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SUBMISSION ON NOTIFIED RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION 

TIPPLE FAMILY TRUST STAIRCASE,38 KAITERITERI-SANDY BAY ROAD 

 

RM240000: Land use consent for a deck and associated stairway at 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road that 
does not meet permitted activity rules for building set back and daylight admission in the 
Residential Zone, building set back in the Open Space Zone, earthworks in the Land 
Disturbance Area 2, structures in a Road Area, structures in a Cultural Heritage Precinct or 
structures in the Coastal Environment Area. The structure also extends down the hillside 
across an unformed legal road to access the beach below the property.  

The deck and stairway were constructed without the correct authorisations therefore the 
application for resource consent is made retrospectively.  

TO: Resource Consent Administration Officer  
Tasman District Council 
Private Bag 4, Richmond 7050 
Submitted via email: rcadmin@tasman.govt.nz  

COPY TO: D Tipple & T Tipple & M Tipple 
c/- Tayla Carson 
tayla@planscapes.co.nz 
Planscapes (NZ) Limited 

 

Introduction  
1. Ngāti Rārua are tangata whenua in Te Tauihu o te Waka-a-Māui (‘Te Tauihu’, the northern South Island) 

and hold mana whenua / mana moana over the lands and waters of their rohe.   

2. Ngāti Rārua originate from the western coast of the King Country region and descend from those 
tūpuna who travelled to Aotearoa on the Tainui Waka.  Ngāti Rārua came to Te Tauihu from the late 
1820s and established pā and kāinga at numerous locations in Te Tai Tapu (Northwest Coast), Mohua 
(Golden Bay), Te Tai o Aorere (Tasman Bay) and Wairau / Te Koko-o-Kupe (Cloudy Bay).  Ngāti Rārua 
customary rights overlap and intersect with those of other tangata whenua iwi in these areas.  

3. Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua manages assets, businesses and taonga on behalf of all Ngāti Rārua whānau 
members. It is the mandated voice and representative for the collective interests of Ngāti Rārua and is 
an iwi authority in terms of the Resource Management Act 1991.  

Ngāti Rārua Associations with the Kaiteretere area 
4. Ngāti Rārua tūpuna maintained a settlement in Kaiteretere from the earliest days of their arrival in Te 

Tauihu.  The area is steeped in history – abundant wāhi tapu and other taonga link present day iwi 
physically and spiritually to their tūpuna.  

5. For Ngāti Rārua, the area encompassed by Kākā Point, including the land now owned by the Tipple 
Family Trust, is a wāhi tapu.   
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Kākā Point Pā & subject site 

6. Ngāti Rārua tūpuna maintained a defensible pā on Kākā Point.  Within the pā site, houses were built on 
terraces and food stored in pits. A series of ditches were constructed across the narrow area between 
the point and the mainland. Stone remnants indicate a wall existed on the outside of the ditch. It is 
likely that a series of banks and terraces were used to obstruct aggressors who were able to penetrate 
the outer wall. On the seaward sides of the pā, precipitous cliffs provided an excellent defensible 
natural barrier. 

7. Kākā Pā was part of a network of settlements that stretched along the coast of Te Tai o Aorere, forming 
part of the seasonal movement between fishing grounds, inland cultivation sites and coastal forest 
resource harvesting areas.  This area also offered whānau travelling along the coast by waka or on foot 
a place to rest.  

8. Further details on the significance of Kākā Point to Ngāti Rārua are contained in Appendix A.   

Vest and gift back of Kākā Point Pā and statutory acknowledgements  
9. Upon the enactment of the Ngāti Kōata, Ngāti Rārua, Ngāti Tama ki Te Tau Ihu, and Te Ātiawa o Te 

Waka-a-Māui Claims Settlement Act 2014, Kākā Point was vested jointly in the trustees of the Ngāti 
Rārua Settlement Trust, Ngāti Tama ki Te Waipounamu Trust, and Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui Trust 
for a period of seven days, before being gifted back to the Crown by these iwi for the people of New 
Zealand.1 This symbolic gesture denoted the very high level of importance that Kākā Pā Point has for the 
three tangata whenua iwi.  Following the vesting, the area remains a reserve under the Reserves Act 
1977 administered by the Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve Board.  

10. The subject site is adjacent to two Ngāti Rārua statutory acknowledgement areas – Kākā Point Pā 
Statutory Area and the Te Tauihu Coastal Marine Statutory Area.   

 
1 Ngāti Kōata, Ngāti Rārua, Ngāti Tama ki Te Tau Ihu, and Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui Claims Settlement Act 2014, s138. 
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11. The Tipple property directly adjoins the Kākā Point Statutory Area. A map of this area is included below. 
The Crown acknowledgement of the cultural, historical, spiritual and traditional associations that Ngāti 
Rārua have with this area is included at Appendix A.  

12. We note that statutory acknowledgements are only able to be made over Crown owned land. This 
means that, while the Tipple property is located on the area encompassed by Kākā Point, none of the 
private landholdings on Kākā Point were able to be included within the statutory area.   

 

13. The subject site also adjoins the Te Tauihu Coastal Marine Statutory Area. A map of this area and the 
Crown acknowledgement of the associations that Ngāti Rārua have with it are set out at Appendix B.    

14. Ngāti Rārua has a third statutory area within Kaiteretere, being Kaiteriteri Scenic Reserve. This area is 
located at the other end of Kaiteretere Bay. The Crown acknowledgement of the associations that Ngāti 
Rārua have with Kaiteriteri Scenic Reserve area are included in the text for Kākā Point (refer Appendix 
A).    

15. Statutory acknowledgements may be cited as evidence of the associations that iwi have with an area in 
submissions to consent authorities.2  It is noted that the existence of a statutory acknowledgment does 
not limit any statement made by Ngāti Rārua with respect to the extent of their cultural associations 
with the wider area.3   

 
2 Ibid, s48(1) 
3 Ibid, s 40(2)(4) 
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Ngāti Rārua Environmental Strategy  
16. The Ngāti Rārua environmental strategy, Poipoia Te Ao Tūroa, sets out Ngāti Rārua values, priorities and 

aspirations for environmental management.  Poipoia Te Ao Tūroa is an ‘iwi management plan’ prepared 
and mandated by Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua o Ngāti Rārua and it was lodged with Tasman District 
Council in December 2021.   

17. There are a number of provisions in Poipoia Te Ao Tūroa which are relevant to this application and 
reflected in the Ngāti Rārua submission. Objectives of particular relevance include: 

PTAT Objective 5.1 Rangatiratanga | Leadership and decision making 
Ngāti Rārua kaitiaki role is enhanced, restored and protected through having effective influence over, 
meaningful involvement in, and priority given to kaitiaki interests in all areas of environmental management 
where decisions are made by others. 

PTAT Objective 8.1 Ngā Wāhi Taonga Tuku Iho | Sites and areas of significance 
Ngāti Rārua protect and maintain their cultural and spiritual associations with ngā wāhi taonga tuku iho and 
exercise their role as kaitiaki of these places, sites and areas. 

Policy 8.2(I) 
Actively participate in local and central government regulatory policy and consent processes that 
affect the protection of ngā wāhi taonga tuku iho.    

Policy 8.2(V) 
Where activities may damage ngā wāhi taonga tuku iho, require that appropriately experienced Ngāti 
Rārua iwi monitors are present to ensure cultural values are managed according to tikanga and kawa. 

PTAT Objective 10.1. Mātauranga | Incorporation of customary practices, principles and techniques in 
environmental management 
Ngāti Rārua tikanga and mātauranga inform and guide environmental managment and statutory planning 
processes within Te Tauihu. 

Submission  
18. Ngāti Rārua opposes the application.  

19. Specific concerns relate to: 
 Recognition of the significant associations that Ngāti Rārua have with the Kaiteretere area. 
 The ability of Ngāti Rārua to exercise kaitiakitanga. 
 Provision for Ngāti Rārua tikanga and mātauranga to inform and guide activities that may 

adversely affect the relationship of Ngāti Rārua with their ancestral sites, wāhi tapu and 
other taonga. 

 Inconsistency with objectives and policies in the Tasman Resource Management Plan. 
 Inconsistency with objectives and policies in the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement. 
 Inconsistency with Part 2 of the Resource Management Act.  

20. The subject site is located within an area that is highly significant to Ngāti Rārua, as evidenced in the 
Crown acknowledgement of the cultural, historical, spiritual and traditional associations that Ngāti 
Rārua have with Kākā Point and the wider Kaiteretere area.4 However, the application does not 
adequately identify the cultural values and associations that Ngāti Rārua have with this area, and makes 
no assessment of the actual or potential effects of the activity on Ngāti Rārua interests.   

 
4 Refer to Appendix A for the full text of the Crown acknowledgement.  
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21. Carrying out the works described in the application without authorisation has had a significant adverse 
effect on the ability of Ngāti Rārua to exercise kaitiakitanga. Ngā wāhi taonga tuku iho5 are an essential 
part of Ngāti Rārua identity and their protection is central to kaitiakitanga. 

22. We further submit that carrying out the works described in the application without authorisation has 
meant that there was no ability for Ngāti Rārua tikanga and mātauranga to guide an activity that had a 
significant risk of adversely affecting a wāhi taonga tuku iho.  Had the required consents been sought 
prior to carrying out the work, Ngāti Rārua would have been able to highlight the important 
associations that the iwi has with this area and to recommend measures that could have been taken to 
avoid, remedy or mitigate potential adverse effects on cultural values.   

23.  The activity is inconsistent with Tasman Resource Management Plan Objective 10.2.2 and Policies 
10.2.3.2, 10.2.3.4, 10.2.3.15, 10.2.3.19 and 8.2.3.21, as follows:  

TRMP Chapter 10: Historic Heritage  

Objective 10.2.2  
Appropriate protection, management and enhancement of historic heritage, including cultural heritage sites, 
heritage buildings and structures, and protected trees, for their contribution to the character, identity, wairua, 
and visual amenity of the District. 

Policy 10.2.3.2 
To reduce the risk of modification, damage or destruction of cultural heritage sites arising from 
subdivision, use and development activities.  

Policy 10.2.3.4 
To ensure that where an activity that requires a resource consent will have an adverse effect on the 
wairua or other cultural or spiritual values associated with a wāhi tapu, that activity has been 
approved by manawhenua iwi as an affected party.  

Policy 10.2.3.15 
To account for the values of manawhenua iwi by acknowledging the manawhenua iwi as kaitiaki in 
relation to cultural heritage sites of significance to Maori in the District. 

Policy 10.2.3.19 
To ensure that highly significant cultural heritage sites are maintained, protected or enhanced. 

TRMP Chapter 8: Margins of Rivers, Lakes, Wetlands and the Coast 

Policy 8.2.3.21 
To protect historic and cultural sites in riparian margins and the coastal environment. 

