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company or any employee or sub-consultant of this company with respect to its use by any other person. 
    
This disclaimer shall apply notwithstanding that the report may be made available to and other persons for an 
application for permission or approval or to fulfil a legal requirement. 
 
 
 

Rev. No. Date Description Prepared By Checked 
By 

Reviewed 
By 

Approved 
By 

1 8/7/19 Internal draft CvH JP JP JP 

2 17/7/19 Legal review CvH SC JP SC 
 
 



 

Stantec   
Status – Final  │  July 2019  │ Project Number – 80509137  │ Memo response to GWRC FIR 

Page 2 

1 Terrestrial ecology and avifauna 
Beach/coastal habitat 

The report only identifies one threatened ecosystem, the gravel beach as defined by Holdaway, Wiser and Williams 
(2012). This ecosystem does not appear in more recent classifications of rare and naturally uncommon ecosystems in 
New Zealand (Wiser et al 2013); having been subsumed into the category of shingle beaches which have been assessed 
to be Threatened: Nationally Endangered (Ministry for the Environment and Stats NZ 2015). This carries the same threat 
status as gravel beaches, so the difference in naming is semantic, but worth noting. More importantly, for the shingle 
beaches in the Shared Path Project area to be considered threatened ecosystems they need to support communities of 
plants and animals adapted to that habitat. The assessment does not outline the composition of these ecosystems, other 
than to note a “predominance of introduced species”. This is not atypical of coastal environments but does not tell us 
whether the shingle beaches in the project area should be considered as Threatened. A species inventory is needed for 
this purpose. 

Please provide a species inventory or additional supporting information to allow GWRC to determine what species are 
found within the project footprint and whether any of these locations should be considered “Threatened Ecosystems”. 

Response: 
Fred Overmars, the author of the Vegetation and Avifauna AEE (Appendix C-1 of the resource consent 
application), has provided the following information in response to the above comment and the related 
information request. 

Mr Overmars accepts that the name shingle beach is more appropriate in this context (rather than gravel 
beach, as used in the resource consent application).  This is defined to mean particle sizes between 2-256 mm. 
This definition covers the coarser beach areas in the project area above MHWS, but excludes small sand areas 
and parts of areas with mixed sand and gravel substrates (based on EOS Ecology mapping).   
Mr Overmars agrees that shingle beaches are a naturally uncommon ecosystem that are classified as 
Endangered (Holdaway, Wiser & Williams 2012; Wiser et al. 2013), but provides the following clarifications:  

- based on the IUCN Red List of Threatened Species, shingle beaches are not Nationally Endangered; and  
- Environment Aotearoa 2015 (it is assumed that this is the reference cited as "Ministry for the Environment 

and Stats NZ 2015" above) does not refer to shingle ecosystems as Endangered.  

Notably, whether or not the shingle beaches in the project area are considered to be Threatened Ecosystems 
is not dependent on the plants and animals present (as the GWRC request suggests). The presence of the 
ecosystem is enough; the conservation value is assigned to the ecosystem (i.e. Endangered).  

Based on the above analysis, none of the shingle beach locations within the project area are considered to 
be Threatened Ecosystems.  

The plants and animals present however are relevant to the ecological value to be assigned to the particular 
occurrence.  The ecological value is rated Moderate in respect of vegetation and flora for the reasons at 
Table 5.1 of the Vegetation and Avifauna AEE. A species inventory is relevant to this.   

The AEE has full avifauna and vascular plant inventory data for the project area in Appendices B & C, and 
patterns of plant species in the shingle beach ecosystem are described at Section 4.2.2. 

Unfortunately, this data was not collected systematically in relation to beach ecosystems generally or the 
shingle beach ecosystem specifically. The following two lists attempt to provide species inventories for the 
beach ecosystems (including the sand component). These records are based on readily available field data, 
and the vascular flora list especially is not comprehensive.  

Avifauna (2 at risk species)  

Red-billed gull (at risk – declining)  

Southern black-backed gull 

Variable oystercatcher (at risk – recovering) 
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Vascular flora (1 at risk species, 7 indigenous species, 19 introduced species) 

Ammophila arenaria  Marram grass Introduced 
Apium prostratum subsp. prostratum 
var. filiforme 

New Zealand 
celery Indigenous 

Atriplex prostrata Orache Introduced 
Beta vulgaris Beet Introduced 
Calystegia soldanella  Shore bindweed Indigenous 
Chrysanthemoides monilifera Bone seed Introduced - removed 
Clematis vitalba Old man's beard Introduced - removed 
Coprosma repens  Taupata Indigenous 
Crepis capillaris Hawksbeard Introduced 

Dichondra repens Creeping 
dichondra Indigenous 

Digitaria sanguinalis Hairy crabgrass  Introduced 
Echium cf. candicans Pride of Madeira Introduced 
Euphorbia helioscopia  Sun spurge Introduced 

Ficinia spiralis (at risk – declining) Pingao Indigenous – probably 
planted 

Helminthotheca echioides Bristly ox-tongue Introduced 

Metrosideros excelsa  Pohutukawa Indigenous (not native to 
Wellington) 

Paraserianthes lophantha Brush wattle Introduced 

Plantago coronopus  Buck's-horn 
plantain Introduced 

Plantago major Broad-leaved 
plantain Introduced 

Raphanus raphanistrum ssp. maritimus  Sea radish Introduced 
Rumex crispus  Curly dock  Introduced 
Senecio skirrhodon Gravel groundsel Introduced 

Senecio vulgaris Common 
groundsel Introduced 

Sonchus oleraceus  Common sow 
thistle Introduced 

Spinifex sericeus  Spinifex, silvery 
sand grass Indigenous 

Vicia sativa Common vetch Introduced 
 
References 
Holdaway, R.J., S.K. Wiser & P.A. Williams 2012. Status assessment of New Zealand’s naturally uncommon 
ecosystems. Conservation Biology 26 (4): 619-629. doi:10.1111/j.1523-1739.2012.01868.x. 
Wiser, S.K., R.P. Buxton, B.R. Clarkson, R.J.B. Hoare, R.J. Holdaway, S.J. Richardson, M.C. Smale, C. West & P.A.   
Williams 2013. New Zealand’s naturally uncommon ecosystems. Pp. 49–61 in J.R. Dymond (Ed.), Ecosystem  
services in New Zealand – conditions and trends. Lincoln, NZ: Manaaki Whenua Press. 
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Avifauna 

Dr John Cockrem of Korora Ornithology Ltd has been commissioned to map the habitat of shoreline foragers 
and will provide an assessment of the effects of the project on this habitat.  

This assessment will be provided to GWRC when it is complete which is likely to be early in August. 

Herpetofauna 

Please engage a suitably qualified herpetofauna expert to undertake an initial assessment to see if 
lizards/skinks/geckos are present within the project area.  

Response: 
Wildlands (Trent Bell) was engaged on 1 July 2019 to undertake an initial assessment to determine whether 
there are any lizards/skinks/geckos present within the project area. Wildlands’ findings show that there is no 
viable habitat for lizards in the entire project area. Therefore, the impact of the project on lizards is nil or 
negligible. This means no Lizard Management Plan or Wildlife permits will be required for this project.  
 
Due to these findings, we have not provided a response to question 3(b) of the further information request.  
Please refer to the advice report from Wildlands in Annexure 1 for further information. 
 
