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INTRODUCTION  

 
1. My name is Cameron John Twigley.  I am the Director of Planning and 

Environment at BTW Company Limited, a multi-disciplinary consultancy with 

offices in New Plymouth and Hamilton. 

 
Qualifications and Experience  

 
2. I hold a Bachelor of Social Science in Geography from Waikato University 

and a Postgraduate Diploma (with Distinction) in Urban and Regional 

Planning from Heriot Watt University, Edinburgh.  I have been a full member 

of the New Zealand Planning Institute since 2009.  I am accredited to act as 

an Independent Hearings Commissioner under the Resource Management 

Act 1991. 

 
3. I have been a practising planner for 19 years.  I have worked as a planner 

in both the public and private sector, mainly the latter. I am a full member of 

the New Zealand Planning Institute and also a Member of the Resource 

Management Law Association of New Zealand also serving on the 

committee of the Taranaki branch of the latter.   

 
4. I undertake planning work for a wide range of local authority, central 

government, private sector clients throughout New Zealand across a wide 

variety of sectors. My planning advice and project work typically relates to 

strategic planning, project management, policy analysis or resource consent 

matters. During my career, I have been involved in a large number of plan 

development and resource consent processes relating to both district and 

regional planning issues.  I am particularly experienced in matters of 

subdivision and residential land development due to BTW Company having 

its foundations in surveying.  I have been involved in many local authority 

and Environment Court hearings relating to these matters. 

 
5. I have the following specific experience with respect to the matters currently 

in front of the Council: 

 
a. I presented planning evidence on behalf of the applicant Oākura 

Farm Park Ltd in the New Plymouth District Council (NPDC) hearing 
for the Paddocks subdivision in December 2010;  
 

b. Having led the resource consent application process for The 
Paddocks I know this subdivision, the subject site for the Plan 
Change and the surrounding environment well;  

 

c. I am familiar with the New Plymouth district and the Taranaki region, 

having spent the majority of my life living in New Plymouth District.  I 



 

 

 

 

also know Oākura very well having camped at Oākura Beach 

regularly growing up and still regularly spending time in the village 

with friends and family; and  

d. I am very familiar with the Operative New Plymouth District Plan and 
associated plan change processes, the Regional Policy Statement 
for Taranaki and other relevant planning documents and strategies. 

 
Expert Witness Code of Conduct 

 
6. Although this is not an Environment Court hearing, I confirm that I have read, 

and have prepared my evidence in accordance with the Environment Court’s 
Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses (Environment Court of New Zealand 

Practice Note 2014). This evidence I am presenting is within my area of my 

expertise, except where I state that I am relying on the evidence of another 

person. To the best of my knowledge I have not omitted to consider any 

material facts known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions I 

express. 

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

7. In my opinion the request does not contain a level of detail that corresponds 

to the scale and significance of the environmental, economic, social, cultural 

effects of the proposal.  Oākura Farm Park Ltd has provided insufficient 

information in respect of: 

 

• Stormwater Management; 

• Water Modelling; 

• Traffic Effects; 

• Reverse Sensitivity Effects; 

• Landscape Effects; and 

• Ecological Effects. 

 

8. In my opinion, here has been no change in circumstances that warrants 

variation/cancellation of the consent notice. The application to vary the 

consent notice would severely undermine the integrity of the Paddocks 

subdivision and in turn result in significant adverse effects on landscape and 

rural character and amenity values, including cumulative effects, which 

would be contrary to the objectives and policies of the ODP and RPS and 

would not achieve the purpose of the Act.  Therefore, the application to vary 

or cancel the consent notice should be refused. 

 

9. Similarly, the plan change request would result in significant adverse effects, 

would not give effect to the NPS-UDC and the RPS and would be 

inconsistent with Taiao Taiora, Oākura – A Growing Community and the 

Kaitake Community Plan: A Thirty Year Vision.   

 



 

 

 

 

10. A section 32 evaluation concludes that the purpose of the Act is best met by 

retaining the status quo.  An analysis of the efficiency and effectiveness of 

the proposed policy and zoning changes concludes that they are not the 

most appropriate method for achieving the objectives of the ODP.  

Therefore, the request should be declined. 

 

INVOLVEMENT WITH THE PROPOSAL 

11. In June 2018, I became aware of the application to vary or cancel Condition 

4 of Consent Notice Instrument 9696907.4 on Lot 29 DP 497629 (‘the 

application’) and the request for Proposed Private Plan Change 48 to the 

New Plymouth District Plan1 (‘the request'). 

 

12. Matthew Peacock; Richard Shearer; Steven Looney; and Wayne Looker 

(‘the submitters’) formally engaged me in March 2019.  At that time, I 

reviewed the documentation setting out the application and the request, 

including the supporting expert assessments.  I also reviewed the 

submissions and further submissions made to the Council. 

 

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

13. In my evidence I will comment on: 

a. The Site and Immediate Environment; 
b. The Application and the Request; 
c. Background and Planning Context; 
d. The Community Vision for Oākura; 
e. The Statutory Framework for Consideration of the Application; 
f. Assessment of Application to Vary Consent Notice; 
g. The Statutory Framework for Consideration of the Request; 
h. Evaluation of the Proposed Plan Change Request; 
i. Assessment of the Policy Framework; 
j. Section 32 RMA Evaluation; and 
k. Planning Conclusion. 

 
14. In preparing my evidence I have considered the: 

 

(i) Regional Policy Statement for Taranaki (2010) and the interim review report 

(2017) (RPS); 

 

(ii) New Plymouth District Plan (2005)2 (ODP); 

 

(iii) New Plymouth Draft District Plan 2016 (DDP); 

 

                                                 
1 New Plymouth District Council Reference ‘Wairau Road, Oākura Rezoning – PPC18/00048’. 
 



 

 

 

 

(iv) Oākura Structure Plan (2006) (OSP) including associated text and map, plus 

the Implementation Plan (February 2008);  

 

(v) Draft NPDC Housing and Business Development Capacity Assessment 

2019 (HBDCA); 

 

(vi) National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity (NPS-UDC); 

 
(vii) Request for Private Plan Change and Application to Vary Consent Notice 

9696907.4 by Oākura Farm Park Limited, dated 15 March 2018, within 

report by Comber Consultancy, Version 7 dated 16 April 2018, with 

associated appendices including further information submitted; 

 
(viii) Council’s Section 42a report (dated 31 May 2019) on the application and the 

request (section 42a report) including Technical Assessment Advice 

(Appendix 7 of the section 42a report); 

 

(ix) Submissions; 

 

(x) The statement of evidence of Doug Hislop and Michael Pillette on behalf of 

the Kaitake Community Board (KCB); 

 

(xi) The evidence of the applicant Oākura Farm Park Ltd received on 17 June 

2019; 

 

(xii) The expert evidence of Messrs Gladstone, Rollins, Peacock and Kensington 

on behalf of the submitters dated 25 June 2019; 

 

(xiii) I have reread the following documents from the resource consent application 

process for the subdivision known as ‘The Paddocks’: 
 

• The landscape evidence of Mr Richard Bain; 

• The evidence of the applicant Mr Michael McKie; 

• My own planning evidence; 

• The decision by Commissioner Tobin; and 

• Consent Notice Instrument No. 9696907.4 (copy attached as 

Annexure A of my evidence). 

THE SITE AND IMMEDIATE ENVIRONMENT 

15. The site subject to the request (‘the site’) and immediate environment are 

generally well described in the section 42a report, including the planning 

history and the consent notice on the site, and I agree with the summary 

provided and will not repeat that information. 

 

16. I would add that Oākura is a coastal community uniquely positioned at the 

closest point between the Egmont National Park and the Tasman Sea (see 



 

 

 

 

Figure 1 below).  This connection between the sea and the National 

Park/Kaitake Ranges is in my opinion the main contributing factor to 

Oākura’s sense of place.  I would describe Oākura has having a laid-back 

small-town vibe with one of the best beaches in Taranaki and residential 

areas, business areas, facilities and recreational areas all closely connected 

and accessible. It is clear from the submissions that these aspects are highly 

valued and enjoyed by residents and visitors. 

 

 
Figure 1: Location of Oākura (Source: Google Earth, 22/06/2019) 

 
17. As outlined in the request and the section 42a report, the site contains an 

area of land identified as Oākura (South) Future Urban Development (‘FUD’) 
overlay. From this point onwards I refer to this area as ‘the triangle’. Based 

on NPDC’s draft Housing and Business Development Capacity Assessment 

the triangle has potential to yield 117 future lots if it is rezoned to residential.   

 
THE APPLICATION AND THE REQUEST 

18. My understanding of the application is that it seeks to vary condition 4 of the 

consent notice on the site to permit subdivision across the entire site that 

accords with the structure plan submitted with the request, should it be 

approved.   

 



 

 

 

 

19. An outline of the request is provided in sections 3.3 – 3.5 of the section 42a 

report including changes that have been made to the request following pre-

hearing meetings.  I adopt this summary of the request.  However, based on 

my reading of Mr Comber’s evidence it appears there have been further 

changes since release of the section 42a report, although no amended 

structure plan has been provided at the time of preparing this evidence.  My 

understanding of the request is that it now proposes, a total of 330 lots rather 

than 399. Of the proposed 330 lots, 248 residential lots will be provided with 

reticulated water supply, 68 residential lots will now be provided with 

independent water supply (e.g. rainwater tanks) and 12-14 rural lifestyle lots 

will also be provided with independent water supply.  My evidence assesses 

the proposal on this basis with the limitation of not having an amended 

structure plan to assess. 

