m Hamilton City Council

Te kaunihera o Kirikiriroa

5 July 2018 Privaﬁce Bag 3010 TeL 07 838 6699
Hamilton 3240 | rax 07 838 6599
New Zealand - emalL info@hce.govt.nz

: hamilton.govt.nz
Merestone Limited
2 Summer Street
Stanley Point
Auckland 0624

Attn: Dave Serjeant
Your Ref:

Dear Sir/Madam

SUBIJECT: REQUEST FOR FURTHER INFORMATION NOTICE
(Section 92 Resource Management Act 1991)

Resource Consent No: 010.2018.00009853.001 & 011.2018.00006695.001

Description of Activity: Masterplan Development activities comprising detached dwellings,
walkway/cycleways, new transport corridors, earthworks, three waters infrastructure, earthworks and
associated fee simple subdivision

Address: 461 Peacockes Road RD 2, Hamilton 3282

Thank you for your application received on 15/06/2018.

The application is being assessed. However, pursuant to section 92 of the Resource Management Act 1991,
the following information in relation to the application is requested to enable the Council to better
understand the nature of the activity, its effects on the environment, and the way any adverse effects on
the environment might be mitigated:

STORMWATER MANAGEMENT EFFECTS AND ICMP REQUIREMENTS

BPO Options Assessment

1. The Stormwater BPO Options Assessment indicates that the selected BPO “Can have occasional
additional larger system near river terrace where feasible (if desired).” This would have potential
advantage in considering lower lifecycle costs for device maintenance etc. Please confirm where these
additional larger systems are feasible on the site and their implication on the treatment train, operation
and maintenance, efficiencies, and the resultant flow profiles for the receiving environments.

Rainwater Reuse System (Rain Tanks)

2. HCC Practice Note HCC-02 provides guidance on requirements for rainwater reuse system (rain tanks).
Please confirm or modify the proposed on-lot water efficiency measure in the Sub-Catchment ICMP
(Appendix N) proposing Rain Tanks to align with the Council’s practice note requirements:

a. Re-use for laundry and toilet flushing required
b. Below ground tanks to require additional measures (submersible pump, backup water supply with
solenoid valve, backflow prevention from downstream surcharge)
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¢. Roof areas only connected to tank

Please consider allowance for alternative configurations such as above ground rain  tanks and confirm
the size of the tanks.

3. Subject to above, please provide alternative pre-treatment for on-lot impervious surfaces (e.g.
driveways} draining to on lot soakage.

Disposal Via Soakage

4. The strategy of adopting soakage as the primary treatment and disposal method in the proposed
stormwater management system is supported in principal, however as the first point in the system there
are a number of potential issues relating to soakage which require further clarification to determine if
the proposal can achieve the design targets and mitigate potential impacts from urban development.
Please provide the following information:

i,

Please provide detail on the design life, maintenance, and monitoring for efficacy of on-lot soakage
devices:

a. Whatis the design life?

b.  What are the maintenance requirements?

€. What compliance testing/monitoring is required?

d.  What contingencies are available if compliance testing of soakage shows failure?

Please provide a proposed testing methodology to confirm post-development infiltration rates for
on-site soakage. This methodology should be integrated with geotechnical acceptance testing
methods.

Please also confirm the contingency sizing or alternatives for stormwater management that could
be adopted if on-lot infiltration rates cannot be met at time of construction.

What is the design life of the public soakage devices? i.e. in greater detail than “<100 years”. [s it
likely that the soakage will be renewed along with bioretention renewals?

Please provide confirmation that 10-year soakage capacity for public systems is optimal considering
lifecycle (design life, maintenance and renewals) vs the desired hydrology in the receiving waters
based on post development flow assessment.

HCC does not want to incur the additional cost and complexity for an oversized asset system if it is
not required. The presence of a secondary piped system would indicate that the 10-year level of
service for the road and connected catchment drainage could be met by adopting a lower design
ARl for soakage such that soakage plus secondary pipe capacity meets the 10-year LOS. This should
consider the option of reducing the size of the subsurface soakage from the public bioretention
that is currently extending beneath footpaths.

Counterfort Drains

5.

Provide more detail on the installation methodology; e.g. will the Jower sections of the counterfort
drains be installed via open trench with directional drilling at the slopes?
. What impacts will private soakage and counterfort drains have on each other where they overlap?
a. Has counterfort drain sizing considered additional (and continued) loading from private soakage
devices? How?
b. Whatis the design life of the counterfort drains?
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c. Describe the potential for premature clogging of counterfort drains (particularly for sections
installed via directional drilling)

d. What is the soakage potential for private soakage devices after counterfort drainage design life is
exceeded?

7. Please address the potential for preferential flow (piping) of groundwater from soakage devices to
counterfort drains and any mitigation proposed; particularly for sections installed via directional drilling.

8. What outfall structures are proposed for each counterfort drain?
9. What inspections and maintenance procedures are required for counterfort drains?

Post-development flow assessment

10. The Sub-Catchment ICMP does not include a guantitative assessment of the change in  impervious
areas and flows between pre-development and post-development scenarios including changes to
baseflow, frequent storm, and 2, 10, and 100-yr AR| events.
Please provide a clear statement of the proposed change in flows, including sensitivity analysis for the
elements of the proposal that have ability to change influence on the hydrograph including:

a. Areas of road too steep for soakage

b. lLocations where larger centralised devices may be more appropriate

c. Allowance for loss of soakage capacity over time

d. Change to site infiltration from earthworks and compaction

11. Please provide any specific requirements to preserve the infiltration capacity of soils for pervious areas
subject to earthworks and re-compaction across the site used in addressing 10 above including
statement of testing required or contingency in sizing of downstream devices.

12. Please assess the likely impact of any increase or reduction in the hydrograph on streams.

Flooding
13.Please provide details on how overland flow from events exceeding capacity of on-lot soakage devices

will safely travel to the road reserve within appropriate easements or public land areas.

14.Please confirm that the relevant devices, pipes and overland flow paths are designed for the inflow
catchment from across Peacockes Road to the south of the site.

15.Please confirm the depth and velocity of overland flow for the proposed development for the 1% AEP
event.

16.Please confirm the 1% including climate change Waikato River flood levels at key locations across the
devefopment {indicated as a range from 19.5 to 20.1mRL).

17.Please confirm the basis of the 1m freeboard adopted to assume a climate change, how is this an
appropriate representation of a scientifically predicted increase in rainfall.

18.Please provide a risk assessment of the Karapire dam break scenario on the proposed development in
terms of lifelines and safe evacuation.

19.Please provide an assessment of the infilling of the Waikato River 1% ARI + Climate Change Floodplain
impacting on river flood flows and levels if any.
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Stormwater outfalls

20. Qutfalls from the piped stormwater netwaork represent a significant component of the system, yet have
not been addressed in sufficient detail to demonstrate their potential impacts on the receiving
environment (streams and Waikato River), including the options considered to avoid those impacts.
Outfails that discharge to steep slopes with no pre-existing watercourse structure represent an erosion
risk and multipie outfalls in remote locations at the bottoms of banks are difficult to access for
monitering and mainfenance.

