
7 May 2021 

Ministry for the Environment 

PO Box 10362 

Wellington 6143 

Attention: Max Gander-Cooper 

Email: fasttrackconsenting@mfe.govt.nz; 

 

Dear Mr Gander-Cooper 

FAST TRACK APPLICATION ON BEHALF OF AEDIFICE DEVELOPMENT LIMITED 

1. INTRODUCTION

1.1 As you know, we act for Aedifice Development Limited (“ADL”) in relation to its

application to fast track the 4 Scott Road Development.

1.2 In our discussion on Friday 16 April 2021, you identified a few areas where you

thought additional information might be needed.  While we recognise that you still

need to complete your assessment, our client would like to proactively assist you

in that regard.  This letter is intended to update you on progress with a number

of matters and, answer some aspects you indicated that further information might

be needed on, being:

(a) Formal amendment of scope: no coastal protection structure in the Coastal

Marine Areas (“CMA”) (Section 2);

(b) The wastewater pipe is not in the CMA (Section 3);

(c) No wastewater discharges in the CMA (Section 4);

(d) Funding for undertaking the development (Section 5);

(e) Application to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (Section 6);

(f) Hydrogeologist’s report (Section 7);

(g) Pre-Application meeting with Auckland Council (Section 8); and

(h) Conclusion (Section 9).

s 9(2)(a)
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2. FORMAL AMENDMENT OF SCOPE: NO COASTAL PROTECTION STRUCTURE 

IN THE CMA 

2.1 ADL recognises that a coastal hazard assessment is required and has 

commissioned such a report from Tonkin & Taylor.  That is due to be completed 

in the next 4 – 6 weeks and will be provided to MfE once it is finalised. 

2.2 In the meantime, ADL has decided that it will not be seeking to establish coastal 

protection structures within the CMA as part of this project.  The reasons for 

making this decision include: 

(a) The site appears to be more sheltered from wave action than other sites 

around the remainder of Scott Point, as it faces back toward Limeburners 

Bay, see photo below at Figure 1. 

(b) At this stage there does not appear to be a significant level of support for 

a coastal protection structure, given the heritage and other values of the 

locality.  That level of support may change if significant future coastal 

erosion is identified via the coastal assessment  (which would destroy the 

relevant archaeological features). 

(c) The project already provides a significant setback from the CMA, with a 

large additional reserve area proposed to be vested in addition to the 

mandatory 20m esplanade reserve. This means that even if coastal erosion 

is a significant issue, there is already a buffer area provided. 

(d) If coastal erosion remains an issue, even after accounting for the 

esplanade reserve and the additional buffer, other options remain 

available, such as: 

(i) Coastal protection structures / secondary protection measures on 

the landward side of the CMA; and 

(ii) Removing some or all of the lots affected by predicted coastal 

erosion and creating a super-lot for them, while other coastal 

protection options are investigated and consented.  This could 

include coastal protection structures in the CMA through the 

normal consenting process. 

2.3 For completeness, it is possible that a resource consent application for coastal 

protection structures in the CMA earlier than the above options might suggest, but 

that would likely only occur with significant stakeholder support. 
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Figure 1: Site location 

2.4 Other works 

2.5 We confirm that the works relating to the footpaths and boardwalks do not occur 

in the CMA. 

3. THE WASTEWATER PIPE IS NOT IN THE CMA 

3.1 Coastal marine area (“CMA”) is defined under the Resource Management Act 1991 

(“the RMA”) as follows: 

“coastal marine area means the foreshore, seabed, and 
coastal water, and the air space above the water— 

(a)  of which the seaward boundary is the outer limits of 
the territorial sea: 

(b)  of which the landward boundary is the line of mean 
high water springs, except that where that line crosses 
a river, the landward boundary at that point shall be 
whichever is the lesser of— 

(i)  1 kilometre upstream from the mouth of the 
river; or 

(ii)  the point upstream that is calculated by 
multiplying the width of the river mouth by 5” 

(Emphasis added) 

Rele
as

ed
 un

de
r th

e p
rov

isio
n o

f 

the
 O

ffic
ial

 In
for

mati
on

 Act 
19

82



Wastewater pipe 

3.2 We confirm that the emergency wastewater discharge pipes from ADL’s 

development do not include any works beyond the landward boundary of the line 

of mean high water springs (“MHWS”): 

(a) ADL had originally thought that an emergency overflow wastewater pipe

would need to extend from the site, over an adjacent site and into the

CMA.  It was thought that this would require two reasons for consent

regarding the CMA: for the structure and for the emergency discharge.

(b) Further discussions with the project engineers have identified that

Watercare commonly uses land-based structures for similar emergency

overflow devices.  Preliminary designs propose three options for the

location of the pipe, none of which extend into the CMA.  For all three

options, the proposed land-based discharge point is within the landward

boundary of mean high-water springs.

(c) A copy of the proposed locations for the overflow discharge pipe is

attached as Annexure A. You can see from the plans, overlaid on an aerial

photo, the pipes are over a grassed area and not within the CMA.

(d) While the final location of the pipe and emergency discharge area is yet to

be determined, whichever option is chosen, there are no planned

structures within the CMA.

4. NO WASTEWATER DISCHARGES TO THE CMA

4.1 We consider that the emergency wastewater discharge should not be assessed as

having a discharge to the CMA.  This is because:

(a) The discharge will not come from the development itself.  The discharge

will come from the proposed new wastewater pumpstation which will be

vested in Watercare.  We understand from Watercare that consent for the

discharge is required as it is not provided for in Watercare’s regional

wastewater discharge consent.  That seems to be a surprising outcome

and is an aspect we are investigating further.

(b) The emergency discharge point will be on the landward side of the MHWS

and therefore not in the CMA.

(c) If the discharge is not covered by Watercare’s existing consent, the

discharge would seem to fall within Table E6.4.1 Activity as (A3).  This is:

(i) Discharge of untreated wastewater overflows onto or into land

and/or into water from a wastewater network in existing urban

areas (excluding wastewater treatment plants) where the

discharge does not comply with Standard E6.6.1 and is not

otherwise provided for by another rule in Table E6.4.1.

(ii) This is a restricted discretionary activity.

