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Planning Comments  

Draft Brookvale Comments  

I am providing comments on the draft reports for this fast-track application based on the 
information currently available to me. These comments are made without the benefit of having 
reviewed any associated planner’s report and therefore should be considered in that context. 

Additionally, I would add that I have not been given any draft conditions of consent or proposed 
consent notices.  However, councils position would be that in terms of overriding the underlying 
zoning provisions the proposed residential development aligns with our existing residential zone 
provisions and do not support numerous bespoke consent notice conditions - these are more 
appropriately imposed via private covenants.  

Geotechnical  

There appears to be a disconnect between the engineering design documentation and the 
geotechnical assessment provided. 

In particular, the geotechnical report references and provides design guidance for only a single 
retaining wall within the western portion of the site, whereas the engineering plans indicate the 
presence of multiple retaining structures across the development. This raises concern as to 
whether all retaining elements have been appropriately assessed from a geotechnical 
perspective, including stability, bearing capacity, and interaction with fill slopes. 

It is also unclear if the geotechnical assessment has adequately considered the effects of the 
proposed subdivision development located upslope/adjacent to the site, including the potential 
for undermining or destabilisation during earthworks, or the impact of additional surcharge 
loads on slope stability.  

In addition, there is particular concern regarding the stability of land adjacent to Council’s 
reserve strip. The engineering plans indicate that earthworks, including areas of cut, extend up 
to and through the reserve strip. However, the current geotechnical assessment does not 
appear to sufficiently test or consider slope stability in this location. 

This is a significant issue given it is proposed that Council will ultimately vest and manage land 
below these areas, including provision for public access. Inadequate assessment of stability 
along this interface creates potential risk to public safety and future asset management. 

There is limited evidence within the report of a comprehensive assessment of global stability 
that incorporates both the proposed earthworks and adjacent land uses (including the large-
scale subdivision to the west of the site), and clarification is required as to whether the analyses 
undertaken fully capture these cumulative effects. At this stage due to the uncertainty around 
certain elements of the geotechnical assessment, there is a likelihood that Council will request 
peer audit of the existing geotechnical report to provide satisfactory assurance that all stability 
and liquefaction issues have been addressed appropriately. 

Reverse Sensitivity (Acoustic Report)  

Council is not satisfied that the Acoustic Assessment provides a sufficiently robust basis to 
conclude that noise effects and reverse sensitivity have been appropriately addressed. 



                                                                                                                                            

 

The assessment appears to rely predominantly on computer modelling, assumptions, and 
existing datasets, rather than site-specific baseline monitoring or noise measurements. Given 
the scale and sensitivity of the proposed (being a large residential development within a 
productive rural environment), it would be anticipated that the assessment includes field 
measurements and/or attended monitoring of existing noise sources.  

Given the acknowledged intermittent and sometimes high-level nature of rural noise sources 
(e.g. bird scarers and frost protection devices), reliance on a primarily desktop exercise 
introduces uncertainty and risk in the assessment conclusions. 

The application concludes that the proposal will not introduce reverse sensitivity effects or 
constrain existing lawful activities. However, Council does not consider that this conclusion is 
sufficiently substantiated.  The reliance on existing compliance points assumes a static 
environment and does not reflect the dynamic nature of rural production activities, which may 
change in intensity, location, or type over time. There is also limited evidence of on-site design 
mitigation measures (e.g. building orientation, acoustic insulation, no-complaints covenants, or 
sufficient buffer treatments) specifically targeted at managing these reverse sensitivity effects. 

Reverse Sensitivity (Fruition Report)  

The Fruition report recommends shelterbelt as a form of mitigation for reverse sensitivity 
effects, however this also some practical concerns in light of the District Plan’s shading and 
boundary setback provisions (performance standard 6.2.5H Shading of Land, Buildings and 
Roads):  

1. Trees on Boundaries 

Trees forming a shelterbelt for a distance of more than 20 metres on a side or rear boundary of a 
property under separate ownership: 

 

i. shall be planted a minimum distance of 5m from an adjoining property boundary and be 
maintained so that the branches do not extend over that boundary; and 

ii. where planted between 5m and 10m from an adjoining property boundary shall be 
maintained at a height of no more than their distance from the boundary +4m (e.g. at 
a distance of 5m from the boundary, the height limit is 9m; at a distance of 9m from 
the boundary, the height limit is 13). 

2. Trees Adjoining Public Roads 
Trees forming a shelterbelt for a distance of more than 20 metres within 5 metres of a 
public road shall be maintained at a height of less than 9 metres. 

Outcome 

Adjoining land will not be significantly adversely affected by shading or root invasion from trees. 
The safety of Roads will be maintained by preventing ice forming in shaded areas. 

The report recommends shelterbelt planting along all rural interfaces, including planting 
relatively close to boundaries (with the report suggesting setbacks as low as 2 m) and achieving 
heights of approximately 3–4 m at maturity. However, the Hastings District Plan requires 
shelterbelt planting over 20 m in length to be set back at least 5 m from boundaries, with height 
controls linked to that setback. These provisions generally allow for maintenance of shelterbelts 



                                                                                                                                            

 

within horticultural properties. It is noted that the applicant has not addressed the ongoing 
maintenance of these shelterbelts, particularly the need to provide space to allow appropriate 
machinery to access the trees. It is requested that the applicant provide details of ongoing 
maintenance to ensure the proposed mitigation approach is the most appropriate for this 
development.   

While shelterbelts are presented as the primary mitigation measure, the report does not fully 
address the potential for those plantings to create adverse effects themselves, including 
shading, root spread, and ongoing maintenance requirements. The District Plan provisions are 
intended to ensure adjoining land is not significantly adversely affected by such effects, but 
additionally we have concerns of the internal effects of shelterbelt planting on the residential 
lots.  

The report does not clearly demonstrate how compliance with these standards will be achieved 
alongside the proposed narrow setbacks and continuous planting approach. As a result, further 
clarification is needed to show that the shelterbelt design both functions effectively for spray 
drift mitigation and complies with the relevant boundary, height, and shading controls without 
creating new reverse sensitivity or amenity issues for neighbouring properties or internally to the 
subdivision.  It is also not suitable to rely on surrounding sites having mitigations on their own 
site in terms of reverse sensitivity effects (e.g. shaggy range shelter belt), This aspect of the 
report should be reassessed.  

It is noted that proposed lot 141 only shows a 5 buffer landscaping area but the Reverse 
Sensitivity report recommends a 10m setback from the Vineyard, given the site shape and size it 
may not be feasible to develop this lot and meet the recommended 10m setback. This needs to 
be addressed.  

