to disconnect any existing connections.   

Regard should be had to Council’s Water Supply Bylaw 2013.  

21. The site shall be serviced with a firefighting water supply system and access that 

complies with the New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code of 

Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008.  

Wastewater 

22. Prior to earthworks commencing, the consent holder shall disconnect the existing 

wastewater connections servicing the site to the satisfaction of the Development 

Engineer. 

23. Prior to the construction of the new facility, the consent holder shall provide detail to 

the Development Engineer of the size, depth and point of connection for a new 

wastewater connection. 

Note: Council approval will be required as part of any future building consent to establish new 

connections to the public reticulated wastewater network, and to disconnect any existing 

connections.   Regard should be had to Council’s Wastewater Bylaw 2013.  

 

Monitoring and Review 

24. The consent holder shall notify the Manager of the start date for proposed demolition 

or construction works in writing no less than 48 hours before the works are carried out.  
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25. The consent holder shall pay Council engineering and compliance fees for plan 

approvals, site inspections and consent compliance monitoring, plus any further 

monitoring charge or charges to recover the actual and reasonable costs that have 

been incurred to ensure compliance with the conditions attached to this consent.     

Note: Please refer to South Taranaki District Council’s current schedule of Building and 

Planning fees for guidance on the current hourly rate chargeable for Council’s staff. 

 

Advice notes 

• In the event of any discovery of archaeological materials, the consent holder is 

required to cease works immediately and notify the Council and Heritage New Zealand 

(HNZ) – an archaeological authority may be required under the Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 (HNZPTA). 

Regardless of whether archaeological materials are uncovered during site works, it is 

possible that the proposal will trigger the need for an archaeological authority (permit) 

under the HNZPTA. 

Section 42 of the HNZPTA requires an authority be sought where the modification or 

destruction of an archaeological site is proposed (this includes a place that is 

reasonably suspected to be an archaeological site). 

An archaeological site is essentially defined as any place in New Zealand (including 

any building/structure, or part of a building/structure) that was associated with pre-

1900 human activity and may provide historical evidence through archaeological 

investigation 

It is important to determine whether or not the proposed work requires an authority 

prior to physical works commencing; and, if in doubt the consent holder is advised to 

contact HNZ (Central Regional Office, Wellington). The HNZPTA contains penalties for 

unauthorised site damage. 

• Notwithstanding that the application proposes, or relies upon, works to be undertaken 

within road reserve, no such works are enabled by this consent.  Any works within 

road reserve must be approved by the Council in its capacity as Road Controlling 

Authority.  
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Resource Consent No.   RML19107 

  

Memorandum 

To Jason Jones, Consultant Planner 

From Dhruva Suresh, Development Engineer 

Date 12 March 2020 

Subject Engineering Assessment and recommended conditions 
 

 

Applicant:     South Taranaki District Council  

Address (legal Description):  121 High Street, Hawera  

Consent No.    RML19107 

Application details Proposed new Library, Culture and Arts Centre, 
Te Ramanui o Ruapūtahanga 

Activity Type:    Discretionary  
 
 

 
1. Introduction 

You have asked me to confirm my view on the following servicing matters relevant 
to the above-mentioned resource consent application: 
 

• the Stantec transportation assessment attached to the applicant’s s92 
Response; and 
 

• the appropriateness of the draft conditions of consent you provided for my 
review on 11 March 2020, including in relation to stormwater and water 
supply requirements. 

 
I have discussed each of these in turn below. 
 

 
2. Stantec transportation assessment 

I generally agree with the assessment and findings of Stantec in their response 
to Council’s s92 Request that the effect of the proposed vehicle crossings’ 
contravention of the permitted activity standards for separation distances on the 
safety and efficiency of the transportation network will be acceptable. 
 

