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13 November 2009 g <%
: ‘\\< ;j:ti- =T
Mr Mark Vincent T ";t._/-/, )

Manager — Resource Consents

Kaipara District Council M | T R O
G
D

Private Bag 1001

E
DARGAVILLE I.P |;A NNIN

Dear Mark

Subdivision Consent Applications — RM090103 & RM090117
Land Use Application — RM090116
Applicant; Mangawhai Heads Holdings Ltd

I have received your letter dated 30 October which sets out various requests for further
information with respect to these applications. It also contains a request for an extension of
time for processing,

To begin with, it would seem more practical if each of the applications was dealt with
separately. The applications stand on their own merit and seek resource consents related to
their particulars.

While it may be convenient for the Council to have one processing planner, the applicant
would iike the matters to be dealt with individually,

At present I am ensuring that work is being undertaken to address the various points raised in
the Council’s request. This will obviously take some time. The consulting engineer is out of
NZ until 23 November 2009. Accordingly, it is requested in terms of s.92A(1) that you
provide the applicant with a later date in order to provide the information requested.
Accordingly, it would be helpful if you provide the applicant with a further 25 working days
providing overall a total of 40 working days from 2 November 2009 when the letter was

received.

Could you please confirm that extension of time.

Yours sincerely

Bt AR

Brian William Putt for and on behalf of
Mangawhai Heads Holdings Ltd
brian@metroplanning.co.nz
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Project Public Relations, Development Co-crdination, Urban & Rural Planning, Ervironmental & Resource Management Reporting
Level 7, General Buildings, 29-33 Shortland Street, Auckland, PO. Box 4013, Shortland Street, Auckland 1140. Ph (09) 303-3457 Fax (09) 3034176



21 December 2009 e

" RECEIVED

incen i 0 :
Mark Vincent i 2 3 DEC ;’7 METRO
€

Development Manager 1' KAIWAKA

\aiparg District Coul. S EIN |.,.Mro T

Private Bag 1001 r\
Dargaville _ G

Dear Mark S / [ / XS

R

v
F
>
<
<
mZ

Kaipara District Council

RE: RM090116 Notice of extension of application rocessing timeframe and sert.

request for further information

This letter is in reply to your letter of 30 October 2009 which variously covered
matters under three applications: RM090103, RM090116 and RM090117. T wish to
respond to each application separately.

Notice of extension of application processing timeframe

Given the significant period of time that has passed during the preparation of the 5.92
information, please advise if the requested extensions are still required and if so on
what dates they would expire.

Request for further information

No information was requested that related specifically to this application.

Additional Information

A letter from Paul Murphy, Landscape Architect dated 5 November 2009 is enclosed.
It provides recommendations for the visual mitigation of the proposed dwellings for
your consideration. This information was not requested but is considered to be of
value in the overall assessment of the proposal as a non-complying activity. The

summary of the landscape report is that the proposed dweilings have no more than a
minor effect in landscape and visual terms.

Yours sincerely

AR

Brian William Putt

Project Public Refations, Development Co-ordination, Urban & Rural Planning, Environmental & Resource Management Repoerting
Level 7, General Buildings, 29-33 Shortland Street, Auckland, PO. Box 4013, Shortland Street, Auckland 1140, Ph (09) 303-3457 Fax(09)303-4176



Kapawiti Road, Mangawhail Mangawhai Heads Holdings- Visual Assessment November 5, 2009
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office@paperspaces.co.nz phifax 09 424 7590
109 Duck Creek Rd, PO Box 84, Silverdale, 0944

Kaipara District Council
Private Bag 1001
Dargaville

Att: Mark Vincent — Development Manager

5 November 2009

Re: Mangawhai Heads Holdings Ltd - Application for Land Use Consent; Erection of five
additional dwellings on Lot 1, DP 316176, Kapawiti Rd, Mangawhai

Dear Mark

I completed a detailed Landscape and Visual Assessment in June 2007 relating
to a proposed subdivision of Lots 1 and 2 DP 316176, Kapawiti Road,
Mangawhai. The report has bearings on the current application for the erection
of 5 additional houses on the subdivision.

The 5 proposed dwellings are located within Lot 1, DP 316176, of which 3
dwellings are located within the boundaries of the N65 ecological feature. These
house sites were included in the previously completed Landscape and Visual
Assessment and it is recommended in Section 12.0 - Mitigation; that appropriate
steps be taken to minimise the potential effects of the dwellings from public
viewpoints, particularly recommendations at 12.4 - Building Form; with regard
to building outline and colour selection. The report suggests building materials
should natural products, finished in natural colourings with low reflectance
value. The report suggests finishes should have a reflectance value of less

than 30% and that appropriate colours be selected from the BS5252 colour

range.

