





IN THE MATTER of the Resource Management Act 1991

AND

IN THE MATTER Proposed Variation 3 - Howard Street
Amendments to the Proposed Hastings District
Plan

Further Submission from: Hawkes Bay Fruitgrowers Association Inc

To: Hastings District Council

Date: 28" July 2016

1. Submission

Hawkes’ Bay Fruitgrowers Association Inc (HBFA) is opposed to Variation 3 in its entirety.

The HBFA is very concerned that the HPUDS preferred scenario which is the basis of the
strategy does not appear to be being adhered to and we are unable to see that the HPUDS
development target allocations are being achieved.

The target allocations are;
*  60% Intensification
¢ 35% Greenfield
* 5% of population in rural areas
There are no provisions in the variation to
a. avoid remedy or mitigate land banking

b. ensure that the type of development will provide the range of housing to satisfy demand
for low income housing, family homes, single households and retirement options

c. ensure the subdivision provides the anticipated outcomes outlined in the HPUD strategy:
80 households

d. afford protections to the adjoining Plains Production Zone sites to be able to continue
with the necessary permitted day to day activities.

The HBFA understands that the area proposed to be rezoned has been brought forward by 10
years over what is proposed in the Heretaunga Plains Development Strategy (HPUDS) and that
this has happened as a result of the current issues with the Arataki extension. In fact the issue
goes back further than this.

To understand the extent of the problem one needs look no further than the Lyndhurst
Subdivision. The Lyndhurst area was a block of nearly 100 hectares of highly productive land
and was rezoned in the mid 1990s. After twenty years there are fewer than 250 new houses



built. This represents a density of much less than 3 houses per hectare. There remain large
tracts of land lost to primary production but not delivering on the Hastings District Council’s
intention of density housing.

The HDC cannot credibly argue that they have no control over those who land bank. The Council
needs to change its supply model to one that is guaranteed to deliver sections rather than seek

to secure yet more greenfields on the fringes of Hastings for the next investor to purchase and
bank.

The section 32 Summary Evaluation report states that Progressive Supermarkets welcome the
rezoning and are still keen to progress with a supermarket within this plan change area. It also
states that Progressive anticipates lodging resource consent in due course.

How many of the 80 households projected to be built will eventuate if a supermarket
successfully apples for a resource consent to change the land use.

The HPUDs strategy has as a central driver, the need to retain as much as possible of the high

quality land on the Heretaunga Plains for primary production. Piease explain how the proposal
is consistent with this key objective.

2. We seek the following decision

The entire variation put on hold until the target allocations of the HPUDS are achieved

And that:

in the absence of any provisions to mange issues a, b, c and d, the entire variation should be put
on hold until an acceptable strategy is agreed and implemented.

Ends
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MINISTRY OF EDUCATION
TE TAHUHU O TE MATAURANGA

10 August 2016

Hastings District Council
Private Bag 9002
Hastings 4156

Attention: Craig Scott

The Ministry of Educations Response to the Proposed Variation 3: Howard Street Urban

Development Area includes:

o Traffic and road safety
s Noise
e Character of the area

e Future development
Background:

The Ministry of Education is the Government's lead advisor on the New Zealand education
system, shaping direction for education agencies and providers and contributing to the
Government’s goals for education. The Ministry has responsibility for all education property
owned by the Crown. This involves managing the existing property portfolio, upgrading and
improving the portfolio, purchasing and constructing new property to meet increased demand,
identifying and disposing of surplus State school sector property and managing teacher and
caretaker housing. The Ministry is therefore a considerable stakeholder in terms of educational
facilities and assets in the Hastings District, and has a strong interest in the provision for

educational facilities within the District in general.

Proposed Howard Street Residential Expansion Area

Hastings District Council is considering rezoning 21.2 hectares of land to allow new housing to
be built in Parkvale, Hastings. The structure plan area that is the subject of the proposed

rezoning includes the Parkvale School.

The section sizes would be similar to those in the neighbouring areas, which would provide for
approximately 300 new homes. There is also a proposal for a retirement/lifestyle community to
be built adjacent the Parkvale School. In addition it is likely that a resource consent for a
supermarket may be lodged. The Ministry of Education has some concern with these proposed

changes, which are outlined below.
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The Ministry’s Response
Traffic

The Ministry is supportive of the safe pedestrian and cycle links proposed in the structure plan
and the possibility of a 40 km/hr zone to operate prior to and after school hours. However, the
Parkvale School already has traffic and parking problems around the school, particularly on
Howard Street. There is a lack of parking and under this proposal there will be further traffic and
safety issues for students through the increase in residential and commercial traffic. The
Ministry is concerned by the proposed reduction of car parks on Howard Street and the

relocation of the existing kea crossing on Howard Street.

The location of the proposed collector road on the boundary of the school, will impact on the
learning environments of the class rooms due to the noise associated with the traffic. While not
shown on the structure plan the Ministry would not support a road connection between Howard

Street and Havelock Road if this change was proposed in a submission.

The class rooms are not set back from the future road by a standard front yard and therefore
the road will impact on them to a much greater degree than if the road been present before the

school was developed.

Supermarket

The Ministry is concerned with the possible noise and increased fraffic volumes associated with
a proposed super market, particularly from larger trucks which would run along the proposed
collector road.

Future Development

The Heretaunga Plains Urban Development Strategy has indicated that there will be further
growth between Havelock North and Hastings. In addition to this strategy the proposed Howard
Street Residential Development Area will invariably increase the pressure on the Parkvale
School roll, which is currently at capacity. Other schools in the area could also be affected by
the proposed sub-division through changing enrolment patterns,

Relief sought:
The Ministry requests that:

s Cycleways are integrated into the design of the proposed roads.

e A 40 km/hr speed zone is incorporated for Howard Street and the current number of car

parks are maintained.
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o The proposed location of the reserve node is maintained to ensure it can be utilised by
the school. The Ministry would also accept the reserve being located directly opposite the

school buildings (East of the school).