 
3. Conditions 

I have reviewed the draft conditions you provided on 11 March 2020 and find they 
address the relevant servicing matters for water supply, wastewater and 
stormwater. This includes: 
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• a general requirement for the stormwater management solution to be 
designed in accordance with NZS 4404:2010 including local amendments; 
 

• a requirement for the applicant to provide a preliminary design report from a 
civil engineer prior to construction commencing to demonstrate compliance 
with NZS 4404:2010, NZS 3604:2011, STDC Bylaws and District Plan, and 
to provide conceptual information about existing connections, proposed 
connections and any changes to the reticulated network that will be 
adopted; and 

 

• requirement to provide sufficient water supply for firefighting in general 
accordance with the relevant Code of Practice (SNZ PAS 4509:2008); The 
The Te Ramanui development is classified as Fire Hazard Category 2 
which would require a supply of FW5. The council water network does not 
have the capacity to achieve FW5 flowrates. One alternative would be 
having onsite storage (water tank) with 1100m3 volume within 90m 
distance.  Other options may also be acceptable to Council in consultation 
with the Regional Fire Commander, and this can be administered through 
the water supply condition currently proposed, and/or through the building 
consent process. 
 

 
With these measures adopted in the conditions, I consider the proposal can be 
sufficiently serviced. 

 

 
 
Dhruva Suresh 

Development Engineer  
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Provisions in Section 2 

Note to reader: 

The provisions below are from the sections of the Plan that are relevant to the Te Ramanui 

proposal. Where subsections or specific provisions are considered not relevant, these are 

marked by blue text. 

 

Sections 2.1 – 2.3 relate to the Rural Zone, Residential Zone and Township Zone and are 

therefore not relevant. 

 

Section 2.4 Commercial Zone 

Objectives  

2.4.4  Maintain and enhance the character and amenity values of commercial areas in a manner 
that enables commercial and other activities to support the local community, while avoiding 
or mitigating adverse effects within and adjoining the commercial areas.  

 
2.4.5  Complementary and compatible non-commercial activities within the commercial areas that 

support the functioning of commercial areas and recognise the sensitivities and amenity 
levels within and adjoining commercial areas.  

 
2.4.6  Maintain and enhance the attractiveness and vibrancy of the town centres across the 

District. 

Policies  

2.4.7  Recognise and provide for the commercial functioning, character and amenity values of the 
District’s commercial areas through a single Commercial Zone.  

 
2.4.8  Recognise the variability of the commercial areas across the District through the use of areas 

(‘overlays’) that manage and reinforce the role, function, characteristics and qualities of 
these areas as follows:  

(a) Hawera Town Centre Area, applied to High Street and surrounding sites, being the principal retail 
and servicing focus of South Taranaki with a concentration of mainly specialty retail activities, 
supermarkets and a pedestrian orientated area.  

(b) Large Format Trade and Service Area, applied to the Glover Road Commercial area in Hawera, 
and the Commercial area adjacent to State Highway 3 between Hawera and Normanby, being 
the area for larger-scale trade and services, and vehicle oriented activities.  

(c) Mixed Use Area, applied to the commercial area surrounding the Hawera Town Centre Area, and 
to commercial areas in Eltham, Normanby, Patea, Manaia, Opunake, Kaponga and Waverley, 
which recognises the smaller scale and diverse mix of activities and characteristics.  

 
2.4.9  Provide for a wide range of activities within the Commercial Zone which meet the needs of 

the local community with convenient access to goods and services, and opportunities for 
economic growth and social interaction.  
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2.4.10  Restrict certain activities which may be incompatible with other activities and/or degrade 
the character and amenity values of the Commercial Zone.  

 
2.4.11  Prevent commercial activities from establishing or extending outside of the Commercial 

Zone to encourage the concentration of commercial centres, and to maintain the viability 
and vitality of existing commercial areas. 

 

2.4.12  Ensure that activities within the Commercial Zone protect existing commercial land uses and 
adjacent Residential or Rural Zones from adverse effects on the amenity values of these 
areas, including building dominance, shading, noise, vibration, odour, dust and/or glare.  

 Manage adverse effects from activities and development within the Commercial Zone to 
maintain and enhance the amenity values within the Commercial Zone, as well as the 
adjoining Residential and Rural Zones. Adverse effects from activities and development in 
the Commercial Zone may include building dominance, shading, noise, vibration, odour, 
dust, glare, and also reverse sensitive effects from sensitive activities. 

 

2.4.13  Ensure that the design, scale, location and layout of development and buildings in the 
Commercial Zone recognises the local context and character, and maintains or enhances the 
safety, convenience, accessibility and amenity of commercial areas, while also recognising 
the functional and operational needs of commercial activities.  

