
Response Andrew Gray to Evidence submitted Brookside hearing 

 

1. Compensation Planting 

Based on the evidence submitted there is a need for some ecological compensation planting 

for both fresh water and terrestrial habitats.  There is a degree of cross over in interest for 

the freshwater planting compensation between GW who are the responsible Territorial 

Authority and PCC who will ultimately inherit the planting after the maintenance period is 

completed. 

 

At this stage there appears to be a degree of uncertainty as to the extent of the riparian 

compensation planting that will be able to be achieved due to the difference of the storm 

water expert opinions on erosion protection and the extent and type of riprap needed which 

could potentially displace areas for effective riparian planting.   

 

In addition there are minor conflicts between the different application plans.  As the 

landscape concept plans (Drawing Number NZ0115065-PL-C800) show an area as Zone B, 

near lot 135, upstream of bridge 3.  On this plan it is identified to be planted in a manner to 

achieve a forest canopy beside the stream.  Elsewhere in the application the updated storm 

water treatment plans showing the same space beside the stream being used for a grassed 

storm water filtration basin.  (Drawing NZ0115065-PL-SK515) 

 

Both the planting and the storm water filtration are proposed for their environmental 

benefits but have different needs and these drive what can occur on the ground and it 

would appear that both cannot be achieved within the same space.   It maybe difficult to 

achieve a full tree canopy closure in a silt pond that needs to be cleaned out over a regular 

time cycle. 

 

Also unknown is the maintenance implications of this storm water system and whether 

regular cleaning out is required and where land for access will need to be provided. 

 

This question of maintenance also applies to the riprap.  Is there a need to leave access 

routes for the topping up of the riprap over time? 

   

Given the level of uncertainty of the compensation planting in terms of the exact locations 

and extents, I would recommend that each category of compensation planting has a clear 

expected outcome that determines the quality and quantity parameters that are required to 

be met.  For example identifying minimum depth of planting that will be eligible to be 

counted as offering compensation.  Identifying separately the total square metre area of 

stream and terrestrial planted compensation that is required under each category, rather 

than just the total length of stream or bush edge to be rehabilitated. 

 

Currently the permanent silt ponds are shown as engineered  geometric structures that will 

appear as utilitarian structures.  There should be opportunity for the ecologists, storm water 

engineers and landscape architects to work together to get the desired outcomes but also 



consider making the appearance of the pond edges appear more natural rather than strictly 

geometric while meeting the storm water requirements.   

 

Overall the ecological enhancements are seen as positive and so these comments should be 

seen as a request for the need for better clarification and detail, rather than a critical attack 

on the proposed ecological mitigation. 

 

 

2. Single story condition 

Council officers were under the impression there was the proposal to build predominantly 

single storey dwellings as part of this development.  Two lots had specifically been identified 

being lots 6 and 100 would need two story dwellings.  (Subsequently lot 100 has been 

deleted from the development proposal). 

 

It was identified that the development being predominantly single stored would have visual 

benefits with respect to the visual effects on the surrounding existing properties. 

 

The applicant has disagreed with a specific condition that would ensure that the 

development will be predominantly single storied.  It is recognised that under the district 

plan that 35% site coverage and two storied houses are generally permitted, however the 

applicant is proposing that other district plan rules relating to scale, location and bulk be 

relaxed. 

 

This does raise the question of how the applicant will achieve the statement in the AEE that 

the majority of houses will be single storied.  (Reference AEE vol 1; 5.1.2) 

 

 

3. Site Coverage 

The application is for 148 residential lots of which they have applied for 81 lots to be able to 

build over the permitted 35% site coverage and up to 45% site coverage.  The 81 lots were 

assessed and it was recognised that a large percentage were internal to the subdivision and 

that the visual effects would be mainly internalised. 

Many of the other edge lots that are proposed to have over 35% site coverage are located 

adjacent to existing reserves where there is existing open space provided by the reserve and 

the reserve also creates an additional buffer to the nearest residential houses. 

 

It was identified that  7 of the 81 higher site coverage lots were directly adjacent to existing 

houses  and therefore would have higher visual effects due to proximity that the other 

proposed higher density lots.  As a result it was recommended for these seven lots that a 

condition be placed that limits the site coverage to a maximum of 40% for these 7 lots to 

reduce the visual effects on the adjoining existing lots. 

 

The applicant has appealed this and requested that all perimeter lots either be able to be 

two storied and have 35% site coverage OR be single storied and up to 45% site coverage. 

 



The first issue is that seem to be now wanting additional lots to have increased site coverage 

than originally proposed in the AEE.  It would be good for the applicant to confirm if they 

mean all the edge lots or all of the edge lots originally identified for increased site coverage. 

 

So what are the different visual effects between the two proposals? 

 

 

 

The two storied, 35% site coverage would meet the requirements of the district plan for bulk 

and scale.  For the adjoining existing houses the additional height close to their boundary 

would restrict the more distant views across the valley but there would potentially be more 

green space around the adjacent houses due to the lower site coverage.  This additional 

space around the house also allows greater potential for trees within the new lots that may 

soften the view to these houses. 

 

The single story higher site coverage proposal would usually allow better longer views for 

the adjoining existing houses over the tops of the houses to the other side of the valley.  

However the higher site coverage of 45% and then allowing for the overhang of the roof 

beyond the calculated footprint increases the area under the roof by approximately 8%.  

Bring the total impermeable area for the lots to 53%.  When additional allowances are made 

for the driveway, utility areas, decks and outdoor open living areas.  It leaves very little room 

left for planting which over time typically would soften the appearance of the adjoining 

houses and enhance privacy.  So there can be accumulative visual effects of combining 

multiple lots with high site coverage on the edge of the application.  

 

  

 

4. Conditions  

 I would recommend that the following conditions in the PCC planners report are slightly 

amended 

 

Condition 39, Page 96  

a) amend “painted” to “painted or coating system”. 

b) Change “reflective” percentage to “light reflecting value” percentage  

Condition 124 Page 109 

This condition needs additional wording to identify what needs to occurs and who is 

responsible should accidental or intentional removal of the vegetation occur.  

 

 

 

 



5.  Appendix - Plans 

 

Plan One – Landscape Concept

 



Plan Two – Stormwater Treatment Concept Plans 

 

 

 



Plan Three – Plan of Higher Density Lots Originally Proposed 

 

 

 


