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City transport network. 

4.2 Amendment 2 

Section 14A 1 
Introduction 

Oppose in 
part 

Linkage between key urban development planning 
processes and future objectives and policies for 
transport development is insufficient and needs to be 
strengthened to ensure continuity and provide for non-
statutory documents to be implemented. 

There should be stronger and clearer alignment 
between the district plan objectives and policies, the 
Regional Policy Statement and the Regional Land 
Transport Plan. 

Providing links to appropriate sections, particularly the 
utilities chapter will be helpful for plan users. 

It is important that District Plan users understand that 
the District Plan is only one of a suite of plans by which 
Council seeks to achieve its visions and desired 
outcomes. 

It is useful to decision-makers if they are directed to 
documents that provide useful context when considering 
complex applications. 

Amend Introduction as follows: 

This transport chapter contains city-wide objectives, policies 
and rules relevant to the transport network. It seeks to 
implement transport related resource management solutions 
from various strategic documents such as Making Places, The 
Urban Growth Strategy 2012-2032, Walk and Cycle the Hutt 
Strategy and the Wellington Regional Land Transport Plan 
2015. 

4.3 Objectives and 
Policies 

Oppose ECONOMIC PRODUCTIVITY 

Policies and objectives that facilitate and enable 
linkages between transport, urban growth and economic 
development will provide a useful link between the 
district plan and the various other strategic planning 
documents for Hutt City. 

The relevance of transport to economic wellbeing has 
been identified in Issue 14A 2.1.  However, this 
connection has not been carried through to the 
objectives and policies. 

See submission point 4.7 (combines relief sought in submission 
points 4.3 to 4.6). 

4.4 Objectives and 
Policies 

Oppose RESILIENCE 

The Regional Land Transport Plan identifies resilience 

See submission point 4.7 (combines relief sought in submission 
points 4.3 to 4.6). 
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as a key factor contributing to severance and place 
making issues in Hutt City.  Resilience should be 
recognised on objectives and policies, and resilience 
issues should be key consideration for developers, 
infrastructure provides and decision makers. 

The Regional Land Transport Plan sets out a variety of 
expectations relating to resilience and is the 
predominant document for achieving a resilient 
transport network; however, the District Plan has a 
critical role to play. Resilience needs to be included in 
the District Plan so that decision-makers have a clear 
framework to assess proposals. 

This is to ensure that new development, and new and 
upgraded infrastructure, maintains or enhances the 
resilience of the transport network. This will help 
manage proposals that are detrimental to the resilience 
of the city. It is important that the District Plan provides 
clear expectations via the policy framework. 

4.5 Objectives and 
Policies 

Oppose IMPROVED REGIONAL CONNECTIVITY 

Hutt City has a number of directives within the Regional 
Policy Statement, which identifies the need to improve 
connectivity for the District.   

Clear objectives and policies around connectivity can 
help deliver improvement around the liveability of the 
City, particularly in terms of integration of transport and 
land use, and the delivery of key projects. 

The wording in the Proposed Plan Change 39 should be 
tightened to better reflect the intention of the Regional 
Policy Statement. 

See submission point 4.7 (combines relief sought in submission 
points 4.3 to 4.6). 

4.6 Objectives and 
Policies 

Oppose MULTI MODAL 

The District Plan should support the significant 
investment being made in cycling within the city through 

See submission point 4.7 (combines relief sought in submission 
points 4.3 to 4.6). 
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its objectives, policies and rules. 

There should be greater alignment with the Hutt 
Walking and Cycling strategy as well as stronger and 
more facilitative objectives and policies that call for 
active modes and multi modal choice. 

There are a number of cycling projects that will benefit 
from appropriate recognition in objectives and policies: 

• Eastern Bays Shared Path;

• The Beltaway; and

• Wainuiomata Hill Shared Path.

The Submitter supports minimum numbers of cycle 
parks and showers, but recommends some minor 
changes. 

The policy framework does not satisfy the expectations 
of either Walk and Cycle the Hutt Plan 2014- 2019 or 
the Regional Policy Statement. 

Given that Walk and Cycle the Hutt Plan 2014-2019 
was drafted on the basis that provision for 
implementation will be considered in the District Plan, 
greater specificity is required in the Proposed Plan 
Change. 

4.7 Amendment 3 

Issue 14A 2.1 

Amendment 8 

Objective 14A 3.1 

Amendment 13 

Oppose in 
part 

Amend Issue 14A 2.1 as follows: 

A safe efficient, resilient, multi-modal transport network that is 
well integrated with land use and development is essential for 
both sustainable development and social and economic 
wellbeing. 

Opportunities exist for improving the transport network to 
ensure the continued development of the cycling network, and 
improving the resilience of the city’s transport network and 
transport connections.  There are particular opportunities to 
improve connections to and from State Highway 2 and east 



10

Policy 14A 4.1 

Amendment 15 

Policy 14A 4.3 

Amendment 32 

Standard 4(e) – 
Cycle Parking 
and End of Trip 
Facility 
Requirements 

west connections across the southern half of the city and to the 
wider region.  There is potential to improve safety for all road 
users, including pedestrians and cyclists. 

Amend Objective 14A 3.1 as follows: 

A safe, efficient and resilient transport network that: 

• Is integrated with land use and development patterns,

• Meets Provides for local, regional and national transport
needs and provides for all modes of transport, including
improved regional and cross valley connectivity,

• Has particular regard for public transport and active travel
modes,

• Provides for economic wellbeing.

Combine Policies 14A 4.1 and 4.3 as follows: 

Provide for the construction, use, operation, maintenance and 
development of the transport network in a manner which: 

• Improves safety with a focus on serious injury and fatal
crashes,

• Improves the efficiency of the network,

• Improves regional and district connectivity,

• Is designed to be resilient to, and enable appropriate
restorations after, major events and is integrated to provide
network options,

• Contributes to the operation of an integrated multi-modal
transport system including facilities such as park and rides,

• Achieves an effective public transport system and provides
for safe and convenient active travel,

• Recognises the benefits to Hutt City, regional and national
economic wellbeing brought by an effective transport
network, particularly through providing for the efficient
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movement of freight. 

• Appropriately manages adverse effects on adjacent land.