 
2.4.14  Maintain and enhance the historic heritage character of town centres by controlling new 

development relating to identified heritage buildings and sites, and additions and alterations 
to identified heritage buildings and sites to ensure development is in keeping with the 
existing heritage and streetscape character.  

 
2.4.15  Maintain access to sunlight, protect amenity values, and protect the level of privacy for 

properties in the Residential Zone adjacent to the Commercial Zone by managing the bulk 
and location of commercial buildings and requiring landscaping.  

 
2.4.16  Provide for anchor activities such as large retail or community activities at the interface with 

the Hawera Town Centre overlay and the Commercial Zone Mixed Use or Large Format 
Trade and Service overlays.  

 
2.4.17  Ensure the site layout, design and functioning of new or redeveloped anchor activities 

deliver the Hawera Town Centre Strategy, enhance the vibrancy and vitality of the town 
centre, and manage adverse effects on streetscape amenity from building bulk, parking, 
traffic, and signage. 

 

Hawera Town Centre Area  

2.4.18  Provide for commercial development which enhances the vibrancy and functionality of the 
Hawera Town Centre, while ensuring that development protects and enhances existing 
amenity and character, and does not generate adverse effects on the environment.  

 
2.4.19  Promote consolidation, reuse and redevelopment to achieve an efficient use of existing 

infrastructure and enhance the vibrancy of the Hawera Town Centre.  
 
2.4.20  Provide for residential activities and visitor accommodation above ground floor level in the 

Hawera Town Centre Area to retain retail and commercial activities at street level and to 
support other activities in the area, provided that new residential and visitor 
accommodation developments are well designed and create quality living environments.  
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2.4.21  Maintain and enhance amenity values in the Hawera Town Centre by encouraging the 

provision of open public space, landscaping, artwork, seating, and public amenities and 
services that are easily accessible, walkable, safe, attractive and enjoyable.  

 
2.4.22  Maintain an attractive streetscape and safe pedestrian environment within the Hawera 

Town Centre by identifying a Defined Pedestrian Frontage and managing development along 
these frontages to ensure: 

 
(a) Continuous verandahs and building frontages  

(b) Prominent corner site buildings  

(c) Active and transparent building frontages; and  

(d) Limited on-site vehicle access and parking.  

2.4.23  Ensure adequate provision and maintenance of community activities and buildings to meet 
the cultural, administrative and social needs of the community.  

 
2.4.24  Allow for flexibility when addressing parking provision within the Hawera Town Centre, such 

as alternative sites, multi-use vehicle parking areas, while recognising the need for parking 
for specific activities and ensuring that any on-site parking areas do not significantly detract 
from pedestrian amenity or streetscape character. 

 

Policies 2.4.25-2.4.28 relate to Large Format Trade and Mixed Use areas and are therefore not 

relevant. 

Sections 2.5 & 2.6 relate to the Industrial Zone & Rural industrial zone and are therefore not 

relevant. 

 

Section 2.7 Transportation 

Objectives  

2.7.5  Safe and efficient road and rail networks to ensure the reliable movement of people and 
goods.  

 
2.7.6  Well-designed and located vehicle access and parking to ensure the safety of people, 

pedestrians, cyclists and vehicles and the efficient operation of the adjoining road network.  
 
2.7.7  To avoid adverse effects on Protect the current and future efficiency, operation, safety and 

development of the State Highways and railway infrastructure.  
 
2.7.8  To maintain the safe and efficient functioning and development of Hawera Aerodrome, 

while avoiding or mitigating adverse effects from the airfield operation.  
 

Policies  

2.7.9  Recognise and provide for the State Highway network, and its primary function of providing 
for the safe and efficient movement of through traffic by managing direct access onto State 
Highways.  
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2.7.10  Develop and maintain a roading hierarchy of local (access), collector, and arterial roads, 

recognising their different functions in terms of access to adjacent properties, and the 
management of through traffic.  

 
2.7.11  Establish a consistent approach to roading, access and subdivision design, in accordance 

with NZS 4404:2010 Land Development and Subdivision Infrastructure (including local 
amendments adopted by NPDC and STDC) and accepted national standards or guidelines, 
and require all works to be designed and constructed to meet these standards.  

 
2.7.12  Avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects that may arise from of increased traffic or 

changed traffic type, and new or changed access and intersections, through the use of 
standards and controls. 