Please provide an assessment of the option of consolidation and adjustment of outfalls to discharge to
streams within existing catchment flow path patterns. For example, the large number of outfalls
proposed from the island and Watercourse 3 should be reconsidered.

a. Outfalls 29/1, 6/1, and 5/1 could discharge to a consolidated outfall to existing watercourses
(Watercourse 4 and 5). What is the likely impact to hydrographs from the discharge of stormwater
to the receiving streams?

b. Outfalls 16/1 and 17/1 could be discharged to the paleo-channel structure draining to culvert 1.

c. Outfalls 1/1 and 3/1 could be combined to discharge to the invert of the channel at the outlet of
culvert 1.

d. Qutfall 12/1 could discharge to the bottom of bank.

21. The alternative of “Aquasock” geotextile socks are not supported as a permanent solution in these
Waikato riverbanlk locations for on-going maintenance reasons. Please confirm alternative erosion
mitigation at outfalls along the Waikato River and tributary streams such as soft engineering and
planting plans.

22, Please confirm the following details regarding proposed outfalls:
a. Design elements proposed to protect outfalls against damage and/or backflow from flood flows in
the Waikato River.
b. Operation and maintenance considerations;
i including but not limited to access for maintenance staff and vehicles/plant
ii. nspection programme
c. Estimated stormwater quantities for each stormwater outfall.
d. Presence of existing erosion downstream of outfall locations.

Construction Effects
23. What are the environmental impacts of constructing the stormwater outfalls?
a. How will construction sites be established on banks of the Waikato River to construct outfalls?
b. What is the proposed construction area for each outfall site? Vegetation removal required?
¢. Sediment entrainment pre- and post-physical works
d. Re-establishment requirements, earthworks, planting, etc.

24. What are the environmental impacts of directional drilling of counterfort drains?
a. What methods will be employed to prevent preferential flow of groundwater along annulus of
drain pipes?
b. How will drilling mud and any temporary discharges be managed during directional drilling works?

25. Please assess the efficiency of the temporary erosion and sediment management during the interim
period when sediment ponds have been decommissioned and while raingardens are blocked off and
discharges are directly connected to the outfalls to the streams and Waikato River. Are there any
additional measures such as on lot controls, monitoring or end of pipe treatments proposed to manage
this temporary effect.
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26. What considerations have been made regarding the sensitivity of receiving environment to sediment
discharge from construction outfalls and directional drilling outlets? Please detail any required
mitigation measures.

Operation and Maintenance

27. Please provide greater detail on operations and maintenance protocols proposed for each stormwater
device, including design life, inspection schedule, infiltration testing, cleaning/maintenance, and
expected replacement schedule:
a. Private on lot re-use tanks

. Private on lot soakage devices

Public road soakage

Public road rain gardens

Comment on feasibility and methods to repair/replace scakage devices; private and public

oo 0w

WASTEWATER MANAGEMENT

28. The ICMP {Appendix N} identifies the Best Practical Option {BPO) for wastewater management for the

development as being connection of gravity reticulation wastewater system to the existing Far Eastern
Interceptor near Crosby Road, based on the Wastewater Disposal Report assessment {Appendix L}, and
states The Amberfield development is therefore being progressed through the planning process on the
basis of the preferred Fastern Option being implemented by Weston Lea Ltd, in co-operation with
Council.’
Section 3 of the AEE report describes the proposed subdivision and development and in Section 3.7
Wastewater describes the Far Eastern Interceptor connection as the proposed method for the
management of wastewater for the development, but also refers to an alternative of connection to the
Western Interceptor. Again, in Section 5.8 Effects on Water Quality the assessment states ‘whether the
transmission network adopts the Far Eastern Interceptor or the Western Interceptor option, the system
has been designed to avoid any network overflows to the river. This has been through adopting an
overall adequate system capacity, with peak storage provision as necessary.” To avoid any uncertainty
in assessing the effects of the proposal, please confirm that the proposed development and subdivision
is heing proposed and is to be assessed on the basis of the wastewater management system being
connected to the Far Eastern Interceptor, in accordance with the BPO in the ICMP.

GEOTECHNICAL/ICMP REQUIREMENTS

Ground Conditions

29. Section 11.2 of the Interim Geotechnical Investigation Report (Appendix J} states that ‘expansive soils
are not considered to be an issue identified on-site’, however, HAO1 is logged as clay and the laboratory
tests appear to indicate they are potentially expansive. Please confirm if expansive soils are an issue for
the site and identify the mitigation of the potential effect of these soils if required.

30. The Interim Geotechnical Investigation Report makes no specific reference to the bridge and culvert that
cross the guily to the Island area. Please comment on the suitability of the ground conditions for the
bridge and culvert structures.

Seismic Hazard

31. The MBIE document for ‘Planning and Engineering Guidance for Potentially Liquefaction-Prone Land’
recommends that a 500 year return period event is considered as the minimum earthquake scenario
for a liquefaction assessment. However, the Interim Geotechnical Investigation Report has only
considered a 150 year return period event [Section 12.3] for the majority of the CPT at the site, and the
reason for this has not been sufficiently justified. While there are good reasons to consider the shorter
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150 year return period event for liquefaction analyses, such as identifying when the onset of
liquefaction refated land damage may occur, the higher level of earthquake shaking associated with the
500 year return period event should be used as the primary screening tool for liquefaction risk.
Furthermore, as outlined in Section 4.3.4 of the MBIE guidance document, consideration should also be
given to longer return period events of low probability to understand whether or not there is a large
step change worsening of land performance compared to the 500 year scenario. Please provide a
liguefaction assessment against a 1 in 500 year case for the whole site.

32. Liquefaction and lateral spreading risks have only been considered for the point locations where
investigations were undertaken {Section 12.4). Consideration of the liquefaction risk across the entire
site is required to fully understand the risk. Please provide a consideration of liquefaction risk across
the whole site.

33. The liquefaction assessment appears to have been undertaken at the site by considering the current
ground surface elevation rather than the proposed finished ground surface elevation for the
subdivision. However, changes in ground surface elevation can have a significant effect on the
liquefaction vulnerability. Section 106 of the RMA requires an assessment of the manner in which the
use of the land for which the consent is sought could worsen the risk from natural hazards and
consideration of the proposed ground surface elevation rather than the current ground surface
elevation is an important aspect of this. Please provide an assessment of the liquefaction risk for the
proposed ground contours.

34. While the Interim Geotechnical Investigation Report identifies the presence of pumiceous silts and
sands on the site and has identified the challenges associated with assessing the liquefaction potential
of pumice soils there are some concerns about how this has been addressed. Shear wave velocity
techniques can be seen to under-predict the amount of liquefaction-induced ground movements.
Please provide further analysis and discussion on the liquefaction potential of pumiceous soils.