24. The activity is inconsistent with New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement Objective 3, Policy 2 and Policy 
17, as follows:  

NZCPS Objective 3 
To take account of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi, recognise the role of tangata whenua as kaitiaki 
and provide for tangata whenua involvement in management of the coastal environment by:  

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

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

 incorporating mātauranga Māori into sustainable management practices; and  

 
5 Wāhi taonga tuku iho encompass many aspects of cultural heritage, including (but not limited to) traditional pā sites, kāinga and 

urupā. Popoia Te Ao Tūroa | The Ngāti Rārua Environmental Plan, Section 8.   
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 recognising and protecting characteristics of the coastal environment that are of special value to 
tangata whenua. 

NZCPS Policy 2 – The Treaty of Waitangi, tangata whenua and Māori heritage 
In taking account of the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi (Te Tiriti o Waitangi), and kaitiakitanga, in relation 
to the coastal environment:  

(a) recognise that tangata whenua have traditional and continuing cultural relationships with areas 
of the coastal environment, including places where they have lived and fished for generations;  

… 
(c)  with the consent of tangata whenua and as far as practicable in accordance with tikanga Māori, 

incorporate mātauranga Māori in … the consideration of applications for resource consents …;  
(d)  provide opportunities in appropriate circumstances for Māori involvement in decision making, for 

example when a consent application or notice of requirement is dealing with cultural localities or 
issues of cultural significance, and Māori experts, including pūkenga, may have knowledge not 
otherwise available;  

… 
(f)  provide for opportunities for tangata whenua to exercise kaitiakitanga over waters, forests, 

lands, and fisheries in the coastal environment through such measures as:  
(i)  bringing cultural understanding to monitoring of natural resources;  
(ii)  providing appropriate methods for the management, maintenance and protection of the 

taonga of tangata whenua; … . 

NZCPS Policy 17 – Historic heritage identification and protection 
Protect historic heritage in the coastal environment from inappropriate subdivision, use, and development by:  

(a)  identification, assessment and recording of historic heritage, including archaeological sites;  
(b)  providing for the integrated management of such sites in collaboration with relevant councils, 

heritage agencies, iwi authorities and kaitiaki;  
… 
(g)  imposing or reviewing conditions on resource consents and designations, including for the 

continuation of activities … . 

25. Carrying out the works described in the application without authorisation means that relevant matters 
of national importance in Part 2 of the RMA were not provided for, in particular sections 6(e) – the 
relationship of Maori and their culture and traditions with their ancestral lands, water, sites, waahi 
tapu, and other taonga, and 7(a) – kaitiakitanga.  

26. Ngāti Rārua requests that the application be declined.  

27. We wish to be heard in support of this submission.   

 

DATED  17 December 2024 

Shane Graham      

Pou Whakahaere | CEO  
Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua  

ADDRESS  
FOR SERVICE:  

Rowena Cudby 
Te Rūnanga o Ngāti Rārua  
rowena.cudby@ngatirarua.iwi.nz;  
027 234 4246 
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Appendix A – Kākā Point Statutory Area Crown Acknowledgement 

Crown acknowledgement of the cultural, historical, spiritual and traditional associations that Ngāti Rārua have with 
Kākā Point and Kaiteretere Scenic Reserve Statutory Areas 

For Ngāti Rārua, Kaiteretere derives great significance from the traditions associated with the area. Tūpuna 
considered Kaiteretere important enough to build a defensible pā on Kākā Point. Within the pā site, houses were built 
on terraces and food stored in pits. A series of ditches were constructed across the narrow area between the point 
and the mainland.6 Stone remnants indicate a wall existed on the outside of the ditch. It is likely that a series of banks 
and terraces were used to obstruct aggressors who were able to penetrate the outer wall. On the seaward sides of 
the pā, precipitous cliffs provided an excellent defensible natural barrier.7 

Kākā Point Pā did not exist in isolation. Three associated undefended settlement sites were located to the south of 
Kaiteretere Inlet. Therefore, tūpuna living in the bay were able to retreat to the pā in times of threat. Although 
archaeological evidence suggests that the pā was the more permanent settlement site, traditionally, the whole area 
was significant for tūpuna.  

The pā and associated papakāinga, fishing grounds and urupā are all signs of Māori cultivation and settlement of 
Kaiteretere. The large number of wāhi tapu reveal the importance of the area to tūpuna. Modified soils, middens, 
gardens, pits, stake holes, terraces and artefacts all indicate Kaiteretere was a permanent occupation site, a fishing 
camp and fish drying site.8  

For tūpuna, Kaiteretere was integral to the seasonal movement between fishing grounds, inland cultivation sites and 
coastal forest resource harvesting areas. Kaiteretere also offered Māori travelling along the coast by waka or on foot 
a place to rest.  

Although less fertile than the Motueka plains, Kaiteretere offered climatic attractions in sheltered spots – it may have 
been a preferred locality for certain crops. However, the principal attraction for tūpuna would have been access to 
the sea and its resources.9 Abundant shellfish hanging onto the rocks and plenty of seaweed to shelter fish provided 
tūpuna with an easily accessible food supply. In addition, the forested hills and lowland areas filled with toi toi and 
harakeke presented Māori with the materials needed to catch fish and build whare.10  

Kaiteretere as a locality remains of great consequence to Ngāti Rārua as it provides valuable information on the 
customs and traditions practised by tupuna over time. The protection of Kākā Point, associated wāhi tapu sites and 
other taonga is therefore paramount – guardianship of the area is integral to the cultural wellbeing of present day 
whānau. 

 

  

 
6 D Alexander, Kaiteriteri, A Report for Tainui Taranaki ki te Tonga Commissioned by Crown Forestry Rental Trust, 
March 2010:5. 
7 B Brailsford, The Tattooed Land, Stoneprint Press, New Zealand 1997:85. 
8 D Alexander, Kaiteriteri, A Report for Tainui Taranaki ki te Tonga Commissioned by Crown Forestry Rental Trust, 
March 2010:5.  
9 Ibid p 5. 
10 Ibid p 7. 
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Appendix B – Te Tauihu Coastal Marine Statutory Area Map & Crown Acknowledgement  
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Crown acknowledgement of Ngāti Rārua associations with the Te Tauihu coastal marine area 

The coastal marine area of Te Tauihu is of immense historical, traditional and cultural significance to Ngati Rarua. The 
relationship of iwi with the coastline and associated resources is as important to present day whanau as it was to our 
tupuna. This connection is due to many reasons, such as the creation purakau, the length of occupation, the 
abundance of natural resources and the ancient coastal trails across Te Tauihu.  

Oral traditions passed down through generations emphasise the importance of coastal Te Tauihu to Ngati Rarua. The 
name Te Tauihu o Te Waka a Maui relates to the legend of Maui Tikitiki-a-Taranga (Maui), famous for having fished 
up or discovered islands across the Polynesian Pacific. In this legend, Maui was travelling with his brothers in the 
southern ocean. With his fish hook fashioned from his grandmother’s jawbone, incantations, karakia and 
supernatural powers, Maui and his brothers were able to haul a massive fish to the surface - Te Ika a Maui. The battle 
Maui had with this giant fish created the giant sand dunes near the southern end of Onetahua. Another tradition 
refers to Ngahue, the atua of pounamu and his taniwha Poutini. The places where Poutini made landfall along the 
coast of Te Tauihu became important geological resources areas for tupuna.  

Traditionally, sea travel was an integral part of life. Significant places on waka journeys were often the subject of 
Ngati Rarua superstition, waiata and purakau. Nga Whatu Kai Pono (The Brothers) for example, are regarded as tapu 
because of the atua residing there. Karakia were recited to ensure that waka could safely pass these rocky islets. It 
was also customary for new-comers crossing the Sea of Raukawa for the first time, to veil their eyes when 
approaching Nga Whatu Kai Pono in order not to affront the atua living there. In addition, the mana of Nga Whatu Kai 
Pono is illustrated in an old Maori waiata and“Pao”. The song, composed by a young woman named Tuhupu, refers to 
the sacred crags of Nga Whatu Kai Pono and to the Ngati Rarua rangatira, Hetaraka Patutahi. 

Ngati Rarua tupuna had considerable knowledge associated with coastal Te Tauihu. Whanau were dependant on the 
coast for their physical and spiritual wellbeing. Accordingly, the tikanga and matauranga which guided the way in 
which resources were harvested was a central part of daily life.  

Mauri is the basis of the relationship Ngati Rarua has maintained with coastal marine resources for generations. It is 
mauri that binds the physical and spiritual elements together, generating and upholding all life. Therefore, upholding 
the mauri of the coastal environment is paramount for Ngati Rarua.  

Coastal trails, kainga sites and associated kaimoana resources were an integral part of life. Fishing camps, such as 
Rakopi (Whanganui Inlet) and Manuka Island (Wakatu) were associated with tauranga waka - sea trails linked to land 
trails. The coast was a major highway and trade route, especially in areas where it was easier to travel by sea than by 
land, such as Te Tai Tapu and Te Matau. Therefore, many tauranga waka exist along coastal areas of Te Tauihu.  

Traditional life was mobile and therefore travelling in search of resources was fundamental to iwi survival. Knowledge 
of the coastal environment and associated seasonal resources and weather patterns supported travel and the 
collection of food and materials; this knowledge has been passed down from tupuna to current generations. 

Another indicator of the significance of coastal Te Tauihu to Ngati Rarua are the numerous urupa found across the 
rohe. Urupa are sacred - they are a link between the past and present. Resting places of the ancestors, urupa are 
wahi tapu and the focus of whanau traditions. Urupa hold the history and stories of traditional life, making them 
central to the lives of Ngati Rarua whanau. 

The importance of Te Tauihu coastline and associated marine life to Ngati Rarua cannot be overstated - this 
relationship is reflected in the numerous “named” sites/areas of significance across the rohe. For example, prominent 
coastal features include: Kahurangi Pt, Onetahua, Separation Point (Te Matau), and Kaparatehau. Places which 
became key settlements and valuable harvest areas include: Kaiteriteri, Motueka, Waimea and the Wairau Bar. In 
addition, wahi tapu such as battle sites and urupa were also given names.  

Since the early 1800s, Ngati Rarua whanau have made seasonal journeys to harvest from “food baskets” across Te 
Tauihu - to collect mahinga kai, rongoa and other natural materials. Te Tai Tapu, Whanganui Inlet, Waimea Inlet and 
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the Wairau Lagoon are examples of food gathering areas which were highly valued by tupuna. Ngati Rarua whanau 
and hapu would settle or relocate their villages to harvest from such “food baskets”. Everyone had different tasks. 
Some would go fishing, while others would collect shellfish, snare birds or collect plant materials from around the 
estuary and associated lowland forests.  

Whanau and extended whanau gatherings occurred frequently, depending on seasonal resources available for 
harvest from land and sea. These harvests were an opportunity to renew social and familial ties, but large numbers 
were also needed to carry out the tasks associated with the harvest. For example, many hands were needed to deal 
with the catches to ensure they were safely preserved for long-term consumption.  

There is no doubt about what attracted Ngati Rarua to Te Tauihu - almost every type of kai Maori nō te moana could 
be found along the coast. Numerous estuaries and inlets were havens for marine life. The estuaries, beaches and 
offshore islands of Te Tauihu provided tupuna with a bountiful supply of marine mammals, sea birds, shell fish and 
plant life.  

