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Eastern Bays Shared Path

1. Purpose

This report provides an analysis of the resource management issues in respect of the
resource consent application made by the Hutt City Council Transport Department (HCC
Transport, the applicant) to construct, operate and maintain a 4.4km shared path
(cycleway and pedestrian access) along the seaward edge of Marine Drive in Lower
Hutt's Eastern Bays. The proposal includes construction of new structures, and additions
and/or alterations, replacement, and removal and demolition of existing structures
(including seawalls, revetments, boat ramps, beach access structures and stormwater
pipes), to accommodate the proposed shared path.

The assessment and recommendations contained in this report are not binding on the
Commissioners. This report has been prepared without knowledge of the content of any
evidence or submissions that will be made at the hearing; consequently, it cannot be
assumed that the Commissioners hearing the application will reach the same
conclusions as those provided in this report.

A separate s42A report has been prepared by Shannon Watson on behalf of GWRC in
respect of the resource consent applications within GWRC’s jurisdiction. There are
issues which extend across the jurisdiction of both HCC and GWRC. For some issues,
such as ecological effects, GWRC’s assessment in Mr Watson’s s42A is largely relied
upon, and supported.

The s42A report prepared by Mr Watson on behalf of Greater Wellington Regional
Council contains sections titled.

» Project Objectives and Context
» Location

* Proposal

» Construction Methodology

» Notification

» Notification

*  Submissions

» Further Information and meeting; and

Consideration of Alternatives

These sections are not repeated in this report so Mr Watson'’s report should be referred
to for these details.

Mr Watson’s report describes the proposal thoroughly and states that details of the
structures to be located on land following the reclamation of the CMA are provided in this
report. The structures will be the shared path, kerb separators, low level wooden wheel
guards, bus stops and shelters, street lighting, signage and seating. These are, with the
exception of the barrier and wheel guards, all described in the AEE Appendix K. The
description in Appendix K is adopted. The barriers and wheel guards were introduced to
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the proposal pre public notification via Memorandum 4. The existing 300m section of
upgraded seawall and path at York Bay shows how the path will appear once
constructed.

The report below references appended information as well as further information and
expert reviews that can be found at http://www.gw.govt.nz/EasternBaysSharedPath.

2. Statutory reasons for requiring resource consent

2.1 City of Lower Hutt District Plan

The district plan was made fully operative in 2004. Since that time numerous plan
changes have been completed. In regard to this proposal the key chapter is Chapter 13
‘Network Utilities’. There are no current plan changes relating to Chapter 13.

2.2 Activity status

Appendix S of the application states the shared path will traverse the following Activity
Areas.

* General Business Activity Area

» General Recreation Activity Area

» Hill Residential Activity Area
In addition, the shared path traverses a Significant Natural Resource (SNR 44) at Point
Howard. Between the various Activity Areas the shared path will be on land that will be
reclaimed, road reserve (no zoning) or on existing land that does not have any zoning.
This is land on the seaward side of the road reserve above MHWS that does not have

zoning on the planning maps.

Permitted Activities

Section 8.6.3 of the AEE sets out the Permitted Activities relevant to the proposal.

Network Utilities

Rule 13.3.1.2 states that the operation and maintenance of network utilities is permitted
activity subject to compliance with standards relating to earthworks, vegetation and
noise. Subject to meeting the standards the ongoing operation and maintenance of the
shared path will be a permitted activity.

Rule 13.3.1.37 relates to Roading and Traffic and Transport Structures and states the
following are permitted activities subject to compliance with a related earthworks
standard:

Traffic control signals and devices, light and decorative poles and associated
structures and fittings, post boxes, landscaped gardens, artworks and
sculptures, bus stops and shelters, phone boxes, public toilets and road
furniture located within the road reserve and the rail corridor.

The elements of the proposal that fall within the above items are permitted activities.

This includes bus stops, shelters and barriers which are being altered or included within
the proposal.
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Transport Chapter

Rule 14A 5.1 states any activity is a permitted activity if it complies with the standards
listed in the Appendix Transport 1.

The standards include a requirement that all roads must be constructed in accordance
with NZS 4404:2019. The applicant states that the proposal will comply with the
standards.

Noise Chapter

Rule 14C 2.1 (f) relates to noise and states:

All construction, demolition, and maintenance work shall comply with NZS 6803P
"Measurement and Assessment of Noise from Construction, Maintenance and
Demolition Work™".

The application states that the proposal will comply with construction noise standards
and that if night works are required that consent for construction noise would be sought
independently at the appropriate time. Given the uncertainty around construction noise
timing, duration and noise level it is considered that this is a reasonable approach.

Rules that are triggered by the proposal

A legal opinion contained in attachment 1 states that zoning cannot be attributed to the
existing land that does not have zoning however this is of no real consequence as the
proposal is captured by rule 13.3.1.38 (Discretionary Activity) as discussed below.

Section 8.3 of the AEE sets out the applicant’s position on the district plan rules that
trigger resource consent. Prior to the rule assessment the application states that an
application is required for an Innominate Activity, as a Discretionary Activity, pursuant to
Section 89(2) of the RMA for the construction, operation and maintenance of the shared
path not on land, that is, land that will reclaimed.

The introduction to the Network Utilities Chapter states:

The provisions in this Chapter apply to network utilities throughout all zones of the City.
The underlying zone objectives, policies and rules do not apply to network utilities,
including roads, unless specifically referred to. City wide rules, such as those relating to
historic heritage, notable trees, earthworks and hazardous substances will still apply.
Under Rule 14A (a), network utilities that are located in the road reserve are subject to
the provisions of the activity area where the road reserve is located. Where the road
reserve is between two different activity areas, the centre line of the road reserve will
become the boundary between such activity areas.

The application sets out in section 8.3 the definition of network utility which is:

“...any activity undertaken by a network utility operator as defined in section
166 of the RMA, relating to:

...construction, and operation or roads and railway lines...”
The shared path falls within the meaning of road for the reasons set out in the legal

opinion contained within attachment 1. | agree that the shared path will fall within the
meaning of a ‘road’ and is therefore a network utility.
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Rule 13.3.1.38 relates to Network Utilities and states the following is a Discretionary
Activity:

“The construction, alteration or diversions of roads, excluding any such
construction works which is part of a subdivision.” | agree with the applicant that
the proposal requires resource consent for a Discretionary Activity under Rule
13.3.1.38.

The application states in table 8-3 that:

The Shared path is constructed within the existing road or in the road reserve,
and is considered an alteration to the road. The Shared path in part traverses
land within the Special Recreation, Passive Recreation, General Business, Hill
Residential.

The shared path does not traverse land within the Passive Recreation Activity Area or
the Special Recreation Activity Areas. The applicant acknowledged this in
correspondence dated 22/07/2019.

Despite the introduction to the Network Utilities Chapter stating that citywide rules such
as earthworks apply, the Earthworks Chapter at rule 14l 2 states that the earthworks
provisions shall not apply to the following:

Earthworks associated with the establishment of network utilities in accordance
with Chapter 13 — Network Ultilities. ..

The Network Utilities provisions contain specific standards for earthworks although these
standards are not linked to rule 13.3.1.38. HCC'’s interpretation is that the Network
Utilities Chapter statement prevails over the Earthworks Chapter statement.
Accordingly, | do not agree with the applicant, as set out in table 8-3 of the AEE, that
resource consent is required under earthworks rule 14l 2.2(b). Nevertheless, effects
associated with earthworks must be considered due to the Discretionary Activity status.

The assessment matters for a Discretionary Activity are contained in section 13.3.5 and
state:

In considering an application for a discretionary activity, the Council’s discretion
is unrestricted. The Council shall consider any relevant matter with particular
regard to the objectives and policies of the Plan. In addition, the Council shall
have particular regard to the relevant matters outlined in 13.3.4 — Matters of
Discretion for Restricted Discretionary Activities

Within the AEE Table 8-3 states that resource consent is required for a Restricted
Discretionary activity under rule 14 2.2(b) because the shared path traverses ‘Significant
Natural Resource 44’ at Point Howard. | agree with the applicant that the proposal
requires resource consent for a Restricted Discretionary Activity under rule 14 2.2(b).

The shared path passes directly in front of a listed heritage building in Lowry Bay,
Skerrett Boat Shed, but no works are proposed to the shed so resource consent is not
triggered in relation to works or alterations to a heritage building.

2.3 Overall activity status

Overall, the activity must be assessed as a Discretionary Activity under the City of
Lower Hutt District Plan.
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3. Other consents and approvals required

An assessment of the consents required from GWRC is contained in the s42A report
prepared by Mr Watson and should be referred to for details.

3.1 Contaminated Land

Potential effects on human health and the environment may occur if contaminated land
is disturbed and/or used during the construction of the Project in the vicinity of the
Sunshine Bay Garage. The garage is on the landward side of the road against the base
of the hill so is well separated from the proposed path. The application states' that once
the detailed design is complete, it may be necessary to undertake a detailed assessment
of the contaminated site and if relevant a resource consent will be sought at that time. |
consider this to be a reasonable approach and that appropriate management of any
contaminated soil can be managed through separate resource consent.

3.2 Heritage Authority

The project area is a highly modified environment and no sites of cultural or
archaeological importance have been identified. It is noted that the harbour is a statutory
acknowledgment area established through the Port Nicholson Block Claims Settlement
Act 2009. It is possible that there may be archaeological sites given the historic
occupation of the area. No authorisation under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Act 2014 (HNZPTA) from Heritage New Zealand is currently required. However,
before works are undertaken, to avoid any delays, should unidentified subsurface
features be exposed, an authority will be applied for under Section 44(a) of the HNZPTA
to cover all works undertaken for the Project.

4, Matters for consideration

This section sets out the framework that has been used to assess the application.

4.1 Statutory criteria

The matters to which a consent authority shall have regard when considering
applications for resource consents and submissions are set out in section 104(1) of the
Act as follows:

When considering an application for resource consent and any
submissions received, the consent authority must, subject to Part 2,
have regard to —

(a) any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing
the activity; and

(b) any relevant provisions of —

I. a national policy statement,

" Page 166 AEE
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i

fi.

other regulations,

a national policy statement

iv. a New Zealand coastal policy statement,
V. a regional policy statement or proposed regional
policy statement; and
Vi a plan or proposed plan; and
(c) any other matters the consent authority considers relevant

and reasonably necessary to determine the application.

The provisions of s 104 are all "subject" to Part I, which means that the purpose
and principles of the Act are paramount.

4.2 Planning instruments and other matters

The following planning instruments and documents are most relevant to this application
from a territorial local authority perspective

National

» The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010

* Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for
Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human
Health) Regulations 2011

» National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020

Regional

» The Regional Policy Statement for the Wellington Region 2013

District

» City of Lower Hutt District Plan

5. Consideration of Alternatives

A discussion on the assessment of alternatives has been provided in the s42 report by
Mr Watson and should be read in conjunction with this report.

6. Existing environment

The existing environment is described in section 10 of the application and appropriately
reflected in the respective technical reports submitted in support of the application. |
consider the description of the existing environment to be accurate and adopt this
section of the application in accordance with s42A (1A) of the Act. The existing
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environment was taken into account when considering all effects and the proposals
consistency with the various policy documents.

Seawalls already exist along 90% of the Project area; however, most do not allow
sufficient space for the shared path alongside the Marine Drive carriageway. A total
length of 1.3km (29% of the Project length) including the newly built curved seawall at
York Bay, and existing revetment in southern Sunshine Bay is not changing from its
current state. The 300m of relatively new curved wall in York Bay already provides for a
Shared path that is consistent with the current designs and is in good condition.

7. Assessment of actual and potential effects 104(1)(a)

The assessment of environmental effects below considers the key effects arising from
the application that are within the jurisdiction of Hutt City Council. These effects are:

» Effects on the transport network (incl safety of users)

» Effects on recreation activities (incl. user experience, loss of beach
above MHWS)

» Biophysical and visual amenity related effects
* Infrastructure (including parking)
» Effects on tangata whenua and cultural values

» Construction effects (above MHWS — noise, vibration, traffic safety,
temp paths)

» Effects on heritage values
» Effects on ecological values and vegetation
» Positive effects

7.1 Transport related effects

This section covers effects associated with the design and use of the shared path and
includes positive effects, user safety and conflict with vehicles on the road carriageway.

7.1.1 Effects on the transport network

The application includes a Transport Assessment in Appendix L of the AEE. The
Transport Assessment and wider application was peer reviewed on behalf of HCC
Resource Consents and GWRC by David Wanty. The Recreation Assessment in
Appendix K also comments on path width and safety. Mr Wanty’s brief of evidence is
attached to this report. All of the above documents should be read in conjunction with
this report.
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Context

Marine Drive is a Primary Collector Road that serves 6,000 to 8,000 vehicles per day
and is the only road access to Eastbourne. In most places cyclists are not accommodated
and are expected to use a narrow road shoulder or share the live traffic lane. Key
infrastructure services are located within the road corridor including the Main Outfall
Sewer Pipe which is Regionally Significant Infrastructure. In places the road is subject to
debris and water being deposited on the road during southerly storm events.

Positive effects

Positive effects of the proposal are set out on pages 89 to 95 of the AEE and within the
Transport Assessment. The positive effects are summarised below.

An economic evaluation was undertaken by the applicant in accordance with NZTA'’s
Economic Evaluation Manual guidelines. Table 23-3 and Figure 23-1 on page 91 of the
AEE provide a summary of the cost benefit analysis which shows the project has a
positive cost benefit ratio. The assessment states the majority of the benefits are due to
the health and environment benefits of the facility. It is accepted that the proposal will
have positive effects such as enhanced accessibility and connectivity, increased choice
of transport modes, enhanced safety for cyclists and pedestrians, increased resilience,
recreation and social benefits.

The enhanced safety and connectivity is expected to increase the number of pedestrians
and cyclists due to the improvement over the existing which is likely to result in an
increase in active transport users along Marine Drive.

Adverse effects

Page 33 of the Transport Assessment sets out the potential adverse effects on the local
road network. These are summarised below.

* During construction there will be disruption with temporary traffic
management required along with lane closures which will disrupt all
forms of transport.

« Construction vehicles will increase the number of vehicles on the local
road network.

» The application states parking will be retained where possible adjacent
to the seaward side of the shared path however some informal parking
will be lost. In some places the shoulder currently used for informal
parking will be reallocated to the shared path. Formal parking at Point
Howard, Whiorau Reserve and Days Bay will be retained and reoriented
to angle and/or parallel parking.

» The proposal is expected to increase the number of people crossing
Marine Drive to the seaward side of the road. No additional crossings
are proposed.

* There is potential for conflict between the increased number of path
users and people waiting for bus stops.

Expert peer review - David Wanty
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In summary Mr Wanty’s evidence states:

» the proposal provides for adequate capacity and safety for the
anticipated demand of non-motor vehicle users and that it is reasonable
that certain design aspects will be clarified/confirmed at the detailed
design stage.

* In some sections it is proposed to provide a low edge barrier on the
coastal side, which | consider a practical approach particularly with
respect to anticipated users of mobility scooters. Where the shared path
is sufficiently clear of hazards there need be no low/high barriers...

» | am aware that the applicant has had to balance minimising
encroachment onto the foreshore with providing a path of adequate
width that provides a quality recreation experience and that encourages

use?

Expert response to submissions

Mr Wanty’s comments in paragraphs 37 to 54 of his brief of evidence respond to transport
related submissions where submitters opposed aspects of the proposal. | have
summarised Mr Wanty’s comments below.

Safety related submissions

Submission 30 raised concern about cyclist and motor vehicle conflict at Point Howard.
Mr Wanty’s view is that the safety audit conducted at detailed design stage will address
any matter not already identified.

Submission 60 raised the need for warning signs for motorists. Mr Wanty’s view is that
this is an existing independent requirement for the road controlling authority (HCC) noting
that warning signs are already in place.

Submission 84 raised the separation of pedestrians and cyclists on the path and
suggested grade separation where the path is 3.5m wide and textural definition where
the path is 2.5m wide. Mr Wanty does not recommend a condition of consent that
requires the shared path to have a separating white line or grade separation.

Submission 85 suggested the path should be 2.5m wide for its entire length and that a
shared path at Days Bay should be dealt with at the same time as this proposal as should
north of Point Howard.

Submission 87 opposes moving the road closer to 315 Marine Drive, York Bay, which
the submitter considers will make entering and exiting 315 Marine Drive unsafe. Mr
Wanty stated it was difficult to difficult to detect changes to the roadway and traffic lanes.

Submission 117 considered that the path would be too close to the roadway. Mr Wanty
considers that while this is desirable it is not a viable option and the separation proposed
is not unreasonable.

2 Paragpahy12 - 14 of Mr Wanty's Brief of Evidence
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Submission 132 was neutral but raised concerns over the exposed nature of the shared
path to waves. Mr Wanty considers there would be little use of the path in clearly adverse
conditions.

Submission 168 raised safety concerns when transitioning between the path and the
road and the shared path may be inadequate for electric bicycles and scooters. Mr Wanty
acknowledged these concerns and that they are part of the further safety auditing of the
detailed design.

Shared path width submissions

Mr Wanty noted many submissions commented on pathway width and that in his view
on balance the widths as proposed are reasonable. Mr Wanty highlights the need to
recognise the ‘effective’ width which would be less next to the safety barrier however he
notes that because of the ‘shy factor’ effect of users keeping a perceived safe distance
from the edge that the effective width with and without barriers may be the same.

Mr Wanty’s brief of evidence makes the following recommendations:

17. | recommend that a clear shared path width of nominally 2.4 metres be
provided for most of the route along the harbour edge (excluding local
pinch points) where currently proposed, and a clear width of 3.5 metres
where practical (consistent with the current proposal).

18. | recommend that railings for the steps and increased area at the top
of the steps be investigated and confirmed at the detailed design stage,
with warning signs for people as appropriate re use of the mini-steps
that | accept as having been designed primarily for penguin access.

19. | recommend further road safety audits (contingent on approval) be
conducted at the detailed design and pre-construction/post-
construction stages.

Avoiding, remedying and mitigating effects

The AEE states that mitigation of construction effects on the Marine Drive results from
the construction being staged over a 3 — 6 month period per bay with construction limited
at times to low tide and off-peak traffic times.

In regard to a reduction of informal parking the AEE states mitigation will be in the form
of improvements to formal parking areas and that the shared path may reduce the need
for on-street parking by enabling improved walking and cycling access.

In regard to increased pedestrian crossing demand the application states that there will
be regular gaps between the separators allowing pedestrians and cyclists to cross
Marine Drive.

The applicant’s proffered conditions relating directly to traffic effects are GC.11 to GC 13

which require a Traffic Management Plan to be submitted for certification. The conditions
and matters to be covered are typical of traffic management plans and will manage public
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safety, delays to road users, disruption to property access and methods to keep the
public informed about impacts on Marine Drive.

Mr Wanty reviewed conditions GC.11 to GC.13 along with associated conditions which
propose to develop the detailed design of the barrier, kerb separators and railing through
the LUDP and BSUDP process. Mr Wanty considers that it is appropriate to finalise the
detailed design of the rail and barrier as part of the LUDP and BSUDP process.

Mr Wanty’s recommended additional conditions in his draft brief of evidence which was
provided to the applicant. The additional conditions sought:

» the undertaking of an independent road safety audit at the detailed
design stage and at the pre-opening/post-construction stage.

» that the Hutt City Council as Applicant review the posted speed limit
along the project route within ‘x’ years of a convenient start point. Mr
Wanty suggested that Council propose what the start point might be and
associated ‘x’.
» that Hutt City Council regularly monitor and report usage of and
safety/incidences along the Shared path within the first y years of
operation. | would suggest that ‘y’ might be 1 to 3.
The applicant rejected the suggested conditions (see Memorandum 5) and stated:
A safety audit is integral to the design of the project and will form part of the detailed
design process. It is not considered necessary or appropriate for this, or the provision of
monitoring/reporting on safety in the nature suggested, to be covered by the conditions
of consent.

Assessment

The transport assessment concludes that the proposal will result in several positive
effects;

* improved real and perceived safety for pedestrians and cyclist;
* improved resilience;
» improved connectivity and accessibility for local residents;

» a modal shift from private motor vehicles to more sustainable transport choices;
and

* positive health benefits.

The assessment considers the following adverse transport effects will be minor;
» Temporary construction traffic effects;
* Marginally increased maintenance costs;

» Reduction of informal parking; and
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* increased crossing demand and the potential for conflict between path users and
people waiting at bus stops.

In relation to the increase in the number of people crossing Marine Drive to access the
shared path the applicant states that there will be regular gaps between separators and
traffic lane providing space to access the path. Mr Wanty did not raise any concerns
with this aspect of the proposal

In relation to the southern end of the path a transition point will be provided for
southbound cyclists to cross the carriageway. At the northern end the path will be
integrated into the existing path. Mr Wanty did not raise any concerns with this aspect of
the proposal.

In relation to the potential conflicts at bus stops the shared path will pass behind all bus
shelters® to minimise potential for conflict between path users and people using buses.

Mr Wanty has reviewed the applicant’s response to the suggested conditions in his draft
evidence and now recommends only two conditions which require an independent road
safety audit at the detailed design stage and at the pre-opening/post-construction stage
and monitoring of path usage and safety incidences.

| concur with Mr Wanty that both of the recommended conditions will potentially assist
the consent holder to ensure the shared path is appropriately designed and whether the
use of the shared path is resulting in incidents and/or accidents which indicate alterations
to the path, signage or other aspects of the path is required. | understand a similar
monitoring condition has been imposed for other consents, e.g. the Hutt River market

| therefore consider that subject to the effective implementation of the proffered and two
proposed conditions of consent any adverse effects on the transport network could be
appropriately mitigated to an acceptable level. | concur with the AEE in that there are
clearly positive effects on the transport network. Suggested wording has been included
in the draft conditions contained in attachment 5.

7.2 Recreation amenity associated with path use

The application includes a Recreation Assessment by Rob Greenaway & Associates in
Appendix K. The Recreation Assessment and parts of the wider application was peer
reviewed by Catherine Hamilton (WSP Opus) on behalf of GWRC and HCC. A position
statement is attached and all of the above documents should be read in conjunction with
this report.

The assessment below covers recreation effects associated with use of the shared path.
Recreation effects in relation to beach users is assessed in the s42A prepared by Mr
Watson on behalf of GWRC. There is some overlap between the peer review undertaken
by Mr Wanty (Transport Engineer) and the peer review undertaken by Ms Hamilton in
that both experts commented on user safety and conflict with other path users and
people accessing the beach.

Context

3 Page 33 AEE Transport Assessment
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People currently walk and ride bicycles along the seaward side of Marine Drive however
as described in the application documents “Currently, pedestrian and cyclist
connectedness and use along the Eastern Bays is low, due to few dedicated facilities
and the tightly constrained nature of the road along Marine Drive. For the most part,
cyclists and pedestrians must use the road shoulder, which is very narrow or non-existent
in sections.” The only section of the road that currently includes a wide path is a 300m
section on the relatively new curved wall in York Bay.

The AEE states that the area is mostly of local recreation value used for local residents
for swimming, small boat launching, walking and dog walking. Fishing occurs off rocky
areas. The Point Howard Beach is described as having good parking, and a safe and
sandy beach, a toilet and changing sheds and is used by residents of Lower Hutt and
Wainuiomata. The application states the Ferry Road headland at the southern point of
Sunshine Bay is a regionally popular coastal fishing site along with a seawall at the
western corner of Whiorau reserve.

Positive recreation effects

Positive effects of the proposal are discussed on page 95 of the AEE and within section
7 of the Recreation Assessment within Appendix K.

The positive effects of the proposal that are related to recreation can be broadly stated
as;

* an increase in users (180 new users per day according to the transport
assessment estimate);

» enhancing the experience of people who currently use the shoulder of Marine
Drive; and

* health and social benefits of an increase in users, and therefore people
undertaking physical activity.

These benefits are not disputed. The application reports that the shared path has been
an expectation of the regional recreation and tourism planning for more than a decade
and will part of the Great Harbour Way and Remutaka Cycle Trail. The high number of
submissions in support of the proposal from the local community clearly demonstrates
that local residents think there will be recreation benefits Submission’s in support of the
proposal by the Cycling Action Network and Cycle Wellington both raised the improved
access to the Remutaka Cycle Trail and Great Harbour Way.

Path width - recreation amenity

The width of the shared path has been the subject of discussion in relation to safety and
user experience. The application sets out the consultation that was undertaken to gain
an understanding of what path width was most acceptable to the community. The
application reports that a 2.5m wide path was the community preference with the main
motivation for the 2.5m over 3.5m being to avoid encroachment onto beach areas. The
Recreation Assessment* discusses various published path width standards and

4 Page 20 Appendix K AEE Recreation Assessment
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concludes that 3.5m is the recommended minimum standard for a shared path.
Reasons given for this width were:

» compliance with established standards

» the high likelihood of walkers in groups and two to three abreast

» lack of recovery space for cyclists on a narrower path

» likely high level of use by dog walkers and children on a range of devices
» congregation and stationery use of the path at beach areas

» the potential for the path’s use as a cycling commuter route

» advent of e-bikes enabling access by an older age group and

* the continuing development of pathways throughout the Wellington
Region.

The assessment goes on to acknowledge that a 3.5m wide path compared to a 2.5m
wide path will have greater adverse effects on the coastline and acknowledges the
compromise that has been made in the final design. The Recreation Assessment states
in the Conclusion that “The path remains substantially at the preferred width, and the
narrow sections should not compromise its success” °

The Recreation Assessment concludes that the shared path will result in a significant
change for the better in recreation and commuting participation in the Eastern Bays and
that mitigations will maintain key areas of beach amenity and ensure that the scale of
adverse effects are no more than minor

Expert peer review

The peer review by Ms Hamilton (WSP-Opus) assessed the Recreation Assessment
prepared by Rob Greenaway and Associates. The focus of Ms Hamilton’s review is on
the expected recreation outcomes of the proposal which includes recreation amenity
benefits of the shared path as well as impacts upon the existing recreation values
associated with beach activities and use of the rocky coastline. Ms Hamilton’s review
should be read in full but is summarised below.

Ms Hamilton’s Position Statement states that in assessing the likely outcomes that she
took into account the following key points:

» tangible and intangible factors are relevant

» design standards need to be met

» access to the coast and wider area.
A difficulty expressed in the Position Statement and in earlier comments from Ms
Hamilton is that the lack of detailed design has limited her ability to fully assess the

recreation outcomes of the proposal. Ms Hamilton’s view is that the reliance on the
consent condition process to review the detailed plans is concerning. This leads onto

5 Page 72 Recreation Assessment
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the concern with the time allowed and content of the LUDP and BSUDP’s within the
proposed consent conditions.

One of the concerns is that a staged design process could result in ad hoc outcomes
and the loss of overall cohesion and unity. It is suggested by Ms Hamilton that full design
up-front with staged construction could avoid this problem.

Ms Hamilton also considers conditions should allow for hold points at preliminary,
developed and detailed design stages for review to occur.

In relation to design standards Ms Hamilton’s view is design standards for recreation
amenity outcomes are being unacceptably compromised as a trade-off to protect coastal
marine ecology especially.b

The two key areas of concern are the path width and handrail position and heights.

The Position Statement notes the conclusions reached in the Rob Greenaway
Assessment report and references the NZTA and Auckland Transport which indicate that
3.5m is a preferred minimum.

Ms Hamilton states in her Position Statement that / think it would be worth simulating the
design parameters to better understand behaviour associated with the proposed design
and to alleviate any unintended consequences on recreation use and enjoyment and
safety in areas where the path is proposed to be narrower than 3.5m.

At the time of writing this report it had not been investigated with the applicant what the
constraints were to widening the path to 3.5m, by narrowing the carriageway for cars etc,
to alleviate the concerns raised by Ms Hamilton. | note that in Mr Wanty’s position
statement that he commented that a narrower carriageway may have consequences for
commuter cyclists who are not using the shared path.

In relation to barriers the ability for Ms Hamilton to comment is limited due to the lack of
detail around barrier height and design. Ms Hamilton states there would be concern if
barriers are higher than 1.1m as they may be in the sightline of path users and diminish
connection with the seascape thereby reducing overall recreation enjoyment. In relation
to the design Ms Hamilton would be concerned if the barriers encroach into the 3.5m
path width.

Submissions

In earlier correspondence Ms Hamilton commented while there were several
submissions that supported a narrower path adequate sizing of a path is a matter for
expert analysis. | concur with this position.

| note that there are numerous submissions in support of the proposal that cited improved
safety as a reason for supporting the proposal with many submissions going on to state
the improved level of safety would encourage pedestrians and cyclists. Numerous
submissions made generic statements that the shared path will encourage recreation in
the area.

Submissions that are focused on safety have been assessed earlier under the transport
assessment.

6 Page 3 Position Statement by Ms Hamilton
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Avoiding, remedying and mitigating effects

The conditions of consent proposed by the applicant that relate to the design of the
proposal are numbered LV.1 through LV.7. GC.5 is relevant as it sets out the
management plan approval process.

In Memorandum 6 the applicant addressed matters raised earlier in the assessment
process in relation to the status of BSUDP’s. In the applicant’s view the revised
conditions clarify that the BSUDP’s are part of the management plans identified under
condition GC.5. In addition, further refinement was made to conditions LV.5 and LV.6.

Despite the amendments made to conditions made by the applicant post lodgement
amendments to the proposed conditions are discussed and suggested below due to
concerns raised by Ms Hamilton and Mr Head (Landscape and Visual Assessment peer
reviewer). The objective of the suggested amendments to conditions is to ensure the
final design is more likely to be of high quality which cannot be determined from the
preliminary plans.

At the time of writing this report the applicant had provided updated conditions in Memo
6 and these have been assessed by Ms Hamilton and are discussed below.

In relation to GC.5 (b) Ms Hamilton considers the ‘at least 30 working days’ timeframe to
be too short. Her view is at 30 working days prior to a project commencing the contractor
will be pre-ordering materials and deploying resources. The pressure to then ensure the
project starts as scheduled may result in expediency over a quality process and design.
Ms Hamilton recommends additional time be allowed within GC.5, including for
adjudication. | acknowledge Ms Hamilton’s concern but consider the risk is with the
applicant. If a plan submitted for certification is not acceptable then GWRC and/or HCC
will not certify the plan. | also note that the 30 working days is a minimum timeframe
which the consent holder may not necessarily work to.

In relation to GC.5(e) Ms Hamilton has recommended that this should be amended to
require any changes, not just changes considered ‘minor’, to the LUDP and BSUDP’s to
be submitted to the Manager Environmental Regulation and Team Leader Resource
Consents for (re)certification. Mr Head (recreation effects peer review) agrees with this
suggested change to GC.5(e). The reasons for removing ‘minor’ from GC.5(e) are that
it is a subjective term that requires expert evaluation. The concern is the less tangible
values that relate to recreation can be overlooked if an appropriately qualified and
experienced expert is not involved. | concur with this suggestion and have proposed a
revised condition GC.5.

In regard to GC.5 (h) Ms Hamilton does not consider that 10 working days is adequate
time to find and engage a suitably qualified and experienced expert who then has another
10 working days to resolve a dispute. | agree that this is a short time period but again
the risk is within the applicant and the time period is potentially redundant in any case.
If a mutually agreed suitably qualified and experienced independent expert is not
engaged within 10 working days or does not make their decision within 10 working days
then the consent holder must still wait for the decision.

In regard to LV.3 the words ‘suitably qualified and experienced’ is recommended to be

added before the list of experts to ensure the appropriate people are engaged in the
process.
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In regard to LV.4(a) Ms Head considers that removing the reference to ‘general
hierarchy’ would be beneficial as there are links and interdependencies between safety,
recreation and landscape. | concur with this point and have recommended a change to
LV.4(a) to this effect.

In regard to LV.4(d)(ii) Ms Hamilton considers industry design standards and best
practice exemplars for shared paths at a minimum 3.5m width should be referred to. This
is proposed by Ms Hamilton because of her firm view that a 2.5m wide path risks
unintended consequences for safety and recreation amenity and safety. | agree that
the 2.5m wide sections may result in lower recreation amenity for users compared to the
3.5m wide sections. However, | note that Mr Wanty has accepted that 2.5m is acceptable
in regard to safety. Consequently, | have not recommended that minimum 3.5m widths
be specified.

In regard to LV.6(a) Ms Hamilton considers that the draft design protocol would benefit
from including annotated photographic exemplars of best practice coastal shared path
projects, to demonstrate the level of design to be achieved. | concur and an amendment
to this condition is recommended that requires visual representations to be added to the
condition to the draft design protocol.

In regard to LV.7 Ms Hamilton recommends adding surface treatments and minimum
path widths to the urban design details to be considered. | concur that surface treatments
should be added to LV.7 but that specifying minimum path widths is not appropriate or
necessary as these are specified in the detailed engineering plans.

Assessment

The fact the proposal is only developed to a preliminary design stage has meant the
ability to assess recreation amenity associated with path use has been limited.

A key concern remains, from a recreation amenity perspective, that in places the path is
only 2.5m wide and that a 3.5m path would be line with best practice and would provide
greater recreational amenity, safety and may result in greater use.

| agree with the position of Ms Hamilton on these matters but recognise the clear trade
off the applicant has had to make between path width and encroaching onto the
foreshore. | also note that Mr Wanty considers that sections of 2.5m wide path can be
accepted from a safety perspective. | acknowledge that the sections of the path that are
2.5m wide may not result in a recreation experience that a path width that meets best
practice would. | also note the high level of support for the shared path as expressed
through submissions with only seven submissions seeking a wider path than proposed.

Overall, | consider that subject to the effective implementation of the suggested
conditions of consent any adverse effects on recreation amenity could be appropriately
mitigated to an acceptable level. Suggested wording has been included in the draft
conditions.

Loss of beach space

The proposal includes beach re-nourishment of existing high tide beaches at Point
Howard, Lowry Bay and York Bay to mitigate the loss of high-tide beach and associated
recreation amenity at these locations. A total of approximately 6,000m?® of material will
be required for beach re-nourishment, distributed across the respective bays as follows:
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+ Point Howard - 1,600m?
e Lowry Bay - 3,200m3
e York Bay - 1,200m3

Although approximately 6,000 m? of material will need to be imported it is estimated that
this will rapidly consolidate to around 4,600m?® when placed due to sediment transport
processes, tidal action and construction traffic movements.

It is likely that the Hutt River will be the source of material for beach re-nourishment given
its proximity to the project and relative composition to natural beach sediments found
across the Eastern Bays.

The AEE considers that the beach nourishment will mean loss of beach space is
mitigated with coastal amenity being retained. The AEE states post mitigation the effects
on recreation amenity at York Bay, Point Howard and Lowry Bay will be less than minor.

While recreation associated effects due to loss of beach space above MHWS is within
HCC'’s jurisdiction loss of beach space and beach nourishment have consequential
effects on coastal processes, intertidal and subtidal ecology, natural character and
coastal birds. Mr Watson has assessed these matters, and effects on recreation
amenity, in his report and outlined the proposed beach nourishment process and
associated conditions in detail. Mr Watson’s report should be referred to for this
assessment.

Proffered conditions of consent requires beach nourishment to be monitored and for a
single ‘top up’ to occur within two years of the two year monitoring programme being
completed.

Loss of beach space was raised by several submitters, particularly in relation to York
Bay.

Dr lain Dawe has stated’ that the beach nourishment will be as stable as the existing
beach and he is comfortable with the beach nourishment related conditions for
monitoring and remedial action. Mr Watson'’s conclusion, based on expert advice of Ms
Hamilton and Dr lain Dawe, in relation to effects on recreational amenity is that subject
to successful implementation of the conditions that adverse effects on recreation amenity
will be no more than minor. | concur with this conclusion.

Boat Ramps

Three boat ramps will be built in their existing locations at Point Howard, York Bay and
Mahina Bay and steps will be provided in the same or close to the same location as
existing. Some of these are within HCC’s jurisdiction however Mr Watson has assessed
public access in general in his s42A report. The ramps will be built in the same locations
but will be parallel to the wall and have minimum grades.

Submissions have raised the location and number of beach access points and the width
of the proposed boat ramp in York Bay. The BSUDP will allow local input into the finer
details of the access steps and boat ramps.

7 Email dated 18/11/2020 to Shannon Watson.
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| come to the same conclusion as Mr Watson that the proposal maintains access to the
beaches and coastal marine area.

7.3 Visual effects

The application includes a Landscape and Visual Assessment (LVA) in appendix D. In
addition, further information responses have added additional assessment on natural
character, landscape and visual effects. The applicant provided a supplementary LVA
report dated October 2019 after seaside barriers were introduced into the project.

The LVA and parts of the wider application was peer reviewed by Jeremy Head (WSP
Opus) on behalf of GWRC and HCC. The peer review and subsequent correspondence
is attached and all of the above documents should be read in conjunction with this report.

The assessment below follows the approach of the AEE and assesses biophysical
effects, effects on visual amenity and construction effects associated with the shared
path. An assessment of effects on natural character has been undertaken by Mr Watson
in his s42A report.

Context
The application describes the landscape context as:

“Marine Drive has a distinctive pattern of settlement and land use. The road is contained
between the harbour and the hills. At a local scale, each bay has a unique identity, the
cumulative product of the settlement pattern and the bay landform including the curvature
of the bay, the steepness of the hills and their proximity to the coastline, the orientation
of the bay and its exposure to the prevailing winds and the coastal edge.

Hutt City currently does not identify outstanding natural landscapes (ONLs) and features
(ONFs) or special amenity landscapes (SALs) in its district plan. The Landscape
Evaluation Draft Technical Review Assessment undertaken for Hutt City in 2016 did not
identify any ONFLs or SALs within the project area.

A natural character assessment was undertaken in 2016 for Greater Wellington Regional
Council and Hutt City Council. No Outstanding or Very High Natural Character areas are
identified within the Eastern Bays coastal terrestrial area, which is assessed as having
Moderate natural character”.®

The peer review stated “...the wider site context is described in thorough detail by the Ms
Williams and is not commented on further in this peer review”. Given those comments |
consider the landscape context description to be accurate and accordingly is adopted.

The LVA describes the site by bay on pages 13 - 18. | adopt this description. On the
seaward side there is variety in regard to the size of the beach, height below the road,
presence and size of rock outcrops. In regard to the interface the form of the existing
road edge varies with seawalls already present along 90%?° of the 4.4km path length.

8 Page 3 EBSP LVA Appendix D
9 Page 9 Section 3.2 of the Introduction
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The LVA splits the assessment into biophysical effects, effects on natural character,
effects on visual amenity and construction effects.

Biophysical effects

In relation to biophysical effects, which relate to changes in landform, vegetation cover
and waterways, the LVA considers there is a small loss of local landform and that overall
biophysical effects are Low'® over the length of the project. ‘Low’ is akin to a less than
minor adverse effect on the seven point scale used in the LVA. At a local scale there
are potentially moderate effects at Point Howard, north of the beach, and at Sunshine
Bay. These localised effects have been assessed as moderate. The localised effects in
areas where beach nourishment in occurring, Point Howard, Lowry Bay and York Bay,
are assessed as Moderate — Low.

The peer review dated May 10 2019 concludes that “the existing treatment of the coastal
edge where the proposal is located is currently poor and in need of improvement. The
proposal addresses this adequately and represents a nett improvement on the coastal
edge’s appearance and functionality. The extent of the changes closely aligns with the
current extent of the modified coastal edge — but not everywhere and so ‘moderate’

landscape effects will occur in these areas’.”

I concur with the assessment of the effects on biophysical effects and consider the
biophysical effects to be less than minor over the length of shared path.

Effects on visual amenity

Visual effects relate to changes to specific views and may or may not adversely affect
peoples’ visual amenity. The effects on visual amenity for residents are primarily related
to the presence of the safety barriers as the seawalls will not generally be visible below
the road level. Kerb separators, signage and path markings and future street furniture
and bus shelters will also be visible to residents and may generate effects. The visibility
of the proposal from residential sites is affected by several factors such as fencing,
vegetation, elevation and orientation of dwellings and location and height of habitable
rooms.

The LVA assesses the effects on visual amenity on local residents, drivers, pedestrians
and cyclists, beach users and from on the water. The revised LVA provided an
assessment of the barriers on visual amenity.

The areas where a barrier will be located are:

» Gill Road to Whiorau Reserve - this is directly opposite dwellings at 4
Gill Road Flats 1 — 6 and Flats 1 and 2 2 Gill Road. The majority of the
barrier would be opposite the undeveloped base of the steep hillside.

* York Bay north — 1 Taungata Road, 301, 303, 305 Taungata Rd and 23
Waitohu Road. The views from these dwellings are either screened by
vegetation or over the barrier due to the elevated position of the
dwellings.

» Between Mahina Bay and Sunshine Bay - this is opposite the base of
the steep undeveloped hillside

10 Page 30 EBSP LVA Appendix D
" Page 11 LVA peer review by WSP Opus dated May 10 2019.
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* Windy Point — opposite dwellings at 625 — 735 Marine Drive (13
dwellings).

« Between 214 and 228 Marine Drive'2 - directly opposite dwellings.

Residents

For residents in areas where a barrier is not present the LVA considers that the effects
at a local scale could be Low if the design principles outlined in section 5.2 of the LVA
are adhered to. The assessment considers the visual effects are Very Low in the wider
context.

For areas where a barrier is present an assessment has been undertaken for individual
sites although not for sites at the western end of Lowry Bay.'® The LVA considers that
for dwellings with rooms at street level and views directly across the road to the barrier
the effect may be Moderate — Low but that there is the potential for this to reduce via the
final design. Moderate — Low is considered to be equivalent to ‘minor’ effects in RMA
terminology. Within each bay and at a local scale the level of effect on the visual amenity
of individual residents will be determined by the finer grained detail design of the barriers
along with the other features such as path signage and path markings. Within the wider
landscape the barriers are considered to have Very Low visual effects.

Drivers

For drivers the assessment notes the barrier becomes a screen in oblique views and that
overall, the widened road with a shared path diminishes the immediate experience of
driving along the edge of the harbour. The assessment notes the immediate character
of the Marine Drive, where a barrier is present, is changed but the wider landscape
dominates views from a vehicle with the overall effect on visual amenity being Low for
drivers where a barrier is present and Very Low where a barrier is not present.

Pedestrians and cyclists

For pedestrians and cyclists, the LVA considers the effect on visual amenity to be
generally positive where unsightly seawalls and infrastructure are removed or where no
path is currently provided. The integration of features such as path markings, signage,
stormwater outlets, bus shelters and street furniture will also determine the visual effect
for cyclists and pedestrians. The LVA considers if these features are carefully located to
avoid visual clutter and maintain views down to the water’'s edge that adverse visual
effects have the potential to be Low. The barriers will not limit views for path users and
the adverse effect of the barriers on cyclists and pedestrians is assessed as Very Low.

Beach users

In regard to views from the beach the LVA noted the focus is on views towards the water
rather than the land. The replacement walls were assessed as having high visual impact
which should reduce with weathering and as the bio mitigation textures reduce the
reflectivity of the lower curve of the wall. The visual effects of beach nourishment will
depend on material used with the assessment considering that if locally sourced material

12 Barrier introduced via Memorandum 5.
'3 Supplementary Report to LVA dated October 2019
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is that visual effects will decrease over time from Moderate-Low to Very Low. The
barriers are not proposed for areas that are adjacent to the main swimming beaches.

Views from the water

In regard to views from the water the LVA considers that while the wall will be visible
from closer views, with a lighter more reflective tone than the older seawalls and with
more consistent horizontal lines, the visual effect will be Very Low over time with age
and weathering. The LVA considers the barrier does not change the level of effect from
the water.

Summary

The LVA’s summary concludes that overall, the adverse effects on visual amenity are
considered to be Low to Very Low. Detailed design will determine the effects at a local
scale with careful design of signage, path markings, safety features, stormwater and
piped stream outlets, bus shelters and street furniture required to avoid visual clutter and
maintain views.

Construction effects

During construction of each 20m section of seawall, views towards the coastal edge from
the street will be screened by machinery, although residents in elevated locations will
retain their distant views to the hills across the harbour. Views from the foreshore and
water towards the road edge will also be obscured by machinery and construction works.

The visual impact of construction will be localised and temporary, with each bay expected
to take 3-6 months to complete. Adverse effects are short term and considered to be
Very Low.

Overall, the applicant considers the proposal to be an appropriate development in this
location for the following reasons:

« The existing coastal edge has been modified by the road and historic seawall
structures that have disrupted natural ecological processes

« Within the wider Eastern Bays landscape, the particular elements, features and
experiential values that contribute significantly to the experiential natural
character value of the area will remain unchanged

« Works are confined to narrow fringe of land between the road and the water.
While it is an important component of the Eastern Bays landscape, this coastal
edge has a low visual prominence within the wider landscape context

Expert peer review

A conclusion is reached by the applicant that effects on visual amenity are Low to Very
Low and that effects on individual sites that are at street level with views directly across
the road to the barrier the effect may be Moderate — Low but that there is the potential
for this to reduce via the final design.

Mr Head'’s peer review, prior to the introduction of the safety barrier, concluded:
There is general agreement with the content and conclusions reached in the

Applicants’ LVA. The existing treatment of the coastal environment where the
proposal is located is currently poor and in need of improvement. The proposals
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address this adequately and represents a nett improvement on the coastal
edge’s appearance and functionality. The extent of the changes closely aligns
with the current extent of the modified coastal edge — but not everywhere and
So ‘moderate’ landscape effects will occur in these areas. This is a reasonable
conclusion. Visual effects arising from the proposal are considered to be ‘low’
overall. This is a reasonable conclusion.™

The peer review went on to say that high natural landscape values and amenity values
enjoyed in the area will continue to be maintained following the proposal as currently
presented which essentially ‘tidies up’ the existing situation in generic manner.

Mr Head’s peer review confirmed that the proposal was being considered as a worst
case scenario, that is, without improvements that may occur via the LUDP process. Mr
Head stated that there was a degree of discomfort with the proposal being submitted for
resource consent that relied on further development. This is a matter that become more
important when the barriers were introduced without a design or height being confirmed.

Following the introduction of safety barriers Mr Head’s conclusion' changed to adverse
effects being Moderate as the barrier will be a prominent feature around a highly defined
landscape edge. Mr Head’s Position Statement does not include a final assessment on

effects on visual amenity but in regard to landscape effects states adverse effects will be
between Low and Moderate.'®

Overall Mr Head considers that;
» the current proposal is lacking sufficient details to draw absolute conclusions;

» the outcomes are aspirational rather than actual and heavily reliant on the design
and review process established via consent conditions.

Amendments to the conditions have been recommended by Mr Head and these are
discussed below.

Submissions

There was very little commentary on the visual impact of the path but five submissions
did state a barrier would be unsightly or was unnecessary. Two submissions commented
that a barrier was necessary.

Avoiding, remedying and mitigating effects

The application states design features incorporated into the design will create
consistency. The design features include;

+ Continuous curved walls.

* A concrete trim along the seaward edge.

4 Page 11 Jeremy Head (WSP Opus) review of Landscape and Visual Assessment dated May 10 2019
'5 Email dated 18 October 2019 from Jeremy Head to Shannon Watson
16 Page 5 Jeremy Head’s (WSO Opus) Position Statement
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» Material for beach nourishment is to be sourced locally to match existing beach
material colour, grain size (sand) and texture (gravel).

» Allowing natural rock outcrops to maintain their integrity when they meet the road
edge.

* Avoiding the use of plant beds along on the coastal edge, particularly beds with
kerbs or stone edges. This is an exposed, marine environment and amenity
horticulture degrades the existing natural character.

The applicant proposes to follow the process set out in conditions LV1 to LV7 to develop
the proposal from the current Preliminary Design to a Detailed Design via development
of the LUDP and BSUDP(s).

A suggested condition is that a Landscape and Urban Design Plan (LUDP) be developed
in consultation with the ecologists, Hutt City Council, the Eastbourne Community Board,
local resident organisations and the Eastern Bays community. Within each bay and at a
local scale, final effects on natural character and visual amenity will be determined by
finer grained detailed design through Bay Specific Landscape and Urban Design Plans
(BSUDP). The BSUDP will include details such as:

« Seawall structures, including transition zones between seawall types;

« Beach access including steps, ramps and associated handrails where required;

« Safety barriers and railing;

« The treatment of stormwater structures at the coastal interface;

- Little Penguin and Shoreline Forager related structures including penguin
passage elements, ramps, nests, boxes and wooden poles for roosting;

« Planting treatment;

« The treatment of existing trees and existing landscape and natural features;

« The design and area of space available for recreational amenity activities;

- The design and orientation of features, spaces and access points;

« Refuge and seating opportunities; and

« Signage and storyboards.
Assessment

It is acknowledged that the applicant’s approach to developing detailed design through
the process for generating the LUDP and BSUDP’s allows some public input via the
Eastbourne Community Board and residents associations has the potential, but not
certainty, to result in a quality design. Equally, it limits the ability to assess visual effects
because the assessment relies on understanding the design and scale of the proposal.
The expert peer review by Mr Head is explicit in the difficulty or limited ability to assess
the proposal given the fact detailed design is yet to be developed. Essentially the
application relies on the process of developing the LUDP and BSUDP’s to further
mitigate the effects of the proposal.

District plan rule 13.3.1.37 lists the following structures as permitted activities, subject to
compliance with the earthworks standard 13.3.2.5;

Traffic control signals and devices, light and decorative poles and associated
structures and fittings, post boxes, landscaped gardens, artworks and
sculptures, bus stops and shelters, phone boxes, public toilets and road
furniture located within the road reserve and the rail corridor.
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‘Road furniture’ is not defined in the district plan or RMA however the Resource Consent
Team at Hutt City Council have confirmed that safety barriers and/or handrails alongside
footpaths would be considered as a permitted activity under rule 13.3.1.37. The
implication is that once the shared path is constructed and becomes part of the road
reserve that barriers are a permitted activity and adverse visual effects associated with
the barriers can be disregarded if the permitted baseline is applied.

The conditions of consent proposed by the applicant that relate to the design of the wall
are numbered LV.1 through LV.7. GC.5 also is relevant as this sets out the process for
certifying plans.

Because of the lack of detail design the following suggested amendments to the
conditions of consent have been proposed by Mr Head. The intention of the suggested
amendments to conditions is to ensure the final design is more likely to be of high quality.

The suggested changes were made in conjunction with Ms Hamilton and are shown the
recommended conditions.

Overall, | consider that subject to the effective implementation of the recommended
conditions of consent any overall biophysical adverse effects are less than minor and
effects on visual amenity might range from less than minor to minor but that this is
contingent on the LUDP and BSUDP process so a firm conclusion cannot be made.

7.4 Effects on Infrastructure

This section considers the effects on infrastructure including Marine Drive, bus stops,
parking spaces and underground services.

Marine Drive

The proposal will enhance the protection of Marine Drive which is the only road access
into Eastbourne, through upgrading and constructing of the shared path and seawall, so
the proposal is considered to have a positive effect in this regard. The shared path will
reduce the frequency and cost of clearing the road following storm events. Within the
road reserve is the main outfall sewer pipeline that serves 146,000 residents and industry
and the pipeline is regionally significant infrastructure. ‘Resilience’ has been discussed
in greater detail by Mr Watson on behalf of GWRC and | concur with his comments.

Bus stops

The proposal includes relocating northbound bus stops at Mahina Bay and York Bay.
The shelter at Mahina Bay is proposed to be moved 50m to the north to avoid
encroaching onto useable beach space. The location of bus shelters will be confirmed
with the GWRC as the authority that manages public transport. The design of bus
shelters will be part of the LUDP consent process. The Design Features Report states
in section 3.9 that in all circumstances the shared path will be directed to the rear of bus
shelters to avoid conflict whereas the section 7.9.2 of the AEE states the shared path
cannot be diverted behind bus shelters in in all locations. It is noted that the placement
of bus shelters is a permitted activity under district plan rule 13.3.1.37.

Several submissions commented on repositioning of bus stops or the amount of room

around bus stops and potential conflict between path users and people waiting at bus
stops.
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Parking spaces

The application states that existing parking spaces will be retained where possible.
Existing formal parking areas at Point Howard - Seaview Terminal side and Point Howard
(landward side of road) Whiorau Reserve and at Days Bay will be unaffected.

In some locations informal parking occurs where there is additional shoulder width and
in places this will be reallocated to the shared path. Informal parking at Point Howard
and Windy Point exists and this informal perpendicular parking reoriented to diagonal or
parallel respectively. These areas are shown in Figures 3-13 of the Design Features
Report. Two submissions specifically mentioned that there is insufficient parking but do
not comment on any particular location

Underground services

Powerco Ltd submitted on the proposal and indicated support as it will protect their
infrastructure that is located within and adjacent to the road corridor. PowerCo Ltd
requested that they are notified of any works within 3m of their assets.

Wellington Water submitted on the application and stated they have a neutral position.
WWL stated that they have an interest in ensuring protection of water supply assets
during construction. WWL'’s submission noted the presence of culverted streams that
the SP will cross and suggested signage, variance in path materials or informational
displays on these streams could be created. The submission also recommended the use
of water sensitive design be incorporated into stormwater management.

Avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects

In relation to potential conflict between path users and other people at bus stops the
application states line marking and signage will be used to highlight areas of potential
conflict. In addition, the path will be diverted around the rear of the bus shelters where
possible.

In relation to the loss of some of the informal car parking spaces the applicant has
proposed to create car parking spaces at Point Howard and Windy Point.

Assessment

The increased resilience of Marine Drive and the infrastructure assets within the road
corridor is clearly a considerable positive effect of this proposal

The loss of some informal car parking spaces may cause pressure on parking availability
in the local area. The number of informal parking spaces that will be lost has not been
quantified but the mitigation offered via formalising some of the informal parking at Point
Howard and Windy Point is an appropriate response. The loss of some informal parking
spaces is an inevitable consequence of the shared path and was not an issue focused
on strongly in submissions. Overall, the loss of informal car parking space is considered
an acceptable consequence of the shared path.

The concerns raised regarding relocating two northbound bus shelters are
acknowledged but it is noted that bus stops and bus shelters are a permitted activity in
the district plan and therefore adverse effects due to relocating and/or erecting bus
shelters can be disregarded as part of the permitted baseline. The inclusion of bus
shelters within the LUDP process means the design of the shelters will include input from
the Eastbourne Community Board and relevant Residents Associations. Overall, any
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adverse effects due to relocating bus shelters are considered acceptable when the
permitted baseline is taken into account.

There are no recommended changes to the conditions due to any of the comments made
in this section.

7.5 Effects on tangata whenua

The application acknowledges that the harbour as whole is highly significant to tangata
whenua. The application was provided to the Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust due
to the site being adjacent to a statutory acknowledgment area. As part of the public
notification notice was served on Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust; Te Runanga o
Ngati Toa; Wellington Tenths Trust; Te Atiawa ki te Upoko o te lka a Maui Potiki Trust
and Waiwhetu marae

A cultural impact report (CIR) was included with the application. The application notes
the concluding comments of the CIR which is that the shared path “should have only
minor cultural impacts largely related to the rocky coastline of the area and perhaps on
some sites around the harbour. The provision of a safe shared pathway for pedestrians
and cyclists would be welcome addition to the area for all.”

Avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects

Three conditions have been proffered, AP.1 — AP.3, that relate to:

» Discovery of Archaeological Features or Deposits

» Discovery of Taonga

» Tangata Whenua Contacts
In addition, the application states that the project offers opportunities through story
boards and signage to enhance cultural and heritage values and share them with the
community. Signage and storyboards are included as one of the design details required
via condition LV.7
Assessment
Taking into account the concluding comments within the CIR, the proffered conditions of
consent and the lack of submissions relating to cultural matters the proposal is

considered to be acceptable in relation to effects on tangata whenua.

Recommended conditions

| consider the proffered conditions are acceptable and appropriate.

7.6 Effects related to construction activity

Context
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The Design Features Report (Appendix J) outlines the design details and construction
methodology for the design features. Appendix J should be referred to for the full details.
The application notes that details of the design features may change as the design
progresses and the construction methodology may vary.