A series of plans and elevations of the proposed dwellings have been prepared
by Brown Day Group Architects and accompany this report. (attached as
Appendix 1) I have reviewed the designs and make the following
recommendations regarding the appearance of these dwellings.
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Kapawiti Road, Mangawhail Mangawhai Heads Holdings- Visual Assessment November 5, 2009

1) Houses

House 1, Lot 15 - The building has a suitably low profile and an intact vegetation
clad foreground which limits the extent of building potentially visible. The
uniformity of the southern elevation is at odds with the existing landform,
although this is tempered by the scale of the dwelling in the overall view, which
for the majority of viewers is broad.

House 2, Lot 17 - The south elevation will be almost entirely screened from

potential views by the existing vegetation. The form of the dwelling is
representative of the landform and maintains a suitably low profile with shallow
pitched roofs and an irregularly shaped roof. These features in conjunction with
the appropriately selected colour scheme will minimise the potential visual
effects of this dwelling.

House 3, Lot 18 - The southern elevation presents a narrow face to potential
viewers and has a backdrop of existing vegetation which extends above the roof
of the dwelling for half its length. The large expanse of glass to the second floor
potentially creates a large reflective surface which may be visible, although the
long viewing distances are likely to limit possible effects. This facade is

south facing and therefore less likely to reflect direct sunlight.

House 4, Lot 19 — The house is well below the ridgeline and has an entire

vegetative backdrop to its southern elevation. The dwelling presents a low
profile face to views from the south and is completely unseen from east or west
due to the existing vegetation.

House 5, Lot 20 - The proposed dwelling is located amongst extensive existing
vegetation and the entire southern facade is aimost completely unseen due to
the vegetation.

The dwellings are generally considered to be appropriate to the sites and to
ensure the structures fit harmoniously within the landscape a range of colours
from the BS5252 range should be used to achieve the visual integration.
Dominant light or bright colours are to be avoided. The colour palette relates to
the wall cladding finishes and a range of roof colours is aiso included to ensure
low reflectivity is achieved on all major surfaces.

2) Materials

Wall cladding materials shall be natural products which are not shiny and provide
a matt or textured finish. Timber weatherboards and other timber products are
considered an appropriate choice for the proposed dwellings,

Roofs should be in long run corrugated profile or natural materials such as
timber shingles.

paperspaces landscape architecture



Kapawiti Road, Mangawhail

3) Wall colours.

Mangawhai Heads Holdings— Visual Assessment

November 5, 2009

As noted previously colours shall be from the BS5252 range with light
reflectance values (LRV) of 30% or less. The colours selected are predominantly
yellow and yellow greens to fit with the existing colours of the landscape. Ensure
dark colours are suitable for the claddings to avoid excessive fade or integrity of
material. Colour names have been taken from the Resene BS5252 Range.
(attached as Appendix 2)

The following are acceptable colours:-

Yellow

Green Yellow

Blue Green

G55-009-086 (Ironside Grey)
LRV 23

G61-033-104 (Flax) LRV 29

N61-006-148 (Boulder)
LRV29

N44-006-089 (Dune) LRV 14

G53-028-105 (Siam) LRV 21

N45-006-187 (Cape Cod)
LRV14

Y55-031-085 (Peat) LRV 23

G43-024-106 (Kelp) 13

Y45-027-086 (Lisbon Brown)
LRV 14

G37-020-109 (Scrub) LRV 9

Y35-024-081 (Birch) LRV 9

G39-033-115 (Turtle Green)
LRV 11

4) Roof Colours

Roof colours should be darker than the wall colours with a maximum reflectance
value of 25%. All finishes should be matt. Colorsteel range is attached as

Appendix 3.

The following colours are acceptable from the Colorsteel range:

*Gable Green LRV 13

Mist Green LRV 22

Ironsand LRV 4

Rivergum LRV 14

Karaka LRV 4

Sandstone Grey LRV 22

*Kelp LRV 10

*Sorrell LRV 15

Lichen LRV 23

*Spring Green LRV 19

*Thunder Grey LRV 12

*Colours from Colorsteel Maxx range, all others from Endura range.