Consider increasing the number of cycle parks to an equivalent 
ratio of 2 per 10 staff members ; 

• Specifying the provision of lockers on a 1 per 10 ratio
alongside the provision of lockers for storing bike gear;

• There is also benefit in specifying design standards for cycle
parking e.g. in situations where 10 or more bicycle parks are
required it would be more practical for bicycle stands to be
provided; and

• Consider provisions to support cycle parking in retail areas,
based on the expected number of visitors per hour e.g. 1 cycle
park per 20 persons visiting per hour.

4.8 Amendment 21 

Standard 1(a), 
Table 1-1 – 
Transport 
Network 
Hierarchy 

- It is the Submitter’s preference that the District Plan 
aligns with the Transport Agency’s One Network Road 
Classification. 

Amend Table 1-1: Transport Network Hierarchy to align with the 
One Network Road Classification. 

4.9 Amendment 23 

Standard 2 – Site 
Access and 
Manoeuvring 
Area 

- Limited Access Roads (LARs) are managed under the 
Government Roading Powers Act 1989.   

A LAR is a state highway or part of a state highway that 
the Submitter has declared as such.  Under the 
Government Roading Powers Act, the Submitter has the 
authority to approve or refuse activities that front or 
directly access a LAR.   

The management of LARs has implications for many 
plan users.  Accordingly, it is helpful for those users to 
find the necessary information in one place and this also 
helps ensure alignment across legislation. 

It is most efficient if this Crossing Place Approval 

Add the following advice note to Standard 2: 

Advice Note: 

Any activity requiring access to a road which is a Limited 
Access Road will require an approved Crossing Place notice.  
If the Limited Access Road is a state highway, the crossing 
place notice would need to be approved by the New Zealand 
Transport Agency. 
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process is aligned with the resource consent process. 

4.10 General Oppose The Proposed Plan Change should include reference to 
consulting with the Transport Agency, particularly in 
respect of land use development that may not be 
adjacent to the state highway but because of the 
location, scale or nature of the activity may impact on 
the road network. 

No specific decision requested. 

4.11 Objectives and 
Policies 

Oppose Current park and ride facilities in Hutt Valley are full, 
with spill over parking occurring on residential streets. 
With rail passenger growth for the past three years 
averaging 4% per annum, it is prudent for Council to 
include objectives and policies that clearly reflect the 
importance of park and ride facilities. 

No specific decision requested. 

4.12 Amendment 14 

Policy 14A 4.2 

Oppose in 
part 

Policy 10 of the Regional Policy Statement specifically 
requires the promotion of travel demand management 
to be covered in District Plans and the Regional Land 
Transport Strategy. 

Amend Policy 14A 4.2 as follows: 

Land use, subdivision and development should not cause 
significant adverse effects on the connectivity, accessibility and 
safety of the transport network, and particular regard should be 
given to travel demand management as a mitigation measure. 

4.13 Amendment 35 

Standard 6 – 
Development 
within the State 
Highway and 
Railway Corridor 
Buffer Overlays 

Support, 
with 
amendments 

It would be useful for plan users to understand the 
compliance mechanisms available when undertaking 
construction within the 40 metre wide State Highway 
and Railway Buffer Overlays.  This would improve 
clarity of the plan and reduce confusion around proof of 
compliance with permitted activity standards. 

Amend Permitted Activity Standard 6(b) as follows: 

In order to achieve this standard either: 

(i) An acoustic design report must be provided to the Council 
prior to the commencement of the use.  The acoustic design 
report must be prepared by a person qualified and 
experienced in acoustics.  The report is to indicate the means 
by which the noise limits specified in this standard will be 
complied with and is to contain a certificate by its author that 
the means given therein will be adequate to ensure 
compliance with the acoustic design requirements specified in 
this standard; or 

(ii) Compliance with the requirements in the following table will 
be deemed to achieve the required insulation standard 
specified in this rule. A report must be provided to the Council 



13 

prior to any building consent being granted or, where no 
building consent is required, prior to commencement of the 
use, demonstrating compliance with the requirements listed in 
the following table and will form part of the building consent 
application (if any). The report must be prepared by the 
person responsible for undertaking the building work. 

Building 
Element 

Requirement 

Wall 1. 20mm timber weather boards exterior 
cladding:  Internal lining two layers of 10mm 
thick gypsum plasterboard. Minimum 75mm 
thick fibreglass or polyester or wool 
insulation in wall cavity. 

2. Brick veneer:  Internal lining 1 layer of 
10mm thick gypsum plasterboard. 

Window 1. Up to 20% of wall area 7mm laminated 
glazing (1mm interlayer). 

2. Up to 50% of wall area 11mm laminated 
glazing (1mm interlayer). 

Roof 1. Pitched roof greater than 20o:  Steel 
cladding of 0.5mm or greater or tiles. 
Ceiling lining of two layers of minimum 
10mm thick gypsum plasterboard. Minimum 
75mm thick fibreglass or polyester or wool 
insulation of 14kg/m3 in ceiling cavity. 

2. Skillion roof:  Steel cladding of 0.5mm or 
greater. Ceiling lining of two layers of 
minimum 13mm thick gypsum plasterboard. 
Minimum 75mm thick fibreglass or polyester 
or wool insulation of 14kg/m3 in ceiling 
cavity. 
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expensive insurance policies that cover the issuing of 
such certificates (if indeed such a policy exists). 

F2.2 4.13 Support in 
part 

The Submitter supports generally the approach of the 
NZTA to provide a list of ‘deemed to comply’ solutions 
as part of the proposed standard. In the Submitter’s 
opinion, this is an efficient means of implementing the 
intent of the standard, as it would have the effect of 
reducing the additional design and reporting costs 
associated with complying with the standard, should 
effected property owners wish to use any of the 
‘deemed to comply’ solutions. 

However, with respect to glazing, the Submitter notes 
that only single glazing is included in the list of ‘deemed 
to comply’ glazing. The use of double glazed units is 
common with respect to new house construction (as 
well as additions or alterations to existing dwellings), 
particularly given the compliance requirements of 
Acceptable Solution H1/AS1 to Clause H1 (Energy 
Efficiency) of the New Zealand Building Code. The 
Submitter notes that in residential construction, single 
glazing generally does not comply with the requirements 
of H1/AS1, unless it is high-performance glass installed 
in timber or PVC window frames1. In the Submitter’s 
opinion, inclusion of suitable market-available double 
glazed units would significantly increase the practical 
ability for property owners to use the ‘deemed to 
comply’ solutions for glazing. 