 

BACKGROUND AND PLANNING CONTEXT 

20. This section of my evidence outlines the background and key planning 

context, including some planning assessment, to help provide context to the 

application and request.  A full analysis of the planning policy framework is 

provided later in my evidence. 

 
 The Operative New Plymouth District Plan 2005 

 
21. The section 42a report accurately summarises zoning and other ODP 

notations of the site3.  I would add that the site adjoins the Egmont National 

Park and Kaitake Ranges which are identified as Outstanding Landscapes 

within the ODP. 

 

Key objectives within the ODP relating to the application and request are: 

• Objective 1: Ensure activities do not adversely affect the 

environmental and amenity values of areas within the district. 

• Objective 2: To avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of light 

overspill and glare, noise, and the consumption of liquor on amenity 

values and health. 

• Objective 4: Ensure subdivision, use and development of land 

maintains the elements of rural character. 

• Objective 5: Maintain and enhance the character and coherence of 

the urban areas of the New Plymouth District. 

• Objective 6: Ensure sufficient space is available to protect residential 

amenity; visual and aural amenity is protected; and traffic generation 

is consistent with the character of the residential area. 

• Objective 15 To protect and enhance outstanding landscapes and 

regionally significant landscapes within the district. 

                                                 
3   Section 4.12 NPDC Section 42a report 



 

 

 

 

• Objective 16 To sustainably manage, and enhance where practical, 

indigenous vegetation and habitats. 

• Objective 19 To recognise and provide for the cultural and spiritual 

values of tangata whenua in all aspects of resource management in 

the district in a manner which respects and accommodates tikanga 

Maori. 

• Objective 20: To ensure that the road transportation network will be 

able to operate safely and efficiently. 

• Objective 22: Avoid the adverse effects of subdivision, use and 

development by ensuring appropriate and sufficient infrastructure, 

community facilities and new areas of open space are provided. 

• Objective 23: That land identified for future urban use is 

comprehensively planned to facilitate an integrated approach to land 

development while addressing site specific issues to provide for 

accessible, connected, efficient, liveable communities and coherent 

urban spaces. 

 

The Paddocks Subdivision and the Consent Notice 

 

22. The background to the Paddocks subdivision is accurately summarised in 

paragraphs 4.9 - 4.11 and 12 of the section 42a report. 

 

23. I would add that an integral part of the design of the subdivision was the 

retention and protection of 80% of the application site via the creation of Lot 

29.  Lot 29 forms the vast majority of the site subject to the request.  As 

confirmed in the landscape evidence of Mr Bain in the Paddock’s subdivision 
hearing4,Lot 29 was not a left-over balance lot, as is often the case with rural 

subdivision, but a vital component of the subdivision designed to protect and 

maintain rural and landscape character and amenity and a productive rural 

land use i.e. the dairy farm.  In my opinion the non-complying subdivision 

application would have had little chance, if any, of being granted without the 

provision of Lot 29 and the legal protection applied to it from further 

subdivision via the consent notice. 

Plan Change 15 – Background to the Proposed FUD Overlay 

24. The purpose of Plan Change 15 was to provide for the interim control of 

specific land use activities and subdivision within, and adjacent to, areas 

identified as future urban growth areas by the Final Framework for Growth 

March 2008, the OSP and Urenui Structure Plan. 

 

The Section 32 report for Plan Change 15 states; 

 

‘The proposed FUD Overlay Plan Change has its origins in the Land Supply 

Review (LSR) which commenced in 2006 in response to recent economic 

and household growth.  The LSR aimed to address the supply of land for 

                                                 
4Paragraph 49, Evidence of Richard Bain in the Paddocks subdivision hearing 



 

 

 

 

residential and employment growth in the New Plymouth /Bell Block area, 

and in other towns with the potential to grow through the twenty year 

planning period.  The Operative District Plan (August 2005) was prepared 

during a period of relatively low growth pressures, although as the plan 

became operative some of these pressures were beginning to manifest 

themselves. There was at that time sufficient capacity within existing 

residential, business and industrial zones to accommodate growth pressure.  

In addition, the plan as drafted, was a purely effects based district plan with 

no strategic component5.’ 
 

25. At the time the Paddocks consent was granted in 2010, the OSP had 

identified the triangle on Lot 29 as ‘urban area – residential development’.  
In 2013 this area was identified as a FUD Overlay in the ODP through Plan 

Change 15.  The purpose of imposing the FUD overlay was ‘to provide a 
level of control to land use activities and subdivision within, and land use 

activities adjacent to, the future urban growth areas identified by the 

Council’s Framework for Growth 2008, Oākura  Structure Plan (2006) and 

the Urenui Structure Plan (2006)6. 

 

26. The FUD overlay does not guarantee land will be rezoned for urban land 

use, but protects the land, and land adjacent, from subdivision and 

development that has the potential to undermine the ability for the land to be 

rezoned.  The FUD overlay is therefore a holding position with any future 

rezoning subject to further investigations after which the land either 

progresses to a Plan Change, or does not.  In the latter case it would be 

appropriate to then remove the overlay as the FUD overlay imposes 

significant restrictions on a landowner’s ability to subdivide and develop their 

land. 

 

27. I understand that despite the triangle identified in the OSP becoming a FUD 

overlay very little investigation (if any) went into determining its suitability for 

urban development.  Mr Hislop’s statement on behalf of the KCB covers this 

matter in detail7. 

 

Paragraph 1.6 of the request also acknowledges this: 

 

‘It was apparent that in imposing the triangular shape of the FUD on the 
topography, little, if any, consideration appears to have been given to the 

future development of the available land for urban use.’   
 

The request goes on to state: 

 

                                                 
5Page 1, NPDC Section 32 Report, Plan Change 15 
6 Paragraph 1.1, New Plymouth District Plan Decision on Plan Change PLC09/00015 
7 Paragraphs 9-15 Kaitake Community Board Submission on Plan Change 48 Application 



 

 

 

 

‘The extent of the existing FUD area appears to have been done for plan 

drafting convenience and does not take account of the topographical 

features or legal boundaries of the affected properties.8’ 
 

The request further states: 

 

‘The FUD area identified (which will yield approx. 120 sections) is an 
awkward and inefficient shape (i.e. a large triangle) and does not lend itself 

to a logical and well-planned urban extension of the Upper Wairau Rd 

residential area. Further, removing 12ha from the existing dairy farm will 

most likely render it uneconomic.’9 
 

28. Mr Comber, author of the request, would know all of this well as he was 

Manager Environmental Strategy and Policy at NPDC at the time Plan 

Change 15 was developed and made operative and was in attendance at 

the hearing which considered Plan Change 15.   

 

29. I agree that the triangle is poorly conceived.  In addition to the above 

shortcomings, the only logical vehicle access to the triangle is via a new road 

intersection with SH45.  Given that SH45 in this location is a Limited Access 

State Highway, it was never guaranteed that NZTA would grant a new road 

access.  In fact, when Mr McKie was investigating the possibility of the 

Paddocks subdivision, he was told by NZTA that they would not allow a new 

road access onto SH4510.  In my opinion the poor decision made by NPDC 

in making the triangle a FUD overlay has led to many of the issues that are 

now being dealt with, many of which are outlined in the section 42a report, 

such as: 

 

• the applicant’s desire to substantially increase the size of the area for 

rezoning and at a density inconsistent with the village character; 

 

• the proposal for all traffic to enter and exit the structure plan area via 

Wairau Road, resulting in poor connectivity with the existing Oākura 
village; 

 

• the severing of the esplanade strip and Key Native Ecosystem by a 

collector road and associated infrastructure e.g. culvert or bridge etc due 

to safety issues obtaining a road access off SH45; and 

 

• The need for a 600m long bund located along the SH45 frontage and 

within the esplanade strip and Key Native Ecosystem to mitigate reverse 

sensitivity effects, resulting in poor connectivity with the existing Oākura 
village both physically and visually, and potential adverse effects on the 

conservation initiatives of the Key Native Ecosystem. 

                                                 
8 Paragraph 4.3.7, Plan Change Request 
9 Paragraph 2.2.4, Plan Change Request 
10The Paddocks Subdivision Hearing, Paragraph 38 Evidence of Mr Michael McKie 



 

 

 

 

 
30. In my opinion the planning context of the FUD overlay does not provide 

weight to an argument that the site is suitable for rezoning and residential 

development, given the obvious lack of consideration given when identifying 

the area as a FUD overlay.  

 

The Oākura Structure Plan 2006 

 

31. The stated purpose of the OSP is to integrate the protection, use, 

management and development of land and resources in the local area.  As 

previously outlined, the OSP identified the triangle area as an ‘urban area – 

residential development’.  The OSP also identified a key residential growth 

action as developing a Coastal Community Environment Area to recognise 

the uniqueness and special values of Oākura.  Minimum lot size for 
subdivision and future residential development was identified as 600m² for 

this reason.  The OSP is a non-statutory document but represents a 

community vision for Oākura over at least a 20-year period11.  Further 

community strategy documents have flowed from the work that the 

community put into the OSP which are outlined below. 

THE COMMUNITY VISION FOR OAKURA 

32. During my experience over the past 13 years dealing with many resource 

management matters in Oākura I have observed that for a small community 

the KCB, and the community it represents, has undertaken a considerable 

amount of work to detail a clear vision for the future of Oākura.  This vision 

is clearly outlined in the detailed statement of the KCB which cites the 

following strategic documents: 

 

The Coastal Strategy 2006; 

The Oākura Structure Plan 2006; 

The Oākura Village Recreation and Community Facility Study 2011; 

The Oākura – A Growing Community 2014/16; and 

The Kaitake Community Plan: A Thirty Year Vision 2017.  

