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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

1 Design Care Limited (the applicant) has lodged a resource consent application with the 

Manawatu District Council (received 31 March 2017) for land use for a retirement care 

facility at 6 Monmouth Street, Feilding. 

2 The proposal is for: 

 25 detached two-bedroom housing units with single garaging.  

 2 detached one-bedroom housing units with no garaging.  

 10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 wing linked to the existing 
facility. 

 25 assisted living hospital care for the aged in a new 690m2 extension of the existing 
facility (not a dementia facility).  

3 Resource consent is required pursuant to rules within the Manawatu District Plan (District 

Plan). It is recommended that the resource consent application be approved in 

accordance with Section 104B of the Resource Management Act. 

2. REPORT STATUS 

4 This report is a Section 42A Report prepared under the Resource Management Act 1991 

(RMA). This report does not represent any decision on the application and it only provide 

the professional assessment and opinions of the report author. This report will be 

considered by the Independent Commissioner in conjunction with all other technical 

evidence and submissions which have been received to the application. 

3. REPORTING AUTHOR 

5 My name is Claire Jayne Stewart. I am a Consents Planner at Manawatu District Council. I 

hold the qualifications of Bachelor of Resource and Environmental Planning from Massey 

University. I am an Intermediate member of the New Zealand Planning Institute (NZPI). I 

have over five years professional experience including processing resource consent 

applications and policy work. 

6 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses in the Environment 

Court Practice Note (2011). I agree to comply with the Code of Conduct, except where I 

state that I am relying upon the specified evidence of another person, my evidence in this 

statement is within my area of expertise. I have not omitted to consider any material facts 

known to me that might alter, or detract from, the opinions that I express. 
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7 In this report I have provided: 

 A brief outline of the proposal; 

 An outline of the statutory matters the Panel must consider when making its 

decision on the application; 

 An assessment of the effects of the proposed activity, along with a review of the 

relevant District Plan objectives and policies, the Regional Policy Statement and 

other relevant matters; and 

 A recommendation to the Panel. 

 

8 In preparing this report I have considered the evidence of Wendy Thompson, Land 

Development Manager (attached as Appendix 1), the application and supporting 

information as submitted by the applicant, the submission made, and the acoustical peer 

review by Nigel Lloyd of Acousafe. 

9 I have visited the site and am familiar with the proposal and the surrounding area. I am 

familiar with the relevant provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991 (the Act) and 

the Manawatu District Plan. 

4. APPLICATION DETAILS 

The technical details for the application are: 

Applicant: Design Care Group Limited 

Location: 14, 14a, 14b  Monmouth Street, Feilding 

16 Monmouth Street, Feilding 

61 Derby Street, Feilding 

3, 5, 9 Marlborough Street, Feilding 

4-5 Taylor Avenue, Feilding 

Legal Description: Lot 1 DP 19110 Lot 2 DP 448895 and Lot 2 DP 472753 

(645463), Lot 1 DP 19110 (WN6C/286), Lot 2 DP 19110 

(WN6C/217), Lot 3 DP 19110 (WN983/2), Lot 4 DP 19110 

(WN757/99), Lot 4 DP 18570 (WN49D/493), Lot 1-29 DP 

18570 (WN733/39 (P)), Lot 2 DP 16069 (WN20C/1345), 

Lot 3 DP 16069 (WN30B/213), Part Lot 686 DP 19 

(WN287/140), Lot 4 DP 11181 (WN456/197) 

Zone: Residential 

Application number LC9091 

Application Received: 31 March 2017 

Activity Status: Discretionary 
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5. PROPOSAL 

Background 

10 The adjoining property located at 6 Monmouth Street and 55 Derby Street, Feilding 

contains an existing home for the aged, being Ranfurly Residential Care Centre. This site 

was developed under a Land Use consent (LC7937) to establish and operate a home for 

the aged on the property, which was granted 8 February 2012. The proposal included six 

semi-detached two-bedroom license to occupy units, 55 license to occupy self-contained 

units, 100 hospital beds and hospital care facilities. 

11 Land Use consent (LC7937) was limited notified. One submission was received in 

opposition to part of the proposal. No hearing was held. The Ranfurly Residential Care 

Centre was constructed under Building Consent BC122369 and is currently operating. 

12 The development at 6 Monmouth Street and 55 Derby Street was required to provide 45 

on-site carparks along the street frontages and 10 carparks around the three semi-

detached units. Additional parking was deemed to be available on the road outside the 

development. 

13 An application for land use consent to extend the existing Ranfurly Residential Care facility 

and its operations was lodged with Council on 13 January 2017. This application was 

prepared by E3 Architects, on behalf of Design Care and was known as LC9023. The 

application comprised of the following: 

 25 detached two-bedroom housing units with single garages, being occupation 

right agreement units for the elderly. 

 3 detached one-bedroom housing units (no garaging), being occupation right 

agreement units for the elderly. 

 10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 wing linked to the existing 

facility. 

 25 assisted living hospital beds for the aged in a new 690m2 extension off the 

existing facility (not a dementia care facility). 

14 The application included site plans, elevations for proposed buildings, landscape plan, 

lighting design plan and written approvals for the development 

15 Application LC9023 was returned to the applicant on 27 January 2017 under section 88(3) 

of the Resource Management Act 1991 as the application was determined to be 

incomplete. 
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Proposal Description 

16 The applicant lodged the current application on 31 March 2017 and is known as LC9091. 

17 In summary, the applicant has now sought the following: 

 Construct 25 detached two-bedroom housing units with single garaging. These 

would be occupation right agreement units for the elderly. 

 Construct 2 detached one-bedroom housing units with no garaging. These would 

be occupation right agreement units for the elderly.  

Note the application states three but only two are shown on the plans provided. 

The applicant has confirmed via email on 7 June 2017 that they are seeking 

consent for 2 one-bedroom units. 

 10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 wing linked to the existing 

facility. 

 25 assisted living hospital care for the aged in a new 690m2 extension of the existing 

facility (not a dementia facility).  

18 A notification report was completed on 2 May 2017, resulting in the application being 

limited notified. Further detail on notifications is found in section 7 of my report. 

19 The site is located within the Residential Zone. The surrounding area is predominantly 

residential dwellings, however it also contains community facilities such as St Brigids 

Church, St Joseph’s School and the Feilding Medical Centre.  

20 The existing Ranfurly Residential Care Centre is located on the southern corner of this 

block, behind St Brigids Church, running between Monmouth and Derby Streets. 

Surrounding Uses 

21 St Brigids Church is located on the corner of Derby and Monmouth Streets. Immediately 

opposite the Church, on Derby Street is St Joseph’s Catholic School – as shown in Figure 1 

shows.  

22 St Brigids Church, St Joseph’s School, the existing care facility and the surrounding 

residential properties use the existing on-street carparking in the residential area. 

23 Feilding Health Care is located at 7 Duke Street. A secondary access to the site is located 

on Marlborough Street, opposite 9 Marlborough Street. The use of this vehicle access is 

subject to a condition under resource consent LC7942, which restricts the use to 

emergency use and mobile units – such as the Surgical Bus, Breast Screening Bus, and Oral 

Health Caravan. 
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Site and Locality 

  

FEILDING MEDICAL CENTRE 

ST JOSEPHS SCHOOL 

RANFURLY CARE CENTRE 

ST BRIGIDS CHRUCH 

Figure 1 Aerial view of site and surrounding area 
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Current Proposal 

24 The site subject to this application has frontage to Monmouth Street, Derby Street and 

Marlborough Street. The aerial image of the subject site shows the site as at 2015 when 

the image was captured – at that time all subject lots contained single dwelling units and 

were very typical of the area. 

25 The proposed development would occupy 9 sites – being 14, 14A, 14B and 16 Monmouth 

Street, 4-5 Taylor Avenue, 3, 5 and 9 Marlborough Street, and 61 Derby Street. The 

development would expand in the direction of Marlborough Street, being the north and 

east of the existing development at 6 Monmouth Street and 55 Derby Street. 

26 An initial site visit was undertaken at 11am on Friday 29 April 2017 by myself, Wendy 

Thompson (then Principal Planning Adviser, now Land Development Manager Manawatu 

District Council), Glen Hamilton (E3 Architects as applicant agent), and Hamish O’Brien, 

(Colspec Construction, as client representative). 

27 A second site visit was undertaken at 8.45am on Thursday 6 July 2017 by me and Andrea 

Harris – Consultant Planner.  

28 The sites subject to the proposed development are set out in   
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29 Table 1 below: 
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Table 1 Built nature and vehicle crossing for subject sites 

Street Address Current Situation 

14 Monmouth Street 

At the time of the initial site visit, the bulk of the former 

dwelling and the garage had been removed but a small 

portion of the dwelling remained.  The dwelling has since 

been removed and the site is now vacant land. This property 

has its own vehicle crossing and is located on the common 

boundary of the vehicle access to 14A and 14B Monmouth 

Street. 

14A Monmouth Street 

This is a rear section. At the time of the initial site visit the 

dwelling had been removed but an accessory building was 

present on site. At the time of the second site visit the 

accessory building had been removed and the site is now 

vacant land. The vehicle crossing is a shared access with 14B 

Monmouth and is located between 14 and 16 Monmouth 

Street. 

14B Monmouth Street 

This is a rear section. At the time of the initial site visit the site 

contained a dwelling which was occupied. The applicant has 

purchased this property during the processing of this 

application. The vehicle crossing is a shared access with 14A 

Monmouth and is located between 14 and 16 Monmouth 

Street. 

16 Monmouth Street 

At the time of the initial site visit, there was a dwelling on the 

site that was occupied. This property is owned by the 

applicant and was tenanted at the time of the initial site visit. 

4-5 Taylor Avenue 

The applicant has purchased the rear part of this property. A 

subdivision consent was obtained from Council to gain and 

access this section of land as proposed, SB9221. The existing 

dwelling units remain in their current state.  

3 Marlborough Street 

At the time of site visits there was an unoccupied dwelling on 

the property. Part of the boundary fence between 3 and 5 

Marlborough Street had been removed. The existing vehicle 

crossing is located on the common boundary with 5 

Marlborough Street. 

5 Marlborough Street 
This site is vacant. The existing vehicle crossing is located on 

the boundary with 7A Marlborough Street. 

9 Marlborough Street 
This site is vacant. The existing crossing is located on the 

boundary with 7 Marlborough Street. 

61 Derby Street 

The dwelling has been removed and the site is now vacant. 

This property has its own vehicle crossing located on the 

common boundary with the existing care facility at 55 Derby 

Street. 
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Figure 2 Aerial view of subject site 

 

30 The aerial view of subject site above (see Figure 2) shows that even with dwellings on each 

subject site, the previous density was low. This is consistent with the surrounding 

properties. 

31 All sites as they currently exist contain ample space for on-site parking. 

32 The sites are legally described as Lot 1 DP 19110, Lot 2 DP 448895, Lot 2 DP 472753 

(645463), Lot 1 DP 19110 (WN6C/286), Lot 2 DP 19110 (WN6C/217), Lot 3 DP 19110 

(WN983/2), Lot 4 DP 19110 (WN757/99), Lot 4 DP 18570 (WN49D/493), Lot 1-29 DP 

18570 (WN733/39 (P)), Lot 2 DP 16069 (WN20C/1345), Lot 3 DP 16069 (WN30B/213), 

Part Lot 686 DP 19 (WN287/140), and Lot 4 DP 11181 (WN456/197). All lots are zoned 

Residential in the District Plan. I further address the District Plan provisions in section 6 

of my report. 
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6. DISTRICT PLAN RULES AND ACTIVITY STATUS 

33 The site is within the Residential Zone of the Manawatu District Plan. 

34 This application is subject the provisions of the Manawatu District Plan (“the Plan”), made 

operative 1 December 2012 and last updated March 2015. The Plan is currently 

undergoing sectional review. 

35 Plan Change 55 sets out the District Wide Rules. The decision on Plan Change 55 was 

notified on 1 May 2017, making changes to requirements for signs  within the Manawatu 

District. This meant that those provision in Plan Change 55 had legal effect. Following the 

appeal period, the sign provisions were not subject to any appeal. This means that greater 

weight can be placed on these provisions in my assessment. 

Definitions 

36 Plan Change 46 to the Operative Plan became operative on 30 April 2015. As part of the 

plan change, the following terms – “Housing for the Elderly”, “Residential Care Homes” and 

“Homes for the Aged” - have been removed and replaced with a single term “Assisted 

Living Accommodation”. 

37 For the benefits of assessing this application, definitions of all terms referred to are 

provided below: 

 Housing for the elderly means housing built for rent or sale, and under the 

management of Council or a charitable institution. If the housing is for sale, a 

condition of the sale must be that should the purchaser or their estate wish to sell 

their unit, it must be re sold to the vendor, who shall in turn, make it available for 

occupancy of other people.  

 Residential care homes means a building used as a residence for up to 8 people 

receiving care or supervision.  

 Homes for the aged means institutions that provide board and care for five or more 

elderly persons. It includes nursing homes and geriatric hospitals but excludes 

individual home units built for sale or rent.  

 Assisted Living Accommodation means land and buildings used or designed to be 

used for supervised residential care and accommodation by 5 or more people 

(exclusive of the manager and the managers family) and includes, without limitation: 

 Boarding Houses 

 Nursing homes 

 Retirement villages 

38 While the definitions have changed, no corresponding change was made to the rules in the 

Residential Zone. This has created some confusion.  
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39 I consider the application meets the definition of Assisted Living Accommodation as the 

application is for additions to an existing facility that would form a retirement village  - 

being a range of residential care. This proposal is made up of  individual housing units 

(being occupation right agreement units), occupation right agreement units in a wing 

linking to the existing facility and hospital beds in a wing linked to the existing facility.  

40 The applicable rule is Rule B1 1.5.1 A) v) Hospitals, and Homes for the Aged, making it a 

Discretionary Activity. In my opinion the proposed activity is unable to meet the Standards 

for Permitted and Controlled Activities set out in the Residential Zone Rules, specifically 

those relating to housing for the elderly. The activity clearly includes a hospital activity; 

The intention of the District Plan Rules, as they stand, is for hospitals and homes for the 

aged to be assessed more stringently than other smaller scale residential activities. For the 

purposes of this assessment and where relevant I have used the Permitted Activity 

performance standards as a guide when considering the effects of this proposal. 

Permitted Baseline 

41 The sites subject to this application all exceed 700m2 net site area and could therefore as 

of right contain two dwellings, with a maximum site coverage of 35%. Dwellings on these 

allotments could be two-storey, provided they complied with the building envelope 

requirements.  

42 Dwellings with frontage to the road can be built 4.5m from that boundary and 1.5m from 

the side boundary – the Plan does not restrict the length of any building along one 

boundary. Dwellings without frontage to the road are required to be 3m from all 

boundaries. 

43 Each dwelling must provide an outdoor living court, an outdoor service court, two 

carparks, and onsite maneuvering to enable vehicles to enter and exit the site in a forward 

motion. 

7. NOTIFICATION AND AFFECTED PARTIES 

44 The applicant specifically requested that their application be notified on a limited basis as 

they had been unable to obtain written approval from all parties who considered to be 

affected by their proposal. 

45 With regard to approval forms, the application lodged on 13 January 2017 included 

written approval from six parties, the application lodged on 31 March 2017 included 

written approval from eleven parties. Council has accepted approvals provided in both 

applications as follows: 

46   
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47 Table 2 below sets out the written approvals obtained by the applicant and submitted as 

part of the original application, being LC9023. 
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Table 2 Written Approvals submitted with original application (rejected by Council) 

Street Address Owner & Occupier Occupier Owner Date 

5 Taylor Avenue  Daniel Venner  19/11/16 

1C Marlborough Street  Renae Allan  1/11/16 

6 Taylor Avenue  Karl Hansen  1/11/16 

2 Taylor Avenue  Ani Himiona  30/10/16 

3 Taylor Ave Earle Angus McPherson   16/10/16 

1 Marlborough Street   Chelsea Leigh Cole   15/10/16 

48 When application LC9023 was returned to the applicant, I identified that the applicant 

could potentially obtain more written approvals to avoid limited notification. I also 

provided information based on the application regarding who they may consider 

approaching. 

49 I also requested the applicant confirm if there were occupants of the properties for which 

written approval had been provided for as owners written approval only had been 

provided in some instances. 

50 Further written approvals were submitted with the lodgment of the application for 

LC9091, as set out in Table 3 below. 

Table 3 Written Approvals submitted with current application (received 31 March 2017) 

Street Address Owner Occupier Owner & Occupier Date 

63 Derby Street     Maria Gail Burgess 19/12/16 

1 Marlborough 

Street 

Conroy Kirk 

Shipman   4/11/16 

1C Marlborough 

Street 

Conroy Kirk 

Shipman   4/11/16 

1D Marlborough 

Street 

Conroy Kirk 

Shipman   4/11/16 

11 Marlborough 

Street 

Housing New 

Zealand   26/10/16 

11 Marlborough 

Street  

Matthew Gard  

and Aimee 

Avery  29/10/16 

4 and 5 Taylor 

Avenue 

Bruce James 

Frecklington   15/11/16 

4 and 5 Taylor 

Avenue 

Wendy Marie 

Laurence   18/10/16 

4 Taylor Avenue  

Adam John 

Rowley  19/11/16 

6 Taylor Avenue 

Housing New 

Zealand   26/10/16 

2 Taylor Avenue 

Housing New 

Zealand   26/10/16 
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51 The written approvals from the returned application (LC9023) were not submitted with 

the current application. I consulted with the applicant who requested that the previously 

submitted approvals be included in this application. None of the parties who gave approval 

to LC9023 have contacted Council to withdraw their consent, so it is considered to stand 

in relation to the current application. 

52 Error! Reference source not found. provides a summary of the written approvals 

received for the application, it sets out the relationship of the affected party to the proposal 

where approval has been obtained. In the instance where written approval has not been 

obtained, the table identifies that they have been notified. 

Table 4 Summary of all Written Approvals Received and Parties Notified 

AFFECTED PROPERTIES 

AFFECTED PARTY 

NOTIFIED 

Owner Occupier Owner/Occupier 

63 Derby Street     x  

1 Marlborough Street  x x    

1C Marlborough Street  x x    

1D Marlborough Street  x   x  

7 Marlborough Street 
Public 

Trust 
  

Ms Nola Dawn 

Holloway 
 x 

7a Marlborough Street  

  

Mr Brendon Paul 

Murphy 

Mrs Narelle 

Murphy 

 x 

11 Marlborough Street  x x    

1 Taylor Avenue  

  

Mr Darrin Joseph 

Bowater 

Mrs Angela 

Bowater 

 x 

2 Taylor Avenue  x x    

3 Taylor Avenue     x  

4 Taylor Avenue  x x    

5 Taylor Avenue  x x    

6 Taylor Avenue  x x    

18 Monmouth Street  
  

Ms Deanna Karen 

Keeley 
 x 

53 A map showing where these parties are located in relation to the subject site is included 

in Appendix 2.  

54 All written approvals have been obtained based on earlier plans lodged with LC9023. 

55 The only difference between the plans lodged with LC9023 and LC9091 are the dwelling 

units on the property at 9 Marlborough Street, being legally described as Pt Lot 686 DP 19.  
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56 The plans for LC9023 (the returned application) showed six detached two-bedroom 

dwelling units with single garages and one detached one-bedroom dwelling unit with no 

garaging. 

57 The plans for LC9091 (the current application) include one less one-bedroom dwelling 

unit than LC9023. This unit has not been re-sited elsewhere on the site plans. As a result 

of this, there would only be two one-bedroom dwelling units. The six remaining two-

bedroom dwelling units were repositioned to provide greater separation between the 

units. As the current plans would have less of an effect than development under LC9023, 

the approvals given under the LC9023 stand. 

58 A notification report was prepared, on 2 May 2017. The report concluded that the effects 

of the proposal were minor and therefore supported the applicant’s request for limited 

notification in accordance with Section 95B of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

The notification report is attached as Appendix 3. 

59 The application was notified on 3 May 2017 to the parties set out in Table 4. As the 

application was made prior to 19 October 2017, the notification assessment and 

procedures were as per the RMA provisions that were in force at the time. 

60 The submission period closed at 4 pm on Friday 2 June 2017. 

61 Two submissions were received from affected parties before 4pm on 2 June 2017 as set 

out in Table 5. These are attached as Appendix 4. 

Table 5 Submissions received by Council from notification 

Name Address  Date 

Ms Deanna Karen Keeley 18 Monmouth Street 2 June 2017 

Mr Brendon Paul Murphy and Mrs Narelle 

Murphy 

7A Marlborough Street 1 June 2017 

 

62 The submission from Ms Deanna Karen Keeley of 18 Monmouth Street was withdrawn via 

email on 5 June 2017. This is attached as Appendix 5. 

63 The remaining submission, which opposes the proposal, has raised concerns on: 

 the effects of privacy,  
 density of the development,  
 vehicle and pedestrian traffic, amenity, and  
 the ability of the applicant to construct two-storey dwellings as part of the 

development. 

64 I discuss the issues raised in the submission later in my report, in Section 9. 
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8. STATUTORY PROVISIONS  

65 Section 88 of the Resource Management Act (RMA) provides for any person to apply for a 

resource consent. 

66 Section 104(1) of the Act sets out the matters to be considered when making a decision. 

The relevant matters are as follows: 

 “Any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity; and  

 Any relevant provisions of a national policy statement; and  

 Any relevant provisions of a regional policy statement or proposed regional policy 

statement; and 

 Any relevant provisions of a plan or proposed plan; and  

 Any other matters the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably necessary 

to determine the application.” 

67 Section 104(2) sets out the ‘permitted baseline’ and states that when considering the 

actual and potential effects of a proposal the consent authority may disregard an adverse 

effect on the environment if the plan permits an activity with that effect. I have included 

reference to permitted baseline where relevant in my report in section 9. 

68 Section 104(3) outlines that a consent authority must not have regard to trade 

competition and to any effect on persons who have given their written approval to the 

application. There are no trade competition considerations with this proposal.  

69 Section 104(3) also provides that a consent authority must not grant a resource consent 

that is contrary to section 107, 107A or 217 of the Act, an order in Council in force, under 

section 152, any regulations, a Gazette notice referred to in section 26(1), (2) and (5) of 

the Foreshore and Seabed Act 2004, or if the application should have been publicly notified 

and was not. There is no order in Council, Gazette notice or regulations that will prevent 

the consent authority from granting the application. 

70 Section 104B of the Act provides that: 

After considering an application for a resource consent for a discretionary activity or 

non-complying activity, a consent authority –  

(a) may grant or refuse the application; and 

(b) if it grants the application, may impose conditions under section 108. 

71 An assessment of the adverse effects on the environment and the relevant objectives and 

policies of the District Plan in assessing this consent are outlined in section 10 of this 

report. 
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9. SECTION 104 ASSESSMENT – CONSIDERATION OF ENVIRONMENTAL EFFECTS 

72 The actual and potential effects relevant to the assessment of this application are 

considered to be: 

 Site configuration  

 Building bulk and location  (buildings, site coverage, boundary separation, height 

recession)  

 On-site amenity (landscaping, outdoor living and service courts) 

 Parking and traffic (maneuvering and parking) 

 Servicing 

 Visual effects (lighting, construction effects) 

 Construction Effects (construction materials, earthworks) 

 Site management (noise, staff) 

 

SITE CONFIGURATION  

73 At the time of processing this application the applicant had not proposed any 

amalgamation of subject allotments. The development is proposed to be constructed on 

nine allotments.  

74 Under the District Plan ‘Site’ means an area of land capable of being disposed of separately. 

75 The applicant owns all the properties subject to this application. The applicant has given 

themselves approval to reduce boundary separation distances to all internal boundaries 

of the allotment that they own. 

76 At time of building consent application an assessment would be made where buildings, 

including associated servicing, are to be constructed over allotments and sections 75-77 

of the Building Act 2004 are applied. A section 75 certificate would be placed on the 

Certificate of Title for each affected property to identify that the “(specified allotments) 

must not be transferred or leased except in conjunction with any specified other or others of 

those allotments”. An advice note would be included as part of consent conditions if 

granted. This would mean that the allotments would not be separately disposable without 

a subdivision consent to adjust the boundaries. 

