
 Form 9  Application for resource consent or fast-track resource consent        1

Application for resource consent 
or fast-track resource consent
(Or Associated Consent Pursuant to the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA)) (If applying 
for a Resource Consent pursuant to Section 87AAC or 88 of the RMA, this form can be used to 
satisfy the requirements of Form 9). Prior to, and during, completion of this application form, 
please refer to Resource Consent Guidance Notes and Schedule of Fees and Charges —  
both available on the Council’s web page.

Office Use Only  
Application Number:

1. Pre-Lodgement Meeting

Have you met with a council Resource Covnsent representative to discuss this application prior to lodgement?  

 Yes    No

2. Type of consent being applied for
(more than one circle can be ticked):

 Land Use	  Discharge

 Fast Track Land Use*	  Change of Consent Notice (s.221(3))

 Subdivision	  Extension of time (s.125)

 Consent under National Environmental Standard 
(e.g. Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil)

 Other (please specify) 

*The fast track is for simple land use consents and is restricted to consents with a controlled activity status.

3. Would you like to opt out of the fast track process?

 Yes    No

4. Consultation

Have you consulted with Iwi/Hapū?   Yes    No

If yes, which groups have 
you consulted with?	

Who else have you 
consulted with?	

For any questions or information regarding iwi/hapū consultation, please contact Te Hono at Far North 
District Council, tehonosupport@fndc.govt.nz

https://www.fndc.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0025/6487/Resource-consent-application-form.pdf
https://www.fndc.govt.nz/Services/resource-consents/Applying-for-a-resource-consent
https://www.fndc.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0018/3537/fees-and-charges.pdf
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Checklist
Please tick if information is provided

 Payment (cheques payable to Far North District Council)

 A current Certificate of Title (Search Copy not more than 6 months old)

 Details of your consultation with Iwi and hapū 

 Copies of any listed encumbrances, easements and/or consent notices relevant to the application

 Applicant / Agent / Property Owner / Bill Payer details provided

 Location of property and description of proposal

 Assessment of Environmental Effects

 Written Approvals / correspondence from consulted parties

 Reports from technical experts (if required)

 Copies of other relevant consents associated with this application

 Location and Site plans (land use) AND/OR

 Location and Scheme Plan (subdivision)

 Elevations / Floor plans

 Topographical / contour plans

Please refer to Chapter 4 of the District Plan for details of the information that must be provided with an 
application. Please also refer to the RC Checklist available on the Council’s website. This contains more helpful 
hints as to what information needs to be shown on plans.
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Resource Consent application for D and T McKenzie 

Application Details 
Applicant:   Darren and Tracey McKenzie  

Location:   5 Beresford Street, Russell 

Legal Description:  Lot 4 Deposited Plan 41395 

Application Summary:  To undertake additions and alterations to an existing dwelling consisting 

of a new deck, guest house, and pool. 

District Plan zoning:  Operative DP - Russell Township Zone and Russell Township Basin and 

Gateway Area 

  Proposed DP – Kororareka Russell Township Zone, Kororāreka Russell 

Heritage Area Overlay (Part D) and Coastal Environment 

Attachments 
Attachment A   Building plans 

Attachment B   Certificate of Title  

Attachment C   Archaeological Assessment prepared by Geometria Limited 

Attachment D  Stormwater Mitigation Report prepared by Wilton Joubert Limited 

Attachment E  District Plan maps 

 

Address for Service 
Alister Hartstone 
Set Consulting Limited 
Ph 0277555607 
E-mail alister@setconsulting.co.nz 
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Form 9 - Application for Resource Consent under Section 88 of the 

Resource Management Act 1991 

To: Far North District Council 
 
1. Darren and Tracey McKenzie, 3 Beresford Street, Russell, apply for the necessary resource consent 

to undertake alterations and additions to an existing dwelling on a site in the Russell Township Zone. 
 

2. The location of the proposed activities is as follows: 
3 Beresford Street, Russell 
Lot 4 Deposited Plan 41395 (NA77D/90) 

 
3. The other activities that are part of the proposal to which this application relates are as follows: 

N/A 
 

4. There are no other activities that are part of the proposal to which this application relates. 

 

5. No additional resource consents are needed for the proposal to which this application relates.  

 

6. I attach an assessment of effects on the environment that: 

(a)  includes the information required by clause 6 of Schedule 4 of the Resource Management Act 
1991; and 

(b)  addresses the matters specified in clause 7 of Schedule 4 of the Resource Management Act 1991; 
and 

(c)  includes such detail as corresponds with the scale and significance of the effects that the activity 
may have on the environment. 

 
7. I attach an assessment of the proposed activity against the matters set out in Part 2 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991. 
 

8. I attach an assessment of the proposed activity against any relevant provisions of a document referred 
to in Section 104(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991, including information required by 
clause 2(2) of Schedule 4 of that Act. 

 

 
A Hartstone BREP(Hons) MNZPI 
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1.0 Introduction 
 

1.1 Pursuant to Section 88 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (‘the Act’), Set Consulting Limited 

submits to the Far North District Council an application for resource consent prepared on behalf 

of Dareen and Tracey McKenzie (‘the applicant’). This application has been prepared in 

accordance with Form 9 and Schedule 4 of the Act, and incorporates all information required by 

statute.  

 

2.0 The Proposal 
 

2.1 The proposal involves the construction of alterations and additions to an existing dwelling located 
at 3 Beresford Street, Russell. An extension to the rear and southern side of the existing dwelling, 
consisting of a pantry / laundry / bathroom extension (currently a covered carport area), timber 
deck with a detached guest house and inground swimming pool is proposed, as shown on the 
plans contained in Attachment A. It should be noted that an area of existing concrete located on 
the street frontage of the site is intended to be removed and will become pervious. 
 

2.2 Minor earthworks will be required to undertake the works. The guest house is effectively a 
sleepout providing for an additional bedroom and ensuite and is connected to the dwelling via 
the proposed deck. The proposed inground swimming pool will be 3.8m x 2.13m (16,200 litres). 
 

2.3 No changes are proposed to the existing dwelling and associated services and access. 

3.0 Site and Surrounding Environment 
 

3.1 The subject site contains 1080m2 of developed residential land containing an existing dwelling 
and detached garage fronting Beresford Street. The property has an open lawn and landscaped 
area at the rear and is fenced on all boundaries, with a gentle slope to the west. The site is 
bounded by a metalled shared access on the northern boundary with other residential properties 
along Beresford Street adjoining to the north and east. The southern boundary adjoins the Shrine 
of St Peter Chanel property, which consists of a large area of open space and a church building 
with access from Beresford Street. Properties on the opposite side of Beresford Street all obtain 
access via Chapel Street and are known as the ‘Russell Cottages’ hotel. 

 
3.2 A copy of the record of title for the property is provided in Attachment B. There are no relevant 

interests registered on the title that require consideraiotn as part of this application. 
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Aerial view of the subject site (highlighthed) and surrounding properties. 

 
 

4.0 Reasons for Consent 
 

Operative Far North District Plan 
4.1 The subject site is zoned Russell Village and is located within the Russell Township Basin and 

Gateway Area as depicted in the Operative Far North District Plan. No resource areas (eg. historic 

sites, natural hazards, etc) are identified as affecting the site. As the activity does not involve any 

matters identified in Chapter 12 of the Plan, no assessment other than the relevant Zone rules is 

provided below. 

 

4.2 An assessment of the relevant zone rules is provided in the Table below. 

 

10.9 Russell Township Zone   

Rule Compliance Comments 

10.9.5.1.1 Relocated Buildings N/A  

10.9.5.1.2 Residential Intensity Permitted The proposal provides for one residential 
unit on the site 

10.9.5.1.3 Scale of Activities N/A  

10.9.5.1.4 Building Height Permitted Plans show compliance 

10.9.5.1.5 Building Scale Permitted Plans show compliance, noting the existing 
garage is excluded on the basis that it is an 
area allocated to meet car parking 
requirements. 

10.9.5.1.6 Sunlight Permitted Plans show compliance 

10.9.5.1.7 Stormwater 
Management 

Discretionary The total impermeable surfaces on the site 
inclusive of the proposed buildings and 
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swimming pool will cover 534.61m2 or 49.5% 
of the site area where the permitted standard 
is 378m2 being 35%. The proposal will not 
comply with the 40% coverage requirement 
as a restricted discretionary activity under 
Rule 10.9.5.2.9 Stormwater Management 

10.9.5.1.8 Setback from 
Boundaries 

Permitted Plans show compliance 

10.9.5.1.9 Outdoor Activities N/A  

10.9.5.1.10 Transportation N/A  

10.9.5.1.11 Hours of Operation – 
Non-residential Activities 

N/A  

10.9.5.1.12 Keeping of Animals N/A  

10.9.5.1.13 Noise N/A  

10.9.5.1.14 Helicopter Landing 
Area 

N/A  

 

4.3 It is noted that the amount of earthworks required to site the proposed buildings and pool will 

amount to approximately 40m3, of which approximately 17m3 is required for the inground pool. 

While the pool will require excavation up to 2 metres deep, it does not qualify as a cut/fill face in 

terms of the earthworks rule, where the definition states that cut/fill face ‘….excludes any face of 

a height greater than 1.5 metres but no greater than 3 metres which is to be retained by a properly 

engineered retaining wall and for which a building consent has been issued.’ The swimming pool 

is engineer-designed and will be subject to a building consent. On this basis, the proposed 

earthworks will not exceed the permitted standards specified under Rule 12.3.6.1.3 (a) and (b).  

 

4.4 Overall, the application requires assessment as a discretionary activity under the Operative Far 

North District Plan due to the impermeable surfaces proposed on the site exceeding the 35% 

permitted standard specified under Rule 10.9.5.1.7 Stormwater Management, where 49.5% 

(534.61m2) of impermeable area is proposed. 

 

Proposed Far North District Plan 
4.5 The subject site is located within the Kororareka Russell Township Zone, Kororāreka Russell 

Heritage Area Overlay (Part D) and Coastal Environment Overlay. A review of proposed Plan 

provisions indicates that none of the Zone or Coastal Environment Overlay rules currently have 

legal effect. 

 

4.6 There are provisions in the Heritage Area Overlays Chapter of the proposed Plan that are relevant 

to the proposal and have legal effect. In assessing those provisions, the following is relevant: 

• The subject site does not contain any scheduled Heritage Resource and the nearest 

scheduled Heritage Resources appear to be ‘King House’ (#53) at 17 Beresford Street and 

Russell Primary School (#51) at 2 Baker Street.  

• The proposed guest house will be partially visible from both Beresford and Chapel Street. 

 

4.7 The relevant Heritage Area Overlay Rules have been reviewed in detail and assessed as follows: 
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Heritage Area Overlays   

Rule Compliance Comments 

HA-R1 Maintenance and repair of 
buildings or structures 

N/A  

HA-R2 Additions or alterations to 
existing buildings or structures 

Permitted The proposal complies with PER-1, PER-2 and 
PER-3, noting that HA-S2 does not apply as 
the guest house will be painted the same 
colour as the existing dwelling. 
Clauses PER-4, PER-5, PER-6, and PER-7 are 
not relevant to the proposal. 

HA-R3 Strengthening or fire 
protection of scheduled Heritage 
Resource 

N/A  

HA-R4 New Building or Structures N/A  

HA-R5 Earthworks Permitted The extent of earthworks required will 
comply with PER-1 Clauses 1. and 2. PER-2 
and PER-3 are not relevant to the proposal. 

HA-R6 Infrastructure and 
renewable electricity generation 
infrastructure 

N/A  

HA-R7 Buildings or structures 
(including additions and 
alterations) located within the 
Alderton Park development 

N/A  

HA-R8 New Buildings or 
Structures 

Restricted 
Discretionary 

The proposal does not comply with RDIS-1, 
where the proposed guest house and 
enclosed car port will be partially visible from 
Beresford and Chapel Streets. The proposal 
complies with RDIS-2 and RDIS-3. 

