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EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 
Planners Overall Recommendation: 
 
When considering the application overall, including any mitigation offered and conditions of consent 
that could be included, on balance the effects of the proposal cannot result in a recommendation to 
approve.  As such it is the recommendation of the reporting planner that the application should be 
declined. 
 
Applications sought: 
 
The applicant, Raymond and Julie Lord, applied for the following resource consents: 

- Land use consent under section 9(3) of the Act. 

 
Specifically, the proposal triggers the following resource consent requirements under the Far North 
District Plan: 

- Discretionary land use consent is required for the residential intensity under Rule 
10.9.5.1.2; 

- Discretionary land use consent is required for the building scale under Rule 10.9.5.1.5; 

- Discretionary land use consent is required for the sunlight planes under Rule 10.9.5.1.6;  

- Discretionary land use consent is required for stormwater management under Rule 
10.9.5.1.7; 

- Discretionary land use consent is required for setback from boundaries under Rule 
10.9.5.1.8; 

- Restricted Discretionary land use consent is required for the excavation in the Russell 
Township Zone under Rule 12.3.6.1.3; 

- Restricted Discretionary land use consent for a new building within Heritage Precinct under 
Rule 12.5A.6.3.2; and 

- Discretionary land use consent for onsite car parking spaces under Rule 15.1.6B.1.1. 
 
The application as lodged was supported by the following assessments and drawings: 

- Architectural Site Plans and Elevations, prepared by Appropriate Building Design Limited, 
dated 9th June 2021  

- Archaeological Assessment, prepared by Geometria Limited, dated 5th January 2021 
- Consultation Letter from Heritage New Zealand, dated 29th March 2021 

 
Following lodgement, the following were provided: 

- Updated Architectural Plans, dated 24th August 2021, prepared by Appropriate Building 
Design Limited 

- Topographical Survey, dated June 2019, prepared by Williams and King Limited. 
- Geotechnical Report, dated 8th July 2020, prepared by Vision Consulting Engineers Limited 
- Stormwater Management Report, dated 22nd December 2021, prepared by Vision Consulting 

Engineers Limited  

The site: 
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The site is physically located at 29 Wellington Street, Russell and legally described as Part Block 1 Old 
Land Claim No 288A and is limited as to parcels (shown in yellow outline in the below image). 
The site title identifies a site area of approximately 329m2 (noting the title is Limited as to Parcels) a 
recent topographical survey undertaken confirms a gross site area of 282m2. The site slopes up 
towards the north and has an existing dwelling that is proposed to be removed. 
The site fronts Wellington Street along its southern boundary to which it has vehicular and 
pedestrian access. 
 

 
 
Abbreviations 
 
AEE  Assessment of Environmental Effects 
DP or Plan Far North District Council Operative District Plan 
FNDC  Far North District Council 
NTA  Northland Transportation Alliance 
RMA  Resource Management Act 1991, and amendments 
 
Attachments 
 

1 S95 Report 
2 Site Plans and Architectural Plans  
3 Application as Lodged 
4 Submissions Received 
5 Objectives and Policies from FNDC ODP and FNDC PDP 
6 Topographical Survey 
7 Geotechnical Report 
8 Stormwater Management Report 
9 Updated Architectural Plans 
10 NTA comments 
11 Resource Consent Engineer’s Report 
12 Far North District Plan Russell Design Guidelines 
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TO : HEARINGS COMMISSIONERS – WILLIAM SMITH 

FROM : CONSULTANT PLANNER – KELLY RYAN 

APPROVED FOR 
RELEASE BY 

: PAT KILLALEA, PRINCIPAL PLANNER – ENVIRONMENTAL MANAGEMENT 

SUBJECT : A LIMITED NOTIFIED RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION UNDER SECTION 88 
OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991 

BEING AN APPLICATION FOR LAND USE CONSENT TO:  
 
To remove the existing dwelling onsite (floor area 104.85m2) and to 
construct a new dwelling with a proposed footprint of 135.54m2 on a 282m2 
site, creating infringements in regard to residential intensity, building scale, 
sunlight, stormwater management, setback from boundaries, excavation in 
the Russell Township Zone, new buildings within a heritage precinct and on-
site car parking spaces as a Discretionary Activity overall.  
 

REFERENCE : 2300695-RMALUC 

 
  
Note: This report sets out the recommendation of the reporting planner. This report has yet to be 
considered by the Hearings Commissioner delegated by the Council to determine this application. The 
recommendation is not the decision on this application. A decision will only be made after the Hearing 
Commissioner has considered the application and heard the applicant and any submitters. 
 
HAVING CONSIDERED THE PROPOSAL AGAINST THE RELEVANT STATUTORY CRITERIA IT IS 
RECOMMENDED BY THE REPORTING PLANNER THAT THE APPLICATION BE DECLINED. THE REASONS 
FOR THIS RECOMMENDATION ARE SET OUT IN THIS REPORT. 
 
________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Report prepared by:  
 
Kelly Ryan - Consultant Planner to FNDC 
Planning Manager (Lands and Survey Ltd) 
 
Approved for submission: 
 
 
 

 
P J Killalea        
Principal Planner      Date: 9/02/2023 
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1.0 APPLICATION AND PROPERTY DETAILS 
 

SITE ADDRESS: 29 Wellington Street, Russell 

APPLICANT: Raymond and Julie Lord 

LEGAL DESCRIPTION: Part Block I Old Land Claim No 288A, within Record of Title 
NA512/223 – Limited as to Parcels 

SITE AREA: Title states 329m2, however recent topographical survey indicates 
282m2 

DISTRICT PLAN ZONING: Operative – Russell Township Zone with Russell Township Basin 
and Gateway Area and Wellington Street Heritage Precinct 
Overlays 
Proposed – Kororāreka Russell Township Zone with Coastal 
Environment Overlay and Part B – Wellington Street Heritage 
Area Overlay 

ACTIVITY STATUS: Discretionary 

OTHER RELEVANT CONSENTS: N/A 

CONSENT NOTICES/TITLE 
RESTRICTIONS: 

 
None of the interests on the Limited to Parcels title are 
considered relevant to this consideration.   

 
 
2.0 BACKGROUND 
 
S95 Decision 
 
2.1 This application was subject to limited notification to the following three properties: 

Lot 1 DP 1086054 (31 Wellington Street, Russell),  
Lot 1 DP 97346 (27 Wellington Street, Russell), and  
Lot 2 DP 21528 (25 Wellington Street, Russell). 
 