To minimise potential effects the colours selected are from a natural range of
colours and reflect those colours naturally found in the site environment.
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Kapawiti Road, Mangawhail Mangawhai Heads Holdings- Visual Assessment November 5, 2009

5) Conclusion

The aim is to have the new buildings fit as seamlessly as possible into the
existing environment, with particular regard to the landform and vegetation
cover and its colourings. In general the proposed dwellings are located on lots
which are well screened by the existing vegetation cover, this is particularly
applicable to Houses 3, 4 and 5. The use of the selected colours will offer further
integration within the environment. Houses 1 and 2 are located near the
ridgeline and the use of appropriate colours will limit the potential visual effects
of these dwellings. The colours chosen represent those which have a low
reflectivity and little contrast with the existing colour pajette.

The long range views, breadth of view and the angle of view (viewed from below
the proposed sites), all assist in minimising the potential effects. The use of the
selected colour scheme will further {imit the potential effects and integrate the
proposed dwellings into the existing environment. It is therefore considered that
the proposed dwellings will present no more than minor visual effects to
potential viewers of the site.

Regards
W /

Paul Murphy
Landscape Architect

Registered
NZILA
Landscape
Architect

N\
N,
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Kapawiti Road, Mangawhail Mangawhai Heads Holdings— Visual Assessment November 5, 2009

Appendix 1 - Architectural Plans
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Kapawiti Road, Mangawhail Mangawhai Heads Holdings— Visual Assessment November 5, 2009

Appendix 2 - BS5252 Colour Chart
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Kapawiti Road, Mangawhail Mangawhai Heads Holdings- Visual Assessment November 5, 2009

Appendix 3 - Colorsteel Colour Chart
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Colorsteel Maxx colours with light reflectance value of 25% or less
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Colorsteel Endura colours with light reflectance value of 25% or less
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Light Reflectance Value Table

*Gable Green LRV 13 Mist Green LRV 22
{ronsand LRV 4 Rivergum LRV 14
Karaka LRV 4 Sandstone Grey LRV 22
*Kelp LRV 10 *Sorrell LRV 15

Lichen LRV 23 *Spring Green LRV 19
*Thunder Grey LRV 12




23 June 2010

I
Mr Mark Vincent f’_-
Manager Resource Consents
Kaipara District Council M
Private Bag 1001 PL
DARGAVILLE Z5 JUN 2010 L1

StSif

Dear Mark

S0 .
RM 896165 - Land Use Consent Application for 7 Dwellings
Mangawhai Heads Holdings Ltd — Kapawiti Road, Mangawhai

I responded to the Council’s letter dated 22 February 2010 which raised requests for
further information. The letter in response is dated 9 March 2010, a copy of which is

attached.

Nothing more has been heard from the Council or the planning consultant since that
time. The applicant is anxious that this application makes progress and accordingly
seeks confirmation that the Council is progressing this application through the
notification assessment. Can you please confirm that this is the case. In doing so can
you please confirm when it is likely that the Council will be in a position to forward
the notification report to the applicant.

If there are any other matters arising in the processing of this application about which
the planning consultant requires information, please do not hesitate to contact me. I
look forward to your reply.

Yours sincerely

Brian William Putt

Metro Planning L.td
brian@metroplanning.co.nz

c.c. Mr J Larsen
Mangawhai Heads Holdings Ltd
PO Box 41376
St Lukes
AUCKLAND 1030

Project Public Relations, Development Co-ordination, Urban & Rural Planning, Environmental & Resource Management Reporting
Level 7, General Buildings, 29-33 Shortland Street, Auckland, PO. Box 4013, Shortland Street, Auckland 1140. Ph (09) 303-3457 Fax(09) 3034176
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COPY FOR YOUR
9 March 2010 IKFORIZATION

Mr Mark Vincent

Manager — Resource Consents
Kaipara District Council
Private Bag 1001
DARGAVILLE

Dear Mark

RM090116 — Land Use Consent Application for 7 Dwellings
Mangawhai Heads Holdings I.td — Kapawiti Road, Mangawhai

In reply to your letter dated 22 February 2010 the following comments are made:

1. Request for Further Information — it is the applicant’s request that this application
is not considered alongside the subdivision applications noted in the letter. All three
applications are distinctively different and require separate assessments. They have

been lodged with ample technical supporting information to achieve that purpose.

