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Phone 543 8474 
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Mt Hope Holdings Limited 
C/- Planscapes (NZ) Limited 
PO Box 99 
Nelson 7040 
 
 
 
 
Dear Mt Hope Holdings Limited 
 
Further Information Request for Resource Consent Application No. RM210630 - 
RM210633 – 35 Lot subdivision in the Residential Zone and associated land use, 
earthworks, and stormwater consents – 166 Mapua Drive, Mapua.  
 
I refer to your application for resource consent described above.  An initial assessment of the 
application has been made and, pursuant to Section 92(1) of the Resource Management Act 
1991 (“the Act”), further information is now being requested in relation to the application as 
follows: 
 
1 Please provide the proposed formation details of Right of Way C. 
 
2 Please provide information on how Rights of Way A, C & D are proposed to be held. 
 
Reserves 
 
3 The application states that the reserve for the walkway within Lot 12 will be 6 metres 

wide and the walkway will be formed as part of the subdivision to meet Council 
standards. Please confirm that this can be achieved with the grade at the site 
following earthworks and the presence of the existing stormwater easement at the 
corner of the application site and Aranui Park. Please also clarify how it is proposed 
to form a walkway within the wetland area at the bottom of the site where it borders 
with Aranui Park and provide an assessment of whether this will require consent 
under the 2020 Freshwater NES. 

 
4 Please provide a landscape planting plan for the proposed reserve and reserve 

boundary, including species and locations of replacement trees and plantings. This 
plan should be to scale and include number of plants proposed. 

 
 Council’s Reserves Officers have provided the following comments on the planting 

details provided with the application: 
 

- Planting above the wall – The cross sections included in Annexure H of the 
application show only 200mm of topsoil on a compacted, impermeable layer. 
Staff consider that this is going to be very restrictive for plant growth and it won’t 
support any of the proposed plants beyond the first dry summer. Can the species 
list please be reviewed to take this into account – staff have suggested Poa cita 
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(Silver tussock) or prostate Matagouri. However, they are mindful that these 
species are less desirable in a residential setting: 

 
- Road Plots - Please remove the Phormium cookianum (Mountain flax) and 

replace with a dwarf variety; Please remove the Coprosma kirkii and replace with 
less vigorous plant that requires less trimming. 

 
- Below the retaining wall - Please remove the Phormium cookianum (Mountain 

flax) and replace with Phormium tenax (Harakeke / NZ Flax); The tree species 
(Rata, beech and rewarewa) prefer drier conditions – can you please review their 
suitability with respect to this and the need to access the area in the future for 
wall maintenance. We recommend Cordyline australis (Cabbage tree) and 
Coprosma tenuicaulis (Swamp caprosma) as these grow quickly and can be 
easily replaced.  

 
- Wetland – Please replace the Typha orientalis (Bulrush) with an alternative or 

more of the other suggested species, although we can understand why this was 
chosen in terms of wetland biodiversity, it is likely to cause flood capacity issues 
in the future if it establishes within the watercourse. 

 
5 Please provided an assessment of the likely effects of the earthworks and 

construction activities, including and driven posts or trenching, associated with the 
construction of the retaining wall and containment cell on existing vegetation within 
the wetland and Aranui Park. 

 
Contaminated Land 
 
 Please note that Council’s Resource Scientist – Contaminants has yet to provide 

feedback on the Detailed Site Investigation and Remediation Action Plan provided. 
Any further information requirements in relation to this will be forwarded upon receipt. 

 
Contaminated Land Cell 
 
6 Please provide further detail about the design and expected design life of the 

proposed retaining wall, including how this structure may be impacted by rising 
groundwater levels and potential seawater inundation resulting from future sea level 
rise scenarios.  

 
7 The application states that the proposed retaining wall will be located as close as 

0.5m to the boundary of wetland 2382 in some places. Please provide further 
information on how it is proposed the wall will be constructed, and maintained in 
future, without machinery and/or people being required to enter the wetland area - 
potentially damaging the wetland. 

 
8 The Remediation Action Plan states that groundwater is estimated at 2.5m below 

ground level, and that 100mm of freeboard will be allowed above this before 
contaminated material is deposited. This ‘freeboard’ allowance is considered 
relatively small considering groundwater has been estimated, the likelihood of 
increasing variations in future groundwater levels as a result of sea level rise and 
inundation, and the ecotoxic nature of the material. It is also unclear where the 2.5m 
level has been taken from.  
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 Please provide accurate measurements of current groundwater levels over the 
proposed containment cell location and provide an assessment of how this level may 
change in the future as a result of climate change. Please also provide evidence that 
the proposed freeboard depth is sufficient to ensure that groundwater will not interact 
with the contaminated material over the life of the cell. 

 
9 The Envirolink report provided states that the containment cell will ensure that the 

contaminated soil will not adversely effect wetland 2382, but this report does not 
assess the likely effect on the wetland should the cell fail for any reason and 
contaminated material enter the wetland. The proposed design relies on an 
engineered structure that will need to be maintained and may fail at some point. The 
proposed location of the cell means that the on-going management and maintenance 
of the cell structure will be the responsibility of 10 different lot owners who will be lay 
people and may not be relied upon to act in a co-ordinated and timely manner should 
work be required. It is considered that an assessment of the likely risk to the wetland 
should the cell fail is required to allow an assessment of the appropriateness of the 
proposal.  