That suitable double glazed units are included in any list of 
‘deemed to comply’ glazing. 

F2.3 4.13 Support in 
part 

In the Submitter’s opinion, there is no practical use in 
implementing a ‘deemed to comply’ approach for floor 
construction under proposed standard 6(b) Noise, 
where compliance with the Norwegian Standard 
referenced under proposed standard 6(a) Vibration may 
require some other design solution. Under section 4 of 
the Submitter’s submission (DPC39/8), the Submitter 
opposed standard 6(a) Vibration partly because there 

That deemed to comply solutions for floor construction are 
included that also comply with Standard 6(a) Vibration. 
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Objective 14A 3.3 reasons is also supported by KiwiRail. 

5.6 Amendment 12 

Objective 14A 3.5 

Support This Objective links to Issue 14A 2.5, and consistent 
with the discussion on that Issue, this Objective is 
supported by KiwiRail. 

Retain Objective 14A 3.5 as notified. 

5.7 Amendment 14 

Policy 14A 4.2 

Support The policy direction that land use, subdivision and 
development should not cause significant adverse 
effects on the transport network is supported by 
KiwiRail. 

Retain Policy 14A 4.2 as notified. 

5.8 Amendment 15 

Policy 14A 4.3 

Oppose in 
part 

In relation to the rail corridor there is limited practical 
ability to change the location of this. While slight 
adjustments in boundary location can sometimes occur, 
the rail corridor is not able to be moved. 

Avoiding, mitigating or remedying adverse effects is not 
always practical. 

Amend Policy 14A 4.3 as follows: 

Policy 14A 4.3 

The transport network should be located and designed to 
avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on adjacent land 
where practicable. 

5.9 Amendment 16 

Policy 14A 4.4 

Support  Retain Policy 14A 4.4 as notified. 

5.10 Amendment 18 

Policy 14A 4.6 

Support  Retain Policy 14A 4.6 as notified. 

5.11 Amendment 24 

Standard 2(b) – 
Separation 
Distances from 
Intersections 

Oppose in 
part 

The amendment requested would ensure that in the 
event of a train approaching, that vehicle accesses are 
not impeded by queuing vehicles waiting to cross the 
level crossing, and that vehicles turning across the 
traffic into a vehicle access are less likely to be 
obstructed by queuing vehicles, thereby less likely to 
cause vehicles to queue behind them. 

Amend Permitted Activity Standard 2(b) as follows: 

The distance between new vehicle accesses and all 
intersections must be at least: 

• Primary or Major Distributor Road: 30m 

• Minor District Distributor Road: 20m 

• Local Distributor Road: 15m 

• Access or Pedestrian Road: 10m 

• Level Crossing: 30m 
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5.12 Amendment 27 

Standard 3 – 
Minimum Sight 
Distances at 
Railway Level 
Crossings 

Support  Retain Permitted Activity Standard 3 as notified. 

5.13 Amendment 35 

Standard 6 – 
Development 
within the State 
Highway and 
Railway Corridor 
Buffer 

Support  Retain Permitted Activity Standard 6 as notified. 

5.14 Amendment 36 

Standard 6(a) - 
Vibration 

Oppose in 
part 

The proposed standard restricts the extent of vibration 
from road and rail, rather than the extent of vibration 
that occupants of the building are affected by, from the 
road and rail network.  The control should be on the 
building mitigation. 

Amend Permitted Activity  Standard 6(a) as follows: 

Road and rail traffic vibration levels Buildings must comply with 
class C of Norwegian Standard 8176 E:2005 (Vibration And 
Shock - Measurement Of Vibration In Buildings From 
Landbased Transport And Guidance To Evaluation Of Its Effect 
On Human Beings). 

5.15 Amendment 37 

Standard 6(b) - 
Noise 

Supports 
with 
amendment 

The specific mitigation required would not achieve 
practical mitigation of rail noise as the characteristics of 
road and rail noise are different.  Noise mitigation 
should be provided to a suitable standard to mitigate rail 
noise, independent of road noise. 

Amend Permitted Activity Standard 6(b) as follows: 

(b) Noise 

Indoor design noise level as a result of noise from road and 
rail traffic must not exceed 45dB LAeq(24hr). 

Indoor design noise level as a result of noise from rail traffic 
must not exceed: 

Receiving Environment LAeq, 1 hour 

Residential – Bedrooms 35 dB 

Residential – Habitable 40 dB 
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Lower Hutt was not established in the Section 32 
Evaluation accompanying the proposed plan change; 

• Potential adverse effects on urban design, character 
and the safety of the street environment as a result of 
the proposed standards being implemented had not 
been assessed; 

• The Section 32 Evaluation did not include sufficient 
cost-benefit analysis, or any analysis of alternative 
approaches, to demonstrate whether it is reasonable 
or practical for property owners within the proposed 
buffer zone to bear all costs for managing reverse 
sensitivity effects associated with the rail corridor. 

The KiwiRail submission appears to seek a higher noise 
standard for rail traffic than that proposed by the original 
proposed plan change. Apart from stating that “the 
characteristics of road and rail noise are different”, no 
information is provided as to why this is a reasonable 
requirement. 

The KiwiRail submission contains no information as to 
whether the noise standards proposed by their 
submission can be reasonably or practicably 
implemented through building design and construction. 
In the example of residential construction, it is unclear 
whether conventional methods of construction could be 
used, or whether non-conventional materials, systems 
or construction details would be required. Further, the 
submission contains no information on whether the 
methods of construction required to achieve the noise 
standards proposed are readily available to the design 
and construction industry, or whether they would be 
compatible with the requirements of the New Zealand 
Building Code. Of particular concern to the Submitter 
would be compatibility with the requirements of clause 
E2 of the Building Code (External Moisture). It is unclear 
whether or not the requirements proposed by the 
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7.2 Amendments 8-
12 

Section 14A 3 - 
Objectives 

Oppose in 
part 

 In addition to the objectives of safety and efficiency, the transport 
network should put people first and be integrated, liveable, 
accessible, sustainable, resilient, and supportive of a healthy 
connected community. 