As shown in the image below with blue shading, with the subject site in pink shading: 
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2.2 Section 95B of the RMA states limited notification is required in certain circumstances, where if any 
answer to s95B(8) is yes then s95B(9) states you must notify each affected person of the application.  
Section 95B(8) states “In the case of any other activity, determine whether a person is an affected 
person in accordance with Section 95E”.  In this instance in accordance with s95E affected persons 
were identified.  

 
2.3 Limited notification was considered necessary at Step 3 of section 95B, being that the identified 

properties were deemed affected. Steps 1 through 4, inclusive were considered for the purpose of 
the notification recommendation and subsequent decision under delegated authority. 

 
2.4 Refer to Attachment 1 for a full copy of the s95 report, should this assist the Commissioner. 
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3.0 THE PROPOSAL 
 
3.1 The Proposal is for the removal of the existing dwelling onsite and to construct a new residential 

dwelling. Once complete the dwelling will provide for residential accommodation, stated by the 
applicant as being a retirement house for themselves with allowance in design for family to stay 
when visiting. Proposed site and floor plans are included at Attachment 2 and 9. 
 

3.2 The proposal details are as follows: 
 

- The existing dwelling set to be removed is 104.85m2 in floor area 
- The proposed dwelling will have a ground floor area of 136.54m2, an impermeable surface 

coverage of 191.81m2, and total gross floor area of 275.31m2 (303.93m² including decks). 
- The proposed development will be setback 0.4 metres from Wellington Street, 0.981 

metres from the eastern boundary, 1.991 metres from the western boundary and 1.656 
metres from the rear boundary.  

- The proposed floor plan includes two residential units, however the applicant states their 
intent is to use the building as one residential unit. 

- The proposed building is anticipated to be approximately 6.976 metres in height.  
- A total of 251.95m3 excavation is required to undertake the proposed development and 

removal of existing dwelling.  
- The proposed dwelling will be connected to the stormwater and wastewater reticulated 

networks and have onsite rainwater harvesting tanks for a potable water supply. 
3.3 Following multiple Section 92 requests, many details of the proposal have changed, including the 

following: 
- Reduced water tank storage due to a stormwater management report deeming detention 

capacity not required. Proposed water tanks originally consisted of a capacity of 150,000 L 
- 190,000L of rainwater with a detention capacity of 16,500L. The updated water tank 
capacity consists of two water tanks, one being 52,930L and the other being 41,540L with 
a separate grey water tank with a 12,420L capacity.   

- A geotechnical report was provided which recommended all earthworks were retained and 
that engineered retaining walls are recommended.  

 
4.0 SITE AND SURROUNDING LOCALITY DESCRIPTION 
 
4.1 As stated in section 1.0 above the site is physically located at 29 Wellington Street, Russell, legally 

described as Part Block I Old Land Claim No 288A and held in Record of Title NA512/223 having an 
area of 282m2. Shown in an aerial image below: 
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Image 1 – Aerial Image, site shown in yellow 
(Source: GRIP) 

 
4.2 The site is within the Russell Township Zone and Russell Township Basin and Gateway Area of the 

Operative Far North District Plan with an Overlay of the Wellington Street Heritage Precinct, refer 
image 2 below: 
 

 

 
Image 2 – Excerpt from Zone Map 89 

(Grey = Russell Township Zone,  
Pink Line = Russell Township Basin and Gateway Area, 

Black Dashed Lines = Heritage Precinct) 
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4.3 In Image 2, the surrounding land is also shown in grey colouring to be a part of the Russell 
Township Zone, with land to the south shown in green as the conservation zone and red houses 
to the east showing historic sites. 
 

4.4 The site is currently utilised for residential purposes, with an existing dwelling (104.85m2) set to 
be removed as a part of this application. 

 
4.5 The site has one existing access point to Wellington Street on the southern boundary of the 

application site to service the dwelling.  
 
4.6 The site is connected to reticulated wastewater and stormwater with potable water provided 

through water tanks. 
 

 
5.0 REASONS FOR THE APPLICATION 
 
5.1 A resource consent is required for the following reasons: 

 
Rule Ref. Rule Requirement Comment Act. Status 
Russell Township 
Zone: 

   

10.9.5.1.2 
‘Residential 
Intensity’ 
 
AND 
 
10.9.5.2.1 
‘Residential 
Intensity’ 
 

One residential unit per 
1000m2 on a sewered site 
or one residential unit 
per site is permitted.  
 
One residential unit per 
800m2 on a sewered site 
or one residential unit 
per site is a restricted 
discretionary activity. 

The application site is a 
282m2 sewered site and the 
proposal is for one building 
containing two residential 
units. 

Discretionary 

10.9.5.1.5 
‘Building Scale’  
 
AND 
 
10.9.5.2.4 
‘Building Scale’ 

This rule permits the net 
ground floor area on sites 
within the Russell 
Township Basin and 
Gateway Area on sites 
less than 400m2, can be 
80m2. 
 
As a restricted 
discretionary activity, the 
net ground floor area on 
sites within the Russell 
Township Basin and 
Gateway Area that are 
less than 400m2 can have 
a maximum coverage of 
100m2 

The net ground floor area is 
approximately 136.54m2 on 
a 282m2 site within the 
Russell Township Basin and 
Gateway Area. 

Discretionary 

10.9.5.1.6 
‘Sunlight’  
 

No part of a building shall 
project beyond a 45 
degree recession plane 

The building will exceed both 
the 2 metre and the 3 metre 
sunlight recession planes on 

Discretionary 
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AND 
 
10.9.5.2.5 
‘Sunlight’ 

from 2m above ground 
level. 
 
No part of a building shall 
project beyond a 45 
degree recession plane 
from 3m above ground 
level. 

the eastern boundary and 
the 2 metre and 3 metre 
sunlight recession planes on 
the front boundary along 
Wellington Street.  

10.9.5.1.7 
‘Stormwater 
Management’ 
AND 
 
10.9.5.2.9 
‘Stormwater 
Management’  

As a permitted activity, 
there can be a maximum 
impervious surface 
coverage of 35% of the 
gross site area. 
 
As a restricted 
discretionary activity, 
there can be a maximum 
impervious surface 
coverage of 40%. 

The total proposed 
impervious surface coverage 
is 191.81m2 or 68.02%. 