The construction period is estimated at 6 years with a staged approach completing each
bay in totality with each section expected to take 3-6 months to complete. In places the
shared path will be constructed opposite dwellings and in these locations residents will
be highly aware of the construction activity whereas in other locations construction
effects will be limited to the functioning of the transport network.

Adverse Effects

Effects on the CMA, sediment discharge, contaminants and habitat disturbance have
been assessed within the s42 report prepared by Mr Watson and these effects largely
fall within the jurisdiction of GWRC. The assessment below is focused on construction
related effects above the seawall.

During construction the proposal will affect the flow of traffic, cyclists and pedestrians
along Marine Drive as temporary traffic management and lane closures will be necessary
at times. The application states that a stop-go system will be in place with work
undertaken at off-peak times where possible while also at times having to undertake
work at low tide.

Other potential construction associated effects include noise, dust, vibration and
temporary visual effects due to the presence of machinery in the area.

The application considers that these are typical effects of any construction activity and
will occur during the daytime. The application considers that dust nuisance is unlikely
due to the materials that will be encountered and that vibration effects are not expected.

Expert peer review

David Wanty’s assessment of transport related matters noted the proffered Traffic
Management Plan (TMP) and did not suggest any changes this condition.

Submissions

Wellington Water Ltd submitted on the application and stated they have a neutral
position. WWL stated that they have an interest in ensuring protection of water and
waste water assets during construction and suggested that conditions and controls
should address this matter.

Avoiding, remedying and mitigating effects

In relation to construction effects the applicant’s proffered conditions of consent include
a Construction and Environmental Management Plan (CEMP) and Traffic Management
Plan (TMP). The TMP will identify how temporary access for all transport modes will be
provided for and will include residents to be informed of the programme of works and
likely traffic disruptions.
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The application states'” that night works, if required, will not occur adjacent to nearby
residents. Post lodgement of the application a condition has been proffered relating to
construction noise. Initially the proposal stated that construction, demolition and
maintenance will comply with the relevant NZS Construction Noise Standard (NZS
6803P) and that if work were to occur at night that a resource consent would be sought
at a later date. Subsequently, a condition has been proffered which requires construction
works to comply, as far as practicable, with NZS 6803:1999. The use of the wording, as
far as practicable, introduces uncertainty into the condition of consent and in my view
should be removed from the condition. If the construction works do not comply with
district plan rule 14A 2.1 (f), which permits construction noise in accordance with NZS
6803P, then consent will need to be sought.

Assessment

Construction related effects are temporary and will be spatially limited at any one time.
The approach of using management plans which need certification before approval
ensures that appropriate measures will be included in the management plans. Overall, |
consider that construction effects can be appropriately mitigated to an acceptable level
subject to the effective implementation of conditions.

Recommended Conditions

Noise arising from Construction Works shall be measured and assessed in accordance
with NZS 6803:1999 Acoustics — Construction Noise and shall comply, as—tar—as
practicable, with the noise criteria set out in the following table:

Table CNV1: Construction noise criteria

DGY Time LAeq('IS min) LAFmax
Residential buildings
Weekdays 0630h - 55 dB 75 dB
0730h 70 dB 85dB
0730h  —| 45dB 80dB
1800n 450B 7548
1800h -
2000h
2000h -
0630h
Saturdays 0630h —| 45dB 75 dB
0730h 70 dB 85 dB
0730h  —| 45dB 75 dB
1800n 45 dB 75 dB
1800h -
2000h
17 Section 20.3.5.
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2000h -
0630h
Sundays and | 0630h - 45 dB 75 dB
Public Holidays | 0730h 55 dB 85 dB
0730h  —-| 45dB 75 dB
1800n 45 dB 75 dB
1800h -
2000h
2000h -
0630h
Commercial and industrial receivers
All 0730h - 70 dB
1800h 75 dB
1800h -
0730h

7.7 Effects on heritage

The proposed path passes by the Skerrett Boat Shed in Days Bay which is listed in the
Heritage Chapter of the District Plan.

The path will narrow at this point to avoid the boat shed being physically impacted.
Because the boat shed is untouched by the shared path and the path will not screen or
alter the visibility of the boat shed there is no adverse effect on the shed’s heritage
values.

7.8 Vegetation and gravel beach ecosystem

Information on the vascular vegetation and flora found in the project area are outlined in
the Assessment of Environmental Effects on Coastal Vegetation and Avifauna contained
in Appendix C and this should be referred to for a full description.

The application states that the sites within the project area have a moderate to high
ecological values associated with the presence of seagrass (assessed by Mr Watson)
and that ...”One Nationally Critical (Atriplex cinera) and eight At Risk indigenous plant
species occur within, or very near to, the shared path footprint. Two of these species
are restoration plantings (Atriplex cinera, pingao). Six are in HCC landscape plantings
at Point Howard and Windy Point. The seagrass in Lowry Bay is the only one not derived
in some way from human agency'®.” Sparse vegetation cover exists on narrow stretches
of beach gravels and sands above MHWS in Whiorau/Lowry, York and Sunshine Bays
and at Windy Point. The small gravel beaches present in all five bays are classified as

'8 Page vii paragraph 9 AEE on Coastal Vegetation and Avifauna.
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an endangered, historically uncommon ecosystem (shingle beaches). Although the
gravel beaches are an endangered naturally uncommon ecosystem, the ecological value
of the gravel beaches ecosystem that would be lost to the shared path is described as
moderate because of its highly modified condition, small extent and the erosion
occurring.”

The application states erosion over the last two or three years has caused significant
loss of beach gravel and sand vegetation cover.

A ‘Significant Natural Resource’ is a district plan overlay. Significant Natural Resource
44 is located at Point Howard. The district plan listing for SNR 44 is “Point Howard Beach
— Plant — Melicytus obovatus ss ‘coast”. The Assessment of Coastal Vegetation and
Avifauna did not include this plant in the table (table 4-2) of Threatened and At Risk
indigenous species found within or very near to the shared path footpath. Because the
plant has not been identified as being within or near the shared path footprint it is
considered the adverse effects on SNR are avoided.

Effects

The application states that the shared path alignment will affect six At Risk Species in an
area of HCC landscape planting. A single pingao plant at Whiorau/Lowry Bay and its
habitat will be lost. Some Atriplex cinera (Nationally Critical) plantings may be vulnerable
to crushing by the machinery.

The vegetated parts of the gravel beach ecosystem at Lowry Bay will be translocated to
the beach nourishment area along with the pingao. The application acknowledges that
elsewhere parts of the ecosystem will be lost under the shared path and seawall footprint.
Measures within the CEMP, and additional measures discussed below, are intended to
ensure that construction effects on remaining beach gravel ecosystems are appropriately
mitigated. The areas where beach nourishment is occurring, Point Howard, Lowry Bay
and York Bay, means the gravel beach ecosystem will be sustained at these beaches.
Because of the moderate ecological value, due to the small extent, highly modified state
and erosion, the post mitigation effects on gravel beach ecosystems are assessed as
being low.

Submissions

The submission by East Harbour Environmental Association commented that the use of
heavy machinery on rocks and beaches will damage flora and that this has not been
taken into account.

Avoiding, remedying and mitigating effects

The applicant states options to mitigate the effects on vegetation include translocating
existing plants and their gravel to suitable locations which includes nearby reserves such
as Whiorau Reserve, Claphams Rock and beaches at Point Howard, Lowry Bay and
York Bay including beach nourishment areas.

The application states the following provisions will be included in the CEMP;

» avoiding the use of machinery and other forms of disturbance in
vegetated areas through the creation of low barriers;
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» For works in vegetated gravel beaches, apply vegetation direct transfer
rehabilitation principles as practicable: remove vegetation and the top
substrate separately from the underlying gravels and apply to prepared
rehabilitation sites as set out above, and bury woody material (to
minimise carbon release).

» retaining isolated shrub vegetation between the shared path margin and
revetment.

Page 51 of the applicant’s assessment of ecological effects sets out several provisions
that should be included in the Construction and Environmental Monitoring Plan and
Beach Nourishment Management Plan. These have not been included in the proposed
conditions which may have been an oversight. It is recommended the provisions below
are included in the conditions and they have been included in the recommended
conditions.

“I. Translocate the existing gravel beach vegetation at Lowry Bay (native and
adventive species, including the pingao) into the beach nourishment area
immediately seaward of the shared path footprint. Apply vegetation direct
transfer rehabilitation principles as practicable.

ii. Aim to avoid the use of machinery and any other disturbance at existing
vegetation on gravel beaches in the construction zone, provided that vegetation
is proposed to remain in-situ.

iii. Transplant the six At Risk species in the landscape plantings at Point Howard
and Windy Point to adjoining currently grassed areas or to adjoining reserves
(such as Whiorau).

iv. Recognise Atriplex cinerea plantings at York Bay and Claphams Rock as
sensitive sites in the CEMP and create low landscaping barriers to avoid
vehicles crushing at risk plants.

v. Where revetment is constructed without a cantilever wall, retain existing
isolated shrub vegetation patches between the shared path margin and the
revetment.

vi. Thoroughly clean off earth materials any machinery that would be working
on the backshore where vegetation is present. vii. Physically demarcate the
location of seagrass within the 5 m seawall construction zone at south Lowry
Bay.

viii. Undertake works near seagrass localities outside spring tide periods, to
minimise the risk of sediment mobilisation into the sea caused by higher tide
levels overtopping sediment control measures.

b. Include the following provisions in the Beach Nourishment Management Plan:
i. At all three beaches, specify the methods to separate excavated beach
sediments from shared path foundations into those suitable for placement on
beaches, and dispose offsite those that have significant levels of silt and clay (

ii. At Lowry Bay, ensure any barging of beach nourishment material is
appropriately separated from seagrass beds to avoid any disturbance.
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iii. Prepare a site within the beach nourishment area immediately seaward of
the shared path footprint at Lowry Bay near the present pingao location that has
a top layer of uncompacted beach sediments. Translocate the existing pingao
patch and other vegetation and their gravel and sand habitat at Lowry Bay to
this site.

Recommended Monitoring

Include the following monitoring provisions and contingent actions in the
Construction and Environmental Management Plan or Beach Nourishment
Management Plan:

i. Undertake a pre-construction baseline assessment and post-construction
outcome assessment for Threatened and At Risk plant species, and the
vegetated gravel beaches.

ii. Monitor for any post-construction establishment of invasive weeds (including
boneseed and old man’s beard) and remove as necessary, for a period of two
years after works in any one bay are completed.

iii. Include provisions in the beach nourishment monitoring plan to monitor
seagrass mortality/survival and changes in densities and distribution. Undertake
monitoring on one occasion before works occur and on two annual occasions
after works occur (giving four measurements with the existing baseline survey,
recognising temporal and spatial seagrass variability).

iv. Undertake seagrass restoration if there is a significant net loss that is likely
to be attributable to proxy nourishment or beach nourishment.”

Assessment

A conclusion is reached by the applicant where the adverse effects on vegetation when
taking into account the mitigation measures are less than minor and that post mitigation
effects on the beach gravel ecosystem is low.

The preferred mitigation option is to translocate the existing pingao patch and its gravel
and sand habitat immediately seaward of the project footprint, in conjunction with the
beach nourishment programme. Compaction of beach sediments at the chosen site
would need to be minimised. This would retain the pingao on-site for a period of some
years to decades, until lost to eventual erosion.

The expert review of the project by Dr Roger Uys included an assessment on vegetation.
In an email to Shannon Watson dated 24 October 2019 Dr Uys stated “/ am satisfied that
there are no plant species of concern on the single beaches that cannot be replaced by
plantings.”

Given the statement above by Dr Uys and the applicants expert assessment | consider
the effects on vegetation, taking into account the mitigation measures, will be less than
minor. Accordingly, subject to the effective implementation of the recommended
conditions | consider that the adverse effects on the vegetation and gravel beach
ecosystem(s) are less than minor.

Atkinson Tree
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A planted pohutukawa on York Bay beach is known as the Atkinson Tree and the
proposal requires the removal of the tree. The Atkinson tree appears to be located close
to the middle of the proposed path with little ability to deviate around the tree or narrow
the path at this point.

Retaining the Atkinson tree was mentioned in nine submissions with its visual amenity
and shading valued by submitters. One submitter suggested that the path could be
narrowed at this section to allow the tree to be retained. The application states that an
arborists report has concluded that tree is in poor health and is unlikely to survive being
relocated to another location.

Removal of this tree will clearly be an adverse effect of the shared path for the submitters
and others who value its presence. Several other trees along the path are being retained
with the path being narrowed and trimmed in some cases.

The legal opinion discussed earlier determined that the land on the seaward side of the
road, that is not zoned on the district plan planning maps, does not have a zone and that
the general district wide provisions only need to be assessed and considered. The
Atkinson tree it is not protected by the general district wide provisions and as such
resource consent is not required to remove the tree. Accordingly, if this aspect of the
permitted baseline is applied the adverse effects associated with removing the tree can
be disregarded. Nevertheless, the BSUDP process may be an opportunity to further
explore whether any options exist for retaining or replacing the tree.

7.9 Ecological Effects

Ecological effects of the project have been assessed by Mr Watson as ecological effects
mostly fall within the jurisdiction of GWRC. One species in particular, the New Zealand
Little Penguin, whose nesting sites are within HCC’s jurisdiction, clearly overlap
jurisdictional boundaries. | confirm | have reviewed Mr Watson’'s assessment and
support his conclusions in regard to effects on NZ Little Penguins. Mr Watson’s ‘Overall
Assessment’ of effects on Little Penguins states:

Dr Uys advises that provided the applicant can accommodate 100
nesting opportunities at an appropriate spacing across the habitat
enhancement areas, and an appropriate framework for pest
management can be developed in accordance with the guidance
provided above, effects on little penguins can be managed to an
acceptable level.

| have recommended conditions of consent having regard to these
matters. Should consent be granted, subject to the effective
implementation of these conditions, | am satisfied the effects on little
penguins can be appropriately managed.

Mr Watson’s report should be referred to for the assessment on the NZ Little Penguins.

7.10 Positive Effects

The application sets out in Section 23 of the AEE the key transportation outcomes that
are expected to be achieved as follows:
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* Improving safety for pedestrians and cyclists;
* Increased numbers of pedestrians and cyclists;

* Increase availability of the route through reducing the times it is needs
to be cleaned following storm events

The economic analysis of the project included the following benefits;
» accessibility and connectivity;
» choice of transport modes and travel time;
» safety benefits for cycling a facility;
» resilience;
* health and environmental benefits for a cycling and walking facility; and
» recreation and social benefits.
The economic evaluation also included quantifying health, travel time and safety
benefits. These benefits are acknowledged and the assessment adopted. The positive

effects were taken into account in making a recommendation on the application.

Summary and conclusion on effects within Hutt City Councils jurisdiction

The effects associated with this proposal are wide and varied and there is a small degree
of uncertainty in relation to landscape and visual amenity effects due to the proposal
being developed to a preliminary stage.

Transport related effects are overall considered to be positive due to the proposal
promoting active transport modes and the seawall increasing the protection of Marine
Drive. The key issue where there is uncertainty between experts is in relation to safety
of path users where the path narrows to 2.5m. Noting that the applicants safety audit of
the preliminary plans did not raise concern about user safety, nor did the applicants own
transport and recreation experts or Mr Wanty consider the 2.5m sections to be
unacceptable my view is the 2.5m sections are acceptable from a safety perspective. |
highlight that Ms Hamilton has not been able to come to the same conclusion.

Effects on recreation amenity related to path use are uncertain to a degree due to the
reliance on the development of the LUDP and BSUDP’s to achieve quality outcomes.
Amendments to the conditions proffered by the applicant have been recommended to
add more certainty to the outcome of the development process. However, the LUDP
and BSUDP processes do not guarantee outcomes so it is not possible to come to a firm
conclusion on the recreation amenity benefits of the proposal.

Effects on visual amenity are varied depending on the viewpoint. Overall, where a barrier
is not proposed there is agreement that effects could be less than minor but this again
depends to a degree on the LUDP and BSUDP’s. Where a barrier is present the effects
will depend on height and design and the particular viewpoint. As stated above
amendments to the conditions proffered by the applicant have been recommended to
add more certainty to the outcome of the development process.
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Effects on infrastructure are positive or within the range of activities that can occur as of
right within the road reserve. These effects are overall acceptable.

Effects on tangata whenua have been appropriately considered and appropriate
consultation undertaken by the applicant. The proffered conditions of conditions are
acceptable. Effects on tangata whenua are considered to be acceptable with the
potential to create positive effects via storyboards and signage to enhance cultural and
heritage understanding of the area.

Construction related effects can be managed appropriately through the methods outlined
in the application and the amended CEMP. Construction related effects within the
jurisdiction of HCC are considered to be no more than minor.

Effects on vegetation can be appropriately mitigated through relocating plants and gravel
beds following best practice. The effects are no more than minor.

Ecological effects have been assessed by Mr Watson and | support his conclusions on
matters (Penguins) that fall within the jurisdiction of HCC.

8. Objective and policies of the relevant planning instruments 104(1)(b)
8.1 National planning instruments

National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to
Protect Human Health

| concur with the applicant’s assessment of the relevance of the NES for Assessing and
Managing Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health on page 96 of the AEE.
Accordingly, | adopt that assessment which is not repeated here for brevity.

New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement

In addition to the assessment provided in the AEE the applicant has provided further
assessment in Memorandum 1. The relevant objectives and policies are set out below
and then an assessment of the proposal in relation to the objectives and policies follows.

Objective 1

To safeguard the integrity, form, functioning and resilience of the coastal
environment and sustain its ecosystems, including marine and intertidal areas,
estuaries, dunes and land, by:

* maintaining or enhancing natural biological and physical processes in
the coastal environment and recognising their dynamic, complex and
interdependent nature;

* protecting representative or significant natural ecosystems and sites of
biological importance and maintaining the diversity of New Zealand’s
indigenous coastal flora and fauna; and

* maintaining coastal water quality, and enhancing it where it has
deteriorated from what would otherwise be its natural condition, with
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significant adverse effects on ecology and habitat, because of
discharges associated with human activity.

Policy 1(2) establishes that the ‘coastal environment’ includes both the natural and built
environment, such as infrastructure, areas at risk from natural hazards and items of
cultural heritage. The proposal is clearly safeguarding the integrity, form, functioning
and resilience of the built component of the coastal environment.

Policy 11 Indigenous biological diversity (biodiversity)

To protect indigenous biological diversity in the coastal environment:

a) avoid adverse effects of activities on:

I.

Ii.

fi.

iv.

vi.

indigenous taxa that are listed as threatened or at risk in the New
Zealand Threat Classification System lists;

taxa that are listed by the International Union for Conservation of
Nature and Natural Resources as threatened;

indigenous ecosystems and vegetation types that are threatened
in the coastal environment, or are naturally rare;

habitats of indigenous species where the species are at the limit
of their natural range, or are naturally rare;

areas containing nationally significant examples of indigenous
community types; and

areas set aside for full or partial protection of indigenous
biological diversity under other legislation; and

b) avoid significant adverse effects and avoid, remedy or mitigate other
adverse effects of activities on:

I.

i

fi.

iv.

areas of predominantly indigenous vegetation in the coastal
environment;

habitats in the coastal environment that are important during the
vulnerable life stages of indigenous species;

indigenous ecosystems and habitats that are only found in the
coastal environment and are particularly vulnerable to
modification, including estuaries, lagoons, coastal wetlands,
dunelands, intertidal zones, rocky reef systems, eelgrass and
saltmarsh;

habitats of indigenous species in the coastal environment that
are important for recreational, commercial, traditional or cultural
purposes;

habitats, including areas and routes, important to migratory
species; and
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vi.  ecological corridors, and areas important for linking or
maintaining biological values identified under this policy

In relation to the eight At Risk'® plant species and the gravel beach, an endangered
naturally occurring uncommon ecosystem, which occur within HCC’s jurisdiction, the
potential adverse effects on these indigenous ecosystems and habitats are mitigated by
the proposal to translocate these areas immediately seaward of the proposed shared
path or to dune restoration sites nearby.

The proposal’s effects on vegetation and gravel beach ecosystems have been
considered with the ecological value of the gravel beach ecosystem considered to be
Moderate. Subject to undertaking translocation following best practice along with
additional provisions being inserted into the CEMP, as recommended by the applicant’s
vegetation expert, the proposal will be consistent with Objective 1 and adverse effects
are avoided.

With the exception of the above comments in relation to vegetation in regard to protecting
representative or significant natural ecosystems and sites of biological importance and
maintaining the diversity of the indigenous coastal flora and fauna and maintaining
coastal water quality the overall assessment by Mr Watson is relied upon and should be
referred to.

In relation to the NZ Little Penguin the assessment by Mr Watson is relied upon.
Objective 2

To preserve the natural character of the coastal environment and protect natural
features and landscape values through:

* recognising the characteristics and qualities that contribute to natural
character, natural features and landscape values and their location and
distribution;

* identifying those areas where various forms of subdivision, use, and
development would be inappropriate and protecting them from such
activities; and

» encouraging restoration of the coastal environment

In regard to Objective 2 | generally concur with the applicant’'s assessment in the AEE,
additional assessment contained in a Memorandum titled ‘Responses to Further
Information Request received 29 May 2019’ dated July 2019 and in the Supplementary
LVA Report. These assessments include consideration of policies 6, 10, 13, 14, 15 and
18.

The proposal will occur along a narrow band in an already modified coastal environment
with seawalls of varying designs and quality along the length of most of the shared path.
No outstanding natural features, outstanding natural landscapes or areas with
outstanding natural character have been identified in the project area.

Mitigation through the use of a consistent path width and seawall detailing will manage
effects noting that the finer design details are reliant on the LUDP and BSUDP which
introduces some uncertainty to the outcome. The material for beach nourishment will be

19 Page 39 AEE Coastal Vegetation
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chosen to match existing beach material which should effectively mitigate natural
character related effects.

Restoration includes removal of redundant structures and concrete slabs used as part of
the existing revetment as well as restoration of the intertidal areas through creating
texture on the new concrete seawalls where habitats may re-establish.

The conclusion in the first peer review of Landscape and Visual Assessment stated “/t
is agreed that the high natural character landscape values and amenity values enjoyed
in the area will continue to be maintained following the proposal as it is currently
presented which essentially ‘tidies up’ the existing situation in a generic manner’. |t is
noted that this assessment was made prior to railings being proposed in some areas and
the peer reviewer (Mr Head WSP-Opus) concluded in his Position Statement that effects
on natural character would be between Low and Moderate. Policy 15 (b) requires
protecting the natural features and landscapes of the coastal environment from
significant adverse effects and avoiding, remedying or mitigating other effects in the
coastal environment. Effects on natural features occur along a narrow band of land
where there are existing seawalls for most of the path length and the proposal has not
been assessed as significant by the applicant or peer review expert.

Overall, significant adverse effects have been avoided the proposal is considered to be
consistent with Objective 2 and related policies.

Objective 3
To take account of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, recognise the role
of tangata whenua as kaitiaki and provide for tangata whenua involvement in

management of the coastal environment by:

* recognising the ongoing and enduring relationship of tangata whenua
over their lands, rohe and resources;

» promoting meaningful relationships and interactions between tangata
whenua and persons exercising functions and powers under the Act;

* incorporating matauranga Maori into sustainable management
practices; and

* recognising and protecting characteristics of the coastal environment
that are of special value to tangata whenua

I concur with, and adopt, the assessment in the AEE in regard to Objective 3 which
considers the proposal is consistent with Objective 3.

Objective 4

To maintain and enhance the public open space qualities and recreation
opportunities of the coastal environment by:

* recognising that the coastal marine area is an extensive area of public
space for the public to use and enjoy;

* maintaining and enhancing public walking access to and along the
coastal marine area without charge, and where there are exceptional
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reasons that mean this is not practicable providing alternative linking
access close to the coastal marine area; and

* recognising the potential for coastal processes, including those likely to
be affected by climate change, to restrict access to the coastal
environment and the need to ensure that public access is maintained
even when the coastal marine area advances inland.

In regard to Objective 4 | concur with the applicant’s assessment in the AEE. The
assessment includes consideration of policies 18, 19 and 20.

The proposal will clearly enhance public walking and cycling along the coast. The
proposal will also ensure public access along the coast is maintained when sea level rise
reduces the ability to walk along the foreshore. Beach access will be maintained and in
places enhanced with further refinement possible through the LUDP and BSUDP
development process. No new vehicle or boat access is proposed but boat ramp access
will be maintained. Beach nourishment will mitigate effects associated with foreshore
loss.

Overall, public space qualities and recreation opportunities in the coastal environment
are maintained and the proposal is achieving Objective 4.

Objective 5

To ensure that coastal hazard risks taking account of climate change, are
managed by:

» locating new development away from areas prone to such risks;

» considering responses, including managed retreat, for existing
development in this situation; and

» protecting or restoring natural defences to coastal hazards.

In regard to Objective 5 | generally concur with the applicant’'s assessment in the AEE.
The assessment includes consideration of policies 24 - 27.

The application considers the seawall is the only short to medium term option to protect
Marine Drive and regionally significant infrastructure along the coast. The proposal is
acknowledged as being the first step in incremental seawall upgrades or other options
to respond to sea level rise. This is a reasonable conclusion and | consider the proposal
meets Objective 5.

Objective 6

To enable people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and
cultural wellbeing and their health and safety, through subdivision, use, and
development, recognising that:

» the protection of the values of the coastal environment does not preclude

use and development in appropriate places and forms, and within
appropriate limits;
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* some uses and developments which depend upon the use of natural and
physical resources in the coastal environment are important to the
social, economic and cultural wellbeing of people and communities;

» functionally some uses and developments can only be located on the
coast or in the coastal marine area;

» the coastal environment contains renewable energy resources of
significant value;

» the protection of habitats of living marine resources contributes to the
social, economic and cultural wellbeing of people and communities;

» the potential to protect, use, and develop natural and physical resources
in the coastal marine area should not be compromised by activities on
land;

» the proportion of the coastal marine area under any formal protection is
small and therefore management under the Act is an important means
by which the natural resources of the coastal marine area can be
protected; and

* historic heritage in the coastal environment is extensive but not fully
known, and vulnerable to loss or damage from inappropriate subdivision,
use, and development.

In regard to Objective 6 | generally concur, and adopt, the applicant’s assessment in the
AEE. The assessment includes consideration of Policy 6.

I concur with the AEE’s assessment in regard to the shared path having a functional
need to be located in the CMA given the lack of realistic alternatives. This is a reasonable
conclusion and | consider the proposal meets Objective 6.

Policy 17 Historic heritage identification and protection

Protect historic heritage in the coastal environment from inappropriate
subdivision, use, and development by:

(a) identification, assessment and recording of historic heritage,
including archaeological sites;

(b) providing for the integrated management of such sites in
collaboration with relevant councils, heritage agencies, iwi authorities
and Kkaitiaki;

(c) initiating assessment and management of historic heritage in the
context of historic landscapes;

(d) recognising that heritage to be protected may need conservation;

(e) facilitating and integrating management of historic heritage that
spans the line of mean high water springs;
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(f) including policies, rules and other methods relating to (a) to (e)
above in regional policy statements, and plans;

(g) imposing or reviewing conditions on resource consents and
designations, including for the continuation of activities;

(h) requiring, where practicable, conservation conditions; and

(i) considering provision for methods that would enhance owners’
opportunities for conservation of listed heritage structures, such as
relief grants or rates relief.

The Skerrett Boatshed in Lowry Bay is a category 2 listed historic building. The shared
path avoids impacting upon the building by narrowing as it passes the boatshed.

Conditions of consent have been proffered that relate to discovery of archaeological
deposits and taonga.

The proposal is considered to meet policy 17.

National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020

The NPS UD applies to planning decisions by any local authority that affect an urban
environment. Policy 1 is;

Policy 1: Planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban environments,
which are urban environments that, as a minimum:

(c) have good accessibility for all people between housing, jobs, community
services, natural spaces, and open spaces, including by way of public or active
transport; and

This proposal will enhance accessibility between the eastern bays and promote the use
of active transport. The proposal meets this Policy 1.

8.2 Regional Policy Statement

8.2.1  Regional Policy Statement (RPS)

The RPS outlines the resource management issues of significance to the region and
provides a framework for managing the natural and physical resources of the region in a
sustainable manner. Further to this, the RPS identifies objectives, policies and methods
which are designed to achieve integrated management of the natural and physical
resources of the whole region.

The AEE sets out, according to the applicant, the key objectives and policies. Where the

assessment within the AEE is agreed with this is adopted and the assessment is not
repeated. In some instances, additional points are made or comments are made.
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Objective 3

Habitats and features in the coastal environment that have significant
indigenous biodiversity values are protected; and Habitats and features in the
coastal environment that have recreational, cultural, historical or landscape
values that are significant are protected from inappropriate subdivision, use and
development.

Policy 37, Safeguarding life-supporting capacity of coastal ecosystems —
consideration

In relation to habitats and features in the HCC jurisdiction the proposal and associated
conditions will ensure adequate mitigation is undertaken in relation to habitats and
features with significant biodiversity values. Given the expert assessment submitted with
the application and the expert comments from Dr Uys from GWRC | consider this
objective is met in regard to matters within HCC’s jurisdiction.

Objective 4

The natural character of the coastal environment is protected from the adverse
effects of inappropriate subdivision, use and development.

Policy 35 sets out what matters regard must be had to in preserving the natural character
of the coastal environment. Policy 36 sets out what matters should be considered when
determining whether an activity is inappropriate in the coastal environment.

The objective relates to inappropriate use and development. The proposed seawall and
shared path will largely replace existing seawall so this form of development already
exists in this area. The earlier assessment in this report, and assessment within Mr
Watson’s report on the effects on natural character, have confirmed that the adverse
effects are on natural character are at a level that cannot be considered inappropriate
and therefore the proposal is not contrary to Objective 4.

Objective 6

The quality of coastal waters is maintained or enhanced to a level that is suitable
for the health and vitality of coastal and marine ecosystems.

Objective 7

The integrity, functioning and resilience of physical and ecological processes in
the coastal environment are protected from the adverse effects of inappropriate
subdivision, use and development.

The above objectives and associated policies has been addressed by Mr Watson in his
s42A report.

Objective 8

Public access to and along the coastal marine area, lakes and rivers is
enhanced (objective 8 is shared for the coastal environment and fresh water).

As discussed earlier this proposal has significant positive effect on public access to and
along the coastal marine area. The proposal meets this objective.
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Objective 10

The social, economic, cultural and environmental, benefits of regionally
significant infrastructure are recognised and protected.

The proposal protects regionally significant infrastructure so the proposal is assessed as
meeting this objective.

Objective 16

Indigenous ecosystems and habitats with significant biodiversity values are
maintained and restored to a healthy functioning state.

Within the HCC jurisdiction the impact upon indigenous vegetation will be mitigated by
translocating plants as discussed earlier and this has been accepted by Dr Uys (GWRC).

In relation to Little Penguins assessment provided by Mr Watson is supported which
concludes any effects are less than minor after mitigation.

Objective 19

The risks and consequences to people, communities, their businesses, property
and infrastructure from natural hazards and climate change effects are reduced.

Objective 20

Hazard mitigation measures, structural works and other activities do not
increase the risk and consequences of natural hazard events.

Objective 21
Communities are more resilient to natural hazards, including the impacts of
climate change, and people are better prepared for the consequences of natural
hazard events.
The proposal will reduce the risk and consequences of natural hazards in the form of
storm surge. However, it is noted that the proposal is a first step in incremental upgrades

to mitigate sea level rise associated effects. The proposal is considered to meet these
objectives.

Objective 22

A compact well designed and sustainable regional form that has an integrated,
safe and responsive transport network and:

(a) a viable and vibrant regional central business district in Wellington city;

(b) an increased range and diversity of activities in and around the regionally
significant centres to maintain vibrancy and vitality2;

(c) sufficient industrial-based employment locations or capacity to meet the
region’s needs;

(d) development and/or management of the Regional Focus Areas identified in
the Wellington Regional Strategy;
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(e) urban development in existing urban areas, or when beyond urban areas,
development that reinforces the region’s existing urban form;

(f) strategically planned rural development;

(g) a range of housing (including affordable housing);
(h) integrated public open spaces;

(i) integrated land use and transportation;

(j) improved east-west transport linkages;

(k) efficiently use existing infrastructure (including transport network
infrastructure); and

() essential social services to meet the region’s needs.

The proposal will improve the transportation function of Marine Drive, increase cyclist
and pedestrian safety and increase connectivity along the eastern bays. This objective
is achieved.

Objective 23
The region’s iwi authorities and local authorities work together under Treaty
partner principles for the sustainable management of the region’s environment

for the benefit and wellbeing of the regional community, both now and in the
future.

Objective 24

The principles of the Treaty of Waitangi are taken into account in a systematic
way when resource management decisions are made.

Objective 25

The concept of Kaitiakitanga is integrated into the sustainable management of
the Wellington region’s natural and physical resources.

Objective 26

Mauri is sustained, particularly in relation to coastal and fresh waters.
Objective 27

Mahinga kai and natural resources used for customary purposes, are
maintained and enhanced, and these resources are healthy and accessible to
tangata whenua.

Objective 28

The cultural relationship of Maori with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wahi
tapu and other taonga is maintained.
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The application sets out how objectives 23 — 28 were met in appendix S and | adopt this
assessment.

8.3 City of Lower Hutt District Plan

The relevant area wide objectives and policies are;
Objective 1.10.6 Recreation and Open Space

To provide and maintain a diverse range of open space and recreation facilities
for the enjoyment of residents and visitors which meets the needs of different
sectors of the community.

The relevant policies are:

d) To ensure the conservation of natural and heritage features and
landscapes.

e) To restrict the development of buildings and structures to ensure the
open space characteristics and amenity values of land within the
Recreation and Open Space Activity Areas are maintained and
enhanced

The proposal is considered to meet this objective as the shared path will enhance
passive recreation opportunities around the coastline. Policy (e) is related to a district
plan rule that limits the scale of buildings in recreation activity areas. This proposal does
not adversely affect the open space characteristics of the area given the path is a low
level ‘structure’.

Objective 1.10.11 Lessening Natural Hazards

To avoid or mitigate the vulnerability and risk of people and development to
natural hazards.

The relevant policy states:

d) To manage areas susceptible to coastal hazards such as coastal
erosion and sea level rise

The proposal will lessen the vulnerability of Marine Drive to coastal erosion so is
considered to be consistent with this objective.

The shared path will traverse General Business Activity Area, General Recreation
Activity Area and Hill Residential Activity Area and road reserve. A section of the shared
path passes through a Significant Natural Resource and passes by a Grade 2 heritage
building that is identified in the district plan.

The first relevant objective for the General Business Activity Area is:

Objective 6A 1.1.1
To accommodate those non industrial activities which are suitable in the

General Business Activity Area and which do not cause adverse effects on
amenity values of the area and the receiving environment.
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The relevant policy is:

(e) That the accommodation of non-industrial activities avoids or mitigates
adverse effects on the amenity values of the area and the environment

The General Business Activity Area section of the shared path is at Point Howard where
the path traverses Centreport land. No seawalls are proposed within this area. The
shared path will extend across a grass berm and a sealed area with minimal physical
change to the area.

Due to the minimal physical works the proposal will not cause adverse effects on the
General Business Activity Area and is considered to meet the objective and policy.
Submission 30 (Z Energy, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ Ltd) raised concern with conflict
between vehicles turning into this area and path users. The submission requested that
appropriate signage and infrastructure be erected in this area to warn road users entering
the Point Howard headland of cyclists and pedestrians. The submission also requested
that a condition be imposed that requires consultation with NZSOL (pipeline managers
overseeing ongoing pipeline inspections/maintenance) and Z Energy who are
responsible for the upgrade to the pipelines in this area) is ought. The justification for
such a condition will be raised/discussed when Z Energy, BP Oil NZ Ltd, Mobil Oil NZ
Ltd speak to their submission.

Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the objective and policy
discussed above.

Objective 6A 1.2.1 Effects on the Amenity Values of the Area

To maintain and enhance the amenity values of the activity area and
neighbouring areas.

c) That buildings or structures in the Point Howard General Business
Activity Area located on Eastern Bays Marine Drive adjacent to the
Seaview Tanker Terminal be designed and maintained to maintain and
enhance the amenity values and character of the coastal environment

This proposal does not introduce any new structure(s) within the Point Howard area
because the shared path is crossing existing land only in this section.

Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the objective and policy
discussed above.

The relevant objective for the Hill Residential Activity Area is:

Objective 4D 1.1.1

To maintain and enhance the distinct characteristics and amenity values
associated with the hillside residential areas of the City.

The relevant policies are:
a) That the visual appearance and nature of earthworks be managed to

minimise the adverse effects on the visual amenity values of the hillside
environment.
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b) That the clearance of vegetation be managed to avoid, remedy or
mitigate any adverse effect on the visual amenity values of the hillside
environment or the intrinsic values of ecosystems.

The Hill Residential section of the shared path is 428 Marine Drive (privately owned)
which is a 708m? irregular shaped site in Mahina Bay that does not contain any buildings.
The site is separated from other Hill Residential sites by Marine Drive. The path will
deviate around a tree on this site to allow the tree to be retained. The shared path will
have a negligible effect on the amenity values of the Hill Residential Activity Area due to
the minor bulk of the works and separation from residential sites. Any effects due to
earthworks will be avoided once the path is constructed.

Overall, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the objective and policy
discussed above.

The relevant objectives for the General Recreation Activity Area are:

Objective 7A 1.1.1

To ensure that recreation activities have adverse effects, which are no more
than minor on adjoining residential activity areas.

Policies

a) To ensure that recreation activities are of a scale and character that
amenity values of adjoining residential activity areas are not affected
adversely.

b) To ensure that adverse effects, such as noise, glare, light spill and
odour, generated by activities in the General Recreation Activity Area,
are managed to ensure that residential amenity values are maintained.

The General Recreation Activity Area(s) are at Whiorau/Lowry Bay Reserve, Mahina Bay
and close to Windy Point. The expected increase in recreation activity will be physically
separated from residential activity by Marine Drive. The separation distance, and nature
of the expected activity, means adverse effects on residential amenity will be avoided.
The proposal is considered to meet the above objective and policies.

Objective 7A 1.1.2

To ensure that recreation activities carried out are compatible with the physical
characteristics of the land.

Policy (a) To encourage land of suitable topography to be developed
and used for formal and active forms of recreation.

The Issue Statement for this objective and policy states areas which are generally flat
and not covered in bush should be developed for more active and formal recreation
purposes. The flat topography is ideal for a shared path.

The proposal is considered to meet the objective and policy.

Objective 7A 1.2.1
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To control the size, scale, character, location and external appearance of
buildings and structures.

Policies

a) To ensure that the external appearance of buildings and structures have
adverse effects which are no more than minor on the amenity values of
adjoining residential activity areas.

b) To ensure that the design and external appearance of buildings and
structures maintains and enhances the amenity values of recreation and
open space areas.

c) To ensure that the location, size and scale of buildings and structures
have adverse effects which are no more than minor on the functioning
of other activities.

d) To encourage the multi-utilisation of buildings and structures

The LVA considers that the effects on visual amenity on individual residents will be
determined by the finer grained detailed design of the safety structures. The LVA
considers the potential effects on residential amenity will be Low if design principles are
followed. However, residences have been identified within the Supplementary LVA
Report where barriers will partially screen direct views of the coastal edge and harbour
and the effect on the visual amenity for these residents will be Moderate to Low with the
LVA considering this effect may be reduced through final design detailing. The peer
reviewer of the LVA, Mr Head, does not distinguish between landscape effects and visual
amenity effects. Mr Head considers landscape effects where the barrier is present as
Moderate which must be more than minor. Due to the lack of detailed design a firm
conclusion cannot be reached as to whether the proposal is contrary to Policy a) which
seeks to ensure that the appearance of buildings and structures have adverse effects on
the amenity values of adjoining residential areas that are no more than minor.

The relevant objectives within the Network Utilities Chapter are:

Objective 13.1.1
To recognise and protect the benefits of regionally significant network utilities
Policies

a) To identify regionally significant network utilities within the City on
Council planning maps, as practicable.

b) To recognise the national, regional and local benefits of regionally
significant network utilities.

| concur with the AEE which notes Marine Drive is a regional access road and the shared
path would be part of a regional network of cycleways. The proposal is considered to
meet the objective and policy.

Objective 13.1.3

To recognise and provide for the sustainable, secure and efficient use,
operation and development of network utilities within the City.
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Policies

a)

I.

i

fi.

b)

To recognise and provide for the:

need for new and the maintenance and upgrading of existing
network utilities;

technical and operational requirements and constraints of network
utilities in assessing their location, design, development,
construction and appearance; and

benefits that network utilities provide to the economic, social and
cultural functioning of the City.

To enable the efficient construction, installation, operation, upgrading
and maintenance of network utilities.

The AEE notes Marine Drive is prone to overtopping in storm events and in sections the
wall has a residual life of 5 years. Upgrading the seawall will improve the structural
stability of the walls and will protect the road and underground infrastructure.

The proposal is considered to meet the objective and policies.

Objective 13.1.4

Policies

b)

f)

To manage any adverse effects on the environment resulting from the
design, location, operation, upgrading and maintenance of network
utilities.

To ensure that network utilities are designed, located, developed,
constructed, upgraded, operated and maintained to avoid, remedy or
mitigate any actual or potential adverse effects on the environment.

To manage effects on health and safety by ensuring network utilities are
designed, located, upgraded, operated and maintained to comply with
relevant national environmental standards and to meet other nationally
recognised standards and guidelines.

To enable the co-location or multiple use of network utilities where this
is efficient, technically feasible and practicable and assists with avoiding,
remedying or mitigating adverse effects on the environment.

To encourage network utility providers to consult with local communities,
landowners and the Regional Council (where relevant) on the
appropriate placement, location and design of new network utilities.

The effects assessment in the AEE and in this report considers that the adverse effects
have been acceptably avoided, remedied or mitigated.

In relation to policy (f) the applicant has undertaken significant consultation with the local

community.

The proposal is considered to meet the objective and policies.
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Transport
Objective 14A 3.1

A safe, efficient, resilient and well-connected transport network that is integrated
with land use patterns, meets local, regional and national transport needs,
facilitates and enables urban growth and economic development, and provides
for all modes of transport.

Policy 14A 4.1

Additions and upgrades to the transport network should seek to improve
connectivity across all modes and be designed to meet industry standards that
ensure that the safety, efficiency and resilience of the transport network are
maintained.

Policy 14A 4.6

Vehicle access, parking, manoeuvring and loading facilities should be designed
to standards that ensure they do not compromise the safety and efficiency of
the transport network.

Policy 14A 4.7

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

The proposal will clearly increase connectivity across active transport modes compared
to the existing situation. The proposed formalised car parking spaces will be compliant
with standards and improve safety compared to some of the informal parking. The
proposal is consistent with the objective and policies above.

Objective 14A 3.2

Adverse effects from the construction, maintenance and development of the
transport network on the adjacent environment are managed.

Policy 14A 4.3

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

The proposal's construction methodology and proffered conditions of consent
adequately manage construction effects for the reasons discussed earlier in this report
and within Mr Watson’s s42A report. The broader effects have been discussed above
with the conclusion being they are acceptable.

Noise
Objective 14C 1.1
To maintain or enhance the amenity value of all activity areas by ensuring that

the adverse effects of excessive noise on the environment are avoided or
mitigated.
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Policies

f) To recognise that noise levels may be different through a construction
phase.

g) To recognise that Noise Management Plans may be appropriate to
manage matters beyond those addressed in this District Plan.

The application states that construction noise will be compliant with the relevant
construction noise standard but that consent will be sought if this is going to be breached.
This is considered a reasonable approach given the uncertainty of construction periods,
timeframes and machinery to be used. A Construction and Environmental Management
Plan will be developed and implemented to mitigate construction noise effects if
compliance with policy (g).

The proposal is considered to meet the above objective and policies.

14E 1.1 Protection of Significant Natural, Cultural and Archaeological
Resources.

Objective 14E 1.1

To identify and protect significant natural, cultural and archaeological resources
in the City from inappropriate subdivision, use and development

Policies

c) That any activity or site development shall not modify, damage or
destroy a significant natural, cultural or archaeological resource.

d) That any activity or site development shall not compromise the natural
character or visual amenity values of a significant natural, cultural or
archaeological resource.

e) All buildings, structures and activities shall preserve the natural
character, visual amenity values and landscape values of the significant
natural, cultural or archaeological resources including the identified
coastal environment.

f) The scale, height, location and design of all buildings and structures
shall protect the amenity values, especially landscape values, of the
identified coastal environment.

h) That any activity or site development will take into account new findings
of significant natural, cultural and archaeological resources.

i) That any activity or site development shall not modify, damage or
destroy the intrinsic values of the ecosystems of a significant natural,
cultural or archaeological resource.

The shared path passes through SNR 44 at Point Howard with the district plan listing
being “Plant — Melicyctus obovatus ssp ‘coast”. The SNR listing only applies to the road
reserve area within the SNR overlay as the SNR rules have a sunset clause meaning
they no longer have legal effect on sites in private ownership. — see rule 14E 2.2 (b)(iii).
The Melicyctus obovatus ssp ‘coast’ was not identified in the applicant’s Vegetation and
Avifauna Assessment and the section of the shared path in this area will pass over grass
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and a sealed area therefore there is likely to be no impact upon this plant which may not
be present in this area.

Earthworks
141 1.1 Objective

To ensure that earthworks are designed to maintain the natural features that
contribute to the City’s landscape.

Policies

a) To ensure that earthworks are designed to be sympathetic to the natural
topography.

b) To protect significant escarpments, steep hillside areas, and the coastal
area by ensuring that earthworks are designed to retain the existing
topography, protect natural features, and prevent erosion and slips.

Adjacent to the coast the earthworks are occurring where the existing seawall is located
(seawalls exist along 90% of the shared path) which means the work is occurring in areas
where the natural topography has already been altered. Earthworks are required for
foundations and backfilling between the proposed wall and existing wall. Away from the
coast the earthworks are very minor with ground preparation to form the path or to widen
the existing path at Whiorau Reserve.

The proposal is considered to meet the objective and policies above.
141 1.2 Objective

To ensure earthworks do not affect adversely the visual amenity values, cultural
values or historical significance of an area, natural feature or site.

Policies

b) That rehabilitation measures be undertaken to mitigate adverse effects
of earthworks upon the visual amenity values.

d) To recognise the importance of cultural and spiritual values to the mana
whenua associated with any cultural material that may be disinterred
through earthworks and to ensure that these values are protected from
inappropriate earthworks.

Mitigation measures have been set out in the LVA and consent conditions proffered in
relation to earthworks potentially having an adverse effect on cultural or spiritual values.
The proposal is considered to meet the objective and policies above.

Other relevant matters 104(1)(c)

On pages 109 -112 of the AEE discusses several documents that could be considered
as other matters. The documents are:

* Government Policy Statement on Land Transport 2018
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» Coastal hazards and Climate Change — A guidance Manual for Local
Government (MfE 2017)

* Wellington Regional Transport Plan (2015)
* Regional Cycling Plan 2008
» Draft Hazard Management Strategy for the Wellington Region (2016)

| generally agree with the comments made in relation to the above documents and
therefore adopt the assessment set out over pages 109 — 114.

Pages 113 — 114 of the AEE discusses four Hutt City Council policy documents.

Eastern Bays Marine Drive Design Guide

The first is the Eastern Bays Marine Drive Design Guide. The design guide forms part of
the Hutt City Design Framework and establishes an agreed and explicit direction for
future work by HCC in the Eastern Bays area. The Design Guide focuses on the design
of the sea edge, specifically the seawall, walkway and associated elements between
Port Road and Windy Point. Its scope includes the design of elements and landscape
located on both sides of Marine Drive.

The application describes design principles outlined in the Eastern Bays Marine Drive
Design Guide were taken into account in the early design stages and, where relevant,
have been incorporated into the Design Features Report and the Preliminary Design
Plans. These design principles include:

» Achieve compatibility along the bays by consistency in the location and
design of elements, and use of materials.

» Consideration of the whole environment into an integrated solution.

* All work must be an improvement on what is existing.

» Change seawall type if necessary, at a promontory, rock outcrop or other
major feature within the bay, or in locations where a ramp or set of steps
provides a logical/neat transition point between wall types.

* Recognise the individual character of each bay by reinforcing and
strengthening those valued patterns that establish the unique identity of
the bay.

» Locate all elements carefully to avoid visual clutter and maintain a focus
on the seashore and natural environment.

» Design the seawall to be multi-functional.
The proposal will result in uniformity in the design and appearance of the seawall which
will be a significant improvement to the existing mix of seawall designs. This satisfies
the first and third design principles of recognising the character of individual bays. The
BSUDP process takes into account the fifth and sixth design principles. Finally, the
seawall will be multi-functional given it will also accommodate the shared path.

Overall, the proposal is considered to achieve the objectives of the design guide.
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Walk and Cycle the Hutt 2014 - 2019

This strategy’s objective is to promote greater levels of walking and cycling. The shared
path is one of the off-road pathways identified in this strategy and the application is
therefore meeting the objective of Walk and Cycle the Hutt 2014 — 2019.

I have read and agree with the assessment of the proposal against The Environmental

Sustainability Strategy for the Hutt Valley 2015 — 2045 and the Urban Growth Strategy
on page 114 of the AEE. | adopt the assessment.

9. Part 2 of the Act

Consideration of an application under section 104 of the Act is subject to Part 2.

Part 2 of the Act sets out the purpose of the Act, which is to promote the sustainable
management of natural and physical resources, and in sections 6, 7 and 8 sets out
matters that consent authorities should consider when exercising their functions under
the Act.

Section 6 — Matters of National Importance

In exercising its powers and functions under the Act, the Hutt City Council is required to
recognise and provide for the matters of national importance listed in section 6 of the
Act. | have identified the following matters to be of relevance to this application and have
addressed the effects of the proposal on that basis.

All section 6 matters are relevant to this proposal and have been considered in the effects
assessment of this report.

a. the preservation of the natural character of the coastal environment
(including the coastal marine area), wetlands, and lakes and rivers and
their margins, and the protection of them from inappropriate subdivision,
use, and development:

b. the protection of outstanding natural features and landscapes from
inappropriate subdivision, use, and development:

c. the protection of areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant
habitats of indigenous fauna:

d. the maintenance and enhancement of public access to and along the
coastal marine area, lakes, and rivers:

e. the relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their
ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi tapu, and other taonga:

f.  the protection of historic heritage from inappropriate subdivision, use, and
development:
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g. the protection of protected customary rights:
h. the management of significant risks from natural hazards

Section 7 — Other Matters

The other matters to which Hutt City Council must have particular regard in relation to
managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical resources are
listed in section 7 of the Act.
The relevant section 7 matters are underlined:
a) Kkaitiakitanga:

aa) the ethic of stewardship:

b) the efficient use and development of natural and physical resources:

(ba) the efficiency of the end use of energy:

c) the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values:

d) intrinsic values of ecosystems:

e) [Repealed]

f) maintenance and enhancement of the quality of the environment:

g) any finite characteristics of natural and physical resources:
h) the protection of the habitat of trout and salmon:

i) the effects of climate change:

j) the benefits to be derived from the use and development of renewable
energy

The effects assessment has assessed these matters and | concur with the analysis of
these matters contained within the AEE.2°

9.1.1 Section 8 — Principles of the Treaty of Waitangi

Section 8 of the Act requires Hutt City Council to take into account the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi) when considering applications for resource
consent. The Waitangi Tribunal and Courts continue to establish the principles of the
Treaty of Waitangi and it is recognised that the principles are continuing to evolve. The
two key principles that are of relevance to this application are active protection of Maori
interests and consultation.

2 Page 116 AEE

PAGE 56 OF 58



The application has demonstrated early consultation and engagement with tangata
whenua and there will be on going involvement through the development of the Land
and Urban Design Plan.

9.1.2  Section 5 — Purpose and Principles
Section 5 defines “sustainable management” as:

“‘managing the use, development, and protection of natural and physical
resources in a way, or at a rate, which enable people and communities to
provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing and for their health and
safety while-

(a) sustaining the potential of natural and physical resources (excluding
minerals) to meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future
generations; and

(b) safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil and
ecosystems; and

(c) avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on
the environment.”

| consider the proposal meets the purpose of the Act because the shared path will provide
for the social, economic and cultural wellbeing of the local community and visitors by
creating a widely supported, as evidenced through submissions, cycle and pedestrian
path which will increase connectivity around the eastern bays, promote active transport
and increase resilience while retaining access to the coastline. Adverse effects within
Hutt City Council’s jurisdiction are at worst minor (potentially on visual amenity of some
individual dwellings and less than minor in all other respects.

10. Conclusions

| conclude that adverse effects are appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated but
noting there is a degree of uncertainty regarding localised visual effects due to the
preliminary design and recreation amenity outcomes of path users due to the design only
being at the preliminary stage. In relation to the NZCPS, RPS and District Plan objectives
and policies the proposal is consistent with the relevant objectives and policies for
matters within Hutt City Council’s jurisdiction. The proposal is consistent with other
matters such as the ‘Eastern Bays Marine Drive Design Guide’ and ‘Walk and Cycle the
Hutt’ strategy.

11. Recommendation

| recommend that landuse consent is granted subject to suitable conditions of consent
being imposed.

Report prepared by: Recommendation approved by:

PAGE 57 OF 58



\
i

Dan Kellow Peter McDonald
Environmental Planner Senior Resource Consent Planner
Independent contractor Hutt City Council
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Attachment 1 - Legal Opinion






DLA PIPER

Our ref: 1412666

17 May 2019

Dan Kellow

Resource Consents Planner
Hutt City Council
LOWER HUTT

By email
Dear Dan

LEGAL ADVICE REGARDING EASTERN BAYS SHARED CYCLE/PEDESTRIAN
PATH

1 You have asked for advice in respect of a consent application received for a
shared cycle and pedestrian path (SP). Specifically, you have asked:

1.1 In some places the SP is in between the road and the coastal marine
area (CMA) with no zone shown on the Hutt City Council District Plan
(Plan) maps. What is the underlining zoning of that land?

1.2 Is the SP considered a 'network utility' under the Plan?
1.3 Is the SP a 'structure' under the Plan?
2 In summary, our response to these questions is:
2.1 There is no underlying zoning for the area between the road and the

CMA. The area of land has no applicable zone.

2.2 The SP is a network utility under the Plan.
2.3 The SP is a structure under the Plan.
3 We have not undertaken a full planning assessment to consider every relevant rule

and whether the outcome is different dependent on the underlying zone or
whether the SP is or is not a structure. However, as we have concluded that the
SP is a network utility, and the provisions of the Plan that address network
utilities apply regardless of underlying zoning, the conclusions reached in respect
of the applicable zoning and the status of the SP as a structure are of less
significance.
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DLA PIPER

4 This advice is limited to consideration of the activity under the Plan. It does not consider
reclamation activities, potential reserve land issues or regional council consent
requirements.

Background

5 Hutt City Council (HCC) has applied for resource consent to construct a shared cycle and

pedestrian path around the eastern bays. The application is being jointly processed by HCC
and the Greater Wellington Regional Council given the location of the SP within and
adjacent to the CMA.

6 The aim of the project, as set out in the Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE)
accompanying the application, is to develop a safe and integrated walking and cycling
facility along Marine Drive to connect communities and provide links to other parts of the
network.

7 While it is not explicitly stated in the AEE, it is clear that the SP is intended to form part of
HCC's transport network, and be owned and managed by it under its role as a road
controlling authority.

8 The SP is to be a shared pathway for cyclists and pedestrians. The SP is a concrete path
separated from the road carriageway by low concrete barriers. There are no barriers
proposed on the seaward side. Construction requires widening the existing road
carriageway by constructing new seawalls both in and outside the CMA at points along the
SP.

9 You have advised that there are some challenges in determining which zoning applies under
the Plan and therefore which rules apply.

Underlying zoning of relevant land

10 You have asked what the underlying zoning is of the area on the seaward side of the legal
road, but outside the CMA. This is important because the zoning establishes which rules (or
standards) apply to the activity and therefore what activity status applies to the proposal.