 



                                                                                                                                            

 

There is an inconsistency between the Fruition report and the supporting landscape plans in 
relation to the Shaggy Range boundary. The Fruition report recommends a setback of only 2 m in 
this location, whereas the landscape plans submitted with the application show a wider 5 m 
buffer. This discrepancy creates uncertainty as to what is actually proposed and relied upon as 
mitigation. Clarification is therefore needed to confirm which setback is intended to be 
implemented.  

While it is unclear what the final proposed setback of lots that sit on the interface with existing 
rural activities, the significant reduction of the underlying 15m setback requirements does raise 
concerns.  Reduced setbacks will erode the open character and amenity anticipated for the 
Plains Production Zone and limit effective separation between buildings on adjacent lifestyle 
sites. The 15 m yard is a consistent and established standard across other rural-based zones, 
including the Rural Zone, Rural Residential Zone, Havelock North Rural Residential Zone, Tuki 
Tuki Special Character Zone, and Te Mata Special Character Zone, reflecting a deliberate 
planning approach to maintaining openness and managing land use conflict. Departing from 
this framework risks creating a more urbanised environment that is incompatible with 
surrounding productive land uses and does not achieve the intended outcomes for the zone. 

Watercourses within private lots:  

Council does not support the inclusion of watercourses within private property as part of 
subdivision design due to the inherent and unacceptable flood risk this creates. The proposal’s 
reliance on a watercourse, with adjacent native planting as a reverse sensitivity buffer, is 
therefore not supported. 

Watercourses require ongoing maintenance. Where located on private land, there is no 
certainty this will occur, leading to vegetation overgrowth, and blockages. This reduces channel 
capacity and increases the likelihood and extent of flooding on-site and to adjoining properties. 
The addition of planting further exacerbates this risk if not actively managed. 

This approach transfers long-term flood risk to future property owners, with potential pressure 
on Council to intervene. The application does not adequately address maintenance 
responsibilities, long-term performance, or flood risk implications. As such, this aspect of the 
proposal is not supported. 

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. 

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. The applicant will need to address this as part of any development 
proposal and encouraged to discuss options with out 3 waters team. 

 

Public Spaces Comments 

Existing Buffer Strip (Lot 3-4 Deposited Plan 481968): 

The buffer strip, held as an amenity reserve under the Reserves Act, was originally established 
to provide a reverse sensitivity buffer between residential activity and adjacent land-based 
primary production. Should this application be approved, the purpose and need for the buffer in 
this location would effectively cease or at least shift elsewhere.  Beyond simply meeting ECOP 
requirements, consideration should be given to whether alternative approaches are available 
for this land, including the potential for it to be incorporated into adjoining properties given its 
original function would no longer apply.  While the proposed, pink-shaded area appears to meet 
ECOP requirements, it does not address broader considerations related to achieving good open 
space outcomes, and there is insufficient detail to enable a clear and robust assessment of 
what is ultimately being proposed.  As part of this we need a very good understanding of any 
proposed new assets including retaining walls and have thought though how access would be 
obtained for maintenance purposes. Clarity is needed about whether there is any intention to 
replace the open space land which is proposed to transfer (275m2) and vest as road. 

We share and support comments made on geotechnical matters. The engineering plans 
indicate crucial engineering works extending through the full length of the buffer strip to the 
edge of Arataki Extension.  Further detail is needed regarding the proposed earthworks and 
engineering solutions, finished levels and landscaping intentions. Relevant permissions will 
also be required to undertake works in this area, and these cannot be commented on until 
sufficient information is provided.  Greater detail is needed before any briefings and / or 
reporting to Council occurs. 

Transport 

In addition to previous comments and emails the Transportation Policy & Planning Manager 
notes that the second access (Road 3) will be formed to be two way over its full length i.e. there 
will be no one way section of road. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



                                                                                                                                            

 

Development Engineer 

This memorandum provides a consolidated summary of all outstanding engineering matters for the 
Brookvale Green Fast‑Track application. It combines: 
- The critical issues previously raised in the 10/11/2025 memorandum, 
- The latest engineering review findings, and 
- A structured issue list across Flooding (F), Stormwater (S), Wastewater (W), Earthworks (E), Roading 
(R), and Water Supply (WS). 
 
The intent is to clearly identify the matters that must be resolved before the application can 
progress, given the scale of earthworks, watercourse realignment, and the constrained layout of 
ponds and infrastructure. 
 
 

Flooding  

F1 Flood model shows post-development peak flows increasing by +0.9 to +2.1 m³/s (6–
17%) at Cross-Section F.  

 Applicant attempts to “net” 
increases against benefits elsewhere 
 

F2 Wastewater pump station not shown to be flood-resilient. Need a site-specific map to 
show the extent and depth of flooding in and around the WWPS to understand risk to 
the access and operating PS in the flooding scenario 

F3 The provided plans (C404 set) show the overland flow but not the flood extent. While 
the flood modelling report shows flooding on the plans, it is hard to understand the 
extent of flooding within the development and how it will affect the proposed 
properties. If the applicant can provide a single site plan showing the overland flow 
path and flooding across the subject site.   

F4 No single consolidated flood extent plan; information split between C404 and 
modelling report.  

F5 The scale of the proposal and the watercourse modification warrant independent peer 
review, as was the case with other recent large developments in HDC.  

 



                                                                                                                                            

 

Stormwater  

S1 No defined owner or maintainer for the watercourse section.  
 
As this watercourse is within the TANK catchment, the regulatory authority would 
be HBRC, and consent for the realignment and work within the watercourse would 
be issued by them.  
Will this watercourse then be vested in the HBRC, or will HDC still remain unclear? 
One thing to note is that vested Watercoruse 1 and 2 will accept upstream rural 
catchment and will discharge to the downstream rural catchment.  
 

S2 No defined owner or maintainer for the downstream watercourse from Brookvale Rd 
to the Crombie Drain. Watercourse 1 vests in Council, but the downstream reach 
has not been maintained by the HDC or HBRC.  

S3 The capacity of the downstream network is unclear. The existing culverts under the 
road are undersized (hence the requirement for the upgrade); however, it is most 
likely that the downstream capacity is also undersized.  

S4 Rain gardens RG3/4/5 too narrow to fit 1:3 batters; 
 

S5 Some new and some increased 
culverts under Brookvale Rd. 
Potential worsening of 
downstream flooding and effects 
not addressed. 
Upgraded/new culverts may 
create perception of increased 
discharge to downstream private 
land. 
 

 



                                                                                                                                            

 

S6 Limited space behind Lots 200–
201 for watercourse maintenance. 
Basin D has no setback from Lot 
203. 
Watercourse 2 (Lots 181–188) has 
constrained access. 
 
In general, HDC would require a 
6m setback from the drains and 
watercourses.  This would be 
applicable in this case.  
 

 
 

 
 

 
 



                                                                                                                                            

 

 
S7 Can the applicant confirm the side slopes for the proposed watercourse, swales, 

and drains, and assess the maintenance of these elements?  

