








































































































From:  on behalf of
To:  Middle Road  
Subject: FW: Middle Road  Substantive Pre APP
Start: Wednesday, 3 June 2026 10:00:00 am
End: Wednesday, 3 June 2026 11:00:00 am
Location: Microsoft Teams Meeting; * TŪĪ Teams Meeting Room (Station st) *

 

 

-----Original Appointment-----
From hbrc.govt.nz> 
Sent: y,  y   p
To Middle Road
Subject  Middle Road  Substanti e Pre APP
When: Wednesday, 3 June 2026 10:00 am-11:00 am (UTC 12:00) Auckland, Wellington.
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting; * TŪĪ Teams Meeting Room (Station st) *

 

 

 

-----Original Appointment-----
From hbrc.govt.nz <mailt hbrc.govt.nz> > 
Sent: y,  y   p
To Middle Road
Subject  Middle Road  Substanti e Pre-APP
When: Wednesday, 3 June 2026 10:00 am-11:00 am (UTC 12:00) Auckland, Wellington.
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting; * TŪĪ Teams Meeting Room (Station st) *

 

Hi all,

 

The applicant is looking to push on with a pre-substantive application meeting for the Middle Road Project. I’ve asked for this to be after our comment window has closed so that we can discuss any key issues that may arise through comments.

 

I’ve included you all as a placeholder however, we can play it by ear and decide closer to the time whether everyone is needed at the meeting or not.

 

 – please let me know if members from your team will attend in person and if so, how many. We have limited space that is all.

 

Cheers,

 

________________________________________________________________________________

Microsoft Teams meeting 

Join: https://teams.microsoft.com/meet/44150806383880?p cfJ1LSC84qlYrN7XNv <https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/t-59 84e83/?
url https%3A%2F%2Fteams.microsoft.com%2Fmeet%2F44150806383880%3Fp%3DcfJ1LSC84qlYrN7XNv&data 05%7C02%7Cfergus.mcarthur%40woods.co.nz%7C2380ee3894e54d85bdde08deafe41550%7Cbf6a2a54a113455cb0dce6db4a40d3ca%7C0%7C0%7C639141591309004180%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata 2zxW0fSzmDsrjoh%2FJh%2FUxHMHJ2%2BZyRREJ2bbPxw%2BHEg%3D&reserved 0> 

Meeting ID: 441 508 063 838 80 

Passcode: RC3xZ6Yj 

________________________________

Need help? <https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url https%3A%2F%2Faka.ms%2FJoinTeamsMeeting%3Fomkt%3Den-
US&data 05%7C02%7Cfergus.mcarthur%40woods.co.nz%7C2380ee3894e54d85bdde08deafe41550%7Cbf6a2a54a113455cb0dce6db4a40d3ca%7C0%7C0%7C639141591309036565%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata wMcSdPrSFMM047TYZ55YsmvNCcaN%2BINdJO8HYpmakPw%3D&reserved 0>  | System reference <https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/ap/t-59584e83/?
url https%3A%2F%2Fteams.microsoft.com%2Fl%2Fmeetup-join%2F19%253ameeting_OWY1OGM5MTEtODE0Ny00NTY3LWE1ZTAtYzQ2OGRiMTU2MGQw%2540thread.v2%2F0%3Fcontext%3D%257b%2522Tid%2522%253a%2522516d67ea-0670-4420-a00a-fa5c48543e03%2522%252c%2522Oid%2522%253a%25223aeb0d00-c853-497c-93b1-
320948c1acf5%2522%257d&data 05%7C02%7Cfergus.mcarthur%40woods.co.nz%7C2380ee3894e54d85bdde08deafe41550%7Cbf6a2a54a113455cb0dce6db4a40d3ca%7C0%7C0%7C639141591309076913%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata FwB2t2JrzAAnTcYtZ8oySutY2wqAneYZvlVNYhZzJ%2B0%3D&reserved 0>  

For organizers: Meeting options <https://apc01.safelinks.protection.outlook.com/?url https%3A%2F%2Fteams.microsoft.com%2FmeetingOptions%2F%3ForganizerId%3D3aeb0d00-c853-497c-93b1-320948c1acf5%26tenantId%3D516d67ea-0670-4420-a00a-fa5c48543e03%26threadId%3D19_meeting_OWY1OGM5MTEtODE0Ny00NTY3LWE1ZTAtYzQ2OGRiMTU2MGQw%40thread.v2%26messageId%3D0%26language%3Den-
US&data 05%7C02%7Cfergus.mcarthur%40woods.co.nz%7C2380ee3894e54d85bdde08deafe41550%7Cbf6a2a54a113455cb0dce6db4a40d3ca%7C0%7C0%7C639141591309100400%7CUnknown%7CTWFpbGZsb3d8eyJFbXB0eU1hcGkiOnRydWUsIlYiOiIwLjAuMDAwMCIsIlAiOiJXaW4zMiIsIkFOIjoiTWFpbCIsIldUIjoyfQ%3D%3D%7C0%7C%7C%7C&sdata uhku4KbS5ypHU6T4xNMgCzs307eUrb7MroHygrWNTxU%3D&reserved 0>  

________________________________________________________________________________

 













From:
To: Middle Road
Subject: FW: Middle Road Development; Havelock North - SW modelling discussion, specifically catchment info, water level boundary

condition
Date: Friday, 3 July 2026 9:52:32 am
Attachments: image001.png

image006.png
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Senior Intermediate Urban Designer
woods.co.nz

+64 21 261 6757
woods.co.nz

This email is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, notify the sender and/or Woods immediately. Woods (Wood and Partners
Consultants Ltd) accepts no liability for the content of this email, or for the consequences of any actions taken on the basis of the information

provided unless that information is subsequently confirmed by a duly signed letter.

From:  < woods.co.nz> 
Sent: Friday, 3 July 2026 9:31 am
To:  < woods.co.nz>
Subject: FW: Middle Road Development; Havelock North - SW modelling discussion, specifically catchment info,
water level boundary condition

 

 

​​​​

Senior Associate ‑ 3 Waters Engineer
BE(Hons), CPEng, CMEngNZ

woods.co.nz
+64 210 765 724
woods.co.nz

This email is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, notify the sender and/or Woods immediately. Woods (Wood and Partners
Consultants Ltd) accepts no liability for the content of this email, or for the consequences of any actions taken on the basis of the information

provided unless that information is subsequently confirmed by a duly signed letter.

From:  (CPEng) < hbrc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 2 July 2026 10:15 pm
To:  < woods.co.nz>
Cc:  < hbrc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: Middle Road Development; Havelock North - SW modelling discussion, specifically catchment info,
water level boundary condition

 
Hi 
I don’t think I can add any more value to this issue.  Questions to the council need to cover information that we
hold, as opposed to opinions on assumptions.
I hope you can continue with your analysis using the information you have.
Regards,

 



































To:  < hbrc.govt.nz>
Subject: Gilpin Drain

 
Hi 
 
In relation to the Middle Road FTAA proposal, the applicant has asked me about the section of the Gilpin drain behind the
Baptist church and the question is off the back of if the change to the level of service of this asset would result in a need for a
change of ownership of it. (i.e. if the level of service increased from a rural level of service to an urban level.
However, the applicant asked whether if the flows conveyed to this section of drain were to reduce, would a change of
ownership be required? I.e. whether it would it be handed back to private ownership, or not?
 
Happy to discuss.
 
Also, is the MOU between HDC and HBRC regarding stream management public information? The applicant was asking
whether was any public information that states the Gilpin is an HBRC asset.
 
 

 
Cheers,
BB

Team Leader Consents
06 835 9200 | 027 236 4700
Hawke's Bay Regional Council | Te Kaunihera ā-rohe o Te Matau a Māui
159 Dalton Street, Napier 4110 | hbrc.govt.nz
Enhancing Our Environment Together | Te Whakapakari Tahi I Tō Tātau
Taiao

 

 



 







Meeting ID: 411 024 899 817 633
Passcode: m3zD2rV3

Need help? | System reference

For organizers: Meeting options
________________________________________________________________________________
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In accordance with the provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA), and subject to the 
attached conditions, the Hawke's Bay Regional Council (the Council) grants a resource consent for a 
discretionary activity to: 

Village Baptist Church 
PO Box 8587 
Havelock North 4157 
 
to take and use water from well no. 905 (150 mm diameter) for to irrigate 1.5 hectares of pasture 
and 1 hectare of olives, and for spray fill, wash down, building supply, stock drinking water and 
potable water supply for a church complex.  
 

LOCATION 
Address of site 
147 Te Aute Road, Havelock North 

Legal description 
Site of take: Lot 1A DDP 323 Blk IV Te Mata SD; 
Site of use: Lots 1, 1A & 2 DDP 323 Blk IV Te Mata SD; 
as illustrated on the Site Map adjacent 
Map reference (NZTM) 
Well no 905: E 1931328 - N 5601000 
LAPSING OF CONSENT 
This consent shall lapse in accordance with section 125 
of the RMA on 31 May 2030 if it is not given effect to 
before that date. 
CONSENT DURATION 
This consent is granted for a period expiring on 31 May 
2035. 

Site Map 

 

 
 
 

Consents Manager 
POLICY AND REGULATION GROUP 

Under authority delegated by Hawke's Bay Regional Council 

22 September 2025 

 

RESOURCE CONSENT 
Water Permit 
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CONDITIONS  

Rate of Take and Volumes  

1. The rate of taking shall not exceed 4.95 litres per second.  

2. The volume taken shall not exceed the following:  

a) 755 cubic metres in any 7 day period and, 

b) 10,135 cubic metres within the 12 month period, 1 July to 30 June in consecutive 
calendar years; and, 

c) For irrigation: that volume required to replace soil moisture depleted by 
evapotranspiration over the irrigated area. 

Water Metering  

3. A water meter shall be installed within 12 months of granting this consent and shall be 
subsequently operated and maintained to measure the volume of water taken (cubic metres, 
m3) to an accuracy of +/- 5%.  

4. The device(s) required by Condition 3 shall be installed and maintained in accordance with 
'The New Zealand Water Measurement Code of Practice’ (January 2023). For new meters, a 
record of installation shall be provided to the Council using the ‘Water Information Services 
(WIS) Meter Installation Form’ within one month of installation.  

Advice Note: The New Zealand Water Measurement Code of Practice (January 2023) can be found 
online: https://www.irrigationnz.co.nz/Folder?Action=View%20File&Folder id=107&File=2023-INZ-
Water%20Measurement%20COP.pdf.  

For access to the WIS Meter Forms, please email waterinformation@hbrc.govt.nz.  The Telemetry 
System Installation Form is provided to telemetry installers by the Council upon request. 

5. Water take and use data supplied to the Council in accordance with the conditions of this 
consent shall be collected by a water measuring device or system that has been verified by an 
‘accredited blue tick provider’ to be accurate to within +/-5% at that point of take within the 
following time periods:  

a) For existing devices or systems: within the previous 5 water years (water year is 1 July - 
30th June); or, 

b) For new devices or systems:   before the end of the first water year (ending 30 June) for 
that water permit.  