77 A subdivision has been undertaken to obtain an area of land at the rear of 4-5 Taylor 

Avenue to create an internal access way as proposed, and to construct a 1-bedroom unit 

identified on the plan as unit 18. I consider the potential or actual adverse effects from the 

proposed development being constructed on multiple sites as defined by the District Plan 

to be less than minor. 
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BULK AND LOCATION 

Building design 

78 Buildings proposed as part of this development would be single level, brick clad with 

powder-coated aluminum windows and Coloursteel roofing. The colour of the roofing 

would be varied on the detached dwelling units, as recommended by the Landscape 

Assessment. This would be in keeping with the existing care facility on the adjoining 

property, and would ensure some variation in building design on the site. 

79 The dwelling units would be of similar construction to other modern units and therefore 

would not be out of character with those already constructed on the site and within the 

wider Feilding residential area. The height, rooflines and cladding materials would be as 

anticipated for any standard residential dwelling. 

80 The two extension wings would be built to be in keeping with the existing Ranfurly Care 

Centre building located at 6 Monmouth Street. 

81 Three dwelling units designs are proposed – 2 two-bedroom unit designs and a one-

bedroom design. The two-bedroom design referred to on the plans as “Type 2A” 

penetrates the building envelope by 11.7%. This is permitted by the plan under Rule B1 

1.3.1 B) iii) c) as it is less than 25%. 

82 All proposed buildings would comply with building envelope requirements and maximum 

building height requirements of the Residential zone. All proposed buildings have a 

maximum height of 4.6m.  

83 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted, for the dwellings to 

be constructed in accordance with the designs provided as part of this application. 

84 I consider any potential or actual adverse effects from the proposed construction material 

and design of buildings to be anticipated by the Residential zone and therefore less than 

minor. 

Boundary Separation 

85  

86 Table 6 sets out the boundary separation distances to all external allotments that are not 

owned by the applicant or subject to this application. A dash (-) has been entered into the 

table where that boundary is not relevant to that building – either because of the siting of 

the building in relation to boundaries or because the adjoining allotment is owned by the 

applicant/subject to this application. A cross (x) has been entered into the table where the 

property does have a front or rear boundary as defined by the District Plan. 

87 All proposed buildings would be setback at least 4.5m from the front boundaries of 

Monmouth, Derby and Marlborough Streets. This meets front boundary separation 

requirements set out in Rule B1 1.3.1 C) i) b). 
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88 The 10 occupation right agreement units in the wing linked to the existing facility, on the 

property currently known as 61 Derby Street, Feilding, would be located 5.5m from the 

northern side boundary and 3m from the rear boundary. This complies with District Plan 

requirements. The southern side boundary is adjacent to the existing Ranfurly Residential 

Care Centre. This meets all boundary separation requirements. 

89 The 25 assisted living hospital bed wing extended off the existing facility would be internal 

to the development and have road frontage to Monmouth Street.  

90 The majority of the units, being 2-6, 8-11, 13-26, are assessed under the rear site boundary 

separation requirements in Rule B1 1.3.1 c) iv) as they would not have a direct relationship 

with the road boundary.  

91 The detached housing units (being 1-27 in Table 6 above) are all located 1.5m from the 

side boundaries. This is 1.5m less than the 3m required by Rule B1 1.3.1 C) iii) of the 

District Plan. Dwelling units 1, 7, 12 and 27 are the exception to this rule as they are have 

frontage to the road. Written approval has been obtained from the following parties set 

out in Table 6 to site buildings 2-6, 8-9 and 13-26 1.5m from the adjoining boundaries. 

92 The permitted baseline for each of the following properties – 3, 5 and 9 Marlborough 

Street and 14 and 16 Monmouth Street – is considered to be a single dwelling unit with 

attached garage, 1.5 metres from the boundary, of unlimited length. Additionally, 

standalone accessory buildings could be located 1 metre from the side or rear boundary – 

this includes garages, carports, home offices and sleepouts. 

93 The owners and occupiers of 7 Marlborough Street and 1 Taylor Avenue were notified by 

Council but did not lodge a submission on the application.  

94 The owners and occupiers of 7a Marlborough Street and 18 Monmouth Street were also 

notified by Council and both lodged submissions on the application. The owner/occupiers 

of 18 Monmouth Street later withdrew their submission. 

95 Dwelling units 7, 8, 9 and 10 would be located 1.5m from the eastern boundary shared 

with 7 Marlborough Street. Dwelling units 12, 13, 14 and 15 would be located more than 

3m from the western boundary shared with 7 Marlborough Street – these would be 

compliant with boundary setback requirements.  

96 Dwelling units 10 and 11 would be located 1.5m from the eastern boundary shared with 

7a Marlborough Street. Dwelling units 15, 16 and 17 would be located more than 3m from 

the western boundary shared with 7a Marlborough Street – these would be compliant with 

boundary setback requirements. 

97 Dwelling units 23 and 24 would be located 1.5m from the eastern boundary shared with 

1 Taylor Avenue.  

98 Dwelling units 24 – 27 would be located 1.5m from the eastern boundary shared with 18 

Monmouth Street. Unit 24 would be sited at adjacent to the boundary of 18 Monmouth and 

1 Taylor Avenue. Unit 27 would be compliant with District Plan requirements as it 

contains garaging and is at least 4.5m from the front boundary. 
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Table 6 Separation distances of buildings from boundaries 

Building Address 

Setback from Boundary (m) 

Approval Given 

 

Front 

(4.5m) 

External 

Side (3m) 

Rear 

(3m) 

Occupation 

Right 

Agreement 

Unit Wing 

61 Derby 

Street 
5.06 5.5 3 yes 

 
 

Hospital 

Wing 

14 and 14A 

Monmouth 

Street 

5.349 - - Not required 

1  

3 

Marlborough 

Street 

4.5 1.5 - Yes 

2 - 1.5 - Yes 

3 - 1.5 - Yes 

4 - 1.5 - Yes 

5 - 1.5 - Yes 

6 - 1.5 - Yes 

7 

5 

Marlborough 

Street 

4.5 1.5 - No 

8 - 1.5 - No 

9 - 1.5 - No 

10 - 1.5 - No 

11 - 1.5 - No 

12 

9 

Marlborough 

Street 

4.5 
WEST EAST 

- Yes 7.21 1.5 

13 - 7.21 1.5 - Yes 

14 - 7.21 1.5 - Yes 

15 - 7.21 1.5 - Yes 

16 - 7.21 1.5 - Yes 

17 - 7.21 1.5 - Yes 

18 4-5 Taylor 

Avenue 
- 1.5 - Yes 

19 14A 

Marlborough 

Street 

- - 3+ Not required 

20 
- - - Not required 

21 14B 

Marlborough 

Street 

x 1.5 3 Yes 

22 x 1.5 x Yes 

23 x 1.5 x No 

24 14B / 16 

Marlborough 

Street 

x 1.5 x No 

25 16 

Marlborough 

Street 

x 1.5 x No 

26 x 1.5 x No 

27 4.5 1.5 x No 
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99 Siting the dwelling units 1.5m from the side boundaries would breach District Plan 

requirements by 1.5m for dwellings on rear sites. The District Plan permits accessory 

buildings, including a sleepout, to be constructed 1m from the boundary. The designs 

provided by the applicant show that bedrooms would be located in in closest proximity to 

the boundary. I consider the effects of siting the proposed dwelling units 1.5m from the 

side boundaries of 7 and 7A Marlborough Street, 1 Taylor Avenue and 18 Monmouth Street 

to be less than minor as multiple sleepouts could be sited 1m from the side boundary as 

of right. 

100 Only the effects of siting dwelling units 10 and 11 closer than 3m from the boundary of 7a 

Marlborough Street shall be considered. 

101 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted, for all proposed 

dwelling units to be sited no closer than 1.5m from all side boundaries. 

102 I consider any potential or actual adverse effects from the proposed dwelling units being 

1.5m from the nearest side boundaries to be less than minor. This is because the three 

dwellings that have direct frontage to the road are anticipated by the plan. All other 

dwelling units proposed are considered using the “rear site” requirements of the plan, 

while the breach the rule by 1.5m the applicant could construct a single dwelling unit the 

length of the boundary 1.5m from the subject boundaries or alternatively sleepouts 1m 

from the subject boundaries. The area of the proposed dwelling units that would be in 

breach of the rule would contain bedrooms and in turn I consider these to be relatively 

quiet areas of a dwelling. 

Building Envelope 

103 All buildings proposed by this development have been designed to comply with height 

recession requirements set out in Rule B1 1.3.1 B) of the District Plan. Under this rule the 

upper portion of any roof or gable end may breach the permitted height recessions 

provided that part of the building above the building envelope does not exceed 25% of the 

area produced by the total width of that part of the building, multiplied by the distance 

between the building envelope and the ridge. 

104 The dwelling units referred to as ‘Type 2A’ and shown on Sheet RC12, demonstrate that 

this model unit would breach the permitted height recessions by 11%. This breach would 

comply with Rule B1 1.3.1 B) c) of the District Plan in the Residential Zone. 

105 The submitter has raised concerns that although the applicant has applied for single storey 

dwellings, if the application were to be granted could two-storey dwelling units potentially 

be built instead. 

106 Should the application be granted and the applicant chose to re-design the dwelling units 

to be two-storey, an application to vary the conditions of consent would be required, on 

the basis that it would be a significant change to the proposal. A condition of consent is 

recommended, to be placed upon any consent granted, for the development to be 

constructed in accordance with the designs provided as part of this application. 
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107 I consider any potential or actual adverse effects from the proposed building envelopes of 

the buildings to be anticipated by the Residential Zone and therefore less than minor. 

Site Coverage 

108 Table  below sets out each allotment by street address, the buildings proposed by the 

application to be sited on each allotment, the proposed site coverage generated by the 

buildings and the permitted maximum site coverage as set out in Rule B1 1.3.1 A) of the 

District Plan. 

109 All allotments subject to this application would occupy less than 35% of the individual lots 

and would therefore comply with District Plan site coverage requirements as set out in the 

Residential Zone (Rule B1 1.3.1 A). 

Table 7 Site coverage on subject allotments - maximum 

Address Buildings 

Site Coverage (m2) 
Complies 

with 

District 

Plan 

Proposed 

Permitted 

under District 

Plan (@ 35% 

net site area) 

61 Derby 

Street 

1 x 490m2 occupation 

right wing 
490 657.8  

3 

Marlborough 

Street 

5 x 2-bedroom units 

1 x 1-bedroom unit 550.7 876.85  

5 

Marlborough 

Street 

5 x 2-bedroom units 

485.5 876.85  

9 

Marlborough 

Street 

6 x 2-bedroom units 

582.6 1314.95  

4-5 Taylor 

Avenue 

1 x 1-bedroom unit 
65.2 129.15  

14 

Monmouth 

Street 

1 x 690m2 Hospital Wing  

447.92 577.85  

14A 

Monmouth 

Street 

Office and Respite area 

of Hospital Wing 

2 x 2-bedroom units 

436.28 672.75  

14B 

Monmouth 

Street 

3.5 x 2-bedroom units 

328.11 663.65  

16 

Monmouth 

Street 

3.5 x 2-bedroom units 

333.59 568.1  
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110 Rule B1 1.3.1 A) of the District Plan required a maximum density of 1 unit per 100m2. Table  

below sets out each allotment by street address, the buildings proposed by the application 

to be sited on each allotment, the proposed site coverage generated by the buildings and 

the permitted density as set out in Rule B1 1.3.1 A).  

111 Each dwelling unit exceeds 180m2 of land per dwelling unit and therefore complies with 

Rule B1 1.3.1 A). 

Table 8 Housing for the Elderly density requirements 

Address 

Buildings 

Density  

– not less than 180m2 

per dwelling unit 
Complies with 

District Plan 

 

Total 

dwelling 

units 

Net 

Site 

Area 

Density 

(area per 

dwelling 

unit) 

3 Marlborough 

Street 

5 x 2-bedroom 

units 

1 x 1-bedroom 

unit 

6 1349 224.8  

5 Marlborough 

Street 

5 x 2-bedroom 

units 
5 1349 269.8  

9 Marlborough 

Street 

6 x 2-bedroom 

units 
6 2023 337.2  

4-5 Taylor 

Avenue 

1 x 1-bedroom 

unit 
1 1179 369  

14A Monmouth 

Street 

Office and 

Respite area of 

Hospital Wing 

2 x 2-bedroom 

units 

2 1035 517.5  

14B Monmouth 

Street 

3.5 x 2-

bedroom units 
3.5 1021 291.7  

16 Monmouth 

Street 

3.5 x 2-

bedroom units 
3.5 874 249.7  

112 I consider that the applicant has demonstrated their ability to comply with site coverage 

and density standards set out in the District Plan under Rules B1 1.3.1 A) and 1.3.3 A) 

respectively, so the effects of this aspect of the proposal would be less than minor. 
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ON-SITE AMENITY  

Outdoor Living and Service Courts 

113 The applicant has demonstrated outdoor living courts and outdoor service courts for each 

of the 1- and 2-bedroom housing units. No outdoor living courts or outdoor service courts 

have been provided for the purposes of the Occupation Right Agreement wing or the 

Hospital wing.  

114 For the purpose of assessing the outdoor living and service court I have considered the 

internal access road to be the ‘front’ boundary, the ‘rear’ boundary to be parallel to the 

front and ‘side’ boundaries to be those that run between the front and the rear boundaries. 

115 Outdoor Living for each proposed dwelling is located to the north, being accessed from 

double glass sliding doors. This is the largest glazing area for each unit. This area is 

proposed to be landscaped and include the outdoor living court and service court as 

required by Rules B1 1.3.3 C) and D) of the District Plan. In most instances the living areas 

are between dwelling units, or where no dwelling unit is located to the north the living 

area is bound by landscaping. No living area is shared with an access area. 

116 The outdoor living courts proposed would range in area from 29.24m2 to 37.86m2. The 

living courts range in width between 3.6m and 4.744m. The proposal would therefore 

meet the area requirement but would be unable to provide a 5m diameter circle as 

required by Rule B1 1.3.3 C) iii) of the District Plan.  

117 The proposed outdoor living areas for all units are unable to comply with all requirements 

of Rule B1 1.3.3 C) because they cannot contain a circle 5.0m in diameter. All other matters 

are able to be complied with. The non-compliance in my opinion would be less than minor, 

on the basis that the areas provided would be landscaped to increase the amenity of the 

area, and the paved areas that would support usability by the occupants of the units. 

118 The outdoor service areas are located adjacent to the outdoor living areas. They are 

situated at the rear of the housing unit site.  

119 The outdoor service court for each dwelling unit exceeds 10m2 and is therefore compliant 

with the requirements of Rule B1 1.3.3 D). 

120 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted for landscaping and 

paving of the outdoor living and service area to be undertaken as proposed in the 

application.  

121 I consider any potential or actual adverse effects from the proposed reduction in outdoor 

living and service courts to be less than minor as the only are of non-compliance relates to 

the area dimension. The overall requirement can be met.  
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Landscaping  

122 The applicant had originally proposed to utilize and replicate the landscaping plan 

introduced as part of the original land use consent on the adjoining property at 6 

Monmouth Street/55 Derby Street. The intention of the applicant is to replicate planting 

to maintain a consistent look. Following the site visit undertaken on 28 April 2017, it was  

noticed that existing landscaping of the Ranfurly Residential Care Centre differed to that 

contained in the Landscape Plan – this was confirmed by checking the Land Use consent 

file for that development. 

123 The Landscape Plan submitted with the Land Use consent for the Ranfurly Residential 

Care Centre included recommendations for a planting plan which were set as a condition 

of consent. A letter held on the land use consent file (LC7937) for the original development 

of Ranfurly Residential Care Centre sets out that the Landscape Plan, and associated 

planting plan, required changes. The letter outlined that the plantings undertaken were 

not in accordance with the Landscape Architect report (dated September 2011) by 

Richard Bain because the species were not suitable to the local area and this site in 

particular. Changes were made to both the species and the positioning of plant to ensure 

the gardens are vibrant and healthy. 

124 A section 92 request for further information was made to provide further information on 

the proposed landscaping and planting of the proposed development. 

125 A landscape and visual amenity assessment was provided by the applicant, written by Josh 

Hunt of Hudson Associates, dated 7 August 2017. A copy of this is attached as Appendix 

10. I adopt this report as part of my assessment. 

126 The assessment included a site visit (undertaken on 20 June 2017), identifying the visual 

catchment, assessing potential landscape and visual amenity effects, and preparing a 

Landscape Concept Plan to address mitigation measures. 

127 It is considered that the location is “well positioned for easy access and interaction with the 

flat terrain of the local community”. In terms of streetscape, the expansive provisions of 

Derby Street “reflects the more institutional nature of Derby Street around the St Joseph’s 

School, St Brigid’s Church and Ranfurly Manor cluster”, while Monmouth and Marlborough 

Streets “appear to further reduce in streetscape scale”. 

128 The block surrounding the subject site “is dominated by the distinctive ‘state housing’ 

timber weatherboard construction style, with a mix of both hip and gable roofs”, while the 

area beyond this has “an almost random mix of construction style with no two houses 

appearing to be the same.” It was summarised that the local landscape character consisted 

“of a typical residential setting that is influenced by institutional activities such as schools, 

churches and care facilities. This type of character is considered to have a low sensitivity to 

the type of development (aged care) being proposed.” 
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129 A number of mitigation measures were considered by the author. The primary mitigation 

being the design of the built form within the building envelope and the construction of 

new 1.8m high boundary fencing. This would mitigate any actual or potential streetscape 

and visual amenity.  

130 Additional mitigation is proposed through the “implementation of frontage planting in 

locations where the Ranfurly Care Facility Extension adjoins a public road” and the variation 

of “the colour palette of the coloursteel roofs for the one and two bedroom units.” 

131 The assessment concluded that the proposal would be of an appropriate design/layout, 

and density. Furthermore, the frontage planting and would address any actual or potential 

adverse effects on the streetscape. 

132 Conditions of consent are recommended, should consent be granted, to require the 

implementation of frontage planting in areas adjoining public roads and for the colour 

palette of the dwelling unit roofs be varied, in accordance with the assessment provided. 

133 I consider any potential or actual adverse effects from the proposed landscape and visual 

amenity to be less than minor as the development would not be out of character in the 

surrounding environment. Additionally, I consider that the proposed landscaping would 

provide continuity between the existing and proposed development. Landscaping and 

fencing would be consistent with residential areas and would support the amenity of the 

surrounding streetscape. 

PARKING AND TRAFFIC 

Parking 

134 The applicant proposes car parking be provided in garages attached to the two-bedroom 

detached units, to the east of the hospital wing extension as shown on plan RC18 dated 

28/08/2017, drawn by E3 Architects.  

135 The applicant proposes to provide 58 carparks on site - 25 carparks would be provided in 

garage parking and 33 carparks within the access way. 5 of the proposed carparks within 

the access way would be for staff/business use and the remaining 28 for visitors. 

136 In accordance with noise requirements of the plan, the applicant has chosen to restrict the 

use of the carparking located at the rear of 7a Marlborough Street. These carparks are 

numbered 23-33 and are shown clearly on sheet RC03, drawn by E3 Architects. 

137 At time the application was lodged, the District Plan had the following Parking 

requirements – as set out in   
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138 Table  – which equated to a total of 79 parks being required as part  of the proposal – as 

set out in Table . 
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Table 9 Parking Standards under previous District Plan provisions 

Activity Parking Assessment (Rule A2 2.4.5) 

Dwelling units and Family Flats 1 park for the first dwelling unit plus 2 for every flat or 

unit thereafter. 

Hospitals 0.7 parks per bed. 

Homes for the Aged 

Means institutions that provide 

board and care for five or more 

elderly persons. It includes nursing 

homes and geriatric hospitals but 

excludes individual home units built 

for sale or rent. 

1 park for every 4 beds plus 1 park for every 2 staff 

employed. 

Table 10 Parking calculations under previous District Plan requirements 

Building Demand Calculation Number of parks 

required 

Dwellings 25 x 2-bed units 

2 x 1-bed units 

1 + (26 x 2) = 53 53 

Occupation Right Agreement 

Units 

10 beds 10 / 4 = 2.5 3 

Hospital Wing 25 beds 0.7 x 25 = 17.5 18 

Staff 10 FTE 10 / 2 = 5 5 

Total 79 

 

139 The decision on Plan Change 55 was notified on 1 May 2017, making changes to parking 

requirements within the Manawatu District. This meant those provisions in Plan Change 

55 had legal effect. Following the appeal period, the parking provisions were not subject 

to any appeal. This means that greater weight can be placed on these provisions in my 

assessment. 

140 I have assessed the parking requirements for this application against the new parking 

requirements as these provisions have legal effect.   
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141 Table  sets out the new parking standards set out under Chapter 3B - Transport of the 

District Plan, generated by  under while Table 2 calculates the required number of parks. 
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Table 11 Car Parking Standards (District Plan Table 3B.1) 

Activity Car parking Requirements 

Assisted living accommodation 1 carpark for every two staff members plus 

1 carpark for every three people 

accommodated. 

Dwelling and Family Flats 2 carparks per dwelling and 1 park per 

family flat. 

Table 12 Parking calculations under Chapter 3B of the District Plan, made operative under Plan Change 

55 

Building Demand Calculation Number of parks 

required 

Dwellings 25 x 2-bed units 

2 x 1-bed units 

27 x 2 = 54 54 

Occupation Right Agreement 

Units 

10 beds 10 / 3 = 3.33 3 

Hospital Wing 25 beds 25 / 3 = 8.3 8 

Staff 10 FTE 10 / 2 = 5 5 

Total 70 

 

142 The proposed extension is anticipated to require an additional 15 staff, with 10 required 

on site at any one time. This increase in staffing numbers has a direct link to parking and 

traffic. 

143 The submitter has raised concerns in regards to the carparking proposed at the rear of 

their property.  

144 The applicant has proposed to restrict parking at the side and rear of 7a Marlborough 

Street between the hours of 7pm to 7am 7-days per week only. These carparks are 

numbered 23-33 and are shown clearly on sheet RC03, drawn by E3 Architects. Signage 

would be installed to alert drivers of this restriction. The restriction on parking in this area 

also achieves compliance with noise standards set in the plan. 

145 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted, to require signage 

restricting the use of parking at the rear of 7a Marlborough Street between the hours of 

7pm to 7am daily, for 58 parks to be provided and for the parking to be marked as per the 

plan. 

146 I consider any potential or actual adverse effects of the proposed carparking, being 58 

parks provided in lieu of the 70 required under the plan, to be less than minor as the Land 

Development Manager, in consultation with the Roading Operations Team Leader, have 

determined that the demonstrated parking would be sufficient for the proposed 

development, even with a deficit of 12 parks. 
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On-site maneuvering 

147 The applicant proposes a 4m wide one-way circulation route for internal access purposes. 

The internal route would be access via three vehicle crossings – one to Monmouth Street 

and two to Marlborough Street. 

148 The submitter has raised concerns in regards to the increase in vehicle and pedestrian 

traffic around their property that would be generated by the development. 

149 The operating speed is expected to be low and the applicant has proposed to seal the 

access route with a surface resulting in no loose chip material. A separate 1.2m wide 

footpath is provided on one side of the circulation route.  

150 Councils Land Development Team have recommended that the new vehicle crossings be 

installed to Council standards and the redundant crossing places be removed. 

151 Concerns were raised by the submitter regarding the noise generated by vehicle and 

pedestrian traffic surrounding their property. The Acoustic Engineer recommended in his 

report that the access way be sealed with no loose chip - this report was provided by the 

applicant, and the recommendations were accepted by the applicant.  

152 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted, for the applicant to 

provide plans and specifications in accordance with Councils engineering standards. 

153 I consider any potential or actual adverse effect from the propose on-site maneuvering 

and internal access route to be less than minor as they would be mitigated by the proposed 

conditions of consent. 

Traffic Effects  

154 The submitter has raised concerns in the increase in traffic on Marlborough Street 

generated by the development and the traffic movements from the rear entrance/exit to 

the Feilding Medical Centre. 

