SUBMISSION ON ANOTIFIED RESOURCE g‘ iw Q vaaRann
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 1

Submitter

Name Grant Desmond SMITH
Contact Person

(If different from above)

Home Phone
cell Phone (NN
cmail

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Woolworths / Fresh Choice

Address of Proposal 434 Mmain Street, Greytown

Application No.

e f Proposed New Access to Existing
Description o Supermarket
Proposal

Details of Submission
My submission:

H

[ Jsupports the whole proposal [C] supports part of the proposal
¥ M Opposes the whole proposal [[] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[Jyes [Ino

E If others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing




SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

Safety of pedestrians with many alreg trucks truning into this driveway every day.

Heritage of the village is being placed at risk by this commercial development.

Following this initial application Woolworths have now made an aplication to cut doen the 85
year old Copper Beech tree which is a major feature of Mian Street

Safety on nearby pedestrian crossing which is used by many children going to nearby schoaol.
Loss of parking on Main Street where parking is already at a premium.

Decision you want the Council to make:

D Grant the Consent E Decline the Consent D Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name Grant Smith
Date 15 May 2023

Important notes for the Submitter

L

In accordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

This form is for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.
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Submitter

MName Michelle Dawson and lan McDonald

Contact Person | michelle Dawson
(I differant from above)

posl diress [

Home

Phone

Cell Phone _
o |

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant | woolwarths Nz Limited

Address of Proposal | 2-12 Hastwe!l Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main Street, Greytown being Lotl DP 311712 and PT lots
7-49, PT Lot 2 DR 18242, Lot 3 DP18242

— — —

Application No, | 260423

Descri ﬂtiﬂ'l"l ﬂ‘f The South Walrarapa District Coundl has recetved an application from Woolwarths N Limited for a
¢ land use consant to:
Prgpggal s  Undertake demolition of o bullding within the Greytown Histarlz Heritage Precinct

+  Undertake new bullding, alterations, and additions within the Graytown Historic Heritaga Precines
»  Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historlc Heritage Precinct exceeding the maximum size,
«  Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Strest) Greytown,
+  Underlake sesodated landscaping and site works,
Details of Submission
My submission:
[]Supports the whole proposal [ supports part of the proposal
B Opposes the whole proposal | Opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

Byes [Ino

¥ [C]1f others make a similar submission | will consider
i:'l presenting a joint case with them at the hearing
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Submission Statement

I'he specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to,

212 Hastwall Street, 105 West Streat, and 134 Maln Street, Graytown being Lotl DP 311712 and PT lots 7-9, PT Lot 2 OP 18242, Lot 3 DP16242 land
use consent to:

s Undertakee new bullding, alterations, and sdditions within Lhe Graytown Historic Heritage Precnct
e  Ectablish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 [Maln Street) Graytown.,
s Undertake assoclated landscaping and site warks.

Decision you want the Council to make:
[]Grant the Consent B Cecline the Consent [[]1Grant the Consent with Conditions

We fully oppose the resource consent application by Woolworths NZ Limited access via 134 Main Street,
Greytown.
Attached:

1. Reasons for Opposition to Woolworths NZ Limited access via 134 Main Street, Greytown

2. Carrying Out Noise Assessments for Proposed Supermarket Developments by Matthew Harwood

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name | WG '

Date

Important notes for the Submitter

1. In accordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. This form Is for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter ar other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be retumed, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



wiicheile Dawson (D

lan McDanald

14 May 2023

Planning Team

South Wairarapa District Council
Po Box 6,

Martinborough 5741

Attn: Submissions — Duty Planner
planningteam@swdc.govt.nz

Re: Woolworths Submission

Dear Sir and Madam
Reasons for Opposition to Woolworths NZ Limited access via 134 Main Street, Greytown