Advice Note: An ‘accredited blue tick provider’ means a person who holds New Zealand Qualification 
Authority (NZQA) Unit Standard 27556: Carry out a full pipe water measurement system verification. 

6. All water measuring devices or systems shall be re-verified by an ‘accredited blue tick provider’ 
as accurate to within +/-5% within a maximum of 5 years from the date of the previous 
verification. A record of verification shall be provided to the Council using the 'Water 
Information Services (WIS) Verification Form’ within one month of the verification.  

Advice Note: An ‘accredited blue tick provider’ means a person who holds New Zealand Qualification 
Authority (NZQA) Unit Standard 27556: Carry out a full pipe water measurement system verification  

For access to the WIS Meter Forms, please email waterinformation@hbrc.govt.nz. The Telemetry System 
Installation Form is provided to telemetry installers by the Council upon request. 

7. Where a portable pump is used to take water as authorised by this consent, the water meter 
must be installed, operated and maintained in accordance with the Council’s Technical 
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Publication "HBRCs Requirements for the use of Portable pumps used to report water use" 
(February 2013). 

Advice Note: HBRCs Requirements for the use of Portable pumps used to report water use" (February 
2013) available: www.hbrc.govt.nz/services/water/water-metering/meters/ 

8. From commencement of this consent, the consent holder shall read the water meter at 7-day 
intervals and shall provide the Council (Manager Compliance) with a record of the following:  

a) the meter reading (in cubic metres, m3); and, 

b) the date and time of each reading; and, 

c) the point of take that the record relates to; and 

These records shall be provided to the Council no later than 7 days after the end of each 
calendar month. 

Irrigation Efficiency  

9. The irrigation and water reticulation system and its component parts shall be maintained in 
good working order to minimise leakage. 

10. The consent holder shall take all practicable steps to: 

a) Ensure that the volume of water used for irrigation does not exceed that required for 
the soil to reach field capacity.   

b) Avoid leakage from pipes and the irrigation system; and 

c) Avoid the application of water onto non-productive land. 

11. Any new or replacement irrigation infrastructure shall be designed by an Irrigation New 
Zealand Irrigation Design Accredited provider in accordance with the current (at time of 
installation): 

a) Irrigation New Zealand: ‘The New Zealand ‘Piped Irrigation Systems Design Code of 
Practice’ (Irrigation NZ, October 2012, or updated version). 

b) Irrigation New Zealand: ‘The New Zealand Piped Irrigation Systems Design Standards’ 
(Irrigation NZ, October 2012, or updated version). 

12. The consent holder shall, within 10 working days of having installation of new or replacement 
irrigation infrastructure, provide to the Council (Manager Compliance) a statement of design 
from the irrigation designer or installer that provides a plan of the irrigation system installed 
and confirms the following: 

a) The design details and specifications of the irrigation system, and a site plan showing 
the system layout. 

b) A statement from the irrigation system designer confirming that the system has been 
designed and installed to comply with the requirements of the documents referenced 
in Condition 12. 

c) Confirmation of commissioning testing of the irrigator to ensure that the irrigator 
achieves the expected distribution uniformity in accordance with “New Zealand Piped 
Irrigation System Performance Assessment Code of Practice" (February 2015, or most 
recent published version). 
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Well Security 

13. Where spray filling and/or fertigation or injection of agrichemicals into the irrigation system 
(chemigation) is to occur, the consent holder shall ensure that the irrigation system is 
designed, constructed and maintained in accordance with the Irrigation New Zealand “New 
Zealand Guideline for the Safe Management of Irrigation Systems with Effluent, fertiliser 
and/or Agrichemical Injection” (February 2014) and to prevent the movement of contaminants 
into groundwater or surface water.  The consent holder shall provide the details and 
specifications of the back flow prevention device/system at the request of the Council 
(Manager Compliance).  

Advice Note: The guideline referred to in the above condition is available from the Irrigation New 
Zealand website (www.irrigationnz.co.nz). An appropriate backflow prevention mechanism for spray 
filling might include (but not be limited) the maintenance of an air gap between the inflow pipe and the 
receiving spray fill tank. 

14. The bore shall be fitted with a suitable backflow prevention device selected, installed and 
maintained in accordance with Section 3.4 of ‘Acceptable Solutions and Verification Methods 
for New Zealand Building Code Clause G12 Water Supplies – Amendment 12’ (updated June 
2019). Within one month of drilling being completed, the consent holder shall provide to the 
Council (Manager Compliance) a statement from the installer certifying that a backflow 
prevention device has been installed and that it was tested and functioning correctly at the 
time of installation. The backflow prevention device shall be tested in accordance with the 
manufacturer’s or installer’s specifications, and at least annually. Copies of test certificates 
shall be provided to the Council (Manager Compliance) upon request.   

Advice note: there may be other requirements under the Water Services Act to ensure that the supply is 
suitable for human consumption. The consent holder should consult with Taumata Arowhai to determine 
requirements for registration, testing, treatment or other measures to ensure drinking water safety.  

15. All works and structures relating to this resource consent shall be designed and constructed 
to conform to best engineering practices and at all times maintained to a safe and serviceable 
standard. 

 
16. To minimise the risk of contaminants entering groundwater, the consent holder shall:  

a) Ensure that well headworks are constructed and maintained to prevent any leakage 
and/or movement of water or contaminants between the ground surface and 
groundwater and shall ensure that there are no openings through which contaminants 
might enter the well.  This shall include (but not be limited to) ensuring that there are 
no gaps around any pipework and/or cables at the wellhead.  

b) Ensure that the well is maintained and serviced by a suitably qualified and experienced 
person at a frequency suitable for ensuring that Conditions 15 and 16(a) are met and 
provide records of this maintenance and servicing to the Council (Manager Compliance) 
upon request. 

c) In the absence of sufficient records to demonstrate to the satisfaction of the Council 
(Manager Compliance) that Conditions 15 and 16(a) are met, the consent holder, upon 
request by the Council (Manager Compliance), shall engage at their cost a suitably 
qualified and experienced person to inspect and certify that the wells(s) meet the 
requirements of Conditions 15 and 16(a). The certification shall be provided to the 
Council (Manager Compliance) within 7 days of its receipt.  

Advice Note: For the purposes of this condition, an acceptable “suitably qualified and experienced 
person” is a professional well driller or well engineer (or equivalent), with demonstrable experience in 
the field of wellhead security, design, construction and maintenance. 
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17. The consent holder shall engage a suitably qualified and experienced person at their cost to 
inspect the well authorised to take water under this consent and to produce a bore security 
report. This report shall be provided to the Council (Manager Compliance) within 12 months 
of the date of this consent being granted, and at least every five years thereafter. The report(s) 
shall be provided to Council (Manager Compliance) within 12 months of the date of the bore 
security inspection. 

Advice Note: For the purposes of this condition, an acceptable “suitably qualified and experienced 
person” is a blue tick accredited provider (i.e. a person who holds New Zealand Qualification Authority 
(NZQA) Unit Standard 27556: Carry out a full pipe water measurement system verification) or a qualified 
well driller. 

General Conditions  

18. The consent holder shall, upon request by the Council (Manager Compliance), supply details 
of: 

a) the crop type and areas irrigated under this consent.  

b) details of any membership or contribution to a lowland stream flow or habitat 
enhancement scheme (See Advice Note VII). 

19. No water shall be taken during “no take” periods specified by the Council for the purpose of 
obtaining accurate hydrological measurements, provided that:  

a) the “no take” period specified by Council is no longer than twenty four (24) hours in 
duration; and, 

b) the Council gives at least 7 days notice to the consent holder of the start and finish time 
of the “no take” period; and, 

c) consecutive “no take” periods are separated by an interval of at least 14 days. 

20. The consent holder shall undertake all operations in accordance with any drawings, 
specifications, statements of intent and other information supplied as part of the application 
for this resource consent.  In the event that there is conflict between the information supplied 
with the application and any consent condition(s), the condition(s) shall prevail.  

Review Condition 

21. The conditions of this consent may be reviewed by Council during the month of May of any 
year pursuant to sections 128, 129, 130, 131 and 132 of the RMA. The actual and reasonable 
costs of any review undertaken will be charged to the consent holder, in accordance with 
section 36 of the RMA. The consent(s) may be reviewed for any of the following purposes: 

a) To deal with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the exercise 
of this consent, which it is appropriate to deal with at that time or which became evident 
after the date of issue. 

b) To require that the installation and reading of the water-measuring device or water 
meter data reporting system is consistent with any policies or rules in a regional plan, a 
National Environmental Standard. 

c) To modify any monitoring programme, or to require additional monitoring if there is 
evidence that current monitoring requirements are inappropriate, in accurate or 
inadequate. 

d) To ensure that the rate and volume of water authorised by the consent is consistent 
with actual water needs for an efficient take for the consented purpose and is physically 
able to be taken. 
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e) To require, if necessary, the installation of a backflow prevention device to ensure that 
no contaminant can enter the aquifer through the bore. 

f) To modify and/or add conditions of consent in order to ensure that it is consistent with 
the operative provisions of a regional plan. This shall include (but not be limited to) 
conditions specifying any maximum or minimum levels, minimum flows and associated 
implementation timeframes, and/or abstraction rates or volumes (including allocation 
limits). 

g) To include conditions that require that lowland stream flow and/or habitat 
enhancement schemes are contributed to once operational or to apply minimum flow 
restrictions consistent with POL TANK 36 (See Advice Note VIII and Appendix 1). 

 

REASONS FOR DECISION 

The effects of the activity on the environment will not be more than minor.  Granting the consent is 
consistent with the purpose and principles of the RMA, the requirements of any relevant National 
Policy Statement and National Environmental Standards Regulations, and with all relevant Council 
plans and policies. 

 

ADVICE NOTES 

Water Shortage Direction  

I. In accordance with section 329 of the RMA, the Council may issue a water shortage direction 
at any time if it considers there is a serious temporary shortage of water. This direction may 
require this take to be apportioned, restricted or suspended for a period of 14 days for each 
water shortage direction. 

Wellhead construction 

II. To minimise the risk of contaminants entering groundwater, well headworks are required to 
be constructed to ensure that there are no openings through which contaminants might enter 
the well.  This would include ensuring that there are no gaps around pipework and cables at 
the wellhead 

Drinking water supply to more than one household.  

III. Under the Water Services Act 2021, a person supplying drinking water to more than one 
household is a drinking water supplier and it is a requirement that the drinking water supply 
be registered with Taumata Arowhai. The consent holder must ensure that all relevant 
requirements of the drinking water rules and standards are met to ensure a safe drinking water 
supply. 

Notification of Changes to Details 

IV. It is the responsibility of the consent holder to inform the Council (Manager Consents) if any 
details regarding this consent change, including any sale / purchase of the property and any 
change to contact details. 