(d) The Westlaw commentary in relation to s 15 RMA at 15.03 states:

“In Minister of Conservation v South Taranaki 
DC W061/93  (PT), the Minister applied for a 
declaration as to whether a sewage discharge was into 

the coastal marine area, onto land, or into water. The 
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sole issue was as to the point of discharge. The 
Tribunal accepted the principle stated in Kerikeri 
Properties Ltd v Northland Catchment Commission and 
RWB (1977) 6 NZTPA 344  (TCPAB) at 348, that the 
point of discharge is the point at which the waste 
leaves the effective control of the discharger. The 
subsequent course of that discharge is relevant to the 
effects of the discharge. In that case it was held that 
the discharge in question fell to be regulated under 

s 15 at the point it reached land or water which was 
not within the coastal marine area. Accordingly, a 
discharge permit, rather than a coastal permit, was 
required.” 

(e) The specific quote from the Planning Tribunal (as it then was) from Minister 

of Conservation v South Taranaki DC W061/93 (PT) is 

“Lastly, and for completeness in respect of the 
word “discharge” we agree with the submissions 
addressed to us by counsel for the Respondents which 

is a restatement of the principles enunciated 
in Kerikeri Properties Limited v Northland Catchment 
Commission . 6 NZTPA 344 at 348. The then Town and 
Country Planning Appeal Board stated: 

“It appears to us that the point of discharge 
must always be at the point at which the liquid 
being got rid of leaves the effective control of 
the discharger; but that the effect of the 
discharge must be considered by reference to 
the consequences which will follow once it 
joins nature water … ” 

This is precisely the situation with which we are here 
faced namely that the water, once it reaches the foot 
of the cliff, is beyond the control of the discharger or 
put another way, has been allowed to escape. In 
considering a resource consent the consent authority 
must then have regard to the consequences once it 
reaches natural water.” 

(f) A copy of this decision is attached as Annexure B. 

(g) In this case, the point at which wastewater would leave control of the 

consent holder is at the end of the pipe, which is clearly on the landward 

side of MHWS and not in the CMA.  Therefore, a consent for discharge to 

the CMA is not required for emergency wastewater discharge. 

5. FUNDING FOR UNDERTAKING THE DEVELOPMENT 

5.1 Aedifice Development Limited has confirmed that they have the capability to fund 

the entire development, should the funding from KiwiBuild not be secured.  A 

letter from Aedifice Limited addressing this point is attached as Annexure C. 

6. APPLICATIONS TO HERITAGE NEW ZEALAND POUHERE TAONGA  

6.1 The application to Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) for the main 

development site was filed on 28 April. A copy of the letter from HNZ dated 5 May 

2021 confirming they have accepted the application for the main development site 

is attached as Annexure D.   
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6.2 The application for the wastewater discharge pipe was filed today on 7 May 2021.  

A copy of the confirmation of HNZ’s acceptance of the wastewater discharge pipe 

application will be provided once received. 

6.3 There is one other application which is anticipated to be needed, as explained 

below. 

Application for works within the foreshore 

6.4 The necessary background research has been undertaken regarding an application 

for works within the foreshore, but we need further engagement with Auckland 

Council’s Parks Team and iwi engagement before the scope of this work can be 

determined.  As noted in the application, it seems that the scope of the work can 

be bonded for if there are delays in obtaining an authority from HNZPT. 

7. HYDROGEOLOGIST’S REPORT

7.1 ADL has obtained a report from a hydrogeologist which assesses the hydrology of

the wetland located on the application site.

7.2 The report includes recommendations that, when implemented, will ensure the

hydrology of the wetland is maintained year-round.  Consequently, there will be

no effects from the development on the hydrology of the wetland.

7.3 A copy of the report is attached as Annexure E.

8. PRE-APPLICATION MEETING WITH AUCKLAND COUNCIL

8.1 Auckland Council has now agreed to have a pre-application meeting.  Due to the

number of expert fields involved and complexities in managing calendars, a

number of meetings are being held:

(a) The first (office meeting) was held on Monday 19 April 2021;

(b) A second (site meeting) was held on 29 April 2021; and

(c) Various technical memoranda have been / are being prepared.

8.2 A copy of the draft minutes from the 19 April 2021 meeting are attached as 

Annexure F and the Urban Design feedback is attached as Annexure G.  At 

present there are no draft minutes from the site visit. 

8.3 In terms of the key matters which need to be addressed in the draft minutes from 

19 April 2021: 

(a) General comments:

(i) As a general point many of the experts were seeking a resource

consent level of detail, which is not what is anticipated under the

Fast-Track Act, that level of refinement is for stage 2 – the expert

consenting panel.

(b) Parks:

(i) ADL generally agrees with a number of the Parks comments in so

far as further detailed design is needed.  Additional geotechnical,

landscaping, coastal hazard assessments are being obtained.
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(ii) Notably the Parks advisor asked for confirmation that an adequate

width of esplanade reserve will remain over a 100 year timeframe.

(iii) As you know, the RMA does not require vesting of more than a

20m width of esplanade reserve – irrespective of what is happening

with coastal erosion. However, the desire to maintain an adequate

width of esplanade reserve might be reason to support a coastal

protection structure through a separate process.

(c) Archaeology:

(i) The Council advisor noted that there is a future proposal to classify 
the site as category A and potentially modify the heritage 
boundary, and suggested that the applicant would need to address 
the heritage effects of this modified boundary.

(ii) As you will have seen from the development plans, the current 
extent of place for the heritage site is being avoided.  If that extent 
of place is formally altered ADL will need to either seek the 
necessary consents / authorisations to undertake work in the newly 
defined area or modify its design plans.  That is a matter that is 
best resolved by the expert consenting panel.

(iii) A concern was raised at the meeting about the wastewater 
discharge structure, we are advised by Alvin Jung (Civix) who 
attended the site meeting that this concern was largely addressed 
at the site meeting, once the nature, location and scale of works 
was better understood.  ADL still needs to satisfy the technical 
queries but we understand that there is no longer ‘in principle’ 
objection to this feature.  As noted above, if a new wastewater pipe 
is not allowed, then potentially the existing Healthy Waters 
stormwater pipe could be used.

(ci) Engineering:

(i) A number of comments are made relating to stormwater, 
wastewater, water supply, earthworks, geotechnical and natural 
hazards.

(ii) None of those comments go to fundamental design matters, they 
are technical matters which are being worked on as the technical 
design advances.

(cii) Traffic Engineering:

(i) None of the comments made go to fundamental design matters, 
they are technical matters which are being worked on as the 
technical design advances.