HA-R9 New Building or Structures N/A  

HA-R10 Infrastructure and 
renewable electricity generation 
infrastructure 

N/A  

HA-R11 Activities not otherwise 
listed in this chapter 

N/A  

HA-R12 Relocation of a Scheduled 
Heritage Resource 

N/A  

HA-R13 Demolition of a scheduled 
Heritage Resource not otherwise 
listed in rule HA-R13 

N/A  

HA-R14 Demolition or relocation 
of a scheduled Heritage Resource 

N/A  

 
4.8 Overall, the application requires assessment as a restricted discretionary activity under the 

proposed Far North District Plan due to infringement of Rule HA-R8 New Buildings or Structures - 
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Clause RDIS-1 – where the proposed guest house and proposed carport will be partially visible 

from a public place1, being both Beresford and Chapel Streets. 

NES Requirements 
4.9 The National Environmental Standards for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to 

Protect Human Health 2012 (the ‘NES’) is considered relevant to the application. There is no 
evidence to indicate that the site has been used for any activity other than a residential activity. 
Aerial photos dating back to 1951 illustrate a dwelling being located on the site. 

 
4.10 There is no evidence to indicate that any activity listed on the Hazardous Activities and Industries 

List is, has been or is more likely than not to have been undertaken on the site. On that basis, the 
Regulation is not relevant to the proposal. 
 

4.11 The proposal does not involve any activities that require consideration against the National 
Environmental Standard for Freshwater 2020. 
 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 
4.12 The site has been subject to an archaeological assessment as provided in Attachment C. That 

report records the history of use of the site and assesses the extent of potential heritage effects 
arising from the proposal. The report concludes that ‘No archaeological sites are present on the 
property and no archaeological remains were identified in the area of proposed works through 
historic research and minor on site investigation. Therefore, an authority is not required from 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga. However, owing to the significant historical activity in 
Russell/Kororāreka an accidental discovery protocol has been recommended.’ 

5.0 Section 95 Assessment 

5.1 The following assessment addresses those matters considered relevant under Sections 95A – 95G 
as they relate to this application. 
 

5.2 In addressing Section 95A, the following applies: 

• The proposal does not require public notification pursuant to s95A(3). For completeness, the 
applicant is not requesting public notification of the application. 

• The proposal is not precluded from public notification under the criteria specified in Section 
95A(5)(a) or (b). 

• The application is not subject to any rule requiring public notification under Section 95A(8)(a). 

• An assessment of effects is provided below to address Section 95A(8)(b). That assessment 
concludes that any adverse effects on the environment will be less than minor. 

• No special circumstances are considered to exist that warrant public notification as per 
Section 95A(9). There are no unique or exceptional circumstances associated with either the 
site or the proposal that constitute special circumstances. 

 
5.3 For the purposes of Section 95B, the following applies: 

• There are no protected customary rights groups or affected customary marine title groups 

 
1 ‘Public place’ is not defined and is therefore assumed to include public roads. 
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• The proposal does not fall under the criteria specified in Section 95B(6) 

• For the purpose of Section 95B(8), an assessment of affected persons in accordance with 
Section 95E is provided below. No persons have been identified as being potentially adversely 
affected to a minor or more than minor extent by the proposal. 

• No other persons are required to be notified of the application as per Section 95B(10). 
 
5.4 On the basis of the above assessment, it is respectfully considered that the application can be 
 processed without public or limited notification. 

6.0 Assessment of Effects 
 
6.1 The following assessment addresses those matters considered relevant under Section 95, Section 

104, and the Fourth Schedule of the Act. An assessment of any relevant permitted baseline is 
provided, along with an assessment of the matters specified in Chapter 11 of the Operative 
District Plan, and relevant matters of discretion listed in the proposed District Plan. 

 
6.2 The following assessment of effects is undertaken in accordance with Section 95D. For the 

purpose of Section 95D(a), the effects on the following persons who occupy or own adjacent land 
must be disregarded: 

• 11 Beresford Street, Russell 

• 7 Beresford Street, Russell 

• 1 Beresford Street, Russell 
 

6.3 Section 95D(b) and Section 104(2) provide for consideration of the permitted baseline, being 
activities that ‘…a consent authority may disregard an adverse effect of the activity on the 
environment if a national environmental standard or the plan permits an activity with that effect.’ 
The permitted baseline includes any activities that are lawfully established on the site at the time 
any application is made. The site is currently occupied by an existing dwelling and ancillary 
detached garage with servicing and access onto Beresford Street. That existing dwelling and 
associated concreted areas cover approximately 507.8m2 (46.9%) of the site in impermeable 
surfaces. The extent of existing development on the site is considered to form part of the existing 
environment. 

 
6.4 It would be possible to construct a new single residential dwelling on the site in compliance with 

all relevant Operative District Plan rules. Such a building could be two-storied and located in the 
same or similar position to the current and proposed dwelling. A complying building could have a 
similar building footprint, potentially as a two-level building with basement garaging. Minor 
earthworks and provision of services could be undertaken on the site as a permitted activity in 
conjunction with any building. Such a dwelling would be of a similar scale and size as that 
proposed where it complies with both sunlight and building scale rules. The extent of 
impermeable surfaces proposed on the site would need to be reduced to 378m2 to comply. 
However, the existing environment inclusive of the approximately 507.8m2 of impermeable 
surfaces forms part of the existing environment and informs the permitted baseline in that 
respect. It is noted that some of the impermeable surfaces associated with the building, 
particularly the patio area around the pool, would not be assessed as impermeable surfaces 
where they were designed and constructed as open slatted timber decks. While it is credible to 
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consider some open slatted decks occupying these areas, it does not account for the entire area 
proposed as impermeable surfaces which consists mainly of a new building, swimming pool and 
surrounds.  

 
6.5 Based on the current Heritage Area Overlay rules with legal effect under the proposed District 

Plan, the construction of any new building visible from any public place would require consent as 
a restricted discretionary activity. On this basis, there is no applicable permitted baseline under 
the proposed Far North District Plan. 
 

6.6 There are no known activities which could be carried out under a granted, but as yet unexercised, 
resource consent. 
 

6.7 Section 95D(c) is not relevant as the application is a full discretionary activity. 
 

6.8 There are no trade competition matters requiring consideration under Section 95D(d). 
 

6.9 The application is not supported by any written approvals requiring consideration under Section 
95D(e). 

 

Operative Far North District Plan Assessment Criteria 

6.10 The Operative District Plan requires an assessment of the proposal against the assessment criteria 

contained in Chapter 11. In addition, the matters that discretion is restricted to under Rule HA-R8 

New Buildings or Structures contained in the proposed District Plan are addressed. 

 

11.3 Stormwater Management  

(a)  The extent to which building site coverage and impermeable surfaces result in increased 

stormwater runoff and contribute to total catchment impermeability and the provisions 

of any catchment or drainage plan for that catchment.  

(b)  The extent to which Low Impact Design principles have been used to reduce site 

impermeability.  

(c) Any cumulative effects on total catchment impermeability.  

(d)  The extent to which building site coverage and impermeable surfaces will alter the natural 

contour or drainage patterns of the site or disturb the ground and alter its ability to absorb 

water.  

(e)  The physical qualities of the soil type.  

(f)  Any adverse effects on the life supporting capacity of soils.  

(g)  The availability of land for the disposal of effluent and stormwater on the site without 

adverse effects on the water quantity and water quality of water bodies (including 

groundwater and aquifers) or on adjacent sites.  

(h)  The extent to which paved, impermeable surfaces are necessary for the proposed activity.  
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(i)  The extent to which landscaping may reduce adverse effects of run-off. 

(j)  Any recognised standards promulgated by industry groups. 

(k)  The means and effectiveness of mitigating stormwater run-off to that expected by the 

permitted activity threshold.  

(l)  The extent to which the proposal has considered and provided for climate change.  

(m)  The extent to which stormwater detention ponds and other engineering solutions are used 

to mitigate any adverse effects 

6.11 The plans provided in Attachment A detail the extent of additional proposed impermeable 

surfaces. While there are already existing impermeable surfaces located on the site, the inclusion 

of additional guest house, swimming pool, and surrounds will increase the amount of 

impermeable area to 534.61m2 or 49.5%. The site currently contains approximately 507.80m2 of 

impermeable surfaces (consisting of existing dwelling and detached garage, water tanks, patios, 

paths, and vehicle access). The increase in impermeable surfaces by approximately 26.81m2 will 

be generated mainly by the proposed guest house and swimming pool, noting that the removal 

of some impermeable surfaces at the house frontage will minimise the increase across the site. 

 

6.12 The Stormwater Mitigation Report provided in Attachment D addresses the existing environment 

 as it relates to stormwater management on the site and proposes additional mitigation measures 

 to accommodate the additional stormwater generated by the proposal. Those mitigation 

 measures involve modifications to the existing water tank to achieve suitable attenuation as set 

 out in Section 6 of the report. 

 

6.13 Section 8 of the Stormwater Mitigation Report provides an assessment of the matters of 

discretion listed under the Rule. That assessment is adopted for the purpose of this application. 

 

11.21 Russell Township Basin and Gateway Area 

(a)  Where existing buildings are being added to or altered, pitches of new roofs should be the 
same as the existing roof, unless the alterations are generally re-establishing the proven 
original style or character of the building. 

(b)  Where existing buildings are altered or added to, this should be in a manner which 
preserves their essential character or which recovers original character lost through 
subsequent unsympathetic modification. 

(c)  Window size and shape should be appropriate to the style of building. 

(d)  Generally, traditional construction methods (e.g. timber frame), together with traditional 
cladding such as weatherboard or corrugated sheet steel and traditional roof coverings 
such as shingles or corrugated sheet steel, reinforce historic forms and are generally 
appropriate. Concrete block walls, concrete or pressed metal roof tiles, and aluminium 
joinery are generally considered inappropriate. 

(e)  Dormer windows are only considered appropriate where they are generally consistent 
with the historic style of the building. 
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(f)  A low level of ornamentation is generally desirable in Russell. 

(g) The protection and enhancement of existing vegetation will be encouraged and soft 
landscaping (including hedging) will be preferred at site boundaries except on the Strand 
where hard edges such as fences are more appropriate. 

(h)  Buildings should not be visually obtrusive as viewed from the Strand or Kororareka Bay 
and Matauwhi Bay. In particular, buildings on the skyline should not exceed the maximum 
height. 

 

6.14 As the application is a full discretionary activity, those matters that relate to the Russell Township 

Basin and Gateway Area require consideration. Clauses (a) - (f) relate to specific building design 

components. The proposed guest house and existing dwelling extension will be of the same 

character and design as the existing dwelling on the site, which does retain some historic 

character albeit having been relocated onto the site in 1996 with subsequent renovations 

undertaken at various times. All existing landscape planting on the site will be retained and the 

building works cannot be considered as visually intrusive to any extent,  noting that it involves 

enclosure of an existing carport and new buildings at the rear of the site.   

6.15 Matters (g) and (h) are not directly relevant to the proposal given the extent of existing 

development and location of the property. 

6.16 Taking into account the above assessment, it is considered that any adverse effects arising from 

the proposal will be less than minor. 

Proposed Far North District Plan - Rule HA-R8 New Buildings or Structures 
6.17 The proposal requires consideration as a restricted discretionary activity under Rule HA-R8, with 

 the matters that discretion is limited to listed as follows: 

a. whether the proposed building or structure will adversely affect the heritage values of 
the Heritage Area overlay; 

b. whether the proposed building or structure will adversely affect the heritage values of any 
nearby Scheduled Heritage Resource; 

c. any assessments or advice from a suitably qualified and experienced heritage or cultural 
expert; 

d. the colour of all exterior surfaces and their appropriateness within the Heritage Area overlay; 

e. any landscaping or fencing; 

f. the location and relationship of the building or structure in relation to adjoining sites, coastal 
marine area, roads; and 

g. any consultation with Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, Department of 
Conservation and tangata whenua.  