 
 Please provide further information on the effect that the contaminated fill would have 

on the wetland if the cell were to be compromised. 
 
10 The proposed cell location is adjacent to the most ecologically sensitive area on the 

subject site and puts the responsibility for the future management and maintenance 
of the cell (which would be a costly and hazardous liability should it fail) onto 10 
different lot owners. It is considered that this location is not ideal from both ecological 
and on-going management perspectives, and that the proposed ownership and 
management structure for the cell is unlikely to be the most effective option.  

 
Please provide information on whether any alternative locations for the cell and 
alternative management and maintenance scenarios have been considered. 

 
Stormwater 
 
11 Please provide an assessment of how the proposed changes to stormwater run-off 

from the subject site following the proposed development may affect the hydrology of 
wetland 2382. Currently run-off is discharged in a diffuse manner across the site, but 
the proposed stormwater management will change this to a point source discharge 
from one point on the property. Please also include calculations for the likely increase 
in total stormwater volume likely to be discharged as a result of the proposed 
development during Q10 and Q100 events and provide an assessment of any effect 
this increase in total volume may have on the wetland.  

 
12 The Preliminary Servicing report provided with the application states that infiltration 

could be included in the design if infiltration is available on site in accordance with 
NTLDM standards. The availability or otherwise of infiltration is required to allow a full 
assessment of the proposal and inform conditions of consent. Please provide the 
results of infiltration testing.  

 
13 The application states that the applicant wishes to maintain ownership of Lot 11 as 

the detention basin in this lot may eventually become redundant after downstream 
upgrade works and could be decommissioned. Council’s Development Engineer has 
stated that there are currently no such works programmed and would rely on Council 
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obtaining land that is currently in private ownership. This lot will be required to be 
vested with Council to ensure appropriate on-going access and maintenance.  

 
 It is also unclear whether this basin could be decommissioned without adverse effects 

on wetland 2382. If the basin cannot be decommissioned without adverse effects on 
the wetland occurring, then this would not be considered a feasible outcome.  

 
14 The Envirolink report provided states that stormwater contaminants are likely to be 

minimal but provides little evidence to support this claim.  Given the sensitivity of the 
receiving environment Council’s Resource Scientist – Freshwater Ecology considers 
that further assessment of likely stormwater contaminants and potential effects on 
wetland 2382 is required. 

 
Wetland Boundary 
 
Please note that Council’s Wetland Ecologist has yet to provide comments on the proposed 
revised wetland boundary.  
 
Section 92A (1) of the Act requires you to respond to the Council by 27 September 2021 
(being 15 working days from the date of this request), in one of three ways.  You must either: 
 
1 provide the information requested to the Council; or 
 
2 advise the Council in writing that you agree to provide the information (you may wish 

to choose this option if you are unable to provide all the information by the date 
specified above); or 

 
3 advise the Council in writing that you refuse to provide the information. 
 
Should you choose Option 2, then the Act requires the Council to set a reasonable time 
within which the information must be provided.  Therefore, in the event that you choose 
Option 2, I propose that the information be provided by 29 October 2021.  If you are unable 
to provide the information by this date, please contact me as soon as possible so that we can 
discuss the reasons and set an appropriate alternative date. 
 
Please note that the Council may decline your application pursuant to Section 104(6) of the 
Act if it considers that insufficient information is available to enable a decision to be made on 
your application.  This may occur if you either: 
 
(a) choose Option 3 above (i.e., refuse to provide the information). 
 
(b) do not provide the requested information within the period specified in the paragraph 

above (or the agreed alternative date); or 
 
(c) do not respond at all to this information request. 
 
In accordance with Section 88B and 88C of the Act the processing of your application will be 
placed “on hold” from the date of this letter to the date of receipt of the information requested 
or, if you refuse to provide the information, the date the advice of refusal is received by the 
Council.   
 
Once the Council has received the requested information, it will be assessed to determine its 
adequacy and the Council will then make a decision on whether your application requires 
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public notification, limited notification, or, whether it is able to be processed on a non-notified 
basis.  Council reserves the right to notify your application should the further information 
requested above indicate that the effects on the environment are more than minor. 
 
Also, you need to be aware that Section 95C of the Act requires your application has to be 
publicly notified if you do not provide the further information by the deadline stated above or 
an agreed alternative date, or if you refuse to supply the further information.  If either of these 
situations applies, Council will require you to pay the notified application deposit fee before 
taking any further action. 
 
Please note that the requirements of the Act outlined above are binding on you being 
the applicant, as well as on Council.  Your opportunity to clarify or question the 
reasonableness of this request occurs now (within the next 15 days), not at some later 
date. 
 
Please feel free to contact me if you have any questions regarding this request or any other 
part of this letter.  My contact details are listed at the top of this letter. 
 
 
Yours sincerely 
 
 
 
 
 
Jenna Wolter 
Senior Consent Planner - Subdivision  