7.3 Amendment 17 

Policy 14A 4.5 

Oppose in 
part 

 Requirements for the evaluation of high trip generating activities 
(Amendment 17)should include three key criteria: 

• will this reduce carbon emissions? 

• will this reduce overall congestion in the city? 

• will this promote healthy lifestyles? 

7.4 Amendment 25 

Standard 2(c) – 
Manoeuvring 
Area 

  Standards for manoeuvring areas should make a real difference 
to walkability and pedestrian safety, especially around schools 
and areas of high pedestrian traffic volumes. 

Visibility around driveways should be addressed. 

7.5 Amendment 31 

Standard 4(d) – 
Car Parking 
Design 
Standards 

Oppose in 
part 

 Pedestrian safety and convenience, and the priority of pedestrian 
/ active transport access within new developments needs to be 
prioritised. 

7.6 Amendment 28 

Standard 4 – Car 
and Cycle 
Parking and End 
of Trip Facilities 

Oppose Cycle parking and end of trip facility requirements are 
inadequate and a missed opportunity to proactively 
‘build’ active transport into our environment. 

The focus on cycling to places of employment is too 
limiting and does not reflect the opportunities for active 
transport in other journeys / activities.  

No specific decision requested. 

7.7 Amendment 39 

Appendix 
Transport 2 – 
High Trip 

Oppose in 
part 

 High trip generation activities should include provision for 
temporary / periodic activities such as markets. 
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Generator 
Thresholds 

7.8 Amendment 17 

Policy 14A 4.5 

Seeks 
amendment 

 The council's role in encouraging active transport uptake should 
be reflected in its role, objectives and powers. This should include 
stronger requirements for provision for active travel within 
neighbourhoods and subdivision developments and clear 
direction to prioritise active transport modes within Integrated 
Transport Assessment 

7.9 General - Integration of multiple transport modes should be 
supported.  

Consideration should be given to charging facilities for 
electric bikes and allocation of space for car sharing. 

No specific decision requested. 

7.10 General - The Proposed Plan Change should consider: 

• Connectivity; 

• Information; 

• Productivity; and 

• Community. 

No specific decision requested. 

7.11 General -  With an aging population, and an a decrease in the number of 
younger persons driving, it is important that a hierarchy of 
transportation alternatives prioritise and provide for people whose 
main source of mobility is not private motor vehicles but rather 
active and public transport. 

7.12 General -  The only truly sustainable transport is active transport, and this 
should be clearly prioritised in the Transport Chapter of the 
District Plan.  

Complementary schemes such as car sharing should be actively 
encouraged by making special parking provisions 
available/required. 
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7.13 General -  Resilience is an important consideration that requires further 
attention in both objectives and policy. 

7.14 General - An integrated plan for Hutt City must reflect the health 
needs of its residents both responsively and proactively. 

Walking and biking have a significant impact on 
residents’ physical health. 

The following aspects of the Regional Policy Statement should be 
reflected in the Proposed Plan Change: 

• Healthy community; and 

• Quality lifestyle.  

Not only should all development prioritise active transport, 
facilities designed to promote and support healthy lifestyles 
should provide the best possible facilities for pedestrians and bike 
users.  

Special provision should be made in the plan for medical centres 
and hospitals to provide bike parking for visitors. 

7.15 General - People should be the first priority of the transport 
chapter, both in terms of health and safety, but also in 
the wider context of active transport and the health and 
community benefits it brings. 

The high cost of free vehicle parking needs to be 
recognised. 

On-street parking takes up road space that could be 
used for cycling and walking, it needs to be maintained 
and monitored, and it creates vehicle movements that 
contribute to congestion.   

The Submitter states that “Although we like to associate 
parking provision with boosting business, in practice this 
doesn’t happen.” 

New developments should be required to make pedestrian and 
cycle access a priority. It should be safe, accessible, obvious, and 
where possible, separated from parking. Such access should be 
sited so as to maximise use of active and public transport options. 

Design aspects such as access ways, signage and site traffic 
management should make pedestrian and cycle access the first 
priority. 

New residential developments should prioritise the movement of 
people via active transport into, out of and within the 
development. 

Appropriate design should enable and encourage active transport 
and community engagement. 

Access should be prioritised over parking to send the message 
that other modes of transport (other than vehicular) are possible 
and attractive.  

A people focused transport hierarchy should be proactively 
applied to schools. 
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7.16 Amendment 25 

Standard 2(c) – 
Manoeuvring 
Area 

Oppose in 
part 

 This addition is insufficient to ensure pedestrian safety. This 
standard should include: 

• Rear sites and long driveways (per Auckland DP). 

• School zones: vehicles must reverse into driveways if unable to 
turnaround in order to exit in forward facing direction. 

• Allowance for use of audible and visual warning devices. 

• Areas of high foot traffic. 

• Driveways crossing cycle paths / lanes. 

Visibility (enabling drivers exiting driveways to be able to see 
footpath users) needs to be addressed. This is particularly 
pertinent when talking about EV’s and aged users, as footpath 
users cannot rely on being able to hear the exiting vehicle. 

 

Sight distance provisions could be added for example some 
european countries restrict driveway fence height adjacent to the 
property boundary to enable visibility. 

7.17 Amendment 32 

Standard 4(e) – 
Cycle Parking 
and End of Trip 
Facility 
Requirements 

- Cycle parking requirements based on staff numbers 
could cause confusion, and is out of step with 
approaches used elsewhere. How would a developer be 
able to estimate the number of staff the facility would 
accommodate without having secured a tenant / fit out 
design / purpose / nature of business to be undertaken? 

Replace the standards with those of the Proposed Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan. 

1. Quantities based on GLFA unless there is strong evidence 
that staff number based quantities are the best practice. 
Separate staff and visitor cycle parking supply rates. 

2. End of trip facilities for staff should include showers and 
lockers (per Hamilton and ChCh plans). Drying facilities 
should also be included. 