11 You have advised that there are some areas that have not been attributed an appropriate
zone within the Plan.! Those areas are not zoned. In summary, there are two potential
interpretations available to this issue:

111 there is no zoning applied to those areas, and only the district wide rules apply to
that area. If there are no relevant rules then either consent will be required for a
discretionary activity (under section 87B(2) of the Resource Management Act
1991 (RMA) if a consent is required by section 9, 11, 12, 13, 14 or 15) or the
activity is able to be undertaken without a resource consent (in reliance on section
9(3)); or

! We have not reviewed the relevant maps to confirm this statement.
4783192.1 7
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11.2 the adjacent zoning is applied (ie the areas are treated in a similar manner to
roads in the district).

12 In the current situation, the area of land concerned is adjacent to a road reserve. As you are
aware, the approach taken by HCC to zoning of road reserves is that they are not zoned.
Instead, where the road is stopped under a Local Government Act 1974 or Public Works
Act 1981 process, the underlying zoning is applied following that road stopping. The
zoning following a road stopping is determined by the adjacent zone or zones.

13 However, as the areas in question here are not yet a road (although for the reasons set out
below we considered it will be a 'road’ following construction of the SP) or within the 'road
reserve', those provisions cannot apply. Following construction of the SP, those areas will
become 'road' in any event, and in accordance with 14A.1 in the Plan if they are brought
within the road reserve then they will not have an applicable zoning,? If at some point in the
future those areas stop being a road reserve, the underlying zoning provisions will apply to
attribute the relevant zone.

14 For that reason, we consider that the areas in question must be treated as not having an
applicable zoning for the purposes of assessing this application. As there is no applicable
zoning, the general district wide provisions need to be considered and assessed. If there is
no consent required by those provisions, the land use activity can occur without the need for
a resource consent from HCC.

15 However, the conclusion reached on the applicable zoning is of little consequence in terms
of activity status in this case. For the reasons set out below, we consider that the SP is a
'network utility' as it is within the scope of the broader definition of road. The relevant
provisions are those contained within Chapter 13 of the Plan, which have district wide
application regardless of underlying zoning (although we acknowledge that some of the
standards differ depending on the relevant zone, which may be the reason for the distinction
in the application between works inside the road corridor and outside it you have
highlighted).

16 If there are no relevant rules that apply to the activity, then the relevant section of the RMA
will apply. Here, we understand that the activity you are considering is a land use activity
(for the construction and operation of the cycleway). Under section 9(3) of the RMA, a
land use activity is permitted to occur unless it contravenes a district plan rule.

17 We note that the application refers to an 'innominate activity'. This is not a term found in
the RMA and is instead developed through case law. In the current application it is not a
reference to the category of activities covered by section 87B(1) of the RMA,? but those
covered by section 89 of the RMA. Section 89 of the RMA applies where the activity
proposed is to occur on reclaimed land that has not yet been reclaimed (ie it is to occur on
land that is not yet in existence). We have not considered this issue in this opinion but are

2 This could be done by updating the relevant Plan maps through a plan change following
reclamation/construction of the SP.

3 Which applies where consent is required by Part 3 of the RMA (ie sections 9, 11, 12, 13, 14 and 15) but there
are not relevant rules for that activity. In that case, the activity is treated as a discretionary activity.
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happy to provide further advice as required. However, there is no reason for our
conclusions as to the applicable zoning (being none) and the status of the SP as a network
utility and a structure (as set out below) to change for this area of land.

Is the SP a network utility?

18 The Plan defines network utility as:

Means any activity undertaken by a network utility operator as defined in
section 166 of the RMA, relating to:

® construction, and operation of roads and railway lines; or
and includes:...

(c) all associated structures; and

19 Roads and railway lines are not defined in the Plan. Section 166 of the RMA defines a
network utility operator as a person who:

® constructs, operates, or proposes to construct or operate, a road or
railway line; or

20 'Road' is defined in the RMA as:

road has the same meaning as in section 315 of the Local Government Act
1974; and includes a motorway as defined in section 2(1) of the Government
Roading Powers Act 1989

21 Section 315 of the Local Government Act 1974 provides:

road means the whole of any land which is within a district, and which—

(@) immediately before the commencement of this Part was a road or
street or public highway; or

(b) immediately before the inclusion of any area in the district was a
public highway within that area; or

(c) is laid out by the council as a road or street after the
commencement of this Part; or

(d) is vested in the council for the purpose of a road as shown on a
deposited survey plan; or

(e) is vested in the council as a road or street pursuant to any other
enactment;—

and includes—

® except where elsewhere provided in this Part, any access way or
service lane which before the commencement of this Part was
under the control of any council or is laid out or constructed by or
vested in any council as an access way or service lane or is
declared by the Minister of Works and Development as an access
way or service lane after the commencement of this Part or is
declared by the Minister of Lands as an access way or service lane
on or after 1 April 1988:

(g) every square or place intended for use of the public generally, and
every bridge, culvert, drain, ford, gate, building, or other thing

4783192.1
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belonging thereto or lying upon the line or within the limits
thereof;—

but, except as provided in the Public Works Act 1981 or in any regulations
under that Act, does not include a motorway within the meaning of that Act or
the Government Roading Powers Act 1989.

22 If the SP is considered to be a 'road' or a structure associated with a road, then it will be a
network utility under the Plan and under the RMA, if constructed or operated by a network
utility operator. HCC is a network utility operator as it is proposing to construct and operate
the 'road'.

23 While the wording of the definitions do not provide any specific confirmation, section 319
of the Local Government Act 1974 provides clear direction that the SP should be considered
as aroad:

(1) The council shall have power in respect of roads to do the following
things:

(f) to determine what part of a road shall be a carriageway, and
what part a footpath or cycle track only:

24 Given this section is in the same part as the definition of road adopted by the RMA, we
consider that the proposed SP will be a network utility under the Plan. This is reinforced by
the fact that HCC is the consent applicant and is proposing to construct and operate the SP
as part of its transport network. Further, the definition of 'Transport Network' in the Plan
(as set out below), would cover the SP:

The transport network comprises the following components and transport
modes:
- All road corridors...

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

Is the SP a structure?

25 The term 'structure' is not defined in the Plan. It is defined in the RMA as:

structure means any building, equipment, device, or other facility made by
people and which is fixed to land; and includes any raft.

26 As there is no definition of structure in the Plan, this definition is imported into the Plan.*

27 '‘Building' is defined in the Plan as:

means any structure or part of a structure, whether temporary or permanent,
movable or immovable, but for the purposes of this Plan excludes:
(a) any fence not exceeding 2 metres in height;

(b) any retaining wall not exceeding 1.2 metres in height;
(c) satellite dishes with a diameter not exceeding 0.6m;

(d) decks less than 500mm in height;

4 Interpretation Act 1999, section 34.

4783192.1 5



DLA PIPER

(e) all structures less than 1.2 metres in height;

(f) all signs, as defined in this Plan.

28 This is circular in that structure means a building and a building means a structure.
However, of particular relevance to the SP are the matters listed in (b) and (e) of the
definition of building. Any retaining wall not exceeding 1.2 metres in height and any other
structure less than 1.2 metres in height is not a building (and therefore not a structure) under
the Plan. Based on these exemptions, we consider that the sea walls, concrete barriers and
any similar works will fall within the definition of building, and therefore structure, unless
they are less than 1.2m in height.

29 In addition, the SP itself involves layers of materials which are fixed to the land, and run
between the concrete barrier and the seawalls. We consider that the SP will also be
considered to be a structure given this and its connection to the above elements. The SP is
an integrated structure as opposed to a series of discrete parts and should be treated as such.
Again, however, the height of the structure will need to be considered before determining
whether the SP is excluded from the terms as used within the Plan. However, from our brief
review of the AEE, parts of the SP will clearly exceed 1.2 metres in height.

30 Further, given our conclusions that the SP will be considered a network utility, there may be
little impact in terms of outcome which turns on whether the SP is or is not a structure.

Yours sincerely

Stephen Quinn Emma Manohar

Partner Senior Associate

Direct +64 4 474 3217 Direct +64 4 918 3016
stephen.quinn@dlapiper.com emma.manohar@dlapiper.com
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BEFORE THE INDEPENDENT COMMISSIONER
APPOINTED BY GREATER WELLINGTON REGIONAL COUNCIL
AND HUTT CITY COUNCIL

Reference Number RM190124
Eastern Bays Shared Path

IN THE MATTER OF: Resource Consent Application for a shared
path along Marine Drive, Eastern Bays.

APPLICANT: Hutt City Council (Transport Division)

Brief of Evidence of David Keith Wanty







Involvement in project

7.

My current involvement has involved reviewing the
Application documents as provided by Council for the
proposal, as evident in my report(s) made available on the
GWRC website; this evidence also includes reviewing the
submissions received. | have not had any meeting as such
with Council, their consultant or other consuliants with
respect to this project, all matters being by phone or email.

In the past 1% years | have also reviewed for Council in May
2019 the Eastern Hutt proposed Beltway cycleway.

Expert Withess Code of Conduct

2.

| have been provided with a copy of the Code of Conduct
for Expert Withesses contained in the Environment Court's
Practice Note dafted 1 December 2014. | have read and
agree to comply with that Code. This evidence is within my
area of expertise, except where | state that | am relying upon
the specified evidence of another person. | have not
omitted to consider material facts known to me that might
alter or detfract from the opinions that | express.

PURPOSE AND SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

10.

11.

The purpose of this evidence is to assess the transport effects
of the proposal.

The proposal involves the creation of an approximate 4.6 km
shared path along the harbour edge; the southern shorter
nominal 0.5 km portion being between Eastbourne and Days
Bay, the middle 2.1 km central portion between Days Bay
and Marina Bay, and the nominal 2.0 km northern portion
between York Bay and Point Howard.

SUMMARY OF CONCLUSIONS

2.

13.

[ conclude that the proposal provides for adequate
capacity and safety for the anticipated demand of non-
motor vehicle users and that it is reasonable that certain
design aspects will be clarified/confirmed at the detailed
design stage following planning and funding approval.

A key aspect of my conclusion is the provision of a safety
barrier as deemed necessary following expert interpretation
and confirmation of the Building Code requirements.



15.

16.

In some sections it is proposed to provide a low edge barrier
on the coastal side, which | consider a practical approach
parficularly with respect to anticipated users of mobility
scooters. Where the shared path is sufficiently clear of
hazards there need be no low/high barriers although in one
location (at Point Howard near the boat frailer parking) | had
suggested that a short fence might be considered (note that
as a consequence of more recent proposed design changes
this suggestion has now been superseded).

| am aware that the applicant has had to balance
minimising encroachment onto the foreshore with providing
a path of adequate width that provides a qudality recreation
experience and that encourages use.

With respect to beach access | accept that the provision of
railings and extra width at the top of the steps can be left to
the detailed design stage. | accept the assurance that the
mini-steps are primarily designed fo assist the penguins’
access and safety, rather than for use by the public (who |
have assumed will be suitably notified to take care in usage).

RECOMMENDATIONS

17.

| recommend that a clear shared path width of nominally 2.4
meftres be provided for most of the route along the harbour
edge (excluding local pinch points) where currently
proposed, and a clear width of 3.5 metres where practical
(consistent with the current proposal).

| recommend that railings for the steps and increased area
at the top of the steps be investigated and confirmed at the
detailed design stage, with warning signs for people as
appropriate re use of the mini-steps that | accept as having
peen designhed primarily for penguin access.

| recommend further road safety audits (contingent on
approval) be conducted at the detailed design and pre-
construction/post-construction stages.

EXISTING ENVIRONMENT:

20.

This proposal is in effect part of a larger cycle strategy to
connect Eastbourne with Seaview and connections from
there along Eastern Hutt (Beltway) and along Petone (to join
with the planned shared path to Wellingfon).

Between Eastbourne and Seaview the existihg road
environment is that of a relatively narrow winding two-way



22.

23.

24,

25.

26.

27

two lane road, for which there is no travel alternative other
than the Days Bay ferry.

Currently there is an approximate 2.1 km long 70 km/h zone
along most of the route between the start of the right turn
bay for the Lowry Bay boat ramp and carpark at
approximate chainage CH 19210 (approximately 130 m south
of Gill Road), and just south of the #517 Marine Drive
Sunshine Bay service station (at approximate chainage CH
4030 by the end of the main portion of the proposed share
path).

Within Days Bay (currently 50 km/h) from south of the service
station (CH 4040) to approximately 15 metres north of
Waerenga Road (CH 4990 - my review stated 4980) no
changes to the existing footpath and road shoulder are
proposed in order to create a shared path along an area
with much parking along the coastal side.

Between Days Bay and Eastbourne at Marine Parade (CH
5495 — my review stated 5500) the southern relatively short
section of 515 metres of shared path is proposed. This did not
include any change to the Marine Parade median throat
island which | had earlier recommended, but which depend
on the detailed design of the southern end, which as inferred
in the earlier Revision J preliminary design and currently
proposed plans might change slightly for local landscaping
reasons.

| note that this section would assist patrons of the summer
concerts atf Days Bay who reside or elect to park in
Eastbourne and walk to the concert.

North of Point Howard at the northern end of the proposed
shared path (at approximate chainage CH 530), there is an
existing shared path behind the guardrail on the coastal
side. This crosses over the oil pipelines along Marine Drive into
the marina carpark and then exiting onto Port Road near its
Tee intersection with Marine Drive/Seaview Road.

By the sharp 25 km/h bend between Mahina Bay and York
Bay is the southern end of the existing approximately 292 m
long coastal shared path in York Bay which consists of low
narrow concrete strips along the fraffic lane edge line and
without any safety barrier or low edge along ifs coastal
edge. | locate its southern end at approximate chainage CH
2860 and its northern end at approximate chainage CH



28.

2565/2570, along which no changes to the existing seawall
are proposed.

With respect to a safety risk assessment of the eastern bays,
various maps from MegaMaps (formerly the Safer Journeys
Risk Assessment Tool) are provided in Annex 1 (included are
recent updates added to those in my March 2020 draft
evidence). They are provided to show the potential in due
course of changes to the local posted speed limits, with @
likely reduction in the posted speed limit suggested in
MegaMaps Il more prevalent than previously in MegaMaps.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: APPLICATION AND RESPONSES

27,

30.

31.

32,

| had been requested by Council to provide comment on
the wvarious further information responses and how my
understanding of the proposal and original concerns may or
may not have been addressed.

Regarding the information responses the key matters were
the review of interpretation of the Building Code barrier
requirement irrespective of community view and Lowry Bay
shared path, and any need for handrailing and additional
width at the fop of the beach access steps. As | have
concluded above, these aspects have largely been
addressed or are intended to be at the detailed design
stage following approval (I accept as reasonable fo do so
then).

In my reviews, my interpretation of the Building Code was
that in my view (I am not an expert on this matter) a safety
barrier seemed to be required when the fall height was
greater than 1 metre (which | equated to double and triple
curve seawall). Subsequently Stantec accepted that a
barrier was required in places and identified the sections
required subject to confirmation at the detailed design
stage. From my tabulation of the design sections | concluded
that a substantially greater length of barrier would be
required than noted, and suggested the Council check my
table of different sections of the route disaggregated by
type of coastal protection and shared path with.

As part of this hearing | understand that Hutt City Council has
sought further clarification regarding the need for a barrier
meeting the Building Code require, and of the associated
length of such barrier if confirmed as deemed necessary.



POSTED SPEED LIMIT

33.

34.

35.

36.

| consider it convenient at this point to raise the matter of the
posted speed limit along the route, which has been raised
by some of the submitters (I deal with key traffic points raised
in the submissions later).

There is a section of 70 km/h posted speed limit alongside
some of the proposed shared path. Whether the speed limit
is 50 or 70 km/h has no direct impact on the application
except that slower speeds, influenced by the speed limit
(and enforcement), help reduce the severity of a crash of an
errant user roads (“less speed, less harm”) and possibly
reduce the chance of a crash occurring. The latter is
influenced by the road width that might be reduced for
motor vehicle traffic with a reduction of speed so there is an
interaction effect between speed, roadway width and
safety.

| fully expect that Council will investigate the existing 70 km/h
speed limit in the near future, noting that Waka Kotahi NZ
Transport Agency (NZTA) has directed Councils to do as
such, with aim/hope to eliminate 70 km/h speed zones
except in special circumstances. Some Councils are
separating their reviews of urban and rural speed limits with
70 km/h being included in urban reviews, which generally
look at lowering the usual 50 km/h speed limit fo typically 40
km/h in accordance with Mega Maps lll, the NIZITA
Infrastructure  Risk Rating (IRR) approach, and the
Government Road to Zero approach, with the Ministry of
Transport aiming to make speed limit changes by Councils
easier to infroduce and apply.

Accordingly I consider that consideration of changes to the
posted speed limit along Marine is dealt with at the fime of
the likely impending Council review of speed limits, noting
also that | consider it generally outside the scope of this
hearing.

RESPONSE TO TRANSPORT MATTERS RAISED IN SUBMISSIONS

Submissions of non-supporters relating to safety

37.

In my consideration of the submission response, | drew
heavily on the summaries provided by Council. | filtered the
submission spreadsheet provided in late 2019 by selected



38.

39.

40.

41.

42.

categories, and also filtered out all those not in support
(includes conditional support, neutral and those opposed).

Of the 190 submissions 20 met the latter criteria, of which 13
were opposed, 4 were neutral and 3 gave conditional
support. For 8 of the 20 “safety” was a theme which | shall
now address.

Submission #30 (by the oil companies) raised concern over
the conflict between motor vehicles and cyclists at Point
Howard. | can confim that a safety audit has been
conducted of the proposal and another would be expected
following detailed design. | concur with the concerns raised
and expect that the detailed design will address any such
matters not already identified and accepted. | do not
consider that a formal condition is necessary to enact the
concerns raised.

Submission #60 raised warning to motorists for sharp bends
and presence of pedestrians and motorists. | opine that this is
an existing requirement independent of this application and
that Hutt City Council already has warning signs along the
route and monitors road user safety within the community.

Submission #84 raised separation of pedestrians and cyclists
and issue for experienced cyclists. The application expects
that the latter will generally continue fo use the road and not
the shared path. Shared paths can have a painted line
separating pedestrians from cyclists and most include signs
warning cyclists to give way to pedestrians. Where the
effective path width is less than 2.5 metres | expect that it will
definitely be shared; it is possible that at the detailed design
stage 3.5 metre wide sections might have a separating white
line but | would not recommend making this a condition at
this stage. Other matters raised can also be dealt with at the
detailed design stage; the suggestion of extending the
shared path through the enftirety of Days Bay is good from a
connectivity viewpoint but a matter outside this application.

Submission #85 raised inclusion of two other sections, which is
outside the scope of this application. A constant width
(excluding pinch points) of 2.5 mefres was suggested
although 3.5 m was considered not wholly sufficient.
Commented that minor improvements to the road could be
made to make it safer for cyclists, which | consider to be
generally outside the scope of this application.



43.

44,

45.

46.

Submission #87 raised preference to an earlier version of the
shared path proposal whereby the road was further away
from eastern properties, including that of the submitters who
had safety concerns over the proximity of the road to their
driveway (within the 70 km/h zone). | note that the cross-
sections did not show the roadway and it is difficult to detect
changes in the roadway and changes to the traffic lanes
from the plans provided. However | expect that the detailed
design will make this more evident (I am unsure as to the
extent of topographical surveys conducted).

Submission #117 considered that the shared path was too
close to the roadway. Naturally a wider separation would be
desirable but | accept that this is not realistically viable and
that the separation provided is not unreasonable (especially
if speeds reduce in due course from a reduction in the
posted speed limit which | consider likely for the existing 70
km/h zone —refer Annex 1).

Submission #132 raised concerns over the exposed nature of
the shared path to waves washing over it (and onto the
road). | consider this matter outside my expertise but would
expect little usage of the shared path in clearly adverse
situations.

Submission #168 raised safety concerns when transitioning
between the path and the road and that the shared path
might be inadequate/unsuitable for electric bicycles and e-
scooters. The latter is a nationwide issue of concern and the
former part of further safety auditing of the detailed design.

Submissions related to beach access

47.

For 16 of the 190 submissions "“beach access” was an
identified theme. Of these submissions #80 opposed for a
variety of reasons and considered that access to the beach
would be restricted by the proposal. Submission #163 was
noted as "neutral” (opposed if certain condifions not
imposed, was against the use of railings and advocated for
a constant 2-2.5 meftre shared path to minimise impact on
the beach.

Submissions related to the seawall

48.

All 7 of the 190 submissions where “seawall” was an identified
theme supported the proposal, with many of these also
noting that the shared pathway will improve the safety for
existing pedestrians and cyclists.



Submissions related to the shared path width and other matters

49.

50.

51.

Many of the submissions included some comment on the
pathway width, including those noted above. My impression
is that on balance the widths as proposed are reasonable
(some prefer narrower, some wider). My recommendation
was to recognise the ‘effective’ width, which would be less
alongside the safety barrier, and marginally less along the
sections where a low barrier was advocated.

It is important to note that the effective or clear width with
and without any barrier might be the same due to the “shy
factor' effect of users generally keeping a perceived safe
distance from the edge. However the Safe Systems
approach is to accept that humans make mistakes and
errors of judgment, and the Vision Zero approach is to
mitigate against such errors that lead to an unacceptable
chance of death or serious injury (taking into account
probability of occurrence).

Central and local government policies favour more travel by
modes other than private motor vehicles in particular, but
non-motorised road users are more vulherable in road
crashes. A shared pathway is a common approach to
encourage more (non-commuter) and safer cycling and the
desirable width is a function of the anticipated number of
pedestrians and cyclists along with other influencing factors.
Attention to detail (“the devil is in the detail”) is critical with
respect to the potential for pedals or handlebars clipping
objects, and avoidance of perceived hindrances in the
path. Accordingly as aforementioned | opine that many
matters of detail re transport aspects are best left to resolve
at the detailed design stage, subject to being consistent with
the general design principles applied to the concept design
as proposed.

Submissions summary

52.

53.

The submissions have been many and varied with the vast
majority in support and those opposing mainly on grounds
other than transport related.

As aforementioned many advocated for a reduction in the
70 km/h posted speed limit, a matter which | consider is
outside the scope of the application but will undoubtably be
considered by Council (I expect within the near future).



54.

11

Some submitters favoured a wider shared path and some a
narrower shared path, and some questioned its provision. |
consider that the proposed widths are reasonable at this
stage although | advocate that they should relate o the
effective or clear width, that is take cognisance of any
barrier or low raiing along the coastal edge. As
aforementioned | recommend that a clear shared path
width of nominally 2.4 metres be provided for most of the
route along the harbour edge (excluding local pinch points)
where currently proposed, and a clear width of 3.5 mefres
where practical well away from the coastal edge.

CHANGES IN THE PROPOSED DESIGN

55,

56.

57,

| note that since preparing my March 2020 draft evidence
based on my earlier work and the preliminary design plans
(revision J), that the plans have changed in the recent
Appendix | Detailed Business Case Consultation Report -
Appendix E Project Plans and include some options.

Changes include the following (but not inclusive):

¢ The shared path moved to be near the edge in the Lowry
Bay reserve immediately south of which it is 3.5 m by the
revetment (approximate chainage CH 2185-2240).

¢ One section along the "beach” shown as 3.5 m but noted
as optionally 2.5 m (CH 2910-3020, single curve seawall).

e Likewise by Mahina Bay but double or triple curve seawall.

e South of the tie into Days Bay there are options shown with
it noted “(option for timber boardwalk)"” as far as CH5410
at York Bay. However it is noted “potential to retain some
parking" and “potential to retain some landscape
planting” immediately north of Marine Parade (which is
unchanged nearby but | opine changes to the existing
Marine Parade median at Marine Drive are likely,
depending on the final detailed design choice at the
adjoining start/end of the shared path).

e | note that the changes do not necessarily show the
localised narrowing of the shared path by pinch points
(such as along York Bay).

There are likely other changes not noted above, and | am
led to believe that in response to my earlier reports further
sections have been identified where a barrier might be
needed.



58.

| accept that the option choices can be confirmed at the
detailed design stage.

PROPOSED TRANSPORT-RELATED CONDITIONS

Proffered transport conditions

59.

60.

As advised by Dan Kellow, Council planner the only transport
reloted condition offered by the Applicant relates to the
preparation of a Traffic Management Plan (TMP) to append
to the CEMP. This relates just to the consfruction period and
not to any design issues.

| am however aware of a recommendation of a condition
regarding preparing a Bay Specific Urban Design Plans
(BSUDP) to include the barrier and railing design, which |
opine as aforementioned is appropriate to consider further
at the detailed design stage (presuming approval is gained).

| concur with the barrier and railing design being included in
the BSUDP condition.

Potential additional transport conditions

61.

62.

| recommend adding a condition requiring the undertaking
of an independent road safety audit at the detailed design
stage and at the pre-opening/post-construction stage. This is
the understood intention and hence | opine should be
readily accepted by the Applicant.

| recommend adding a condition requiring that the Council
would regularly monitor and report usage of and
safety/incidences along the shared path within the first
year(s) of operation.

David Keith Wanty

12 November 2020

ANNEX 1: Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency MegaMaps metrics

(both prior to and after MegaMaps lll release 28/8/20)
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ANNEX 1: Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency MegaMaps metrics
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1 Brief

WSP Opus has been briefed by Greater Wellington Regional Council to provide a peer review of
the Assessment of Recreation Effects associated with the proposed Eastern Bays Shared Path.

The requested scope for the review, as outlined by Greater Wellington Regional Council in their
email dated 24 April 2019 to the author of this memo, states:

Please provide any review comments by way of review memo:

1. Where you agree with the assessment/conclusions drawn by the applicant’s experts on a

relevant matter, concluding statements confirming you agree/are comfortable with the
assessment are all that are required.

2. Ifyou disagree with elements of an assessment, an assessment in its entirety, or require

further information to complete your assessment please outline clearly in your review
memo:

- why you disagree with the expert assessment and/or the conclusions drawn by the
expert

- what further information you require and the format in which you would like this
further information to be provided

- any conditions of consent or suggestions which could further manage, remedy, or
mitigate an actual or potential environmental effect

- any other comments or concerns which you may have that you feel are relevant to
consideration of the proposal

2 Documents Reviewed

This review focussed on the East ays ed Path Recreati sess t, prepared for Hutt
City Council by Rob Greenaway and Associates, January 2019.

Additional documents considered were:

. Eastern Bays Shared Path Resou
Environment, Prepared for Hutt Clty Councn by Stantec NZ Ltd Aprll 2019 (the AEE)

. Eastern Bays Shared Path Alternatives Assessment, Prepared for Hutt City Council by Stantec,
March 2018 (Appendix G to the AEE)

. Eastern Bays Shared Path Design Features and Construction Methodology, Prepared for Hutt
City Council by Stantec, January 2019 (Appendix J to the AEE)

. Eastern Bays Shared Path DBC, Preliminary Design Plans 80509137-01-001-C220 to
80509137-01-001-C242 incl, REV J: For Consent, Prepared for Hutt City Council by Stantec NZ
Ltd, August 2018

. Simulated views of proposed path. Prepared for Hutt City Council by Stantec NZ Ltd and
Drakeford Williams Ltd, August 2017

3 Application Description

The Eastern Bays Shared Path is a proposal by Hutt City Council to construct a 4.4 km Shared Path
along Marine Drive in two sections, between Point Howard and Eastbourne. There is a current lack
of dedicated cycling and walking facilities along the tightly constrained Marine Drive, which runs
directly alongside the Coastal Marine Area (CMA) of Wellington Harbour.

WWW.WSP-0pPUS.CO.NZ ©WSP Opus |15 May 2019 Page 1
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To facilitate the shared path, the proposal also includes the widening of Marine Drive and
replacement of a number of coastal structures, upon which the shared path will be constructed.
Beach nourishment is proposed at Point Howard, Lowry Bay and York Bay. A range of resource
consents are required to authorise the proposal under the Regional Coastal Plan for the
Wellington Region, and the City of Lower Hutt District Plan.

The Assessment of Effects on the Environment (AEE) for the proposal is supported by the
Recreation Assessment prepared by Rob Greenaway and Associates (January 2019), attached as
Appendix K of the AEE. With proposed mitigation taken into account, the AEE concludes that the
overall effects of the shared path on amenity effects and recreation range from none to less than
minor. The effects of the proposal are considered in the context of the increasing impact of
climate change on the shoreline and coastal resilience throughout the proposal area.

4 Recreation Assessment Summary

The Recreation Assessment (Greenaway and Associates, 2019) considers the positive and adverse
effects of the proposal on local and regional recreation amenity. It gives consideration to both
maximising the recreation amenity benefits of the shared path and minimising its potential
adverse effects on existing recreation values, particularly those associated with beach activities and
use of the rocky coastline. The Assessment's key findings are summarised below:

- Path width - a 3.5m wide path is the preferred minimum width, with short sections of 2.5m
width to limit the loss of beach width and associated effects.

“ Recreation Setting - the existing environment is mostly of local recreation value, used by
local residents for swimming, small boat launching, walking and dog walking, shellfish
gathering, snorkelling and fishing. There are small areas of regional recreation value at Point
Howard Beach, Ferry Road Headland, and Lowry Bay.

. Project Benefits - walking and cycling activity are fundamental to social wellbeing, but
activity in the project area is significantly impeded by the current condition of Marine Drive.
The proposal would address this and is consistent with long-term recreation strategies.

- Project Effects - the proposal will result in the reduction of shoreline and beach width in
some areas, which will affect existing recreational use of the beach and coastal areas. Beach
nourishment is proposed as mitigation for the loss of dry sand areas at the popular
recreation destinations of Point Howard, Lowry Bay and York Bay. Reduced path width is
proposed in sensitive locations to minimise loss of beach width.

e Policy Compliance - there is clear alignment between the proposal and the requirements of
the statutory planning policy framework to maintain and enhance access to and along the
CMA, and recognition of the CMA as an important place for recreation.

Generally, the assessment in the Report does not rely on the benefits of the shared path as a
mitigation for its effects on local beach amenity and recreational value. However, for Sorrento Bay,
Mahina Bay, Sunshine Bay it is stated that loss of beach area is balanced by the benefits from the
path (p9). The report makes it clear that, in the author's opinion, the likely scale of use of the
shared path, and the resulting local, regional and national benefits, far outweigh the local and
regional adverse effects.

5 Methodology for Peer Review

A site visit was undertaken by the writer on 2 May 2019 to familiarize herself with the location of
the proposal and its surrounding context. The entire route was travelled, and observations made as
to the likely recreation effects of the proposal.
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WS I )  OPUS Eastern Bays Peer Review

A desktop examination of relevant documents was undertaken to understand the proposal and its
likely recreation effects. Documents were reviewed with reference to Recreation Actearoa
(previously New Zealand Recreation Association) industry standards and relevant policy and
research on active transport. Furthermore, the review draws on the authors own 25 years’
experience in recreation design and planning.

Specifically, consideration was given to whether the Recreation Assessment adequately assesses the

expected recreation effects of the proposal to create a shared path, taking into account the
following relevant criteria;

° User Experience - Comfort

. The effectiveness of the design (infrastructure, surface treatments, geometry, and
alignment) in offering a comfortable, pleasant user experience

. Refuges - the ability for people to stop at frequent intervals and be outside of the line
of movement

° Environmental comfort - shade and shelter

. User Experience - Enjoyment

. The ability to connect with the natural landscape and marine environment (biophilia)
through sensory experiences (sounds/views/smell/touch)
. Provision of supporting facilities

o Health Benefits

. The extent to which the proposal is predicted to contribute to health and wellbeing
outcomes for users

- Equity/Access

. The ability for people of all ages and abilities to easily share the path with other modes
- e.g. fast cyclists, slow amblers, mobility assisted (wheelchairs, mobility scooters)

. Meets accessibility standards
° lack of physical barriers
o lack of perceived barriers

. Opportunities to experience either the full route or smaller sections within the route
(requires frequent stopping points and access on and off the route)

. Safety

° CPTED, (Crime Prevention through environmental design)
e IPTED (Injury Prevention through environmental design)

° Lighting

e Protection from moving vehicles

o Protection from falling

. Connectivity

. Connections to adjacent recreation spaces

. Connections to and from the route from the surrounding neighbourhoods
° Trade Offs

. Benefits, losses, mitigation

WWW WS5pP-0pUS.COo.NZ BWSP Opus |15 May 2019 Page 3
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6 Comments

11 Methodology

In my opinion, the methodology generally represents best practice for the assessment of
recreation effects. It follows a clear and systematic process of field work, community engagement,
desktop assessment of the relevant policy and statutory framework, evaluation of the proposal,
assessment of the likely adverse impacts on recreation values, and consideration of avoidance and
mitigation.

The report focuses on the recreation, health and wellbeing benefits of providing the shared path. It
identifies the potential adverse effects from intrusion of the shared path into the coastal edge.
Mitigation is proposed by way of beach nourishment where the more popular sandy beaches and
rocky edges are impinged upon.

Concerns: The overall health and wellbeing benefits of the proposed path are well argued at a
principal level, but the ability of the site-specific design to facilitate a high-quality recreation
experience is not well covered. This, in my opinion, is a gap in the assessment and warrants deeper
consideration.

Further assessment could be given to path widths, alignment, refuges and their frequency and
locations, access on and off all or parts of the route, as well as other comfort and safety factors.
Where | recommended that further information is provided by the author, these matters are
collated under section 7 of this review.

1.2 Maintaining Existing Dry Beach Areas

The assessment concludes that the loss of dry beach areas can be mitigated by nourishment and
that this is likely to maintain the available dry beach space for recreation use. It is not clear,
however, if the proposed new infrastructure and changes to the beach profile will alter coastal
morphology, potentially leading to increased erosion and loss of the dry beach area - effectively
counteracting such mitigation.

The assessment also states that “the proposal is not a solution to the inevitable adjustment of
beach profiles and the accessibility of shoreline rock pools and shore-based fishing spots resulting
from climate change” (Part 1.1. p5)

| agree that the proposed locations for beach nourishment are logical in terms of retaining high-
tide dry beach areas in popular locations, and therefore access to the coastal edge.

| do not agree that the assessment can rely upon beach nourishment to offset intrusion into the
coastal environment. This is because it is not evident that beach nourishment will be sustained.

| recommend that the applicant provides further information to address the above.
1.3 Path Width

The report identifies that a 3.5m wide path is the preferred minimum width based on national and
international best practice standards and that “short sections of 2.5m wide path are proposed to
limit adverse effects on coastal ecological values and loss of beach width (lengths of 50m in
Sorrento Bay, 140m in Mahina Bay, and 150m in Sunshine Bay).

International best practice - Fowler et.al (2010), consider 2.5m as the minimum width for a shared
path in a relatively low use setting, and 3.0m where interactions between cyclists and walkers
increase. An additional 0.5 m should be added to each edge if the path is bounded continuously
or has fall hazards on either side. An additional 0.5 m should be added if during the critical design
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hour the path is serving both a commuting function and has significant numbers of child cyclists,
such as would occur if the path is near a school.

It is noted by this writer that best practice (Auckland Transport) recommends a maximum length
of 10m for a reduction in path width to 2.5m, to stay within the tolerance of cyclists for passing. As
the volumes of cyclists and pedestrians using shared paths increases the number of delayed
passings for cyclists also increases. There is usually a reduction in the level of service and safety for
all shared path users when this situation occurs

The benefits of the coastal path at New Plymouth are quoted. A similar coastal path at Westhaven
in Auckland provides high recreation amenity. Both of these paths are wider than 25m, despite
not being constrained on both sides in the way that the Eastern Bays Shared path will be.

| do not agree that 2.5m is an acceptable width in this physical setting for reasons of safety and
comfort. Given the path is tightly constrained between a busy road with poor sight lines, and a
drop off into the coastal marine area, the minimum width should, in my view, be 3.5m along the
entire length of the path. In addition, the proposed transitions from 3.5m to 2.5m often occur
abruptly and/or on tight bends, further compounding issues of safety and comfort.

Although the assessment states that 3.5m wide is the preferred width, it does not discuss the
implications of going below the accepted level of service (LOS) by reducing the path to 2.5m, nor
does it provide any mitigation or alternatives for this.

| also do not agree that ecological values are a matter for a recreation assessment.
| recommend that the applicant provides further information to address the above.

14 Refuges

The report makes no comment about the lack of refuge/pause points built into the design.
Refuges/pause areas are provided only where existing widened areas are available along the route.
It is considered best practice to provide regular refuges at frequent intervals to allow multi-modal
users, some of whom will be slow and frail, to take regular breaks outside of the line of movement.
Refuges also provide for gathering and enjoyment of the coastal setting.

| recommend that the applicant provides further information to address the above.

1.5 Increased Activity

The report does not comment on the potential impacts of increased activity - which a successful
shared path will facilitate - on existing user experience. Part of the endearing experience of this
complex coastal edge is the ability to sit quietly and take in the views, sounds and smells. The
path, if it meets its own active transport objectives, will become a busy and potentially crowded
route - especially in the narrower (2.5m) areas where beach intrusion is to be minimised. What are
the potential adverse effects of this increased activity (potentially 200 more users per day) on the
relaxed, quite enjoyment of the coastal edge spaces?

| recommend that the applicant provides further information to address the above.

1.6 Review of Effects per Coastal Section

1.6.1 Point Howard / Point Howard Beach

This is a popular beach area with carparking, toilets, higher recreation attraction, formalised road
crossing, and change facilities. It can be anticipated that this beach will become more popular

with the development of the shared path increasing access. The path itself has a high potential to
become congested due to this concentration of activity. Higher potential for delayed passing and

WWW.WSsp-0opuUs.co.nz ©WSP Opus |15 May 2019 Page 5




\\ \ I ) | O P U S Eastern Bays Peer Review

reaching the upper limit for cyclist's tolerance for being delayed. Poor transition from 3.5m to
2.5m width at crossing point (CH700) - abrupt rather than funnelled.

Concerns: reduction to 2.5m path width is likely to reduce safety and comfort for users in this
section.

1.6.2 Sorrento Bay

Concerns: Reduction of path width on safe bend - adverse effects on actual and perceived safety
and user comfort. Outcrop provides important refuge/pause point for users to stop outside of the
flow of movement (see sections 1.3 and 1.4 above).

| recommend that the applicant provides further information to address the above.

1.6.5 Lowry Bay

Boat shed (CH.1160) provide important refuge/pause point. Opportunity to configure space to
create quality refuge at headland location. Opportunity to rebuild deck structure at CH. 1540 to

facilitate gathering.

Concerns: Path narrows to 2.5m through tight bend, likely to reduce safety and comfort for users
(see sections 1.3 and 1.4 above).

1.6.4 Whiorau Reserve

Concerns: Southern end of reserve - transition from path within reserve to shoulder creates
potentially dangerous environment for path users due to road bend and proposed path
alignment.

1.6.5 Mahina Bay

Concerns: Long section of 2.5m wide path. Likely recreation effects (see section 1.3 above).

1.6.6 Sunshine Bay

Concerns: Long section of 2.5m wide path. Likely recreation effects (see section 1.3 above).

1.7 Review of Alternatives Assessment and Design Features

| agree with the conclusions of the MCA that the seaward side option is the preferred option from
a recreation values point of view.

| agree that the general alignment of Option D is the preferred one.

The report concludes that the path width of 2.5m is not ideal as it does not meet best practice and
accepted Levels of Service for shared paths. The report states, however, that there are overseas
examples and standards where 2.5m wide is acceptable.

I do not agree that the 2.5m wide examples are applicable where the shared path is tightly
constrained on both sides (i.e. active lane almost continuously along the road side and drop off
into CMA on the seaward side). | also would expect the design to conform with accepted national
Levels of Service.

The Alternatives Assessment argues that 2.5m is a compromise in order to protect coastal marine
values relating to resilience, protecting infrastructure, and managing coastal values in the face of
climate change and sea level rise. From a recreation point of view, it is not clear that this
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compromise results in an acceptable solution. Of greatest concern is the significant length of 2.5m
wide sections (>150m). As noted under section 1.3 above, accepted best practice (Auckland
Transport) recommends no more than 10m continuous length for a reduction to 2.5m.

| recommend that the applicant provides further information to address the above.

7 Further Information

To ensure proper consideration of the recreation effects of the proposal, and to address the
matters raised in this review, we recommend that further information is requested as follows:

a) Maintaining Existing Dry Beach Areas - the applicant provides further information on the
likely alteration to coastal morphology as a result of the proposal impacts and climate
change, and the effects of these predicted impacts on recreation values (see section 1.2
above).

b) Path Width - the applicant provides further information with case studies and commmentary
on 2.5m wide pathways with similar constraints to the Eastern Bays shared path, to more
accurately examine the likely impacts on user safety and comfort. The author should
discount any consideration of ecological effects in drawing conclusions on recreation
impacts. (see section 1.3 and 1.7 above).

c) Refuges - the applicant provides further information on refuges and their distribution along
the route to provide for high levels of service (see section 1.4 above).

d) Increased Activity - the applicant provides more further information on the potential
diminished enjoyment of the coastal landscape that may result from busyness and crowding
(see section 1.5 above).

e) Sorrento Bay - the applicant provides further information on the effects of the reduction in
the volume of space at Sorrento Bay (see section 1.6.2 above).

8 Suggested Conditions of Consent

The following suggestions are made which could further manage, remedy, or mitigate an actual or
potential environmental effect on recreation values. If Council are satisfied with the further
information provided, these could form the basis of conditions of consent.

a) Identify locations and design standards for refuges along the route to provide for the safety,
comfort and enjoyment of recreation users.

b) Route to maintain a continuous minimum width of 3.5m.

c) Copingon top of sea wall to be widened to 350mm to create a visual signal to maintain
clearance from the drop off, and to act as a seating edge.

9 Conclusions

The benefits to community and personal wellbeing, and tourism and recreation participation are
clearly argued. What is not clear is whether these benefits accrue on a path that is designed to a
lower LOS than is recommmended best practice. That is, where the path is reduced to 2.5m, lacks
adequate refuges/pause points and has potential impacts of intrusion into existing quiet
enjoyment of the coastal environment.
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Further information on the likely effects of the path where it does not meet accepted levels of
service would assist in assessing the likely impacts of the proposal on recreation values and would
provide a basis for further consideration of mitigation.

Catherine Hamilton - NZILA, NZRA
Technical Principal - Landscape Architecture

WSP Opus
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From: Hamilton, Catherine

To: Shannon Watson
Ce: Head. Jerey; Grinlinton-Hancock, Michelle
Subject: RE: Eastern Bays Shared Path LVA addendum to include assessment of project with safety barriers
Date: Monday, 21 October 2019 12:53:11 PM
Attachments: image002.png
Image003.png
imageQ04.p00
ImageQ0s.0ng

Hello Shannon,

= The single most important point | want to make is that providing adequate scale of space to move along the path without perceived or real
constraints of being squeezed hard up against a live lane (70km at that) is, in my opinion, fundamental to a quality recreation experience. |
support the evidence that 3.5m is the required clear space width for a quality recreation experience.

The introduction of a fence in this context serves to reduce the sense of real and perceived available space, and constrain people against
the live lane. Reducing the available width to 2.8 will, in my opinion, result in a reduction of recreation amenity when compared to no fence.

» For people to stop and sit on the edge, there needs to be a good width to create a sense of comfort and remove any sense of threat from
people moving at speed behind the sitting persons' back (the basic principles of human comfort - ‘prospect and refuge’ apply here), It is not
so much a matter of the size of the kerbs, but the width of the space.

e |deally people will sit on a bull-nosed top of wall with feet hanging down in front — with sufficient passing space behind. The other optimum
scenario is to have raised seats at the refuge (break-out) locations for people of all ages and abilities including more frail individuals.

Warm regards
Catherine

Catherine Hamilton
Technical Principal - Landscape Architecture

\\\I)

T: +64 9 353 2960
M: +84 27 244 7849
Catherine.Hamilten@wsp.com

WSP

The Westhaven Building
100 Beaumont St
Auckland 1010

New Zealand

wsp.cominz

From: Head, Jeremy

Sent: Monday, 21 October 2019 12:18 PM

To: Shannon.Watson@ghd.com; Hamilton, Catherine <Catherine, Hamilton@wsp.com>

Ce: Grinlinton-Hancock, Michelle <Michelle.Grinlinton-Hancock@wsp.comz; dan.kellow@huttcity.govt.nz; Jo Frances
<lo.Frances@gw.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Eastern Bays Shared Path LVA addendum to include assessment of project with safety barriers

Hi Shannon,

The recreation comments are written by me following telephone discussion with Catherine. Apologies if anything
got lost in translation...

Kind regards,

Jeremy Head
Senior Landscape Architect
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Ti+64 3365 0525 M:+64 21308 048
Jeremy.Head@wsp.com

WSP Opus

12 Moorhouse Avenue
Christchurch
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From: Shannon Watson@ghd.com <shannen. Watson@ghd.com>

Sent: Monday, 21 October 2019 12:09 PM

To: Head, Jeremy <leremy Head @wsp.com>; Hamilton, Catherine <Catherine Hamilton®@wsp.com>

Cc: Grinlinton-Hancock, Michelle <Michelle. Grinlinton-Hancock@wsp.com>; dan.kellow@huttcity govt.nz; lo Frances
<lo.Frances@gw govi.nz>

Subject: RE: Eastern Bays Shared Path LVA addendum to include assessment of project with safety barriers

Thanks very much Jeremy and Catherine for your comments,
Catherine, | have some follow up questions based on your comments:

= the full barrier will only be used in sections where the path width is 3.5m and not in any areas where the path width is 2.5m ~
therefore the useable space of the shared path in sections where the full barrier is used will reduce to at worst 2.8m (based on your
reference to a loss of 700mm below). Where this is the case do you see any major conflicts/areas for concern?

= You raise a good point about all locations where the fence is used resulting in the loss of the ability for sitting on the sea wall, which
you consider part of the mitigation for effects on recreation amenity. However, | have had a look through the various reports and
cannot find any reference to sitting on the side of the seawall as mitigation? Can you please confirm where you found reference to
the edge of the seawall being used for sitting being discussed as a mitigation option or explain where your assessment of sitting on
the seawall as mitigation has come from?

» Do you have any concerns with wheel stoppers being used or do you expect these to not be an issue and, given their small size, for
people to just sit over the top of them where they are used?

Many thanks

Shannon Watson
Environmental Planner

GHD

Proudly employee owned

T: +64 D4 474 7330 | V: 517330 | F: 04 472 0833 | E: shannon.watson®ghd.com
Level 2, Grant Thornton House, 215 Lambton Quay, Wellingten 6011 | www.ghd.com
Connect

@000

Please consider our environment before printing this email

From: Head, Jeremy <leremy.Head @wsp . com>

Sent: Friday, 18 October 2019 4:56 PM

To: Shannon Watson <Shannon Watson®ghd.com>; Hamilton, Catherine <Catherine Hamilton@wsp.com>

Cc: Grinlinton-Hancock, Michelle <Michelle.Grinlinton-Hancock@wsp.com>; Dan Kellow (InTouch) <dan.kellow@huttcity.govt.nz>; Jo
Frances <lo.Frances@gw.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Eastern Bays Shared Path LVA addendum to include assessment of project with safety barriers

Hi Shanneon,

Catherine and | have the following comments (Catherine is away today and asked me to include her comments in
my email).

Recreational comments (from Catherine):

» The fence adds a vertical structure which effectively narrows the avialable psychological width. People will
keep back to avoid handlebars touching the fence. People will already keep back from the 'sleepers’ on the
opposite side therefore a net loss of usable width of up fo 700mm will occur.

« The effective cycleway width will reduce from 2.5m to 1.8m little more than a standard urban footpath.,

« Being able to sit on the edge of the sea wall was considered part of the mitigation. This is no longer valid.

« Loss of feeling connected to the seq, replaced with feeling contained within the roading environment.

« The visudlisations don't tell the full story. Preferable if similar situations could be cited by the applicant which

could be visited (by us or the client) on a busy day to better understand how people respond to such
structures.

Landscape comments:

« Typically a cycleway requires a 1400mm barrier, although in special cicumstances this can be reduced to
1200mm if sightline issues come into play. The proposal is for a 1100mm high barrier which may not comply. The
applicant needs to confirm this.

+ If a barrier is required for compliance reasons, | guestion whether it is required where the fall height is less than
Im. The applicant needs to confirm this by citing the relevant rule.

« The proposed barrier will appear very urban which will be particularly at odds with the sometimes wild sea



conditions. This is regardless of whether the barrier is opposite residential development or more natural areas.
= The barrier will be a visual distraction, particularly from oblique views when travelling along the shared user
path or road where the vertical elements will visually 'overlap' causing the structure to appear more solid than
it actually is.
| generally agree with Ms William's comments in Appendices 1 - 3.
If a safety barrier is ultimately installed as shown, it should be visually 'light', and, if painted avoid the cliche
‘blue’ which will jar when seen against the surrounding natural sea and rock colours. A preference would be
for a recessive grey/brown hue (eg 'lronsand’).
« The barrier would need to be sufficiently strong to avoid distorting if struck by cyclists, vandals ete. If the
uprights for example became bent out of plumb, the unsightly effects would be highly noticeable.
« Visual impact from the sea will be less than from the land as the barrier will be backdropped by visually 'busy’
colours, textures and moving elements. From the land the barrier will appear prominent particularly at times of
day/year when it catches the light (even dark colours will have this effect).
My criginal conclusions were that the proposal had adverse landscape, visual and natural character effects
that would fall between 'low' and ‘moderate’. In light of the proposal to include a barrier, my conclusion are
that the effects would increase to ‘'moderate’ as the barrier will be a prominent feature around this highly
defined landscape 'edge’.
= The design of the barrier needs to be carefully considered/selected, and appropriately coloured.

Kind regards,

Jeremy Head
Senior Landscape Architect
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12 Moorhouse Avenue
Christchurch

8011 New Zealand

From: Shannon. Watson@ghd.com <Shannon.Watson@ghd.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 8 October 2019 3:50 PM

To: Hamilton, Catherine <Catherine Hamilton@wsp com>; Head, Jeremy <leremy.Head @wsp.com>

Cc: Grinlinton-Hancock, Michelle <Michelle. Grinlinton-Hancock® wsp com>; dan.kellow@®@huttcity. govt.nz; Jo Frances
<lo.Frances@gw.govt.nz>

Subject: Eastern Bays Shared Path LVA addendum to include assessment of project with safety barriers

Importance: High

Hi Catherine and Jeremy

I hope this email finds you both well - | have now left GWRC but have been seconded back to complete the Eastern Bays Shared Path
project consenting.

Following concerns from HCC's consultant Transport Engineer David Wanty about the need for the project to include safety barriers and/or
wheel guards at certain locations pursuant to Building Act requirements and safety concerns, the applicant has reassessed their preliminary
design to determine whether it is necessary, and if so where it will be necessary, to incorporate some form of edge protection along the
seaward side of the Shared Path. As a result, Julia Williams, the applicants Landscape and Visual Amenity expert has prepared an addendum
to her original Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment (LVA) to address any changes the incorporation of edge protection had on the
conclusions that she reached in the original LVA,

Could you please review the attached addendum and visual simulations for the Shared Path project with the inclusion of edge protection
features and let me know whether the addition of edge protection changes any of the conclusions you reached during your initial
assessments in relation to significance or scale of effects. Additionally, | would be keen to understand whether either of you have any major
concerns related to the addition of edge protection from an amenity {both visual and recreational) or safety perspective.

This information has come quite late in the process, with plans to notify the application immediately following Labour Weekend (29
October). It would be greatly appreciated if you could get any comments back to me by 18 Qctober 2019,



Please feel free to give me a call if you would like to discuss.
Kind regards

Shannon Watson
Environmental Planner
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Memo

To Shannon Watson, Environmental Planner, GHD
Copy Michelle Grinlinton-Hancock

From Catherine Hamilton
Office ” Au_ck_ian:d__

Date - 1;;t;r;ary 2020 -
File 3-53523.00 Eastern Bays Shared Path

Subject  Evidence summary memo: Revl

Background

This memo sets out the key points that will be raised in my evidence to be presented on behalf
of the Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC).

| provided a peer review dated 15 May 2019 of the Eastern Bays Shared Path Recreation
Assessment by Rob Greenaway and Associates for Hutt City Council. | subsequently provided
comments to GWRC regarding requests for further information under Section 92 (1). | have
received The Application, a copy of the full submissions and summary of submissions. 14
highlighted submissions with themes relevant to recreation have been read in full.

Overview of my Peer Review

The emphasis of my peer review was on the environment that would be created for recreation
use and enjoyment. | looked at whether, in my professional opinion, acceptable levels of service
would be achieved on the shared path as well as the coastal edge spaces it passes through. The
main concerns | raised were:

Path width

| agreed with the Greenaway Recreation Assessment, that a 3.5m wide path is the preferred
minimum width. | was not satisfied that the report adequately addressed the effects of not
meeting this minimum standard. | concluded that a 2.5m wide path width is too narrow to
meet best practice standards for a shared path which is constrained on one side by a live traffic
lane and on the other side by drop down into the shore environment

Refuge areas

I noted the lack of pause points/respite areas which would alleviate the pressure on the
harrowed patrts of the shared path and provide opportunities for resting and enjoying the
coastal landscape. | recommended these be located and sized optimally to provide frequent
rest points rather than opportunistically spaces that already exist.

Overcrowding
| raised concern around intrusion by the shared path and its users into areas of quiet
enjoyment of the coastal landscape such as the narrow strips of rocky edge.

Beach Renourishment

| raised concerns over beach renourishment being proposed as mitigation for loss of beach
space, and the possibility that coastal processes may erode the nourished areas, thus nullifying
the mitigation effect.

Comments on Response to Further Information, 29 May 2019 and the
application as lodged

There is an unusual lack of certainty provided in the preliminary design plans that form part of
the application. This lack of detail makes it difficult to draw conclusions on the level of

recreation effects of the proposal.
1



Path Width

In the response to further information request under 592 (1}, the applicant does not agree that a
path width of 2.5m is too narrow in terms of user safety and comfort. The path widths remain
unchanged in the application. The response emphasises the safety aspect of 2.5m which |
agree is of paramount importance. From a recreation perspective, however, 2.5m provides a low
level of service {LOS) in terms of comfort and enjoyment. There is little space for clearance
between twe pecple meeting and passing. The effects of a narrow path are exacerbated by the
lack of a buffer strip against the live lane - which is 70km in places, and the drop off into the
shore environment.

Furthermore, there is a handrail proposed for the route where the path reduces to 2.5m and the
fall is greater than 1.0m. This handrail, when combined with the barriers on the road side, will
effectively reduce the useable width to approx.2zm.

According to Table 1 of Vic Roads Cycle Notes 21 (August 2013) - a generally accepted guideline
for New Zealand shared paths, 2m is deemed too narrow for a recreational and regional
commuter shared path. This width is adequate for pedestrians, but only caters for one cyclist or
pedestrian in a wheelchair at a time. If a meeting or a passing occurs between a cyclist and
another user, cne of the users may need to move off the path.

Rolleston Ave in Christchurch is cited by the applicant as an example; this route is mostly 3m
wide and has a buffer from the live lane. Christchurch City Council Cycleway Design guide,
S3.3.5 recommends 3.5m as the preferred width for an urban shared path.

Refuge Points

A condition that relief areas will be deliberately designed along the project and that these will
be modelied to inform both frequency and size (Chapter 51-57) is, in my opinion, a good
outcorme. This condition will enable greater interaction with the natural coastal environment
and will help mitigate overcrowding on the linear route.

While | consider it a good outceme to provide for deliberate design of refuges, there is no detail
provided to enable review and comment on the quality of the spatial design.

A design-led process with a focus on high LOS for recreation should be included in the LUDP at
a minimum. Good design, however, is not formulaic. Optimum ouicomes will need to be site-
specific and consider less tangible/qualitative factors that make a space feel good. Review and
auditing of the design development by a qualified landscape architect and recreation planner
will be important in this regard.

| note that the Section 92 response identifies 17 ‘respite areas’ including ramps and stairs. These
are not respite areas, rather thay are narrow thoroughfares that are intended for movernent, not
stopping.

