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PUBLIC NOTICE 
Public Notification of the Summary of Decisions Requested 

on Proposed Private District Plan Change 35 to the City of Lower Hutt District Plan 

Clause 8 of the First Schedule – Part 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991 

Hutt City Council has prepared the summary of decisions requested (summary of submissions) received on  

Proposed Private District Plan Change 35 
Rezoning of Land at Military Road / Hathaway Avenue / Boulcott Street to General Residential 

Activity Area with Provision for a Retirement Village 

Proposed Private Plan Change 35 seeks to rezone an area of land in Boulcott from General Recreation 
Activity Area to General Residential Activity Area with site specific provisions for the establishment of a 
retirement village.  

The proposed private plan change was notified on 14 April 2015 and submissions closed on 29 May 2015. 
Overall 250 submissions and one late submission were received. 

The summary of submissions and decisions sought as well as copies of the original submissions are 
available and can be inspected  

 at all Hutt City Council Libraries;  
 at the Customer Services Counter, Council Administration Building, 531 High Street, Lower Hutt; and  
 on Council’s website: huttcity.govt.nz/district-plan-change-35 

Copies can also be requested by contacting Hutt City Council: 

 Phone: 04 570 6666 or  
 Email: district.plan@huttcity.govt.nz 

The following persons can make a further submission in support of, or in opposition to, the submissions 
already made: 

 Persons who are representing a relevant aspect of the public interest; and  
 Persons who have an interest in the proposed plan change that is greater than the interest of the general 

public.  

A further submission must be limited to a matter in support of or in opposition to the relevant submission. It 
must be written in accordance with RMA Form 6 and must state whether or not you wish to be heard on your 
submission. Copies of Form 6 are available from the above locations and on Council’s website. 

Please state clearly the submission reference number to which your further submission relates.  

Further Submissions close on Tuesday 18 August 2015 at 5pm 

Further submissions may be lodged in any of the following ways: 

 Post: Environmental Policy Division, Hutt City Council, Private Bag 31912 
Lower Hutt 5040; 

 In Person: Council Administration Building, 531 High Street, Lower Hutt 
 Email: submissions@huttcity.govt.nz 
 Online huttcity.govt.nz/district-plan-change-35 
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Please note: In addition to serving a copy of the further submission on Hutt City Council, a copy of the further 
submission must also be served on the person(s) whose submission(s) you are supporting or opposing 
within five working days of sending your further submission to Hutt City Council. 

 

Tony Stallinger  
Chief Executive 

4 August 2015 
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environment with respect to 
surrounding residential and 
open space environments. 

the incumbent adjoining sites of these values that they currently 
enjoy and with no compensation for that loss. 

d. Proposed changes address amenity value for the development, but 
ignore impact on amenity value of the neighbourhood. 

e. Adverse effect of shading on surrounding neighbourhoods. 

f. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on the surrounding 
neighbourhoods and school. 

g. Inappropriateness of removing 'secondary river corridor' 
designation of the site given its underlying geological and alluvial 
form, and its relationship with respect to the current Hutt River 
system. 

h. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan change, 
will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and inability of 
local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 

i. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

j. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built environment 
on the development of children’s learning and welfare. 

k. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. 

l. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

m. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

n. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments and 
potential for social isolation. 

o. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 

character of the 
neighbourhood. Housing 
for the elderly could be 
developed within this 
zoning. 
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can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

p. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance. 

q. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions for 
housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input from 
residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to pre-
empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that may 
not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide consultation 
on provisions for housing for the elderly been undertaken. 

r. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

s. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
southern and northern fringes would better support a zoning of the 
type proposed by Plan Change 35 and zoning would be more 
compatible with the surrounding environment. This is recognised by 
the Council who acquired adjoining properties in the southern CBD 
to facilitate such development. 
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on those sites were rejected due to the loss of amenity value to the 
surrounding areas and as a result of community concern. 

f. Proposed changes address amenity value for the development, but 
ignore impact on amenity value of the neighbourhood. 

g. Misuse of ‘urban edge effect’ concept to justify height and bulk of 
the site, abuse of building length provisions as stipulated in the 
District Plan. 

h. Attempts to distort density calculations by misuse of definition of 
site area, as opposed to net site area, to be able to include 
communal open spaces, right of way and other shared spaces in 
calculation of site coverage which is inconsistent with District Plan’s 
provisions for density calculations. 

i. Adverse effect of shading on surrounding neighbourhoods. 

j. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on the surrounding 
neighbourhoods and school. 

k. Entrance road will have negative impact on property at 1 Boulcott 
Street and rear properties 3 to 7 Boulcott Street. Living and 
bedroom facilities of these properties face out to current open 
space and provision for road with up to 560 vehicle movements per 
day will have significant effect on amenity and natural quiet values. 
Property at 1 Boulcott Street will have three of four sides 
encapsulated by roading with fourth boundary being bounded by 
driveway for residences at 3 Boulcott Street. 

l. Inappropriateness of removing 'secondary river corridor' 
designation of the site given its underlying geological and alluvial 
form, and its relationship with respect to the current Hutt River 
system. 

m. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed stormwater improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

n. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 

from its current 
levels. 
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site. 

o. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan change, 
will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and inability of 
local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 

p. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

q. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built environment 
on the development of children’s learning and welfare. 

r. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

s. Stated demand for retirement villages currently is out of step with 
reality. Several retirement village provider companies aggressively 
and continuously market their complexes in local print media which 
suggests the demand for these facilities is saturated or is low to 
non-existent, otherwise advertisements attempting to entice people 
to buy would not be required. Future stated demand, allegedly 
based on extrapolated census data, makes unproven assumptions 
that certain demographic groups will want these facilities when 
alternative options could be available to them. 

t. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments and 
potential for social isolation. 

u. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

v. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance. Other adjoining open spaces are 
private and not open to the public (golf course). 

w. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
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• Incompatibility of the fit of 
the activities requested, 
especially bulk, height and 
scale of proposed built 
environment with respect to 
surrounding residential and 
open space environments. 

c. Change takes amenity benefits that local neighbourhoods currently 
enjoy, translocates them as features of the new site, and deprives 
the incumbent adjoining sites of these values that they currently 
enjoy and with no compensation for that loss. 

d. Proposed changes address amenity value for the development, but 
ignore impact on amenity value of the neighbourhood. 

e. Adverse effect of shading on surrounding neighbourhoods. 

f. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on the surrounding 
neighbourhoods and school. 

g. Inappropriateness of removing 'secondary river corridor' 
designation of the site given its underlying geological and alluvial 
form, and its relationship with respect to the current Hutt River 
system. 

h. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan change, 
will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and inability of 
local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 

i. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

j. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. 

k. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

l. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

m. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments and 
potential for social isolation. 

n. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 

appropriate zoning for 
residential purposes 
which includes provision 
for reserve space and is 
directed by an 
appropriate design guide 
that reflects the size, 
scale and character of 
the neighbourhood. 
Housing for the elderly 
could be developed 
within this zoning. 
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environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

o. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance.  

p. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions for 
housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input from 
residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to pre-
empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that may 
not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide consultation 
on provisions for housing for the elderly been undertaken. 

q. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

r. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
southern and northern fringes would better support a zoning of the 
type proposed by plan change 35 and zoning would be more 
compatible with the surrounding environment. This is recognised by 
the council who acquired adjoining properties in the southern CBD 
to facilitate such development. 
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site. 

k. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

l. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

m. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments and 
potential for social isolation. 

n. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

o. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance. 

p. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions for 
housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input from 
residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to pre-
empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that may 
not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide consultation 
on provisions for housing for the elderly been undertaken. 

q. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 
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k. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

l. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

m. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance.  

n. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions for 
housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input from 
residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to pre-
empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that may 
not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide consultation 
on provisions for housing for the elderly been undertaken. 

o. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

p. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
southern and northern fringes would better support a zoning of the 
type proposed by plan change 35 and zoning would be more 
compatible with the surrounding environment. This is recognised by 
the council who acquired adjoining properties in the southern CBD 
to facilitate such development. 
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Responsible organisations like Hammond Care in Australia 
consult closely with relevant health professionals and 
environmentally sensitive architects to create facilities of quality, 
mostly low rise buildings. 

b. Wrong location 

Only public facilities close to the development site are Hutt 
Hospital and golf course; no shopping centre, only a few small 
local shops. No open park either as golf course is not available as 
a public park. No direct access to the river and its walkways. 
People risk being cooped up in the facility with few local amenities 
available on foot. 

c. Traffic Issues 

Roading around proposed site is not safe or adequate for the size 
of the development nor the thousands of truck journeys needed 
during construction. This would represent a blight and a hazard to 
neighbouring community and Boulcott School, around which 
traffic is already at capacity. 

d. Boulcott School 

There would be a severe impact on school, compromising 
education of hundreds of primary school children which is of 
concern to the submitter as a parent and his family. Issues of 
concern include: 

• effects of construction noise over a period of years, for some 
their entire primary school career could be dominated by this; 

• adverse effects from bulk, scale and height of the building; 
• shading over the lovely playing field; 
• visual impact with loss of a green view down the valley to the 

Rimutakas, dominated instead by the rear end of a four storey 
block; 

• adverse effects on traffic as described above, with peak times 
already congested and the addition of another 260 people on 
the same road being unsafe and impracticable; 

• retention of teachers is likely to become more challenging and 
role of the school could fall as school becomes less desirable, 
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nature of many of the 
proposed activities. 