155 A Traffic and Transportation report was provided by the applicant as part of their 

application, authored by Glenn Connelly, dated 3rd August 2017. This report is attached as 

Appendix 6. The report has identified that the surrounding roading network has sufficient 

capacity to provide for the increased traffic generated by the development. This has been 

endorsed by Councils Roading Officers – a copy of Councils Land Development Report, 

which includes comments from the Roading Team is attached as Appendix 1. 

156 I consider the effects of the proposed development on the surrounding roading 

environment to be less than minor. 
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SERVICING 

157 The applicant proposes to connect to Councils reticulated networks for sewer, stormwater 

and water. 

158 Council’s Land Development Team have assessed the effects of the proposed development 

on the reticulated networks. A copy of their report can be found on file LC9091. I adopt 

this report as part of my assessment, see Appendix 1. 

159 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted to require services be 

provided in accordance with Council’s standards. 

160 I consider any potential or actual adverse effects from the proposed servicing would be 

less than minor as Council’s reticulated network has sufficient capacity to cater to the 

additional demand. 

VISUAL EFFECTS 

Lighting  

161 The applicant proposes street lighting along the internal access route. The lighting plans 

provided as part of the application demonstrated the location of eight lights and the light 

spill they would create. Two lights are shown on each of the access legs, one on the corner 

of the old 4-5 Taylor Avenue section and one internal to the site near the recycling zone 

area. 

162 For the purposes of this assessment I have numbered the lights shown on the lighting plan 

from 1 - 8. A copy of this numbered plan has been included as Appendix 7 

163 The lighting plans provided with the application show light spill from lights 3, 4 and 5 

located on 9 Marlborough Street onto the properties at 7 and 7a Marlborough Street. Light 

6 is shown on the plan to spill onto the property located at 4-5 Taylor Avenue. Lights 1, 3 

and 8 show light spill onto Marlborough Street and Monmouth Streets. The lighting plans 

show spill onto all detached dwelling units and the hospital wing extension proposed by 

this development. 

164 The owners and occupiers of 7 Marlborough Street and 1 Taylor Avenue were notified by 

Council but did not lodge a submission on the application.  

165 The applicant has provided a producer statement, dated 15th March [2018] from Philips 

New Zealand Limited. The specified light fittings proposed would have a very low 

mounting height, special louvres and low wattage, this is to ensure that they are not a 

source of glare of nuisance to adjoining properties. 

166 The Lux levels associated with the design range from 1.9 lux to 0 lux, and levels 1.8 to 0. 

The author of the producer statement considers the proposed 1.8m close boarded fence 

proposed by the applicant to be a mitigating factor in reducing the level of light spill. 
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167 Red lines on the lighting plan represent 1.75 lux and the blue lines 0.3 lux, per individual 

fitting. The Moon has been used as a reference whereby a full Moon, at the right conditions, 

could achieve 1 lux. 

168 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted, for the proposed 

street lighting to be installed as per the Philips lighting design provided with the 

application and dated 20/02/2017. A review condition would also be included to ensure 

that the design is fit for purpose once operational, and in conjunction with the fencing. 

169 I consider that any potential or actual adverse effects from the proposed lighting would be 

less than minor as the amount of light spill from the street lighting would give rise to less 

than minor effects. 

CONSTRUCTION EFFECTS  

170 The site works required to prepare the ground for construction would involve stripping 

back the top soil to good ground. The applicant has identified that the works would exceed 

the maximum 500m2 area per site exposed at any one time. 

171 The applicant has proposed to stage the works so that not all sites are completely stripped 

at one time. The roading area would be excavated first and then have compacted hardfill 

over it prior to the floor slab excavation commencing. Staging of dwelling construction 

would also occur, with grassed areas being maintained for all as possible. 

172 Council’s Land Development Team have assessed the effects of the proposed earthworks 

as part of the construction works for the development. A copy of their report are attached 

as Appendix 1. I adopt this report as part of my assessment. 

173 Conditions of consent are recommended, should consent be granted, to manage the 

earthworks as per the recommendations of the Land Development Team. 

174 I consider any potential or actual adverse effects of the proposed earthworks to be less 

than minor as the earthworks are associated with the construction works and would be 

temporary. Conditions of consent would control the temporary effects of the works. 

SITE MANAGEMENT 

Noise 

175 The proposed activity is primarily residential in nature given that it is providing 

residential care. Assessment in terms of the noise provisions of the plan are relevant due 

to the increased density and the proposed internal road layout. The activity would 

produce noise during construction and then operational noise once the facilities are in use. 

176 The submitter has raised concerns about vehicle and pedestrian traffic surrounding their 

property generated by the development, and the effects this would have on the residential 

amenity of their property.  
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177 A section 92 request for further information was made to provide further information on 

noise generated by the proposed development. 

178 An acoustic report was provided by the applicant, written by Neil Jepsen of Jepsen 

Acoustics & Electronics Limited, dated 8 August 2017. A copy of this report is attached in 

Appendix 8. 

179 The assessment was limited to the noise effects from cars and delivery vehicles associated 

with the proposed activity, 

180 The assessment identified that the proposed activity would breach the noise standards set 

under Rule 3C.4.2 of the plan between the hours of 10pm and 7am due to the parking area 

located at the rear of 7a Marlborough Street. As a result, the applicant proposes to restrict 

car parking in this area to between the hours of 7pm and 7am, and to install a sign 

reflecting this. 

181 A peer review of the acoustic report was undertaken by Nigel Lloyd of Acoustic Services, 

dated 28 March 2018. A copy of this is attached as Appendix 9. This report “[accepted] the 

position that the residential nature of the main part of the proposal makes it suitable (noise-

wise) for the site (using the permitted baseline argument). The District Plan noise limits are 

intended to control home occupations and non-residential activities and…should not be 

applied to the residential aspects of the Retirement Village.” It has been recommended that 

the “District Plan noise provisions be applied to the on-site traffic and car parking noise 

except that these are predicted to be exceeded at 4 & 5 Taylor [Avenue] by the use of nearby 

carparks at night-time.”  It is considered that the District Plan would “provide appropriate 

controls to non-residential type noise occurring on the site.”  

182 The District Plan provides for construction noise under Rule 3C.4.2.c. Conditions of 

consent would be set to avoid and mitigate the effects of construction, including hours and 

days of construction under Rule 3C 4.2. c. “Sounds generated by construction, maintenance 

and demolition activities will be assessed, predicted, measured, managed and controlled by 

reference to NZS6803:1999 Acoustics – Construction Noise.” 

183 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted, that sounds generated 

by construction, maintenance and demolition activities must be in compliance with 

NZS6803:1999 Acoustics – Construction Noise, that parking be restricted at the rear of 7a 

Marlborough Street between the hours of 7pm and 7am 7-days per week, and that signage 

be installed to identify this restriction.  

184 I consider any potential or actual adverse effects from the proposed construction noise 

would be less than minor and it would be both temporary and permitted by the plan. 

Signs 

185 The proposal includes two new signs to be located on the eastern side of the new entrance 

to be located at 3-5 Marlborough Street and to the east of the new entrance on Monmouth 

Street. The signs are proposed to be 1.2m2 and the wording will be restricted to identifying 

the facility entries. 
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186 The signs would match the existing signs to the existing carpark entries. The signs would 

be unlit and designed and built the same as the existing, so as not to detract from the visual 

amenity of the Residential Zone.  

187 The applicant has assessed the signs in the application under the rules from the District 

Plan prior to Plan Change 55. It has been identified by the applicant that the proposed 

signs would not comply with Rule B1 1.3.6 C) but would comply with Rule B1 1.3.6 C) ii). 

The applicant considers it to be more relevant to assess the signs against Rule B1 1.3.6 C) 

ii). 

188 Signs proposed by the applicant would not comply with the maximum sign face area as set 

out in Rule 3E.4.2 b. ix. as the sign face would exceed 0.6m2. All other matters are able to 

be complied with. The noncompliance in my opinion would be less than minor, on the basis 

that the signs are the same as those existing on the Ranfurly Residential Care Centre site. 

I my opinion I consider these to be unobtrusive in the residential environment. 

189 I consider that the signs proposed by the applicant would be suitable as they would 

maintain uniformity  between the two developments – being the existing and the 

proposed. Additionally I consider that the content of the signs would make clear reference 

for visitors to locate access to the development. 

190 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted for signage to be 

installed as proposed in the application.  

Summary of Effects 

191 I consider that the effects of siting the proposed dwelling units less than 3m from the side 

boundary would be less than minor. The layouts of the dwellings would place the 

bedrooms closest to the boundaries in all instances, In terms of the exterior, the units 

would be single story and of a colour scheme in keeping with the existing development. 

Direction has been given by the Landscape Architect, and endorsed by the applicant, to 

vary the roofing colours. 

192 Landscaping has been proposed to blend with that of the existing development, this would 

address any actual or potential adverse effects on the streetscape. I consider the proposed 

landscaping to be in keeping with the residential environment. 

193 Signage for the development would more or less be a repetition of the existing facility, this 

would identify the site, “entry” and “exit” points. I consider that the effects of the proposed 

signage would be less than minor. 

194 Suitably qualified professionals have confirmed that the local roading network has 

capacity for the increase in vehicle movements to and from the site and that the internal 

access route would provide for on-site movements. Additionally, new vehicle crossings 

would be installed to best provide for the developments access route, with unrequired 

crossing places to be removed and reinstated. Onsite car parking would provide for the 

requirements of the development, despite being a reduction on the requirements of the 

Plan. 
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195 Earthworks proposed by the development would breach the requirements of the plan due 

to the large area. Conditions of consent would manage the effects of these works in 

accordance with Council Engineering Standards. 

196 I consider that the overall effects of the proposed development would be less than minor 

for the above reasons. 

Conditions and Mitigation Measures 

197 I have prepared a draft set of conditions to avoid or mitigate the adverse effects from the 

proposal in the event that the commissioner is minded to grant the consent. The draft set 

of conditions is provided as Appendix 11. 

10. SECTION 104B ASSESSMENT – MANAWATU DISTRICT PLAN 

198 The following is my assessment of the specific objectives and policies that relate to this 

proposal. 

General Objectives 

LU 1) To recognise the potential adverse effects of activities upon the natural and physical 

environment, land and ecosystems and to avoid, remedy or mitigate these effects. 

LU 2) To protect present and future District residents from potential adverse effects of land 

uses upon their amenities and their health and safety. 

LU 3) To foster a climate where the District’s people can provide for their social and 

economic and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety. 

LU 5) To maintain and enhance the amenity of values which make the District a pleasant 

place to live in and visit. 

Policies 

a)  To ensure that adverse effects of land use and surface water activities on the natural 

environment, land, water and ecosystems are avoided, remedied or mitigated. 

b) To take potential impacts on future residents of an affected property into account when 

managing land use effects. 

c) To minimize the potential for conflict between new activities and lawfully existing 

activities. 

j) Not to place any unnecessary barriers (eg “red tape” in the way of new job opportunities. 
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Comment 

199 The application would see the redevelopment of existing allotments to provide for the 

needs of the aging population – including their social and cultural wellbeing, and health 

and safety.  

200 Both the construction and the ongoing operation of the development would contribute to 

the local economy through employment opportunities. 

201 Mitigation measures have been proposed to mitigate visual and amenity effects of the 

activity. 

202 The development has been designed to reduce the impact of the buildings on the adjoining 

properties. Where design has been unable to avoid effects on adjoining properties, the 

applicant has been able to obtain written approval in most instances. 

203 The proposal is consistent with the general objectives and policies set out in the District 

Plan. 

Residential Zones 

LU 12) To maintain or enhance the residential character of Feilding’s residential zones, and 

the amenities of its residents, which includes; 

i) A mainly low-density residential appearance, dominated by detached dwellings, but 

with scope for other forms of housing which provide a range of different lifestyle 

options. 

ii) A safe environment free of potentially hazardous installations. 

iii) A green, well-treed appearance and open streetscape, with landscaping wherever 

possible on streets and in public areas, and with ample room for planting on private 

section and front yards. 

iv) Adequate access to sunlight for homes and properties, without prolonged shadowing 

from buildings, trees or structures on other sites. 

vi) A level of aural and visual privacy consistent with suburban living, with a quiet 

neighbourhood at night. 

vii) A reasonable amount of vehicle parking provided on-site rather than on the street. 

Large expansive parking areas are not found in the Residential Zone. 

viii) Neighbourhood streets cater for pedestrians and local traffic rather than 

encouraging through-traffic. Heavy vehicles are seldom seen in neighbourhood 

streets. The design of residential areas promotes traffic safety and walking or cycling 

as modes of transport. 
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x) Residents have good access to public spaces, and to social, recreational and 

appropriate employment opportunities in the residential zone, eg places of assembly, 

education facilities and community services. Adequate access to these places is 

provided for people with disabilities. 

xi) Residential streets generally have a tidy appearance. 

xii) Any impacts of non-residential activities on the residential environment are avoided, 

remedied or mitigated, particularly in terms of noise, traffic generation, parking 

requirements, outdoor storage space, potential danger and visual appearance. 

xiii) A high level of amenity and avoidance of those activities that can detract from this 

including unfinished or derelict buildings, piles of junk and car bodies being stored 

outside. 

Policies 

a) To ensure that new and existing development does not adversely affect the character and 

amenity of the Residential Zone. 

b) To strictly limit the number, size and type of signs displayed in the zone and to ensure 

that they are safe. 

e) To avoid where possible, or mitigate the adverse visual effects of activities which are 

inherently unsightly or are detracting from the visual amenities of the zone. 

Comment 

204 The proposed development would be in keeping with the existing low-density residential 

appearance dominated by detached dwellings. The occupation right wing and hospital 

wing proposed would be in keeping with the objective of providing different lifestyle 

options. 

205 The individual dwelling units have been designed to reduce their impact on adjoining 

properties. 

206 The applicant proposes to install onsite landscaping to soften any perceived bulk and 

density from the street. This would be in keeping with existing planting on the adjoining 

developed Ranfurly Residential Care Centre site. A landscaping assessment and plan has 

been provided as part of the application, a condition of consent would be imposed to 

require this to be implemented. 

207 Parking requirements have been assessed and provided for on-site to reduce the potential 

of visitor and staff needing to park on street. The parking layout is such that it is spread 

out over the whole site so that there are not large busy pockets of parked vehicles. 
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208 The internal access route provided between Monmouth and Marlborough Streets would 

be a private route with signage identifying the site. The access strip would be of a 

construction that has a private, as opposed to a public, feel and would therefore detract 

public from using this as a thoroughfare. 

209 The proposed development would be in keeping with the character and amenity of the 

Residential Zone. The visual effects of the proposal would be limited to the site, and sites 

that are adjacent or opposite. 

210 Signage proposed by the development has been assessed under section 8 of this report. 

The signs would not be visually obtrusive in the Residential Zone. 

3B.3 - Transport 

Objective 1 

To maintain and enhance the safe, efficient and integrated operation of the transport 

network within the District. 

Policies 

1.1 To ensure that the adverse effects of vehicle movements to and from roads are 

managed by: 

a. Requiring appropriate sight lines for vehicles at railway crossings, at 

intersections and at property entrances and exits. 

b. Ensuring that vehicle crossings are formed to a safety standard appropriate 

to the function, as defined in the Roading Hierarchy in Appendix 3B.1, of the 

road concerned. 

c. Preventing vegetation, signs and structures from obscuring official signs or 

posing a risk to road users. 

d. Providing appropriate facilities for pedestrians and cyclists, particularly in 

urban areas. 

e. Ensuring that new vegetation plantings are managed to maintain adequate 

visibility at road intersections and property accesses, and to minimize icing 

of roads. 

1.2 To ensure that the adverse effects of vehicle movements associated with access 

ways are managed by: 

a. Limiting the number of new vehicle crossings onto all roads. 

b. Requiring all accesses onto roads be built to a standard that is appropriate 

for their intended use. 
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c. Ensuring that property accesses are spaced, constructed and used in a 

matter which does not disrupt traffic flows. 

d. Ensuring that traffic generation to and from sites is managed through car 

equivalent movements to ensure traffic, including heavy vehicles, are 

compatible with the roading network. 

1.3 To ensure development setbacks near railway level crossings are achieved to 

maintain sight distance as specified in Appendix 3B.5. 

Objective 2 

To protect the roading network, as identified in Appendix 3.1, from the potential adverse 

effects of all land use activities. 

Policies 

2.1 To establish and maintain a roading hierarchy for roads in the District. 

2.2 To recognise the importance of maintaining the safety and efficiency of the District’s 

roading network. 

2.3 To restrict the movement of traffic where this can have adverse effects on visual, noise 

and safety on adjacent residential uses. 

2.4 To promote corridor management for key road routes within the District to ensure that 

they are constructed and managed in a way that is safe and efficient, and which may 

include restricting or encouraging the flow of through movement of vehicles. 

2.5 To enable the development of network utilities in the road reserve only where the 

roading network has the capacity to accommodate them. 

Objective 3 

To mitigate the adverse effects of roads and vehicles on amenity values of the District. 

Policies 

3.1 To ensure all roads are designed to achieve form and function consistent with the 

Roading Hierarchy and road cross sections in Appendix 3B.1 and Appendix 3B.2 

respectively. 

3.2 To mitigate the effects of roads and parking areas on visual amenity values through the 

provision of landscaping. 

3.3 To support and encourage walking and cycling as alternative modes of transport. 

3.4 To require that building materials and exterior lighting do not cause reflection or light 

spill that distracts road users. 
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3.5 To ensure roads are designed recognizing alternative modes and the need to provide 

local road amenity. 

3.6 To ensure development of new roads is integrated into the existing roading network in a 

coordinated manner. 

Comment  

211 The development would reconfigure access to the sites – all existing crossing places would 

be removed and a reduced number of new crossings installed in accordance with the plans 

submitted.  

212 Vegetation and signage has been considered as part of the Traffic and Transportation 

assessment and recommendations included to limit their size and location as to not impact 

on traffic safety. 

213 An internal access route is proposed as part of the development would provide pathways 

for pedestrian access. No new roads or intersections are proposed. No railway crossings 

are located in close proximity to the development. 

214 Parking required by the development has been assessed and designed to be catered for 

onsite number of parks proposed and accepted as meeting the demand generated by the 

proposal, minimizing demand for on-street parking. This would limit the number of 

vehicles that would be required to park on the streets surrounding the development. This 

is to reduce the on street effects of the development. 

215 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted, for vehicle crossings 

and access to be implemented as proposed by the applicant and in accordance with 

Council standards. 

216 The proposed development would be consistent with the objectives and policies setout in 

the District Plan for traffic safety and efficiency. 

3C.3 - Noise 

Objective 1 

To ensure noise generated from activities is appropriate to the character and level of amenity 

anticipated in the surrounding environment and human health and safety. 

Policies 

1.1 To ensure noise level standards protect dwellings and other noise sensitive 

activities from unreasonable noise levels. 

1.3 To consider appropriate mitigation measures where noise levels exceed the zone 

or zone interface limits. 
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Comment 

217 Noise generated by the proposed development would occur in two stages – construction 

and operation. 

218 Construction noise is anticipated and provided for in the District Plan. It is a temporary 

effect as it is only relevant during the construction phase of the development. The 

development would be over eight allotments on three street frontages. This would spread 

the effects of noise so it would not be concentrated in one location. Noise is controlled by 

NZS 6803:1999. The proposal can meet the requirements of this standard. 

219 The operation of the proposed development once constructed would create noise similar 

to that of the surrounding residential area. It would not generate any more noise than any 

other residential activity. Noise limits in the Residential Zone only apply to home 

occupations and non-residential activities. 

220 Mitigation measures as per the Acoustic report would ensure noise effects on adjoining 

properties meet the District Plan standards. 

221 The noise anticipated by this application would be consistent with the objectives and 

policies of the plan. 

3E.3 - Signs  

Objective 1 

To ensure the erection of any sign does not result in adverse effects on the visual amenity 

values of the environment. 

Policies 

1.1 To maintain the low frequency of signage existing in the District by restricting the 

number, size and type of signs erected to ensure visual amenity is maintained. 

1.2 To restrict the illumination of signs to ensure adverse amenity effects from glare, 

light spill or distractions to road users and the surrounding environment are 

avoided. 

1.3 To distinguish between permanent and temporary signs and provide for them 

separately given the difference in their duration. 

1.4 To manage the location, appearance and frequency of temporary signs to ensure 

they are of limited duration. 

1.5 To manage the cumulative effect of a proliferation of advertising signs on rural 

amenity. 

1.6 To ensure signage is in keeping with the character of the area or building where 

it is located. 
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1.7 To ensure the erection of advertising signs is only on the site where the activity is 

occurring. 

Objective 2 

To ensure signs do not detract from the safety of road users and pedestrians. 

Policies 

2.2 To restrict the number, size and type of signs erected to ensure safety of road users 

and pedestrians. 

2.3 To avoid the use of trivision or flashing signs where this could lead to road user 

distraction. 

2.4 To avoid distraction to road users from the occurrence of signs not relating to an 

activity undertaken on the site. 

Comment 

222 Two new signs are proposed to mark the entrances to the development at  Marlborough 

Street and the Monmouth Street. The signs would be replicas of those existing at the 

adjoining existing Ranfurly Residential Care Centre – of which there are an existing two 

signs. The signs contain simple text clearly stating the name of the facility “Ranfurly 

Residential Care Centre”. 

223 The proposed signs would be permanent and constructed to be in keeping with the 

development and be unlit. 

224 The signs would be in of a size that exceeds District Plan standards, however it supports 

easy identification of the facilities and the access points. The traffic assessment report 

provided with the application has addressed the locations of the proposed signs in relation 

to vehicle and pedestrian safety. 

225 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted, to restrict the size, 

location and content of the proposed signs to that which has been applied for. 

226 The signs proposed by the development would be consistent with the objectives and 

policies of the District Plan. 

3D.3 – Earthworks 

Objective 1 

To ensure earthworks do not result in adverse effects on the visual amenity, landscape, or 

historic heritage values of the area. 
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Policies 

1.1 To mitigate any visual amenity effects arising from earthworks. 

1.4 To ensure the scale of earthworks are appropriate for the site they are located on to 

avoid visual amenity effects on or beyond the site. 

Objective 2 

To ensure that earthworks are designed and undertaken in a manner to minimize the risk of 

land instability and accelerated erosion. 

Policies 

2.2 To manage the scale of earthworks on sites susceptible to erosion and land 

instability. 

2.3 To require rehabilitation measures be undertaken to avoid accelerated erosion 

following earthworks. 

2.4 To ensure all adverse effects from earthworks including dust and sediment run-off 

are managed onsite so that particulate matter does not cause a nuisance or affect 

the safety or operation of other activities. 

2.5 To ensure that earthworks do not affect the functioning of known overland flow 

paths. 

Comment 

227 The subject site is not scheduled in any Appendix of the District Plan, and is not located 

within the National Grid or near any other infrastructure of regional or national 

importance. 

228 The site works proposed would trigger Earthworks provisions as more than 500m2 of the 

site would be exposed at any one time, due to the scale of the development. On completion 

of the earthworks, the site would be developed in accordance with the approved plans. 

229 The site is more-or-less flat, conditions have been proposed to control the effects of 

construction works, and to require certification of the earthworks on completion of the 

works. The visual effects of the earthworks would be temporary, and would not affect the 

functioning of any known overland flow paths. 
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Overall assessment 

230 The proposed development would be in keeping with the amenity values sought in the 

Feilding residential area and those of the wider District and that it would provide for a 

specific sector of the community – being the aging population. 

231 Access to and from the site would be provided for by means of fit for purpose vehicle 

crossings, internal access routes and onsite parking to provide for the operational needs 

of the facility. 

232 Noise generated by the site would be in two phases – construction and operation. The 

District Plan acknowledges that construction noise is temporary and are to be anticipated. 

Operational noise from the development has been reported on by suitably qualified 

experts who ascertain that noise generated would be in accordance with the plan. 

233 The applicant has proposed signage to identify the site that would be in keeping with that 

which is installed for the existing development. The signage would be of appropriate size 

and location. 

234 Earthworks required for the development of the site are free of regional and national scale 

infrastructure, would not affect the functioning of overland flow paths and would be 

subject to Council Engineering Standards. 