Crowding and busyness

The potential effects of overcrowding on the shared pathway and such impacts on the beach
environments rermains unanswered.

The 592 response states that while overcrowding is not anticipated on the shared path there is
the opportunity to adapt the design over time if there is an overwhelming increase in use, and
signage could be installed (retrofitted) if necessary. it is unclear what 'adapting the design’
would involve and how quality outcomes would be ensured if this should occur. Retrofitting
with signage is an indication of sub-optimum design which should be avaided at the outset.

The S92 response notes that the beach at Sorento Bay is not considered to be remote of
peaceful. | agree that it is not remote in the sense of, say, back-country landscapes, Nonetheless,
there is an expectation from kiwis and visitors that our coastline is available for respite from
crowding and busyness and we should attempt to manage these environments to minimise
adverse effects of crowding and busyness.



Loss of Beach and Beach Nourishment

Dr lain Dawe GWRCs coastal processes expert has confirmed he is relatively confident that, if
undertaken carefully, beach nourishment will be successful because he is confident that the
eastern bays have reached equilibrium. (email from Shannon Watscn 12/02/20)

| am satisfied that successful beach nourishment to maintain the same beach area as at
present day is an adequate mitigation measure for the loss of beach space, | would add that
the retention of the natural features of the coast edge such as rocky outcrops would further
enhance the recreation experience of the coastal edge.

| recommend that each location where beach loss would occur needs to be considered based
on the specific characteristics of that location. A one-size-fits-all approach is not likely to result
in the best outcomes.

Comments on submissions received

Of the 200 submissions received, fourteen focused on matters relating to recreation amenity.
Several submitters supported a narrower path due to the desire to protect the coastal
landscape and habitat values. While | agree that the matters raised by the submitters relating
to environmental and landscape values are very important, | consider the adequate sizing of the
path to be a matter for expert analysis.

Key points of my evidence

1. Thereis a lack of design certainty on which to assess the proposal. Rather, there is a
reliance on the LAUD and BSUDP's to specifically address the detailed design and
capture design controls of the project. These plans cannot be fully relied upon to
guarantee good outcomes for recreation amenity. It is imperative that any refinements
to the proposal be robustly audited and reviewed by independent experts.

2. LUDP and the BSUDP's should be extended to cover recreation amenity. While
recreation has a strong cross over with other topics such as safety and landscape, there
is a need to consider recreation value in its own right - including use, enjoyment health
and wellbeing.

3. The application does not adequately address my concerns about the width of the
pathway which | believe to be too narrow At 2.5m wide. | do not agree with the
applicant's expert that an appropriate level of service will be achieved for recreation
amenity. The suggesting that if the path turns out to be too narrow, then signage and
adapted design could be considered down the track is a reactionary approach rather
than a proactive design-led approach, which is far from optimum.

4. The inclusion of a barrier fence will further reduce the width of the 2.5 path to an
effective useable space of approximately 2m wide. This reduction is due to cyclists
clearing the barrier with their handlebars, together with the live-lane barrier and the
need to avoid hitting this. | consider there will not be enough space for ‘a meeting and a
passing’ for long lengths of the route in four locations. This is below accepted (LOS)
standards.

5. The provision of deliberately designed refuge points is a good outcome. Adequate
design will need to address size, frequency and spatial quality for the range of users
including commuters and recreation users, fast and low/maobility impaired cyclists and
pedestrians, groups, mobility scooters etc. | do not agree that steps, ramps and bus stops
adequately perform the function of a respite area.

6. Adverse effects from crowding and busyness at beaches due to increased activity have
not been adequately addressed. There is potential to mitigate these effects through
spatial design.



7. Any design refinements developed through the LUDP are presented to the GWRC for
careful consideration before further consents are granted and/or works begin on site.

Conclusion

The highly constrained shared path environment at the shore edge means that there is limited
ability to provide more space without cantilevering over the coastal edge. There is a need to
protect the many values of the coastal landscape and marine environment including
biodiversity/habitat. There is also a need to keep users safe from traffic in the live lane. Due to
this negotiation between the competing values and demands at this shore edge environment,
a compromise has been made to reduce the design to below acceptable levels of service. From
a recreation amenity point of view, these compromises will result in a sub-optimum outcome,
compromising use, comfort and enjoyment.

Recommendations

| agree that an expert workshop would be worthwhile to discuss the proposal as it stands,
trade-offs and mitigation measures and alternatives. At this workshop | suggest we cover:

* Known examples of 2.5m wide shared paths and 3.5m wide shared paths
An overview of Local Government and Agency shared path guidelines and framework
plans within New Zealand to understand best practice LOS

» Reference projects demonstrating well designed respite areas

» Scope extension to include a LUDP/ BSUDP's chapter on recreation amenity, in line with
recommended criteria set out in your email dated 12/02/20.

e Auditing and review of design as it progresses past the preliminary design phase, using
the LUDP/ BSUDP's chapter on recreation amenity

Reference images

Reference image of a refuge point with a high level of service (well-sized, well oriented, good
position, accessible, quality design)
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Memorandum
To Shannon Watson, Environmental Planner; GHD
Copy Brenda O'Shaughnessy, Principal Planner; WSP
From Catherine Hamilton
Office Auckland
Date 25 June 2020
File/Ref 3-53523.00
Subject Eastern Bays Shared Path conditions review
Dear Shannon,

Please see our response to your request for comments on the revised resource consent conditions for the Eastern
Bays Shared Path Project, dated 11 June 2020, by Stantec. We have combined our feedback relating to landscape
and natural character effects and recreation amenity.

The fact remains that the applicant has not provided a proposal in sufficient detail to be objectively peer reviewed.
While the various wording in the Stantec 11 June Appendix R — Proposed Resource Consent Conditions and 12 June
2020 Memorandum outlines a robust design process and a potentially acceptable result, it remains aspirational.

Specific comments on Eastern Bays Shared Path Project Memorandum 5 — Response to matters
raised in email dated 6 March 2020, dated 12 June 2020, and Revised resource consent
conditions for the Eastern Bays Shared Path Project Dated 11 June 2020, by Stantec.

GC.5

GC.5 is problematic. This bundles the landscape and urban design plan (LUDP) with the other management plans,
all of which are proposed to be submitted to the “Manager, Environmental Regulation or the Team Leader,
Resource Consents (as relevant) for certification at least 30 working days prior to the Commencement of
Construction.” (my emphasis). LV.2(a) states that the purpose of the LUDP is to provide a detailed design for the
Project among other things. This suggests a level of detail that can be tendered and built from. Thirty working days
{minimum) is too short a timeframe to adequately respond to the LUDP through robust peer review, provide
findings, allow for the applicant to make changes to the details in a timely manner and not significantly
inconvenience the tender process/pricing/materials procurement and build process itself.

C.l1andC.2

C1 and C2 provide for the detailed design plans to be submitted at least 30 working days prior to the
Commencement of Construction. Again, this is considered insufficient time for effective peer review of design.

LV.1to LV.4

WSP
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The memorandum identifies that conditions are proposed that will address concerns relating to landscape and
natural character effects, and that these are contained within conditions LV.1 to LV.4. We do not agree that
conditions LV.1 to LV.4 adequately address the concerns raised. Specific concerns are:

(a) The three months duration proposed for the LUDP process is not sufficient time for design and peer
review to ensure acceptable solutions;

{b} The submission of management plans at least 30 days prior te commencement of canstruction does not
allow enough time for design review and revisions should they be required. The 30-day timeframe for

management plans generally relates to management of construction effects during implementation, not
design review.

(c) Thereis no design provided to assess the likely visual and landscape effects. We acknowledge that design

plans in support of the information provided in the memo have been requested of the applicant and we
can respond to these upon receipt,

LV.5to EV.7

The memorandum identifies that conditions are proposed that will address concerns relating to recreation
amenity, and that these are contained within conditions LV.5 to LV,

We do not agree that condition LV.5 is adequate to address recreation amenity concerns for the same reasons as
stated in {a) [b) and (c) above.

LV.5 states that “The BSUDP’s may either be attoched to the initial LUDP or prepared iater, and added to the LUDP
on a staged basis, if the Construction Works are staged bay by bay”. This is especially concerning as the BSUDP’s
will contain design detail that needs checks and balances to alleviate any possible concerns, If the BSUDY's are

prepared later in a staged manner, and not included as part of an agreed LUDP, what is the mechanism for peer
review?

Woe are concerned that staged design could result in ad-hoc outcomes and the loss of overall cohesion and unity

across the built Iandscape. This would be alleviated by providing full design up-front even if construction is to be
staged.

Lv.6 and LV.7 are comprehensive in scope and are fikely to address the concerns relating to recreation amenity so
long as sufficient time and peer review opportunities are provided.

We have concerns about establishing a hierarchy of importance in the LUDP's, It appears that safety comes first

while urban design outcomes appear as the lowest priority. All factors are important, and many are interrelated.
For instance, safety is a factor of urban design.

Overall comments

The memo states that the design is a “preliminary design for consenting to understand {and manage) the project’s
effects. There is scope within the detailed design to make smalf odjustments to the detailed layout”. This statement
implies that design is resolved and that anly design tweaks will be considered going forward, We have not seen
design plans other than route alignment and some typical sections. This is insufficient information to assess the
projects effects on the considerable and highly sensitive landscape and recreation values.

If a suitably resolved propesal is not submitted prior to the hearing, then there must be time provided in the
process afterwards for the Regional Council to respend appropriately to the LUDP through robust peer review. It is
suggested that two review hold points are provided. The first hold point and review would be at developed design

stage. The second hold point would be at detail design stage. A 30 working day timeframe would not be adequate
far this.

It is assumed there will be goodwill on both sides (applicant and Regional Council) to enable an
appropriate design outcome. There needs to be adequate timeframes allowed to review the proposal and for
Regional Council to engage experts and to respond with any fair and reasonahble changes in a timely mannet. If

agreements cannot be reached between the applicant and Regional Council an independent mediator should be
used.



JEHerA

Jeremy Head
Senior Landscape Architect

i

Catherine Hamilton
Principal Landscape Architect



Memorandum

To Shannon Watson, Environmental Planner; GHD
Copy Brenda O'Shaughnessy, Principal Planner; WSP
From Catherine Hamilton

Office Auckland

Date 1July 2020

File/Ref | 3-53523.00

Subject | Eastern Bays Shared Path conditions review_ further comments on balustrade

Your question relates to the relative effects on recreation amenity of various balustrade heights
(1.1mvs 1.2mvs 1.4m) at locations along the shared path. The sketch provided shows the
balustrade positioned at the edge of the path to minimise intrusion into the useable space.

| continue to have concerns about the lack of design. While resource consent conditions go a long
way to alleviating concerns, it is simply not possible to respond to design questions without seeing
and reviewing design. Fundamentally, the recreation success of the project will come down to good
spatial and infrastructure design that is considered, context sensitive and consistent.

To assist you in preparing your response, | provide the following comments:

Overall, a key recreation objective for the Eastern Bays Shared Path is to provide a safe and
enjoyable experience for multiple user types including micro-mobility, and a range of speeds
from fast E-bikes to slow and frail walkers;

A safe and enjoyable recreation experience involves a journey that connects people with
place and allows for a shared experience®.

The quality and consistency of the designed infrastructure makes a very important
contribution to the overall recreation experience of the shared path, and to the positive
amenity impact, able to be enjoyed by multiple users.

At best, good design will encourage more cycling and walking along the shared path,
supporting community outcomes and visitor experiences by becoming one of the regions
most recognised and desirable recreation assets.

At worse, if the design parameters do not achieve safety, comfort and relaxation — then the
path will not be enjoyable, and people will be discouraged from using it — potentially
becoming a bit f a white elephant

A 1.4m barrier may have unintended adverse consequences on safety, comfort and
recreation enjoyment. At 1.4m, the horizontal rail will be at eye level and create an
impediment in the sightline, thus diminishing connection with the seascape and overall
recreation enjoyment. | also have concerns that a barrier at eye level may have the
psychological effect of causing people to shift closer to the live lane.



*«  Alower barrier of 1.1m or 1.2m would potentially alleviate these concerns but needs to be
balanced against the effectiveness of preventing falis.

s The impact of the balustrade on safety and enjoyment would be affected by the width of the
shared path and the live lane separation treatment. If it is sufficiently wide, the balustrade
height may matter less.

In summary, f cannot draw firm conclusions without reviewing design. | think it would be worth
simulating the design parameters to better understand behaviour associated with the proposed
design and to alteviate any unintended consequences.

"Hauraki Rail Trail enhancement strategy: iune 2020
/ "t
(EGblom

Catherine Hamilton

Principal Landscape Architect
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Memorandum

To Shannon Watson, Environmental Planner; GHD
Copy Brenda O'Shaughnessy, Principal Planner; WSP
From Catherine Hamilton

Office Auckland

Date 18 November 2020

File/Ref | 3-53523.00

Subject | Eastern Bays Shared Path Position Statement

Introduction

| have been commissioned by the Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) to provide an expert
review of the recreation amenity values of the proposed Eastern Bays Shared Path.

The Hutt City Council (HCC) proposes to construct a 4.4 km Eastern Bays Shared Path along Marine
Drive in two sections: between Point Howard and the northern end of Days Bay, and the southern end of
Days Bay (Windy Point) to Eastbourne (Muritai Road / Marine Parade intersection).

No new path is required in Days Bay. A description of the proposal is provided in the Assessment of
Environmental Effects (AEE) for the consent application for the shared path.

To facilitate the shared path, the proposal also includes the widening of Marine Drive and replacement of
a number of coastal structures, upon which the shared path will be constructed. Beach nourishment is
proposed at Point Howard, Lowry Bay and York Bay.

The stated purpose of the shared path is to develop a safe and integrated walking and cycling facility on
Marine Drive to connect communities along Hutt City's Eastern Bays. It also aims to provide links to other
parts of the network (current and future) for recreation and tourism purposes - in particular, the Remutaka
Cycle Trail and the Great Harbour Way (Te Aranui o Poneke).

It is the intent of the bi-directional shared path to greatly increase use of the coastal edge by multiple
modes of commuting (transport), recreation and tourism users. These users will cover all physical
abilities, some will move fast on bikes, some will run others will dawdle and look at the view, some will be
learning to walk, etc.

Review process

In undertaking a recreation review, | have assessed the application including the Eastern Bays Shared
Path Recreation Assessment by Rob Greenaway and Associates for HCC (the applicant). | subsequently
provided comments to GWRC regarding requests for further information under Section 92 (1). Further
review and advice has been provided on the proposed conditions of consent, including the amended
conditions submitted by the applicant.

Focus of my review: recreation outcomes
The focus of my recreation review is on the expected recreation outcomes of the proposal — including
recreation amenity benefits of the proposed shared path as well as the existing recreation values,
particularly those associated with beach activities and use of the rocky coastline including boating, fishing
and shellfish collecting.
WSP
Auckland
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In considering the likely recreation outcomes based on the information provided, | have taken account of
the following key factors:

+ Tangible and intangible factors are relevant: Recreation amenity and, in the context of this
project, tourism use, rely upon many conditions coming together to offer a safe and enjoyable
user experience. These conditions can be both tangibte — such as adequate resting facilities; and
less tangible — such as perceptions of safety

s Design standards need to be met: The shared path needs to be designed to approved
standards to cater for multiple modes of bi-directional movement including electric bikes, mobility
scooters, wheelchairs, frail walkers and fast cyclists, dog walkers with extended leashes, in an
environment that feels comfortable and enjoyable. | rely on a comprehensive review of standards
and best practice levels of service which have been adopted in New Zealand. This review leads
me to focus on the following elements of the path:

Adequate width,

free of perceived and real danger,

provide frequent, adequately-sized respite spaces separated from the line of movement,
connect people with the wider coastal setting,

provide comfort, shade and shelter:

offer safe and frequent access points on to and off the route

O 0 0000

s Access to the coast and wider area: The beaches and rocky coastline environment are an
amenity that will attract use of the path, both to view from the path and to access the coast. The
path should be designed to allow people to move off the path and enjoy recreation activities
including community gatherings, fossicking, fishing and scrambling along the shore. The path
also needs to form a safe and attractive element of the wider recreation opportunity provided by
the road / parks network.

POSITION STATEMENT
{Read in conjunction with proposed amendments to conditions of consent)

Recreation use generally
The proposed investment is to sit in a highly constrained road environment and the CMA.

Current community uses of the CMA, such as fishing, boating and shell fish coflecting, support a sense of
place and wellbeing for the local community. It is important to maintain these recreation activities.

The proposal will result in the reduction of shoreline and beach width in some areas where these
recreation activities take place, including the loss of dry sand areas at the popular recreaticn destinations
of Point Howard, Lowry Bay and York Bay. To mitigate the loss of dry sand beach in these areas, it is
proposed to implermnent beach nourishment.

Advice provided by coastal dynamics specialist, Dr Dawe, is that the beach nourishment will be sustained
and therefore the loss of dry beach areas offset. In this case, it is my opinion that any effects of the
shared path on the dry beach recreation destinations wouid be alleviated by the proposed mitigation.

The proposal is consistent with long-term recreation strategies. It provides improved access to and along
the CMA which is an important place for recreation.

Recreation benefits of the shared path include health and wellbeing from physical activity, connection to,
and enjoyment of, the coastal setting and social benefits from connecting with community,

The path will be used by a wide range of users, including walkers, cyclists and runners of all abilities, and
could give rise to conflict amongst users if not designed appropriately. It is a goal of the investment to
greatly increase the volume of use over time.

The route is mostly made up of linear sections situated in-between the live lane of the road and the
coastal edge. If these sections are designed to best-practice design standards including adequate width
of generally 3.5m wide, with regular respite spaces, then it is my opinion that the path will contribute
significant recreation benefits and will encourage increased use of the facility.



Lack of Design plans to review

There are no design plans accompanying the resource consent application, which means | have not been
able to scrutinised the design to provide full professional peer review of the recreation outcomes of the
proposal.

Commentary:

To achieve the stated purpose of the proposal, which is to provide a dedicated shared path for transpont,
recreation and tourism purposes, the infrastructure needs to be designed to appropriate standards and
Levels of Service (LoS) as demenstrated by naticnal and international best practice.

The best way to evaluate whether these standards are being met or exceeded is to review design plans
that provide enocugh information to satisfy any concerns relating to recreation use and enjoyment. In the
case of this application for the Eastern Bays Shared Path, no design plans have been provided for review
which is highly unusual and, in my opinion, sub-optimal. Instead, the proposal is described by way of
alignment plans with some dimensions, a small number of typical sections and details and a design
features report (Appendix J) which sets out design principles.

The applicant intends to prepare designh plans once consent is granted. My position is that there is no
reason not to submit design plans with the application as that is the normal practice; and the tack of
design plans is a significant flaw. The applicant has taken the view that the design cutcome can be
managed by GWRC imposing consent conditions and thus is essentially seeking consent for consent
conditicns rather than an actual project.

Conditions of Consent

| have concerns about the process, time allowed and content of the LUDP and BSDP's within the
proposed Resource Consent conditions

Commentary:

Rather than providing design plans, the application relies upon extensive and detailed resource consent
conditions to control and certify design outcomes. These conditions provide for the applicant to furnish
design within three months of the design commencing, through the development of Landscape and Urban
Design plans (LUDP). Bay Specific Design Plans (BSDSP) will be provided in a staged manner
thereafter.

LV.5 states that “The BSUDP's may either be attached to the initial LIUDP or prepared later, and added to
the LUDP on a staged basis, if the Construction Works are staged bay by bay”. The BSUDP's that are
prepared later must follow the certification process established by condition GC.5 so there is now
mechanism for peer review. It is my opinion that this process will allow for adequate design standards and
levels of service fo be met and can avoid ad-hoc outcomes.

V.6 and LV.7 are comprehensive in scope and are likely to address the concerns relating to recreation
amenity so long as sufficient time and peer review oppoeriunities are provided. To alleviate concerns, |
recommend that conditions explicitly identify minimum standards.

Conditions should allow for Hold Points at preliminary, developed and detailed design stages for review
by suitably qualified and experienced specialists.

Design standards

Based on the limited design information reviewed, my professional opinion is that design standards for
recreation amenity outcomes are being unacceptably compromised as a trade-off to protect coastal
marine ecology especially.

Commentary:

This project is especially vulnerable to recreation design standards being eroded because of the trade-
offs being negotiated tc minimise intrusion into the coastal marine area. Compromising the design is sub-
optimal and antithetical to the purpose of the investment which is to get as many people as possible using
the shared path, for commuting, recreation and tourism purposes. These people will have a wide range of
abilities and the width of the path will be critical to cater safely for this range and volume of users.
Specific areas of concern are;

Path width undersized

Three seciions are proposed to be narrowed to 2.5m wide. These sections are for lengths of 50m in
Sorrento Bay, 140m in Mahina Bay and 150m in Sunshine Bay.



The literature reviewed relating to acceptable standards, as stated in the Rob Greenaway report, and best
practice reference project in New Zealand, indicate 3.5m widths for recreational shared paths are
preferred minimums.

According to Greenaway,”Fowler st al (2010) recommend that an additional 0.5 m be added {o each edge
if the path is, “bounded continuously or has fall hazards on either side”, and an additional 0.5 m

should be added, “if during the critical design hour the path is serving both a commuting function

and has significant numbers of chifd cyclists, such as would occur if the path is near a school.”

The NZTA (2009} notes, “it is important o leave a lateral clearance distance of one metre on
both sides of the path to aliow for recovery by cyclists after a loss of control or swerving [and]
ideally, keep a 1.5 m separation between the path and any adjacent roadway,"

The Auckland Transport width standard is a minimum width of 3 metres. In some rare instances, a
reduction of the minimum 3m width may be required due to topography, land use or cther location based
specific reasons. Any reduction in the minimum width will be reviewed on a case by case basis. Any such
reductions should be to no less than 2.5m except in exceptional circumstances and for a short distance
(e.g. 10m only).

| think it would be worth simulating the design parameters to better understand behaviour associated with
the proposed design and to alleviate any unintended consequences on recreation use and enjoyment and
safety in areas where the path is proposed to be narrower than 3.5m

Handrail positions and heights

Safety from falling barriers are proposed for sections of the shared path that have more than a 1 metre
fail. These areas generally relate to non-beach environments, and are higher risk from falling. Barriers are
net proposed for areas that are 2.5metres in width.

The proposed barriers have not been designed therefore | am unable to comment with certainty on the
recreation effects of these barriers. | do, however have concerns should barriers be higher than
1.Tmeters and intrude into the available width of 3.5metres.

A 1.4 high, the barrier may have unintended adverse consequences on recreation amenity. The
horizontal rail will be at eye level and create an impediment in the sightline, thus diminishing connection
with the seascape and overall recreation enjoyment. | also have concerns that a barrier at eye level may
have the psychological effect of causing people 1o shift closer to the live lane, with consequents for real or
perceived safety.

%@uﬁ‘g

Catherine Hamiiton
Principal Landscape Architect
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Appendix R - Proposed Resource Consent Conditions

Index of Resource Consents

The following table sets out the condition references for each of the resource consents.

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) - Reclamation of the
foreshore and seabed

[TBC]

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) - Removal and
demoalition of seawalls

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) - Occupation of the
seawalls in the CMA

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) — Structures parallel
to MHWS in an area outside of an Area of Significant
Conservation Value

Coastal Permit (s12, 14 and s15) — Activities involving
the use and development of structures outside an Area
of Significant Conservation Value which cannot meet
permitted or controlled activity Standards

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) - Construction of
new seawalls, revetment, boat ramps and steps

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s 5) = Deposition of sand,
shingle, shell or other natural material directly onto the
foreshore for the purpose of combating beach or
shoreline eresion and improving the amenity of value of
the foreshore

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) — Discharges to the
CMA

Land use (s9) — Construction, alteration and diversion
of Marine Drive

10

Land use (s8) — Construction works within the
Significant Natural Resource site identified as SNR 44

11

Land use (s9) — Earthworks within the Special
Recreation and Passive Recreation Zoning

Definitions

The table below defines the acronyms and terms used in the conditions below.

BSUDPs Bay Specific Urban Design Plans.
BNP The Beach Nourishment Plan.
CEMP The Construction Envircnmental Management Plan,

Certify, certification and certified

In relation to a management plan, means assessed by Council
staff acting in a technical certification capacity, and in particular

as to whether the document or matter is technically consistent
with the requirements contained within the conditions of this
consent.

CMA

Has the same meaning as ‘coastal marine area’ in section 2 of

the RMA.
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Coemmencement of Construction

The time when Construction Works (excluding site investigations
and Enabling Works) for the Project (or a part of the Project)
commence,

Completion of Construction

When construction of the Project (or part of the Project) is
complete.

Construction Works

One or more of the various activites (excluding site
investigations and Enabling Works) undertaken under these
resource consents.

Consent Holder

Hutt City Council

Enabling Works

Includes the following and similar activities:

(a) geotechnical investigations (including in the CMA), includin

access on land for these investigations;

(b) establishing site yards, si s, site entrances and
fencing;

(c) ishi s fo i e|
Shoreline Forager populations;

(d) demolition or removal of buildings tructures:
(e) relocation of services: and

(f) establishing minimisation measures (such a i nd

sediment control measures)

HEP

Habitat Enhancement Plan,

HNZPT

Heritage Mew Zealand Pouhere Taonga.

Little Penguin

NZ little penguin (Eudyptula minor, korora).

Little Penguin Interest Group

Department of Conservation, Mike Rumble, Eastbourne Pest
Control and Forest & Bird.

LPMP The Little Penguin Management Plan.

LUDP The Landscape and Urban Design Plan.

Manager, Environmental The Manager, for the time being, of the Environmental Regulation

Regulation Department, Wellington Regional Council.

MHWS Mean High Water Springs.

Project The design, construction, operation and management of the
Eastern Bays Shared Path Project and associated works,

Reclamation Areas—permanently reclaimed—from—theCMA-based—on—lhe
definition-in-the-Has the meaning given to that term in section 2.2
of the Proposed Matural Rasoumes Plan for the Wellington
Region_Decision Version {(daled 31 019} as it relates to the
CMA.

RMA The Resource Management Act 1991,

Shoreline Forager

variable ter r -bi il

SRHP

Seawall and Revetment Habitat Plan

Team Leader, Resource
Consents

The Team Leader for the time being of the Resource Consent
Department, Hutt City Council,

T™MP

The Traffic Management Plan,

Working day

Has the same meaning as in section 2 of the RMA.




@ Stantec Revised resource consent conditions for the

Eastern Bays Shared Path Project
Dated 22 October 2020.

General Conditions

These general conditions apply to all resource consents unless specified otherwise.

con

ditions which apply to specific resource consents are set out in the following pages.

Additional

General and Administration

GC.1

Except as modified by the conditions below (including certified management plans), the Project
shall be undertaken in general accordance with the information provided by the Consent Holder in
the consent application and associated plans and documents lodged with the Wellington Regional
Council on 12 April 2019,

GC.2

Where there is inconsistency between:

(a) The application, plans and documents referenced in Condition GC.1 and further information
provided by the Consent Holder post lodgment, including during the hearing, the most recent
information and plans shall prevail; and

(b) The application, plans and documents referenced in Conditions GC.1 and GC.2(a) and the
conditions of consent, the conditions shall prevail.

Pre-construction Administration

GC.3

The Consent Holder shall notify the Manager, Environmental Regulation in writing of the proposed
date of Commencement of Construction at least 20 working days prior to that date,

GC.4]

The Consent Holder shall provide a copy of this consent and any documents and plans referred to
in this consent to each operator or contractor undertaking works authorised by this consent at least
10 working days prior to the Commencement of Construction,

Mana,

gement Plan Approval Process

GC.5

(a) Conditions (b)to (i} below apply to all management plans required by these conditions.

(b} All management plans shall be submitted to the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/for
the Team Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) for certification at least 30 working days
prior to the Commencement of Construction,

(c) All management plans shall provide the owerarching principles, methodologies and
procedures for managing the effects of the construction of the Project to achieve the
environmental objectives, outcomes and performance standards required by these conditions.

(d) All management plans may be submitted for certification in parts or in stages to address
particular activities or to reflect the staged implementation of the Project and shall clearly show
the linkages with plans for adjacent stages and interrelated activities.

(e) Any certified management plan may be amended, if necessary, to reflect any minor changes
in design, construction methods or management of effects. Any amendments are to be
discussed with and submitted to the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team
Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) to inform them of the change,_and allow for their
review/s unless those amendments would result in a materially different outcome to that
described in the original plan. Those minor amendments do inof require certification, but the
updated plan must be provided to the Manager, Envirconmental Ragu!atmn and/or the Team
Manager, Resource Consents (as relevant).

(f) Any material amendments to a certified management plan shall be submitted to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) for
certification. Any material amendment must be consistent with the purpose of the relevant
management plan and the requirements of the relevant conditions of these consents.

(g) If no comments are received on a management plan submitted under (b), or an amended
management plan in (f) within 15 working days, then the management plan is deemed to have

been certified and the Consent Holder may implement the plan or the changes.
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(h) Should the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Leader, Resource Consents
(as relevant) refuse to certify a management plan, or a part or stage of a management plan,
the Consent Holder shall submit a revised management plan (or part or stage) for certification
as soon as practicable. Should certification of the revised plan (or part or stage) be refused
then the Consent Holder must, within 10 working days_of the refusal, engage a suitably
qualified, mutually acceptable independent expert to resolve the matters in dispute. The expert

shall resolve the matters within 10 working days of being engaged ﬁrld his or her decision Commented [HC3]: | don't believe this is sufficient
shall be final. The cost of such a process will be met by the Consent Holder. time to find and e’n.gaga a suitably qualiied and

(i) All works and monitoring shall be carried out in general accordance with the certified experienced expert, for them fo resolve the matter,
management plans. including peer review.

Advice note: Management plans must be emailed to nofifications@gw.govt.nz or [HCC email
address] and include the reference WGN190301 or RM190124 (as relevant), and the name and
phone number of a contact person responsible for the proposed works.

Advice note: Any preliminary works, which do not require resource consent or are permitted
activities, can be undertaken prior fo the certification of any management plans.

Construction and Environmental Management Plan

GC.6| (a) The Consent Holder shall, in consultation with an experienced lecologist, prepare a CEMP for } nted [HC4]: Provide for landscape and

the relevant Project stage (excluding site investigations and Enabling Vibgk_s) and submit this :io::en;?ion 5p!eciai;fs to confim final c?;:simcﬁon
to the Manager, Environmental Regulation in accordance with the requirements of Condition details :

GC.5. Commencement of Construction shall not occur until certification is obtained.

(b) The purpose of the CEMP is to: [ Formatted Table
(i) Confirm final Project details; Commented [HC5]: Reflef to GC7 l:ﬂ] be{OWlE the
’ staging for the overall project to be covered in the
(i) Ensure that the Construction Works remain within the limits and standards approved CEMP at commencement, or at each respeclive
under the consent; and stage? This is ambiguous.

(i) Setoutthe management procedures and construction methods to be undertaken to avoid;
remedy or minimisetigate adverse effects arising from the Construction Works.

Advice note: Any investigations works, outside of those consented, which penetrate groundwater
and/or any contaminated land investigations that do not comply with permitted standards will
require separale consents.

GC.7| The CEMP shall include:

(a) Confirmation of the proposed staging and sequencing of construction, including staging of the
Construction Works by bay. Continucus areas of seawall being constructed shall be limited
to a stipulated length as set out in the CEMP and determined on a bay by bay basis. Works
in the subtidal areas shall reflect Condition C.6(d) in that there is flexibility in terms of
maximum length of seawall construction for works in these areas, but not for works outside of
the subtidal areas.

(b) An outline construction programme that takes into account timing constraints in these
conditions and the management plans listed in Condition GC.8;

(c) The final construction methodologies;

(d) Contact details of the site supervisor or project manager and the Consent Holder's Project
liaison person (phone, postal address, email address);

(e) Methods and systems to inform and train all persons working on the site of potential

environmental issues and how to avoid-remedy or minimisetigate potential adverse effects;
(f) The proposed hours of work;

(g

Location of construction site infrastructure including site offices, site amenities, contractors’
yard access, equipment unloading and storage areas and contractor car parking;

(h

The clear identification and marking of the construction areas within the CMA;
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Where machinery is to be within the CMA, a list of that machinery and a protocol, developed
in consultation with an experienced ecologist, for the management of that machinery to
reasonably reduce ecological impacts and the footprint of the operations;

The measures to be adopted to maintain the construction area and adjacent parts of the CMA
in a tidy condition in terms of disposal/storage of rubbish (so as to avoid attracting mammalian
predators and undesirable species to the construction area), storage and unloading of
construction materials and similar construction activities;

Procedures for managing and controlling erosion and sediment run-off into the CMA to achieve
Condition C.6;

Procedures to reduce contaminants from Constructions Works on land or in the CMA into the
CMA. Such procedures and measures shall include, but are not limited to:

(i) Refuelling and carrying out machinery maintenance, including being at least 5m inland
from MHWS, away from watercourses and not on the foreshore area, the use of
biodegradable hydraulic fluids in machinery working within the foreshore and CMA where
practicable, a spill kit on hand and staff trained in its deployment;

(i) Ensuring that wash water from tools, equipment or machinery is not discharged into the

(iii) Keeping the area of disturbance in the foreshore and CMA to the minimum reasonably
necessary to complete the works;

Minimising the use of machinery within the GMA and ensuring that machinery is used in
compliance with the CEMP;

(iv

(v) Providing appropriate wash-down facilities for all concreting equipment to prevent wash
water from entering the CMA;

(vi) Storing any hazardous substances so that they will not enter the CMA;

(vii) Ensuring, except for (viii), that during piling or seawall construction and ancillary work, no
wet concrete, or any water or liquid that has come into contact with wet concrete or with
any other cementitious products without appropriate treatment as set out in (ix), is able to
enter the CMA;

(viii)Ensuring that piling or seawall construction and ancillary work within the CMA complies
with Condition C.6;

(ix) Ensuring that the pH of water discharged from any work site that has used wet
cementitious products has a pH level similar to the local receiving environment; and

(x) Removal of any ternporary construction materials and debris associated with the
Construction Works from the CMA;

(m) Procedures for ensuring that residents, network utility operators, road users and businesses

(n

.

(o

]

(q
()

in the immediate vicinity of construction areas are given prior notice of the Commencement of
Construction, the location of the work and are informed about the expected duration and
effects of the work;

Means for maintaining public pedestrian access along Marine Drive during construction;

Procedures for incident management, including contingency procedures to address
emergency spill response(s) and clean up;

Measures for protecting the site from tidal intrusion and storm events, and protocols to address
any overtopping event that may occur during construction;

Consideration of fish passage in locations as outlined in Condition EM.12; and

Type of imported fill material to be used within the CMA to minimise contamination of the CMA
as outlined in Condition C.8.

GC.8

The GEMP shall incorporate or refer to the following management plans:

(a)

Landscape and Urban Design Plan (including Bay Specific Urban Design Plans as
appropriate) (refer to Conditions LV.1 to [L\V.7);
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(b) Beach Nourishment Plan (refer to Conditions EM.13 to EM.14);

(c) Little Penguin Management Plan (refer to Conditions EM.2 to EM.5);

(d) Traffic Management Plan (refer to Conditions GC.11 to GC.13);

(e) A plan for works within 100m of a Shoreline Forager nest (refer to Condition EM.1C);

{f) Seawall and Revetment Habi refer to Condition EM.19 below): and

(9) Habitat Enhancement Plan (refer to Conditions EM.7 to EM.9).

If a CEMP is submitted in part or for a Project stage, it shall only incorporate or refer to the
management plans relevant to that part or stage.

GC.9

All personnel working on the site shall be made aware of the requirements contained in the certified
CEMP. The certified CEMP shall be implemented and maintained (and amended in accordance
with GC.5(e) and (f) as necessary) throughout the entire period of the Construction Works.

GC.A1

The Consent Holder shall ensure that a copy of this consent and all certified plans and documents
referred to in this consent, are kept on site at all times and available for inspection on request by
the Wellington Regional Couneil.

Traffic Management Plan

GC.1

The Consent Holder shall prepare a TMP to append to the CEMP, and submit this to the Team
Leader, Resource Consent for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5.

GC.A

The purpose of the TMP is to manage the various fraffic management, safety and efficiency effects
associated with the Construction Works.

GC.A

The TMP shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

(a) Management of traffic along Marine Drive adjoining the construction areas to protect public
safety, manageminimise delays to road users (especially during peak times), minimise
disruption to property access and methods to keep the public informed about potential impacts
on Marine Drive;

(b) Access and parking for contractors; and

(c) Specification of any additional measures necessary during periods of activities which involve
high levels of construction traffic on nearby properties, such as the CentrePort site at Point
Howard (including communication and any necessary physical management steps).

Construction Noise

GC.1

Noise arising from Construction Works shall be measured and assessed in accordance with NZS
6803:1998 Acoustics — Construction Noise and shall comply, as far as practicable, with the noise
criteria set out in the following table:

Table CNV1: Construction noise criteria

Residential buildings

Weekdays 0630h = 0730h 55dB 75dB
0730h - 1800h 70d8 85dB
1800h = 2000h 65dB 80dB
2000h = 0630h 45dB 75dB

Saturdays 0630h —0730h 45 dB 75dB
0730h — 1800h jod B5dB
1800h — 2000h 45 dB 75dB
2000h — 0630h 45 dB 75d8
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Sundays and Public | 0630h—0730h

Holidays 0730h - 1800h 85dB
1800h — 2000h 75dB
2000h - 0630h 75dB

Commercial and industrial receivers

All 0730h — 1800h 70dB
1800h — 0730h 75dB

CentrePort access

GC.1

The Consent Holder shall enter into an agreement with CentrePort prior to any Construction Works
being undertaken within the road reserve and land owned by CentrePort (being Section 1 Survey
Office Plan 31984, Reference WN37D/408; and Part Lot 1 DP 10694 & Section 70-72 Block XIV
Belmont Survey District and Part Lot 1 DP 10694, Reference WN479/105), adjacent to the
CentrePort wharf (Point Howard), to ensure that access arrangements are maintained in
accordance with CentrePort's proposed upgrade works.

Completion of Construction

GC.1

After Completion of Construction in each bay, the Consent Holder shall notify the Manager,
Environmental Regulation in writing within 2 working days (48 hours) that the works have been
completed.

GC.1

The Consent Holder shall ensure that on Completion of Construction the site is left in a tidy
manner, including all litter associated with the works being removed.

GC.A

The Consent Holder shall, as far as reasonably practicable, remedy all damage and disturbance
caused by vehicle traffic, plant and equipment to the foreshore during Construction Works, in
consultation with a suitably qualified ecologist.

Incidents - General

GC.1

The Consent Holder shall maintain a permanent record of any incidents (such as, but not limited
to, the spill of hydraulic fluid or other discharge not authorised by this consent) that occur at
individual work stages that result, or could result, in an adverse effect on the environment.

GC.2|

The record shall include:

(a) The type and nature of the incident;

(b) Date and time of the incident;

(c) Weather conditions at the time of the incident (as far as practicable);
{d) Measures taken to remedy the effects of the incident; and

(e) Measures put in place to prevent the incident from reoccurring.

GC.2

The record in Condition GC.20 shall be maintained at the work site and shall be made available to
the Manager, Environmental Regulation upon request.

GC.2

The Consent Holder shall notify the Manager, Environmental Regulation within 1 working day of
any such incident.

GC.2

The Consent Holder shall forward an incident report to the Manager, Environmental Regulation

within 7 working days of the incident occurring. This report shall include the matters listed in
Condition GC.20.

Advice Note: Wellington Regional Council may investigate any incidents fo determine if a breach
of this consent or the RMA has occurred and may also undertake enforcement action depending
on the circumstances.
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Complaints Management

GC.2

The Gonsent Holder shall maintain a complaint register that includes:
(a
(b

(c) The outcome of such investigations if undertaken and the likely cause of the matter that led
to the complaint;

=

The details of each complaint;

_—

Actions taken to investigate the complaint (if any);

(d

—

The nature and timing of any measures implemented by the Consent Holder to respond to the
complaint; and

(e

_—

Actions (if any) to be taken in the future to prevent to occurrences of similar events and
complaints.

Advice note: Should there be a series of complaints related to a single incident then only one
investigation needs fo be completed by the Consent Holder,

GC.2|

The Consent Holder shall make the complaint register in Condition GC.24 available to the
Manager, Environmental Regulation, on request,

Consent Lapse

GC.2

Pursuant to section 125(1) of the RMA, the consents shall lapse 10 years from the date of the
commencement of these consents (in accordance with section 116 of the RMA).

Rewview of conditions

GC.2

Pursuant to section 128 of the RMA, the conditions of consent may be reviewed by the Hutt City
Council or Wellington Regional Council by the giving of notice pursuant to section 129 of the RMA,
in [month, year] and every year thereafter in order to deal with;

(a

any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the exercise of the consent and
which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage; or

(b

any other adverse effect on the environment on which the exercise of the consent may have
an influence.
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Coastal Activities (C)

Engineering Plans and Specifications

cA
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The requirements for certification set out in Condition GC.5 apply equally to the certification
of the detailed engineering plans and specifications under this condition.

c.2

The engineering plans and specifications submitted under Condition C.1 shall cover the
following matters:

(a) Shared path;

(b) Seawalls, including drainage and texture to be applied to the curved surface and
depressions to be applied to the flat platforms of the curved seawall;

(¢) Revetment, including the reuse of in situ natural rock/cobble material and minimising the
excavation of in situ rock where possible, without compromising structural integrity, along
with the drilling of rock poals into the hard revetment rock of intertidal areas. The design
of the revetments should look at all options to reduce the revetment footprint without
compromising on structural integrity of the seawall, overtopping protection, or coastal
processes;

(d) Access steps, ramps, bus stops; and
(e) Beach nourishment.

c.3

The Consent Holder shall comply with the engineering plans and specifications
certifiedappreved under Condition C.1.

Occupation of the CMA

C.4

The right to temporarily occupy part of the CMA during Construction Works is limited to the
areas and structures identified in the plans and specifications referred to in Condition GC.1.

C.5

The right to permanently occupy part of the CMAcoastal-marine-area is limited to the areas
and structures identified in the plans and specifications referred to in Condition GC.1.

Erosion and sediment control

Cc.6

Erosion and sediment control measures shall be implemented throughout the Construction
Works. They shall be constructed and maintained so as to operate and perform in accordance
with the Erosion and Sediment Gontrol Guidelines for the Wellington Region (Reprinted June
2006) in the CMA, the measures set out below and the certified CEMP.

Within the CMA measures may include, but not be limited to, the following considerations:
(a) Not exposing non-native backfill material to the sea.
(b) Use of weight-bearing mats on the foreshore substrate,

Commented [HC7]: Do mesg-_enginee_ﬂngplm
include landscape plans? Given the need to
‘achieve recreation and landscape amenity, it

‘would be helpful to be explicit about fumishing the

set of landscape plans.
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(c) Methods for isolating and containing the construction area including:
(i} Bunding/shuttering in a predominantly gravel/sand beach zone; and

(i) Alternative sediment control devices, such as geotextile containers or tubes filled
with locally sourced sand, in rocky shore habitats or where the seawall works occur
close to the mid tide mark.

(d

—

Limiting the length of any continuous section of seawall under construction at one time
as appropriate, for example if the construction footprint extends into subtidal zone and a
longer length allows for a single subtidal area to be contained in the one site then a
longer length would be preferable.

(e

Earthworks and construction activities to be planned to respond to tide timing, tidal height
and forecasts of wind and wave conditions so that these matters can be factored into
necessary erosion and sediment controls.

Contaminant Release

c.7

The Consent Holder shall take all reasonably practicable measures to limit the amount of
centaminants from the Construction Works released on land or in the CMA. Such measures
shall be included in the CEMP.

Reclamation

C.8

The total reclamation area for the Project is limited to the areas and structures identified in
the plans and specifications referred to in Cendition GC.1, but shall not exceed 3000m?.

Advice note: Statutory processes in respect of reclaimed land must be complied with,
including under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutal Moana) Act 2011.

c.9

Imported fill material to be used in the reclamations shall be restricted to clean natural sand,
gravels and rock.

c.10

The Consent Holder shall maintain a log recording the source of the materials imported onto
each reclamation on the site. This log shall be made available to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for inspection on request.

As-Built Certification

c.1

The Consent Holder shall supply to Wellington Regional Council and the LINZ Hydrographic
Services Office and LINZ Topographic Services Office (Chief Hydrographer, Mational
Topo/Hydro Authority, Land Information New Zealand, Private Box PO Box 5501, Wellington
6145), a set of ‘as built’ plans, final topographic and, if relevant, bathymetric data covering
the finished works, and appropriate certification confirming that the new structures and
structures have been built in accerdance with sound engineering practice, within 60 working
days of the completion of the works.

Maintenance of Structures

c.12

The structures permitted to occupy part of the CMA by this consent shall be maintained in a good
and sound condition, and any repairs that are necessary shall be made, subject to obtaining any
necessary resource consents.
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Ecological Management (EM)

Litfle Penguins and Shoreline Foragers

EM.1 In order to avoid; or minimisetigate—offsel-and-sompensate adverse effects of the Project
on Little Penguins and Shoreline Foragers, the Consent Holder shall;

(a) cGomply with Condition EM.1A;
(b} undertake the habitat enhancement measures set out in Conditions EM.7 to EM.9;

(c) aAs set out in Condition LV .4(c), incorporate relevant detailed design elements within
the LUDP as recommended in the LPMP in Condition EM.5;

(d) ubndertake design and construction in accordance with the LPMP in Condition EM.5;
(e) mManage rubbish and waste in accordance with the CEMP in Condition GC.7,;
(f) provide pest management in accordance with Condition EM.1B: and

(g) pProvide Little Penguin and reli r ection areas as set out
threugh-Conditions EM.1B.and EM.7 to EM. 9, thatis-available-from-the- sommenecement
------ or-pest-management-along-the-EasternBays-coasta

EM.1A | Construction Works between 1 July and 31 January (the Little Penguin breeding period)
shall not occur within 10m of any active burrows or nests identified in Condition EM.5(a)(i).

EM.1B | The Consent Holder must:
(a) provide up to a maximum of $4,000 (including GST) per year, spread over 10 years

for pest management within the protection areas specified i e adjacent
It al environment;
(b) i otection areas (refer to Appendix 1) at the followin

accordance with Conditions EM.7 to EM.9:
(i) Bishops Park;

(i HW Short Park; and

(iii) Whiorau Reserve

11
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TR ;
(e} Each application in {d} -must-set-out-the-amount-of money-applied-for-and-how-the
ivitioswill ' e Fund:-and

EM.1C

(a) During the nesting season of an oreline Forager, no more than 10 working days

ricr to the Commencement of Construction, the Consen Ider shall engage
suitably qualified ecologist to underiake a Shoreline Forager nesting su ithin
rel t ructiol
(b) lia reli er nest in the relevant construction area is identified, the Consent
er 1] age a suitably qualified ecologist to:

(i) GIS locate and mark on the ground the nest location;
(|i) advise on whetheg or not the nest of mg Shoreline Forager contains eags or chicks;

within 100m al’ 1hgg st mgugigg'
A, the use of specific machinery; and
easures and/or working practices; and

v) 2 works i i s in (jif) which the Consent Holder
hall lnclude In tha CEMP under ;;ondlllun GC 7

Little Penguin Management Plan

EM.2 The Consent Holder shall prepare a LPMP and submit this to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5,

EM.3 ThB purpose of the LPMP shall be to as far as reasonably practicable aveid, but otherwise

ompensateminimise, adverse effects on the Little Penguin

papulauon established in and adjacent to the existing revetment, during design and
Construction Works.

EM.4 The LPMP shall be prepared by a suitably qualified person in consultation with the Little
Penguin Interest Group.

EM.5 The LPMP shall address the following matters:

(a) Measures to minimise adverse effects on the Little Penguin population during
construction, including that:

(i) Two Little Penguin detection dog surveys, or a detection method approved by a
Little Penguin expert appointed by the Consent Holder, must be undertaken in
January prior to the Commencement of Construction in each bay. The purpose is
to identify active Little Penguin burrows and nests within the construction area of

4
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each bay. No Construction Works shall occur in an area not surveyed in
accordance with this provision; and

(i) The GPS coordinates for all active burrows and nests identified in (i) must be
recorded;

(b

A protocol for enabling Little Penguins active burrows and nests identified under (a)
within the construction area of each bay to be relocated to a site outside of the
construction area between 1 February and 30 June. The protocol will include measures
to ensure that the formerly active burrows and nests will not be reoccupied so that
Consfructions Works can proceed. The protocol will be prepared by a Little Penguin
expert appointed by the Consent Holder;

(c) A programme for monitering Little Penguins within or adjacent to the construction area
during the Construction Works proportionate to the scale of the works in that area and
the number of burrows and nests to determine whether any reasonably practicable
steps can be undertaken by the Consent Holder to further reduce adverse effects,
including steps provided for in the HEP (refer Conditions EM.7_to EM.9);

Staff and contractor training;

(d

(e

—_— e

Identification of specific areas where Little Penguin and dog control signage would be
beneficial to reduce the risks of adverse effects on Little Penguins; and

(f) Opportunities to enhance Little Penguin habitat through detailed design, including:

(i) Potential seawall design opportunities to restrict road access for Little Penguins
through penguin passage elements; and

(i) Potential rock rip rap design opportunities to include key holes for Little Penguin
nests.

Advice note: The handling of protected wildlife will require permits to be obtained from the
Department of Canservation under the Wildlife Act 1953.

EM.6

Any outcomes from monitering under Condition EM.5(c) shall be applied, as appropriate, to
future Construction Works by revising the LPMP so that over time processes and responses
to minimise effects on Little Penguins are refined and improved. The results of the
monitoring shall be provided to the Little Penguin Interest Group and the Manager,
Environmental Regulation, Wellington Regional Council within 1 menth of completion.

Shoreline-ForagersHabitat Enhancement Plan

EM.7 The Conse older shall prepare a and submit thi h ironmental
Regulation {_o_l‘ ceﬂrl‘rgg; gﬂ [n acocrdanc& with the mgu:[ements of Qondmon GG 5_prior to
mewmwwmwmmmmmm
forager nesting survey within-the relevant-construction-area-

EM.7TA | The shall be prepared by a suitably qualified ecologist in consultation with the
Penguin Interest Group and the tbo es Reslorati

EM.8 The purpose of the HEP shall be to provide p_m‘tgcglnn areas [as specified in Condition
EM.1B and s nin Aj di or the Littl lations.

EM.9 The HEP must address and/or include the followi ithi t areas:

(a) fenci f the boundarie: in ns i % 1 with a minimum

; i — -
plant&d and arsas planting WI" take glaca in:

(d) signage identifying the relevant habitat area to reduce the risks of adverse effects on
Little Penguins and Shoreline Foragers;

13



o stantec Revised resource consent conditions for the

Eastern Bays Shared Path Project
Dated 22 October 2020.

{ﬂwmmmmmmmm;lw

wood I rovi her safe roosting habitats;

(9) provisions as appropriate to provide ecological resilience to sea level rise; and

(h} timeframes for completing (as appropriate) the measures oullined in the HEP
including:
(i} forthe Whiorau Reserve protection area;
A. fencing must be completed prior to Commencement of Construction (see (a)
above);

B. detailed design of habitat enhancement for the Litlle Penguin and Shoreline
Foragers must be finalised, and nesting boxes and roosting measures must

be installed, prior to Commencement of Construction (see (e) and {f) above):
C. pest management measures must be installed and operational prior to
Commencement of Construction (see (b) above);

mmenc

C. signage must be installed prior to Commencement of Construction (see (d)

above);
E. planting shall be unde aken in accordance with the timefra specified i
the Planting P1 b d
(i} for the Bisl P L] rk_protectio s, the establishment

process (ie the measures specified in A to E above) must commence prior to
Commencement of Construction, and measures A to D abnve mugt be comp! eled

within six months following Commencement of struy

ggggmig[jge wﬁh the sgecrﬂed timeframes in the P}agllng PIan}the—Geﬂsem

hy-Rot)-to-the
MMWHWMMMMMHWM
rangei-of-the- Deparment of Conservation.

Intertidal

and subtidal ecology

EM.10

For any construction areas where there are intertidal rock pools or loose rocky material in
the intertidal zone, prior to the Commencement of Construction the Consent Holder shall
check any rock pools and under loose rocks within the construction area for fish (such as
rock fish) and relocate them outside of the construction area. Initial training and guidance
by a qualified ecologist will be required.

EM.11

For any construction areas that may extend into the subtidal zone, the Consent Holder shall:

(a) Undertake all measures possible to reduce the construction area in the subtidal zone
to the minimum required to complete the works in a safe and efficient manner, and
avoid operating heavy machinery in the subtidal zone unless there is no reasonably
practicable alternative. If works must occur in the subtidal zone, then the Consent
Holder shall undertake appropriate measures to isolate the construction site from the
subtidal zone to protect the site and prevent contamination release into the CMA, in
accordance with the requirements of the certified CEMP;

(b) During Construction Works within the subtidal zone the Consent Holder shall, where
reasonably practicable, remove large rocks (greater than 0.4m diameter that are not
part of the bedrock material and can be safely moved) that have been colonised with
biota. They shall be placed in a nearby subtidal zone until the Completion of Works in
that area. On completion of works, the rocks shall either be returned to the area from
which they were removed, left at their new location or relocated to another appropriate
subtidal location; and

(c) Avoid adverse effects on the seagrass beds at south Lowry Bay (as identified in
Figure 3 of Appendix C2 of the AEE) from Construction Works and beach nourishment.
Measures shall include, but not be limited to:

14
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(i) Monitoring of seagrass beds in south Lowry Bay before and after Construction
Works and beach nourishment to confirm that the beach nourishment works have
not resulted in any net loss of seagrass extent and cover through unforeseen
physical encroachment into the seagrass beds, increased turbidity or altered
hydrodynamics;

(i) The monitoring in (i) shall include mapping the perimeter of each seagrass bed
and assessing the average plant cover within each bed immediately before works
commence, immediately after works have been completed and 1 year after the
completion of the beach nourishment works;

(i) The results of the monitoring in (i) shall be provided to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation, Wellington Regional Council within 1 month of completion; and

(iv) Ensuring that the seagrass beds are appropriately marked during Construction
Works and beach nourishment to avoid any potential adverse effects,

Fish Passage

EM.12

At the key outlets listed in Table 7 of Appendix B of the AEE, the Consent Holder shall:
(a) Ensure that fish passage is improved or maintained at the existing level; and

(b} Involve a qualified freshwater ecologist in the design of culvert extensions, alterations,
and any specific fish passage features.

Beach Nourishment Plan

EM.13

The Consent Holder shall prepare a BNP and submit this to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5.

Beach nourishment shall only occur in Point Howard beach, York Bay and south Lowry Bay
and be deposited in general accordance with the Plans in Appendix 1 to these conditions.
The maximum volume of material that may be deposited is 6,000m? to be distributed
between the three bays as outlined in Table 5-1 of Appendix F of the AEE.