• Incompatibility of the fit of 
the activities requested, 
especially bulk, height and 
scale of proposed built 
environment with respect to 
surrounding residential and 
open space environments. 

• Errors and omissions from 
the Summerset proposal. 

Summerset to now four storeys. 

b. Summerset bought the land knowing it was in a Special 
Residential Activity Area. Proposal ignores SRAA and fight 
through the courts, shows what type of neighbour Summerset 
wishes to be and how it does not care for the local rules, as per 
the recent 10-14 Hathaway Avenue development that failed on 
every aspect of the submission. 

c. Bulk, height and scale of the proposed built environment are over-
built with respect to site's area and its relationship to the 
surrounding residential areas and open spaces. 

d. Loss of amenity value for the neighbourhood that would result 
from a development of the size and scale enabled by Plan 
Change. 

e. Change takes amenity benefits that local neighbourhoods 
currently enjoy, translocates them as features of the new site, and 
deprives the incumbent adjoining sites of these values that they 
currently enjoy and with no compensation for that loss. 

f. Proposed changes address amenity value for the development, 
but ignore impact on amenity value of the neighbourhood. 

g. Adverse effect of shading on surrounding neighbourhoods. 

h. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on the surrounding 
neighbourhoods and school. Residents have already suffered 
windblown dirt and objectionable fumes from the redevelopment 
of the proposed site, whereby the Golf Course allowed fumes and 
dust to waft into the surrounding street and this was in direct 
conflict with the agreed rules. The mounds of dirt were to be 
watered down to stop dust swirling around and this was not 
carried out. 

i. Inappropriateness of removing 'secondary river corridor' 
designation of the site given its underlying geological and alluvial 
form, and its relationship with respect to the current Hutt River 
system. 

j. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan change, 
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will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and inability 
of local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 

k. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

l. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare. 

m. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. This would be completely illegal in the Tauranga City District 
plan, so why should we allow this infill to occur. 

n. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

o. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

p. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments 
and potential for social isolation. The safety of its elderly residents 
in an emergency when four storeys up. 

q. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

r. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance.  

s. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions 
for housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input 
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from residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to 
pre-empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that 
may not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide 
consultation on provisions for housing for the elderly been 
undertaken. 

t. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

u. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
southern and northern fringes would better support a zoning of 
the type proposed by plan change 35 and zoning would be more 
compatible with the surrounding environment. This is recognised 
by the council who acquired adjoining properties in the southern 
CBD to facilitate such development. 

v. Removal of several large Pohutukawa trees on the two sites to 
facilitate full use of the land and lose established trees for 
financial gain of Summerset Group 

w. This Property Development Company needs to be sent a clear 
signal by the Environment Court authority, that the local council 
rejected their proposal to build 6 properties on three sections that 
were less than the required by SRAA (2100m2) 700m2 required, 
namely 1709m2 for 6 separate residences would equal 427.25m2 
per property, just over 50% of the required land mass. 

x. The generic drawings shown to the Commissioners for the 10-14 
Hathaway Avenue Summerset proposal were so similar in 
appearance, they drew attention to themselves for the lack of 
unique character. 
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There will be noise, dirt and dust alongside the school for quite 
some time with heavy trucks driving past the school on a regular 
basis. 

Vibration from earthworks and truck movements will be a 
distraction to students and teachers, particularly with 21,000m3 of 
fill to be brought to the site. 

Ground level of the site is to be brought up which will add to the 
height of the buildings and exacerbate drainage issues 
experienced on the school field. The field was often closed 
because it was wet and not draining, being near the river the 
water table can get high, so drainage can be an issue. 

b. Reverse sensitivity 

Elderly residents are likely to be disturbed by the noise from 
children, particularly school bells and whistles from games or 
sports activities. This will be made worse when there are big 
events e.g. sports day or cross country. A school needs to able to 
operate freely without fear of noise complaints. 

c. Traffic 

Traffic report estimates an additional 700+ vehicle movements 
per day. Streets in Boulcott area are very narrow and congested 
at times, not just Boulcott St and Military Road but Ariki St, 
Ropata Cres and Mills St as well. 

Getting onto High Street from Boulcott St or Military Road is 
difficult at times; hundreds of extra vehicles are going to make 
things worse, not to mention access on to already busy Connolly 
Street. 

There will be problems with large trucks carting the fill to be 
added to the site on narrow often congested residential streets. 
Trucks will be forced to use either High Street or Connolly Street. 
If using Connolly Street they will be negotiating a series of narrow 
streets creating hazards for residents. 

Trucks and trades vehicles will be a further hazard for 
kindergarten and primary school children in the area. 

particularly adjacent to 
the river corridor, needs 
to be retained for future 
generations. If the District 
Plan Change does get 
through, then height 
restrictions be imposed to 
ensure that buildings do 
not exceed the height of 
surrounding properties. 
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Added to this is the hazardous mix of elderly drivers and 
unpredictable/excited children. 

d. Infrastructure 

Boulcott area is one of the older areas (1900’s – 1930’s) of the 
Hutt Valley. With existing infill housing load on infrastructure is 
already high. Adding this amount of additional housing and a care 
centre will add further to the load on sewerage and stormwater 
systems. 

Currently rainwater on the site is absorbed into the ground to the 
aquifer. Majority of the site will either be roofed or sealed, creating 
significant additional run off for stormwater systems to cope with. 

e. Environmental 

One big concern about Hutt City is the loss of open spaces 
particularly in the Central Area. Parks and open space are lost at 
an alarming rate. Soon land in several parks (Copeland St, 
Avalon Park, Mitchell St) will be sold to enable the sites to be 
developed by commercial interests, which has huge impact on 
amenity value. Any development should be required to fit in with 
existing neighbourhood. 

Intensification of housing needs to be balanced by the provision of 
open spaces, playgrounds and parks within walking distance. The 
central area will lose significant open space with proposed river 
channel widening work. Combined losses will have huge effect on 
future generations. 

Does not believe that a 4 storey building on raised land fits in with 
either the Special Character Area or the open space environment 
of the golf course and adjoining river corridor. District Plan should 
not be able to be changed to suit commercial interest. Community 
interest and requirements need to come before dollars. 

The site is part of the secondary river corridor. Given the 
possibility of major flooding and the proximity of the hospital there 
needs to be an alternative escape route for any overflow in the 
event of a horrendous flood. Filling this area will mean water 
diverts elsewhere. 
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proposed activities. 

• Incompatibility of the fit of 
the activities requested, 
especially bulk, height and 
scale of proposed built 
environment with respect to 
surrounding residential and 
open space environments. 

neighbourhoods and school include green space. People have 
chosen to live in the area for a reason. Other areas provide for 
more intense building/commercial opportunities and Summerset’s 
proposal is suited to those areas. 

b. Loss of amenity value for the neighbourhood that would result 
from a development of the size and scale enabled by Plan 
Change. 

c. Change takes amenity benefits that local neighbourhoods 
currently enjoy, translocates them as features of the new site, and 
deprives the incumbent adjoining sites of these values that they 
currently enjoy and with no compensation for that loss. 

d. Proposed changes address amenity value for the development, 
but ignore impact on amenity value of the neighbourhood. 

e. Adverse effect of shading on surrounding neighbourhoods. 

f. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on the surrounding 
neighbourhoods and school. 

g. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan change, 
will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and inability 
of local roading network to cope with proposed changes. Existing 
roading doesn’t cope at certain times of the day. Congestion will 
be an issue. It is currently difficult to exit Boulcott Street onto High 
Street. Adding vehicle traffic related to 263 residents, full and part 
time staff and visitors will increase this exponentially. 

h. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

i. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare. 

j. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 

directed by an 
appropriate design guide 
that reflects the size, 
scale and character of 
the neighbourhood and 
school area. Low density 
housing [low height in 
particular] for the elderly 
could be developed 
within this zoning. 
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site. 

k. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

l. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

m. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

n. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance. 

o. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions 
for housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input 
from residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to 
pre-empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that 
may not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide 
consultation on provisions for housing for the elderly been 
undertaken. 

p. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

q. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
southern and northern fringes would better support a zoning of 
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blocks, intensification is not appropriate adjacent to SRAA. 

h. Concerned that traffic impact has not been accurately considered 
with special concerns regarding traffic conflict outside Boulcott 
School and at the intersection of Boulcott St and High St. 

i. Does not believe that proposed high-rise, high density aged care 
model is in the best interest of aging population. Model will be 
found to be unsuccessful as people will choose to remain 
attached to and supported within their own communities. 
Questions financial model that requires residents to sacrifice 
significant capital sums as part of ‘ownership model’ and sees 
strong possibility for significant vacancies in years to come. 
Summerset and similar operators are already competing for the 
same customer base with competitive advertising. Summerset 
model is focused on maximising return for its investors with needs 
of residents and impact on communities given only lip service. 

j. Concerned that scale of development will cause major ongoing 
disruption throughout extended construction process with 
particular impact on school and immediate neighbours. Huge 
earthworks will create dust and noise even if trucks are permitted 
access across golf club land. 

k. Concerned that development will have significant detrimental 
impact on property values in the Boulcott area. 

l. Believes the applicant has paid expensive price for the land 
because of potential outlook over and access to the golf club 
meaning that the land needs to be developed very intensively to 
create enough residential units to generate financial return 
needed by their investors. Therefore they are not designing facility 
that takes real concern over impact on environment or provides 
decent living experience for their residents. They could develop 
something more suitable on less expensive land elsewhere. Land 
subject to application could be better developed for residential or 
recreational purposes if Summerset’s financial imperative was not 
main motivating factor. Submitter objects strongly to existing 
environment being ruined by poorly designed and inappropriately 
scaled commercial development. 
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negatively on amenity values of neighbouring properties and on 
outlook of whole community including Boulcott School. 

d. Building of development will cause unreasonable disruption to 
residential area and school over several years and developers 
have shown no consideration for community. Does not accept 
Summerset’s suggestion that there will be a process for 
neighbour complains about unreasonable noise or disruption. 
Corporate has damaged potential relationship with community 
through lack of consultation. Summerset has always told 
community that financial model would not allow more 
sympathetic, low-rise development. 

e. LTP: Council is “Committed to transforming Hutt City into one of 
New Zealand's leading economic growth centres based on 
science, engineering and technology.” Hutt Valley needs to be 
future proofed through sound economic growth and with 
opportunities for the population. However proliferation of 
retirement villages without strategic approach and long term view 
is not good planning and use of land. No evidence that retirement 
villages as planned by Summerset will provide for needs of aging 
population in next 20 years. Hutt Valley could be faced with 
vacant buildings on desirable residential land. Summerset model 
for aged care is not sustainable, as aging population recognizes 
financial losses through fees structure and sale and purchase 
conditions. No Council should be convinced that high rise living is 
the best way for people to 'age in place'. Concept of housing well-
heeled older people in a gated community is not making the most 
of the resource older people offer to communities. Healthy cities 
are made up of communities with diversity across the life span. 

f. Boulcott is not identified in the LTP as a likely zone for 
intensification and therefore application is not in line with long 
term vision for the Hutt Valley. (LTP on Intensification: 
• “Provide for targeted infill intensification in Waterloo and Epuni 

beyond 2018;  
• Carry out further investigatory work on other areas that may be 

suitable for targeted infill intensification, e.g. the railway 
corridor and the periphery of the CBD;  

rules; high-rise 
neighbours are not cool. 
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• Provide for low-rise apartment developments in key locations 
in the city, namely:  
o Eastbourne against the hills, and other sites that will not 

have negative effects on views and shading of existing 
dwellings 

o Jackson Street from Cuba Street West excluding the area 
covered by Plan Change 29, The Esplanade and Marine 
Parade areas in Petone 

o Around the Waterloo shops and train stations with the 
exception of Ava station 

o The periphery of the CBO (high-rise is already provided for 
in the CBD)  

o Suburban shopping centres.”) 

g. Application will not contribute to cultural, social or environmental 
wellbeing of the Hutt and the community of Boulcott. (LTP 
page32: “The Local Urban Environment activity promotes social, 
economic, environmental and cultural wellbeing in particular 
through our strategies for growth and development, our Heritage 
Policy, our CBD Making Places project and our Vision documents. 
It contributes to all community outcomes. Looking at the potential 
for negative effects associated with this activity, urban design 
activities could result in temporary disruptions during any 
construction phase. Ineffective sustainability initiatives could lead 
to increased resource usage, waste and detrimental impact on the 
environment.”) Boulcott neighbourhood has social capital aplenty; 
community is united in opposition to Summerset proposal. 

h. Summerset application states: “As noted in section 5.3 above, 
some existing nearby residents may consider a retirement village 
is incompatible with the character of the adjoining and adjacent 
existing residential areas. However, retirement villages are 
residential in nature and are almost invariably sited within 
residential areas.” Challenges Summerset and Council to find a 
retirement village of the height and density proposed located 
closely to an area of quality, character homes on large sections. 
Sympathetically designed retirement villages in neighbourhoods 
are invariably single or at most two level buildings well spread 
over flat sites.  





Proposed Private Plan Change 35 Summary of Submissions 

73 

generated by development and 
use that will be enabled by the 
DPC as assessed in section 5 
of this DPC document, 
including quantification to the 
extent practicable. The adverse 
effects have been avoided, 
remedied or adequately 
mitigated by the DPC 
provisions.” 

current form. Seeks the plan change is declined in its entirety for the 
following reasons: 

a. The information presented in the assessment of effects on the 
environment in relation to off-site traffic, construction and building 
height / mass/ shading is not sufficient to determine that the 
Ministry's interests are not adversely affected by the Proposed 
District Plan Change (Section 5 of Part 3 and Part 3 Appendices). 

b. The Proposed District Plan Change will not provide for the 
Ministry to safeguard its interests in the Boulcott School by 
removing its ability to participate in a resource consent process 
and is therefore inconsistent with Part 2 of the RMA 1991 
(Section 4.6 Part 3). 

c. There is no positive or negative impact statement in relation to 
consideration of the District Plan Change on Boulcott School 
(Section 4 of Part 3). 

d. There is no assessment of the likely social and health impacts 
upon Boulcott School in terms of a staged development on the 
site. 

e. There is no information in the Transportation Assessment that 
assesses the actual or potential traffic effects that could occur on 
Boulcott Street adjacent Boulcott School as a result of the 
Proposed District Plan Change. 

f. There is no information provided in the Shading Effects 
Assessment to indicate a not more than minor adverse effect 
upon the amenity of the Boulcott School outdoor area that could 
occur from building development during a school day over the 
Winter season. 

g. The Proposed District Plan Change is not clear in terms of the 
relationship of the maximum height zones (14m and 16.5m under 
the General Residential Appendix 21), the finished height of 3 or 
4 storey buildings proposed under the Master Plan, and the 
height to boundary relationship of the finished buildings along the 
boundary of the Proposed District Plan Change site shared with 

Board of 
Trustees. 

133.3 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
Page 26, Sec 4.5, second 
paragraph 

“That development and use of 
housing for the elderly is 
enabled on the site shown in 
Appendix General Residential 
21 provided that the design is 
consistent with the Retirement 
Village Design Guide and that 
the adverse effects of 
transportation and construction 
are avoided, remedied or 
appropriately mitigated.” 

133.4 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
Pages 26-27, Sec 4.6 

Table listing Benefits/ 
Advantages, Costs/ 
Disadvantages, and Efficiency 
and Effectiveness for proposed 
rule changes (4A 2.3(l), 4A 
2.3(m), 4A 2.3.1 (n), 4A 2.5 and 
4A2.3.2) 
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133.5 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
Page 27, Sec 4.6, first 
paragraph 

“In relation to the proposed 
non-notification clause 4A 
2.3(1), this specific provision is 
consistent with and gives effect 
to the District Plans notification 
procedure set out in Rule 
17.2.2 of the Plan. Non-
notification is justified because 
it provides an appropriate 
balance between enabling the 
Council to manage the 
restricted matters while 
avoiding risk, cost and delay to 
applicants/investors associated 
with notification processes.” 

Boulcott School. 

h. The Proposed District Plan Change provides a false permitted 
baseline argument in relation comparing the effects of a 
retirement village with a 60 Lot residential dwelling development. 
The current zoning does not support that, and there is no 
information in the Proposed Plan Change documents to verify 
that a 60 Lot resident dwelling subdivision would fit as a 
controlled activity or be otherwise granted consent on the same 
site of the Plan Change. 