Little Penguins 

Dr John Cockrem of Korora Ornithology Ltd has been commissioned to assess the project on Little Penguins 
based on the “emerging DoC standard” and will be evaluated against the full effects management hierarchy.  

This assessment will be provided to GWRC when it is complete which is likely to be early in August. 

Sea mammals 

Please confirm how the project design will ensure that the likelihood of sea mammals accessing the road is not 
increased.  

Response: 
The Department of Conservation (DoC) has provided information on the presence of sea mammals in the 
vicinity of the project area. There are no known haulout sites for fur seals along Marine Drive. The nearest 
haulout sites are at Turakirae and Sinclair Heads. 

 
The design of the shared path is unlikely to increase the ability for seals to access the road. The area is not 
considered to be an important site for fur seals and modification of the area will not affect any nearby fur seal 
populations. Seals are more likely to be resting, undisturbed along the coast from Burdons Gate.  

 
While dolphins and whales may visit the coastline, they are unlikely to be affected by the project. 

 
Correspondence with DoC is attached at Annexure 2. This correspondence confirms that the project design 
will not increase the likelihood of sea mammals accessing the road. 
 
Pest and rodent control 

Please confirm how the project design and construction methodology will ensure that the presence of rodents and 
other pest animals does not adversely affect sensitive coastal ecosystems and coastal bird populations 

Response: 
Eastbourne and the Eastern Bay communities are currently part of a predator free community initiative and 
there are a large number of traps along the coast in the area controlling the hedgehog, rat and stoat 
population so that vulnerable bird species can successfully breed. Funding and support comes from a number 
of sources, including DoC and HCC. Inland, GWRC manage pest control in the East Harbour Regional Park. 
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The project requires that a Site Management Plan be provided to GWRC for certification (condition 24) that 
includes details to ensure that construction sites remains in a tidy condition, “so as to avoid attracting 
mammalian predators and undesirable species to the construction area”.  

 
A Little Penguin Management Plan (LPMP) will also be prepared to address measures to minimise adverse 
effects on penguins, including the control of pests and rodents. Details are set out in Conditions 32 – 35 of the 
resource consent application. There are opportunities to increase the number of traps along the coastline as 
part of the project.  This can be addressed further in the LPMP. 
 
 
2 Marine (sub and intertidal ecology):  Seagrass 

Please carry out an evaluation of the effects of the proposal on seagrass and how these effects are intended to be 
managed in accordance with the full effects management hierarchy, as required by Policies P32 and P41 (and 
Schedule G) of the PNRP. In particular, please break down the effects management package for seagrass into the 
relevant categories (avoid, remedy, mitigate) and describe which measures/actions have been taken to: 

i. avoid seagrass habitat (Schedule F5 areas); then 
ii. avoid more than minor adverse effects on seagrass habitat; then  

iii. remedy any more than minor adverse effects on seagrass habitat; then  
iv. mitigate any more than minor adverse effects on seagrass habitat; then 
v. offset any residual effects on seagrass habitat 

 
Only once the effects management hierarchy has been followed and all other avenues exhausted is it appropriate to 
offer an offset to address the residual adverse effects on seagrass habitat. 
 
Response: 
Dr Fleur Matheson (NIWA) has been commissioned to undertake a more detailed evaluation of the effects of 
the project on seagrass. 
 
This evaluation will be provided to GWRC when it is complete which is likely to be early in August.  

 
Please confirm the extent of encroachment on any seagrass habitat as a result of beach re-nourishment at Lowry 
Bay. 

 
Response: 
The beach nourishment final design will avoid all seagrass habitat.  The final detailed design will be subject to a 
consent condition and must be approved by GWRC. 
 
The assessment in the Vegetation and Avifauna AEE (Appendix C-1 of the resource consent application) was 
based on the preliminary design (and hand drawn beach profiles from the T&T report) that showed indicative 
areas of seagrass habitat (see particularly Figure 5-1). Given the sensitivity of the seagrass habitat, the final 
detailed design will be undertaken to ensure that there is no encroachment on seagrass habitat. 
 
3 Landscape and Visual Amenity 
Please revise the LVA to include an assessment of Policy 6, Policy 10 and Policy 18 of the NZCPS. 

 
Response: 
The relevant NZCPS policies have been assessed in the table below.  This table compliments the Landscape 
and Visual Assessment (Appendix D of the resource consent application). 
 

 Relevant objective/ 
policy 

Appendix S Assessment 
 

Landscape response  

Policy 
6 

   

 (1) In relation to the 
coastal environment: 

As provided above, the Project 
is in keeping with a highly 

The Project improves the character of the 
existing built environment, replacing a 
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(f) consider where 
development that 
maintains the character 
of the existing built 
environment  should be 
encouraged, and where 
development resulting in 
a change in character 
would be acceptable; 
 

modified environmental, 
characterised by an existing 
seawall along most of Marine 
Drive. The Project has been 
assessed as having less than 
minor effects on natural 
character and visual impact 
through the application of 
design features and mitigation 
measures adopted into the 
LUDP and BSUDP.  

collection of adhoc structures and 
infrastructure with a consistent built edge. 
The contrast between the modified built 
environment and the natural rocky 
coastline effectively emphasizes the 
natural character of the coastal edge. 

 (h) consider how 
adverse visual impacts of 
development can be 
avoided in areas 
sensitive to such effects, 
such as headlands and 
prominent ridgelines, 
and as far as practicable 
and reasonable apply 
controls or conditions to 
avoid those effects;  
 

 The Project requires minimal changes to 
headlands including:  
-Sorrento to Lowry Bay: an existing seawall 
is replaced 
-Lowry to York Bay: headland is distorted by 
the Whiorau Reserve reclamation. A new 
revetment is built to the north of the 
headland, where there is an existing 
pumping station 
-York to Mahina Bay – no changes 
-Mahina – Sunshine Bay: includes an 
extended revetment but no change to the 
headland proper. 
 
In summary, the shared path is aligned to 
the road rather than the coastline and was 
designed to leave the natural headland 
landform intact.   
 

 (i) set back 
development from the 
coastal marine area and 
other water bodies, 
where practicable and 
reasonable, to protect 
the natural character, 
open space, public 
access and amenity 
values of the coastal 
environment; and  
 

The protection of natural 
character, open space, public 
access and the amenity values 
of the coastal environment has 
been carefully considered 
through the assessment of 
alternatives. The extent of the 
Project in the CMA has been 
reduced as much as 
practicable, however given the 
physical and social/safety 
constraints on the landward 
side of Marine Drive, widening 
of the shared path to meet 
acceptable standards means 
that it will need to be into the 
CMA in places.  
 
  

While the extension of the shared path and 
seawalls into the CMA has been reduced 
as much as practicable, there is some loss 
of open space in the smaller bays in terms 
of high tide beaches. At the same time, the 
shared path itself provides open space 
(sitting on the edge of the path for 
example) and safe access along the 
coastal edge for pedestrians and cyclists to 
experience the amenity values of the 
coastal environment. The Project improves 
the character of the existing built 
environment and maintains if not improves 
public access from the road down to the 
beaches. The contrast between the 
modified built environment and the natural 
rocky coastline effectively emphasizes the 
natural character of the coastal edge. 