Discretionary 

10.9.5.1.8 
‘Setback from 
Boundaries’ 
 
AND 
 
10.9.5.2.6 
‘Setback from 
Boundaries’ 

All buildings are 
permitted to be setback 3 
metres from the road 
boundary and 1.2 metres 
from side and rear 
boundaries, except that 
for a total length of 10 
metres along one 
boundary (other than a 
road boundary) no 
setback is required. At 
least 50% of the site 
between the road and a 
parallel line 6m there-
from shall be landscaped.  
 
All buildings must be 
setback 1.5 metres from 
road boundaries as a 
restricted discretionary 
activity.  

The proposed building will 
not be setback 3 metres or 
1.5 metres from the road 
boundary, being setback 0.4 
metres from Wellington 
Street. 
The proposed dwelling is not 
setback 1.2 metres from side 
and rear boundaries. The 
dwelling is proposed to be 
setback 0.981 metres from 
the eastern boundary. The 
exception for setbacks will 
be used along the western 
boundary for 10 metres and 
the remainder of the house 
along the western boundary 
is setback 1.991 metres.  The 
dwelling is setback at least 
1.656 metres along the 
northern/rear boundary. 
There is no landscaping 
between the building and 
road boundary proposed.  

Discretionary 

District Wide:    
12.3.6.1.3 
‘Excavation in the 
Russell Township 
Zone’ 

Excavation and/or filling 
is permitted provided 
that it does not exceed 
200m3 in any 12 month 
period per site and it 
does not involve a cut or 

A total of 251.95m3 is 
proposed to undertake the 
proposed development 
onsite which will be 
undertaken within a 12 
month period onsite. 

Restricted 
Discretionary  
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filled face exceeding 1.5 
metres in height.  

12.5A.6.3.2 ‘New 
Buildings within 
Heritage Precincts’  

New buildings within a 
heritage precinct are not 
a permitted activity. 
Therefore, any new 
building within a heritage 
precinct that is visible 
from a public place is a 
restricted discretionary 
activity.  

The proposal includes the 
construction of a new 
building within the 
Wellington Street Heritage 
Precinct that is visible from a 
public place.  

Restricted 
Discretionary  

Transportation:    
15.1.6B.1.1 
‘On-site car 
parking spaces’ 

The minimum number of 
on-site car parking spaces 
for a standard residential 
unit is two per unit as a 
permitted activity 

The proposal includes two 
standard residential units, 
and rather than the required 
four spaces being provided a 
total of two on-site car 
parking spaces is proposed.  

Discretionary  

 
5.2 Overall, the application is a Discretionary activity. 

 
6.0 NOTIFICATION AND SUBMISSIONS 
 
6.1 Notification 

 
This application was notified on a limited basis and distributed to: 
- Janene Mary Olson and David E Caughey; 
- Janette Fielding and John Fielding; 
- Anthony Dumper and Janette Dumper 
- Trevor Dumper 
- Richard White (J & J Fielding Family Trust) 
- TD & MF Family Trustee Services 
 on the 10th of November 2022,the submission period closed on the 9th of December 2022. 
 
 

6.2 Submissions Received 
 

At the close of the submission period, a total of 2 submissions were received, of those all were 
opposed to the application as it stands, and all stated they wished to be heard.  Full copies of 
submissions are attached at Attachment 4.  To assist the Commissioner a summary of the 
submission together with the relief sought by the submitters is set out below: 
 

Name Address Main Concerns Relief Sought Wish to be 
heard 

Janette Ann 
Fielding 

27 Wellington 
Street, Russell 

- That the building 
coverage in relation to a 
small scale site is pushing 
the bounds too far. 
- That the size and the 
depth of the earthworks 
could damage the stability 

The submitter 
supports the 
principle of 
replacing the 
existing dwelling 
with a new 
build, however, 

Yes 
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of their consented 
monorail foundations 
along the application site’s 
eastern boundary.    
- The use of Dutch Gables 
may not be allowed within 
the Wellington Street 
Heritage Precinct. 

they suggest a 
different 
proposed 
development 
onsite. They also 
wish for council 
to ensure that 
earthworks 
along the 
eastern 
boundary are 
carefully 
designed  and 
appropriate 
practices are 
implemented 
during the 
excavation 
process. 

Anthony 
Walter 
Dumper and 
Jeanette 
Rosemary 
Dumper as 
Trustees of TD 
& MF Family 
Trust 

31 Wellington 
Street, Russell 

- The bulk and location 
infringements collectively 
represent over intensive 
development on site and 
sets a precedent. 
- The design encompasses 
two residential units, a 
double garage, decks all 
trying to fit into a small 
site. 
- The proposal is for a 
bigger structure than the 
existing building with 
ranch sliders, aluminium 
joinery, different cladding, 
additional 
accommodation. 
- The deck along western 
boundary removes any 
privacy from the 
accessway to 31 
Wellington Street. 
- The proposal does not 
align with District Plan 
requirements and is 
contrary to the zone’s 
objectives and policies. 
- The plans and diagrams 
regarding setbacks are 
misleading and there are 
no daylight diagrams for 

That a new build 
on site is no 
bigger than the 
existing building 
footprint and 
that professional 
engineers 
investigate the 
suitability and 
structure of 
garden walls on 
northern and 
north-eastern 
hillside. And that 
decks are 
removed.  

Yes 
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along the western 
boundary. 
- The proposal lacks detail 
regarding design and 
engineering input 
regarding retaining walls. 
- Stormwater 
management. 

 
 
6.3 Written approvals 
 
Approval from Heritage New Zealand was provided with the application at time of lodgement 
 
6.4 Submission Location Plan 
 

 

 
Image 6 – Aerial image showing two submitters location 

(Source: GRIP) 

 
The above aerial image shows the location of both submissions. The coloured dots represent submitters 
as follows: 
 

  Red dot  –  Anthony and Jeanette Dumper 
  Blue dot –  Janette Fielding 
 
 

7.0 PRE HEARING MEETING 
 
7.1 No pre-hearing meeting was held.  However, it is my understanding that the applicants agent has 

had discussion with submitters between the close of notification and the date of drafting this report.  
I have not been party to these discussions and anticipate that the applicants agent will provide 
commentary around this during the hearing if deemed relevant. 
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8.0 REPORTS FROM OTHER OFFICERS/DEPARTMENTS 
 
8.1 The application was circulated to the Northland Transport Alliance.  The assessment from them 

noted: 
- It is unlikely that there are any visibility and sightline implications for Wellington Street. 
- It is unlikely that there are any future road corridor implications regarding permanent 

shading affecting the road surface, performance, maintenance. 
- Other options to achieve the road setback requirements may not be possible due to the size 

of the site and considering the existing dwelling breaches the rule and therefore it is likely 
they can accept this breach. 