S8 Rear-lot swale (Lots 131–141) occupies >1/3 of each lot; privately maintained -High 
long-term failure risk. 

S9 Unclear to what performance the watercourses are modelled; in short grass, some 
do not have access to maintain design Manning performance. Manning’s roughness 
may increase due to vegetation; only one side is maintainable. Stress test on higher 
Manning and peer review flood report 

S10 Sw outlets, as bubble-up chambers, indicate constant surcharge operation for the 
stormwater pipes. This is a bit unusual and will need to be confirmed 

S11 Public stormwater over private properties (169-177). The general approach is that 
public SW over private property is not preferred. Maybe this can be redesigned for 
individual private easement over lower properties 

 
 

Roading  

R1 Road long‑section shows 0.27% grade (below 0.4% minimum). 

R2 1:3 berm batters shown on C330-5/6 are too steep for standard mowing; long-reach 
mowing may not be feasible. 

R3 Lots 177–180 have dual-frontage exposure; Lot 180 exposed on three sides. 

R4 Visibility 
Visibility splays at Road 5 are 
obstructed by the Lot 5 fence and 
vegetation near Lots 6. 
Turning Lots 6 - view through the 
vegetation – confirm the size of the 
plans 
Road 5 – view through the Lot 55 
boundary 
 

 
 

 
 



                                                                                                                                            

 

 
 

Wastewater  

W1 Opportunity to extend the gravity 
main to reduce the rising main 
length along the Brookvale Road. 
Connection from the rising main to 
the gravity should be on an 
individual receiving chamber to 
reduce disturbance of the existing 
flow.  

 
 

W2 Some pipes at minimum grade 
(0.48%). Self cleaning velocities to 
be provided.  

 
W3 Lots 181 to 188 would ideally have 

public connection on the road 
rather than at the back of the site, 
where it is hard to access, and any 
future inspection and maintenance 
is challenging.  
 
similar comments for the Lots 169-
177  

 
 



                                                                                                                                            

 

 
 

Earthworks  

E1 Retaining Wall 2 is located in the 
road reserve; Council generally 
does not accept walls in the road 
reserve due to the Long-term 
liability for Council. 

 
E2 For the battering, a general movable slope is 1in5 that; anything steeper than that it 

will have to be accessible with the long reach mover or permanent planting. Please 
note that long reach mowers do have limited extension so in some cases won’t be 
able to reach other side of the bank, stream or watercourse.  

 
 

 
BE (Civil) CPEng, CMEngNZ 
Development Engineer  

 

 

 





 

 

BROOKEVALE GREEN LANDSCAPE PLAN FEEDBACK 

 POU AHUREA 

 

RP02 POND WETLAND  

Edge Mix Harakeke cultivar: use ‘Tapamangu’ 
 
Add Nīkau palms x10 
 
Add Tōī Mountain Cabbage 
 
Remove Knobby Clubrush and replace with 
Wharawhara 
 
Add Kākā Beak 
 

Shallow Mix Add Harakeke cultivar ‘Awahou’ good for water filtration 
 

Deep Mix Eleocharis Sphacelata = Kuta.  Comment only: this is 
great to see, kuta is a part of the natural habitat of the 
Havelock Hills. 
 

RP03 DETENTION BASIN 
 

Add Lancewood 

STREETSCAPE BERM & 
BUILDOUTS 

Add Rengarenga lilies 

RP04-05 RAINWATER 
GARDENS 

Add Wharawhara 

SHAGGY RANGE BUFFER 
PLANTING 

Remove Evergreeen Elder and replace with Hinau 
 
Remove Mountain Flax and replace with Harakeke 
cultivar ‘Te Mata’ 
 

TEREESTRIAL BUFFER 
EASTERN BOUNDARY 
15m width 

Remove Coprosma Robusta and replace with 
Coprosma Grandifolia 
 
Harakeke cultivar: use ‘Tāpoto’ 
 

COUNCIL RESERVE STRIP 
10m width 

Harakeke cultivar: use ‘Tapamangu’ 
 
Remove Coprosma Robusta and replace with 
Coprosma Grandifolia 
 

RIPARIAN STREAM BANKS  

Upper Stream Bank Mix 
6m width 

Remove Kahikatea and replace with Tawa 
 
Harakeke cultivar: use ‘Tāpoto’ 
 
Remove Koromiko and replace with Clianthus Maximus 
 
Remove Coprosma Robusta and replace with 
Coprosma Grandifolia 
 



 

 

Remove Cordyline Australis and replace with Cordyline 
Indivisa 
 

Bank Face Mix 
2m width 

Remove Coprosma Robusta and replace with 
Coprosma Grandifolia 
 
Harakeke cultivar: use ‘Awahou’ 
 

Bank toe 
2m width 
 

Add rengarenga lilies 

Shelterbelt No feedback 
 

 

Cultural use varieties: 

Coprosma Grandifolia  Ka ramuramu  textile dyes 

Phormium Tenax  Tapamangu  stripped fibres 

    Awahou  basket weaving (water filtration) 

    Ta poto   stripped fibres 

    Te Mata  mat weaving 

Cordyline Indivisa  To ī    warriors cloaks 

Eleocharis Sphacelata  Kuta   mattresses 



 
   

 

Comments – Brookvale Green 
29 June 2026 
 
Council acknowledges and appreciates the opportunity to review and provide early feedback on 
the draft reports associated with this proposal, ahead of any substantive application under the 
Fast-track Approvals Act. 

At the outset, we note that Council does not support development in this location, as it is not 
consistent with the Napier Hastings future growth strategy. Accordingly, the comments provided 
at this stage are intended to assist the applicant in identifying the key planning issues and 
information requirements associated with any future application. They should not be 
interpreted as indicating Council's support for the proposal or as prejudging the outcome of any 
subsequent fast track application. 

For completeness, it should also be noted that the absence of comment on any particular 
aspect of the draft proposal or supporting reports should not be interpreted as indicating that 
Council has no concerns in relation to those matters. A more comprehensive assessment will 
be undertaken if a substantive application is lodged, once Council has the benefit of a complete 
application and supporting technical information. 

 

Geotechnical Report:  

The updated material appears to address aspects of slope stability in further detail. 
Notwithstanding this, given the extent of earthworks and cut heights and as the associated 
assets are proposed to be vested in Council, we would still have a preference for an 
independent peer review. This reflects the significant challenges in providing for development 
around the Western slopes, Council’s responsibility to assume ownership and ongoing 
maintenance of these assets, and the need to ensure appropriate independent assurance in the 
interests of ratepayers. 

By way of context, this approach would be standard practice under a typical plan change 
process. It recognises the Council do not have the in-house expertise to properly analyse this 
report, in an area where there are significant hazards that need full understanding. While we 
acknowledge that this proposal is being advanced under the Fast-track Approvals framework, 
there are parallels which support adopting a similar level of rigor in this instance. 

