
Draft notes for MDCA 

Notes of meeting between Mapua District Community Association and TDC 
reps, via Zoom 15 Sept 2021 

Attendees:  Paul McIntosh, Marion Satherly, David Mitchell, David Briggs? David Olgerbie, Councillor 
Christine MacKenzie, Richard Hollier, Nikki Fisher, Bruce Gilkison, Tania Harris, Jenna 

Notes 

Tania Harris chairing. She noted that Jenna [TDC planner handling the planting] is attending, and Linda 
Aitken will take meeting notes 

Introductions: Paul introduced himself as a Chair. Marion introduced herself as former chair. David 
Mitchell as long term resident in Mapua. Bruce also long term resident in Mapua. Dave Briggs noted he’s 
been a /. Christine one of the three councilors for Moutere ward and noted she had been asked by 
Association and listen. Richard Hollier as Reserves and Facilities manager for Tasman DC.  

Tania notes that Jenna has sent out a request to the applicant for more info. They can supply a copy of 
that request and the response from the applicant. It is then for Jenna to make a decision on the 
application. She noted that today she and Richard can provide advice but otherwise are here to listen. 

Paul thanked everyone taking the time to organize a meeting at the Community Association’s request. 
Noted that the Liveability Committee / Sustainability Committee was formed about a year ago to 
address concerns across a number of issues. Eg re wider impacts on community, transport links, 
environment etc. Noted they had read a lot of good aspirations in the long-term plans and strategies, 
and the Committee’s intention is to work with the Council to see if changes can be made to help meet 
those aspirations. Individually, proposals like the Mt Hope subdivision might not seem to have a big 
impact, but Liveability Committee is trying to look more broadly at project proposals and consider their 
wider impact, transport links etc. Paul noted that the Mapua Park was gifted by one of the earliest 
residents in the property, and the committee is wanting to make sure that there isn’t a negative impact 
on that park, and on other neighbouring properties such as wetlands. As a Committee they get together 
when the need arises and they spent 1.5 hours going through the Resource application that the council 
shared with them. They came up with five broad categories of issues. They hope that these points will 
inform Jenna’s decision and at least be considered. These areas are: 

 The lack of clarity regarding boundaries and setbacks for the proposal. The setbacks vary 
according to the status of the neighbouring property. 

 Concern re the retaining wall immediately adjacent to the neighbouring reserve. Concerns re 
closeness to boundaries, the stability of thewall itself and the contaminated material in it. 

 Roading and pathways, long-term connections to other residential areas. 
 Impacts on vegetation on the land. Including that a number of trees have already been felled 

and there are plans to fell more trees. There’s also potential for disruption to trees on the park 
land. 
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 Re whether the proposal will be publicly notified, the committee’s view is that there is potential 
significant impact on the community. Notification is a broader, significant issue, and the 
committee’s view is that the application should be publicly notified. He notes there existing law 
provides for public notification in applications like these. 

 Marion noting that TDC are actively trying to minimize traffic on the road: so TDC needs to 
actively support alternative modes of transport, eg cycleways, walking pathways in this 
subdivision. Aranui Park has not long been reclassified as a scenic reserve so it has higher 
protection than when the developers did their initial investigation. The setback wouldn’t be 
sufficient to protect the trees…would affect their root systems. And then there’s this wall that 
contains toxic material. Now there’s also legislation saying the council needs to protect 
wetlands, and over the boundary there’s a wetland. The section boundaries goes right to the 
boundary plan…How does that provide protection? And there’s trees sitting on their land that 
could be preserved. 

 Paul noting re the concern of maintaining [the wall] – there’s a lack of clarity about who will 
maintain it and how. 

 David noting that as well  as thehousing, there’s a proposal to gather the stormwater and 
channel it into the existing drain that flows into Aranui Park that then flows parallel with the 
park. Aranui park is already pretty wet in places especially on the western side. When it floods, it 
floods together the rest of the wetlands that we’re on to the southern end. Serious concerns 
about sending more water south and into Aranui Park. There’s no explanation of why they’re 
doing that. Stormwater should be directed to an existing pipe network, eg down Mapua drive. 
Dad noting that the developers talk about a 2metre wall, but it’s actually a fence. 

 Jenna noted that she also has concerns re the fence structure and maintenance of it… she noted 
that that forms quite a big part of the request for further information from them. They’re also 
asking about what the risks of that failing are and what the impacts might be. She noted that 
they haven’t addressed what the potential effect of that structure failing might be. We’re 
looking at at least a 100 year timeframe. Have also asked about the expected lifespan of that 
structure. Re the retention ponds, they’ve also asked about that…the entire development 
changes how surface runoff gets directed…it will increase the volume of water going in…so 
that’s a point they’ve asked about.  

 Paul noting that his background in geo-mining. He notes that all structures have a natural life. 
We know that the climate is changing. This is a structure that is built above the natural water 
table… The water will be trying to find its way around the wall. Maintenance of the structure is 
going to be critical. The proximity of the wall to the park is also of considerable concern. Surely 
there was an option for them to slightly reduce the section sizes and comply with the setback 
requirements. Moving it back doesn’t address all the issues with the retaining wall, but it 
reduces some of the risks. 