 

33. I note that the KCB conclude that: 

 

‘The combined outcome of these processes provides a clear view of the 

social foundation of Oākura and how residents want their community to 
develop over time’12. 

 

34. My understanding is that through developing the documents Oākura – A 

Growing Community 2014/16 and The Kaitake Community Plan: A Thirty 

Year Vision 2017 the community vision is that Oākura needs managed, 
staged and targeted growth; and that this does not include the village 

                                                 
11Page 5 Oākura Structure Plan 2006 
12 Paragraph 77, Kaitake Community Board Submission on Plan Change 48 



 

 

 

 

growing to the size indicated by the FUD overlays in the short to medium 

term, or the foreseeable future. 

 

35. It is also worth noting that the 396 submissions in opposition to the request 

represents what I believe to be an unprecedented response to a resource 

management matter in Taranaki.  As a general comparison, in 2015 South 

Taranaki District Council received 101 submissions on their entire Proposed 

District Plan.  In 2016 Taranaki Regional Council received 61 submissions 

on their Proposed Regional Coastal Plan.  The community response to the 

application and request demonstrates that the community strongly believe 

that the proposal does not align with the community vision for Oākura. 
 

THE STATUTORY FRAMEWORK FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE 

APPLICATION 

 
36. Under Section 221 (3) of the RMA, the owner of land may apply to the 

consent authority to vary or cancel any condition specified in a consent 

notice. In assessing such an application, the consent authority is to apply 

Sections 88 to 121 and 127(4) to 132 of the RMA, which are effectively the 

sections for processing resource consent applications. This is a 

discretionary exercise. 

ASSESSMENT OF APPLICATION TO VARY THE CONSENT NOTICE 

37. The applicant has applied to vary the consent notice on the site under 

section 221(3) RMA to allow for the rezoning and subdivision and residential 

development of the entire site. 

 

38. In my opinion the proposed variation effectively amounts to a cancellation of 

condition 4 of the consent notice as the proposed variation will allow for 

subdivision and development of the entire site in accordance with the 

proposed structure plan, rather than just the triangle.  The consent notice 

will no longer serve to protect landscape and rural character values as it was 

designed to do. 

 

39. As previously discussed, when considering an application to vary a consent 

notice under section 221(3) of the RMA a consideration of section 104 needs 

to be made, as directed by section 221(3A), and that it is a discretionary 

exercise.  I note that in the application documents Mr Comber has assessed 

the application as a non-complying activity which I consider is incorrect. 

 

40. Based on legal advice I have received from Mr Grieve (legal advisor for the 

submitters), I also understand that an application to vary a consent notice 

should not be subject to the same possibilities for variation and change as 

for example consent conditions i.e. it’s a higher threshold.   

 



 

 

 

 

41. The variation of the consent notice has been alluded to by Mr Bain and Mr 

Comber as a ‘consequential amendment’13 which indicates they consider it 

is a secondary matter to the request.  I disagree. 

 

42. If the variation to the consent notice only related to enabling rezoning and 

subdivision of the triangle, it may have been appropriate to view the 

application as a consequential amendment in the case that the request was 

granted.  However, given the variation to the consent notice would enable 

rezoning and subdivision of the entire site, in my opinion the application 

warrants a more detailed ‘up front’ assessment given the importance placed 
on the consent notice in the Paddocks decision and based on the legal 

advice received from Mr Grieve. 

 
43. In considering whether or not the consent notice should be varied my 

understanding is that it is important to examine the purpose of the consent 

notice, and inquire as to whether some change of circumstances has 

rendered the consent notice of no further value. 

 
Purpose of the Consent Notice 

 

44. In order to refresh myself on the circumstances in which the condition was 

imposed, and the environmental values it sought to protect, I have reviewed 

the Paddocks hearing evidence of Mr Michael McKie, Mr Richard Bain, my 

own evidence (including the relevant scheme plans that were included 

therein) and the decision of Commissioner Tobin.  The relevant scheme 

plans (dated 18.03.10 and 02.12.10, the latter being the approved plan) and 

evidence of Mr McKie and Mr Bain is attached to my evidence as Annexure 

B, Annexure C and Annexure D respectively. 

 

Mr McKie’s Evidence 

 

45. Mr McKie discussed his vision for the Paddocks subdivision and the 

importance of protecting Lot 29 from subdivision and further development in 

paragraph 38 of his evidence: 

 
‘Residential housing along the main highway into Oākura (which will 
spread roughly to the lake we have built, shown in the photographs 
in Annexure 2) will in my view destroy the character of the village’ 
 
‘Ribbon development along a main highway is considered 
undesirable for safety and aesthetic reasons’ 
 
‘If the identified Structure Plan triangle is developed, views up to the 
Kaitake Ranges will be obstructed by buildings.  Ironically, protection 
of views up to the Kaitake Ranges Outstanding Landscape is a key 
aim of the Structure Plan’ 

                                                 
13 Paragraph 179, Statement of Evidence of Colin Michael Comber PLC18/00048 17/06/2019 



 

 

 

 

 
46. When referring to the location chosen for the Paddocks subdivision Mr 

McKie stated in paragraph 31 of his evidence: 

 
‘The location chosen will maintain uniqueness and protect the views 
of the Kaitake Ranges, especially from SH45’ … ‘The location 
chosen will protect the open landscape giving rural appearances that 
will be preserved and maintained forever’ 

 
47. It is clear that the protection of the open landscape and the preservation and 

maintenance of the rural appearances forever that Mr McKie refers to was 

secured by the consent notice over Lot 29.  Mr McKie’s evidence clearly 
outlines the purpose of the consent notice.  

 
Mr Bain’s Evidence 

 
48. Paragraph 49 of Mr Bain’s evidence also outlined the purpose of Lot 29 and 

the consent notice: 

 
‘The farm lot (Lot 29 -66.5ha) remains as a dairy farm, which thereby 
maintains rural character, particularly with regard to spaciousness.  This 
lot is not a ‘balance lot’.  It is not left over land from subdivision.  This 
allotment has been specifically created as part of a comprehensive 
development to maintain both productive uses of land as well as 
maintaining rural character.  Furthemore this approach maintains 
extensive views from SH45 up to the ONL.  As described by Mr McKie 
and Mr Twigley in their evidence, this lot will be protected from further 
subdivision, thereby ensuring rural character and values are maintained.’ 

 
49. In summarising his evidence Mr Bain stated: 

 
‘Furthermore, this proposal will ensure that Oākura’s identity, 
although growing, is retained by the preservation of views across the 
farms 1km of road frontage toward the amalgamated 66.5ha’s of 
productive land.  Also views towards the Kaitake Ranges and the 
ONL are preserved as the dominant feature within the landscape.’ 

 
50. The evidence of Mr Bain compliments Mr McKie’s evidence confirming that 

Lot 29 was an integral part of the Paddocks subdivision design intended to 

maintain rural character and amenity (including a productive rural land use), 

landscape values and visual amenity.  The mechanism for ensuring these 

outcomes were achieved was the consent notice.  Mr Bain has reconfirmed 

this purpose of Lot 29 and the consent notice in the request14. 

 

                                                 
14 Page 3, Bluemarble Landscape and Visual Assessment Addendum to Plan Change Request 



 

 

 

 

51. Commissioner Tobin, in her decision on the Paddocks subdivision 

application, referenced my planning evidence in the following paragraph 

which further details the purpose of the consent notice; 

 

‘Mr Twigley, in his discussion of Landscape Effects, also discusses 
effects in the context of the total development and notes the 

proposed mitigation measures. He says (para 40); “The proposed 
covenants on the balance lot and the QEII/ private covenanted area 

will protect the foreground/setting of the Kaitake Ranges, avoiding 

adverse effects of subdivision on that land and achieving long term 

benefits (my emphasis) for the ONL and for the southern gateway 

to Oākura. The scale of the development in relation to the much 

larger and dominant ONL, along with the mitigation measures 

proposed, will ensure the proposed subdivision will not result in 

adverse visual effects on the ONL.”15 

 

52. An additional purpose of Lot 29 and the consent notice, which is not 

mentioned in the above extracts, but was covered in evidence and the 

decision, is the retention of productive rural land and a productive rural land 

use (the dairy farm), and therefore the maintenance of defining elements of 

rural character under the ODP.  I will discuss those defining elements of rural 

character later in this assessment. 

 

53. At the time the subdivision consent for the Paddocks was granted it was 

common NPDC planning practice for rural subdivision to impose conditions 

requiring consent notices preventing further subdivision.  The wording in the 

consent notice ‘…while the land remains in the rural environment area’ was 

commonly used for subdivision where there was a future possibility of the 

land being rezoned.  The Paddocks subdivision fell into this category due to 

the triangle on Lot 29 being identified in the OSP as a ‘future urban area – 

residential development’. 
 

54. For what was a contentious subdivision application, the consent notice 

provided the many submitters and the wider community with a high level of 

certainty as to the future of Lot 29 and Mr McKie’s obligations in respect of 
the land. 