Future Development Strategy: 

From a growth and development strategy perspective, we note that the proposed development 
sits outside of the Havelock North urban area as determined in Hastings District Council's 
Future Development Strategy (FDS). The FDS was developed via a public engagement process 
and technical hearing and was adopted last year. The development proposes the existing urban 
area extend onto land not earmarked for growth and actively discounted from the FDS. If 
residential development was to occur on the subject site it would be at odds with the council's 
infrastructure investment strategy and may take residential growth from locations provided or 
planned for within the FDS and supporting programmes. 



 
   

 

Other: 

At a broader level, it is noted that there are a number of inconsistencies across the various 
technical reports, and in some instances the assessments do not align or fully reconcile with 
one another. It is recommended that these discrepancies are carefully reviewed and resolved to 
ensure a consistent and coherent evidential basis. 

Addressing these matters prior to lodging any substantive application would assist in providing 
greater clarity and efficiency in the assessment process.  

 

Drinking Water Comments –  

HDC acknowledge that there is a pathway to transfer allocation of water from the existing 
property to the HDC municipal water supply consent and are willing to explore this option.  This 
comes with no guarantee of being granted and would be subject to the necessary regulatory 
assessment for such an approval once an application is lodged to HBRC.  

We encourage the applicant to continue to engage with both HDC and HBRC water engineers to 
ensure a consistent approach to the provision of water for the proposal. 

We advise the applicant to frame the application as a positive outcome to HBRC in regard to a 
reduction in allocation and demonstration of efficient use as this will provide the best 
opportunity for success.   

In addition, HDC strongly encourage the applicant to proactively adopt a water efficient design 
alongside the application for transfer of allocation.  This approach would both support the 
application for transfer and ideally meet HDC demand management objectives from the outset 
of their development. 

Public Spaces Planning Comments –  
 
Applicants Request to Use Council Land (see email dated 23 June 2026) 

The applicant has requested use of 277m² of Council reserve land to construct a compliant 
vehicle access to Brookvale Road. This access is required by Council’s Transportation team to 
ensure network resilience. Rather than granting only the portion of reserve land required for the 
access, officers recommend that the entire Local Purpose Reserve be vested as road reserve. 
This is considered the most appropriate long-term outcome, as the reserve’s original purpose to 
provide a buffer between residential and rural land would become redundant should the 
surrounding land be developed for residential use. 

The applicant will be responsible for obtaining any necessary approvals under the Reserves Act 
1977, including any required approval from the Minister of Conservation, either through or as 
part of the Fast-track Approvals Act 2024 process. The applicant has requested a letter for 
inclusion with the application outlining Council’s preferred approach to the reserve land. In any 
letter it would be made it clear that its confined to the reserve land and access arrangements 
matter and does not prejudice, predetermine, or imply support for the substantive development 



 
   

 

proposal, which will be considered on its own merits through the relevant assessment and 
approval processes and for which Council will provide inputs into as sought. 

The land proposed for vesting represents Council’s contribution toward achieving a resilient 
transport solution that complies with the Engineering Code of Practice and enables the 
development, if approved, to proceed to substantive assessment. However, as noted in the 
Growth team’s comments, the proposal is not aligned with Council’s residential growth 
sequencing. Both the development proposal and the associated land requirements have arisen 
solely at the applicant’s initiative. As a result, no budget provision has been made for the 
ongoing maintenance and management of the land or any infrastructure associated with the 
development. Officers therefore consider it appropriate to investigate mechanisms, through the 
Fast-track approvals process and associated consent conditions, to recover ongoing 
maintenance costs from the developer for a period. Preferably, these arrangements should be 
established upfront, either through consent conditions or an alternative legal agreement.  Cost 
recovery should encompass, as a minimum, the ongoing maintenance of planting, routine 
inspections, and any remedial works required for retaining walls identified through those 
inspections. 

Council has progressed seeking legal advice to identify the most appropriate and legally robust 
mechanism for considering cost recovery and to ensure that any ongoing obligations can be 
effectively secured and enforced. 

Local Purpose (Amenity) Reserve – Effects and Matters which need Addressing 

The affected reserve land is characterised by steep topography associated with a natural 
terrace, mature gum trees, and known geotechnical constraints that require detailed 
assessment and design. Works associated with the proposal, including earthworks, batter 
treatment, retaining structures, stormwater management, vegetation removal, replanting, 
landscaping, and treatment of the reserve-development interface, will need to be addressed 
through subsequent design processes, approvals, and any consent conditions should the 
proposal be approved. 

Any works within Council owned land, including retaining structures and earthworks, will be 
subject to Council review and approval. The applicant will need to demonstrate that the final 
design appropriately addresses geotechnical stability, public safety, amenity values, asset 
protection, and long-term maintenance requirements. 

All works within the reserve interface and the Local Purpose (Amenity) Reserve, including tree 
and fence removal, earthworks, retaining structures, stormwater management infrastructure, 
replanting, landscaping, and any associated mitigation measures, are to be undertaken at the 
applicant's expense. Specific conditions and requirements can be developed following 
completion of the geotechnical peer review and receipt of legal advice regarding ownership and 
ongoing maintenance responsibilities (refer to comments in Section A above). 

Streetscape / Public Space Items 
o Please delete the proposed Low Groundcover Planting (RP09) within streetscape 

berms & the associated buildouts. These can be replaced with grass to simplify the 
streetscape palette and reduce ongoing maintenance requirements. 



 
   

 

 
o Berm Raingardens : Please investigate and provide alternative stormwater drainage 

solutions that would allow the removal of the three small, narrow rain gardens located 
within the roadside berms at the Brookvale Road entry points. The berm areas in these 
locations should be retained as grassed areas rather than landscaped rain gardens. 

 
o Wastewater Pump Station : Given the pump station's prominent location at an 

intersection, further information on its design and appearance within the streetscape 
would be appreciated. In particular, details on any landscaping or screening 
measures intended to mitigate visual effects and integrate the facility into the 
surrounding environment would assist in assessing its streetscape and amenity 
impacts. 

 
o Masterplan : on the masterplan there is a dashed grey line which starts at proposed 

lot 177 around the corner of lot 180, what is its purpose please? 
 
o Connections / ROW’s : 

- Proposed connection between Lots 168, 169, 173, and 175 : Further clarification 
is requested on the purpose and intended benefits of this link. Given the relatively 
short distance between these lots and the connectivity already provided by the 
surrounding road network, it would be helpful to understand the specific function 
the connection is intended to serve and the rationale for its inclusion. 

