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1.0 Introduction 

This Report provides a consolidated Planning Overview Response Report following lodgement 

of the Arataki Substantive Application with the Environmental Protection Authority (EPA) 

under the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 (FTAA). It outlines key changes to the proposal, 

updates to the assessment of effects, and summarises post-lodgement engagement. This 

document addresses:  

• Overview of updates to the proposal, including 

o Design changes 

o Updated documentation 

o Additional reasons for consent 

o Amendments to conditions of consent 

• Response to comments received under section 53(2) of the FTAA. 

Updated Application Drawings and Expert Response Memorandums have been appended to 

this Report. Revised conditions of consent have been included as Appendix 1 (mark-up) and 

Appendix 8 (clean).   

 



www.woods.co.nz P24-244 | 20/11/2025 | Page 6 of 43 

2.0 Update to the Proposal 

Following lodgement of the Substantive Application, several discrete updates have been 

made to the Proposal. These updates are in response to feedback received from key 

stakeholders including Hastings District Council (HDC) and Hawkes Bay Regional Council 

(HBRC), neighbours, and further refinements by the project team to best align with the 

overall project objectives.  

The changes to the Proposal are addressed in the following sections and include the 

following:  

• Replace the Residential Design Framework (RDF) with the application of the Hastings 

District Plan (HDP) Havelock North General Residential Zone (HNGRZ) and Medium 

Density Residential Zone (MDRZ) provisions through a consent notice approach. 

Apply bespoke consent notices where the provisions of the applied zoning do not 

achieve the intended design outcomes (change made in response to HDC’s 

comments).  

• Replace the buffer interface no build, landscaping and fencing covenants with 

consent notices and consequential update to the scheme plan (change made in 

response to HDC’s and McKenzies (Olive Grove) comments).  

• Amend buffer interface screening tree species from Mexican Alder to Layland 

Cypress / Cupressus Ovensii to address spray drift feedback (change made in 

response to McKenzies (Olive Grove) comments). 

• Undertake minor corrections to the fencing notations within the landscaping plan 

drawings and reference this as a consent notice (consequential amendment). 

• Update the Stormwater Management Plan (SMP) to provide mitigation options for 

circumstances where the maximum 60% impervious area threshold is exceeded and 

manage this through a consent notice (change made in response to HDC’s 

comments).    

• Updates to the consent conditions suite to reflect feedback received and local 

council drafting preferences (change made in response to HDC and HBRC’s 

comments). 

• Update to the consent conditions suite to enable an alternative concept plan to be 

approved if CDL and the owner of 104 Arataki Road (Shaggy Range) reach an 

agreement on relocating the Shaggy Range driveway (change made in response to 

Johnston Partnership (Shaggy Range)’s comments). 

The changes made to the Proposal do not alter the scale, intensity or nature of the Arataki 

development as assessed in the Planning Report lodged with the Substantive Application. 

Accordingly, the overall assessment of effects, the assessment against the relevant statutory 

documents, and the assessment against the relevant sections of the FTAA remains 

unchanged, and the conclusions reached in the Substantive Application continue to apply. 
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2.1. Description of the Changes 

The sections below provides detail of the changes to the proposal. 

2.1.1. Replacement of the RDF with Consent Notices 

Change made in response to HDC comments 

A key change post-lodgement has been the shift from the bespoke RDF framework to a 

consent notice approach, as requested by HDC. Following lodgement, the applicant and HDC 

discussed the adequacy of the RDF provisions and the risk that certain rules may have been 

unintentionally omitted, potentially creating challenges for future house builders. The RDF 

was based largely on the existing HNGRZ standards for Lot Type 1 and MDRZ standards for Lot 

Type 2, supplemented by bespoke design standards to achieve a cohesive built form. 

HDC recommended adopting the underlying HNGRZ and MDRZ provisions directly and 

implementing them through consent notices, with District-wide provisions applying as they 

normally would under those zones. The use of consent notices allows activities otherwise 

permitted in the HNGRZ and MDRZ to be enabled for future lot owners, providing certainty 

that typical residential development can proceed without the need for additional resource 

consents.  