 (2) Additionally, in 
relation to the coastal 
marine area:  
(e) promote the efficient 
use of occupied space, 
including by:  
 (ii) requiring the removal 
of any abandoned or 
redundant structure that 
has no heritage, amenity 
or reuse value; and  

 The Project will remove a number of 
redundant pipes, drains, ducts and 
concrete structures along the coastal 
edge that currently have adverse effects 
on natural character and amenity values. 

Policy 
10 
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 2) Where a reclamation 
is considered to be a 
suitable use of the 
coastal marine area, in 
considering its form and 
design have particular 
regard to:  
 (b) the shape of the 
reclamation and, where 
appropriate, whether 
the materials used are 
visually and aesthetically 
compatible with the 
adjoining coast;  

The shape of the reclamation 
will be naturalised by following 
the existing coastal edge. The 
vertical structure will minimise 
encroachment onto the 
foreshore and create a 
consistent design. Materials 
used will be visually and 
aesthetically compatible with 
the adjoining coastline. This will 
be a benefit compared to the 
existing ad hoc seawall and 
coastal defences.  
 

The form and materiality of the proposed 
concrete seawalls and stone revetments 
replicates existing structures along the 
Eastern Bays coastline. Where possible, 
stone will be used that is compatible with 
the natural rocky outcrops however 
ultimately structural and longevity 
requirements will determine the form and 
shape of the reclamations. 

Policy 
18 

   

 Recognise the need for 
public open space 
within and adjacent to 
the coastal marine area, 
for public use and 
appreciation including 
active and passive 
recreation, and provide 
for such public open 
space, including by: 
(a) ensuring that the 
location and treatment 
of public open space is 
compatible with the 
natural character, 
natural features and 
landscapes, and 
amenity values of the 
coastal environment;  

As stated in the Landscape 
Report (Appendix D), the 
certified nature of the new 
seawall will have low adverse 
effects, with the potential for 
future positive effects through 
the development of the LUDP. 

The shared path itself provides open space 
(sitting on the edge of the path for 
example) and safe access along the 
coastal edge for pedestrians and cyclists to 
experience the amenity values of the 
coastal environment. The Project improves 
the character of the existing built 
environment and maintains if not improves 
public access from the road down to the 
beaches. Opportunities for improving 
access to public open space along the 
coastal edge, the treatment of public 
open space and the connectivity of public 
open space either side of the road corridor 
will arise through the application of design 
features and mitigation measures 
promoted by the local community and 
adopted into the LUDP. 

 
 
4 Freshwater Fish 
Please confirm if a freshwater fish prediction model has been used to inform the likely presence/absence of fish 
species in the effected streams. If so, please confirm what prediction model has been used. 

 
Response: 
This response was prepared by Alex James, EOS Ecology who was the author of the report on Freshwater Fish 
Passage Requirements (Appendix B of the resource consent application). 
 
We did not use a freshwater fish prediction model as we considered the NZFFD data and personal 
observations from some of the streams during a site visit provided sufficient confirmation that fish were present 
or likely to be present in many of the catchments. Dr Harrison mentions seven species in total are known from 
these streams, however a quick check indicates these records are from the Days Bay stream which is outside 
the project area and has a larger catchment. Given the small size of the affected streams we focussed more 
on confirming whether any fish were present rather than how many species might be present. Further given 
the lack of a detailed fish survey we took a conservative approach and required all the stream outlets in the 
project area to require fish passage. We could have used a predictive model such as that of NIWA (2014) but 
these are generally based on the REC, which does not have good coverage of small streams and does not 
include many of the very small catchments of the affected streams. Indeed, many of the streams assessed for 
fish passage do not appear on topographic maps, let alone would be included in any predictive fish models. 
The use of such fish predictions would not have altered the outcomes or conclusions of the fish passage 
assessment.  
 
References:  
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NIWA. 2014. Predicting distributions of New Zealand freshwater fishes. NIWA Client Report No. CHC-2014-145. 
Prepared for Department of Conservation. 100 p. 
 
5 Recreation and Public Open Space 
Path width and health and safety effects 

Please confirm whether the increase in usable space (afforded by the shared path) as a result of new and replacement 
seawalls (and rock revetment) forms part of the effects management package to remedy, mitigate or offset the loss of 
beach space (and associated recreational amenity) for the project as a whole or only applies as an effects management 
response to specific locations.  

Response: 
The increase in usable space applies as an effects management response to specific locations. This is set out in 
Table 1 of the Recreation Assessment (Appendix K of the resource consent application) which summarises the 
activities associated with the proposal, their location and scale of effect; and the proposed mitigation. Effects 
on beaches are scaled depending on: the time that an area of ‘dry’ beach is accessible; where there is no 
high-tide beach; and the scale of high-tide beach in relevant areas.  

If only applicable to certain beaches please confirm what beaches the effects management package applies to.  

Response: 
Point Howard Beach, Lowry Bay Beach and York Bay Beach. Please refer to Table 1 of the Recreation 
Assessment (Appendix K of the resource consent application). 

 
In respect of P133 of the PNRP, please provide further information including case studies and commentary on 2.5m 
wide pathways with similar constraints to the Eastern Bays shared path, to allow GWRC experts to more accurately 
examine the likely impacts on user safety and comfort. Any consideration of ecological effects in drawing conclusions 
on recreation impacts should be excluded from this assessment.  

Response: 
One of the main objectives of the project is to improve safety for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users. 
Path width guidance and standards are set out in the Alternatives Assessment (refer to section 7.2.1 of 
Appendix G of the resource consent application). The guidance sets out a 2.5m shared path as being a 
minimum width. The Shared Path Safety Audit was undertaken by an independent technical expert cycleway 
designer and did not raise any issues about the 2.5m path width as a safety concern.  

 
Further discussion on the 2.5m wide path is outlined in section 2 of the Recreation Assessment, (Appendix K of 
the resource consent application).  

 
The narrow path is used only where there are exceptional reasons to do so and where achieving the full 3.5m 
width is considered non-feasible. We do not accept that ‘other’ effects should be excluded from this 
assessment, as all factors need to be considered in striking a balance across a multitude of requirements and 
constraints. User safety and comfort has been considered by the design team, HCC and through the 
independent safety audit and is considered to achieve the appropriate balance in highly constrained 
locations. The reduced path width proposed, in these circumstances is considered by the project team to be 
suitable, and an independent review has not deemed this as a safety concern. Further, the 2.5m wide path is 
considered adequate to cater for the predicted usage. Please refer to the Recreation Assessment for further 
details.  
 
The short lengths of 2.5m width (less than 10% of the entire project) are also provided only in places where 
crowding is not anticipated to eventuate. Where beaches are likely to be busy and the path forms part of the 
beach experience and are more likely to be crowded, there is a 3.5m width and beach nourishment. The 
longest length of 2.5m path is approximately 300m and within this section there are multiple beach access 
points that users can stop and exit off the path to rest and relax without blocking the path for users. Hutt City 
Council can also monitor these sections during busy use periods and if necessary erect signage that requests 
users not to block the narrower shared path sections.  
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Table 1 of VicRoads Cycle Notes 21 (August 2013) notes the acceptability of 2.5m wide two way shared paths.  
New Zealand examples of approximately 2.5m wide shared paths include Rolleston Avenue in Christchurch 
and Portobello Road in Dunedin.  