The parking arrangements for the land use consent are clearly shown on the plans
provided. Complying parking and access has been provided at the bottom of the
property near the road entrance. The internal farm track remains available to future

owners as a pedestrian link or using farm vehicles for access. It is not being offered

as the vehicle access to the proposed houses.

Your request for further information of 30 October 2009 lists this application under

point 2, but none of the sub-points a, b, c, or d are applicable to it.

The comments of the Department of Conservation do not bear any relevance to this
proposal. If the proposal is notified DoC can lodge a submission along with any other
party. The applicant does not wish to address the DoC comments as they stand

principally because they are wrongly conceived and do not relate to the legal position

with respect to the Brynderwyn walkway.

Project Public Relations, Development Co-ordination, Urban & Rural Planning, Environmental & Resource Management Repoiting
Leve! 7, General Buildings, 99-33 Shortland Street, Auckiand, PO. Box 4013, Shortland Street, Auckland 1140. Ph (09) 303-3457 Fax (09) 303-4176



2. Iwi Consultation — iwi representatives have attended this site in the presence of the
applicant and are at the point of providing comments with respect to the two
subdivision applications. Your request for further information of 30 October 2009
did not request Iwi consultation regarding this application The applicant has spoken
to Shereen Worthington, Environs Holdings Ltd, who confirms that consultation has
not been requested for this application and is not required. Despite your claim to the
contrary, we reassert that we can find nothing in your further information request of

30 October 2009 that relates to this application.

I hope this information covers your queries.

Yours sincerely

Sl A G

Brian William Putt
Town Planner
brian@metroplanning.co.nz



4 November 2010 |

Mark Vincent o T m L

Regulatory Manager rﬁECE VEO i ———

Kaipara District Council &

Private Bag 1001 - 8 N0V 2610 M E ]: ? C:ﬁ

DARGAVILLE S1Eee PLANNING
Kaipara District Gouncilf LI MITED

Dear Mark

Processing of Resource Consent Applications RM090103, RVi090116 and RM090117

The applications were lodged in October 2009. Twelve months later the applicant is still
being subjected to inappropriate requests for further information and requests for further
consents. Many of the points have been repeated in the correspondence several times.

In an attempt to achieve resolution we requested a meeting with you and your consultants.
This was considered to be the most time-efficient means of achieving a resolution since
correspondence has not been successful thus far despite considerable effort being made on the
part of the applicant to respond to requests.

Your response was that you were prepared to meet but that we must pay for the attendance of
the consultants who have been processing the applications and writing the letters.

We have already paid the consultants a full-service lump sum fee up-front of $10,000 for
RM090103 and $5000 for RM090117. You claim that this fee does not include meetings. You
have failed to substantiate your claim other than to effectively state that you are free to make
the rules up as you please. “You are the one asking for the meeting. Iam telling you what the
terms of holding the meeting are” — you stated. 1 have never experienced such a response
from any local authority under the RMA.

1. The council website states-

Note: All application fees as set out in Sections 1 to 9 below are fixed charges, and are
the full charge for processing the application to that point subject to the provisions in
Sections 3 to 6. For the remaining transactions, the fee is in accordance with the formula
as shown. In such cases where the actual cost exceeds the amount of the initial charge,
then additional charges as provided in section 36(3) of the Resource Management Act
will be made. Such additional charges will be based on an average staff charge out rate
(salary plus corporate overheads) in addition to consultant’s fees.

2. The MfE website Quality Planning provides further confirmation-

Fixed charges

These are charges that cover the total cost of an application or compliance
monitoring activity and which are levied at the start of the process. Fixed charges are
not supplemented by additional actual and reasonable charges once the consent or
compliance monitoring process is complete. Fixed charges are deemed to be ‘actual’
charges which are not subject to the rights of objection and appeal (s357B to 5358) -
Wellington RC v Aifric Developments Limited, AP355/94.

Project Public Relations, Development Co-ordination, Urban & Rural Planning, Environmental & Resource Management Reporting

tevel 7, General Buildings, 29-33 Shortland Street, Auckland, PO. Box 4013, Shortland Street, Auckland 1140, Ph (09} 303-3457 Fax (09) 303-4176



3. The requested meeting would be the first direct contact in the application process so
far.

4. If your consultants choose to work from an office outside of the district and levy
fixed charges then it is reasonable that they should travel to the offices of the council
periodically to meet with applicants to aid the processing of the applications they are
responsible for. This could be done on an alternating weekly basis between the two
offices as required and by appointment.