» The proposed cycleway connection to Havelock Road is maintained to ensure it is utilised
by students and to act as a drop off area for parents, which will reduce parking pressure

on Howard Street.

+ The design of the collector road adjacent to the school boundary incorporates at least the

front yard setback.

» The road design incorporates appropriate car parking and a safe drop-off area in the

vicinity of the school.

e The Council consider the development implications of a supermarket and residential area

around the school.

e The Council continues to consult with the Ministry throughout the planning and

development process of adjacent land and any proposed traffic investigations.

Andrew Hill
Planner
Beca Ltd

10. 08. 2016
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Submission on Variation to the Proposed District Plan
Variation 3- Howard St Residential

Submission from Karen Cooper 1259 Howard St, Hastings

Submitter:  Karen Mary Cooper
1. Specific Provisions of Variation 3 — Howard St residential that my submission relates
to are:
(a) The extension of the proposed residential area to the Awahou drain and
including my property.
(b) The proposed structure plan road location.

(c)

The proposed stormwater detention area.

2. My Submission is:

(a) The extension of the proposed residential area to the Awahou drain and
including my property.
3. | strongly support the extension of the residential area to the Awahou drain, beyond

that originally specified in HPUDs and now including my property.

The reasons are;

Property is too small and Unproductive

(a)

(b)

| have been submitting to various council planning processes to bring my
property into the city area and have it rezoned residential since 2009, and
before that with approaches to relevant planners. The reason for this is that
the land | currently own is difficult, if not impossible, to lease for any
horticultural or agricultural activity due to its small size, the constraints
imposed by the proximity to residential areas, issues of reverse sensitivity
which have the potential to interfere with normal horticultural or agricultural
land use and the “right to farm” premise, and the proximity to a busy road

which can impede access to the property.

Because of the above, the property is hot economically viable, either for the
land owner or any lessee. Hence, the land is not productive, nor is it likely to

become so.
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(c)

The lifestyle block nature of the properties in this area means that merging
land with other landowners is highly unlikely. The area already contains
numerous dwellings and associated out-buildings and infrastructure. Even if
a land merger was to partly occur, the possible areas so created would still be

below an economically viable area for commercial production.

Variation 3 Meets HPUDS and RPS Policies for Greenfield Sites

(d)

(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

0)

(k)

()

Clear boundaries exist and a defined urban edge can be created with the

Awahou drain as a strongly defensible eastern boundary:

The rezoned area would form an extension contiguous with existing urban

areas and settlements;

It would create a contiguous urban edge and greenbelt to separate urban

from rural land use.

The land is identified as having low productive capacity as the size and shape

of the land parcels prevent productive land use.
It would mitigate reverse sensitivity issues.

It would promote social infrastructure as it is within easy reach of two good

schools and a retirement village as well as Windsor Park.

The area is already part of the roading transport network between Hastings
and Havelock North and Havelock Rd and Ada St already have cycle lanes.
In addition, greenbelts would provide opportunities for walking or cycling

connections.

Prospective home owners would welcome a greater level of choice in housing
areas adjacent to good urban amenities and a rural landscape that this

development would provide.

The area would be an altemative to other areas designated for housing which

may have issues with drainage and stormwater services.
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The Proposed Structure Plan Road Location

5.

| support the use of Structure Plans for the development area but | strongly oppose

the Councils proposed Structure Plan. Instead | support the form of Structure Plan

annexed as attachment 1 to this submission. My reasons are:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)

(e)

(f)

From a planning perspective, the location of this proposed road in the Council
proposed Structure Plan would still leave other properties in the rezoned area
(i.e. Kelly, Masters) effectively landlocked and with no access to the
subdivision roading network and the likely inability to access from Havelock
Rd or Howard St due to likely restrictions on the number of exit points on

those roads.

The Council proposed Structure Plan would require my land to be serviced

solely from Howard Street.

The proposed road in the Council proposed Structure Plan would take at least
20 m of my property leaving only a narrow strip of land of approximately 15-
20m between the road and my garden. This is too narrow and would be

useless for any form of activity or even for residential sections.

The proximity of the road in the Council proposed Structure Plan to my house
could compromise my personal safety and would result in increased traffic

noise and negative visual impact, all of which would be unacceptable.

[ get no financial or other benefit from having a road through my property as
in the Council proposed Structure Plan (other than the sale price of the land).

The value of the property is therefore not maximised.

[n contrast the Structure Plan in Attachment 1 to my submission addresses
these issues especially if the road proposed at the southern end of my
property can be developed in conjunction with the stormwater reserve area so
as to minimise the combined width of those facilities. | seek the maximisation
of the utilisable land area by combining as far as practicable the road and

stormwater reserve/drainage area.
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The Proposed Stormwater Detention Area

6. | oppose the Stormwater Detention Area as Currently Proposed in the Council

proposed Structure Plan. | support the form of Structure Plan annexed as

attachment 1 to this submission. My reasons are:

(a)

(b)

(c)

(d)
(e)

(f)

(9)

(h)

(i)

The Council Structure Plan appears to take the approach that additional
stormwater arising from more intensive development should simply be
conveyed to the stormwater detention zone where ponding will occur. Such
an approach is a waste of the land area being rezoned and is not an efficient

use of natural and physical resources.
The Council Structure Plan does not address:

The exact area and shape to be covered by the zone and the amount of my

property it would cover.
The impact, both positive and negative, on the balance of my land.
How it would affect the short term and long term drainage of my property.

The effect on my tile drain system (my property is all tile drained with three
exit points to the Awahou drain).

The effect of the progressive water release into the Awahou drain and the

capacity of that drain to cope.