3. Visitor cycle parking should be provided in addition to staff 
cycle parking. (AKL, HAM, CHCH). 

4. Requirements around location, secure facilities and 
manoeuvering should be included (per AKL, CHCH). 

5. Quality requirements should be included to ensure 
serviceable bike parking is provided (CHCH). 
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7.18 Amendment 32 

Standard 4(e) – 
Cycle Parking 
and End of Trip 
Facility 
Requirements 

-  It is commendable to include cycle parking minimums in the plan. 
To ensure cycle parking is used effectively in needs to be of 
sufficient quality. There are 6 Important aspects: Type of stand, 
weather protection, security, convenience, distance, visibility. 
These aspects should be addressed by specific requirements for 
design, location and provision. 

Covered parking for staff/residents and at transport hubs. 

Inclusion of end of trip facilities: not only showers but also: 
lockers, drying facilities. 

7.19 General -  The Proposed Plan Change focuses on encouraging people to 
cycle to places of employment. This is insufficient and out of step 
with prioritising active transport for short trips, and limits the 
economic, health and community benefits which can accrue with 
increased active transport uptake. 

People can and will cycle to more places than just the workplace, 
which is desirable and beneficial to health, environment and 
perceptions of ‘liveability’. 

7.20 Amendment 39 

Appendix 
Transport 2 – 
High Trip 
Generator 
Thresholds 

Oppose in 
part 

 The Submitter questions why 50 children has been chosen as the 
threshold for High Trip Generators in Appendix Transport 2, when 
previous requirements were based on 30, and states that even 30 
children result in a significant number of vehicle movements in a 
higher risk setting. 

7.21 Amendment 51 

Chapter 5A - 
Central 
Commercial 

Section 5A 1.2.5 
- Carparking 

Oppose  The text ‘Also, provide for car parking in a way that reduces the 
reliance on private vehicles and encourages use of sustainable 
transport modes’ should remain here or be incorporated into an 
overall objective. Similarly, policy ‘a’ should remain, especially 
with regard to pedestrian safety and convenience. 

Preferably there should be an overall objective, similar to 
Christchurch’s replacement district plan, which “reduces the 
dependency on private motor vehicles and promotes the use of 
public and active transport”. A road use hierarchy, as defined 
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associated with rail traffic vibration. 

8.2 Amendment 36 

Standard 6 – 
Development 
within the State 
Highway and 
Railway Corridor 
Buffer Overlays 

Oppose The requirement to maintain a building to comply with 
the standards could be unreasonably onerous and 
impractical, due to the fact that there are no limits set in 
the District Plan on the amount of vibration or noise 
emission from the state highway or corridor and that 
noise and vibration could increase over time. 

The costs and inconvenience of compliance monitoring 
for the standards could be a significant on-going burden 
for affected property owners and the Council. 

It is unreasonable that a burden of maintenance to meet 
the standards is applied only to the surrounding 
environment, and not the source of the noise and 
vibration.  

Amend Permitted Activity Standard 6 as follows: 

Within the 40 metre wide State Highway and Railway Corridor 
Buffer Overlays, all new buildings containing noise sensitive 
activities, or existing buildings with new noise sensitive 
activities, must be designed, and constructed and maintained 
to meet the following standards. 

8.3 Amendment 36 

Standard 6(a) - 
Vibration 

Oppose There is no certainty that buildings could be reasonably 
designed and constructed to comply with the proposed 
standard. 

There is a risk that the proposed standard implicitly 
prohibits particular land uses by requiring property 
owners to comply with a standard that may not be able 
to be reasonably complied with. 

Delete Permitted Activity Standard 6(a). 

8.4 Amendment 35 

Standard 6 – 
Development 
within the State 
Highway and 
Railway Corridor 
Buffer Overlays 

Oppose The proposed standard needs to be clear that it applies 
to the effects of State Highway traffic, and not traffic 
from other roads. 

Amend Permitted Activity Standard 6 to refer to “State Highway 
traffic” in place of “road traffic”. 

8.5 Amendment 38 

Standard 6(c) – 

Oppose There is no benefit to measuring the noise generated by 
ventilation systems at exterior grilles or diffusers. 

Amend Permitted Activity Standard 6(c) as follows: 

If windows must be closed to achieve the design noise levels in 
(b), the building must be ventilated to meet clause G4 of the 
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Ventilation Building Code (Schedule 1 of the Building Regulations 1992).  
The sound of the ventilation system must not exceed 30dB 
LAeq(30s) when measured 1m away from any internal grille or 
diffuser. 

8.6 Amendment 35-
38 

Standard 6 – 
Development 
within the State 
Highway and 
Railway Corridor 
Buffer Overlays 

 

Amendment 42 

District Plan 
Maps 

Oppose If a clear method of calculating the boundary of the 
buffer area is included in the standard e.g. 40m from the 
marked edge of the nearest State Highway carriageway 
or similar, a visual overlay is not required. 

The use of a visual overlay could be confusing to one-
time or unexperienced users of the District Plan. 

• Delete the State Highway and Railway Corridor Buffer 
Overlays from the District Plan Maps. 

• Amend Permitted Activity Standard 6 to clarify the method of 
calculating the boundary of the buffer area. 

8.7 Amendment 42 

District Plan 
Maps 

Oppose There is an inconsistent use of terminology between the 
district plan maps and the proposed standard. The 
standard refers to a ‘State Highway and Railway 
Corridor Buffer Overlay’. However, the district plan 
maps refer to a ‘State Highway and Railway Corridor 
Overlay’, while omitting the critical word ‘Buffer’. A 
‘corridor overlay’ could be misinterpreted as being a 
potential future widening of the transport corridor, rather 
than as a buffer area for managing reverse sensitivity 
effects on the transport corridor. 

Amend the legend of the District Plan Maps to refer to “State 
Highway and Railway Corridor Buffer Overlays”, instead of “State 
Highway and Railway Corridor Overlay”. 

8.8 Amendment 35-
38 

Standard 6 – 
Development 
within the State 
Highway and 

Oppose A clearly articulated means of demonstrating 
compliance with the proposed standard is important in 
order to provide certainty for designers and property 
owners as to the information requirements expected by 
the Council in order to demonstrate that the proposed 
activity complies with the proposed standard. 