133.6 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
Page 27, Sec 4.6, last 
paragraph 

“The adverse effects associated 
with the provision are assessed 
in Section 5 of this document 
and are considered to not 
outweigh the benefits. This 
assessment will be tested 
through the DPC process.” 

133.7 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
Page 28, Sec 4.8, paragraph 5 

“Local residents adjoining or 
very near the site will lose the 
significant benefits they have 
enjoyed from residing next to 
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privately owned open 
space/golf course land. This 
loss cannot justify the retention 
of the General Recreation 
Activity Area zoning and failing 
to make efficient and effective 
use of this scarce land resource 
for retirement village 
accommodation and care that 
will significantly benefit the 
wider residential community of 
Hutt City.” 

133.8 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
Page 30, Sec 5.3 and 
subsequent comments on page 
61, item 14 

133.9 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
Pages 30-31, Sec 5.4 and 
Appendix 7 

133.10 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
Page 31, Sec 5.5 and Appendix 
8 

133.11 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
Page 35, Sec 6.2 

“The proposal is considered to 
be consistent with and will 
promote Section 5 of the 
Resource Management Act 
1991.” 

133.12 PC 35, Part 3, Section 4 
(Section 32 Evaluation); 
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Page 41, Sec 6.4 

“the proposal adequately 
provides for the management of 
adverse effects so that the 
amenity of the surrounding 
immediate residential locality 
will be maintained to an 
appropriate standard; 

any potential adverse effects 
resulting from future residential 
development and use of the site 
will be appropriately managed 
through the District Plan 
objectives, policies and rules of 
the General Residential Activity 
Area and with the proposed site 
specific refinements.” 

133.13 PC 35, Part 3, Appendix 1; 
Page 68, Sec 2.3 

Reference to insertion of 
activities (l) and (m) into rule 4A 
2.3 “Restricted Discretionary 
Activities" and that activity (l) 
qualifies for the preclusion of 
public notification and/ or 
limited notification 

133.14 PC 35, Part 3, Appendix 1; 
Page 68, Sec 2.4 

Reference to insertion of (m) 
and (n) as matters for the 
restriction of Council's 
discretion under rule 4A 2.3.1 

133.15 PC 35, Part 3, Appendix 1; 
Page 69, Sec 2.5 
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something looks like a dog it is 
a dog and no amount of 
dressing-up or supposedly 
expert evidence will change it 
from a dog. 

currently enjoy, translocates them as features of the new site, and 
deprives the incumbent adjoining sites of these values that they 
currently enjoy and with no compensation for that loss. 

d. Proposed changes address amenity value for the development, 
but ignore (and prevent consideration of) impact on amenity 
values of Boulcott. 

e. Adverse effect of shading on surrounding properties including 
Boulcott School. 

f. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on Boulcott neighbourhoods 
and school. 

g. Inappropriateness of removing 'secondary river corridor' 
designation of the site given its underlying geological and alluvial 
form, and its relationship with respect to the current Hutt River 
system. 

h. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan change, 
will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and inability 
of local roading network to cope with proposed changes with 
already heavy parking in all streets. Where are all the visitors 
going to park, or guests staying, especially in their Coronation 
Street townhouses that have very limited areas for parking? 

i. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period, even given that construction traffic 
may be diverted through the golf course. 

j. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare at Boulcott School and the Kindergarten. 

k. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. Applicant has admitted that land is a bathtub, why allow high 
density high-rise development placing lives at risk in a flood-prone 
area and on an earthquake Faultline? 

in Hutt City that has 
special residential 
characteristics and 
amenity values. 



Proposed Private Plan Change 35 Summary of Submissions 

82 

l. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

m. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 
Properties bordering the development will have significant loss in 
value as result of development that is out of scale with its 
surroundings. 

n. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments 
and potential for social isolation. In addition flood-prone site and 
location of site close to major earthquake faultline. 

o. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for older residents. 

p. Shortfall of publically accessible reserves/open space in the 
Central Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored 
reports, will be exacerbated since plan change does not seek to 
set aside land to address shortfall and imbalance. 

q. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions 
for housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input 
from residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to 
pre-empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that 
may not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide 
consultation on provisions for housing for the elderly been 
undertaken. Application is the tail wagging the dog. 

r. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger section sizes 
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Other relief. consistent with Part 2 of the RMA and is in keeping with the size, 
scale and character of the neighbourhood. 

• General Issues 

PC35 describes applicant’s intention to follow up Plan Change 
request with resource consent application intending that request 
and resource consent application be heard and assessed 
simultaneously by the same Hearing Panel (page 14). 

No resource consent application has been lodged, timing of 
lodgement has not been advised, submitters could not calibrate 
their submission accordingly and assess concerns with PC35 
provisions based on definition to the actual proposal arising out of 
the requested “spot zone”. 

Status of Wellington Regional Council designation (WRC11) on 
the site is not clear. If designation is to be uplifted, it is unclear 
whether GWRC has any residual concerns about effects of the 
development on flood protection works or the balance of river 
corridor land and any public amenity provided by it. 

• Section 32 

PC35 documentation includes section 32 analysis which is not 
commensurate with scale of proposal and effects of discretionary 
development for a retirement village. Analysis does not articulate 
what the “problems” are or issues that the plan change seeks to 
address, nor does it provide any clear objectives or criteria by 
which options are to be addressed. 

PC35 includes evaluation of consistency with existing plan 
policies and other statutory documents (not accepted by BPS), 
but no evaluation of effects of proposed provisions or of 
alternative provisions. It is an inadequate assessment by 
comparison to MfE 2014 Guideline for preparation of s.32 
assessments.  

retention of the open 
space zoning or a 
change to an appropriate 
residential activity area 
(zoning) which is directed 
by a design guide that 
reflects the scale 
(including size), density 
and character of the 
neighbourhood with 
provision for open space 
and reserves, and 
enablement of housing 
for the elderly at an 
appropriate scale.  

BPS seeks further, other, 
alternative or additional 
relief arising out of this 
submission and any 
evidence heard in 
support of it as is 
deemed reasonably 
necessary for PC35 to be 
in accordance with the 
purpose, principles and 
provisions of the RMA. 

150.2 Incompatibility with context. Oppose PC35 appears to be predicated on  

• shortage of housing for the elderly; 
• shortage of ‘greenfield’ land; and 

Plan Change provisions 
to limit development so 
that effects on adjacent 
Open Space, the school, 
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• corresponding justification to zone greenfield land for significantly 
out of scale development. 

PC35 does not include assessment of suitable brownfield 
opportunities. 

Subject area has historically been recreation and open space with 
zoning to manage land use accordingly. 

Community of adjacent residential area, school and kindergarten 
expected open space zoning to continue. Special Residential Activity 
Area recognises that “Within the City, there are some residential 
areas which possess special amenity values, characterised by 
residential dwellings, low densities, mature vegetation, and a high 
standard of development. It is important that these characteristics and 
amenity values be protected from the adverse effects of 
unsympathetic development and activities” (4B 1.1.1). Similarly 
objective of General Residential Activity Area is "To maintain and 
enhance the amenity values and residential character of the General 
Residential Activity Area of the City". 

Financial benefits for the golf club and to Summerset if it builds and 
operates a retirement village on the site as well as benefits to people 
waiting to live in such retirement village, should not be at cost of 
amenity expectations provided by Special Residential Area, adjoining 
residential zones, school, kindergarten and open space amenity of 
the river corridor. 

Effects of plan change should be determined to maintain and 
enhance existing amenities and residential character of General and 
Special Residential Areas in order to reflect expectations of residents 
who have located adjacent to open space and enjoy the qualities of 
General and Special Residential Area. 

Economic and efficiency benefits have been assumed without taking 
into account amenity effects on existing community, school and 
kindergarten, the potential for undermining aspects of existing zoning 
and other externalities. Net economic impacts of development are 
likely to be negligible or immaterial such that claimed efficiency 
benefits are over-stated.  

the kindergarten, the 
Special and General 
Residential Area 
properties, and road 
network are neutral or 
positive. 
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150.3 Issue statement Oppose Proposed issues statement (Issue 4A 1.1.2) for General Residential 
Activity Area includes assertion that current density provisions in 
GRAA cannot provide for retirement villages and thereby opens all 
General Residential Areas up to challenge as to appropriateness of 
density provisions by any applicants for retirement villages or other 
higher density developments. 

Current issue statement for medium density sufficiently recognises 
that higher density developments may be appropriate where adverse 
effects on surrounding residential development are managed, and 
amenity values are maintained and enhanced. 