From the information received so far, it would appear that the affected area in
the Council proposed Structure Plan could be a strip 50m wide running the
length of my property. This is a sizeable area and would effectively take most
of the land between the drain and my house site. The land left would be a
small triangle and would be effectively useless. It would not be sufficient for

development of residential sections.

Other options for water detention for the rezoned land are available,
specifically some combination of on-site storage for each section, inclusion of
stormwater detention zones within the developed area and large pipes. In
addition, if the road was relocated to the drain then it could be used as part of

the stormwater detention area.
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0)

| support the stormwater solution proposed in the Structure Plan in my
attachment 1. The indicative drainage reserve design presents an attractive
open space that provides the necessary storage and stormwater utility to

service the rezoned area.

General Submissions

(a)

(b)

()

Compensation payable or to be credited to land owners on whose properties
roading or other utilities are to be located should be based on the potential

residential development of the land as rezoned to General Residential zone.

That given the nature of adjacent land uses the requirement for setbacks
required by Rule 7.2.5G(2) should be waived on the land fronting onto

Howard Street such that the normal front yard requirements would apply.

That an overlay should be applied to my property reducing the proposed
density requirements down to a 350m2 average and 250m2 minimum so as
to allow for more intensive forms of development such as is proposed for the

Tremain land to the North of my property.

| Seek the Following Decisions from the Territorial Authority:

(a)

(b)

(c)

. That the Hastings District Council proceeds with the rezoning of the Howard

St area , up to the Awahou drain and including my property;

That the Council considers and adopts the alternatives proposed in my
attached Structure Plan, including alternatives for roading and stormwater

detention.

That the Council considers alternative options for the stormwater detention

area which:
(i) Minimises or eliminates the amount of land required.
(ii) Includes a vegetation buffer zone between urban and rural land

designations.

(iii) Mitigates the 50 year flooding issues on Masters, Kellys and Burns

properties.
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. 1D
Craig Scott

I I
From: Vincent Costello <vincent.mareecostello@gmail.com>

Sent: Friday, 12 August 2016 12:24 p.m.

To: districtplanreview

Subject: Howard Street Residential Variation

We wish to object to the rezoning of Howard Street and ask that it remain Plains Zone.

This area has huge value as plains land and is one of the few remaining blocks of rural land so near the city. It is what makes the
corridor between Hastings and Havelock North so special. If the land becomes residential it will just be the same as any other area in
New Zealand, it is the rural aspect that gives the Havelock Road its uniqueness and if this special character is lost it will be detrimental
to the whole area..

The land has far more value as cropping, agricultural and horticultural land than residential especially when there is a shortage of such
high quality rural land in the area.

We feel it is the duty of the Council to look to the future and by keeping the zone Plains land, council will be ensuring the area retains its
rural status and will be safe guarding the special character of the Havelock Road.

Maree and Vincent Costello
1224 Howard Street
Hastings

Phone 8765437


















2. My Submission is:

1. The Submitter supports the rezoning of the Howard Street residential development

as proposed by Variation 3 subject to the following submissions and amendments:

(a) The Submitter does not support the Structure Plan as proposed in Variation 3
(the Council Proposed Structure Plan). Instead the Submitter supports the
form of Structure Plan as annexed as attachment “A” (‘the Amended
Structure Plan) and as detailed in the attached engineering report from

Orogen Ltd annexed as attachment “B” to this Submission.

(b) The Submitter considers that the Amended Structure Plan proposed better
meets the needs and aspirations of all landowners within the Variation area,
provides better roading linkages to all properties, provides better servicing
and utilisation of land in respect of stormwater, provides for car parking and
alternative access to the adjacent school, and provides better utilisation and

linkages between Reserve areas within the development area.

(c) The Submitter seeks a change to the density requirement of Rule 7.2.5A. At
present the Plan provides for one residential building per 350 m* net site area.
For the Howard Street urban development area Rule 7.2.5A(1)(b) provides for
one building per site. The provisions of Table 30.1.6A provides that in the
Howard Street Urban Development area a minimum site area of 400m? with
an average site size of 600m? is required. This is considered inefficient

particularly given the Submitter's proposal to create a lifestyle village area.

(d) The Submitter seeks a proposed density of 350m? average and a 250m?
minimum Lot size together with amendment to Table 30.1.6A to reflect the

smaller minimum Lot sizes as above.

(e) As noted above, in relation to Rule 7.2.6.2, the Submitter supports the
adoption of a Structure Plan for the Howard Street development area but
submits that the appropriate Structure Plan is as attached in attachment “1” to

this Submission.

3. The Submitter seeks the following relief:

(a) That the land within the Variation to be rezoned is proposed to General

Residential.
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(b) That the Council adopt the Structure Plan as submitted by the Submitter and

attached as attachment “1”.

(c) That the Council make any amendments as required by the Submissions

above and any amendments consequential thereon.
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Through this exercise we have a good understanding of the land and its restrictions and
accordingly we have developed various outcomes that we believe can be equally
supported in the development of this land.

On this basis we provide the following statements in addressing each key element of the
zone for further discussion:

1.

Topography — influence on roading, stormwater, and earthworks

The proposed land area extends from housing on Windsor Avenue to the boundary
of the Cooper property. However, from the perspective of topography and any future
road grading and drainage it is sensible to consider all land up to the Riverslea Drain
as this is the natural fall of the land to this key drainage feature.

The land is generally flat but falls 2 metres from the west to the east to the Riverslea
Drain at a surface slope of 1 metre vertical for every 250 metres horizontal. Closer to
the drain corridor the fall in the land changes to be perpendicular to the drain that
would ensure that surface water ponds and drains (albeit slowly) toward Riverslea
Drain.

As a result of this shape the natural high point in this topography is located to the
south east boundary of the School with the low points being the Riverslea drain.

The proposed road alignments in the Draft Concept Plan are sensible but require
consideration of topography and what these roads could potentially influence
earthworks and stormwater overland flow.