Marine mammals such as whales and seals were harvested by tupuna. Whales are a highly valued taonga - a gift from 
Tangaroa. Such a precious gift could not be wasted, so traditionally every part of a beached whale was used. The oil 
was collected for fuel, the flesh was used for food, and the bones and teeth made into weapons and carved into 
precious ornaments. The plentiful supply of seals provided tupuna with meat; their skins were cleaned and sown 
together for a range of uses.  

The estuaries and inlets across Te Tauihu are home to a huge number mataitai (shellfish), papaka (crabs) and other 
invertebrates. In the mud and sand, tupuna collected tuangi (cockles), pipi, tuatua, pupu, kutai (mussels) and tio (rock 
oysters); from the rivers and streams Tnanga, tuna and kokopu were harvested. In the breeding season, tamure 
(snapper), kanae (mullet), herrings, patiki (flounder) and sole, mango (sharks), kahawai, southern mackerel, koiro 
(conger eels), piharau (blind eels) and warehou were caught.  

Estuaries such as the Waimea and Whanganui Inlet provide an ideal habitat for birdlife and are therefore rich in bird 
species; some fly from as far as Siberia to feed from the prolific mahinga mataitai across the rohe. Wading birds, such 
as the godwit, oystercatcher and the banded rail come to the estuaries for food and shelter. Traditionally, birds were 
harvested by tupuna for a range of uses, including the use of their feathers for decorating garments.  

Saltmarsh communities fringe the shoreline and eelgrass beds dominate the tidal flats. Dunes, cliffs, islands and 
underwater reefs contribute to the numerous habitats and species found within coastal Te Tauihu. 

Traditionally, much of Te Tauihu was bordered by coastal forest including pukatea, rata, kahikatea, beech, rimu and 
nikau palm. Land based resources were gathered, harvested or quarried on traditional whanau trips. Plants for 
weaving, such as aka (supple jack) were harvested for crayfish pots, hinaki for eeling and for other weavings. Swamps 
provided thousands of hectares of tough harakeke for whariki (mats). Ngati Rarua tupuna built whare at the mouth of 
the Waimea River in order to harvest the plentiful supply of harakeke growing there. Kiekie fruits were a delicacy, as 
were hinau berries and other fruit trees. Long straight stands of hinau and lance-wood provided exceptionally strong 
shafts for fishing spears, spars and poles.  

Te Tauihu coastal marine environment has sustained Ngati Rarua for generations. The livelihood and wellbeing of 
tupuna depended on their ability to hunt and gather food and other natural resources from the coastal environment. 
Te Tauihu is steeped in history - abundant wahi tapu and other taonga link present day iwi physically and spiritually to 
their tupuna. Therefore, the maintenance of customs and traditions associated with the coast is paramount to Ngāti 
Rārua. 
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Lynda Cross

From: Rowena Cudby | Pou Whakamāherehere <rowena.cudby@ngatirarua.iwi.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 17 December 2024 12:35 pm
To: Resource Consent Admin
Cc: tayla@planscapes.co.nz
Subject: RM24000 Tipple Family Trust - Ngati Rarua Submission
Attachments: RM24000 Tipple Family Trust Ngati Rarua submission 17.12.2024.pdf

Categories: Lynda to deal with

Kia ora  
 
Please find attached the Ngāti Rārua submission to the above application for resource consent.  
 

Nāku iti nei, nā 
Rowena Cudby 

Pou Whakamāherehere Taiao | Environmental Planner 
Te Whare Mānuka 
187 Bridge Street, 
Nelson 7010 
rowena.cudby@ngatirarua.iwi.nz 

www.ngatirarua.iwi.nz |  
 

This email and any attachments may be confidential and contain privileged information. It is intended for the addressee 
only. If you are not the intended recipient you must not use, disclose, copy, or distribute this communication. 
Confidentiality or privilege are not waived or lost by reason of the mistaken delivery to you. If you have received this 
message in error, please delete and notify the sender. 
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To: The Resource Consent Administration Officer

Tasman District Council
Private Bag 4
Richmond 7050

Email: resourceconsentadmin@tasman.govt-nz

ri}tasman Te Kaunihera o

district council te tai o Aorere

Submission on Resource

Consent Application

PLEASE ENSURE THAT ALL SECTIONS OF THIS FORM, ON BOTH SIDES, ARE COMPLETED.

Please note: all submissions become public documents. lf the application requires a hearing, your submission may be published on the council's

hearings page, including your name and contact details.

Personal information will also be used for administration purposes, including notifying submitters of hearings and decisions. All information will

be held by the Tasman District Council with submitters having the right to access and correct personal information.

Details

Michael Clements :lSubn"ritter

Full Name:

Contact Person

{if different):

Address for
Service:

Postcode:

Phone:

523a Waimea Road
Nelson

i

ro1 1

--]
I
I

J
"_ E-mail:

Submission Detatls

This is a submission on the following application for resource consent lodged with the Council:

This is a submission on an application from: (Nameof Applicantt; D Tipple & T Tipple & M Tipple J
For a resource consent tol' (details can be found on the notice in the letter from Council, newspoper, website or on'site)

I
I

I
I

Tasman District Council Application Number (if known): nm 240000

1 ) The specific part(s) of the application that my submission relates to is/are (Give details*):

The erection of a timber deck closer to the boundary and intrusion of daylight angle of 36 Kaiteriteri- Sandy

,Bay Road, Kaiteriteri. Access steps to beach over road reserve and cultural land without lwi, Heritage,

Building Consent and Resource Consent. A timber pole retaining wallon boundary between properties #36 &

-^r{ narlzina araarrrhinh ic rrnnnncaniorl rnrl nn r:nninearino rletails *uailaLrle Rgfef tO#38 to drive access and parking area which is unconsented and no engineering details available. Refer to

Figure 1 site location photo included in N01 Revised FINAL application.

l
EP*RCO4OD OB/19

i/2

l

* Note: Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

------t

Original filename as received - "IMG_20250109_0001.pdf"



2) The reasons for my submission are {Give details*):

This activity has been a blatant disregard to the Building Act and The Resource Consent process.

The applicant has stated thai he was ignorant of the processes and is now trying the oldest trick in the book

and asking for forgiveness. His ignorance can be disproved by statements in his application in the way of theand asKtng tor torglveness. nls tgnorance ca(1 ue (.llsPt uveu uy sldlEt t tEr tll tr I t rts oyHrruqLrvr i rt I rt rv

correspondece from Geotechnical lnvestigation Report Reference CN367 dated 2Ol1212021item8.6-

Reference to requirement of the buildlng consent, noting the work was caried out in December 2022.

Also his reference to note knowing about the road reserve and culturual land, I would draw your attention to

the title attached to his application, NL2B/1375 dated 09105123 that clearly shows these items and it is

inconceivable that a person would purchase a property and not look at site or the title and have no

understanding of this land. Photo figure #9 in the N01 Revised Final application(1), pdf clearly shows the loss

of privacy to #36 front yard. Note that this has caused #36 building consented plans to have design change to

remove skylights in the roof sections because of loss of privacy at their expense.

xNote: Any additianal information should be submitted on o separate sheet(s)'

3) The nature of my submission is that: (Tick one of the following three boxes)z

n t rrpport the application IEI t oppot" the application I lu* neutral regarding the application

4) The decision I would like the Council to make is {Tick one of the following two boxes):

I ,o grant consent EI to refuse/decline consent

lf consent is granted, I wish the council to impose the following conditions

(Note: you do not have to suggest canditions, porticularly if you want the council to refuse consent):

The remedy for this situation is to have the offending deck structure removed back to where this can be built

without obtaining a resource consent. Stairs to the beach removed completely with no access to beach from

this site. Timber retaining wall on boundary between #36 & # 38 to have intensive engineering investigation

to conflrm that the wall is not a threat to the stability of #36. Alan Dibanh LBP105815 who has produced the

record of works needs to be sanctioned for carring out work that is not consented. Monetary fines imposed on

to the owners of property in accordance with the severity of non compliance as determined by the Building &

Resource Consent Acts,

Please bear in mind that there has been, in the last two years, an incredible amount of high value
^^-^t-,.^r:^- ^^--;^l ^,,4 ;^ +!.i^ -^xian ^{.^,}rinh t}rarr }rarra all nlr{ainad anrl nair{ fnr fhair annrnnrie'construction caried out in this region, of which they have all obtained and paid for their appropriate consents.

*Note: Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet{s).

5) Attendance at any Council Hearing (You must tick one of the following two boxes):

[l t *irfr to be heard in support of my submission

Note: lf you indicote that you do not wish to be heard, you will still receive a copy of the Council's decision but you will not receive a copy of the heoring

report if a hearing is held.

:lPrint Full Name: Michael Clements

sinnrrur.*, {lt7 ( ,ur", oglol/25

(Person making submission or outhorised agent)

*Note: A signoture is not required if you make your submissions by electronic means.

A copy of this submission MUST also be sent to the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after serving a (oPy on the Council.

fl r Ao not wish to be heard in support of my submission

2/2



Original filename as received - "2025-01-11_132912.pdf"
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Original filename as received - "Document_2025-01-11_135841.pdf"
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PLEASE ENSURE THAT ALL SECTIONS OF THIS FORM, ON BOTH SIDES, ARE COMPLETED.

Please note: all submissions become public documents. If the application requires a hearing, your submission may be published on the council’s 
hearings page, including your name and contact details.

Personal information will also be used for administration purposes, including notifying submitters of hearings and decisions. All information will 
be held by the Tasman District Council with submitters having the right to access and correct personal information.

Submitter Details
Full Name:

Phone: E-mail:

Submission Details
This is a submission on the following application for resource consent lodged with the Council:

This is a submission on an application from: (Name of Applicant):

For a resource consent to: (details can be found on the notice in the letter from Council, newspaper, website or on-site)

* Note: Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

Address for 
Service:

Contact Person 
(if different):

Postcode:

EP-RC040D  08/19

Tasman District Council Application Number (if known):  RM

1) The specific part(s) of the application that my submission relates to is/are (Give details*):

Submission on Resource  
Consent Application

To: The Resource Consent Administration Officer

Tasman District Council 
Private Bag 4 
Richmond 7050

Email: resourceconsentadmin@tasman.govt.nz

Original filename as received - "Tasman DC Form for submission on resource consent application.pdf"

RM240000 Submission
006 - Heritage NZ Pouhere Taonga - Oppose - 25 - 01 - 21.pdf - Page1 of 5



If consent is granted, I wish the council to impose the following conditions  

(Note: you do not have to suggest conditions, particularly if you want the council to refuse consent):

5) Attendance at any Council Hearing (You must tick one of the following two boxes):

Print Full Name:

*Note: A signature is not required if you make your submissions by electronic means.

A copy of this submission MUST also be sent to the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after serving a copy on the Council.