In response, the applicant compared the RDF provisions against the relevant HDP provisions 

to determine where direct transposition was appropriate (Appendix 2). This exercise 

identified rules that aligned well with the underlying zones and could be adopted without 

change. It also identified provisions where the underlying rules were sufficiently similar that 

bespoke controls were no longer necessary. A limited number of HDP provisions did not 

translate appropriately and bespoke consent notices are therefore proposed to retain specific 

design outcomes. These are summarised below:  

Lot Type 1 (Condition 68B): 

• Landscaping requirements for the front yard setback (Condition 68C).  

• Bespoke garage and accessory building setbacks to achieve the anticipated built form 

(Condition 68D). 

Lot Type 2 (Condition 68E): 

• Building height restricted to 8m +1m (roof), rather than 11m allowed by the MDRZ 

(Condition 68F). 

• Bespoke garage and accessory building setbacks to achieve the anticipated built form 

(Condition 68G). 

• Minimum 10% glazing and street connection requirement rather than 20% to avoid 

poor design outcomes (Condition 68H). 

Other: 

• Site-wide stormwater management control to set impervious areas at 60% as HDP 

stormwater standards do not effectively translate to the Arataki development 

(Condition 65A).  

• Site-Wide Fencing requirements to achieve a bespoke urban design response to 

address passive surveillance, Arataki Road visibility and privacy (Condition 65B). 

• Council Reserve boundary fencing requires 1.8m high permeable fencing (Condition 

66).  
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• Onsite vehicle manoeuvring for rear sites to enable forward-facing exit patterns 

(Condition 68).  

• Arataki Corner Lots allowed a reduced distance of vehicle access from access roads 

(Condition 68A). 

It is considered that the use of consent notices instead of the RDF will achieve the same 

design outcome through a clearer and more flexible framework for future development. It 

avoids the risk of omission inherent in a bespoke ruleset and strengthens the certainty and 

enforceability of the planning framework, which HDC has confirmed as its preferred 

approach.  

Further, it is noted that while the proposed planning framework has changed since 

lodgement, the reasons for consent are unchanged from the lodged substantive application. 

The proposed new consent notices are proposed in the Conditions Suite V2 (mark-up) 

(Appendix 1) and the List of Application Reports and Drawings (Schedule 1) has been updated 

accordingly to remove the RDF.  

2.1.2. Replacement of Buffer Interface Covenants with Consent Notices 

Change made in response to HDC and McKenzies (Olive Grove) comments 

HDC stated its preference for the Buffer Interface to be secured through consent notices 

rather than covenants. Feedback from the neighbouring Olive Grove owners (McKenzies) also 

queried the robustness of covenants in ensuring long-term maintenance of the buffer 

interface treatments. 

In response, the applicant proposes to replace the Buffer Interface covenants with consent 

notices. This approach enables Council to monitor compliance and undertake enforcement if 

required, providing neighbouring rural landowners with a clear pathway to raise concerns 

should maintenance issues arise in the future. Three bespoke consent notices (Conditions 65C 

– 65E) are now proposed to address the no-build area, landscaping, and fencing outcomes 

along the buffer interface. The scheme plan (Revised Civil Drawings Appendix 5) has been 

updated accordingly. 

The existing “no-complaints covenant” will remain as a covenant (Condition 27).  

2.1.3. Amended Buffer Interface Screening Tree Species 

Change made in response to McKenzies (Olive Grove) comments 

The Olive Grove raised concerns that the originally proposed buffer screening tree species 

(Mexican Alder) adjacent to the southern boundary is not consistent with best practice under 

NZS 8049:2021 Management of Agrichemicals. In response, the applicant sought advice from 

their agricultural experts Fruition and identified suitable ‘needle leaf’ species capable of 

achieving the recommended 1-metre wide spray-drift buffer.  

A shortlist of compliant and locally available species was provided to the Olive Grove for their 

input. The Leyland Cypress (Cupressus ovensii) was subsequently selected from that list, 

reflecting their stated preference, and this has now been incorporated into the updated 

Landscape Concept Report (Appendix 3) and proposal. The Olive Grove have confirmed that, 

notwithstanding this update, they continue to oppose the proposed 10 metre buffer interface 

and maintain their preference for a 30-metre setback. 
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2.1.4. Amended Fencing Plan 

Consequential amendment 

The RDF fencing outcomes differ from the fencing standards provided for in the HDP, as it has 

been tailored to achieve specific urban design outcomes for the Arataki development, 

including passive surveillance, appropriate vehicle visibility along Arataki Road, and privacy 

where required. Accordingly, a bespoke consent notice is proposed to secure the fencing 

outcomes previously contained within the RDF.  