Strategic Arteriai Road

This resource consent is now applying for large delivery trucks left turn only, and customers and light
delivery vehicles {vans and light trucks) turning both left in and right into the 134 Main Street
accessway. It is proposed an average of 6 vans, 2 light trucks and 10 b-train trucks providing deliveries
to the supermarket throughout the day. Main Street, Greytown is a Strategic Arterial Road that forms
part of State Highway 2 that predominantly carries through local traffic and transient through Greytown
and a significant number of pedestrians {school children, locals, visitors), maobility scooters, pushchairs
and wheelchairs. Travelling through Greytown can be stow already due to pedestrian crossings in use,
pedestrians crossing the road anywhere, and cars turning across traffic into several side streets in the
town when travelling south.
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Customers and light delivery vehicles {vans and light trucks) turning both left in and right into proposed
Vehicle Access Way on 134 Main Street accessway will have to wait for a break {estimated 10 seconds)
ta turn right heading southbound as there will need to be a break in northbound traffic on State
Highway 2, affecting and congesting the flow of traffic heading south with significant potential still ta
cover the pedestrian crossing, increasing safety of the pedestrian users..

Northbound large delivery trucks on Main Street turning left into the proposed Vehicle Access Way on
134 Main Street will have to wait for a break {estimated 10 seconds) as there will need still need to be a
break in southbound traffic on State Highway 2 allowing enough turning room for 23 metre vehicles
(refer to David Lloyd’s submission, which we support for more information}, affecting and congesting
the flow of traffic heading north. Large B-train trucks (estimated 10 per day) will need to cross the
centre line of State Highway 2 while turning left into 134 Main Street due to the turning radius of such
large trucks.

There is also a significant patential visibility risk should detivery vehicles, especially vans to large delivery
trucks {eg b-train trucks) park and cue on the roadside before 134 Main Street waiting far access to the
loading dock.

Health and Safety

While this fand use consent application has now changed to limit large vehicles (eg b-train trucks)
turning into 134 Main Street from the south, it should be noted that no change to the proposed access
for customer vehicles, vans and small trucks turning right into the porposed accessway. Asthereisa
pedestrian crossing 20 metres north of 134 Main Street that is in high use for residents, students,
pushchairs, mobility scooters and wheelchair users. Thereisa significant risk that pedestrians will try
and use the crossing behind any stopped vehicle queue waiting to turn across traffic into 134 Main
Street and the vehicles coming on the north side of the road will not see them unti! they step out from
behind a truck or van straight into oncoming traffic.

Data from the Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency traffic mohi_toring site (00200908 located outside 119
Main Street} should show the average and peak daily traffic, direction and time, and given it is an under-
road traffic counter, designed to count the heavy vehicles {logging trucks, aggregate trucks, container
trucks, haulage trucks, B-Train trucks, etc } it witl show that the volume of traffic on Main Street, State
Highway 2 is high and has increased over the last 7 years since the supermarket last proposed this
accessway.

Emergency vehicles travelling regularly through Main Street will have an increased potential to
encounter stationary B-Train Trucks and other delivery vehicles waiting to turn into proposed 134 Main
Street Fresh Choice customer and delivery vehicle entrance that cannot pull aside to let them past.

There is a significant risk that large delivery vehicles (eg b-train trucks) turning left into the 134 Main
Street access way will not be able to see pedestrians once they start their turn. Children, mobility
scooters and wheelchair users will not necessarily have a clear view of large turning vehicles or
especially for children have the thinking capability for caution watching out for large trucks turning,
given it is not a tlght left turn for large delivery trucks (refer to David Lloyd’s submission for more
information.
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Greytown has a rich history with historic buildings and a character retail and restaurant area that attract
a high number of visitors for holidays and shopping. The entrance for the proposed accessway to
enable large trucks and customer vehicle access, as well as the revised gaudy signage proposed at 134
Main Street completely disrupt the Heritage Trust guidelines for the maintenance of the appearance of
the town. Greytown residents and the Heritage Trust work to ensure that all buildings, attractions and
ovents enhance this Heritage aesthetic.

Historic Heritage and Character

Wairarapa Combined District Plan
10. Historic Heritage:
The Wairarapa’s rich cultural and spiritual heritage is found in:

o Buildings, features and trees of historic heritage value;

e Sites of archaeological importance;

e Sites of significance to Wairarapa Maor, including waahi tapu;

o Precincts — areas of buildings or ather features that, collectively, have significant historic
heritage value.