(ciii) Regional earthworks:

(i) Auckland Council has not yet appointed an ecologist, though 
queries have been raised about whether additional wetlands are 
present on site.

(ii) ADL has obtained a supplementary ecological report, attached as 
Annexure H.  It confirms that there are no other wetlands on 

site. There are some estuarine salt marshes, but these are not 

wetlands
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for the purpose of the Resource Management (National 

Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020 (NES-

F), and in any event no significant work is being undertaken in this 

location (there is a coastal walkway which will be designed to be 

sympathetic to ecological features). 

(g) Coastal:

(i) This is addressed above in Section 2.

(h) Built Heritage:

(i) Concerns are raised by the heritage representative about impacts

on the immediate landscape relationship, albeit in the context of

re-litigating the planning process for the Auckland Unitary Plan.

(ii) Notably the second to last bullet point acknowledges that

upgrading / repairs of the heritage building are a permitted

activity, but still wants the work secured by resource consent.

(iii) To the extent that the immediate landscape relationship is a

relevant consideration for the heritage building (and it is not

accepted that it is), that detailed design aspect is a matter best left

to be resolved by the expert consenting panel.

(i) Contaminated Land:

(i) None of the comments made go to fundamental design matters,

they are technical matters which are being worked on as the

technical design advances.

(j) Arborist:

(i) None of the comments made go to fundamental design matters,

they are technical matters which are being worked on as the

technical design advances.

(k) Heritage Arborist:

(i) None of the comments made go to fundamental design matters,

they are technical matters which are being worked on as the

technical design advances.

8.4 In terms of the urban design feedback (Annexure G), there are a number 

of positive comments, such as: 

(a) The proposal generally sits with the Scott Point Master Plan Layout;

(b) A positive mix of typologies across the site;

(c) Walkable structure generally provided;

(d) Permitted block layout is a logical design; and

(e) We acknowledge that there are a number of fine grained matters for

consideration, explanation and in some cases refinement of design will be

needed.  ADL has the same design team as has been successfully used for

Nola Estate (a scheduled project) and that design work is ongoing.
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Ultimately, none of the comments made go to fundamental design 

matters, they are technical matters which are being worked on as the 

technical design advances. 

9. CONCLUSION

9.1 Please contact us if you have any questions.

Yours sincerely 

Andrew Braggins | Tamsin Gorman 

Partner | Solicitor

DDI:  

Mobile:  

Email:  

s 9(2)(a)
s 9(2)(a)

s 9(2)(a)
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Annexure A – Proposed locations for the overflow discharge pipe 
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Annexure B – Kerikeri Properties Limited v Northland Catchment Commission . 

6 NZTPA 344 at 348 
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Annexure C – Letter from Aedifice Limited dated 7 May 2021. 
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Annexure D – Letter from HNZ dated 5 May 2021. 
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Annexure E – Hydrogeologist’s report dated 14 April 2021. 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 

 

 

TO: Francois Beziac Date: 31 March 2021 

  Job No:  63905#BEE02 

FROM: Lobo, Luiz Coutinho eTrack No:  200036478 

    

WETLAND HYDROLOGICAL ASSESSMENT – 4 SCOTT ROAD, HOBSONVILLE 

Background 

Aedifice Development Limited (Aedifice) seeks resource consent to carry out a residential development 

(the “Proposal”) at 4 Scott Road, Hobsonville (the “Site”). The southern corner of the Site contains a 

small natural wetland (the “wetland”), and parts of the proposed development are within the wetland 

catchment.  

The Resource Management (National Environmental Standards for Freshwater) Regulations 2020 came 

into force on 3 September 2020. To better understand the effects of the proposed development on the 

wetland, Aedifice asked Babbage Consultants Limited (Babbage) to complete a hydrological assessment. 

The aim of this assessment is to better understand the inflow and outflow of water from the wetland 

and guide the proposed development stormwater plan to minimise the effects on the wetland’s 

hydrology.   

This assessment is prepared by me, Luiz Lobo Coutinho. I am a Senior Environmental Engineer, 

Hydrogeologist and GIS Specialist at Babbage. I have a BE (Environmental) by the Pontificia 

Universidade Catolica do Rio de Janeiro (PUC-Rio, Brazil, 2007) and a MSc in Hydrogeology, Engineering 

Geology and Environmental Management by the Technische Universität Darmstadt (TU Darmstard, 

Germany, 2012). These qualifications have been reviewed by Engineering New Zealand and the New 

Zealand Qualifications Authority (NZQA) and accepted as a Washington Accord equivalent. 

I have over 10 years’ experience in Environmental Engineering and Hydrogeology, including the last six 

years at Babbage. I have worked as a consultant for both the private and public sectors (in Rio de 

Janeiro from 2008 to 2009 and from 2014 to 2015, in Saudi Arabia from 2013 to 2014), as a 

researcher (at PUC-Rio in 2007 and at TU-Darmstadt from 2009 to 2011), and as a volunteer in 

environmental education and development (at the Amazonia State in Brazil from 2006 to 2007). I 

specialise in assessing impacts of proposed and existing activities in surface and groundwater, such as 

water and groundwater takes and discharges. 
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To: Francois Beziac 

From: Lobo, Luiz Coutinho 

2 
Job No: 63905#BEE02 

14 April 2021 

Examples of my experience relevant to this project are: 

Assessment of the hydrology of a wetland near Stonehill Drive and the impacts of the proposed plan 

change and developments. This included assessing topography, geology and climate data to 

characterize the wetland catchment and hydrology. 

Catchment analysis in the Manuwatu-Whanganui Region, assessing the risks of a stream to go below 

its minimum annual low flow (MALF) in the following 50 years from the assessment date. This 

included the use of GIS databases of topography and land use for the catchment analysis, and 

predictions of climate change effects on precipitation to estimate changes in stream flow. 

Concept and preliminary design of a constructed wetland for treatment and discharge of treated 

wastewater into surface water near Otorohanga.  

Numerous groundwater surveys for assessing groundwater contours, flows and seasonal variations. 

Design, supervision of the installation, and testing for numerous groundwater takes across New 

Zealand. This includes using GIS coupled with pump tests, sampling, modelling, and monitoring to 

assess the impacts of groundwater takes on neighbouring bores and surface water bodies. 