With the shift to the consent notice framework, it is necessary to reference a specific and 

approved fencing plan to ensure that the intended design outcomes are implemented by 

future lot owners.  

To distinguish between fencing constructed by the applicant at the subdivision stage and 

fencing to be constructed by future owners, the consent notices now reference the Boffa 

Miskell Fencing Plans included in the Landscape Concept Report (Appendix 3). The Fencing 

Plan has been split into two separate sheets (Drawings L200 and L201) for clarity and to align 

with the two relevant conditions (Conditions 65B and 65E). Minor amendments have also 

been made to the Fencing Plan legend to clarify fence types and ensure consistency with the 

original RDF provisions. 

2.1.5. Updated Stormwater Management Plan 

Change made in response to HDC’s comments 

The HDP stormwater rules do not provide for the overall outcomes for the development as 

they do not account for the additional storage capacity provided within the subdivision’s 

retention ponds or the integrated stormwater solution implemented for the wider site. 

Therefore, a consent notice (Condition 65A) is proposed to manage stormwater for the 

development, in lieu of applying the underlying HDP provisions. The subdivision has been 

designed for a 60% impervious area threshold, and sites that exceed this limit will be required 

to provide on-lot mitigation such as detention tanks or, where preferred by the lot owner, 

water-reuse systems to offset additional runoff.  

The SMP has been updated (Appendix 7) to include a clear flow diagram illustrating the 

required mitigation pathway for sites exceeding the threshold to assist future lot owners with 

their stormwater management design and Council engineers to assess each proposal 

exceeding 60%. HDC requested for the flow diagram to be included within the SMP. 

2.1.6. Alternative Masterplan Option 

Change made in response to Shaggy Range’s comments 

CDL and the owners of 104 Arataki Road (Johnston Partnership / Shaggy Range) have held 

discussions regarding the location of the existing driveway that currently bisects the Site. CDL 

has continued this engagement both prior to and following lodgement of the Substantive 

Application, including several post-lodgement attempts to arrange a meeting to continue 

conversations regarding the potential land swap and relocation of the driveway. A copy of the 

post-lodgement correspondence with Shaggy Range is included in Appendix 10.  

The Arataki masterplan has been intentionally prepared to accommodate an alternative 

scheme should agreement be reached to relocate the Shaggy Range Driveway to the south of 

the site. The Alternative Arataki Masterplan is included in Appendix 9.  
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HBRC questioned whether flocculants would be used following the construction of the 

subdivision. CDL confirms that its use is limited to the construction period and for 

construction of the stormwater management pond and therefore does not trigger any 

additional resource consents. 

Overall, the feedback from HDC and HBRC confirms that the reasons for consent have been 

appropriately identified and addressed within the planning assessment.   

2.4. Amendments to Conditions of Consent 

Amendments to conditions have been made in response to comments received from HDC, 

HBRC, invited parties, and to align with refinements to the proposal. The feedback memos 

from HDC and HBRC included specific commentary on the proposed conditions of consent.  

The most significant change to the conditions has been the replacement of the RDF with a 

consent notice approach resulting in a number of new conditions. This represents a change in 

mechanism and implementation rather than a change to the development outcomes. 

The Applicant’s response to these recommended changes and other matters raised in 

neighbour submissions is provided in Section 3.0 below. To assist the Panel, two versions of 

the revised conditions have been appended to this Planning Overview Response Report:  

• Appendix 1 - Conditions Suite V2 (mark-up)   

A marked-up version of the conditions identifying the changes made in response to 

comments received.  

• Appendix 8 - Conditions Suite V2 (clean)   

A clean version of the updated conditions with all track changes accepted.  
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3.0 Comments Received from Invited Parties 

In accordance with section 53(2) of the FTAA, the Expert Panel appointed to the Application 

must invite comments from persons listed in sections 53(2) (a) to (n), where relevant. 

Comments on the Application closed on 13 November 2025.  