 
2.7.13  Require activities to provide off-street parking that: 

(a) Is in proportion to the demand generated by all activities on the site. Parking areas may be 
shared by more than one activity where it can be demonstrated that the parking demand for 
each activity occurs at a different time or on a different day. 

(b) Has both parking and loading spaces of such size, shape and layout to allow ingress and egress of 
vehicles without adversely affecting the safe and efficient function and operation of the 
adjoining road network. 

(c) Is landscaped along road boundaries and adjacent to residential areas to maintain and protect 
amenity values. 

 
2.7.14  Require every development adjacent to a proposed service lane to provide a loading bay 

that will be useable from the service lane once constructed. 
 
2.7.15  In the Hawera Town Centre, financial contributions may be taken in lieu of a parking 

requirement, and put towards the cost of providing public car parks, or the Council may 
waive or reduce the parking requirement in the town centre where development or 
redevelopment of sites involves proposals which will result in the preservation of historic 
buildings, historic character, or the provision of public amenity. 

 
2.7.16  Provide and maintain bicycle routes and facilities which are designed and located to 

encourage cycling as a safe, pleasant and efficient form of transportation, and to take into 
account the existing or potential use of any urban arterial street by cyclists when 
constructing or upgrading such streets. 

 
2.7.17  Promote the efficiency of the railway and the primary role of the rail network by managing 

existing and new railway level crossings and vehicle crossings, and maintaining sight lines, to 
ensure the safe and efficient operation of both the road and the railway line.  

 
2.7.18  Ensure that subdivision, land use and development adjoining State Highways and the rail 

network avoid, remedy or mitigate reverse sensitivity effects by protecting themselves from 
noise, particularly in habitable rooms.  

 
2.7.19  Provide for the continued functioning and future development of Hawera Aerodrome and 

manage the adverse effects caused by the operation of Hawera Aerodrome on adjoining 
activities.  
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2.7.20  Protect the operation of Hawera Aerodrome from the potential adverse effects created by 
nearby activities.  

 
2.7.21  Improve the health and safety of individuals and community by locating buildings and 

structures away from the rail corridor, so that these items can be accessed and maintained 
entirely within the property, not the rail corridor.  

 

Section 2.8 Hazardous Substances & Contaminated Land 

Objectives  

2.8.3  Recognise the important benefits associated with the use, storage, disposal and 
transportation of hazardous substances whilst also ensuring that risks to the environment 
and human health are minimised to acceptable levels.  

 
2.8.4  Avoid or mitigate the risk of adverse effects on human health from the subdivision, land use 

changes or remediation of contaminated or potentially contaminated land.  
 

Policies 2.8.5-2.8.11 relate to the storage, use handling and transport or hazardous substances 

and are therefore not relevant. 

 

Policies 

Contaminated Land  

2.8.12  Identification of sites that may be subject to potential contamination as a result of historical 
land uses and activities.  

 
2.8.13  Require that subdivision and land use changes on pieces of land that have a history of 

activities that could have resulted in contamination of the soil to undertake a preliminary 
site investigation to confirm whether there will be a risk to human health and whether 
further investigation, remediation or management is required, to ensure that the land is 
suitable for the intended exposure to humans.  

 
2.8.14  Ensure that all remediation, land use, subdivision and redevelopment of land affected by soil 

contamination prevents or mitigates adverse effects on and risk to human health and 
ensures that any residual levels of contamination is appropriate for the proposed future use 
of the land via management measures which may include remediation, containment 
contamination or disposal of contaminated soil.  

 
2.8.15  Require management measures for contaminated land, which may include remediation, 

containment, or disposal of contaminated soil, to ensure that any contamination is 
appropriate for the proposed future use of the land.  

 

Section 2.11 Historic Heritage 

Objectives  

2.11.2  To protect significant historic heritage that reflects the culture and history of the South 
Taranaki District from inappropriate subdivision, use and development.  

 



6 
 

2.11.3  To protect known archaeological sites identified on the Planning maps, and their historic 
values, from being destroyed or modified due to inappropriate subdivision, use and 
development. damage, modification and destruction.  

 
2.11.4  To promote and enhance greater public awareness of, and support for, historic heritage 

within the South Taranaki District.  
 