6.18 The infringement under the rule relates solely to Clause RDIS-1, where the proposed guest 

 house and the enclosed carport area will be visible from Beresford and Chapel Streets. The extent 

of visibility from the streets is limited to glimpses of the carport and the rear of the proposed 

guest house from narrow view corridors on both streets looking either side of the existing Church 

https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78
https://farnorth.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/3128780/246/0/601/0/78


 

13 
2025/McKenzie 

building located on 1 Beresford Street. There is no suggestion that being able to view part of the 

rear façade of the proposed guest house from these discrete public locations will generate any 

adverse effects on heritage values.  

6.19 An archaeological assessment has been undertaken to ensure no effects associated with 

 earthworks or built heritage values will arise.  

6.20 No adverse effects on any heritage values are anticipated to arise as a result of the proposal. 

7.0 Affected persons 
 
7.1 Section 95B requires consideration of adverse effects on only those persons who own or occupy 

land adjacent to the subject site. Secondly, for a person to be adversely affected, those adverse 
effects must be minor or more than minor as prescribed in Section 95E.  

 
7.2 The application is not supported by any written approvals in accordance with Section 95E(3)(a), 

on the basis that the extent of off-site adverse effects associated with the proposal will be less 
than minor. Notably, the impermeable surfaces infringement will not result in any off-site adverse 
effects. A suitable mitigation measure is offered as a condition of consent to ensure attenuation 
is provided to address any potential off-site effects associated with additional stormwater 
generated by the proposal.  
 

7.3 There are no identified effects on any heritage resource that might otherwise require 
consideration under both the Operative and proposed District Plan provisions.  
 

7.4 On this basis, the application is therefore considered to be precluded from limited notification. 
 

8.0 Section 104 Assessment 
 

Section 104(1)(a) - Assessment of Effects 
8.1 Section 104(1)(a) requires consideration of any actual and potential effects on the environment 

of allowing the activity. This has been carried out in the assessment above. The conclusion 
reached is that the adverse effects of granting consent to the proposal are less than minor, and 
therefore acceptable in the receiving environment.  
 

8.2 A condition is offered as part of the application to address the mitigation of stormwater generated 
by the additional impermeable areas. This is based on the recommendation made in the 
engineering report provided in Attachment D requiring modifications to the existing water tank 
to provide for some attenuation. A condition can be imposed which requires those modifications 
to be completed prior to the issuing of a Code of Compliance Certificate for the building works 
proposed. 

  
8.3 If considered necessary, a condition is offered to ensure that the proposed guest house is not to 

be used as a single residential unit, although this is not considered necessary given the plans show 
no cooking facilities that may constitute a kitchen. 
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Section 104(1)(ab) – Offsetting and Compensation 
8.4 Section 104(1)(ab) allows a consent authority to have regard to any measure that provides for 

positive effects to offset or compensate for adverse effects resulting from the activity. There is no 
offsetting or compensation involved in the application. 
 

Section 104(1)(c) – Relevant Planning Provisions 
8.5 Section 104(1)(b) requires the consent authority to have regard to the contents of any relevant 

documents as listed under Section 104(1)(b)(i)-(vi). For the purpose of considering this application 

the provisions of both the Operative Far North District Plan and proposed Far North District Plan  

require consideration. No higher-order national or regional planning documents require 

consideration given the minor extent of infringements.  The relevant provisions of the Operative 

and proposed District Plans are assessed below. 

Operative Far North District Plan 
8.6 Sections 10.9.3 and 10.9.4 of the District Plan contain the relevant planning provisions that the 

application needs to be considered against, noting that the infringements do not involve any 

District-Wide Provisions under Chapter 12 of the Plan. 

 

8.7 The Russell Township Zone only specifies one objective which states as follows: 

 

10.9.3.1 To achieve the continued growth and development of Russell in a way which maintains 

its special historic and amenity values and minimises adverse effects on the natural environment. 

 

8.8 The policy that underpins this objective and that is relevant to the proposal states as follows: 

 

10.9.4.3 That the portion of a site or of a development that is covered in buildings and other 

impermeable surfaces be limited to allow for open space and landscaping around buildings and to 

reduce total impermeable area and its adverse hydrological, ecological and amenity effects.  

 

8.9 It is considered that no adverse hydrological effects will arise through the appropriate on-site 

management of stormwater. Open space and landscaping on the site will be retained, noting that 

the extent of built form on the site complies with the Building Scale rule. Overall, the proposal will 

not have any adverse effects on the special historic and amenity values associated with Russell 

Township. The proposal is therefore considered to be consistent with the relevant planning 

provisions contained in the Operative District Plan. 

Proposed Far North District Plan 
8.10 The Historical and Cultural Values Chapter of the proposed District Plan contains the Heritage 

Area Overlays which are relevant to the proposal. The site is located within the Kororāreka Russell 

Heritage Area Overlay (Part D) which is described as covering ‘….the remainder of the Kororāreka 

Russell Heritage Area Overlay and reflects the original street layout and subdivision patterns and 

contains archaeological sites that indicate a relatively high sensitivity and risk of revealing 

archeological deposits relating to earlier Maori and European occupation.  It includes the cultural 

and archaeological landscape provided by the two headlands north and south of the beach.  It also 
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includes Matauwhi Bay which represents earlier Maori activity and some European settlement 

contemporary with Kororāreka Russell.’ 

 

8.11 The relevant Objective and Policies are listed as follows: 

• Objective HA-01 

• Policy HA-P1 

• Policy HA-P6 

 

8.12 Policy HA-P6 is specific to the Kororāreka Russell Heritage area overlay and is set out in full 

below: 

‘To maintain the integrity of the Kororāreka Russell Heritage area overlay and protect the 
heritage values by:  

a. maintaining the architecture and integrity of the build form within Part A The Strand, 
recognising the use of veranda, roof forms and materials that reflect an earlier architectural 
style; 

b. maintaining Part A The Strand as predominately a pedestrian area; 
c. protecting the architecture and integrity of the build form within Part B Wellington Street, 

recognising the low key informal siting of buildings, bush backdrop and villa or bungalow style 
build form; 

d. recognising and protecting the foreground and informal area upon entry of the Village 
created by the open space of the Christ Church building and yard of Part C Christ Church; 

e. ensuring subdivision reflects the form of the early township and the surviving historical 
boundaries and street layout; 

f. protecting scheduled archaeological sites from damage or destruction, and retrieving 
archaeological information whenever unscheduled archaeological sites are discovered; 

g. acknowledging and protecting the landforms and setting of Russell Kororāreka which have 
an important relationship to the values of the heritage area; and 

h. protecting boundary treatments and landscape areas associated with Scheduled Heritage 
Resources.’ 
 

8.13 Clauses a. – d. are only relevant to specific areas of the Heritage Overlay which do not affect the 

 site. Clause e. relates to subdivision which is not relevant to the proposal. Clauses f. and g. are 

 addressed by way of the archaeological assessment provided in Attachment D. Clause h. is not 

 relevant as the site is not identified as containing any Scheduled Heritage Resource. 

 

8.14 As the proposal is considered to be consistent with the Proposed Plan provisions, no consideration 

of the relative weighting to be given to the proposed Plan provisions in making any decision is 

required. 

Section 104(1)(c) - Other Matters 
8.15 Section 104(1)(c) provides for consideration of any other matters that may be relevant to the 

activity. There are no known other matters that may be relevant in considering this application. 
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9.0 Part 2 Assessment 

9.1 As per current case law2, an assessment of relevant matters under Section 104 is subject to Part 

2. A council must have regard to the provisions of Part 2 when it is appropriate to do so. In this 

case, there is no suggestion that the effects that have been identified and assessed, and the 

relevant planning provisions that require assessment, do not reflect those relevant matters in 

Sections 6 and 7. On that basis, it is not considered appropriate or necessary to undertake a 

detailed assessment of Part 2 matters. 
 

10.0 Conclusion 
 

10.1 This resource consent application has been prepared and lodged on behalf of Darren and Tracey 

McKenzie to undertake alterations and additions to an existing dwelling on a site located at 3 

Beresford Street, Russell. The identified Operative District Plan infringement relates to 

impermeable surfaces on the subject site. In addition, consent is required under the proposed Far 

North District Plan in terms of the Heritage overlay values. The application requires consideration 

as a discretionary activity. 

 

10.2 A full assessment of the requirements under Section 95A – 95G is provided. That assessment 

concludes that the adverse effects on both the wider environment and on identified adjacent 

owners are less than minor.  

 

10.3 Consideration of matters under Section 104 is provided. That consideration concludes that the 

extent of effects on the environment will be acceptable, and that the proposal is consistent with 

the identified planning provisions. On that basis, consent can be granted as a discretionary activity 

pursuant to Section 104 and 104B. Conditions can be imposed pursuant to Section 108, noting 

that conditions of consent have been offered in the application. 

 

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2 R J Davidson Family Trust v Marlborough DC [2018] NZCA 316 
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Executive Summary 

Geometria was engaged by D. & T. McKenzie to assess possible archaeological effects of a planned 
addition and pool at their property Lot 4 DP 413955, Beresford Street, Russell, that could potentially 
modify archaeological remains. No archaeological sites are present on the property and no 
archaeological remains were identified in the area of proposed works through historic research and 
minor on site investigation. Therefore, an authority is not required from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 
Taonga. However, owing to the significant historical activity in Russell/Kororāreka an accidental 
discovery protocol has been recommended. 
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Quality Information 

Document: Archaeological Assessment of Effects. Additions on Lot 4 DP 41395 at 5 Beresford Street, 
Russell 

Ref.: 2025-409 

Date: 14 October 2025 

Prepared by: Georgia Kerby and Jono Carpenter 

 

Revision History 

Revision Revision Date Details Authorised Name 

Draft 2 October 2025 Draft Georgia Kerby 

Final 14 October 2025 Final Jono Carpenter 

 

Glossary 

Classic The later period of New Zealand settlement 

Midden The remains of food refuse usually consisting of shells, and bone, but can also contain 
artefacts 

Pā A site fortified with earthworks and palisade defences 

Pit Rectangular excavated pit used to store crops by Māori 

Terrace A platform cut into the hill slope used for habitation  

Wahi tapu  Sites of spiritual significance to Māori  
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1 Introduction 
Geometria was engaged by D. & T. McKenzie to assess possible archaeological effects of a planned 
addition at their property 5 Beresford Street, Russell. Lot 4 DP 41395 is 1080m2 in size, and is sited on 
the rolling greywacke hill backing the Russell township (Figure 1). This area is fairly densely residential 
and the property is situated next to the National Catholic Shrine of Saint Peter Chanel and diagonally 
across from Russell Primary School. 

Plans by M4 Architects show the proposed deck and guest house addition plus a pool at the rear of the 
existing building that could potentially modify archaeological remains (Appendix A). The eastern 
elevation shows the requirement for a small cut to approximately 400mm depth, and presumably 
deeper excavation for the pool. The building has undergone various alterations since it was relocated 
onto the site, including a 32m2 house extension on the south and west sides in 1996, a new garage 
between 2002 and 2006, and an ensuite added between 2007 and 2008. The west of the house has 
been modified with concrete, driveway and garden, while the west is bounded by garden, a retaining 
wall and two large native trees. 

Under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 (HNZPTA) all archaeological sites are 
protected from any modification, damage or destruction except by the authority of Heritage New 
Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT). 

This assessment uses archaeological techniques to assess archaeological values and does not seek to 
locate or identify wahi tapu or other places of cultural or spiritual significance to Māori. Such 
assessments may only be made by Tangata Whenua, who may be approached independently of this 
report for advice. Likewise, such an assessment by Tangata Whenua does not constitute an 
archaeological assessment. Permission to undertake ground disturbing activity on and around 
archaeological sites and features may only be provided by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, and 
may only be monitored or investigated by a qualified archaeologist approved through the 
archaeological authority process. 