2/2

Signature*:	 Date:

(Person making submission or authorised agent)

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

2) The reasons for my submission are (Give details*):

 

4) The decision I would like the Council to make is (Tick one of the following two boxes):

3) The nature of my submission is that: (Tick one of the following three boxes):

  

  I am neutral regarding the application  I support the application   I oppose the applica  tion

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

report if a hearing is held.
Note: If you indicate that you do not wish to be heard, you will still receive a copy of the Council’s decision but you will not receive a copy of the hearing 

  To grant consent     To refuse/decline consent

  I  wish  to  be  heard  in  support  of  my  submission           I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission

RM240000 Submission
006 - Heritage NZ Pouhere Taonga - Oppose - 25 - 01 - 21.pdf - Page2 of 5
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Kia ora 

RESOURCE CONSENT FOR DECK AND STAIRCASE – TIPPLE – RM240000 
 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT) is submitting in opposition to the retrospective resource 
consent application by D, T and M Tipple for a deck and staircase constructed at 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay 
Road, Kaiteriteri. 
 
The specific parts of the application this submission relates to: 
 
The construction of a substantial structure in an area known to have significant cultural and historic 
values, without regard to proper process or consultation. The site is adjacent to a well-known Pā site 
and wāhi tapu. Prior to construction of the structure there was no engagement with iwi, or with 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (HNZPT). 
 
The reasons for the submission: 
 
It is regrettable that the applicant did not follow proper process in obtaining the necessary consents 
prior to construction. As well as building consent and resource consent, in this location an 
archaeological assessment is necessary for any activity disturbing the ground.  
 
The assessment of a professional archaeologist determines the likelihood of encountering any 
archaeological material. This assessment would include a recommendation whether or not an 
archaeological authority is required. In this case no assessment was undertaken, and the work went 
ahead without an authority.  
 
It is important to note that the absence of a recorded archaeological site does not mean that no 
archaeology is present; it is simply an indication that the particular location has not been subject to an 
archaeological assessment. 

Tairangahia a tua whakarere; 
 Tatakihia ngā reanga ō āmuri ake nei 

Honouring the past; Inspiring the future 

 

21 January 2024 

 

File ref:             

Tasman District Council 
Private bag 4 
Richmond 7050 
 
 
resourceconsentadmin@tasman.govt.nz 
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It is uncertain if any archaeology was encountered when the structure was being built, as no 
experienced archaeologist or cultural monitor was present to view the work and interpret what was 
being disturbed.  
 
The nature of the submission: 
 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga opposes the application. 
 
The decision we want the council to make 
 
HNZPT is neutral on the decision the council will make.  
 
If the council's decision is to decline consent, the applicant will need to commission an archaeological 
assessment to determine the likelihood of further disturbance of archaeological material as the 
structure is removed. 
 
HNZPT does not wish to be heard at any council hearing on this consent application. 
 
Ngā mihi 
 

 
Dean Raymond 
 
Area Manager / Kaiwhakahaere 
Central Region / Te Takiwā o Te Pūtahi a Māui   
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 
 

RM240000 Submission
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Lynda Cross

From: Dean Raymond <DRaymond@heritage.org.nz>
Sent: Tuesday, 21 January 2025 11:25 am
To: Resource Consent Admin
Subject: Tipple staircase resource consent submission
Attachments: Tasman DC Form for submission on resource consent application.pdf; HNZPT 

submission on Tipple staircase, Kaiteriteri.pdf

Categories: Lynda to deal with

Kia ora 
 
Please find attached submission from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga on the application for resource 
consent for stairs/deck structure at Kaiteriteri (RM240000). 
 
I will also serve a copy of this submission on the applicant. 
 
Ngā mihi, 
 
________________________________________________________________________________________ 
 
Dean Raymond  | Kaiwhakahaere ā Takiwā / Area Manager | Te Takiwā o Te Pūtahi a Māui / Central Region| 
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga | P O Box 2629 | Level 1, 79 Boulcott St | Wellington 6140 |  Ph: (64 4) 
494-8320 | Mobile: 027 350 9875 | 
 
Tairangahia ā tua whakarere; Tātakihia ngā reanga o āmuri ake nei – Honouring the past; Inspiring the 
future  
 

This communication may be a privileged communication. If you are not the intended recipient, then you are not authorised to retain, copy or distribute it. 
Please notify the sender and delete the message in its entirety. 

___________________________________________________________________________________________ 
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PLEASE ENSURE THAT ALL SECTIONS OF THIS FORM, ON BOTH SIDES, ARE COMPLETED.

Please note: all submissions become public documents. If the application requires a hearing, your submission may be published on the council’s 
hearings page, including your name and contact details.

Personal information will also be used for administration purposes, including notifying submitters of hearings and decisions. All information will 
be held by the Tasman District Council with submitters having the right to access and correct personal information.

Submitter Details
Full Name:

Phone: E-mail:

Submission Details
This is a submission on the following application for resource consent lodged with the Council:

This is a submission on an application from: (Name of Applicant):

For a resource consent to: (details can be found on the notice in the letter from Council, newspaper, website or on-site)

* Note: Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

Address for 
Service:

Contact Person 
(if different):

Postcode:

EP-RC040D  08/19

Tasman District Council Application Number (if known):  RM

1) The specific part(s) of the application that my submission relates to is/are (Give details*):

Submission on Resource  
Consent Application

To: The Resource Consent Administration Officer

Tasman District Council 
Private Bag 4 
Richmond 7050

Email: resourceconsentadmin@tasman.govt.nz

Original filename as received - "Tipple Staircase Resource Retrospective Resource Consent Application 0125.pdf"

RM240000 Submission
007 - Tasman Bay Blue Penguin Trust - Oppose - 2025 - 01- 22.pdf - Page1 of 2



If consent is granted, I wish the council to impose the following conditions  

(Note: you do not have to suggest conditions, particularly if you want the council to refuse consent):

5) Attendance at any Council Hearing (You must tick one of the following two boxes):

Print Full Name:

*Note: A signature is not required if you make your submissions by electronic means.

A copy of this submission MUST also be sent to the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after serving a copy on the Council.

2/2

Signature*:	 Date:

(Person making submission or authorised agent)

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

2) The reasons for my submission are (Give details*):

 

4) The decision I would like the Council to make is (Tick one of the following two boxes):

3) The nature of my submission is that: (Tick one of the following three boxes):

  

  I am neutral regarding the application  I support the application   I oppose the applica  tion

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

report if a hearing is held.
Note: If you indicate that you do not wish to be heard, you will still receive a copy of the Council’s decision but you will not receive a copy of the hearing 

  To grant consent     To refuse/decline consent

  I  wish  to  be  heard  in  support  of  my  submission           I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission

RM240000 Submission
007 - Tasman Bay Blue Penguin Trust - Oppose - 2025 - 01- 22.pdf - Page2 of 2
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PLEASE ENSURE THAT ALL SECTIONS OF THIS FORM, ON BOTH SIDES, ARE COMPLETED.

Please note: all submissions become public documents. If the application requires a hearing, your submission may be published on the council’s 
hearings page, including your name and contact details.

Personal information will also be used for administration purposes, including notifying submitters of hearings and decisions. All information will 
be held by the Tasman District Council with submitters having the right to access and correct personal information.

Submitter Details
Full Name:

Phone: E-mail:

Submission Details
This is a submission on the following application for resource consent lodged with the Council:

This is a submission on an application from: (Name of Applicant):

For a resource consent to: (details can be found on the notice in the letter from Council, newspaper, website or on-site)

* Note: Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

Address for 
Service:

Contact Person 
(if different):

Postcode:

EP-RC040D  08/19

Tasman District Council Application Number (if known):  RM

1) The specific part(s) of the application that my submission relates to is/are (Give details*):

Submission on Resource  
Consent Application

To: The Resource Consent Administration Officer

Tasman District Council 
Private Bag 4 
Richmond 7050

Email: resourceconsentadmin@tasman.govt.nz

Original filename as received - "Form for submission on resource consent application.pdf"

RM240000 Submission
008 - J and M Everett - Oppose - 2025 -01 - 23.pdf - Page1 of 7



If consent is granted, I wish the council to impose the following conditions  

(Note: you do not have to suggest conditions, particularly if you want the council to refuse consent):

5) Attendance at any Council Hearing (You must tick one of the following two boxes):

Print Full Name:

*Note: A signature is not required if you make your submissions by electronic means.

A copy of this submission MUST also be sent to the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after serving a copy on the Council.

2/2

Signature*:	 Date:

(Person making submission or authorised agent)

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

2) The reasons for my submission are (Give details*):

 

4) The decision I would like the Council to make is (Tick one of the following two boxes):

3) The nature of my submission is that: (Tick one of the following three boxes):

  

  I am neutral regarding the application  I support the application   I oppose the applica  tion

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

report if a hearing is held.
Note: If you indicate that you do not wish to be heard, you will still receive a copy of the Council’s decision but you will not receive a copy of the hearing 

  To grant consent     To refuse/decline consent

  I  wish  to  be  heard  in  support  of  my  submission           I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission

RM240000 Submission
008 - J and M Everett - Oppose - 2025 -01 - 23.pdf - Page2 of 7



 

 

2025-01-16 
 
 

Resource Consents Administration Officer 
Tasman District Council 

Private Bag 4 
Richmond 7050 

 
By email: rcadmin@tasman.govt.nz  

 
Dear Sir / Madam, 
 
RM240000: SUBMISSION ON PUBLICLY NOTIFIED APPLICATION – TIPPLE STAIRCASE 

 

This is a submission on a publicly notified resource consent application RM240000 by D Tipple, T Tipple and M 

Tipple (the Applicant) for the construction of a deck and staircase at 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road (the Site). 

The application (as per the table below) is hereinafter referred to as the Tipple Deck and Staircase. 

Applicant Details Submitter Details  

D Tipple, T Tipple, M Tipple 

C/- Planscapes (NZ) Limited  

PO Box 99  

Nelson  

Attn: tayla@planscapes.co.nz  

Jason and Melissa Everett  

20 Torlesse Drive  

Kaiteriteri 

Tasman 7197 

 

Procedural Matters:  

• A copy of this submission has been served on the Applicant. 

• We can not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission, nor does this submission 

relate to trade competition or the effects of trade competition. 

• This submission is made in Opposition to RM240000. 

• We do not wish to be heard in support of its submission.  

• We do not wish to present a joint case on any supporting submission that seeks to be heard. 

The specifics of this submission follow: 

Our relationship to the Site  

My family and I regularly rented the neighbouring property at 36 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road (owned by Mr D and 

Mrs J Lucas) for several years between 2018 until 2023. This was during the summer months, typically over the 

Christmas and New Year period. It is noted that this was both prior to and after the construction of the Tipple 

Deck and Staircase, which was built sometime in 2022.  

Quality and Content of the Application 

Assessment of Effects on the Environment (AEE) 

The AEE report prepared by Planscapes NZ Ltd, in our opinion, should never have passed an initial section 88 

review by TDC. We consider that there are fundamental pieces of information missing from the application that 

do not enable a complete understanding of the actual and potential effects of the Tipple Deck and Staircase to be 

had by potentially affected parties.   

The AEE does not provide a clear understanding of the adverse effects arising from the construction and 

development of the deck and staircase, including on the property of 36 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road, the public, 

given the occupation of a public area, and iwi (who have provided comments on this matter separately). 

Furthermore, no assessment is made in relation to effects on natural character, which is particularly important 

given its coastal environment.  