 In terms of the boundaries and the setbacks in general, there’s a requirement for a 25m for the 
adjacent rural 1 property for which the developer is seeking a reduced setback. There’s also the 
other wetland area adjacent to Aranui park where they aren’t complying with the setback 
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requirements. Why are they not complying with setback requirements? There seem to be large 
sections.  

 Marion noting that if setbacks are done correctly, they provide options for future transport ways 
and scenic corridors. 

 Dave Briggs noted that an issue that runs through everything they’re going to talk to: 
connectivity and long-term planning. Whether it’s green space, pathways, or hydrology, these 
things only work if they are connected with what’s happening on surrounding properties. Yet 
this proposal seems not to be taking that approach – the Liveability Committee wants to see the 
council help ensure that development is done in a long-term, connected way. 

 Paul noting that the Group has talked about the need to provide for transport and green 
corridors…Mt Hope is particularly important, given there is going to be development to the 
west, and possibly at the corner of Stratford and Mapua drive, and possibly up Seaton Valley. 
This area, together with it bordering Aranui Park, it could potentially be a blocker or a key 
enabler in terms of how the other subdivisions connect with the area. If we don’t get 
accommodation here, it will make a ‘connected mapua’ vision much harder. 

 Paul noted that the style of housing that is being promoted within the Associatoin is increasingly 
smaller homes and lots of connections: this subdivision is in contrast: large sections, lack of 
connecting paths. To the south and east, where we know there are going to be future 
developments…we have the potential to have walkable off-main through fare that would be 
suitable for walking, biking, mobility scooters, and would take the load off the main road. It’s 
about keeping our options open for active transport ways… Active transport ways will have the 
same standards as roads in future plans…so it pays to get them down in developments now. 

 David noting he supports what paul has been saying re connectivity of pathways. He noted that 
Aranui park has a great network of cycleways and the opportunity to link it up through the 
development really makes sense. It will also increase use of the park. Re setbacks, especially re 
Aranui park and Mapua wetland, the setbacks are really important. The applicants refer to both 
as ‘created wetlands’…David noting the planning that was done with the TDC that looked at 
Mapua wetland was important to the community…it is a natural wetland that is being restored. 

 Paul noting that that the Committee opposed the felling of the trees – the significance of the 
trees wasn’t fully appreciated before the felling started. Not all trees have to be nationally 
important to be important to the community. We’re seeing an epidemic of tree-clearing around 
the community, and would like to see less felling, and more planting of trees in developments. 
But these particular trees were planted amongst one of the founding settlers in the 
community…There’s historical significance beyond botanical significance. Those are the trees on 
their property. The other impacts on trees is on neighbouring wetlands and Aranui park 
itself…developing an area right up to the border will have an impact, particularly on their root 
systems, and also if more water is being channeled into them. We’re wanting to see as much 
vegetation preserved as possible. Also surprised that future residents wouldn’t want trees.  

 One of the apologies for today’s meeting is from Wayne Chisnell. Paul read a note from him: 
‘given the number of community engagements from the TDC…we expect the clearly expressed 



Draft notes for MDCA 

wishes of the community to be enacted by the TDC’. As a community association, we would like 
to make submissions.  

 Christine asked Tania about the request for further information. Tania confirmed that she is 
happy to send to Paul the council’s ‘further information request’…and if/once the applicant 
provides that info, the council will also pass that on. She noted that Paul has talked a lot about 
the work of the transport team, eg Drew and Clare…How does the council team hook in with 
those transport and policy teams?  Tania noted that they circulate applications to other areas of 
council for comment…Jenna noted that we work under the RMA and the plans under that…so 
we have to work with the plans that we have…future plans have very little weight in terms of 
council decision-making. 

 David Briggs asked does the RMA prevents you from taking broader matters into 
consideration…and struggling to understand why they wouldn’t publicly notify…. Noted that he’s 
reading about one of the council’s obligations is to engage communities. Jenna noting that 
section 95 of RMA sets a specific list of criteria for public notification. 

 Bruce wanting to express concern about the dilution of responsibility across 10 property owners 
to maintain the ‘wall’ and keep ‘this toxic sausage’ contained in perpetuity. He can only see it 
down the track as becoming a council headache and responsibility. Inclined to think the wall will 
last about 50 years, and we’re talking about chemicals that last thousands of years. 

 Paul asked re the RFI that they’re going to share, Nikki noting that they’re happy for the 
committee to share it with the community association.  

 Paul said that given that the developer is asking for leniency in a number of areas, eg setbacks, 
but assumes they have the option of declining, such as for the reason that it’s inconsistent with 
desire to provide for corridors of transport and environment. Jenna noting that the effects of a 
breach, eg setbacks, have to be prescribed, eg if an accessway isn’t yet in the plan…it would be 
hard to argue it has an effect. 

 Paul noting there’s strong grounds for retaining setback requirements in relation to a scenic 
reserve and a wetland, and re the stormwater retention ponds. 

 Paul acknowledged the hard job that council does, but noted that the committee are available 
to engage. 

- Sonja MItchell 

 

 

 

 

 