235 I consider that the proposed development would be in accordance with the objectives and 

policies relevant to this development. 

REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT 

236 There are no relevant Objectives and Policies in the Proposed One Plan of relevance to this 

proposal. 

237 The application was referred to Horizons Regional Council for comment which was duly 

provided by Matthew Smith, Coordinator District Advice. Horizons is attached as 

Appendix 12, and is summarised as follows: 

238 The effects of a modelled 200 Year Flood Event is set out in   
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239 Table 5 below. Images were provided with Horizons correspondence. 
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Table 5 Modelled 200 Year Flood inundation (Horizons Regional Council) 

Address 
Modelled Inundation in a 

200 Year Flood Event 
Spot Depth Indicated 

61 Derby Street Full Between 0.18m and 0.28m 

3 Marlborough Street Full Between 0.06m and 0.42m 

5 Marlborough Street Full Between 0.06m and 0.28m 

9 Marlborough Street 
inundation of the Northern 

2/3 of the property 
Between 0.06m and 0.21m 

14 Monmouth Street 

Partial Between 0.05m and 0.08m 
14A Monmouth Street 

14B Monmouth Street 

16 Monmouth Street 

240 Council’s Land Development Team have assessed the effects of the Horizons comments. A 

copy of their report can as Appendix 1. I adopt this report as part of my assessment. 

241 I consider that the effects of potential inundation on the subject allotments could be 

mitigated by requiring increased finished floor levels. Natural hazards would be further 

assessed at time of Building Consent where finished floor levels could be imposed. 

242 A condition of consent is recommended, should consent be granted for the finished floor 
levels to be constructed in accordance with recommendations of Councils Special Projects 
Manager – Utilities, Chris Pepper.  

OTHER MATTERS 

National Policy Statement – Urban Development 2016 

243 The proposed subdivision is consistent with the National Policy Statement – Urban 

Development 2016. 
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Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and 

Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011  

244 The National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil 

to Protect Human Health came into force on 1 January 2012. Under section 4(a) of the 

legislative standard  

“Every territorial authority shall have the following functions for the purpose of giving effect 

to this Act in its district: 

 (b)  the control of any actual or potential effects of the use, development, or protection of 

land, including for the purpose of— 

(iia) the prevention or mitigation of any adverse effects of the development, 

subdivision, or use of contaminated land” 

245 In writing this report I have found a record on Councils database that an activity listed on 

the Hazardous Activities and Industries List (HAIL) has occurred on the property at 9 

Marlborough Street. The record identifies that there has been confirmed asbestos debris 

as a result of a burnt building on site.  

246 As a result of Councils records the applicant has provided an Asbestos Clearance 

Certificate. A copy of this is attached as Appendix 13. I adopt this report as part of my 

assessment. 

247 The Certificate has determined that the site is safe for re-occupation and that the site has 

been satisfactorily remediated to a level suitable for residential development. 

Iwi Settlement Areas 

248 The subject properties are located within the Ngati Apa (North Island) area of interest, 

however they do not adjoin a site of interest to Ngati Apa acknowledged by the Crown in 

the statute: Ngati Apa (North Island) Claims Settlement Act 2010. 

249 The subject properties are located within the Rangitane o Manawatu area of interest, 

however they do not adjoin a site of interest or redress area to Rangitane o Manawatu 

acknowledged by the Crown in the statute: Rangitane o Manawatu Claims Settlement Act 

2016.  

DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTIONS 

250 According to Section 198 of the Local Government Act 2002 LC 9091 above is subject to 

the following development contribution. 

251 The proposed development would create an additional sixteen units of demand in 

accordance with Councils Development Contributions Policy (2015). This would be in 

addition to the eight existing units of demand – one for each of the titles subject to the 

application.  
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252 The applicants agent, being E3 Architects, and the client representative, being Colspec 

Construction Ltd were both advised of the impending Development Contributions on 22 

May 2017. An application for Remission of Development Contributions was made to 

Council by Colspec Construction Ltd on 29 May 2017.  

253 A remission was requested on the basis of incorrect values used in the calculation, the 

residents 

254 The application for remission was assessed by Council. Remission was granted for the 

Roading and Parks and Reserves units of demand for the Hospital wing of the 

development. The decision of the reconsideration was communicated to Colspec 

Construction Ltd via email on 8 June 2017. 

255 As a result of the remission calculation, the development contribution amount was 

calculated at $172,480.45 (gst incl). This calculation is the amount was correct during this 

financial year, 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017. 

256 The development contribution was not paid prior to 30 June 2017 and therefore been 

recalculated.  

257 The development contributions amount has been calculated at $178,172.30 (gst incl) for 

the current financial year. 

258 The breakdown of the recalculation for the financial year 1 July 2017 to 30 June 2018 is 

attached as Appendix 14.  

259 The development contribution is subject to the Annual Plan process that may change the 

amount payable after this financial year. If payment is made after 30 June 2018 the 

applicant must apply to the Manawatu District Council for a recalculation of the 

development contribution amount payable.  

260 Under section 208 of the Local Government Act 2002, Code Compliance Certification under 

section 95 of the Building Act 2004 would not be given until the development contribution 

payment is made as set .  

261 An advice note is recommended, should consent be granted, to alert the applicant to the 

development contributions required by the development. 
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11. RMA PART II – PURPOSE AND PRINCIPALS 

262 I turn now to considering if the proposal is consistent with the purpose and principals of 

the Resource Management Act 1991 which is the promotion of the sustainable 

management of natural and physical resources. 

Section 5 – Purpose 

263 The purposed of the Act is to promote sustainable management of natural and physical 

resources. In my opinion, the proposal would sustain the potential of natural and physical 

resources to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations. The 

development would provide for the health and safety of residents through hospital care 

and provision of housing for the elderly, it would not restrict the foreseeable future use of 

the site. 

Section 6 – Matters of National Importance 

264 Section 6 identifies a number of matters of national importance to the proposal. Of the 

matters described in Section 6, I consider that there are no relevant matters in relation to 

this proposal. 

Section 7 – Other Matters 

265 Section 7 set out other matters which consent authorities must have particular regard in 

making decisions under the RMA. I have assessed what I consider to be the relevant 

matters as being the following sections. 

(b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources 

(c) the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values 

(f) maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment 

266 The efficient use and development of natural and physical resources, the maintenance and 

enhancement of amenity values, and the maintenance and enhancement of the quality of 

the environment have been addressed in earlier sections of this report, with the 

assessment of the application necessarily being informed by the District Plan objectives 

and policies. The assessment found that these would all be maintained. 

Section 8 – Treaty of Waitangi 

267 In my opinion, there are no particular issues arising with respect to Section 8. There is no 

information to suggest that the proposed works would adversely affect heritage or 

cultural values.  
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12. PRE-HEARING MEETING 

268 A pre-hearing meeting was held at the Manawatu District Council office located at 135 

Manchester Street, Feilding on Friday 20 April 2018 at 10am. The meeting was Chaired by 

Tony Thomas as an independent consultant. 

269 The following people were in attendance: 

 NAME ROLE 

Applicant 

Tom Brankin Design Care Group Limited – Applicant 

Glen Hamilton E3 Architects Limited – Applicants Agent 

Hamish O’Brien Colspec Limited – Applicants Client Rep 

Submitters 

Brendon Murphy Submitter - Owner/Occupier 7A 

Marlborough Street 

Narelle Murphy Submitter - Owner/Occupier 7A 

Marlborough Street 

Wayne Smith Submitters Support Person 

Council 

Claire Stewart  Planning Officer (reporting Officer) 

Lisa Poynton Senior Consents Planner 

Brent Holmes Roading Operations Team Leader 

Nichole Ganley Governance Support Officer 

 

270 Discussion at the pre-hearing centred on the following topics: 

 Potential noise 
o The applicant confirmed their intention to limit the hours of use of the 

carparking at the rear of 7A Marlborough Street. 
 Fencing 

o The applicant offered to increase the height of the proposed fence, in 
addition to its acoustic qualities. 

 Traffic 
o The applicant agreed to install access gates at the entrances to the site. 

271 The submitter has outstanding concerns regarding the development and the effects that it 

would generate. The pre-hearing report is attached as Appendix 15. 
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13. CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION 

272 The proposed resource consent application to extend the existing Ranfurly Residential 

Care Facility involving both individual dwelling units and two wing extensions has been 

assessed in terms of the relevant matters detailed in Section 104 and Section 104B of the 

RMA. 

273 The proposal has been assessed in relation to the matters set out for Residential 

development, as set out in the District Plan. I consider that the adverse effects on the 

residential amenity and character of the area from the proposed construction and 

operation of the development would be less than minor.  

274 The proposal has been assessed in terms of the relevant objectives and policies set out in 

the Manawatu District Plan. I consider that the proposed development would be in 

accordance with the outcomes sought.  

275 An assessment in terms of Part II of the RMA has been made, and it has been concluded 

that the proposed extension of the Ranfurly Residential Care Facility would be consistent 

with the purpose of the RMA. 

276 In conclusion, I recommend that the application be approved pursuant to sections 104, 

104B and 108 of the RMA. 

277 I have prepared a set of draft conditions for consideration by the Commissioner in the 

event that the commissioner is of a mind to grant the consent. Attached as Appendix 11. 

 

Prepared 
by: 

 

Claire Stewart 
Planning Officer Date: 25 May 2018 
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APPENDIX 1 – LAND DEVELOPMENT MEMO 
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APPENDIX 1 – Land Development Report 

 

TO: Planning 

FROM: Wendy Thompson, Land Development Manager 

SIGN OFF: Glenn Young, Utilities Manager 

Date: 13/09/2017 

Subject 6 Monmouth Street, Feilding  

Ref: LC9091 

Site visit undertaken – by Wendy and Claire  

Introduction 
 

The property located at 6 Monmouth Street and 55 Derby Street contains an existing home 
for the aged. A Land Use consent (LC7937) to establish and operate a home for the aged was 
granted on 8 February 2012. The proposal included hospital care, six semi-detached two-
bedroom license to occupy units, 55 license to occupy self-contained units, and 100 hospital 
beds. 

The new application for land use consent to extend the existing Ranfurly Care facility and its 
operations was lodged with Council on 13 January 2017. This application was prepared by E3 
Architects and is known as LC9091. The proposal comprises of the following: 

 25 detached two-bedroom housing units with single garages, being occupation 
right agreement units for the elderly. 

 2 detached one-bedroom housing units (no garaging), being occupation right 
agreement units for the elderly. 

 10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 wing linked to the existing 
facility. 

 25 assisted living hospital beds for the aged in a new 690m2 extension off the 
existing facility (not a dementia care facility). 

The application information  included site plans, elevations for proposed buildings, landscape 
plan, lighting design plan and written approvals for the development. All buildings will be 
single level, brick clad buildings with powder coated aluminium windows and colour steel 
roofing to match existing buildings. 
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TRAFFIC ASSESSMENT 

Vehicle Access 

There are five existing vehicle crossings and three additional crossings are proposed. The new 
vehicle crossings will need to be installed to Council standards and the redundant crossings 
removed.  

Parking 

The existing care centre was granted consent based on 55 car parks provided on site. There 
are currently 59 car parks on site. It is proposed to provide 58 additional car parks of which 
25 will be in the garages of the new dwellings. A total of 117 car parks will therefore be 
provided on site which is 22 less than required by the District Plan. 

Derby (12.1m) and Marlborough (9.5m) Streets are wide enough to accommodate parking on 
both sides of the road. Monmouth Street is however only 8m wide which would be limited to 
one way traffic movement if vehicles were parked on both sides of the road. Parking in front 
of the neighbouring church and part of the site has been set back into the berm to maintain 
two way traffic movements along Monmouth Street. There are also no stopping lines in front 
of the balance of the site, some 40m to avoid parking on both sides of the road. A condition 
has been included to extend the no stopping lines to either side of the new entry off 
Monmouth Street.  

Three mobility car parks with accessible routes were provided as part of the original 
development. This revised development shows four mobility car parks within the existing car 
parks and a further two mobility car parks are proposed within the extension. The site exceeds 
New Zealand Standard 4121:2001 Design for Access and Mobility – Building and Associated 
Facilities. 

Design and Layout 

It is proposed that the new facilities will be serviced by a 4m wide one way circulation routes. 
The operating speed is also expected to be low. The circulation routes are generally straight 
and offer good sight lines. The widening along the circulation routes which provides for the 
parallel parking, garage access and flush footpaths can be used a passing opportunities.  

A separate 1.2m wide footpath is provided on one side of the circulation route. 

It is expected that all parking spaces will be sealed in a permanent weatherproof material, 
with parking spaces marked and the surface drained as per the District Plan. 

Loading and Heavy Vehicles 

The existing loading space which is accessed via Derby Street is to remain.  All loading and /or 
service activities in general are expected to occur on site with single unit trucks no larger than 
an 8m as per the original consent. 

 The proposed circulation routes have been designed to accommodate access by an 8 m truck 
with additional space for the swept path at bends and/or intersections. It does appear that 
practical fire access has been allowed however the detailed requirements for fire access will 
be subject to review through the consideration of building consent. 
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Traffic Safety and Efficiency 

The applicants traffic and transportation assessment found that the amount of traffic that will 
be generated by the facility can be accommodated by the local roading network and that the 
carparking provided will be a slight improvement on the existing car parking demand to the 
facility. The new carparking meets the recommended industry guidelines for the new 
development. 

An acoustic assessment was undertaken of traffic and parking noise  which are likely to be 
generated by the development. The assessment did conclude that noise from additional 
traffic and parking will have effects at all neighbouring properties that are less than minor. 

It has been recommended that the boundary fences around several properties be upgraded 
to an acoustic fence standard. 

The acoustic assessment also recommended that a speed limit be posted on all assess lanes 
and that the surface of all new roads be smooth seal without loose chip. 

Vehicle access 

There are five existing vehicle crossings and three additional crossings are proposed – two off 
Marlborough Street and one off Monmouth Street. The vehicle crossing will need to be 
installed to Council standard and redundant crossings removed. The flares for the crossing on 
Monmouth Street should have specific consideration in context with the narrower 8m width 
of the road and largest vehicle expected to visit the site. 

On site Manoeuvring 

The circulation routes through the site along with the manoeuvre areas proposed means that 
all domestic vehicles will be able to enter and leave the site in a forward direction. 

SERVICING ASSESSMENT 

Sewer 

The applicant has assessed that each 1 and 2 bedroom dwellings contains 23 fixture discharge  
units requiring the main sewer drains to be 150mm diameter to maintain manageable 
reduced gradients. 

There will be 1 new 150mm diameter sewer connection on Derby Street, 2 new 150 diameter 
sewer connections on Marlborough and 1 new 150 diameter sewer connection on Monmouth 
Street. 

The layout for the sewer is depicted on Plan 14-008 RC19 attached. This plan has been 
approved by infrastructure. 

Water 

The applicant has assessed that they will require a 100mm water main connection at both 
Marlborough  and Monmouth Streets and a 50mm water connection at Derby Street. The 
existing sprinkler system can be extended by extending the existing sprinkler system without 
any additional water supply connection to the Council network. 
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The layout for the water is depicted on Plan 14-008 RC20 attached. This plan has been 
approved by infrastructure. 

Stormwater 

Council Senior Project Engineer Mr Pepper has confirmed that the stormwater runoff from 
the proposed development can be discharged directly to the Council stormwater network. To 
minimise the depth of stormwater drains new street connections will be required on 
Monmouth Street, Derby Street and Marlborough Street. 

This is depicted on Plan 14-008 RC21 attached. 

The maximum stormwater drain street connection will be 225mm diameter. All of the street 
drains will be larger than the stormwater connections required. 

EARTHWORKS 

Excavation will be required for the construction of the new paved areas and new building 
floor slabs. The excavation will involve stripping back top soil where required to get to good 
ground. The extent of excavation required will exceed the maximum area of excavation 
allowed per site of 500m2. Each of the existing sites to be developed will require 600m2 to 
1,800m2 of excavation. 

FLOOD HAZARD 

Horizons Regional Council have provided feedback on the consent as follows: 

 61 Derby St – full inundation of the property in a 200 Year event. Spot depths 
between 0.18m and 0.28m indicated. 
 

 3 Marlborough St - full inundation of the property in a 200 Year event. Spot depths 
between 0.06m and 0.42m indicated. 

 

 5 Marlborough St - full inundation of the property in a 200 Year event. Spot depths 
between 0.06m and 0.28m indicated. 

 

 9 Marlborough St – inundation of the Northern 2/3 of the property in a 200 Year 
event. Spot depths between 0.06m and 0.21m indicated. 

 

 14, 14A, 14B and 16 Marlborough St – partial inundation of parts of the property’s in 
a 200 Year event. Spot depths between 0.05m and 0.08m indicated. 
 

A condition has been included to require that prior to any building construction being 
undertaken on the site, the Consent Holder must submit building plans to Council’s 
Regulatory Manager for certification to demonstrate that all buildings will be constructed 
with a minimum floor level above the 0.5% AEP (200 year) flood level inclusive of 
freeboard.  All works shall be carried out in accordance with the certified plans. 
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CONDITIONS 

General Accordance    

1. That the development be in general accordance with the application received by 
Council on 31 March 2017 and the plans and all other information submitted in support 
of the application and held on Council file LC:9091 except where changes are required 
by conditions below.  Minor alterations may be approved upon request providing the 
development is not materially different, the scale and intensity of adverse effects will 
be no greater, and no approval from affected persons is needed. 

Access, Roading and Parking 

2. Prior to any physical works being undertaken on the site the Consent Holder must 
submit full plans and specifications to the Manawatu District for approval for those 
details listed below.  The plans and specifications shall be in accordance with 
Manawatu District Council’s standards and must specifically include: 

(a) Layout and position of all proposed services (access lanes, parking markings 
water, stormwater, sewer, power, telecom and gas services). 

(b) 58 onsite carparks, including 25 garages and 2 mobility carparks 
(c) New vehicle crossings from Marlborough Street and Monmouth Street and 

those vehicle crossings  to be closed. 
(d) ‘Entry Only’ and ‘Exit Only’ signs installed on Marlborough Street and an 

‘Entry Only’sign installed on Monmouth Street. 
(e) Signs identifying that the carparks located at the rear of 7a Marlborough 

Street be used between the hours of 7am and 7pm daily only. 
(f) Details of the extension of the no stopping lines on either side of the of the 

entry off Monmouth Street. 
(g) All water, stormwater and sewage connections 
(h) Speed limit signs at the entry points to the complex 
(i) Details of the surface of all new roads to comply with the recommendation 

with  as outlined in the Acoustic Report dated 8 August 2017. 
(j) Details of the recommendations contained in the Traffic and Transportation 

assessment dated 3 August 2017. 
(k) The on-site carparking and manoeuvring area be formed to a concrete, 

seal or other hard standing formation. Carparks must be marked as per 

the plan submitted with the application. There must be no loose chip 

material. 

3. The new vehicle crossings are to be installed to Council standards. 

Note: Vehicle crossing applications must be filled out and submitted with the 
appropriate fee to Council prior to the commencement of construction. 

4. Prior to the occupation of the Assisted Living Accomodation the Consent Holder must 
install signage close to Marlborough and Monmouth Street access points and close to 
both sides of the internal access road to indicate the roading link between the 
Marlborough Street and Monmouth Street is not a public thoroughfare and that the 
internal access roads are subject to a speed limit. 
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Physical Works 

5. No physical works shall be undertaken until the plans and specifications submitted 
under Condition 2 are certified by the Council’s Roading Manager and Utility Manager.  

6. All physical works must be constructed in accordance with the Manawatu District 
Council’s standards and the approved plans under Condition 2.  

7. An application to Council must be made to make the service connections. Work will be 
carried out by an Approved Council contractor.  The consent holder must meet all costs 
associated with the connection.  

Construction Management 

8. All construction shall be undertaken in accordance with New Zealand Standard 
6803:1999 for noise associated with construction. 

9. Construction hours shall be restricted to between 7.30am and 6.00pm Monday to 
Friday inclusive and 8.00am to 12 noon Saturdays.  No construction work is to occur 
outside of these hours or on Sundays or Public Holidays.  The Consent Holder is 
responsible for ensuring all contractors are informed of the hours of construction. 

10. The Consent Holder shall ensure that any deliveries associated with construction works 
only occurs between 9.00am and 4.00pm Monday to Friday inclusive and 8.00am to 12 
noon Saturdays.  No deliveries are to occur outside of these hours or on Sundays or 
Public Holidays. 

11. The Consent Holder must manage all dust emissions to ensure they do not cause 
nuisance beyond the boundaries of the subject site.   

12. The Consent Holder must ensure that all stormwater run-off during the construction 
periods is managed and treated so that sediment is retained on the subject site and 
does not enter any adjoining property. 

13. The Consent Holder shall ensure that construction works do not cause excessive 
vibration effects for any adjoining property. 

14. The Consent Holder shall ensure that no construction materials or construction related 
waste is burnt on site and is disposed of to an approved waste disposal site. 

Building Floor Levels 

15. Prior to any building construction being undertaken on the site, the Consent Holder 
must submit building plans to Council’s Regulatory Manager for certification to 
demonstrate that all buildings will be constructed with a minimum floor level above 
the 0.5% AEP (200 year) flood level inclusive of freeboard.  All works shall be carried 
out in accordance with the certified plans. 

Note: Horizons Regional Council will be asked by the Building Manager to review the 
building plans and minimum floor levels.     
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Earthworks 

16. The Land Development Manager must be notified at least two working days prior to 
earthwork activities commencing on the subject site. 

17. All imported fill used shall: 

a. comply with the definition for ‘cleanfill’ in the Ministry for the Environment 
publication ‘A Guide to the Management of Cleanfills’ (2002)  

b. be solid material of a stable, inert nature and 

c. not contain hazardous substances or contaminants above recorded natural 
background levels of the receiving site. 

18. Within 10 working days following the completion of earthworks, a suitably qualified 
engineering professional responsible for supervising the works shall provide to the 
Land Development Manager written evidence that all fill used on the subject site has 
the characteristics set out in Condition 17.  All driveway fill is to designed by a suitably 
qualified structural engineer. Written evidence shall be in the form of a receipt, 
compaction certificate(s) or similar. 

19. All earthworks shall be managed to ensure that no debris, soil, silt, sediment or 
sediment-laden water is discharged beyond the subject site to either land, stormwater 
drainage systems, watercourses or receiving waters.  In the event that a discharge 
occurs, works shall cease immediately and the discharge shall be mitigated and/or 
rectified to the satisfaction of Council’s Senior Compliance and Enforcement Officer. 

20. The consent holder  shall take acceptable mitigation measures, including the use of 
water spray, to the satisfaction of the Council to prevent potential for wind-blown 
sand, soil or other material to cause a nuisance to adjoining property 
owners/occupiers. 

21. Where the existing land or vegetative cover is disturbed, suitable ground cover shall be 
established as soon as practicable following earthworks or within 5 days of completion 
whichever shall occur first.  For this condition “suitable ground cover” means 
application of base course, topsoil, grassing or mulch, or another type of application to 
the satisfaction of the Council. 

22. Prior to the commencement of earthworks activity on the subject site, a finalised 
Erosion and Sediment Control Management Plan (ESCP)] must be and submitted to the  
Senior Compliance and Enforcement Officer. No earthworks activity on the subject site 
shall commence until confirmation from the council that the erosion and sediment 
control measures referred to in ESCP have been constructed and certified. 

23. Prior to commence of any works on the site, the applicant must provide evidence to 
the Land Development Manager that a suitably qualified engineer experience in 
geotechnical matters has been appointed to carry out the design, supervision and 
certification of earthworks. 

24. All earthworks shall be managed to ensure that they do not lead to any uncontrolled 
instability or collapse either affecting the site or adversely affecting any neighbouring 
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properties. In the event that such collapse or instability does occur, it shall immediately 
be rectified. 

25. There shall be no deposition of earth, mud, dirt or other debris on any public road or 
footpath resulting from earthworks activity on the subject site. In the event that such 
deposition does occur, it shall immediately be removed. In no instance shall roads or 
footpaths be washed down with water without appropriate erosion and sediment 
control measures in place to prevent contamination of the stormwater drainage 
system, watercourses or receiving waters. 