 

55. Given the content of the OSP at the time of granting the subdivision, I 

consider that the community will have had a reasonable expectation that the 

triangle area could eventually be subject to urban rezoning and 

development; but equally, that the balance of Lot 29 would continue to be 

protected from future subdivision and development.  Given the existing 

supply of land in Oākura available for residential development, it would, in 

my opinion, have also been reasonable for the community to expect that a 

plan change for the triangle would occur in the long term, a long time after 

                                                 
15 Page 58, Report and Decision of the NPDC - Oākura Farm Park Subdivision Application, 
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the Paddocks subdivision and the associated development had been 

completed.  In my opinion, it would also have been a reasonable expectation 

that a Plan Change process for the triangle would be led by the Council in 

accordance with projected growth statistics. 

 

56. Of course, the applicant is legally entitled to progress a private plan change 

at any time.  However, when examining the purpose of the consent notice I 

consider that the above is important contextual background when 

considering its purpose and the expectations of the community.  I consider 

this background is part of the reason for the overwhelming opposition to the 

request.  As Mr Kensington puts it when referring to the application and the 

request ‘in my mind the developer would get to have their cake and eat it 

too16’ 
 

57. At a higher level the consent notice ensured the subdivision recognised and 

provided for matters of national importance under section 6 RMA17, had 

particular regard to relevant other matters under section 7 RMA18 and 

ultimately ensured the subdivision achieved the overall purpose of the RMA 

to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources. 

 
A Change in Circumstances? 

58. In my opinion the physical development of the Paddocks subdivision cannot 

be considered as a change in circumstances used to justify the variation of 

the consent notice.  The Paddocks subdivision, including the requirement for 

the consent notice and the subdivision’s effects on the environment, all 
became part of the existing environment in 2010 at the time the consent was 

granted.   

 

59. The consent notice was registered in 2014.  It could be said that ‘the paint is 

still drying’ on the Paddocks subdivision; but given that there are four of the 

26 lots still to be sold19, and six lots still undeveloped, even this is an 

overstatement.   

 
Mr Bain’s argument in the application documentation is: 

 
‘My assessment of the significance of the ‘farm lot’ (Lot 29) is not the 
same as when this land was discussed in the 2010 ‘Paddocks’ 
application.  At that time, the role of Lot 29 was considered important 

for maintaining rural spaciousness for the area generally, and the 

view from SH45 specifically.  Rural spaciousness generally, is now 

to some extent altered by the inclusion of the Paddocks 

development, albeit in my assessment they are the greatest 

                                                 
16 Paragraph 7.5, Statement of Evidence of Peter Kensington 25/06/2019 
17 Relevant matters of national importance being Section 6a and 6b RMA 
18 Relevant other matters being Section 7c and 7f RMA 
19 www.thepaddocks.co.nz/sales-information 23/06/2019 



 

 

 

 

beneficiaries of Lot 29’s spaciousness, and therefore are potentially 
most affected by its change.  In terms of the Consent Notice, I 

consider that with regard to rural character its role has changed from 

that intended.’ 
 

60. I do not accept Mr Bain’s argument.  The assessment of a resource consent 

application and its associated effects is always a forward-looking exercise.  

The role of Lot 29 and the consent notice is equally important (if not more so 

now that the Paddocks has been developed) in maintaining rural 

spaciousness and the view from SH45 that Mr Bain refers to.   

 

61. I note the comments of NPDC’s landscape technical reviewer Emma McRae 
when referring to Mr Bain’s LVIA addendum dated 24 February 2018: 

 

‘The addendum does not provide an adequate explanation as to the 

justification for the uplifting of the consent notice’20. 

 

62. A change in circumstances that might warrant variation of the consent notice 

would be where projected growth forecasts for Oākura have changed to a 
level that variation of the consent notice is required to facilitate urban 

rezoning to provide needed housing supply.  However, NPDC’s draft 
HBDCA clearly demonstrates that this is not the case, with anticipated 

demand for new housing in Oākura for the next 30 years forecast at 210 

dwellings and the assessed supply being 630 lots21.  I note that even with 

the NPS-UDC growth margins applied, and the exclusion of the triangle from 

the supply figures, there is still a healthy surplus of supply.  I address this 

matter in further detail as part of my evaluation of the request. 

 

63. In the interests of brevity and avoiding repetition, I have chosen to consider 

the majority of the section 104 assessment for the consent notice variation 

as part of the overall evaluation of the request.  However, when considering 

the ODP as part of the section 104 assessment for the application, I consider 

it is important to focus on a key direction/issue within the ODP which directly 

relates to the variation of the consent notice.  This is not as relevant to the 

request as the request proposes rezoning of the site. 

 
The New Plymouth District Plan 2 and Objective 4: To ensure the subdivision, 
use and development of land maintains the elements of Rural Character. 

 
64. The site is located within the Rural Environment Area which covers all land 

outside the urban environments of the New Plymouth District.  Objective 4: 

To ensure the subdivision, use and development of land maintains the 

elements of Rural Character was a key issue in the Paddocks subdivision 

application and the provision and protection of Lot 29 through the consent 

                                                 
20 Appendix 7 (2A) section 42a report, Wairau Estate, Oākura, Peer Review of Landscape and 

Visual Impact Assessment. Emma McRae. 13/02/2019. 
21 NB: Assessed supply includes 117 lots allocated to the triangle 



 

 

 

 

notice was the main mechanism to maintain elements of rural character and 

amenity.  I have attached objective 4 and related policies in Annexure E of 

my evidence. 

 

65. The policy thrust of the ODP’s provisions in relation to rural areas is summed 

up in the statement: 

‘The Rural Environment Area has been developed to ensure that the 
character of the rural environment is maintained both to protect 
amenity values and to promote the sustainable management of rural 
resources over the long term.’22 

 

66. Before assessing the effects the variation of the consent notice might have 

on rural character, it is important in my opinion to look at the defining 

elements of rural character within the ODP and relate these to the site.  The 

ODP states that: 

 
‘The elements we associate with the rural environment are based on 
traditional ‘rural’ practices such as pastoral farming, horticulture, 
intensive livestock farming and other rural industries. Such uses 
include pastoral farming, horticulture, intensive livestock farming and 
other rural industries. These uses are being influenced by innovative 
rural practices. It is these uses that form the underlying basis for the 
levels of amenity expected in the rural environment, providing a basis 
for the elements of RURAL CHARACTER.’23   

 
67. The ODP goes on to identify seven key elements that define rural character 

in the New Plymouth District.  These are; 

• Spaciousness - Areas of pasture or open space used for grazing 
stock or growing crops; 

• Low Density - Widely spaced built form, with dwellings dispersed in 
the wider landscape and some limited lifestyle opportunities; 

• Vegetated; 

• Production Orientated - Land uses of a predominantly ‘production’ 
orientated nature such as farming and related farm storage sheds, 
stock yards, farm animals and houses supporting the principal 
productive land use. These include intensive farming activities. 

• Working Environment - A generally highly modified and managed 
landscape, including the widespread use of machinery and 
chemicals to control and enhance plant and animal growth and 
production. As a result there are: 
 

(a) Rural noises (for example) from farm animals and farm 

machinery such as milking machines, water pumps, 

harvesters, farm bikes or tractors and milk-tankers; and noise 

from industrial sites. 

                                                 
22 New Plymouth District Plan (page 241) 
23 New Plymouth District Plan (page 241) 



 

 

 

 

(b) Rural odours (for example) from dairy-sheds, silage storage, 

topdressing fertiliser, piggeries or poultry farms. 

• Rural Based Industry; and 

• Rural Infrastructure. 

 
68. The site in this case displays many of the above defining elements of rural 

character, including the following:  

• There are large areas of open pasture used for grazing stock; 

• Built form is generally widely spaced, dwellings and buildings are 
dispersed in the landscape; 

• The area is vegetated with pasture, shelter belts and native 
vegetation; 

• The land is used for production activities predominately dairy 
farming; 

• The area is a working environment with a highly modified and 
managed landscape.  Machinery is widely used; and 

• The site is largely serviced by rural infrastructure although access to 
reticulated services is available. 

 
69. Additionally, the site, and its protection from further subdivision via the 

consent notice, plays a vital role in maintaining and enhancing rural 

character and amenity in relation to the effects of the Paddocks subdivision. 

 

70. In summary, the site has a largely rural appearance, as confirmed in the 

evidence of Mr Kensington, and displays the majority of the rural character 

elements that the ODP describes and seeks to protect through its objectives 

and policies.  It is these elements of rural character that the consent notice 

currently protects. 

 

71. The ODP identifies the threat to rural character proposed by the application 

and the request in the following: 

‘the use of land for intensive rural-residential development for 
intensive commercial or industrial use and for activities that have not 
always located in the rural environment. Such development could 
result in a loss of ‘spaciousness’, alter the built environment, reduce 
pleasantness through, for example, increased noise levels and have 
implications for infrastructure and servicing.’24 

 
72. In my opinion, the proposed variation to the consent notice would open the 

door for the request which would severely undermine the integrity of the 

Paddocks subdivision, and in turn result in significant adverse effects on 

rural character and amenity values, significant adverse landscape effects, 

adverse cumulative effects and would be contrary to objective 4 and 

associated policies of the ODP.   

 

73. There has not been a change in circumstances that now renders the consent 

notice to be of no further value.  The consent notice is as important today as 
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it was when it was first registered in 2014 in maintaining landscape and rural 

character and amenity values of Oākura.  Therefore, in my opinion there is 

no valid justification to vary the consent notice to provide for widescale 

rezoning, subdivision and development of Lot 29, and to do so would not 

achieve the purpose of the Act. 

 
STATUTORY FRAMEWORK FOR CONSIDERATION OF THE REQUEST 
 
74. The statutory framework and matters to be considered by Council are 

outlined in sections 6-8 of the Section 42a report and I agree with the outline 

and do not intend to repeat it in my evidence.  I now go on to evaluate the 

request against the relevant considerations. 