 
Please note that feedback forms in the Recreation Assessment indicated a preference for a 2.5m wide path 
(48%), compared with 3.5m (25%); and the main motivation for a narrower path was avoiding encroachment 
onto beach areas for recreational amenity reasons.  

 
Please confirm what recreational opportunities the proposed design provides and breakdown how the proposed design 
avoids, remedies and mitigates user conflicts and safety issues. 

Response: 
The proposed design provides a safe shared path for walkers/pedestrians/joggers and cyclists. It also provides 
safe access to the beaches by means of steps (standard sized steps and “mini steps”) and ramps to launch 
boats and kayaks. Access to the beaches and rocky headlands from the shared path also provides for fishing 
and shellfishing.  

 
The Design Features Report (Appendix J of the resource consent application) sets out design details of the 
steps and ramps in section 3.3. 

 
The design avoids conflict with users through the following: 

• Steps and ramps are placed parallel to the shared path to separate access from the main 
thoroughfare.  

• Concrete kerb separators are placed between the shared path and the road carriageway. 
• Providing additional seaward side space that is physically separated from traffic for vulnerable 

road users away from the carriageway. 
• Suitable width of path to accommodate a safe place for people to cycle/walk. 
• Signage and road markings as necessary to support use. 

 
Again, the Shared Path Safety Audit, conducted by a cycleway design specialist did not identify any serious 
safety issues.  

 
Refuge/pause points 

In respect of P133 and P134 of the PNRP, please confirm whether refuges/pause points are part of the effects 
management package to remedy, mitigate or offset the loss of public open space such as beach space (and the 
associated recreational and visual amenity values). If part of the effects management package please provide further 
information on planned refuges and their distribution along the shared path. 

Response: 
While refuge/pause points have not formally been incorporated into the preliminary design, there are many 
opportunities where the path widens where people can pause. These areas include bus stops/shelters, rocky 
headlands, access points (steps and ramps), Whiorau Reserve and Days Bay. The standard steps have a 
platform on the same level as the path and give people the opportunity of pausing out of the main 
thoroughfare of the shared path (refer to the Design Features Report, Appendix J, section 3.3.1 of the resource 
consent application). 
 
The refuge/pause points are located as follows: 
 

Refuge/pause point Location (chainage) Comment 
Access steps and ramps Refer to Tables 5-1 to 5-6 of the 

resource consent application  
17 beach access points can be 
used as refuges/pause points 

Bus shelters/stops 1550; 2420; 2900; 3330;  Bus shelters offer places to sit or 
pause along the path. 

Headlands/rocky outcrops 1080-1120; 2240-2280; 3130-3160; 
3440-3470; 5400-5500 

Headlands offer wide areas that 
are located off the path that offer 
places to pause, pull off with 
prams, admire the view, children 
can play on rocks etc. 
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Point Howard, Whiorau Reserve, 
Days Bay, Windy Point, sections of 
revetment  

 These are places along the path 
which may be destinations in 
themselves (Parking area, picnic 
sites, fishing spots, clambering 
areas etc.) 

 
The Recreation Assessment (Appendix K of the resource consent application) at page 11 states that: “Beach 
access is provided over the proposed seawall at strategic and regular points at all beaches and at several 
sections of rocky coast. Sections of single seawall will be easily stepped over, and short sections of revetment 
similarly so. Ramps are maintained or provided anew at Point Howard Beach, Whiorau Reserve (immediately 
south of Lowry Bay), York Bay and Mahina Bay. Steps are proposed to be built parallel to the shared path, and 
will create sitting and hanging-out space off the path. They intrude further into coastal areas than the seawall, 
but less-so than perpendicular stairs, and are short, essential assets.” 

 
Crowding and busyness 

In respect of P133 and P134 of the PNRP, please provide further information on the potential diminished enjoyment 
of the coastal landscape that may result from busyness and crowding. Please note that this is of particular concern in 
Sorrento Bay.  

Response: 
Rob Greenaway, the author of the Recreation Assessment (Appendix K of the resource consent application), 
has responded to this information request with reference to the information presented in Figures 2 (p14) and 4 
(p16) of that assessment.  
 
In recommending a 2.5m width minimum “in a relatively low use setting” (Mr Greenaway’s words), it also shows 
the levels of use going up to 700 two-way cyclists per hour and 110 pedestrians and in Figure 4 (from 
Austroads) where reference is made to about 500 cyclists and 50 pedestrians per hour. While these numbers 
are ‘relatively few’, they are considered to be a lot in the context of the project, and are more than 
anticipated using the proposed shared path. This is backed up further by the Austroads path width standards 
in Table 3 (p16), thereby concluding that the 2.5m width is more than adequate to cater for the anticipated 
numbers and that it’s unlikely to result in crowding. 
 
The key issue here is the lack of free space on the roadside and the coast, although it is noted that the 2.5m 
wide sections are beside beach and not rock. There may be a need to adapt the design over time if there is 
an overwhelming increase in use (such as adding barriers) - the current design does not preclude this.  
 
Further reference is made to section 2.1.1 (p 20) where it is noted that: “The bikeable speed of the shared path 
will limit its use by experienced commuting cyclists when recreational use is high, and high-speed commuting 
will be unlikely on a 2.5m wide shared path at any time.”  
 
In terms of adverse effects of the proposal on bays such as Sorrento Bay as a result of improved access and 
connectivity, the shared path may result in greater use. But it is noted that the current beach setting is not 
considered to be remote or peaceful, due to the busy road adjacent to it. However, it is likely that bays such 
as Sorrento Bay will largely remain local assets due to their limited (local) amenity value.  

 
6 Coastal Processes and beach re-nourishment 
Please justify the reason for the departure from the recommendations of your coastal processes experts with regards 
to the duration of monitoring. 
 
Response: 
The Beach Nourishment Report (Appendix F of the resource consent application) prepared by Richard Reinen-
Hamill of Tonkin + Taylor states that “Monitoring should be carried out every 6 months for a period of 2 years 
with a report completed after the 2 year period to assess the changes and make recommendations on the 
requirement for ongoing monitoring, or if the monitoring could cease.” (refer to section 8.3, p 19). The Beach 
Nourishment Report was completed after the Coastal Processes Report (Appendix E) and there was some 
refinement where the wording was changed during final reviews but we missed this inconsistency. What we 
propose is an adaptive monitoring plan with a minimum of 2 years that can be extended if deemed necessary 
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by a qualified scientist. The extension could be for a further 3 years (5 years total) or longer if deemed 
necessary by the qualified scientist. An end of monitoring review by the qualified scientist is also required. 
 
Please confirm an immediate post-nourishment survey will be undertaken as a ‘baseline’ so that GWRC can assess 
how the sediment has moved from placement and from the pre-construction beach profile at the earliest opportunity. 
 
Response: 
We confirm that there will be a post-nourishment survey as outlined in the Beach Nourishment 
Report,  “Monitoring of the beach nourishment should be carried out and include surveys (topographic and 
bathymetric) of the completed work within one week of the beach nourishment being completed within each 
embayment. The surveys should include the nourished area and the foreshore at the base of the seawall 
extending at least 60 m along the seawall at both edges of the nourished area at York Bay and Point Howard 
beach and 60 m to the south and 240 m to the north of the nourishment at Lowry Bay.” (refer to section 8.3, 
p19). 