- The application is in keeping with the streetscape as multiple dwellings along Wellington 
Street are already encroaching the road setback due to the physical features of Wellington 
Street.  

- The exception of this application would create a similar expectation for the surrounding 
properties and would result in more dispensation, but any future requests will be assessed in 
a similar way to that of this application. 

 
9.0 STATUTORY ASSESSMENT 
 

The Act requires for all applications for resource consent that subject to Part 2 of the Act, the Council 
must have regard to the matters set out in section 104 of the Act. 

 
9.1 Section 104 assessment 
 

Section 104(1)(a) Actual and potential effects on the environment 
 
The below effects assessment will focus on eight topic areas for consideration. These are each 
addressed in the following paragraphs and take into account the Assessment of Environmental 
Effects as lodged, further information supplied and the submissions received.   
 
A. Character and Amenity Effects 
 
Russell is a small coastal settlement with high historical significance and has evolved to be a quiet 
but popular tourist town with a unique and special character. The Wellington Street Precinct, 
located immediately to the north of the Strand is characterised by low intensity residential-scale 
development with dwellings with a range of scale and size.  
 
The proposed new building on site is considered to be a moderate sized villa which includes two 
residential units. Although this dwelling within this area may be considered to typically align with 
the character and amenity of this environment, this dwelling is to be situated on a site typically 
smaller than the surrounding environment, and although this is an existing situation, a dwelling of 
this size on a site of this size is not considered to align with the character and amenity within this 
environment with an ability to offset these adverse effects being unavailable to a suitable degree. 
This proposal is not considered to align with a low intensity residential scale development, despite 
it being for a residential building that is intended to be used as one.  It is considered that the Zone, 
Area and Precinct overlays that apply to the site seek to ensure development is lowkey and consists 
of limited built development with an open space quality sympathetic of the existing historic heritage 
as well as the natural and physical resources of the coastal environment.  
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It is acknowledged that the proposal does not relate to a vacant site, rather is a site with an existing 
residential dwelling currently.  Furthermore, this existing dwelling does currently infringe bulk and 
location controls within the Far North District Plan such as exceeding the permitted gross floor area 
of the building of 80m² at approximately 105m².  However, even when acknowledging that the 
existing dwelling exceeds levels and standards within the District Plan currently, and has been taken 
to hold existing use rights, what is proposed is considered to create additional effects.  For example 
the gross floor area of the building is permitted to be a maximum of 80m², the existing building sits 
at 105m² (more or less), the proposed dwelling sits at almost 137m².  It is considered there can be 
a compounding of effects, or increase in the level of possible effects, the further an application 
departs from the District Plan provisions.  That’s not to say that effects cannot be mitigated nor that 
a proposal with a large departure from Plan provisions cannot find a favourable recommendation.  
Surely they can, and do.  It is more that this proposal infringes many rules relating to bulk and 
location, even beyond the infringements currently existing.  In this instance the degree and scale of 
the infringements, combined with site specifics such as the small site area, and along with the 
additional Areas and Overlays the Plan provides means that it is considered overall effects in regards 
to residential amenity and character are not acceptable.  
 
Historical and coastal characteristics and values have been considered whilst designing the 
proposed dwelling, as well as the consideration of providing for the applicants wellbeing. It is 
acknowledged that controls within this environment are restrictive for constructing a new dwelling, 
however this has been intentionally drafted into the District Plan provisions to ensure the protection 
of the unique Russell character. This application is finely balanced, being that a situation such as 
this, a dwelling with a building coverage, including roofs of 187.45m2 on a 282m2 site may align with 
the character and amenity of many other urban environments. However, the special and unique 
nature of Russell does not anticipate this scale of development on a site of this size, especially along 
Wellington Street, where these smaller sites are intended for small residential units. It is 
acknowledged that a residential unit with an area of 187.45m2 on Wellington Street may align with 
the character of some existing development, these size houses are typically found on larger sites, 
ranging in size from approximately 800m2 and 1698m2.  An aspect that has been considered in 
drafting this recommendation is, even while accepting there is an existing dwelling with 
infringements, does that in itself justify further infringements? Or result in the additional 
infringements creating effects to character and amenity that can be accepted or absorbed within 
the environment. 
 
The application is for a dwelling proposed to be on a front site, with immediate road frontage to 
Wellington Street. Development along this road frontage typically consists of single-storey dwellings 
with reasonable front or rear yards, with the possible exception of 35 Wellington Street which has 
a large two-storey dwelling. However, this dwelling is on a much larger site than the application site 
and includes areas of open space to the rear of the property. Therefore, disregarding the 
development on 35 Wellington Street, the proposal is considered to be out of character with the 
surrounding development along Wellington Street. The proposal is for a two-storey dwelling, with 
limited to no landscaped areas and has minimal setbacks from front and side boundaries. This 
proposal is considered to result in a conflict with surrounding development and will result in adverse 
effects on the streetscape along Wellington Street.  
 
It is fair to state that this proposal is somewhat unique and different, being the unusually small size 
of the site and the special character of the Russell Township.  It is this and the existing dwelling on 
the site that has created a difficult and finely balanced consideration. However, it is considered that 
the Russell Township is a unique place, with unique amenity factors necessary of protection, and 
therefore due to these circumstances it is considered that the proposal as it stands creates character 
and amenity effects. 
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B. Open Space and Landscaping 
 
Landscaping and open space is used as a tool alongside development onsite to mitigate any adverse 
effects resulting from built form and impervious areas, for example, softening the presence of built  
form and visual dominance, enabling the efficient use of outdoor living space for occupants and 
allowing areas of permeable surfaces to aid in absorbing stormwater run-off.  
 
The proposed development onsite does not include any formal areas of landscaping, with the size 
of the site, alongside the scale of the proposed development, restricting the ability to provide formal 
landscaping and open space. Any potential landscaping onsite would be limited to the external 
perimeter onsite and would consist of grassed areas and a small garden. However, because setbacks 
from road boundaries and side boundaries are minimal, it is demonstrated just how limited 
potential landscaping and open space areas would be following the proposed development.  
 