 
EVALUATION OF THE PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE REQUEST 

75. I generally agree with the primary issues identified in section 1.9 of the 

section 42a report, but have also addressed some additional matters I 

consider to be relevant.  I have evaluated the issues in a similar order to the 

section 42a report. 

 

Is there a need for the site to be rezoned? 
 

76. I consider the obvious starting point for evaluating the request is whether 

there is a need for the site to be rezoned.  The section 42a report rightly 

identifies that one of the key questions in evaluating the request is the 

capacity for additional housing in Oākura  and whether current and proposed 

land supply will meet the anticipated future demand25.  In short, is there a 

requirement for the land in question to be rezoned to provide for Oākura’s 
future housing needs?   

 

77. As NPDC is still in the process of finalising its first HBDCA under the NPS-

UDC an advanced copy of the Oākura component of the report has been 

included in the section 42a report (Appendix 9). 

 

78. Based on the HBDCA, the section 42a report concludes that the anticipated 

demand for new housing in Oākura over the next 30 years is 210 dwellings 

with the assessed supply being 630 lots.  Even with the NPS-UDC short term 

20%, medium term 20% and long term 15% growth margins applied these 

figures demonstrate that there is already more than enough supply of 

residential land (existing zoned land and proposed) to meet Oākura’s future 
housing demand for the next 30 years. 

 

79. The triangle is estimated to provide for 117 lots.  Interestingly, the forecasts 

in the HBDCA demonstrate that the triangle could in fact be entirely removed 
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and there would still be an oversupply of residential land available for 

Oākura’s future housing demand for the next 30 years. 
 

80. I note that Mr Doy’s evidence has provided a revised residential lot supply 

for Oākura of 542 lots based on a topographical slope analysis, a reduction 

of 88 lots from the supply forecast in the HBDCA. 

 

81. If Mr Doy is correct, then my conclusions in paragraphs 70 and 71 still hold 

true. 

 

82. In conclusion there is no evidence of a requirement for the site to be rezoned 

to provide for Oākura’s short term, medium term or long-term housing supply 

needs.  I note that the section 42a report reaches the same conclusion26 

 

Water Capacity 

 
83. NPDC have advised that the maximum proven aquifer capacity to supply 

Oākura which is sufficient to meet Peak Day Demand is a total of 1279 

residential lots.  I note the evidence of Mr Fraser for the applicant challenges 

this figure, but I have chosen to adopt the NPDC figure for the purposes of 

my evidence.  NPDC have calculated that the demand from the total number 

of lots in the existing residential zoned areas in Oākura and the two current 

FUD areas exceeds the total capacity of the aquifer.  The additional 131 

reticulated lots now sought (over and above the 117 lots allocated to the 

triangle) further exceeds the capacity of the aquifer.  Water supply is a major 

constraint for the request.\ 

 

84. I am also aware the NPDC’s groundwater take consent (ref:6114) expires in 

June 2020. An application for renewal has not been lodged yet and NPDC 

are designing/consenting and drilling a new bore before the end of this year 

to replace a failed bore.  I understand that once the second bore has been 

drilled and pump tested, and a sustainable yield confirmed, that NPDC will 

be in a position to say with confidence how much water is available. At this 

stage it is speculative to say with any confidence that the water allocation is 

available, that a new consent will be granted and if so for what volume. 

 

85. I agree with the section 42a report that all existing zoned land should be 

apportioned the available capacity in the aquifer in the first instance. 

 

86. In the interests of flexibility and fairness the section 42a report then 

recommends that the remaining further supply for 334 lots be allocated via 

a 50/50 split between the West FUD and the South FUD/the triangle i.e. 167 

lots each. 
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87. Current estimates from the HBDCA are that West FUD has a future lot yield 

of 355 and South FUD/the triangle has a yield of 117 lots.  Therefore, the 

West FUD has 75% of the identified FUD land in the HBDCA. 

 

88. I therefore consider a fairer way to split the remaining water supply would be 

75% allocation to the West FUD (i.e. 250 lots) and 25% to South FUD/the 

triangle (i.e. 84 lots). 

 

89. If Mr Doy’s figures are considered to be a more accurate estimate, then West 

FUD at his calculated yield of 283 lots would receive 69% allocation and 

South FUD/the triangle at a yield of 125 lots would receive 31%  Mr Doy’s 
revised water supply allocation figure is 358 lots, so West FUD would receive 

247 lots and South FUD/the triangle would receive 111 lots. 

 

90. I consider the above to be the fairest way to allocate the limited water 

resource for the purposes of future urban development. 

 

91. I note from Mr Comber’s evidence that it is now proposed that 68 residential 
lots will have independent water supply (e.g. rainwater tanks) based on Mr 

Fraser’s revised estimate of the aquifer capacity and Mr Doy’s revised 
estimate of residential lot supply.   

 

92. When referring to the NPDC Water, Wastewater and Stormwater Services 

Bylaw (‘the bylaw’) in his evidence, Mr Comber makes mention that although 
each lot within an urban water supply area is entitled to an on-demand 

potable water supply, it is not mandatory to connect27.  In fact, the bylaw is 

silent on this issue.  

 

93. A document that isn’t silent on this issue is the ODP.  Appendix 22.2 of the 

ODP is clear that where reticulation is available, which in the case of the 

request it would be, then all new allotments shall provide a connection to the 

Council’s urban reticulated water supply system via a service main, as per 
the Local Government Act 1974.  

 

94. Policy 22.1 of the ODP is also clear that subdivision and development should 

provide for connection to reticulated water, stormwater and sewerage 

systems where they are available and it is practical to do so. 

 

95. In my experience it would be highly unusual for a residential subdivision, 

where reticulation is available, to provide independent water supply at the 

scale proposed. 

 

96. It is common for subdivision provisions in district plans to require residential 

subdivisions to connect to reticulated services where they are available.  

This allows Councils to plan and develop three waters infrastructure with 

certainty and confidence. 
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97. If the request was allowed on the basis of 68 residential lots having 

independent water supply this would in my opinion set a harmful precedent 

for other plan changes and subdivision applications in the district as there 

are no unique circumstances that would distinguish the current case from 

others in the future. 

 

98. I also note that the expert evidence of Mr Peacock for the submitters 

considers that, for a request of the size and scale proposed, a preliminary 

engineering assessment is inadequate and a more rigorous, detailed design-

based assessment should be undertaken. 

 

99. In my opinion, the currently proposed provisions for water supply will not be 

efficient or effective in achieving objectives 22 and 23 and implementing 

policies 22.1 and 23.1 of the ODP. 

Wastewater 

 
100. I accept the conclusions of the section 42a report. 

Stormwater 

 
101. Mr Rollins’ expert evidence raises questions about the quality of the 

stormwater runoff that would result from the request, and subsequent 

residential development and the high sensitivity of the downstream contact 

recreation area referred to as the Wairau Lagoon (which is a very popular 

area for children).  I consider the applicant should be required to assess this 

risk, and potential adverse effects in this regard, as part of the request. 

 

102. In a similar vein, the expert evidence of Mr Peacock for himself and the 

submitters, raises concerns about the preliminary nature of the applicant’s 
investigations into stormwater management and recommends that a more 

rigorous, detailed design-based assessment should be undertaken.  I agree 

with Mr Peacock that for a proposal of the size and scale proposed a more 

detailed assessment should be undertaken as part of the request. 

 

103. In my opinion there is not enough information to determine the efficiency and 

effectiveness of the proposed provisions in achieving objectives 22 and 23 

and implementing policies 22.1 and 23.1 of the ODP. 

Staging 
 

104. I agree that staging is an effective and efficient way to develop large 

subdivisions.  However, a key consideration for a staged subdivision is, in 

the case that for some reason future stages do not proceed, that each stage 

can ‘stand on its own two feet’ and is not reliant on other stages for aspects 

such as mitigation of effects.  This is particularly important for the request 

which has many stages and will be developed over a long-term period. 

 



 

 

 

 

105. The memorandum of Emma McRae on behalf of NPDC picks up on this 

matter and identifies that more information is required on the staging of 

landscaping to ensure that each stage as constructed is mitigated within 

itself, and does not rely on a subsequent stage of development to achieve 

mitigation28.  I note Ms McRae has requested a Landscape Structure Plan 

be prepared by the applicant which I agree with. 

 

106. Given the scale of the request, the staged approach and the time that will be 

taken to fully develop the structure plan area I have concerns that landscape 

mitigation measures will be correspondingly slow.  If the mitigation is not put 

in place upfront there will potentially be 20-40 years29 of construction effects 

on the edge of an outstanding landscape (Kaitake). The length of time for 

landscape mitigation measures to start to have effect can be evidenced in 

The Paddocks subdivision. 

 

107. In my opinion further information is required in relation to staging and 

landscaping to determine the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed 

revisions in achieving objectives 1, 4, 5, 15 and 23 and implementing policies 

1.1, 1.2, 4.3,4.5, 4.6, 5.3, 15.1 and 23.1 of the ODP. 

Traffic and Access 
 

108. I note that NPDC’s traffic advisor has raised a number of concerns through 
the peer review process resulting in a conclusion that the adverse traffic and 

transportation effects of the request will be more significant than presented 

by the applicant30.  The expert evidence of Mr Gladstone for himself and the 

submitters also raises numerous design safety concerns with the proposed 

traffic arrangements. 