35. Due to the complexity of the liquefaction hazard, including the difficulties in predicting liquefaction in
pumiceous soils, please provide a peer review of the liquefaction assessment by an appropriately
qualified geotechnical engineer.

Slope Stability
36. The slope stability assessments appear to use the soil models given in the geological sections in

Appendix 8 of the Interim Geotechnical Investigation Report. These cannot be reviewed effectively
without the borehole information superimposed. The assessment makes an assumption that the hard
layer encountered at the base of the CPT investigations is continuous with depth (Section 13.1). It is not
possible to review this claim as the data has not been provided and it is not clear what the geological
unit is. The geological units in question are highly variable so the assumption that this layer is
continuous with depth is not necessarily sound and should be justified. Please provide substantiation
for assumptions made in the geological model.

37. The undrained shear strength of the soft to firm SILT is marked as 35 kPa (Section 13.1 -Table 13),
however, the slope stability sections use 50 kPa {(Appendix 7). Please confirm undrained shear strength
for soft to firm silt and re-run the slope stability assessment if required.

38. No Liquefied case has been considered in the slope stability assessment. Please consider a liquefied
case for the slope stability assessment,
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308, It is understood that counterfort drains are reguired in some areas to maintain a minimum factor of
safety of 1.5 against instability. The current stormwater drawings (Appendix W) appear to show
combined stormwater and subsoil/counterfort drains. The Interim Geotechnical Investigation Report
detail for counterfort drains {Appendix 8c) show a trench construction as expected for this type of
drain. The stormwater drawings show a bored drain. Please confirm that the subscil/counterfort drains
and stormwater drains are separate design items to maintain the 1.5 factor of safety.

40. The assessment has considered slope stability for the proposed development and suggested potential
mitigation to achieve acceptable factors of safety. Slope stability analyses should be repeated in the
event of any changes to the parameters quoted in Section 13.1 — Table 13 or any changes to the
proposed levels and/or slope angles in response to the further information requests.

TRANSPORTATION

Traffic Modelling and Traffic Generation

Basis of Modelling / Trip Generation/ Network Impacts

41. Please provide a summary showing the basis for traffic modelling. The summary should include as a
minimum:
a. levels of development in base and scenarios — e.g. households/jobs by zone and year,
b. growth assumptions —e.g. level of development at airport,
¢. Amberfield proposal assumptions (including timing / staging) and how these relate to years /
modelling periods.
d. Expected changes in network performance for key intersections:
i. Peak period delay/vehicle, queue lengths;
il. Change plots or tables showing which roads generated traffic is expected to use (preferably
with pictures highlighting impact on performance.

The additional information is required to accurately assess the likely changes in traffic due on the
hetwork due to the development, the suitability of proposed intersections and if any further network
changes are necessary to accommodate the increased traffic and / or mitigate the effects.

42 Section 1.1 of the ITA states the main basis of the assessment relies on a significant transportation
assessment undertaken in 2016 when three reports were produced by TDG using the 2006-based
Waikato Regional Transportation Model to assess the effects of the proposed subdivision. For
completeness please provide a copy of these reports.

Basis of Modelling / Trip Generation/ Network impacts

43, Please review the Integrated Transportation Assessment (ITA) modelling against the WRTM 2013
modelling prepared for HCC {which HCC will provide access to}.

The additional information is required to confirm consistency with NZTA and HCC's current basis for
investment decisions.

Modelling Accuracy / Sensitivity Checks

44, Section 8.3 of the ITA (Appendix 1) states that mitigation is expected to be required at the Normandy
Ave / Lorne Street intersection when the Amberfield Subdivision is around 80% complete. Gray Matter
Ltd SIDRA modelling {HCC will provide) suggests that the Bader Street/Lorne Street/Normandy Ave
combined intersection performs significantly worse than the WRTM evaluation and has little reserve
capacity. The Gray Matter Ltd modelling outcomes appear to be worse than sample observations
suggest is happening in reality. Please review the intersection performance modelling {ITA, WRTM and
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Gray Matter Lid SIDRA) and comment regarding the discrepancy / difference in modelling outcomes
between SIDRA, WRTM 2013 and current observations.

This information is required to resolve the discrepancy and ensure confidence in the mitigation
measures and timing / thresholds proposed.

Safety

45,

46.

Please assess the predicted changes in crash risk on the Peacocke to Bader Street Corridor and Bader
Street intersection, and the potential for death and serious injury (DSI's) before and after following the
development of the Amberfield subdivision.

It is understood the ITA relies on planned network changes that aim to address existing safety issues
and to mitigate the safety impacts of the development proposed in Peacockes 1A and the Amberfield
Development. Please confirm this understanding is correct. Otherwise please include the impact of the
Amberfield development on safety should these network changes not proceed before Amberfield is
developed and how the effects will be mitigated.

Other Network Changes

47.

The ITA mentions other planned changes to the transport network that will reduce the adverse effects
of the development on the transport network. Please provide an update on projects now that HCC 10
Year Plan {eg. ITA Section 8.4 HIF proposals) has been approved that may mitigate Amberfield effects in
relation to the likely development timing and staging.

This information is needed to better understand the likelihood and impact of a delay in planned
projects on the proposed development, the ability of the network to accommodate the increase in
traffic and interim effects.

Road and Stormwater Design

48.

49,

The proposed development includes roads narrower than the desirable minimums in District Plan Table
15-7a. Please identify the departures from the typical standards so the consequences on operation and
servicing can be understood. This information is required so that the implications for detailed design
are resolved as part of the consent process.

The ITA states that to reduce the number of intersections along Peacockes Road and to achieve
appropriate separation between intersections, some properties between the north-south local road
and Peacockes Road will be served by either cul-de-sacs or accessways to rear lots. Two of the
proposed cul-de-sacs will have the head of the cul-de-sac adjacent to Peacockes Road. The Urban
Design Report {Appendix D} states that connectivity between Peacockes Road and the two cui-de-sac
roads will be for pedestrians {and cyclists) only, and from an urban design perspective will provide
visual connections from Peacockes Reoad into the site. Please provide a concept design for the
landscape treatment (hard and soft landscaping) and the pedestrians connection taking into account
the level difference between the roads and available land area outside the carriageway and footpath to
better understand the urban design outcome.

Construction Traffic Effects

50,

The ITA does not include details regarding how censtruction traffic will be managed. Please state how
heavy vehicles will be managed to minimise use of residential access routes, including which site
access(s) will be used for construction traffic and how heavy traffic safety will be considered,
particularly at the Raynes Road intersection.

This information is required to ensure that construction impact on other transport network users will
be minimised.

Travel Demand Management
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51. The ITA outlines provision for passenger transport and active modes. Please state whether there are
any specific travel demand management measures planned as part of the development for example for
the proposed centre. Include a statement on the likely effectiveness of any TDM measures planned.