The sections below provide CDL’s comments on the feedback that has been received 

following the closure of comments period. For ease of reference, feedback has been 

categorised into feedback from: 

• Neighbouring residents; 

• Mana whenua; 

• Government agencies; 

• Ministers; 

• HDC; and 

• HBRC.  

3.1. Feedback from Neighbouring Residents 

Feedback was received from several neighbouring residents through the invitation for 

comment process, and this was generally consistent with the matters raised during pre-

lodgement consultation. The Applicant anticipated these themes given the early engagement 

undertaken. 

With the exception of the feedback from the Olive Grove and Shaggy Range properties, no 

further changes to the proposal or conditions have been required in response to comments 

from other residents, as the issues raised have already been comprehensively addressed 

within the lodged Substantive Application material and the associated Consultation Report. 

A summary of the additional comments received is provided in Table 2 below, together with 

the Applicant’s responses, to clarify how these matters have been considered. 
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development water quality 
monitoring to protect the mauri 
and health of the stream, reflecting 
outcomes sought through 
engagement with local marae 
Ruahāpia. 

 

3.5. Feedback from Hastings District Council  

3.5.1. Overview of Post-Lodgement Engagement 

Post-lodgement engagement with HDC has been focused primarily on resolving the 

implementation of the RDF and responding to HDC’s preference for a consent notice planning 

framework. Engagement has been constructive, iterative, and undertaken with both planning 

and engineering specialists to ensure that the development’s planning framework is robust, 

enforceable, and aligned with HDC’s expectations for the site. 

The following outlines the post-lodgement engagement with HDC:  

Engagement on RDF and Planning Framework 

On 16 September 2025, the applicant met with Nellie Aroa (HDC Consents Planner) and Anna 

Summerfield (HDC Senior Policy Planner) to discuss the RDF and HDC’s concerns regarding its 

adequacy and long-term usability. HDC advised that the RDF risked unintentionally omitting 

rules and recommended adopting the underlying HNGRZ and MDRZ provisions through 

consent notices instead for the proposed two lot types.  

Prior to this meeting, and in response to HDC’s planning feedback to the RDF dated 18 July 

2025 (Appendix 2), the applicant had prepared and issued a detailed RDF - HDP comparison 

document to HDC on 29 August 2025 (Appendix 2). Following the 16 September meeting, this 

comparative assessment was revisited and refined further (Appendix 2). The applicant then 

provided HDC with a set of draft consent notices (Appendix 2) on 23 October 2025, 

completely replacing the RDF framework in favour of the application of the direct HDP zoning 

provisions, while retaining only a small number of bespoke design controls via specific 

consent notices to allow for particular design outcomes in the development sought by the 

RDF document and detailed in Appendix 2 and Table 4 below. This updated consent notice 

package reflected the agreed shift in planning framework approach and responded directly to 

the matters raised in the 18 July email at the 16 September meeting. 

Stormwater Management and Engineering Engagement 

On 6 November 2025, the applicant met with André Magdich (HDC Development Engineer) 

and Nellie Aroa (HDC Planner) to confirm an appropriate site-wide stormwater management 

approach. This discussion addressed the need for a bespoke consent notice rather than 

reliance on HDP standards, due to the oversized storage within the development’s retention 

system and the 60% impervious area design threshold catered for within the development.  

The applicant’s engineer prepared a proposed mitigation flow diagram outlining the 

mitigation pathway for sites exceeding the threshold, including detention tanks and water-

reuse options. This diagram has been refined following HDC feedback to ensure it would be 

readily interpretable by monitoring officers and engineering staff. The updated SMP with the 

inclusion of the mitigation diagram and supporting assessment is attached as Appendix 7. 
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Ongoing Communication and Document Sharing 

Since lodgement, the applicant has maintained open dialogue with HDC, providing timing 

updates, process guidance, and draft material on an informal basis. This included templates 

shared with HDC on 25 September 2025 to streamline the Panel review process, and regular 

email communication to clarify matters around timing and expectations. Where appropriate, 

updated versions of the consent notices and stormwater documents were shared informally 

with HDC prior to their formal submission to the EPA through this Comments Response 

process. 