Information Returns 

V. All information required by the conditions of this consent can be provided to the Council by 
email to ComplianceReturns@hbrc.govt.nz  
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Review - TANK 

VI. The consent holder is advised that the Council is currently undertaking a plan change for the 
Tutaekuri, Ngaruroro, Ahuriri and Karamū catchments.  This plan change may introduce rules 
or provisions that will change the minimum flows and/or allocation limits for the Heretaunga 
Plains aquifer and connected waterways including the Karamū Stream and/or its tributaries. 
The Council may review the conditions of this consent so as to implement the operative 
minimum flow(s) and allocation limits of this plan change. More information about the plan 
change can be found on the Council’s website (www.hbrc.govt.nz key word “#TANK”). 

VII. PC9 also seeks the establishment of flow maintenance or habitat enhancement schemes and 
that consent holders contribute to these schemes to mitigate stream depletion effects. The 
estimated potential stream depletion effects of this take are shown in Appendix 1 (as 
calculated using the HBRC Stream Depletion Calculator). More information about the plan 
change can be found on the Council’s website (www.hbrc.govt.nz key word “#TANK”). 

VIII. Inefficient irrigation can lead to excessive drainage of water from the soil column. This can in 
turn have adverse effects on groundwater quality.  It is possible that new land use and water 
use rules will also be included in future changes to the Regional Resource Management Plan 
(via the TANK or other plan change process) and that these may result in requirements to 
change irrigation practices to lessen the potential for adverse water quality effects.  

Land Use Change - TANK 

IX. Land use change that occurs after 2 May 2020 may require a consent under TANK rules.  The 
requirement for a consent should be confirmed prior to any land use change occurring. 

 

MONITORING NOTE 

Routine monitoring 

Routine monitoring inspections will be undertaken by Council officers at a frequency of no more than 
once every year to check compliance with the conditions of the consent.  The costs of any routine 
monitoring will be charged to the consent holder in accordance with the Council’s Annual Plan of the 
time. 

Non-routine monitoring 

“Non routine” monitoring will be undertaken if there is cause to consider (e.g. following a complaint 
from the public, or routine monitoring) that the consent holder is in breach of the conditions of this 
consent.  The cost of non-routine monitoring will be charged to the consent holder in the event that 
non-compliance with conditions is determined, or if the consent holder is deemed not to be fulfilling 
the obligations specified in section 17(1) of the RMA shown below. 

Section 17(1) of the RMA states: 

Every person has a duty to avoid, remedy, or mitigate any adverse effect on the environment 
arising from an activity carried on by or on behalf of the person, whether or not the activity 
is carried on in accordance with 

a) any of sections 10, 10A, 10B, and 20A; or 

b) a national environmental standard, a rule, a resource consent, or a designation. 
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Consent Impact Monitoring 

In accordance with section 36 of the RMA (which includes the requirement to consult with the 
consent holder) the Council will levy additional charges for the cost of monitoring the environmental 
effects of this consent, either in isolation or in combination with other nearby consents. Any such 
charge would generally be set through the Council’s Annual Plan process. 

 

DEBT RECOVERY 

It is agreed by the consent holder that it is a term of the granting of this resource consent that all 
costs incurred by the Council for, and incidental to, the collection of any debt relating to this resource 
consent, whether as an individual or as a member of a group, and charged under section 36 of the 
RMA, shall be borne by the consent holder as a debt due to the Council, and for that purpose the 
Council reserves the right to produce this document in support of any claim for recovery. 

 

 

CONSENT HISTORY 

Authorisation No. Date Event Relevant 
Rule 

Relevant Plan 

AUTH-126396-01 22/09/2025 Consent initially 
granted 

55 & 

TANK Rule 8 

Regional Resource 
Management Plan  

 

  



AUTH-126396-01 

Page 9 

Appendix 1: Stream Depletion Calculation (Effects per zone) 

 

 

 



























This email is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, notify the sender and/or Woods immediately. Woods (Wood and Partners
Consultants Ltd) accepts no liability for the content of this email, or for the consequences of any actions taken on the basis of the information

provided unless that information is subsequently confirmed by a duly signed letter.
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Middle Road Project – Havelock North 
Fast-track Approvals Act 2024: Section 30 Notice for Substantive 

Application  

Tēna koe  

As you are aware, the Middle Road Project has now been accepted as a referred project under the Fast-track 

Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA). CDL Land New Zealand (CDL) is listed as the authorised person.  

The proposal, which is also referred to as the ‘Middle Road Project’, will facilitate the development of 

approximately 317 detached dwellings, which will provide additional housing capacity to Havelock North and the 

Hawkes Bay region. CDL intend to lodge a Substantive Application (Application) with the Environmental Protection 

Authority | Te Mana Rauhī Taiao (EPA) under the FTAA in September 2026.  

The Middle Road Project will comprise two phases of development:   

• Phase 1: The first phase will realise the residential subdivision of the land and will be delivered by CDL. The 

residential subdivision and bulk earthworks phase will create 317 residential lots, with an average lot size of 

approximately 497 m², four Local Purpose (drainage) reserves to vest, twelve roads to vest, three 

accessways to vest, three JOALs, bulk earthworks landform modification, infrastructure provision, buffer 

planting and external boundary fencing. 

• Phase 2: The second phase of development will deliver the residential built form in accordance with the 

planning design framework established for the site. This phase of development will be delivered by CDL’s 

build partners and will involve house construction on individual lots and include vehicle access, parking, 

landscaping and fencing.  

The site is located at 92, 108, 148 Middle Road and 139 Te Aute Road, Havelock North, Hawkes Bay and held under 

Records of Title (ROT) Lot 179 DP 10453, Lot 1 DP 10118, Lot 2 DP 10118, Lot 1 DP 600024, Lot 2 DP 600024.  

In accordance with Section 42(4)(a) of the FTAA, the Application will seek approval for a resource consent that 

would otherwise be applied for under the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). At this stage, we understand the 

Middle Road Project will require the following approvals under the RMA:  

• Hastings District Plan: Land use and subdivision consent 

• Hawkes Bay Regional Resource Management Plan: Stormwater discharge, water permit, groundwater and 

surface water take, groundwater diversion, stream works & land use consent 

• NES-CS: Contamination remediation consent 

It is our understanding that there are no existing resource consents relating to the site for the same activity 

proposed under the Application for the Middle Road Project.  

Formal Notification and Written Response from Council 

This letter responds to the requirements of Section 30 of the FTAA. A substantive application cannot be lodged until 

the process pursuant to this section is completed. We set out the following comments in relation to Section 30:  

• FTAA Section 30(1)   







 

ENVIRONMENTAL SCIENCE INTERNAL MEMO 

To:  (Senior Policy Planner) 

From:  (Land Scientist) 

Date: 03 September 2026 

Subject: 
PRODUCTIVE CAPACITY ASSESSMENT: 92, 108, 148 MIDDLE ROAD 
AND 139 TE AUTE ROAD – REPORT REVIEW 

Cc: Dr.  

Purpose  
This memo was produced in response to a request for technical review of AGFirst’s report 
entitled Productive Capacity Assessment: 92, 108, 148 Middle Road and 139 Te Aute Road. The 
proposed development area, hereafter referred to as the site, is located on the southwestern 
edge of Havelock North. The review considers whether the assessment report provides an 
adequate basis for the proposed subdivision and conversion of approximately 30 hectares of 
land from primary production to residential development. 

Recommendations for Policy and Planning 
It is recommended that the Policy and Planning team: 

1. Treat the site as highly productive land for the purposes of assessing the proposal 
under the NPS-HPL, based on its NZLRI LUC Class 2w1 classification. 

2. Request additional site-specific soil and drainage investigations, particularly to 
establish the nature, extent and permanence of the identified wetness limitation and 
whether it can reasonably be addressed through drainage or other standard land-
management practices. 

3. Request an agricultural economic assessment that tests the long-term economic 
viability of realistic primary production options, including the costs and benefits of 
addressing identified physical limitations. These results should be integrated into the 
assessment report. 

4. Require further assessment of fragmentation, including the effect of the proposal on 
the HPL parcels at 80 and 84 Middle Road and the wider contiguous HPL resource. 

Overall, the assessment does not, in my view, provide sufficient site-specific evidence to 
demonstrate that the site qualifies for an exemption from the NPS-HPL on the basis of 
permanent or long-term constraints. The site's LUC Class 2 classification, historical 
productive use, and manageable nature of the identified soil-based limitations indicate that the 
land retains significant long-term productive potential. Further site-specific investigations 
would be required to demonstrate otherwise. 



 

Background  
CDL Land New Zealand Ltd has lodged a substantive application under the Fast-track 
Approvals Act 2024 for the Middle Road Project, which includes 317 residential lots supported 
by integrated three-waters and transport infrastructure, as well as an open space network. 
Residential development would permanently change the nature of the site and remove any 
potential for primary production activity. 

Memo structure 
This memo comprises three main parts. The first considers whether the site should be 
classified as highly productive land (HPL) under the National Policy Statement for Highly 
Productive Land (NPS-HPL). The second considers whether any of the exemptions provided for 
under the NPS-HPL may apply to the site. The final section addresses additional technical 
matters identified in the assessment. 

Highly productive land 
The assessment correctly identifies the site as Land Use Capability (LUC) Class 2, 
specifically Class 2w1, in accordance with the New Zealand Land Resource Inventory (NZLRI). 
This is the current default mapping used to identify HPL under the NPS-HPL. 

The site is also zoned for plains production and forms part of a larger, geographically cohesive 
area of HPL. In considering the appropriate classification, it is important to recognise the 
Environment Court's decision in Blue Grass Limited v Dunedin City Council (2024), which 
confirmed that finer-scale LUC mapping cannot be used to override the relevant NZLRI mapping 
for the purposes of HPL identification. 

Accordingly, the statement in Section 9.1 of the assessment that “Paddock-scale mapping 
would likely result in a large portion of the site area being re-classified as 3w1” does not alter 
the site's HPL classification under the NPS-HPL. 

The site should therefore be treated as HPL under the NPS-HPL. 

Exemption for highly productive land subject to permanent or long-term 
constraints  
As the site is HPL, any pathway for residential development would need to demonstrate that the 
relevant requirements of the NPS-HPL are met. In particular, where reliance is placed on the 
permanent or long-term constraints pathway, it must be demonstrated that the constraints 
prevent land-based primary production from being economically viable for at least 30 years. 

The following, identified in the NPS-HPL should therefore be considered when assessing 
whether the exemption applies (NPS-HPL, 2024): 



 

 

For the site to qualify for an exemption under this pathway, the decision-making authority needs 
to be satisfied that all relevant criteria are met and adequately supported by evidence. 