Amend Permitted Activity Standard 6 to provide clear guidance 
on how compliance with the standard is to be demonstrated. 
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9.1 General Oppose The Proposed Plan Change does not actively promote 
active, public or other shared systems of transport.  

The Proposed Plan Change concentrates on achieving 
sustainable development without promoting sustainable 
transport. 

No specific decision requested. 

9.2 Amendment 2 

Section 14A 1 - 
Introduction 

Neutral The submitter assumes that the intent of the last 
sentence of section 14A 1 is that activities which 
generate significant volumes of traffic should be subject 
to the resource consent process. If this is the case the 
submitter suggests the insertion of the word “that” 
before “generate significant volumes…”. 

Amend paragraph 6 of the Introduction as follows: 

Activities that do not meet the standards or that generate 
significant volumes of traffic are assessed on a case by case 
basis through the resource consent process. 

9.3 Amendment 3 

Issue 14A 2.1 

Oppose in 
part 

The submitter questions whether this is an issue, rather 
than an Objective and suggest that the words “and the 
wellbeing of the physical environment” be added at the 
end. 

Amend Issue 14A 2.1 as follows: 

A safe, efficient, multi-modal transport network that is well 
integrated with land use and development is essential for both 
sustainable development and social and economic wellbeing 
and the wellbeing of the physical environment. 

9.4 Amendment 8 

Objective 14A 3.1 

Oppose in 
part 

The Proposed Plan Change should overtly promote 
active transport. 

Amend Objective 14A 3.1 as follows: 

A safe and efficient transport network that is integrated with 
land use patterns, meets local, regional and national transport 
needs and provides for all modes of transport in particular 
walking, cycling and use of public and shared transport. 

9.5 Amendment 15 

Policy 14A 4.3 

Oppose in 
part 

 Amend the policy as follows: 

The transport network should be located and designed to avoid, 
remedy or mitigate adverse effects on adjacent land and the 
general environment. 

9.6 Amendment 20 
Rule 14A 5.1(c) 

Oppose in 
part 

 Amend the matter of discretion of Rule 14A 5.1(c) as follows: 

The effects of the activity on the transport network including 
impacts on on-street parking, pedestrians, cyclists and public 
transport. 
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17.1 General Oppose Transport planning must actively encourage active 
transport (public transport, walking and cycling) to make 
our city more liveable, our people healthier, reduce 
council costs and care for our environment. 

The proposed plan change falls well short of Council’s 
original intent to shift the focus from private car 
transport to active travel modes. 

The Proposed Plan Change is a conservative and 
underwhelming attempt to provide for an efficient 
transportation network that meets the needs of a vibrant 
community with commercial and active transport needs 
which are forward focused towards the 2020’s. 

The Proposed Plan Change falls well short of the 
intention of sustainable management under the 
Resource Management Act. 

Section 58 to 73 of the s32 Report (Analysis of Other 
Recent Plans) gives the Submitter the impression of a 
“game change” in the Councils mentioned, and that 
those Councils wish to clearly promote shifts in how 
transport is to be considered in their cities. That is not 
evident in the Proposed Plan Change. 

An efficient transport plan is required to ensure the 
future prosperity of this city. Cycling, and other active 
transport modes, are essential elements of a modern 
transport system and a healthy community. They need 
to be integrated into our City’s transport plan and given 
a clear priority. 

Redraft the Transport Chapter. The objectives should - but do not 
- actively promote safe and inviting active transport modes. 

17.2 Amendment 21 

Standard 1, 
Table 1-1 – 
Transport 
Network 
Hierarchy 

Oppose  The proposed roading hierarchy should – but does not – make 
mention of cycling and public transport in what remains a car-
centric hierarchy.   
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17.3 Amendment 32 

Standard 4(e) – 
Cycle Parking 
and End of Trip 
Facility 
Requirements 

Oppose  Proposed trip-end facilities are well short of best practice. 

17.4 General -  Transport priorities should be clearly stated as reducing 
dependence on private motor vehicles, and enhancing public 
transport, cycling and walking. 

17.5 General Oppose  Despite the requirements of the Hutt Corridor Plan, Regional 
Cycling Plan, Regional Travel Demand Management Plan and 
Walking and Cycling Strategy and the clear intent from HCC itself, 
the issues, objectives and policies of the Proposed Plan Change 
makes no mention of cycling, walking or public transport. 

The issues and objectives in the Proposed Plan Change make no 
mention of: 

• preventing death from obesity and diabetes because of 
inactivity; 

• reducing the potentially devastating impacts on our city from 
global warming; 

• creating liveable, people centred communities free of traffic 
congestion; or 

• improving the uptake of active transport modes. 

The neutrality and narrow focus of the proposed objectives does 
not give voice to Council’s intent, and gives no guidance, and 
therefore broad discretion, to council officers. 

17.6 Amendment 21 

Standard 1 – 
Standards for 
New Roads, 

Oppose The Transport Network Hierarchy is a bland restatement 
of a motor-vehicle centric approach to transport.  It is 
about cars and commercial vehicles. It makes no 
mention of cycling or public transport.  Motorways rather 
than people, their health or the environment are ‘at the 

The inclusion of bus routes and cycle networks into a city 
transport hierarchy is seen by the Hutt Cycle Network as a 
sensible way to achieve integration of systems 
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car parks at train stations). 

20.2 Amendments 3-7 

All of Section 14A 
2 -  Issues 

Support  Retain Issues 14A 2.1-2.5 as notified. 

20.3 Amendment 8 

Objective 14A 3.1 

Support Objective is consistent with Policy 57 of the Regional 
Policy Statement. 

Retain Objective 14A 3.1 as notified. 

20.4 Amendment 9 

Objective 14A 3.2 

Support  Retain Objective 14A 3.2 as notified. 

20.5 Amendment 10 

Objective 14A 3.3 

Support  Retain Objective 14A 3.3 as notified. 

20.6 Amendment 11 

Objective 14A 3.4 

Support Objective is consistent with Policy 8 of the Regional 
Policy Statement. 

Retain Objective 14A 3.4 as notified. 

20.7 Amendment 12 

Objective 14A 3.5 

Support Objective is consistent with the direction in Policy 8 of 
the Regional Policy Statement. 