 
Please note that there are conditions under “Beach Nourishment Plan” (Conditions 30 & 31) which is where 
there are opportunities to include some of the finer details, ie. programming of monitoring.   

 
A pre-nourishment survey will also be undertaken up to 1 month before nourishment commences. 
 
 
7 HCC Matters 
1. Transport Assessment 

As a result of the peer review please provide the following information: 
 

Please provide a copy of the Road Safety Audit.    
Response: 
A road safety audit was undertaken by Beca in May 2018. It was noted that some comments were included 
where the safety implications were not clear due to insufficient detail for the stage of project (eg. lighting, 
signage and road markings, bus stops), items outside the scope of the audit such as existing issues not 
impacted by the project (eg. speed limits) or an opportunity for improved safety but not necessarily linked to 
the project itself.  
 
Overall the findings identified moderate to minor risks all of which will be addressed in the detailed design. The 
three issues that were identified as “Significant” risks related to the potential conflict at the Whiorau Reserve,  
the road crossing at Sunshine Bay (Ch 4000) and the no fall protection for shared path users (refer to the 
response below). No serious issues were identified in the safety audit.  
 
The alignment of the shared path through the Whiorau Reserve was amended in response to the auditor 
comment and is included as the Preliminary Design Plan (Rev J), in Appendix N of the resource consent 
application). As far as the road crossing is concerned, it is acknowledged this is a problematic area and 
option investigation is ongoing which has since included a further detailed landward side topographical 
survey to provide better clarity on the space available to allow more precise optioneering for this short section 
on the landward side. This will be addressed in the detailed design. 
 
It is noted that no safety issues were raised around the width of the shared path. To ensure that the details in 
the audit are addressed, the final design will be subject to a consent condition and must be approved by 
GWRC.  
 
A copy of the audit will be made available to the HCC planner.  
 
Please provide additional reasoning on the decision to not include any barrier on the seaward side of the Shared Path. 
Response: 
The decision not to include a barrier on the seaward side was in response to consultation with the bay 
communities. The general feedback from the community was that barriers were not acceptable from an 
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aesthetic point of view, and a perceived interruption between the land and the coastal edge. As per the 
safety audit responses, HCC will consider options further during later stages of the detailed design phase for 
low level options as suggested, including such items as barrier kerb or low level chain link fence in high risk 
locations. This will be further discussed with the bay communities.   
 
Please confirm the height of the kerb separators 
Response: 
This will be confirmed during final detailed design. However, they are expected to be 150mm in height.  

 
2. Landscape and Visual Assessment 

Please confirm your view on whether through the LUDP process that, for example, seaward side low barriers could 
be installed in some areas.  I make this point as this type of amendment to the design would potentially be out of scope 
of the proposal.  
 
Response: 
The general feedback from the community during consultation was that barriers were not acceptable from an 
aesthetic point of view (see comments above). As per the safety audit responses, HCC will consider options 
further during later stages of the detailed design phase for low level options as suggested, including such items 
as barrier kerb or low level chain link fence in high risk locations. This will be further discussed with the bay 
communities.  
 
It is our opinion that barriers/guardrails are an integral part of roads and are permitted under the District Plan 
(R13.3.1.37).  
 
3. Within table 8.3 (page 38) of the application it states that the Shared Path in parts traverses land 
within the Special Recreation Area and Passive Recreation Activity Area. 
 
Please confirm where this occurs as the proposal appears to me to not relate to either of these areas. 
 
Response: 
You are correct that the shared path does not traverse the Special Recreation Area and Passive Recreation 
Activity areas. This was an oversight. However, as indicated in the Statutory Assessment (Appendix S of the 
resource consent application) it does traverse Hill Residential zoning and therefore a consent for earthworks is 
required under 14I 2.2 (Restricted Discretionary Activity). 
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ANNEXURE 1: Herpetofauna Report  
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1. INTRODUCTION 
 

The Hutt City Council has proposed to construct a wider and continuous shared 

cycleway/walkway (“Shared Path”) along the seaward side of Marine Drive between 

Point Howard/Nagu Matau and Eastbourne (a distance of 4.4 kilometres, Figure 1; 

Stantec 2019). At the same time, the project provides the opportunity to upgrade the 

supporting seawalls protecting the road and other infrastructure from inundation and 

damage by the sea, especially during storm events.  

 

The Shared Path is in two sections:  

 

 From Point Howard to the northern end of Days Bay.  

 From the southern end of Days Bay (Windy Point) to Eastbourne.  

 

The Shared Path crosses several bays, collectively known as the Eastern Bays, which 

include Sorrento Bay, Lowry/Whiorau Bay, York Bay, Mahina Bay, and Sunshine 

Bay.  

 

Stantec compiled an overall assessment of environmental effects of the Shared Path 

(Stantec 2019) at lodgement of resource consents to Greater Wellington Regional 

Council (GWRC) and Hutt City Council (HCC), although lizard values were not 

included in this assessment. In response to the lodged application for consent, GWRC 

requested: 

 

(i)  Further information regarding the possibility of the presence of lizard 

populations along the proposed route of the Shared Path. 

(ii)  An assessment of environmental effects of this project on lizards. 

(iii)  Any proposed management activities for lizards in order to reduce these 

identified effects.  

 

This is because all indigenous lizards are absolutely protected by law (Wildlife Act 

1953) and it is an offence to disturb or destroy lizards without a Wildlife Act 

Authorisation (also known as a Wildlife permit) from the Department of 

Conservation. Hence, an assessment of the potential for presence of lizards and the 

effects of the Shared Path project on these lizards was required along with an effort to 

secure the necessary approvals and plans to mitigate and adverse effects on lizards. 

 

Wildland Consultants was contracted by the Hutt City Council to undertake the 

required assessment for the presence of lizards, and the potential effects of the Shared 

Path on lizards. This report has been prepared as an independent appraisal of these 

effects, and as a result of this assessment, it makes recommendations on the lizard 

components of this project. 
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2. METHODS 
 

2.1 Desktop assessment 
 

To compile a list of potential species, a desktop assessment was undertaken for lizard 

values of the relevant Ecological Districts (Tararua and Wellington) and, more 

specifically, the Hutt and Eastbourne areas. Records located within a 300 metre 

distance along Marine Drive between Point Howard and Eastbourne were retrieved 

from the BioWeb Herpetofauna Database, the Department of Conservation’s national 

herpetofauna database. These records are referenced in this report using the BioWeb 

observation number. Similarly, a search of iNaturalist.nz (https://inaturalist.nz) was 

also conducted on the 11 July 2019 for lizard records submitted by citizen scientists. 

These records are referenced in this report using the iNaturalist observation number. 

 

When making assessment of the potential presence of lizards using literature records 

and databases, it is important to remember that these records do not capture the full 

extent of lizard distribution, nor do they indicate what species may be present or 

absent on any site, given existing habitat values. The DOC database records are 

heavily reliant on lizard sightings being reported to the Department of Conservation; 

records may be incomplete due to the lack of lizard sightings being reported by the 

wider public. Note that due to concerns for risk of poaching, the precise location 

details of some New Zealand lizard species are obscured on the iNaturalist public 

internet platform.  