Policies  

2.11.5  Identify historic heritage that contributes to an understanding and appreciation of the 
culture and history of the District, the region and/or New Zealand that is of significance or 
value for one or more of the following matters; aesthetic, archaeological, architectural, 
cultural, historic, social, spiritual, scientific, technological, industrial or traditional 
significance or value.  

 
2.11.6  Record significant historic heritage buildings and sites identified in accordance with Policy 

2.11.5, and group these buildings and sites according to their relative significance into one of 
the following categories:  

(a) Historic Heritage Category 1 Buildings and Structures: Buildings that have outstanding national 
and/or regional significance due to their “rarity” and/or level of “integrity”.  

(b) Historic Heritage Category 2 Buildings and Structures: Buildings that have regional and/or local 
significance.  

(c) Historic Heritage Sites and Sites of Significance to Tāngata Whenua: Places and areas that are of 
national, regional and/or local significance.  

 

2.11.7  Avoid or appropriately mitigate any adverse effects of activities that could destroy, 
compromise or detract from the heritage values associated with items listed in the Historic 
Heritage Schedule.  

 

2.11.8  Provide opportunities for greater development flexibility, where development facilitates the 
retention, conservation and/or protection of buildings and sites identified in the Historic 
Heritage Schedule.  

 
2.11.9  Encourage compatible and/or adaptive re-use of buildings and sites included in the Historic 

Heritage Schedule.  
 
2.11.10 Enable the maintenance, redecoration, repair and adaptive re-use of buildings and sites 

included in the Historic Heritage Schedule.  
 
2.11.11 Encourage and facilitate the strengthening of buildings included in the Historic Heritage 

Schedule to increase their ability to withstand future earthquakes or other safety risks, while 
ensuring that their values and features are not impaired or destroyed.  

 
2.11.12 Avoid the demolition or destruction of Category 1 buildings, objects or sites included in the 

Historic Heritage Schedule.  
 
2.11.13 Restrict the full or partial demolition of Category 2 buildings, objects or sites included in the 

Historic Heritage Schedule, having regard to the following matters:  

 
(a) Effects on historic heritage values.  
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(b) The importance attributed to the heritage item by the wider community.  

(c) Consideration of reasonable alternatives.  

(d) Feasibility of adaptive re-use.  

(e) Building safety.  

(f) Economic implications and/or limitations.  

(g) Appropriateness, compatibility and appearance of any replacement building in relation to 
streetscape character and heritage values.  

2.11.14 Discourage subdivision that could destroy or diminish the heritage values associated with 
buildings, objects and sites identified in the Historic Heritage Schedule.  

 
2.11.15 Consider the value of the heritage setting in circumstances where it contributes to and 

complements the heritage value of an item, and ensure that its values are not unduly 
compromised by inappropriate on-site development, earthworks, or incompatible 
subdivision.  

 
2.11.16 Identify and protect list known archaeological sites of significance in the Historic Heritage 

Schedule 1B to ensure that the value of these sites continues to be retained. 
 
2.11.17 Manage the effects of new buildings, or extensions to existing buildings, earthworks and 

forestry activities on known archaeological sites of significance listed in the Historic Heritage 
Schedule 1B.  

 
2.11.18 Identify the location of known archaeological sites on the Planning Maps to raise awareness 

of these sites and assist in their protection.  
 
2.11.19 Manage the design and layout of subdivisions where a property includes known 

archaeological site(s) and the use of legal instruments to protect the values of the 
archaeological site shall be considered.  

 
2.11.20 Consider adverse effects on historic heritage values through the consent process for larger 

scale land use activities, where located in close proximity to known archaeological sites. 
Determine the significance of the heritage values of the sites and demonstrate how potential 
and actual adverse effects will be avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

 
2.11.21 Increase public recognition and understanding of the District's historic heritage and 

associated values, and the respective responsibility that the public and private landowners 
adopt in the ongoing management and protection of historic heritage.  

 
2.11.22 Encourage the use of non-regulatory incentives and assistance to facilitate the restoration 

and conservation of recognised heritage items. 

 
 

Section 2.12 relates to Notable Trees and is therefore not relevant. 
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Section 2.13 Tangata Whenua 

Objectives  

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, use, and development of resources. 
 
2.13.8  To recognise and provide for development by Iwi and hapū that enhances their social, 

cultural and economic well-being in a way that achieves sustainable management of the 
environment.  