 

109. The section 42a report concludes that splitting access from the proposed 

development between SH45 and Wairau Road is an appropriate response 

to the issues raised in submissions and technical advice and would create a 

more resilient transport network.   

 

110. I agree that having a road access to Wairau Road and a new road access 

onto SH45 would produce a more connected and resilient urban area.  

However, for such an important matter as traffic, and given the concern of 

the community on this issue and the design concerns raised by the traffic 

experts, I consider further design work should be undertaken by the 

applicant to determine the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed 

provisions in achieving objectives 20 and 23 and implementing policies 20.1 

and 20.3. 

 
Landscape and Visual Impact 

                                                 
28 Appendix 7 (2B) section 42a report, comment on Bluemarble ‘Response to Peer Review’. 
Emma McRae. 30/05/2019. 
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111. I note the community concern about the loss of rural landscape and rural 

outlook on the southern entrance to Oākura and the impacts on the 

Outstanding Landscape of the Kaitake Ranges that would arise should the 

request be approved. 

 

112. Ms McRae’s technical reviews and Mr Kensington’s expert evidence for the 
submitters raise concerns about the lack of landscape and visual 

assessment provided in the request, and the quality of the information that 

has been provided by Mr Bain.  

 

113. As well as raising concerns about the proposed structure plan, Mr 

Kensington also raises landscape and visual concerns about the underpass, 

the bund and the Wairau Rd/SH45 roundabout concluding that the request 

would result in significant adverse landscape and visual effects31. The 

section 42a report also concludes that the adverse landscape and visual 

impacts would be significant. 

 

114. I consider that based on the expert opinions of Ms McRae and Mr 

Kensington the proposed provisions would not be efficient or effective in 

achieving objectives 4, 5, 6, 15 and 23 and implementing policies 4.3, 4.4, 

4.5, 4.6, 4.8, 5.3, 6.1, 6.2, 6.3, 15.1 and 23.1 of the ODP. 

Noise 

 
115. I generally accept the evaluation and conclusions in the section 42a report 

relating to noise. 

 

116. However, I note that the bund is required to have return sections to mitigate 

against what Mr Ellerton refers to as ‘noise leakage’ in the document Wairau 

Estate Acoustic Environment32.  

 

117. The northern return section of the bund is located within the Wairau Stream 

tributary esplanade strip which is also a Key Native Ecosystem33 (see Figure 

2 below).  The bund appears to traverse the walking track within the 

esplanade strip.  The proposal for a bund within the esplanade strip would 

appear contrary to the conditions of the esplanade strip instrument and the 

objectives of the Key Native Ecosystem. 

 

118. Given the layout of the proposed structure plan, the location of the proposed 

enhancement planting and the location of the Key Native Ecosystem and 

esplanade strip, in my opinion further information is required to determine 

the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed provisions in achieving 

                                                 
31 Paragraph 4.2, Evidence of Mr Peter Kensington 25/06/2019 
32 Paragraph 4 Appendix 10 of Plan Change Request 15/03/2018 
33 Key Native Ecosystems are described as ‘jewels in our biodiversity crown’ that have significant 
indigenous biodiversity values for the Taranaki region – Taranaki Regional Council website 

22/06/2019 www.trc.govt.nz/environment/farmhub/biosecurity-biodiversity/biodiversity-in-

taranaki/key-native-ecosystems/  



 

 

 

 

objectives 1, 2, 5, 6, 23 and implementing policies 1.1, 1.2, 1.3, 2.3, 5.1, 5.3, 

6.3, and 23.1 of the ODP. 

 

 
 

Figure 2: Proposed Acoustic Barrier (Source: Wairau Estate Acoustic 

Environment) 

Open Space and Reserves 
 

119. I accept and agree with the conclusions of the section 42a report. 

 

Oākura School Capacity and Community Infrastructure 
 

120. I note the disagreement between the Ministry of Education (‘MOE’) and the 
Oākura School Board of Trustees and Principal (‘OSBTP’) on the level of 

effect the request would have on Oākura School and the Oākura 

Playcentre’s ability to absorb the additional demand created, and the wider 

concern of the community on this issue.  However, others are better qualified 

to evaluate this issue. 

 

Ecological Effects 

 
121. The Oākura community is actively involved in activities to maintain and 

enhance their environment, a current example being Restore Kaitake. 

Restore Kaitake is a joint initiative between local residents and groups, who 

are teaming up with Towards Predator-Free Taranaki, led by Taranaki 

Regional Council (‘TRC’), and Taranaki Mounga Project (‘TMP’)34.  The 

community is actively working with TRC and TMP to return kākā, yellow-

                                                 
34 www.trc.govt.nz/environment/working-together/pf-taranaki2050/restore-kaitake/ 22/06/2019 



 

 

 

 

crowned kakariki, kiwi and other significant New Zealand species to Kaitake. 

Kaitake currently has the most intense predator control programme it has 

ever experienced.  The likely outcome is that the natural values of Kaitake 

will become even more significant in the future as predators are removed 

and endangered native species reintroduced.   

 

122. Urbanisation of a large area on the foothills of Kaitake has the potential to 

adversely affect the above initiatives primarily through the introduction of 

cats, dogs and creating habitat for rats.  The Norway rat and ship rat, the 

two most common species in New Zealand, like to live near humans and can 

be found in houses, waterways and at tips35.It is well known that kiwi and 

dogs don’t mix well, and kiwi will be living in greater populations on Kaitake 

in the future.   

 

123. The ecological assessment is limited to an assessment of the Wairau 

Stream and its tributaries.  The assessment does not turn its mind to the 

likely future environment of Kaitake, the impacts the widescale urbanisation 

of the immediate landscape may have on the objectives of Restore Kaitake 

and Project Mounga.  I consider further ecological assessment work should 

be undertaken by the applicant to determine the efficiency and effectiveness 

of the proposed provisions in achieving objective 16 and implementing policy 

16.2 of the ODP. 

Historic Heritage 

 
124. I agree with the conclusions of the section 42a report. 

Social Impacts 
 
125. I agree with the section 42a report that there will be both positive and 

negative social impacts arising from the request.  If the request was to be 

approved, I agree that the scale and significance of those effects will be 

dependent on the scale and nature of the rezoning. 

 

126. As the voice for the community, and given how connected the KCB are with 

their community, I consider considerable weight should be given to the views 

of the KCB submission on the social impacts of the request. 

 

Impact on Cultural Values 

 
127. Many of the concerns raised in the submissions of tangata whenua align 

with the wider concerns of the community.  I would describe the position 

within Taiao Taiora that Taranaki Iwi will not support any residential 

subdivision and development within 5km of the National Park boundaries as 

aspirational but founded in the deep significance that Taranaki Mounga has 

to Taranaki Iwi.  Taiao Taiora states that: 
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‘Taranaki Mounga is the much-revered peak at the heart of the Taranaki 

Rohe. His rich korowai of native vegetation spreads in all directions from his 

steep volcanic cone and across the adjacent ranges of Pouākai and Kaitake 
to the north west36.’’ 
 

128. The message in Taiao Taiora is that the proximity of residential subdivision 

and development to the Mounga is of concern to Taranaki Iwi.  In this case 

the concern relates to the widescale rezoning, subdivision and development 

of the site on the foothills of Kaitake which is echoed in the submissions of 

the community and in the expert landscape evidence and technical review. 

 

129. Based on the opposition to the request from Taranaki Iwi, and their genuine 

concerns for impacts on Taranaki Mounga, it is difficult to draw a conclusion 

on the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed provisions in achieving 

objective 19 and implementing policies 19.2, 19.3 and 19.4 of the ODP. 

 
Urban Design 
 
130. From a subdivision design perspective, accessing all lots through one 

intersection onto Wairau Road is undesirable and results in a poorly 

connected urban area given most people will access the structure plan area 

in vehicles.  Mr Kensington’s evidence describes the urban area that would 

be created by the proposed structure plan as a ‘clearly separated, inward 

focussed, isolated and disconnected area of residential land’37.  I agree. 

 

131. Additionally, the five proposed cul-de-sacs within the structure plan with right 

of ways at the end of the cul-de-sac heads in my opinion will result in poorly 

connected residential areas likely to have poor legibility and resilience.  

Legibility and connectivity are widely recognised as key urban design 

objectives for residential areas.  These issues could be considerably 

improved through the addition of an access from the structure plan area 

directly onto SH45.  This would logically include the extension of the village 

speed signage westwards along SH45 as suggested by Mr Kensington38.  I 

also agree that if in fact it is considered appropriate to develop the triangle, 

and I hold that it is not, a more coordinated approach between the West FUD 

and the South FUD/the triangle would be beneficial e.g. a new crossroads 

intersection with SH45 serving both FUD areas. 

 

132. I have the same shared understanding as the author of the section 42a 

report that NPDC are considering higher density residential areas in the 

Oākura village centre as part of their District Plan review process.  This 

makes logical sense, represents good planning practice and aligns with the 

current centres-based approach of the ODP which has residential activity 

concentrated around existing urban infrastructure, with lower density on the 

                                                 
36 Section 11.8 Taiao, Taiora An Iwi Environmental Management Plan for the Taranaki Iwi Rohe 
37 Paragraph 8.4, Evidence of Mr Peter Kensington, 25/06/2019 
38 Paragraph 8.9, Evidence of Mr Petr Kensington, 25/06/2019 



 

 

 

 

urban periphery in order to maximise use and a accessibility of village and 

community amenities.  Proposing high density residential areas (i.e. 250m-

300m² lot sizes) in what would be akin to an outlying suburb, as proposed 

by the request, is another poor urban design outcome in my opinion. 