These historic resources are important as they represent links to the past and provide insights into
the way the Wairarapa’s communities and settlements have developed. They also contribute to the
character and amenity values of localities, particularly where there are neighbourhoods containing
relatively numerous historic heritage buildings and features. :

Some areas of the Wairaropa have significant historic heritage as a consequence of the combined
character and values associated with a number of buildings and structures within a locality, many of
which individually may not be regarded as significant. Such ‘precincts’ include the town centres of

the South Wairarapa ... Most of the Wairarapa’s historic heritage requires active management in
a way to ensure its continued existence and enhuncement.

Neighbauring historic building opposite 134 Main Street




Neighbouring new sympatheticaily built addition to historic building next door to 134 Main Street

Road Degradation

Woolworths NZ Limited have stated in their application that deliveries via State Highway 2, and on the
proposed accessway will be undertaken by heavy vehicles as long as 23 meters.

It can only be assumed that these vehicles will be 9 axle B-Train, or truck trailer combinations with a
gross weight of 44 to 50 tonnes Gross Vehicle Weight at any given time. As the crown of State Highway
2 is considerably higher than the footpath, and the proposed concrete driveway/apron will be raised
higher than the footpath, so it appears that a vehicle entering at a hard right turn fo enter the site will
inevitably cause damage to the road, and footpath surfaces. Clearly damage will be caused by the Tri-
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axle combination of each trailer being dragged sideways across the road for the unit to access the
gateway in a straight fine, due to the narrow driveway.

(t should be noted that any new developments manoeuvring large heavy vehicles off main roads or
streets onto say fuel stations, or distribution centres in towns, and cities all over New Zealand have very
large well engineered areas on which to transition safely. The proposal by Woolworths NZ Limited in no
way meets the norm.

Mr Stephen Flynh, a civil engineer and former resident of 119 Main Street at the time of the last
proposal submitted an affidavit to South Wairarapa District Council demonstrating that State Highway 2
was in no way able to support the load of these trucks into the future as the water table beneath, the
increase in impervious areas above ground with this access road and the water race and pipe system
was not up to the standard required {South Wairarapa District Council should aiready have this
dacument on file).

Stormwater

With the creation of the proposed accessway at 134 Main Street involves the construction of a farge
covered roof, and a significant concrete apron area, where large heavy vehicles will enter the site and
unload. At present the section at 134 Main Street is lower than street level, and there is a fair amount of
grassed area within the site, where excess rain water can soak away-in medium rain events, there was
one rain event in the first half of 2023 that flooded the current front lawn as the lawn area was already
sodden, so the rain water had nowhere to g0. The only exit for excess water to leave at the site at
present is via an o'pen drain, one of many which are part of the original underground streams. The open
drain would not be suitable to tap into, as it-would add problems further down main street, of which
water re-emerges outside 129 Main Street, next to the church, flows in the gutters and floods the
corner (footpath and road) of Church Street and Reading Road.

In the normal course of attaining a building consent for the construction of any new commercial entity
in the town of Greytown, an engineered soak pit to deal with excess rainwater is réquired, and must be
a part of any consent to construct. As an example, a very similar situation arose in Blenheim not too
many years ago, whereby there was a lack of council stormwater drains to service a new development.
Future rain events were deemed a major risk, and the council made the developer build large open
water storage areas adjacent to the site to contain what they deemed would be required in these large
future rain events. As most of Greytown has next to o ability to carry away a lot of the stormwater it
presently receives, other than natural soakage, the applicant shouid need to address site stormwater
issues, especially in regard to the burgeoning prablem of climate change and more frequent large
rainfall events, yet addressing this is not in their proposal. '

Impacts Directly on Greyfriars Motel, 138 Main Street

Greyfriars Motel is an Affected Party to the Woolworths NZ Limited resource consent application as it is
a direct neighbouring property with effects from the works and ongoing operation resulting from this
resource consent application.