Advice Note: 

In order to prevent sediment laden water entering waterways from the road, the 
following methods may be adopted to prevent or address discharges should they occur:  

 provision of a stabilised entry and exit(s) point for vehicles 

 provision of wheel wash facilities 

 ceasing of vehicle movement until materials are removed 

 cleaning of road surfaces using street-sweepers 

 silt and sediment traps 

 catchpits or environpods 

 In no circumstances should the washing of deposited materials into drains be advised 
or otherwise condoned.  
 

26. Within 10 working days following the completion or abandonment of earthworks on 
the subject site all areas of bare earth shall be permanently stabilised against erosion  
to the satisfaction of  Land Development Manager. 

27. The on-going monitoring of these measures is the responsibility of the consent holder.  

28. It is recommended that you discuss any potential measures with the Senior Compliance 
and Enforcement Officer who will guide you on the most appropriate approach to take.  

29. If, at any time during site works, potential koiwi (human remains), archaeology or 
artefacts are discovered, then the following discovery protocol is to be followed:  

a. All earthworks will cease in the immediate vicinity (at least 10m from the site 
of the discovery) while a suitably qualified archaeologist is consulted to 
establish the type of remains. 

b. If the material is identified by the archaeologist as human, archaeology or 
artefact, earthworks must not be resumed in the affected area (as defined by 
the archaeologist). The consent holder must immediately advise the Senior 
Compliance and Enforcement Officer. Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 
and Police (if human remains are found) and arrange a site inspection with 
these parties.   

c. If the discovery contains koiwi, archaeology or artefacts of Maori origin, 
representatives from the relevant Mana Whenua group are to be provided 
information on the nature and location of the discovery.  

d. The consent holder shall not recommence works until approved by the Senior 
Compliance and Enforcement Officer. 
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Review   

30. Pursuant to section 128 of the Resource Management Act 1991, Manawatu District 
Council may once per year, during the month of June, serve notice of its intention to 
review the conditions of this resource consent for the purpose of dealing with any 
adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the exercise of the consent. 

 

 
Wendy Thompson     
Land Development Manager   
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APPENDIX 2 – MAP SHOWING AFFECTED PARTIES 
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APPENDIX 2 – Map showing Affected Parties 

 

 

 

Colour key: 

 Existing Ranfurly Care Centre  Notified - Submitter 

 Proposed Development Sites  Notified – No Submission  

 Written Approvals Submitted with Application  Notified – Submission Withdrawn 
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APPENDIX 3 – NOTIFICATION REPORT 
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PART A –RECORD OF NOTIFICATION 

 

DATE 20 April 2017 

APPLICATION 

Land use consent to extend the existing Ranfurly Residential Care Facility 
located at 6 Monmouth Street - including 25 detached 2 bedroom housing 
units with single garages, 3 detached 1 bedroom housing units (no garaging), 
10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 wing linked to the 
existing facility, and 25 assisted living hospital beds for the aged in a new 
690m2 extension off the existing facility. 

 

Applicant: Design Care Group Limited File Ref: LC9091 

Location: 14, 14a, 14b  Monmouth Street, Feilding 
16 Monmouth Street, Feilding 
61 Derby Street, Feilding 
3, 5, 9 Marlborough Street, Feilding 
4-5 Taylor Avenue, Feilding 

Document ID: 132928 

Legal 
Description: 

Lot 1 DP 19110 Lot 2 DP 448895 and Lot 2 DP 472753 (645463) 
Lot 1 DP 19110 (WN6C/286) 
Lot 2 DP 19110 (WN6C/217) 
Lot 3 DP 19110 (WN983/2) 
Lot 4 DP 19110 (WN757/99) 
Lot 4 DP 18570 (WN49D/493) 
Lot 1-29 DP 18570 (WN733/39 (P)) 
Lot 2 DP 16069 (WN20C/1345) 
Lot 3 DP 16069 (WN30B/213) 
Part Lot 686 DP 19 (WN287/140) 
Lot 4 DP 11181 (WN456/197) 

District Plan Zone: Residential 

Activity Status: Discretionary 

 

PROPOSAL 

E3 Architects have applied, on behalf of Design Care Group Limited, for Land Use consent to 
extend their operations and facilities of the existing Ranfurly Residential Care Centre at 6 
Monmouth Street, Feilding. 

The applicant proposes to extend the facilities and its operations as follows: 

1. 25 detached 2 bedroom housing units with single garages. These are occupation right 
agreement units for the elderly. 
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2. 3 detached 1 bedroom housing units (no garaging). These are occupation right 
agreement units for the elderly. 

3. 10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 wing linked to the existing facility. 

4. 25 assisted living hospital beds for the ages in a new 690m2 extended off the existing 
facility (Not a dementia facility). 

All buildings would be single level, brick clad with powder-coated aluminium windows and 
Coloursteel roofing to match the existing buildings. 

There will be 33 carparks for residents, staff or visitors, 25 garage parks for residents and 18 
carparks in front of garage doors for residents or visitors. 

All boundaries to neighbouring properties would be fenced with new 1.8m high close boarded 
timber fences at the Ranfurly Care owner’s expense. The fences would match the fences erected 
around the existing centre. 

 
Figure 1 Proposed development 
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RESOURCE CONSENT HISTORY 

Land Use consent LC7937 to establish and operate a home for the aged, with associated hospital 
care, comprising six semi-detached two bedroom licence to occupy units and a main building 
containing 55 licence to occupy (self-contained) units and 100 hospital beds on a property 
located at 6 Monmouth Street was granted 8 February 2012. This has been constructed by 
means of Building Consent BC122369 and is currently operating. 

No other Resource Consents exist for these properties in relation to the proposed activity. 

SITE DESCRIPTION 

The existing facility, at 6 Monmouth Street, comprises 100 hospital beds (74 for hospital care 
and 26 for dementia care), 55 license to own (now occupation right agreement) units, and 6 
semi-detached two bedroom license to occupy units.  

All buildings are single level, clad in standard red brick and have dark grey Coloursteel roofing. 

There are 48 on-site carparks and 6 garage parks in semi-detached units. 

All boundaries to neighbouring properties have been fenced with new 1.8m high close boarded 
timber fences. 

The properties to be developed as part of the proposed development are currently occupied by 
individual residential dwellings. 

 
Figure 2 Aerial view of site 
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ACTIVITY STATUS 

The subject site is located within the Residential zone of the Manawatu District Planning Maps. 

Housing for the Elderly is defined in the District Plan as “means housing built for rent or sale, and 
under the management of Council or a charitable institution. If the housing is for sale, a condition 
of the sale must be that should the purchaser or their estate wish to sell their unit, it must be re 
sold to the vendor, who shall, in turn, make it available for occupancy of other people.” 

The proposed development is not under the management of Council or a charitable institution. 

Residential Care Homes are a defined in the District Plan as “means a building used as a 
residence for up to 8 people receiving care or supervision.” 

The proposed development would provide buildings used for the residence of more than 8 
people receiving care or supervision. 

Homes for the Aged is defined in the District Plan as “means institutions that provide board and 
care for five or more elderly persons. It includes nursing home and geriatric hospitals but excludes 
individual home units built for sale or rent.” 

The proposed development includes individual home units.  

The definitions for Housing for the Elderly, Residential Care Homes and Homes for the Aged 
have been replaced through Plan Change 46, which became operative 30 April 2015, and are 
now defined as Assisted Living Accommodation.  

Assisted Living Accommodation is defined in the District Plan as “means land and buildings used 
or designed to be used for supervised residential care and accommodation by 5 or more people 
(exclusive of the manager and the managers family) and includes, without limitation: 

a. Boarding Houses 

b. Nursing Homes 

c. Retirement Villages” 

At the time of processing this application, this change has not been reflected in the Residential 
zone chapter of the District Plan. 

Dwelling units and residential accommodation not otherwise permitted as a permitted, 
controlled or restricted discretionary activity in the Residential zone is a discretionary activity. 

The proposed activity has been assessed as a discretionary activity. 

An assessment under Residential Standards for Permitted and Controlled Activities – Rule B1 
1.3.1: 

Performance Standard Comment 

Site Coverage The applicant proposes to occupy 3,971m2 of the new land 
area being 10,539m2, this equates to a site coverage of 
37.68%. This exceeds maximum site coverage requirements 
by 2.68%. 
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Building Envelope The applicant has demonstrated their ability to comply with 
the building envelope requirements. 

The maximum proposed height of the buildings is 4.6m. 

Drawing 14-008 RC08 – RC12 dated 30/03/2017 
demonstrates the gable ends being less than 600mm as the 
only part of the buildings that penetrate the building 
envelope – in accordance with District Plan requirements. 

Yards – Front yard No proposed buildings would be located closer than 4.5m of 
the front boundary. 

Yards – Side and Rear yard 

 

The proposed site is such that all individual dwelling units 
other than those adjacent to the road are considered to be 
located on rear sites due to their lack of ‘Front Yard’ as 
defined by the District Plan. 

Dwellings on rear sites are required to be no closer than 3m 
from all boundaries of rear sites. 

The applicant proposes that all individual dwelling units be 
located 1.5m from the outside side boundary – being those 
which are not subject to the development. These dwelling 
units bound 1, 1C, 1D, 7, 7A and 11 Marlborough Street; 1-6 
Taylor Avenue, and 18 Monmouth Street. 

The 10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 
wing linked to the existing facility would be located 5.5m 
from the northern side boundary and would have a length of 
42.23m. This would bound 63 Derby Street. 

Yards – Rear yard The 10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 
wing linked to the existing facility would be located 3m from 
the rear boundary and would have a width of 11.24m. This 
would bound 1D Marlborough Street. 

Outdoor Living Courts All dwelling units have North oriented outdoor living courts 
of at least 25m2 having varying widths between 3.8m and 
5.2m. The applicant proposes to landscape and set-out the 
area so that the outdoor living spaces receive direct daylight 
and have a good visual amenity. 

Outdoor Service Court All proposed dwelling units have service courts of at least 
10m2 with a minimum dimension of 3m. 

Access to Arterial Routes and 
Intersections Roads 

Complies. Neither Derby, Marlborough or Monmouth are 
Arterial Routes. The subject site is sufficiently distanced from 
Arterial Intersecting Roads. 

Parking Under the District Plan the proposal is required to provide 55 
parks for the dwelling units, 8 parks for the serviced units, 3 
parks for the assisted living wing, and 5 parks for staff. Being 
a total of 71 parks. 

The applicant proposes to provide 56 additional parks onsite, 
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25 of which will be in the garages of the new dwellings. 

This is 15 less than the District Plan requires.  

Visual Amenities No derelict vehicles are proposed to be kept as part of this 
application. 

Glare Arterial lighting for the development would be designed in 
accordance with NZS4404:2010. 

The applicant has provided a Street Lighting Design by Philips 
Lighting dated 20/02/17. 

Access The proposed development has common access to more than 
8 dwelling units. The vehicle access route will be constructed 
as a private road to council standards. 

A Traffic and Transportation Assessment was prepared by 
Glenn Connelly for Ranfurly Manor No.1 Ltd, dated 23 
September 2016. The report identifies that the amount of 
traffic anticipated by the proposed development can be 
readily accommodated on the road network and is unlikely to 
have a significant effect on traffic efficiency. 

 

NOTIFICATION DECISION 

Statutory Tests 
Tick or 

Cross 

The adverse effects of the activity on the environment will be:  

1. more than minor – application must be notified (s95A(2)(a)) X 

2.         i)        Effects on other person(s) are less than minor (s95E) [if yes go to 3]:  X 

ii) There are persons who are adversely affected by the activity as follows 
(s95E): 

Name Address  

Maria Burgess 63 Monmouth Street 

Conroy Shipman 1, 1C and 1D Marlborough Street 

Chelsea Cale 1 Marlborough Street 

Renee Allan 1C Marlborough Street 

Housing New Zealand 11 Marlborough Street, 2 Taylor 

Avenue, 6 Taylor Avenue 

Matthew Gard & Aimee Avery 11 Marlborough Street 

Ani Himiona 2 Taylor Avenue 

Earle McPherson 3 Taylor Avenue 
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Wendy Laurence & Bruce 

Frecklington 

4, 5 Taylor Avenue 

Adam Rowley 4 Taylor Avenue 

Daniel Venner 5 Taylor Avenue 

Karl Hansen  6 Taylor Avenue 

Ms Deanna Karen Keeley 18 Monmouth Street 

Ms Nola Dawn Holloway 7 Marlborough Street 

Public Trust 7 Marlborough Street 

Mr Brendon Paul Murphy 7A Marlborough Street 

Mrs Narelle Murphy 7A Marlborough Street 

Mr Darrin Joseph Bowater 1 Taylor Avenue 

Mrs Angela Bowater 1 Taylor Avenue 
 

1) Written approval has been obtained from all the above named 
parties  
– application may proceed non-notified (s95E(3)(a)) 

X 

2) Written approval has not been obtained from all the above named 
parties  
– application must be limited notified (s95B(2)) 

 

3. Council is exercising its discretion to notify the application (s95A(1)) X 

4. The applicant has requested the application be notified (s95A(2)(b)) X 

5. Special circumstances exist (s95A(4)) X 

6. A further information request under s92 has been refused or not provided by the 

deadline(95C) 
X 

Controlled and restricted discretionary activities only:  

a) A District Plan rule or National Environmental Standard expressly requires 
public notification (s95A(2)(c)) 

X 

b) A District Plan rule or National Environmental Standard expressly precludes 
public notification (s95A(3)(a)) and/or limited notification (s95B(2)) 

X 

 

Reasons for Notification Decision 

This application is to permit the applicant to extend their operations and facilities of the existing 
Ranfurly Residential Care Centre at 6 Monmouth Street, Feilding, being: 

1. 25 detached 2 bedroom housing units with single garages. These are occupation right 
agreement units for the elderly. 

2. 3 detached 1 bedroom housing units (no garaging). These are occupation right 
agreement units for the elderly. 

3. 10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 wing linked to the existing facility. 
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4. 25 assisted living hospital beds for the ages in a new 690m2 extended off the existing 
facility (not a dementia facility). 

The applicant has obtained written approval from the following owners and occupiers of 
properties that adjoin the subject site: 

 63 Monmouth Street 

 1, 1C, 1D and 11 Marlborough Street 

 2 – 6 Taylor Avenue 

 
Figure 3 Properties located at 7 and 7A Marlborough Street 

 
The following properties have been considered as affected for the reasons outlined below: 
 
Density 
 7 Marlborough Street 
As a result of the proposed development, there would be four dwellings along each of the 
eastern and western side boundaries. 
The dwellings located on the western side boundary would be 1.5m from the boundary - being 
Units 8, 9 and 10 as numbered on the site plan – are more closely reflective of dwelling on rear 
sites and as such the District Plan would require the dwellings to be sited 3m from the 
boundary. 
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The dwellings located on the eastern side of the property are setback 8.32m from the boundary 
– Units 12, 13, 14 and 15. Between the proposed dwellings and the side boundary of 7 
Marlborough Street the applicant proposes to construct an access road for the development. 
The proposal would create a slightly higher density than anticipated by the plan in the locality. 
 
 7A Marlborough Street 
This property would experience a similar situation to the property at 7 Marlborough Street. 
Two dwellings would be located on the western side – Units 10 and 11 – and three on the 
eastern side of the property – Units 15, 16 and 17.  
The dwellings located on the eastern side of the property are setback 8.32m from the boundary. 
Between the proposed dwellings and the side boundary of 7A Marlborough Street the applicant 
proposes to construct an access road for the development. 
The rear boundary would bound with the access road, associated parking and service area for 
the development. 
The proposal would create a slightly higher density than anticipated by the plan in the locality. 
 
 18 Monmouth Street 
As a result of the proposed development the property at 18 Monmouth Street would have four 
dwellings sited 1.5m from its western side boundary. 
The dwelling on the development site fronting Monmouth Street – being Unit 26 – is the only 
one of the four – being Units 24, 25, 26 and 27 – which would comply with District Plan 
boundary setback standards for permitted and controlled activities. 
Each of the other three dwelling units – being Units 24, 25 and 26 – would be closer than the 3m 
setback requirement as set out in the standards for permitted and controlled activities. 
The proposal would create a slightly higher density than anticipated by the plan in the locality. 
 
 1 Taylor Avenue 
As a result of the proposed development the property at 1 Taylor Avenue would have two 
dwellings sited 1.5m from its rear boundary, which would be closer than the 3m setback 
requirement as set out in the standards for permitted and controlled activities. 
The proposal would create a slightly higher density than anticipated by the plan in the locality. 
 
Lighting 

 
Figure 4 Street Lighting Design Plan 
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The applicant has provided a Street Lighting Design by Philips Lighting (Appendix E). The 
lighting design plan shows isolines demonstrating the distribution on light in relation to the 
proposed development. 
 
The blue isoline represents 0.3 lux, the red isoline represents 1.75 lux. The Lighting Designer 
has provided some context to the isolines depicted in stating that a full moon provides 0.5 lux. 
 
There are three properties on the lighting plan that isolines are shown on, being 7 and 7A 
Marlborough Street and 4-5 Taylor Avenue. 
 
I consider that the effects of the distribution of light as shown on the light plan, on the 
properties located at 7 and 7a Marlborough Street, would be minor as the properties are narrow 
and the dwellings located in close proximity to the boundaries. The light is shown to be more or 
less evenly distributed at 0.3 lux along the eastern boundary of both properties. 

 
Figure 5 Aerial view of 7 and 7a Marlborough Street 

I consider that the effects of the distribution of light as shown on the light plan, on the property 
located at 4-5 Taylor Avenue, would be less than minor due to the shape of the property, the 
location of the dwelling and the proximity of the light to the dwellings.  

 
Figure 6 Aerial view of 4-5 Taylor Avenue 
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In addition, I have discussed with the applicant the potential to better the proposed lighting 
plan and to reduce its distribution of light in relation to adjoining land owners. This would not 
alter the parties who I have determined as affected – being 7 and 7a Marlbrough Street – as I 
consider them to be affected by other matters as well.  
 
It is determined that the effects on the environment in allowing the extension of the operations 
and facilities at Ranfurly Care Centre would be generally less than minor in effect, however the 
aspect of the proposal to reduce setbacks from boundaries for the individual dwelling units, and 
the number of, could give rise to reverse sensitivity effects on four parties whose properties 
adjoin the subject property. 

Effects on servicing, traffic safety and efficiency, and residential character and amenity in 
general are less than minor.  

RECOMMENDATION 

That the proposal by Design Care Group Limited be processed on a limited notified basis.  

It is recommended that the following properties be notified: 

 18 Monmouth Street 

 7 Marlborough Street 

 7A Marlborough Street 

 1 Taylor Avenue 

 

Prepared by: 

 

Claire Stewart 
Planning Officer Date: 2 May 2017 

 
Reviewed 
by: 

 

 
Natasha Reid 
Senior Consents Planner Date:  2 May 2017 

 
Approved 
by: 

 

 
Wendy Thompson 
Principal Planning 
Adviser Date: 2 May 2017 
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APPENDIX 4 – AFFECTED PARTY SUBMISSIONS 
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APPENDIX 5 – WITHDRAW OF AFFECTED PARTY SUBMISSION 
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Claire Stewart

From: Andrew Child <andrewchild@outlook.co.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, 7 June 2017 10:11 AM
To: Claire Stewart
Subject: Re: Withdrawal of resource consent submission 

Thanks Claire. 
 
Regards, 
 
Andrew 
 

From: Claire Stewart <Claire.Stewart@mdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Wednesday, 7 June 2017 8:28 a.m. 
To: 'Andrew Child' 
Subject: RE: Withdrawal of resource consent submission  
  
Hi Andrew 
  
Thank you for your email. Yes I can confirm that your submission has been withdrawn. 
  
Kind regards  
Claire 
  

  
l CLAIRE STEWART l Planning Officer l 
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l 
l P: (06) 323 0000 l www.mdc.govt.nz 

Manawatu District Council - Home 

www.mdc.govt.nz 

Manawatu District Council 

 
 l  
  

"Our people delivering great service to our community."  
 
   
  

From: Andrew Child [mailto:andrewchild@outlook.co.nz]  
Sent: Tuesday, 6 June 2017 9:16 p.m. 
To: MDC Public Enquiries <public@mdc.govt.nz>; Claire Stewart <Claire.Stewart@mdc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Planning Enquires <Planning@mdc.govt.nz> 
Subject: Re: Withdrawal of resource consent submission  
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Thanks Evelyn, much appreciated.  
  
Claire, could you please confirm that our submission has been withdrawn? Thanks. 
  
Regards, 
  
Andrew Child & Deanna Keeley 
18 Monmouth Street 
Feilding 
  

From: MDC Public Enquiries <public@mdc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, 6 June 2017 10:51 a.m. 
To: 'andrewchild@outlook.co.nz' 
Cc: Claire Stewart; Planning Enquires 
Subject: FW: Withdrawal of resource consent submission  
  
Hi Andrew & Deanna 
 
Thanks for your email.  I have forwarded to Claire & the planning team as per your request. 
 
Kind regards 
Evelyn 
 
| EVELYN FINLAYSON | Business Support Officer | 
| Manawatu District Council | Private Bag 10001 | Feilding 4743 | 
| P: 06 323 0000 | F: 06 323 0822 | www.mdc.govt.nz |  

Manawatu District Council - Home 

www.mdc.govt.nz 

Manawatu District Council 

 
 
 
"Our people delivering great service to our community." 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Andrew Child [mailto:andrewchild@outlook.co.nz] 
Sent: Monday, 5 June 2017 9:50 p.m. 
To: MDC Public Enquiries <public@mdc.govt.nz> 
Cc: Deanna Keeley <deanna@globelink.co.nz> 
Subject: Withdrawal of resource consent submission 
 
Good evening, 
 
On Friday we dropped off a submission on the resource consent application for the Ranfurly Care extension. We have since 
spoken with Ranfurly's architect who has alleviated some of our initial concerns. We therefore wish to withdraw our 
submission. 
 
Please could this email be passed on to Claire Stewart, along with any other relevant party. 
 
Could we also please get an email confirmation that our request to withdraw our submission has been actioned? 
 
Regards, 
 
Andrew Child & Deanna Keeley 
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18 Monmouth Street 
Feilding 
 
 
This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above. If 
you are not an intended recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or 
reproduction of this message is prohibited. 
 
If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and erase all copies of the message and 
attachments. 
 
Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Manawatu 
District Council. 
 
This email has been scrubbed for your protection by Sophos PureMessage and SMX. 
 
 
This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above. If you are not an intended 
recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this message is prohibited. 
 
If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. 
 
Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Manawatu District Council. 
 
This email has been scrubbed for your protection by Sophos PureMessage and SMX. 
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APPENDIX 6 – TRAFFIC AND TRANSPORTATION REPORT – GLENN 

CONNOLLY 
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Traffic & Transportation Assessment  
Ranfurly Residential Care Centre, Feilding 
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APPENDIX 7 – LIGHTING PLAN  
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Philips Lighting 
 

Philips New Zealand Limited 
www.lighting.philips.co.nz 

 

 
15th March 
Attn: Glen Hamilton 
 
Producer Statement 
 
Dear Glen,  

 
 
On behalf of Philips Lighting Ltd, I can confirm to you and your client that the specified 

light fittings incorporate the following mitigation measures to ensure the fittings are not a 
source of glare or nuisance to the neighbouring properties  

 
- Very low mounting height  
- Special louvres 
- Low wattage   
 
We have completed specific lighting design calculations of the lights levels at the 

boundaries of neighbouring properties. Refer attached views 1-3 
 
In particular we have shown the levels associated with the design ranging between 1.9 

lux and 0 Lux (View 1-2), and levels 1.8 to 0 (View 3).  The fact that there is a 1.8m high 
closed paling fence will also further reduce/block these levels. 

 
The red lines of the views represent 1.75 lux and the blue 0.3 lux (per individual fitting)  
 
A reference point that might help with this is a full Moon at the right conditions could 

achieve 1 lux.     
 
From design and lighting calculations completed we believe the proposed street lighting 

will have no adverse effects on the neighbouring properties. 
 