Compliance with policy and other frameworks

52. The ITA indicates support for regional and national transport policies. Please expand the comments to
include assessment against Access Hamilton and associated action plans as required for a Broad ITA in
the District Plan. This is required to demonstrate the extent to which the proposal is consistent with
HCC's local ohjectives and plans.

Proposed Mitigation

53. Please list / summarise proposed mitigation measures.

LANDSCAPE/VISUAL EFFECTS

While the Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment (Appendix E} provides a detailed description of the
existing landscape context, the site and the proposed development, the associated analysis of landscape
and visual effects is relatively brief by comparison. The assessment does not define the spatial extent of the
potentially affected visual catchment or contain sufficient detail to indicate how the various assessment
factors identified in the methodology have been used to rate effects. Inspections of the identified viewing
audience catchment areas (Peacockes Road, opposite banks of the Waikato River, and elevated rural areas),
indicates that the nature and range of effects within each grouping will be highly varied. The reporting is
not sufficiently detailed in this regard to allow the identification of the parts of the visual catchments where
effects will potentially be greater.

54. To gain a more detailed understanding of the location where effects on landscape and visual amenity
are greatest the following information is requested.

a) [dentification of the extent of the visual catchment and a more detailed analysis of the range of
effects within.

tdentification of the extent of the overall visual catchment and a refinement in the descriptive
analysis of how the identified viewing audiences may be affected in different parts of the
catchments is required to allow effects on landscape and visual amenity to be better understood. In
particular, the additional information should identify any locations within the visual catchment that
are more affected than others, and identify the key landscape and visual attributes that are
potentially affected by the application. Any differences in the effects ratings given in the report,
due to differences in viewer orientation towards the site, extent of the proposed development
visible, differences in the composition or characteristics of views, differences in the various factors
that contribute to landscape and visual amenity in different parts of the site, should be explained
{e.g. differences between the effects from the Riverlea/River walkway area to the north of the site
as compared with rural/residential development within Tamahere to the east). Further analysis
from on the Waikato River itself is not required.

The additional information requested above should be accompanied by a map indicating the extent
of the visual catchment.

It is strongly recommended that photomantages {or a digital model) that show the changes that
will occur from representative vantage points on the other side of the Waikato River {north and
east of the application site) are also prepared. This is because the visual amenity associated with
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55.

the site differs significantly from these locations. The provision of photomontages would help
communicate the changes that will occur to potentially affected viewers and provide further
support for the descriptive analysis and rating of effects.

The assessment of the landscape effects identifies the key landforms and features within the site to be
retained but does not provide sufficient information to fully understand how the balance of the existing
natural landform (that will be modified by earthworks} will change. The preliminary earthworks cut and
fill plans provide some detail, however the information 1s not in a format that allows an easy

comparison between the existing and proposed landferm to readily understand the change. Please
provide:

a) Analysis of the proposed landform modifications against the relevant assessment criteria in the
District Plan.

Further analysis {from a landscape effects perspective) is required to explain how the proposed
earthworks design addresses the provisions of the District Plan that relate to the retention of the
underlying landform and the structure plan (Terrace/Gully/Hill Areas). The provision of a set of
earthworks plans {or 3D model) that combined the existing and proposed contours, over the
earthworks cut and fill plans (Harrison Grierson Plans 141842-1201 to 141842-1206) would assist in
communicating the extent of change that is likely to occur.

CONTAMINATED SOIL EFFECTS

56.

The PS| prepared by Environmental Scientist Courtney Armstrong and reviewed by Associate
Environmental Engineer Erica McDonald (Appendix K) does not contain a statement of the certifier’s
capabilities gualifying them as a Suitably Qualified Experience Practitioner (SQEP) to undertake the
contaminated land site investigation. Please provide the certifier’s statement confirming that the
report has been prepared by a SQEP in accordance with the NES requirements for Assessing and
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health.

OPEN SPACE/RECREATION AREAS

57.

58.

58.

The AEE assessment of the objectives and policies in the Peacocke Structure Plan (in particular 3.4.1.11
and 3.4.1.11a, b and c) indicates that the proposal is consistent with these objectives and policies,
however the application itself does not include the land {shown indicatively in the southern part of the
application site} required for the sports park as reserve to vest in Council. The subdivision plans show
the indicative location as proposed residential lots. Pre-application discussions have consistently
requested the sports park be provided in the proposed development. Please show the sports park to be
vested in Council or if not clarify how the application is consistent with the Peacockes Structure Plan
and relevant ohjectives and policies.

The existing knoll (highest point of the site) has in part determined the location for the northern
neighbourhood park {lot 1506) because of the views afforded of the surrounding area and Waikato
River for the public. To ensure this visual amenity is protected a viewshaft assessment is required to
iltustrate any impact from future dwellings on lots 147-158 (at permitted building heights) on the view
south of the reserve, in particular the view south to the river, and if any restrictive height covenants are
necessary on these lots to maintain the visual amenity of the proposed park.

The Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment {Appendix E) states that the northern neighbourhood
park has been configured to adjoin on three sides a large lot (Lot 25 — 3641m?) to enable the provision
of a café and initially the sales office for the Amberfield Development. Given that no consents have
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60.

61.

62.

63.

64.

been sought for these activities as part of the land use application, it is to be assessed as a residential
lot comprising an existing dwelling proposed to be retained. The assessment states that ‘no further
more intensive residential use, or subsequent further subdivision, is intended on this lot......The applicant
proposes to establish a legal covenant on the title of the lot preventing future subdivision in order to
protect the amenity of the surrounding park and the intended synergy between the highly attractive
neighbourhood park and the café.’

Please provide a draft wording of the proposed covenant and confirmation that the proposed
mechanism {legal covenant) is adequate to ensure that the proposed lot 25 will only accommodate a
sales office/café activity (subject to obtaining consents), and will be an adequate mechanism to ensure
no greater intensity in use occurs, which may be incompatible with the reserve.

The Knoll Park Landscape Concept Plan {OSF 23 — Appendix F} shows a proposed boardwalk across the
steep eastern bank below Lot 25. To provide a more practical and accessible access for all users
through the park please consider relocating the path to the top of the bank within Lot 25 and adjust the
boundary accordingly.

Please advise If there are fo be any services in Lot 1505 (shown as Local Purpose Reserve (Pedestrian
Access)). If not, Council will require this lot to be amalgamated with lot 1506 {neighbourhood reserve)
and vest as recreation reserve.

To achieve good urban design and CPTED outcomes for the recreation reserves and walkways where
adjoining proposed residential lots, please advise which residential lots should have restrictive fence
heights.

The Walking and Cycling Strategy Plan (OFS 05 — Appendix F} shows the location of the shared paths
through Open Space. The Plan shows a considerable length of path within the Waikato riverbank open
space area {an indicative location also appears to be depicted on the subdivision plans}. A significant
part of this area is identified as Waikato Riverbank and Gully Hazard Area in the District Plan. The AEE
states that the exact location of the path will be addressed at detailed design to address accessibility,
safety and security aspects. Whilst the use of this area for walkways and cycle paths are permitted
there are controls on the extent of vegetation removal and earthworks. Please provide a leve! of design
to demonstrate the location of the path can be safely accommodated in a manner resilient to instability
with an assessment of the estimated volume of required earthworks and the extent and nature of
vegetation removal required to construct the path.