Greyfriars Motel guests are made up from approximately 20% corporate/contractors, wedding parties,
5% stopover travellers (north/south bound), 20% retirees, 45% holidaymakers/weekend guests and 10%
overseas guests. ‘They find Greyfriars Motel a relaxed place to visit, nice and quiet at night, restful and
clase the local shops, restaurants and cafes. Built early 2010’s, the motel windows are double glazed
facing the car park but not on the back facing 134 Main Street (2.06 metres from the building to the
ferice). Our concern after guest pedestrian safety is the potential for noise pollution with the proposed



loading dock location and height of refrigeration truck mators (usually loca

metres).

Greyfriars Motel is located in @ Commercia
Street} and it is able to provide its accomm

and residential homes with minimal impact on each other.

The distance from the closest motel building {
proposed pedestrian walkway 2 metres, car entry 5 metres, equa
to the trucks being unloaded. The hours of operation of the
impact given that many Greyfriars Motel guests are sleeping
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ted on top of trucks up to 3.8

| Zonie with Historic Heritage Precirict Overlay (as is 134 Maln
odation services, the neighbouring businesses their services

Rooms 14 and 15} to the fence is 2.06 metres, and the

ls 9.06 metres from the motel building
proposed loading dock would have an
between 9 pm until 8 am. Currently the

loading dock states deliveries 7am — 3pm but noise can be heard outside these times even though the

current operations are not fully behind the
Woolworths NZ Limited land consent application an
metre acoustic fence would not mask noise from refrigera

Farme Planning Appendix 6 — Planning Assessment

motel currently and is proposed to be as part of the
d supporting documentation. The proposed 2.4
tion engines at 3.8 metres.

7.5.2 Standards for
permitted activities

Max height 10m
Height to boundary 3m pius 45 degrees

Min setback from front boundary 5m

Min setback from all other boundaries 1.5m -
Im

-Max fence height 1.8m No. dwellings N/A

Notstrictly |
applicable given
proposal is not
permitted activity
but no change
from existing in
residentially zoned
portion of site.

6.5.2 Standards for
permitted activities

Max height 15m

Height to boundary 3m plus 45 degrees where
site adjoins residential zone

Min setback from residential zone boundary 3m
Max fence height 1.8m for boundaries with the
Residential zone

Complies — canopy
over loading area
comprises just over
5m in height and is
located more than
Sm from site
boundary.
Proposed 2.4m
high acoustic fence
proposed along
southern boundary
— continuing
existing acoustic
fence —is not
located adjacent
residentially zoned
land. Therefare, no
consent required.

Noise limits as experienced in residential zone
Daytime 7am — 7pm 55dBA
Night-time 7pm — 7am 45dBA

Likely to be able to
comply / no
change from
consented /
condition can
address




Wairarapa Combined District Plan
Policy 6.3.2{a) and 6.3.8(a)
(e} Noise Limits

(i} The sound leve! from activities within any site in the Commercial Zone shall not exceed the following
limits within any measurement time interval in the stated time frames when assessed at any point within
the notional boundary of any dwelling on any site within the Rural zone, and at any point within the
boundary of a site in a Residential Zone:

Daytime 7.00am — 7.00pm 55dBA L10
Nighttime 7.00pm — 7.00am 45dBA L10
9.00pm ~ 7.00am 75dBA Lmax

(ii) All sound levels shall be measured in accordance with NZS 6801:1999 “Acoustics — Measurement of
Environmental Sound”, and assessed in accordance with NZS 6802:1991 "Assessment of Environmental
Sound”.

Carrying Out Noise Assessments for Proposed Supermarket Developments by Matthew Harwood
AAAS {2009}, Vol. 22 / # 1 New Zealand Acoustics (Astached)

Noise and Sound Services, St lves, NSW 2075, Australia

The potential for noise impacts from supermarket developments is considerable. A thorough
assessment of all potential noise sources associated with the development should be undertaken.
Ideally such an assessment should be conducted at the design stage to assist in minimising the noise
impact on the surrounding community, as far as reasonahbly practicable... The perception of noise and its
level of offensiveness depend greatly on the broader situation within which it occurs. Noise that might
intrude into a resting or sleeping place may be found offensive whereas the same noise occurring in a
market place or noisy working area may pass unnoticed. The concept of ‘background +5 dB’ derives
from this consideration... Noise levels emitted from delivery vehicles can vary considerably depending
on the size of the truck, whether or not they are refrigerated and how they are unloaded whilst in the
dock... An example of the range of noise levels produced by delivery vehicles is shown in Table 2. These
are from Noise and Sound Services database previous noise measurements and consist of a range of
rigid refrigerated trucks being unloaded manually at Ioad_ing'docks. The reversing alarms were used
during the operation and refrigerator motors were also running throughout.