• Soil wetness  

The assessment report identifies soil-related wetness as a permanent or long-term constraint 
on the site. Soil wetness is also the dominant limitation identified in the LUC classification, 
Class 2w1. The assessment report relies on visual observations, landowner commentary, flood 
modelling, groundwater information and soil type as evidence of this limitation. 

However, the LUC Handbook (Lynn et al., 2009) indicates that soil-related wetness limitations 
should be assessed primarily through examination of the site and soil profile, including 
hydromorphic features, accumulated water, water-table depth and/or ponding. Ideally, 
representative soil profiles or pits would have been examined to directly characterise the 
nature and extent of the wetness limitation. 

The assessment appears to place considerable reliance on desktop information. Further, a 1-
in-100-year flood assessment and groundwater information from an off-site well approximately 
4.5 km from the site provide limited direct evidence of the site's soil wetness characteristics or 
the frequency and duration of water-table conditions at the site. 

The LUC Handbook defines the 2w limitation as land having a seasonally high water table at or 
within 45 cm of the ground surface, with hydromorphic soil features between 45 and 90 cm. The 
limitation also reflects the potential for floodwater inundation lasting one to two days, 
occurring no more frequently than once every two years. 

The assessment states that: 

“AgFirst notes while surface drains are present, the contours and extent mean that they do 
not function adequately and therefore the land has not been sufficiently drained to meet the 
LUC class 2 parameters.” 



 

This interpretation requires consideration of an important principle underlying LUC 
assessment: rectifiable limitations are assessed on the basis that appropriate 
management measures, such as drainage, water diversion and land reclamation, have 
been undertaken. The relevant question is therefore not necessarily whether the site is 
currently optimally drained, but whether the wetness limitation represents a permanent or 
long-term constraint that cannot reasonably be addressed through appropriate land 
management. 

This is supported by The Land Use Classification of Northern Hawke's Bay, which describes 
Class 2w1 land as follows: 

“Drainage is necessary on these soils to lower the water table and carry away ponding 
water after rain. Even after drainage, however, there is still a slight wetness limitation” 
(Page, 1988). 

This indicates that drainage is an established management response for this land unit and that, 
following appropriate drainage, the residual wetness limitation is sufficiently minor to retain the 
land within Class 2. 

The spatial continuity of the soils underlying the site also provides relevant context. Similar soil 
patterns extend westward into areas supporting more intensive horticultural production. This 
demonstrates that, where appropriately managed, land with comparable soil resources and 
limitations can support high-value primary production. 

The historical presence of an orchard on the site for more than 20 years provides further 
evidence of its productive potential. Drainage is also a common management intervention on 
the Heretaunga Plains for land with comparable soil and landscape characteristics and would 
not represent an unusual or exceptional intervention. 

On this basis, the wetness limitation identified in the assessment appears more appropriately 
characterised as a manageable or rectifiable limitation rather than a permanent or long-
term constraint. Further site-specific soil testing would nevertheless be appropriate to 
establish the nature, extent and severity of the limitation and the effectiveness of potential 
drainage measures. 

• Irrigation and land use 

The assessment correctly notes that the site does not currently have consent for irrigation. 
However, it provides limited consideration of the site's historical land use and the implications 
of this history for assessing its productive capacity. 

Historical imagery indicates that the absence of irrigation is not a recent development. 
Nevertheless, the site has remained in primary production for decades. This provides evidence 
that the land can support productive uses even under its existing conditions, non-optimally 
drained and non-irrigated. 

The Land Use Classification of Northern Hawke's Bay describes the major uses of Class 2w1 
land as: 



 

“cereal cropping (maize) and pastoral farming, although some horticulture, viticulture and 
orcharding does occur. Drainage and shelter would make this unit suitable for more 
intensive cropping” (Page, 1988). 

This description is consistent with the characteristics and historical use of the site. The 
absence of a current irrigation consent does not, in itself, demonstrate that the land is subject 
to a permanent or long-term constraint on primary production. 

The assessment also appears to place significant weight on the current availability of irrigation 
water. However, the relevant consideration is the viability of primary production over a 30-year 
timeframe, rather than solely under current water-allocation conditions. Changes in water 
availability, allocation arrangements, irrigation infrastructure, land-use practices or water-use 
efficiency over this period are explored in the report but more detailed analysis is required. 

Using the current absence of an irrigation consent as a basis for exempting HPL from the NPS-
HPL would also have wider implications for other productive land that is currently unirrigated. 

• Fragmentation 

The assessment concludes that the proposal avoids fragmentation of a large, geographically 
cohesive area of HPL, consistent with NPS-HPL clause 3.10(1)(b)(ii). However, this conclusion 
does not appear to account for the effect of the proposal on the adjoining HPL parcels at 80 and 
84 Middle Road. As shown in Figure 1, development of the proposed site would separate these 
HPL parcels from the larger contiguous HPL area. The proposal would therefore result in a 
degree of fragmentation of the surrounding productive land resource. 

This appears inconsistent with the intent of the NPS-HPL to maintain the availability and 
productive potential of highly productive land and to avoid its fragmentation where possible.  

Figure 1: Maps showing the development footprint and the large, cohesive polygon of LUC 1 and 2 (left). 
The yellow rectangle highlights portions that would be fragmented by the proposed land-use 
development. 



 

Sundry issues 
The assessment and its consideration of the potential exemptions rely substantially on desktop 
information, supplemented by general site observations. No detailed soil survey or resource 
assessment appears to have been undertaken. Given the importance of soil characteristics to 
the assessment of long-term constraints, the absence of detailed site-specific information 
reduces confidence in some of the assessment's conclusions. 

The assessment also appears to understate the significance of the LUC Class 2 classification 
by omitting part of the NZLRI description of the land class. The actual definition of Class 2 land 
also includes this description: “very good multiple-use land, slight limitations, suitable for 
cropping, viticulture, berry fruit, pastoralism, tree crops and forestry”, which was omitted from 
the definition used in the report. 

A more balanced assessment should also strongly consider the site's favourable productive 
attributes, including: 

• relatively gentle slopes 
• low erosion risk 
• favourable climatic conditions 
• favourable rooting conditions and soil depth  
• low drought vulnerability (SMAP Soil Reports). 

 
Finally, economic viability is a key component of the permanent or long-term constraints 
pathway. The economic assessment provided in the report appears to rely substantially on 
estimates and broad assumptions, with limited supporting information. 

Given the significance of the economic viability test, a specialist agricultural economist's 
assessment should be integrated into the productive capacity assessment. This should 
provide transparent budgets and long-term projections for realistic alternative primary 
production scenarios, including the costs and benefits of addressing identified physical 
limitations such as drainage and irrigation. 

Key conclusions 
Based on the review of the productive capacity assessment, the following conclusions are 
reached: 

1. The site is highly productive land. 
The site is mapped as LUC Class 2w1 under the NZLRI and therefore meets the default 
criteria for HPL under the NPS-HPL. Site-specific observations or finer-scale mapping 
do not provide a basis for overriding the NZLRI classification. 

2. The soil wetness limitation appears to be a rectifiable limitation rather than an 
inherent constraint. 
The LUC classification, historical land use, surrounding horticultural production and 
published descriptions of the Class 2w1 land unit indicate that drainage can 



 

substantially mitigate the wetness limitation. More detailed site-specific soil and 
hydrological investigations would be appropriate before concluding that wetness 
represents a permanent or long-term constraint. 

3. The absence of a current irrigation consent does not demonstrate a complete 
constraint on productive use. 
The site has a history of primary production despite the absence of irrigation consent. 
Over the 30-year period relevant to the NPS-HPL assessment, water availability, 
allocation, irrigation technology and land-use practices may change. Current irrigation 
availability should therefore not be treated as the primary determinant of long-term 
productive capacity. 

4. The proposal would result in fragmentation of surrounding HPL. 
The proposed development would separate HPL at 80 and 84 Middle Road from the 
larger contiguous area of HPL. The assessment's conclusion that the proposal avoids 
fragmentation should therefore be reconsidered. 

5. The assessment does not adequately recognise the site's favourable productive 
attributes. 
The site's gentle topography, low erosion risk, favourable climate, low drought 
vulnerability and proximity to existing intensive horticultural production are important 
indicators of productive potential but receive comparatively limited consideration in the 
assessment. 

6. The evidence base is insufficiently site-specific. 
The assessment relies heavily on desktop datasets and general observations, with 
limited direct investigation of soil profiles and drainage conditions. This limits 
confidence in the conclusions regarding the severity and permanence of the identified 
constraints. 

7. The economic viability assessment requires further substantiation. 
As economic viability is central to the relevant NPS-HPL exemption pathway, the 
assessment should be supported by a suitably qualified agricultural economist.  
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Lynn I.H., Manderson A.K., Page M.J., Harmsworth G.R., Eyles G.O., Douglas G.B., Mackay A.D., 

Newsome P.J.F., 2009. Land use capability survey handbook – a New Zealand handbook for 
the classification of land. 3rd edition. Hamilton, AgResearch; Lincoln, Landcare Research; 
Lower Hutt, GNS Science. 

New Zealand Ministry for the Environment. (2022). National Policy Statement for Highly 
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MEMO 

 

To:  

From:  

Date: 03/09/2026 

Subject: Middle Road Fast Track Substantive Application: Ecological Impact 
Assessment Review 

File Ref: P25-496 

CC:  

 

 

Hi   

Thank you for the opportunity to review the P25-496 Middle Road Fast Track – Substantive 
Application.  

1. Background 
CDL Land New Zealand Ltd (CDL) is preparing a substantive application under the Fast-track 
Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA) for a proposed residential development of approximately 30.6 ha 
of land at Middle Road, Havelock North. The intended subdivision layout will provide for a 
conventional and medium density residential development opportunities. The development 
will be supported by integrated three-waters and transport infrastructure and an open space 
network. 

As part of the Fast Track Application process, I reviewed the Ecology Report prepared by 
Boffa Miskell Ltd for CDL on 11 March 2026 (Memo 18/03/2026). 

The Ecological Impact Assessment (EcIA) presented a methodical and thorough assessment 
of existing conditions, potential effects, and proposed mitigation measures for the 
development. I expect the implementation of the recommended measures laid out in the 
report to effectively avoid and minimise sediment and stormwater impacts on the Herehere 
Stream and downstream environments. I also agreed that proposed riparian plantings would 
improve ecosystem health of the Herehere Stream, and contribute positively to the ecological 
outcome. I had no further recommendations or amendments on the basis of that report. 

This review will only refer to amended sections and additional information provided since the 
Fast Track Application report.  
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2. Scope  
For this review, I’ve read the following substantive application documents by Boffa Miskell 
to provide feedback with a focus on water quality and aquatic ecology:  

 

• Middle Road Substantive Application - Ecological Assessment Prepared for 
CDL, 24 August 2026.  

Including:  
Appendix 3: Streambank Recontouring Methodology, Herehere Stream 
Appendix 4: Stormwater Basin Outlet Structure (Woods, 2026b) 
Appendix 5: Draft Fauna Management Plan  

• Middle Road Development - Landscape Concept Report, 20 August 2026. 