Retain Objective 14A 3.5 as notified. 

20.8 Amendment 13 

Policy 14A 4.1 

Support  Retain Policy 14A 4.1 as notified. 

20.9 Amendment 14 

Policy 14A 4.2 

Support Policy is consistent with Policy 8 of the Regional Policy 
Statement. 

Retain Policy 14A 4.2 as notified. 

20.10 Amendment 15 

Policy 14A 4.3 

Support  Retain Policy 14A 4.3 as notified. 

20.11 Amendment 16 

Policy 14A 4.4 

Support Policy is consistent with Policy 8 of the Regional Policy 
Statement. 

Retain Policy 14A 4.4 as notified. 
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20.12 Amendment 17 

Policy 14A 4.5 

Support Policy is consistent with the direction provided in Policy 
8 of the Regional Policy Statement. 

Retain Policy 14A 4.5 as notified. 

20.13 Amendment 18 

Policy 14A 4.6 

Support  Retain Policy 14A 4.6 as notified. 

20.14 Amendment 19 

Policy 14A 4.7 

Support with 
amendment 

The use of ‘all modes’ rather than ‘multiple modes’ is 
recommended as these have slightly different meanings 
and the former is what should be sought through this 
policy.  Also for consistency with Objective 14A 3.1. 

Amend Policy 14A 4.7 as follows: 

The transport network, land use, subdivision and development 
should provide for multiple all modes of transport modes. 

20.15 Amendment 20 

Section 5 - Rules 

Support Consistent with Policy 57 of the Regional Policy 
Statement with regard to Integrated Transport 
Assessments for high trip generators. 

Retain Rule 5.1 as notified. 

20.16 Amendment 22 

Standard 1(b) - 
Engineering 
Standards 

Support Consistent with Policy E.5 of the Regional Land 
Transport Plan. 

Retain Permitted Activity Standard 1(b) as notified. 

20.17 Amendment 27 

Standard 3 – 
Minimum Sight 
Distances at 
Railway Level 
Crossings 

Support Consistent with the Regional Land Transport Plan 
objective of “A safer system for all users of the regional 
transport network” and the associated outcome of 
“Improved regional road safety”. 

Retain Permitted Activity Standard 3 as notified. 

20.18 Amendment 28 

Standard 4 – Car 
Parking 
Requirements 

Support Parking is an important consideration in achieving the 
agreed direction of the Regional Land Transport Plan 
2015 and the Regional Policy Statement as it can 
influence the uptake of public transport and active 
modes, influence travel behaviour and travel demand, 
and the efficient use of the transport network. 

Strongly support the removal of any parking 
requirements in Central Commercial Activity Area and 

Retain Table 4-1 as notified with regard to Central Commercial 
and Petone Commercial Activity Areas and Dwelling houses. 



55 

the Petone Commercial Area. 

The Submitter welcomes this deliberate approach which 
seeks to encourage residential and small businesses in 
these areas, while managing the impact of larger 
commercial activities as High Trip Generators through 
the new Rule 14 5.1(c) requirement to provide and 
Integrated Transport Assessment. 

 

Strongly support the reduction in the minimum parking 
spaces for residential from 2 spaces to 1 space. 

This is consistent with: 

Policy E.7 of the Regional Land Transport Plan which 
states that ‘Parking provisions in district plans should 
be reviewed to ensure they provide flexibility and do 
not result in an oversupply of parking as part of new 
residential or commercial development’. 

Policy 10 and Policy 57 of the Regional Policy 
Statement in relation to promoting travel demand 
management and integrated land use and transport. 

20.19 Amendment 28 

Standard 4(a) – 
Car Parking 
Requirements  

Seeks 
amendment 

The number of parking spaces per student for Tertiary 
or adult education outside the Tertiary Education 
Precinct seems high. 

Amend Table 4-1 as follows: 

Tertiary or adult education 
(outside the Tertiary Education 
Precinct) 

1 per staff member* and 

1 per 2.5 3 students 

 

20.20 Amendment 28 

Standard 4(a) – 
Car Parking 
Requirements  

Seeks 
amendment 

 Amend Permitted Activity Standard 4(a) to include a requirement 
to have a minimum of 2 bus parks at both new secondary schools 
and tertiary or adult education facilities (both within the Tertiary 
Education Precinct and outside it). 

20.21 Amendment 30 

Standard 4(e) – 

Support in 
part 

Strongly support the new standard requiring minimum 
provision of cycle parking and end of trip facilities. 

Seek further consideration of several additional provisions in 
relation to cycle parking and end of trip facilities: 
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Cycle Parking 
and End of Trip 
Facility 
Requirements 

Cycle parking and end of trip facilities are an important 
factor in supporting the Regional Land Transport Plan 
2015 outcome that seeks to increase the number of 
people who travel by bike. 

The requirement is consistent with Policy I 10 of the 
Regional Land Transport Plan 2015 which states that 
cycling will be provided for as part of new land use 
development, consistent with best practice standards. 

It is also consistent with Policy 10 of the Regional Policy 
Statement which promotes travel demand management 
and a reduction in transport generated carbon dioxide 
and fuel use. 

The Submitter commends the proposed inclusion of 
these provisions in the Hutt City District Plan. 

The Submitter also seek some further consideration of 
several additional provisions in relation to cycle parking 
and end of trip facilities that could build upon these 
minimum requirements to support cycling uptake. 

• Including requirements for ‘quality’ aspects of cycle parking that 
meet best practice guidelines. e.g. a stand required as a 
minimum to provide support for the bike and something to lock 
it to, location close to the main entrance, sheltered/covered, 
secure (natural surveillance or CCTV), located so as not to 
impede pedestrians or vehicle movements. 

• Extending the requirement to apply to new multi-unit residential 
developments (e.g. 20 or more units). 

• Including cycle parking rates for visitors (short stay). 

20.22 Amendment 35 

Development 
within the State 
Highway and 
railway Corridor 
Buffer Overlays 

Support The Permitted Activity Standard is consistent with Policy 
8 of the Regional Policy Statement. 

Retain Permitted Activity Standard 6 as notified. 