 
2.13.9  To provide Tāngata Whenua with opportunities to participate in resource management 

processes and decision-making.  
 
2.13.10 Give effect 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.  
 

Policies  

2.13.11 Establish formal and informal working relationships with Tāngata Whenua within which a 
partnership regarding resource management matters may be defined, addressed and 
decided.  

 
2.13.12 To recognise and provide for 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.  

 
2.13.12 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 require 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.  

 
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.  

 
2.13.17 Recognise and avoid or mitigate any adverse effects which would degrade the cultural values 

of sites and areas of cultural and spiritual significance, when assessing proposals for subdivision, 

use and development.  
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2.13.16 Enable the development of papakainga housing whilst managing potential adverse effects on 
amenity values.  

 
2.13.17 Enable the development and maintenance of Marae whilst managing effects on the 

character and amenity of the Residential, Commercial and Rural Zones.  
 
2.13.18 Identify the Parihaka Cultural Area and recognise its historical and cultural significance to 

Tāngata Whenua and the community, by providing for development and a range of activities 
based on the needs and values of Tāngata Whenua.  

 
2.13.19 Recognise and provide for development and a range of activities by Iwi and hapū on key 

sites to meet the needs and values of Tāngata Whenua.  
 

Section 2.14 Integrated Land Use and Infrastructure Planning, Urban 

Growth and Financial Contributions 

Objectives  

2.14.5  To provide for urban growth that adjoins existing urban areas and manage that growth to 
avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects through the design of safe, integrated 
infrastructure networks and the efficient use and development of land.  

 
2.14.6  To ensure that subdivision and development is appropriately serviced by infrastructure to 

provide for the likely or anticipated use of the land and that the costs of this infrastructure is 
fairly and equitably funded.  
 

 

Policies  

2.14.7 Identify land suitable for new urban development to ensure that there is sufficient 
serviceable land available to meet anticipated future urban growth demands.  

 
2.14.8  Apply the appropriate land zoning to urban growth areas, and where existing infrastructure 

requires upgrading to provide for new urban development, defer and stage this 
development until the required upgrading of infrastructure has occurred.  

 
2.14.9  Manage subdivision and development in the urban growth areas through the use of 

Structure Plans where they:  

 
(a) Ensure development is integrated and coordinated;  

(b) Recognise and respond to the topographical and physical features of the land;  

(c) Meet short and anticipated long term growth demands;  

(d) Connect with existing infrastructure and transportation networks, taking account of the capacity 
limitations of those networks and any potential requirements for upgrading capacity to meet 
future demands; and  

(e) Provide certainty on the location and pattern of development, including key roading linkages and 
infrastructure to meet future requirements. 

2.14.10 Avoid the cumulative effects on infrastructure from development and subdivision in the 
rural environment outside of the identified urban growth areas.  
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2.14.11 Ensure new activities and development provide adequate infrastructure to meet the needs 

of future occupants.  
 
2.14.12 Ensure new activities and development adequately compensate for their impact on existing 

infrastructure (water, wastewater, stormwater, roading, reserves) through a contribution to 
ensure the level of service meets the needs of future occupants and does not adversely 
affect the level of service for existing users.   

 
 

Sections 2.15-2.18 relate to the Coastal Environment, Natural Features & Landscapes, 

Indigenous Biodiversity, and Waterbodies and are therefore not relevant. 

 

Section 2.19 Natural Hazards 

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  

2.19.4  Identify areas at significant risk from the effects of natural hazards based on the likelihood of 
the events and potential risks and consequences.  

 
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.  

 
2.19.6  Avoid, where practicable, the siting of new critical infrastructure and services (‘lifelines’) 

within areas of significant risk from natural hazard events.  
 
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 for 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.  

 
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.  

 
2.19.10 Raise awareness and educate the community about natural hazard risks, and provide 

assistance in preparing, designing and planning for the occurrence of natural hazard events 
through the provision of information and advice.  
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2.19.11 Plan and review contingencies for the continuity of the Council’s business and community 
services in the event of any significant hazard or emergency. 

 
Policies 2.19.12-2.19.19 relate to Coastal Erosion & Inundation, Surface Water Flooding and 

Land instability and are therefore not relevant. 

 

Seismic  

2.19.20 Ensure that all structures and activities are constructed so as to minimise material damage 
from seismic events.  