Conclusion 

This engagement has resulted in an altered planning framework for the development, centred 

on consent notices that clearly implement the residential urban zone provisions while 

capturing necessary bespoke design controls as lot specific consent notices. The revised 

approach provides greater clarity and enforceability for HDC, and greater certainty for future 

lot owners, ensuring that residential activities and development can proceed without 

unnecessary resource-consent triggers. These refinements are now fully reflected in the 

updated conditions suite (Appendix 1) and supporting documentation included with this 

response.   

3.5.2. Hastings District Council – Information Gaps / Key Issues 

The HDC Memo has included a response to key issues and information gaps. The Applicant’s 

response to these key issues and / or information gaps is provided in Table 4 below.  

3.5.3. Hastings District Council – Additional Reasons for Consent 

No additional reasons for consents have been identified.  
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3.6. Feedback from Hawkes Bay Regional Council  

3.6.1. Overview of Post-Lodgement Engagement 

Post-lodgement engagement with HBRC has focused on confirming the robustness of the 

technical documentation supporting the Substantive Application and ensuring that the 

proposed regional consent conditions align with HBRC’s standard approach. HBRC have been 

proactive in sharing their completeness check findings, internal reviews, and peer review 

material, which has supported a clear pathway to confirming that the technical reporting is 

sound.  

The following outlines the post-lodgement engagement with HBRC: 

Site Visit and Initial Engagement 

On 5 September 2025, a site visit was undertaken with HBRC representatives and the 

applicant team. This provided an opportunity for HBRC to walk the site, understand the 

proposed discharge location, and gain clarity around the rural interface and downstream 

catchment characteristics. This visit enabled a technical discussion on the engineering 

approach for the development and narrowing the focus of subsequent technical queries. 

Technical Peer Reviews and Specialist Feedback 

HBRC provided an ecological peer review memo on 6 October 2025 (submitted with HBRC’s 

invitation for comment response), which identified a difference in professional opinion 

between HBRC’s ecologist (low ecological value) and the applicant’s ecologist (very low 

value). Both experts agreed that the distinction does not alter the overall conclusions or 

required mitigation for the project. The applicant queried whether a terrestrial ecology 

review would also be provided and HBRC confirmed that any terrestrial review would fall 

under HDC’s jurisdiction. 

A memo from HBRC’s civil engineer was received on 13 October 2025 (submitted with HBRC’s 

invitation for comment response), confirming general agreement with the engineering 

assessments supporting the application. Minor amendments to the regional conditions were 

discussed and agreed. HBRC also confirmed that PDP would be engaged to independently 

peer review the application which was provided with HBRC’s formal feedback comments.  

Ongoing Communication and Document Sharing 

Since lodgement, the applicant has maintained open communication with HBRC, providing 

updates on timing, anticipated panel processes, and draft material to support the efficiency of 

HBRC’s internal reviews. This included the provision of response templates to streamline the 

comment process and regular email correspondence to clarify expectations and respond to 

technical questions as they emerged. 

Conclusion 

Overall, the applicant’s post-lodgement engagement with HBRC has ensured that the 

technical foundations of the Substantive Application are robust and that the regional consent 

conditions reflect HBRC’s established standards and review findings. HBRC’s feedback has 

been incorporated into the updated conditions (Appendix 1) and supporting documentation 

provided with this response. 
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3.6.2. Hawkes Bay Regional Council – Information Gaps / Key Issues 

The HBRC Memo has included a response to key issues and information gaps. The Applicant’s 

response to these key issues and / or information gaps is provided in Table 5 below.  

3.6.3. Hawkes Bay Regional Council – Additional Reasons for Consent 

No additional reasons for consents have been identified.  
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4.0 Conclusion 

This Planning Overview Response Report has been prepared to support the Expert Panel’s 

consideration of the Arataki Substantive Application under the FTAA. It responds to feedback 

received from HDC, HBRC, and other invited parties, provides clarification on the consent 

requirements, and documents refinements made to the proposal and conditions of consent 

since lodgement of the Substantive Application.  

Overall, it is concluded that the proposal continues to result in effects that are acceptable and 

appropriately managed through the updated conditions of consent. No material change to 

the conclusions of the lodged Assessment of Environmental Effects is required. This 

information is provided to assist the Panel in its decision-making under the FTAA. 