 

 
Figure 1. Location of 5 Beresford Street, Lot 4 DP 41395, Russell, Northland. Subject property outlined in blue. 
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2 Statutory Requirements 
There are two main pieces of legislation in New Zealand that control work affecting archaeological sites. 
These are the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 (HNZPTA; previously the Historic Places 
Act 1993) and the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA). 

2.1 The Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014 

Under the HNZPTA all archaeological sites are protected from any modification, damage or destruction 
except by the authority of the Historic Places Trust. Section 6 of the HNZPTA defines an archaeological 
site as:  

"(a) any place in New Zealand, including any building or structure (or part of a building or 
structure), that— 

(i) was associated with human activity that occurred before 1900 or is the site of the wreck 
of any vessel where the wreck occurred before 1900; and 

(ii) provides or may provide, through investigation by archaeological methods, evidence 
relating to the history of New Zealand; and 

(b) includes a site for which a declaration is made under section 43(1)” 

To be protected under the HNZPTA an archaeological site must have physical remains that pre-date 
1900 and that can be investigated by scientific archaeological techniques. Sites from 1900 or post-1900 
can be declared archaeological under section 43(1) of the Act.  

If a development is likely to impact on an archaeological site, an authority to modify or destroy this site 
can be sought from the local Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga office under section 44 of the Act. 
Where damage or destruction of archaeological sites is to occur Heritage New Zealand usually requires 
mitigation. Penalties for modifying a site without an authority include fines of up to $300,000 for 
destruction of a site. 

Most archaeological evidence consists of sub-surface remains and is often not visible on the ground. 
Indications of an archaeological site are often very subtle and hard to distinguish on the ground surface. 
Sub-surface excavations on a suspected archaeological site can only take place with an authority issued 
under Section 56 of the HNZPTA issued by the Heritage New Zealand.  

The archaeological authority process applies to all archaeological sites, regardless of whether:  

• The site is recorded in the NZ Archaeological Association Site Recording Scheme or included in 
the Heritage New Zealand List, 

• The site only becomes known about as a result of ground disturbance, and/ or 

• The activity is permitted under a district or regional plan, or a resource or building consent has 
been granted 

Heritage New Zealand also maintains the New Zealand Heritage List/ Rarangi Korero of Historic Places, 
Historic Areas, Wahi Tupuna, Wahi Tapu and Wahi Tapu Areas. The List can include archaeological sites. 
Its purpose is to inform members of the public about such places. 

2.2 The Resource Management Act 1991 

Archaeological sites and other historic heritage may also be considered under the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (RMA). The RMA establishes (under Part 2) in the Act’s purpose (Section 5) the 
matters of national importance (Section 6), and other matters (Section 7) and all decisions by a Council 
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are subject to these provisions. Sections 6e and 6f identify historic heritage (which includes 
archaeological sites) and Māori heritage as matters of national importance. 

Councils have a responsibility to recognise and provide for the relationship of Māori and their culture 
and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, wahi tapu, and other taonga (Section 6e). Councils 
also have the statutory responsibility to recognise and provide for the protection of historic heritage 
from inappropriate subdivision, use and development within the context of sustainable management 
(Section 6f). Responsibilities for managing adverse effects on heritage arise as part of policy and plan 
preparation and the resource consent processes. 

Historic heritage includes:  

• historic sites, structures, places, and areas  
• archaeological sites;  
• sites of significance to Māori, including wahi tapu;  
• surroundings associated with the natural and physical resources (RMA section 2).  

These categories are not mutually exclusive and some archaeological sites may include above ground 
structures or may also be places that are of significance to Māori.  

Where resource consent is required for any activity the assessment of effects is required to address 
cultural and historic heritage matters (RMA 4th Schedule and the district plan assessment criteria [if 
appropriate]). 

3 Methodology 

3.1 Site Assessment  

The methods used to assess the presence and state of archaeological remains on the property included 
both a desktop review and field survey. The desktop survey involved an investigation of written records 
relating to the history of the property. These included regional archaeological publications and 
unpublished reports, New Zealand Archaeological Association Site Record Files or NZAA SRF (ArchSite - 
www.archsite.org.nz - is the online repository of the NZAA SRF), and land plans held at Land Information 
New Zealand. The field survey included pedestrian surface survey, probing and spade testing.  

3.2 Significance Assessment  

HNZPT has provided guidelines setting out criteria that are specific to archaeological sites (HNZPT 
2006:9-10). The archaeological values of sites relate mainly to their information potential, that is, the 
extent to which they can provide evidence relating to local, regional and national history through the 
use of archaeological investigation techniques, and the research questions to which the site could 
contribute. The surviving extent, complexity and condition of sites are the main factors in their ability 
to provide information through archaeological investigation. Other relevant values could include 
historical, technological, architectural and cultural. 

Where archaeological sites, features and/or values are present within the proposed subdivision the 
following criteria are used to assess their significance:    

The first set of criteria assess the potential of the site to provide a better understanding of New 
Zealand’s past using scientific archaeological methods. These categories are focussed on the intra-site 
level.  

3.2.1 Condition and Integrity.   

How complete is the site? Are parts of it already damaged or destroyed? What information can be 
provided by the investigation of the site using archaeological methods.  
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A complete, undisturbed site with visible/accessible physical features would have high value, a partly 
destroyed or damaged site would have moderate value and a site suffering from extensive modification 
or damage would be of low value.  

3.2.2 Diversity  

How diverse are the visible/accessible physical features, and those features which might be expected 
below the surface and amenable to archaeological investigation of the site?   

A complex site like a pā or kāinga withs pits, terraces, defensive works, midden and stratified occupation 
deposits or other visible/accessible physical features and which could be expected to have a variety of 
subsurface features and associated with a long-term occupation by a large group of people would be 
of high significance. A smaller site, such as a complex of a few terraces, pits and midden which might 
be associated with a family-level occupation and used for a short period of time would be of moderate 
significance  A site with only one or two known or expected feature types, such as a small midden which 
overlay several ovens and with no other associated features is of low value.   

3.2.3 Rarity and Uniqueness  

How rare or unique is the site as a type? Are there features within the site that are not commonly found 
or are unusual?   

Rarity can be described in a local, regional and national context. If the site is not rare at all, it has low 
significance in this category. If the site is rare in a local context only it is of low significance, if the site is 
rare in a regional context, it has moderate significance and it is of high significance it the site is rare 
nationwide. Coastal shell midden with relatively homogenous contents and not specifically associated 
with a larger occupation or other features are ubiquitous in Taitokerau/Northland and are the most 
common site type nationally, and would generally be of low archaeological significance. Small pit and 
terrace complexes are moderately common and typically moderately significant. Pā sites, although still 
numbered in the thousands nationally, are rarer and are of high significance. Sites from the earliest 
period of human occupation in Aotearoa New Zealand, so-called “Archaic” sites associated with the 
cooked remains of moa and other extinct or locally extirpated species and Polynesian-style artefact 
forms are incredibly rare and unique and are of the highest significance, despite being a kind of midden.  

The second set of criteria puts the archaeological site into its broader context including the wider 
archaeological landscape, amenity values, and historic context and associations with events and people, 
and the values the present-day communities of interest hold in the site.  

3.2.4 Archaeological Context  

What is the context of the site within the surrounding archaeological sites?   

The question here is the part the site plays within the surrounding known archaeological sites. A site 
which sits amongst similar surrounding sites without any specific features of note, such as a coastal 
midden with other midden nearby is of low significance. A site which occupies a central or prominent 
position such as a large pā with surrounding satellite occupation, horticultural and other sites which 
might reasonably be associated with it is of high significance. 

3.2.5 Landscape Context and Amenity Values  

What is the context of the site within the landscape? Does it have visual, education, recreation or other 
amenity values   

This question is linked to the one above, but focuses onto the position of the site in the landscape. If it 
is a dominant site with many features still visible from public places it has high significance, but if the 
sites’ position in the landscape is ephemeral with little or no features visible it is of low significance. 
This assessment is also concerned with the amenity value of a site such as whether it is publicly 
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accessible and used for recreational or other activities, available and useful for interpretation and 
education activities. A prominent pā in a public reserve with walking tracks, an urupa visible from the 
road, or the site of a first waka or ship landing, church service or other important event regardless of 
whether anything physical is visible would be of high significance. Subsurface features on private land 
and not otherwise associated with any important person or even would be assessed as having low 
significance.   

3.2.6 Historic Context and Community Associations  

What is the historic context of the site and is it associated with important historic events or people? 
How do communities of interest, be they the mana whenua, other descendant communities or local 
inhabitants feel about the site?  

This is the question of known cultural association either by tangata whenua or other descendant 
groups. Sites linked with important historic events or people have higher the significance while sites 
with no known history are of lesser significance. Likewise sites ascribed value by communities of interest 
are of higher significance than those sites the community is unaware of or does not care about. An 
overall significance assessment derives from weighing up the different significance values across of the 
six categories. 

4 Historical Background 
The historic significance of Russell/Kororāreka has been recognised for more than sixty years, with 
major popular syntheses Ross (1946), Jack Lee (1983) and King (1992) and many other works also 
available. 

According to traditional histories, the Bay of Islands was controlled by the Ngātiawa people until the 
16th century when the people of the Hokianga and Kaikohe were coalescing as Ngāpuhi. Ngare Raumati, 
part of Ngātiwai, held Kororāreka through the 17th and early 18th century. After killing Waipahihi, a chief 
of Ngāti Manu of Paihia, Ngare Raumati ceded Kororāreka as compensation and Ngāti Manu controlled 
the area when the first European, Captain Stewart, stepped foot on the beach in 1805.  

The local Māori refused to sell land initially, but had relented by 1814 when Thomas Hansen, Captain 
of the Active, arrived in the Bay of Islands with Rev. Samuel Marsden. A substantial Māori population 
lived around a pā overseen by the Ngāti Manu chief Whareumu, with the settlement extending along 
the beach. The first European to take up residence was John Johnston, a sawyer and trader who had 
huts and saw pits in the area by 1827 but the European population remained small until the 1820s. 
Increasing stops by whalers looking for supplies and entertainment saw the population grow from this 
point on, and following the “Girls War” the Ngāti Manu influence declined in favour of Ngāpuhi. At this 
time large scale land purchases by Europeans began. Between 1830 and 1840 Russell became an 
important port for merchants and whalers and in the absence of a strong government became a rough 
and tumble frontier town. Elements of a civil society evolved locally in the lead up to the Treaty of 
Waitangi, with a Kororāreka Association of Vigilantes formed in 1838 to deal with local lawbreakers, the 
establishment of a local newspaper and banking company, and the call for subscriptions for road 
building from the local community. Following the Treaty and the subsequent removal of the seat of 
colonial government to Auckland, Russell declined somewhat.  

At the time of the chopping down of the flagstaff and subsequent sack of the town by Hone Heke and 
his allies in 1845, Kororāreka had a population of about 400. Although the town was soon re-established 
after Heke burned it to the ground apart from the churches and mission buildings, it entered a period 
of slow decline, exacerbated by the shift of the South Pacific whaling fleet to more northern latitudes, 
and the American Civil War which removed even more foreign ships from local waters. In 1876 Russell 
had two hotels, a dozen stores, a custom house and courthouse, post office, telegraph office, 
schoolhouse and 12 prefabricated cottages for miners; the establishment of a manganese mine in 1872 
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(closed in 1895) and a large mullet cannery in 1889 having provided the major economic stimulus to 
the town in the late 19th century. 

4.1 Section 26 Block 1 Parish of Russell 

The subject property was originally part of the Catholic Church’s holdings in Kororāreka, the three acres 
Section 26 Block 1 Parish of Russell (Figure 4). 