Changing density provisions only with respect to retirement villages is 
unjustified. Proposal is poorly conceived and has potential to be 
precedent setting for entire District Plan as ‘higher than medium’ 
density for any other form of residential/mixed use development could 
similarly be appropriate. 

If there is a need to make provision for higher than medium densities 
for development this should either be undertaken comprehensively by 
Council or current medium density provisions should be maintained 
and applications for resource consent used to evaluate effects on 
existing context on case by case basis. 

Explanatory Statement and Reasons (4A 1.1.2) are poorly conceived 
and belong in s32 analysis. 

Proposed change to Issue Statement for Medium Density Residential 
Development is inappropriate. 

That the issue statement 
not be changed. That 
Hutt City Council 
promulgate a 
comprehensive plan 
change for addressing 
locations for higher than 
medium density if there is 
a genuine need for it 
across the city. 

150.4 Policy Oppose Proposed Policy 4A 1.1.2 (d) is inappropriate as it suggests that 
development of housing for the elderly should be allowed on the 
subject site, provided design guide is met and adverse effects of 
construction and transportation are addressed. Proposed guidelines 
are largely focussed on internal layout of the site – only 5 of 61 site 
guidelines refer to existing context. 

Policy is inconsistent with objective and policies (a), (b) and (c). 
Objective is for medium density residential opportunities around some 
commercial centres (subject site is not part of commercial centre), 
along major transport routes (subject site is not on major transport 
route) and where amenity values will not be adversely affected 

That the proposed policy 
4A 1.1.2 (d) be deleted, 
or a comprehensive plan 
change for addressing 
locations for ‘higher than 
medium’ density be 
promulgated by the Hutt 
City Council. 
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(adverse effects on amenity values will arise) and where there is 
appropriate servicing of development. 

Proposed policy is inappropriate as it is in direct conflict with the 
objective it is required to implement. 

150.5 Site Area Oppose Proposed change to ‘site area” from ‘net site area’ for calculating site 
coverage will significantly increase allowable density and therefore 
effects of form and scale on existing context. 

As explanation and reasons for site coverage (4A 1.2.1 (b)) explains 
“combined with net site area, site coverage helps to control building 
density”. By changing ‘net site area’ to ‘site area’ communal open 
spaces, right of way and other shared spaces will be able to be 
included in calculation of site coverage which is inconsistent with the 
District Plan approach to density. 

A ‘Master Plan’ is provided in Appendices 2 &13 which is assumed to 
be indicative only as there is no concurrent consent application. 
Master Plan shows large areas of what may be common areas. 
Under ‘net site area’ definition these could not be used within 
calculation of site coverage, but under definition of ‘site area’ they can 
such that density can be increased at expense of open space. 

Changed definition would also apply should the site be used for 
standard residential development. Given the intention to ‘preserve 
overall open character’ for General Residential Activity Area the 
changes are not considered appropriate. 

Site coverage definitions 
should continue to apply 
unchanged as they do for 
the General Residential 
Activity Area. 

150.6 Building Height Oppose Proposed Plan Change provides for 14m and 16.5m height ‘zones’ 
within the site. At the interface with adjoining Hathaway Avenue 
properties the proposal is for 8m height limit. 

Current rules for General Residential Activity Area provide for height 
at 8m with maximum overall height of 13m. 

Proposed height restrictions exceed provisions of medium density 
rules and specific provisions for Petone Education Precinct. Scale of 
development proposed adjacent to existing residential area and 
alongside school and kindergarten is inappropriate. Proposed 
building height regime will not balance effects on adjacent residential 
properties (e.g. Petone Tertiary Education Precinct with height limit of 

General Residential 
Activity Area heights 
should apply and where 
appropriate the height 
limits should be 
supplemented with 
controls that address 
impacts on the amenity of 
adjacent residential 
areas, the school and the 
kindergarten and limit the 
scope for overbearing 
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12m and range of set-backs and recession planes successfully 
addressed adjacency to residential areas on the precinct’s 
boundaries). 

structures and adverse 
shading effects. 

150.7 Scale Oppose Master Plan images show that scale of development is significantly 
different to that of surrounding area. Shading Effects Assessment 
(Appendix 13) demonstrates significant shading in winter months for 
school and adjoining Hathaway Avenue properties given their location 
to the south of the subject site. 

Other adverse effects will include visual dominance of blocks for 
adjacent properties as demonstrated by viewpoints in the Urban 
Design, Landscape And Visual Effects Assessment (Appendix 9). 
Extent of visual dominance is inadequately described. This 
component of AEE contains no proper assessment of visual effects 
and falls short of best practice requirements of the New Zealand 
Institute of Landscape Architects. 

That the Requestor be 
required to meet the cost 
of an independent visual 
effects assessment to an 
appropriate standard 
and/or the plan change 
request be rejected. 

150.8 Public Amenity Oppose PC35 seeks to remove limitations on building length and recession 
planes on west facing boundary at river corridor where there is high 
level of open space public amenity. GWRC aspire to achieve public 
access to and along the stop bank and there is public access to Ariki 
Street and from Boulcott Street from where development would be 
visually dominant. Boulcott Primary School grounds are publicly 
accessible open space outside of school hours and at weekends. 
Immediacy of development to these open spaces increases potential 
for abrupt, out of scale development to dominate these areas. 

Any increase of, or exemption from, maximum building length and 
recession plane rules is inappropriate given the high public amenity of 
the adjacent open spaces, including school and kindergarten. 

Retain the General 
Residential Activity Area 
recession planes and 
maximum building length 
provisions unchanged. 

150.9 Urban Design, Landscape and 
Visual Effects Assessment 
(Appendix 9) 

Oppose PC35 places significant weight on the resource consent process and 
the proposed Boulcott’s Farm Heritage Golf Club Retirement Village 
Design Guide to manage effects of development. 

Design Guide objectives (01-05) do not provide for fit of master plan 
development into existing context (Special Residential Activity Area, 
school and kindergarten) with specific qualities of openness. Of 61 
Guidelines only 5 relate to relationship with existing context. 

Guidelines are numerous and not supported by any graphic 

(a) If there is to be a 
guide then it should 
be the Medium 
Density Design 
Guide or equivalent 
and be vastly 
simplified as a basis 
on which planning 
assessments can be 
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interpretations. Sheer number of guidelines and impracticality of 
assessing consistency and ability to monitor whether guidelines are 
being met are problematic. Guidelines as proposed and intended 
degree of reliance are inappropriate for determining resource consent 
applications. 

Visual effects assessment identifies number of viewpoints but 
inadequately makes clear assessment of the significance of any 
changes noting vaguely that e.g. ‘the view is affected’ (View 1) or 
‘there is reasonable change to the natural characteristics of the view’ 
(View 2). Urban design assessment considered proposed density to 
not be out of character with ‘urban edge’ development and appears to 
refer to clusters of taller, denser development on either High Street or 
the periphery of urban areas adjoining the river corridor open space. 
This is not a reasonable assessment given that any taller 
development in this part of the city appears around the hospital. 

PC35 enables up to 16.5m (4 storey) blocks and apart from the 
hospital there are no comparable developments of this scale in the 
vicinity.  

Guide is impracticable and visual assessment is inadequate, there is 
no fit with existing built environment. 

made; and  

(b) The visual effects 
should be properly 
and independently 
assessed and 
quantified with 
consistent language 
of scale from minor to 
significant and/or the 
plan change request 
be rejected. 

150.10 Activity Status and Notification Oppose PC35 includes provision which exempts housing for the elderly from 
being non-complying in the event that permitted activity and general 
rules are not met and introduces provision that applications for 
consent are exempted from public notification and need not be 
subject to limited notification. 

Exemption from notification process appears not to be limited to 
retirement villages. As for any development proposal, which fails to 
meet the relevant standards, the opportunity to make submissions 
should apply as it would anywhere else in the city. Exemption is not 
appropriate. 

Similarly, exempting development of a retirement village from non-
complying status is inappropriate as (a) there are already proposed 
additional tolerances in the rules (e.g. site coverage and height) and 
not complying with these could be considered deserving of higher 
scrutiny than normal discretions as the tests of s104 RMA would 

Remove the non-
notification and non-
complying status 
exemptions. 
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allow; and (b) housing for the elderly should not take precedence 
over the way in which effects beyond those allowed for by rules 
should apply to any other activity. 

Exemption from non-complying status is inappropriate given the scale 
of effects and change to current environment. 

Automatic non-notification is inappropriate given the potential scale of 
effects. 

150.11 Earthworks and Retaining Walls Oppose Master plan contemplates earthworks up to 23,700m3 to level and 
raise parts of the site, achieve practicable floor levels and minimise 
the risk of inundation. Information is unclear regarding: 

• final floor levels and their impact on relative building heights in 
relation to existing school, kindergarten and dwellings on the 
periphery; and  

• management of groundwater and any surface water flows within 
the site. 