Mitigation Measures

Acoustic screens can be erected around.the loading dock to block line of sight to residences and these
must be high enough to account for refrigeration motors, often a minimum of 3 metres from ground
level.

Management plans should be put in place to ensure trucks do not queue up on the street waiting for
access to the dock or remain waiting with engines running. However, it is not always practicable to
expect refrigeration motors to be turned off, even whilst unloading.

Alf deliveries should be kept to day time hours including waste collection and truck sizes limited where
necessary and practicable. :
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Nase Level 1A
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Figure 2 Measurements of Trucks in Loading Docks

No information has been provided about actual refrigeration delivery truck and supermarket loading
dock noise decibels or the proposed density of the acoustic fencing. The proposed land use consent has
included 2.4-metre-high acoustic fencing to attempt to block naise. We do not consider this tall enough
and while the recommended Mitigation Measures recommends a minimum of a 3-metre acoustic fence,
we would recommend a 4-metre acoustic fence considering the trucks are stationary 9.06 metres away
with refrigeration units running up to 3.80 metres high.

As noted earlier there is also a significant potential visibility risk should delivery vehicles, especially vans
to large delivery trucks {eg b-train trucks) park and cue on the roadside before 134 Main Street waiting

for access to the loading dock and blocking view for vehicles exiting the Greyfriars Motel, Tommy's Real
Estate and Alluminus Beauty Therapy shared driveway.

Recommended Resource Consent Conditions

White we completely oppose this resource consent application by Woolworths NZ Limited, should it be
granted, we recommend the following resource consent conditions.

e That loading dock operations and vehicle deliveries operate between 7.30am — 6pm.

e That Fresh Choice have a Just-In-Time Delivery Programme to schedule the timing of delivery
vehicles {all sizes); ' .

e That delivery vehicles are not allowed to cue on the side of the street outside 134 Main Street
waiting for the previous delivery vehicle to leave;

e That the design of any new construction be sympathetically built/painted to reflect the style of
the buildings surrounding it;

e That a suitably future {considering the impacts of climate change and increased rain levels} sized
engineered soak pit to deal with excess rainwater be required for 134 Main Street;

e That a 4-metre acoustic fence with suitable decibel rating to absarb refrigeration truck and
loading dock noise be constructed alongside 138 Main Street and 132 Main Street.
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In summary, this resource consent application by Woolworths NZ Limited runs contrary to the very
nature of what the residents of Greytown hold dear ~ the pride and enjoyment of a small village of
preserved historic bulldings in which to live, pedestrian friendly as possible considering State Highway 2
runs through the centre, and a lovely place to live and for visitors to enjoy spending their time.

Summary

We would like to see the Woolworths NZ Limited resource consent rejected with the view of laying the
issue to rest for once and for all.

Michelle Dawson and lan McDonald
Greyfriars Motel



Matthew Harwood AAAS
Noise and Sound Services, St Ives, NSW 2075, Australia

ABSTRACT

Whether they are small independent stores or larger multi faceted ¢

omplexes, the potential for noise impacts from supermarket

developments is considerable. A thorough assessment of all potential noise sources associated with the development should be

undertaken. Ideally such an assessment should be con

ducted at the design stage to assist in minimising the noise impact on the

surrounding community, as far as reasonably practicable. The aim of this paper is to discuss the various issues encountered when

assessing proposed supermarket and associate

d developments, the variety of noise sources and mitigation measures.