 

A true assessment of the potential presence of indigenous lizards at any location 

cannot be made in the absence of a field survey effort using suitable methodology and 

tools, and undertaken by an experienced herpetologist holding an appropriate 

Department of Conservation Wildlife Act Authorisation. 

 

2.2 Site visit 
 

A site visit was undertaken on 9 July 2019 to survey for lizard values and to build an 

understanding of the potential for lizard presence, their distribution, abundances, and 

habitats along the proposed route of the Shared Path. This involved walking along the 

entire route, identifying potential sites that may contain lizards, surveying for active 

lizards, and taking photopoints across the site (Appendix A1-9). This site visit was 

undertaken by Trent Bell, an experienced Wellington-based herpetologist (lizard 

expert). 

 

The weather during this survey was sunny, with moderate to nil wind. Air 

temperatures during the day were around 13°C, however terrestrial surface habitats 

were warm - conductive to lizard activity, such as sun-basking - and thus increasing 

the likelihood of detection of lizards during the site visit. The site visit was 

undertaken in the afternoon during low tide. 

 

  

https://inaturalist.nz/
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3. RESULTS 
 

3.1 Desktop assessment 
 

The known lizard fauna of the Tararua and Wellington Ecological Districts, which 

includes both Wellington Harbour and the Eastbourne ranges, are tabulated in 

Table 1. This table list the potential species list that may or may not be present in the 

Eastern Bays. 

 
Table 1: Lizard species recorded in the Tararua and Wellington Ecological Districts 

(adapted from Bell & Wiles 2015) and their current threat classification 
(Hitchmough et al. 2016). The notation NE stands for ‘Not Established’. 

 
Recorded Species Threat Classification Ecological Districts 

Ngāhere gecko 
Mokopirirakau ‘Southern North 
Island’ 

At Risk-Declining Tararua 
Wellington 

Barking gecko 
Naultinus punctatus 

At Risk-Declining Tararua 
Wellington 

Raukawa gecko 
Woodworthia maculata  

Not Threatened Tararua 
Wellington 

Minimac gecko 
W. ‘Marlborough mini’ 

Not Threatened Wellington 

Copper skink 
Oligosoma aeneum 

Not Threatened Tararua 
Wellington 

Northern spotted skink 
O. kokowai 

At Risk-Relict Tararua 
Wellington 

Ornate skink 
O. ornatum 

At Risk-Declining Tararua 
Wellington 

Northern grass skink 
O. polychroma Clade 1a 

Not Threatened Tararua 
Wellington 

Brown skink 
O. zelandicum,  

At Risk-Declining Wellington 

Plague skink 
Lampropholis delicata  

Introduced and Naturalised Wellington (NE) 

 

The BioWeb Herpetofauna records indicate that at least three lizard species have been 

recorded within 300 metres of Marine Drive at locations between Point Howard and 

Eastbourne (Table 2). Some of these records are quite old, and the total number of 

lizard records is relatively low given the high human presence, including residences, 

along the bays. Of the identified lizard species, two have potential to be present in 

terrestrial coastal habitats such as grassland, rock outcrops, boulder beaches, and 

landscaped gardens: the Raukawa gecko (Woodworthia maculata) and the northern 

grass skink (Oligosoma polychroma Clade 1a). These two species are classified as 

‘Not Threatened’ (Hitchmough et al. 2016). 

 

Several records of barking gecko (Naultinus punctatus) are also listed within 

300 metres of the site along the proposed route of the Shared Path; however, these are 

all on landward side of the road (within forest and shrubland habitats), and this 

species is therefore unlikely to be present along the proposed route. The barking 

gecko is highly unlikely to survive in any habitat types that do not contain complex 

vegetation such as scrub, shrubland, or forest. It is classified as ‘At Risk-Declining’ 

(Hitchmough et al. 2016). 
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There were no lizard records on iNaturalist along the seaward side of Marine Drive. 

Two records exist for northern grass skink and copper skink (O. aeneum) more inland 

in the suburb of York Bay (Table 2). 

 

Table 2:  Lizard records located within 300 metres of Marine Drive between Point 
Howard and Windy Point retrieved from BioWeb Herpetofauna and 
iNaturalist. 

 

Species Location 
BioWeb Herpetofauna/ 
iNaturalist Observation 

Number 
Year 

Naultinus punctatus Point Howard BioWeb: 488079 1929 

Naultinus punctatus Sorrento Bay BioWeb: 484239 1970 

Naultinus punctatus Lowry Bay BioWeb: 488083 1932 

Naultinus punctatus Lowry Bay BioWeb: 489188 1996 

Naultinus punctatus York Bay BioWeb: 488108 1973 

Naultinus punctatus Mahina Bay BioWeb: 489135 1993 

Naultinus punctatus Mahina Bay BioWeb: 484232 1964 

Naultinus punctatus Days Bay BioWeb: 489171 1996 

Naultinus punctatus Windy Point BioWeb: 489138 1996 

Woodworthia maculata Point Howard BioWeb: 488049 1932 

Woodworthia maculata Mahina Bay BioWeb: 627448 2017 

Woodworthia maculata Windy Point BioWeb: 620074 2013 

Oligosoma aeneum York Bay iNaturalist: 9917186 2018 

Oligosoma polychroma 
Clade 1 

Point Howard BioWeb: 487978 1933 

Oligosoma polychroma 
Clade 1 

York Bay iNaturalist: 9487668 2018 

 

Surprisingly, no records of ngāhere gecko (Mokopirirakau ‘southern North Island’), a 

widespread species in the greater Wellington region, exist on BioWeb or iNaturalist 

within a 300 metre distance from Marine Drive. However, it is likely that this species 

will also be present in similar habitats as the barking gecko, and as a consequence, it 

will be extremely unlikely to be present along the seaward side of Marine Drive. 

 

The northern spotted skink (O. kokowai) is a particularly rare species, limited to 

remnant populations across the lower North Island and upper South Island, and while 

its habitat does include rocky coastlines, this species is extremely unlikely to have 

survived highly modified environments, such as those that occur along present day 

Eastern Bays. In saying that, it likely was historically present. The other lizard species 

recorded within the Tararua and Wellington EDs - minimac gecko (Woodworthia 

‘Marlborough mini’), brown skink (O. zelandicum) and ornate skink (O. ornatum) - 

are all unlikely to be recorded at Eastern Bays as these species tend to be recorded 

west of the Wellington fault line. The plague skink (Lampropholis delicata) is an 

invasive skink species spreading across the North Island, however, populations have 

not yet established in Wellington. 

 

3.2 Site visit 
 

The site visit noted that most of the proposed route along the seaward side of Marine 

Drive consisted of a highly modified and managed landscape character of concrete 

footpaths and seawalls between the road and the coast. Photopoints in Appendix 1 
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(Plates 1-9) indicate the lack of lizard habitat along the seaward side of Marine Drive. 

No lizards were seen in in these habitat types during the site visit, nor are lizards 

likely to be present. 

 

 

4. DISCUSSION 
 

Most of the proposed route along the seaward side of Marine Drive consists of a 

highly modified and managed landscape of concrete footpaths and seawalls between 

the road and the coast (Appendix 1: Plates 1-9). The development of Marine Drive 

and associated seawalls over the years have disrupted the natural ecological 

sequences, patterns and interconnected processes that would have extended across the 

coastal environment from the top of the escarpment out to the sea (Drakeford 

Williams 2019).  