No information is provided regarding the extent of retaining walls that 
may be required to manage filling adjacent to properties on Hathaway 
Avenue and how recession planes have been calculated at these 
points. The Engineering and Reticulated Services Effects 
Assessment (Appendix 7) states that ‘these will be minimised where 
practicable’. Earthworks Layout Sheets 1 and 2 suggest these walls 
may be between 1–5m in height (difficult to read graduated colour 
codes). 

Information as to the effects of retaining walls on adjacent properties, 
including groundwater effects, and how recession planes have been 
used at these points is inadequate. 

Existing General Residential Activity Area earthworks provisions are 
inadequate to deal with magnitude and complexity of earthworks 
including groundwater effects contemplated by PC35. 

The proposed earthworks 
provisions should be 
particularised to 
adequately provide for 
the magnitude and 
complexity of earthworks 
and retaining walls 
including groundwater 
effects contemplated by 
PC35, and the specific 
educational and 
residential amenities to 
be maintained beyond 
the PC35 site. 

150.12 Traffic Oppose Boulcott Street and its intersection with High Street have insufficient 
capacity to carry the proposed increase in vehicle movements at 
peak hours (including peak school hours) without significant delays, 
particularly at intersections. 

Similar capacity issues will arise for Military Road, Troon Crescent, 

That PC35 in its present 
form be rejected. 
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system. 

h. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan change, 
will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and inability 
of local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 

i. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

j. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare. 

k. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. 

l. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

m. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

n. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments 
and potential for social isolation. 

o. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

p. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance. 

q. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
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environment with respect to 
surrounding existing 
residential and open space 
environments. 

b. Loss of amenity value for the neighbourhood that would result 
from a development of the size and scale enabled by Plan 
Change. 

c. Change takes amenity benefits that local neighbourhoods 
currently enjoy, translocates them as features of the new site, and 
deprives the incumbent adjoining sites of these values that they 
currently enjoy and with no compensation for that loss. 

d. Proposed changes address amenity value for the development, 
but ignore (and prevent consideration of) impact on amenity value 
of the neighbourhood. 

e. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

f. Adverse effect of shading on surrounding neighbourhoods. 

g. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan change, 
will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and inability 
of local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 

h. Inappropriateness of removing 'secondary river corridor' 
designation of the site given its underlying geological and alluvial 
form, and its relationship with respect to the current Hutt River 
system. 

i. Plan Change gives no indication as to which system is being used 
for floor notation. 

j. Stormwater drainage system in the plan cannot handle a 100 year 
flood. 

k. No indication as to scheduling of storm-water pipes during 
earthworks to handle street stormwater off Hathaway Ave and 
run-off from low lying areas at the rear of Hathaway Ave. 

l. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

m. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 

that reflects the size, 
scale and character of 
the neighbourhood. 
Housing for the elderly 
could be developed 
within this zoning. 
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commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. 

n. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

o. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments 
and potential for social isolation. 

p. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

q. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance. 

r. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions 
for housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input 
from residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to 
pre-empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that 
may not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide 
consultation on provisions for housing for the elderly been 
undertaken. 

s. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

t. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
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green space of the school) will be in shade for significant (if not 
entire) school day, making it cold, damp and potentially very 
boggy, having significantly adverse and limiting effect on 
children’s outdoor activities, learning outside the classroom and 
playing. 

f. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on the surrounding 
neighbourhoods and school. 

g. Proposed high buildings will scar and completely block beautiful 
view the submitters currently have of the western hills. Submitters’ 
children have been taught their Pepeha in specific relation to a 
connection with western hills. Cultural identity children are 
learning will be destroyed by Summerset as hills will be hidden by 
large imposing buildings and visual reference for tamariki will be 
lost.  

h. Inappropriateness of removing 'secondary river corridor' 
designation of the site given its underlying geological and alluvial 
form, and its relationship with respect to the current Hutt River 
system. 

i. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan change, 
will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and inability 
of local roading network to cope with proposed changes. Safety of 
young impulsive children is of utmost concern with resulting 
increase of congestion. 

j. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. Detrimental impact external 
environmental noise has on children’s learning is well 
documented and researched. Close proximity of proposed 
building site to classrooms and potential 5-6 year building period 
makes this particularly concerning. 

k. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare. 

l. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
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commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site with respect to buildings of proposed size and bulk. Resulting 
imminent massive volumes of dust that will spill across 
neighbouring properties and school, exacerbated by prevailing 
wind, will have negative impact on residential and school 
children’s health, welfare and daily living activities.  

m. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

n. Proposed raised height of the land causes significant concern for 
lower lying neighbouring properties and usability of Boulcott 
School field in day to day wet weather, due to imminent ‘run off’. 

o. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

p. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments 
and potential for social isolation. 

q. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

r. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the Central 
Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored reports, will be 
exacerbated since plan change does not seek to set aside land to 
address shortfall and imbalance. 

s. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 
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f. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on the surrounding 
neighbourhoods, school and kindergarten. 

g. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan 
change, will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and 
inability of local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 

h. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

i. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare. 

j. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. 

k. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

l. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

m. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments 
and potential for social isolation. 

n. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly on a more 
appropriate scale, in keeping with existing neighbourhoods. 

o. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions 
for housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input 
from residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to 
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still be required, however the proposed non-notification clause would 
restrict GWRC’s ability to address these aspects in a resource 
consent process. Therefore GWRC’s concerns are raised now. 

Proposed changes to flood hazard 

Recently completed Boulcott Hutt Flood protection works is located 
immediately to north of plan change site and includes access-way 
and stopbank, currently owned by the Boulcott Farm Heritage Golf 
club but to be transferred to GRWC on completion. Access-way has 
drainage easement over it (in favour of HCC, accommodating 
existing Hathaway Avenue drainage). 

Site now has 1 in 440 year flood protection, therefore 1-in-100year 
flood notation on HCC’ District Plan can be removed. 

Hutt River Gravel for Fill 

GWRC has resource consent to extract gravel from Hutt River for 
flood mitigation purposes only. No discussions between GWRC and 
the applicant have been held regarding the use of river gravel to fill 
the site. Whether material can be used depends on availability. 
Existing resource consent held by GWRC does not permit material to 
be extracted for any other purpose than flood mitigation. 

No discussions have been held with GWRC regarding potential 
access for trucks transporting fill across GWRC land, the stopbank 
and access-way. 

Residual Risk 

GWRC notes that residual flood risk has been recognised and 
assessed as part of application, however residual risk from 
stormwater flooding has not been identified and addressed. 

Effects on the stopbank 

GWRC is concerned about effects on adjoining stopbank and 
access-way from: 

• Overland flow paths directed along the access-way including 
during events greater than Q100 or if pump station fails; and 

• Vibration from earthworks (excavation, backfill), piling etc; and 
• Shading of stopbank; and 

into account Hutt River 
flood water levels (for 
flooding reaching the 
crest of the existing 
stopbank). This shall 
include details for 
assessing investigating 
and monitoring pre-
and post-development 
ground conditions. 

- that the applicant 
provide evidence via a 
geotechnical report 
that the excavations 
required for the pump 
station, building 
foundations and 
retaining walls and 
stormwater pipe will 
not create instability of 
the stopbank or create 
flow paths under the 
stopbank during and 
after construction.  

- that no structures, 
including fences be 
built within the area 
shown to be 
transferred to the 
GWRC for flood 
protection works 
(access- way and stop 
bank).  

- that no planting be 
proposed or carried 
out within the area 
shown to be 
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• Potential geotechnical instability and flow paths caused by 
excavations greater than 1m deep within 10m of stopbank. 

Public Access 

GWRC supports creation of off-road pedestrian links between 
existing public access points in Boulcott Street and Military Road 
along Hutt River. Policy 53 of the RPS promotes enhancing public 
access to and along rivers. 

GWRC supports in principle the proposed retirement village gaining 
access to adjoining public land. Currently northern access-way is 
landlocked and can only be accessed crossing applicant’s site. 
GWRC would support linking of stopbank access-way to public 
access points. 

Specific comments on the application 

GWRC has following specific comments: 

• Application proposes removal of height and recession plane 
controls along northern boundary (Rule 4A 2.3.2 and 4A 2.5). 
Application provides insufficient information to assess effects of 
these changes on adjoining flood protection works. 

• No details regarding final design and location of retaining walls, 
buildings, fences setbacks and adjacent building heights along 
northern boundary. 