 
Fire  

2.19.21 Ensure that all structures and activities incorporate measures to minimise risk of, and 
damage caused by, fire. 

 

Wind  

2.19.22 Ensure that all structures and activities incorporate measures to minimise risk of, and 
damage caused by, wind hazards.   

 

 
Sections 2.20 - 2.21 relate to Temporary Activities and Relocated Buildings and are therefore 

not relevant. 

Section 2.22 Signs 

Objectives  

2.22.2  Recognise and provide for signage that meets the needs of the community and businesses 
whilst managing effects on public safety and the quality of the environment.  

 
Policies  

2.22.3  To provide for signs, including temporary signs, ensuring that these do not detract from the 
visual amenity and character of the surrounding environment (including historic heritage 
values), and /or impact on traffic safety through the use of rules and standards that manage 
size, location and design.  

 
2.22.4  Avoid visual clutter and the proliferation of signage by restricting the establishment of 

signage that is not associated with, or does not relate to, the site in which the sign is located.   
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Assessment Matters in Section 20.5 

The matters below are considered relevant to the Te Ramanui proposal. Where subsections 

or specific matters are considered not relevant, these are marked by blue text. 

 

The following subsections of Section 20.5 are considered to be not relevant: 

- 20.5.1 – Bulk & Location; 
- 20.5.2 – Home Occupations; 
- 20.5.3 – Private Outdoor Living Area; 
- 20.5.4 - Number of Dwelling Units per Net Site Area; 
- 20.5.5 - Marae and Papakainga Development; 
- 20.5.6 – Lighting; 
- 20.5.7 – Outdoor Storage; 
- 20.5.8 – Hours of Operation; 
- 20.5.10 – Significant Hazardous Facilities; 
- 20.5.11 - Petroleum Exploration and Production Activities; 
- 20.5.12 - Large-Scale Renewable Electricity Generation Activities; 
- 20.5.13 – Wind Farms; 
- 20.5.14 – Network Utilities; 
- 20.5.15 - Activities within the National Grid Yard or National Grid Subdivision Corridor; 
- 20.5.17- Historic Sites and/or Sites of Significance to Tangata Whenua; 
- 20.5.18 – Notable Trees; 
- 20.5.19 - Remission or Waiver of Financial Contributions; 
- 20.5.20 – Indigenous Biodiversity; 
- 20.5.21 – Coastal Environment; 
- 20.5.22 - Outstanding Natural Features and Landscapes; 
- 20.5.23 - Temporary Military Training Activities 
- 20.5.24 - Temporary Activities; 
- 20.5.25 - Relocated Buildings; and 
- 20.5.27Sensitive Activities on Sites Near Other Activities and Infrastructure. 

 

 

20.5.9 Parking & Transportation  

Roading, Access and Intersections  
(a)  The extent of non-compliance(s) and/or any worsening of existing non-compliances with the 

requirements and standards in the Plan.  

 
(b)  The extent to which the safety and efficiency of the adjoining road/s would be compromised by 

intersections being located closer together, or with a lesser unobstructed sight distance or intersection 
visibility, than is permitted by the Plan.  

 
Vehicle Crossings  
(c)  The extent of non-compliance(s) and/or any worsening of existing non-compliances with the 

requirements and standards in the Plan.  
 
(d)  The extent to which the safety and efficiency of the adjoining road/s would be compromised by vehicle 

crossings being located closer together, or with a lesser unobstructed sight distance or intersection 
visibility, than is permitted by the Plan.  

 
Loading, Parking and Manoeuvring Spaces  
(e)  The extent of non-compliance(s) and/or any worsening of existing non-compliances with the 

requirements and standards in the Plan.  
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(f)  The adequacy of on-site parking needed for the activity(s) and whether it can be demonstrated that less 

than normal demand is anticipated.  
 
(g)  Whether there is an adequate alternative supply of alternative off-street parking or loading spaces in the 

immediate vicinity (in general, on-street parking is not considered an acceptable alternative).  
 
(h)  Whether the Council may waiver or reduce the parking requirement in town centres where development 

or redevelopment of sites involves proposals which will result in the preservation of historic buildings, 
historic character, or the maintenance or enhancement of amenity.  