The current high point in the land behind the school has an influence on any road
grading form Howard Street in that it would either:

e match the ground profile and require lots adjoining it to be filled to enable them
to drain to the road by aligning to a Crest as shown in our Option 1 concept plan,
or

e cutinto the highpoint which will enable lots to be built on the land but influence
the transition from School to the road as the cut could be around 1m in depth at
this boundary as shown in our Option 2 concept that targets a sag in this location.

The central spine road is centrally located and follows the siope of the land and spatial
is promoted in a sensible location. This proposed corridor provides the ability for
servicing all land titles by providing a low receptive corridor for drainage and services
in addition to vehicular access that follows the slope of the land. Therefore, any
earthworks associated with servicing any new lots to this road alignment will be
efficient.

It is advantageous to extend the proposed centrai corridor access road to the Riverslea
drain corridor to integrate with any drainage reserve at this location and provide a
logical secondary flow corridor for the land. Conceptually we shown this road on both
Options for access roads off Howard Street and we have conservatively graded this
road at 1.25% for Option 1 and 0.4% for Option 2.

Currently we are promoting Council standard road boundary widths that could be
optimised to integrate with the potential drainage corridors that we have identified






on this land. These corridors could also be reviewed from a Traffic Engineering
perspective and may be optimised for traffic calming or volume requirements however
for the purpose of alignment and impact of potential landholdings we have illustrated
the impact of a 21.6 metre road corridor providing, traffic lanes, parking lanes, berms
(for utilities and lighting), and footpaths as shown on drawing PL441.

Stormwater - flooding from the Riverslea drain & Karamu Stream

It is our understanding that the Hawkes Bay Regional Council have undertaken some
preliminary concept planning for the area following the request of Hastings District
Council. Their evaluation assesses the modelling of the Riverslea Drain to consider the
critical flood water depth during a 2% Annual Exceedance Probability Event {50-year
storm) on the land that they advocate as being R.L. 17.8 metres. This means that all
land currently below this level is expected to flood during that event and any greater
events and the flood prone land is shown in blue on the Council Draft Concept plan

To mitigate the risk of flooding on this land a small 300-400mm high bund to R.L
18.0m can be formed along the edge of the Riversiea drain over a length of around
155m. This bund would retain flood water within the Riverslea drain corridor during
the 2% AEP event.

Stormwater — mitigation of any development runoff

We have considered conservative development of 15 lots per hectare across the
proposed 25.42 hectare zone to determine the influence on stormwater runoff to the
Riverslea drain.

Our preliminary assessment considers that all catchments will ultimately drain to the
Riverslea drain and therefore any mitigation should consider the discharge to this
drain. Therefore, the concept is to provide sufficiently sized attenuation within the
proposed zone to maintain predeveloped discharge rates to the Riverslea drain up to
and including the peak 2%AEP event. Given that the Riversiea drain discharges to the
Karamu Stream and due to the potential to utilise the attributes of the topography on
this zone we have evaluated what attenuation could be provided to mitigate the
runoff from a 1% AEP (100 Year) event.

Our calculations are appended and apply the SCS method for attenuation control but
use Rational formulae for calculating catchment runoff. Runoff coefficients aligning to
the Council's Code of Practice are:

Runoff Coefficient

Predeveloped land 0.35
Developed (5 year event) 0.5
Developed (50 & 100 year event) 0.6

Stormwater — Attenuation requirements

The attenuation requirements for the land based on the 100 year event can be applied
for conservative land planning. These requirements show the conveyance required
through the land (i.e. secondary flow paths| and also the predeveloped discharge






rates to the Riverslea drain in addition to the overall storage required to be provided
across the block at 7,980m?3.

Based on the preliminary concept of providing storage on the park node, along the
road corridor, and along the Riverslea drain corridor we envisage storage areas of the
size of:

100 year event minimum attenuation land requirements:

Node Volume Node area [m?| Indicative flood
(m3) depth (m])
Park 2900 6450 0.45
Road corridor 1015 1350 0.75
Rlversleg drain 4065 5420 0.75
corridor

Dependent on land availability within the zone the road corridor and park areas can
interact and increase or decrease to provide the same net node volume to ensure
mitigation is provided.

On inspection of the Riverslea drain corridor an elongated shape is preferred to
provides interaction with the main drain flow path. The elongated storage shape can
be softened in final landscape design to provide a dry basin for use as a walkway/park
but this shape is required to be at a higher elevation than the main Riversiea drain in
order for is attenuation function to perform and then drain to a dry basin.

5670m3 of attenuation is required across the land for the 50 year design event. HDC
require the design to this event which would reduce the volumes required by 70% of
the 100 year event volumes for the same node. However, HBRC may require the 100
year mitigation due to the Karamu Stream and therefore these volumes are discussed
for land planning.

Therefore, indicative areas for various options that work on the zone are available for
discussion with the Development Nous Limited plan can be adapted to suit the final
requirement of the structure plan. Supporting these layouts are the key cross sections
for these corridors that can be developed through discussion to align desired
outcomes for managing stormwater, traffic, pedestrians, and reserve interface.

Other items that should be accommodated in the zone rules to aid in stormwater
management are low impact design outcomes:

e Encourage the consideration of different surface treatments in the road
corridor. Particularly considering permeable paver for the parking bays which
can provide a reduction in runoff from these surfaces.

e Encourage the consideration of rain gardens to utilise the underlying
Heretaunga piains soakage capabilities in the road corridor to further reduce
runoff.






e Encourage the consideration of some form of roof water storage for irrigation
on new houses again provide the ability to reduce any runoff.

With the consideration of these low impact design options the reduction in runoff can
be made that then translates to a reduction in attenuation required and therefore land
required to provide for that attenuation.

5. Wastewater — proposed reticulation & pump station

The MWH report considers various locations for a pump station and focuses on the
location of the station and the required pumping main from that station to the existing
reticulation. Each option is priced to form their recommendation.