The characteristic of the site, being sloped and relatively small gives rise to the difficulty of providing 
for formal onsite landscaping, although open space and landscaping is limited, where possible, 
outdoor areas will be grassed to disrupt continuous built form or impermeable surfaces onsite and 
between adjoining properties. On a site of this nature, the potential for open space and formal 
landscaping is restricted in conjunction with development of this nature and taking this into 
consideration it is considered that the absence or restricted open space and landscaping onsite is 
acceptable.   
 
It is  acknowledged that the existing development onsite has an impermeable surface infringement 
and the Assessment of Environmental Effects as lodged states that there is only a minor increase in 
impermeable surfaces between what is existing onsite and what is proposed.  A reasonable amount 
of landscaping exits onsite currently, including gardens and grassed areas, mitigating adverse effects 
by fragmenting the presence of built development onsite. However, following the implementation 
of the proposed development onsite it appears that there is a lot less potential for open space or 
landscaping with no mitigation of this sort offered or shown on site plans. Therefore, it appears that 
although there is only a relatively small increase in impermeable surfaces on site, this results in a 
significant reduction in the presence and potential for open space and landscaping on the site. 
 
This is further assisted by the open space in the immediately surrounding environment.  The site is 
not considered to sit within a highly urban formed landscape, but rather within a coastal community 
where ample open space exists nearby. 
 

 
C. Traffic, Access, Parking and Manoeuvring  
 
The traffic generated by the proposed development onsite is expected to comply with the permitted 
maximum daily traffic movements. The Russell Township Zone permits 20 daily traffic one-way 
movements, with two residential units present on site, each anticipated to generate 10 daily one-
way traffic movements according to the Traffic Intensity Factor, this will comply with the maximum 
traffic movements.  
 
Access to the proposed dwelling is considered adequate as within Appendix 3B-1, being that a 
private access servicing 2 H.E.s is required to be a minimum of 5 metres in width.  Therefore, the 
5.6m width of the site’s sealed driveway is above the required 5 metres legal width. In addition, 
Northland Transportation Alliance did not raise any concerns regarding the access. 
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The onsite parking proposed is also considered to be acceptable, and to not generate adverse 
effects. The provided onsite parking complies with the requirements for one residential unit, but an 
extra two parking spaces are required for an extra residential unit. However, due to the limited 
expected vehicle movements as well as the applicant’s statement regarding the intent to use both 
the ground floor and first floor in conjunction as one residential unit, the provided onsite parking is 
considered to be adequate to service this site and proposed new dwelling.  
 
Due to the area of the site, and the size of the proposed building onsite manoeuvring is not possible.  
However, there is considered to be acceptable visibility both ways along Wellington Street enabling 
safe access to and from the site, even in reverse gear. 
 
Northland Transportation Alliance was consulted regarding this application, and they did not raise 
any concerns regarding the road setback infringement of the proposed dwelling on the safety and 
efficiency of the roading network in this area.  
 
I accept Northland Transportation Alliance’s statements and make no further comment.   The 
assessment from NTA has been included at Appendix 10. 

 
D. Stormwater Management 

 
Impervious surfaces are proposed to increase by 6.45m2 from 185.36m2 to 191.81m2. A stormwater 
Management Report prepared by Vision Consulting was provided by the applicant following a 
section 92 request that assessed that because the existing dwelling is considered to be ‘pre-
development’ and therefore the proposal only requests to increase impervious surfaces by 
approximately 6m2, the increase in runoff is considered de minimis and attenuation is not necessary. 
This therefore led to the removal of detention capacity in the proposed onsite water tanks. Instead, 
the report suggested a management system including the construction of new sumps and swale 
drains to help divert stormwater coming down the hill onto the property in heavy rainfall events. 
The remainder of stormwater is considered to be adequately addressed by the existing stormwater 
connection to the southeast of the site. The report concludes that the increase in impervious 
surfaces is minor, detention tanks are not necessary to address this increase; but to help better an 
existing situation, sumps and swale drains are recommended. 
 
I have no reason nor no expertise in this area, and as such accept this Stormwater Management 
Report and make offer no further comment.  

 
E. Earthworks  
 
One of the main concerns raised by the submitters on this proposal is stability issues that could 
result from the excavation works proposed to accommodate the proposed dwelling. A total of 
251.95m3 of excavation is proposed as part of this application, which is 51.95m3 over the permitted 
level. Within the original application as lodged it was unclear whether the proposed retaining walls 
to retain the proposed earthworks would be designed by engineers. Following a section 92 request, 
a Geotechnical report prepared by Vision Consulting was provided by the applicant which clarified 
that chartered professional engineer designed retaining walls are recommended to retain any cuts 
and excavation. Within the report, it was concluded that the site is suitable for this development 
and the site is generally stable provided the use of these retaining walls to retain excavation and 
cuts on site. The report also recommended that earthworks onsite should be staged, with the 
construction of the northern most retaining wall being the first stage to support the ground prior to 
the undertaking of any excavations. This was to ensure that any potential adverse effects on the 
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stability of the ground were mitigated while also considering the existing slopes and structures on 
adjacent properties. 
 
I make no further comment here, and defer to the relevant experts, other than to say should 
consent be granted conditions of consent can be included to address the above. 

 
F. Visual Dominance, Privacy and Sunlight 
 
The application site is situated at the bottom of the hill on the northern side of Wellington Street, 
being considered a front property while multiple rear properties overlook this site. The outlook of 
these rear properties is out towards Kororāreka Bay, over the application site. While it is 
acknowledged that the height of the proposed building complies with the permitted height within 
the District Plan which is a maximum height of 7.2 metres.  The proposed dwelling being 
approximately 6.976 metres, which has been confirmed by the applicant’s agent of being accurately 
measured from the appropriate ground level as defined and required within the District Plan.  
However, the large expanse of roof coverage of the building has the potential to result in a visually 
dominant dwelling in the view of the rear properties especially. The area of roof coverage of the 
proposed dwelling increases from the existing 128.73m² to 187.45m², on a site with an area of only 
282m².  When viewed from above the scale of the roof area comparative to the site area would 
result in percentage of roof coverage at approximately 66.47%.  It is considered that this creates a 
bulk of built form visually dominating the outlook for the neighbouring properties.  This in 
conjunction with the multiple infringements including setbacks and impervious surface coverage is 
considered to result in a visually dominant building for these adjacent properties.  
 