EM.14

The BNP shall include, but not be limited to:

{a) The design conditions at the time of the beach nourishment and for the beach
nourishment to achieve after 2 years;

(b} The name and location of the sediment source;

{c) Evidence of approvals and consents for taking the material and ensuring imported
materials do not exceed allowable maximum contaminant levels under the relevant
ADAWR (2019) Default Guideline Values;

(d) A specification of the borrow material including:
(i) Ensuring no more than 2% of sediment is of a size smaller than 62 microns;
(i) The grading envelope;
(iii) Colours; and
(iv) Extent of placement;
(e

—

A construction methodology to limit potential adverse effects that includes, but is not
limited to, the following measures:

(i) Separation and disposal offsite of silts and clays in beach excavation sediments;

(i) Use of beach nourishment sediments that are similar or slightly coarser than in situ
sediments, that will maintain the existing profile without spreading onto seagrass
beds;

(iiiy Excluding fine sediments from beach nourishment sediments;

(iv) Only undertaking beach nourishment in the winter months between June and

August,
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(v) Forming the high tide construction beach with a slightly over-steepened profile;

(vi) Only depositing as much sediment on the beach as can be transferred along the
placement area in the day of placement;

(vii) Qnly transferring and shaping the beach profile during lower tide levels in calm
conditions, and such that the formed toe does not extend much beyond mean low
water springs;

(viil)Minimising the working area and mobilization of sediment;

(ix} Stockpiling woody debris and then replacing woody debris in the wrack line
following beach nourishment;

(x) Avoiding the placement of beach nourishment materials no further south than the
centerline of Gill Road at the southern end of Lowry Bay;

(xi} Forming and shaping a steeper profile within the existing beach footprint; and

(f) Placing imported beach sediment along the entire designated placement area rather
than in one discrete location;

(g) Minimising the potential to block stream outlets with fish passage during beach
nourishment by:

(i) Identifying pipe outlets that are identified as important for fish passage as identified
in Table 7 of Appendix B of the AEE;

(i) Avoiding initial placement of sediment from within 20 m of existing outiets; and

(iii) Monitoring of stream outlets indicated in Table 6 of Appendix B of the AEE during
beach nourishment and then fortnightly for the first & months after nourishment
and monthly for another & months thereafter to check they remain clear. If blocked,
the Consent Holder shall clear gravels and sand block the outlets.

Advice note: Clearance of any accumulated material at the outlets may require a separate
consent if not able to comply with permitted activity standards.

Beach monitoring and management— beach nourishment

EM.15

The Consent Holder shall undertake monitoring of beach wolume via 8 monthly beach
profiles (or equivalent elevation surveying techniques) to ensure the actual effect on beach
sediment processes is in line with the expectations for generally minor redistribution of
beach material.

The monitoring shall commence prior to the Commencement of Construction in each bay in
Condition EM.13, and continue for 2 years after Completion of Construction in that bay. If
nourishment occurs in more than one bay, the monitoring timing shall be aligned so that the
monitoring of each bay occurs at the same time.

This menitoring information shall be interpreted at the end of the 2 year period in that bay
by an experienced coastal scientist and that interpretation shall be provided to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation within 1 month of its completion.

EM.16

The monitoring should include the nourished area and the foreshore at the base of the
seawall extending at least 60 metres along the seawall at both edges of the nourished area
at York Bay and Point Howard beach, and 60 metres to the south and 240 metres to the
north of the nourishment at Lowry Bay.

EM.17

If beach nourishment monitoring results in Condition EM.15 show that design conditions in
the BNP have not been met, then the Consent Holder shall, if deemed to be required by an
experienced coastal scientist or engineer, 'top up’ the beach nourishment andfor undertake
beach maintenance as recommended.

Only one 'top up' event may occur at each location. If a top up! is required it shall occur
within 2 years of the completion of the monitoring. If a 'top up' is required at more than one
bay then the nourishment and/or maintenance shall, if possible, be undertaken at the same
time.
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The design conditions of such 'top ups' shall be prepared by an experienced coastal
scientist or engineer and certified as meeting the design conditions of the beach
nourishment in the BNP by the Manager, Environmental Regulation in accordance with the
requirements of Condition GC.5. To avoid doubt, Condition EM.14(e) applies to any beach
nourishment ‘top up’.

EM.18 | An intertidal and subtidal benthic invertebrate monitoring programme designed by a
qualified ecologist will be undertaken at least 12 months after the completion of beach
nourishment in that bay to assess whether the redistributed beach nourishment material is
having any significant adverse effect on the benthic intertidal and subtidal biota.

If monitoring results show that redistributed beach nourishment material has had significant
adverse effects on the benthic intertidal and subtidal biota, any “top ups’ under EM.17 will
be designed by the Consent Holder to appropriately minimise :

those significant adverse effects on benthic intertidal and subtidal biota.

| ent habitat
EM.19 L] sent Holder shall engage a suitably qualified ecologist repare
Revetment Habitat Plan (SRHP) that provides for intertidal biota, including:
{a) incorporating textures to the curved surfaces and d ions to the flat platforms
h Is including:

(i) within the 'low encroachment zone' to help offset the existing intertidal area lost to
the ‘high' and ‘medium’ encroachments; and

(i) inarea all i e existing high tide mark to provide
ecological resilience to sea level rise;

(b} drilling rock pools into the hard revetment rock of the mid-low tide zone;
{c) reuse of larger colonised rock material;

(d) purpose-made rock pool features (to be used where appropriate, and without

(e) where appropriate and/or feasible, pre-cast 'pot plant/window box structures that can
be added to the surface of the curved seawall; and

(f) a map of appropriate scale, showin ere each m ill oceur.
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Landscape, Urban Design and Visual (LV)

‘Condition

T I [P e

Landscape and Urban Design Plan

LV.1 The Consent Holder shall prepare a LUDP for the Project and submit this to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition
GC.5. The Consent Holder shall provide the LUDP for certification within 3 months of the
commencement of the consents. The process to prepare the LUDP, including as set out in
Condition LV.3, must be completed within this timeframe.

Lv.2 The purposes of the LUDP are to:

(a) Provide a detailed design for the Project that responds to local landscape character,
identity and land use and is in general accordance with the Design Features Report
(dated January 2019), and other relevant plans and documents referred to in Conditions
GC.1 and GC.2(a);

(b) Integrate the Project's permanent works into the surrounding landscape and urban
context and to illustrate the urban and landscape design elements of the Project; and

(c) Outline methods and measures to avoid-femedy-and_or minimisetigate adverse effects
on natural character, landscape and recreational amenity during the construction of the
Project.

LV.3 The LUDP shall be prepared by the Consent Holder, with input from an ecologist, engineer,
landscape architect, recreation specialist, traffic engineer and urban designer, and in
consultation with:

(a) Wellington Tenths Trust;

(b) Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust;

(c) Relevant Resident Associations;

(d) Hutt City Council (Parks and Reserves); and
(e) Eastbourne Community Board.

LV.4 The LUDP shall reflect and/or incorporate the plan in Condition EM.19 as appropriate and,

as a minimum, shall address how the detailed design of the Project:

(a) A;h';eu:es design outcomes based on the following general hierarchy of environmental | commented [HC8]: Remove hierachy, it doesn't
Enses; make sense that urban design, recreational and
(i) Safety; ) visual amenity is lowest in the hierarchy for an LUDP
(i) Ecology: | plan. Safety, recreation and Landscape are all

ay: interlinked and there are strong interdependenicies

(iii) Matural character; in design,
(iv) Public access; and [ Formatted: Highlight

(v) Urban design, recreational and visual amenity;

(b) Responds to conflicts between any of the matters listed above, including in relation to
the significance (if any) of their values relevant to the specific design matters being
considered, and the significance of the matters in the context of each individual bay;
(c) Responds to any relevant design elements recommended in the LPMP in Condition EM.5
and the HEP in Condition EM.9 while applying the same approach as in (a) and (b}; and | Commented [HC9]: Refer to industry design
(d) Responds to: standards and best practice exemplars for shared
paths at a minimum of 3,5m wide, Explanafion: the
() The design principles set out in Appendix J: Design Features Report (dated January submitfed plans are sub-standard, as sections of
2019), and other relevant plans and documents referred to in Conditions GC.1 and the path are only 2.5m wide. By contrast, other
GC.2(a): and / shared paths considered best pracfice are in the
(i) Relevant Industry Standards. range of 3.5m to 5m wide. The 2.5 is a trade-off to
minimise intrusion into the coastal marine area. This
frade off fisks unintended consequences for
recreation amenity and safefy.
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Bay Specific Urban Design Plans

LV.5 The LUDP shall include the final BSUDPs for each bay within the Project area, which shall
address the detailed design, within the particular bay, for the benefit of pedestrians, cyclists
and others using the local road network as well as the specific urban design, landscape,
ecology and recreational amenity matters, including those listed in Condition LV.7, as
relevant to the particular bay.

The final BSUDPs may either be attached to, and certified as part of, the initial LUDP or
prepared later, and added to the LUDP on a staged basis, if the Construction Works are
staged bay by bay and individually certified under Condition LV.6.

LVv.6 The BSUDPs shall be prepared by the Consent Holder in two stages for each bay:

(a) Stage 1: A draft design protocol that sets out the priorities for the bay design in terms jof | s
engineering and safety requirements as well as ecology, natural character, landscape, ?mM|mfi:gndh;§}géﬂgh%g%phm
urban design and recreational amenity elements and issues. The protocol shall be best i lsharad naik
provided to the Relevant Resident Association for the affected bay (if any) and the Wm“; prac c?h;qm ared pa
Eastbourne Community Board for comments, if any, within 15 working days from receipt. i lo demonstrate level of design to be
Any comments received, and the Consents Holder's response and reasons if they are achieved.

not accepted, are to be provided to the Manager, Environmental Regulation within 20
working days from receipt of the comments; and

(b) Stage 2: The final BSUDPs, which are to be certified either on their own (in accordance
with Condition GC.5) or (if included in the initial LUDP} when the LUDP is certified under

Condition LV 1] - | Commented [HC11]: Include hold points for review
Lv.7 The BSUDPs shall, include specific landscape and urban design details fort . g‘mm p'_m.“‘lw- developed and defailed design
(a) Seawall structures, including transition zones between seawall types; T s : Ills d HC1 21: FEerditns e o fiked:
(b) Beach access including steps, ramps and associated handrails where required; place of design plans, then the standards need to
Safety barri d railing: BEABera kAR 1 AmeEas Righ be explicitly specified. Add details of standards
(c) Safety barriers and railing; af n 1.1metres hig and best practice levels of service 1o be met, For
(d) The treatment of stormwater structures at the coastal interface; Instance, minimum path width of 3.5 metres,
(e) Little Penguin and Shoreline Forager related structures including penguin passage frequency and size of respite arecs, h’em ofhand
elements, ramps,-and nests, boxes and wooden poles for roosting; raiis to be no more than 1.1mefres.

() Planting treatment;

(g) The treatment of existing trees and existing landscape and natural features;
(h) The design and area of space available for recreational amenity activities;
(i) The design and orientation of features, spaces and access points;

(i) Refuge and seating opportunities: including size and arrangement of space to allow for
stopping and gathering at frequent intervals distributed along the route

(k) Signage and storyboards.
() Minimum path width of 3.5metres
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From: Hamilton, Catherine

To: Shannon Watsan
Ca: QShaughnessy, Brenda; Head, Jecemy; Ran Kellow (InTouch)
Subject: RE: disability provision
Date: Thursday, 19 November 2020 10:36:15 AM
Attachments: image006.0n0

Image(08.000

Image(09.ong

image010.0ng

Image(il.ong

Image(li2.nng

image(ii.ong

Hi Shannon, further to our conversation yesterday about universal accessibility for the shared path.
The current wording is:

To ensure that all new structures in the coastal marine area to which the public are admitted provide reasonable and adequate access and
facilities for disabled persons in accordance with section 25 of the Disabled Persons Community Welfare Act 1975,

| have spoken with our accessibility specialist and | believe S.25 has been repealed,

| would recommend that you instead refer to NZS4121 hitps:/fwww.sta 2
standard has a really good intro section which highlights the legal framework |ncfud|ng the follcwlng (Page 8)

The design requiremants in the concepts of approachability, accessibility

and usabllity are meant o ensure that faciities ided into

the design of o building as a whole (including landscaping] so that the

occupants of the building happly use these facilities without being
of their undenying purp

It will be recogrized that "accessible’ roules for people with disabilibes
extend far past those on the building sites and within bulldings, see
definition of th ute, 1,5,1. Local and central government are:
required, through the Local Governmenl Act 1974, the Resource
Managemant Act 1991 and the Human Msm 1993 to piovide clear
access along p P etc. for people with
di lities to use. This i b 10 the siting
of stroet furmiture, bollards and the like and the siting and design of public
transport bus or tran stops etc.

Further, | think it is important to establish an assessment and auditing process as part of the conditions of consent, to ensure that the shared path
is designed to provide a barrier-free destination and journey that works for everyone.

Wording could be...

"Provision shall be made for a disability auditor to prepare an accessibility statement to guide design, and undertake accessibility audits at
preliminary, developed and detailed design hold-points”

Regards
Catherine

Catherine Hamilton
Technical Principal - Landscape Architecture

\\\I)

T. +64 9353 2960
M: +64 27 244 7849
Catherine.Hamilton@wsp.com

Wsp

Lvl 3, The Westhaven
100 Beaumont St
Auckland 1010

New Zealand

Shaping
the future

YEARS of Aotearoa

N ACTEAROA since 1870
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1 Introduction

11  Background

This report provides a peer review of the landscape and visual effects assessment (prepared by
Julia Williams, (Landscape Architect, Drakeford Williams Ltd, 7 February 2019). In this review the
Williams assessment is referred to as the Applicant's 'LVA', which accompanies a Resource
Consent Application by Hutt City Council (HCC) to the Greater Wellington Regicnal Council
(GWRC). This peer review also provides comment on the Eastern Bay Shared Path Alternatives
Assessment (March 2018) and the Eastern Bays Shared Path Design Features Report (January
2019). Both of these reports were prepared by Stantec for the Applicant and have a direct
bearing on the landscape character and visual amenity outcomes of the proposal.

It is understood through discussions during the site visit with Caroline Van Halderen
(Applicant's planner, Stantec) and Shannon Watson (Environmental Regulation, GWRC), that
the final detail design and outward appearance of the proposal will evolve further from what is
currently demonstrated in the application. The various parts of the proposed changes are
detailed in the Stantec ‘Design Features Report’ (January 2019). It is explicit in the wording
throughout the application that the design of the proposal will be refined and improved
following consultation with the various bay communities!, GWRC, HCC and the Stantec design
technical team through the planned Landscape and Urban Design Plan (LUDP) phase.

The proposal is located in the Eastern Bays part of Wellington Harbour in two sections totalling
4.2kms along the coastal edge of Marine Drive. The first stretch is from Point Howard in the
north to the southern end of Sunshine Bay in the south. The second stretch is from the
southern end of Days Bay to the junction of Marine Drive and Muritai Road. This is shown in
Appendix ']’ of the Application.

It is understood that the proposal will essentially improve and formalise an existing
pedestrian/cycle path partly located between the sea wall and the Marine Drive northbound
live lane. Other parts of the proposal will be located in areas where no shared use path
currently exists - such as through reserve areas and on future reclaimed land where the
proposal will be built within the current marine environment. The extent of the shared use
path and sea wall treatment is shown in Appendix ‘N2 It is also understood from the
Applicant’s LVA that the Eastbourne Community have identified climate change as a key issue
that may affect their lives here in the future and that the proposal has the opportunity to
address this.

The landscape character of the narrow linear site where the shared use path will be located,
and the wider site context is described in thorough detail by Ms Williams and is not
commented on further in this peer review.

This peer review considers the potential effects of the proposed development and how well
these effects have been covered in the applicant’s LVA. Relevant landscape matters from the
New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS) and the Greater Wellington Proposed Natural
Resources Plan (GWNRP) will also be considered. These include the potential visual and
landscape effects arising from the proposal falling on users of Marine Drive, the harbour and
occupants of the various bays and headlands located adjacent to the shared use path route.

1 Point Howard/Sorrento Bay, Lowry Bay, York Bay, Mahina Bay, Sunshine Bay, Days Bay, Rona Bay, Eastbourne
village and Robinson Bay.
2 preliminary Design Plans - Revision J, Stantec.
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Matters of landscape and natural character and the effects of the proposal on these are also
considered.

On May 2, 2019 a site visit was carried out. This included an appraisal of where the proposed
changes will be located largely via foot, and to a lesser extent by vehicle.

Scope

As mentioned, this peer review provides comment on landscape matters pertaining to the

application, specifically the LVA prepared by Ms Williams. This peer review also provides further
information and advice related to the effects of the proposal on landscape and visual values.

This peer review also considers:

. The alternatives assessment and design features reports.

° the statutory considerations arising from the NZCPS and the GWNRP relating to
landscape matters.

. the analysis and conclusions drawn on the landscape, visual and natural character
effects of the proposal,

B recommendations as to appropriate design outcomes that may be considered and
contribute to the LUDP, and;

o any gaps and shortcomings in the assessment undertaken as part of the assessment of

environmental effects prepared by the applicant’s landscape architect.

Summary Conclusions

This report concludes overall in agreement with Ms Williams's findings with regards to the

landscape, visual and natural character effects of the proposal subject to clarification of a few
points discussed below.

It is agreed that broadly speaking, the nature of the proposal (location, scale (width/footprint),
alignment and general physical improvement) over what currently exists will have an
acceptable degree of compatibility with its site which is located between an urban and coastal
environment setting - subject to further development of the design. Initial observations include
ensuring that provision is made for multiple user groups and all physical abilities, and robust
consideration of detailing and surface finishes. This peer review provides some
recommendations as to how the final proposal may be best conceived to maximise its
compatibility with its coastal setting and range of likely user groups.

The Applicant's LVA regularly refers to the proposed LUDP. The intent of this design process is
to further develop the proposal in terms of finer-grained design decisions, which will be made
at the bay-scale. The Williams LVA relies heavily on the outcomes of this document providing
for a more appropriate and improved design solution to the proposal - compared to what is
currently proposed. This peer review strongly agrees with the process and potential benefit to
the design following the LUDP. Ms Williams considers the LUDP to be a ‘suggested’ condition
of consent. This peer review concludes that the LUDP forms a recommended condition of
consent. Some recommendations are included later in this peer review that are intended to be
tabled during the LUDP process.

The Applicant's LVA refers to the assumed improvements following the LUDP throughout and
concludes that the landscape and visual effects will be reduced further when these
refinements are made. However, the nature of any design refinements at this stage of the
application process is aspirational rather than actual as the LUDP has yet to occur. There is no
guarantee that the proposal will necessarily change following the LUDP. This peer review
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considers the proposal as it is currently presented forming a ‘worst case scenario’. As the
purpose of this peer review is to assist the GWRC in their decision making, it is necessary that it
assesses the proposal as it is currently presented, critiques it and provides additional firm
recommendations to enable a better and guaranteed landscape outcome for the Eastern Bays
area. There is a degree of discomfort that a proposal such as this is being submitted for
Resource Consent which will include further development.

There is also agreement that on the seven-point® scale of effects, the biophysical effects will be
‘moderate™ due to the amount of natural beach and rock outcropping that will be covered by
the revetment works. It is agreed that any adverse effects on visual amenity and natural
character arising from the current proposal will be ‘low®. It is assumed in this peer review that
these effects will drop to ‘very low’ or become ‘positive’ with further design improvements
given the natural character of part of the setting and the number of user groups located
permanently in the area or as visitors to it.

The site and the changes to it will be primarily seen from the harbour and beach areas where
the face of the concrete sea walling and associated concrete structures (steps and ramps) will
be apparent - particularly at low tide. However, the current (in places poot) condition of the sea
walling, steps and so forth is already visible from these areas and so there is a degree of
acceptance now of such engineered solutions to storm surges and the attenuation of coastal
erosional processes. As such any visual, landscape and natural character effects of the proposal
are considered to be acceptable as long as the construction methodology is sound, and the
final appearance is appropriately mitigated.

It is concluded in this peer review that on the seven-point scale of effects, any potentially
adverse landscape, visual and natural character effects arising from the proposal (as it currently
stands) will fall between ‘low’ and ‘moderate’. However, this determination is subject to
improvement based on some recommended provisions to the proposal which will be
addressed later in this review.

This review has considered the information that has been made available to date. It is possible
that any reasons and conclusions may be altered in response to new information arising that
becomes available prior to or at a hearing for the application.

2 Review of Landscape and Visual Effects
Assessment
With regards to the Applicant’ LVA, there is agreement:

(@)  On the necessity of the LUDP to determine the best final design outcome and
that this process and document becomes a condition of consent.

(b)  On the relevant extent of the site context, the bay by bay description and
defining characteristics.

* Very Low - Low - Moderate to Low - Moderate - Moderate to High - High - Very High.

“ Moderate: A moderate level of effect on the character or key attributes of the receiving environment
and/or the visual context within which it is seen; and/or have a moderate level of effect on the
perceived amenity derived from it. (Oxford English Dictionary Definition: Moderate: adjective-average
in amount, intensity or degree).

5 Low: A low level of effect on the character or key attributes of the receiving environment and/or the
visual context within which it is seen; and/or have a low level of effect on the perceived amenity
derived from it. (Oxford English Dictionary Definition: Low: adjective-below average in amount, extent,
or intensity).
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(c)

(cl)
(e)
(f)

(9)

(h)

0]
)

(k)

()]
(m)

(n)

(o)

On the defined extent of the coastal environment, and the discussion on natural
character and experiential values.

On the general landscape description of the Eastern Bays Area.

On the methodology undertaken.

That any landscape effects are confined to landform change, namely where the
seawall / fill / revetment overlays the natural coastal area where these effects are
concluded to be ‘'moderate’ (at worst).

That beach nourishment practices will have ‘moderate - low'® adverse landscape
effects.

That within the broader Eastern Bays context, effects on landscape, levels of
legibility, picturesqueness and overall experiential natural character currently
enjoyed will be ‘low'".

That effects on legibility and visibility will be potentially ‘very low’ or ‘positive’
when the influence of the LUDP is considered in the final design.

That on balance, there will be very little to no change in the effects of coherence
or the experiences attributed to the proposed foreshore treatment versus the
existing situation.

On the identification of the key viewing audiences / their sensitivities to change
and the extent and nature of these views and the likely visual impact of the
proposal.

On the comparison and conclusions reached regarding the current condition of
the foreshore and the proposal.

With the intent of the mitigation measures, although this will be discussed in
greater detail in this peer review.

On the statutory discussion and conclusions reached although the LVA would
benefit from additional discussion around Policy” 6.1 (h) & (i), Policy 10.28 (b) and
Policy 182 (a - e) of the NZCPS.,

That the specifics of the proposal following further refinement through the LUDP
will generate, at worst, 'low’ adverse landscape, visual and natural character
effects and, at best, the proposal will have overall ‘positive’ effects particularly
given the existing condition of the built changes along the coastal edge where
the proposal is located.

Some matters identified in this peer review raise additional points that require clarification,
rather than criticise or disagree with what is included. These few points are discussed below.

2.1 Construction Effects

On page 4, the LVA notes that any adverse effects arising from the construction processes will
be localized and temporary and will therefore be ‘very low™. On the seven-point scale, ‘very
low' is synonymous with a ‘'no-change'’ situation. It is concluded in this peer review that
construction effects, while localized will be potentially ‘moderate-high'. This is due to the

® Moderate-Low: A moderate to low level of effect on the character or key attributes of the receiving
environment and/or the visual context within which it is seen; and/or have a moderate to low level of
effect on the perceived amenity derived from it.

7 Policy 6: Activities in the coastal environment.

8 Policy 10: Reclamation and declamation.

9 Policy 18: Public open space,

9Very Low: Very low or no modlification to key elements/features/characteristics of the baseline or
available views, i.e. approximating a ‘no-change’ situation. The LVA describes ‘Very Low' as “Very slight or
barely distinguishable/discernible change to key elements/ features/ characteristics of the leindscape
baseline or views, i.e. effectively o ‘no change'situation”. Both descriptions are essentially the same.
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possibility of lane and road closures,” disruption of views arising fromn machinery and personnel
located near the coastal edge. The visual - albeit temporary effects of construction activities
and the disruption of sea views in particular is evident to a degree in figures 4.2-4.4 of the
January 2019 Design Features Report.

It is acknowledged that construction will occur bay by bay in 20m sections. This will go some
way towards lessening the construction effects as the majority of the coastal seascape will be
able to be enjoyed unchanged as opposed to the entirety of the proposal being implemented
simultaneously.

2.2 Alternatives

The consideration of alternatives is required under Schedule 4 of the RMA. The alternatives
document®? includes a thorough precis of five options including ‘do minimum’, plus four other
options discussing where the shared use path may best be located (landward side of Marine
Drive, partial landward/seaward location, on the carriageway, and seaward of the carriageway
(which was ultimately developed as ‘Option 2A'). Option 2A (shared use path located on the
landward side) was shown via a series of photo-simulations included at Appendix 'O’ of the
application. These ‘before’ and ‘after' images are helpful and demonstrate the adverse effects
of scaling back headlands.

Some other aspects of the proposal that were interrogated in the alternatives report included:
cost, property acquisition and access, extent of earthworks, road user experience, continuity of
shared path user experience, conflict points, traffic management issues during construction,
resilience, longevity and opportunity for upgrades and sea level rise/climate change. A sixth
inland route option was discounted as it would not meet the objectives of the project
adequately.

Following the broad alternatives investigation described above, the preferred option was
developed further. This centered around path width to best accommodate all user groups and
the optimum engineered solution for the sea wallfreclamation to best support the path and
address coastal processes including into the future.

The alternatives assessment allowed for some finer-grained design decisions to be made such
as at more sensitive areas - notably headlands and beaches. At this time a workshop took
place with participants including the Stantec technical design team, GWRC, HCC and
community representatives. This holistic approach to further developing the design is
commendable. Following this process and the general conclusions reached, the project team
tested out several measures to avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effects on the
environment. These design variations were then discussed with the community and following
this, included in the proposal as it currently stands, outlined in the Design Features Report
(DFR) (Stantec, January 2019) which is discussed next.

2.3 Design Features

The DFR articulates the broad design methodology and how the structures will appear in their
basic form for Resource Consent purposes. It is acknowledged in the report that the outcome
of the proposal may alter following the detailed design phase, including from input
contributed by the LUDP process.

Further improvement in the design detailing of the proposal will yield significant benefit. At
present the design of the proposal appears to largely be a functional one with less

T 41.2 Construction Methodology; Duration and Timing (Design Features Report January 2019).
12 Eastern Bays Shared Path Alternatives Assessment (Stantec, March 2018).
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acknowledgement of sense of place and visual aesthetics. This is clearly evident in the
simulations in Appendix 'O’ of the Application where an asphalt path is shown extending from
the roadway separated with a series of concrete 'beam'’ forms. This is the current situation in
part of York Bay and so the proposal currently extends this methodology (see image on cover).

At Part 3, the DFR lists and discusses several design features. This peer review comments on
some of these design features where some opportunity for improvement in each has been
identified, and discussed below:

Shared Path

While the shared use path is proposed to be asphalt, there is scope for some variation of this in
discrete areas. Other ground surface materials could be explored such as exposed aggregate
concrete - possibly in variable grades, recycled or new timber decking, artificial turf, variation in
asphalt colour and so forth. Such changes in how the surface appears could be located at
beach access points, bus stops, near heritage buildings and areas where there is opportunity
for taking a pause. Any variation in surfacing will potentially define areas where passive activity
or crossing points are located and will contribute positively to the character of the area and to
the levels of amenity enjoyed. A continuous linear asphalt path as proposed has the potential
to be a one-dimensional landscape feature - largely weighted towards the cycling fraternity.

Revetment structure

It is important that the rock used in the new revetment walls has a compatibility with the form,
texture and colour of the existing bedrock seen in the area. The various bedrock reefs and
outcrops are a distinctive feature of this part of the coast, helping to define each bay and the
proposal will be seen very close to these outcrops in places. If imported rock material appears
too 'different’, it will stand out as foreign and draw the eye away from the natural features
(Figure 1). In the DFR under 311 it states that "The final selection of rock material for the
revetment will be addressed by the contractor’. While this may be adequate, it is preferable
that a landscape architect, possibly aided by a geologist, be engaged to select any non-local
rock material. It is important that the revetment works appear as ‘low key' as possible as these
structures extend some way out into the coastal environment and higher than the top of the
shared use path. Any adverse effects on landscape and natural character which are currently
agreed as being 'moderate’ will be exacerbated with poor rock choice where these effects will
become unacceptable,

T .

Sald T 5 v a— o ' G " g Fe
Figure 1 Reefs at Point Howard/Sorrento Bay. The foreground ared is proposed to be a formed carpark
with revetment extending out and overlaying part of the reef outcrops (red-brown rock). The shared use
path passes to the seaward side of the pohutukawa. It is important that the revetment rock is
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compatible with the local rock colour as opposed to the contrasting grey rock used here in the rip rap.
Photograph by J. Head May 2, 20189,

Curved sea walls, ramps and steps

How these structures are finished will determine their levels of visibility and acceptability in this
coastal setting. It is acknowledged that the curved form of the wall is optimal in attenuating
wave action and storm surges. As the proposed walls, ramps and steps are concrete which is
highly 'plastic’ when it is placed into the formwork, there are limitless opportunities for
reducing the potentially ‘utilitarian’ effects of these structures. Such effects arise from the
structures’ potentially highly regular and horizontal forms and surface reflectivity. This mostly
affects harbour and beach views, but these effects will also be observed from the road and
shared use path when looking across the curve of the bay (Figure 2).

Figure 2 Looking across the curve of Lowry Bay from Marine Drive/shared use path. Note visibility of
existing (and proposed) sea wall, rocky reefs and historic Skerrett Boat Shed (at right, built over the
water). It is important that the final design of the proposal adequately protects and enhances these
features. Also note the opportunities for the shared use path to better separate itself from the road -
rather than simply extend the asphalt surfacing. Photograph by J. Head May 2, 2019.

It is recommended that the curved and vertical surfaces be textured in a way where the face of
the concrete appears irregular. Such textures could be achieved by taking latex moulds of
natural rockwork or rock walling and laying these inside the formwork prior to being filled. It is
not considered adequate to simply apply a random 'dimpling’ in the surface as this will have
scant benefit to more distant views. The flat step and curved wall ‘treads,’ ramp surface and
wall top will obviously be required to be smoother for safety which will also benefit comfort
levels (when the wall treads and cap are used for sitting on).

It will be necessary to manage the concrete colour. While adding colourful oxides is not
considered appropriate or necessarily effective, it will be advantageous if the concrete can be
as dark, visually recessive and uniform in colour as possible. This may require the addition of
charcoal oxides. When concrete is new, it appears very bright - almost white which is evident in
the colour of the concrete kerb separators. As such the new concrete structures will appear as
a reflective and obtrusive band between the beach/harbour waters and the vegetated
backdrop.



\\ \ I ) O P U S Peer Review of Hutt City Council's Eastern Bays Shared Use Path LvVA

It is suggested that the top of the sea wall that sits flush with the asphalt path is wide enough
to form an obvious 'seat’ or ‘perch’. At York Bay, the top of the wall is approximately 300mm
wide. Figures 3-3 to 3-5 of the DFR show a much smaller concrete top than this. A concrete
‘cap’ width of 450-500mm is preferred. This will enable an obvious strip on which people may
sit without feeling encroached upon by cyclists passing by. The wider ‘seat’ edge will also
provide for increased visual differentiation between passive and active shared path users.
Further to this, a wider cap will provide for a stronger, more deliberate visual transition
between the shared use path and the occasionally rugged coastal environment here.

It is understood that a raised edge was explored for this situation and that if this was included
it would need contrasting colour to increase its visibility (with adverse visual implications), and
that it may possibly form a trip hazard. It is recommended that the concrete wall cap be left
flush with the surface of the shared use path adjacent to it.

It is acknowledged that over time, new concrete will weather to a dull grey as is currently
evident in the banding in the concrete colouring at York Bay. In this example, it would have
been beneficial if the concrete had been tinted grey to lessen the contrast and ‘striped’ effect
evident in the variable weathering processes.

Where the curved sea wall 'treads’ transition to single curved wall, it is recommended that the
end of the tread is set into a large rock or series of rocks - possibly, in turn, set in a concrete
haunching. This way the squared off end of the tread would not be visible with its contrived
non-natural pattern dominating the surrounding natural rock patterns (Figure 3).

It is recommended that a 1:1 site sample be made that can be agreed on by the design team
and community as part of the LUDP, for replication on site.

Figure 3 Unnatural transition from sea wall to rocky bedch (to be avoided). The squared off end of the
tread dominates the rock. It would have improved this transition if a large rock or a few large rocks
were partially cast in to the end of the tread with minimal visible grouting (as opposed to here where
the rocks set in the concrete matrix appears highly unnatural. Photograph by J. Head May 2, 2019.

Kerb separators
The kerb separators are potentially the most visible part of the proposal from the landward
side of the shared use path, including Marine Drive and the shared use path itself. As such

10
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these structures need to be adequately designed. It is noted here following a site visit that the
existing concrete kerb separators (which the proposal is modelled on) in York Bay still have
scope for improvement (Figure 3).

The primary issue with the simple rectangular forms used is their utilitarian and regular
appearance. While these concrete blocks may adequately protect the shared use path from
encroachment by motorised vehicles, these structures would benefit from further design
thought. It is acknowledged that the DFR states that “[the] concrete separators have the
adaptability to incorporate textures and colour and can be easily mass produced once the
concrete forms have been manufactured”, This peer review supports this comment. It is
recommended that any visual changes to the size/height/length and surface finish be carefully
explored in the LUDP. It is agreed that timber is not an appropriate material for this situation
used in large quantities, but the concrete forms could take on the appearance of timber
through the formwork. Timber textures would not be out of place and would have a
compatibility with the variety of driftwood found washed up along the shoreline.

Another observation of the existing and proposed kerb separators is their visibility through
contrast with the asphalt paved surfaces. It is recormmended that this colour contrast is
lessened which would be facilitated by forming a continuous concrete band flush with the
road and shared use path surfaces aligned with the kerb separators. This concrete band should
be exposed aggregate concrete, or even better - have a stone 'cobbled’ look to the surface. This
concrete/stone band with the kerb separators ranked along it will provide a stronger visual and
physical delineation between the roadway and the shared use path which will improve traffic
safety. This contrast or accentuation of the shared use path would be improved even further if
a different asphalt colour was used for the shared use path.

24 Recommendations

The Applicant's LVA provides recommendations at ‘Additional Mitigation Measures’ (part 8 of
her LVA 8.21 - 8.24). While these recommendations are brief they are agreed with in this peer
review. Otherwise, mitigation of the proposal relies on appropriate outcomes through the
LUDP process.

As the outcome of the proposal is heavily reliant on refinements/improvements following the
LUDP, it is recommended that the LUDP process occurs in a robust timely manner with
appropriate attendees present. It is also recommended that the design refinements to the
proposal as it currently stands are presented to the GWRC for careful consideration and formal
approval before works begin on site.

This peer review includes some additional recommendations that are intended to be tabled
for discussion at the LUDP. These have been discussed in the body of this peer review at 2.3
and are not repeated here.

3 Conclusion

There is general agreement with the content and conclusions reached in the Applicant's LVA.
The existing treatment of the coastal edge where the proposal is located is currently poor and
in need of improvement. The proposal addresses this adequately and represents a nett
improvement on the coastal edge’s appearance and functionality. The extent of the changes
closely aligns with the current extent of the modified coastal edge - but not everywhere and so
‘moderate’ landscape effects will occur in these areas. This is a reasonable conclusion. Visual
effects arising from the proposal are considered to be 'low’ overall. This is also a reasonable
conclusion.

n
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Therefore, the proposal and any potentially adverse landscape, visual and natural character
effects arising from it on the site and its coastal context have been covered off in satisfactory
detail. It is agreed that the high natural landscape values and amenity values enjoyed in the
area will continue to be maintained following the proposal as it is currently presented which
essentially 'tidies up’ the existing situation in a generic manner.

However, there is considerable scope for further improvements in the proposal. This will ensure
the shared use path becomes a destination in itself, and the design better responds to 'sense
of place’, This is alluded to throughout the LVA, without the detail of any such improvements
being made explicit. With a careful, considered approach to the final form and appearance of
the proposal and how it may better suit more user groups, a significantly improved result over
what is shown in the proposal is possible. This is intended to be facilitated through the LUDP
process, followed by further review by GWRC.

12
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Hi Shannon,

The recreation comments are written by me following telephone discussion with Catherine. Apologies if anything
got lost in franslation...

Kind regards,

Jeremy Head
Senior Landscape Architect

\\‘\I)

T:+64 33650525 Mi+64 21308 048
Jeremy.Head@wsp.com

WSP Opus

12 Moorhouse Avenue
Christchurch

8011 New Zealand

From: Shannon.Watson@ghd.com <Shannon,Watson @ghd.com>

Sent: Monday, 21 October 2019 12:09 PM

To: Head, leremy <leremy.Head @wsp.com>; Hamilton, Catherine <Catherine.Hamilton@wsp.com>

Ce: Grinlinton-Hancock, Michelle <Michelle.Grinlinton-Hancock@wsp.com>; dan.kellow@huttcity.govt.nz; Jo Frances
<Jo.Frances@gw.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Eastern Bays Shared Path LVA addendum to include assessment of project with safety barriers

Thanks very much Jeremy and Catherine for your comments,
Catherine, | have some follow up questions based on your comments:
& the full barrier will only be used in sections where the path width is 3.5m and not in any areas where the path width is 2.5m —

therefore the useable space of the shared path in sections where the full barrier is used will reduce to at worst 2.8m (based on your
reference to a loss of 700mm below). Where this is the case do you see any major conflicts/areas for concern?

You raise a good point about all locations where the fence is used resulting in the loss of the ability for sitting on the sea wall, which
you consider part of the mitigation for effects on recreation amenity. However, | have had a look through the various reports and
cannot find any reference to sitting on the side of the seawall as mitigation? Can you please confirm where you found reference to
the edge of the seawall being used for sitting being discussed as a mitigation option or explain where your assessment of sitting on
the seawall as mitigation has come from?

= Do you have any concerns with wheel stoppers being used or do you expect these to not be an issue and, given their small size, for
people to just sit over the top of them where they are used?

Many thanks

Shannon Watson
Environmental Planner

GHD

Proudly employee owned

T: +64 04 474 7330 | V: 517330 | F: 04 472 0833 | E: shannon.watzon@ghd.com
Level 2, Grant Thornton House, 215 Lambton Quay, Wellington 6011 | www.ghd.com
Connect
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Please consider our environment before printing this email




From: Head, Jeremy <Jeremy. Head @wsp.com>

Sent: Friday, 18 October 2019 4:56 PM

To: Shannon Watson <Shannon. Watson@ghd.com>; Hamilten, Catherine <Catherine Hamilton @wsp.com>

Ce: Grinlinton-Hancock, Michelle <Michelle. Grinlinton-Hancock@®wsp.com>; Dan Kellow (InTouch) <dan.kellow@huttcity.govt.nz>; Jo
Frances <Jo.frances@gw.govt.nz>

Subject: RE: Eastern Bays Shared Path LVA addendum to include assessment of project with safety barriers
Hi Shannon,

Catherine and | have the following comments (Catherine is away today and asked me to include her comments in
my email).

Recreational comments (from Catherine):

» The fence adds a vertical structure which effectively narrows the avialable psychological width. People will
keep back to avoid handlebars touching the fence. People will already keep back from the 'sleepers’ on the
opposite side therefore a net loss of usable width of up to 700mm will occur.

The effective cycleway width will reduce from 2.5m to 1.8m little more than a standard urban footpath.

Being able to sit on the edge of the sea wall was considered part of the mitigation. This is no longer valid.

Loss of feeling connected to the seaq, replaced with feeling contained within the roading environment.

The visualisations don't tell the full story. Preferable if similar situations could be cited by the applicant which
could be visited (by us or the client) on a busy day to better understand how people respond fo such
sfructures.

L B

Landscape comments:

« Typically a cycleway requires a 1400mm barrier, although in special cicumstances this can be reduced fo
1200mm if sightline issues come into play. The proposal is for a 1100mm high barrier which may not comply. The
applicant needs to confirm this.

« |f a barrier is required for compliance reasons, | question whether it is required where the fall height is less than
1m. The applicant needs to confirm this by citing the relevant rule.

+ The proposed barrier will appear very urban which will be particularly at odds with the sometimes wild sea
conditions. This is regardless of whether the barrier is opposite residential development or more natural areas.

» The barrier will be a visual distraction, particularly from oblique views when traveliing along the shared user
path or road where the vertical elements will visually 'overiap’ causing the structure to appear more solid than
it actually is.

» | generally agree with Ms William's comments in Appendices 1 - 3.

« If a safety barrier is ultimately installed as shown, it should be visually 'light', and, if painted avoid the cliche
‘blue’ which will jar when seen against the surrounding natural sea and rock colours. A preference would be
for a recessive grey/brown hue (eg 'Ironsand’).

+ The barrier would need to be sufficiently strong to avoid distorting if struck by cyclists, vandals etc. If the
uprights for example became bent out of plumb, the unsightly effects would be highly noticeable.,

« Visualimpact from the sea will be less than from the land as the barrier will be backdropped by visually ‘busy’

colours, textures and moving elements. From the land the barrier will appear prominent particulary at times of

day/year when it catches the light {even dark colours will have this effect).

My original conclusicns were that the proposal had adverse landscape, visual and natural character effects

that would fall between 'low' and ‘'moderate’. In light of the proposal to include a barrier, my conclusion are

that the effects would increase to ‘moderate’ as the barrier will be a prominent feature around this highly
defined landscape 'edge’.

s The design of the barrier needs to be carefully considered/selected, and appropriately coloured.

Kind regards,

Jeremy Head
Senior Landscape Architect

\\'\l)

T:i+64 3365 0525 Mi+64 21308 048
Jeremy Head@wsp.com

WSP Opus

12 Moorhouse Avenue
Christchurch

8011 New Zealand

Wip-opus.co.nz



From: Shannon.Watson@ghd com <Shannon.Watson@ghd.com>

Sent: Tuesday, 8 October 2019 3:50 PM

To: Hamilton, Catherine <Catherine Hamilton@wsp.com>; Head, Jeremy <leremy. Head @wsp com>

Cc: Grinlinton-Hancock, Michelle <Michelle Grinlinton-Hancock@wsp .com>; dan.kellow@huttcity govt.nz; Jo Frances
<lo.Frances@gw.govt.nz>

Subject: Eastern Bays Shared Path LVA addendum to include assessment of project with safety barriers

Importance: High

Hi Catherine and Jeremy

| hope this email finds you both well — | have now left GWRC but have been seconded back to complete the Fastern Bays Shared Path
project consenting.

Following concerns from HCC's consultant Transport Engineer David Wanty about the need for the project to include safety barriers and/or
wheel guards at certain locations pursuant to Building Act requirements and safety concerns, the applicant has reassessed their preliminary
design to determine whether it is necessary, and if so where it will be necessary, to incorporate some form of edge protection along the
seaward side of the Shared Path. As a result, Julia Williams, the applicants Landscape and Visual Amenity expert has prepared an addendum
to her original Landscape and Visual Effects Assessment (LVA) to address any changes the incorporation of edge protection had on the
conclusions that she reached in the original LVA.

Could you please review the attached addendum and visual simulations for the Shared Path project with the inclusion of edge protection
features and let me know whether the addition of edge protection changes any of the conclusions you reached during your initial
assessments in relation to significance or scale of effects. Additionally, | would be keen to understand whether either of you have any major
concerns related to the addition of edge protection from an amenity (both visual and recreational) or safety perspective.

This information has come quite late in the process, with plans to notify the application immediately following Labour Weekend (29
October). It would be greatly appreciated if you could get any comments back to me by 18 October 2019,

Please feel free to give me a call if you would like to discuss.

Kind regards

Shannon Watson
Environmental Planner

GHD

Proudly employee owned

T: +64 04 474 7330 | V: 517330 | | F: 04 472 0833 | E: shannon watson@ghd.com
Level 2, Grant Thernton House, 215 Lambton Quay, Wellington 6011 | www.ghd.com
Connect

00

Please consider our environment before printing this email

WATER |

| ENVIRONMENT | PROPERTY & BUILDINGS | TRANSPORTATION

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email, including any attachments, is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended
recipient please notify the sender immediately, and please delete it; you should not copy it or use it for any purpose or disclose its contents
to any other person. GHD and its affiliates reserve the right to monitor and modify all email communications through their networks.

MOTICE: This communicalion and any allachments (" rhls massaue"} may oom,aln lnl‘ormallun which is privileged, confidential, proprietary or olherwise subject lo reslricled disclosure under
applicable law, This message is for the sole use of the | p Any ed use, disclosure, viewing, copying, alteration, dissemination or distribution of, or rekance on, this
muessage is siriclly prohibited, If you have received this message in ermor, ar you are nol an authonized or inlended recipient, please nolily the sender immediately by replying to this message,
delale this message and all copies fram your e-mall system and destroy any prinled copies.

This e-mail has been scanned for viruses

CONFIDENTIALITY NOTICE: This email, including any attachments, is confidential and may be privileged. If you are not the intended
recipient please notify the sender immediately, and please delete it; you should not copy it or use it for any purpose or disclose its contents
to any other person. GHD and its affiliates reserve the right to monitor and medify all email communications through their networks.

This e-mail has been scanned for viruses



Memo

To Shannon Watson, Environmental Planner, GHD

Copy Michelle Grinlinton-Hancock

From Jeremy ﬁéad o N
Office Christchurcﬁ i 3 )
Date 14 February 2020

file 3-53523.00 Eastern Bays Shared Path

Subject Evidence summary notes

Background

This advice note sets out the key points that will be raised in my evidence
to be presented on behalf of the Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC).

On May 10, 2019 I prepared a peer review on behalf of GWRC regarding the
applicant’s landscape and visual assessment report. My peer review generally
concluded in agreement with the content and conclusions reached in this
report. However, a general thread that ran through my peer review was that
the proposal was lacking sufficient detail to draw absolute conclusions as to
the landscape character, natural character and visual effects of the
proposal. It was pointed out in several places in my peer review that the
proposal (and its effects) were aspirational rather than actual. Much
reliance was placed on a post granting of Resource Consent landscape and
urban design plan (LUDP) being carried out. This LUDP process would ‘iron
out’ many of the details of how the proposal would be constructed and how it
would appear.

Comments on the application as lodged

It was concluded in my peer review that the LUDP process may result in an
improved outcome over what the proposal currently included. However, it was
also discussed that an improvement cannot be necessarily guaranteed either.
To alleviate these concerns, there was a realistic expectation that a revised
application addressing some of the points raised in my and others’ peer
reviews would be presented prior to the hearing. It is understood that the
applicant will not be amending the proposal prior to the hearing other than
adding sections of safety barriers to parts of the proposal.

In this regard the conclusions reached in my peer review remain unchanged.
These are that:

. The applicant’s intent is that the LUDP process will have a positive
outcome where the proposal will be further fine-tuned and improved.
. The proposal can only be assessed as it currently stands as a

‘worst-case scenario’ and that the proposal may not necessarily
change following the LUDP. It is important to note that there is no
guarantee that the proposal will improve following the LUDFP either.

. The outcome of the proposal must be considered aspirational, rather
than actual.

® I have a degree of discomfort that a proposal such as this, in such
an important location is being submitted for Resource Consent, after
which the proposal may change.

] That any adverse landscape character, wvisual and natural character
effects arising from the proposal as it currently stands are between
‘low’ and ‘moderate’.

L] Construction effects will be ‘moderate-high’.



= The current proposal is essentially a functional engineered solution
with little acknowledgement of sense of place and visual aesthetics.

® The design specifics of the proposal are currently brief at best,
and what is currently presented will generate a sub-optimum outcome.
There are several ways to improve the final form and appearance of
the proposal which need to be explored further by the applicant.

L] Mitigation of the proposal is heavily reliant on the LUDP process.

] The LUDP process must include appropriate attendees.

. The LUDP must form a recommended condition of consent as a minimum.
. Any design refinements developed through the LUDP are presented to

the GWRC for careful consideration before further consents are
granted and/or works begin on site.

Further information responses

With regards to landscape matters, the applicant provided further responses.
This included a supplementary report to the landscape and visual assessment
with regards to the additional safety barriers. The design and extent of
these safety barriers are unconfirmed to date. Height and type are not fixed.
The taller of the barrier structures has varying degrees of opacity which
will potentially have adverse effects on landscape character and amenity
values currently held.

The conclusions reached around the barriers were that the final appearance of
the barriers and their potential effects and any required mitigation will be
dependent on the LUDP process. It was also stated in the supplementary report
that the final locations and lengths of the barriers will be determined at
detailed design stage, which is post-hearing and contributes to the LUDP
process.

A conclusion is reached by the applicant where the adverse effects of the
safety barriers on natural character (urbanising an otherwise natural coastal
edge) will have between ‘low’ and ‘moderate to low’ effects depending on the
degree of existing coastal development. Effects on visual amenity are
considered by the applicant to be between ‘very low’ and ‘moderate to low',
depending on the viewers proximity to the barrier, and whether views are
fixed or transient. These findings assume an acceptable solution is reached
through the LUDP process, which I consider is fundamentally problematic for
the decision maker to grapple with.

Changes to the earlier submitted Appendix 1: ‘Attributes of Edge Protection
Treatments’, Appendix 2: ‘Effects of Proposal on Natural Character
(experiential)’ and Appendix 3: Assessment against NZCPS 2010’ are included.
The effects of the additional barriers are described where the extent of the
adverse effects are generally increased. Again, these findings are
determinant on the LUDP.

The above additional elements discussed by the applicant and assessed, and
the conclusions reached, are consistent with the methodology and conclusions
reached in the original landscape and visual assessment regarding the rest of
the proposal. That is, the LUDP is reli9ed on to provide an acceptable design
outcome which also includes the mitigation of any adverse effects.

Submissions received

Of the many submissions received several included specific design
opportunities that would enhance the proposal. There has been no indication
from the applicant that these points have be considered and will be included
in any future outcome.

Proposal’s location

The proposal is located at an ‘edge’ in the landscape. Edges are particularly
important places as they are areas where natural processes contrast with one
another along a line, landforms and substrates change, landuse and cultural
patterns change and so forth. Strong edges may include all of these features.



And so, edges are places where there is more scrutiny than other landscape
areas. The site for the proposal is located at a strong edge. It is the place
where the ephemeral, often wild harbour waters meet the stability of the
land, a safe environment presses up to a potentially hazardous one, passive
and active recreation is found squeezed into a narrow band between a road and
the sea.

Highly constrained sites such as this are rare and valuable and need to be
particularly well-considered and any modification well managed to achieve the
optimum outcomes for landscape. The intent of the proposal is to increase
active modes of transport and so the numbers of people using this ‘edge’ will
grow.

It is a legitimate expectation that any changes to sites such as this
maintain or enhance currently held values attributed to landscape character
and amenity and natural character.

LUDP Process

There is no guarantee as to the framework of the LUDP, who will be attending
and how much weighting will be given to individual disciplines. This could
have a significant impact on the outcomes reached. As the LUDP is set up and
wholly reliant by the applicant to capture design controls it is imperative
that any refinements toc the proposal be robustly audited and reviewed by an
independent party. Nonetheless, it is difficult to see how much weighting can
be placed by the decision-maker on the LUDP process as it will occur after
the hearing of the proposal.

Recommendations

Several opportunities for design improvements were included in my earlier
peer review. Points discussed were under the headings ‘Shared Path’,
‘Revetment Structure’, ‘Curved sea walls, ramps and steps’ and ‘Kerb
Separators’. The intent of these recommendations was for the benefit of the
applicant to incorporate (or not) into a revised submission prior to the
hearing. These points have not been acknowledged by the applicant to date. It
will be difficult if not impossible for the decision-maker to re-word these
recommendations into recommended conditions of consent - in my opinion. In my
experience such fundamental shortcomings in a proposal would trigger a
hearing adjournment where the applicant would be required to come back with a
revised and more certain proposal.
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Memorandum

To Shannon Watson, Environmental Planner; GHD

Copy Brenda O'Shaughnessy, Principal Planner; WSP -
From | Catherine Hamilton

Office Auckland

Date | 25 June 2020

File/Ref 3-53523.00

Subject Eastern Bays Shared Path conditions review

Dear Shannon,

Please see our response to your request for comments on the revised resource consent conditions for the Eastern
Bays Shared Path Project, dated 11 June 2020, by Stantec. We have combined our feedback relating to landscape
and natural character effects and recreation amenity.

The fact remains that the applicant has not provided a proposal in sufficient detail to be objectively peer reviewed.
While the various wording in the Stantec 11 June Appendix R — Proposed Resource Consent Conditions and 12 June
2020 Memorandum outlines a robust design process and a potentially acceptable result, it remains aspirational.

Specific comments on Eastern Bays Shared Path Project Memorandum 5 — Response fo matters
raised in email dated é March 2020, dated 12 June 2020, and Revised resource consent
conditions for the Eastern Bays Shared Path Project Dated 11 June 2020, by Stantec.

GCS5

GC.5 is problematic. This bundles the landscape and urban design plan (LUDP) with the other management plans,
all of which are proposed to be submitted to the “Manager, Environmental Regulation or the Team Leader,
Resource Consents (as relevant) for certification at least 30 working days prior to the Commencement of
Construction.” (my emphasis). LV.2(a) states that the purpose of the LUDP is to provide a detailed design for the
Project among other things. This suggests a level of detail that can be tendered and built from. Thirty working days
(minimum) is too short a timeframe to adequately respond to the LUDP through robust peer review, provide
findings, allow for the applicant to make changes to the details in a timely manner and not significantly
inconvenience the tender process/pricing/materials procurement and build process itself.

C.1andC.2

C1 and C2 provide for the detailed design plans to be submitted at least 30 working days prior to the
Commencement of Construction. Again, this is considered insufficient time for effective peer review of design.

LV.l1to LV.4

Wsp
Auckland

Level 3 The Westhaven
100 Beaumont 5t
Auckland 1010, New Zealand YEARS

+b64 9355 9500 1N ADTEARDA
wsp.comynz 1



The memorandum identifies that conditions are proposed that will address concerns relating to landscape and
natural character effects, and that these are contained within conditions LV.1 to LV.4. We do not agree that
conditions LV.1 to LV.4 adequately address the concerns raised. Specific concerns are;

{a}) The three months duration proposed for the LUDP process is not sufficient time for design and peer
review to ensure acceptable solutions;

{b} The submission of management plans at least 30 days prior to commencement of construction does not
allow enough time for design review and revisions should they be required. The 30-day timeframe for
management plans generally relates to management of construction effects during implementation, not
design review.

{c} Thereis no design provided to assess the likely visual and landscape effects. We acknowledge that design
plans in support of the information provided in the memo have been requested of the applicant and we
can respond 1o these upon receipt.

LV.5 to LV.7

The memorandum identifies that conditions are proposed that will address concerns relating to recreation
amenity, and that these are contained within conditions LV.5 to LV.

We do not agree that condition LV.5 is adequate to address recreation amenity concerns for the same reasons as
stated in {a) {h) and {c) above.

LV.5 states that “The BSUDP’s may either be attached to the initial LUDP or prepared fater, and added to the LUDP
on a staged basis, if the Construction Works are staged bay by bay”. This is especially concerning as the BSUD®'s
will contain design detail that needs checks and balances to alleviate any possible concerns. If the BSUDF's are

prepared later in a staged manner, and not included as part of an agreed LUDP, what is the mechanism for peer
review?

We are concerned that staged design could result in ad-hoc outcomes and the loss of overall cohesion and unity
across the built landscape. This would be alleviated by providing full design up-front even if construction is to be
staged.

LV.6 and LV.7 are comprehensive in scope and are likely to address the concerns relating to recreation amenity so
long as sufficient time and peer review opportunities are provided.

We have concerns about establishing a hierarchy of importance in the LUDP's. It appears that safety comes first
while urban design outcomes appear as the lowest priority. All factors are important, and many are interrelated.
For instance, safety is a factor of urban design.

Overall comments

The memo states that the design is a “preliminary design for consenting to understand (and manage) the project’s
effects. There is scope within the detailed design te make smoll adjustments to the detailed layout”, This statement
implies that design is resofved and that only design tweaks will be considered going forward. We have not seen
design plans other than route alignment and some typical sections. This is insufficient information to assess the
projects effects on the considerable and highly sensitive landscape and recreation values,

If a suitably reselved proposal is net submitted prior to the hearing, then there must be time provided in the
process afterwards for the Regicnal Council to respend appropriately to the LUDP through robust peer review. 1t is
suggested that two review hold points are provided, The first hold peint and review would be at developed design

stage. The second hold point would be at detaii design stage. A 30 working day timeframe would not be adequate
for this.

it is assumed there will be goodwili on both sides (applicant and Regional Council) to enable an
appropriate design outcome. There needs to be adeguate timeframes afllowed to review the proposal and for
Regional Council to engage experts and to respond with any fair and reasonable changes in a timely manner, if

agreements cannot be reached between the applicant and Regional Council an independent meadiator should be
used.