No real consideration to land development is provided and hence our focus has been to
consider the MWH report and then the development of the land to then provide our
recommendations.

Based on the topography and the likely road gradients discussed earlier, two locations for
the pump station exist and these are referred to as Howard Street West and Howard Street
East. These locations enable sensible sewer grading in and around the land following the
new road corridors that result in a pump station inlet sewer of 4.5m in depth. This will
mean that the well will be deeper than this depth which will influence any storage and
mean that the depth of the station will be at the 5 - 5.5m depth inciuding any storage.

Based on these concepts we have provided a preliminary check of sewer reticulation to
confirm that servicing of the land can be provided to Council’s Code requirements and
provide indicative sewer invert levels on the concept plan for setting connection points in
the zone rules.

Of the two locations the Howard Street East location provides the opportunity to provide
service to land to the north of Howard Street.

The overall estimated cost of either station is in the order of $500,000 excluding GST
allowing for a trenchless rising main, pump station, and a 20% contingency sum {$80,000)
that could accommodate power connections costs. An Industry standard design fee of
12% should be allowed for in line with the ACENZ/IPENZ fee guidelines for such structures
which is $60,000 excluding GST. Therefore, our preliminary estimate of cost for the pump
station to service the zone is $640,000 excluding GST and any land acquisition. The
difference in this estimate to that of MWH is in the treatment of the contingency sums and
fees that are scheduled in their table 6.2.

6. Wastewater — design flows and phased implementation

Our preliminary evaluation of design flow from the zone is attached and estimates a Peak
Wet Weather flow of 9.2 L/s that aligns to the MWH design flow of 10 L/s. During dry
weather the anticipated design flow is anticipated to be 2.3 L/s.

We understand that Council is considering what existing wastewater network can be the
discharge connection point from the new Howard Street pump station based on the
current network capacities in those catchments. The catchments are shown on the below
figure and each will have a residual capacity based current flowrate.





















s

W




HASTINGS

DISTRICT COUNCIL

o
P ’
“ =
fom -
e
oo
o
"

;
/

{ - 7 RS TS
; gy F A R A '

SO Phone "o 270 Aoor

S s SRR e
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Proposed Hastings District Plan HDC
‘Variation 3 — Howard St Residential’ 12 AUG 2016

Resource Management (Forms, Fees and Procedure) Regulations 2003 RECORDS MANAGEMENT

Office use
Date RECEIVEA: ..veicecereecer e cesise e eve e e (DY GUtHOFitY) SUDMISSION NUMDBETI: (oot ceseeeens

To

Environmental Policy Manager
Planning & Regulatory Group

Hastings District Council

Private Bag 9002

Hastings 4156

Email: districtplanreview@hdc.govt.nz
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Trade Competition

Submissions cannot be made to gain an advantage through trade competition as per Clause 6 of the First Schedule of the Resource
Management Act 1991.

Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987

The information contained in you submission will become publicly available official information held by the Council under the above
Act. By taking part in this public submission process, submitters will be deemed to have waived any privacy interests in respect of
that information.

1. Specific Provisions of Variation 3 — Howard St Residential that my submission relates to are:
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2. My submission is: (include whether you support or oppose the specific parts of the notice of requirement or wish to have
them amended; and reasons for your views)
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a, Bﬁvish to be heard in support of my submission.

D I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission

5, @/lf others make a similar submission, | will consider presenting a joint case with them at a hearing

(A signature is not required if you make your submission by electronic means)

D I would not consider presenting a joint case

Signature of submitter
{or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter)
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¢ | seek the following decision from the territorial authority

* 26.1.6A Access (a) Residential, Industrial and Commercial Zones
For properties that front Havelock Road and future developments which are
landlocked, access to/from Havelock Road shall be permitted.

e Stormwater

The coping capacity and specifications for the proposed changes to the Riverslea
Drain, back water effects and changes in roles and responsibilities from HB Regional
Council to Hastings District Council be published with sufficient timeframes to allow
community and property owners’ input to ensure the adequacy of the proposed
stormwater system.




HDC Submission 10 August 2016

@ » Specific Provisions of Variation 3 — Howard St Residential that my submission

relates to are:

¢ “Vehicle Access for sites located within the Howard Street Structure Plan
(Appendix 80)
For all sites:
(a) No additional access shall be provided to Havelock Road for any new or existing
site within the Howard Street Urban Development Area.
(b) No existing access off Havelock Road shall cater for additional development
within the Howard Street Urban Development Area.”

2  QDutcome
“The Heretaunga Street-Havelock Road Corridor is maintained for its arterial road
functions and as an important multi-modal transportation corridor through the
minimisation of side friction.”

s  Stormwater

“The Howard Street development area is currently not serviced by the urban
stormwater network. The eastern boundary of the proposed rezoning is bordered
by the Riverslea Drain which conveys urban stormwater from the south eastern
catchments of Hastings to the Karamu Stream. The Riverslea Drain is managed by
the HB Regional Council as part of the Heretaunga Plains drainage scheme however
ownership would transfer to HDC once urban stormwater services were in place.
The development area siopes gently in a south easterly direction towards Havelock
Road and the Riversiea Drain. There is a rudimentary roadside swale in Howard
Street which conveys minor stormwater flows to the Riverslea Drain but this swale
is inadequate to cater for increased flows generated from residential development
without significant upgrading.”

My submission is: We support the rezoning with the following provions made

®  Access from Havelock North Road
The only access to the rear of my property is from Havelock Road. My property
does not include access to Howard Street and thus the area will be landlocked and
unable to be developed in accordance with the proposed Variation to Zoning to
Residential.