I was engaged by Aedifice on 31/03/2021 to assess the hydrology of the wetland located in the 

southern corner of the proposed 4 Scott Road development, and to investigate the impacts of the 

Proposal on the inflow and outflow of water and groundwater to/from the wetland. I was also requested 

to provide feedback on the stormwater plan of the Site to help minimize any impacts in the wetland 

hydrology. 

Wetland Details 

The wetland has been delineated and described in our memo dated 25 February 2021. It is located on 

the north-eastern side of Limeburners Bay (Figure 1) and covers 236 m2. The wetland is surrounded by 

a mix of coastal reserve areas, residential, and open space areas. 

Most of the wetland is shallow, with no free water surface or pools (Figure 2a). A small permanent 

channel (about 20 m long, 0.5 m wide, and 0.2 m deep) flows through the wetland (Figure 2b) before 

discharging to the west into the tidal areas of Limeburners Bay.  

The wetland and stream were described as “of moderate-high ecological value due to their context on a 

national scale and their role in the localised ecotone”. Photos of the wetland and stream are shown in 

Figure 2.  

Two overland flow paths were also identified that discharge into the wetland. These overland flow paths 

were classified as ephemeral reaches, because they lacked a defined channel, flowing water, pools, and 

substrate sorting processes. Additionally, terrestrial vegetation (pasture), was established within the ill-

defined channels.   
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To: Francois Beziac 

 From: Lobo, Luiz Coutinho 
 

 

3 
Job No: 63905#BEE02 

14 April 2021 

 

  

Figure 1: Wetland Location (from New Zealand Topomap). 

a) b) 

  

Figure 2: Photos of a) the wetland and b) the stream channel. 

Geology 

The wetland is at the bottom of a small gully in the coastal cliffs at the southern boundary of the Site, 

bordering the inner Waitemata Harbour. QMAP (1:250 000 Geological Map of New Zealand – GNS), 

shows the area to be underlain by Puketoka Formation, comprising pumiceous mud, sand, silt, clay gravel 

and peat beds. An extract of QMAP is shown in Figure 3.  
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To: Francois Beziac 

From: Lobo, Luiz Coutinho 

4 
Job No: 63905#BEE02 

14 April 2021 

Figure 3: QMAP (1:250 000 Geological Map of New Zealand - GNS) extract for the region. 

ENGEO (2021)1 carried out a geotechnical investigation and assessment of the site. The bore logs 

showed subsurface conditions in alignment with the regional description by GNS, with layers of “very 

stiff silts and clays” interbedded with layers of fibrous peats and organic clay, and others of pumiceous 

silt and fine sand. The peat and organic layers reported vary from 0.5 to 4.0 m thickness, while 

pumiceous silt and fine sand layers were up to 1.0 m thick. 

ENGEO (2021) reported perched groundwater levels at the top of the coastal cliffs, approaching surface 

level near the overland flow paths, including those within the wetland catchment. ENGEO (2021) also 

reported “scour from overland flow was noted within incised gullies at the site” and that “A deep, 

prevailing groundwater surface is likely to be present at depths below 7.0 m relative to the elevated 

eastern portions of the site, approaching Mean High Water Spring (MHWS) level at the coastal margin”. 

The investigations by ENGEO showed that, due to the interbedded layers of low permeability materials 

(peat, and other organic and inorganic clays) and permeable materials (pumiceous sands), the 

groundwater component flowing to the wetland results from seepage from a small local perched 

1 ENGEO Limited, Geotechnical and Environmental Summary – 4 Scott Road, Hobsonville, Auckland. Ref 

17871.000.001_4, 24 February 2021 
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groundwater table fed by infiltration within the smaller local catchment, and by a wider groundwater 

surface. The groundwater component from the local catchment is likely small due to the low hydraulic 

conductivity of peat and inorganic silty clay layers found underlaying the area. 

Land Contours and Catchment 

Contour lines from Auckland Council GIS (Geomaps), dating from 2006 to 2010 are shown in Figure 4, 

along with the delineated flow paths, streams, and wetlands.    

 
Figure 4: Land Contours from Auckland Council GIS and flow paths, streams and wetland. 

 

Based on the land contours, the catchment of the wetland covers about 2.4 ha (Figure 5). The 

catchment can be split in three distinct areas, based on slope: 

 An upper catchment area of 1.7 ha, mostly flat to gentle sloping (0 to 5 degrees slope), comprising 

the top of the plateau and extending from 17 to 12 m RL; 

 A mid catchment area of 0.4 ha, with gentle slopes (5 to 8 degrees slope), comprising the top of the 

gully and extending from 12 to 8 m RL; and 

 A lower catchment area of 0.3 ha, with steep slopes (8 to 12 degrees slope), comprising the base of 

the gully directly around the wetland and extending from 8 to 2 m RL. 
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The upper and mid catchment areas are comprised of grasslands and some large residential properties 

with associated amenities (gardens, tennis courts, and swimming pools). The lower catchment area, in 

the immediate surrounding of the wetland, is more densely covered in vegetation, with the presence of 

bushes and trees. 

 
Figure 5: Estimated catchment area of the wetland based on land contours from Auckland Council GIS. 

Wetland Hydrology 

Based on the estimated catchment (shown in Figure 5) and weather and climate data from NIWA2 for 

the region (summarised in Table 1), the wetland receives about 10,200 m3 of stormwater per year, 

mostly from direct rainfall and runoff from the catchment. The inflow of stormwater to the wetland is 

summarised in Table 2 (attached).  

Groundwater flows are likely a minor component due to the predominance of peat and silty clay layers 

(materials with very low hydraulic conductivity) underlaying the catchment (see earlier). Furthermore, as 

reported in ENGEO (2020), some groundwater is present as perched groundwater levels in the upper 

catchment area. Where the land slopes towards the coast, in the mid and lower catchment areas, the 

perched groundwater tables approach ground level and create seepage into the overland flow paths and 

 

2 The Climate and Weather of Auckland, 2nd edition. https://niwa.co.nz/static/Auckland%20ClimateWEB.pdf 
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intermittent streams, some of which discharge into the wetland. It is likely a lower groundwater level is 

present in layers underlaying the organic and inorganic clay and silt layers, which would have a direct/ 

albeit small, interaction with the wetland as explained in more detail below. 