JEHerA

Jeremy Head
Senior Landscape Architect
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Catherine Hamilton
Principal Landscape Architect



From: Shannon Watson

To: Dan Keliow (InTouch)

Ce: “Michells Conland”; Jo Frances

Bec: 12513076

Subject: FW: Eastern Bays shared path landscape comments re safety barrier
Date: Wednesday, 1 July 2020 12:27:00 PM

Attachments: Imagel0Z.png

From: Head, Jeremy <Jeremy.Head @wsp.com>

Sent: Wednesday, 1 July 2020 12:24 PM

To: Shannon Watson <Shannon.Watson@ghd.com>

Cc: O'Shaughnessy, Brenda <brenda.oshaughnessy@wsp.com>; Hamilton, Catherine <Catherine.Hamilton@wsp.com>
Subject: Eastern Bays shared path landscape comments re safety barrier

Hi Shannon,
A response o your request below:

Jeremy, from a landscape and visual amenity perspective we are keen to understand whether the changing of the safety barrier height from
1.1m to 1.4m would change any of your previous conclusions regarding the effects of the proposal, being that any adverse landscape
character, visual and natural character effects arising from the proposal as it currently stands are between ‘low’ and ‘moderate’?

The conclusion reached in my May 10, 2019 peer review was that any landscape and visual effects arising from the
proposal as it was presented would likely be between 'low' and 'moderate’. This finding was in absence of the
inclusion of a safety barier.

Later, a response was received from the applicant following a request for further information. Safety barriers were
added to the proposal and assessed as a supplement to the LVA,

A conclusion on any changes to the landscape and visual effects of the proposal after adding safety barriers could
not be made as there was insufficient detail regarding the location, design and appearance of the safety barmrier
provided by the applicant. Excerpt from my 14 January 2020 memo below:

"With regards to landscape matters, the applicant provided further responses. This included a supplementary report
to the landscape and visual assessment with regards to the additional safefy barriers. The design and extent of
these safety barriers are unconfirmed to dafe, Height and type are not fixed. The taller of the barrier structures has
varying degrees of opacity which will potentially have adverse effects on landscape character and amenity values
currently held.

The conclusions reached around the barriers were that the final appearance of the barriers and their potential
effects and any required mitigation will be dependent on the LUDP process. It was also stated in the supplementary
report that the final locations and lengths of the barriers will be determined at detailed design stage, which is post-
hearing and contributes to the LUDP process.

“A conclusion is reached by the applicant where the adverse effects of the safety barriers on natural character
(urbanising an otherwise natural coastal edge) will have between 'low' and ‘'moderate to low' effects depending
on the degree of existing coastal development. Effects on visual amenity are considered by the applicant to be
between 'very low' and ‘moderate fo low', depending on the viewers proximity to the barrier, and whether views
are fixed or transient. These findings assume an acceptable solution is reached through the LUDP process, which |
consider is fundamentally problematic for the decision maker to grapple with."

What type of safety barrier and where it is located will be determined by and need to be compliant with the NZ
Building Code obviously.

However, to provide some response (if a safety barrier is required by law or is otherwise proposed at any height
following the LUDP), it is considered that the level of effects on landscape character and visual amenity arising from
the barrier will be determinant on the barier's design, height, location and durability. Effects on how peoples’
physical movement and access in the vicinity of the barrier is critical too. This will be covered in more detail by
Catherine.

None of the above aspects have been provided with any certainty by the applicant to date. For example, if the
barrier was 1.4m tall it would have greater adverse effects than if the barrier was 1.1m tall. The type of materials
used and the various materials’ cross sections (independently and collectively) will assist in managing any adverse
effects. The 'thinner' or more ‘elegant' the safety barrier is, the better as the seaward views in particular will be less
obstructed. Colour will assist in managing any adverse effects too. For example, if the barrier was coloured in a
recessive manner, it would be less dominant and allow other aspects of the landscape and seascape to visually
prevail which will assist with reducing adverse effects on visual amenity and landscape character too.

At present there is some discussion provided by the applicant regarding where the safety barrier is best located — on
the seaward edge of the sea wall or between the live lane and the shared path. It is conceivable that a type of
‘double fence' may even ultimately be proposed if it was determined through a safety audit that a barrier to the
live lane was equally important. A double fence would have increased adverse landscape and visual effects over
a single barrier.

It is also noted that during storm surges some large material can be washed ashore onto the road. This raises a
question — will a vertical barrier be robust enough to withstand these forces? Will sections be deformed or destroyed



including the footings it is fixed into? To respond to this, will it need to be engineered in such a way that an elegant
visually 'light' option is not possible? If so, this would have increased landscape and visual effects.

| trust that the above discussion highlights some of the issues that may come into play. As mentioned previously, the
lack of a firm proposal (regarding a safety barrier as well as the overall proposal) does not assist with determining
the level of effects with any certainty. A safety barrier will be a substantial element in the proposal. It will be the most
visible element from the landward and often from the seaward side at low tide. It will be the single most element of
the proposal most likely to affect peoples' amenity and physical enjoyment of the coast. For those reasons alone
the level of landscape and visual effects of the wider proposal will be highly likely to increase from the previous
conclusion reached which fell around a ‘low' to 'moderate’ level of landscape and visual effects,

Of course | am happy to discuss further,

Kind regards,

Jeremy Head
Senior Landscape Architect
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Memorandum

To Shannen Watson, Envirconmental Planner; GHD
Copy Brenda O'Shaughnessy, Principal Planner; WSP
From Jeremy Head

Office Christchurch

Date 16 November 2020

File/Ref | 3-53523.00

Subject | Position Statement Eastern Bays Shared Path

Introduction

| have been commissioned by the Greater Wellington Regional Council (GWRC) to provide an
expert review of the potential landscape' and visual? effects of the proposed Eastern Bays
Shared Path.

The Hutt City Council (HCC) (the Applicant) proposes to construct a 4.4 km shared path along
Marine Drive in Wellington's Eastern Bays in two sections: between Point Howard and the
northern end of Days Bay, and the southern end of Days Bay (Windy Point) to Eastbourne
(Muritai Road / Marine Parade intersection).

No new path is required in Days Bay. A description of the proposal is provided in the
Assessment of Environmental Effects (AEE) of the consent application for the shared path.

The stated purpose of the shared path is to develop a safe and integrated walking and cycling
facility on Marine Drive to connect communities along Hutt City's Eastern Bays. It also aims to
provide links to other parts of the network (current and future) for recreation and tourism
purposes - in particular, the Remutaka Cycle Trail and the Great Harbour Way (Te Aranui o
Poneke).

It is the intent of the bi-directional shared path to greatly increase use of the coastal edge by
multiple modes of commuting (transport), recreation and tourism users. These users will cover
all physical abilities: some will move fast on bikes, some will run others will dawdle and look at
the view, some will be learning to walk, roller skate and such.

The proposal is intended to be compatible with the overall and bay-specific landscape
character currently found throughout the coastal context of the site. The proposal is anticipated
by the Applicant to not adversely affect current levels of amenity to an unacceptable degree.
The Applicant also proposes that appropriate landscape and amenity design outcomes for
review will be articulated through a Landscape and Urban Design Process (LUDP). This process
is planned to involve multiple stake-holders including the wider and bay-specific communities

! Landscape effects relate to physical changes to the setting or landscape character. These changes may
be visible or invisible but are otherwise understood to exist. Also known as ‘Landscape Character’ effects.
2 Visual effects relate to changes in how a landscape appears from specific viewpoints. Visual effects are
also known as visual amenity effects.
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where the conceptual design will be developed further - following consent of the generic
proposal,

Review process

In undertaking a landscape character and visual assessment review?, | have assessed the
application including the Proposed Eastern Bays Shared Path Eastern Bays, Hutt City
Landscape and Visual Assessrment by Drakeford Williams Ltd for the Applicant. | subsequently
provided comments to GWRC regarding respanses provided by the Applicant following
requests for further information under Section 22 (1). Further review and advice has been
provided on the proposed conditions of consent, including the amended conditions submitted
by the Applicant.

Focus of my review: landscape outcomes

The focus of my peer review was on the expected outcomes of the proposal - including the
visual amenity benefits of the proposed shared path as well as its compatibility at the edge of
two areas with differing coastal and urban landscape characteristics and values.

In consiclering the likely tandscape character and visual amenity outcomes based on the
information provided, | have taken account of the following key factors:

Design features - generally: The Applicant’s plans and drawings currently include a basic
shared path route solution for the area with a largely functional bias. Sense of place and
visual aesthetics are not apparent in the design to date. Detail development is left up to
the LUDP which will occur following consent. It is acknowledged by myself and Ms
Drakeford that there remains significant scope for design detailing following cansent
which in my opinion will improve the proposal compared to how it is currently
presented.

+ Shared path: The design for the proposed shared path needs to be developed further to
provide certainty that an acceptable landscape and visual outcome will be achieved to
cater for all user-groups. This may be by using a range of materials, applying different
surface treatment options in different areas and the use of motif and story-telling {for
example). These aspects may better define different parts of the path and different
coastal character areas, create slow zones, encourage safe rest stops, provide clear cues
to beach access points, facilitate crossings and nodes, all while maintaining or
enhancing currently held amenity values.

+ Balustrade/handrail:

Safety from falling barriers are proposed for sections of the shared path that have more
than 1 m fall. These areas generally relate to non-beach environments and are areas at
higher risk from falling. Barriers are not proposed for areas that are 2.5 m in width.

The proposed barriers have not been designed or confirmed, therefore | am unable to
comment with certainty on the amenity effects of these bartiers. However, a 1.4 m high
barrier may have unintended adverse consequences an visual amenity. A horizontal rail
14 m above the path surface will, for some, coincide with eye level and create an
impediment to harbour views from the path, and also to cccupants passing by in traffic.
This will diminish the connection with the seascape which will potentially have both
adverse landscape and visual effects.

Further, the design of the balustrade / handrail structure needs to be carefully
considered as it will be required to withstand storm events but minimise loss or
distraction of sea views and be aesthetically pleasing as it will be a readily visible part of
the proposal.

* GWRC Eastern Bays Shared Use Path Review of Applicant's Landscape and Visual Assessment, 10 May
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+  Revetment structure: Rock used in new works needs to have a high level of
compatibility with existing natural rock outcroppings such as reefs and headlands in
which the proposal passes by or over. In this way the proposal will be less obvious as an
‘add-on’ to the coastal environment. Any non-local rock used in the proposal must be

approved by a suitably qualified and experienced landscape architect, possibly with the
assistance of a geoclogist,

+  Curved sea walls, ramps and steps: The surface finish of these structures will determine
their levels of visibility and acceptability in the coastal setting. As the walls are concrete,
and ‘plastic’ while being formed there are limitless options for producing non
‘engineered-locking' structures. The seawalls will be visible from the sea as well as the
land. From the sea it is important that the seawall does not form an overly artificial 'line
of separation’ between the land and the sea. Concrete colour will be important, that is -
colours which will lessen the appearance of the concrete, not enhance it

*  There is an opportunity that the top of the sea walls be used as a seating ‘perch’ so long
as they are wide enough {450 - 500 mimy. This will also enable a sense of separation
from active travel and better define the seaward edge of the path. 1t Is recommended
fand standard practice) that a contract sample of a section of seawall be cast that can
be agreed on.

+  Kerb Separators: Like the balustrading on the seaward side, the physical
separationfseparators between the shared use path and the live traffic lane need will be
a particularly visible part of the proposal and as such, need to be appropriately designed.

POSITION STATEMENT

{Read in conjunction with proposed amendments to conditions of consent)

The proposal is located at an ‘edge’ In the landscape. Edges are particularly important places as
they are areas where natural processes contrast with one another along a line; landforms and
substrates change; landuse and cultural patterns change and so forth. Particularly strong
landscape edges may include all of these features. And so, edges are usually places where there
is more scrutiny than other landscape areas - such as the site for the propoesal. it is the place
where the constantly changing states of the harbour waters meet the stability of the land, a safe
environment presses up to a potentially hazardous one, passive and active recreation is found
squeezed into a narrow band between the road and the sea.

Highly constrained sites such as this are rare, valuable and need to be particularly well-
considered. Any modification to such sites needs to be well managed to achieve an optimum
iandscape outcome. The intent of the proposal is to increase active modes of transport and so
the numbers of people using this ‘edge’ and appreciating it will inevitably grow.

It is a legitimate expectation that any changes to sites such as this maintain or enhance
currently held values attributed to landscape character and visual amenity (among other
values),

LUDP process

There is little detail provided as to how the LUDP wiil be planned and facilitated and the quality
of the solutions reached. This could have a significant impact on the proposal’s kick-off and
potentially, the cutcomes ultimately reached which will be long-lasting. The LUDP is set up by
and wholly reliant on the Applicant to capture the proposal’s design controls. For this reason, it
is imperative that the outcomes found and any ongoing refinements to the proposai be
robustly audited and reviewed by an independent and relevant, suitably qualified and
experienced party. It is difficult to see how much weighting can be placed by the decision-
maker on the LUDP process as it will occur after the hearing of the proposal.



Lack of design drawings to review

The proposal is currently high-level only - presented as a route’ There is minimal information
providing evidence as to the final appearance of the proposal, This is unusual, and sub-optimal -
particularly for a built intervention of this size and value and in such a popular lived-in and
visited location. The lack of design detail has meant | have not been able to scrutinise a design
and provide full professional peer raview of the landscape and visual outcomes of the proposal
to a standard that | am comfortable with.

Commentary:
The proposal needs to achieve a best-fit for place, as itis located partly within a natural coastal

setting. Landscape character and visual amenity effects generated by the proposal must be
acceptable. To provide certainty that this can be achieved, desigh drawings with enough
information to satisfy any concerns should have been provided. In this case, no substantive
detail has been provided for peer review. Instead, the proposal is described by way of alignment
plans with some dirmensions, a small number of typical sections and details and a design
features report (Appendix J) which sets out design principles.

The Applicant intends to prepare design plans once consent is granted. Normal practice is to
submit design plans to a stage of at least ‘preliminary design’ level {more detailed than concept
design, but not detailed enocugh to build from). This would provide a sense of forms, materiality
and colours, for exarmple, that would provide an opportunity for meaningful and robust peer
review. Instead, the Applicant relies on this level of detail being generated later through the
LUDP. In my opinicn, the lack of desigh detail provided to date is a significant flaw in the
application. The Applicant has opted for the final design and design detail to be managed by
GWRC imposing consent conditions. This essentially seeks consent for a series of design
conditions - rather than using those suggdested, and later, recommended conditions to provide
certainty to how an appropriately documented and consented proposal is achieved.

Commentary:
Rather than providing design plans, the application relies upon extensive and detailed resource

consent conditions to control and certify design outcomes. These conditions provide for the
Applicant to furnish design within three months of the design commencing, through the
development of Landscape and Urban Design Plans {LUDP). Bay Specific Urban Design Plans
(BSUDP) will be provided in a staged manner thereafter.

Conditions of Consent

LV have concerns about the process, time allowed and content of the LUDP and BSUDP's
within the proposed Resource Consent conditions

LV.5 states that "The BSUDP's may either be attached to the initial LUDP or prepared later, and
added to the LUDP on a staged basis, if the Construction Works are staged bay by bay”. This is
especially concerning as the BSUDP's will contain design detail that needs checks and balances
to alleviate any possible concerns. If the BSUDP's are prepared later in a staged manner and not
included as part of an agreed LUDP, what and where is the mechanism for peer review?

My concern is that staged design could result in ad-hoc outcomes and the loss of overall
cohesion and unity across the built landscape. This would be alleviated by providing full design
up-front even if construction is to be staged.

LV.6 and LV.7 are comprehensive in scope and are likely to address the concerns relating to
landscape character and visual amenity so long as sufficient time and peer review opportunities
are provided. To alleviate these concerns, | recommend that conditions explicitly identify
minimum standards.

Conditions should allow for Hold Points at preliminary, developed and detailed design stages
for review by suitably qualified and experienced specialists.



SUMMARY CONCLUSION

Cn 10 May 2019 | prepared a peer review on behalf of CWRC regarding the Applicant’s
landscape and visual assessment report. My peer review generally concluded in agreement with
the content and conclusions reached in this report. However, a general thread that ran through
my peer review was that the proposal was lacking sufficient detail to draw absolute conclusions
as to the landscape character, and visual effects of the proposal. It was pointed out in several
places in my peer review that the proposal (and its effects) were aspirational rather than actual.
Much reliance was placed on a post granting of Resource Consent LUDP being successfully
carried out and the solutions from this being faithfully implemented on site. This LUDP process
is intended by the Applicant te ‘iron out’ many of the details of how the proposai would be
constructed and how it would appear.

The Applicant's LVA considers any adverse effects on visual amenity to be ‘Low’ to ‘Very Low'
and ‘Moderate - Low' for from some residences. Any adverse effects on landscape character will
be ‘Low' in the bays with no safety barrier and 'Moderate-Low' in bays where there is a safety
barrier. In my opinion, any potential adverse landscape effects will be between 'Low’ and
‘Moderate’. However, this determination was and still is based on further design detail being
provided which has not occurred to date. In this regard the finding is optimistic in that the
LUDP will provide for a successful landscape cutcome. Of note, it was concluded in my 2019
peer review that the LUDP process may well result in an improved outcome over what the
proposal currently included. However, it was also discussed that an improvement cannot be
necessarily guaranteed either. To alleviate these concerns, there was a realistic expectation that
a revised application addressing some of the points raised in my and others’ peer reviews would
be presented prior o the hearing. | understand that the Applicant will hot be developing the
proposal further prior to the hearing other than providing a series of amended conditions.

These draft conditions with my own recommended changes are appended to this document.
By providing these amendments to the conditions, this does not form an acceptance that
conditions are an effective substitute for an adegquately resolved and appropriately detailed
design.

JEHeA

Jeremy Head
Senior Landscape Architect
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Appendix R - Proposed Resource Consent Conditions

Dated 22 October 2020.

Index of Resource Consents

The following table sets out the condition references for each of the resource consents.

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) — Reclamation of the | [TBC]

foreshore and seabed

Revised resource consent conditions for the
Eastern Bays Shared Path Project

[TBC]

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) — Removal and
demolition of seawalls

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) — Occupation of the
seawalls in the CMA

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) — Structures parallel
to MHWS in an area outside of an Area of Significant
Conservation Value

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) — Activities invelving
the use and development of structures outside an Area
of Significant Conservation Value which cannot meet
permitted or controlled activity Standards

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) — Construction of
new seawalls, revetment, boat ramps and steps

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s 5) — Deposition of sand,
shingle, shell or other natural material directly onto the
foreshore for the purpose of combating beach or
shoreline erosion and improving the amenity of value of
the foreshore

Coastal Permit (s12, s14 and s15) — Discharges to the
CMA

Land use (s9) — Construction, alteration and diversion
of Marine Drive

10

Land use (s8) — Construction works within the
Significant Natural Resource site identified as SNR 44

1

Land use (s9) — Earthworks within the Special
Recreation and Passive Recreation Zoning

Definitions

The table below defines the acronyms and terms used in the conditions below.

BSUDPs Bay Specific Urban Design Plans.
BNP The Beach Nourishment Plan.
CEMP The Construction Environmental Management Plan,

Certify, certification and certified

In relation to a management plan, means assessed by Council
staff acting in a technical certification capacity, and in particular

as to whether the document or matter is technically consistent
with the requirements contained within the conditions of this
consent.

CMA

Has the same meaning as 'coastal marine area’ in section 2 of

the RMA.
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Revised resource consent conditions for the
Eastern Bays Shared Path Project

Dated 22 October 2020.

Commencement of Construction

The time when Construction Works (excluding site investigations
and Enabling Works) for the Project {or a part of the Project)
commence,

Completion of Construction

When construction of the Project {or part of the Project) is
complete.

Construction Works

One or more of the various activities (excluding site
investigations and Enabling Works) undertaken under these
resource consents.

Consent Holder

Hutt City Council

Enabling Works

Includes the foll nd similar activities:

including in the CMA), includin
nvesligations;

(a) geotechnical investi
access on land for

(b) establishing site
fencing;

ards, site offices entrances and

(c) establishing protection areas for Lillle Penguin and
Shoreline Forager populations;

(d) demolition or removal of buildings and struclures:;

(e) relocation of services; and
f) li inimisation measures (such_a ion_ani

sediment control measures).

HEP

Habitat Enhancement Plan.

HNZPT

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.

Little Penguin

NZ little penguin (Eudyptula minor, korora).

Little Penguin Interest Group

Department of Conservation, Mike Rumble, Eastbourne Pest
Control and Forest & Bird.

LPMP The Little Penguin Management Plan.

LUDP The Landscape and Urban Design Plan.

Manager, Environmental The Manager, for the time being, of the Environmental Regulation

Regulation Department, Wellington Regional Council.

MHWS Mean High Water Springs.

Project The design, construction, operation and management of the
Eastern Bays Shared Path Project and associated works.

Reclamation Maas—pemanenuy—melanmed—fram—lhe—GMA—based—en—lhe

definition-in-the-Has the meaning given to that term in section 2.2

of the Proposed Nalural Resources Plan for the Welllngion
Region ision Version (dated 31 July 2019
CMA.

RMA The Resource Management Act 1991,

Shoreline Forager variable oystercalcher and red-billed quil,

SRHP Seawall and Re 1t Habitat Plan

Team Leader, Resource

The Team Leader for the time being of the Resource Consent

Consents Department, Hutt City Council.
TMP The Traffic Management Plan.
Working day Has the same meaning as in section 2 of the RMA.




Revised resource consent conditions for the
Eastern Bays Shared Path Project
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Dated 22 October 2020.

General Conditions

These general conditions apply to all resource consents unless specified otherwise. Additional
conditions which apply to specific resource consents are set out in the following pages.

S’ =_ s b 48 = ke .

General and Administration

GCA Except as modified by the conditions below (including certified management plans), the
Project shall be undertaken in general accordance with the information provided by the
Consent Holder in the consent application and associated plans and documents lodged with
the Wellington Regional Council on 12 April 2019.

GC.2 Where there is inconsistency between:

(a) The application, plans and documents referenced in Condition GC.1 and further
information provided by the Consent Holder post lodgment, including during the
hearing, the most recent information and plans shall prevail, and

(b) The application, plans and documents referenced in Conditions GC.1 and GC.2(a)
and the conditions of consent, the conditions shall prevail.

Pre-construction Administration

GC.3 The Consent Holder shall notify the Manager, Environmental Regulation in writing of the
proposed date of Commencement of Construction at least 20 working days prior to that
date,

GC.4 The Consent Holder shall provide a copy of this consent and any documents and plans
referred to in this consent to each operator or contractor undertaking works authorised by
this consent at least 10 working days prior to the Commencement of Construction.

Management Plan Approval Process

GC.5 (a) Conditions (b) to (i) below apply to all management plans required by these conditions.

(b) All management plans shall be submitted to the Manager, Environmental Regulation
and/or the Team Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) for certification at least 30
working days prior to the Commencement of Construction.

(e} All management plans shall provide the overarching principles, methodologies and
procedures for managing the effects of the construction of the Project to achieve the
environmental objectives, outcomes and performance standards required by these
conditions.

(d} All management plans may be submitted for certification in parts or in stages to address
particular activities or to reflect the staged implementation of the Project and shall
clearly show the linkages with plans for adjacent stages and interrelated activities.

(e

—

Any certified management plan may be amended, if necessary, to reflect any minor
changes in design, construction methods or management of effects. Any amendments
are to be discussed with and submitted to the Manager, Environmental Regulation
and/or the Team Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) to inform them of the
change, and allow for their reviewls unless those amendments would result in a
materially different outcome to that described in the original plan. Those minor
amendments do nol| require certification, but the updated plan must be provided to the
Manager, Environmental Regulation andfor the Team Manager, Resource Consents
(as relevant).

(f) Any material amendments to a certified management plan shall be submitted to the
Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Leader, Resource Consenls (as
relevant) for certification. Any material amendment must be consistent with the
purpose of the relevant management plan and the requirements of the relevant
conditions of these consents.

Commented [HJ1]: Any amendments impacting on
landscape and amenity values need to be
cerfified, With Catherine, | also recommend
rermoval of the tem 'minor' as this is a subjective
measure and depends on the level of expert
evaluation, Any effects on less tangible values such
os landscape character and how this may be
perceived, not necessarily observed can easily be
inadvertently overlooked if not properly assessed
by a suitable qualified and experienced expert.
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(g) If no comments are received on a management plan submitted under (b), or an
amended management plan in (f) within 15 working days, then the management plan
is deemed to have been certified and the Consent Holder may implement the plan or
the changes.

(h) Should the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Leader, Resource
Consents (as relevant) refuse to certify a management plan, or a part or stage of a
management plan, the Consent Holder shall submit a revised management plan (or
part or stage) for certification as soon as practicable. Should certification of the revised
plan (or part or stage) be refused then the Consent Holder must, within 10 working
days of the refusal, engage a suitably qualified, experienced and mutually acceptable
independent expert to resolve the matters in dispute. The expert shall resolve the
matters within [10 working days of being engaged|and his or her decision shall be final.

The cost of such a process will be met by the Consent Holder.

(iy Al works and monitoring shall be carried out in general accordance with the certified
management plans.

Advice note: Management plans must be emailed to notifications@gw.govt.nz or [HCC
email address] and include the reference WGN 190301 or RM190124 (as relevant), and the
name and phone number of a contact person responsible for the proposed works,

Advice note: Any preliminary works, which do not require resource consent or are permitted
activities, can be undertaken prior to the certification of any management plans.

Commented [HJ2]: Like Catherine, | also don't
believe this is sufficient time to find and engage a
suitably qualified and experienced expert, for them
to resolve the matter, including peer review.

Construction and Environmental Management Plan

GC.6

(a) The Consent Holder shall, in consultation with an experienced ecologist and landscape

, prepare a CEMP for the relevant Project stage (excluding site investigations

and Enabling Works) and submit this to the Manager, Environmental Regulation in

accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5. Commencement of Construction
shall not occur until certification is obtained,

The purpose of the CEMP is to:
(i) Confirm final Project details;

(i) Ensure that the Construction Works remain within the limits and standards
approved under the consent; and

(iii) Set out the management procedures and construction methods to be undertaken
to avoid;—remedy or minimisetigate adverse effects arising from the Construction
Works.

(b

-—

Advice note: Any investigations works, outside of those consented, which penetrate
groundwater and/or any contaminated land investigations that do not comply with permitted
standards will require separate consents.

GC.7

The CEMP shall include:

(a) Confirmation of the proposed staging and sequencing of construction, including staging
of the Construction Works by bay. Continuous areas of seawall being constructed shall
be limited to a stipulated length as set out in the CEMP and determined on a bay by
bay basis. Works in the subtidal areas shall reflect Condition C.6(d) in that there is
flexibility in terms of maximum length of seawall construction for works in these areas,
but not for works outside of the subtidal areas.

(b

—

An outline construction programme that takes into account timing constraints in these
conditions and the management plans listed in Condition GC.8;

(c) The final construction methodologies;

(d) Contact details of the site supervisor or project manager and the Consent Holder's
Project liaison person (phone, postal address, email address);

(e) Methods and systems to inform and train all persons working on the site of potential
environmental issues and how to avoid—+emedy or minimisetigate potential adverse
effects;
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=

(f
(9)

(h)
0]

(1)

(k)

0]

The proposed hours of work;

Location of construction site infrastructure including site offices, site amenities,
contractors’ yard access, equipment unloading and storage areas and contractor car
parking;

The clear identification and marking of the construction areas within the CMA,;

Where machinery is to be within the CMA, a list of that machinery and a protocol,
developed in consultation with an experienced ecologist, for the management of that
machinery to reasonably reduce ecological impacts and the footprint of the operations;

The measures to be adopted to maintain the construction area and adjacent parts of
the CMA in a tidy condition in terms of disposallstorage of rubbish {so as to avoid
aftracting mammalian predators and undesirable species to the construction area),
storage and unloading of construction materials and similar construction activities;

Procedures for managing and controlling erosion and sediment run-off into the CMA to
achieve Condition C.6;

Procedures to reduce contaminants from Constructions Works on land or in the CMA
into the CMA. Such procedures and measures shall include, but are not limited to:

(i) Refuelling and carrying out machinery maintenance, including being at least 5m
inland from MHWS, away from watercourses and not on the foreshore area, the
use of biodegradable hydraulic fluids in machinery working within the foreshore
and CMA where practicable, a spill kit on hand and staff trained in its deployment;

(i) Ensuring that wash water from tools, equipment or machinery is not discharged
into the CMA,;

(iii) Keeping the area of disturbance in the foreshore and CMA to the minimum
reasonably necessary to complete the works;

(iv) Minimising the use of machinery within the CMA and ensuring that machinery is
used In compliance with the CEMP;

(v) Providing appropriate wash-down facilities for all concreting equipment to prevent
wash water from entering the CMA,;

(vi) Storing any hazardous substances so that they will not enter the CMA;

(vii) Ensuring, except for (viil), that during piling or seawall construction and ancillary
work, no wet concrete, or any water or liguid that has come into contact with wet
concrete or with any other cementitious products without appropriate treatment as
set out in (ix), is able to enter the CMA;

(viii)Ensuring that piling or seawall construction and ancillary work within the CMA
complies with Condition C.6;

(ix) Ensuring that the pH of water discharged from any work site that has used wet
cementitious products has a pH level similar to the local receiving envirenment;
and

(x) Removal of any temporary construction materials and debris associated with the
Construction Works from the CMA;
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(m) Procedures for ensuring that residents, network utility operators, road users and
businesses in the immediate vicinity of construction areas are given prior notice of the
Commencement of Construction, the location of the work and are informed about the
expected duration and effects of the work;

{(n) Means for maintaining public pedestrian access along Marine Drive during
construction;

(o

Procedures for incident management, including contingency procedures fo address
emergency spill response(s) and clean up;

(p) Measures for protecting the site from tidal intrusion and sterm events, and protocols to
address any overtopping event that may occur during construction;

(q) Consideration of fish passage in locations as outlined in Condition EM.12; and

{r) Type of imported fill material to be used within the CMA to minimise contamination of
the CMA as outlined in Condition C.9.

GC.8

The CEMP shall incorporate or refer to the following management plans:

(a) Landscape and Urban Design Plan (including Bay Specific Urban Design Plans as
appropriate) (refer to Conditions LV.1 to LV.7);

(b} Beach Nourishment Plan (refer to Conditions EM.13 to EM.14);

(c) Little Penguin Management Plan (refer to Conditions EM.2 to EM.5);

(d) Traffic Management Plan (refer to Conditions GC.11 to GC.13);

(e) A plan for works within 100m of a Shoreline Forager nest (refer to Condition EM.1C);
(f) Seawall and Revetment Habitat Plan (refer to Condition EM. 19 below); and

(g) Habitat Enhancement Plan (refer to Conditions EM.7 to EM.8).

If a CEMP is submitted in part or for a Project stage, it shall only incorporate or refer to the
management plans relevant to that part or stage.

GC.9

All personnel working on the site shall be made aware of the requirements contained in the
certified CEMP. The cerlified CEMP shall be implemented and maintained (and amended
in accordance with GC.5(e) and (f) as necessary) throughout the entire period of the
Construction Works.

GC.10

The Consent Holder shall ensure that a copy of this consent and all certified plans and
decuments referred to in this consent, are kept on site at all times and available for
inspection on reguest by the Wellington Regional Council.

Traffic Management Plan

GC.11

The Consent Holder shall prepare a TMP to append to the CEMP, and submit this o the
Team Leader, Resource Consent for certification in accordance with the requirements of
Condition GC.5.

GC.12

The purpose of the TMP is to manage the various traffic management, safety and efficiency
effects associated with the Construction Works.

GC.13

The TMP shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

(a) Management of traffic along Marine Drive adjoining the construction areas to protect
public safety, manageminimise delays to road users (especially during peak times),
minimise disruption to property access and methods to keep the public informed about
potential impacts on Marine Drive;

(b} Access and parking for contractors; and

(c) Specification of any additional measures necessary during periods of activities which
involve high levels of construction traffic on nearby properties, such as the CentrePort
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site at Point Howard [nling communication and any necesry physical
management steps).

Construction Noise

GC.14 | Noise arising from Construction Works shall be measured and assessed in accordance with
NZS 6803:1999 Acoustics — Construction Noise and shall comply, as far as practicable,
with the noise criteria set out in the following table:

Table CNV1: Construction noise criteri

Residential bulldings

Weekdays 0630h — 0730h 55 dB 75dB
0730h — 1800h 70 dB 85dB
1800h — 2000h 65dB 80dB
2000h —0630h 45d8 75dB

Saturdays 0630h — 0730h 45 dB 75dB
0730h — 1800h 70 dB 85dB
1800h — 2000h 45dB 75d8
2000h — 0630h 45 dB 75dB

Sundays and Public | 0630h — 0730h 45 dB 75dB

Holidays 0730h — 1800h 55 dB 85 dB
1800h — 2000h 45 dB 75dB
2000h ~ h 45 dB 75dB

Commercial and industrial receivers

All 0730h — 1800h 70dB
1800h — 0730h 75dB

CentreForf access

GGC.16 | The ConsentHolder shall enter into an agreement with CentrePort prior to any Construction
Works being undertaken within the road reserve and land owned by CentrePort (being
Section 1 Survey Office Plan 31984, Reference WN37D/408; and Part Lot 1 DP 10694 &
Section 70-72 Block XIV Belmont Survey District and Part Lot 1 DP 10694, Reference
WN479/105), adjacent to the CentrePort wharf (Point Howard), to ensure that access
arrangements are maintained in accordance with CentrePort's proposed upgrade works.

Completion of Construction

GC.16 | After Completion of Construction in each bay, the Consent Holder shall notify the Manager,
Environmental Regulation in writing within 2 working days (48 hours) that the works have
been completed.

GGC.17 | The Consent Holder shall ensure that on Completion of Construction the site is leftin a tidy
manner, including all litter associated with the works being removed.

GC.18 | The Consent Holder shall, as far as reasonably practicable, remedy all damage and
disturbance caused by vehicle traffic, plant and equipment to the foreshore during
Construction Waorks, in consultation with a suitably qualified ecologist.
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Incidents - General

GC.19

The Consent Holder shall maintain a permanent record of any incidents (such as, but not
limited to, the spill of hydraulic fluid or other discharge not authorised by this consent) that
occur at individual work stages that result, or could result, in an adverse effect on the
environment.

GC.20

The record shall include:

(a) The type and nature of the incident;

(b) Date and time of the incident;

(c) Weather conditions at the time of the incident (as far as practicable);
(d) Measures taken to remedy the effects of the incident; and

(e) Measures put in place to prevent the incident from reoccurring.

GC.21

The record in Condition GC.20 shall be maintained at the work site and shall be made
available to the Manager, Environmental Regulation upon request.

GC.22

The Consent Holder shall notify the Manager, Environmental Regulation within 1 working
day of any such incident.

GC.23

The Consent Holder shall forward an incident report to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation within 7 working days of the incident occurring. This report shall include the
matters listed in Condition GC.20.

Advice Note: Wellington Regional Councll may investigate any incidents to determine if a
breach of this consent or the RMA has occurred and may also undertake enforcement action
depending on the circumstances.

Complaints Management

GC.24

The Consent Holder shall maintain a complaint register that includes:
{a) The details of each complaint;
(b) Actions taken to investigate the complaint (if any);

(c) The outcome of such investigations if undertaken and the likely cause of the matter
that led to the complaint;

(d) The nature and timing of any measures implemented by the Consent Holder to respond
to the complaint; and

{e) Actions (if any) to be taken in the future to prevent to occurrences of similar events and
complaints.

Advice note: Should there be a series of complaints related to a single incident then only
one investigation needs fo be completed by the Consent Holder.

GC.25

The Consent Holder shall make the complaint register in Condition GC.24 available to the
Manager, Environmental Regulation, on request.

Consent

Lapse

GC.26

Pursuant to section 125(1) of the RMA, the consents shall lapse 10 years from the date of
the commencement of these consents (in accordance with section 116 of the RMA).




o Stantec Revised resource consent conditions for the

Eastern Bays Shared Path Project
Dated 22 October 2020.

Review of conditions

GC.27

Pursuant to section 128 of the RMA, the conditions of consent may be reviewed by the Hutt
City Council or Wellington Regional Council by the giving of notice pursuant to section 129
of the RMA, in [month, vear] and every year thereafter in order to deal with:

(a) any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the exercise of the
consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage; or

(b) any other adverse effect on the environment on which the exercise of the consent may
have an influence.
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Coastal Activities (C)

Engineering Plans and Specifications

cA

At least 30 working days prior to the Commencement of Construction, the Consent Holder
shall submit detailed Qnglnearmg plans and specifications (including tidal levels, dimensioned
cross sections, elevations, sile plans of all areas of proposed rec:lamallgn and de-
reclamation, permaneni and tempo structures, outfalls structur nent
and temporary coastal zone occupalions and areas where the construction area will extend
into_the subtidal zone o d i cordance with the documents listed in
al, -to the Manager, Environmental Regulation for certification |
usnng the process in Ccndltlon GC S—MMng—daeumeanmadqn—genapa

{b}—Specifications-for the works-authorised-by these-consents-:

The requirements for certification set out in Condition GC.5 apply equally to the certification
of the detailed engineering plans and specifications under this condition,

c.2

The engineering plans and specifications submitted under Condition C.1 shall cover the
following matters:

(a) Shared path;

(b) Seawalls, including drainage and texture to be applied to the curved surface and
depressions to be applied to the flat platforms of the curved seawall;

(c) Revetment, including the reuse of in situ natural rock/cobble material and minimising the
excavation of in situ rock where possible, without compromising structural integrity, along
with the drilling of rock pools into the hard revetment rock of intertidal areas. The design
of the revetments should lock at all options to reduce the revetment footprint without
compromising on structural integrity of the seawall, overtopping protection, or coastal
processes;

(d) Access steps, ramps, bus stops; and
(e) Beach nourishment.

C.3

The Consent Holder shall comply with the engineering plans and specifications
certifiedapproved under Condition C.1.

Occupation of the CMA

c4

The right to temporarily occupy part of the CMA during Construction Works is limited to the
areas and structures identified in the plans and specifications referred to in Condition GC.1.

C.5

The right to permanently occupy part of the CMAeeastal-marine-area is limited to the areas
and structures identified in the plans and specifications referred to in Condition GC.1.

Erosion

and sediment control

c.6

Erosion and sediment control measures shall be implemented throughout the Construction
Works. They shall be constructed and maintained so as to operate and perform in accordance
with the Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for the Wellington Region (Reprinted June
2006} in the CMA, the measures set out below and the certified CEMP.

Within the CMA measures may include, but not be limited to, the following considerations:
(a) Not exposing non-native backfill material to the sea.
(b} Use of weight-bearing mats on the foreshore substrate.

10
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(c) Methods for isolating and containing the construction area including:
(i) Bunding/shuttering in a predominantly gravel/sand beach zone; and

(i) Alternative sediment control devices, such as geotextile containers or tubes filled
with locally sourced sand, in rocky shore habitats or where the seawall works ocour
close to the mid tide mark.

(d) Limiting the length of any continuous section of seawall under construction at one time
as appropriate, for example if the construction footprint extends into subtidal zone and a
longer length allows for a single subtidal area to be contained in the one site then a
longer length would be preferable.

(e) Earthworks and construction activities to be planned to respond to tide timing, tidal height
and forecasts of wind and wave conditions so that these matters can be factored into
necessary erosion and sediment controls.

Contaminant Release

c.7 The Consent Holder shall take all reasonably practicable measures to limit the amount of
contaminants from the Construction Works released on land or in the CMA. Such measures
shall be included in the CEMP.

Reclamation

c.8 The total reclamation area for the Project is limited to the areas and structures identified in
the plans and specifications referred to in Condition GC.1, but shall not exceed 3000m?.
Advice note: Statutory processes in respect of reclaimed land must be complied with,
including under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011,

c.9 Imported fill material to be used in the reclamations shall be restricted to clean natural sand,
gravels and rock.

C.10 | The Consent Holder shall maintain a log recording the source of the materials imported onto

each reclamation on the site. This log shall be made available to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for inspection on request.

As-Built Certification

c1

The Consent Holder shall supply to Wellington Regional Council and the LINZ Hydrographic
Services Office and LINZ Topographic Services Office (Chief Hydrographer, National
Topo/Hydro Authority, Land Information New Zealand, Private Box PO Box 5501, Wellington
6145), a set of 'as built’ plans, final topographic and, if relevant, bathymetric data covering
the finished works, and appropriate certification confirming that the new structures and
structures have been built in accordance with sound engineering practice, within 60 working
days of the completion of the works.

Maintenance of Siructures

c.z

The structures permitted to occupy part of the CMA by this consent shall be maintained in a good
and sound condition, and any repairs that are necessary shall be made, subject to obtaining any
necessary resource consents.

11
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Ecological Management (EM)

Little Penguins and Shoreline Foragers

EM.1

In order to avoid; or minimisetigate-effset-and-compensate adverse effects of the Project
on Little Penguins and Shoreline Foragers, the Consent Holder shall:

(a) cGomply with Condition EM.1A;
(b) undertake the habitat enhancement measures set out in Conditions EM.7 to EM.9;

(c) aAs set out in Condition LV.4(c), incorporate relevant detailed design elements within
the LUDP as recommended in the LPMP in Condition EM.5;

{d} ubndertake design and construction in accordance with the LPMP in Condition EM.5;
(e} mManage rubbish and waste in accordance with the CEMP in Condition GC.7;
{f) provide pest management in ai nce with Condition EM.1B: and

{g) pProvide Little Penquin and Shoreline Forager DI ]ﬁhon areas as sel out in funding
lhfeugthndltlong EM 1B_a_m_EM ?_LQ_EM 9. thal is available from the commencement

At rﬂmm&mﬂm&aﬂw

EM.1A

Construction Works between 1 July and 31 January (the Little Penguin breeding period)
shall not oceur within 10m of any active burrows or nests identified in Condition EM.5(a)(i).

EM.1B

The Consent Holder must:

(a) provide up to a maximum of $4,000 (including GST) per year, spread over 10 years,
for pest management within the protection areas specified in {(b) below and the adjacent

Eastern Bays coastal environment;

(b) establish protection areas (refer to Appendix 1) at the following locations, In
accordance with Conditions EM.7 to EM.9:

(i) Bishops Park;
(i) HW Short Park; and
(iii) Whiorau Reserve,

12
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EM.1C

(a) ing th ting season of any Shorelin 2 10 working davs
rior to the Commencement of truction, the Consent Holder shall e
suitably gualified ecologi Shoreline Forager nesting survey within the

relevant construclion area.
(by | gn! Shgrghne Forager nestin the relavanl conslruction area is identified, the Consent

Il engage a suitably gualified ist to:

() GIS locate and mark on the ground the nest location;

(i) advise on whether or not the nest of the Shoreline Forager contains eggs or chicks;

(i) ifit does contain eggs or chicks, advise on the management of Construction Works
within 100m of the nest, includina:

A. the use of specific machinery; and

B. the use of specific minimisalion measures and/or working practices; and

(iv) prepare a plan for works incorporating the matters in (jii) which the Consent Holder
shall include in the CEMP under Condition GC.7.

Little Penguin Management Plan

EM.2 The Consent Holder shall prepare a LPMP and submit this to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5.

EM.3 Tha purpase of the LPMP shall be to as far as reasonably practicable avoid, but otherwise

inimise, adverse effects on the Little Penguin

populatlon eslab!lshed in and adjacent to the existing revetment, during design and
Construction Works.

EM.4 The LPMP shall be prepared by a suitably qualified person in consultation with the Little
Penguin Interest Group.

EM.5 The LPMP shall address the following matters:

(a) Measures to minimise adverse effects on the Little Penguin population during
construction, including that:

(i) Two Little Penguin detection dog surveys, or a detection method approved by a
Little Penguin expert appointed by the Consent Holder, must be undertaken in
January prior to the Commencement of Construction in each bay. The purpose is
to identify active Little Penguin burrows and nests within the construction area of

13
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each bay. No Construction Works shall occur in an area not surveyed in
accordance with this provision; and

(i) The GPS coordinates for all active burrows and nests identified in (i) must be
recorded;

(b

A protocol for enabling Little Penguins active burrows and nests identified under (a)
within the construction area of each bay to be relocated to a site outside of the
construction area between 1 February and 30 June. The protocol will include measures
to ensure that the formerly active burrows and nests will not be reoccupied so that
Constructions Works can proceed. The protocol will be prepared by a Little Penguin
expert appointed by the Consent Holder;

(c

—

A programme for monitoring Little Penguins within or adjacent to the construction area
during the Construction Works proportionate to the scale of the works in that area and
the number of burrows and nests to determine whether any reasonably practicable
steps can be undertaken by the Consent Holder to further reduce adverse effects,

ncluding steps provided for in the HEP (refer Conditions EM.7 to EM.9);
(d) Staff and contractor training;

(e) Identification of specific areas where Little Penguin and dog control signage would be
beneficial to reduce the risks of adverse effects on Little Penguins; and

(f) Opportunities to enhance Little Penguin habitat through detailed design, including:

(i} Potential seawall design opportunities to restrict road access for Little Penguins
through penguin passage elements; and

—

(i) Potential rock rip rap design oppertunities to include key holes for Little Penguin
nests,

Advice note: The handling of protected wildlife will require permits to be obtained from the
Department of Conservation under the Wildiife Act 1953.

EM.6

Any outcomes from monitoring under Condition EM.5(c) shall be applied, as appropriate, to
future Construction Works by revising the LFMP so that over time processes and responses
to minimise effects on Little Penguins are refined and improved. The results of the
monitoring shall be provided to the Little Penguin Interest Group and the Manager,
Environmental Regulation, Wellington Regional Council within 1 month of completion.

Shoreline-ForagersHabilat Enhancement Plan

EM.7

The Consent Holder shall prepare a HEP and submit this lo the Mai r ironmental

Reguiation for cerification in accor with th irements of Condition GC.5 prior to

Commencement of Construction.Prierte-the-Commencement-of Conslruction-the-Consent
abter-sha Ga0e-a-Suitabhy -

EM.7A

The HEP shall epared by a suitabl alified ecologist in consullation with the Little
in Interest Grou, d s s Resloratio

The purpose of the HEP shall be to provide proteclion areas (as specified in Condition
EM.1B and shown in Appendix 1) for the Little Penquin and Shoreline Forager populations.

EM.9

The HEP must address and/or include the following within the protection areas:

(a) fencing of the boundaries as shown in the plans in Appendix 1 with a minimum
standard to keep dogs oul;

(b) pest management measures, using funding provided in Condition EM.1B;

(c) a Planting P r elation as appropriate, including details of species lo be
planted and areas planting will take place in;

(d) sianage identifying the relevant habital area 1o reduce the risks of advers
Little Penguins and Shoreline Foragers;

14
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(e) opportunities to enhance Lillle Penguin habitat within the protection areas including

provision of a minimum of 20 nesting boxes in each of the protection areas;

(f) opportunities lo enhance Shoreline Forager habital in the protection areas, including
wooden poles providing further safe roosting habitats:

(g) provisions as appropriate to provide ecological resilience lo sea level rise; and
(h) limeframes for completi as a iate) th & ez outlined in the HEP
including:
() for the Whiorau Reserve protection area:
A. fencing musl be completed pri ommencement of Construction (see
above);
B. detailed design of habitat enhancement for the Lillle Penguin and Shoreline

Foragers must be finalised, and nesting boxes and roosling measures musl
be installed, prior to Commencement of Construction (see (e) and (f) above);

C. pest management measures must be installed and operational prior to
Commencement of Construction (see (b) ab 4

D. signage must be installed prior to Commencement of Construction (see (d)

above);
E. planting shall be undertaken in accordance with the timeframes specified in
the Planting Plan (se: b .an
(i) for the Bishops Park and HW Short Park protection areas, th lishment
ess (ie the m r ified in A ve) m mmence prior

Commencement of Construclion, and measures A lo D above musl be completed
within six months following Commencement of Construction {and the planting in
accordance with the specified limeframes in the Planting Plan).
Hsldel-sth p (pe- e 2 £41 2 TR THRE O] LM

Intertidal and subtidal ecology

EM.10

For any construction areas where there are intertidal rock pools or loose rocky material in
the intertidal zone, prior to the Commencement of Construction the Consent Holder shall
check any rock pools and under loose rocks within the construction area for fish (such as
rock fish) and relocate them outside of the construction area. Initial training and guidance
by a qualified ecologist will be required.

EM.11

For any construction areas that may extend into the subtidal zone, the Consent Holder shall:

(a) Undertake all measures possible to reduce the conslruction area in the subtidal zone
to the minimum required to complete the works in a safe and efficient manner, and
avoid operating heavy machinery in the subtidal zone unless there is no reasonably
practicable alternative. If works must occur in the subtidal zone, then the Consent
Holder shall undertake appropriate measures to isolate the construction site from the
subtidal zone to protect the site and prevent contamination release into the CMA, in
accordance with the requirements of the certified CEMP;

(b) During Construction Works within the subtidal zone the Consent Holder shall, where
reasonably praclicable, remove large rocks (greater than 0.4m diameter that are not
part of the bedrock material and can be safely moved) that have been colonised with
biota. They shall be placed in a nearby subtidal zone until the Completion of Waorks in
that area. On completion of works, the rocks shall either be returned to the area from
which they were removed, left at their new location or relocated to another appropriate
subtidal location; and

(c) Avoid adverse effects on the seagrass beds at south Lowry Bay (as identified in
Figure 3 of Appendix C2 of the AEE) from Construction Works and beach nourishment.
Measures shall include, but not be limited to:
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(i) Monitoring of seagrass beds in south Lowry Bay before and after Construction
Works and beach nourishment to confirm that the beach nourishment works have
not resulted in any net loss of seagrass extent and cover through unforeseen
physical encroachment into the seagrass beds, increased turbidity or altered
hydrodynamics;

(i) The monitoring in (i) shall include mapping the perimeter of each seagrass bed
and assessing the average plant cover within each bed immediately before works
commence, immediately after works have been completed and 1 year after the
completion of the beach nourishment works;

(iii) The results of the monitoring in (i) shall be provided to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation, Wellington Regional Council within 1 month of completion; and

(iv) Ensuring that the seagrass beds are appropriately marked during Construction
Works and beach nourishment to avoid any potential adverse effects.

Fish Passage

EM.12

At the key outlets listed in Table 7 of Appendix B of the AEE, the Consent Holder shall:
(a) Ensure that fish passage is improved or maintained at the existing level; and

(b) Involve a qualified freshwater ecologist in the design of culvert extensions, alterations,
and any specific fish passage features.

Beach Nourishment Plan

EM.13

The Consent Holder shall prepare a BNP and submit this to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5.

Beach nourishment shall only occur in Point Howard beach, York Bay and south Lowry Bay
and be deposited in general accordance with the Plans in Appendix 1 to these conditions.
The maximum volume of material that may be deposited is 6,000m? to be distributed
between the three bays as outlined in Table 5-1 of Appendix F of the AEE.

EM.14

The BNP shall include, but not be limited to:

(a) The design conditions at the time of the beach nourishment and for the beach
nourishment to achieve after 2 years:

(b) The name and location of the sediment source;

(c) Evidence of approvals and consents for taking the material and ensuring imported
materials do not exceed allowable maximum contaminant levels under the relevant
ADAWR (2019) Default Guideline Values;

(d) A specification of the borrow material including:
(i) Ensuring no more than 2% of sediment is of a size smaller than 62 microns;
(i) The grading envelope;
(i) Colours; and
(iv) Extent of placement;

(e) A construction methodology to limit potential adverse effects that includes, but is not
limited to, the following measures:

(i) Separation and disposal offsite of silts and clays in beach excavation sediments;

(i) Use of beach nourishment sediments that are similar or slightly coarser than in situ
sediments, that will maintain the existing profile without spreading onto seagrass
beds;

(iliy Excluding fine sediments from beach nourishment sediments;

(iv) Only undertaking beach nourishment in the winter months between June and
August;
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(v) Forming the high tide construction beach with a slightly over-steepened profile;

(vi) Only depositing as much sediment on the beach as can be transferred along the
placement area in the day of placement;

(vii) Only transferring and shaping the beach profile during lower tide levels in calm
conditions, and such that the formed toe does not extend much beyond mean low
water springs;

(viii)Minimising the working area and mobilization of sediment;

(ix) Stockpiling woody debris and then replacing woody debris in the wrack line
following beach nourishment;

(x) Avoiding the placement of beach nourishment materials no further south than the
centerline of Gill Road at the southern end of Lowry Bay;

(xi) Forming and shaping a steeper profile within the existing beach footprint; and

U]

Placing imported beach sediment along the entire designated placement area rather
than in one discrete location;

(g) Minimising the potential to block stream oullets with fish passage during beach

nourishment by:

(i) Identifying pipe outlets that are identified as important for fish passage as identifled

in Table 7 of Appendix B of the AEE;
(ii) Awvoiding initial placement of sediment from within 20 m of existing outlets; and

(iif) Monitoring of stream outlets indicated in Table & of Appendix B of the AEE during
beach nourishment and then fortnightly for the first 6 months after nourishment
and monthly for another 6 months thereafter to check they remain clear. If blocked,
the Consent Holder shall clear gravels and sand block the outlets.

Advice note: Clearance of any accumulated material at the outlets may require a separate
consent if not able fo comply with permitted activily standards.

Beach m

onitoring and management— beach nourishment

EM.15

The Consent Holder shall undertake monitoring of beach volume via 6 monthly beach
profiles (or equivalent elevation surveying techniques) to ensure the actual effect on beach
sediment processes is in line with the expectations for generally minor redistribution of
beach material.

The monitering shall commence prior to the Commencement of Construction in each bay in
Condition EM.13, and continue for 2 years after Completion of Construction in that bay. If
nourishment occurs in more than one bay, the monitoring timing shall be aligned so that the
monitoring of each bay occurs at the same time.

This menitoring information shall be interpreted at the end of the 2 year period in that bay
by an experienced coastal scientist and that interpretation shall be provided to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation within 1 month of its completion.

EM.16

The monitoring should include the nourished area and the foreshore at the base of the
seawall extending at least 60 metres along the seawall at both edges of the nourished area
at York Bay and Point Howard beach, and 60 mefres to the south and 240 metres to the
north of the nourishment at Lowry Bay.

EM.17

If beach nourishment monitoring results in Condition EM. 15 show that design conditions in
the BNP have not been met, then the Consent Holder shall, if deemed to be required by an
experienced coastal scientist or engineer, ‘top up' the beach nourishment and/or undertake
beach maintenance as recommended..

Only one 'top up' event may occur at each location. If a 'top up’ is required it shall ocour
within 2 years of the completion of the monitoring. If a 'top up' is required at more than one
bay then the nourishment and/or maintenance shall, if possible, be undertaken at the same

time.
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The design conditions of such 'fop ups' shall be prepared by an experienced coastal
sclentist or engineer and certified as meeting the design conditions of the beach
nourishment in the BNP by the Manager, Environmental Regulation in accordance with the
requirements of Condition GC.5. To avoid doubt, Condition EM.14(e) applies to any beach
nourishment 'top up'.

EM.18 | An intertidal and subtidal benthic invertebrate monitoring programme designed by a
qualified ecoluglst will be undertaken at least 12 months after the completion of beach
nourishment in that bay to assess whether the redistributed beach nourishment material is
having any significant adverse effect on the benthic intertidal and subtidal biota.