INTRODUCTION

New supermarket developments can
evoke mixed feelings in the commumnity.
Whilst offering a new, often more
convenient shopping experience they
bring with them the potential for
significant impacts to neighbouring
residents in the immediate vicinity.

To ensure a strong customer base and
remain financially viable sites are often
chosen close to existing residential
areas. Alternatively existing stores

near residences may be upgraded and
renovared into larger supermarkets,
increasing both their size and operating
hours.

As well as determining and applying
the relevant noise criteria there are a
wide vatiety of potential nolse sources
associated with these developments to
consider. For instance the refrigeration
and airconditioning plant not only for
the supermarket but also any specialty
shops may run 24 hours per day, seven
days per week.

Noise levels from on site waste collection
may often cause sleep disturbance.
Trucks in the loading bay with or
without refrigeration motors running
should be assessed in addition to the
increase in on-toad traffic noise. Wil
thete be cafes or restaurants in the
specialty shops!

Consideration may need o be given to
alfresco dining patron noise; will they
sell liquor and have amplified music!
Does the development in<corporate its
own residential premises?

The cumulative affect of these noise
sources can be significant and may
require extensive mitigation measures to
meet the relevant noise goals.

SITE SITUATIONS

The location of a proposed development
has a significant influence on the success
of acoustical aspects of the development
application. Generally supermarkets are
located within or close to residential
arens to ensure their viability. It is good
practice to locate noise producing
aspects of the development as fax

away from neighbouring residences as
practicable, particularly for example,
loading docks.

It is therefore preferable for an acoustical
consultant to be involved at the design
stage where suggestions can be made

to the proponent to minimise noise
{mpacts fron the outset. Unfortunately
however, in many instances the

layout and design of the supermarket
development is already derermined ot
the buildings currently exist and ate to
be upgraded or refurbished before the
acoustical consultant becomes involved.

In some instances a noise impact
assessment may also be required for an
existing development with no proposed
alterations, for exaraple, as a result of
noise complaints.

The extent of the noise impact will also
be affected by the operating hours of
the development. From an acoustical
point of view the worst-case scenario for
a supermatket development is therefore
one operating past 10 pm and / or
before 7 am with residential neighbouss
at each of the shared boundaries.

Consideration may also need to be
given to any potential new residences
associated with the new development.
Whilst this may ot often oceur, some
proposed developments may incotporate
a supermarket, specialty shops and

residential premises,; generally units
above the commercial areas, Where this
does occur the proposed residential
premises may often be closer to noise
making aspects of the development than
existing residential neighbours.

There is alse the potential for existing
commercial or industrial neighbours
and although noise criteria are less
stringent, these too must be considered.

NSW NOISE CRITERIA
The New South Wales (NSW)

Government, via the Department of
the Environment and Climate Change -
DECC (incorporating the Environment
Protection Authority - EPA) provides
guidelines for many industrial,
commetcial and domestic types of noise
SOUTCES.

There are various naise criteria which
may be applicable to the various aspects
of supermarket developments. This
paper covers NSW criteria and criteria
for other states ot countries can be
obtained from the local regulatory
authorities,

Protection of the Environment
Operations Act

The legal framework and the basis

for managing unacceptable noise
within the environment is given in the
NSW Protection of the Environment
Operatiens Act 1997 (POEO Act) and
the Protection of the Environment
(Noise Control) Regulation 2008.

The POEO Act identifies and allocates
responsibility for regulating noise,
provides a range of tools to address
noise and identifies offensive noise.
Offensive noise is defined in the POEO

Act as beinyg noise:




a)  that, by reason of its level, nature,
character or quality, ot the tirae
at which it is made, or other
circumstances:

i, Is harmful to {or is likely to be
harmful to) 4 person who is outside
the premises from which it is
entitted, or

ii. Interferes unreasonably with (or
is likely to interfere unreasonably
with} the comfort or repose of a
person who is outside the premises
from whicl it is emirted, or

by that, is of a level, nature, character
or quality prescribed by the
regulations or that is made ata
time ot in other circumstances,
prescribed by the regulations,

Local Council Requirements

Often the local council assessing the
development application will have
their own Development Control Plan
(DCP) that may address noise from
commercial premises. It is important
to check with the relevant lacal council
or the proponent to determing if such
a DCP exists. In many cases noise from
commercial premises criteria contained
within a DCP is based on the NSW
Industrial Noise Policy 2000 (INP),

in patt, although may be adapted to
become more or less stringent.