Section 26 was granted to Bishop Pompallier and the Catholic Church through the Land Claims 
Commission investigations of the 1840s and 1850s, and was separate to the Church’s purchase of its 
holdings on the beachfront where the Mission was established (Berghan 2006: 585, Old Land Claim 
585). 

This claim was made up from the following transactions in the Bay of Islands: 

Part of this land was purchased for £5 cash and 1 pair trousers in December 1836 by George Hull who 
sold to Edward Callender who sold and transferred to Bishop Pompallier on 13 April 1838. 

Another part was purchased in a larger tract on the 10 November 1838 from Rewa for goods amounting 
to £54 by L.A. Wood who sold part of this tract to Bishop Pompallier on the 4 July 1838. 

Another part was bought from Rewa by John Roberton in April 1839 and sold and transferred to Bishop 
Pompallier in 1839.  

On 28 September 1842, Bishop Pompallier appeared before the Old Land Claims Commission providing 
the usual details associated with claims. He also provided evidence of the original purchases and 
subsequent transfers. On 14 October 1842, Rewa gave evidence acknowledging the original transaction 
and the payments made. 

On 26 November 1842, Commissioner Godfrey recommended an award of 60 acres to be issued to 
Bishop Pompallier for the Catholic Mission. On 7 February 1843, the award was confirmed by Shortland. 
A grant for 59 acres was not issued until 11 February 1856.3654 Under the Bell Commission, the claim 
was surveyed and found to contain 85 acres. This was granted to Bishop Pompallier on 10 September 
1861. 

However, part of this grant to Pompallier and the Catholic Church had already been granted to settler 
and landowner Thomas Clayton (Berghan 2006: 73-75, Old Land Claim 102). On 6 November 1838, John 
Evans and George Thomas entered into a land transaction with “E Rukka” and “E Tucko” for 
approximately 1 acre “at the back of the swamp” at Kororāreka in the Bay of Islands. They paid £5 in 
cash and also in goods that were later calculated to have a value of 12s 6d making a total payment of 
£5. On 9 November 1838, Evans and Thomas transferred the land to George Thomas Clayton for £15.  

Clayton then on-sold the land to Joseph Aberline for the sum of £200. On 10 December 1840, Clayton 
forwarded in his claim to the Colonial Secretary. On 11 November 1841, Clayton testified before the 
Old Land Claims Commission providing the usual details associated with claims. John Evans testified to 
the original transaction made by he and Thomas and the transfer to Clayton three days later. On 27 
December 1841, William Wells testified to being a witness to the original deed. On 2 November 1842, 
E.Rukka testified to the original transaction and receipt of the payment. 

On 26 November 1842, Commissioner Godfrey found in favour of Clayton’s claim and recommended 
that an award for the 1 acre be issued to Aberline. On 13 December 1842, Shortland confirmed this 
award. The next day the award was gazetted. However, notification in August 1843 of the disallowance 
of the 1842 New Zealand Land Claims Ordinance meant that this award had to be recalculated under a 
formula for valuing pre-1840 payments that had been originally contained in the 1841 New Zealand 
Land Claims Ordinance. It appears, that the award was amended and a new award was gazetted on 6 
September 1843 although this possibly was for the same amount of land. At some later time, however, 
the Governor ordered an award to Clayton for 1 acre 10 perches although this was found to cause 
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difficulties in respect of surrounding sections. Nevertheless, a Grant was issued to Clayton on 30 
December 1844 for 1 acre 10 perches. 

There is nothing recorded on the file for OLC No.102 relating to the actions of the Bell Commission. A 
later summary, however, records Aberline’s Grant as being valid “but it interferes with a Grant to 
R[oman].C[atholic]. Bishop”. 

Clayton also made another claim that overlapped with the Catholic Church (Berghan 2006: 77-79, Old 
Land Claim 109). On 7 September 1837, Thomas Spicer entered into a land transaction with “Awaddy 
and Akeda” for approximately 9 acres at Kororāreka in the Bay of Islands for which he paid goods that 
were later calculated to have a value of £18. On 3 October 1838, Spicer sold the land to George Thomas 
Clayton for £30. Part of the land Clayton then on-sold to John Kelly and the rest to Stephenson. On 10 
December 1840, Clayton forwarded his claim to the Colonial Secretary. On 19 November 1841, Clayton 
testified before the Old Land Claims Commission providing the usual details associated with claims. On 
17 December 1841, Spicer also appeared and provided testimony on the original transaction from local 
Māori and also as to his onselling the land to Clayton. On 18 December 1841, the chief “Aneka” then 
appeared confirming the transaction to Spicer. 

On 26 November 1842, Commissioners Richmond and Godfrey found in favour of the claim and 
recommended that an award for the 9 acres be issued to Clayton and those who had subsequently 
purchased the land and claimed through him. Although Clayton’s claims had been opposed by Thomas 
Hanson, this claim was rejected as having not been substantiated. It also appeared that the part sold to 
Kelly had been further on-sold to A.B.V. de Sentis who had then sold it to Bishop Pompallier for the 
Roman Catholic Mission. 

On 13 December 1842, Shortland confirmed the award which was gazetted on 14 December 1842. 
However, notification in August 1843 of the disallowance of the 1842 New Zealand Land Claims 
Ordinance meant that this award had to be recalculated under a formula for valuing pre-1840 payments 
that had been originally contained in the 1841 New Zealand Land Claims Ordinance. As a result, the 
claimant’s award was amended and a new award was gazetted on 6 September 1843 which in Clayton’s 
case appears to have been for the same amount of land – 9 acres. 

Although the award had been confirmed, no Grant was issued to Clayton and the Bell Commission later 
recorded that no claim was brought forward in Clayton’s name. However, under the de Sentis claim 
OLC 972, a Grant for 3 acres and 10 perches was eventually awarded to the Roman Catholic Bishop on 
19 October 1855. This grant was not disturbed by the Bell Commission and was held as being valid. By 
1870, it was recorded on file that a claim had still not been brought forward in the name of Clayton so 
possibly this claim lapsed without an award being finalised. There is no other evidence of Stephenson’s 
derivative claim being recognised. 

OLC 300 shows the grants to Bishop Pompallier and Clayton, noting that Pompallier’s grant had formerly 
been granted to Clayton (Figures 5-6). Ultimately, the water course between the Oneroa Road and 
Chapel St, running east to west through the area, became the boundary line between the parties. The 
Catholic Church itself was originally built on the high ground to the east of the current church, as shown 
on Morton’s 1851 painting and as indicated on the 1889 and 1890 town survey plans (Figures 2-3;7-10; 
14). 

Unfortunately none of the many historic photographs of Russell from the 1890s-1920s show much in 
the way of clear detail for the rear part of the town. However it appears that there was little activity in 
the vicinity of the subject property. Aerial images and plan DP 41395 show Mrs Poole’s house directly 
next door to the subject property and the current church in the early 1950s, followed by the arrival of 
the present house at 5 Beresford Street after 1953 and 1971 (Figures 11-13). While a small structure is 
visible at the back of the house in the 1971 aerial (Figure 13), a 1977 aerial (SN 5124 Run A P3) clearly 
shows a large water or wastewater tank present on that location, the southwest corner of the house. 
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Figure 2. Clayton, George Thomas fl 1845: Kororareka in the Bay of Islands, New Zealand. Sketched Mar 10th 1845 on the 
morning before the assault and destruction by Honi Heke. Drawn by Captain Clayton, and on stone by W. A. Nicholas. London, 
E. D. Barlow [1845?] ATL C-010-022. Catholic church and Claytons house circled. Subject property between. 

 
Figure 3.  [Jones, Theodore Morton] 1828-1895: Kororarika, Bay of Islands; formerly the seat of government of New Zealand 
(burnt by natives) / [T M Jones] [1851? Part 2 ATL [Jones, Theodore Morton] 1828-1895: Kororarika, Bay of Islands ; formerly 
the seat of government of New Zealand (burnt by natives) / [T M Jones] [1851? Part 2 with Roman Catholic Church circled. 
Subject property in front and to the left of the church. 
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Figure 4. Section 26 Parish of Russell, Deeds Index 1E Country of Bedford: 90. 



Archaeological Assessment: Lot 4 DP 41395, 5 Beresford Street, Russell 

10 
 

 
Figure 5. OLC 300 (1863). 
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Figure 6. Detail from OLC 300 (1863). 
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Figure 7. SO 920C (1890). 
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Figure 8. Detail from SO 920C (1889). 

 
Figure 9. SO 5602 (1890). 
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Figure 10. Detail from SO 5602 (1890) showing Mrs Poole's house and Catholic Church. Subject property approximately where 
the word Bishop is annotated. 
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Figure 11. DP 41395 (1953) showing subdivision of Section 26. 
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Figure 12. Aerial image SN 209 Run 544/12 (1951) showing no development on subject property. House formerly belonging 
to Mrs Poole and old Catholic Church site circled. 

 
Figure 13. Aerial image SN 3406 Run 4480 (1971) showing the existing house, garage and a small structure in the back garden 
on subject property. 
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Figure 14. Archaeological sites, and historic features from maps, plans and aerials. 
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5 Archaeological Background 
The occupational history of Kororāreka/Russell has produced a dense archaeological landscape. The 
archaeology of the area spans the physical remains of the pre-contact Māori occupation, the pre-Treaty 
heyday of sailors, whalers and grogshops, the razing of the town at the start of the Northern war, and 
the rebuild and slow decline at the end of the 19th century, prior to the reinvigoration of the town as 
a sport fishing mecca and tourist attraction. 

The archaeological potential of Russell was noted in the Russell Planning Review in the late 1980s and 
numerous submissions drew attention to the importance of the archaeology and history of the area. 
This was recognised when the Planning Review recommended the identification of archaeological 
features and their investigation or preservation depending on circumstances so as to enhance the 
historic significance of the area (Nugent and Salmond 1988: 8). The subsequent technical report by 
Mclean and Maingay (1988) identified 87 sites associated with the early settlement of Russell, all but 
25 being located between York Street and the foreshore. There have been more than a dozen 
archaeological investigations in Russell, associated with the development of the area since the late 
1980s. Larger excavations have occurred at the south end of town in the vicinity of Pompallier House 
and the Department of Conservation Visitors Centre (the Hall House site, the Blomfield House site, 
James Callaghan’s tannery, The Arlidge-Hung House, The Gables). Extensive monitoring and testing 
occurred during the development of the Russell sewerage and wastewater schemes, and smaller testing 
and monitoring excavations have occurred at sites along The Strand, Cass Street and Wellington Street 
over the last 25 years. Artefacts and features have been found during archaeological investigation or 
monitoring of relatively small scale developments on properties which are already modified, including 
the installation of a fuel tank at the wharf, foundations for a new house on The Strand, re-piling and 
associated drainage works at the police station (e.g. Best 1995a and b; Best 2003). In 1993, W. England 
undertook trench-line monitoring and test excavations next to inspection covers as part of the Russell 
Sewerage Scheme reticulation (England 1993, 1994) across The Strand, York Street, and areas in 
between. Small-scale subdivision and residential development on Wellington Street has revealed 
historic and prehistoric midden and cooking features (Hensley 2003). Monitoring of cable trenches 
along The Strand and Cass Street has also revealed artefacts and charcoal-rich historic midden twenty 
centimetres below the asphalt (Maingay 2002; Maingay 2003). Having been involved in more 
investigations at Russell than any other archaeologist, S. Best has a comprehensive understanding of 
the archaeological potential of the area. In his concluding comments to the Hall House site excavation 
he states that “As with all archaeological investigations so far carried out at Russell on the back beach, 
despite the extremely limited extent...of the test holes, features and artefacts from the towns early 
past were discovered” (Best & Turner 1997:56). He has noted that because of the good bearing quality 
of the Russell beach ridge/foredune shingle, extant buildings in Russell tend to lack substantial 
excavation for piles or concrete slab floors meaning considerable undisturbed archaeological remains 
are likely to be present in many areas (Best 2000: 25). Rather less has been found behind the beach 
ridge in the vicinity of the old swamp east of York Street, or around its margins or on the higher ground.  