• Middle Road Subdivision - Landscape Effects Assessment Prepared for CDL 
Land NZ Ltd, 20 August 2026. 

• Middle Road Development - Appendix 3: Graphic Supplement, 20 August 
2026. 

 

3. Landscape Effects Assessment and Concept Report 
I agree with the report that the proposed Middle Road Development will generate positive 
landscape and natural character improvements for the Herehere Stream by retiring livestock 
grazing, establishing native riparian plantings along its margins, and reducing bank steepness.  

The extensive areas of existing and proposed drainage reserve across the site, alongside 
native plantings, will also improve the ecological connectivity, linking riparian, stormwater 
and landscape planting areas into a more coherent network of green infrastructure. This leads 
to broader effects that directly and indirectly enhance freshwater values. 

Additionally, I would like to commend the lighting design for incorporating a warm white 
colour temperature (2700 K) with shielded fixtures that minimise glare and light spill—a 
critical measure that significantly mitigates adverse impacts on local wildlife. Bright, cold-
white streetlights (4000 K + LEDs) emit blue-rich light that disorients wildlife, and is known 
to attract insects away from breeding and pollination and to disrupt the flight paths of 
migratory birds and bats. Heavily researched across Europe and North America, this threat is 
actively mitigated in regulatory enforcement. Meanwhile, New Zealand initially installed 
widespread 4000 K white LEDs, but growing ecological awareness has led to increasing 
adoption warmer 2200 K − 3000 K shielded fixtures near sensitive habitats. This design is 
likely to have a positive impact on local wildlife, including the insect life of the Herehere 
Stream.  

 

4. Ecological Assessment 
A comprehensive list was recommended in the Ecology Report as measures to minimise 
potential ecological effects associated with the development. I agree the matters have largely 
been addressed in this substantive application. 
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Because the full Erosion and Sediment Control Plan and Streamworks Plan have not been 
provided, I cannot fully evaluate the completeness or appropriateness of the proposed 
ecological mitigation measures, despite the positive steps outlined in the substantive 
application and Ecology Report. 

 

4.1. Vegetation removal /Landscape Planting Plan 

While the substantive application no longer retains existing trees—identified primarily as 
ornamental species and agricultural shelterbelts—the updated landscape design 
compensates with a comprehensive Planting Strategy. By incorporating a mix of native and 
exotic species, targeted clusters of locally appropriate native trees, and a 10-meter-wide 
native riparian buffer along the Herehere Stream, the proposal delivers a net enhancement 
to the site's overall ecological condition. 

 

4.2. Erosion and Sediment Control 

The potential effects on the freshwater environment include sediment runoff, stormwater 
contaminants, and increased runoff from impervious surfaces.  

Due to its low gradient, the project site presents a low potential for sediment generation 
compared to steeper terrain. Stormwater discharge effects will be minimised using a 
treatment train approach, and I agree that implementation of the Erosion and Sediment 
Control Plan (Woods, 2026), as cited in the Ecological Assessment, should further minimise 
sediment generation and yield. I have reviewed the cited technical information and the 
technical plans (Appendix 3 and 4) showing the streambank recontouring methodology and 
stormwater basin outlet structure, and based on these I am satisfied that the proposed 
approach is appropriate. However, I have not received the full Erosion and Sediment Control 
Plan for review, which should be reviewed once available. 

 

4.2. Stream Works 

I understand that no structures are proposed to be installed within the bed of the Herehere 
Stream.  Potential sediment loss from stream banks is mitigated by reshaping of the stream 
bank to a gentler slope and covering them with temporary, natural coconut-fiber matting to 
prevent soil from washing into the water during the construction phase and planting. The 
active stream bed itself is planned to remain untouched, and once established, new bank 
vegetation will permanently stabilize the soil and improve overall stream health. Existing 
drainage waterways are being replaced with naturalized grass swales to filter water. Native 
fish like shortfin eels will be captured and relocated into the Karamū Stream before the 
construction. Based on this information provided in the Ecology Report, the proposed 
approach appears appropriate and beneficial for the Herehere Stream in the long term, with 
potential effects expected during the construction phase to be appropriately minimised. 
However, this assessment is based on the information currently available and has not 
included a review of a detailed Streamworks Plan. 
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4.2. Draft Fauna Management Plan 

From the report I understand that the Herehere Stream will be retained in its current 
alignment, with riparian enhancement planting proposed and no structures that would 
impede fish passage. The artificial watercourses within the site will be modified or lost, with 
fish relocation managed through the Fauna Management Plan.  

The Fauna Management Plan identifies a range of fish species potentially present and to be 
managed – captured and relocated - in the drainage channels.  

The Plan is comprehensive and detailed in all steps along the relocation process, covering also 
permits, and roles and responsibilities. It includes a combination of capture methods, 
handling, storing and release methods and handling of pestfish, biosecurity and other 
considerations. A completion report will be provided to HBRC.  

I consider the proposed Native Fish Capture and Relocation Plan as thorough and appropriate. 

 
Conclusion 

I have reviewed the Ecological Report and agree that, in the long term, the proposed riparian 
planting and streambank grading along the Herehere Stream will have positive effects on the 
freshwater ecosystem. The proposed stormwater treatment approach, together with the 
lighting design, will appropriately minimise potential effects of the development, with 
residual effects expected to be low to negligible. 

During the construction phase, based on the information provided in the Ecological Report, 
the proposed approach to in-stream works and sediment management appears appropriate. 
Fish will be relocated from the artificial drains within the site prior to earthworks, with this 
process managed through the proposed Fauna Management Plan, which I consider 
appropriate. 

Overall, the proposed development incorporates measures that should minimise potential 
adverse effects and contribute positively to the long-term ecological condition of the 
freshwater environment. 

 

 

Principal Scientist Freshwater Quality and Ecology  

 





types of conditions and requirements that have been applied previously:
A groundwater diversion consent;
An example of a Water Quality Monitoring Strategy; and
An example of a stormwater discharge consent for an individual development/site, rather than the
global consent.

 
They don’t need to relate to any particular project. We are just looking for some useful examples to help us
understand the types of conditions and monitoring requirements HBRC has used previously.
 
Thanks very much for your help.
 
Kind regards

 

​​​​

 
Senior Associate Planner

woods.co.nz
+64 22 648 3857
woods.co.nz

This email is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, notify the sender and/or Woods immediately. Woods (Wood and Partners
Consultants Ltd) accepts no liability for the content of this email, or for the consequences of any actions taken on the basis of the information

provided unless that information is subsequently confirmed by a duly signed letter.

 



























1. The proposal should more clearly detail the management of the Bake Drain revision crossing the lower southern
corner of #80 and back into #92.  Current plans (P25-496-00-4001-DR)  show the Bake drain remnant channel
discharge from #80 Middle Road is discharging into the pond without any  or if there is any agreement with #80
owners in regard to any relict flow from the channel section of #80. The old bake channel outlet as drawn has a
150mmØ PS overflow pipe below it. Clearly the ponding areas are able to manage the revised flow, and the
outlet to the Herehere would be via the pond outlet.

2. The right lateral branch of the Gilpin Drain is very close to the boundary of the final tranche of properties and has
elevated earth pad construction immediately adjacent to the existing drain. The SWMP shows all surface flow
going to the internal collection. The question is the on-going need for this branch of the Gilpin, and the potential
for the exact boundary encroachment on the drain. Maintenance access will be changed (currently the upslope
side). The detail of this may need to be revised as details are clearer with survey. Potentially this branch could be
no longer required assuming there is no discharge from the development property. This may need to be
discussed with the 147 and 167 properties, and maintenance access confirmed if it needs to remain.

 
2. From  our Senior Design Engineer:
 
I have reviewed the information provided and I have the following comments about the design.
 

1. The proposed development will infill the upstream and downstream of the HBRC’s Bake Drain on the development’s
property.  This raises several concerns which are as follows:

a. The existing maintenance access corridor for the Bake Drain is from the development’s property.  If the drain is to
be continued to be maintained by HBRC, access needs to be agreed with all affected parties.  No information has
been provided.

b. If the remaining portion of the Bake Drain is not to be maintained by HBRC, an agreement with all affected parties
needs to be all parties.  No information has been provided.  

It would be HBRC preference would be to transfer the ownership of the maintenance be transferred to either HDC or
landowner.

2. Eastern drainage basin (Herehere Stream side) comments:
a. The proposed discharge basin outlet is below the level of the Herehere Stream bed.  This implies that the basin

will be permanently fill and will not perform as designed.
3. Western drainage basin (Gilpin Drain side) comments:























Road.
6. Urban design, parks and open space

Overall vision for the site.
Key connections and movement through the neighbourhood.
Function, activation and accessibility of stormwater areas and the wider green
network.
Potential park/play provision, including a “play along the way” approach.

7. Herehere Stream treatment and design
Proposed approach to the stream corridor.
Planting, access and maintenance considerations.
Opportunities for ecological, cultural, landscape and amenity outcomes.

8. Planning Considerations
Use of the General Residential zone and MDRS zone rules across the
development.
Conditions of consent.
Feedback on Planning Report layout and content (any feedback on how we
prepared the Arataki Application).

9. Consultation and engagement
Proposed ongoing engagement through the substantive application process.

 
Please let us know if there are any additional items you would like to discuss.
 
Ngā mihi
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Invitation to provide written comments on a project under 
the Fast Track Approvals Act 2024 
You have been invited to provide written comments to the Minister for Infrastructure (the 
Minister) on an application to refer a project under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (the 
Act) to the fast-track process. 

Please upload comments directly via the portal by completing this template.    

Before the due date, for assistance on how to respond or about this template or with using 
the portal, please email contact@fasttrack.govt.nz or phone 0800 FASTRK (0800 327 875). 

Written comments must be received by MfE, on behalf of the Minister for Infrastructure, no 
later than the due date. 

Important information 
Your personal information will be held by MfE and be used in relation to the project 
application and process. You have the right to access and correct personal information held 
by MfE. 

A copy of your comments, including all personal information, will be provided to the Minister 
and the applicant. 

If you are a corporate entity making comments on this application, your full contact details 
will be publicly available.  

For individuals, your name will be publicly available, but your contact details (phone number, 
address, and email) will not be publicly available. 

A copy of your comments will also be published on the Fast-track website. If you believe any 
of the information you have provided is confidential or sensitive and should be withheld from 
publication, please highlight the information concerned and provide an explanation to support 
your request for withholding it. Your comment and explanation will be decided by the Ministry 
on whether to withhold the information from publication. 

Please do not use copyright material without the permission of the copyright holder. 

All information held by MfE is subject to the Official Information Act 1982. 

More information on the fast-track approvals process and providing comments can be found 
at Process overview | Fast-track website 

 







   

 

   

 

rural / productive zones to mitigate these reverse sensitivity effects. These buffers could take 
the form of public roads, stormwater corridors or detention, or public open space areas to 
ensure physical separation at the urban rural interface.  

