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17th November 2009

Eliot Sinclair & Partners
PO 4597
CHRISTCHURCH

Attn. CHRISIE SARGENT

Dear Ch ri sie

Re: Hans Ba y Subdiv ision and La nd Use Consents - RC090017/18

Thank you for you r letter of 5 No vember 2009 and accompanying reports (landscape, ecology,
geotechnical and waste water), which addre ss the matters raised in my s92 RFI (Reque st fo r
Further Info rmation) letter dated 3 June 2009.

I have reviewed the various reports and your letter, which give rise to a few further
matters/points of clarification, as set out below.

2m side yard on Eliot Sinclair lot layout diagram (as sent as attach ment to e mail dated 6/11/09)
The Westland Di strict Plan Ru ral Zone require s a minimum 3m side yard, which can be reduced to
2m as a discretionary a ctivity, with any greater reduction non-complying. There is no side yard in
the Small Settlement Zone. However, the application site is zoned Ru ral.

The amended application form state s that the application includes placement of a building on
Lots 1 -5. It doe s not actually specify that the buildings will be dwellings, but in s6 Statuto ry
Asse ssment the AEE state s that under Rule 5.6.2.2.B the establishment of a new dwelling is a
controlled activity subject to compliance with the standard s for a controlled activity. Rule
5.6.2.2B will not be met if 2m side yard s a re propo sed. The application AEE does not include an
asse ssment of the effects of reducing the side yard s to 2m

It will either be necessary to amend the application so that it complies with the 3m side yard
requirement.(eg. by reducing the maximum size of lawns, reducing the number of lots), o r to
submit a second separate application for this non-compliance. This second application will be
asse ssed under s95 in term s of notification requirements. In this ca se, the main application will
need to be put on hold under s91 until this second application reaches the same stage in the
statuto ry p roce ss.

Proposed siting restrictions

The position of the watercourse (toward s the south ea st co rner Lot 1) will affect the ability to
achieve the mitigation measure s intended to ensure retention of planting on each of Lots 1-5 i.e.



6m setback f rom the right of way and 4m setback f rom Punga Grove propertie s. Plea se can
you confirm tha t the Eliot Sinclair lot layout diagram i s fea sible fo r Lot 1 .

Certificates of co mpliance
Thank you for the a sse ssment of the application against the relevant We stland Regional Council
Plan rules for wa stewate r and storm water di scharge s and earthworks and vegetation clearance.

Please can you submit copies of the certificates of compliance with re spect to the above
discha rge s, a s soon a s the y a re re ceived f rom WCRC.

Lot 10
Lot 10 (4653m2) i s sta ted in the application as a "balance area." Your lette r of 5 Novembe r
2009 state s that the subject subdivision is likely to proceed ahead of the RC70104 approved
subdivi sion application which includes creation of 3 re sidential lots from within Lot 10. It state s
that the balance area would be appropriate as re serve e specially as it ha s two water cou rse s
running through it.

Pre sumably, the re serve p ropo sal would only proceed if and when RC70104 was implemented. In
the interim or in the event that RC70104 is not given effect to, what is the intended use and
purpo se fo r balance Lot 10?

Mitigation measures
The Eliot Sinclair lot layout diagram sho ws a minimum setba ck from the p ropo sed right of way of
6m whereas the Ecology Asse ssment re commends a 4m asse ssment. Please can you advi se
which figure i s co rre ct.

It is not clear to what extent the d wellings (a ssuming maximum permissible height) will be visible
above the intervening vegetation when viewed f rom Han s Bay Road. The application cannot rely
on existing vegetation in the Hans Bay Road Re se rve fo r mitigation purpose s, a s this could be
removed at some stage in the futu re.

The Ecological Report does not state the height of vegetation within the 6m ROW setback a rea. It
sta te s that the central and ea ste rn parts of Lots 1 -5 contain canopy fo rming secondary gro wth
between 4-6m high and that 1/3rd of the lots show higher dive rsity chara cte ri sed by swamp
vegetation and riparian vegetation. Presumably this i s the area clo se st to the road re se rve to be
the vegetation buffer (except for the ROW and d riveways). Plea se can you advi se the existing
height of this e xi sting vegetation, and the extent to which it wil l screen the p ropo sed buildings
and drivewa ys f rom Han s Ba y Road, a ssuming the Han s Ba y Road Re se rve vegetation were
removed.

Environ mental impact of Inte rceptor Bond and Drain

The Waste water Report recommends in stallation of an interceptor bund and drain across the
top s of Lots 5 to 9 to divert su rface run of f and sub su rfa ce seepage f rom a round the land
application area, in order to en su re the total wate r loading is not increa sed.

Please can you supply details of the likely po sition and de sign of the interceptor bund and drain,
the extent of any likely vegetation disturbance, and any ecological, landscape or other potential
impacts o f the stru ctu re.

Pursuant to Section 92A(1) of the Re sou rce Management Act 1991, you are required, within 15



working days of thi s request to either:-

(a) Provide the information requested above; or
(b) Tell the Council in a written notice that the applicant agrees to provide the information; or
(c) Tell the Council in a written notice that the applicant refuse s to p rovide the information.

The above is required to understand the nature of the proposal, and arises a s re sult of the
information you have provided in your re spon se to my earlier s92 reque st.

If you wi sh to discu ss any of the above, please feel f ree to give me a call.

Yours sincerely

FIONA ASTON
Principal