Please provide confirmation of any retention, restoration, or enhancement of vegetation proposed for
open space areas as mitigation of ecological effects of the proposal, including clarity on bat habitat to
be retained on proposed open space to be vested in Council, and any on-going obligations. This will
ensure any conflict between future use of open space and required protection of ecological values is
understood and avoided.

ARCHAEOLOGICAL EFFECTS

65.

66.

Section 4.2 of the Archaeological Values and Effects Assessment (Appendix Q} sets out information on
the geotechnical test pit monitoring undertaken across the site. To assist with understanding the
tocation and findings of the test pits relative to the archaeological sites, please overlay Figure 29
{Geotechnical test pit locations) with the archaeoclogical site outlines and numbers.

Section 6.1 of the Archaeoclogical Values and Effects Assessment {Appendix Q) states the location of the
proposed Heritage Reserve has been chosen primarily on archaeological grounds and includes a range
of values {pg 51), but no robust assessment is provided to support this statement. The text does not
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identify the archaeological site (514/318} which will be included in the reserve. Please provide an
assessment of the heritage values of the reserve using the Waikato Regional Policy Statement Table 10-
1 criteria to justify why this area should be reserved and managed using ICOMOS conservation
principles.

ECOLOGICAL EFFECTS

Terrestrial Ecological Effects
Herpetofauna

67. Section 5.4 of the Terrestrial Ecological Assessment {Appendix G) on herpetofauna is based on a
qualitative assessment of habitat values. No direct lizard surveys were undertaken for the reasons
outlined, including that most of the direct impacts of the development are limited to highly modified
farmland, where in the Hamilton area habitat suitability means populations are likely restricted to
occasional copper skinks. To substantiate this view please provide a map of high risk lizard habitat
(likely to be utilised by copper skink), with reference to Table 10 in Section 7.2, and identify the extent
of the high-risk lizard habitat that will be lost by the proposed development.

Bats

68. Section 7.1.3 of the Terrestrial Ecological Assessment (Appendix G) on roost habitat assessment states
‘that most of the potentiol bat roost trees are located in the riparian vegetation which will be
maintained’. Please identify on a map where potential roost trees that are to be retained are located
{using the GPS coordinates recorded} and to identify how many potential roost trees are located in the
project area.

69. The Terrestrial Ecological Assessment (Appendix G) has identified that the risks to long-tailed bats from
the project are “Very High”. The effects on bats are likely to be significant and may stop this critically
endangered species migrating or utilising known important habitats along the Waikato River, within
Stanford Park and Hammond Park, which are located directly adjacent to the project site across the
Waikato River. Section 10.2.1.1 of the assessment outlines that “the buffer planting to the existing
riparian vegetation varies in width fromy a minimum of 1 m in the parts of northern extent of site, to
approximately 50 m elsewhere (see Figure 35)”. Detall is lacking regarding the exact extent and location
of the vegetated setbacks discussed in section 10.2.1 as the plans provided showing the setbacks do
not provide enough detail. The resolution of Figure 35, section 9.1 is poor and unreadable. The
equivalent figure and associated plans in the Amberfield Open Space Framework document (Appendix
F} also do not provide detailed information on the size and scale of the proposed setbacks. Please
provide clearer details and plans on the exact extent and location of the vegetated setbacks to be
retained along the Waikato River margin within the project site?

70. The applicant acknowledges that the buffer planting width is “limited” in the northern extent of the
project site {p. 57 section 10.2.1). As identified in the assessment, Hammonds Bush is key roosting
habitat for the Hamilton bat population (Kessels & Associates Ltd, 2017, Le Roux & Le Roux, 2012). As
such, it is of particular concern that the vegetation buffer/setback (discussed in section 10.2.1.1}
directly opposite Hammond Park is very narrow. Without appropriate buffering, the increased light spill
{and noise disturbance) from the development will likely impact feeding, commuting and roosting
habitat of bats in the high-value long-tailed bat commuting corridors and habitats adjacent to the site,
including the known important roosting site at Hammond Park. No assessment is provided to the likely
adverse effects of insufficient buffering on feeding, commuting and roosting habitat of bats. Please
provide an assessment outlining the likely adverse effects of insufficient buffering on feeding,
commuting and roosting habitat of bats. Please provide an assessment outlining the likely adverse
effects of insufficient buffering on feeding, commuting and roosting habitat of bats. The width of the
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71.

72.

vegetated buffer/set back should also be reconsidered to an appropriate width to ensure effects
associated with light spill are appropriately mitigated.

From the acoustic survey results presented in the assessment for this project, it is clear that the
riparian areas in the northern extent of the project site and adjacent riparian margins along the
Waikato River currently offer important bat habitat. Like most animals, the reproductive cycles of bats
are mediated through light levels and illumination periods (Stone 2015). Artificial lighting can affect bat
feeding behaviour and bats may be deterred from normal commuting behaviours by increased artificial
light levels (Longcore and Rich 2004). Bat movement through the landscape may be compromised,
leading to injury and direct mortality, and increased exposure to predation. Although the assessment
mentions that road lighting will be minimised where possible, effects of artificial fighting on bats from
the high levels of housing density within the project site also need to be appropriately mitigated. The
on-site mitigation proposes buffers from inland lots will be planted, however these buffers will take
years to establish and will not be effective in the short term. Provisions are needed to address the time
lags associated with the suggested buffer planting. Please address the how the effects of artificial
lighting on bats from the high levels of housing density within the project site will be managed in the
short term.

The applicant has identified that there are limited opportunities to mitigate the effects on long-tailed
bats onsite for the subdivision and urbanisation of the Amberfield site. The context of the site within
the wider Peacocke Structure Plan area {and the subsequent urbanisation of this area) severely restricts
options for meaningful mitigation. To mitigate for the residual ecological effects the terrestrial ecology
report recommends that a Trust be established that will fund conservation activities relevant to the
Hamilton south long-tailed bat population {activities to be defined by funding parameters). The
purpose of this would be to hold financial contributions from developers in a fund that would be used
to mitigate for those effects on long-tailed bats which cannot be managed within the development
context in the Peacocke Structure Plan area as a whole. In Section 5.7.2 & 7.8.3 of the AEE it states that
the applicant proposes to identify an area or areas to be subject to mitigation strategies that are
outside the development area, but within the Hamilton-South bat population habitat, and is continuing
engagement with relevant stakeholders including Pepartment of Conservation, Waikato Regional
Council and Hamilton City Council to assist in determining the appropriate level of off-site mitigation
and off-setting and the most effective initiatives to be employed. At present there is not enough detail
provided to be able to gauge whether the mitigation package proposed is sufficient to off-set the likely
residual ecological effects of the project on long-tailed bats. Please provide greater detail on the off-
site mitigation package for bats including the Trust Structure if this off-set mitigation strategy is to
pursued and evidence that this is supported and agreed upon by appropriate stakeholders. Currently
the information provided is not sufficient and it is not possible to gauge whether the residual adverse
effects on bats of this subdivision are appropriately addressed.