As described earlier, the outflow of water from the wetland occurs through an open channel to the west 

into the tidal areas of Limeburners Bay.  Based on the calculated volumes of stormwater shown in Table 

2 and given the shallow nature of the wetland, the wetland would be expected to constantly discharge 

into Limeburners Bay and maintain a constant (shallow) water level through the year.  The shallow 

nature of the wetland in conjunction with the open channel means that any larger flows of surface water 

into the wetland quickly exit the wetland without significant changes in water levels. 

Effects of the Proposed Development on the wetland  

The proposed development (as per the plans provided by Aedivice on 28 March 2021) covers about 

1.5 ha of the wetland catchment (60 % of the total catchment), as shown in Figure 6. Of this, about 

1.2 ha is impervious in nature (e.g., roading and housing) with the remainder (0.3 ha) comprising 

gardens and green open space areas. The impervious areas are concentrated on the upper and mid 

catchment areas, with the lower catchment (the steeper areas of the gully directly around the wetland) 

not within the proposed developable area.  

 

 

Figure 6: Estimated catchment for the Wetland overlayed to proposed development plan.  
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The main effect of the proposed development on the wetland hydrology is the diversion of stormwater 

from the wetland. This is mostly caused by changes in land contours and use of stormwater systems that 

divert stormwater flow from the catchment for treatment and discharge. It is also noted the proposed 

development intends to reuse up to 80% of rainwater at the dwellings. The reuse does not include 

garden irrigation (which would potentially return some stormwater as groundwater). 

In the context of this wetland’s hydrology, to avoid partially draining the wetland, the inflow of 

stormwater needs to be greater than the evapotranspiration losses over the wetland area. This will 

guarantee that the natural variations in the Wetland water level are maintained (i.e., the wetland 

receives enough water to offset the evapotranspiration losses and maintain a discharge to Limeburners 

Bay). 

Table 3 shows calculated inflows and outflows of stormwater to the wetland after the proposed 

development under the conservative assumption that all the stormwater from the developable area will 

be diverted from the catchment. The calculations show that, for most of the year, the wetland will still 

receive enough stormwater from rainfall and the remaining catchment to maintain a discharge to 

Limeburners Bay, even considering maximum evapotranspiration losses (and therefore maintaining its 

extent and water levels). The only exception would be in December, when the reduced inflow of water is 

insufficient to offset the maximum potential evapotranspiration. 

Changes in groundwater flow from the catchment into the wetland are considered a minor component in 

the wetland hydrology, as the subsurface layers are not considered to offer conditions for significant 

groundwater flow. A lower groundwater surface, present on the deeper sandy layers of higher hydraulic 

conductivity, is likely to discharge into the wetland. Although, this layer is unlikely to be receiving 

significant surface recharge at the Site, as evidenced by the perched groundwater levels, and therefore 

will not be significantly affected by the proposed development. 

Conclusions 

The wetland located in the southern corner of 4 Scott Road, Hobsonville, Auckland, receives water from 

a 2.4 ha catchment and discharges to the tidal areas of Limeburners Bay. The wetland is mostly fed by 

overland stormwater flows from the catchment. Due to the poor draining soils underlaying the area, 

groundwater seepage from the catchment is likely to be relatively small. Some groundwater flow might 

be present, originating from a lower groundwater surface recharged beyond the catchment area.  

A large part of the catchment (60 % of the area) is proposed to be redeveloped into a residential area, 

and therefore, stormwater inflow to the wetland will be reduced. Nonetheless, as the wetland is shallow 

(0 to 0.2 m deep) and relatively small (236 m2), the remaining catchment is sufficient to maintain the 

wetland hydrology (enough inflow of water to maintain natural water levels variations and a constant 
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discharge) through most of the year. The exception is in December, when a combination of lower 

rainfalls and high evapotranspiration potential might cause the wetland to have reduced water levels. 

Therefore, to avoid effects on the wetland hydrology and maintain the natural water level variations and 

a discharge into Limeburners Bay, the proposed development is recommended to maintain a treated 

stormwater discharge to the lower wetland catchment areas corresponding to at least 10 m3 per month 

from November to February (inclusive).  
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Table 1.  Summary of weather and climate data from NIWA. 

Metric Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

Rainfall  85 73 102 91 87 107 142 140 109 96 95 105 1,231 

Max PET  187 146 124 79 51 36 65 60 81 126 150 176 1,281 

Mean PET  161 129 109 65 40 27 31 48 72 107 133 153 1,075 

Min PET  137 113 91 52 33 18 23 35 61 87 116 139 905 

Runoff 9 4 7 7 33 84 120 81 44 22 3 1 415 

Note: All values in mm; PET: potential evapotranspiration. 

 

Table 2.  Summary inflow and outflow of stormwater into and out of the wetland before the proposed development 

Metric Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

C
at

ch
m

en

 

Upper   155   69   120   120   567   1,443   2,062   1,392   756   378   52   17   7,130  

Mid  37   16   29   29   135   343   490   331   180   90   12   4   1,694  

Lower  24   11   18   18   87   221   315   213   116   58   8   3   1,091  

Total runoff   215   96   167   167   788   2,007   2,867   1,935   1,051   526   72   24   9,914  

Dir. rainfall  20   17   24   21   21   25   34   33   26   23   22   25   291  

Total inflow  235   113   191   189   809   2,032   2,900   1,968   1,077   548   94   49   10,205  

Max PET  44   34   29   19   12   8   15   14   19   30   35   42   302  

Discharge *  191   78   162   170   797   2,024   2,885   1,954   1,058   519   59   7   9,903  

Note: All values in m3; Dir. Rainfall: Direct rainfall captured by the wetland area; Max PET: Maximum Potential Evapotranspiration from the wetland area; *: Estimated discharge, does not include 

groundwater inflows and outflows. 
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Table 3.  Summary inflow and outflow of stormwater into and out of the wetland after the proposed development. 