5. The meeting was suggested because this was considered to be the most time and cost
efficient method of achieving a resolution. Bear in mind that each time one of the
Council’s complicated letters is received considerable time and money must be spent
deciphering it and responding. It makes no difference whether your consultants time
is spent formulating and writing further complicated responses to correspondence or
meeting in person. They have already been paid in advance for a service they have
contracted to provide.

The Council must protect the applicant from excessive demands from the Council’s
consultants because the Council is a party to the service contract, not the applicant. The
applicant simply expects to receive the full service already paid for. You must be careful not
to abuse the monopoly position the council holds for processing resource consents. The
Council has set the fee and must abide by its decision to operate the one price full charge

system.

Otherwise, the whole process will be contrary to the enabling intentions of the Act. The
Council has a duty to process all applications in an impartial and enabling manner. Failure to
do so is an abuse of your delegated authority.

I trust that you will give careful consideration to the content of the enclosed responses. If this
does not resolve all of the points raised then I once again suggest that a meeting be arranged
with whoever has the delegated authority to actually progress these applications towards a
decision.

Yours sincerely

Brian William Putt
Metro Planning Ltd

brian@metroplanning.co.nz
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Mark Vincent B : i Z 2

Regulatory Manager 5 -8yt i E L .

Kaipara District Council # =0 ¢

- =87 ¢

Private Bag 1001  Kaipara Districi ( counci:; M E T R O

DARGAVILLE o e e PLANNING
LI MITETPD

Dear Mark

Application RM090116 Your letter of 22 September 2010

We respond to the points in your letter as follows-

Point 1) 1.

Your letter states that council’s engincer does not accept that the proposed car
parking spaces will effectively serve the proposed dwellings. It further states that “the
proposed parking spaces must be located at the house sites in accordance with Rule

9.6.1 and Rule 9.6.3”.

Contrary to this claim, Rule 9.6.1 only stipulates the number of parking spaces to be
provided (1.5 parking spaces per dwelling), not that the proposed parking spaces must
be located at the house sites.

Contrary to this claim, Rule 9.6.3 only stipulates that each parking space shall have
“physical access” to the buildings it is intended to serve, not that the proposed
parking spaces must be located at the house sites. Physical access is available from
the parking spaces to all of the proposed dwellings.

Your consultants’ interpretation is that vehicles must be able to be driven effectively
onto the building platform. This would mean that no house could have a separate
garage or parking area, and no commercial or industrial premises could have external
parking that did not effectively touch the associated buildings. This is clearly not the
intent of the rules.

Sensibly, the distance a vehicle can park from a building is not specified in the district
plan, There is no requirement in the district plan for a parking space to be within or
physically adjoining a building- only that there is physical (not vehicular) access
between the parking area and the building that it serves.

The required number of parking spaces are provided and physical access is available
from the parking spaces to all of the proposed dwellings. As such the proposal
complies with both Rule 9.6.1 and Rule $.6.3.

This appears to be another flawed interpretation of the rules by a person who is
either inexperienced or lacks the appropriate expertise for this task.

Project Public Relations, Development Co-ordination, Urtoan & Rural Planning, Environmental & Resource Management Reporting

Level 7, General Buildings, 29-33 Shortland Street, Auckland, PO. Box 4013, Shortland Street, Auckland 1140. Ph (09) 303-3457 Fax (09) 303-4176



Point 1) 2.

You state that the council’s interpretation of driveway is that it extends from the
public road to the proposed dwellings. Contrary to this interpretation, the district plan
definition of driveway states “driveway means a permanently formed access for the
use of motor vehicles and pedestrians between a road or street and a... parking
space... on a site”

You further state that Rule 9.5.4 requires the owner of a site to provide a driveway for
the purposes of providing safe and convenient vehicular access from the road to on-
site parking spaces. The existing access to the existing lot does provide safe and
convenient vehicular access from Kapawiti Rd to the proposed parking spaces. As
such the proposal complies with Rule 9.5.4.

The existing access is an approved access to the existing lot approved under the
operative district plan and also complies with Rule 9.5.5.

There is no basis to your claims that additional consents are required in relation to this
application. Please proceed with processing this application through to a notification decision.

If you wish to debate these matters further with the applicant it is suggested that the most
time-efficient method of doing so is to meet in person at the council offices. If this eventuality
arises please contact the writer to arrange a meeting at Kaiwaka.

Yours smcerely
%\/\Ox L
Brian Putt
Metro Planning Litd

brian@metroplanning.co.nz