Vegetation Removal

73.

Section 9.1 of the Terrestrial Ecological Assessment {Appendix G} has identified that the proposed
activity has the potential to create adverse ecological effects by removing approximately 0.01%ha of
high value indigenous vegetation and 5.32ha of low value vegetation. Although the vegetation loss is
identified as having an overall low level of effect floristically, the location/s of the high value vegetation
requires delineation and mapping. The poor resolution of the map provided in Figure 35, section 9.1
deems the figure unreadable. Please provide a map that clearly delineates the exact areas of vegetation
loss within the project footprint.

74. The Walking and Cycling Strategy Plan (OFS 05 — Appendix F} shows the location of the shared paths

through Open Space. The Plan shows a considerable length of path within the Waikato riverbank open
space area (an indicative location also appears to be depicted on the subdivision plans). Please identify
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the quantum of vegetation removal likely to be required and provide an assessment of the potential
ecological effects.

Construction Effects on Fauna

75.

76.

For all fauna present (long-tailed bats, copper skink and non-threatened bird species) there is potential
for construction activities to directly disturb, injure or kill individuals present. Although recognised
there is little consideration of effects resulting from the construction process {e.g. active destruction of
nest sites or direct mortality of birds, bats and herpetofauna). The Terrestrial Ecological Assessment
briefly mentions that for all fauna present “there is a potential for construction activities to directly
disturb, injure or kill individuals present” {in section 1.0) and that Wildlife Permit Authorities wil! be
required during construction works, but detail is lacking regarding how these effects will be managed.
Please provide further detail on the ecological effects of the construction processes and how these
effects will be addressed. In particular please clearly articulated effects on long-tailed bats during
construction associated with vegetation removal (roosting, feeding, commuting) and disturbance.

Though bat sensitive lighting techniques are discussed, there has been no consideration whether there
will be temporary lighting impacts during construction. is there potential for construction works to be
fit, and if so what will the potential impacts be on bats and how will these impacts be avoided?

Fresh Water Ecological Effects/ICMP Requirements

77.

78.

79.

The stream classification in the Argo Environmental Ltd (AEL) and Boffa Miskell Ltd {(BML) Freshwater
Ecological Assessments have used the ephemeral, intermittent and permanent stream definitions from
the Auckland Unitary Plan Operative in Part (AUP OP). AUP OP definitions have been used in favour of
the definitions in the Waikato Regional Plan (WRP) on the basis that the WRP does not include a
definition for intermittent streams. Mapping provided and using AUP OP classifications provides
different information compared to that preferred by HCC as set out in the ICMP REM which uses WRP
definitions and includes mapping the boundaries of wetlands including stream associated wetland
habitats. This is also an information requirement in Table 1.2.2.6b in Appendix 1 of the HCC District
Plan. Please provide a map and suppoerting GIS data showing stream classifications using WRP
definitions and including the extent and boundaries of any wetlands, including stream associated
wetland areas.

There is a recognised field assessment season for intermittent streams in the Auckland Region of July to
October inclusive. This is on the basis that assessments should take place when flowing water is present
in the stream, following a minimum of two months of winter flows to provide an accurate assessment
of the biological values. Assessments undertaken by the applicant to date have been in November,
February and April, albeit following some antecedent rainfall. Conditions during the 5 June 2018 site
visit were relatively wet and flowing parts of site streams more extensive than outlined in the ecology
reports. Please provide discussion on the impact that site investigation timing may have had on the
observed extent of intermittent sections of stream and the potential that biological values have been
underestimated as a result of survey timing. Please advise if it is proposed to re-visit the site during the
July to October period to confirm the extent if intermittent stream or how the mitigation is
precautionary in terms of addressing this uncertainty. This has potential implications for the quantum
of mitigation needed to address stream loss.

Fish survey used a combination of electric fishing and netting technigques. The survey does not appear
to have followed the national protocol (Joy et al. 2013) in terms of survey timing, extent or data
capture. It is therefore possible that fish diversity and abundance may have been underestimated. The
fished reaches included stream sections that would be retained and be receiving environments if the
development proceeds. If the fish survey data are to serve as baseline ICMP data then as a minimum
the survey extent and effort needs to be confirmed and details provided ideally in GIS format as
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80.

21,

82.

83.

84.

outlined in the REM. Please confirm if sufficient water was present at the time of the surveys to
adequately characterise macroinvertebrate and populations and provide fish survey details including
coordinates for upstream and downstream extents, number of nets, number of electric fishing passes
etfc.

No sediment quality data are provided for the streams on site that would be receiving environments for
site discharges. Stormwater design drawings show stormwater outfalls to Streams 2 and 3 and directly
to the Waikato River. Sediment quality data for receiving environments are required as set out in Table
1.2.2.6b in Appendix 1 of the HCC District Plan and are required to serve as baseline ICMP data.
Sampling and testing should follow the protocol set cut in HCC's Comprehensive Stormwater Discharge
Consent (CSDC) monitoring plan {HCC can provide). Please provide sediment quality data for receiving
streams in accordance with the methods outlined in HCC's CSDC monitoring plan.

Only gualitative information is provided on stream erosion status for potential stream receiving
environments. An assessment of the current state of receiving environment erosion is required as set
out in Table 1.2.2.6b in Appendix 1 of the HCC District Plan and would serve as baseline ICMP data. The
assessment should follow HCC's Rapid Geomorphic Erosion Assessment (RGEA) methodology (HCC can
provide). Please provide an assessment of erosion susceptibility for stream receiving environments on
site in accordance with the methods outlined in HCC's RGEA methodology and including GIS data.

Ecological values and effects have been assessed in the BML report using the EIANZ (2015) framework.
The report states this framework has been used in preference to the Stream Ecological Valuation (SEV)
method on the basis that the EIANZ method ‘alfows a reflection on holistic values and features rather
than a focus on an arbitrary “function representing” number of a representative reach as well as the
ability to use experience and relativity when determining appropriate mitigation’. Please clarify what is
meant by “reflection on holistic values” with respect to the EIANZ method used.

The use of the EIANZ framework for determining values and magnitude of impacts, does not provide a
basis for determining the quantum of mitigation required, rather whether mitigation, offset or
compensation efforts are needed to address effects. The SEV provides a standardised and quantitative
means for determining mitigation guantum but is just one tool. If a quantitative method like the SEV is
not used then some other form of ecological accounting should be provided. If mitigation of offset
quantum is based on qualitative professional judgement then how the mitigation or offset addresses
the effects should be fully detailed, justified and precautionary. Consistent with case law, the SEV also
considers “potential” ecological function and condition, which is relevant when considering permanent
stream loss. The potential value should also be considered as part of a precautionary judgement-based
mitigation assessment.