A concern raised by a submitter is that the deck along the western boundary will infringe on the 
privacy of the accessway to their property (31 Wellington Street). The setback from this western 
boundary is permitted, being that the exception of a nil setback from a total length of 10 metres 
along one boundary is provided for within the District Plan.  Therefore, in regard to any effects 
associated with setbacks on this boundary they should be disregarded due to the permitted baseline 
provided for within the Plan. 
 
As such the consideration of privacy concerns should be limited to the eastern boundary, being that 
the dwelling is proposed to be adequately setback from the rear boundary and the front boundary 
adjoins the road. The rooms along the eastern boundary of the proposed dwelling consist of a 
kitchenette, bathroom and workshop on the ground floor and a laundry, bathroom and bedroom 
on the first floor. The main privacy concerns relate to the bathroom and bedrooms, however, the 
bedroom does not have a window along this boundary and as a condition of consent, it could be 
required to ensure the bathroom windows were frosted to mitigate any potential privacy concerns. 
Regarding the adjoining property on the eastern boundary, there is not expected for privacy 
concerns to give rise considering that this area of the site is used purely for access, with the dwelling 
being situated to the rear of the site. Therefore, as discussed, privacy concerns as a result of this 
proposal are considered to be minor.  
 
Since the height of the proposed building exceeds 2.7 metres at all points, the sunlight plane 
exception cannot be applied to any boundary. The sunlight plane along the western boundary is 
measured from the far boundary of 31 Wellington Street being that this area of the property is used 
for access alone and demonstrates compliance with the permitted sunlight plane. Concerns were 
raised by the owners of 31 Wellington Street regarding the height and sunlight measurements and 
diagrams along this boundary. However, the agent has confirmed that these height measurements 
are accurate and as a result it is confirmed that the sunlight planes along the western boundary 
comply. Any shadowing along this property is therefore not as a result of a breach and is permitted.  
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The sunlight plane along the eastern boundary is infringed causing shading on two of the adjoining 
properties to the east. These two properties are 27 and 25 Wellington Street. The shadowing on 27 
Wellington Street is considered to be less than minor considering it is over an accessway and 
therefore residents will spend very little time in this area of the property. The shadowing on 25 
Wellington Street, caused by the infringements, is restricted to approximately two hours a day.  
These hours are between 1pm and 3pm, which are considered peak afternoon daylight hours and 
therefore it is considered that this will cause adverse effects on the sunlight and daylight availability 
to this property beyond a minor level.  
 
The sunlight plane along the southern boundary is infringed which will result in shadowing along 
Wellington Street.  However, it is considered that the infringement of the sunlight plane will result 
in less than minor effects being that the shadowing will be over Wellington Street, a road and not 
an area that necessarily values sunlight or daylight availability. In addition, Wellington Street does 
not involve a pedestrian footpath, rather consisting of a grassed area on the opposite side of 
Wellington Street, in which it is considered that pedestrians would prefer to walk along and this 
area is not considered to be affected by shadowing from the dwelling. As previously mentioned, 
NTA has not raised any concerns regarding this proposal adversely affecting the safety nor efficiency 
of the roading network. Therefore, the sunlight plane infringement along the road boundary is 
considered to result in less than minor effects.  
 
I note the sunlight plane along the northern boundary complies with the requirements of the District 
Plan. 

 
G. Residential Intensity, Bulk and Location  
 
The proposed floor plans of the new building are considered under the definition of the District Plan 
to be two residential units.  One being on the ground floor, and one being on the first floor. Both 
units have external access and contain bathroom facilities, sleeping areas and cooking facilities, 
which allows for the separate operation of both floors as self-contained independent households. 
However, the applicant has stated that the proposed building is not intended to be utilised as two 
separate residential dwellings, and it considered that a consent notice requiring this building to be 
used as one residential unit alongside ongoing monitoring could mitigate any actual or potential 
adverse effects of this proposed building being two residential units.  
 
In conjunction, the physical external appearance of the proposed building does not indicate the 
presence of two residential units, being over two levels, sharing utilities, having one driveway, and 
one garage.  It could be conditioned that only one mailbox would be permitted onsite to ensure the 
continued perception of one residential unit onsite.  If the applicant elected to remove the proposed 
kitchenette on the ground floor, the external built form of the proposed building would not be likely 
to vary.  The inclusion of the downstairs kitchenette is not considered to directly relate to the level 
of bulk and location infringements, but could feasibly be lessened if the second residential unit was 
removed.  Concerns have been raised in the submissions regarding the scale of development on site 
and it being related to the presence of two residential units on site.  While I do believe a lessening 
of the size of the building could also potentially result in less effects, I do not necessarily hold that 
the removal of the downstairs residential unit would reduce the size of the building currently 
proposed.  Should consent be granted, and conditions of consent imposed relating to mitigating the 
effects of additional residential intensity, I consider that the actual and potential effects of the 
proposed two residential units could be less than minor in regard to residential intensity. 
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However, that is not to say that I consider that the scale of the proposed development onsite would 
result in less than minor potential effects in regard to bulk and location effects. The bulk and location 
of the proposed development has many different elements that infringe district plan expectations, 
and although we can consider existing use rights of the existing dwelling onsite, the proposed 
development increases the level of infringements from the existing situation. 
 
To assist in understanding the degree of infringement, and therefore possible effects arising I will 
provide some specificity of the infringements, along with what is existing and what is proposed in 
the following bullet points:  

-  All buildings or part of buildings are permitted to be setback 3 metres from road 
boundaries within the Far North District Plan.  The existing dwelling is setback 
approximately 2.73 metres from the Wellington Street boundary whilst the proposed 
dwelling includes a setback of 0.4 metres from the Wellington Street boundary. Therefore, 
the proposed development infringes the permitted setback by 2.6 metres and increases 
the infringement of the existing dwelling by 2.33 metres. The existing dwelling 
infringement of 0.3m is considered to be minimal, whereas the proposed development is 
considered to be a far greater infringement at 40cm from the Wellington Street boundary.  

- Buildings or part of buildings are permitted to be setback 1.2 metres from side and rear 
boundaries, except for along one boundary where there can be a nil setback for a total 
length of 10 metres. The nil setback exception is applied to the proposed building along 
the western boundary and therefore any concerns or effects regarding this setback are 
considered acceptable. The proposed building complies with the setback along the 
remainder of this western boundary as well as the rear boundary. However, the proposed 
building is proposed to be setback less than a metre (98cm) from the eastern boundary. 