5.1 Previous Archaeological Work 

A review of ArchSite, the national database of recorded archaeological sites, managed by the New 
Zealand Archaeological Association (NZAA) has identified 10 sites within 200m of the subject property, 
although none are present on or within 30m of the property (Table 1; Appendix B). Primarily these sites 
are historic buildings which were originally recorded by S. Maingay and M. McLean in 1988 using old 
land plans such as W. J. Wheelers 1890 plan SO 5602, but without following up with a site visit (McLean 
and Maingay 1988). Joan Maingay recorded these locations as archaeological sites in 1993 during the 
FNDC Russell sewerage scheme upgrade. Two projects in the vicinity of Church Street (Johnson & 
Callaghan 2006; Callaghan 2007) found the subsurface in both the area of a carpark on Church Street 



Archaeological Assessment: Lot 4 DP 41395, 5 Beresford Street, Russell 

19 
 

and a test pit near the junction between Church and Chapel Streets to have been modified in the past 
and now been composed of fill to around 1-1.5m depth.  

The nearest such site to the subject property is  Q05/1170 “W. Bakers House”, recorded from historic 
survey plan SO5602 (1890) only, about 30m north of the central part of Chapel St. It has not been field 
checked. The next nearest site is Q05/1172 on the eastern side of Baker St, 30m north of Hazard St. It 
is also recorded from the historic survey plan and refers to a house “used by natives”.  

Q05/1171 is at 11 Chapel St. It comprised features associated with the relocated historic cottage 
(c1890) include a refuse pit on the north east corner of the property with sparse historic artefacts 
consisting mainly of fragments of china; a range of soakage pits to the rear and front of the cottage 
(mostly 20th century), a basalt rock and brick chimney base and a range of wooden foundation piles of 
which the original appeared split puriri and in one occasion a split top of an old wharf pile (Johnson & 
Callaghan 2014). A range of historic artefacts occurred in fill at the rear north side of the cottage 
consisting mainly of fragmentary china and glass with more recent mid-20th century items. A further 
range of late 19th century artefacts was found on the surface in the vicinity of the chimney base 
including a range of leather shoes and boots, whole and fragmentary glass bottles, ceramics and a tin. 
These occurred with later material relating to the early to mid-20th century. 

Q05/1555 is the original Russell School (Johnson and Callaghan 2021). The 1892 Russell School appears 
to have been constructed in the area identified as Reynolds Lot on OLC 300 (1863); also identified as 
Lot 15 on SO 5602 (1890). The playground appears to be the former Lot 14 on the same plan. The 
original school building appears in historic photographs to be a single room structure, typical of the 
1890s school rooms of the time, weatherboard clad with a corrugated iron roof, with a brick chimney 
situated at the interface of the teachers office/storeroom/entrance porch and the main school room. 
Between 1911 and 1932, the main school building was extended on the north side and the 
porch/teacher office/store room was also extended to the north. Additional windows were added at 
the time. By 1960, the building had uplifted, re-orientated along a west-east axis and partitioned to 
form three class rooms. By 1981 the gable ends had been added to the building and it is assumed that 
the verandah and ancillary offices had been added to the original 1892 section of the building at that 
time as well (Lindauer pers comm). A series of photographs taken between 1911 and 1954 show a 
school house located in the school grounds, to the south of the school. The school and school-house 
buildings are both fenced and separated by a grassed area, which is consistent with the 1865 and 1890 
land boundaries. The area appears to be a legal road or passage, which has been amalgamated into the 
school property. Note: this site record is for the site of the school. The building itself has been relocated, 
as noted, and has been extensively renovated. There are potential subsurface remains associated with 
the site of the original 1892 building (such as the remains of the chimney base, building foundations) 
that may still be in-situ. 
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Table 1. Recorded archaeological sites within 200m of subject property. 

Site Number NZTM Coordinates Type Description 

Q05/1289 E 2612850 N 6659220 Historic Midden 1850s rubbish pit, 1870/80s rubbish pit, early retaining 
wall. 

Q05/1164 E 2612900 N 6659300 Historic House Masefield's residence, as shown on W. J. Wheelers plan: 
SO 5602 (1890). West side of York Street; 20 m north of 
Cass Street, Russell. 

Q05/1166 E 2612900 N 6659200 Historic 
Workshop 

Prior’s workshop, recorded by Wheeler, 1890, SO 5602. 
On west side of York Street, about 30m south of Cass 
Street. 

Q05/1170 E 2613000 N 6659300 Historic House  W. Baker’s house recorded by Wheeler on SO 5602. On 
east side of Church Street, about 30m north of Chapel 
Street. 

Q05/1171 E 2613000 N 6659200 Historic Houses Historic house and historic house foundations and 
historic midden. 12 Chapel Street. 

Q05/1172 E 2613100 N 6659100 Historic House Historic Māori house on SO 5602. 

Q05/1184 E 2612900 N 66591300 Historic Building Site of Bank of New Zealand on SO 5602. 

Q05/1287 E 2613040 N 6659100 Artefacts Historic artefacts related to the Christ Church. 

Q05/1390 E 2613152 N 6659057 Artefacts Possible historic artefacts on Robertson and Bakers 
Streets. 

Q05/1555 E 1702235  N 6097325 Historic Building Original 1892 Russell School. 

 

 
Figure 15. Recorded archaeological sites near 5 Beresford Street, Russell, from Archsite (NZAA 2025). 
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6 Other Heritage Sites and Features 
The property is located on the edge of the current Far North District Council’s (FNDC) Heritage Precinct 
for Kororāreka Russell (Figure 16) but is included in Heritage Area D of the proposed District Plan which 
“reflects the original street layout and subdivision patterns and contains archaeological sites that 
indicate a relatively high sensitivity and risk of revealing archaeological deposits relating to earlier Māori 
and European occupation” (Figure 17). Several historic buildings in Russell are listed on the NZ Heritage 
List Rārangi Kōrero with the closest to the subject property being King House, which is positioned 
nearby on the corners of Beresford and Longbeach Road and is a Historic Place Category II listed building 
(No. 410). Slightly to the south, the Christ Church and Church Yard (No. 50) and Russell Primary School 
(No. 51) are also listed on Rārangi Kōrero as Category I and II historic buildings respectively. 

7 Site Inspection 
Georgia Kerby of Geometria visited the subject property on 8 October 2025 and carried out a site survey 
(Figures 18-21). The grassed central area of garden was generally flat suggesting previous modification, 
while a slightly depressed circular area at the south east portion of the garden suggested a circular 
garden or structure had been located there in the past. The grass was edged with barked planted soil 
garden beds and these were inspected for shell or other archaeological material. No archaeological 
material was visible on the surface on the lawn, its edges, or the surrounding gardens. The majority of 
the grassed area was investigated with a soil probe, with particular focus on the areas to be altered by 
the proposed development (Figure 21). Gritty or gravelly substrate with occasional lumps of what were 
inferred to be broken up concrete was felt by soil probe in the southern third to half of the grassed area 
(Figure 21). Two small test pits were dug and revealed the profile of loamy topsoil above a c. 150mm 
layer of disperse water-worn gravel including concrete fragments above a distinct horizontal boundary 
with buff coloured weathered greywacke clay (Table 2; Figures 19-20). 
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Figure 16. Current FNDC Plan for Russell. Dashed black line shows Heritage Precinct while purple line shows Township Area. 

 
Figure 17. Proposed FNDC Plan for Russell with Heritage Areas outlined in dark purple. Subject property outlined in blue. 



Archaeological Assessment: Lot 4 DP 41395, 5 Beresford Street, Russell 

23 
 

Table 2. Stratigraphy of test pits. 

Test Pit 1 Test Pit 2 

0-150mm Dark brown loamy topsoil 

150-190mm Partial concrete- light grey with 
pebbles inset and gravel around 

>190mm Buff coloured clay 

0-100mm Dark brown loamy topsoil 

100-250mm 50% pebbly gravel in 50% dark 
brown loam 

>190mm Buff coloured clay 

  

 
Figure 18. East (back) of house at 5 Beresford Street with two test pits. 
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Figure 19. Test pit 1. 

 
Figure 20. Test pit 2. 

 

 
Figure 21. Location of investigated areas from the site visit. 
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8 Assessment of Archaeological and Other Values 
There were no archaeological sites or remains on the subject property to assess. The house itself is 
historical but is not original to the property and was relocated onto the site sometime between 1953 
and 1971. 

9 Assessment of Effects and Recommendations 
No archaeological remains are expected to be affected by the proposed house addition and pool. There 
are no archaeological sites, heritage or listed sites present on the property. Both historic research and 
on site investigations have shown that the back (west) garden of the house at 5 Beresford Street has 
been modified in the past, probably including some levelling of the slope and laying of gravel and 
concrete, for the water tank or other small structure visible in the 1971 and 1977 aerial photographs.  

No archaeological remains were identified in the footprint of the proposed works by soil probe and two 
test pits, however the subsoil of the western edge of the proposed works footprint was covered by 
garden beds and were not investigated. The proposed works will not require an authority from Heritage 
New Zealand Pouhere Taonga, but there is potential for archaeological materials to remain in that area, 
although unlikely given the level of past modification and lack of historical structures on the site. 
Therefore, if other archaeological remains or buried cultural deposits are encountered on the property 
during cutting of the clay bank, construction or in the course of other ground disturbing activity on the 
property like trenching for services, such as layers of shell midden, charcoal-rich or burned soils, oven 
stones, artefacts like worked stone, bottles, ceramics, iron or building materials, or other unusual 
cuts/fills etc, onsite agents should cease work within 10m of the suspected feature and Heritage New 
Zealand and Geometria should be contacted for advice on how to proceed.  

10 Conclusions  
Geometria was engaged by D. & T. McKenzie to assess possible archaeological effects of a planned 
addition at their property Lot 4 DP 413955, Beresford Street, Russell. The proposal includes a deck 
extension and guest house addition plus a pool at the rear of the existing building that could potentially 
modify archaeological remains through shallow earthworks for the extension (max. 400mm) and 
deeper excavation required for the pool. No archaeological sites are present on the property and no 
archaeological remains were identified in the area of proposed works through historic research and 
minor on site investigation and an authority is not required from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 
Taonga. However, owing to the significant historical activity in Russell/Kororāreka an accidental 
discovery protocol has been recommended. 
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APPENDIX A: Architectural Plans 
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APPENDIX B: Site Record Forms 
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1. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 
 

The following table is intended to be a concise summary which must be read in conjunction with the relevant 
report sections as referenced herein. 

Legal Description: Lot 4 DP 41395 

Site Area: 1,079m² 

Development Type: Proposed Guest House & Pool 

Development Proposals 
Supplied: 

Plan Set by Main 4 Architects Ltd (Ref No: 872, dated: 03.11.2025) 

District Plan Zone: Russell Township Zone 

Permitted Activity Coverage: 35% 

Impermeable Coverage: 
Total Existing Impermeable Areas:  507.8m² 
Total Impermeable Areas Post-Development: 534.61m² (49.5%) 

Activity Status: Restricted Activity 

Roof Attenuation: 

Attenuation is to be provided in accordance with the requirements 
outlined in Section 5 via the existing dual-purpose rainwater tank.  
 
Existing Tank – 1 x 25,000 litre Rainwater Tanks (or similar) 
Dimensions – 3600mmØ x 2600mm high (or greater) 
50% AEP & 20% AEP Control Orifice – 44mmØ orifice; located 
>420mm below the overflow outlet 
1% AEP Control Orifice – 65mmØ orifice; located 290mm above the 
50% AEP & 20% AEP Control Orifice 
Overflow – 100mmØ at the top of the tank 

Point of Discharge: 
To existing stormwater connection if suitable. Alternatively, a new 
connection to the street catchpit is proposed. 
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2. SCOPE OF WORK 
 
Wilton Joubert Ltd. (WJL) was engaged by the client to produce an on-site stormwater mitigation assessment 
for the above site. 
 