Please provide some form of ecological accounting methodology to demonstrate how aguatic ecology
values and functions are addressed by the ecological mitigation, offset {(or other mechanisms). Qur
preference is that the SEV method is applied as it is standardised and tested. However, an alternative
method may be appropriate and clear justification should be provided as to why it is more
appropriate,

In light of conditions observed on the 5 June 2018 site visit are any of the “additional watercourses”
referred to in Section 3.1.7 of the BML report likely to be more intermittent in nature than seepage as
described. Some of the watercourses in the northern part of the site had formed channels and were
flowing and therefore may be intermittent in nature. This is relevant in terms of the cumulative effect
of seepage and intermittent stream habitats as a result of the proposed development (Policy 21.2.1b of
the DP). Please confirm if it is appropriate to exclude the “additional watercourses” from the effects
assessment in light of channel and flow conditions observed on the 5 June 2018 site visit and any
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85.

86.

87.

28.

reasoning, including specific reference to potential conditions anticipated to occur between July to
QOctober.

Further to the above, please confirm if the values conclusions set out in Table 5 of the BML report are
still appropriate. For example, limited connectivity within intermittent reaches is referred to as
reasoning hut may be better if assessed during the july to October window.

HCC District Plan Policy 21.2.1c states that that “the ecological functions of waterways shall be restored
and protected by minimising the modification of natural watercourses and riparian margins”. Neither
the BML report nor the AEE or ICMP documents describe how the proposal has considered avoiding or
minimising stream loss. The BML report reaches the conclusion that the loss of stream habitats with
low ecological value is moderate in magnitude on the basis that post development
character/composition/attributes of baseline will be partially changed. This does not take into account
potential value and the proposal to completely fill extensive headwater areas which is considered a
“fundamental change” (with reference to the EIANZ guidelines). The BML report {and AEE) go on to
recommend mitigation in the form of riparian planting and offset in the form of stream channel
creation through parts of the Watercourse 3 system. However, there is no ecological accounting or
breakdown to specifically outline how the mitigation and offset balances the impacts. More detail is
needed on the justification for the quantum of mitigation proposed. At this stage there will be an
overall loss of stream habitat. Please advise how stream loss has been avoided and minimised and
provide more clarity on how the proposed mitigation relates to identified habitat loss effects, Please
include full justification for the quantum of mitigation proposed and how the ecological mitigation or
other project features will adequately mitigate or offset the various stream values and functions that
will be permanently lost.

The BML report and the AEE reach a conclusion that water guality and ecological effects will be no
more than minor on the basis that Waikato Regional Plan requirements for erosion and sediment
control are implemented during earthworks. There is no assessment of effects related to the specific
receiving environments but the drawings provided with the application materials show discharges from
treatment devices direct to the Waikato River bank and to the main gully (Watercourse 3). The BML
assessment states effects will be avoided but there will inevitably be sediment discharges to surface
water and potential effects on water quality and aquatic fauna {species migration for example). There is
also no detail on any discharge or receiving environment monitoring proposed. Please provide an
assessment of potential water quality and ecological effects for erosion and sediment control
discharges specific to identified receiving environments. Please provide an overview of the monitoring
proposed,

Receiving environment effects as a result of stormwater contaminant discharges have not been
assessed in detail, although this is required by the HCC District Plan Appendix 1 Table 1.2.2.6b. This is
more important for the site stream receiving environments (design drawings show some discharge
points to Watercourses 2 and 3} as opposed to the Waikato River, although the main river should be
addressed. A no more than minor effects conclusion has been reached on the basis that “stormwater
treatment systems are designed to treat stormwater to the permitted standards outlined in the Waikato
Regional Pian”. This is a vague conclusion and it is not clear from the information provided what those
standards are, if they are protective for the specific receiving environments for the development or if
water quality will be maintained or improved with respect to stormwater contaminants as is
anticipated by the NPS for Freshwater Management. The means of compliance table in the Sub-
catchment ICMP includes no specific standards and there is no recommended monitoring. Please
provide an assessment of potential water quality and ecological effects for stormwater discharges
specific to identified receiving environments, including an assessment of long-term cumulative effects
as required by HCC District Plan Appendix 1 Table 1.2.2.6b and any monitoring recommendations.

Planner: Gillian Cockerell Your Ref; Our Ref: 010.2018.00008853.001 &

011.2018.6695.001
PG R12, Version: August 2015



88.

There may potentially be changes to receiving environment hydrology as a result of the development.
This is also required to be addressed by HCC District Plan Appendix 1 Table 1.2.2.6b. Some brief
commentary on this issue is included in the Sub-catchment ICMP but it is not clear how the
development, the soakage solution and the proposed sub-surface drainage will impact on stream
hydrology and therefore stream habitat availability, quality and connectivity. For example, will soakage
discharges preferentially follow the subsurface drainage network proposed for some parts of the site
and therefore reduce base flows in receiving environment streams (Watercourse 2}. Direct discharges
to Watercourse 3 may also result in elevated peak flows and have potential for stream erosion. Please
provide more detail on potential effects on stream receiving environments as a result of changes to
hydrology covering base flows and peak flows. Please relate peak flow assessments to the stream
erosion assessment referred to in Further Information Request 81. above.

URBAN DESIGN

0.

91.

92

Section 4 of the Urban Design Report (Appendix D) discusses possible design concepts for the
Neighbourhood Centre that couid be accommodated within the two proposed ‘super lots’. The AEE
states that further resource consents will be required before these super lots can be developed. Figure 4-
3 depicts indicative neighbourhood centre concepts. It would assist if the concepts could provide a
legend for the respective colours with a table showing the approx. gfa for retail/commercial for each
concept.

The Urban Design Report (Appendix D) in Section 5 discusses the residential environment design
approach, and dwelling design (section 5.8 & 5.9). Please advise if further controls/conditions are
required to achieve the envision urban design outcomes beyond the standards of the District Plan that
will apply to detached single dwellings on the respective residential lots.

Section 5.7 of the Urban Design Report {(Appendix D) discusses the provision for future Medium Density
Development, wherein the masterplan design anticipates medium density housing (duplexes or terraced
dwellings) on smaller lots to be applied for in future applications, should there bhe sufficient demand.
Reference is made to 41 parent lots that could be further developed with 88 medium density dwellings
as shown located in Figure 5.3. Please advise the mechanism the applicant envisages to achieve this
urban design outcome,

PLANNING/GENERAL

Land Use Activities Requiring Consent

93.

54.

The AEE report Table 2.1: Consent Requirements for Land Use has not identified the following activities
that require consent:

s Lifeline Utilities Stormwater Infrastructure only (at ground level) in the Waikato Riverbank and
Gully Hazard Area (rule 22.3qq)}

s Lifeline Utilities (below ground level) in the Waikato Riverbank and Gully Hazard Area (rule 22.3ss))

@ Pump Stations (rule 25.7.3nn)}

Please confirm consent is also sought for these activities and identify where in the supporting
documentation the environmental effects of these works are addressed or otherwise provide an
appropriate level of assessment.