- On a site of this size (282m2) a building is permitted to have a net ground floor area of 
80m2.  The existing ground floor area is 104.85m2 creating a larger existing use right than 
what is permitted. However, the proposed building is expected to have a ground floor area 
of approximately 136.54m2. This exceeds the permitted allowance by 56.54m2 and 
increases the infringement of the existing dwelling by 31.69m2.  

- The permitted coverage of the site is 28.37%, the existing is 37.18% and the proposed is 
48.42%.  This results in an increase of 11.24% on the current dwelling, and an exceedance 
of the Plan allowance of 20.05%. This is a calculation of the net ground floor area, which 
excludes the footprint of the first floor which includes decking. The proposed building has 
an estimated roof coverage of approximately 187.45m2 compared to the existing dwelling 
which has a roof coverage of 128.73m2, resulting in an increase of 58.72m2. It is noted that 
the application site has an area of 282m2 and therefore the proposed roofed area of the 
dwelling is anticipated to cover 66.47% of the site area, compared to the existing 45.65%, 
this is an increase of 20.82% on existing.  The total impervious surface coverage is proposed 
to be 191.81m2 or 68.02%, compared to the existing 185.36m2 or 65.73% compared to the 
permitted 98.7m2 or 35%. This is an increase of 6.45m2 or 2.29%, and an infringement of 
93.11m2 or 33.02%. 

 
The proposal is for what could be considered a somewhat averaged sized dwelling.  However, it is 
on a site that is considered small, and on a site which has additional areas and overlays to the 
surrounding environments unique character. While the infringements in regard to bulk and location 
may be considered acceptable individually, the combination of multiple setback infringements, 
building coverage infringements and impervious surface coverage infringements while also 
considering the scale of the total roof coverage, the proposal is considered to be for a dwelling that 
creates a bulky and dominant form in relation to the size of the site.   
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The document titled ‘Russell Design Guidelines’ was prepared by the Far North District Council to 
assist in the protection of the historic character of Russell alongside the District Plan. It is 
acknowledged that this is a non-statutory document and therefore does not have any legal effect, 
but it is considered that this document further demonstrates the special historic character of 
Russell. Within this document, the Wellington Street Heritage Precinct is referred to as being 
characterised by a generally low intensity residential-scale development with a generous amount 
of open space between houses. It is also acknowledged that the range of dwellings is quite varied, 
ranging from small cottages to large villas, with dwellings generally oriented to the street. The 
design guidelines also recognise that new development should ‘fit in’ to the existing setting and 
should not dominate the surroundings. This highlights the desire for new designs to preserve the 
general scale of existing development and that the overall shape and arrangement of the building 
is similar to that of adjacent buildings. Points form the “Russell Design Guidelines are discussed 
below:  

• “New buildings should be a genuine response to the character of their context”: The 
context of this site, being relatively small, situated within a coastal environment and a 
heritage precinct indicates that special considerations of this unique site are required. The 
proposed new dwelling on this site is not expected to respond to the site’s character, 
infringing bulk and location rules, not just beyond those within the plan but also those that 
are already existing on site. It is my consideration that a new build within this site should 
take into consideration those rules that are already infringed ie the District Plan 
expectations, and not aim to create further infringements that will result in a building that 
they exceed well beyond the anticipations of the Plan.  

• “New buildings should use simple forms and be designed to maintain the traditional small 
‘scale’, aggregating forms where necessary”: The proposed dwelling is not considered to be 
designed to maintain the traditional small ‘scale of the Wellington Street Precinct, being a 
dominating dwelling on a small site. It is apparent through the District Plan rules that this 
site is intended for a small cottage-like dwelling, whereas this proposal is for an ‘average’ 
two-storey dwelling, resulting in many bulk and location infringements.  

• “Buildings should use sloping roofs, traditional materials, and simple traditional detailing, 
and generally minimal ornamentation”: As mentioned below, Heritage New Zealand 
approval included design recommendations regarding the roof line, materials and detailing 
which resulted in amendments to the proposed architectural plans. 

• “Generous, appropriately landscaped yards should be maintained to complement the 
subject building and its context”: It has been discussed throughout this report that due to 
the scale and design of the proposed dwelling on a site of this size, landscaped yards are 
not offered nor is there practically room for them onsite. Therefore, landscaping is not 
offered within this proposal to complement the proposed dwelling and therefore this 
proposal does not allow nor acknowledge the value of landscaping to mitigate adverse 
effects on this environment.  

 
 

The effects in regard to bulk and location are considered somewhat finely balance, however the 
scale of the proposed dwelling is considered to create adverse effects that cannot sufficiently be 
avoided, remedied or mitigated.  
 
H. Heritage, Cultural and Ecological Effects 
 
Russell is a unique environment with strong heritage, cultural and ecological values. Being that the 
site is identified as being within the Wellington Street Heritage Precinct, special considerations of 
the historical characteristics were needed when preparing this proposal alongside consultation with 
Heritage New Zealand. The applicants appended written approval from Heritage New Zealand, and 
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an archaeological assessment, with the application when lodged. The site has multiple 
archaeological sites within close proximity and while the proposal requires earthworks which could 
uncover undiscovered archaeological sites, the works associated with the proposal would include 
good practice methods including the use of an Accidental Discovery Protocol to mitigate any 
potential adverse effects on archaeological values. Consultation with Heritage New Zealand 
emphasised the importance of protecting archaeological sites whilst also including expert 
architectural advice. They advised that: 

- It would be preferable if the cladding was timber instead of vinyl,  
- that the roof line should be continuous instead of Dutch gable, 
- and that the first story below the decking should have a wider fascia board.  

  
These recommendations lead to amended architectural plans to include Heritage New Zealand’s 
recommendations within the design and approval from Heritage New Zealand being achieved. 

The application is for a discretionary activity within a heritage precinct and therefore the 
Department of Conservation is considered to be an affected party. The application was distributed 
to DOC for comment, and they did not identify any concerns with this proposal.  
 
The site is situated in a culturally rich environment, being within Russell and therefore this 
application was distributed to local iwi of Kororāreka Marae. They responded with particular 
interest in the archaeological assessment and the proximity of the site to registered wahi tapu. They 
agree with the recommendations within the provided archaeological assessment and reiterated the 
principal and need for the Accidental Discovery Protocol conditions should consent be granted. They 
expressed concerns in regard to the possible run-off and siltation from the excavations and 
earthworks on site into the stream included in the wahi tapu of Te Hikuwai and consequently the 
beach and ocean.  As a result of this concern they requested that appropriate sediment controls 
were implemented during any future development on the site.  Should the Commissioner approve 
this application I consider this concern and effect can be mitigated by way of inclusion of consent 
conditions.  A condition requiring that an Erosion and Sediment Control Plan must be provided at 
building consent stage and implemented throughout the process of excavation and works being 
undertaken onsite, would address this. 