- ROW Vehicle Accesses : The proposed layout appears to result in footpaths being 
located directly adjacent to a 1.8 m-high boundary fence along the western side, 
while the eastern side is largely characterised by driveway crossings (refer to 
Landscape Plans PP03, PP05 and PP06). Further clarification is requested 
regarding how this edge treatment is intended to function and the quality of the 
resulting environment. 

 
o Fencing : I note that the fencing plan is a draft and would prefer to comment 

collectively once finalised but to inform have the following queries : 
 

- In several locations, retaining structures appear to be proposed adjacent to 
walkways, with fencing installed on top of these.  It would be useful to 
understand the combined height to be able to assess the scale and 
appearance in these locations.  

- What does the black line indicate (proposed Lot 188)? 
- I need to better understand the intended front fencing treatment for Blocks 14 

and 15. The draft fencing plan indicates that further refinement may be 
needed to maximise opportunities for north-facing outdoor living areas. Can 
the final proposed fencing in this location please be provided for 
consideration. 

 
Street Tree Planting 

o Generally comfortable with allocation of street trees and their layout regarding sight 
lines & location of driveways except for: 
 

- Roads 6, 8, 9. Is there a reason why trees are not evenly allocated on each side 
of these roads?  

- Road 1 corner adjacent to Row 2 (See PP08).  Reason for intensification of tree 
numbers on this corner?  



 
   

 

 
o An amendment to the proposed street tree species selection is recommended as they 

aren’t optimally suited to the site’s climatic conditions due to the sites low lying 
typography and exposure to frost.  Previous feedback (email dated 18 May 2026) 
suggested reviewing the suitability of frost-sensitive species, including Metrosideros 
and Alectryon, and considering alternative species which are better suited to inland 
rather than coastal locations. 
 
The current landscape plans continue to identify Metrosideros varieties as the 
predominant street tree, with 70 proposed, alongside 17 Alectryon trees. Collectively, 
these species comprise 87 of the 137 proposed street trees. 

 
Exerts of the feedback provided on LA4’s proposed tree list 18 May by Councils Public 
Spaces Landscape Manager :  
 
Generally our preference would usually be for large street trees to be deciduous to 
allow for winter sun into residential lots & onto footpaths/grass berms, species that 
don’t produce large crops (acorns/larger seedballs), have a form that is suitable for 
lifting to 2-2.5m and be more upright than wide spreading (this being dependant on 
the berm width).  Once we have the updated masterplan, we can discuss this further 
with our arborist. 
Regarding the secondary roads, I suggest avoiding species sensitive to frost such as 
the Planchonella & Dysoxylum. Although frost tender species can be seen in pockets 
in Havelock North, past developments have lost many Alectryon & Metrosiderous, so 
I would suggest consideration of more inland rather than coastal species.  

 
And to later queries 18 May:  
 
The HDC CoP requires that the trees be planted in a concrete tree pit. We are currently 
amending this to show MetroGreen RDC900s where possible or RDC600’s (for 
smaller trees/narrower sites). The RDC’s are a lot more tree & user friendly for 
installation & future replacement if required.  RootStop/ReRoute may also be used to 
protect services.  This may have already been considered but if not may alleviate 
engineers concerns somewhat regarding the proximity of the trees to services.   
The tree pictured below s a Quercus palustris.  The Pin Oaks do very well in Hastings 
& Havelock. Their natural pyramidal habitat with slightly drooping laterals does mean 
we often have limb them higher than that which gives best form on many main arterial 
routes (due to trucks). Happy to approve them if the berm width allows & I expect 
truck numbers will be limited. Our arborist prefers Platanus orientalis for main routes 
as it can be limbed without them looking misshapen along with the fastigiate 
Liriodendron, Quercus & Platanus.  He has also suggested Fraxinus Green Glow 
instead of the larger growing varieties.  

 
o It is difficult to assess the allocation of some street tree varieties because the shading 

and key symbols are very similar (see PP09), for example Fagus, Pyrus, Tilia and 
Ginkgo. Please add letter codes to the plans, such as Fs for Fagus sylvatica. Once this 
is provided, feedback can be given. 

 
o Substitute Pyrus calleryana ‘Bradford’ with Pyrus calleryana ‘Aristocrat’, as it is less 

prone to heavy limb failure. 
 



 
   

 

d.  Proposed Tree & Shrub Planning 

o As previously advised on 18 May, recommend substituting frost-sensitive tree species 
proposed such as Alectryon (8), Corynocarpus (210), Melycitus (820) & Vitex (202) 
(See RP01). 

o Suggest review/decreasing spacing of some of the native grasses proposed for 
detention basin such as Carex comans & Apodasimilis (See RP03) 

o Remove Dietes grandiflora from native planting mix in Shaggy Range Buffer Planting 
(See RP06). 
 

Urban Design Comments –  
 

The subject site presents some challenges for a high yield medium density development. The 
proposed master plan is primarily influenced by the sensitive edge of the site's Nth/NW 
boundary, the topography of its NW edge and the two streams present on the site. The 
challenges for the master plan's design, and the focus of my review, are where design decisions 
have been made in response to these site conditions. There are aspects of the master plan that 
are very well designed, and I anticipate subsequent development will achieve positive 
outcomes for both public and private realms. There are also areas within the master plan that 
are weaker and will create outcomes that could have been avoided. If the proposed scheme is 
approved, these areas will require a greater level of detailed resolution to manage the various 
tensions. This memo identifies such issues. 

The street network focuses on a loop road and dissecting connecting roads, with the need for a 
secondary road to provide access to land along the site's NW edge. Having two roads 
entering/exiting the site is positive from an urban design perspective, increasing legibility and 
choice. The site's topography at the NW corner creates the need for some duplication of streets, 
which leads to several compromised outcomes in the master plan. 

o Blocks 19,20,21,22 and 23 all being single loaded blocks, with dual public edges. This 
creates tension between the objectives of safety and passive surveillance over public 
spaces and visual privacy (and sense of privacy) for private outdoor space. The 
pedestrian walkway proposed between roads 1 and 2, between blocks 15/16 and 17/18. 
I assume the walkway is proposed so to provide pedestrian access to the public green 
spaces at the centre and far edge of the development. Equally I assume this access is 
proposed as a walkway only, rather than a street, because the width of land needed fora 
street would reduce yield by two lots. Access to and multiple routes through a site are 
positive objectives but I am concerned that the nature of the walkway proposed brings 
challenges that might outweigh the positives. 

The walkway is 6.2m wide and approximately 50m long. It has a level change of 
approximately 8m over its length and 5.7m within the three flights of steps proposed at 
its centre. It is proposed to have 1.2m high fences along its length, at the boundaries 
with the four adjacent lots. [Excerpts from the design team's development plan 
documents are provided at the end of this memo.] These characteristics raise concerns 
about lack of privacy for the four lots from people using the walkway and safety / CPTED 
concerns for people for people using the walkway, especially at night. The walkway 
would provide a more direct route, over the street network, to the centre of the 



 
   

 

development site for 7-8 lots (lots 172-177 and potentially 178). Therefore, the benefit of 
access might be limited in contrast to tensions it creates. 

o Long shared driveways (JOALs) to rear lots are proposed to provide access into blocks 
13 and 16 (accessing six and eight lots respectively) would ideally be avoided for similar 
reasons as described in the two items above. Equally long shared driveways introduce 
the potential for pedestrian safety from vehicles. If shared driveways are unavoidable 
because of site constraints, best practice would limit them in length, servicing only one 
or two rear lots. 