The AEE report Table 2.1: Consent Requirements identifies some of the proposed retaining walls to be
constructed as part of the subdivision works will exceed the maximum 1.8m height standard for walls.
Appendix B: Rule Compliance assessment states under Rule 5.4.8 that the indicative height of the
proposed retaining walls is shown on the engineering drawings, and the indicative heights are up to
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3.3m but typically less. It does not appear that the retaining walls are shown on the engineering plans.
Please provide details {(height, location) of all the retaining walls proposed as part of the subdivision
works and provide an assessment on the visual amenity effects of the retaining walls where exceeding
the permitted standards.

Certificates of Title

95. Appendix S of the AEE provides copies of the Certificates of Title for the site which show a number of
registered instruments. Please provide a copy of any relevant interests pertinent to the assessment of
the proposed development and if affected how they will be addressed,

Easements
96. Please show all proposed easements on the scheme plans.

97. Appendix 5 of the Civil Infrastructure Report (Appendix O) includes a letter from WEL Networks dated 9
May 2018, which states ‘An easement will be required over the existing 11kV line in favour of WEL
Networks Ltd, which currently runs through Precinct 1 on this property, if it is not relocated into road
reserve. Further easements will be required in favour of WEL Networks Ltd over any electrical
reticulation installed along private right of ways.’ Please confirm whether or not the 11kV line is to be
relocated into road reserve and if a terminated structure will be required and where this will be
located.

Esplanade Reserve
98. Please confirm that the proposed esplanade reserve width adjacent to Pump Station 3 is a minimum of
20 metres as it cannot be confirmed on scheme plan 141842-3016.

Statutory Assessment of Main Policy Themes
99. Section 7.8.1 Development Form and Density of the AEE and the HCC District Plan Objective and Policy

assessment in Appendix A has not specifically addressed the Structure Plan and Peacockes Structure
Plan Objectives and Policies relating to avoidance of landform modification, in particular the
modification proposed to that part of the site identified in the Hill Character Area. In response to
Further Information Request 55. above, please provide an assessment of the proposed landform
maodification of the Hill Character Area of the site against the relevant objective and policies.

100. The HCC District Plan Objective and Policy assessment in Appendix A of the AEE has not addressed
Peacockes Structure Plan Policy 3.4.1.1c ‘Encourage lower density development {lot sizes of 800m2+)
along the gully network.” Please comment on the consistency of the proposed development with this
policy.

101. The HCC District Plan Objective and Policy Assessment in Appendix A of the AEE has not addressed the
Waikato River Corridor and Gully Systems Objectives and Policies (Chapter 21). These objectives and
policies are particularly relevant to the proposed development. Please provide an appropriate level of
assessment.

Rule Compliance
102. The HCC District Plan Rule Assessment in Appendix B of the AEE has stated the standards for vegetation
clearance and earthworks within the Waikato Riverbank and Gully Hazard Area {rule 22.5} will be
complied with. In response to Further Information Request 63. above, please review the assessment of
compliance against the applicable standards in rule 22.5.

103. The HCC District Plan Rule Assessment in Appendix B of the AEE identifies that there are 12 corner lots
which will not comply with the 15m diameter shape factor circle for residential lots in the Peacocke
Character Zone (Terrace Area) — rule 23.7.1l). Please identify the non-complying lots.
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104. The HCC District Plan Rule Assessment in Appendix B of the AEE identifies that rule 23.7.3a) & b)
relating to front boundary lengths for front lots is infringed for a number of lots. Based on the
definition of ‘Front Site’ {see definition of ‘Site’} please re-assess if the lots reference in the assessment
are all non-compliant.

105. The HCC District Plan Rule Assessment in Appendix B of the AEE identifies non-compliances with the
standards for the location and separation distances for vehicle crossings {rule 25.14.4.1a) & c)) for a
number of lots. Please identify the non-complying lots and provide an appropriate assessment of
effects.

106. The HCC District Plan Rule Assessment in Appendix B of the AEE states that the design and access
widths for the two proposed shared internal vehicle accesses that are greater than 70m in length will
comply with the standards in rule 25.14.4.1]). Please demonstrate that the internal vehicle access Lot
1250 on scheme plan 141842-90032 will comply with rule 25.14.4.1j)ii} or otherwise show how passing
bays can be accommodated.

107. The site is within the area subject of the Airport Protection Overlay. Please confirm based on the
proposed contours that dwellings complying with permitted height standard for the Peacocke
Character Zone will not infringe rule 25.4.4.5 — Height of Structures — Horizontal and Conical Obstacle
Limitation Surfaces.

Subdivision Staging Plans
108. Section 3.3 of the AEE refers to indicative staging of the development as identified on the scheme plan
141842-9025. i would be helpful if this plan could be presented showing the proposed open space
areas within the respective stages.

§176 RMA Requiring Authority Approval

109. Section 3.6.3 of the AEE notes that approval will be required from Hamilton City Council for works
within the existing designation over Peacockes Road. Such approval may also be required depending on
final design and construction approach for the wastewater main alignment within the Southern Links
Designation. Please provide any consultation outcomes with the Requiring Authority and advise at
what stage it is proposed to seek the written consent.

5106 RMA Natural Hazards
110. The AEE makes reference to natural hazards in section 7.8.7 Management and response o natural
hazards. In this section flooding and land instability are identified as the key potential risks, however
this does not reference the geotechnical report or discuss the wide range of natural hazards that can
affect the site. Section 7.8.7 of the AEE makes reference to Chapter 22 objectives and policies, however
there is no specific reference to 5106 of the RMA. Please provide an assessment against 5106 of the
RMA, taking into account the further geotechnical information requested above.

Please provide this information within 15 working days of the date of this letter. If you agree to provide
the information but cannot provide it during that period, or refuse to provide the information at all, you
must notify Council of your intentions in written form within that same period. H you agree to provide the
information but cannot provide it within that same period, Council will set a reasonable time in which you
must provide the information and notify you of this new date in written form.
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If you do not provide the information by that new date, do not respond by that new date, or refuse to
provide the information at all; and Council considers that it has insufficient information to enable it to grant
the consent, Council may decline the application.

fn accordance with the RMA 1991, the statutory working days will not apply until either the information or
a notice of your intentions is received.

If you have any queries regarding this request, please do not hesitate to contact me at the Planning
Guidance Unit, Hamilton City Council.

I suggest that it would be beneficial to both your client and the Council that a meeting is held with myself
and other Council staff and technical specialists assisting with the processing of the applications to discuss
this 592 request so that both parties are clear and agreed on what is expected in response.

Yours faithfully

//M

Gillian Cockerell
PROCESSING PLANNER

Council Building

Garden Place, Hamilton

Phone 07 838 6472

Fax 07 838 6819

Email gillian.cockereli@hcec.govt.nz
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