We trust this meets with your approval. 

 
 

Regards 
 

 
Morgann Le Bars                                                                                                        
Lighting Designer | Sales Engineer | Embedded Systems Engineer | Mob : +64 27 891 6709                                
           
Philips New Zealand Limited  
Unit D, 5 Avenger Crescent | Wigram Business Park | Christchurch, New Zealand  
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PHILIPS NZ LTD
Unit D, 5 Avenger Crescent
Wigram Business Park
CHRISTCHURCH
NEW ZEALAND
PH. 09-3554700

DRAWING/DESIGN LIMITATIONS:
Lighting design is the property of Philips Lighting NZ. This document is soley
for the use of the authorized recipient. This document may not be used, copied

or reproduced for any purpose other than that for which it was supplied by Philips.
Philips makes no representation, undertakes no duty and accepts no responsibility
to any third party who uses this document. Detailed disclaimer concerning this

design may be available for request.

Other Notes:
1. Layout is NOT for construction unless approved by concerned parties.
2. Layout and results are as per brief and drawings received.
3. Layout is void if non-Philips fittings are used and when there are
    deviations from design in actual installation.Design By: Morgann LE BARS
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PHILIPS NZ LTD
Unit D, 5 Avenger Crescent
Wigram Business Park
CHRISTCHURCH
NEW ZEALAND
PH. 09-3554700

DRAWING/DESIGN LIMITATIONS:
Lighting design is the property of Philips Lighting NZ. This document is soley
for the use of the authorized recipient. This document may not be used, copied

or reproduced for any purpose other than that for which it was supplied by Philips.
Philips makes no representation, undertakes no duty and accepts no responsibility
to any third party who uses this document. Detailed disclaimer concerning this

design may be available for request.

Other Notes:
1. Layout is NOT for construction unless approved by concerned parties.
2. Layout and results are as per brief and drawings received.
3. Layout is void if non-Philips fittings are used and when there are
    deviations from design in actual installation.Design By: Morgann LE BARS
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PHILIPS NZ LTD
Unit D, 5 Avenger Crescent
Wigram Business Park
CHRISTCHURCH
NEW ZEALAND
PH. 09-3554700

DRAWING/DESIGN LIMITATIONS:
Lighting design is the property of Philips Lighting NZ. This document is soley
for the use of the authorized recipient. This document may not be used, copied
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Philips makes no representation, undertakes no duty and accepts no responsibility
to any third party who uses this document. Detailed disclaimer concerning this

design may be available for request.

Other Notes:
1. Layout is NOT for construction unless approved by concerned parties.
2. Layout and results are as per brief and drawings received.
3. Layout is void if non-Philips fittings are used and when there are
    deviations from design in actual installation.Design By: Morgann LE BARS
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APPENDIX 8 – ACOUSTIC REPORT – NEIL JEPSON 
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 Page 1 

 

 
 
 
 
 
                JEPSEN ACOUSTICS & ELECTRONICS LTD 
             22 Domain Street.  PO Box 1904.  Palmerston North.4410 
        Phone 06 357 7539.  FAX 06 357 7217. Mob 0274 428 094  
                               Email:  jael@ihug.co.nz 
 
 
 
Date:                       August 8 2017      
 
Prepared for:   Colspec Construction Ltd 
                           
                                     
 
 
                                    
 
Issue:                         Revision 1 
 
RE:                        RANFURLY CARE   
                                    
 

Amendments 

Rev 1  Draft   

    

    

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
 
 
 

 
 
 

126



 Page 2 

 

 

 

1.0 Disclosure 

 
 

Jepsen Acoustics & Electronics Ltd (JAEL) has been engaged by E3 Architects on 

behalf of Colspec Construction ltd to assess a proposal to extend an existing 

residential care facility located in Monmouth Street/Derby Street Feilding. 

 

 JAEL has been provided with a site plan, plans and the traffic report for the 

proposed activity. Two site visits have been carried out, and the site and the 

surrounding properties have been assessed.  

 
2.0 Description of the Proposed Activity. 

 
The application is to extend an existing residential care facility, to include an 

additional 25 detached 2 bedroom housing units, 2 detached 1 bedroom units, 10 self 

contained units and 25 assisted hospital beds for the aged. There will be an increase 

of 58 additional car parks.1   

This report will address the noise issues from car movements and car parking 

associated with the new development, and will also address noise issues that relate 

to properties near the development that are listed below: 

 

• 63 Derby Street 

• 65 Derby Street 

• 1 Marlborough Street 

• 1a Marlborough Street 

• 1b Marlborough Street 

• 1c Marlborough Street 

• 1d Marlborough Street 

• 7 Marlborough Street 

• 7a Marlborough Street 

• 11/13 Marlborough Street 

• 15 Marlborough Street 

• 1 Taylor Avenue 

• 2 Taylor Avenue 

• 3 Taylor Avenue 

• 4/5 Taylor Avenue 

• 6/7 Taylor Avenue 

• 18 Monmouth Street 

• 20/22 Monmouth Street 
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3.0 District Plan Requirements. 

 
 
Table 3c.1 of the plan shows noise levels for permitted activities that relate to the 

proposal. During the day (7am – 10pm) the noise limit is 45 dB LAeq(15min) and from 

10pm to 7am, the noise limit is 35 dB LAeq(15min) with an Lmax of 55 dB.   The LAmax 

of 55dB is in my view unnecessarily stringent.  The Lmax is difficult to assess as it is 

a one time event and is difficult to attribute to a particular source.  Most other local 

authorities require a less stringent noise limit, for example; 65dB ( Horphenua and 

Palmerston North), 70 dB ( Hastings),   75 dB ( Tararua, South Taranaki).   

 
 

 
 
 
 
 

 

4.0 Noise Sources and AEE 

 
 

The assessment of effects in this report is limited to noise effects from cars and 

delivery vehicles associated with the new proposal.  

 

4.1 Noise Effects at 1 Marlborough Street and others 

This assessment describes the potential effects of dwellings at 1,1a-1d Marlborough 

Street, 63 Derby Street and 65 Derby Street. 

1 Marlborough Street and 1a-1d Marlborough Street share a common boundary with 

the subject site, whereas 63 Derby Street and 65 Derby Street are a further 12 m 

away.  
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Noise at these sites will arise from the cars belonging to owner-occupiers of the new 

development, visitor’s cars, delivery vehicles and other support vehicles, and will 

arise from vehicle movements and from door closures. 

 

The traffic report1  indicates that the proposal will generate an additional 135 vehicle 

movements per day with an increase in peak flow of 20 movements per hour2 ,from 

65 to 85 peak movements.  There will also be an additional 58 car parks on the site. 
 

The traffic that could potentially cause a noise effect at the 1 Marlborough Street and 

others, are those that use the site entrance at 3 Marlborough Street. This entrance 

services 18 car parks and will be associated, pro rata, with 39 additional vehicle 

movements per day,3 on the driveway between 3 and 5 Marlborough Street.   

 

Potential LAeq(15min) car parking noise in table 1 has been calculated, not from the 

daily vehicle movements, but from the greater, peak traffic flow of 20 movements per 

hour.1 

 

LAmax predictions in table 1 take into account that cars will be able to use garage 

parking only, and the noise of closing car doors inside the garages will be effectively 

screened from the dwellings at 1 – 1d Marlborough Street, by the new residential 

units as there is restricted line of sight between any garage and the dwellings. 

 

Noise from vehicles on the access way, and from vehicles parking in each of the 12 

garage car parks is predicted to be significantly less than the ambient (see S4.2), and 

less that The Plan LAmax noise limit, and will therefore have a less than a minor 

effect at these dwellings. 
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Site Dist4 Vehicle noise5  dB 

LAeq(15min)  

LAmax
6 

 

      Effect 

1 Marlborough Street 16m 27.4 55 - 60 Less than 

minor 

1a Marlborough 
Street 

16m 27.4 55 - 60 Less than 
minor 

1b Marlborough 
Street 

16m 27.4 55 - 60 Less than 
minor 

1c Marlborough 
Street 

16m 27.4 55 - 60 Less than 
minor 

1d Marlborough 
Street 

16m 27.4 55 - 60 Less than 
minor 

63 Derby Street. 32m 21.4 50 Less than 
minor 

65 Derby Street. 32m 21.4 50 Less than 
minor 

 

Table 1  Noise levels at the dwellings from vehicle movements on the entrance & exit lanes, 

and from door closures in the garage car parks. 

 

 

4.2 Noise Effects at 7 & 7a Marlborough Street 

 

The traffic report indicates that the peak flow is from 10am – 11am, and that there 

are expected to be very few movements at night from the elderly residents.  

 

Because of the 1 way system, all traffic that enters the site will pass by, immediately 

adjacent to one of the 3 boundaries of 7a Marlborough Street. A new wooden fence 

has been constructed on these 3 boundaries, as shown in photograph 1.  

The 15 minute LAeq has been calculated on the peak flow figure of 20 movements 

per hour5, and is shown in table 2.  

Column 3 shows that the LAeq(15min) during the peak flow at 10am – 11am is LAeq 

39.4 dB. 

 

For the remainder of the day, assuming a 12 hour day, and an average daily flow of 

135vpd, the calculated LAeq(15min) falls to 37.7 dB7, which is slightly less than the 

10am – 11am peak flow noise level.   

 

The background noise level at this location was measured on June 30 2017 and on 

August 8 2017, at the rear of 7a Marlborough Street. The ambient LAeq(15min)  was 

43.0dB, the LA90 was 39.2dB, and the LAmax  was 55dB.   

 

The ambient noise level is due to traffic on all neighbouring streets, and is slightly 

higher than the predicted noise contribution from the proposal.  

 

Column 6 shows the cumulative noise level at the rear boundary fence of 7a 

Marlborough Street, for the peak hour of 10am – 11am. This level is 3 dB less than 

the district plan noise limit (table 3C1 of the plan).  
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 The LAmax noise limit in the district Plan is 55 dB after 10pm. With reference to  

column 5 of table 2, the calculated Lmax from cars parking in the 9 place park west 

of 7a Marlborough Street is 71dB. If the fence surrounding the dwelling were to be 

upgraded to an acoustic fence, then this LAmax would be reduced by up to 5dB. 

 

Although this level is above The Plan noise limit, the effects on the occupiers of the 

dwelling will in my view be less than minor, because the bulk of traffic movements 

are predicted to be during the day and nighttime use of this car park will be at a very 

low level, as all residents will be using garage parking where door closures will 

almost inaudible at 7a Marlborough Street. 

 

It should also be noted that the Lmax is a single event and is generated only at the 

time a car door is closed; the two figures in column 5 represent a normal close, vs a 

hard slam. The number of door closures audible to the occupiers of the dwelling at 7a 

would be the same as if a dwelling were on the rear of 9 Marlborough Street. 

 

 

 

Site Dist4 Peak flow 

Vehicle 

noise6  dB 

LAeq(15min) 

Daytime 

average 

flow. 

LAeq(15min) 

LAmax 

 

close/slam 

Cumulative 

level, 

street 

traffic + 

village 

traffic 

     

Effect 

7 

Marlborough 

Street 

3m 39.4 37.7 67/71 42 Less 

than 

minor 

7a 
Marlborough 
Street 

3m 39.4   37.7 67/71                                                                                                                             42 Less 

than 

minor 

 

Table 2. Noise levels at the dwellings from vehicle movements on the entrance & exit lanes, 

and from door closures in the 7 place car park, west of the dwelling at 7a Marlborough Street.  

LAmax predicts door closing vs door slam, at the boundary.   
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Photograph 1. New wooden fence at rear of 7a Marlborough Street. 

 

 

 

4.3 Noise Effects at 11/13 Marlborough Street and others 

 

All vehicles that enter the site will exit via the Marlborough Street exit, and will pass 

within 16m of 11/13 and 4/5 Marlborogh Street sites, with a slightly less number 

entering via the Monmouth Street entrance. Vehicle noise at all these dwellings is 

predicted to be less than ambient by a considerable margin and will have effects that 

are less than minor.    
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Site Dist4 Vehicle noise5  dB 

LAeq(15min) 

LAmax
6 

close/slam 

       Effect 

11/13 Marlborough 

Street 

16m 27.5 55 - 60 Less than 
minor 

6/7 Taylor Avenue 16m 27.5 55 – 60 Less than 
minor 

4/5 Taylor Avenue  3m 29.5 67/71 Less than 
minor 

3 Taylor Avenue 18.5m 27.5 55 – 60 Less than 
minor 

2 Taylor Avenue 18.5m 27.5 55 – 60 Less than 
minor 

1 Taylor Avenue 18.5m 27.5 55 – 60 Less than 
minor 

18 Monmouth Street. 18.5m 27.5 55 – 60 Less than 
minor 

20/22 Monmouth 

Street. 

34m 21.0 50 – 55 Less than 
minor 

 

Table 3 . Noise levels at the dwellings from vehicle movements on the entrance & exit lanes 

 

4.4 Acoustic Fencing. 

 
New fences have been erected on all three boundaries of 7a Marlborough Street. 

However, the fence does not fulfil the requirements of an acoustic fence due to gaps 

between the palings and beneath the fence, as seen in Photographs 1 and 2, and  in 

order to meet the BPO requirements of section 16, should be upgraded to achieve an 

acoustic rating. 

Similarly, the fences between 4/5 Taylor Avenue and the Monmouth Street entrance 

should also be upgraded to an acoustic fence to mitigate noise from the nearby 

access way. 
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Photograph 2. Fence at rear of 7a Marlborough Street, showing gaps between and beneath 

the paling. 

 

The existing fence on the south boundary of 7 Marlborough Street will have little 

acoustic effect because of the materials used and its insufficient height; it is in poor 

state of repair, and in order to meet the BPO, should likewise be upgraded to an 

acoustic fence.  
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Photographs  3 & 4 . Fence on South Boundary of 7 Marlborough Street. 

 

 

 

5.0 Conclusion. 

 
 

An acoustic assessment has been carried out of traffic and parking noise likely to be 

generated by the extension of the existing Ranfurly Care Centre, and all 

neighbouring residential sites.  The assessment concludes that noise from additional 

traffic and parking will have effects at all neighbouring properties that are less than 

minor. 

 In order to meet the BPO in accordance with §16 of The Act, the boundary fences 

around several properties should be upgraded to an acoustic fence standard. The 

upgrade will not require the existing new fences to be dismantled. 

  

It is recommended that a speed limit be posted on all access lanes, and that the 

surface of all new roads be smooth seal without loose chip. 
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For Jepsen Acoustics & Electronics Ltd. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Neil M. Jepsen. B.Sc. M.Sc(Hons). MASNZ 

 

 

References 

 

1. Traffic report paragraph 11, prepared by Glen Connelly August 3 2017 for the 

applicant.  

 

2. Traffic report para 11. Total traffic movements are expected to increase from 

390vpd to 525 vpd. Peak traffic volumes are expected to increase from 65 

vph to 85 vph. 

 
3. As there are an additional 59 car parks and 135 movements/day associated 

with the application, then 17 car parks will generate 17/59 x 135 = 39 

movements/day. 

 
4. Distance from driveway edge to edge of sensitive property. 

 
5. Peak traffic flow of 20 movements per hour, movements per 15min = 5.  

 
 Hence from NZS 6802:2008, LAeq(15) = 10log(10^6.5 x 5.0 ÷60÷15) = 42.4 

– 5 (duration adjustment)= 37.4 dB + distance correction 20log(5/r). 

Dist correction for 16m = -10dB; Dist correction for 3m = +2dB 

Dist correction for 32m = -16dB  

 
6. Measured Lmax from ‘hard’ car door slam = 79dB at 5m. Normal; door 

closure measured at 75 dB at 5m. 

 

135vpdf = 135/40 movements per 15min. Hence from NZS 6802:2008, 

LAeq(15) = 10log(10^6.5 x 135/40 ÷60÷15) = 40.7 – 5 (duration adjustment)= 

35.7 dB + 2dB distance correction =37.7dB 

7.  
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P.O. BOX 14-315 WELLINGTON 6241, NEW ZEALAND. TELEPHONE 64-4-388 3407 

ACOUSAFE CONSULTING & ENGINEERING LTD 

28 March 2018 

Manawatu District Council 

Private Bag 10001 

FEILDING 4743 

For the attention of  Claire Stewart 

   Senior Consents Planner 

Dear Claire 

PROPOSED RETIREMENT VILLAGE EXTENSION, MONMOUTH STREET 

PEER REVIEW 

ACOUSTICAL CONSULTANCY  

You have asked Acousafe to undertake a peer review of the acoustic report provided 

with the application for the Ranfurly Retirement Village Extension.  Your brief to 

Acousafe is to review the assessment against District Plan provisions, including which 

standards have been used in making the assessment, and the methodology used by the 

applicant’s acoustic engineer.  The Assessment of Noise Effects (ANE) is prepared by 

Jepsen Acoustics & Electronics Ltd dated 8th August 2017. 

The application seeks to extend an existing residential care facility, to include an 

additional 25 detached two-bedroom housing units, two detached one-bedroom units, 

10 self-contained units and 25 assisted hospital beds for the aged. There will be an 

increase of 58 additional car parks.  The application describes the 25 detached units as 

each having single garages with no garages otherwise provided. 

Council has provided Acousafe with a submission from the residents of 7a Marlborough 

Street dated 1 June 2017.  We consider the matters raised by the submitters later in this 

review. 

This peer review has been undertaken as a desk top exercise.  

The Local Environs 

The ANE does not separately describe the existing aural environment at the site but 

mentions (page 5) background sound monitoring undertaken on two occasions at the 

rear of 7a Marlborough Street.  The sound levels were said to be controlled by traffic 

on surroundings streets. 

There is an existing 100 hospital bed facility located central to the general application 

site.  The Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE) states (page 2) that all 

boundaries to neighbouring properties have been fenced with new 1.8 metre high close 

boarded timber fences.  This is at odds with the ANE assessment where photographs of 

different types of boundary fences are shown.  Some of these fences would be poor at 

reducing noise.  This peer review assumes that 1.8 metre high close boarded timber 

fences will be installed on all neighbouring residential boundaries to the application 
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site(s) which may require new fences to be installed and existing timber fences to be 

battened to close off gaps caused by shrinkage.  

The Proposed Site and Activity 

The proposed development is for a Retirement Village with various configurations. 

Because of the high density nature of the housing there is some additional car parking 

provided for in car parking areas.  The parking spaces are shown in the drawing set 

Revision R3 August 2017.  The individual drawings are dated 15 March 2018. 

The District Plan  

The site is zoned Residential.  Section 3.0 of the ANE describes the Proposed District 

Plan noise standards for Permitted Activities which were recently amended by Plan 

Change 55 and which are found in 3C.4.2 and, particularly, Table 3C.1 of the District 

Plan.  The limits for the Residential/Village Zone are set out on Page 3 of the ANE.   

Critically, the noise limits in the Residential Zone only apply to home occupations and 

non-residential activities. 

Section 4.4 of the Operative District Plan has the following objective for the Residential 

Zone: 

LU 12) xii Any impacts of non-residential activities on the residential 

environment are avoided, remedied or mitigated, particularly 

in terms of noise, traffic generation, parking requirements, 

outdoor storage space, potential danger and visual 

appearance. 

Section 4.11 of the Operative District Plan has the following noise management 

objective: 

LU 25)  To avoid, remedy or mitigate the adverse effects of noise upon people’s 

health and amenities. 

The existing facility was assessed as a discretionary activity and this application is 

being treated similarly. 

An assessment needs to be made of whether, in noise terms, the proposed retirement 

village activity is residential in nature.  If this is so, then it does not need to comply with 

the permitted noise standards.  These standards are purposefully very strict and 

encourage non-residential activities to establish elsewhere.  However, the residential 

nature of the retirement village clearly makes it appropriately located within the 

Residential Zone.  The ANE considers that the night-time LAmax is unnecessarily 

stringent.  Adopting this stringent control was undertaken purposefully as part of Plan 

Change 55 (PC55) to provide for a high level of amenity in the Residential and Village 

Zones (and to encourage noisy activities to go elsewhere).  The time to question that 

approach would have been as part of the PC55 hearing process. 

The ANE (appropriately) does not assess the noise from the residential nature of the 

Retirement Village but concentrates on traffic noise and parking.  The high-density 

nature of the Retirement Village creates a need for parking for visitors and deliveries 

using separate parking areas.  This is an aspect that is different to the residential activity 

that would otherwise be expected to develop on this land.  Undertaking an assessment 

of the noise from the parking and traffic activity is therefore adopting the precautionary 

approach. 
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Noise Assessment 

Section 4.0 of the ANE firstly describes the noise effects from cars and delivery 

vehicles for 1, 1a-1d Marlborough Street, 63 Derby Street and 65 Derby Street.  The 

internal access road is central to the proposed development and we concur that traffic 

noise should comply with the District Plan noise standards for these dwellings. 

An assessment is then made for traffic noise impacts on 7 and 7a Marlborough Street 

where the access lane is adjacent to the boundary. 

The calculation determines that the noise level of 5 vehicles per 15 minute period is less 

than 40 dB LAeq (15 mins).  I have discussed the calculation (which is shown as Reference 

6 to the ANE) with Mr Jepsen.  I agree with the reasoning used in the calculation except 

for the duration correction of 5 decibels.  The application of this correction factor in 

this particular circumstance is open to interpretation.  However, compliance will be 

achieved with the worst case scenario (busiest 15 minutes) even if the correction factor 

was not used.  The sounds of vehicle manoeuvring at slow speed would be similar to 

the general ambient sound levels described in the ANE.  The ANE combines the 

cumulative noise of the peak traffic noise with the general ambient sound level in the 

area (residual sound) when, actually, it is the specific sound of the onsite traffic noise 

which needs to be assessed in isolation. 

The only area of concern in the ANE therefore is with the maximum (LAmax) noise level 

from the parking area to the west of 7a Marlborough Street.  The maximum noise limit 

in Table 3C.1 is very strict i.e. 55 dB LAmax.  It applies between 10pm and 7am and is 

design to protect against sleep disturbance. 

The resource consent drawings show two car parks 1.5 metres from the boundary on 

the north side, two car parks parallel and 1.2 metres from the boundary on the west side 

and seven car parks on the opposite side of the access lane on the west side.  The doors 

of the cars in those seven car parks will be approximately 12 metres from the boundary 

with 7a Marlborough Street.  The ANE quotes measured noise from car doors closing 

as 75-79 dBA at 5 metres which equates to 67-71 dBA at the boundary.   

The ANE discusses the fence and considers that upgrading the fence will reduce the 

noise by 5 decibels.   

While some noise screening (of varying degrees) will be provided by the fence to the 

four closer car parks, the submission by Mr and Ms Murphy (The Murphy 

Submission), at 7a Marlborough Street, includes photographs of the west boundary of 

their property from the subject site.  Photo 3 from the submission is reproduced below 

and shows that the windows can be seen above the line of the fence.  The submission 

describes the northwest room as being a bedroom.  This has issues for both the noise 

from the seven parking spaces to the west and for the four spaces which will be metres 

away from the dwelling.  The ANE accepts that the noise from car doors closing will 

exceed the District Plan noise limits by up to 16 dB at night which is a significant 

exceedance.  The application includes a plan RC18.  This plan identifies which car 

parks are restricted visitor parks and which are restricted staff car parks.  The plan 

shows that all of the car parks to the immediate west and north of 7a Marlborough Street 

(as well as other car parks in the vicinity) are only to be used between the hours of 7am 

and 7pm for 7 days per week and, on that basis, no night-time noise issues should arise.   
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Figure 1.  Photo 3 from the Murphy Submission. 

An assessment is also made in the ANE for other dwellings in Table 3.  This table shows 

general compliance with the District Plan noise limits except for 4 & 5 Taylor Avenue 

where there are two cars parks proposed adjacent to the boundary.  This location is less 

critical because: 

i) There are only 2 car parks involved; 

ii) the car parks are close to the boundary fence; and  

iii) the dwellings are further from the boundary i.e. more than 20 metres. 

This means that the noise of a car door closing at night is less likely to occur and will 

be better buffered by the boundary fence and the additional distance involved. 

We note that the owners of 4 and 5 Taylor Street have provided written approval. 