As mentioned above, the primary weakness of the master plan from an urban design 
perspective is the five single-loaded blocks, where lots are bound by the public realm on both 
sides – blocks 19, 20, 21, 22 and 23. Some blocks flats have roads on both boundaries and 
some have a road on one boundary and a publicly accessible open space on the other. This puts 
pressure on the subsequent design and use of the lots so to achieve realistic visual privacy for 
residents while balancing safety and activation needs of the public space and streets. Typically, 
this outcome is avoided by creating sufficient space for full blocks, with two adjoining rows of 
lots, creating an urban block (i.e. 'backs to backs, fronts to fronts'). Sectional drawings of some 
of these conditions are provided in the landscape drawing pack but equivalent and longer 
sections have been requested from the applicant's urban designer so to check the conditions 
created across the proposed lots and when taking buildings and fencing into account. 
Therefore, further urban design comments will be provided when this information is received. 

Three dwelling densities are proposed - 81 % of lots will be 400m2 or larger, 4% of lots will be 
400m2 or less and 31 lots or 15% will be approximately 200m2 (intended to use a terrace house 
typology). 

a. It is unclear why the middle category (<400m2) is used when used so sparingly. 
However, the larger lot sizes are more typical to both the Havelock North suburb and for 
an urban edge development and therefore considered appropriate as the primary size 
category. 

b. The smallest lots are proposed to result in four rows of terrace housing on the NW 
edge of the site. This design move appears counterintuitive on one-hand, placing the 
more intensive development typology on the outer edge of the site, which would also 
become the outer edge of Havelock North's urban area. However, the proposed terraces 
are intended to benefit from the amenity and outlook of their position on the site next to 
the proposed location of stream 1 and the proposed landscape design that will be 
implemented here. If the stream corridor and adjacent green space are developed as 
proposed and vegetation grows at a height and density as proposed, the unusual 
proposal to place terrace housing where urban transitions to rural Land use will likely be 
absorbed within the attributes of the development site. Equally, future residents of these 
Lots will enjoy a high amenity outlook both over the site and beyond. 

c. If the vegetation and Landscape design proposed here is not successful [and I 
understand concern regarding the vegetation proposed is raised in HDC's Landscape 
Architect's feedback on the proposed scheme], there is a risk that the proposed row of 



 
   

 

terraces (likely to be three-storeys) will be highly visible. This would result in quite an 
unusual built form for a Location where the urban environment transitions to rural 
environment. It is not possible to be specific about the appropriateness nor impact, 
from an urban design perspective, of this proposed form due to the subject application 
relating to subdivision only. Therefore, at this point it is important to flag the potential 
risk, albeit one that may not eventuate. 

d. The primary query about the proposed rows of terraces is their interaction with the 
public street to their north / NE and the Lower height and density properties to their 
south / SW. The master plan presents a risk to privacy (both actual and perceived) 
between the public and private realms and adjacent private-to-private realms and 
shading from the taller terraces over the outdoor spaces of the adjacent Lots. Sections, 
shading studies and further consideration of fencing strategies have been requested 
from the applicant team and further urban design comments will be provided when this 
information is received. 

Development controls for the master plan’s build out are proposed in the DRAFT lot testing pack 
provided by the applicant's team. The majority of controls proposed are direct use of controls 
from the Hastings District Plan. One exception is setbacks for the terrace housing anticipated 
on the super Lot blocks. The Medium Density Residential Zone, which is the zone the proposed 
super Lot controls draw from, sets building setbacks at 3m from the front boundary and 1 m 
from the side and rear boundaries [see attachment]. The proposed development retains the 1 m 
side and rear boundaries but reduces the front setback to 1.5m. From an urban design 
perspective this does not raise concern because: 

• This relates to only the four blocks, which are in a contained part of the development 
and on a single-loaded street, meaning the forward position of buildings on these sites 
will not impact the privacy of homes on the adjacent side of the street 

• The public realm is Loaded towards the far side of the streets the four blocks front being 
the stream walkway, and therefore the majority of pedestrian's passing the proposed 
buildings will likely be on the other side of the street 

• The design of the future houses can manage privacy via floor Levels, sill height, solid to 
void façade ratio etc. 

• 16 of the proposed Lots (blocks 4 and 5) are intended to have private outdoor space in 
the front yards, which will default in the terrace houses placed back from the front 
boundary further than the proposed 1.5m front setback. 

Note: The proposed development controls table in the DRAFT Lot testing document proposes 
the terrace house super Lots will use the Medium Density Residential Zone standard MRZ-S11 
to manage 'variety in building design and visual appearance'. The table also highlights this cell in 
pink, which flags it as an item where District Plan standards that will not be applied. These two 
things contradict and I suspect are a 'typo' in the draft document. This can be checked when 
final documentation is provided. 

7. A fencing plan is proposed within the DRAFT Lot testing document. This is an important Layer 
of design decisions for any medium density development, as fencing decisions can help or 
hinder objectives of visual privacy, sense of privacy, activation and passive surveillance. The 



 
   

 

direction of the fencing plan is supported but the proposed boundary treatments of specific 
sites are queried. The drawing attached highlights these areas. 

The majority of the highlighted boundaries are where it is recommended fencing is further 
considered and changes made. The specifics of the highlighted lots and boundaries can be 
provided if required. The base drawing also identifies the location of proposed retaining walls, 
which is helpful. However, the drawing's information only notes the potential height of the fence 
that will be on top of the retaining wall and does not provide the height of the retaining wall 
itself. Therefore, the full 3D condition that will be created at these locations can not be 
understood. Further urban design comments will be provided when this information is received. 

In summary, from an urban design perspective, the primary concern are the difficult lots created 
in the master plan that will require both bespoke responses when designed for development 
and may have compromised qualities. This concern relates to single-loaded blocks / lots, the 
two long JOALS, the potential impact of a combined height of retaining walls and fences and 
privacy, overlooking and shading impacts between the four rows of terraces and adjacent lots. 

Roading, 3 waters, source protection 

There are have been no specific additional comments from our roading and development 
engineers from what was previously provided. Additional commentary will likely be provided as 
part of the substantive application following additional review of the application in its entirety. 

Please also note that we are still working on the combined Source protection commentary and 
this will be sent separately upon completion.  