¢  Stormwater

The effect of increased flow to the Riverslea Drain and transfer of responsibility
from HB Regional Council to Hawkes Bay District Council means that the
specifications for the changes must ensure that there is reduced risk of flooding to
the property adjoining the drain. it would appear that the main focus is between a
1in 5 years and 1in 50 years flood event. Changed weather patterns wouid
strongly suggest that this is inadequate and needs to be extended to a more realistic
time frame, say 1 in 100 years.



Submission on Proposed Variation No. 3

Proposed Hastings District Plan 2015

From:

Address for Service:

Introduction

Environmental Policy Manager
Planning & Regulatory Group
Hastings District Council
Private Bag 9002

Hastings 4156

districtplanreview@hdc.govt.nz

Progressive Enterprises Ltd
Private Bag 93306
Otahuhu

Auckland 1640

Kay Panther Knight, Civitas Ltd
PO Box 47020

Ponsonby

Auckland 1144

Ph: 09360 8071

Email: kay@ecivitas.co.nz

1. Progressive Enterprises Limited (“Progressive”) is the proprietor of land at 246 — 258

Havelock Road, Hastings. This site and the surrounding area are proposed by Hastings

District Council (“the Council”) to be re-zoned from Plains Production zone to Hastings

General Residential zone, and subject to a Structure Plan.

2. Progressive operates 184 supermarkets across New Zealand. In the last three years,

Progressive has invested $500m million in new stores, with a further $225 million planned

investment in the 2016 financial year. Progressive is the second largest private sector

employer in New Zealand, employing approximately 18,500 people.
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Supermarkets serve an essential support function for domestic living, as well as providing
an important economic function in the form of increased local employment. New
supermarkets are established in new or growing residential catchments. This is particularly
relevant in the context of Variation 3, which seeks to create a new residential neighbourhood,

extending the Hastings urban footprint.

However, also in the context of Variation 3, the need for business growth alongside
residential growth is not adequately recognised. It is prudent to enable essential support

activities, such as supermarkets, alongside development of new homes.

Nature of Submission

Progressive supports the Variation insofar as it seeks to re-zone the identified Structure Plan

area from Plains Productions to Hastings General Residential zone.

Progressive supports in part the Structure Plan (proposed Appendix 80) for development

of the re-zoned area.

However, Progressive seeks changes to the Variation to ensure it better enables appropriate

supporting development, namely a supermarket to accompany the proposed new homes.

Reasons for Submission

8.

In its current form, the Variation:

a. Will not promote the sustainable management of natural and physical resources as

required under Part 2 of the Resource Management Act 1991;

b. Will not enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic and

cultural wellbeing;
c. Will not enable the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources;

d. Will not achieve a new residential subdivision design with high-quality amenity values

owing to the layout and lack of connectivity; and

e. Is not the most appropriate means of exercising the Council's functions, particularly
having regard to the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions relative to other

means.

.
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9.  Without limiting the generality of the above:

Loss of Productive Soils

Progressive supports the findings of the Council in respect of the effect on versatile soils
arising from the loss of Plains Production zoned land!. Specifically, Progressive agrees

with the Council’s conclusion, as follows:

“...the loss of this (arguably somewhat already compromised) area of versatile soils is
a necessary and unavoidable consequence of providing for long term urban growth in

Hastings”.

Appropriate Mix of Activities

b.

Progressive agrees that the Variation is consistent with, and in fact delivers, the
Heretaunga Plains Urban Development Strategy. Indeed, the Council acknowledges in
its report? that the Howard Street Urban Development Area has been earmarked for

residential development and expansion of the south-eastern fringe of the city since 2009.

However, the draft National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity (“the
draft NPS”) seeks to ensure that a Council provides enough land and practical
development capacity for both residential and business development within its district.

Specifically, Objective A2 requires that local authorities:

To provide sufficient residential and business development capacity to enable urban

areas to meet residential and business demand.

To this end, Variation 3 does not achieve the intent of the draft NPS, as it provides only
for residential development, and of a limited capacity too, since it restricts

comprehensive residential development as a discretionary activity.

Whilst Progressive understands that not every Variation or plan change needs to address
all aspects of the draft NPS in isolation, it is understood that the Council currently does
not intend to provide for any new business development, citing capacity in the city centre

as areason.

The accompanying statement prepared by Urban Economics (Appendix 3) identifies
that in fact there is a lack of available sites in the existing urban environments for a
supermarket. Urban Economics also identify that the Howard St Urban Development

Area can accommodate a supermarket without detrimental economic impact on the city

! Section 7.6, Section 32 Summary Evaluation Report, prepared by Rowena McDonald and dated June

2016.

2 Section 4.2, ibid.
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centre. Indeed, Urban Economics consider that the proposed supermarket site, as
illustrated on the accompanying revised Structure Plan (Appendix 1), achieves an
optimal distribution of supermarkets throughout the district, thereby better achieving the
intent of the Proposed District Plan’s (“PDP”) commercial strategy. Specifically, the

relevant anticipated outcomes in section 2.10.4 of the PDP are:

CS4  Avoidance of the adverse effects of commercial activities on adjoining

environments.

CS6  Provision of a comprehensive, integrated and flexible mix of commercial

development options to meet demand in a sustainable manner over the long term.

g. Further, as alluded to above, the Council’s Variation report clarifies that the Howard
Street Urban Development Area will not enable higher density, despite recognising that
such a shift is in line with the Regional Policy Statement (“RPS”)*. Rather, the Council
propose to allow for low-medium density residential development, at an average density
of 12 dwellings per hectare. By comparison, policy UD8 of the RPS seeks “an average
yield of 15 lots or dwellings per hectare in each greenfield growth area developed post
31 December 2015™.

h. Progressive considers that the Variation presents an opportunity to encourage higher
density residential development, thereby making more efficient use of re-zoned land, in

a location that has been identified as being serviceable! and appropriate for development.

i. In this way, concerns regarding the loss of residential capacity through the inclusion of
a supermarket activity as proposed can be off-set through encouraging greater residential
density across the development area. Resource consent would still be required for
“comprehensive residential development™®, thereby allowing the Council an opportunity
to assess the effects of such a proposal in this location. However, it is considered the
discretionary activity consent status proposed by Council for comprehensive residential
development will discourage innovative and more affordable development and should
therefore be amended to restricted discretionary, in line with existing rule GR17 of
Section 7.2.4.1 of the PDP.

j. The accompanying statement by Richard Knott (Appendix 2) clarifies that such

densities would not be out of character with surrounding existing density — identifying

3 Section 7.2, page 27, ibid.

* Council’s Service Infrastructure Overview, Appendix C(i) to the Section 32 Summary Evaluation
Report, prepared by Rowena McDonald and dated June 2016.