Several additional reasons for consent were identified by the processing planner. No further assessment was 

provided or requested with the change of activity status (from Restricted Discretionary within the Application to 

RM240000 Submission
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Submission on RM240000 

2 
 

Discretionary within the Notification Decision). The application does not provide an assessment of the additional 

non-compliances, including providing an updated assessment of effects resulting from these. Due to this it is 

difficult to interpret the adequacy of the AEE, and its determination of the extent of adverse effects.   

In addition, the application does not provide an assessment against the matters set out in Schedule 4, Clause 

2(1) and section 104 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) in that it does not specify and evaluate the 

activity against any relevant provisions of a National Policy Statement or National Environmental Standard (in 

particular the New Zealand Coastal Policy Statement). It is not the role or responsibility of a Council reporting 

planner to do that assessment for the Applicant when processing a resource consent application, nor for a 

submitter to now be expected to do the same. This is a clear gap within the application submitted.  

In regards to Schedule 4, Clause 2(2) of the RMA, an application must include an assessment of the activity 

against any relevant objectives, policies, or rules, which in this case is the Tasman Resource Management Plan 

(TRMP). The AEE contains a general assessment of objectives and policies against Chapters 5 – Site Amenity 

Effects, 6 – Urban Environment Effects and 8 – Margins of Rivers, Lakes, Wetlands and the Coast of the Tasman 

Resource Management Plan (TRMP) at Table 2, Pages 14-16. However, this application is not complete; it does 

not consider relevant objectives and policies of the TRMP in Chapters 9 – 14 – Reserves and Open Space which 

we consider are directly relevant to the application.  

Finally, pursuant to Schedule 4, Clause 2(1)(f) of the RMA, an AEE must include an assessment of the activity 

against the matters set out in Part 2. However, the AEE merely lists relevant matters of national importance 

(section 6 of the RMA), but does not provide an assessment of the activity against these. Further, the AEE does 

not contain an assessment against the purpose of the RMA, being the management of natural and physical 

resources, nor does it provide an assessment against section 7 and 8 of the RMA. This is a clear omission within 

the AEE.  

Drawings  

The drawings provided as part of the application are lacking in detail and do not provide a clear understanding of 

the activity. Further detail is required to understand the extent of the boundary infringements and other non-

compliances with the TRMP.  

In addition, the site boundary is shown on the drawings, which are dated 2022. It is unclear when these drawings 

were produced, either before or after construction commenced. If prepared before, the property boundary 

between the Site and 36 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road is clearly shown. This contradict the comment in the AEE, 

which states that ‘the Applicant was unaware of the location of the property boundary, which has never been 

formally defined with a fence or other structure’.  

Geotechnical Assessment  

While I am not a geotechnical specialist (nor have I engaged one) and I am not seeking to submit geotechnical 

evidence, the geotechnical assessment (Geotechnical and Structural Deck Commentary, prepared by GM 

Designs) provided is unacceptable, and is out of scope for what can be reasonably commented upon in a 

geotechnical assessment. The assessment includes the following comments;  

• We cannot see any technical reason why the sun deck could not remain after removing the roofed 

sundeck structure off the deck and the foliage placement to act as a screen for the deck itself. Once 

undertaken, increasing any setback that may be considered of the deck from the boundary would 

achieve minimal visual effect, as there is a lack of perspective when viewed from the beach some 10.5m 

below [p. 9-10].  

• The proposed lease or purchase of the denoted paper road would best be dealt with by the Crown Land 

Office. The placed stairs can be painted from their current brown to a dark monument green colour, and 

further planting can be undertaken to minimise any visual objections. There are many examples where 

transversed crown land exists, and access over ground land is an accepted reasonable request for 

access to a beachfront. I believe an acceptable modification could be undertaken in the interests of all 

parties in this situation [p. 10] 

• The rights of owners subject to street boundary frontage guidelines should be considered similarly to 

those of the fire controls where they apply to the far side of the roadway; in this situation, on the East 

frontage, there exists a paper roadway where the Crown can allow such a deviation, lease or sale to 

private owners. This would then see the Tasman Bay Planning restrictions placed to one side, allowing 

the current deck to stay as is, pending the required land stabilisation, plantings to screen any visual 

RM240000 Submission
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aspects and the status quo left as is to continue subject to the removal of the roofed structure off the 

deck. [p. 10] 

These comments do not form part of a geotechnical assessment, nor are they appropriate to be provided by a 

geotechnical specialist. A geotechnical specialist is not a planner, landscape architect, property expert or lawyer 

and any comments within this field are out of scope of the realm of a geotechnical specialist. It is requested that 

these comments are disregarded and left to the appropriate specialists.   

Actual and Potential Effects on the Environment 

Visual Effects and Effects on Privacy and Overlooking  

The AEE provided as part of the application continually discusses the difference in height/elevation between the 

two properties (being 36 and 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road), and the existing vegetation that is within the hill 

slope, with these elements contributing to a visual barrier through screening. However, from our experience of 

the property, and the changes that were presented when the deck was constructed differ from this.  

The construction of the Tipple Deck and Staircase significantly altered the privacy and overlooking of the property 

at 36 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road. It was during the final year of renting, that we noticed a significant increase in 

noise and lack of privacy, arising from use and occupation of the deck and staircase. As presented within the 

AEE itself (Figures 9 and 11),  the deck has very clear viewpoints into the neighbouring yard and house from 

several angles. This has contributed to a lack of privacy and has affected the enjoyment of the outdoor living area 

of 36 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road.  

Furthermore, it is noted that while the existing vegetation may block some views and privacy concerns, there are 

no requirements that this vegetation is retained or maintained to a certain level. It is not fanciful to assume that 

the Tipple’s will trim the vegetation to maintain the views or retain sun capture. Rather, it is very likely this would 

be the case. Therefore, while the construction of the deck has ‘creating a sunny and private outdoor living space 

for the dwelling’ (AEE, Table 3), this has not retained the same privacy for 36 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road.  

Effects on the Paper Road  

The Application seeks consent for a structure/building within a paper road/unformed legal road. A paper 

road//unformed legal road is an area of land that have been legally designated as a road or road reserve but 

have not yet had a road constructed. A paper road/unformed legal road can be ‘stopped’ which would enable the 

sale of unformed legal road for private use. Road stopping is a formal legal process which removes the legal 

status of ‘road’, and the land becomes freehold (fee simple) land, enabling it to be sold.  

However, an application for a Road Stopping has not been made, nor has it been discussed within the 

Application. The application states ‘It is extremely unlikely that is site will ever be developed by Council to a legal 

road.’ (Table 2). However, this is not a call for the Applicant or their planner to make. The forceful occupation of a 

paper road/unformed legal road does not constitute an application for a road stopping. Private use of a paper 

road/unformed legal road should not be permitted. We are concerned that if a consent was to be granted, this 

would set a precedence allowing private use through forceful occupation. This is unacceptable.  

Furthermore, the occupation of a paper road//unformed legal road, impacts the ability for TDC to utilise the road 

area for reasonable public safety improvements, including site and public access, slope stability, the coastal 

environment and public safety.  

Cultural and Archaeological Effects  

The Application does not provide an assessment on cultural or archaeological matters, including an assessment 

on the activity’s effects on cultural and archaeological values. Construction was undertaken without regard to the 

cultural heritage precinct status or the cultural significance of the site. Furthermore, while comments and 

feedback from Iwi has been provided with the application, the AEE does not provide a response to these, nor 

does it seek to address or remedy the matters raised. Cultural Impact Assessments  have not been sought or 

provided, which is wholly concerning.  

As such, we are concerned that if a consent was to be granted, again a precedence is set which allows works to 

occur without the important guidance of Iwi and Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga.  

Ecological Effects  

No assessment is provided within the AEE on ecological effects. Of particular relevance, it is unclear if and/or 

how much vegetation was cleared by the Applicant for the construction of the Tipple Deck and Staircase. As 
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such, it is unclear that if any vegetation was removed, what the implications of this are. There is the potential that 

the removal of vegetation could give rise to ecological effects (Terrestrial Habitats, Flora and Fauna) or further 

increase slope instability. Further information and assessment is required to understand the level of effect. \ 

Summary  

Overall, we consider that the application as presented seeks to enable an activity with More than 

Minor/Significant adverse effects on the environment. In addition, further information is required to ensure a 

thorough and complete assessment is undertaken.  

General Commentary  

It is noted in the Applicant’s own AEE report that “the applicant is apologetic around a lack of understanding of 

the consent process this structure”. This is unacceptable. A simple Google search indicates that the Applicant (in 

particular Mr D Tipple) is the owner of the ‘Gun City’ retail chain and has frequently been in the news (due to 

community opposition) regarding resource consents required for ‘Gun City’ retail stores and associated signage – 

in Napier and the Christchurch Megastore l are just two examples. A retrospective application by the Applicant for 

resource consent is representative of a complete disregard of a known resource management system, and a lack 

of due diligence in relation to this specific structure. 

Additionally, through the renting of 36 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road, my family and I witnessed several behaviors of 

Mr D Tipple and his family that had a complete disregard for all neighbours and public and environmental safety. 

The following are examples of this;  

• Personal Digger on Kaiteriteri Beach  

o During the Christmas/New Year Period, Mr D Tipple operated and stored a personal digger on 

the beach. Everyday, the digger was utilised to dig a hole and block the water pipe that 

discharges spring water onto the beach. This would create a dam, blocking the water 

discharge, effectively creating a pool. While it is recognised that children regularly build dams 

against this pipe these are washed away during high tide. However, to the size of the digger 

and the ability to build a larger wall, this would not wash away, and caused a severe blockage 

to the discharge. We ended up having to open the dam up at the end of the day. During this 

time, a representative of the Kaiteriteri Reserves Board came to enquire about the digger and 

its use. When questioned, members of his family (Mr D Tipple’s adult children) denied it was 

theirs, and stated they didn’t know who it belonged to. When further enquires were made, they 

admitted it might be their father, but weren’t sure. After further reminders and requests for it to 

be moved, the digger was finally removed from the beach.  

• New Year Fireworks  

o On New Year’s Eve in 2022, members of the Tipple family stood on the newly constructed 

deck, and set off fireworks late at night. These were purposely aimed at the beach, birds and 

boats moored in the harbour. This caused great concern, to the point where the police were 

called. This presented significant risks to people walking down the beach, who could not be 

seen as it was dark, endemic birds and private property (being the boats). It is noted that 

during this time, an area below the Site was cordoned off as a pair of resident oyster catchers 

had nested).  

The above demonstrates a complete disregard to rules and common decency.  

We are also aware that an abatement notice has been issued by TDC, which the Applicant has failed to comply 

with.  

Although the Applicant’s conduct is not a RMA matter, we consider that TDC should reconsider the impact the 

abatement notice has had on the effort the Applicant is putting into remedying the staircase, and proceed taking 

the Applicant through the Environment Court enforcement process. 

In addition, due to the above, we are concerned that should a resource consent be granted as a result of this 

process, any conditions imposed on a consent will not be implemented or abided by.  

Closing  

Based on the above, we consider that granting consent to the Tipple Deck and Staircase would enable adverse 

effects which are More than Minor/Significant, and which cannot be appropriately or adequately avoided, 

remedied or mitigated.  