 
(i)  The extent to which not providing the required parking or loading space/s on the site will result in:  

(i)  An adverse effect on the character and amenity of the surrounding area, particularly neighbouring 
properties and public areas.  

(ii)  Cumulative effect in conjunction with other activities in the vicinity, especially those not providing 
the required number of parking or loading spaces.  

(iii)  Adverse effects on the safety of pedestrians and other road transport network users by the need 
for crossing of roads or set-down on the street resulting from off-site parking provisions.  

(iv)  Adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the surrounding  

 

20.5.16 Historic Heritage Buildings & Objects  

(a)  The impact the proposal has on the integrity/values of the heritage building or object.  
 
(b)  The importance attributed to the heritage item by the wider community and Heritage New Zealand.  
 
(c)  The nature, form and extent of development, alteration or change, and degree to which the proposal is 

consistent with any relevant conservation plan, recommendation, heritage inventory and/or reason for 
listing by Heritage New Zealand.  

 
(d)  Conservation of the original building/object fabric, including the placement of limitations or restrictions 

on replacement materials, fittings and fixtures, architectural design and appearances of alterations and 
additions.  

 
(e)  Provisions of the International Council on Monuments and Sites (ICOMOS) New Zealand Charter where 

appropriate.  
 
(f)  For additions or alterations, the degree to which the additions or alterations are the minimum necessary 

to accommodate the continued use of the heritage place.  
 
(g)  For additions and alterations, the degree to which the additions or alterations are compatible with the 

heritage fabric of the place yet are sufficiently distinct that they can, on inspection, be read as new work.  
 
(h)  For earthworks or new buildings within the heritage setting, the extent to which the existing topography 

or vegetation will mitigate effects of the proposal on the setting of the heritage building or object.  
 
(i)  Whether the proposed activity is necessary and the minimum necessary to provide for building safety, 

the adaptive reuse for the ongoing viability and protection of the heritage building or object.  
 
(j)  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)  Where appropriate, whether the relevant Iwi has had the opportunity to produce a Cultural 
Impact Assessment and/or visit the proposed site prior to lodgement of the resource consent 
application.  

 

20.5.26 Signs  

The following assessment matters will be used in assessing land use applications for signage:  
 

1. Visual Amenity  

(a)  The extent to which the sign will have any adverse effects on the visual amenities and character of the 
locality, site or structure to which the sign will be attached.  

 
(b)  For signs attached to, or located in the same site as, any heritage building listed on Schedule 1A, effects 

on historic heritage values.  
 
(c)  The need for any extra signage in addition to the permitted signage for the zone.  
 
(d)  Any likely cumulative effects of allowing the sign to be erected.  
 
(e)  The need to impose conditions relating to the location, design and appearance of the sign and the period 

for which it may be erected, or operated.  
 

2. Traffic and Pedestrian Safety  

(a)  The extent to which the sign may be an obstruction to sight distances, traffic signs or signals, or 
unnecessarily intrude into a driver’s field of vision or cause a distraction that affects safety for road users.  

 
(b) The extent to which the sign may physically obstruct vehicles or pedestrians.  
 
(c)  The potential to affect public safety at railway crossings and along the rail corridor.  

 
(d)  The potential adverse effects of the proposed sign on drivers’ concentration under all possible weather 

conditions.  
 
(e)  The potential adverse effect of the sign on drivers who may have medical conditions or impairments 

which may reduce or affect safety.  
 
(f)  The extent that any sign resembles a traffic control sign, warning device, or signal, or may make a traffic 

control sign or signal difficult to discern, with respect to both colour and shape, when considered from all 
possible driving angles.  
 
This includes signs which:  

(i)  Provide a confusing or dominating background, which could reduce the clarity or effectiveness of a 
traffic sign or signal;  
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(ii)  Invite drivers to turn, but are sited in such proximity to the vehicle entrance that there is no time 
to signal, slow down and turn safely;  

(iii)  Contain reflectors or flashing lights and therefore have the potential to be confused with traffic 
control signs or signals at night.  

(g)  Proximity to other signs and intersections and potential adverse effects on the safety of road users 
including pedestrians.  

 
(h)  The effect on driver safety and concentration as a result of reduced lettering sizes or more than the 

permitted number of words and symbols, or the nature of the text, lettering, and fonts and images that 
could make interpretation of the sign difficult while driving.  
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