 

 

 



 
 

 

MEMO 
 

To:  

From:  (Hawke’s bay Regional Council) &  (Hastings District Council) 

Date: 29-06-2026 

Subject: Brookvale Green Fast-track application: feedback on draft groundwater and source-
water protection conditions 

HBRC File Ref: APP-131359 

CC:  (HBRC),  (HBRC),  (HDC),  (HDC) & 
 (HDC). 

 

1. Purpose 

This memo provides further technical feedback on the Brookvale Green Fast-track application from a 
groundwater and source-water protection perspective. 
 
It should be read alongside the earlier memo from , which provided important historic context 
relevant to this site.  It also highlighted known source protection vulnerabilities and uncertainties as well as 
identifying some of the main groundwater, stormwater-groundwater interaction and source-water protection 
matters associated with the proposal.  
 
It is also important to highlight the six principles of drinking water safety developed during the Havelock North 
Drinking Water Inquiry which provides further context to the line of inquiry and robust supporting information 
being requested to support the proposal: 

• Principle 1: A high standard of care must be embraced. 
• Principle 2: Protection of source water is of paramount importance. 
• Principle 3: Maintain multiple barriers against contamination. 
• Principle 4: Change precedes contamination. 
• Principle 5: Suppliers must own the safety of drinking water. 
• Principle 6: Apply a preventive risk management approach. 

 
This second memo focuses on the draft suite of consent conditions provided for Council review, together with 
matters raised in the covering email from Barker & Associates relevant to source protection (Emails from 

 to HBRC & HDC on 12 June 2026). 
 
The purpose of this memo is not to form a position on the proposed development.  It also does not provide a 
complete, nor full legal review, or acceptance of the proposed conditions. Rather, it identifies whether the 
draft conditions provided address the key groundwater and source-water risks previously raised, and where 
further refinement would assist in ensuring the conditions are clear, enforceable and effective. 
 

2. Scope of review 

This review has focused on the consent conditions most relevant to HBRC’s regional functions and source-
water protection interests relevant to both HBRC and HDC. These include the general conditions, stream and 
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wetland works, stream diversion, stormwater discharge, wastewater design and temporary discharge of 
contaminants. 
 
The applicant has specifically sought feedback on the structure and separation of the regional consent 
conditions, potential duplication of conditions, particularly management plan requirements, and the 
hydrogeological monitoring and source-water protection provisions. This memo therefore focuses on those 
matters. 
 

3. Overall comment 

The draft conditions are a useful step forward and respond to some of the matters previously raised by HBRC 
and HDC. In particular, the conditions now include requirements for detailed design certification, 
hydrogeological input into stream realignment works, a Groundwater Protection Assessment for the stream 
diversion, stormwater maintenance requirements, and a Stormwater Monitoring Plan. 
 
These are positive additions. However, several matters are still left to later certification, future management 
plans, or professional judgement during construction. Further detail might help ensure those conditions 
provide a clearer and more practical framework for managing source-water protection risks. 
 

4. Key matters now addressed 

The draft conditions now appear to address several matters identified in the previous memo. 
 
First, the conditions require detailed design information for stream works, stormwater infrastructure and the 
stream diversion before those works commence. This provides an opportunity for Hawke’s Bay Regional 
Council and Hastings District Council to review final levels, dimensions, erosion and scour controls, and 
groundwater protection measures. 
 
Second, the stream and diversion conditions now include provision for hydrogeological input. This includes 
recommendations from a suitably qualified hydrogeologist where excavation or channel formation may 
expose permeable gravels or increase the risk of infiltration to groundwater. The conditions also require a 
Groundwater Protection Assessment for the stream diversion. 
 
Third, the stormwater conditions require details of any impermeable lining or groundwater protection 
measures for attenuation and treatment devices. The Stormwater Management and Maintenance Plan provide 
an appropriate place to address the ongoing inspection, monitoring and maintenance of lined channels, 
seepage control measures, attenuation devices, outlet structures and other infrastructure intended to 
manage infiltration losses to groundwater or protect groundwater quality. 
 
Fourth, the draft conditions include a Stormwater Monitoring Plan, including monitoring locations, 
parameters, methodology, trigger levels for investigation, and reporting requirements. 
 

5. Remaining source-water protection considerations 

The comments below are a non-exhaustive list and include indicative references to the draft condition 
numbers where they appear directly or indirectly relevant. These references are intended to assist review and 
should be updated if the condition numbering changes as the suite is revised. 
 

5.1 Groundwater Protection Assessment 

Relevant draft conditions: Conditions 137(e) and 146. Related conditions: 118(f), 128, 138(i), 152, 153(g) and 
158(l). 
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The requirement for a Groundwater Protection Assessment is helpful, but the current wording may be too 
narrow. It appears to focus mainly on whether the stream diversion will materially increase seepage losses to 
groundwater compared with the existing watercourse configuration. 
 
That is a relevant consideration, but it does not fully address the source-water protection risk. The key 
question is not only whether the diversion increases the volume of seepage, but whether any aspect of the 
works could reveal, create, expose or increase a source-water risk to groundwater quality or the downgradient 
drinking-water supplies. 
 
That risk could arise in several ways, including disturbance or removal of low-permeability material, exposure 
of permeable gravels, erosion or scour, settlement, defective or damaged liners, service trenches, dewatering, 
outlet structures, construction excavations, or changes to how stormwater is collected, treated, detained and 
discharged. 
 
It would therefore be helpful for the Groundwater Protection Assessment to consider pathway and source-
water risk more broadly. This should include the realigned channel, detention areas, wetlands, raingardens, 
stormwater treatment devices, outlet structures, service trenches, dewatering works and associated 
excavations, existing bores, wastewater infrastructure design and the introduction of new contaminants to 
the site through the change of use. The assessment should explain how these activities will avoid creating or 
increasing a risk to groundwater quality and the downgradient drinking-water supplies, including Well 4151. 
 
The applicant may find it useful to present this assessment as a source-water protection risk register, 
identifying the relevant source, pathway, receptor, control, monitoring trigger and response action for each 
risk pathway. 
 

5.2 Liner and barrier specifications  

Relevant draft conditions: Conditions 138(i), 146 and 153(g). Related conditions: 118(f), 152 and 158(l). 
 
The conditions might be improved by providing more detail on the expected liner and barrier specifications at 
the detailed design stage. This could include matters such as the liner or barrier type, thickness, permeability 
target, design life, protection from puncture or desiccation, construction quality assurance testing, as-built 
certification, inspection requirements, repair procedures and long-term maintenance requirements. 
 
It may be useful for this level of detail to apply to the wetland, raingardens, any lined channels, any 
reconstructed low-permeability channel base, outfall interfaces and any other areas where stormwater or 
stream water could otherwise enter permeable materials. 
 

5.3 Wastewater design 

Relevant draft conditions: Conditions 29, 69 and 70. 
 