 

133. Additionally, the proposal to sever the existing esplanade strip and Key 

Native Ecosystem with a collector road undermines the conservation 

objectives of this area, and again results in a poor urban design outcome.  

This would also be contrary to the purpose of the esplanade strip instrument, 

which is to provide pedestrian access and riparian protection over and along 

the strip, and the prohibitions for the strip which include taking or driving any 

vehicle on the land (see Annexure G for copy of Esplanade Strip 

Instrument). 

 

134. In my opinion, the proposed provisions would not be entirely efficient or 

effective in achieving objectives 23 and 23.1 of the ODP. 

 

Cumulative Effects 
 

135. In my opinion it is important when considering adverse landscape and visual 

effects and effects on rural character and amenity of the request to consider 

cumulative effects.  This primarily being the effects of the Paddocks 

subdivision combined with the effects of the request on the rural land 

resource. 

 

136. Cumulative effects become more relevant in this case because the request 

not only proposes to rezone and significantly expand residential 

development on the rural land resource in question, but it also proposes to 

remove a significant mitigation measure for the Paddocks subdivision which 

protected the landscape resource and avoided the potential for cumulative 

effects from this subdivision i.e. the consent notice over Lot 29. 

 

137. To understand the potential for cumulative effects it is important to first 

understand the farm and immediate environment prior to the development 

of the Paddocks.  Attached as Annexure F of my evidence are four images: 

 

1) 2011-2012 - showing the farm and immediate environment prior to 

development of the Paddocks subdivision; 

 

2) 2016-2018 - showing commencement of Stage 1 of the Paddocks 

subdivision; 

 

3) 2018-2019 - showing further development of Stage 1 of the Paddocks 

subdivision; and 

 

4) showing Stage 1 of the Paddocks subdivision and the proposed structure 

plan overlaid on Lot 29.  NB: This image does not yet include the 



 

 

 

 

development of Stage 2 of the Paddocks subdivision (an additional 5 

consented lots at the top of Wairau Road). 

 

138. The images clearly demonstrate that the Paddocks subdivision, and the 

rezoning and associated subdivision and development that would result from 

the proposed request, including the undoing of the consent notice on Lot 29, 

would result in the widescale urbanisation of what was an 82 ha rural 

landscape.  In my opinion there would be significant adverse cumulative 

effects on rural character and amenity and landscape values should the 

request be approved. 

 

139. I consider the proposed provisions would not be efficient or effective in 

achieving objectives 4, 15 and 23 and implementing policies 4.3, 4.4, 4.5, 

4.6, 4.8, 15.1 and 23.1 of the ODP. 

 

ASSESSMENT OF THE POLICY FRAMEWORK 
 

 

140. The following section of my evidence assesses the relevant national, 

regional, district and local level planning policy documents that must be 

considered when evaluating the request. 

Taiao Taiora Taranaki Iwi Environmental Management Plan 2018 

 
141. Taiao Taiora is a relevant planning document to be take account of under 

section 74(2A) of the Act.   Taiao Taiora does not provide support for 

residential subdivision and development of the scale proposed, in the 

proximity proposed, to Taranaki Mounga.  Relevant policies are outlined in 

section 11.16 of the section 42a report. 

 

National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity 2016 
 

142. I agree with the relevant objectives identified in the request and in the section 

42a report and evaluate them as follows. 

 

143. OA1: Effective and efficient urban environments that enable people and 

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

cultural and environmental wellbeing. 

 

144. As previously outlined, I consider there are issues around the proposed 

structure plans lack of connectivity with the existing Oākura village including 

the integration with the existing transportation network.  For these reasons I 

do not consider the request will result in an effective and efficient urban 

environment. 

 

145. 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. 

 

146. While it is acknowledged that the request will provide future opportunities for 

development of housing and business land, the HBCDA provides evidence 

that Oākura has sufficient residential land supply for the next 30 years and 

there is no requirement to rezone the site for the future needs of Oākura  or 

the district.  In my opinion, the existing land supply will provide 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.  When 

considering the above objectives, the supporting policies in the NPS-UDC 

direct that it is also important to consider the costs and local effects of the 

request, some of which have been previously outlined as being significant. 

 

147. In conclusion, I consider that the request does not give effect to the NPS-

UDC. 

 

Regional Policy Statement for Taranaki 
 

148. I agree with the relevant objectives and policies of the RPS identified in the 

section 42a report.  A full outline of what I consider to be the relevant 

objectives of the RPS is provided in Annexure E of my evidence. 

 

149. As identified in the section 42a report the applicant’s analysis of the RPS is 
limited to an incomplete assessment of section 15 Built Environment; and 

there are several relevant objectives and policies that have not been 

addressed39.  The section 42a report concludes that the request does not 

fully give effect to the RPS.  Despite the above conclusions the planning 

evidence of Mr Comber goes no further to addressing these points. 

 

150. In respect of the objectives and policies relating to section 1: Use and 

development of resources, my earlier assessment, and the submissions, 

highlight concerns regarding whether the rezoning of this rural land for urban 

development will enable people and the Oākura community to provide for 

their social, economic and cultural wellbeing. 

 

151. In respect of the objectives and policies relating to section 6: Fresh Water 

my earlier assessment highlights the issue of sustainable management and 

use/allocation of groundwater resources in relation to the demand created 

by the request exceeding the supply of the Oākura aquifer. 

 

                                                 
39 Paragraphs 11.7-11.13 section 42 a report 



 

 

 

 

152. In respect of the objectives and policies relating to section 15: Built 

Environment my earlier assessment highlights a lack of integration with the 

existing Oākura village, poor urban design and amenity value concerns with 

the request as proposed. 

 

153. In respect of the objectives and policies relating to Section 1: Use and 

Development of Resources, Section 9: Indigenous Biodiversity and Section 

10: Natural Features and Landscapes, Historic Heritage and Amenity Value, 

my earlier assessment highlights concerns regarding significant adverse 

effects on landscape and rural character and amenity values, including 

significant adverse cumulative effects, and potential effects on biodiversity 

values. 

 

154. Lastly, Taranaki Iwi oppose the application and request, and therefore 

whether or not the application and request give effect to the provisions in 

section 16 Resource Management Issues of Significance to Iwi Authorities 

is also in question. 

 

155. Based on all of the above, in my opinion the request does not give effect to 

the RPS. 

 

Draft New Plymouth District Plan 2016 
 

156. As noted in the request and section 42a report, NPDC are currently 

reviewing the Operative Plan and a Proposed Plan is very close to being 

notified.  Although the Draft District Plan has no statutory weighting, I note 

that NPDC do not propose to rezone the triangle within the Proposed Plan.  

I am aware of other FUD overlays that will transition to be rezoned under the 

Proposed Plan.  This supports the Council thinking that rezoning of the land 

is not necessary within the next 10-year planning period. 

 

157. The Draft Plan represents quite a big shift in NPDC thinking, from an effects-

based Plan, to a more prescriptive, certain and strategic approach.  The 

Draft District Plan is also one of the first plans to be prepared in accordance 

with the National Planning Standards, so it also has a more prescribed and 

certain format and presentation, including for such provisions as zoning. 

 

158. I consider that the timing of the request raises a question of efficiency given 

the provisions have been drafted to fit into the ODP which is at the end of its 

shelf life. If the request is approved, then all of the proposed provisions will 

need to be reformatted into the format and style of the Proposed Plan at a 

later date. 

 
 
 
 
 



 

 

 

 

Strategies under Other Acts 
 

159. I agree with the section 42a report that two strategies prepared under the 

Local Government Act that constitute strategies that regard must be had to 

when evaluating the request are: 

 

• Oākura – A Growing Community 2014/16; and 

• The Kaitake Community Plan: A Thirty Year Vision 2017. 

 

160. As previously outlined in my evidence, the community vision is that Oākura 
needs managed, staged and targeted growth; and that this does not include 

the village growing to the size indicated by the FUD overlays in the short to 

medium term, or the foreseeable future.  In the Kaitake Community Plan, the 

KCB stresses that rapid and widespread expansion would negatively affect 

the special character of Oākura and adversely impact on matters such as 

education services, traffic and environmental assets.  These are the very 

issues that the submissions and the expert evidence for the submitters raise 

as concerns in relation to the request. 

 

SECTION 32 RMA EVALUATION 

 
161. The request has no stated objectives, so the applicant has adopted the 

purpose of the request as the objective, which is essentially the rezoning of 

the entire site for urban development.  The proposed provisions of the 

request support the outcome sought in the purpose of the request and relate 

to proposed rezoning, a structure plan and associated polices, methods, 

rules etc.  Previous sections of my evidence have examined the proposed 

rezoning and structure plan provisions as to whether they are the most 

appropriate method for achieving the objectives of the ODP; and ultimately 

the purpose of the Act. 

 

162. The following analysis examines the three options presented in the request 

and the benefits and costs, and risks (of acting or not acting) on the 

community, the economy and the environment of the provisions proposed. 

Option 1 -Status Quo 
 

163. This option would involve not making any changes to the ODP i.e. the site 

remains in the rural environment area.  This option would have the benefit 

of maintaining a relatively small working dairy farm and a productive rural 

land use, acknowledging the economic challenges outlined in the request 

that this land use may have in the longer term (noting that this is in 

contradiction to Mr McKie’s 2010 Paddocks evidence). 
 