• Application shows proposed 900mm diameter stormwater pipe to 
pump station inside boundary of the site. Buildings are proposed 
to be set back 1m from boundary (condition 4A 2.1.1 (b), page 37 
of application) and constructed on fill up to 1-1.5m at the 
boundary. No assessment of effects on stopbank and access-
way. Difficult to interpret Appendix 7 as no cross-sections or 
details are given. 

• No information whether sheet piling will be required to support 
cuts described as “the maximum cut and fills are less than 5 
metre in depth and typically less than 3m” (page 206 of 
application). 

Details of height and design of proposed retaining walls along 
northern boundary of the site 

transferred GWRC for 
flood protection works 
(access-way and 
stopbank) and removal 
of the blanket changes 
to height and 
recession planes along 
the northern boundary 
of the site (Rule 4A 
2.3.2) and (4A 2.5). 

- that there is a 
minimum 1m setback 
of all buildings along 
the northern boundary 
of the site. 

- the addition of "effects 
on the flood protection 
system (access-way 
and stopbank)" to the 
proposed provision (m) 
Housing for the Elderly 
on the site shown in 
Appendix General 
Residential 21 that 
complies with 
permitted activity 
conditions in Rule 4A 
2.3.2 

- the deletion of 'Others 
Matters' proposed (i) 
the recession planes 
condition and 
maximum length for all 
buildings and 
structures condition 
shall not apply to the 
length of boundary 
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Infrastructure and Design Report (Aurecon, page 206) states “some 
retaining walls are likely to be required along the northern boundary 
adjacent to the corner of the proposed buildings due to the proximity 
to the property boundary”, but provides only limited information on 
what this might entail.  

GWRC requests: 

• A plan showing how proposed combination of retaining walls, 
buildings and stormwater pipes will fit on the site given the 1m 
setback of buildings from the boundary provided. 

• Information on how potential upslope catchment runoff during 
earthworks operation (page 206) will be managed. 

• Details on proposed earthworks adjacent to accessway/stopbank 
for stormwater pumping station. Preparation of a detailed 
earthworks management plan "in due course" makes it difficult to 
undertake an assessment of effects. 

Stormwater 

GWRC notes and requests that: 

• Development should meet appropriate standard for stormwater, 
which includes the Regional Standard for Water Services. 
(District Plan - Section 11.2.2.1b). 

• Floor levels of units should comply with Regional Standard for 
Water Services. Design for setting of earthworks levels (page 
206) has floor levels of units to comply with NZ Building Code for 
Surface Water. In Assessment of Environmental Effects, it is 
noted "that stormwater can and will be effectively managed in 
accordance with relevant regulations and standards" (page 31). 
Infrastructure and Design Report by Aurecon quotes Regional 
Standard for Water Services November 2012 as one of those 
standards (page 210). However, page 203 of report states that a 
lesser standard is acceptable where "local standards cannot be 
met due to the constraints of the site". 

Overland Drainage Paths 

Design for setting of earthworks levels (page 206) has overland 
drainage paths that follow existing Hutt City drainage easement 

specified in Appendix 
General Residential 
21. 

- the addition of "Public 
Access along and 
adjacent to the Hutt 
River stopbanks" to 4A 
3 Anticipated 
Environmental Results. 
Public access links to 
be provided to enable 
the existing public 
access-way from 
Connolly Street and 
Ariki Street to join up 
to Military Rd and 
Hathaway Avenue. 

- that any detailed 
design plans include 
good pedestrian 
access throughout the 
development to give 
connectivity to High 
Street. 
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adjacent to the stopbank. No information is provided to assess 
effects of overland flow on stopbank and access-way. 

Effects on the stopbank – Stopbank security – Vibration 

Only information given regarding foundations proposed for buildings 
is piles for multi-story buildings and piles or shallow foundations for 
low-rise buildings, no information regarding how piles are proposed 
to be constructed. Unable to assess how building foundations fit with 
stopbank and around proposed 900mm diameter stormwater pipe 
and any required retaining walls.  

Plan Change (page 31) states that it “assesses the effects of likely 
excavation/earthworks on the structural integrity of the realigned 
stopbank and finds that the structural integrity of the realigned 
stopbank can be assured through appropriate management of onsite 
earthworks/excavation”. No information to enable any assessment of 
proposed works on stopbank, therefore no assurance can be given 
regarding stopbank security. 

No detail regarding effects of proposed 6m hole for pumping station 
on stopbank and access-way, especially regarding piping failure of 
stopbank and effects of piling works. Excavation Management Plan 
(page 222) begins from premise that no adverse effects are expected 
with no supporting analysis. 

No detail to assess effects of piling and excavation for 900mm 
diameter stormwater pipe and associated works and excavation and 
piling for buildings on stopbank. Excavation Management Plan (page 
222) assumes that risk of adverse effects will be avoided by 
structural engineering design and management of excavations 
without providing any detail. 

GWRC is concerned about potential vibration effects on stopbank 
from piling, excavation, backfill and compaction. Vibration effects 
were raised as concern for residents during designation and resource 
consent phase of Hutt Boulcott stopbank and GRWC adhered to 
stringent conditions during construction of stopbank. 

Plan change states (page 35) that “it is not anticipated (from site 
inspection, knowledge of ground conditions and the experience 
managing the Boulcott stopbank realignment works) that vibration 
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problems will arise that would unreasonably affect residential 
amenity". 

Potential vibration effects of stormwater pipe through stopbank 
should be assessed. 

GWRC suggests that geotechnical stability and flow path issues 
should be analysed and addressed for any excavations greater than 
1m deep within 10m of the stopbank due to risk and consequence of 
piping failure to the stopbank. 

Public Access and Amenity Controls 

Access is not possible along top of stopbank this is part of functioning 
golf course and public access on golf course is a safety issue. Public 
access will need to be formed along access strip at the foot of the 
stopbank. Report (page 60) states that pedestrians will be walking 
along the top of the stopbank. 

Plan change states (page 37) that village buildings will lie to the 
south of the stopbank and this will assist with sunlight access and 
negligible impact (positive and adverse) on year round grass growth 
necessary for continued structural resilience of stopbank. No specific 
assessment has been provided in shading assessment regarding 
stopbank and effects on grass growth. 

167.3 Biodiversity Existing biodiversity values of the site are limited and should not be 
overstated but deserve recognition and consideration. 

Proposed rezoning represents form of residential intensification and 
GWRC supports in principle because provision of well-designed high-
density housing will reduce potential incursion of development into 
surrounding valued indigenous habitats and ecosystems. Provision 
for higher density housing aligns with Policies 54 and 55 of the RPS. 

Policy 54 requires to give regard to principle of ‘custodianship’ 
Accordingly quality urban design in the Wellington region will seek to 
(a) protect ecological systems, (d) utilise ‘green’ technology in design 
and construction of buildings and infrastructure and (k) provide a 
positive contribution to environmental health of urban streams, the 
harbours, beaches and their catchments. 
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Suggestions for mitigating ecological effects 

Assessment of potential ecological effects was limited by absence of 
an Ecological Impact Assessment. Assessment was carried out by 
GWRC with knowledge of biodiversity of the site limited to brief 
descriptions in Urban Design, Landscape and Visual Effects 
Assessment (mostly grassland with scattered clusters of trees). While 
indigenous biodiversity values may be limited, the general ecological 
values of these landscapes are well recognised. 

Indigenous vegetation on site contributes to what little remains of 
once contiguous tracts of lowland forest and is important to wildlife 
corridors linking established parks and reserves of northern and 
eastern hills. 

According to New Zealand Threatened Environment Classification 
site is located in “acutely threatened” environment because of past 
losses of indigenous vegetation and paucity of legal protection for 
what remains. This classification elevates importance of any 
indigenous vegetation on site both at present and in the future. 

RPS Policy 47 provides considerations for managing of effects on 
indigenous ecosystems and habitats with biodiversity values, 
including (a) maintaining connections or corridors between habitats, 
(d) avoiding cumulative adverse effects of incremental loss of 
habitats, (f) protecting the life supporting capacity of ecosystems, (g) 
remedying or mitigating adverse effects to ecosystems and (h) 
requiring a precautionary approach when considering effects. GRWC 
suggests that these considerations are integrated into the design of 
any development on site. 