Design is required to meet HDC ECoP however hydrogeological and source water protection assessments for 
this site should consider whether additional controls are appropriate to incorporate into the design to manage 
any identified risk. 
 
Operations and maintenance manuals should provide clear visibility of potential overflow pathways in the 
event that the designed controls are overcome including response actions required. 
 

5.4 Well 4151 should be specifically addressed 
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Relevant draft conditions: No direct condition currently identified. Related conditions: Conditions 137(e), 146, 
152, 158(l), 176 and 178. 
 
Well 4151 is an important receptor because it is retained for augmentation and emergency use. It should not 
be assumed that the well will not be used during higher-risk construction periods, storm events, or monitoring 
exceedances. 
 
The conditions should require the consent holder to prepare a protocol, in consultation with HDC water-
supply staff, setting out how Well 4151 will be managed during higher-risk works. This should include 
notification of upcoming high-risk construction activities, rainfall event triggers, monitoring exceedance 
triggers, and any agreed temporary operational constraints. 
 

5.5 Consolidated management plans 

Relevant draft conditions: Conditions 6, 90(k), 119(d), 120, 138(g), 139, 145, 155(d), 155(e), 158(l) and 182 to 
187. 
 
The requirements for construction environmental management, erosion and sediment control, spill 
management, and chemical treatment management address several construction risks. However, the 
source-water protection controls appear to be spread across a number of management plans. This could 
make it less clear which plan is intended to manage the overall source-water pathway risk. 
 
It may be useful to consider a specific Source-Water Protection Plan, either as a standalone plan or as a clearly 
identified section of the Construction Environmental Management Plan. This could address matters such as 
wet-weather restrictions, open excavations, dewatering, unexpected ground conditions, fuel and chemical 
storage, concrete washout, spill response, liner protection, groundwater or seepage encounters, required 
hydrogeological inspection points, and communication with Hastings District Council and Hawke’s Bay 
Regional Council. 
 
This does not necessarily need to be a new standalone document, provided the relevant source-water 
protection controls are clearly consolidated in one place and are easy for contractors, certifiers and 
compliance staff to follow. 
 

5.6 Temporary discharge of contaminants  

Relevant draft conditions: DIS-2XX Conditions 182 to 187. Related conditions: Conditions 120, 139, 145 and 
155(e). 
 
The conditions for DIS-2XX appear to focus mainly on flocculant use and chemically treated sediment 
retention devices. However, the consent overview refers more broadly to the temporary discharge of 
contaminated water during construction. 
 
It might be useful to clarify the intended scope of this consent. If DIS-2XX is intended to authorise only 
flocculant-treated stormwater, the description could be narrowed to reflect that. If it is intended to cover other 
forms of potentially contaminated water, such as dewatering discharge, contaminated groundwater, 
sediment-laden water, or construction-related contaminated runoff, then the conditions may need to provide 
more detail on how those discharges would be managed. 
 
From a source-water perspective, it would also be useful for the conditions to clarify that potentially 
contaminated water should not be discharged to ground or to a watercourse in a way that could increase risk 
to the underlying aquifer. 
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5.7 Deemed certification timeframes 

Relevant draft conditions: Conditions requiring certification of detailed designs, assessments or management 
plans, including Conditions 118, 137, 138, 153, 155, 158, 159 and 182 to 187. 
 
Several conditions appear to provide that plans may be treated as certified if HBRC/HDC does not respond 
within 15 working days. I agree in principle with setting clear certification timeframes, as this provides certainty 
for the consent holder and helps keep the process moving. 
 
However, it might be useful to consider whether deemed certification is appropriate for all documents. Some 
plans and assessments may be relatively standard, while others may involve more complex source-water 
protection matters, such as groundwater protection, liner design, hydrogeological monitoring, seepage 
control measures, or trigger-action-response procedures. 
 
At this stage, it is not clear what the scope, complexity or volume of information to be supplied will be. If the 
material is incomplete, technically complex, or raises substantive source-water protection concerns, there is 
a risk that a critical document could be treated as certified by default before HBRC/HDC has completed its 
technical review. 
 
If deemed certification is retained for any technical documents, the conditions should at least provide that the 
certification period is paused where HBRC or HDC requests further information needed to complete the 
review. 
 
It may therefore be more appropriate for deemed certification not to apply to key source-water protection 
documents. This could include the Groundwater Protection Assessment, Source-Water Protection Plan, 
Stormwater Monitoring Plan, and any detailed design information that relies on liners, seepage control 
measures or other groundwater protection measures. 
 
Those documents could still be subject to clear certification timeframes, but it may be preferable for relevant 
works not to commence until express written certification has been provided by Hawke’s Bay Regional 
Council. 
 

6. Final comments 

Any information provided by HBRC and HDC should be framed as background information only. It should not 
replace the applicant’s responsibility to prepare an updated holistic hydrogeological assessment and source-
water protection assessment for the proposal. The applicant’s assessment should clearly identify the source-
pathway-receptor model, remaining uncertainties, proposed controls, monitoring, triggers and response 
actions. 
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1.0 Introduction 

This document sets out the proposed conditions of consent for the Brookvale Green Project at 174–176 

Brookvale Road, Havelock North, sought through the substantive application under the Fast-track Approvals 

Act 2024 (FTAA). The conditions address the full suite of District and Regional consent matters required to 

enable the subdivision, residential development, infrastructure works, stream works, wetland works, and 

associated activities forming part of the Project. It also includes the conditions associated with the 

precautionary Wildlife Approval sought from the Department of Conservation (DOC). 

The proposed conditions have been prepared in accordance with Schedule 6, Clause 18 of the FTAA and are 

intended to provide a clear, integrated and practical framework for the implementation of the Project. In 

preparing the conditions suite, regard has been had to: 

• Standard conditions and consent administration practices commonly used by Hastings District 

Council (HDC) and Hawke’s Bay Regional Council (HBRC);  

• The technical assessments and management plans prepared in support of the application; and  

• The need to provide both simplicity and certainty for the consent holder, future landowners, 

contractors, Council compliance staff, and other stakeholders involved in the delivery of the Project.  

The conditions have been drafted to: 

• Provide a clear and efficient framework for implementation and compliance monitoring;  

• Ensure that adverse environmental effects are appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated;  

• Integrate district and regional consent requirements into a single coordinated conditions package;  

• Provide flexibility for staged delivery of the Project where appropriate; and  

• Ensure that key environmental mitigation, landscape, ecological, stormwater, wetland, stream 

restoration and infrastructure outcomes are secured through the life of the development.  

The conditions are structured into activity-specific sections corresponding to the different approvals sought 

through the application, including subdivision, land use, stream and wetland works, and discharge activities.  

Unless otherwise specified, the conditions apply for the duration of the consent and are to be read together 

with the application documentation and the plans and reports listed in Schedule 1. 

 






















































































