5 Defined by the PDP as “development that comprises three or more residential buildings at a density of
20 — 40 residential buildings per hectare and incorporates an overall integrated design of buildings,
infrastructure and parking”.
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more recent development on Windsor Ave to the north as examples, which demonstrate

approximately 24 dwellings per hectare.
Layout and Structure of the Structure Plan

k. Progressive controls 3.19ha of land within the Howard Street Urban Development Area.
This represents approximately 15% of the land area and according to Council’s average

density, is theoretically capable of accommodating 38 dwellings.

. Progressive intends to apply for resource consent to construct and operate a supermarket
on the site, leaving surplus land for accompanying residential development, and
provision of playing fields to allow for continued use of Progressive’s land by the

adjacent school.

m. Access would be via Havelock Road, albeit in rationalised form as compared to the

various existing crossings on the sites.

n. None of the proposed activities prejudice the ability of the Structure Plan as proposed by
Council to be achieved. However, Progressive recommends the following improvements
to the Structure Plan, in accordance with advice from both Richard Knott Ltd and Traffic
Design Group (“TDG”) (statements have been provided by both at Appendices 2 and 4

respectively):

= Access to and from Havelock Road should not be so prohibitive as indicated by the
Structure Plan. Reliance on the Corridor Management Plan of 2011 clearly precedes
the proposed urbanisation of this area and development should instead be assessed
on a case-by-case basis with respect to potential traffic generation effects. The
current restricted discretionary activity status for infringing proposed Rule 26.1.6A.4
achieves this case-by-case assessment so no further amendment is considered

necessary to the Variation.

» Allowing linkages through the block bound by Howard Street and Havelock Road
results in more logical urban design and lot layout throughout the development area.
The traffic benefits are itemised in the accompanying statement prepared by TDG
(Appendix 4).

» Development should not “turn its back™ on Havelock Road, as that will result in
limited opportunities for passive surveillance of pedestrians and cyclists along
Havelock Road. This is particularly relevant given the investment in the recently

constructed cycleway.

® Given the proposal to formalise playing fields on Progressive’s site for use by the

school, amalgamating this space with the proposed public reserve as shown on the
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Structure Plan should be encouraged and designed for. That way, both the

community and school benefit from a greater resource than would otherwise be

provided.

0. The accompanying revised Structure Plan (Appendix 1) incorporates the above-

suggested amendments. Progressive considers the revisions achieve a better outcome in

terms of residential density, amenity, public safety, accessibility and connectivity.

Providing for a Supermarket

p. Having regard to the points made above, and in the accompanying expert reports,

Progressive considers the Variation and associated Structure Plan represents an

opportunity to specifically design for the supermarket activity and therefore avoid

concerns regarding ‘ad hoc urban development” as alluded to in the Council’s section 32
analysis® (and in Policy UD10.2 of the RPS).

q. The relevant Anticipated Environmental Results of the RPS are as follows:

AER UD3

AER UD4

AER UDS

AER UD7

AER UDS&

AER UD9

AER UDIO

More compact, well-designed and strongly connected urban areas.

Napier and Hastings retained as the primary urban centres for the

Heretaunga Plains sub-region.

Encroachment of urban activities (residential, commercial, industrial)
onto the versatile land of the Heretaunga Plains is confined to defined

greenfield growth areas within specified urban limits.
Efficient utilisation of existing infrastructure.

Efficient utilisation of infrastructure which has already been planned
and committed to by a Local Authority (e.g. by funding) but not yet

constructed.

Increased use of public transport and active transport modes (cycling,
walking), reduced dependency on the private motor vehicle and reduced

energy use.

Planned provision for, and protection of, infrastructure to support
existing development and anticipated urban growth in defined growth

areas.

6 Page 60, Section 32 Summary Evaluation Report prepared by Rowena McDonald, and dated June 2016.
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AER UDI3  New development is appropriately serviced by wastewater, stormwater,

potable water and multi-modal transport infrastructure

Progressive considers the inclusion of a supermarket within the Structure Plan via the
amendments proposed to the Variation is consistent with these outcomes for the reasons
identified earlier in this submission and in detail within the attached expert statements.
The land controlled by Progressive is best suited to a supermarket in the Structure Plan
area as it comprises those site requirements identified by Urban Economics in Appendix

3, as follows:

* A minimum area of 1.0 hectare

* A minimum dimension of approximately 70m
= Access to a major arterial road

= Close proximity to a residential market area

= Relatively low land cost.

Further, the proposed site-specific nature of the restricted discretionary activity status
for a supermarket on the site ensures no precedent effects arise throughout the General

Residential zone, and permits a robust assessment of the activity at the consenting stage.

Progressive recommends a series of matters of discretion in the following section of this
submission regarding relief sought. It is considered these matters will adequately address
all relevant effects of such a proposal, particularly when considered in the context of

delivering all elements of the Structure Plan as proposed.

Relief Sought

10.

Progressive seeks the following relief:

Approve the Variation with the following proposed amendments

i) Amend the Structure Plan in Appendix 80 in line with the attached revised plan,
identifying the supermarket site location and provision for limited access onto
Havelock Road;

ii) Amend Rule 7.2.6.2 Structure Plans as follows:

Activities shall be carried out in a manner that ensures that the activities,
infrastructure and reserves shown on the following Structure Plans can be

implemented and are not restricted in any way.

o Lyndhurst Structure Plan...