Development will increase proportion of land covered by hard 
surfaces and thus reduce habitat for local wildlife. GWRC’s 
preference would be for any development to focus on vertical growth. 
Loss of established trees and vegetation is another concern when 
considering residential intensification. Concerns include potential 
losses to amenity values, indigenous habitat values, and other 
ecosystem services. Effects can be mitigated through incorporation 
of sensitive urban design features such as planted setbacks between 
adjacent properties. 
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the Council sought previously to protect with extreme vigour. 

f. Creation of amenity value within the intended zone cannot 
address the deleterious effect on amenity values of adjacent 
zones which such monolithic structures as proposed to be 
permitted will cause. 

g. Ceiling of the level of the commercial building from where the 
submitter conducts business sits 16 metres above street level. 
This is the 4th storey of the building including ground level. 
Building is in the centre of the CBD. 

h. How could it be considered appropriate to permit large monolithic 
structures of 16.5 metres in height in the middle of an area 
bounded by openness of a golf course on one side and 
residences constraint to less than half that height on the other 
sides, mostly on large planted plots of land? 

i. This is about economics but not about economic benefits for a 
community. 

j. There will be no economic benefit for those immediately adjacent 
residential zones. Reverse is the case and specific properties will 
suffer economic detriment if plan change is approved. 

k. Greatest economic benefit is not to wider community in creation 
of jobs (at the bottom end of society) and purchases of services 
but that which proposers will derive from an ability massively to 
overdevelop land which should at least have a general residential 
zone tag bound by normal bulk and location requirements. 

l. Rest homes not run by not-for –profit organisations are not built 
out of social altruism. They are businesses (euphemistically 
described as housing for the elderly) where a commercial 
organisation bets on how long people who take up occupation 
rights will last, and how often and quickly those rights can be 
turned over, while income is earned by the organisation and 
people’s capital is held on loan to grow the business. Any small 
economic benefits to the wider community are entirely secondary 
to this raison d’etre. 

m. Special residential zone is already one where traffic and parking 
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surrounding existing 
residential and open space 
environments. 

Change. 

c. Change takes amenity benefits that local neighbourhoods 
currently enjoy, translocates them as features of the new site, 
and deprives the incumbent adjoining sites of these values that 
they currently enjoy and with no compensation for that loss. 

d. Proposed changes address amenity value for the development, 
but ignore (and prevent consideration of) impact on amenity value 
of the neighbourhood. 

e. Adverse effect of shading on surrounding neighbourhoods. 

f. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on the surrounding 
neighbourhoods. 

g. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan 
change, will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school – 
which is already at capacity with overflow of hospital traffic - and 
inability of local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 
In particular the Military Road and Boulcott Street intersections 
with High Street. 

h. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

i. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare. 

j. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. 

k. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

l. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments 
and potential for social isolation. 

m. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 

the neighbourhood. 
Housing for the elderly 
could be developed 
within this zoning. 
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can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

n. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the 
Central Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored 
reports, will be exacerbated since plan change does not seek to 
set aside land to address shortfall and imbalance. 

o. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions 
for housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input 
from residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to 
pre-empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that 
may not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide 
consultation on provisions for housing for the elderly been 
undertaken. 

p. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

q. Summerset’s own ‘open day’ session indicated that attendees 
were only 6% interest in an apartment only residence. 

r. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
southern and northern fringes would better support a zoning of 
the type proposed by plan change 35 and zoning would be more 
compatible with the surrounding environment. This is recognised 
by the council who acquired adjoining properties in the southern 
CBD to facilitate such development. 
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for housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input 
from residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to 
pre-empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that 
may not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide 
consultation on provisions for housing for the elderly been 
undertaken. 

i. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

j. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
southern and northern fringes would better support a zoning of 
the type proposed by plan change 35 and zoning would more 
compatible with the surrounding environment. This is recognised 
by the council who acquired adjoining properties in the southern 
CBD to facilitate such development. 

k. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan 
change, will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and 
inability of local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 

l. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

m. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare. 

n. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. 
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they currently enjoy and with no compensation for that loss. 

d. Proposed changes address amenity value for the development, 
but ignore (and prevent consideration of) impact on amenity value 
of the neighbourhood. 

e. Adverse effect of shading on surrounding neighbourhoods. 

f. Adverse effects of changed wind flow on the surrounding 
neighbourhoods and school. 

g. Inappropriateness of removing 'secondary river corridor' 
designation of the site given its underlying geological and alluvial 
form, and its relationship with respect to the current Hutt River 
system. 

h. Adverse effects of increased vehicular traffic, triggered as a 
consequence of nature of development facilitated by plan 
change, will have on surrounding neighbourhood and school and 
inability of local roading network to cope with proposed changes. 

i. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

j. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare. 

k. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. 

l. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

m. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

n. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments 
and potential for social isolation. 

Housing for the elderly 
could be developed 
within this zoning. 
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o. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

p. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the 
Central Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored 
reports, will be exacerbated since plan change does not seek to 
set aside land to address shortfall and imbalance. 

q. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions 
for housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input 
from residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to 
pre-empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that 
may not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide 
consultation on provisions for housing for the elderly been 
undertaken. 

r. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

s. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
southern and northern fringes would better support a zoning of 
the type proposed by plan change 35 and zoning would bemore 
compatible with the surrounding environment. This is recognised 
by the council who acquired adjoining properties in the southern 
CBD to facilitate such development. 
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• “need” for more retirement 
villages in Lower Hutt. 

future structures are therefore allowable. 

In large areas importation of fill will use up 100% site coverage which 
is not acceptable in general residential area. Any building must have 
permitted height based on existing ground level. Site coverage and 
building heights in proposal greatly exceed District Plan levels. 

Drainage is important issue in any development in terms of climate 
change and more frequent “extreme” events. Historically drainage for 
rear of low-lying sections on north side of Hathaway Avenue has 
been managed by run-off into golf club land. Summerset has made 
no provision for alternative form of drainage and proposed raising of 
land will remove current drainage provision. 

Hutt City Council has yet to review its policy concerning provisions of 
General Residential Area and therefore it is inappropriate for 
Summerset to seek to embed the words “provision for a retirement 
village” in its request for a plan change. Summerset model of 
massive commercial development is not the only option for provision 
of housing for the elderly and is not suitable for the transition 
between a recreational activity area and a special residential activity 
area. 

There is a shortage of land for residential development in the Hutt 
and excessive use of land for retirement villages will create 
imbalance of groups who can support local business, schools and 
sporting facilities. Hutt City has history of state and low socio-
economic housing and desperately needs more balanced housing 
portfolio. Existence of Special Residential Activity Areas is an attempt 
to redress some of this imbalance. Much advertised need for 
retirement villages has to be looked at carefully. Ministry of Health 
figures show there are more beds per capita in Hutt Valley than in 
Wellington City. Community of Boulcott is already surrounded by 
several facilities for the aged within 5 km radius. 
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i. Adverse effects of construction on the neighbourhood, Boulcott 
School and Kindergarten, particularly as construction may take 
place over a 5-6 year period. 

j. Adverse impacts of construction and the finished built 
environment on the development of children’s learning and 
welfare. 

k. Need to remediate site prior to construction of any development 
commencing by importation of up to 21,000m3 of fill. Proposed 
earthworks are major and demonstrate inappropriateness of the 
site. 

l. Potential for localised flooding on neighbouring sites in event that 
proposed storm water improvements/pumps specified for the site 
fail. 

m. Stated economic benefits of development are flawed, particularly 
around dismissal of any externality costs for the community. 

n. Inappropriateness of housing elderly in high-rise environments 
and potential for social isolation. 

o. Other environmentally and economically efficient uses for the site 
can be found that would bring benefits to Hutt City with less 
environmental and social costs to surrounding neighbourhoods 
including provision of housing for the elderly. 

p. Shortfall of publicly accessible reserves/open space in the 
Central Ward, as identified by Hutt City Council sponsored 
reports, will be exacerbated since plan change does not seek to 
set aside land to address shortfall and imbalance. 

q. Indications from Hutt City Council are that policies and provisions 
for the General Residential Activity Area are to be reviewed in the 
period 2016/17 (e.g. to align with some of the issues identified in 
the Urban Growth Strategy). Review can incorporate provisions 
for housing for the elderly and could be accomplished with input 
from residents from across the city. Summerset proposal seeks to 
pre-empt review and if approved, may generate an outcome that 
may not have otherwise been created had a more city-wide 
consultation on provisions for housing for the elderly been 
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undertaken. 

r. Residents of Hutt City attending workshops facilitated by Hutt City 
Council (such as the one held on 3 February 2015, for Waterloo, 
Epuni and the CBD edge Residential Growth) expressed strong 
sentiments against high-rise development or over intensified built 
environments in suburban areas and noted one of the attractive 
features of many parts of Hutt City was the larger plot sizes and 
more vegetated environments. Intensified and over-built 
environments were seen as a highly negative attribute and a 
feature that would drive people away from Hutt City. 

s. Other areas in Hutt City, such as the CBD and its run-down 
southern and northern fringes would better support a zoning of 
the type proposed by plan change 35 and zoning would be more 
compatible with the surrounding environment. This is recognised 
by the council who acquired adjoining properties in the southern 
CBD to facilitate such development. 

  


