If monitering results show that redistributed beach nourishment material has had significant
adverse effects on the benthic intertidal and subtidal biota, any ‘top ups’ under EM.17 will
be designed by the Consent Holder to appropriately minimis X

those significant adverse effects on benthic intertidal and subtidal biota.

wall and revetment habitat

EM.19 | The Consent Holder shall engage a suitably qualified ecologist to prepare a Seawall and
Revetmen! Habitat Plan {SRHP) that provides for intertidal bi including:
(a) incorporatin res to the curved surfaces and d il o the flat platforms of

the curved seawalls including:

(i} within the "low encroachment zone' to help offset the existing intertidal area lost to
the 'high® and ‘medium’ encroachmenis; and

(i)) in areas where the seawall is wholly above the existing high tide mark to
ecological resilience lo sea level rise;

(b} drilling rock pools into the hard r n he mid-low tide zone;

(c) reuse of larger colonised rock malerial;

(d) purpose-made rock pool features (to be used where appropriate, and without
compromising structural inteqrity);

(e) whgm appropriate and/or feasible, pre-cast 'pot plantwindow box structures that can
be added to the surface of the curved seawall; and

(f) amap of appropriate scale, showing where each method of enhancement will occur.
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Landscape, Urban Design and Visual (LV)
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Landscape and Urban Design Plan

LV.1

The Consent Holder shall prepare a LUDP for the Project and submit this to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition
GC.5. The Consent Holder shall provide the LUDP for certification within 3 months of the
commencement of the consents. The process to prepare the LUDP, including as set out in
Condition LV.3, must be completed within this timeframe.

Lv.2

The purposes of the LUDP are to:

(a) Provide a detailed design for the Project that responds to local landscape character,
identity and land use and is in general accordance with the Design Fealures Report
(dated January 2019), and other relevant plans and documents referred to in Conditions
GC.1 and GC.2(a),

Integrate the Project's permanent works into the surrounding landscape and urban
context and to illustrate the urban and landscape design elements of the Project; and

(b

(c) Outline methods and measures to avoid,-remedy-and_or minimisetigate adverse effects
on naltural characler, landscape and recreational amenity during the construction of the
Project.

LV.3

The LUDP shall be prepared by the Consent Holder, with input from a_suitably qualified and
experiencedn ecologist, engineer, landscape architect, recreation specialist, traffic engineer
and urban designer, and in consultation with:

(a) Wellington Tenths Trust;

(b) Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust;

(c) Relevant Resident Associations;

(d) Hutt City Council (Parks and Reserves); and
(e) Eastbourne Community Board.

Lv.4

The LUDP shall reflect and/or incorporate the plan in Condition EM,19 as appropriate and ,
as a minimum, shall address how the detailed design of the Project:

(a) Achieves design outcomes based on the following general hierarchy ofl environmental
effects:

(i) Safety;

(ii) Ecology;

(i} Matural and landscape character;

(iv} Public access; and

(v) Urban design, recreational and visual amenity;
(b

Responds to conflicts between any of the matters listed above, including in relation to
the significance (if any) of their values relevant to the specific design matters being
considered, and the significance of the matters in the context of each individual bay;

(c

-—

Responds to any relevant design elements recommended in the LPMP in Condition EM.5
and lhe HEP in Condition EM.S while applying the same approach as in (a) and (b); and

(d

Responds to:

(i) The design principles set out in Appendix J: Design Features Report (dated January
2019), and other relevant plans and documents referred to in Conditions GC.1 and
GC.2(a); and

(i) Relevant Industry Standards.

19
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O Stantec Revised resource consent conditions for the

Eastern Bays Shared Path Project
Dated 22 October 2020.

Bay Specific Urban Design Plans

Lv.5

The LUDP shall include the final BSUDPs for each bay within the Project area, which shall
address the detailed design, within the particular bay, for the benefit of pedestrians, cyclists
and others using the local road network as well as the specific urban design, landscape,
ecology and recreational amenity matters, including those listed in Condition LV.7, as
relevant to the particular bay.

The final BSUDPs may either be attached to, and certified as part of, the initial LUDP or
prepared later, and added to the LUDP on a staged basis, if the Construction Works are
staged bay by bay and individually certified under Condition LV.6.

LV.6

The BSUDPSs shall be prepared by the Consent Holder in two stages for each bay:

(a) Stage 1: A draft design protocol that sets out the priorities for the bay design in terms of
engineering and safety requirements as well as ecology, natural character, landscape,
urban design and recreational amenity elements and issues. The protocol shall be
provided to the Relevant Resident Association for the affected bay (if any) and the
Eastbourne Community Board for comments, if any, within 15 working days from receipt.
Any comments received, and the Consents Holder's response and reasons if they are
not accepted, are to be provided to the Manager, Environmental Regulation within 20
working days from receipt of the comments; and

(b) [Stage 2: The final BSUDPSs, which are to be certified either on their own (in accordance
with Condition GC.5) or (if included in the initial LUDP) when the LUDP is certified under
Condition LV.1|

Lv.7

The BSUDPs shall, include specific landscape and urban design details for:
(a) Seawall structures, including transition zones between seawall types;
(b) Beach access including steps, ramps and associated handrails where required:

{c) Safety barriers and railing;

(d) The treatment of stormwater structures at the coastal interface;

Litlle Penguin and Shoreline Forager related structures including penguin passage
elements, ramps,-and nests, boxes and wooden poles for roosting;

(e

—

(f) Planting treatment;

(@) The treatment of existing trees and existing landscape and natural features;
(h
() The design and orientation of features, spaces and access points;

The design and area of space available for recreational amenily activities;

(i) Refuge and seating opportunities; and
(k

Signage and storyboards.
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Attachment 5 - Conditions of Consent






Recommended Resource Consent Conditions

Definitions

The table below defines the acronyms and terms used in the conditions below.

BSUDPs

Bay Specific Urban Design Plans.

BNP The Beach Nourishment Plan.
CEMP The Construction Environmental Management Plan.

Certify, certification and certified

In relation to a management plan, means assessed by Council
staff acting in a technical certification capacity, and in particular
as to whether the document or matter is technically consistent
with the requirements contained within the conditions of this
consent.

CMA

Has the same meaning as ‘coastal marine area' in section 2 of
the RMA.

Commencement of Construction

The time when Construction Works (excluding site investigations
and Enabling Works) for the Project (or a part of the Project)
commence,

Completion of Construction

When construction of the Project (or part of the Project) is
complete.

Construction Works

One or more of the wvarious activities (excluding site
investigations and Enabling Works) undertaken under these
resource consents.

Consent Holder

Hutt City Council

Enabling Works

Includes the following and similar activities:

(a) geotechnical investigations (including in the CMA), including
access on land for these investigations;

(b) establishing site yards, site offices, site entrances and
fencing;

(c) establishing protection areas for Little Penguin and
Shoreline Forager populations;

(d) demolition or removal of buildings and structures;
(e) relocation of services; and

(f) establishing minimisation measures (such as erosion and
sediment control measures).

HEP

Habitat Enhancement Plan.

HNZPT

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.

Little Penguin

NZ little penguin (Eudyptula minor, korora).

Little Penguin Interest Group

Department of Conservation, Mike Rumble, Eastbourne Pest
Control and Forest & Bird.

LPMP

The Little Penguin Management Plan.

LUDP

The Landscape and Urban Design Plan.

Manager, Environmental
Regulation

The Manager, for the time being, of the Environmental Regulation
Department, Wellington Regional Council.




 AcronymiTerm Definition

MHWS Mean High Water Springs.

Project The design, construction, operation and management of the
Eastern Bays Shared Path Project and associated works.

Reclamation Has the meaning given to that term in section 2.2 of the Proposed
Natural Resources Plan for the Wellington Region Decision
Version (dated 31 July 2019) as it relates to the CMA.

RMA The Resource Management Act 1991.

Shoreline Forager variable oystercatcher and red-billed gull.

SRHP Seawall and Revetment Habitat Plan

Team Leader, Resource The Team Leader for the time being of the Resource Consent

Consents Department, Hutt City Council.

T™MP The Traffic Management Plan.

Working day Has the same meaning as in section 2 of the RMA.

General Conditions

These general conditions apply to all resource consents unless specified otherwise. Additional
conditions which apply to specific resource consents are set out in the following pages.

Ref | Condition

General and Administration

GC.1 Except as modified by the conditions below (including certified management plans), the
Project shall be undertaken in general accordance with the information provided by the
Consent Holder in the consent application and associated plans and documents lodged with
the Wellington Regional Council on 12 April 2019.
All further information to be listed here:

GC.2 Where there is inconsistency between:

(a) The application, plans and documents referenced in Condition GC.1 and further
information provided by the Consent Holder post lodgment, including during the
hearing, the most recent information and plans shall prevail; and

(b) The application, plans and documents referenced in Conditions GC.1 and GC.2(a)
and the conditions of consent, the conditions shall prevail.

Pre-construction Administration

GC.3 The Consent Holder shall notify the Manager, Environmental Regulation in writing of the
proposed date of Commencement of Construction at least 20 working days prior to that
date.

GC.4 The Consent Holder shall provide a copy of this consent and any documents and plans

referred to in this consent to each operator or contractor undertaking works authorised by
this consent at least 10 working days prior to the Commencement of Construction.

Management Plan Approval Process

GC.5

(a) Conditions (b) to (j) below apply to all management plans required by these conditions.

(b) All management plans shall be submitted to the Manager, Environmental Regulation
and/or the Team Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) for certification at least 30
working days prior to the Commencement of Construction.




(c) All management plans shall provide the overarching principles, methodologies and
procedures for managing the effects of the construction of the Project to achieve the
environmental objectives, outcomes and performance standards required by these
conditions.

(d) All management plans may be submitted for certification in parts or in stages to address
particular activities or to reflect the staged implementation of the Project and shall
clearly show the linkages with plans for adjacent stages and interrelated activities.

(e) Any certified management plan (excluding the LUDP or BSUDPs) may be amended, if
necessary, to reflect any minor changes in design, construction methods or
management of effects. Any amendments are to be discussed with and submitted to
the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Leader, Resource Consents
(as relevant) to inform them of the change, unless those amendments would result in
a materially different outcome to that described in the original plan. Those minor
amendments do not require certification, but the updated plan must be provided to the
Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Manager, Resource Consents
(as relevant).

() A certified LUDP or a BSUDP plan may be amended, if necessary, to reflect any
changes in design, construction methods or management of effects. Any amendments
are to be discussed with and submitted to the Manager, Environmental Regulation
and/or the Team Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) to inform them of the
change, and allow for their review/s. Amendments require certification and the updated
plan must be provided to the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team
Manager, Resource Consents (as relevant). Any material amendment must be
consistent with the purpose of the LUDP and/or BSUDP and the requirements of the
relevant conditions of these consents

(g) Any material amendments to a certified management plan (excluding LUDP and the
BSUDP) shall be submitted to the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team
Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) for certification. Any material amendment
must be consistent with the purpose of the relevant management plan and the
requirements of the relevant conditions of these consents.

(h) If no comments are received on a management plan submitted under (b), or an
amended management plan in (g) within 15 working days, then the management plan
is deemed to have been certified and the Consent Holder may implement the plan or
the changes.

(i) Should the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Leader, Resource
Consents (as relevant) refuse to certify a management plan, or a part or stage of a
management plan, the Consent Holder shall submit a revised management plan (or
part or stage) for certification as soon as practicable. Should certification of the revised
plan (or part or stage) be refused then the Consent Holder must, within 10 working
days of the refusal, engage a suitably qualified, mutually acceptable independent
expert to resolve the matters in dispute. The expert shall resolve the matters within 10
working days of being engaged and his or her decision shall be final. The cost of such
a process will be met by the Consent Holder.

(i) Al works and monitoring shall be carried out in general accordance with the certified
management plans.

Advice note: Management plans must be emailed to notifications@gw.govt.nz or [HCC
email address] and include the reference WGN190301 or RM190124 (as relevant), and the
name and phone number of a contact person responsible for the proposed works.

Advice note: Any preliminary works, which do not require resource consent or are permitted
activities, can be undertaken prior to the certification of any management plans.

Construction and Environmental Management Plan




Ref

GC.6

(a) The Consent Holder shall, in consultation with an experienced ecologist, prepare a
CEMP for the relevant Project stage (excluding site investigations and Enabling Works)
and submit this to the Manager, Environmental Regulation in accordance with the
requirements of Condition GC.5. Commencement of Construction shall not occur until
certification is obtained.

(b) The purpose of the CEMP is to:
(i) Confirm final Project details;

(i) Ensure that the Construction Works remain within the limits and standards
approved under the consent; and

(i) Set out the management procedures and construction methods to be undertaken
to avoid or minimise adverse effects arising from the Construction Works.

Advice note: Any investigations works, outside of those consented, which penetrate
groundwater and/or any contaminated land investigations that do not comply with permitted
standards will require separate consents.

GC.7

The CEMP shall include:

(a) Confirmation of the proposed staging and sequencing of construction, including staging
of the Construction Works by bay. Continuous areas of seawall being constructed shalll
be limited to a stipulated length as set out in the CEMP and determined on a bay by
bay basis. Works in the subtidal areas shall reflect Condition C.7(d) in that there is
flexibility in terms of maximum length of seawall construction for works in these areas,
but not for works outside of the subtidal areas.

(b) An outline construction programme that takes into account timing constraints in these
conditions and the management plans listed in Condition GC.8;

(c) The final construction methodologies;

(d) Contact details of the site supervisor or project manager and the Consent Holder’'s
Project liaison person (phone, postal address, email address);

(e) Methods and systems to inform and train all persons working on the site of potential
environmental issues and how to avoid or minimise potential adverse effects;

(f) The proposed hours of work;

(9) Details of any public access restrictions and what measures will be in place to minimise
disruption of public access

(h) Location of construction site infrastructure including site offices, site amenities,
contractors’ yard access, equipment unloading and storage areas and contractor car
parking;

(i) The clear identification and marking of the construction areas within the CMA;

(i) Where machinery is to be within the CMA, a list of that machinery and a protocol,
developed in consultation with an experienced ecologist, for the management of that
machinery to reasonably reduce ecological impacts and the footprint of the operations;

(k) The measures to be adopted to maintain the construction area and adjacent parts of
the CMA in a tidy condition in terms of disposal/storage of rubbish (so as to avoid
attracting mammalian predators and undesirable species to the construction area),
storage and unloading of construction materials and similar construction activities;

() Procedures for managing and controlling erosion and sediment run-off into the CMA to
achieve Condition C.7;




{m) Procedures to reduce contaminants from Constructions Works on land or in the CMA

into the CMA or groundwater. Such procedures and measures shall include, but are
not limited to:

(i Refuelling and carrying out machinery maintenance, including being at least 5m
inland from MHWS, away from watercourses and not on the foreshore area, the
use of hiodegradable hydrauiic fluids in machinery working within the foreshore
and CMA where practicable, a spill kit on hand and staff trained in its deployment;

(i) Ensuring that wash water fram tocls, equipment or machinery is not discharged
into the CMA or the stormwater system;

(i) Keeping the area of disturbance in the foreshore and CMA to the minimum
reasonably necessary to complete the works,

{iv) Minimising the use of machinery within the CMA and ensuring that machinery is
used in compliance with the CEMP;

(v} Providing appropriate wash-down facilities for all concreting equipment to prevent
wash water from entering the CMA;

fvi) Storing any hazardous substances so that they will not enter the CMA,;

{vii) Ensuring, except for (viil), that during piling or seawall construction and ancillary
work, no wet concrete, or any water or liquid that has come into contact with wet
concrete ar with any other cementitious products without appropriate treatment as
set out in {ix}, is abie to enter the CMA,

{viiiyEnsuring that piling or seawall construction and ancillary work within the CMA
complies with Condition C.7;

(ix) Ensuring that the pH of water discharged from any work site that has used wet
cementitious products has a pH level similar to the local receiving environment;
and

(x) Remaoval of any temporary construction materials and debris associated with the
Construction Works from the CMA;

{xi) A site specific methodelogy for dewatering and managing effects on the aquifer
where the excavation and/or depth of any required seawall foundation exceeds 2.5
m Below Ground Level

Procedures for ensuring that residents, network utility operators, road users and
businesses in the immediate vicinity of construction areas are given prior notice of the
Commencement of Construction, the location of the work and are informed about the
expected duration and effects of the work;

Means for maintaining public pedestrian access along Marine Drive during
construction;

Procedures for incident management, including contingency procedures to address
emergency spill response(s) and clean ug;

Measures for protecting the site from tidal intrusion and storm events, and protocols to
address any overtopping event that may occur during construction;

Appropriate management triggers that initiate on-site investigation of erosion and
sediment controls and supporting monitoring and reporting measures

Consideration of fish passage in locations as outlined in Condition EM.12; and

Type of imported fill material to be used within the CMA to minimise contamination of
the CMA as outlined in Condition C.12.

Confirmation that the existing gravel beach vegetation at Lowry Bay (native and
adventive species, including the pingao) will be translocated into the beach
nourishment area immediately seaward of the shared path footprint in accordance
with direct transfer rehabilitation principles as practicable.




Ref

(v) Measures to avoid the use of machinery and any other disturbance at existing
vegetation on gravel beaches in the construction zone, provided that vegetation is
proposed to remain in-situ.

(w) Confirmation that the six At Risk species in the landscape plantings at Point Howard
and Windy Point will be transplanted to adjoining currently grassed areas or to
adjoining reserves (such as Whiorau).

(x) Recognition of the Atriplex cinerea plantings at York Bay and Claphams Rock as
sensitive sites in the CEMP and creation of low landscaping barriers to avoid vehicles
crushing at risk plants.

(y) Details that where revetment is constructed without a cantilever wall that existing
isolated shrub vegetation patches between the shared path margin and the revetment
will be retained.

(z) Confirmation that a pre-construction baseline assessment and post-construction
outcome assessment for Threatened and At Risk plant species, and the vegetated
gravel beaches will be completed.

(aa) Confirmation that monitoring for any post-construction establishment of invasive
weeds (including boneseed and old man's beard) will be undertaken and any weeds
will be removed as necessary, for a period of two years after works in any one bay
are completed.

GC.8

The CEMP shall incorporate or refer to the following management plans:

(a) Landscape and Urban Design Plan (including Bay Specific Urban Design Plans as
appropriate) (refer to Conditions LV.1 to LV.7);

(b) Beach Nourishment Plan (refer to Conditions EM.14 to EM.15):

(c) Little Penguin Management Plan (refer to Conditions EM.2 to EM.5);

(d) Traffic Management Plan (refer to Conditions GC.11 to GC.13);

(e) A plan for works within 100m of a Shoreline Forager nest (refer to Condition EM.1C);
(fy Seawall and Revetment Habitat Plan (refer to Condition EM.20 below); and

(g) Habitat Enhancement Plan (refer to Conditions EM.7 to EM.9).

If a CEMP is submitted in part or for a Project stage, it shall only incorporate or refer to the
management plans relevant to that part or stage.

GC.9

All personnel working on the site shall be made aware of the requirements contained in the
certified CEMP. The certified CEMP shall be implemented and maintained (and amended
in accordance with GC.5(e) and (g) as necessary) throughout the entire period of the
Construction Works.

GC.10

The Consent Holder shall ensure that a copy of this consent and all certified plans and
documents referred to in this consent, are kept on site at all times and available for
inspection on request by the Wellington Regional Council.

Traffic Management Plan

GC.11 | The Consent Holder shall prepare a TMP to append to the CEMP, and submit this to the
Team Leader, Resource Consent for certification in accordance with the requirements of
Condition GC.5.

GC.12 | The purpose of the TMP is to manage the various traffic management, safety and efficiency
effects associated with the Construction Works.

GC.13 | The TMP shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

(a) Management of traffic along Marine Drive adjoining the construction areas to protect
public safety, manage delays to road users (especially during peak times), minimise




disruption to property access and methods to keep the public informed about potential
impacts on Marine Drive;

(b) Access and parking for contractors; and

(c) Specification of any additional measures necessary during periods of activities which
involve high levels of construction traffic on nearby properties, such as the CentrePort
site at Point Howard (including communication and any necessary physical
management steps).

Construction Noise

GC.14 | Noise arising from Construction Works shall be measured and assessed in accordance with
NZS 6803:1999 Acoustics — Construction Noise and shall comply with the noise criteria set
out in the following table:

Table CNV1: Construction noise criteria
Day  |Time  |Lacomsmm | Laemex

Residential buildings

Weekdays 0630h —0730h 55 dB 75 dB
0730h—1800h 70dB 85dB
1800h —2000h 65dB 80dB
2000h - 0630h 45dB 75dB

Saturdays 0630h—0730h 45 dB 75 dB
0730h - 1800h 70 dB 85dB
1800h —2000h 45 dB 75 dB
2000h —0630h 45dB 75dB

Sur]days and Public | 0630h—-0730h 45 dB 75dB

Hiliaaye 0730h—1800h |  55dB 85 dB
1800h —2000h 45 dB 75dB
2000h —0630h 45 dB 75dB

Commercial and industrial receivers

All 0730h — 1800h 70dB
1800h —0730h 75dB

CentrePort access
GC.15 | The Consent Holder shall enter into an agreement with CentrePort prior to any Construction

Works being undertaken within the road reserve and land owned by CentrePort (being
Section 1 Survey Office Plan 31984, Reference WN37D/408; and Part Lot 1 DP 10694 &
Section 70-72 Block XIV Belmont Survey District and Part Lot 1 DP 10694, Reference
WN479/105), adjacent to the CentrePort wharf (Point Howard), to ensure that access
arrangements are maintained in accordance with CentrePort's proposed upgrade works.

Completion of Construction

GC.16 | After Completion of Construction in each bay, the Consent Holder shall notify the Manager,
Environmental Regulation in writing within 2 working days (48 hours) that the works have
been completed.

GC.17 | The Consent Holder shall ensure that on Completion of Construction the site is left in a tidy

manner, including all litter associated with the works being removed.




GC.18

The Consent Holder shall, as far as reasonably practicable, remedy all damage and
disturbance caused by vehicle traffic, plant and equipment to the foreshore during
Construction Works, in consultation with a suitably qualified ecologist.

Incidents — General

GC.19

The Consent Holder shall maintain a permanent record of any incidents (such as, but not
limited to, the spill of hydraulic fluid or other discharge not authorised by this consent and
exceedance of the management trigger developed under GC.7 (r)) that occur at individual
work stages that result, or could result, in an adverse effect on the environment.

GC.20

The record shall include:

(a) The type and nature of the incident;

(b) Date and time of the incident;

(c) Weather conditions at the time of the incident (as far as practicable);
(d) Assessment of the effects of the incident;

(e) Measures taken to remedy the effects of the incident; and

(f) Measures put in place to prevent the incident from reoccurring.

GC.21

The record in Condition GC.20 shall be maintained at the work site and shall be made
available to the Manager, Environmental Regulation upon request.

GC.22

The Consent Holder shall notify the Manager, Environmental Regulation within 1 working
day of any such incident.

GC.23

The Consent Holder shall forward an incident report to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation within 7 working days of the incident occurring. This report shall include the
matters listed in Condition GC.20.

Advice Note: Wellington Regional Council may investigate any incidents to determine if a
breach of this consent or the RMA has occurred and may also undertake enforcement action
depending on the circumstances.

Complaints Management

GC.24 | The Consent Holder shall maintain a complaint register that includes:
(a) The details of each complaint;
(b) Actions taken to investigate the complaint (if any);
(c) The outcome of such investigations if undertaken and the likely cause of the matter
that led to the complaint;
(d) The nature and timing of any measures implemented by the Consent Holder to respond
to the complaint; and
(e) Actions (if any) to be taken in the future to prevent to occurrences of similar events and
complaints.
Advice note: Should there be a series of complaints related te a single incident then only
one investigation needs to be completed by the Consent Holder.
GC.25 | The Consent Holder shall make the complaint register in Condition GC.24 available to the
Manager, Environmental Regulation, on request.
Consent Lapse
GC.26 | Pursuant to section 125(1) of the RMA, the consents shall lapse 10 years from the date of

the commencement of these consents (in accordance with section 116 of the RMA).




Review of conditions

GC.27 | Pursuant to section 128 of the RMA, the conditions of consent may be reviewed by the Hutt
City Council or Wellington Regional Council by the giving of notice pursuant to section 129
of the RMA, in [month, year] and every year thereafter in order to deal with:

(a) any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the exercise of the
consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage; or

(b) any other adverse effect on the environment on which the exercise of the consent may
have an influence.

Transport

GC.28 | An independent road safety audit shall be undertaken at the detailed design stage and at
the pre-opening/post-construction stage.

GC.29 | The consent holder must regularly monitor and report usage of and safety/incidences along
the shared path within the first two year(s) of operation

Infrastructure

GC.30 | The Consent Holder shall ensure that construction work does not adversely impact on the
safe and efficient operation of network utilities. The scope and timing of necessary utility
relocation and protection works shall be developed and agreed between the Consent Holder
and network utility providers to mitigate any safety hazards for the required works.




Coastal Activities (C)

Condition

Engine

ering Plans and Specifications

CA1

At least 30 working days prior to the Commencement of Construction, the Consent Holder
shall submit detailed engineering plans and specifications (including tidal levels, dimensioned
cross sections, elevations, site plans of all areas of proposed reclamation and de-
reclamation, permanent and temporary structures, outfalls structures, associated permanent
and temporary coastal zone occupations and areas where the construction area will extend
into the subtidal zone), prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced engineer in general
accordance with the documents listed in Conditions GC.1 and GC.2(a), to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for certification using the process in Condition GC.5.

The requirements for certification set out in Condition GC.5 apply equally to the certification
of the detailed engineering plans and specifications under this condition.

c.2

The engineering plans and specifications submitted under Condition C.1 shall cover the
following matters:

(a) Shared path;

(b) Seawalls, including drainage and texture to be applied to the curved surface and
depressions to be applied to the flat platforms of the curved seawall;

(c) Revetment design, including:

(i) The process to determine the rock used in the rock revetment. Having regard to
natural character, selection of rock for the revetment structures shall be made
in consultation with a suitably qualified and experienced landscape architect

(i) the reuse of in situ natural rock/cobble material and minimising the excavation
of in situ rock where possible, without compromising structural integrity, along
with the drilling of rock pools into the hard revetment rock of intertidal areas.

(iii) The design of the revetments should look at all options to reduce the revetment
footprint without compromising on structural integrity of the seawall, overtopping
protection, or coastal processes;

(d) Access steps, ramps, bus stops; and

(e) Beach nourishment.

C.3

The Consent Holder shall comply with the engineering plans and specifications certified under
Condition C.1.

Occupation of the CMA

c4 The right to temporarily occupy part of the CMA during Construction Works is limited to the
areas and structures identified in the plans and specifications referred to in Condition GC.1.

C.5 The right to permanently occupy part of the CMA is limited to the areas and structures
identified in the plans and specifications referred to in Condition GC. 1.

C.6 The consent holder shall ensure that access to the entire length of any affected beach at any

time during construction activities is prevented unless there are no practicable alternatives
and the written approval of the Manager, Environmental Regulation has been obtained.

Erosion and sediment control

c.7

Erosion and sediment control measures shall be implemented throughout the Construction
Works. They shall be constructed and maintained so as to operate and perform in accordance
with the Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for the Wellington Region (Reprinted June
2006) in the CMA, the measures set out below and the certified CEMP.

Within the CMA measures may include, but not be limited to, the following considerations:

(a) Not exposing non-native backfill material to the sea.
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(b) Use of weight-bearing mats on the foreshore substrate.

(c) Methods for isolating and containing the construction area including:
() Bunding/shuttering in a predominantly gravel/sand beach zone; and

(ii) Alternative sediment control devices, such as geotextile containers or tubes filled
with locally sourced sand, in rocky shore habitats or where the seawall works occur
close to the mid tide mark.

(d) Limiting the length of any continuous section of seawall under construction at one time
as appropriate, for example if the construction footprint extends into subtidal zone and a
longer length allows for a single subtidal area to be contained in the one site then a
longer length would be preferable.

(e) Earthworks and canstruction activities to be planned to respond to tide timing, tidal height
and forecasts of wind and wave conditions so that these matters can be factored into
necessary erosion and sediment controls.

Contaminant Release

c.8

The Consent Holder shall take all reasonably practicable measures to limit the amount of
contaminants from the Construction Works released on land or in the CMA. Such measures
shall be included in the CEMP.

c.s9

Any discharge shall not give rise to any of the following effects in the CMA:

(a) The production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or foams, or floatable or
suspended materials (excluding suspended sediment); or

(b) Any emission of objectionable odour; or
(c) any conspicuous change in colour or visual clarity;

after a reasonable mixing zone of 50 m from the source of the discharge (or in the event that
this distance is not practicable any revised distance agreed with The Manager, Environmental
Regulation, as part of the CEMP or relevant stage of the CEMP): or

(d) Any significant adverse effects on aquatic or marine life.

C.10

The Consent Holder shall ensure that the sediment concentrations of any discharge of
sediment laden water to the stormwater system or the CMA do not exceed 100g/m3

Reclamation

C.11

The total reclamation area for the Project is limited to the areas and structures identified in
the plans and specifications referred to in Condition GC.1, but shall not exceed 3000m?.

Advice note: Statutory processes in respect of reclaimed land must be complied with,
including under the Marine and Coastal Area (Takutai Moana) Act 2011.

C.12

Imported fill material to be used in the reclamations shall be restricted to clean natural sand,
gravels and rock,

C.13

The Consent Holder shall maintain a log recording the source of the materials imported onto
each reclamation on the site. This log shall be made available to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for inspection on request.

As-Built Certification

C.14

The Consent Holder shall supply to Wellington Regional Council and the LINZ Hydrographic
Services Office and LINZ Topographic Services Office (Chief Hydrographer, National
Topo/Hydro Authority, Land Information New Zealand, Private Box PO Box 5501, Wellington
6145), a set of ‘as built’ plans, final topographic and, if relevant, bathymetric data covering
the finished works, and appropriate certification confirming that the new structures and
structures have been built in accordance with sound engineering practice, within 60 working
days of the completion of the works.
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Maintenance of Structures
C.15 | The consent holder shall remain responsible for all works authorised under this consent, and
shall maintain the structure(s) to the satisfaction of the Manager, Environmental Regulation so
that:
(a) Any erosion, scour or instability of the CMA that is attributable to the structures and works
carried out as part of this consent is remedied by the consent holder
(b) The structural integrity of any structure remains sound in the opinion of a Professional
Chartered Engineer
(c) Access to the coastal marine area is not impeded by the structures
Any maintenance or repair shall be undertaken to the satisfaction of the Manager,
Environmental Regulation.
Note: Maintenance does not include any works outside of the scope of the application. Any
additional works (including structures, reshaping or disturbance to the seabed or foreshore)
following completion of the construction works as proposed in the application, may require further
resource consents.
Photographic record
C.16 | The consent holder shall compile photographic records of all disturbance of the intertidal zone

provided for by this consent. These photographic records shall include, but not be limited to,
photographs of the following aspects:

(a) The location of the proposed works: incorporating the works area and the stretches of the
shore that may be affected by the disturbance (i.e., prior to the works commencing and
during works), and

(b) Photos of the seawalls (including revetment) during and after each section has been
constructed.

The photographic record of items identified in (a) and (b) shall be submitted to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation, fortnightly for the duration of the construction period.

All submitted photographs shall include:

e The date and time the photographs were taken
* A description of what the photograph relates to.

The photographs and details shall be to the satisfaction of the Manager, Environmental
Regulation, Wellington Regional Council.

Note 1: The photographic record should demonstrate compliance with the conditions of this
consent.

Note 2: Photographic records, ie, electronic picture files from digital cameras can be emailed to
notifications@gw.govt.nz. Please include the consent number WGN190301 date and time
photographs were taken and a description of the site location (eg, map reference, address).
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Ecological Management (EM)

Little Penguins and Shoreline Foragers

EM.1 In order to avoid or minimise adverse effects of the Project on Little Penguins and Shoreline

Foragers, the Consent Holder shall:

(a) comply with Condition EM.1A;

(b) undertake the habitat enhancement measures set out in Conditions EM.7 to EM.9;

(c) as set out in Condition LV.4(c), incorporate relevant detailed design elements within
the LUDP as recommended in the LPMP in Condition EM.5;

(d) undertake design and construction in accordance with the LPMP in Condition EM.5;

(e) manage rubbish and waste in accordance with the CEMP in Condition GC.7;

(f) provide pest management in accordance with Condition EM.1B; and

(g) provide Little Penguin and Shoreline Forager protection areas as set out in Conditions
EM.1B and EM.7 to EM.9.

EM.1A | Construction Works between 1 July and 31 January (the Little Penguin breeding period)
shall not occur within 10m of any active burrows or nests identified in Condition EM.5(a)(i).
EM.1B | The Consent Holder must:

(a) provide up to a maximum of $60,000 (including GST), spread over 10 years, for pest
management within the protection areas specified in (b) below and the adjacent
Eastern Bays coastal environment;

(b) establish protection areas (refer to Appendix 1) at the following locations, in
accordance with Conditions EM.7 to EM.9:

(iy Bishops Park;
(i) HW Short Park; and
(i) Whiorau Reserve.

(c) within six months of the commencement of consent initiate the required statutory
process to exclude dogs for the months of August to January inclusive each year from
the foreshore and beach area of Robinson Bay abutting the North of Bishop Park
protection area and running for the same length, as shown in Appendix 1

(d) undertake & monthly coastal clean-ups along the Shared Path and adjacent coastal
areas

EM.1C | (a) During the nesting season of any Shoreline Forager, no more than 10 working days

(b)

()

prior to the Commencement of Construction, the Consent Holder shall engage a
suitably qualified ecologist to undertake a Shoreline Forager nesting survey within the
relevant construction area.

If the oystercatcher nest located off the point between Sorrento Bay and Lowry Bay
has resulted in oystercatcher chicks being raised no Construction Works shall be
undertaken between the southern end of Howard Road to the northern Lowry Bay
Boatshed in the months of December and January

If any Shoreline Forager nest in the relevant construction area is identified, the Consent
Holder shall engage a suitably qualified ecologist to:

(i) GIS locate and mark on the ground the nest location;
(i) advise on whether or not the nest of the Shoreline Forager contains eggs or chicks;

(iii) if it does contain eggs or chicks, advise on the management of Construction Works
within 100m of the nest, including:

A. the use of specific machinery; and
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Ref ondition _ e
B. the use of specific minimisation measures and/or working practices; and
(iv) prepare a plan for works incorporating the matters in (jii) which the Consent Holder
shall include in the CEMP under Condition GC.7.
EM.1D | Prior to construction, the Consent Holder shall prepare a Pest Management Plan outlining

how the $60,000 in EM.1C(a) will be spent and submit this to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation, for certification.

The purpose of the Pest Management Plan shall be as to as far as reasonable practicable
minimise the impact of pest animals on Little Penguin and Shoreline Forager populations
as a result of increases in litter and waste associated with the use of the Shared Path.

The Pest Management Plan shall be prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced
person and as a minimum, the plan must;

(i) Cover the full length of the Shared Path, with more intensive actions for the
enhancement areas

(ii) Identify when the worst environmental effects are expected (e.g. when birds are
looking for nesting material [for litter] or chicks are hatching [for pests])

(iii) ldentify, or put in place a programme to identify problem areas and peak problem
times for management of littering and pests (e.g. summer holiday season)

(iv) Identify particular problem sources of litter and implement strategies to address
these (e.g. frequent bins for dog waste bags along the path)

(v) Include strategies to manage the day-to-day litter and pests with details of how to
deal with problem areas and problem times

(vi) Make provision for coastal clean-ups at least twice per year

(vii) Include strategies describing how the applicant will engage and educate the
community on the presence of birds and the impact of dogs and pests on these
birds through signage and outreach programs (e.g. school coastal clean-ups and
similar community initiatives)

(viii) Identify targets and establish monitoring programs and mechanisms to report
annually to the community on the achievement of the targets, for at least the first
five years of operation of the shared path

Little Penguin Management Plan

EM.2 The Consent Holder shall prepare a LPMP and submit this to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5.

EM.3 The purpose of the LPMP shall be to as far as reasonably practicable avoid, but otherwise
minimise, adverse effects on the Little Penguin population established in and adjacent to
the existing revetment, during design and Construction Works.

EM.4 The LPMP shall be prepared by a suitably qualified person in consultation with the Little
Penguin Interest Group.

EM.5 The LPMP shall address the following matters:

(a) Measures to minimise adverse effects on the Little Penguin population during
construction, including that;

() Two Little Penguin detection dog surveys, or a detection method approved by a
Little Penguin expert appointed by the Consent Holder, must be undertaken in
January prior to the Commencement of Construction in each bay. The purpose is
to identify active Little Penguin burrows and nests within the construction area of
each bay. No Construction Works shall occur in an area not surveyed in
accordance with this provision; and

(i) The GPS coordinates for all active burrows and nests identified in (i) must be
recorded;
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(b) A protocol for enabling Little Penguins active burrows and nests identified under (a)
within the construction area of each bay to be relocated to a site outside of the
construction area between 1 February and 30 June. The protocol will include measures
to ensure that the formerly active burrows and nests will not be reoccupied so that
Constructions Works can proceed. The protocol will be prepared by a Little Penguin
expert appointed by the Consent Holder;

(c) A programme for monitoring Little Penguins within or adjacent to the construction area
during the Construction Works proportionate to the scale of the works in that area and
the number of burrows and nests to determine whether any reasonably practicable
steps can be undertaken by the Consent Holder to further reduce adverse effects,
including steps provided for in the HEP (refer Conditions EM.7 to EM.9);

(d) Staff and contractor training;

(e) Identification of specific areas where Little Penguin and dog control signage would be
beneficial to reduce the risks of adverse effects on Little Penguins; and

(f) Opportunities to enhance Little Penguin habitat through detailed design, including:

(i) Potential seawall design opportunities to restrict road access for Little Penguins
through penguin passage elements; and

(i) Potential rock rip rap design opportunities to include key holes for Little Penguin
nests.

Advice note: The handling of protected wildlife will require permits to be obtained from the
Department of Conservation under the Wildlife Act 1953,

EM.6

Any outcomes from monitoring under Condition EM.5(c) shall be applied, as appropriate, to
future Construction Works by revising the LPMP so that over time processes and responses
to minimise effects on Little Penguins are refined and improved. The results of the
monitoring shall be provided to the Little Penguin Interest Group and the Manager,
Environmental Regulation, Wellington Regional Council within 1 month of completion.

Habitat Enhancement Plan

EM.7 The Consent Holder shall prepare a HEP and submit this to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5 pricr to
Commencement of Construction.

EM.7A | The HEP shall be prepared by a suitably qualified ecologist in consultation with the Little
Penguin Interest Group and the Eastbourne Dunes Restoration Group.

EM.8 The purpose of the HEP shall be to provide protection areas (as specified in Condition
EM.1B and shown in Appendix 1) for the Little Penguin and Shoreline Forager populations.

EM.9 The HEP must address and/or include the following within the protection areas:

(a) fencing of the boundaries as shown in the plans in Appendix 1 with a minimum
standard to keep dogs out;

(b) pest management measures, using funding provided in Condition EM.1B;

(c) a Planting Plan for revegetation as appropriate, including details of species to be
planted and areas planting will take place in;

(d) signage identifying the relevant habitat area to reduce the risks of adverse effects on
Little Penguins and Shoreline Foragers;

(e) opportunities to enhance Little Penguin habitat within the protection areas including
providing and maintaining a minimum of 100 nesting opportunities across the three
protection areas;

(f) opportunities to enhance Shoreline Forager habitat in the protection areas, including
wooden poles providing further safe roosting habitats;

(g) provisions as appropriate to provide ecological resilience to sea level rise; and
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(h) timeframes for completing (as appropriate) the measures outlined in the HEP,
including:

(i) forthe Whiorau Reserve protection area:

A. fencing must be completed prior to Commencement of Construction (see (a)
above);

B. detailed design of habitat enhancement for the Little Penguin and Shoreline
Foragers must be finalised, and nesting boxes and roosting measures must
be installed, prior to Commencement of Construction (see (e) and (f) above);

C. pest management measures must be installed and operational prior to
Commencement of Construction (see (b) above);

D. signage must be installed prior to Commencement of Construction (see (d)
above);

E. planting shall be undertaken in accordance with the timeframes specified in
the Planting Plan (see (c) above); and

(i) for the Bishops Park and HW Short Park protection areas, the establishment
process (ie the measures specified in A to E above) must commence prior to
Commencement of Construction, and measures A to D above must be completed
within six months following Commencement of Construction (and the planting in
accordance with the specified timeframes in the Planting Plan).

Intertidal and subtidal ecology

EM.10

For any construction areas where there are intertidal rock pools or loose rocky material in
the intertidal zone, prior to the Commencement of Construction the Consent Holder shall
check any rock pools and under loose rocks within the construction area for fish (such as
rock fish) and relocate them outside of the construction area.

Any salvage or relocation of fish or invertebrate shall be supervised by a suitably qualified
and experienced person.

EM.11

For any construction areas that may extend into the subtidal zone, the Consent Holder shall:

(a) Undertake all measures possible to reduce the construction area in the subtidal zone
to the minimum required to complete the works in a safe and efficient manner, and
avoid operating heavy machinery in the subtidal zone unless there is no reasonably
practicable alternative. If works must occur in the subtidal zone, then the Consent
Holder shall undertake appropriate measures to isolate the construction site from the
subtidal zone to protect the site and prevent contamination release into the CMA, in
accordance with the requirements of the certified CEMP;

(b) During Construction Works within the subtidal zone the Consent Holder shall, where
reasonably practicable, remove large rocks (greater than 0.4m diameter that are not
part of the bedrock material and can be safely moved) that have been colonised with
biota. They shall be placed in a nearby subtidal zone until the Completion of Works in
that area. On completion of works, the rocks shall either be returned to the area from
which they were removed, left at their new location or relocated to another appropriate
subtidal location; and

(c) Avoid adverse effects on the seagrass beds at south Lowry Bay (as identified in
Figure 3 of Appendix C2 of the AEE) from Construction Works and beach nourishment.
Measures shall include, but not be limited to:

() Monitoring of seagrass beds in south Lowry Bay before and after Construction
Works and beach nourishment to confirm that the beach nourishment works have
not resulted in any net loss of seagrass extent and cover through unforeseen
physical encroachment into the seagrass beds, increased turbidity or altered
hydrodynamics;

(i) The monitoring in (i) shall include mapping the perimeter of each seagrass bed
and assessing the average plant cover within each bed immediately before works
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commence, immediately after works have been completed and 1 year after the
completion of the beach nourishment works;

(i) The results of the monitoring in (i) shall be provided to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation, Wellington Regional Council within 1 month of completion; and

(iv) Monthly visual assessment near and around the seagrass beds during beach
nourishment to assess how nourishment material is settling in and around the
seagrass bed; and

(v) Ensuring that the seagrass beds are appropriately marked during Construction
Works and beach nourishment to avoid any potential adverse effects.

(d) The monitoring in (c)(i) and (iv) above shall be undertaken by a suitably qualified and
experienced ecologist or marine scientist

Fish Passage

EM.12 | At the key outlets listed in Table 7 of Appendix B of the AEE, the Consent Holder shall:
(a) Ensure that fish passage is improved or maintained at the existing level; and
(b) Involve a qualified freshwater ecologist in the design of culvert extensions, alterations,
and any specific fish passage features.
EM.13 | Prior to construction affecting any of the outlets identified in Table 7 of Appendix B of the

AEE commencing, the Consent Holder shall prepare and submit to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for certification, a plan for the monitoring of the effectiveness of
any alteration or replacement to identified culverts modified by project works utilising an
appropriate monitoring methodology selected from those outlined in Chapter 7 of New
Zealand Fish Passage Guidelines to the satisfaction of a suitably qualified freshwater
ecologist.

If monitoring shows that fish passage is impeded the Consent Holder shall provide a
programme and description of remedial actions to the Manager, Environmental Regulation,
for certification within an agreed timeframe and undertake remediation actions as soon as
practicable.

Beach Nourishment Plan

EM.14

The Consent Holder shall prepare a BNP and submit this to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5.

Beach nourishment shall only occur in Point Howard beach, York Bay and south Lowry Bay
and be deposited in general accordance with the Plans in Appendix 1 to these conditions.
The maximum volume of material that may be deposited is 6,000m?, to be distributed
between the three bays as outlined in Table 5-1 of Appendix F of the AEE.

EM.15

The BNP shall include, but not be limited to:

(a) The design conditions at the time of the beach nourishment and for the beach
nourishment to achieve after 2 years;

(b) The name and location of the sediment source;

(c) Evidence of approvals and consents for taking the material and ensuring imported
materials do not exceed allowable maximum contaminant levels under the relevant
ADAWR (2019) Default Guideline Values;

(d) A specification of the borrow material including:
(i) Ensuring no more than 2% of sediment is of a size smaller than 62 microns;
(i) The grading envelope;

(iii) Colours; and

(iv) Extent of placement;
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(e} A construction methedology to limit potential adverse effects that includes, but is not

limited to, the following measures:
() Separation and disposal offsite of silts and clays in beach excavaticn sediments;

(i) Use of beach nourishment sediments that are similar or slightly coarser than in situ
sediments, that will maintain the existing profile without spreading onto seagrass
beds,

(il Excluding fine sediments from beach nourishment sediments;

{iv) Only undertaking beach ncurishment in the winter months between June and
August;

(v} Forming the high tide construction beach with a slightly over-steepened profile;

(vi) Only depositing as much sediment on the beach as can be transferred along the
placement area in the day of placement;

(vii) Only transferring and shaping the beach profile during lower tide levels in calm
conditions, and such that the formed toe does not extend much beyond mean low
water springs;

{viii}Staging beach nourishment such that nourishment material is placed in smaller
volumes across two or three freatments instead of one treatment unless suitable
justification that it is not practicable or will result in adverse effects that are greater
than placement in cne treatment can be provided.

{ix) Minimising the woarking area and mobilization of sediment;

{x) Stockpiling woody debris and then replacing woody debris in the wrack line
following beach nourishment:

(xi) Avoiding the placement of beach nourishment materials no further south than the
centerline of Gill Road af the southern end of Lowry Bay,

(xii) specify the methods to separate excavated beach sediments from shared path
foundations into those suitable for placement on beaches, and dispose offsite
those that have significant levels of silt and clay;

(xiii)At Lowry Bay, ensure any barging of beach nourishment material is appropriately
separated from seagrass beds to avoid any disturbance; and

{xiviEnsuring all machinery used for the redistribution of excavated beach material
{from the construction of the seawall itself} to create a bench above the high tide
line shall remain above MHWS, and all bench material is not to extend below the
MHWS line.

{(xv) Timing the addition of beach nourishment to follow seawall construction within the
Bay as closely as possible to minimise the duration of disturbance

Prepare a site within the beach nourishment area immediately seaward of the shared
path footprint at Lowry Bay near the present pingao location that has a top layer of
uncompacted beach sediments. Translocate the existing pingao patch and other
vegetation and their gravel and sand habitat at Lowry Bay to this site; andPlacing
imported beach sediment along the entire designated placement area rather than in
one discrete location;

Minimising the potential to block stream outlets with fish passage during beach
nourishment by:

(i} Identifying pipe outlets that are identified as important for fish passage as identified
in Table 7 of Appendix B of the AEE;

(i} Avoiding initiaf placement of sediment from within 20 m of existing outlets; and

{iii} Monitoring of stream outlets indicated in Table 6 of Appendix B of the AEE during
beach nourishment and then fortnightly for the first 6 months after nourishment
and manthly for another & months thereafter to check they remain clear. If blocked,
the Consent Holder shall clear gravels and sand blocking the outlets.
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Advice note: Clearance of any accumulated material at the outlets may require a separate
consent if not able to comply with permitted activily standards.

Beach monitoring and management — beach nourishment

EM.16

The Consent Holder shall undertake monitoring of beach volume via 8 monthly beach
profiles (or equivalent elevation surveying techniques) to ensure the actual effect on beach
sediment processes is in line with the expectations for generally minor redistribution of
beach material.

The moenitoring shall commence prior to the Commencement of Construction in each bay in
Condition EM.14, and continue for 2 years after Completion of Construction in that bay. If
nourishment occurs in more than one bay, the monitoring timing shall be aligned so that the
monitoring of each bay occurs at the same time.

This monitoring information shall be interpreted at the end of the 2 year period in that bay
by an experienced coastal scientist and that interpretation shall be provided to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation within 1 month of its completion.

EM.17

The monitoring should include the nourished area and the foreshore at the base of the
seawall extending at least 60 metres along the seawall at both edges of the nourished area
at York Bay and Point Howard beach, and 60 metres to the south and 240 metres to the
north of the nourishment at Lowry Bay.

EM.18

If beach nourishment monitoring results in Condition EM. 16 show that design conditions in
the BNP have not been met, then the Consent Holder shall, if deemed to be required by an

experienced coastal scientist or engineer, 'top up’ the beach nourishment and/or undertake
beach maintenance as recommended.

Only one 'top up' event may occur at each location. If a 'top up' is required it shall occur
within 2 years of the completion of the monitoring. If a 'top up'is required at more than one
bay then the nourishment and/or maintenance shall, if possible, be undertaken at the same
time.

The design conditions of such 'top ups' shall be prepared by an experienced coastal
scientist or engineer and certified as meeting the design conditions of the beach
nourishment in the BNP by the Manager, Environmental Regulation in accordance with the
requirements of Condition GC.5. To avoid doubt, Condition EM.15(e) applies to any beach
nourishment 'top up'.

EM.19

An intertidal and subtidal benthic invertebrate monitoring programme designed by a
qualified ecologist will be undertaken at least 12 months after the completion of beach
nourishment in that bay to assess whether the redistributed beach nourishment material is
having any significant adverse effect on the benthic intertidal and subtidal biota.

If monitoring results show that redistributed beach nourishment material has had significant
adverse effects on the benthic intertidal and subtidal biota, any ‘top ups' under EM. 18 will
be designed by the Consent Holder to appropriately minimise those significant adverse
effects on benthic intertidal and subtidal biota.

Seawall and revetment habitat

EM.20

The Consent Holder shall engage a suitably qualified ecologist to prepare a Seawall and
Revetment Habitat Plan (SRHP) and submit this to the Manager, Environmental Regulation
for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition GC.5 prior to
Commencement of Construction. The SRHP shall provide for appropriate habitat for
intertidal biota, including but not limited to:

(a) incorporating textures to the curved surfaces and depressions to the flat platforms of
the curved seawalls including:

(i) within the 'low encroachment zone' to help offset the existing intertidal area lost to
the 'high' and 'medium' encroachments; and

(iiy in areas where the seawall is wholly above the existing high tide mark to provide
ecological resilience to sea level rise;
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(b) drilling rock pools into the hard revetment rock of the mid-low tide zone;

(c) reuse of larger colonised rock material,

(d) purpose-made rock pool features (to be used where appropriate, and without
compromising structural integrity);

(e) where appropriate and/or feasible, pre-cast 'pot plant/window box structures that can
be added to the surface of the curved seawall; and

(f) a map of appropriate scale, showing where each method of enhancement will occur.
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Landscape, Urban Design and Visual (LV)

Landscape and Urban Design Plan

Lv.1

The Consent Holder shall prepare a LUDP for the Project and submit this to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition
GC.5. The Consent Holder shall provide the LUDP for certification within 3 months of the
granting of the consents. The process to prepare the LUDP, including as set out in Condition
LV.3, must be completed within this timeframe.

Lv.2

The purposes of the LUDP are to:

(a) Provide a detailed design for the Project that responds to local landscape character,
identity and land use and is in general accordance with the Design Features Report
(dated January 2019), and other relevant plans and documents referred to in Conditions
GC.1 and GC.2(a);

(b) Integrate the Project's permanent works into the surrounding landscape and urban
context and to illustrate the urban and landscape design elements of the Project; and

(c) Outline methods and measures to avoid or minimise adverse effects on natural
character, landscape and recreational amenity during the construction of the Project.

LVv.3

The LUDP shall be prepared by the Consent Holder, with input from a suitably qualified and
experienced ecologist, engineer, landscape architect, recreation specialist, traffic engineer
and urban designer, and in consultation with:

(a) Wellington Tenths Trust,

(b) Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust;

(c) Relevant Resident Associations;

(d) Hutt City Council (Parks and Reserves); and
(e) Eastbourne Community Board.

LVv.4

The LUDP shall reflect and/or incorporate the plan in Condition EM.20 as appropriate and ,
as a minimum, shall address how the detailed design of the Project:

(a) Achieves design outcomes based on the consideration of the following environmental
effects:

(i) Safety;

(i) Ecology;

(i) Natural character;

(iv) Public access; and

(v) Urban design, recreational and visual amenity;

(b) Responds to conflicts between any of the matters listed above, including in relation to
the significance (if any) of their values relevant to the specific design matters being
considered, and the significance of the matters in the context of each individual bay;

(c) Respondstoany relevant design elements recommended in the LPMP in Condition EM.5
and the HEP in Condition EM.9 while applying the same approach as in (a) and (b); and

(d) Responds to:

(i) The design principles set out in Appendix J: Design Features Report (dated January
2019), and other relevant plans and documents referred to in Conditions GC.1 and
GC.2(a); and

(i) Relevant Industry Standards.
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Condition

Bay Specific Urban Design Plans

LV.5 | The LUDP shall include the final BSUDPs for each bay within the Project area, which shall
address the detailed design, within the particular bay, for the benefit of pedestrians, cyclists
and others using the local road network as well as the specific urban design, landscape,
ecology and recreational amenity matters, including those listed in Condition LV.7, as
relevant to the particular bay.

The final BSUDPs may either be attached to, and certified as part of, the initial LUDP or

prepared later, and added to the LUDP on a staged basis, if the Construction Works are

staged bay by bay and individually certified under Condition LV.6.

LV.6 The BSUDPs shall be prepared by the Consent Holder in two stages for each bay:

(a) Stage 1: A draft design protocol that sets out the priorities for the bay design in terms of
engineering and safety requirements as well as ecology, natural character, landscape,
urban design and recreational amenity elements and issues. The draft design protocol
shall provide visual representations of best practice coastal shared path projects, to
demonstrate the level of design to be achieved. The protocol shall be provided to the
Relevant Resident Association for the affected bay (if any) and the Eastbourne
Community Board for comments, if any, within 15 working days from receipt. Any
comments received, and the Consents Holder's response and reasons if they are not
accepted, are to be provided to the Manager, Environmental Regulation, alongside the
draft design protocol, within 20 working days from receipt of the comments; and

(b) Stage 2: The final BSUDPs, which are to be certified either on their own (in accordance
with Condition GC.5) or (if included in the initial LUDP) when the LUDP is certified under
Condition LV.1.

LV.7 | The BSUDPs shall, include specific landscape and urban design details for:

(a) Seawall structures, including transition zones between seawall types;

(b) Beach access including steps, ramps and associated handrails where required;

(c) Safety barriers and railing;

(d) The treatment of stormwater structures at the coastal interface;

(e) Little Penguin and Shoreline Forager related structures including penguin passage
elements, ramps, nests, boxes and wooden poles for roosting;

(f) Planting treatment;

(g) The treatment of existing trees and existing landscape and natural features;

(h) The design and area of space available for recreational amenity activities;

() The design and orientation of features, spaces and access points;

() Refuge and seating opportunities including size and arrangement of space to allow for
stopping and gathering at frequent intervals distributed along the route;

(k) Signage and storyboards; and

() Surface treatments

LV.8 | The consent holder shall engage a suitably qualified and experienced disability auditor to

prepare an accessibility statement to guide design, and undertake accessibility audits in
accordance with NZS 4121 Design for Access and Mobility — Buildings and Associated
Facilities as part of detailed design
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Archaeological Protocols (AP)

Discovery of Archaeological Features or Deposits

APA

If remains are exposed that are potentially archaeological features or deposits, the following
procedure should be adopted:

(a) Earthworks should cease in the immediate vicinity while an archaeologist is consulted to
establish whether the remains are part of an archaeological site as defined under the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.

(b) If the archaeologist confirms that it is an archaeological site, the area of the site will be
defined by the archaeologist and excluded from earthworks.

(c) HNZPT will be informed of the discovery and, if the site cannot be avoided, an application
for an archaeological authority to modify or destroy the archaeological site will be made
(this is a legal requirement).