Jan Feb Mar Apr May Jun Jul Aug Sep Oct Nov Dec Total 

C
at

ch
m

en Upper 56 25 43 43           204           519           742           501           272           136 19 6          2,566 

Mid 9 4 7 7 34 87           125 84 46 23 3 1 432 

Lower 19 8 15 15 70           178           254           171 93 47 6 2 878 

Total runoff 84 37 65 65           308           784        1,121           756           411           205 28 9          3,876 

Dir. rainfall  20  17  24  21  21  25  34  33  26  23  22  25  291 

Total inflow  104   55   89   87   329   810   1,154  789   437   228   50   34   4,166  

Max PET  44  34  29  19  12  8  15  14  19  30  35  42  302 

Discharge *  60  20  60  68  317  801  1,139  775  418  198  15 - 7  3,864 

Note: All values in m3; Runoff values based on all stormwater from the developable areas being redirected away from the catchment; Dir. Rainfall: Direct rainfall captured by the wetland area; Max PET: 

Maximum Potential Evapotranspiration from the wetland area; *: Estimated discharge, does not include groundwater inflows and outflows or any stormwater discharge from the development.
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Urban Design Specialist Advice for: 4 Scott Road, Hobsonville 
Pre App Number:  PRR00036350 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________
Design Review Unit, Auckland Design Office  

20.04.21 

Hi Nicola 

Thank you for the opportunity to review the pre-application proposal for 4 Scott Road, Hobsonville 
(PRR00036350) 

Construction of 426 units along with associated infrastructure (including roading, servicing and 
reserves). 

Please find below my urban design comments for inclusion in the pre-application meeting minutes: 

High level UD comments  

Site is noted to be covered by the following: 

MHU, MHS, General Coastal Marine, Single House zones. 

Scott Point Precinct 

Heritage and Notable tree overlays.  

General/Layout 

• Recommend LA and Heritage specialists provide comments.
• Consideration of adverse effects on dwelling on the north corner and south east boundary.
• Consider amalgamating the north corner site to form an improved  development layout and

frame for the street edge.
• Consider retaining any existing, mature and notable trees on site that could fit with the

proposed development to add instant landscape character and visual amenity to the
development. Noting trees along existing access road through middle of the site.

• The proposal generally fits with the Scott Point Precinct master plan layout, in that it
provides a direct road link north south to the coast through the centre of the site. Other
roads connect crosswise allowing connections with future development sites are positive.
However it doesn’t provide a northeast- southwest link road around the middle of the site
from Ngaroma House Views road. Instead the road connection that could do this (Road E)
turns south rather than connecting with the opposite edge of the site. This limits the sites
permeability and connections with the wider locality and future development. Could this
connection be provided instead of the parking between Block C4 and 11E?

• Consider providing a stronger visual connection with the coastal edge at the end of Road B.
Currently views to the coast are offset and this view shaft could be better aligned with the
road and strengthen.

• Concerns with the proposed long terrace development within zone B onwards not meeting
AUP zone expectations for density and character. Specifically along Ngaroma House Views
road.  MHS development should generally consider duplexes or short length terraces. 3 and
4 unit terrace blocks would be more appropriate and a gradation of dwelling intensity
reducing the closer to the coast is recommended.

• While a positive mix of unit typology is provided across the whole site, they tend to be
grouped together rather than mixed across the site. If shorter terraces were proposed, a
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Urban Design Specialist Advice for: 4 Scott Road, Hobsonville 
Pre App Number:  PRR00036350 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________
Design Review Unit, Auckland Design Office  

greater mix of typology along a street could possibly be achieved and provide more built 
form variety along the streetscape enhancing character and amenity.  

• A walkable block structure is generally provided.
• The perimeter block layout is a logical layout design.
• Many public ‘fronts’ are not designed as public fronts and provide the private outdoor space

and or rear designed dwelling facades (sliding doors) facing the street. This reduces the
character and quality of the streetscape.

• Street fronting outdoor space is generally not recommended due to privacy and amenity
effects on private outdoor space. Comments on how this layout and arising issues were
considered are required to support any proposal. However, it is noted that rear lane parking
and solar orientation benefits are noted. Well designed front outdoor spaces with
appropriate landscape planting is required to offset adverse privacy and amenity effects
while balancing passive surveillance of the street.

Individual lot layout issues 

• Apartment A1 and A4 provide a poor street frontage to Scott Road. End elevations fronting
the main street are not recommended.

• Layout of apartment buildings surrounding the heritage building do not appear to be
sensitive or complementary. There are concerns with this layout and streetscape character.
Heritage specialist should take lead on this matter.

• Zone D and E have long terraces providing end elevations fronting the coastal street
resulting in no active frontages on that side of the street. In addition, the double parking
areas fronting the street have an adverse character and amenity impact. Shorter block
designs, as envisaged by the AUP for this zone, would allow for re-orientated
dwellings/blocks to front streets instead and provide a more active street frontage.

• Three storey height and multi-unit development along the coastal edge is considered
contrary to the AUP zone expectations.

Typology Matters 

• Terrace typologies A, C1 and C2 show as having the rear of units facing the streets for blocks
the majority of blocks. This presents sliding doors and tall boundary fencing as fronting the
street. Sliding doors are not supported as an acceptable front façade entrance design and
neither is tall boundary fencing, both raise streetscape character, amenity and passive
surveillance effects. Street fronting facades should be designed with a traditional single
front door and fencing should be lowered to 1.2m in height.

• Typology A units have no glazing at ground floor on the front elevation with the front door.
It is recommended that additional glazing is provided from the stairwell and kitchen to
provide more connection with the street and provide passive surveillance opportunities.

• There are concerns with typology D as it provides a garage door dominant street frontage
with no ground floor activation or passive surveillance of the street. This typology design
and garage dominance conflicts with the Scott Point precinct plan standard regarding
garages.

• No typology plan for F type provided.
• Walk up apartment typologies do not provide any glazing from the kitchen onto the semi-

private walkway and breezeway significantly restricting passive surveillance towards this
space and the street. Reconsider this building frontage design. In some this provides a blank
wall elevation discounting the doors.
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Urban Design Specialist Advice for: 4 Scott Road, Hobsonville 
Pre App Number:  PRR00036350     

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
__________________________________________________________________________________________

Design Review Unit, Auckland Design Office  

• No elevations for walk up apartments are provided for review.  
 

Development Height and density 

• Concerns with the proposed long terrace development not meeting zone expectations for 
built form, density and character within zone B onwards. Specifically along Ngaroma House 
Views road.  Development within MHS zones should generally consider duplexes or short 
length terraces. 3 to 4 unit terrace blocks would be more appropriate and a gradation of 
dwelling intensity reducing the closer to the coast is recommended. 

• Overall density of units is considered intense for the MHS zone and concerns are raised 
around effects on residential and streetscape character and spaciousness.  

• Recommend providing taller height dwellings (such as three stories) along Scott Road. 
Cognisance of the heritage building’s setting and possibly stepping down building height 
around it.  