164. The status quo option would continue to maintain and enhance landscape 

and rural character and amenity values in accordance with the consent 

notice and protect the foothills of Kaitake from the urbanization proposed 

under other options.  The status quo option would maintain the integrity of 



 

 

 

 

the Paddocks subdivision and avoid adverse effects on the Paddocks 

residents (and the environment generally) that are likely to result from the 

other options being implemented.  This option would also avoid the 

environmental effects identified for Option 3 including impacts on cultural 

values. 

 

165. The request identifies a risk with Option 1 being further subdivision and 

fragmentation of the site that will diminish the opportunity to develop 

efficiently for urban expansion in the future.  However, under this option the 

site would remain in the rural environment area so could not be further 

subdivided due to the consent notice which protects against further 

subdivision and fragmentation of the site.  The risk identified would not exist.  

Additionally, given the identified surplus of land supply for future residential 

development, Option 1 does not pose a risk of resulting in a housing supply 

shortage. 

 

166. A cost would be the opportunity lost in adding to the supply of land for urban 

expansion of Oākura and economic growth and employment created.  

However, given there is already a surplus of future land supply for urban 

expansion this cost is not considered to be significant given there are other 

areas of land available that could equally provide these benefits. 

Option 2 – FUD Area Only 
 

167. To some extent I agree with the evaluation of Option 2 provided in the 

request that the rezoning and development of the FUD area only would have 

some inefficiencies.  It would also suffer from the same integration issues 

with the existing Oākura village as Option 3.  However, if the applicant could 

secure approval for a new road access from SH45, as they are currently 

seeking, it would avoid some of the roading and traffic inefficiencies outlined 

in the request.  Importantly, the number of residential lots that would result 

(120 estimated) would align with the aquifer supply available.  The FUD area 

has an awkward shape but with some amendments to the boundaries of this 

area this matter could be resolved.  The fact the site is in one ownership 

means it has the potential to be developed in a coordinated manner. 

 

168. This option would have the benefit of maintaining a significant area of rural 

zoned land and rural activities which would still receive protection from the 

consent notice from further subdivision and development, in turn maintaining 

and enhancing landscape and rural character and amenity values, although 

not to the same extent as the status quo option.  Due to the reduced extent 

of the urban development that would result, compared with Option 3, many 

of the adverse environmental, cultural and social effects identified would be 

lessened.  There would be supply of land for urban development and 

economic growth and employment created by this option, but these benefits 

could equally be provided by development of other available land.  This 

option would better represent the managed growth sought by the 

community. 

 



 

 

 

 

169. The request identifies a risk being the pressure put on further subdivision 

and development of the balance area, but again this area would continue to 

be protected by the consent notice. 

 
Option 3 – All Farm Area 

 
170. The all farm area option has the benefit of producing a significant supply of 

residential land for Oākura’s future housing demand and making efficient 

use of the existing wastewater system for Oākura.  The fact the site is in one 

ownership means it has the potential to be developed in a coordinated 

manner. However, these benefits have to be viewed in light of the high level 

of existing residential land supply for the next 30-year period i.e. Option 3 is 

not responding to an identified shortage in residential land supply.  This 

option would provide the most economic growth and employment benefits, 

but as previously outlined, equal benefits could be provided by development 

of other available land. This option has the potential to result in the greatest 

social costs to the community. 

 

171. This option is not supported by the Oākura community and as outlined in my 

earlier evidence, will result in significant adverse environmental, social and 

cultural effects.   

Conclusion on Section 32 Evaluation 
 

172. In conclusion, I consider that given that there is no identified shortage of land 

supply for urban expansion of Oākura, that other identified areas could be 

developed to provide equal benefits, that there is no risk with the Option 1: 

Status Quo option; and, given the adverse environmental, social, and 

cultural effects that would result from Options 2 and 3, that Option 1: Status 

Quo would best achieve the purpose of the Act to promote the sustainable 

management of natural and physical resources. 

 

173. Based on my conclusions that neither the application, nor the purpose of the 

request, will achieve the purpose of the Act, I have not gone into any further 

detail on whether the proposed provisions are the most effective and efficient 

methods to achieve the existing objectives in the ODP. 

 

PLANNING CONCLUSION 
 
The Section 42a Report 

 

174. I disagree with the recommendations of the section 42a report to approve in 

part the request and that the consent notice should be amended to reflect 

the final structure plan.  I consider the application and the section 42a report 

have not adequately assessed the proposal to vary/cancel the consent 

notice.  The recommendation for the request appears to be an infrastructure 

led decision with the approval for 167 lots based largely on an assessment 

of available water supply despite there being significant concerns raised in 



 

 

 

 

the section 42a report about traffic, landscape and visual amenity issues 

inter alia.  In my opinion there is also insufficient information to make an 

informed judgment on the request. 

 

Conclusion on Application 

 
175. In my opinion, here has been no change in circumstances that warrants 

variation/cancellation of the consent notice. The application to vary the 

consent notice would severely undermine the integrity of the Paddocks 

subdivision and in turn result in significant adverse effects on landscape and 

rural character and amenity values, including cumulative effects, which 

would be contrary to the objectives and policies of the ODP and RPS and 

would not achieve the purpose of the Act. 

 

176. It is my opinion that: 

 

The application by Oākura Farm Park Limited to vary or cancel Condition 4 

of Consent Notice Instrument No.9696907.4 on Lot 29 DP 497629 should 

be refused. 

Conclusion on Request 
 

177. Similarly, the request would result in significant adverse effects, would not 

give effect to the NPS-UDC and the RPS and would be inconsistent with 

Taiao Taiora, Oākura – A Growing Community and the Kaitake Community 

Plan: A Thirty Year Vision.  A section 32 evaluation concludes that the 

purpose of the Act is best met by retaining the status quo.  An analysis of 

the efficiency and effectiveness of the proposed policy and zoning changes 

concludes that they are not the most appropriate method for achieving the 

objectives of the ODP. 

 

178. It is my opinion that: 

The request by Oākura Farm Park Ltd to rezone land at Wairau Road, 
Oākura, under Proposed Private Plan Change 48 to the New Plymouth 
District Plan, be declined. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

Cameron Twigley 
25 June 2019 
  



 

 

 

 

 

ANNEXURE A –Consent Notice Instrument No. 9696907.4 
  









 
 
 

 

ANNEXURE B –The Paddocks - Approved Scheme Plan 
  







 
 
 

 

ANNEXURE C –The Paddocks Subdivision Hearing – Evidence of Mr 
Michael McKie 

  





























































































































 
 
 

 

ANNEXURE D –The Paddocks Subdivision Hearing – Evidence of Mr 
Richard Bain 

  















































































































































































 
 
 

 

ANNEXURE E –Relevant Objectives of the RPS 



 
 
 

 

Regional Policy Statement for Taranaki 2010 
 
UDR OBJECTIVE 1 To recognise the role of resource use and development in the 
Taranaki region and its contribution to enabling people and communities to provide 
for their social, economic and cultural wellbeing. 
 
WAL OBJECTIVE 1 To sustainably manage the taking, use, damming or diversion 
of fresh water in the Taranaki region to enable people and communities to meet 
their needs for water while safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of water and 
related ecosystems and avoiding, remedying or mitigating any adverse effects on 
the environment arising from that use. 
 
GWR OBJECTIVE 1 To sustainably manage the use of groundwater in the Taranaki 
region by: (a) enabling people and communities to take and use groundwater to 
meet their needs while avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects arising 
from that use; and (b) avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects on 
groundwater quality from over abstraction, intensive agricultural land uses, the 
discharge of contaminants, and poor well and bore construction. 
 
WPA OBJECTIVE 1 To maintain and enhance appropriate public access to and 
along rivers and lakes in the Taranaki region, while avoiding, remedying or 
mitigating any adverse effects that may arise from that access. 
 
BIO OBJECTIVE 1 
To maintain and enhance the indigenous biodiversity of the Taranaki region, with a 
priority on ecosystems, habitats and areas that have significant indigenous 
biodiversity values. 
 
NFL OBJECTIVE To protect the outstanding natural features and landscapes of the 
Taranaki region from inappropriate subdivision, use and development, and to 
appropriately manage other natural areas, features and landscapes of value to the 
region. 
 
AMY OBJECTIVE 1 To recognise the positive contributions of appropriate use and 
development in terms of providing for the maintenance and enhancement of amenity 
values in the Taranaki region, while avoiding, remedying or mitigating the adverse 
effects of inappropriate use and development on amenity values. 
 
SUD OBJECTIVE 1 To promote sustainable urban development in the Taranaki 
region. 
 
TOW OBJECTIVE 1 To take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi in 
the exercise of functions and powers under the Resource Management Act.  
 
KTA OBJECTIVE 1 To have particular regard to the concept of kaitiakitanga in 
relation to managing the use, development and protection of natural and physical 
resources in the Taranaki region, in a way that accommodates the views of 
individual iwi and hapu.  
 
REL OBJECTIVE 1 To recognise and provide for the cultural and traditional 
relationship of Māori with their ancestral lands, water, air, coastal environment, wāhi 
tapu and other sites and taonga within the Taranaki region. 
 
CSV OBJECTIVE 1 Management of natural and physical resources in the Taranaki 
region will be carried out in a manner that takes into account the cultural and spiritual 



 
 
 

 

values of Iwi o Taranaki and in a manner which respects and accommodates tikanga 
Māori. 
 

  



 
 
 

 

 
 

ANNEXURE F –Aerial Images Demonstrating Cumulative Effects 
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ANNEXURE G –Esplanade Strip Instrument No 9696907.9 
 
 

 
 