On this basis, we seek that TDC decline the consent in its entirety.  
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Yours faithfully,  

 

Jason and Melissa Everett  
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PLEASE ENSURE THAT ALL SECTIONS OF THIS FORM, ON BOTH SIDES, ARE COMPLETED.

Please note: all submissions become public documents. If the application requires a hearing, your submission may be published on the council’s 
hearings page, including your name and contact details.

Personal information will also be used for administration purposes, including notifying submitters of hearings and decisions. All information will 
be held by the Tasman District Council with submitters having the right to access and correct personal information.

Submitter Details
Full Name:

Phone: E-mail:

Submission Details
This is a submission on the following application for resource consent lodged with the Council:

This is a submission on an application from: (Name of Applicant):

For a resource consent to: (details can be found on the notice in the letter from Council, newspaper, website or on-site)

* Note: Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

Address for 
Service:

Contact Person 
(if different):

Postcode:

EP-RC040D  08/19

Tasman District Council Application Number (if known):  RM

1) The specific part(s) of the application that my submission relates to is/are (Give details*):

Submission on Resource  
Consent Application

To: The Resource Consent Administration Officer

Tasman District Council 
Private Bag 4 
Richmond 7050

Email: resourceconsentadmin@tasman.govt.nz

Original filename as received - "Tipple.pdf"
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If consent is granted, I wish the council to impose the following conditions  

(Note: you do not have to suggest conditions, particularly if you want the council to refuse consent):

5) Attendance at any Council Hearing (You must tick one of the following two boxes):

Print Full Name:

*Note: A signature is not required if you make your submissions by electronic means.

A copy of this submission MUST also be sent to the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after serving a copy on the Council.

2/2

Signature*:	 Date:

(Person making submission or authorised agent)

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

2) The reasons for my submission are (Give details*):

 

4) The decision I would like the Council to make is (Tick one of the following two boxes):

3) The nature of my submission is that: (Tick one of the following three boxes):

  

  I am neutral regarding the application  I support the application   I oppose the applica  tion

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

report if a hearing is held.
Note: If you indicate that you do not wish to be heard, you will still receive a copy of the Council’s decision but you will not receive a copy of the hearing 

  To grant consent     To refuse/decline consent

  I  wish  to  be  heard  in  support  of  my  submission           I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission
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Waikawa Marina, Beach Road 

Waikawa, Picton 
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Ph : (03) 573 5170 / 0800 284 292 

Fax : (03)573 5180 

Email : office@teatiawatrust.co.nz 

               Website : www.teatiawatrust.co.nz 

  

 

   

 

 

TE ĀTIAWA O TE WAKA-Ā-MĀUI TRUST’S SUBMISSION TO D TIPPLE, T TIPPLE 

AND M TIPPLE, RM 240000  

Retrospective land use consent for a private deck and stairs on road reserve, 

not meeting road setback for the Residential zone, and located within the 

Coastal Environment Area (CEA), 24th January 2024.    

 

 

SUBMITTER INFORMATION 

Name:  Te Ātiawa o Te Waka a Māui Trust 

Iwi / hapū: Te Ātiawa o Te Waka a Māui  

Address: PO Box 340, Picton 7250 

Email: renee@teatiawatrust.co.nz 

Phone: (03)5735170 

Contact: Renee Love (Kaitohutohu Taiao) 
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TABLE OF CONTENTS 
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INTRODUCTION 

1. This submission is made by Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui Trust (Te Ātiawa Trust) on the 

D Tipple, T Tipple and M Tipple, RM 240000 - Retrospective land use consent for a 

private deck and stairs on road reserve, not meeting road setback for the Residential 

Zone, and located within the Coastal Environment Area (CEA). 

Te Ātiawa ki Te Tauihu, Te Ātiawa o Te Waka a Maui Trust – Ko wai mātou? 

2. Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui originate from Taranaki, migrating by Tokomaru waka to 

Te Tauihu. 

3. In the late 1820s, sections of Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui migrated south and settled in 

Te Tauihu o Te Waka-a-Māui (the Northern South Island) and established mana and 

rangatiratanga, acquired customary rights over whenua and moana at Tōtaranui (Queen 

Charlotte Sound), Kura te Au (Tory Channel), Waitohi (Picton), Anamahanga (Port Gore), 

Te Tai o Aorere (Tasman Bay), Whakatū (Nelson), Motueka, Mōhua (Golden Bay) and Te 

Tai Tapu  (Whanganui Inlet). 

4. By geographical choice and necessity, Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui, are a coastal people. 

Significant cultural and spiritual values are placed on the foreshore, seabed, coastal and 

maritime waterways.  

5. For Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui, the history of occupation, participation, and 

engagement in the Rohe extends to present-day participation and engagement of 

traditional and contemporary practice, including opportunities for personal and 

commercial use that are offset by mitigation and enhancement measures. This is central 
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to the exercise of rangatiratanga (Te Ātiawa IEMP 2014)1 and the inherited duty to ensure 

the sustainable management of the environment and associated taonga through the 

exercise of kaitiakitanga. 

 
Figure 1. The Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui Rohe is shown by the blue line, and the 

Statutory Acknowledgement Areas are highlighted in red (source: Te Tau Ihu Statutory 

Acknowledgements 2014) 

6. Customary rights and interests of the Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-ā-Māui have been confirmed 

in Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-ā-Māui Deed of Settlement and legislated through the Ngāti 

Kōata, Ngāti Rārua, Ngāti Tama ki Te Tau Ihu, and Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui Claims 

Settlement Act 2014.  

 

CULTURAL IMPACTS 

Whatungarongaro te tangata toi tu whenua 

7. Te Atiawa o Te Waka-a-Maui exercises kaitiakitanga with the strongest customary 

authority over Kaiteriteri. Kaiteriteri is central to Te Atiawa o Te Waka-a-Maui identity, 

 
1 Te Ātiawa IEMP 2014. Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui Iwi Environmental Management Plan. Published in August 2014 by: Te Ātiawa o Te 

Waka-a-Māui PO Box 340, Picton 7250 New Zealand ISBN 978-0-473-29386-4. 
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our kaitiakitanga, our mana, our whakapapa, our history, our tikanga and kawa. 

8. Te Atiawa o Te Waka-a-Maui derived mana over Kaiteriteri through raupatu. As a 

tangata whenua iwi, Te Atiawa o Te Waka-a-Maui has a role in to protect all wahi tapu 

and occupation sites within Kaiteriteri. 2 

9. Kaka Point and the surrounding area is pivotal to Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui and is a 

wāhi tapu. Kaka Point is of special significance to Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui whānau 

through their ancestral and spiritual links to the natural world. The mauri of Kaka Point 

embodies the life force that binds the spiritual world with the physical world. 3 

10. Te Ātiawa consider this retrospective consent within Kaiteriteri as a challenge to our 

mana and kaitiakitanga, due to the proximity of Kaka pa, and numerous wahi tapu.  

11. The absence of cultural awareness and engagement from the applicants demonstrates 

a disregard for our values, the RMA and Te Tiriti o Waitangi. 

  

 
2 Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui Deed of Settlement Schedule - Documents 21 Dec 2012 pg 20 
3 Te Ātiawa o Te Waka-a-Māui Deed of Settlement Schedule - Documents 21 Dec 2012 pg 20 
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POSITION 

12. Te Ātiawa Trust is strongly opposed to this retrospective consent and wish to be heard 

in support of our submission for the following reasons: 

13. Te Ātiawa considers that the proposal frustrates the relevant policies and objectives of 

the Resource Management Act (RMA) and Te Ātiawa Iwi Environmental Management 

Plan.  

14. The effects on Te Ātiawa of this retrospective consent relate to culture, tradition, and 

spiritual beliefs recognised in the Deed of Settlement and Iwi Environmental 

Management Plan, and the protections afforded under Part 2 in areas where the tribe 

holds kaitiaki status and manawhenua. 
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PLEASE ENSURE THAT ALL SECTIONS OF THIS FORM, ON BOTH SIDES, ARE COMPLETED.

Please note: all submissions become public documents. If the application requires a hearing, your submission may be published on the council’s 
hearings page, including your name and contact details.

Personal information will also be used for administration purposes, including notifying submitters of hearings and decisions. All information will 
be held by the Tasman District Council with submitters having the right to access and correct personal information.

Submitter Details
Full Name:

Phone: E-mail:

Submission Details
This is a submission on the following application for resource consent lodged with the Council:

This is a submission on an application from: (Name of Applicant):

For a resource consent to: (details can be found on the notice in the letter from Council, newspaper, website or on-site)

* Note: Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

Address for 
Service:

Contact Person 
(if different):

Postcode:

EP-RC040D  08/19

Tasman District Council Application Number (if known):  RM

1) The specific part(s) of the application that my submission relates to is/are (Give details*):

Submission on Resource  
Consent Application

To: The Resource Consent Administration Officer

Tasman District Council 
Private Bag 4 
Richmond 7050

Email: resourceconsentadmin@tasman.govt.nz

Original filename as received - "Form for submission on resource consent application - MHS signed 25 Jan-25.pdf"
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If consent is granted, I wish the council to impose the following conditions  

(Note: you do not have to suggest conditions, particularly if you want the council to refuse consent):

5) Attendance at any Council Hearing (You must tick one of the following two boxes):

Print Full Name:

*Note: A signature is not required if you make your submissions by electronic means.

A copy of this submission MUST also be sent to the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after serving a copy on the Council.

2/2

Signature*:	 Date:

(Person making submission or authorised agent)

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

2) The reasons for my submission are (Give details*):

 

4) The decision I would like the Council to make is (Tick one of the following two boxes):

3) The nature of my submission is that: (Tick one of the following three boxes):

  

  I am neutral regarding the application  I support the application   I oppose the applica  tion

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

report if a hearing is held.
Note: If you indicate that you do not wish to be heard, you will still receive a copy of the Council’s decision but you will not receive a copy of the hearing 

  To grant consent     To refuse/decline consent

  I  wish  to  be  heard  in  support  of  my  submission           I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission
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SUBMISSION IN OPPOSITION OF RESOURCE CONSENT 
APPLICATION RM240000 

 

Notwithstanding the assortment of infringements proposed by the applicant in resource 
consent application RM240000, the focus of this submission is on the impact of the proposal on 
the residential amenity surrounding 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road. 

Setback Infringement and Daylight Admission Breach  

All District Plans go through an extended consultation period where matters such as setback 
standards and daylight admission standards are reviewed and considered (with public 
submissions received), before a District Plan becomes operable.  Setbacks are then enforced by 
territorial authorities as a mechanism for minimising or avoiding cross-boundary effects such 
as loss of privacy, access to sunlight, and building / structure dominance. 

The proposal seeks to obtain approval from the Tasman District Council for the constructed 
deck’s infringement of the following rules along the boundary shared with neighbouring 36 
Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road: 

• Rule 17.1.3.1(k) of the Tasman Resource Management Plan, which requires that: 
A balcony or deck with a finished floor level above 2 metres high is no closer than 4 
metres from site or internal boundaries. 