In considering these types of effects, the NPS-HPL applies a directive policy on reverse 
sensitivity:  

Policy 9: Reverse sensitivity effects are managed so as not to constrain land-
based primary production activities on highly productive land.  

The policy applies in all circumstances where land-based primary production activities on 
highly productive land might be affected by reverse sensitivity effects i.e. those within rural 
zones and at the urban to rural interface. The policy is implemented in a number of ways 
including through Part 3.13 of the NPS-HPL:  

3.13: Managing reverse sensitivity and cumulative effects  

(1) Territorial authorities must include objectives, policies, and rules in their district 
plans that:  

(a) identify typical activities and effects associated with land-based primary 
production on highly productive land that should be anticipated and tolerated in a 
productive rural environment; and  

(b) require the avoidance if possible, or otherwise the mitigation, of any potential 
reverse sensitivity effects from urban rezoning or rural lifestyle development that 
could affect land-based primary production on highly productive land (where 
mitigation might involve, for instance, the use of setbacks and buffers); and  

(c) require consideration of the cumulative effects of any subdivision, use, or 
development on the availability and productive capacity of highly productive land in 
their district.  

Whilst Council acknowledges the fragmented nature and smaller sites of the adjoining land, 
we do not consider this sufficient reason to remove or reduce the proposed buffer entirely. 
Concerns from landowners within this area regarding their inability to utilise their land 
productively due to urban encroachment has already been raised with Council. It is considered 
that this proposal will only exacerbate these issues, severely limiting the ability to undertake 
primary production activities. 

Council also does not consider its partial inclusion within the FDS as sufficient reason to reduce 
these buffer zones. Even if this land was fully included within the strategy, a buffer would still 
be required between opposing zones, as the nature of the growth strategy is that future 
development of these sites is not a certainty, nor can Council have confidence as to when this 
land may be developed. In addition to this, the proposed growth was not supported by both the 
Hastings District and Hawkes Bay Regional Councils, meaning its FDS reference is only 
through support by Napier City Council – who do not have jurisdiction over this area of land. 
There is a strong possibility that development of the adjacent land will not happen, and if it 
does, it will not be within the short to medium term. As such, it would be anticipated that reverse 
sensitivity effects should be used to mitigate effects for the foreseeable future. 
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Council notes that the concept plan provided with this referral application does differ slightly to 
that which was provided to HDC previously. However, the sites indicated as potentially 
impacted by the primary production activities of the neighbouring sites have not changed from 
what was previously provided to Council, indicating that no measures have been taken to 
create buffers or the like for these properties.  

Council also notes the applicant’s Planning Overview Report highlights that a number of the 
site interfaces meet activities that are likely to have less than minor impacts on the residential 
activity proposed. Council supports the argument presented regarding the Village Baptist 
Church that the nature of the activity on this site is generally intermittent and scheduled for 
church related activities.  

The Dear Block (150 Middle Road) is one that still raises concern as no buffer or mitigation 
measures have been indicated for this site. The applicant explains, with support from the 
landowner’s FDS submission, that this site is not economically viable for primary production, 
resulting in the site being used as a rural lifestyle block. While this is the current activity for this 
site, there is still the potential that in time, this site could revert back to primary production 
purposes.  

Council note that the concept plan provided with the application has a road running in a 
northwest-southeast direction, parallel to the Dear Block (see figure below). One suggestion 
Council proposes is to shift this road to the southern side of this row of properties. This would 
create a road buffer between the edge of the Dear Block and the CDL development.  

 

Further to this, an additional option could be to provide larger sites along the Plains zone 
boundaries to provide some buffer within the sites. Council believes there should be ongoing 
discussions regarding this issue.  

The future development strategy (FDS) was approved by the joint Councils (Hastings District, 
Napier City and Hawke’s Bay Regional Council’s) in August 2026. The Middle Road land was 
one of the areas in question that was not supported by all Council’s. The following provides a 
breakdown of decision making by each Council: 



   

 

   

 

 

Of note, the two requiring authorities for Middle Road, HDC and HBRC were not in support of 
its inclusion. The proposed land covers portions of both HN3a & HN3b areas that were 
considered in the FDS, but not all of the area in its entirety.  

The summary reasons why HBRC decided to exclude the sites are that: 

• including those sites is contrary to strategic objectives 3 and 6 of the FDS (refer 
Section 8.2) 

• the inclusion of those sites is not required to provide sufficient development capacity 
to meet demand 

• neither of the sites would provide well-functioning urban environments 

The summary reasons why HDC decided to exclude the sites are: 

• Middle Road and Wall Road are both highly productive ‘Land Use Capability 2’ land. 
• Productive land, together with water and climate, is a cornerstone of Hastings 

District’s economic wealth. 
• Neither Middle Road nor Wall Road are necessary to meet the housing number 

required for the National Policy Statement on Urban Development. 
• The exclusion of both sites will not make the FDS inoperable. 
• The review of the FDS in three years’ time will have the opportunity to address any 

imbalance that may become apparent. 
• There are locations available on less productive land should more housing numbers 

be required. 

Consideration of these exclusions and the reasons for them need to be addressed as part of 
the planning assessment for the substantial application.  

It is also noted that while there is disagreement among the partner councils on whether to 
include this site in the FDS, as HDC is the territorial authority for the site, its decision should 
be considered to carry more weight.  

For the above reasons, Council considers that reduced weight should be placed on the 
inclusion of this site within the FDS when assessing this application. This will have a flow-on 
effect on how a number of matters in this application should be assessed. 
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Environmental Planning – Consents  

The scope of these comments is limited to those matters identified in section 17(3)(b) and 
section 21 of the Fast-Track Approvals Act 2024, particularly in relation to matters that may 
result in significant environmental effects and may result in the application being refused. 

Protection of highly productive land 

Due to the limited weight of the FDS, Council considers that the National Policy Statement on 
Highly Productive Land (NPS-HPL) still applies in this case, as the proposed development is 
not excluded by clause 3.5(7)(b) of the NPS-HPL. 

Having reviewed the applicant’s planning assessment and the soil report, the Council has 
identified a number of concerns that are considered relevant for the Minister in reaching a 
decision. 

LUC 2 land, by definition, means that the soil may be subject to some limitations but still 
remains productive. LUC subclasses specifically include wetness as one of these limitations. 
The AgFirst Report has identified amelioration works as one potential solution but has not 
identified their financial and physical viability. 

The AgFirst Report has also identified water allocation as another limitation of the land, while 
acknowledging that the NPS-HPL has a 30-year horizon and that this situation may change. 
No further information was provided on the cost of alternative solutions. 

The NPS-HPL also specifically excludes considering existing land use and size of the land 
parcels as factors for determining whether a piece of land is highly productive. The AgFirst 
report appears to have relied on these factors as part of the basis for the conclusion.  

It is also noted that the land is currently used for land-based primary activities, including grazing 
and orchards. This has been acknowledged by the AgFirst Report, but it has not delved into 
these existing activities in detail. 

Sustainable use of highly productive land is a key issue for the Hastings District. At this stage, 
Council is not satisfied that the application has demonstrated that the site has reduced 
productive capacity in line with the requirements of the NPS-HPL. 

Reverse sensitivity effects 

Given the limited weight of the FDS, there is no expectation that the site would essentially be 
urbanised. While acknowledging that the surrounding area has a mix of land uses, in the Plains 
Production Zone there is a general expectation that the “right to farm” takes precedence over 
residential development. National-level directions such as the NPS-HPL also require that, 
when considering productive capacity and potential, lot sizes and current land uses should not 
be considered long-term constraints. 

There is a particular concern along the north-western/western interface with the Plains 
Production Zone, where the proposed lots directly adjoin the adjacent larger rural blocks that 
would remain Plains Production Zone. It should not be assumed that rural production activities, 
as provided for under the District Plan, would not occur in the future. 



   

 

   

 

The application does not appear to have adequately addressed this concern. It would be 
recommended that either written approvals from the owners of these adjoining properties be 
obtained, or that a buffer zone be provided to minimise any potential reverse sensitivity effects. 

Integrity of the District Plan 

From a consenting perspective, given the limited weight of the FDS, the objectives and policies 
of the Plains Production Zone will be a key consideration for this application. As the proposed 
development is seeking to effectively urbanise Plains Production land, it is highly likely that it 
will be contrary to these objectives, particularly Objective PPO1. 

The Minister should be satisfied that the proposal would not result in a significant adverse 
effect by setting an adverse precedent. In this respect, the application has outlined matters 
that make this site unique. While Council does not disagree with the reasons outlined, the 
application has not analysed whether similar circumstances exist elsewhere within the district. 

Flooding risks 

A full assessment against the NPS-NH is expected be undertaken at the formal application 
stage. This assessment should also consider alternative solutions 

McKenna Block – 80 Middle Road  

The usual RMA process does not prevent applicants from lodging applications on land they do 
not currently own. However, it should not be assumed that the applicant will eventually own 
the land, and the Minister should be satisfied that section 21 of the Fast-Track Approvals Act 
can be satisfied without the McKenna Block. 

Council is generally satisfied that, subject to the comments above and further substantive 
assessment of the proposal, the proposed development would not result in significant 
environmental effects on the environment. 

However, it is noted that if the applicant fails to acquire the block and obtains approval for the 
current fast-track application, the approval will effectively also urbanise the McKenna Block, 
as it will be surrounded by residential development on all sides. This consequence has not 
been adequately considered in the applicant’s planning overview and needs to be considered 
in any substantive decision for this development. 

Urban Design  

The key issue is the number of lots that back onto the stormwater reserves and how / whether 
their rear boundaries are carefully designed so to provide surveillance over the reserve. This 
will be determined during future design stages. Therefore, at this point in the process there are 
no urban design elements that might lead to the application being declined. 

Transportation 

The Transport Overview report provided only considers the site itself without consideration of 
the wider network impacts. This results in a major weakness. It has not looked at the impact 
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of the additional traffic generation on the network and the potential impacts especially on 
intersections within the Havelock North Village area. That is something that will be necessary 
but can be based on previous modelling undertaken for the Iona Middle development / 
Havelock North Village and updated accordingly. 

While Council’s Transportation Policy and Planning Manager supports Section 6 
(Opportunities), especially in terms of providing accessibility network accessibility for all road 
users, the detailed design will be critical. The intention to create an urbanised environment is 
clearly signalled with both Te Aute Road and Middle Road fronting the site which is what would 
be required with kerb and channel and a footpath. There is also the potential to provide a 
passenger transport route through this development, moving it away from Upham Road, which 
is positive. 

Development Engineering 

From an engineering perspective, HDC have not identified any fundamental issues that would 
justify declining the referral at this stage. However, there are several significant matters that 
should be flagged to the Minister as requiring detailed resolution in the substantive application. 
The stormwater, flooding and wastewater assessment is the most critical of these. Comments 
on these are as follows. 