At the time of report writing, we have been supplied the following documents:  

• Plan Set by Main 4 Architects Ltd, including site plan, floor plan and elevations (Ref No: 872, dated: 
03.11.2025) 

 
Should any changes be made to the provided plans with stormwater management implications, WJL must be 
contacted for review. 
 

3. SITE DESCRIPTION 
  
The proposed development will be constructed within the following property, which is located off the eastern 
side of Beresford Street, on the northeastern outskirts of the Russell central business district: 
 

• 5 Beresford Street, Russell, legally described as Lot 4 DP 41395. 
 

 
Figure 1: Aerial snip from FNDC Maps showing site boundaries (cyan), public wastewater (red), public potable water (blue), public 

stormwater (green) and 1m contours (yellow) 
 
The surface area of the rectangular shaped property is 1,079m² and can be accessed via two short, paved 
driveway entrances at the northwestern and southwestern boundary corners. 
 
Existing built development is confined to the approximate western half of the site, where an existing dwelling 
is situated, along with a garage at the northwestern boundary corner. Aside from the eastern side, the dwelling 
and garage are generally bound by paving and maintained gardens. The approximate eastern half of the site 
is covered in lawn, with trees and bush planted across the upslope eastern boundary. 
 
Topographically speaking, aside from the eastern boundary perimeter, the site is near level to gently inclined, 
falling to the west towards Beresford Road at gradients averaging less than 5°. 
 
The Far North District Council (FNDC) GIS Water Services Map shows the presence of public wastewater and 
potable water lines on the eastern side of Beresford Street which are assumed to provide the subject site with 
connections. A public open drain runs along the western side of Beresford Street. 
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4. DEVELOPMENT PROPOSALS 
 
The proposed works include constructing a guest house, pool and deck on-site as well as removing the existing 
carport area, as depicted in the plan set by Main 4 Architects Ltd (Ref No: 872, dated: 03.11.2025). 
 

 
Figure 2: Snip of Plan Set by Main 4 Architects Ltd (Ref No: 872, dated: 03.11.2025) 

 
The principal objective of this assessment is to provide an indicative stormwater disposal design which will 
manage runoff generated from the increased impermeable areas associated with the proposed development. 

 

5. ASSESSMENT CRITERIA 
 
Impermeable Areas 
 
Total Existing Impermeable Areas  = 507.8m² 
Total Impermeable Areas Post-Development = 534.61m² (49.5%) 
 
District Plan Rules  
 
The site is zoned Russell Township Zone. The following rules apply under the FNDC District Plan:  
 
10.9.5.1.7 – Permitted Activities – Stormwater Management - The maximum proportion of the gross site area 
covered by buildings and other impermeable surfaces shall be 35%. 
 
10.9.5.2.9 – Restricted Discretionary Activities – Stormwater Management - The maximum proportion site 
area covered by buildings and other impermeable surfaces shall be 40%. 
 
The total proposed impermeable area exceeds 40% and does not comply with Permitted Activity Rule 
(10.9.5.1.7) nor Restricted Discretionary Activity (10.9.5.2.9). Therefore, the proposal is considered a 
Discretionary Activity. Additional considerations for stormwater management as outlined in the FNDC District 
Plan Section 11.3 are required. A District Plan Assessment has been included in Section 8 of this report. 
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Design Requirements 
 
The site is under the jurisdiction of the Far North District Council. The design has been completed in 
accordance with the recommendations and requirements contained within the Far North District Council 
Engineering Standards, the Far North District Council District Plan and Clause E1 of the New Zealand Building 
Code. 
 
In accordance with Table 4-1 of the Engineering Standards, Flow Attenuation and Flood Control attenuation 
will be provided for the proposed impermeable areas in excess of the permitted activity threshold. The Type 
IA storm profile was utilised for Flow and Flood Control calculations in accordance with TR-55. HydroCAD® 
software has been utilised in design for a 50% AEP rainfall value of 127mm with a 24-hour duration, a 20% AEP 
rainfall value of 167mm with a 24-hour duration and a 1% AEP rainfall value of 299mm with a 24-hour duration 
utilised for calculations. Rainfall data was obtained from HIRDS and increased by 20% to account for climate 
change. 

6. STORMWATER MITIGATION ASSESSMENT  
 
To meet the requirements outlined in Section 5, the following must be provided: 
 
Stormwater Mitigation – Roof 
 
A proprietary guttering system is required to collect roof runoff from the proposed guest house roof area and 
direct runoff to the existing potable water tank. A first flush diverter and/or leaf filters may be installed in-line 
between the gutters and the tank inlet. The tank inlet level should be at least 600mm below the gutter inlet 
and any in-line filters. Any filters will require regular inspection and cleaning to ensure the effective operation 
of the system. The frequency of cleaning will depend on current and future plantings around the existing / 
proposed roof areas. 
 
The upper section of the potable water tank is to act as a detention volume to achieve Flow Attenuation and 
Flood Control for the proposed impermeable areas in excess of the permitted activity level. 
 
As per the attached design calculations, the existing tank’s overflow should be fitted with flow attenuation 
outlets as specified below: 
 
Existing Tank 
 

1 x 25,000 litre Rainwater Tank 
 

Tank dimensions  
 

3600mmØ (or greater) x 2600mm high (or greater) 
 

Outlet Orifice (50% AEP & 20% AEP 
Control)  
 
 
 

44mm diameter orifice; located >420mm below the overflow 
outlet 

- 195mm water elevation (50% AEP Control) 
- 2.0m³ storage (50% AEP Control) 
- 286mm water elevation (20% AEP Control) 
- 2.9m³ storage (20% AEP Control) 

 
Outlet Orifice (1% AEP Control)  
 
 
 

65mm diameter orifice; located 290mm above the 50% & 20% 
AEP Control Orifice 

- 414mm water elevation 
- 4.2m³ storage 

Overflow Outlet 100mm diameter; located at the top of the tank 
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Discharge from the existing potable water / detention tank must continue to be transported via sealed pipes 
to the existing outlet in the catchpit located on the eastern side of Beresford Street. Refer to the appended 
Site Plan (143693-C200), Tank Detail (143693-C201) and calculation set for clarification. 
 
Stormwater Mitigation – Pool Overflows 
 
To prevent contamination of runoff, pool overflows must not be directed to any part of the stormwater 
management system. Pool overflows are to be managed by a separate system designed by a suitably qualified 
professional. 

7. STORMWATER RUNOFF SUMMARY 
 
Refer to the appended HydroCAD Calculation output.  
 
Maximum Permitted Threshold Peak Flows – 50% AEP, 20% AEP & 1% AEP Storm Events + CCF 

Surface  
Area Runoff CN 

50% AEP 
Peak Flow 

Rate 

20% AEP 
Peak Flow 

Rate 

1% AEP Peak 
Flow Rate 

Maximum Permitted 
Impermeable Area 

377.7 m² 98 
5.81ℓ/s 8.74ℓ/s 18.64ℓ/s 

Remaining 
Greenfields 

701.3 m² 74 

 
Post-Development Scenario – 50% AEP, 20% AEP & 1% AEP Storm Events + CCF 

Surface  
Area Runoff CN 

50% AEP 
Peak Flow 

Rate 

20% AEP 
Peak Flow 

Rate 

1% AEP Peak 
Flow Rate 

Existing Dwelling & 
Proposed Guest 
House directed to 
potable water tank 
fitted with 
attenuation outlets 

272.4 m² 98 

5.79ℓ/s 8.17ℓ/s 18.32ℓ/s 
Existing 
Impermeable Areas 
not directed to tank 

262.2 m² 98 

Remaining 
Greenfields 

544.4 m² 74 

 
Given the design parameters, Flow Attenuation and Flood Control will be achieved for the proposed 
impermeable areas in excess of the permitted activity threshold. 

8. DISTRICT PLAN ASSESSMENT 
 
As the proposed development is not compliant with Permitted Activity Rule 10.9.5.1.7, nor Restricted 
Discretionary Activity Rule 10.9.5.2.9, it is therefore regarded as a Discretionary Activity. 
 
In assessing an application under this provision, the Council will exercise its discretion to review the following 
matters below, (a) through (m) of FNDCDP Section 11.3. 
 
In respect of matters (a) through (m), we provide the following comments: 
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(a) the extent to which building site coverage and 
Impermeable Surfaces contribute to total 
catchment impermeability and the provisions of 
any catchment or drainage plan for that 
catchment; 

Impermeable surfaces resulting from the development 
increase site impermeability by 26.81m².  Through tank 
attenuation runoff resulting from the proposed 
development is to be attenuated back to permitted 
flows for the 50%, 20% & 1% AEP storm events, 
adjusted for climate change. 

(b) the extent to which Low Impact Design 
principles have been used to reduce site 
impermeability; 

Through tank attenuation runoff resulting from the 
existing / proposed development is to be attenuated 
back to permitted flows for the 50%, 20% & 1% AEP 
storm events, adjusted for climate change. 

(c) any cumulative effects on total catchment 
impermeability; 

Impervious coverage will increase by 26.81m². 
 

(d) the extent to which building site coverage and 
Impermeable Surfaces will alter the natural 
contour or drainage patterns of the site or disturb 
the ground and alter its ability to absorb water; 

Runoff resulting from the proposed impermeable areas 
is to be collected and directed to stormwater 
management devices and then to the available 
stormwater connection via sealed pipes. This should 
not worsen the ability of natural ground to absorb 
water in normal conditions. 

(e) the physical qualities of the soil type; Silty / Silty clay soils – moderate drainage 

(f) any adverse effects on the life supporting 
capacity of soils; 

Runoff resulting from the existing / proposed 
impermeable areas is to be collected and directed to 
stormwater management devices and then to the 
available stormwater connection via sealed pipes, 
mitigating the potential for contamination of 
surrounding soils and harm to the life supporting 
capacity of soils. 

(g) the availability of land for the disposal of 
effluent and stormwater on the site without 
adverse effects on the water quantity and water 
quality of water bodies (including groundwater 
and aquifers) or on adjacent sites; 

Runoff resulting from the proposed impermeable areas 
is to be collected and directed to stormwater 
management devices and then to the available 
stormwater connection via sealed pipes, mitigating the 
potential for contamination of surrounding soils and 
harm to the life supporting capacity of soils. 
 
Public wastewater connection is available to the site. 

(h) the extent to which paved, Impermeable 
Surfaces are necessary for the proposed activity; 

The existing driveway is necessary to provide access to 
the existing dwelling and is not considered excessive. 
The proposed pool is not considered excessive. 

(i) the extent to which land scaping and 
vegetation may reduce adverse effects of run-off; 

Existing vegetation and any plantings introduced by the 
owner during occupancy will aid in reducing surface 
water velocity and providing treatment. No specific 
landscaping scheme is proposed as part of the 
stormwater management system described herein. 

(j) any recognised standards promulgated by 
industry groups; 

Not applicable. 

k) the means and effectiveness of mitigating 
stormwater runoff to that expected by permitted 
activity threshold; 

Through tank attenuation runoff resulting from the 
proposed development is to be attenuated back to 
permitted flows for the 50%, 20% & 1% AEP storm 
events, adjusted for climate change. 

(l) the extent to which the proposal has 
considered and provided for climate change; 

Rainfall data was obtained from HIRDS and increased 
by 20% to account for climate change. 

(m) the extent to which stormwater detention 
ponds and other engineering solutions are used 
to mitigate any adverse effects. 

Through tank attenuation runoff resulting from the 
existing / proposed development is to be attenuated 
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back to permitted flows for the 50%, 20% & 1% AEP 
storm events, adjusted for climate change. 