.
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b. Any consequential and/or other changes necessary to address the matters identified in

this submission.

Other Matters
11. Progressive wishes to be heard in support of its submission.

12. If others make a similar submission, Progressive would consider presenting a joint case with

them at the hearing.

13. Progressive could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission.

Signature

Y/

7

Kay Panther Knight
Principal Planner, Civitas Ltd
On behalf of Progressive Enterprises Ltd

12 August 2016
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To:

cc

From:

Date:

Re:

Kay Panther Knight; Civitas Ltd

Richard Knott

August 12, 2016

Proposed Hastings District Plan, Variation 3 Howard Street

As consultant urban designer to Progressive Enterprises, | have previously visited this area and carried out an

urban design site assessment which considered the character of the wider neighbourhood, the local area and
their site (within its surroundings) at 246, 250 and 258 Havelock Road.

Having read and considered the Proposed Variation 3 — Howard Street Residential Development Area, | have

the following thoughts and comments regarding urban design matters.

From my interpretation of the Structure Plan, it appears that the Council propose to establish a
landscape strip along the boundary of the land with Havelock Road. | assume that development
would be located behind this and, in line with the detailed wording of the plan change, there would
be no direct vehicular access to Havelock Road. In practice this is likely to lead to lots being
orientated so that their rear boundary faces Havelock Road, so that passers-by including pedestrians
and cyclists in Havelock Road will glimpse rear fences through the landscape strip.

This approach is contrary to good urban design practice. It is commonly accepted that
development/dwellings should face streets, and so maximise the opportunity for interaction between
owners/occupiers with other users in the area and to encourage good passive surveillance of the
street. This increased interaction and passive surveillance will improve the safety and security of the
street for all users, including pedestrians and cyclists.

It would also be good practice (assuming that it is designed as an attractive area) to have dwellings
facing towards the stormwater detention area reserve. Again this provides passive surveillance of
that area, so improving the safety and security of users. By way of example, the ‘green finger’ storm
water management areas in Flat Bush, Auckland provide an important amenity for residents,
providing a pleasant environment for walking and other recreation as well as an attractive
environment to view from within houses and from the street.

The existing school currently uses land owned by Progressive Enterprise as additional sports fields.
The proposed structure plan identifies a Reserve Node (indicated by a green circle adjacent the school
boundary). There is logic in this public reserve node and the additional school sports fields land being
brought together so that they are adjacent to each other. Such an arrangement would benefit both
the community and the school as they could both benefit from a greater resource than they would
otherwise have. This approach is becoming more common within Auckland and other areas which are
experiencing development pressure and increased residential densities.

The proposed structure plan shows only limited linkages for pedestrians and cyclists from Howard
Street to Havelock Road. [t would be good practice to provide a greater number linkage from
Havelock Road to Howard Street. Providing these would more successfully break down the size of the



‘Howard Street’ block of land and enable easy pedestrian and cycle connectivity. These linkages
should not be located behind dwellings but within areas which are well overlooked from dwellings
and from public areas, to ensure the safety and security of users. They should therefore ideally be
located within or adjacent to streets.

- The Plan Change requires that lots be an average of 600m? with a minimum size of 400m? allowed. |
consider that requiring an average lot size of 600m? does not make best use of this valuable resource
and could in time bring the need to release other land for development. | believe that it would be
appropriate to develop the land at a minimum a density which reflects that seen on other sites in the
local area. This approach would allow other uses, such as a supermarket, to be accommodated on
the land whilst also delivering the anticipated overall number of dwellings.

- By way of example, both 303-307 Windsor Avenue and 311 Windsor Road are developed for six lots,
with each lot averaging a little over 400m?2. | consider that such densities, or higher, could easily be
achieved on the Howard Street land without it appearing in any way out of keeping with its
surroundings. Indeed, | believe that subject to careful design it could be possible to develop at a
density higher than 400m? lots and still create a similar overall appearance in terms of spaciousness
etc.

Alternative Structure Plan

In view of my comments above, | have prepared an alternative Structure Plan which would address all of these
matters. This is included as Appendix 1 to this memo.

This alternative Structure Plan assumes that the school will remain in its existing location and also illustrates
how all of the above matters could be addressed with land also allocated for Progressive’s proposed
supermarket development.

The structure plan shows the creation of development fronting Havelock Road, Howard Street and the
stormwater detention area; in line with urban design good practice. A series of new streets would link into the
area from both Howard Street and Havelock Road, supplemented by additional roads to form a well-connected
grid network which would be fronted by development. This grid network would allow easy movement through
the area for residents, providing convenient access to the school, public open space areas and the
supermarket site by foot, cycle or car.

A supermarket in this location would be central to the new residential neighbourhood created in the Howard
Street Residential Growth Area. It would provide an important focus for this the neighbourhood, and would
be easily accessed from all parts of the new Howard Street area by the grid network of footpaths, cycle routes
and roads.

A supermarket in this location would also be well located to serve parts of Hastings not currently well served
by a Supermarket; with the development of the supermarket and the associated network of footpaths, cycle
routes and roads a significant number of existing householders would be able to now walk or cycle to a
supermarket for small shopping trips or alternatively drive a very short distance if they were undertaking a
larger shop.

The layout of the supermarket site could be arranged to ensure that the scheduled trees along the front of the
site could be maintained and to also help to facilitate vehicular access to other land within the Howard Street
area and in turn be well connected to the wider Howard Street area for all pedestrians, cyclists and car drivers.

The alternative Structure Plan does not show the creation of a ‘landscaped strip” along the Havelock Road
frontage. As outlined above it is considered preferable to face dwellings towards Havelock Road, to ensure
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