 

Coastal habitat types abutting Marine Drive, the footpaths, and seawalls ranged from 

rock rip-rap, rocky reefs, boulder or gravel beaches, dunes and sandy beaches, and 

driftwood and seaweed within these habitat types. The vegetation values are very 

limited, with a paucity of natural coastal or rocky shore vegetation along the seaward 

side of Marine Drive (Drakeford Williams 2019). The lack of vegetative cover in 

natural habitat types such beaches can be attributed to coastal erosion or by 

management such as spraying, while seawalls and the concrete infrastructure along 

Marine Drive prevents establishment of vegetation inland from the sea (Overmars 

2019). The vegetation that does occur at the site appears to consist mainly of 

landscape or restoration plantings of pohutukawa (Metrosideros excelsa), grey 

saltbush (Atriplex cinerea), and coastal flax (Phormium cookianum subsp. hookeri), 

while other species appear to have opportunistically colonised small sites, such as 

taupata (Coprosma repens) and marram (Ammophila arenaria) (Drakeford Williams 

2019; Overmars 2019).  

 

There is a strong marine influence on the landscape, with the close proximity of 

Marine Drive to the sea resulting in frequent tidal and storm surges overtopping the 

road (Stantec 2019, Appendix 1: Plate 10). The periodical inundation of seawater 

along Marine Drive make it difficult for lizard populations to establish and persist in 

any potential habitat on the seaward side of Marine Drive along the coast. Predicted 

sea level rise trajectories as a consequence of climate change will also increase the 

frequency of wave overtopping and coastal inundation along Marine Drive (Stantec 

2019), thus making it even more difficult for lizard populations to establish on the 

seaward side of Marine Drive in future years. It is important to note that while the 

photographs in Appendix 1 indicate rocky habitat, these photographs were taken 

during low tide, and the true extent of potentially available terrestrial habitat is far 

smaller than what seems apparent in the photographs. 

 

The existence of an active road with high traffic volumes between the foothills of the 

Eastbourne hills, where there are both existing lizard records and extensive lizard 

habitat present, also forms a barrier preventing the colonisation of coastal habitats by 

lizards on the seaward side of Marine Drive.  

 

Finally, the completely denuded and exposed character of the habitats available along 

the seaward side of Marine Drive would also make it very difficult for any lizards 
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present on the seaward side of Marne Drive to survive the elements, and predatory 

mammals and birds.  

 

5. CONCLUSION 
 
There does not appear to be any viable habitat for functional populations of any lizard 

species along the seaward side of Marine Drive between Point Howard to Eastbourne. 

Nor is there suitable habitat along the entire proposed route of the Shared Path or any 

within a ‘zone of influence’ of the project covering the maximum spatial extent of the 

potential project effects for lizards. The magnitude of effects of the Eastern Bays 

Shared Path project on lizard values is therefore assessed to be negligible due to a lack 

of lizard habitat. No further formal lizard survey effort is necessary or recommended. 

There is no requirement to prepare a lizard management plan or apply for a Wildlife 

Act Authorisation for this project, nor are mitigation activities required for lizard 

values in this project.  

 

It is stressed that if any aspect of the development departs significantly from that 

proposed at the time of this assessment, this interpretation of ecological effects on 

lizards may no longer be valid. This is a critical consideration if alternatives, such as 

moving the pathway to the landward side of Marine Drive, are to be considered in 

future plan variations of the proposed route of the Eastern Bays Shared Path. In 

particular, it is noted that the potential adverse effects on lizards of any alternative 

route are likely to be far higher on the inland side of Marine Drive. 
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Plate 1: Photopoint looking south along Sorrento Bay.  9 July 2019. 
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Plate 2:  Photopoint looking south along Lowry Bay.   9 July 2019. 
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Plate 3: Photopoint looking south along York Bay.  9 July 2019. 
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Plate 4: Photopoint looking south at seawalls, York Bay.  9 July 2019. 
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Plate 5: Photopoint looking north along Mahina Bay.   9 July 2019. 
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Plate 6: Photopoint looking south along Sunshine Bay.   9 July 2019. 
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Plate 7: Photopoint looking north from Days Bay.   9 July 2019. 
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Plate 8: Photopoint looking south of Days Bay.   9 July 2019. 
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Plate 9: Photopoint looking north from Eastbourne.   9 July 2019. 
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Plate 10: Inundation of the seawall, footpath and road by waves at Lowry Bay, Eastbourne, during a king tide in a storm,  
7 January 2018. This photograph indicates the challenges that lizard species would face in establishing viable  

populations along the seaward side of Marine Drive. Photo: Robert Kitchin / STUFF. 
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ANNEXURE 2: Department of Conservation Correspondence 
 



From: Hannah Hendriks
To: Van Halderen, Caroline
Cc: Angus Gray; Katharine Lane
Subject: RE: WGN190301 Eastern Bays Shared Path draft request for further information letter - DoC (Sea mammals)
Date: Friday, June 7, 2019 4:25:43 PM
Attachments: image005.png

Kia ora Caroline,
 
My responses to your questions are as follows:
My questions to you are as follows:

Have there been any sightings of seals along that section of coast and in particular on Marine
Drive?

I’m unsure. The Department doesn’t keep a national record of seal sightings due to how
numerous they are. I’m not sure if you have spoken to anyone from the local Wellington
office (at Keneperu, I’ve cc’d the Acting Ops Manager) as they might have some more
knowledge of the local situation. I imagine there has likely been the occasional fur seal
turn up on this section of the coastline, as young fur seals can turn up anywhere in the
months-years after they have been weaned. However, this wouldn’t be an important
site for fur seals and modification of the area wouldn’t affect any nearby fur seal
populations.  Coastal areas should always be checked for wildlife just in case.

If so, are there any haul sites along that section of coast and in particular on Marine Drive?

No, the nearest haulout sites are at Turakirae and Sinclair Heads.

Are seals likely to climb up the proposed seawalls and steps onto the road, ie. does the design
increase the ability for seals to access the road?

Unlikely

What other sea mammals are likely to be affected by a shared path of this nature?

Dolphins and whales may visit the coastline hunting fish and rays, but shouldn’t be
affected by this proposal.

Any other comments or information about seal behaviour that would be useful for the project.

Coastal areas should always be checked for wildlife before construction just in case.
Harassing, disturbing, or harming any marine mammal is an offence under the Marine
Mammals Protection Act 1978.

There is guidance on our websites for sharing our coasts with marine mammals, and
some more specific information about seals.

 
As a final note, penguins would be the most affected, have you talked to anyone about that?
 
Please let me know if you wish to discuss any of this further.
 
Kind regards,
 
Hannah Hendriks

Marine Species Support Officer

Department of Conservation | Te Papa Atawhai

Phone: 027 201 3258

 
www.doc.govt.nz

 

From: Van Halderen, Caroline <Caroline.VanHalderen@stantec.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, 4 June 2019 10:35 a.m.
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To: Hannah Hendriks <hhendriks@doc.govt.nz>
Cc: Angus Gray <agray@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: FW: WGN190301 Eastern Bays Shared Path draft request for further information letter - DoC
(Sea mammals)
 
Hi Hannah
 
As mentioned in my phone call this morning, I am the planner working on resource consent
application for the Eastern Bays Shared Path. We need to determine what the effects are on sea
mammals (particularly seals). The project design has the potential to increase the ability for seals to
access the road, increasing the wildlife/human conflict in the Eastern Bays.