Fencing 

We concur with the ANE that the photographs of the fences show that they do not meet 

the requirement of a noise barrier.  To meet this requirement requires the gaps in the 

fence to be covered e.g. by timber battens, to ensure that gaps do not develop due to 

shrinkage in the timber palings. 

We also concur that the fence shown in Photographs 3 and 4 of the ANE would be poor 

as a noise barrier. 

The AEE states that all boundaries to neighbouring properties have been fenced with 

1.8 metres high close boarded acoustic fences.  
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Recommended Draft Conditions 

The application and AEE does not include any recommended draft noise conditions.  

The ANE identifies potential non-compliance with the District Plan noise limits for 

night-time (10pm – 7am) from the car parking areas adjacent to 4 & 5 Taylor Avenue. 

The owner of 4 and 5 Taylor Avenue have provided their written consent to the 

proposal. 

Any draft conditions would therefore need to exempt the application from complying 

with the District Plan noise limits at 4 & 5 Taylor Avenue and would include the 

restrictions on car parking hours set out in plan RC18.  The noise limits would only 

apply to onsite traffic and noise associated with car parking. 

Conclusions 

The application is for an extension to the Retirement Village.  While the development 

is at a higher density than would normally be expected for the site, we accept the 

position that the residential nature of the main part of the proposal makes it suitable 

(noise-wise) for the site (using the permitted baseline argument).  The District Plan 

noise limits are intended to control home occupations and non-residential activities and 

the District Plan noise limits should not be applied to the residential aspects of the 

Retirement Village.  The ANE generally demonstrates that compliance will be achieved 

with the District Plan noise limits by on-site traffic movements and parking activity. 

The exception to this is the proposal for 9 car parks at the western end of 7a 

Marlborough Street and 2 car parks close to the northern boundary of 7a Marlborough 

Street.  The issue is limited to car doors closing at night-time (10pm to 7am) and the 

impact this would have on the residents of 7a Marlborough Street.  The photographs in 

the Murphy submission show that the acoustic fence does not screen the bedroom 

windows from this noise.  The application plan RC18 shows that the use of car parks 

near to 7a Marlborough Street will be restricted to 7am to 7pm which will ensure that 

night-time car parking noise is not an issue for that dwelling. 

With respect to conditions of consent, we recommend that the District Plan noise limits 

are applied to the on-site traffic and car parking noise except that these are predicted to 

be exceeded at 4 & 5 Taylor Street by the use of nearby car parks at night-time.  The 

owners of these dwellings have provided written consent to the application and a night-

time LAmax exemption is therefore required at these dwellings. 

We consider that the application of the District Plan limits in this way will provide 

appropriate controls to non-residential type noise occurring on the site. 

Yours faithfully 

ACOUSAFE CONSULTING & ENGINEERING LTD 

 
Nigel Lloyd 

Director of Acoustic Services 

 
E-mail: nigel@acousafe.co.nz 
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APPENDIX 10 – LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL AMENITY ASSESSMENT – 

HUDSON ASSOCIATES LANDSCAPE ARCHITECTS 
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APPENDIX 11 – Draft Conditions 

 

 

General Accordance    

1. That the development be in general accordance with the application received by 

Council on 31 March 2017 and the plans and all other information submitted in 

support of the application and held on Council file LC:9091 except where changes 

are required by conditions below.  Minor alterations may be approved upon 

request providing the development is not materially different, the scale and 

intensity of adverse effects will be no greater, and no approval from affected 

persons is needed.  

 

For ease of reading these conditions of consent the approved plans are listed 

below: 

Plan Author 

Prepared by/ 

Reference Details 

Plan Title Sheet Revision Date 

E3 Architects Proposed Site 

Plan 

RC01 R2 17/05/2018 

Site Setout 

RC02 R3 

RC03 R4 

RC04 R5 

RC05 R4 

RC06 R4 

Two bedroom 

Dwelling 

Proposed Setout 

RC07 R2 

Occupation Right 

Agreement - 

Proposed Floor 

Plan (1:200  

RC08 - 

Occupation Right 

Agreement - 

Elevations 

RC09 - 

Assisted Living 

Hospital Beds - 

RC10 R1 
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Proposed Floor 

Plan (1:200) 

Assisted Living 

Hospital Beds - - 

Elevations 

RC11 - 

2-Bedroom Unit 

- Type 2A – floor 

plan and 

elevations 

RC12 R1 

2-Bedroom Unit 

- Type 2B – floor 

plan and 

elevations 

RC13 - 

1-Bedroom Unit 

- Type 1A – floor 

plan and 

elevations 

RC14 - 

Neighbours 

Reference Plan 

R15 R1 

Street View 

Marlborough 

Street + 

Neighbours 

Views 

RC16 R1 

Proposed Site 

Parking Plan 

RC18 RC3 

Sewer Site Plan RC19 R1 

Water Supply 

Site Plan 

RC20 R1 

Stormwater Site 

Plan 

RC21 R2 

Elevation views 

of 63 Derby 

Street 

RC22 - 

1-Bedroom Unit 

- Type 1B – floor 

plan and 

elevations 

RC23 - 

Site Floor Levels RC24 - 

Hudson Associates 

Landscape Architects  

Master Plan LSC-01 - 

1  

07/08/2017 

Planting Plans LSC-02 

LSC-03 
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LSC-04 

LSC-05 

LSC-08 

Phillips NZ LTD – 

Lighting Plan 

Plan and 

RayTrace 

Renderings 

  20/02/2017 

Luminaires list 

and calculations 

summary 

View 1 

View 2 

View 1 

View 2 

View 3 

Access, Roading and Parking 

2. Prior to any physical works being undertaken on the site the Consent Holder must 

submit full plans and specifications to the Manawatu District Council for approval 

for those details listed below.  The plans and specifications shall be in accordance 

with Manawatu District Council’s standards and must specifically include: 

a) Layout and position of all proposed services (access lanes, water, 

stormwater, sewer, power, telecom and gas services). 

b) 58 onsite carparks, including 25 garages and 2 mobility carparks 

c) New vehicle crossings from Marlborough Street and Monmouth Street and 

those vehicle crossings  to be closed. 

d) ‘Entry Only’ and ‘Exit Only’ signs installed on Marlborough Street and an 

‘Entry Only’ sign installed on Monmouth Street. 

e) Signs identifying that the carparks located at the rear of 7a Marlborough 
Street be used between the hours of 7am and 7pm daily only. 

f) Details of the extension of the no stopping lines on either side of the of the 

entry off Monmouth Street. 

g) All water, stormwater and sewage connections 

h) Speed limit signs at the entry points to the complex 

i) Details of the surface of all new roads to comply with the recommendation 

with  as outlined in the Acoustic Report, by Jepsen Acoustics & Electronics 

Ltd, dated 8 August 2017. 

j) Details of the recommendations contained in the Traffic and 

Transportation assessment, by Glen Connelly, dated 3 August 2017. 

k) The on-site carparking and manoeuvring area be formed to a concrete, 

seal or other hard standing formation. Carparks must be marked as per 

the plan submitted with the application. There must be no loose chip 

material. 

  

168



 

 

3. The new vehicle crossings are to be installed to Council standards. 

Note: Vehicle crossing applications must be filled out and submitted with the 

appropriate fee to Council prior to the commencement of construction. 

 

4. Prior to the occupation of the Assisted Living Accommodation – both wings and 

dwelling units – the Consent Holder must install signage adjacent to all entry and 

exit points of the internal access road to indicate the roading link between the 

Marlborough Street and Monmouth Street is not a public thoroughfare and that the 

internal access roads are subject to a speed limit. 

Physical Works 

5. No physical works shall be undertaken until the plans and specifications submitted 

under Condition 2 are certified by the Council’s Roading Manager and Utility 

Manager.  

6. All physical works must be constructed in accordance with the Manawatu District 

Council’s standards and the approved plans under Condition 2.  

7. An application to Council must be made to make the service connections. Work 

must be carried out by an Approved Council contractor.  The consent holder must 

meet all costs associated with the connection.  

Construction Management 

8. All construction shall be undertaken in accordance with New Zealand Standard 

6803:1999 for noise associated with construction. 

9. Construction hours shall be restricted to between 7.30am and 6.00pm Monday to 

Friday inclusive and 8.00am to 12 noon Saturdays.  No construction work is to 

occur outside of these hours or on Sundays or Public Holidays. The Consent Holder 

is responsible for ensuring all contractors are informed of the hours of 

construction. 

10. The Consent Holder shall ensure that any deliveries associated with construction 

works only occurs between 9.00am and 4.00pm Monday to Friday inclusive and 

8.00am to 12 noon Saturdays.  No deliveries are to occur outside of these hours or 

on Sundays or Public Holidays. 

11. The Consent Holder must manage all dust emissions to ensure they do not cause 

nuisance beyond the boundaries of the subject site.   

12. The Consent Holder must ensure that all stormwater run-off during the 

construction periods is managed and treated so that sediment is retained on the 

subject site and does not enter any adjoining property. 

13. The Consent Holder shall ensure that construction works do not cause excessive 

vibration effects for any adjoining property. 

14. The Consent Holder shall ensure that no construction materials or construction 

related waste is burnt on site and is disposed of to an approved waste disposal site. 
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Building Floor Levels 

15. Prior to any building construction being undertaken on the site, the Consent 

Holder must submit building plans to Council’s Regulatory Manager for 

certification to demonstrate that all buildings will be constructed with a minimum 

floor level above the 0.5% AEP (200 year) flood level inclusive of freeboard.  All 

works shall be carried out in accordance with the certified plans. 

 

Note: Horizons Regional Council will be asked by the Building Manager to review the 

building plans and minimum floor levels.     

 

Earthworks 

16. The Land Development Manager must be notified at least two working days prior 

to earthwork activities commencing on the subject site. 

17. All imported fill used shall: 

a. comply with the definition for ‘cleanfill’ in the Ministry for the 

Environment publication ‘A Guide to the Management of Cleanfills’ (2002)  

b. be solid material of a stable, inert nature and 

c. not contain hazardous substances or contaminants above recorded 

natural background levels of the receiving site. 

18. Within 10 working days following the completion of earthworks, a suitably 

qualified Chartered Professional Engineer responsible for supervising the works 

shall provide to the Land Development Manager written evidence that all fill used 

on the subject site has the characteristics set out in condition 17.  All driveway fill 

is to designed by a suitably qualified Chartered Professional Engineer. Written 

evidence shall be in the form of a receipt, compaction certificate(s) or similar. 

19. All earthworks shall be managed to ensure that no debris, soil, silt, sediment or 

sediment-laden water is discharged beyond the subject site to either land, 

stormwater drainage systems, watercourses or receiving waters.  In the event 

that a discharge occurs, works shall cease immediately and the discharge shall be 

mitigated and/or rectified to the satisfaction of Council’s Compliance and 

Enforcement Team Leader. 

20. The consent holder shall take acceptable mitigation measures, including the use 

of water spray, to the satisfaction of the Council to prevent potential for wind-

blown sand, soil or other material to cause a nuisance to adjoining property 

owners/occupiers. 
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21. Where the existing land or vegetative cover is disturbed, suitable ground cover 

shall be established as soon as practicable following earthworks or within 5 days 

of completion whichever shall occur first.  For this condition “suitable ground 

cover” means application of base course, topsoil, grassing or mulch, or another 

type of application to the satisfaction of the Council. 

22. Prior to the commencement of earthworks activity on the subject site, a finalised 

Erosion and Sediment Control Management Plan (ESCP) must be and submitted 

to the Compliance and Enforcement Team Leader. No earthworks activity on the 

subject site shall commence until confirmation from the council that the erosion 

and sediment control measures referred to in ESCP have been constructed and 

certified. 

23. Prior to commence of any works on the site, the applicant must provide evidence 

to the Land Development Manager that a suitably qualified Chartered 

Professional Engineer has been appointed to carry out the design, supervision 

and certification of earthworks. 

24. All earthworks shall be managed to ensure that they do not lead to any 

uncontrolled instability or collapse either affecting the site or adversely affecting 

any neighbouring properties. In the event that such collapse or instability does 

occur, it shall immediately be rectified. 

25. There shall be no deposition of earth, mud, dirt or other debris on any public road 

or footpath resulting from earthworks activity on the subject site. In the event that 

such deposition does occur, it shall immediately be removed. In no instance shall 

roads or footpaths be washed down with water without appropriate erosion and 

sediment control measures in place to prevent contamination of the stormwater 

drainage system, watercourses or receiving waters. 

Advice Note: 

In order to prevent sediment laden water entering waterways from the road, the 
following methods may be adopted to prevent or address discharges should they occur:  

 provision of a stabilised entry and exit(s) point for vehicles 

 provision of wheel wash facilities 

 ceasing of vehicle movement until materials are removed 

 cleaning of road surfaces using street-sweepers 

 silt and sediment traps 

 catchpits or environpods 

 In no circumstances should the washing of deposited materials into drains be 
advised or otherwise condoned.  

 
26. Within 10 working days following the completion or abandonment of earthworks 

on the subject site all areas of bare earth shall be permanently stabilised against 

erosion  to the satisfaction of  Land Development Manager. 

27. The on-going monitoring of these measures is the responsibility of the consent 

holder.  
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28. It is recommended that you discuss any potential measures with the Senior 

Compliance and Enforcement Officer who will guide you on the most appropriate 

approach to take.  

29. If, at any time during site works, potential koiwi (human remains), archaeology or 

artefacts are discovered, then the following discovery protocol is to be followed:  

a. All earthworks will cease in the immediate vicinity (at least 10m from the 

site of the discovery) while a suitably qualified archaeologist is consulted 

to establish the type of remains. 

b. If the material is identified by the archaeologist as human, archaeology or 

artefact, earthworks must not be resumed in the affected area (as defined 

by the archaeologist). The consent holder must immediately advise the 

Senior Compliance and Enforcement Officer. Heritage New Zealand 

Pouhere Taonga and Police (if human remains are found) and arrange a 

site inspection with these parties.   

c. If the discovery contains koiwi, archaeology or artefacts of Maori origin, 

representatives from the relevant Mana Whenua group are to be provided 

information on the nature and location of the discovery.  

d. The consent holder shall not recommence works until approved by the 

Senior Compliance and Enforcement Officer. 

Yard Separation 

30. That dwelling units 2-6, as shown on the approved plans, be sited no closer than 

1.5 metres from the western side boundary and sited generally as shown on the 

plan attached to this decision. 

31. That dwelling units 8-11, 13-18, and 21-26, as shown on the approved plans, be 

sited no closer than 1.5 metres from the eastern side boundary and sited generally 

as shown on the plan attached to this decision. 

Construction Material 

32. That all buildings constructed as part of this development be single level, brick clad 

with powder-coated aluminium windows and Coloursteel roofing.  

a) That all one- and two-bedroom dwelling units have a degree of variability 

to their roof colour selection, so that the rooflines of the proposed extension 

do not appear as a continuous single entity.  

Outdoor Living and Service Courts 

33. That outdoor living areas for each dwelling unit be provided and landscaped in 

accordance with the approved site plan. 

34. That outdoor service courts for each dwelling unit be provided in accordance with 

the approved site plan. 
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Site Coverage 

35. That the proposed buildings are sited as shown on the plan attached to this 

decision and that the site coverage does not exceed 37.7%. 

Lighting 

36. That the street lighting for the internal access route be installed in accordance with 

the report lodged by Philips New Zealand Limited and plans dated 20/02/17.  

37. Any lighting used must be located and designed to ensure that there is no direct 

spill or direct glare onto adjoining properties that would cause an adverse effect in 

terms of section 17 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Signage 

38. That two new 1.2m2 signs be installed to replicate those of the existing care facility  

a) One sign is to be installed at the new Marlborough Street entry, as shown 

on Sheet RC02 drawn by E3 Architects dated 28/08/2017, and 

b) One sign is to be installed at the new Monmouth Street entry, as shown on 

Sheet RC05 drawn by E3 Architects dated 28/08/2017,. 

Fencing 

39. That prior to the occupation of the Assisted Living Accommodation, the Consent 

Holder shall construct an acoustically effective fence as shown on the plans drawn 

by E3 Architects Limited RC01-06, dated 17/05/2018. The fence shall be no less 

than 1.8m in height and shall have a surface mass of no less than 10kg/m2 (e.g. 

20mm timber). There shall be no gaps along the length of the fence or at its base. 

Palings or joins may require overlapping to prevent gaps appearing when timber 

dries. The Consent Holder shall maintain the fence as acoustically effective for the 

duration that this consent is given effect to. 

For clarity, an acoustic fence must be installed along the following boundaries: 

i. The eastern, western and southern boundaries of 7A Marlbourough 

Street, 

ii. The eastern side boundary of 7 Marlborough Street 

iii. The rear and southern boundaries of 4/5 Taylor Avenue 

iv. The rear boundaries of 1-3 Taylor Avenue and 18 Monmouth Street 

40. All other boundaries of adjoining properties be fenced with a new 1.8m high close 

boarded timber fence. 
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Landscaping 

41. That prior to occupation of the Assisted Living Accommodation – being the two 

wings and the dwelling units – planting is to be undertaken in general accordance 

with the location and size of species at the road frontage indicated on the 

landscaping plans by Hudson Associates, dated 7 August 2017. 

If any planting within the road frontage area indicated on the landscaping plan die, 

fall down or are removed for safety reasons they must be replaced in accordance 

with the landscaping plan. 

Review   

42. Pursuant to section 128 of the Resource Management Act 1991, Manawatu District 

Council may once per year, during the month of June, serve notice of its intention 

to review the conditions of this resource consent for the purpose of dealing with 

any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the exercise of the 

consent. 

Note: The purpose of this review is to ascertain whether the conditions are causing 

adverse effects on the environment and need to be modified. The subject of any 

complaints Council receives during that time will also form the basis of the review. 

The above condition is permitted as per Section 128 of the Resource Management Act 

1991. 

 

Advice Notes 

• Under section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991, your consent will 

lapse in five years unless you have started the activity before then. 

• That a fee will be payable by the consent holder for any subsequent monitoring 

of the conditions of this consent. The fee is set in accordance with Section 

36(1)(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991.   

• The consent holder is advised that they will be invoiced for all time spent by 

Council staff and services engaged from other organisations for work related 

to the issuing of the section 223 and 224 certificates including costs for the 

monitoring of consent conditions. The hourly rates for staff are outlined in 

Council's Fees and Charges.   

• The Council will recover all costs of monitoring the conditions of this resource 

consent in accordance with Council approved schedule of fees and charges.   

• All increased stormwater runoff from roofs and paved areas shall be controlled 

and discharged through an approved system such that there is no adverse 

effect on adjoining public or private lands.  
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• Rights of Objection   

A right of objection to the conditions specified in this consent may be exercised 

pursuant to Section 357(2) of the Resource Management Act 1991 by the 

consent holder. Any objection must be made in writing setting out the reasons 

for the objection and lodged with Council within 15 working days of the 

granting of the consent or within such extended period as determined by 

Council at its discretion.    

• Building Consents   

This is not a building consent, and the Consent Holder must meet the 

requirements of the Council’s Bylaws, as well as Acts (such as the Building Act 

2004) and regulations.   

All building work must comply with the requirements of the Fire Service Act 

1975, Building Act 2004, Building Regulations and the Building Code.    

• Natural Hazards 

At time of building consent application, the application will be further assessed 

under section 71-74 of the Building Act 2004. Should a section 73 certificate be 

required, this may have implications on the property owners ability to get 

insurance and the valuation of the land and buildings. 

• Building Over Allotments 

At time of building consent, if buildings are proposed to be constructed over 

allotment boundaries, the application would be assessed under sections 75-83 

of the Building Act 2004. 

• Rights of Appeal   

The consent holder is advised that pursuant to Section 120 and 121 of the 

Resource Management Act 1991, you have the right to appeal to the 

Environment Court, against the whole or any part of this decision.  Notice of 

appeal shall be in the prescribed form, and shall be lodged with the 

Environment Court and served on Council within 15 working days.    

• Vehicle Crossings   

Any future vehicle crossing must comply with Council’s minimum standards.  A 

vehicle crossing application needs to be filled out and submitted to Council as 

part of the construction process.   

• Utilities   

Telecommunications, gas and electrical services installed are required to be to 

the specification of their respective supplier and must comply with NZS 4404 

Part 8 unless otherwise specified by Council.   
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• Heritage   

You are advised that it is an offence under the Historic Places Act 1993 to 

destroy, damage or modify the whole or any part of an archaeological site 

without the prior authority of the New Zealand Historic Places Trust (NZHPT).    

If any previously unknown archaeological site or artefact is discovered during 

earthworks or development on the site, permission from the NZHPT to 

continue may be required.    

Any work that would affect the site must be stopped immediately and the 

NZHPT contacted for advice on how to continue. 

Development Contributions 

According to Section 198 of the Local Government Act 2002 LC9091 above is subject to the 
following development contribution.  

The development contribution amount has been calculated at $178,172.30 (gst incl). See attached 
sheet for a breakdown of the calculation. This calculation is the amount payable during this 
financial year, 1 July 2017 to 30 June 2018.  

However, the development contribution is subject to the Annual Plan process that may change the 
amount payable after this financial year. If payment is made after 30 June 2018 the applicant must 
apply to the Manawatu District Council for a recalculation of the development contribution 
amount payable.  
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APPENDIX 12 – COMMENTS FROM HORIZONS REGIONAL COUNCIL 

  

177



1

Claire Stewart

From: Matthew Smith <Matthew.Smith@horizons.govt.nz>
Sent: Thursday, 20 July 2017 10:44 AM
To: Claire Stewart
Subject: HRC Comment RAI 0202 04778 FW: Monmouth Street / Derby Street / 

Marlborough Street - Design Care Ltd - LC9091 (++31866++)
Attachments: 14,14A, 14B and 16 Monmouth St, 200 Year w-spot depth.jpg; 3 Marlborough St, 

200 Year w-spot depth.jpg; 5 Marlborough St, 200 Year w-spot depth.jpg; Design 
Care, Feliding, 200 YEar flood - area.jpg; 9 Marlborough St, 200 Year w-spot 
depth.jpg; 61 Derby St, 200 Year w-spot depth.jpg; Design Care Ltd, Obs Flood 
2004.jpg

Claire, 
 
We have some observed flood event information from February 2004. This affected the 61 Derby 
St property that is part of this proposal. (JPG Attached) 
 
The area is widely covered by modelled 200 Year Flood inundation. A JPG covering the wider 
Marlborough, Derby and Monmouth St areas is attached. 
 
For the individual lots Individual JPG’s are attached with modelled spot depths from ground to 
modelled surface marked by and X. Note this is taken from the previous land form and any 
modification or works undertaken will have to be considered alongside these indicted depths. This 
information will also be able to be used to inform Building Consents. 
 

 61 Derby St – full inundation of the property in a 200 Year event. Spot depths between 
0.18m and 0.28m indicated. 
 

 3 Marlborough St - full inundation of the property in a 200 Year event. Spot depths between 
0.06m and 0.42m indicated. 

 
 5 Marlborough St - full inundation of the property in a 200 Year event. Spot depths between 

0.06m and 0.28m indicated. 
 

 9 Marlborough St – inundation of the Northern 2/3 of the property in a 200 Year event. Spot 
depths between 0.06m and 0.21m indicated. 

 
 14, 14A, 14B and 16 Marlborough St – partial inundation of parts of the property’s in a 200 

Year event. Spot depths between 0.05m and 0.08m indicated. 
 
Regards, 
 
Matthew Smith, BA (Politics), MEmergMgt, MIAEM 
Coordinator District Advice  
Regional Services & Information                                     
Horizons Regional Council | Private Bag 11025, Palmerston North 
0508 800 800 
 

Exclusion of Liability Arising from Supply of Information 

Horizons Regional Council endeavours to provide useful and accurate information.  Horizons Regional Council shall not, however be liable 
whether in contract, tort, equity or otherwise, for any loss or damage of any type (including consequential losses) arising directly or indirectly 
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from the inadequacy, inaccuracy or any other deficiency in information supplied irrespective of the cause.  Use of information supplied is entirely 
at the risk of the recipient and shall be deemed to be acceptance of this liability exclusion. 
 