• Apartment lengths fronting Scott Road should be broken up and reduced.  
• Concerns with proving three storey development along the coastal edge. Recommend 

keeping height lower.  
• Concerns with providing multi-unit and tree storey development form along the coastal 

edge. Further consideration of the AUP zone requirements and the single house zone 
character should be provided.  

 

Building Design 

• Need to consider how dwelling and block appearances are provided variety, articulation and 
modulation to avoid repetitive and monotonous streetscapes.   

• Its not clear what drawing 21-01 shows as no single or duplex units are proposed. Consider 
clearly designing the duplex unit frontages to be able to identify individual units. 

• It is noted that longer terraces have been designed in a specific manner and appearance. 
Architectural statements regarding this design concept should support any proposal.  

• The material palettes shown look positive. However these needs to be shown in relation to 
typologies proposed and in relation to the overall streetscape. This is to understand the 
variety proposed along the full length of streetscapes.  

• Other unit material palettes are required for review. 
• Coloured rear elevations need to be provided for review.  

 

Outlook 

• There are a number of upper level apartments which infringe outlook onto an adjacent 
dwelling. There are concerns with loss of privacy and provision of amenity for the adjacent 
dwelling. This is compounded by the fact that balconies extend closer to the boundary, 
increasing their presence and overlooking effects.  

• Screening measures to reduce overlooking effects should be considered.  
• Concerns with outlook conflict and privacy matters between the breezeway and the single 

bedroom window within certain blocks. 
• Plan 31.10 and 11 need updated to identify outlook infringements as per the key.  

 

Outdoor Space 
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__________________________________________________________________________________ 

 
__________________________________________________________________________________________

Design Review Unit, Auckland Design Office  

• Balconies of the two bedroom apartments are undersized in area and dimension. They 
should be increased to meet the AUP minimum requirements. Infringement of this across 
multiple units is generally not supported from a design perspective.  

 

Shading of Outdoor space 

• Some terrace’s outdoor space may receive less than acceptable direct sunlight and 
significant shading due to their orientation and the proximity of other adjacent terraces. 
(Blocks: B3, B5, B8, C2, D8, E4, E5, E8, F1-2 and G1-2 specifically) Shading diagrams on an 
hourly basis during the equinox (21st Sept) with the quantification of sunlight access should 
be provided for review.  

 

Landscape Treatment 

• Generally well provisioned street tree planting is provided.  
• Planting between car parks and the street should be made more substantial to better screen 

cars.  
• More plant bed buffers spaced along long rows of car parks to soften intensity of parking 

areas should be provided. Some are done well but others have none or too few.  
 

Street Design 

• No pedestrian crossing connections on the perimeter path network from each block across 
road berms is proposed. Recommend providing path extensions at suitable corners and mid-
street locations to allow safety when crossing the street. Demarked pedestrian crossings 
across the roads is also recommended. These will help create a safer walkable 
neighbourhood.  

• Laneway use and rear parking courtyards are generally supported in principal as this 
removes car parking from the street. However landscape screening from the streetfront and 
quality of space design within rear lanes providing resident amenity is of high priority. 
Further consideration of landscape planting to break up long runs of parking, pedestrian 
path widths being a minimum of 1.5-1.8m and having suitable boundary treatments to 
provide a well overlooked and connected space.   

• Laneway surfaces should be broken up with different colour and textured materials to 
reduce visual dominance of the large area of hard surfaces and lower speeds.  

• Laneways should be designed to provide high quality amenity for residents and pedestrians.  
• Traffic calming treatments should be provided within long laneways and within long straight 

public roads to better manage vehicle speeds.  
• All rear lanes should be provided with pedestrian access for pedestrian safety and amenity.  

 

Coastal Walkway 

• Is a coastal walkway proposed? While paths leading to the coast from the perimeter road is 
welcome they appear to go nowhere. Consideration of joining these up along the coastal 
edge should be given Council Parks should be contacted for advice/requirements for 
esplanade. 

• A clearer link path to the esplanade should be provided at the end of Road A to enhance 
pedestrian connectivity. 
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Urban Design Specialist Advice for: 4 Scott Road, Hobsonville 
Pre App Number:  PRR00036350 

__________________________________________________________________________________ 

__________________________________________________________________________________________
Design Review Unit, Auckland Design Office  

Waste Management 

• Communal bin storage areas for private collection are generally supported in principal but
the positioning of these fronting the street is not supported from a design perspective.
Alternative locations set back from the street front, preferably within the laneway parking
areas are strongly recommended. These should be well designed, screened and landscape
planted.

• Closer located waste bin areas should be considered for Blocks: A1, A6, D6, G1, F1, F2.
Smaller block lengths could help to resolve this with additional bin stores.

• Clarification on what is happening with this lot should be provided (refer image below)? This
is identified for refuse on the plan and is considered a very large and unacceptable area.
More detailed information to explain this and its design is required. Concerns with street
front character and amenity effects.

Further information required: 

• A site plan showing the proposed development overlayed with the AUP’s split zoning for the
site should be provided.

• Evaluation of how proposal meets zone built form and character expectations.
• Missing typology elevations.
• Missing material palettes.
• Full streetscape elevations should be provided at an acceptable scale and detail to

understand the use of colour, materials, modulation and articulation along streetscape.
• Detailed landscape plans.
• Waste storage area elevations
• Lighting plans for laneways/parking areas and paths.

Relevant Urban Design Guidance 

• Applicant should strongly consider design guidance:
o Auckland Design Manual (ADM) for stand alone and terrace Dwellings:

http://www.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/sites-and-buildings/terraces
http://www.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/sites-and-buildings/stand-alone

o ADM Design Elements, specifically regarding garages, surveillance, privacy,  and
waste: http://www.aucklanddesignmanual.co.nz/regulations/design-for-the-rules

Yours sincerely, 

Andrew Henderson 

Principal Urban Designer 
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Annexure H - Supplementary ecological report 
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MEMORANDUM 
 

 

 

 

Bioresearches Group Ltd 
68 Beach Road, Auckland 1010 
P O Box 2828, Shortland Street 
Auckland 1140, New Zealand 
T 09 379-9417    F 09 307-6409 
Website: www.bioresearches.co.nz 

 

TO: Aedifice Development Limited Date: 5 May 2021 

COPY TO: Nick Mattison, Civix Job No:  63905 

FROM: Mark Delaney, Senior Ecologist    

    

4 SCOTT ROAD – ECOLOGY ASSESSMENT 

Introduction 

Aedifice Development Limited are proposing a residential development1 at 4 Scott Road, Hobsonville 

(Site).  This memorandum provides a high-level assessment of ecological effects for the aforementioned 

development. 