 

9. NOTES 
 
If any of the design specifications mentioned in the previous sections are altered or found to be different than 
what is described in this report, Wilton Joubert Ltd will be required to review this report. Indicative system 
details have been provided in the appendices of this report (143693-C200 & 143693-C201).  
 
Care should be taken when constructing the discharge point to avoid any siphon or backflow effect within the 
stormwater system.  
 
Subsequent to construction, a programme of regular inspection / maintenance of the system should be 
initiated by the Owner to ensure the continuance of effective function, and if necessary, the instigation of any 
maintenance required. 
 

Wilton Joubert Ltd recommends that all contractors keep a photographic record of their work.   
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10. LIMITATIONS 
 
The recommendations and opinions contained in this report are based on information received and available 
from the client at the time of report writing. 
 
This assignment only considers the primary stormwater system.  The secondary stormwater system, Overland 
Flow Paths (OLFP), geotechnical requirements, vehicular access and the consideration of road/street water 
flooding is all assumed to be undertaken by a third party. 
 
All drainage design is up to the connection point for each building face of any new structures/slabs; no internal 
building plumbing or layouts have been undertaken. 
 
During construction, an engineer competent to judge whether the conditions are compatible with the 
assumptions made in this report should examine the site.  In all circumstances, if variations occur which differ 
from that described or that are assumed to exist, then the matter should be referred to a suitably qualified 
and experienced engineer. 
 
The performance behaviour outlined by this report is dependent on the construction activity and actions of 
the builder/contractor.  Inappropriate actions during the construction phase may cause behaviour outside the 
limits given in this report. 
 
This report has been prepared for the particular project described to us and no responsibility is accepted for 
the use of any part of this report in any other context or for any other purpose. 
 
 
Wilton Joubert Ltd. 
 

 
 

Gustavo Brant 

Civil Engineer 

 
 

BE(Hons)   

REPORT ATTACHMENTS 
 

• Site Plan - C200 (1 sheet) 

• Tank Detail – C201 (1 sheet) 

• Calculation Set 
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Time span=0.00-24.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 481 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN

Reach routing by Stor-Ind method  -  Pond routing by Stor-Ind method

Runoff Area=1,078.9 m²   35.00% Impervious   Runoff Depth>240 mmSubcatchment 24S: Maximum 
   Tc=10.0 min   CN=82   Runoff=18.64 L/s  259.4 m³

   Inflow=18.64 L/s  259.4 m³Link 32L: Maximum Permitted Flows
   Primary=18.64 L/s  259.4 m³
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Summary for Subcatchment 24S: Maximum Permitted Threshold

Runoff = 18.64 L/s @ 7.96 hrs,  Volume= 259.4 m³,  Depth> 240 mm

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-24.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type IA 24-hr  1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Area (m²) CN Description
701.3 74 >75% Grass cover, Good, HSG C
377.6 98 Roofs, HSG C

1,078.9 82 Weighted Average
701.3 65.00% Pervious Area
377.6 35.00% Impervious Area

Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (meters) (m/m) (m/sec) (m³/s)
10.0 Direct Entry, 

Subcatchment 24S: Maximum Permitted Threshold
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Type IA 24-hr
1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Runoff Area=1,078.9 m²
Runoff Volume=259.4 m³

Runoff Depth>240 mm
Tc=10.0 min

CN=82

18.64 L/s



Type IA 24-hr  1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm143693
  Printed  30/11/2025Prepared by Wilton Joubert Limited

Page 4HydroCAD® 10.00-26  s/n 10413  © 2020 HydroCAD Software Solutions LLC

Summary for Link 32L: Maximum Permitted Flows

Inflow Area = 1,078.9 m², 35.00% Impervious,  Inflow Depth > 240 mm    for  1% AEP + 20% CCF event
Inflow = 18.64 L/s @ 7.96 hrs,  Volume= 259.4 m³
Primary = 18.64 L/s @ 7.96 hrs,  Volume= 259.4 m³,  Atten= 0%,  Lag= 0.0 min

Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-24.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs

Link 32L: Maximum Permitted Flows

Inflow
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Inflow Area=1,078.9 m²
18.64 L/s

18.64 L/s
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Time span=0.00-24.00 hrs, dt=0.05 hrs, 481 points
Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN

Reach routing by Stor-Ind method  -  Pond routing by Stor-Ind method

Runoff Area=272.4 m²   100.00% Impervious   Runoff Depth>292 mmSubcatchment 34S: Existing Dwelling 
   Tc=10.0 min   CN=98   Runoff=5.37 L/s  79.6 m³

Runoff Area=24.0 m²   100.00% Impervious   Runoff Depth>292 mmSubcatchment 47S: Proposed Pool
   Tc=10.0 min   CN=98   Runoff=0.47 L/s  7.0 m³

Runoff Area=49.0 m²   100.00% Impervious   Runoff Depth>292 mmSubcatchment 48S: Existing Garage
   Tc=10.0 min   CN=98   Runoff=0.97 L/s  14.3 m³

Runoff Area=189.2 m²   100.00% Impervious   Runoff Depth>292 mmSubcatchment 49S: Existing Driveway
   Tc=10.0 min   CN=98   Runoff=3.73 L/s  55.3 m³

Runoff Area=544.4 m²   0.00% Impervious   Runoff Depth>213 mmSubcatchment 50S: Remaining 
   Tc=10.0 min   CN=74   Runoff=8.25 L/s  115.8 m³

Peak Elev=0.414 m  Storage=4.2 m³   Inflow=5.37 L/s  79.6 m³Pond 54P: 1 x 25,000L Rainwater Tanks
   Outflow=5.05 L/s  79.2 m³

   Inflow=18.32 L/s  271.6 m³Link 35L: Post-Development Flows Attenuated Back to Permitted Levels
   Primary=18.32 L/s  271.6 m³
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Summary for Subcatchment 34S: Existing Dwelling & Proposed Guest House

Runoff = 5.37 L/s @ 7.94 hrs,  Volume= 79.6 m³,  Depth> 292 mm

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-24.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type IA 24-hr  1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Area (m²) CN Description
272.4 98 Roofs, HSG C
272.4 100.00% Impervious Area

Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (meters) (m/m) (m/sec) (m³/s)
10.0 Direct Entry, 

Subcatchment 34S: Existing Dwelling & Proposed Guest House

Runoff

Hydrograph

Time  (hours)
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Type IA 24-hr
1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Runoff Area=272.4 m²
Runoff Volume=79.6 m³
Runoff Depth>292 mm

Tc=10.0 min
CN=98

5.37 L/s
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Summary for Subcatchment 47S: Proposed Pool

Runoff = 0.47 L/s @ 7.94 hrs,  Volume= 7.0 m³,  Depth> 292 mm

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-24.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type IA 24-hr  1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Area (m²) CN Description
24.0 98 Roofs, HSG C
24.0 100.00% Impervious Area

Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (meters) (m/m) (m/sec) (m³/s)
10.0 Direct Entry, 

Subcatchment 47S: Proposed Pool

Runoff

Hydrograph

Time  (hours)
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Type IA 24-hr
1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Runoff Area=24.0 m²
Runoff Volume=7.0 m³
Runoff Depth>292 mm

Tc=10.0 min
CN=98

0.47 L/s
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Summary for Subcatchment 48S: Existing Garage

Runoff = 0.97 L/s @ 7.94 hrs,  Volume= 14.3 m³,  Depth> 292 mm

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-24.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type IA 24-hr  1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Area (m²) CN Description
49.0 98 Roofs, HSG C
49.0 100.00% Impervious Area

Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (meters) (m/m) (m/sec) (m³/s)
10.0 Direct Entry, 

Subcatchment 48S: Existing Garage

Runoff

Hydrograph

Time  (hours)
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Type IA 24-hr
1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Runoff Area=49.0 m²
Runoff Volume=14.3 m³
Runoff Depth>292 mm

Tc=10.0 min
CN=98

0.97 L/s
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Summary for Subcatchment 49S: Existing Driveway

Runoff = 3.73 L/s @ 7.94 hrs,  Volume= 55.3 m³,  Depth> 292 mm

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-24.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type IA 24-hr  1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Area (m²) CN Description
189.2 98 Roofs, HSG C
189.2 100.00% Impervious Area

Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (meters) (m/m) (m/sec) (m³/s)
10.0 Direct Entry, 

Subcatchment 49S: Existing Driveway

Runoff

Hydrograph

Time  (hours)
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Type IA 24-hr
1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Runoff Area=189.2 m²
Runoff Volume=55.3 m³
Runoff Depth>292 mm

Tc=10.0 min
CN=98

3.73 L/s
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Summary for Subcatchment 50S: Remaining Greenfields

Runoff = 8.25 L/s @ 7.98 hrs,  Volume= 115.8 m³,  Depth> 213 mm

Runoff by SCS TR-20 method, UH=SCS, Weighted-CN, Time Span= 0.00-24.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Type IA 24-hr  1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Area (m²) CN Description
544.4 74 >75% Grass cover, Good, HSG C
544.4 100.00% Pervious Area

Tc Length Slope Velocity Capacity Description
(min) (meters) (m/m) (m/sec) (m³/s)
10.0 Direct Entry, 

Subcatchment 50S: Remaining Greenfields

Runoff

Hydrograph

Time  (hours)
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Type IA 24-hr
1% AEP + 20% CCF Rainfall=299 mm

Runoff Area=544.4 m²
Runoff Volume=115.8 m³

Runoff Depth>213 mm
Tc=10.0 min

CN=74

8.25 L/s
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Summary for Pond 54P: 1 x 25,000L Rainwater Tanks

Inflow Area = 272.4 m²,100.00% Impervious,  Inflow Depth > 292 mm    for  1% AEP + 20% CCF event
Inflow = 5.37 L/s @ 7.94 hrs,  Volume= 79.6 m³
Outflow = 5.05 L/s @ 8.06 hrs,  Volume= 79.2 m³,  Atten= 6%,  Lag= 7.5 min
Primary = 5.05 L/s @ 8.06 hrs,  Volume= 79.2 m³

Routing by Stor-Ind method, Time Span= 0.00-24.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs
Peak Elev= 0.414 m @ 8.06 hrs   Surf.Area= 10.2 m²   Storage= 4.2 m³

Plug-Flow detention time= 15.2 min calculated for 79.1 m³ (99% of inflow)
Center-of-Mass det. time= 11.6 min ( 655.9 - 644.2 )

Volume Invert Avail.Storage Storage Description
#1 0.000 m 26.5 m³ 3.60 mD x 2.60 mH Vertical Cone/Cylinder

Device Routing     Invert Outlet Devices
#1 Primary 0.000 m 44 mm Vert. Orifice/Grate    C= 0.600   
#2 Primary 0.300 m 65 mm Vert. Orifice/Grate    C= 0.600   

Primary OutFlow  Max=5.04 L/s @ 8.06 hrs  HW=0.413 m   (Free Discharge)
1=Orifice/Grate  (Orifice Controls 2.53 L/s @ 1.66 m/s)
2=Orifice/Grate  (Orifice Controls 2.51 L/s @ 0.76 m/s)

Pond 54P: 1 x 25,000L Rainwater Tanks
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Summary for Link 35L: Post-Development Flows Attenuated Back to Permitted Levels

Inflow Area = 1,079.0 m², 49.55% Impervious,  Inflow Depth > 252 mm    for  1% AEP + 20% CCF event
Inflow = 18.32 L/s @ 7.99 hrs,  Volume= 271.6 m³
Primary = 18.32 L/s @ 7.99 hrs,  Volume= 271.6 m³,  Atten= 0%,  Lag= 0.0 min

Primary outflow = Inflow, Time Span= 0.00-24.00 hrs, dt= 0.05 hrs

Link 35L: Post-Development Flows Attenuated Back to Permitted Levels
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Attachment E District Plan maps 
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Operative Far North District Plan Map 

 

Proposed Far North District Plan Map 
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