• Rule 17.1.3.1 (m) of the Tasman Resource Management Plan, which requires that: 
No building projects beyond a building envelope constructed by daylight admission lines 
commencing from points 2.5 metres above ground level from all side and rear 
boundaries. 

As a result of the deck’s construction no setback has been provided along the boundary shared 
with the neighbouring residential property.  As a result of the infringement the deck has, and has 
the potential to, adversely impact the residential amenity of neighbouring 36 Kaiteriteri Sandy 
Bay Road in the following ways: 

• Loss of privacy: The deck has been constructed utilising all space between the dwelling 
and the shared internal boundary.  As illustrated in Figures 9 and 11 of the Resource 
Consent Application prepared by Planscapes (NZ) Limited, there is a clear line of sight 
over and into the external and internal living spaces of the adjacent dwelling, and this is 
further facilitated by the transparency of the deck’s glass balustrade.  The natural 
topography of the Applicant’s site further emphasises this effect, with the oversight of 
the neighbouring dwelling being more than what would typically be achieved from a 
residential neighbour in the Kaiteriteri environment, or in any residential environment 
throughout New Zealand.   
 
This topographical consideration further accentuates the function and purpose of the 
applicable deck setback standard, and its ability to assure occupants of residential 
dwellings a standard level of privacy where they do not feel they are being overlooked or 
exposed to unwanted visual observance from neighbouring properties.   
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If the deck had been constructed 4 m back from the boundary in accordance with the 
applicable setback standard, a greater level of privacy would have been afforded to the 
neighbouring dwelling. 
 
Furthermore, despite the Applicant claiming that existing landscaping provisions that 
are currently in place along the shared residential boundary prevent any overlooking of 
the property, and that the deck “will not appreciably diminish the privacy of the 
neighbouring site”, there is no means or mechanism in place to ensure this landscaping 
remains in place in perpetuity, meaning the Applicant or future property owners could 
change or remove the vegetation as a permitted activity at any time. 
 

• Visual dominance: Further to the topographical considerations discussed above, the 
infringement of the setback standard and the deck structure’s placement along an 
extended reach of the shared boundary results in visual dominance of the deck and the 
adjoining dwelling on the neighbouring property. This visual dominance disrupts the 
wider surrounding residential character of the Kaiteriteri environment. 
 

• Disruption to sunlight:  The Tasman Resource Management Plan requires a set level of 
daylight admission to all properties and protects neighbouring properties from 
inappropriate development that results in disruption to good access to sunlight and 
daylight.  The Tasman Resource Management Plan states that the daylight admission 
standards “ensure reasonable amenity protection, whilst allowing reasonable 
development potential on adjoining sites”.   
 
The Applicant has sought to disregard any need for consideration of the daylight 
admission standard as a result of existing landscaping provisions that are currently in 
place along the shared residential boundary creating “more shading than the deck 
structure”.  As noted above, there is no means or mechanism in place to ensure this 
landscaping remains in place in perpetuity, meaning the Applicant or future property 
owners could change or remove the vegetation as a permitted activity at any time. As 
such, reliance on the landscaping feature as a means for infringement of the daylight 
admission standard is considered to be invalid, and further consideration of the decks 
impact on daylight and sunlight provisions at 36 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road should be 
made when considering the retrospective resource consent application.  

General Observations 

• The Applicant has not presented any plausible reasons as to why the ‘deck with a 
finished floor level above 2 metres high is no closer than 4 metres from site or internal 
boundaries’ setback should not be complied with. 

• The deck was constructed with overt disregard for the well-publicised and documented 
statutory provisions of the Tasman District Plan. 

• The deck should have been constructed to comply with the District Plan standards, and 
any doubts or queries from the Applicant or their professional advisors could have and 
should have been addressed pre-construction with Council staff who are available for 
consultation.  

• Upon the reported realisation of the deck structure’s infringement of multiple statutory 
regulations, and the identification of the need for a resource consent for the structure, 
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no efforts appear to have been made by the Applicant to reduce the structure’s non-
compliance with the applicable statutory regulations. 

• Should the Council grant retrospective resource consent for the deck without any 
modifications to the structure, this has the potential to set expectations / set a 
precedence that the Council allows for infringements of the setback standard when 
adverse residential amenity effects are afforded on neighbouring properties / dwellings; 
and / or that ignorance of the setback standards at the time of construction, and a 
resulting seeking of retrospective resource consent, provides for greater leniency of 
performance standard infringements.  

Recommendations 

It is considered that in accordance with the infringement abatement notice issued to the 
Applicant in December 2023, the Applicant should be required to remove or modify the deck to 
comply with the Tasman Resource Management Plan, or the Council should take action to do 
the work and recover the costs from the property owner. 

A retrospective resource consent should only be issued once the deck structure has been 
dismantled to the extent necessary to comply with the applicable Tasman Resource 
Management Plan performance standards, as independently verified by a suitably qualified 
person. 

 

Signed: 

 

 

Martin Smith 

BE(Hons)(Civil), FEngNZ, CPEng, IntPE, MICE, MInstD 

Dated: 25 January 2025 

 

 

Polly Smith 

MUrbPlan(Prof)HerCons, E.RMLA, Grad.NZPI 

Dated: 25 January 2025 
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KOTAHITANGA (ONE TEAM)   –   QUALITY   –   INTEGRITY   –   INNOVATION   –   WHANAUNGATANGA (STRENGTHEN EACH 
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5 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road 

Kaiteriteri 

7179 

Tasman District Council 

(Via email) 

 

 

28/01/2025 

  

      

RM240000 Tipple Staircase – Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve Board response on resource consent application 

Kia ora, 

I am writing on behalf of the Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve Board in response to the resource consent application by D Tipple & T Tipple 
& M Tipple. 

1. The specific part(s) of the application that my submission relates to is/are (Give details*): 

Condition (q) - Setbacks (Road Boundary) - is not met as the deck and stairs are over the road boundary. 

The Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve Board is unclear based on the drawings provided in this submission, whether the current stairway 
installation encroaches onto the Kaiteriteri Historic Reserve (Kākā Point), and or the Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve.  

Following an onsite inspection, it appears that this probable, as the stairway at its lowest point has a mechanism in which it can be 
manually raised or lowered to allow access directly to the beach below. 

There is a narrow road reserve managed by the Tasman District Council that runs along the base of this property, and immediately 
adjacent to that is the Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve boundary. 

For the purpose of this submission, it is accepted that the stairway provides access from 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road, directly onto 
Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve land. 

2. The reasons for my submission are (Give details*): 

Over the years, the Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve Board has held a consistent approach with neighbouring landowners, whereby access 
or structures spanning from private property to Reserve land have been discouraged and or prohibited. 

This application is not dissimilar to the aforementioned situations therefore, in being consistent with advice provided previously, the 
Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve Board would not support this application. 

Should an amendment be made that precludes any direct structure access to the Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve land, there would be no 
need for the Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve Board to challenge this submission. 

Sincerely, 

                                                                                                                                              

Mason Fitzgerald                                                                    

Chief Executive Officer                                                                                                                                                                                                                                          

Kaiteriteri Recreation Reserve                                                                                                                                                                          
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PLEASE ENSURE THAT ALL SECTIONS OF THIS FORM, ON BOTH SIDES, ARE COMPLETED.

Please note: all submissions become public documents. If the application requires a hearing, your submission may be published on the council’s 
hearings page, including your name and contact details.

Personal information will also be used for administration purposes, including notifying submitters of hearings and decisions. All information will 
be held by the Tasman District Council with submitters having the right to access and correct personal information.

Submitter Details
Full Name:

Phone: E-mail:

Submission Details
This is a submission on the following application for resource consent lodged with the Council:

This is a submission on an application from: (Name of Applicant):

For a resource consent to: (details can be found on the notice in the letter from Council, newspaper, website or on-site)

* Note: Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

Address for 
Service:

Contact Person 
(if different):

Postcode:

EP-RC040D  08/19

Tasman District Council Application Number (if known):  RM

1) The specific part(s) of the application that my submission relates to is/are (Give details*):

Submission on Resource  
Consent Application

To: The Resource Consent Administration Officer

Tasman District Council 
Private Bag 4 
Richmond 7050

Email: resourceconsentadmin@tasman.govt.nz

Original filename as received - "Form for submission on resource consent application (00E).pdf"

RM240000 Submission
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If consent is granted, I wish the council to impose the following conditions  

(Note: you do not have to suggest conditions, particularly if you want the council to refuse consent):

5) Attendance at any Council Hearing (You must tick one of the following two boxes):

Print Full Name:

*Note: A signature is not required if you make your submissions by electronic means.

A copy of this submission MUST also be sent to the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after serving a copy on the Council.

2/2

Signature*:	 Date:

(Person making submission or authorised agent)

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

2) The reasons for my submission are (Give details*):

 

4) The decision I would like the Council to make is (Tick one of the following two boxes):

3) The nature of my submission is that: (Tick one of the following three boxes):

  

  I am neutral regarding the application  I support the application   I oppose the applica  tion

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

report if a hearing is held.
Note: If you indicate that you do not wish to be heard, you will still receive a copy of the Council’s decision but you will not receive a copy of the hearing 

  To grant consent     To refuse/decline consent

  I  wish  to  be  heard  in  support  of  my  submission           I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission
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PLEASE ENSURE THAT ALL SECTIONS OF THIS FORM, ON BOTH SIDES, ARE COMPLETED.

Please note: all submissions become public documents. If the application requires a hearing, your submission may be published on the council’s 
hearings page, including your name and contact details.

Personal information will also be used for administration purposes, including notifying submitters of hearings and decisions. All information will 
be held by the Tasman District Council with submitters having the right to access and correct personal information.

Submitter Details
Full Name:

Phone: E-mail:

Submission Details
This is a submission on the following application for resource consent lodged with the Council:

This is a submission on an application from: (Name of Applicant):

For a resource consent to: (details can be found on the notice in the letter from Council, newspaper, website or on-site)

* Note: Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

Address for 
Service:

Contact Person 
(if different):

Postcode:

EP-RC040D  08/19

Tasman District Council Application Number (if known):  RM

1) The specific part(s) of the application that my submission relates to is/are (Give details*):

Submission on Resource  
Consent Application

To: The Resource Consent Administration Officer

Tasman District Council 
Private Bag 4 
Richmond 7050

Email: resourceconsentadmin@tasman.govt.nz

Original filename as received - "Form for submission on resource consent application (1) (005).pdf"
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If consent is granted, I wish the council to impose the following conditions  

(Note: you do not have to suggest conditions, particularly if you want the council to refuse consent):

5) Attendance at any Council Hearing (You must tick one of the following two boxes):

Print Full Name:

*Note: A signature is not required if you make your submissions by electronic means.

A copy of this submission MUST also be sent to the applicant as soon as reasonably practicable after serving a copy on the Council.