 
9.2 Conclusion 

 
In conclusion it is considered that the most relevant potential effects have been considered above 
and it has been concluded that the adverse effects on balance and overall cannot be sufficiently 
avoided, remedied or mitigated to an acceptable level particularly in regard to effects on adjoining 
properties. 
 

9.3 Section 104(1)(b)(i) and (ii) relevant provisions of national environmental standards or other 
regulations 
 
The relevant provisions of National Environmental Standards were discussed in Point 9.4 of the AEE, 
l do not determine that further consideration or discussion is necessary. 
 
It is concluded that there are no relevant National Environment Standards regarding this proposal.  
 

9.4 Section 104(1)(b)(iii) relevant provisions of National Policy Statements 
 
There are no National Policy Statements considered relevant to the consideration of this 
application.  
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9.5 Section 104(1)(b)(iv) relevant provisions of the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 
 
The FNDP predated the Northland Regional Policy Statement, and the latter document defines the 
extent of the statutory ‘coastal environment’ insofar as that is described in Policy 1 of the NZCPS.  
The subject site is within the coastal environment and as such requires consideration. 

 
In 2012, the Northland Regional Mapping Project ("Mapping Project") was undertaken by the 
Northland Mapping Group (on behalf of the NRC). The purpose of the Mapping Project was to 
determine the delineation of the Coastal Environment, and the natural heritage areas within the 
region comprising: Outstanding Natural Landscapes ("ONL"), Outstanding Natural Features 
("ONF") and areas of High or Outstanding Natural Character. These are now included within the 
Regional Policy Statement (operative 2016) for Northland, thereby meeting the requirements 
under the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement 2010 ("NZCPS") and the Resource 
Management Act 1991. 

 
The New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement (NZCPS), prepared by the Minister of Conservation, 
sets out objectives and policies in order to achieve the purpose of the RMA in regards to the 
coastal environment of New Zealand. It contains objectives and policies which include those 
aimed at safeguarding the integrity, form, functioning and resilience of the coastal environment 
and sustaining its ecosystems, and preserving the natural character of the coastal environment. 
 
The proposal is considered to accord with the objectives and policies of the NZCPS. 

 
 

9.6 Section 104(1)(b)(v) relevant provisions of a regional policy statement or proposed policy 
statement 
 
I do not determine provisions of the Regional Policy Statement require further consideration 
beyond that which the applicants planner has undertaken at Point 9.3 and Table A4.1.3 of the AEE. 
 
In summary, the proposal is considered to be consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of 
the Regional Policy Statement.  
 

9.7 Section 104(1)(b)(vi) relevant provisions of a plan or proposed plan 
 
The Far North Operative District Plan objectives and policies and the Far North Proposed District 
Plan objectives and policies relevant to this proposal have been assessed in detail, and are appended 
as Attachment 5. 
 
In summary the proposal is considered to not align with the relevant objectives and policies of 
both the Proposed and Operative District Plan. 
 

9.8 Section 104(1)(c) any other matter 
 
I do not determine there to be any other relevant matters that warrant discussion for the 
purposes of this application.  

 
 
10.0 Part 2 Assessment 
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10.1 The purpose of the Act is to promote the sustainable management of natural and physical 
resources.  It is my consideration that the proposal is not in accordance with this overarching 
purpose of the RMA.   
 
Section 5 states sustainable management means managing the use, development, and 
protection of natural and physical resources in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and 
communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being and for their health 
and safety while avoiding, remedying, or mitigating any adverse effects of activities on the 
environment. I believe the proposal does allow for the applicants to provide for their social and 
economic wellbeing, however, I believe that neighbouring properties could have their social 
wellbeing negatively impacted due to the extent and array of infringements of this proposal. I 
consider the possible actual and potential adverse effects in Section 9.1 above.  As a result of 
this assessment I hold that the adverse effects on the environment of this proposed 
development will not be adequately avoided, remedied nor mitigated.  
 

10.2  Section 6(a), Section 6(e) and Section 6(f) may be considered relevant to this application. Section 
6(a) highlights the matter of national importance to preserve the natural character of the coastal 
environment and the protection of them from inappropriate use and development. Russell 
Township is a coastal settlement and as assessed in Section 9.1 (A) above, the proposal is 
considered to be inappropriate within this environment. Section 6(e) is in regard to the 
relationship of Māori and their culture and traditions with waahi tapu.  A site of waahi tapu has 
been identified by Kororāreka Marae directly across the road from the subject site and it has 
been emphasised through the assessment of this proposal that appropriate sediment and 
erosion controls must be implemented during development, should this consent be granted, to 
ensure that these sites are well protected. Section 6(f) is in regard to the protection of historic 
heritage from inappropriate use and development. The design of this dwelling has been altered 
to be sympathetic to historic heritage within this environment following consultation with 
Heritage New Zealand.  It is also acknowledged that the existing dwelling on site is not a heritage 
building nor site.   

 
10.3  There are no ‘Other Matters’ under section 7 considered relevant to this application. 
 
10.4  Section 8 Treaty of Waitangi is not considered to require further assessment for this application. 
 
10.5  It is considered that the overall assessment of the application is that it does not meet the 

relevant provisions of Part 2 in its entirety. 
 
 
11    Recommendation 
 
11.1 That, pursuant to Section 104 of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Limited Notified 

application for a Discretionary Activity land use application by Far North District Council for the 
removal of the existing dwelling and to construct a new dwelling should be declined. 

 
12 Reasons for the Recommendation 
 

Pursuant to Section 113 of the Resource Management Act 1991, the reasons for this decision 
are as follows: 
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12.1 Effects associated with the development are considered to be unacceptable, and beyond those 
that could be mitigated through consent conditions due to the permanent nature of the adverse 
effects; 
 

12.2 The dwelling, while it may provide a modernised home for the applicants, does not create net 
positive effects, with negative effects considered to outweigh the benefits; 

 
12.3 The proposal does not sit comfortably with the Purpose and Principals of the RMA; 

 
12.4 The proposal is not consistent, and in some instances contrary, to relevant objectives and 

policies of the Proposed and Operative Far North District Plan. 
 