20.23 Amendment 40 

Appendix 
Transport 3 – 
Transport 
Network 
Hierarchy 

- The Submitter would expect to see some consideration 
to the pedestrian / bus conflict on Bunny Street plus 
Queens Drive from Bunny Street to Waterloo Road. 

Amend Appendix Transport 3 to include a list of additional street 
locations that have a high pedestrian/bus conflict in Hutt City. 

20.24 Section 32 - The Section 32 Report includes reference to the No specific decision requested. 
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Report following documents that have been superseded by the 
Regional Land Transport Plan: 

• Corridor Plan; 

• Regional Road Safety Plan; 

• Regional Cycling Plan; 

• Regional Walking Plan; 

• Regional Travel Demand Management; and 

• Regional Freight Plan. 

20.25 Section 32 
Report 

- The submitter requests that the Section 32 evaluation is 
revisited to include an analysis of the plan against the 
requirements in the Regional Public Transport Plan, and 
therefore include the reference of the Regional Public 
Transport Plan and Regional Rail Plan. 

No specific decision requested. 

20.26 Chapter 3 - 
Definitions 

Seeks 
amendment 

A new definition for transport network should be in 
included in the plan change to make it clear what the 
objectives and policies are trying to achieve. 

Add a new definition for “transport network”, as follows: 

The transport network comprises the following components and 
transport modes: 

• All road corridors (including both State Highways an Local 
Roads); 

• Pedestrian and cycling facilities within the road corridor, and 
off-road where primarily used for transport purposes. 

• All railway corridors; 

• Car and cycle parking facilities; 

• Loading facilities; and 

• Public transport services and their associated infrastructure 
(including bus, train and ferry services, and their associated 
train stations, harbour ferry wharfs, bus stops and Park and 
Ride car parks at train stations). 







60 

Manoeuvring 
Area 

exit the site in a forward direction except where the access is to 
a single dwelling and the posted speed limit is less than 80kph. 

21.4 Amendment 28 

Standard 4(a) – 
Car Parking 
Requirements 

- The proposed plan change results in a requirement for 
new dwellings to provide one rather than two parking 
spaces. This assumes that either one space is sufficient 
for all parking needs of residents and their visitors or 
that overspill parking can be readily accommodated. In 
the 2013 Census 44% of Hutt City households had two 
or more cars. On top of this, consideration needs to be 
given to visitor parking demands. 

Parts of the city have very little kerbside/public parking 
available close to suburban and commercial centres 
and train stations.  In these areas additional overspill 
parking will exacerbate existing parking pressures. 

It is important that where there are existing parking pressures that 
on-site parking can reasonably meet the parking demands 
generated by the site. 

Multi-unit developments providing one space per dwelling with no 
on-site visitor parking could result in significant overspill parking. 

21.5 Amendment 28 

Standard 4(a) – 
Car Parking 
Requirements 

- The requirement of one parking space per on-site staff 
member for childcare centres does not properly allow 
for the parking associated with drop-off and pick-up. 

The requirement of one parking space per new dwelling 
may not be a problem where overspill parking is not a 
problem but there are areas of the City where kerbside 
parking is very heavily used. 

Reconsider parking requirements for childcare centres. 

21.6 Amendment 32 

Standard 4(e), 
Table 4-2 - 
Minimum Cycle 
Parks and 
Showers 

Seeks 
amendment 

Providing cycle parking facilities for around 4% of staff 
would be more reasonable and still allows for some 
variation and growth.  

Amend Table 4-2 as follows: 

Number of Staff 
Members 

Number of Cycle 
Parks 

Number of 
Showers 

1 – 5 0 0 

6 - 1025 1 1 

1025 or more 1 per 1025 staff 
members or part 

thereof 

1 per 100 staff 
members 
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Ref. Provision Oppose 

26.1 Amendments 35-
38 

Standard 6 - 
Development 
within the State 
Highway and 
Railway Corridor 
Buffer Overlays 

Oppose The submitter states that: 

• The noise from the railways is obvious and has been
in place for many decades.  Increases in traffic
volumes are also obvious.

• Imposing costs on property owners removes freedom
of choice regarding the use of property owner's
resources.

• A property owner will decide whether to spend money
on mitigating the noise, which could involve a range
of measures that the individual owner is best able to
assess and implement.  This could involve fencing,
planting or more expensive measures such as double
glazing and acoustic treatment of walls, and not
necessarily an imposed solution from the Council.

• It is obvious to prospective tenants as to noise and
vibration impact from rail and vehicle traffic and their
decisions regarding whether to rent in affected
locations will be determined having regard to this
noise and vibration, the amenity and utility offered by
the property, and the proposed rent.  The market will
determine the rent which will reflect the impacts of
noise and vibration.

• Owners may not be able to afford the cost associated
with alterations and additions to dwellings on their
properties, and the Proposed Plan Change may
inhibit property owners' ability to enjoy the full
benefits of property ownership.

• A simple addition to a dwelling could become more
complex, as the Council could require an upgrade of
other window joinery, walls and installation of a
ventilation system in order to comply with the noise
rules, making the proposed work beyond the reach of

Reject Permitted Activity Standard 6. 
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the property owner. 

• Property owners were well aware of the rail noise
when purchasing their properties.  The price that was
paid suited the property owner’s budgets and
reflected all of the costs and benefits of that property.
If a property owner wishes to mitigate noise then the
submitter believes that this is a matter for the property
owner alone and not something that the Council
should impose.

• Council should focus on matters that truly make a
difference to the citizens of Lower Hutt.

• Permitted Activity Standard 6 increases the
complexity of consent applications for building work
by increasing the number of rules to be complied with
and issues to be considered by council officers, with
no net benefit to the applicant or citizens of Lower
Hutt.

• Permitted Activity Standard 6 would likely stop
property owners from making improvements to their
properties as applications may trigger work for which
the applicant sees limited utility and amenity.

• The party that is affected by noise and vibration is the
same party as is being required to pay for rectification
of the noise and vibration.

• There would be no general community benefit from
Permitted Activity Standard 6.

26.2 Amendment 3 

Issue 14A 2.1 

Seeks 
amendment 

- If the Proposed Plan Change must proceed, then proposed 
Permitted Activity Standard 6 should only apply to new dwellings, 
and not to existing dwellings. 