Stormwater and Flood Management 

The stormwater and flood management aspects of this proposal are the most technically 
complex matter and present the greatest risk if not adequately resolved. 

The site is located on low-lying land with a significant upstream contributing catchment. The 
area bounded by Middle Road, Te Aute Road, and Gilpin Road functions as flood storage in 
the 100-year event (RCP6). The Herehere Stream runs along the northern boundary. 

Key matters requiring resolution in the substantive application: 
• Flood modelling adequacy: The initial stormwater model submitted with the draft 

reports did not include Herehere Stream flows in the boundary conditions. This has 
since been identified and the model updated with a revised masterplan incorporating a 
larger greenspace for floodplain storage. However, the updated modelling has not been 
fully verified by Council. 

• Post-development flood effects: Comparison of the pre- and post-development flood 
mapping (Figures 21 and 22 of the stormwater report) suggests a potential increase in 
flood depth of 100–200 mm in the vicinity of 147 Te Aute Road, Havelock North 4130. 
The applicant will need to confirm whether this is correct, explain the cause, and 
demonstrate appropriate mitigation. Council’s expectation is that post-development 
peak flows at the downstream boundary are no greater than pre-development flows for 
the 10-year and 100-year events. 

• Floodplain storage balance: The substantive application will need to demonstrate 
how the modelling accounts for existing on-site floodplain storage, how pre- and post-
development storage volumes compare, and how the proposed basins compensate for 
any loss of distributed storage. 



   

 

   

 

• Karamu Stream boundary condition: The boundary condition values used in the 
model appear to be sourced from the HB Hazard Portal 50-year event data, which may 
be outdated. HBRC is undertaking a catchment revision and may have updated data. 
The applicant should confirm the currency of this data. 

• Stormwater discharge consenting: The Herehere Stream is not classified as an 
HBRC drain, and the site may already fall within the HDC stormwater catchment under 
the existing global consent with HBRC. It is unclear whether a new discharge consent 
is required for discharges to the Herehere, or whether this is covered by the global 
consent. This is a planning/engineering crossover that needs to be resolved. 

Referral position: These matters are not considered fatal to the referral proceeding, but the 
stormwater and flooding assessment is the area of greatest technical risk. The substantive 
application must provide comprehensive flood modelling demonstrating no adverse effects on 
existing properties and infrastructure within the wider catchment 

Wastewater 

The HDC Infrastructure Constraints Report identifies that there is currently no available 
capacity in the wastewater network for this area, and no upgrade is provisioned in the current 
Long Term Plan. The Anderson Park pump station is at capacity. 

The applicant proposes redirecting flows to the Breadalbane pump station, which will require 
upgrading. Council has confirmed this approach is acceptable in principle. However: 

• The extent of upgrades required to the Breadalbane pump station and the funding 
mechanism have not been finalised. 

• The applicant proposes two wastewater pump stations. Council’s preference is a single 
pump station designed to serve the entire block, including areas not developing as part 
of this application, to avoid proliferation of pump station assets. 

• Detailed pump station design consultation with Council has been initiated (Woods, 6 
May 2026) but has not yet progressed to substantive discussion. 

Referral position: The lack of wastewater capacity is a known constraint, but a feasible 
servicing solution via the Breadalbane pump station appears achievable. This is not 
considered a fundamental obstacle to the referral, provided the substantive application 
adequately addresses the servicing solution, upgrade requirements, and cost allocation. 

Water Supply 

HDC holds groundwater consent which allows 18 million m³ per year to be abstracted from the 
Heretaunga Plains Aquifer to supply the Hastings urban area (currently approximately 65,026 
residents).  

Given the fully allocated nature of the Aquifer, and the current regional planning settings, there 
is a low likelihood of additional water being allocated to HDC in the foreseeable future.   

Developers should be aware that HDC is operating with a constrained resource and will be 
carefully considering all development proposals, and their water needs, whether within the 
FDS identified growth area or outside it, within that constrained context. 
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Developers are encouraged to proactively identify options to minimise increased demand for 
water and to discuss these with HDC at the earliest possible stage.  Such options should 
include transferring any privately held water allocation for the subject site to HDC.    

Referral position: Water supply capacity is limited. Addressing this projected shortfall will 
require much more efficient use of existing water sources, demand management, new ways 
of securing water supplies 

Earthworks 

The proposal involves approximately 145,000 m³ of earthworks and 40,000 m³ of imported fill. 
Two matters require resolution: 

• 148 Middle Road is currently a stockpile location with soils contaminated by needle 
grass. The applicant needs to confirm management of existing stockpiles and how 
earthworks will be undertaken without spreading contaminated material. 

• The scale of earthworks is substantial. The substantive application should address 
effects on surrounding properties (level changes, drainage, runoff, sediment control, 
construction impacts). 

Referral position: Addressable in the substantive application. Not a fundamental obstacle. 

Herehere Stream and Geotechnical Constraints 

HDC is currently undertaking erosion protection design work along the Herehere Stream in this 
reach. The development introduces lots along the stream edge and will need to demonstrate: 

• Avoidance of exacerbating existing bank erosion or instability; 
• Appropriate setbacks from the stream edge for structures, earthworks, and private 

assets; 
• Maintenance of access for ongoing stream maintenance and erosion protection works; 
• Consistency with the HDC Stream Bank Remediation Guide; 
• Addressing geotechnical constraints including groundwater, liquefaction susceptibility, 

and lateral spread risk near the stream (as identified in the preliminary geotechnical 
assessment). 

Referral position: Addressable in the substantive application through detailed design. Not a 
fundamental obstacle, but the relationship between the development and HDC’s ongoing 
stream works needs coordination. 

Overall Engineering Assessment 

From a development engineering perspective, no single issue identified would justify declining 
the referral at this stage. The proposal is conceptually feasible, and the applicant has 
demonstrated a willingness to engage with Council on the technical matters. 

The key risk area is the stormwater and flood management, which requires comprehensive 
modelling in the substantive application to demonstrate no adverse effects on existing 



   

 

   

 

properties and infrastructure. The wastewater servicing approach via Breadalbane is workable 
in principle but needs to be fully resolved. 

Council should seek assurance that these matters will be comprehensively addressed in the 
substantive application, and that the workshop being arranged with the Woods team (late May 
2026) is used to progress resolution of the stormwater modelling, wastewater pump station 
configuration, and global consent matters. 

Open Spaces 

Council has reviewed the relevant documents and confirm there are no fundamental 
public/open space issues that could result in declining the referral. At this stage, comments 
are limited to matters that would make the proposal unworkable and unable to be addressed 
through the substantive application process. 

The key concern remains the interface between residential lots and adjoining streets and open 
space areas — particularly the number of lots backing onto the stormwater reserves, and 
whether rear boundaries and interfaces are designed to provide appropriate surveillance of the 
reserve.  

Council also notes the increased open space areas shown in the latest concept plan (May 
layout shown below in comparison to the previous iterations). This is a positive change, 
particularly where wider connections have replaced narrower links. 

 

 

Note: All comments will be made available to the public and the applicant when the Ministry for the Environment 
proactively releases advice provided to the Minister for the Environment. 

 

Managers signoff 
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To whom it may concern 
 

Purpose 

The purpose of this letter is to outline Hastings District’s water supply context to support 
discussions on how large-scale development can be serviced for water. It summarises the 
regional water allocation setting with reference to the Napier Hastings Future Development 
Strategy as acknowledging the constraints on water and encourages the early consideration of 
options for water supply when development is proposed.  

Context 

The Napier Hastings Future Development Strategy 2025-2054 acknowledges that the availability 
of drinking water is constrained within the Heretaunga Plains Groundwater Quantity Area (at p 
82): 

Drinking water in Napier and Hastings is largely sourced from the Heretaunga Plains 
Groundwater Quantity Area, parts of which are identified as Hastings and Napier Source 
Protection Zones. This area is fully allocated, and the water management regime proposed by the 
Hawke’s Bay Regional Council under changes to the Regional Plan is currently subject to appeal.  

According to the Regional Water Assessment, the region could experience freshwater demand 
shortfall of nearly 25 million cubic metres, increasing to 33 million cubic metres by 2060. 

Addressing this projected shortfall will require much more efficient use of existing water sources, 
demand management, new ways of securing water supplies, and consideration of the needs of all 
water users, including for municipal supplies, mana whenua, industry and primary production, 
such as horticulture, viticulture and agriculture. 

HDC holds groundwater consent which allows 18 million m³ per year to be abstracted from the 
Heretaunga Plains Aquifer to supply the Hastings urban area (currently approximately 65,026 
residents).  

Given the fully allocated nature of the Aquifer, and the current regional planning settings, the 
ability to secure additional water allocation is limited. 

Implications 

HDC has a number of demand management strategies in place and planned that will 
progressively reduce demand pressure on water supply.  However, these measures will take time 
to deliver, and significant constraints on the availability of water within the district remains. 

HDC does not currently have a policy in terms of water supply to developments based on whether 
they are within or outside the FDS, or within a particular area within the FDS.  However, 
developers should be aware that HDC is operating with a constrained resource and will be 
carefully considering all development proposals, and their water needs, whether within the FDS 
identified growth area or outside it, within that constrained context. 
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When: Wednesday, 3 June 2026 1:00 pm-3:00 pm (UTC+12:00) Auckland, Wellington.
Where: Microsoft Teams Meeting; Room - Civic Admin - Floor 2 - Tōtara
 

Hi all
 
CDL and Woods are looking to work through the key matters that came out of the referral
stage and align on approach ahead of progressing the application. They are looking to
reflect any feedback in updates to the masterplan.
 
Woods will circulate an agenda and updated masterplan ahead of the workshop, along with any
other relevant material we have available, to give everyone an opportunity to review the
information and come prepared with feedback and discussion points.
 
I will also work on booking a larger room, but they are surprisingly limited for this time.

 
Cheers
________________________________________________________________________________

Microsoft Teams meeting

Join: https://teams.microsoft.com/meet/44805311937416?
p=WAjqRFnoNVSMWYMrTZ
Meeting ID: 448 053 119 374 16
Passcode: nN6T3X5U

Need help? | System reference

For organisers: Meeting options

________________________________________________________________________________
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Kind Regards
 

Asset Manager - Stormwater & Wastewater
Te Kaunihera ā-Rohe o Heretaunga | Hastings District Council

Wāea/Phone +64 6 651 6390

 
From:  < woods.co.nz> 
Sent: Wednesday, 15 July 2026 12:06 PM
To:  < vanzyl@hdc.govt.nz>;  < woods.co.nz>
Cc:  < woods.co.nz>;  < woods.co.nz>;
Middle Road <MiddleRoad@woods.co.nz>
Subject: RE: Middle Road Project - Pump Station Consultation
 
Hi 
 
Could you provide the information from the email below if it is available? In particular the
actual remaining capacity at Breadalbane PS.
The only information we have for that PS is from a Stantec report (Breadalbane Wastewater
Pump Station Inflow Assessment inflow assessment. Stantec. 15 October 2024), which I
presume does not paint the current picture well. It leads to believe a decent amount of
capacity would be available even after including infill growth and the Iona development
flows*, which is inconsistent with the information we’ve received so far.
 