(d) If the archaeological site relates to Maori occupation, Taranaki Whanui must be
consulted.

(e) No work can be carried out that will affect the site until the archaeological authority has
commenced.

(f) Any conditions attached to the archaeological authority must be complied with.

Discovery of Taonga

AP.2

Maori artefacts such as carvings, stone adzes, and greenstone objects are considered to be
taonga (treasures). These are taonga taturu within the meaning of the Protected Objects Act
1975. Taonga may be discovered in isolated contexts, but are generally found within
archaeological sites, modification of which is subject to the provisions of the Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014,

If taonga are discovered the following procedure will apply to the taonga itself:

(a) The area of the immediate site containing the taonga will be secured in a way that
protects the taonga as far as possible from further damage.

(b) The archaeologist will then inform HNZPT and the nominated Taranaki Whé&nui
representative so that the appropriate actions (from cultural and archaeological
perspectives) can be determined.

(c) Work may resume when advised by HNZPT or the archaeologist.

(d) The archaeologist will notify the Ministry for Culture and Heritage of the find within 28
days as required under the Protected Objects Act 1975. This can be done through the
Auckland War Memorial Museum.

(e) The Ministry for Culture and Heritage, in consultation with Taranaki Whanui, will decide
on custodianship of the taonga.

Tangata Whenua Contacts

AP.3

The contact details for Taranaki Whanui are as follows:

(a) Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust — Kirsty Tamanui telephone: +64 27 459 9050
PO Box 12164, Thorndon, Wellington 6144

(b) Wellington Tenths Trust (Wellington) — Morrie Love telephone: +64 27 454 0148
PO Box 25499, Wellington
Level 2, Te Raukura, Taranaki Street Wharf, 15 Jervois Quay, Wellington
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GENDIX 1: PROTECTION AREAS

Overview
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Penguin and shorebird protection area: 0 25 50 100
Whiorau Reserve

Project: Eastern Bays Shared Path

2. Bishops Park

Penguin and shorebird protection area: 0 50 100 200
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APPENDIX 2: BEACH NOURISHMENT PLANS

[Note: Draft plans are included below. These will be replaced with final plans (once these have

been prepared).]

Beach Nourishment - Point Howard
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Appendix-R-Proposed Resource Consent Conditions

Definitions

The table below defines the acronyms and terms used in the conditions below.

BSUDPs Bay Specific Urban Design Plans.
BNP The Beach Nourishment Plan.
CEMP The Construction Environmental Management Plan.

Certify, certification and certified

In relation to a management plan, means assessed by Council
staff acting in a technical certification capacity, and in particular
as to whether the document or matter is technically consistent
with the requirements contained within the conditions of this
consent.

CMA

Has the same meaning as 'coastal marine area’ in section 2 of
the RMA.




Commencement of Construction

The time when Construction Works (excluding site investigations
and Enabling Works) for the Project (or a part of the Project)
commence.

Completion of Construction

When construction of the Project (or part of the Project) is
complete.

Construction Works

One or more of the various activities (excluding site
investigations and Enabling Works) undertaken under these
resource consents.

Consent Holder

Hutt City Council

Enabling Works

Includes the following and similar activities:

(a) geotechnical investigations (including in the CMA), including
access on land for these investigations;

(b) establishing site yards, site offices, site entrances and
fencing;

{c) establishing protection areas for Little Penguin and
Shoreline Forager populations;

(d

(e) relocation of services; and

demolition or removal of buildings and structures;

(f) establishing minimisation measures (such as erosion and
sediment control measures).

HEP Habitat Enhancement Plan.
HNZPT Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.
Little Penguin NZ little penguin (Eudyptula minor, korora),

Little Penguin Interest Group

Department of Conservation, Mike Rumble, Eastbourne Pest
Control and Forest & Bird.

LPMP The Little Penguin Management Plan.

LUDP The Landscape and Urban Design Plan.

Manager, Environmental The Manager, for the time being, of the Environmental Regulation

Regulation Department, Wellington Regional Council,

MHWS Mean High Water Springs.

Project The design, construction, operation and management of the
Eastern Bays Shared Path Project and associated works.

Reclamation Has the meaning given to that term in section 2.2 of the Proposed
Natural Resources Plan for the Wellington Region Decision
Version (dated 31 July 2019) as it relates to the CMA.

RMA The Resource Management Act 1991,

Shoreline Forager variable oystercatcher and red-billed guill.

SRHP Seawall and Revetment Habitat Plan

Team Leader, Resource
Consents

The Team Leader for the time being of the Resource Consent
Department, Hutt City Council.

TMP

The Traffic Management Plan.

Working day

Has the same meaning as in section 2 of the RMA.




General Conditions

These general conditions apply to all resource consents unless specified otherwise. Additional
conditions which apply to specific resource consents are set out in the following pages.

General and Administration

GC.1

Except as modified by the conditions below (including certified management plans),
the Project shall be undertaken in general accordance with the information provided
by the Consent Holder in the consent application and associated plans and documents
lodged with the Wellington Regional Council on 12 April 2019,

Lurther information
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GC.2

Where there is inconsistency between:

(a) The application, plans and documents referenced in Condition GC.1 and further
information provided by the Consent Holder post lodgment, including during the
hearing, the most recent information and plans shall prevail; and

(b} The application, plans and documents referenced in Conditions GC.1 and
GC.2(a) and the conditions of consent, the conditions shall prevail.

Pre-construction Administration

GC.3 The Consent Holder shall notify the Manager, Environmental Regulation in writing of
the proposed date of Commencement of Construction at least 20 working days prior
to that date.

GC.4 The Consent Holder shall provide a copy of this consent and any decuments and plans

referred to in this consent to each operator or contractor undertaking works authorised
by this consent at least 10 working days prior to the Commencement of Construction.

Management Plan Approval Process

GC.5

(a) Conditions (b) to (i} below apply to all management plans required by these
conditions.

(b) All management plans shall be submitted to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation andfor the Team Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) for
certification at least 30 working days prior to the Commencement of Construction,

(c) All management plans shall provide the overarching principles, methodologies
and procedures for managing the effects of the construction of the Project to
achieve the environmental objectives, outcomes and performance standards
required by these conditions.

(d) All management plans may be submitted for certification in parts or in stages to
address particular activities or to reflect the staged implementation of the Project
and shall clearly show the linkages with plans for adjacent stages and interrelated
activities.

(e) Any certified management plan (excluding the L r DPs) the may be
amended, if necessary, to reflect any minor changes in design, construction
methods or management of effects. Any amendments are to be discussed with
and submitted to the Manager, Environmental Regulation andior the Team
Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) to inform them of the change, unless
those amendments would result in a materially different outcome to that described
in the original plan. Those minor amendments do not require certification, but the
updated plan must be provided to the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or
the Team Manager, Resource Consents (as relevant).

(f) Any-cerified-managementA cerified LUDP or a BSUDP plan may be amended,
if necessary, to reflect any minerchanges in design, construction methods or
management of effects. Any amendments are to be discussed with and submitted
to the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Leader, Resource
Consents (as relevant) to inform them of the change, and allow for their review/s.
unless-those amendments would resull-in-a-materially-different-outcome-to-that
deseribed—in—the—original—plan—Those—minorA—amendments do—nol-require

certification_and _the —but-the updated plan must be provided to the Manager,
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relevant). Any material amendment must be consistent with the purpose of the

LUDP and/or BSUDP and the requirements of the relevant ditions of th
consents

(g) Any material amendments to a certified management plan {excluding LUDP and
the BSUDF) shall be submitted to the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or
the Team Leader, Resource Consents (as relevant) for certification. Any material
amendment must be consistent with the purpose of the relevant management plan
and the requirements of the relevant conditions of these consents.

(h) If no comments are received on a management plan submitted under (b), or an
amended management plan in [(q){f} within 15 working days, then the
management plan is deemed to have been certified and the Consent Holder may
implement the plan or the changes.

(i) Should the Manager, Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Leader,
Resource Consents (as relevant) refuse to certify a management plan, or a part
or stage of a management plan, the Consent Holder shall submit a revised
management plan (or part or stage) for certification as scon as practicable.
Should certification of the revised plan (or part or stage) be refused then the
Consent Holder must, within 10 working days of the refusal, engage a suitably
qualified, mutually acceptable independent expert to resolve the matters in
dispute. The expert shall resolve the matlers within 10 working days of being
engaged and his or her decision shall be final. The cost of such a process will be
met by the Consent Holder.

(i) Al works and monitoring shall be carried out in general accordance with the
certified management plans.

Advice note: Management plans must be emailed to nofifications@gw.govt.nz or
[HCC email address] and include the reference WGN190301 or RM190124 (as
relevant), and the name and phone number of a contact person responsible for the
proposed works.

Advice note: Any preliminary works, which do not require resource consent or are
permitted activities, can be undertaken prior to the certification of any management
plans.

Environmental Regulation and/or the Team Manager, Resource Consents (as

Construction and Environmental Management Plan

GC.6 (a) The Consent Holder shall, in consultation with an experienced ecologist, prepare
a CEMP for the relevant Project stage (excluding site investigations and Enabling
Works) and submit this to the Manager, Environmental Regulation in accordance
with the requirements of Condition GC.5. Commencement of Construction shall
not occur until certification is obtained.
(b) The purpose of the CEMP is to:
(i) Confirm final Project details;
(i) Ensure that the Construction Works remain within the limits and standards
approved under the consent; and
(iii) Set out the management procedures and construction methods to be
undertaken to avoid or minimise adverse effects arising from the Construction
Works.
Advice note: Any investigations works, outside of those consented, which penetrate
groundwaler and/or any contaminated land investigations that do not comply with
permitted standards will require separate consents.
GC.7 The CEMP shall include:
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(a) Confirmation of the proposed staging and sequencing of construction, including
staging of the Construction Works by bay. Continuous areas of seawall being
constructed shall be limited to a stipulated length as set out in the CEMP and
determined on a bay by bay basis. Works in the subtidal areas shall reflect
Condition C.7€.6(d) in that there is flexibility in terms of maximum length of
seawall censtruction for works in these areas, but not for works outside of the
subtidal areas.

(b) An outline construction programme that takes into account timing constraints in
these conditions and the management plans listed in Condition GC.8;

(c) The final construction methodologies;
(d

—

Contact details of the site supervisor or project manager and the Consent Holder's
Project liaison person (phone, postal address, email address);

(e) Methods and systems to inform and train all persons working on the site of
potential environmental issues and how to avoid or minimise potential adverse
effects;

() _The proposed hours of work;

Details of any public access restrictions and ur j ace
to minimise disruption of public access

fg)(h) _Location of construction site infrastructure including site offices, site
amenities, contractors’ yard access, equipment unloading and storage areas and
contractor car parking;

{h)(i)___The clear identification and marking of the construction areas within the CMA;

(1) Where machinery is to be within the CMA, a list of that machinery and a protocol,
developed in consultation with an experienced ecologist, for the management of
that machinery to reasonably reduce ecological impacts and the footprint of the
operations;

(k) __The measures to be adopted to maintain the construction area and adjacent
parts of the CMA in a tidy condition in terms of disposallstorage of rubbish (so as
to avoid attracting mammalian predators and undesirable species to the
construction area), storage and unloading of construction materials and similar
construction activities;

#3){1)__Procedures for managing and controlling erosion and sediment run-off into
the CMA to achieve Condition C.76-8;

#{m) ___Procedures to reduce contaminants from Constructions Works on land or in
the CMA into the CMA_or_groundwater. Such procedures and measures shall
include, but are not limited to:

(i) Refuelling and carrying out machinery maintenance, including being at least
5m inland from MHWS, away from watercourses and not on the foreshore
area, the use of biodegradable hydraulic fluids in machinery working within
the foreshare and CMA where practicable, a spill kit on hand and staff trained
in its deployment;

(ii) Ensuring that wash water from tools, equipment or machinery Is not
discharged into the CMA _or the stormwater system;

(iii) Keeping the area of disturbance in the foreshore and CMA to the minimum
reasonably necessary to complete the works;

(iv) Minimising the use of machinery within the CMA and ensuring that machinery
is used in compliance with the CEMP;

(v) Providing appropriate wash-down facilities for all concreting equipment to
prevent wash water from entering the CMA _and the stormwater system;

(vi) Storing any hazardous substances so that they will not enter the CMA;




(vii) Ensuring, except for (viii), that during piling or seawall construction and
ancillary work, no wet concrete, or any water or liquid that has come into
contact with wet concrete or with any other cementitious products without
appropriate treatment as set out in (ix), is able to enter the CMA,;

(viii) Ensuring that piling or seawall construction and ancillary work within the CMA
complies with Condition C.76-6;

(ix) Ensuring that the pH of water discharged from any work site that has used
wet cementitious products has a pH level similar to the local receiving
environment; and

{x) Removal of any temporary construction materials and debris associated with
the Construction Works from the CMA;

xi A site specific methodology for dewateri nd managing effecls o
the aguifer wh he ex ion _andlor h _of any required seawall
foundation exceeds 2.5 m Below Ground Level

tm(n) _Procedures for ensuring that residents, network utility operators, road users
and businesses in the immediate vicinity of construction areas are given prior
notice of the Commencement of Construction, the location of the work and are
informed about the expected duration and effects of the work;

fm}fo) __Means for maintaining public pedestrian access along Marine Drive during
construction;

fe){p]  Procedures for incident management, including contingency procedures to
address emergency spill response(s) and clean up;

(g) Measures for protecting the site from tidal intrusion and storm events, and
protocols to address any overtopping event that may oceur during construction;

r) _Appropriate management triggers that initiate on-site investigation of erosion and
edimen rols and s rting monitering and reporting measures

P
te{s)___Consideration of fish passage in locations as oullined in Condition EM.12;
and

{t} Type of imported fill material to be used within the CMA to minimise contamination
of the CMA as outlined in Condition C.12G.8.

onfirmation thal the exisling gravel beach vegetation at L Bay (native

and adventive species, including the pingao) will be transl nto th h
nourishment area immediately seaward of the shared path foolprint and that

vegetationin accordance with direct transfer rehabilitation principles as
practicable.
Measures lo avoid the use of machinery and any other dislurl t

vegetation on gravel beaches in the consiruction zone, provided thal vegetation
is proposed lo remain in-silu.

w) Confirmation that the six At Risk species in the | lantings at Point
Howard and Windy Point will be transplanted o adjoining currently arassed
areas or to adjoining reserves {such as Whiorau).

{x) Recognition of the Atriplex cinerea plantings at York Bay and Claphams Rock as
sensitive sites in the CEMP and creation o dscaping barriers to avoid

vehicles crushing at risk plants.

Details thal where revetment is constru with ntilever wall that
existing Isolated shrub vegetation patches between the shared path margin and
the revi nt will be retained.
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——Confirkmatiiton that a pre-construction baseline assessment and post-
construction outcome assessment for Threatened and Al Risk plant species, and
the vegetated gravel beaches will be completed.

z

{s) onfirmation monitoring for an . tion establi
invasive weeds (including boneseed and old man’s beard) will be undertaken
and any gggds will be removed as necessary, for a g&l"iﬂd of two years after
works in any one bay are completed.
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GC.8

The CEMP shall incorporate or refer to the following management plans:

(a) Landscape and Urban Design Plan (including Bay Specific Urban Design Plans
as appropriate) (refer to Conditions LV.1 to LV.7);

(b) Beach Nourishment Plan (refer to Conditions EM.14EM-13 to EM.15EM-14);
(c) Little Penguin Management Plan (refer to Conditions EM.2 to EM.5);
(d) Traffic Management Plan (refer to Conditions GC.11 to GC.13);

(e) A plan for works within 100m of a Shoreline Forager nest (refer to Condition
EM.1C);

(f) Seawall and Revetment Habitat Plan (refer to Condition EM.19 below); and
(g) Habitat Enhancement Plan (refer to Conditions EM.7 to EM.9).

-

If a CEMP is submitted in part or for a Project stage, it shall only incorporate or refer
to the management plans relevant to that part or stage.

GC.9

All personnel working on the site shall be made aware of the requirements contained
in the certified CEMP. The certified CEMP shall be implemented and maintained (and
amended in accordance with GC.5(e) and (a}{f} as necessary) throughout the entire
period of the Construction Works.

GC.10

The Consent Holder shall ensure that a copy of this consent and all certified plans and
documents referred to in this consent, are kept on site at all times and available for
Inspection on request by the Wellington Regional Council.

Traffic Management Plan

GC.1 The Consent Holder shall prepare a TMP to append to the CEMP, and submit this to
the Team Leader, Resource Consent for certification in accordance with the
requirements of Condition GC.5.

GC.12 The purpose of the TMP is to manage the various traffic management, safety and
efficiency effects associated with the Construction Works.

GC.13 The TMP shall include, but not be limited to, the following:

(a) Management of traffic along Marine Drive adjoining the construction areas to
protect public safety, manage delays to road users (especially during peak times),
minimise disruption to property access and methods to keep the public informed
about potential impacts on Marine Drive;

{b) Access and parking for contractors; and

(c) Specification of any additional measures necessary during periods of activities
which involve high levels of construction traffic on nearby properties, such as the
CentrePort site at Point Howard (including communication and any necessary
physical management steps).

Construction Noise

GC.14

Noise arising from Construction Works shall be measured and assessed in
accordance with NZS 6803:1999 Acoustics — Construction Noise and shall comply-as
far-as-practicable—with the noise criteria set out in the following table:

Table CNV1: Construction noise criteria
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Day  [Tme  [taasem [L ]

Residential buildings

Weekdays 0630h-0730h 55dB 75dB
0730h - 1800h 70dB B85dB
1800h —2000h 65dB 80dB
2000h—0630h 45dB 75dB

Saturdays 0630h—0730h 45 dB 75dB
0730h - 1800h 70dB 85dB
1800h—2000h 45dB 75dB
2000h - 0630h 45 dB 75 dB

Sur!days and Public | 0630h—0730h 45dB 75dB

Helays 0730h—1800h |  55dB 85dB
1800h—2000h 45dB 75dB
2000h—0630h 45dB 75dB

Commercial and industrial receivers

All 0730h— 1800h 70dB
1800h—0730h 75dB

CentrePort access

GC.15

The Consent Holder shall enter into an agreement with CentrePort prior to any
Construction Works being undertaken within the road reserve and land owned by
CentrePort (being Section 1 Survey Office Plan 31984, Reference WN37D/408; and
Part Lot 1 DP 10694 & Section 70-72 Block XIV Belmont Survey District and Part Lot
1 DP 10694, Reference WN479/105), adjacent to the CentrePort wharf (Point
Howard), to ensure that access arrangements are maintained in accordance with
CentrePort's proposed upgrade works,

o= ‘[Fotmatted Table

Completion of Construction
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GC.16 After Completion of Construction in each bay, the Consent Holder shall notify the
Manager, Environmental Regulation in writing within 2 working days (48 hours) that
the works have been completed.

GC.17 The Consent Holder shall ensure that on Completion of Construction the site is left in
a tidy manner, including all litter associated with the works being removed.

GC.18 The Consent Holder shall, as far as reasonably practicable, remedy all damage and

disturbance caused by vehicle traffic, plant and equipment to the foreshore during
Construction Works, in consultation with a suitably qualified ecologist.

Incidents - General

GC.19

The Consent Holder shall maintain a permanent record of any incidents (such as, but
not limited to, the spill of hydraulic fluid or other discharge not authorised by this
consent and exceedance of the management trigger developed under GC.7 (r]) that
occur at individual work stages that result, or could result, in an adverse effect on the
environment,
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GC.20

The record shall include:

(a) The type and nature of the incident;

(b) Date and time of the incident;

{c) Weather conditions at the time of the incident (as far as practicable);
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(e)(d) __Assessment of the effects of the incident:
{dife) Measures taken to remedy the effects of the incident; and
{e)lf) __Measures put in place to prevent the incident from reoccurring.

GC.21 The record in Condition GC.20 shall be maintained at the work site and shall be made
available to the Manager, Environmental Regulation upon request.

GC.22 The Consent Holder shall notify the Manager, Environmental Regulation within 1
working day of any such incident.

GC.23 The Consent Holder shall forward an incident report to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation within 7 working days of the incident occurring. This report shall include
the matters listed in Condition GC.20.

Advice Note: Wellington Regional Council may investigate any incidenis to determine
if a breach of this consent or the RMA has occurred and may also undertake
enforcement action depending on the circumstances.

Complaints Management

GC.24 The Consent Holder shall maintain a complaint register that includes: o - [Fnrmalted Table
(a) The details of each complaint;

(b) Actions taken to investigate the complaint (if any);

{c) The outcome of such investigations if undertaken and the likely cause of the
matter that led to the complaint;

(d) The nature and timing of any measures implemented by the Consent Holder to
respond to the complaint; and

(e) Actions (if any) to be taken in the future to prevent to occurrences of similar events
and complaints,

Advice note: Should there be a series of complaints related to a single incident then

only one investigation needs to be completed by the Consent Holder.

GC.25 The Consent Holder shall make the complaint register in Condition GC.24 available to
the Manager, Environmental Regulation, on request.

Consent Lapse

GC.26 Pursuant to section 125(1) of the RMA, the consents shall lapse 10 years from the = - { Formatted Table
date of the commencement of these consents (in accordance with section 116 of the
RMA).

Review of conditions

GC.27 Pursuant to section 128 of the RMA, the conditions of consent may be reviewed by = - - [ Formatted Table
the Hutt City Council or Wellington Regional Council by the giving of notice pursuant
to section 129 of the RMA, in [month, year] and every year thereafter in order to deal
with:

(a) any adverse effect on the environment which may arise from the exercise of the
consent and which it is appropriate to deal with at a later stage; or

(b} any other adverse effect on the environment en which the exercise of the consent
may have an influence.

Transport

GC.28 An independent road safety audit shall be undertaken at the detailed desian stage and { Formatted Table
at the pre-opening/post-construction stage.




GC.29
Infrastucture
GC.30

The Consent Holder shall ensure that construction work does not adversely impact on

> safe and e and timing of essal
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Coastal Activities (C)

Engineering

Plans and Specifications

cA

At least 30 working days prior to the Commencement of Construction, the Consent
Holder shall submit detailed engineering plans and specifications (including tidal levels,
dimensicned cross sections, elevations, site plans of all areas of proposed reclamation
and de-reclamation, permanent and temporary structures, outfalls structures,
associated permanent and temporary coastal zone occupations and areas where the
construction area will extend into the subtidal zone), prepared by a suitabl li
and experienced engineer in general accordance with the documents listed in
Conditions GC.1 and GC.2(a), to the Manager, Environmental Regulation for
certification using the process in Condition GC.5.

The requirements for certification set out in Condition GC.5 apply equally to the
certification of the detailed engineering plans and specifications under this condition.

c.z

The engineering plans and specifications submitted under Condition C.1 shall cover the
following matters:

(a) Shared path;

(b) Seawalls, including drainage and texture to be applied to the curved surface and
depressions to be applied to the flat platforms of the curved seawall;

(c) Revetment design, including;

(il The process to determine the rock used in the rock revetment, Having
ard to natural characler, selection of rock for the rev stru
Il made in_consultation with a suit alified and experienced
land h

(i) _the reuse of in situ natural rock/cobble material and minimising the
excavation of in situ rock where possible, without compromising structural
integrity, along with the drilling of rock pools inte the hard revetment rock
of intertidal areas.

{e)iily__ The design of the revetments should lock at all options to reduce the
revetment footprint without compromising on structural integrity of the
seawall, overtopping protection, or coastal processes,

(d) Access steps, ramps, bus stops; and
(e) Beach nourishment.

c.3

The Consent Holder shall comply with the engineering plans and specifications certified
under Condition C.1.

Occupation of the CMA

c.4 The right to temporarily occupy part of the CMA during Construction Works is limited to
the areas and structures identified in the plans and specifications referred to in Condition
GC.1,

c.5 The right to permanently occupy part of the CMA is limited to the areas and structures
identified in the plans and specifications referred to in Condition GC.1.

(o] The consent holder shall ensure that access to the entire length of any affected beach
at any time during construction activities is pr & ni thy re no practicabl
alternatives and the written roval he Mana Environmental Regulation h:
been obtained.

Erosion and sediment control

C:6C.7 Erosion and sediment control measures shall be implemented throughout the

Construction Works. They shall be constructed and maintained so as to operate and
perform in accordance with the Erosion and Sediment Control Guidelines for the
Wellington Region {(Reprinted June 2006) in the CMA, the measures set out below and
the certified CEMP.

11
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onto each reclamation on the site. This log shall be made available to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for inspection on request.

As-Built Certification

GHC.14

The Consent Holder shall supply to Wellington Regional Council and the LINZ
Hydrographic Services Office and LINZ Topographic Services Office (Chief
Hydrographer, National Topo/Hydro Authority, Land Information New Zealand, Private
Box PO Box 5501, Wellington 6145), a set of ‘as built' plans, final topographic and, if

relevant, bathymetric dala covering the finished works, and appropriate certification
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Within the CMA measures may include, but not be limited to, the following
considerations:
(a) Not exposing non-native backfill material to the sea.
(b) Use of weight-bearing mats on the foreshore substrate.
(c) Methods for isolating and containing the construction area including:
(i) Bunding/shuttering in a predominantly gravel/sand beach zone; and
(if) Alternative sediment control devices, such as gectextile containers or tubes
filled with locally sourced sand, in rocky shore habitats or where the seawall
works occur close to the mid tide mark.
(d} Limiting the length of any continuous section of seawall under construction at one
time as appropriate, for example if the construction footprint extends into subtidal
zone and a longer length allows for a single subtidal area to be contained in the one
site then a longer length would be preferable.
{e) Earthworks and construction activities to be planned to respond to tide timing, tidal
height and forecasts of wind and wave conditions so that these matters can be
factored into necessary erosion and sediment controls.
Contaminant Release
C7C.8 The Consent Holder shall take all reasonably practicable measures to limit the amount - { pormatted Table
of contaminants from the Construction Works released on land or in the CMA. Such [ ——]
measures shall be included in the CEMP.
c.9 Any discharge shall not give rise to any of the following effects in the CMA:
(a) The production of any conspicuous oil or grease films, scums or feams, or floatable f [Formatted: English (United States)
or suspended materials (excluding suspended sediment); or
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c.10 The Consent Holder shall ensure that the sediment concentrations of any discharge of Start at: 1 + Alignment: Left + Aligned at: 0.63 cm +
sediment laden water to the stormwater system or the CMA do not exceed 100g/m? Indent at: 1.27 cm
Reclamation L [Formattetl: English (United States) J
C-8C.11 | The total reclamation area for the Project is limited to the areas and structures identified -.[ Formatted: Font: Arial J
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3000m?, i
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confirming that the new structures and structures have been built in accordance with
sound engineering practice, within 60 working days of the completion of the works.

Maintenance of Structures

cAaz

o | Fhe

e provided for by this consent. These photographic
limited to, photoaraphs of the following aspects:

a location of the :_incorporating t works a and th
Iret of the shore ted e disl ce (i.e., prior to the s
mi ing and during wi a
P th lls (including revetment) during and after h
been constructed.
The raphic rd of items identified in {a) and (b Il be submitted to the Manager

Environmental Reqgulation, fortnightly for the duration of the construction period.
All submi raphs shall include:

. T e and ti lographs were ta
. A description of what the photograph relates to.

I ils shall be to the satisfaction of the Manager, Environmental
Requlatio 1li il.

Note 1: The photographic record should demonsirate compliance with the conditions of this
consent.

b 3 i ds, | I nic _picture file m_digital cameras can

reference, address). e

o i

C.15 onsent Nomne al i = '1' Or all WOIKs 20U U = -onsen
and shall maintain the structure(s) to the satisfaction of the Manager, Environmental
Regulation so that:
ion r or_instabilit th that i ibut n
works carried out f n medi he consentholder |
b) The struclural integrity of a fruct remains sound in the opinion of a
Professional Chartered Engineer
A | marine area is nol im| d h r
Any maintenan repair_shall be undertaken to th tisfaction of the Manager
Environmental Reqgulation L
Note: Maintenance does not include any works outside of the scope of the application. Any
additional works (including structures, reshaping or disturbance to the seabed or foreshore) |
following completion of the construction works as sed in the appilication, require
o [ T
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Ecological Management (EM)
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Little Penguins and Shoreline Foragers

EM.1

In order to avoid or minimise adverse effects of the Project on Little Penguins and
Shoreline Foragers, the Consent Holder shall:

comply with Condition EM.1A;

(b) undertake the habitat enhancement measures set out in Conditions EM.7 to
EM.9;

(c) as set out in Condition LV.4(c), incorporate relevant detailed design elements
within the LUDP as recommended in the LPMP in Condition EM.5;

(d) undertake design and construction in accordance with the LPMP in Condition
EM.5;

(e) manage rubbish and waste in accordance with the CEMP in Condition GC.7,

(a

—_—

(f) provide pest management in accordance with Condition EM.1B; and

(g) provide Little Penguin and Shoreline Forager protection areas as set out in
Conditions EM.1B and EM.7 to EM.9.

EM.1A

Construction Works between 1 July and 31 January (the Little Penguin breeding
period) shall not occur within 10m of any active burrows or nests identified in
Condition EM.5(a)(i).

EM.1B

The Consent Holder must:

(a) provide up to a maximum of $604,000 (including GST})-peryear, spread over 10
years, for pest management within the prolection areas specified in (b) below
and the adjacent Eastern Bays coastal environment;

(b) establish protection areas (refer to Appendix 1) at the following locations, in
accordance with Conditions EM.7 to EM.S:
(i) Bishops Park;
(i) HW Short Park; and
(i) Whiorau Reserve.

{c] within six months of the commencement of consent initiate the reguired statutory
process o exclude dogs for the months of Augus! to January inclusive each year
from the foreshore and beach area of Robinson Bay abutting the North of Bishop
Park protection area and running for the same length, as shown in Appendix 1.

d dertake 6 monthlvy coastal clean-ups along the Shared Path and adjacen
coaslal areas

EM.1C

(a) During the nesting season of any Shoreline Forager, no more than 10 working
days prior to the Commencement of Construction, the Consent Holder shall
engage a suitably qualified ecologist to undertake a Shoreline Forager nesting
survey within the relevant construction area.

{aj(b) __If the oystercatcher nest located off the peint between Sorrente Bay and
Lowry Bay has resulted in oystercatcher chicks being raised no Construction
Works shall be underiaken between the soulhern end of Howard Road to the
northern Lowry Bay Boatshed in the months of December and January

{b){e) _If any Shoreline Forager nesl in the relevant construction area is identified,
the Consent Holder shall engage a suitably qualified ecologist to:

(i) GIS locate and mark on the ground the nest location;

(ii) advise on whether or not the nest of the Shoreline Forager contains eggs
or chicks;

(iii} if it does contain eggs or chicks, advise on the management of Construction

Works within 100m of the nest, including:
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A. the use of specific machinery; and

B. the use of specific minimisation measures andfor working practices;
and

(iv) prepare a plan for works incorporating the matters in (iii) which the Consent
Holder shall include in the CEMP under Condition GC.7.

Prior to construction, the Consent Holder shall prepare a Pest Management Plan
outlining how the $60.000 in EM.1C(a) will be spent and submil this to the Manager,
nvironmental ulation, for certification.

The purpose of the Pest Management Plan shall be as to as far as reasonable
practicable minimise the impact of pest animals on Little Penguin and Shoreline
rager tions as a result of incr in litter and wast iated with th

A= LG
it

[he Pest jement sha pared

experienced person and as a minimum, the plan must:

(i) _Cover the full lenath of the Shared Path, with more intensive actions for
the enhancement areas

g e worst environmental effects are expecled (e.g. whe
birds are looki ti rial [for litter] or chicks are ing Ifor
pestsl)

ii} ldentify, or put in place a programme lo identi oblem areas and peak
problem times for management of littering and pests (e.g. summer holiday
season)

vy 1 i icular I I litter and implem ateqi
address these (e.q. frequent bins for dog waste bags along the path)

v) Include strategies to man he day-to-day litter and pests wilh details of
how to deal with problem areas and problem times

vi wision for coastal clean-ups at least twice per year

vii) In: trateqi ribin w i i will en nd educat
. S Diadar . »

of birds

the impact of dogs a

on these birds iroughignage and oulreach prggrm (e.q. school |
| clean-ups and similar community initiatives

report annually to the community on the achievement of the targets, for at

leas first fiv rati har

Little Penguin Management Plan

The Consent Holder shall prepare a LPMP and submit this to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of
Condition GC.5.

EM.3

The purpose of the LPMP shall be to as far as reasonably practicable avoid, but
otherwise minimise, adverse effects on the Little Penguin population established in
and adjacent to the existing revetment, during design and Construction Works.

The LPMP shall be prepared by a suitably qualified person in consultation with the
Little Penguin Interest Group.

The LPMP shall address the following matters:

(a) Measures to minimise adverse effects on the Little Penguin population during
construction, including that:

(i) Two Little Penguin detection dog surveys, or a detection method approved
by a Little Penguin expert appointed by the Consent Holder, must be
undertaken in January prior to the Commencement of Construction in each

bay. The purpose is to identify active Little Penguin burrows and nests
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in an area not surveyed in accordance with this provision; and

(iiy The GPS coordinates for all active burrows and nests identified in (i) must
be recorded;

(b

—

A protocol for enabling Little Penguins active burrows and nests identified under
(a) within the construction area of each bay to be relocated to a site outside of
the construction area between 1 February and 30 June. The protocol will include
measures to ensure that the formerly active burrows and nests will not be
reoccupied so that Constructions Works can proceed. The protocol will be
prepared by a Little Penguin expert appointed by the Consent Holder;

(c) A programme for monitoring Little Penguins within or adjacent to the
construction area during the Construction Works proportionate to the scale of
the works in that area and the number of burrows and nests to determine
whether any reasonably practicable steps can be undertaken by the Consent
Holder to further reduce adverse effects, including steps provided for in the HEP
(refer Conditions EM.7 to EM.B);

Staff and contractor training;

Identification of specific areas where Little Penguin and dog control signage
would be beneficial to reduce the risks of adverse effects on Little Penguins;
and

(d
(e

(f) Opportunities to enhance Little Penguin habitat through detailed design,
including:

(i) Potential seawall design opportunities to restrict road access for Little
Penguins through penguin passage elements; and

(i) Potential rock rip rap design opportunities to include key holes for Little
Penguin nests.

Advice note: The handling of protected wildlife will require permits to be obtained
from the Department of Conservation under the Wildlife Act 1953,

within the construction area of each bay. No Construction Works shall occur

EM.6

Any outcomes from monitoring under Condition EM.5(c) shall be applied, as
appropriate, to future Construction Works by revising the LPMP so that over time
processes and responses to minimise effects on Little Penguins are refined and
improved. The results of the monitoring shall be provided to the Little Penguin
Interest Group and the Manager, Environmental Regulation, Wellington Regional
Council within 1 month of completion.

Habitat Enhanci

ement Plan

EM.7

The Consent Holder shall prepare a HEP and submit this to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of
Condition GC.5 prior to Commencement of Construction.

EM.7A

The HEP shall be prepared by a suitably qualified ecologist in consultation with the
Little Penguin Interest Group and the Eastbourne Dunes Restoration Group.

The purpose of the HEP shall be to provide protection areas (as specified in
Condition EM.1B and shown in Appendix 1) for the Little Penguin and Shoreline
Forager populations.

EM.9

The HEP must address and/or include the following within the protection areas:
(a

fencing of the boundaries as shown in the plans in Appendix 1 with a minimum
standard to keep dogs out;

(b) pest management measures, using funding provided in Condition EM.1B;

a Planting Plan for revegetation as appropriate, including details of species to
be planted and areas planting will take place in;

—

(c

(d

_—

signage identifying the relevant habilat area to reduce the risks of adverse
effects on Little Penguins and Shoreline Foragers;

16




(e) opportunities to enhance Little Penguin habitat within the protection areas
including providing and maintaining sier-ef-a minimum of 20-nesting-bexes100
nesting opportunities across the -in-eash-ofthe-three protection areas;

(f) opportunities to enhance Shoreline Forager habitat in the protection areas,
including wooden poles providing further safe roosting habitats,

(g) provisions as appropriate to provide ecological resilience to sea level rise; and

(h) timeframes for completing (as appropriate) the measures outlined in the HEP,
including:

(i) for the Whiorau Reserve protection area:

A. fencing must be completed prior to Commencement of Construction
(see (a) above);

B. detailed design of habitat enhancement for the Little Penguin and
Shoreline Foragers must be finalised, and nesting boxes and roosting
measures must be installed, prior to Commencement of Construction
(see (e) and (f) above);

C. pest management measures must be installed and operational prior to
Commencement of Construction (see (b) above);

D. signage must be installed prior to Commencement of Construction (see
(d) above);

E. planting shall be undertaken in accordance with the timeframes
specified in the Planting Plan (see (c) above); and

(i) for the Bishops Park and HW Short Park protection areas, the establishment
process (ie the measures specified in A o E above) must commence prior
to Commencement of Construction, and measures A to D above must be
completed within six months following Commencement of Construction (and
the planting in accordance with the specified timeframes in the Planting
Plan).

Intertidal and subtidal ecology

EM.10

For any construction areas where there are intertidal rock pools or loose rocky
material in the intertidal zone, prior to the Commencement of Construction the
Consent Holder shall check any rock pools and under loose rocks within the
construction area for fish (such as rock fish) and relocate them outside of the
construction area. Initial-training-and--guidance-by-a—qualificd-ecolegistwil-be
required:

Any salvage or relocation of fish or invertebrate shall be su ised b uitab

qualified and experienced person.

EM.11

For any construction areas that may extend into the subtidal zone, the Consent
Holder shall:

(a) Undertake all measures possible to reduce the construction area in the subtidal
zone to the minimum required to complete the works in a safe and efficient
manner, and avoid operating heavy machinery in the subtidal zone unless there
is no reasonably practicable alternative. If works must occur in the subtidal
zone, then the Consent Holder shall undertake appropriate measures to isolate
the construction site from the subtidal zone to protect the site and prevent
contamination release into the CMA, in accordance with the requirements of the
certified CEMP;

(b) During Construction Works within the subtidal zone the Consent Holder shall,
where reasonably practicable, remove large rocks (greater than 0.4m diameter
that are not part of the bedrock material and can be safely moved) that have
been colonised with biota. They shall be placed in a nearby subtidal zone until
the Completion of Works in that area. On completion of works, the rocks shall
gither be returned to the area from which they were removed, left at their new
location or relocated to another appropriate subtidal location; and
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(c) Avoid adverse effects on the seagrass beds at south Lowry Bay (as identified in
Figure 3 of Appendix C2 of the AEE) from Construction Works and beach
nourishment. Measures shall include, but not be limited to:

(i) Monitoring of seagrass beds in south Lowry Bay before and after
Construction Works and beach nourishment to confirm that the beach
nourishment works have not resulted in any net loss of seagrass extent and
cover through unforeseen physical encroachment into the seagrass beds,
increased turbidity or altered hydrodynamics;

(i) The monitoring in (i) shall include mapping the perimeter of each seagrass
bed and assessing the average plant cover within each bed immediately
before works commence, immediately after works have been completed
and 1 year after the completion of the beach nourishment works;

(iii} The results of the monitoring in (i} shall be provided to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation, Wellington Regional Council within 1 month of
completion; and,

iv) Monthly visual assessment near and around the seagrass beds durin

beach nourishment to assess how nourishment material is setiling in and

around the seagrass beds;and, =~~~ -

(vl _Ensuring that the seagrass beds are appropriately marked during
Construction Works and beach nourishment to avoid any potential adverse
effects,,

d) The monitoring in (c)(i) and (iv ve shall be undertaken by a suitabl
gualified and experienced ecologist or marine sclentist,

Fish Passage

EM.12

At the key outlets listed in Table 7 of Appendix B of the AEE, the Consent Holder
shall:

(a) Ensure that fish passage is improved or maintained at the existing level, and

(b) Involve a qualified freshwater ecologist in the design of culvert extensions,
alterations, and any specific fish passage features.,

EM.13

Prior to construction affecting any of the outlels idenlified in Table 7 of Appendix B

of the AEE commencin onsent Hol shall are and submit to the
Manager, Environmental Regulation for cedification, aplan for the monitoring of the
effectiveness of any alteration or replacement to identified culverls modified by
project works utilising an appropriate monitoring methodology selected from those
outlined in Chapter 7 of New Zealand Fish Passage Guidelines lo the satisfaction of
a suitably gualified freshwater ecologist

If monitaring shows that fish passage is impeded the Consent Holder shall Qr‘D\fde
a programme and description of remedial actions to the Manager, Environmental
Regulation, for certification within an agreed timeframe and undertake remediation
actions as soon as practicable.

Beach Nourishment Plan

EM-13EM.14

The Consent Holder shall prepare a BNP and submil this to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of
Condition GC.5,

Beach nourishment shall only occur in Point Howard beach, York Bay and south
Lowry Bay and be deposited in general accordance with the Plans in Appendix 1 to
these conditions. The maximum volume of material that may be deposited is
6,000m®, to be distributed between the three bays as outlined in Table 5-1 of
Appendix F of the AEE.

EM-A4EM.15

The BNP shall include, but not be limited to:
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(a

(b

(c)

(d

(e

—

The design conditions at the time of the beach nourishment and for the beach
nourishment to achieve after 2 years;

The name and location of the sediment source;

Evidence of approvals and consents for taking the material and ensuring
imported materials do not exceed allowable maximum contaminant levels under
the relevant ADAWR (2019) Default Guideline Values;

A specification of the borrow material including:

(i) Ensuring no more than 2% of sediment is of a size smaller than 62 microns;
(iiy The grading envelope;

(iiiy Colours; and

(iv) Extent of placement;

A construction methodology to limit potential adverse effects that includes, but
is not limited to, the following measures:

(i) Separation and disposal offsite of silts and clays in beach excavation
sediments;

(i) Use of beach nourishment sediments that are similar or slightly coarser than
in situ sediments, that will maintain the existing profile without spreading
onto seagrass beds;

(ili) Excluding fine sediments from beach nourishment sediments;

(iv) Only undertaking beach nourishment in the winter months between June
and August;

(v) Forming the high tide construction beach with a slightly over-steepened
profile;

(vi) Only depositing as much sediment on the beach as can be transferred along
the placement area in the day of placement;

{vii) Only transferring and shaping the beach profile during lower tide levels in
calm conditions, and such that the formed toe does not extend much beyond
mean low water springs;

viil}Staging beach nourishment h_that nourishm material is pl in
smaller volumes across two or three treatments instead of one treatment
unless suilable justification that it is nol practicable or will result in adverse
effects that are greater than placement in one treatment can be provided.

i)
Pviilix) Minimising the working area and mobilization of sediment;

Stockpiling woody debris and then replacing woody debris in the
wrack line following beach nourishment;

fei(xi) Avoiding the placement of beach nourishment materials no further
south than the centerline of Gill Road at the southern end of Lowry Bay;

xii) specify the methods o separate excava beach sediments from shared
ath foundations into those suitable for placement on beaches, and di

offsite those that have significant levels of silt and clay-;

xili)At Lo Bay, ensure any barging of beach nourishment material is
appropriately separated from seagrass beds to avoid any disturbance; and

xiv)Ensuring all machinery used for the redistribution of excavated beach
material (from the construction of the wall itself) to creale a bench
ve the high tide line shall remain above MHWS, and all bench materia

is not to extend below the MHWS line.

{xv) Timing the addition of beach nourishment to follow seawall construction

within the B losely as ible to minimise the duration of disturl
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{xi}-Prepare a site within the beach nourishment area immediately seaward of
the shared path footprint at Lowry Bay near the present pingao location that
has a top layer of uncompacted beach sediments. Translocate the existing
pingao patch and other vegetation and their gravel and sand habitat at
Lowry Bay to this site; Ardand

(f) Placing imported beach sediment along the entire designated placement area
rather than in one discrete location;

(g) Minimising the potential to block stream outlets with fish passage during beach
nourishment by:

(i} Identifying pipe outlets that are identified as important for fish passage as
identified in Table 7 of Appendix B of the AEE;

(i) Awveiding initial placement of sediment from within 20 m of existing outlets;
and

(iii) Monitoring of stream outlets indicated in Table 6 of Appendix B of the AEE
during beach nourishment and then fortnightly for the first 6 months after
nourishment and monthly for another 6 months thereafter to check they
remain clear. If blocked, the Consent Helder shall clear gravels and sand
blocking the outlets.

Advice note: Clearance of any accumulated material at the outlets may require a
separate consent if not able to comply with permitted activity standards.

Beach monitoring and management — beach nourishment

EM-ABEM.16

The Consent Holder shall undertake monitoring of beach volume via 6 monthly [ -

beach profiles (or equivalent elevation surveying techniques) to ensure the actual
effect on beach sediment processes is in line with the expectations for generally
minor redistribution of beach material.

The monitoring shall commence prior to the Commencement of Construction in each
bay in Condition EM.14EM.13, and continue for 2 years after Completion of
Construction in that bay. If nourishment occurs in more than one bay, the monitoring
timing shall be aligned so that the menitoring of each bay occurs at the same time.

This monitoring information shall be interpreted at the end of the 2 year period in
that bay by an experienced coastal scientist and that interpretation shall be provided
to the Manager, Environmental Regulation within 1 month of its completion,

EM-16EM.17

The monitoring should include the nourished area and the foreshore at the base of
the seawall extending at least 60 metres along the seawall at both edges of the
nourished area at York Bay and Point Howard beach, and 60 metres to the south
and 240 metres to the north of the nourishment at Lowry Bay.

EMATEM.18 |

If beach nourishment monitoring results in Condition EM.16EM-45 show that design
conditions in the BNP have not been met, then the Consent Holder shall, if deemed
to be required by an experienced coastal scientist or engineer, ‘top up' the beach
nourishment andfor undertake beach maintenance as recommended.-

Only one 'top up' event may occur at each location. If a "top up' is required it shall
occur within 2 years of the completion of the monitoring. If a 'top up' is required at
more than one bay then the nourishment andfor maintenance shall, if possible, be
undertaken at the same time.

The design conditions of such 'top ups' shall be prepared by an experienced coastal
scientist or engineer and certified as meeting the design conditions of the beach
nourishment in the BNP by the Manager, Environmental Regulation in accordance
with the reguirements of Condition GC.5. To avoid doubt, Condition EM. 15EM-14(e)
applies to any beach nourishment "top up'.

EM-18EM.19

An intertidal and subtidal benthic invertebrate monitoring programme designed by a
qualified ecologist will be undertaken at least 12 months after the completion of
beach nourishment in that bay to assess whether the redistributed beach
nourishment material is having any significant adverse effect on the benthic intertidal
and subtidal biota.

20
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If monitoring results show that redistributed beach nourishment material has had
significant adverse effects on the benthic intertidal and subtidal biota, any ‘top ups’
under EM.1BEM-4¥ will be designed by the Consent Holder to appropriately minimise

those significant adverse effects on benthic intertidal and subtidal biota.

Seawall and revetment habitat

EM.2049

The Consent Hg[der shall engage a suitably qualified SOO!QBT lo prepare a Seawall [
and Revetment Habitat Plan (SRHP) and submit this to the Manager, Environmental

Requlation ification in rdance with requiremen! Condition GC.5
prior to Commencement of Construction. The SRHP shall provide for appropriate

habitat for intertidal biota, including but not limited to:Fhe-Conrsent-Holdershall

(a) incorporating textures to the curved surfaces and depressions to the flat
platforms of the curved seawalls including:

(i) within the 'low encroachment zone' to help offset the existing intertidal area
lost to the "high' and 'medium' encroachments; and

(i in areas where the seawall is wholly above the existing high tide mark to
provide ecological resilience to sea level rise;

(b) drilling rock pools into the hard revetment rock of the mid-low tide zone;
(c) reuse of larger colonised rock material;

(d) purpose-made rock pool features (to be used where appropriate, and without
compromising structural integrity);

(e) where appropriate and/or feasible, pre-cast ‘pot plant/window box structures that
can be added to the surface of the curved seawall; and

(f) a map of appropriale scale, showing where each method of enhancement will
oceur.

21

ERfyiEh [ Formatted Table

| Formatted Table




Landscape, Urban Design and Visual (LV)

Ref | Condition

Landscape and Urban Design Plan

LV.1

The Consent Holder shall prepare a LUDP for the Project and submit this to the Manager,
Environmental Regulation for certification in accordance with the requirements of Condition
GC.5. The Consent Holder shall provide the LUDP for certification within 3 months of the
eemmenscement-granting of the consents. The process to prepare the LUDP, including as
set out in Condition LV.3, must be completed within this timeframe.

Lv.2

The purposes of the LUDP are to:

(a) Provide a detailed design for the Project that responds to local landscape character,
identity and land use and is in general accordance with the Design Features Report
(dated January 2019), and other relevant plans and documents referred to in Conditions
GC.1 and GC.2(a);

(b) Integrate the Project's permanent works into the surrounding landscape and urban
context and to illustrate the urban and landscape design elements of the Project; and

(c) Qutline methods and measures to avoid or minimise adverse effects on natural
character, landscape and recreational amenity during the construction of the Project.

LVv.3

The LUDP shall be prepared by the Consent Holder, with input from an suitably qualified and
experienced an ecologist, engineer, landscape architect, recreation specialist, traffic
engineer and urban designer, and in consultation with:

(a) Wellington Tenths Trust;

(b) Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust;

(c) Relevant Resident Assaciations;

(d} Hutt City Council (Parks and Reserves); and
(e) Eastbourne Community Board.

Lv.4

The LUDP shall reflect andfor incorporate the plan in Condition EM.19 as appropriate and ,
as a minimum, shall address how the detailed design of the Project:

(a) Achieves design outcomes based on the fellewing-general-hierarchyconsideration of the
following ef environmental effects:

(i) Safety;

(i) Ecology;

(i) Natural character;

{iv) Public access; and

(v} Urban design, recreational and visual amenity;

(b) Responds to conflicts between any of the matters listed above, including in relation to
the significance (if any) of their values relevant to the specific design matters being
considered, and the significance of the matters in the context of each individual bay,

(c) Responds to any relevant design elements recommended in the LPMP in Condition EM.5
and the HEP in Condition EM.9 while applying the same approach as in (a) and (b); and

(d) Responds to:

(i) The design principles set out in Appendix J: Design Features Report (dated January
2019), and other relevant plans and documents referred to in Conditions GC.1 and
GC.2(a); and

(i) Relevant Industry Standards.
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Bay Specific Urban Design Plans

LV.5

The LUDP shall include the final BSUDPs for each bay within the Project area, which shall
address the detailed design, within the particular bay, for the benefit of pedestrians, cyclists
and others using the local road network as well as the specific urban design, landscape,
ecology and recreational amenity matters, including these listed in Condition LV.7, as
relevant to the particular bay.

The final BSUDPs may either be attached to, and certified as part of, the initial LUDP or
prepared later, and added to the LUDP on a staged basis, if the Construction Works are
staged bay by bay and individually certified under Condition LV.6.

LV.6

The BSUDPs shall be prepared by the Consent Holder in two stages for each bay:

(a) Stage 1: A draft design protocol that sets out the priorities for the bay design in terms of
engineering and safety requirements as well as ecology, natural character, landscape,
urban design and recreational amenity elements and issues. The draft desian protocol
shall provide visual repr ions of best pracli stal shared path projects, to
demonstrate the level of design to be achieved. The protocol shall be provided to the
Relevant Resident Association for the affected bay (if any) and the Eastbourne
Community Board for comments, if any, within 15 working days from receipt. Any
comments received, and the Consents Holder's response and reasons if they are not
accepted, are to be provided to the Manager, Environmental Regulation, alongside the
draft desian protocel, within 20 working days from receipt of the comments; and

(b) Stage 2: The final BSUDPs, which are to be certified either on their own (in accordance
with Condition GC.5) or (if included in the initial LUDP) when the LUDP is certified under
Condition LV.1.

Lv.7

The BSUDPs shall, include specific landscape and urban design details for:

(a) Seawall structures, including fransition zones between seawall types;

(b) Beach access including steps, ramps and associated handrails where required;
(c) Safety barriers and railing;

(d) The treatment of stormwater structures at the coastal interface;

(e) Little Penguin and Shoreline Forager related structures including penguin passage
elements, ramps, nests, boxes and wooden poles for roosting;

(f) Planting treatment;

(g) The treatment of existing trees and existing landscape and natural features;
(h) The design and area of space available for recreational amenity activities;
(iy The design and orientation of features, spaces and access points;

(j) Refuge and seating opportunities_including size and arrangement of space to allow for
stopping and gathering at frequent intervals disiributed along the route; and

(k)_Signage and storyboards; and
@) Surface treatments-

T nsent holder shall engage a suitably qualified and experienced disability auditor to
prepare an accessibility stalement to guide desian, and undertake accessibility audits in
accordance with NZS 4121 Design for Access and Mobility — Buildings and Associated
Facilities as part of detailed desian
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Archaeological Protocols (AP)

Ref | conition

Discovery of Archaeological Fealures or Deposits

AP.1

If remains are exposed that are potentially archaeoclogical features or deposits, the following
procedure should be adopted:

(a) Earthworks should cease in the immediate vicinity while an archaeologist is consulted to
establish whether the remains are part of an archaeological site as defined under the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taconga Act 2014,

(b) If the archaeclogist confirms that it is an archaeclogical site, the area of the site will be
defined by the archaeologist and excluded from earthworks.

HNZPT will be informed of the discovery and, if the site cannot be avoided, an application
for an archaeological authority to modify or destroy the archaeological site will be made
(this is a legal requirement).

(c

—

(d) If the archaeological site relates to M&ori occupation, Taranaki Whanui must be
consulted.

(e) No work can be carried out that will affect the site until the archaeological authority has
commenced.

(f) Any conditions attached to the archaeological authority must be complied with.

Discovery of Taonga

AP.2

Maori artefacts such as carvings, stone adzes, and greenstone objects are considered to be
taonga (treasures). These are taonga tituru within the meaning of the Protected Objects Act
1975. Taonga may be discovered in isolated contexts, but are generally found within
archaeological sites, modification of which is subject to the provisions of the Heritage New
Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014,

If taonga are discovered the following procedure will apply to the taonga itself:

(a) The area of the immediate site containing the taonga will be secured in a way that
protects the tacnga as far as possible from further damage.

(b} The archaeologist will then inform HNZPT and the nominated Taranaki Whanui
representative so that the appropriate actions (from cultural and archaeological
perspectives) can be determined.

(c}) Work may resume when advised by HNZPT or the archaeologist.

(d} The archaeologist will notify the Ministry for Culture and Heritage of the find within 28
days as required under the Protected Objects Act 1975. This can be dene through the
Auckland War Memorial Museum.

(e) The Ministry for Culture and Heritage, in consultation with Taranaki Whanui, will decide
on custodianship of the taonga.

Tangata Whenua Contacts

AP.3

The contact details for Taranaki Whanui are as follows:

(a) Port Nicholson Block Settlement Trust — Kirsty Tamanui telephone: +64 27 459 9050
PO Box 12164, Thorndon, Wellington 6144

(b} Wellington Tenths Trust (Wellington) — Morrie Love telephone: +64 27 454 0148
PO Box 25499, Wellington
Level 2, Te Raukura, Taranaki Street Wharf, 15 Jervois Quay, Wellington

24



a8 et bt

L e

1. Whiorau Reserve

25




- - e -

Panguin and shorebird prolection area: o s 5 Loy
‘Whiarau Reserve

Project: Eastern Bays Shared Path
fomsioens HUTIEITY O stantec
it eylubnatt o gt e i e

2. Bishops Park

26



3. HW Short Park

. 2
" . -y ¥, : ‘|
a 50 100 200
NN essssss— s

Penguin and shorebird protection area:

HW Short Park

Praject: Eastern Bays Shared Path
e,

Hum () stantec

e A L R LT LTI

27



APPENDIX 2: BEACH NOURISHMENT PLANS

[Note: Draft plans are included below. These will be replaced with final plans (once these have

been prepared).]

Beach Nourishment - Point Howard
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Beach Nourishment - York Bay
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