Methodology 

An initial site visit was undertaken by an experience ecologist on October 21st, 2020. Botanic and 

terrestrial fauna values within the Site were qualitatively assessed. Fauna habitats assessed considered 

indigenous lizards, birds, and bats. Overland flow paths / watercourses were classified under the 

Auckland Unitary Plan - Operative in Part (AUP-OP) to determine, in accordance with the definitions in 

this plan, the ephemeral, intermittent or permanent status of these watercourses.  Wetlands were 

identified within the Site as per the definitions and criteria laid out in the National Policy Statement for 

Freshwater Management 2020 (NPS-FM).  The aquatic habitat was then qualitatively assessed.  The 

identified ecological features within the Site are presented in Appendix I and photos of these features 

are provided in Appendix II. 

Existing Environment 

Background and Ecosystem Classification 

The Site is within the Tāmaki Ecological District of the Auckland Region. Historically (pre-human), the 

area would have comprised the forest ecosystem type of pūriri forest (WF7-1) and would have 

supported a diverse range of invertebrates, amphibians, reptiles, birds and bats (Singers et al., 2017). 

WF12 ecosystems have a regional International Union for Conservation of Nature (IUCN) threat status 

of “Critically Endangered”. Earliest historical aerials available, indicate that the Site and much of the 

surrounding landscape has been devoid of native vegetation and managed as agricultural land for at 

least the last 80 years (Appendix III). 

                                                        

1 Proposed Masterplan, Drawing no. 2448-00-13, prepared by Brown Day Group 
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To: Aedifice Development Limited 

 From: Mark Delaney 

 

 

2 
Job No: 63905 

5 May 2021 

 

Currently, the Site consists of managed pasture, two dwellings, farm outbuildings and a mix of exotic and 

native vegetation. The Site does not support a recognised current terrestrial ecosystem type, as 

classified under the AUP OP: Biodiversity current extent and is not subject to any Significant Ecological 

Area (SEA) overlay. 

The Site is surrounded by a mixture of residential development and agricultural land and the coastal 

marine area to the south-west.  The surrounding agricultural land is zoned for residential. 

Terrestrial Ecology 

The site predominately consists of managed pasture with associated exotic shelterbelts and amenity 

plantings surrounding the dwellings.  Along the southwestern boundary a stand of mature exotic and 

native trees runs along the coastal edge which transitions into the coastal marine environment.  The 

coastal marine environment consists of salt marshes and a mangrove estuary, some of which is located 

within the Site boundary. 

The botanical value of the native trees along the coastal edge was low, consisting of scattered common 

native trees (e.g. tōtara, mānuka and kānuka) with a damaged understorey.  Although some of the native 

trees were mature, they provide overall low-quality fauna habitat due to the lack of complexity, high 

edge effects and low terrestrial connectivity.  However, this vegetation does provide buffering functions 

to the more sensitive marine, wetland and stream environments and constitutes a part of a high value 

ecotone (transition areas between ecosystems, i.e. estuary-saltmarsh-wetland-stream-terrestrial 

transition).  

Freshwater Ecology 

One stream and one natural wetland was identified within the Site. The stream originates as an 

intermittent stream within the southern corner of the Site and transitions into a natural wetland with a 

permanent stream channel. The wetland and stream were considered of moderate-high ecological value 

due to their context on a national scale and their role in the localised ecotone. 

All other overland flow paths were classified as ephemeral reaches, due to their lack of; defined channel, 

flowing water, pools and substrate sorting processes. Additionally, terrestrial vegetation (pasture), was 

established within the ill-defined channels.   

An area located in the north-western corner of the Site has visible surface water evident within aerials 

dating back to approximately 2008. Prior to 2008, there is no indication of surface water however this 

may be due to the season in which the aerial photographs were taken.  Due to the presence of the 

surface water, this area was further assessed. At the time of the site visit no surface water was evident 

but a slight depression in the land was visible (Appendix II).  The area was completely surrounded by 

exotic pasture species and within the area nine plant species were identified (Table 1).  
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Assessment of Ecological Effects 

It is intended that all the native trees within the proposed reserves along the coastal edge will be 

retained.  Additionally, the identified salt marshes, natural wetland and stream are proposed to be 

retained.  As such, there will be no direct adverse effects (i.e. removal/reclamation) on these ecosystems. 

Indirect adverse effects, such as sedimentation and stormwater contaminants, are proposed to be 

adequately mitigated through appropriate controls and following best practice guidelines, to ensure 

adverse effects on aquatic life are no more than minor.   

Earthworks are proposed within 100m of the natural wetland, however the proposed earthworks and 

development are to be designed and/or mitigated to ensure there is no partial drainage of the natural 

wetland.  I have also reviewed the Wetland Hydrological Assessment4 report and I am in agreement with 

the report’s assessment and recommendations.  

Vegetation removal may occur within 10m of the wetland, stream and saltmarshes, however this will be 

for the purpose of restoration and will target exotic and pest plant species.  No building infringements 

within the riparian yards are proposed. 

The proposed development of the Site is consistent with the outcomes expected of the NES-F and the 

NPS-FM and will allow for the protection and enhancement of the identified ecological features, 

including the wetland, stream and saltmarshes, providing for an overall net biodiversity gain.   

A more comprehensive ecological assessment will be provided to support the development application, 

at the expert consenting panel stage, which will further assess the potential indirect adverse effects and 

detail the proposed ecological enhancement actions. 

 

Regards, 

 

 
Mark Delaney MSc. | Ecologist | Bioresearches Group Ltd  
Level 3, 68 Beach Road | PO Box 2828, Auckland 1140  

 
 

 

                                                        

4 Wetland Hydrological Assessment, prepared by Babbage, dated 31 March 2021. 
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Appendix I: Identified Ecological Features 
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Appendix II: Photos of Identified Ecological Features 

 

 

  
Exotic and native vegetation along the coastal edge. 

 

 
Stream and natural wetland. 
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The area located in the north-western corner of the Site that had visible surface within historical 

aerials. 

 

 
Two salt marshes. 
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Appendix III: 1940 Aerial Image 

 

 

*Base image sourced from Retrolense. Yellow polygon represents the approximate Site boundary. 
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