We appreciate any updates you can provide on this matter.
 
Kind Regards,

 
*Iona flows obtained from: Iona subdivision Middle Road upgrades report, Development
Nous, Feb 2024_V5
 
 

​​​​

3 Waters Engineer
woods.co.nz
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From:  < hdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Monday, 29 June 2026 4:12 pm
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From:
To:
Cc:     Middle Road; 
Subject: RE: Meeting Request – Middle Road Water Supply
Date: Tuesday, 21 July 2026 10:57:05 am
Attachments: image002.png

image001.png
HDC 3 Waters Middle Road Letter of support.pdf

Hi All,
 
Please find attached the Three Waters letter of support regarding the proposed potable
water servicing approach for the Middle Road development.
 
Firstly, thank you to you and the wider team for your willingness to work collaboratively
with us to explore a long-term potable water servicing solution for this development. We
appreciate the constructive and pragmatic approach that has been taken throughout
these discussions.
 
I also appreciate your understanding that the context has evolved since our
correspondence in December. Since that time, Council has made significant progress
with the development of its Water Conservation and Demand Management Strategy and
associated Implementation Plan. This has shaped the way Three Waters is now
approaching potable water servicing for major developments and has provided greater
confidence in exploring opportunities such as the potential transfer of an existing
groundwater allocation to municipal water supply.
 
The attached letter reflects Three Waters' support for exploring that pathway and our
intention to work collaboratively with both CDL and Hawke's Bay Regional Council to
investigate the opportunity. It also outlines the importance we place on incorporating
water-efficient design principles and good engineering practice into the development to
support the sustainable use of potable water resources.
 
One point worth noting is the consenting pathway. We have not specifically considered
whether any potential groundwater allocation transfer would be best progressed as part
of the Fast-track application or through a separate consenting process.
 
Regardless of the pathway ultimately adopted, the transfer of any existing groundwater
allocation rights would still need to be progressed through the appropriate HBRC
approval process, including any necessary amendment or variation to HDC's existing
municipal water supply consent, where required.
 
Please let me know if you have any questions or if there are any refinements you would
like us to consider.
 
Thanks again, and we look forward to continuing to work with you as the project
progresses.
 
Regards,
 

3 Waters Strategic Asset Manager
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General Manager ‑ Planning & Urban Design
woods.co.nz
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If calling ask for  
 
 

 
 
20 July 2026 
 
 
Woods NZ 
Building B, Level 1  
8 Nugent St 
Grafton, Auckland 1023 
 
Middle Road Development - Water Supply Approach and Water Efficiency Measures 

Hastings District Council's (HDC) Three Waters recognises the importance of identifying a 
sustainable long-term potable water servicing solution for the proposed Middle Road 
development.  

This letter is provided by HDC's Three Waters to formally express its intention to actively explore, 
alongside the applicant and HBRC, the opportunity to transfer any existing groundwater allocation 
to municipal water supply should a suitable allocation be identified.  

Should an existing groundwater allocation be identified, allocation transfer remains subject to 
HBRC's regulatory decision-making process, however Three Waters considers allocation transfer 
to be a sustainable long-term approach that supports the efficient management of water 
resources and the ongoing supply of potable water through the municipal network. 

This letter relates specifically to the potential exploration of a groundwater allocation transfer to 
municipal water supply. Other aspects of the proposal, including any remaining Three Waters 
servicing matters and any planning, regulatory and statutory considerations, will continue to be 
worked through by the relevant parties as the project progresses. 

Water efficiency and good engineering design measures 

Recognising the importance of sustainable water use and the increasing pressure on water 
resources across the Heretaunga Plains, HDC expects the development to demonstrate best-
practice water efficiency through subdivision design, network construction, and ongoing 
operation.  

Council supports the incorporation of a suite of water demand management and good 
engineering design measures, including: 

 Design and construction of the water reticulation network in accordance with HDC's 
Engineering Code of Practice, approved engineering standards, and all relevant Council 
requirements. 

 Application of good water network design practice, including appropriate pipe sizing, network 
looping, and minimisation of dead-end mains where practicable to maintain water quality, 
improve resilience, and reduce operational flushing requirements. 

 Incorporation of a development bulk water meter to support monitoring of overall water 
consumption and inform future water demand management. 

 Incorporation of pressure management measures such as Pressure Reducing Valves (PRVs), 
to optimise network performance and promote efficient water use. 



 

 

 Use of industry best practice pipe materials, fittings, and construction methodologies to 
reduce future leakage risk and whole-of-life maintenance requirements. 

 Commissioning, pressure testing, disinfection, and water quality testing of the reticulation 
network prior to vesting, in accordance with Council requirements. 

 Drought-tolerant and low water demand landscaping, smart irrigation controls for communal 
areas where required, and rainwater harvesting for appropriate non-potable uses where 
practical. 

HDC Three Waters considers that pursuing the allocation transfer pathway, in conjunction with 
water efficiency and engineering design measures, represents a responsible and sustainable 
approach to servicing the development while supporting efficient use of the region's finite 
groundwater resources. 

 

Yours sincerely 

 

 

 

Strategic Asset Manager - Three Waters 

hdc.govt.nz 
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From: @woods.co.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, 30 September 2026 14:31:55
To: @woods.co.nz>
Subject: FW: [#Woods P25-496 ] P25-496 - Middle Rd Fast Track
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Senior Associate Engineer
BEngTech, CPEng, CMEngNZ

@woods.co.nz
+64 21 655 149
woods.co.nz

This email is confidential. If you are not the intended recipient, notify the sender and/or Woods immediately. Woods (Wood and Partners
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From: @hdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Monday, 10 August 2026 3:27 pm
To: @woods.co.nz>
Subject: FW: P25-496 - Middle Rd Fast Track

 
,

 
Below are comments from  that summarise the HDC expectations for the infrastructure.
 
Hope it helps with your design.
 
Regards

Development Engineer Consents
Te Kaunihera ā-Rohe o Heretaunga | Hastings District Council
Wāea/Phone +64 6 651 6389

 

From: @hdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Monday, 10 August 2026 8:46 AM
To: @hdc.govt.nz>
Cc: @hdc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: P25-496 - Middle Rd Fast Track
 
Hi ,
 
I can understand the rationale for investigating a low-pressure sewer (LPS) solution, given the reported groundwater levels and
the extent of the deep excavations currently required. Any reduction in sewer depth is beneficial from both a construction safety



and constructability perspective.
 
However, I would be cautious about supporting an LPS solution without first reviewing a formal options assessment. The proposal
appears to reduce sewer depths by approximately 1.2 m; however, some lengths of sewer are reportedly still anticipated to remain
in the order of 5-6 m deep. As such, the fundamental constructability and groundwater-related risks may only be partially
mitigated.
 
My preference would generally be for a gravity system supported by a public wastewater pump station, where practicable, rather
than the introduction of a low-pressure system that creates additional pumping assets, increased operational complexity, reliance
on private infrastructure, and potential long-term maintenance issues.
 
Before supporting the concept, I would like to see:

1. An options assessment demonstrating why gravity-based solutions are not reasonably practicable.
2. Confirmation of ownership and maintenance responsibilities for the proposed LPS assets.
3. An assessment of whole-of-life costs and operational risks.
4. Confirmation of groundwater conditions and the constructability assumptions adopted.
5. Confirmation that the revised single pump station arrangement does not adversely affect network performance, storage

requirements, system resilience, or downstream capacity.
 
The key cost may not be the capital outlay at the start, but the O&M costs and lifecycle costs in the long term.  If I am correct, we
are looking at three options;
 

Two main pump stations and gravity network
One main pump station and gravity network
One main pump station, gravity network and 16 smaller LPS pumps and rising mains to service 16 properties.

 
Happy to discuss if needed,
 
Kind Regards
 

Asset Manager - Stormwater & Wastewater
Te Kaunihera ā-Rohe o Heretaunga | Hastings District Council
Wāea/Phone +64 6 651 6390

 

From: @hdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 30 July 2026 11:34 AM
To: @hdc.govt.nz>
Cc: @hdc.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: P25-496 - Middle Rd Fast Track
 
Hi ,
 
I've received the enquiry below from  regarding the proposed wastewater servicing for the Middle Road
development.  
Woods is exploring options to reduce the extent of these deep excavations and is seeking tentative approval to install a low-
pressure system (LPS) for the 16 properties fronting Te Aute Road.  
 
Please note they are going to the path of a single WW Pump station for the whole site rather than two as initially proposed.
 
The LPS would reduce the gravity sewer depths by around 1.2 m, although this would still leave sections of the network at depths
of approximately 5 to 6 m.  
 
From my perspective, the wastewater infrastructure remains relatively deep given the reported groundwater levels, which I
understand are generally less than 2 m below ground level, although they fluctuate seasonally. To mitigate deep lines, Wood is
designing a single deep collector line and all the other WW lines shallow.
 
Any reduction in excavation depth would be beneficial, particularly from a constructability and safety perspective, but I would
appreciate your thoughts on the proposal and whether you would have any concerns with the use of an LPS?
 

Development Engineer Consents
Te Kaunihera ā-Rohe o Heretaunga | Hastings District Council
Wāea/Phone +64 6 651 6389

 

From: @woods.co.nz> 
Sent: Thursday, 30 July 2026 9:28 AM
To: @hdc.govt.nz>



Cc: Middle Road <MiddleRoad@woods.co.nz>; @woods.co.nz>; 
@woods.co.nz>; @woods.co.nz>; @woods.co.nz>

Subject: P25-496 - Middle Rd Fast Track
 
Good morning ,
 
Thanks for the chat yesterday, as discussed we have recently received information from our hydrogeologist regarding a much
higher groundwater level onsite than expected.  Due to a few reasons our WW gravity system has ended up being very deep
(5.5 mto 7m deep) for far more of the WW network than I am happy with.  This depth and the amount of the deep WW pipelines
is a safety concern for the construction.
 
We are working our way through alternate options to restrict the length of deeps lines and to install these deeper lines with
alternate methods (e.g. drilling) but one of the issues we keep running into is the lots fronting Te Aute Road.  These lots are
lower than the rest of the site.
 
We are seeking a tentative approval to use LPS on an isolated section of the Milldale Road Project (being the lots fronting Te
Aute Road).  This will save a depth of 1.2m on much of the WW network.  Details of any LPS will need to be done at in the future
detailed design phase, sketch of what we are considering is below:
 

 
 
Kind regards
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Senior Associate Engineer
BEngTech, CPEng, CMEngNZ

@woods.co.nz
+64 21 655 149
woods.co.nz
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