 

Just for some context to the project here is some information about the shared path:

The Hutt City Council (HCC) proposes to construct a 4.4 km Shared Path (cycleway/walkway) 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). 

Connectivity

The Project will provide a safe and connected walking and cycling route along Marine Drive,
providing enhanced connections:

Within the individual bays (for recreation and access);

Between different bays (to shops, schools, recreation, etc.);

To and from Lower Hutt and beyond (to work, school or for recreation etc. – see the figure
above); and

To other regional cycle routes, including the Great Harbour Way/Te Aranui o Poneke
walking/cycling route (Leg 3 Burdan’s Gate to Seaview) and the proposed extension of the
Remutaka Cycle Trail (one of the New Zealand Great Rides) from the mouth of the
Orongorongo River to Burdan’s Gate.

This enhanced connectivity will result in significant social, economic and recreational benefits,
including:

Improved safety for pedestrians, cyclists and other road users;

Recreation and tourism opportunities; and

Positive benefits to health and wellbeing.
Resilience

In addition to increased connectivity, the Project will provide the first step in enabling the Marine
Drive road corridor to respond to the challenges of sea level rise.

The proposal includes replacement seawalls to provide improved protection from storm events for
Marine Drive and other infrastructure contained within the Marine Drive road corridor.  The
replacement seawalls will reduce overtopping and debris on the road and develop a consistent
seawall design that can be added to in the future.  The Shared Path will sit on top of the new
seawall.  The new seawall and associated features will provide enhanced environmental outcomes
compared to the existing seawalls. 

Design

The shared path will require the existing road to be widened into the coastal marine area in certain
sections (by a few meters on average). The shared path will be supported by seawalls (much of this
coastline line already has seawalls, many of which need replacement due to failing structures) The
new seawalls will be designed using single, double and triple curves - an example below shows the
single curve, which can also been seen at York Bay. I can send more details of the double and triple
curves if you’d like me to. There will also be steps located at various intervals to provide access to



and from the beaches (for people!)

 

 

My questions to you are as follows:

Have there been any sightings of seals along that section of coast and in particular on Marine
Drive?

If so, are there any haul sites along that section of coast and in particular on Marine Drive?

Are seals likely to climb up the proposed seawalls and steps onto the road, ie. does the design
increase the ability for seals to access the road?

What other sea mammals are likely to be affected by a shared path of this nature?

Any other comments or information about seal behaviour that would be useful for the project.

 

Are you able to get back to me early next week with this information. Happy to discuss this further, or
provide you with more information if needed.

Details of the project are on the HCC website:

http://www.huttcity.govt.nz/Your-Council/Projects/cycleways-and-shared-paths/eastern-bays-
shared-path/

 
Nga Mihi | Kind regards,

 
Caroline van Halderen
Senior Planner
 

Stantec New Zealand Ltd
Level 13, 80 The Terrace
Wellington, 6011 New Zealand
 

Phone: +64 4 381 5716
 

Caroline.VanHalderen@stantec.com
 

 
The content of this email is the confidential property of Stantec and should not be copied, modified, retransmitted, or used for any purpose
except with Stantec's written authorisation. If you are not the intended recipient, please delete all copies and notify us immediately.
 

ü Please consider the environment before printing this email.

 

From: Shannon Watson <Shannon.Watson@gw.govt.nz> 
Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2019 1:54 PM
To: Van Halderen, Caroline <Caroline.VanHalderen@stantec.com>
Subject: Fw: WGN190301 Eastern Bays Shared Path draft request for further information letter
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From: Angus Gray <agray@doc.govt.nz>
Sent: Wednesday, May 29, 2019 1:51:58 PM
To: Shannon Watson
Cc: Hannah Hendriks
Subject: RE: WGN190301 Eastern Bays Shared Path draft request for further information letter
 
Hi again Shannon
 
For the marine mammal enquiry, feel free to refer HCC to Hannah Hendriks-Berendsen (cc’d) (+64 27 201
3258). Hannah is a marine species support officer based in Wellington and should be able to answer any
questions around recorded sightings that the applicant may have.
 
Regards,
 
Angus Gray

Kaiwhakamahere penapenarawa | Resource Management Planner 
Te Papa Atawhai |Department of Conservation
Kirikiriroa | Hamilton |  M: 027 621 8195

Kia piki te oranga o te ao turoa, i roto i te ngatahitanga, ki Aotearoa
To work with others to increase the value of conservation for New Zealanders

 

 
 
 

From: Shannon Watson <Shannon.Watson@gw.govt.nz> 
Sent: Tuesday, 28 May 2019 4:12 p.m.
To: Angus Gray <agray@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: RE: WGN190301 Eastern Bays Shared Path draft request for further information letter
 
Thanks Angus, the applicant has some questions that they would like to ask DoC directly, particularly
around the emerging standard for assessing effects on penguins and whether DoC has any record of sea
mammals being encountered in Eastern Bays. Are you the right person for this? If not, can you please
direct me to who the applicant should get in touch with? Is it Brett Tandy?
 
Thanks
 

From: Angus Gray <agray@doc.govt.nz> 
Sent: Monday, 27 May 2019 8:30 AM
To: Shannon Watson <Shannon.Watson@gw.govt.nz>

mailto:agray@doc.govt.nz
mailto:Shannon.Watson@gw.govt.nz
mailto:agray@doc.govt.nz
mailto:agray@doc.govt.nz
mailto:Shannon.Watson@gw.govt.nz


Subject: RE: WGN190301 Eastern Bays Shared Path draft request for further information letter
 
Morning Shannon,
 
Thank you for sharing this, appreciate being kept in the loop. It’s good to see our concerns are shared by
the staff at Council. I expect that the Department will make a submission on this application once
notified, so any news on timeframes would be great.
 
Thanks again,
 
Angus Gray
 

From: Shannon Watson <Shannon.Watson@gw.govt.nz> 
Sent: Friday, 24 May 2019 12:32 p.m.
To: Angus Gray <agray@doc.govt.nz>
Subject: Fw: WGN190301 Eastern Bays Shared Path draft request for further information letter
 
Hi Angus

Draft s92 for the Eastern Bays Shared Path FYI. Meeting with the applicants on Tuesday to discuss the
s92 and give them a chance to respond prior to it being formalized. Let me know if you have any
thoughts.

Cheers
Shannon

From: Shannon Watson
Sent: Thursday, May 23, 2019 5:18:43 PM
To: Van Halderen, Caroline
Cc: Simon Cager; Povall, Jamie
Subject: WGN190301 Eastern Bays Shared Path draft request for further information letter
 
Hi Caroline
 
Please find attached the ‘formal draft’ of the request for further information to inform discussions on
Tuesday. Sorry for the delay in getting this to you.
 
Kind regards
 
Shannon Watson | Environmental Regulation

GREATER WELLINGTON REGIONAL COUNCIL

Te Pane Matua Taiao
Shed 39, 2 Fryatt Quay, Pipitea, Wellington 6011 | PO Box 11646, Manners St, Wellington 6142

T: 04 830 4461
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