From: Help  
Sent: Wednesday, 19 July 2017 11:14 a.m. 
To: Matthew Smith 
Subject: Monmouth Street / Derby Street / Marlborough Street - Design Care Ltd - LC9091 (++31866++) 
 
Claire Stewart (Claire.Stewart@mdc.govt.nz) contacted Horizons on Jun 22, 2017 
04:36 PM with a query relating to Monmouth Street / Derby Street / 
Marlborough Street - Design Care Ltd - LC9091.  Please respond to them directly 
as necessary 
 
Thanks 
Diane Lauridsen  
 
Original Request Detail 
Hi 
  
I am currently processing a Land Use consent for an extension to the Ranfurly Care centre. Here is a link to the plans 
for the proposal - 14-008_Resource_Consent_Drawings_30March2017. 
The link will stay active for 7 days. 
  
The proposed development would be located on the following sites: 

Street Address Val Ref: 
61 Derby Street 14087/87100 
3 Marlborough Street 14081/87700 
5 Marlborough Street 14081/87800 
9 Marlborough Street 14081/88100 
14 Monmouth Street 14081/86900 
14A Monmouth Street 14081/86800 
14B Monmouth Street 14081/86700 
16 Monmouth Street 14081/86500 

  
The applicant proposes to construct the following: 

         25 detached 2-bedroom dwellings with attached garages 
         2 detached 1-bedroom dwellings with no garage 
         10 occupation right agreement units in a new 490m2 wing linked to the existing facility 
         25 assisted living hospital beds for the aged in a new 690m2 extended off the existing facility. 

  
Can you please provide comment on the proposal. 
  
Kind regards 
Claire  
  

  
l CLAIRE STEWART l Planning Officer l 
l Manawatu District Council l  Private Bag 10001 l  Feilding 4743 l 
l P: (06) 323 0000 l www.mdc.govt.nz l 
  

"Our people delivering great service to our community."  
 
   
  
 
 
This message may contain privileged and confidential information intended only for the use of the addressee(s) named above. If you are not an intended 
recipient of this message you are hereby notified that any use, dissemination, distribution or reproduction of this message is prohibited. 
 
If you have received this message in error please notify the sender immediately and erase all copies of the message and attachments. 
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Any views expressed in this message are those of the individual sender and may not necessarily reflect the views of Manawatu District Council. 
 
This email has been scrubbed for your protection by Sophos PureMessage and SMX. 
 
Horizons Regional Council | 24 hr freephone 0508 800 800 | www.horizons.govt.nz 
T twitter.com/horizonsrc | FB facebook.com/horizonsregionalcouncil 
This email is covered by the disclaimers which can be found by clicking here. 
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APPENDIX 13 – ASBESTOS CLEARANCE CERTIFICATE 
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Asbestos Clearance Certificate 

                                                                                                                                                                          

 ©Asbestos Inspection Services Limited 2017                                             Version 7                                                                                                                  
1 

   SECTION A – CLEARANCE CERTIFICATE DETAILS 
Note: Must be completed prior to reoccupation of the area after any Asbestos Removal Work or work that 
involved the disturbance of asbestos containing materials (ACM). Where Licensed asbestos removal work 
is/has been conducted, an Independent licensed asbestos assessor or equivalent must carry out the clearance 
inspection and complete this form. If the work involved removal of non-licensed quantities of asbestos, and/or 
the disturbance of asbestos containing material, then the form can be completed by a suitable competent 
person. 

 

PCBU details 
Name of person who commissioning the work: Ian Butcher. 

Contact details: 021 434 641. 

Asbestos related work/ Removal work details 
Dates asbestos related work/removal work carried 
out: 

28th of February 2018. 

Site address where asbestos related work/removal 
work is being carried out: 

9 Marlborough Street, Feilding. 

Details of the specific asbestos related work 
/asbestos removal work area(s): 

Vacant land site, hand picked (ACM) asbestos 
containing material from pre demolished house, 
including a soil scrape with an excavator by Central 
Demolition who hold classes A & B asbestos 
licences. 

Name of Company conducting the asbestos related 
work/asbestos removal: 

Central Demolition Ltd. 

Asbestos Removal Licensed Number (if applicable): Assessor License: AA16090111 

Name and contact details of licensed asbestos 
Removalist supervisor (if different to Removalist): 

Central Demolition Ltd. 

What type of work activity is being undertaken. Class B (Bonded work activity) or 
Class A (Friable work activity) or both types 
 

Quantity and Type i.e. Friable/Bonded of ACM that 
was removed (m2 or Kg) 

Approximately 80.0m2 

Inspection details 
Date of clearance inspection: 01st of March 2018. 

Time of clearance inspection: 12:30pm. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

√ 
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Asbestos Clearance Certificate 

                                                                                                                                                                          

 ©Asbestos Inspection Services Limited 2017                                             Version 7                                                                                                                  
2 

 
SECTION B – ASBESTOS RELATED WORK/ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK 
PAPERWORK 

 

 Yes No N/A 

Do you have a copy of the asbestos removal control plan?    √   
Do you have a copy of the notification form?    √   
Do you have a copy of the Safe Work Method Statement (SWMS)?    √   
Is the asbestos related work /removal work consistent with the control plan, SWMS and 
the notification form? (e.g. use of enclosures, decontamination facilities, waste facilities) 

 
 
 
 
 
 
  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

   √   

Is a Smoke Screen (Smoke Test) Required?       √ 

Results (Outcome of the Smoke Test)      √ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

Additional Notes: 
Smoke testing not required as this is B class removal activity. 
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 ©Asbestos Inspection Services Limited 2017                                             Version 7                                                                                                                  
3 

 SECTION C – ASBESTOS RELATED WORK/ASBESTOS REMOVAL WORK AREA 
 

1. Site enclosure inspection Background air monitoring 
 

 Yes No N/a 
The area external area immediately surrounding the work area has had surveillance 
air monitoring conducted 

     √ 

Air monitoring was carried out as part of the clearance inspection.  The result was 
below 0.01f/ml. 

     √  
 

Is the air monitoring report attached? Note:       √ 
  

Number of samples collected: N/A 
 

Background Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 4 
Specific 
Location 

    

Fibre/Field (100)     

Result     

Background Sample 5 Sample 6 Sample 7 Sample 8 

Specific 
Location 

    

Fibre/Field (100)     

Result     

 
 

 Yes No N/a 
The assessor has established the scope of the work that was carried out, and 
inspect the asbestos removal plan.  

   √     

The assessor has checked that the decontamination facilities are still intact, 
operational and clean.  

        √ 

The purpose is to inspect the area for obvious signs of contamination.     √   
Checked for leaks, burst waste bags, or debris from inadequate 
decontamination procedures. 

        √ 

The assessor has checked the integrity of the enclosure.           √ 
If debris is found, it should be cleaned up by the asbestos removal workers.     √   

Any breaches of the enclosure should be fixed before the clearance process 
continues. 

         √ 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

192



Asbestos Clearance Certificate 
                                                                                                                                                                          

 ©Asbestos Inspection Services Limited 2017                                             Version 7                                                                                                                  
4 

1a.  Controlled Air Monitoring 
 Yes No N/a 
The removal activity has been managed by the aid of control air monitoring during 
asbestos removal activities. 

     √ 

Air monitoring was carried out as part of the clearance inspection.  The result was 
below 0.01f/ml. 

     √ 

Is the air monitoring report attached?       √ 
 

Number of samples collected: N/A 

 
Control Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 4 
Specific Location     

Fibre/Field (100)     

Result     
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 ©Asbestos Inspection Services Limited 2017                                             Version 7                                                                                                                  
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2.  Visual Inspection 
 

The assessor is satisfied with: Yes No N/a 
The completeness of the removal of ACMs from the underlying surfaces    √   
The presence of any visible ACD left inside the enclosure, airlocks or work area     √   
The presence of fine settled dust.    √   
Can the area be reoccupied?    √   
Has additional information been attached? (e.g. photos, drawings, plans)    √   
Is air monitoring required (if no, proceed to Section E)          √  

 
3.  Clearance Air Monitoring 

 

 Yes No N/a 
Clearance air monitoring was carried out during the removal process. The result 
was below 0.01f/ml. 

   

Air monitoring was carried out as part of the clearance inspection. The result was 
below 0.01f/ml. 

   

Has the air monitoring sample been analyzed by an accredited laboratory?    
Is the air monitoring report attached?    
Can the area be reoccupied?     

 
Number of samples collected: N/A 

 

 
Clearance Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 Sample 3 
Specific 
Location 

    

Fibre/Field 
(100) 

    

Result     
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SECTION D – FINAL ASSESSMENT POST-ENCLOSURE/WORK AREA DISMANTLING 

4. Prior to dismantling the enclosure 
 

 Yes No N/a 
The area within the enclosure and the area immediately surrounding the enclosure 
was inspected and no visible asbestos was found. 

   

Air monitoring was carried out as part of the clearance inspection.  The result was 
below 0.01f/ml. 

   

Is the air monitoring report attached?    
Can the enclosure be dismantled?    

 
 

4a.   After the enclosure was dismantled and removed 
 

 Yes No N/a 
An inspection of the area in which the enclosure was erected and the area immediately 
surrounding the area where the enclosure was erected was inspected and no visible 
asbestos was found. 

   

Swab samples were collected to confirm ACD (Asbestos Containing Dust) is not 
detected because of laboratory analysis findings 

   

Is the swab sampling report attached?    
Can the enclosure be dismantled?    
Can the area be reoccupied?    

 

Number of samples collected: N/A 
 

Swab Analysis Sample 1 Sample 2 Sample 3 
Specific Location    

Result    

Project Limitations: 
Scope of Works:  
During the visual inspection, no asbestos was visible detected. The soil was scrapped to 50mm 
therefore with the low amounts originally sited soil sampling is not required on this occasion. 
 
This site is safe for re-occopation. 
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Photographic Evidence: 
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SECTION E – CLEARANCE DECLARATION 

I declare that: 
a. The Asbestos related work/asbestos removal work area and the surrounding area are free 

from any visible asbestos residue 
b. the transit route and waste routes are free from any asbestos residue, 
c. all asbestos in the scope of the removal work has been removed and any known asbestos is 

intact, and 
d. That airborne asbestos fibre levels, if monitored are less than 0.01 asbestos fibres / 

 
 
 

Bruce Wakefield                                                                              AA16090111 
Name of licensed assessor Assessor license number  

 
 
  Assessor License Issue Date                                                           Assessor License Expiry Date 
  05/09/2016                                                                                       05/09/2021 
 
 
 
  Assessor Signature                                                                           Date of Clearance Certificate 
 
 
  

 
 

                                                                                                  Time of Clearance Certificate 

 
01st of March 2018. 

16:10pm. 
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APPENDIX 14 – DEVELOPMENT CONTRIBUTION CALCULATION 
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Site Address Monmouth Street

BC Number/SB Number LC9091 Total Development Area (m
2
)

Area Stage Type

Which Development Contribution Area is the development in? B Building Consent Residential

Water and Wastewater Parks & Reserves

How many current units of demand are there? 8 Residential

How many units of demand will there be after the development? 24

Number of new units of demand 16 7

Roading Stormwater

Basis for calculating roading units of demand (m
2
) Building Consent Building Consent

Residential or Non Residential Subdivision? Residential

Number of new units of demand 7 0

Total New Units of 

Demand Created

Development Contribution

Unit Rate Fee

Development 

Contribution Payable

Water                               16.00 $4,351.46 $69,623.37

Wastewater                               16.00 $4,916.93 $78,670.80

Stormwater                                    -   $0.00 $0.00

Roading (levy doesn't apply to Hospital wing)                                 7.00 $2,417.48 $16,922.35

Parks & Reserves (levy doesn't apply to Hospital wing)                                 7.00 $1,850.83 $12,955.78

Total Development Contribution (inc GST) $178,172.30

Development Contribution Calculator - 1 July 2016 to 30 June 2017

Note: Connection Fees apply in addition to Development Contributions

200



 
 

APPENDIX 15 – PRE-HEARING REPORT – TONY THOMAS 

 

 

 

 

 

 

201



 

 

Tony Thomas Consulting  
1197 Queen Street East, RD 1, Levin 5571 | 021 063 5535 / (06) 3684149 | 

thomas1197@outlook.com| 

 

May 1, 2018 
 

Resource Consent Pre-hearing for Residential Care Centre at 6 Monmouth Street, 

Feilding. Manawatu District Council Reference LC9091 

Pre-hearing Report under Section 99 of the Resource Management Act 1991. 

1. BACKGROUND. 

 

The Manawatu Coast District Council has limited notified the above application and 

has received one written submission in response from Brendon and Narelle Murphy 

being the owners and occupants of the property at 7a Marlborough Street, Feilding.  

 

The Murphy’s submission seeks to have the application refused or to put sufficient 

“curbs on the development to satisfy our concerns.” 

 

I was asked by the Council to Chair a Pre-hearing (under the provisions of Section 99 

of the Resource Management Act (RMA0), with the applicant and submitters. 

Invitations to the pre-hearing were sent out on 11 April 2018 by e-mail and that email 

included some background information relating to process, without prejudice matters 

and a provisional agenda (copy attached as Appendix A).  

 

The pre-hearing was convened on 20 April 2018 in the Council offices at 10.00 a.m. 

and finished at just prior to 11.30 am. Parties in attendance were asked to sign an 

attendance register (attached as Appendix B). I record the following as having been 

in attendance: 

 

Applicant: 

1. Tom Brankin – Design Care Group Limited - Applicant 

2. Glen Hamilton – E3 Architects Ltd – Applicants Agent 

3. Hamish O’Brien – Colspec Ltd – Applicants Client Representative 

 

Submitters: 

1. Brendon Murphy – Submitter 

2. Narelle Murphy – Submitter 

3. Wayne Smith – Submitter support person 

Others: 

1. Claire Stewart , Planning Officer 

2. Lisa Poynton, Senior Consents Planner 

3. Brent Holmes,  Roading Operations Team Leader 

4. Nichole Ganley –Governance Support Officer 
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On the day prior to the pre-hearing I was advised that Lisa Poynton would be 

attending the hearing in a support capacity to the reporting planner. At the same time 

I was advised by Council staff of a potential conflict of interest arising from her 

previous work as a consultant planner for the applicant (although not on the 

application under consideration). She undertook to declare that prior at the outset of 

the pre-hearing and duly did so. I then sought confirmation from the submitters as to 

whether they were comfortable for her to be present which they did. On that basis 

and, in the absence of any decision-making capacity of the pre-hearing, I agreed to 

allow here to remain. She took no further part in the discussion. 

The pre-hearing was conducted in an orderly and constructive atmosphere without 

undue formality. In particular I requested those present when speaking to indicate 

any points that they wished to make on a without prejudice basis. No such matters 

were raised.  

Minutes of the pre-hearing were taken by a Council staff member and are attached to 

this report as Appendix C. I have reviewed those minutes and believe that they are 

an accurate reflection of the matters covered during the pre-hearing.  

2. SECTION 99(5)(b) MATTERS. 

 

Section 99(5)(b) requires that I provide a report (excluding matters raised on a 

without prejudice basis) that sets out 

• the issues that were agreed on; and 

• the issues that are outstanding.  

Some of the discussion focussed on matters of clarification for those present (such 

as the permitted base line) as well as issues of concern. I have not referred to those 

matters below  in detail as they are adequately covered in the pre-hearing minutes in 

Appendix C. 

Issues that were agreed to. 

The discussion at the pre-hearing centred on; 

1. Potential noise effects arising from the car parks located to the southeast and 

the southwest of the submitters property (refer application plan RC18). These 

car parks are for restricted visitor parking (8 car parks) and restricted staff 

parking (3 car parks). In relation to this, the applicant confirmed the intention 

in the application to restrict the hours of usage of these car parks to avoid 

them being used after hours. He also undertook to place signs clearly in the 

parking area for that purpose and, on being questioned about enforcement of 

the signs, advised that after hours staff would be available to ensure 

compliance. There was discussion around an offer by the applicant to reduce 

the number of staff car parks from three to one (that is, change two of them to 

visitor parking) although that was not agreed on. I understand that the 

applicant remains agreeable to that on the understanding that they may be 

needed for business purposes periodically during business hours..   

  

2. The adequacy of the fencing adjoining the submitters property in terms of 

both its acoustic qualities and screening. In this regard the applicant reiterated 
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their intention in the application to ensure that the fencing meets acoustic 

requirements. They also offered, in the pre-hearing, to make the fence higher 

along the submitters boundaries if they wanted it (a figure of 2.4m being 

mentioned). I am advised that a fence up to 2.5m high can be constructed 

without a building consent being needed. The submitters undertook to 

consider the latter and will confirm their preference at the full hearing for the 

application.  

 
3. Traffic. In relation to concerns over traffic levels generally and to the potential 

for external traffic to use the application site as a through route the applicant 

has agreed to the installation of access gates at the entrances to the 

development (not the exits).  

Issues that are outstanding. 

The submitters remain concerned at the level of activity they perceive will arise 

around their property and clearly do not equate it with a typical residential suburban 

environment.  

They have raised concerns over matters of reverse sensitivity (being dust from their 

unsealed driveway and noise). 

The levels of traffic around the submitters property in particular remain of concern to 

the submitters. Reference was made in this regard to the second entrance to the 

existing Hospital that is proposed from the parking area to the southeast of the 

applicants site (plan RC18) and the consequent enhanced level of activity in that 

area.  

 

3. OTHER MATTERS. 

 

Section 99(5)(c) refers to the nature of evidence the parties may call at the hearing.  

 

The applicant advised simply that the experts that have contributed to the application 

would be present at the hearing.  

 

The submitters were advised of their rights to bring experts in support of their 

submission and undertook to consider that option but did not commit to it.  

 

4. CONCLUDING REMARKS. 

 

There were no matters raised on a without prejudice basis. 

I then closed the pre-hearing at approximately 11.20am. 

 

Tony Thomas     
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Appendix C. Minutes. 

Minutes of Prehearing – LC9091 – Design Care Group Limited 

Date: 20th April 2018 

Time: 10.10am 

Location: Manawatu District Council, Feilding Room, 135 Manchester Street Feilding 

Chair: Tony Thomas, Independent Planning Consultant 

In Attendance: Claire Stewart , Planning Officer 
Lisa Poynton, Senior Consents Planner 
Brent Holmes,  Roading Operations Team Leader 
 
Glen Hamilton, E3 Architects Ltd – Applicants Agent 
Hamish O’Brien Colspec Ltd – Applicants Client Representative 
Tom Brankin ,Design Care Group Limited - Applicant  
Brendon Murphy, Submitter 
Narelle Murphy, Submitter 
Wayne Smith, Submitter Support Person 

Item Pre-hearing of LC9091 for Design Care Group Limited, under the provisions of 
Section 99 of the Resource Management Act 1991. The pre-hearing is intended to 
clarify matters or issues of concern and, if possible, to facilitate the resolution of 
any such matters. 

1. Welcome and Introductions 

Chair Tony Thomas welcomed attendees to the meeting and thanked them for their 
attendance. 

Tony outlined the purpose of this meeting was to clarify issues and to reach an 
understanding of the points of contention to help facilitate any hearing process. 

He informed the attendees that following this meeting a report would be circulated 
to all parties. This report is intended to help guide the hearing and hearings 
commissioner. 

2. Procedural guidelines  

Senior Consent Planner Lisa Poynton disclosed that she had previously worked in 
private practice, including making the application on behalf of Tom Brankin for the 
original retirement village consent on the site, and for Colspec Construction.  

Lisa clarified that she had had no part in the current application and that she would 
not have any further part in it hereon in. Her role in the pre-hearing meeting was to 
assist Claire Stewart on matters of procedure due to other planners being away sick. 
Lisa gave the opportunity for the parties present to object to her participation in the 
pre-hearing and offered to leave if any party had an objection. There were no such 
objections. 
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3. Summary of the application (from the applicant with particular regard to the 
submission) 

The applicant’s agent Glen Hamilton gave a summary of the application and 
highlighted areas of concern that the submitters had regarding the proposal.  

He confirmed that the resource consent application was for 25 two bedroom 
detached dwellings with single garages and driveway access to each unit. There 
would be two one-bedroom units with no garage, and there would be an extension to 
the existing hospital wing. An additional one-bedroom unit has been removed from 
Marlborough Street side. 

Reports had been prepared from landscape and acoustic engineers, as well as a 
report from a traffic engineer to address traffic flow and safety concerns. 

The acoustic engineer with regard to the traffic report found that the noise limits met 
the rules of the District Plan and with regard to driveways and car parking the 
daytime flow of traffic is similar to the ambient noise of existing surrounding streets. 

There would be no parking in the car parks from 7pm to 7am. Car parks are for 
visitors, not for staff. It was noted that Council added the time provision of 7pm to 
7am after peer review of the application. 

Questions were raised regarding policing any afterhours noise. Applicant Tom Brankin 
noted that there would be a grounds-person onsite, including afterhours who could 
monitor the car parks. Signs would be erected but as an aged care facility, Tom noted 
there were seldom any visitors after dark. He noted the car parks on Derby Street 
were hardly used. 

To further mitigate noise the access roads would be constructed of smooth asphalt, 
and the applicant was happy to upgrade the fences to acoustic fences, a style which 
eliminates gaps to reduce noise. The fence is currently 1.8m high, but can be brought 
up to 2.3m without the need for consent.  

The traffic engineers report noted that the impact to Derby Street and Monmouth 
street would be minor and within 10% of current capacity as these roads were built to 
a high standard. The driveways would have open pedestrian views and would be safe 
for traffic entry and exit. There would be no impact on on-street parking. 

Street lighting has been specifically designed to take into account any light spill. The 
hoods were at lower height angles and levels and there would be no light spill over 
the fence. 

A landscape architect had produced professional plans for the frontages and 
driveways. All of the landscaping would be maintained professionally. It was noted 
that the roofs of the dwellings would have slight changes in colour to break up a 
monotonous look. The roofs would also be hipped down, with a 2.4m stud height and 
the eves angled downwards. 

It was noted that within the facility there would be a low speed limit, which would 
help keep noise from cars down. Parking for staff was further discussed and it was 
clarified that there were three car parks near the office end of the building. These 
were for the general manager and for the odd business client. The general manager 
only works standard business hours. 

It was noted that gates would be erected at the entrances with swipe card access to 
the facility.  
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The meeting 
adjourned at 
10.55am and 
reconvened at 
11.06am. 

Summary of submission and response (from the submitter)  

Chair Tony Thomas outlined to the submitters that this was an opportunity for them 
to address their concerns and request any conditions should the consent be 
approved.  

a) Amenity 

Submitter Brendon Murphy stated that his living would be affected by this 
development. His property was right in the middle and he was concerned that his 
teenagers and gravel driveway could cause concern to neighbours. He had concerns 
regarding the value of his property. Applicant Tom Brankin noted that property values 
around these kinds of facilities predominantly increased.  

b) Intensification 

Mr Murphy had concerns over the increased activity and did not feel as though any of 
the proposed changes addressed his concerns. He disagreed with the minor effects in 
the traffic report and felt it was not fair on him and his family. 

c) Noise 

Mr Murphy was concerned that the signs for parking would not be enough to 
mitigate afterhours noise.  

d). Proposed buildings 

Mr Murphy was concerned that there might be changes to the consent to include 
two-story buildings. It was clarified that there was no proposal for any two-story 
buildings, as the consent would have a condition stating it had to be built to the plans 
submitted. It was noted however that a two-story building could be built here as it is 
allowed in the District Plan rules. 

e) Traffic effects 

Mr Murphy raised his concerns that the facility would be used as a short cut through 
to Monmouth Street. The proposed gates with swipe card access would mitigate this. 

Mr Murphy was open to the height of the fence being increased pending an idea of 
what that would look like. 

5. Discussion (including matters of agreement and possible resource consent conditions 
should the application be granted) 

The applicant proposed to include: 

- Acoustic fences 
- To increase the fence height should the submitter want 
- Erected gates to the facility to mitigate concerns of it being used a ‘short cut’ 

6. Proposed evidence for the hearing. 

- Applicants to use reports as read for any supplementary information 
- Submitters to look into providing any evidence 

7. Closure of meeting. 

The meeting closed at 11.16am  
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