2/2

Signature*:	 Date:

(Person making submission or authorised agent)

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

2) The reasons for my submission are (Give details*):

 

4) The decision I would like the Council to make is (Tick one of the following two boxes):

3) The nature of my submission is that: (Tick one of the following three boxes):

  

  I am neutral regarding the application  I support the application   I oppose the applica  tion

*Note:  Any additional information should be submitted on a separate sheet(s).

report if a hearing is held.
Note: If you indicate that you do not wish to be heard, you will still receive a copy of the Council’s decision but you will not receive a copy of the hearing 

  To grant consent     To refuse/decline consent

  I  wish  to  be  heard  in  support  of  my  submission           I do not wish to be heard in support of my submission

Original filename as received - "Form for submission on resource consent application (1) (005).pdf"
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Tipple Consent Objection 
JF & RA Bowie 
 
This document is intended to append the objection lodged in relation to 
RM240000. 
 

1.​ Environmental impact: The construction likely caused disturbance 
to the sensitive coastal environment and wildlife habitats, 
particularly the penguins, without prior assessment, control or 
respect. 

2.​ Lack of proper assessment: By building first and seeking consent 
later, the applicants circumvented important pre-construction 
research, reports, and impact assessments as required by all 
law-abiding and respectful residents seeking to build, alter or 
otherwise improve their properties. 

3.​ Neighboring property effects: The structure including parking 
platforms breaches setback requirements and daylight admission 
rules, negatively impacting adjacent properties and creates a 
substantial and unsightly placement of multiple caravans, trailers, 
boats and tractors without regard for the neighbours’ situation or 
the overall peaceful enjoyment of a major recreational 
neighbourhood. 

4.​ Cultural heritage concerns: The deck and stairs were erected in a 
cultural heritage precinct without proper authorization. 

5.​ Coastal environment encroachment: The structure is closer than 
30m to Mean High Water Springs, violating coastal protection 
rules. 

6.​ Precedent setting: Approving this application may encourage 
others to build first and seek permission later, undermining the 
council's planning and consent processes and indeed undermining 
the whole purpose of having rules and regulations governing such 
matters. 

7.​ Non-compliance: The application fails to meet multiple permitted 
activity conditions across several TRMP zones and rules. 
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8.​ Inadequate justification: The applicants have not provided 
compelling reasons why their non-compliance should be excused 
or how the adverse effects will be mitigated. 

Granting retrospective consent in this case would undermine the 
integrity of the council's planning processes and send the wrong 
message to the community. We urge the council to decline this 
application and require the removal of the unauthorized structures. 
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Original filename as received - "AAY-287324-1-512-1 - Submission by D & J Lucas on Application RM240000 29.01.25.pdf"
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	TextSubmitterName: Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga
	TextContactName: Dean Raymond
	Text12: PO Box 2629 
Wellington 6140
	TextEmail: draymond@heritage.org.nz
	TextDate: 

	TextApplicantName: D, T, and M Tipple

	Text11: Retrospective consent for deck and stairway at 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road

	TextParts: Lack of proper assessment and consultation.

Please refer to the attached letter for more detail.
	TextReasons: Please refer to attached letter for details.   
	RadioButton1: 1
	RadioButton2: Off
	Conditions: 
	CheckBox3: Off
	RadioButton3: No
	TextPrintName: Dean Philip Raymond
	Button2: 
	Button1: 

	TextSubmitterName: Tasman Bay Blue Penguin Trust
	TextContactName: Linda Jenkins and Larry Lumsden (Trustees)
	Text12: P O Box 6026, Riwaka, RD3, Motueka 7146
	TextEmail: tasmanbaypenguins@gmail.com
	TextDate: 22 Jan 2025

	TextApplicantName: D Tipple & T Tipple and M Tipple

	Text11: Retrospective resource consent for a deck and associated stairway at 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road, which also extends down the hillside across an unformed legal road to access the beach below the property

	TextParts: Coastal Environment Area (Section 18.11 Tasman Resource Management Plan)

The property sits above the northern end of Kaiteriteri beach and abutts the vegetation between the property and the beach.  This is acknowledged habitat for little penguins, a protected native species with a DOC conservation status of "at risk/declining".
	TextReasons: The area at the north end of Kaiteriteri beach is acknowledged habitat for little penguins/korora.

Little penguins/korora have a DOC conservation status of "at risk/declining".  Their major threats in the Tasman include habitat loss, uncontrolled dogs and cats, predators such as rats and mustelids, car strike, boat strike and disturbance of nesting areas.

Little Penguins/korora cross the beach from the sea after dusk and before dawn to access or leave their burrows which are located in the vegetation above the beach, the wooded embankment below the road and across the Kaiteriteri-Sandy Bay Road.

To have undertaken building construction in this sensitive habitat area without taking a protected native species into account was reckless.

Use of the stairway to access the beach from the property could disturb nesting or roosting penguins, causing them to abandon eggs and/or chicks.

Variable oyster catchers also nest in the foliage above the beach and on the beach itself.  Additional disturbance from activity on the staircase which descends on to their habitat area could cause them to abandon eggs and/or chicks.
	RadioButton1: 1
	RadioButton2: No
	Conditions: 
	CheckBox3: Off
	RadioButton3: Yes
	TextPrintName: Linda Jenkins and Larry Lumsden
	Button2: 
	Button1: 

	TextSubmitterName: Jason & Melissa Everett
	TextContactName: 
	Text12: 20 Torlesse Drive
Kaiteriteri 
Tasman 7198
	TextEmail: jason@jamgroup.nz
	TextDate: 23/01/2025

	TextApplicantName: D Tipple, T Tipple, M Tipple

	Text11: Tipple Staircase - as per the TDC web site

	TextParts: See submission document
	TextReasons: See submission document
	RadioButton1: 1
	RadioButton2: No
	Conditions: 
	CheckBox3: Off
	RadioButton3: No
	TextPrintName: Jason Everett
	Button2: 
	Button1: 

	TextSubmitterName: Renee Love - Te Atiawa o te Waka-a-Maui
	TextContactName: 
	Text12: 1 Beach Road, Waikawa,Picton, 
	TextEmail: renee@teatiawatrust.co.nz
	TextDate: 24/01/2025

	TextApplicantName: D Tipple, M Tipple, T Tipple

	Text11: RM 240000 - Tipple - Retrospective consent for the building of a deck and stairs at 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road.



	TextParts: 1.1 Te AĀĀtiawa o Te Waka-a-Māaui (Te AĀtiawa), whāanau and hapuū are Tāangata Whenua, holding mana whenua and mana moana throughout Toōtaranui, Kura te Au, Whakatuū, Motueka and Moōhua.



1.2 As recognised in the Iwi Environmental Management Plan (IEMP) of Te AĀtiawa, the people of Te AĀtiawa are kaitiaki, and carry a responsibility for ensuring that our wahi tapu, wahi taonga, and te Taiao are protected. 



1.3 Te AĀtiawa considers that the proposal frustrates the relevant policies and objectives and the Resource Management Act and Te AĀtiawa Iwi Environmental Management Plan. 

The effects on Te AĀtiawa from this retrospective consent relate to culture, tradition, and spiritual beliefs recognised in the Deed of Settlement and Iwi Environmental Management Plan, and the protections afforded under Part 2 in areas where the tribe holds kaitiaki status and manawhenua.




	TextReasons: To summarise, Te AĀtiawa Trust opposes the proposal as lodged on the following bases: 



* Inconsistent/frustrates the relevant policies and objectives of the RMA, Te AĀtiawa IEMP and the TRMP; 

* Lack of consultation withTe AĀtiawa

* Inadequate assessment of cultural values and effects;

* Potential adverse environmental effects that are more than minor; 

* Potential adverse cultural and spiritual issues for mana whenua iwi; 

* Potentially compromising the role of Te AĀtiawa as kaitiaki; and

* Potentially compromising the mana of Te AĀtiawa.




	RadioButton1: 1
	RadioButton2: No
	Conditions: 

Reccomendations will be given with further consultation. 

Please see attached submission.
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	Button2: 
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	TextSubmitterName: Martin Heatley Smith & Polly Jessica Heatley Smith
	TextContactName: Martin Smith
	Text12: 17 Wolsley Avenue

Milford

Auckland
	TextEmail: bm.smith@xtra.co.nz
	TextDate: 25 January 2025

	TextApplicantName: D Tipple & T Tipple & M Tipple

	Text11: retrospective resource consent for a deck and associated stairway at 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road, Kaiteriteri.

	TextParts: The impact of the proposal on the residential amenity surrounding 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road.
	TextReasons: The reasons for the submission are provided on a separate document.
	RadioButton1: 1
	RadioButton2: No
	Conditions: The deck structure should be dismantled to the extent necessary to comply with the applicable District Plan performance standards, as independently verified by a suitably qualified person.
	CheckBox3: Yes
	RadioButton3: No
	TextPrintName: 
	Button2: 
	Button1: 

	TextSubmitterName: Juliette Ward and Roger Taylor
	TextContactName: 
	Text12: 2 Goodall Place, Little Kaiteriteri 7197
	TextEmail: jwandrt@yahoo.com.au
	TextDate: 29 January 2025

	TextApplicantName: D Tipple, T Tipple and M Tipple

	Text11: Retrospective resource consent for a deck and associated stairway at 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road, which also extends down the hillside across an unformed legal road to access the beach below the property.

	TextParts: Coastal Enviroment Area (Section 18.11 Tasman Resource Management Plan) 

Road Area Rules

Open Space Zone Rules

Heritage Precinct Rules

Land Disturbance Rules








	TextReasons: The property is adjacent to the habitat of protected native species such as penquins and dotterels. They cross the beach and the nearby roads to access their nesting sites therefore building works around this fragile environment are a threat to these at risk/declining species. 

Road Area Rules to protect unauthorised building activity on unformed roads mean the deck and stairs could prevent or hinder future construction, reconstruction, maintenance or use of the road. This is unacceptable. The unauthorised construction and land disturbance by the Tipples breaches well established Council rules about building within stated distances from other buildings and boundaries compounded by their not gaining authority or written permission from Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga. 

We ask that Council enforces their own rules that everyone else in our local community is obliged to obey and that TDC instructs that the illegal structures be demolished and the natural environment restored asap. 
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	TextSubmitterName: John Francis Bowie and Rosalie Anne Bowie
	TextContactName: 
	Text12: 107 Kaiteriteri-Sandy Bay Road, Kaiteriteri, Tasman







7197
	TextEmail: john.bowie@lawfuel.com
	TextDate: 29 January 2025

	TextApplicantName: D Tipple & T Tipple & M Tipple

	Text11: Retrospective resource consent - RM240000

Applicant

D Tipple & T Tipple & M Tipple



Location

Site address: 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road, Kaiteriteri

Legal Descriptions: Lot 2 DP 7124 and unformed legal road

Record of Title: NL2B/1375

	TextParts: Deck and associated stairway
	TextReasons: We strongly object to granting retrospective consent for the unconsented deck and stairway at 38 Kaiteriteri Sandy Bay Road for the following key reasons:

Unauthorized construction: The applicants proceeded with substantial construction without obtaining proper consent, showing disregard for council regulations and due process and thus placing others who are required to strictly adhere to Council and other requirements at a disadvantage, as well as failing to ensure appropriate safety, regulatory and other issues are complied with.



Public access impediment: The structure extends onto unformed legal road creating an unconsented obstruction and potential hazard.

The reasons are continued in the attached document.
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