The following is an example of a typical
council DCP noise condition.

All noise generating equiprent such
as mechanical plant or equipment,
air conditioning units, swimming
pool filters, fixed vacuum systems,
mechanical ventilation from car
parks, driveway entry shutters,
gatbage collection areas or similar
must be designed to protect the
acoustic privacy of residents and

neighbours. All such noise generating
equipment must be acoustically
screened. The noise level generared
by any equipment must not exceed

a LAeq, 15 minute of 5 dB above
background noise at the praperty
boundary.

These are usually generic by nature to
cover & wide variety of noise sources.

In addition to a generic requirement
within a DCP, council may set specific
development consent conditions for the
proposal and again these may be more
or less stringent than those given in the

INP.

NSW Government’s Industrial
Noise Policy 2000

The Industrial Noise Policy 2000 (INP)
is non-mandatory and designed for
scheduled premises {ptemises where

a scheduled activity is undettaken,

as defined by the POEO Act 1997).
However local government find the
policy useful in carrying out its land-use
planning responsibilities when setting
targets for supermarket developments.

The assessment procedure for industrial
noise sources given in the INP has two
components:

e Controlling intrusive noise
impacts; and

®  Maintaining noise level amenity;

In assessing the noise impact of
industrial or commercial noise sources
all components must be taken into
account for residential receivers, but,
in most cases, only one will become the
limiting criterion.

The projectspecific noise goals (day,
evening and night) reflect the mose
stringent noise level requirement. [t
is derived from intrusive and amenity
criteria and this is used to sec a

AC.USAFE
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resource management
environmental noise control
huilding and mechanical services
industrial noise control
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henchmark against which notse impacts

and the need for noise mitigation are
assessed.

Intrusiveness Noise Impacts

The lndustrial Noise Policy (2000) states
that

The intrusiveness of an industrial
noise source may generally be
considered acceptable if the
equivalent continuous {energy-
average) A-weighted level of noise
from the source {represented by the
LAeq descriptor) measured over a 15
minute period, does not exceed the
background noise level measured in
the absence of the source by more
than 5 dB.’ Thus, when considering
the environmental consequence of
noise from a specific source, any
increase above the background
sound pressure level, which exceeds
35 dB, may be offensive.

The perception of noise and its level

of offensiveness depend greatly on the
broadet situation within which it occurs.
Noise that might intrude into a resting
ot sleeping place may be found offensive
whereas the same noise occurring in

a market place or noisy working area
may pass unnoticed. The concept of
‘background + 5 dB' derives from this
consideration.

The NSW Government state that where
the existing background noise level at
the receptor is less than 30 dBA, as may
oceur in a quiet suburban or rural area,
then 30 dBA should be assumed to be
the existing background noise level.

Where the noise soutce contains
characteristics such as prominent

tonal components, impulsiveness,
intermittency, irregularity or dominant
low-frequency, content adjustments to
the measured level are applied to allow




for the inerease in the annoyance value.
These can be seen in detail in the INP,
Section 4, Table 4.1.

Protecting Noise Amenity

The INP provides acceptable ambient
noise levels that should not he exceeded
by industrial sources in order to limit
continuing increases in noise levels in
given areas. These are shown in the INP,
Section 2, Table 2.1, As an exarple, for
residential areas in a suburban area the
acceptable noise levels ANL (L, ) are

55 dBA daytime, 45 dBA evening time
and 40 dBA night time. The maxinum
allowable noise levels are 60 dBA, 50
dBA and 45 dBA respectively.

In assessing supermarket developments
these projectspecific noise goals from
the INP will apply to noise levels arising
from, for example, mechanical plant and
loading dock activity.

Sleep Arousal Criteria

The NSW Government recognises
that many shortterm high-level noises
which occur at night may comply with
criteria (given in the INP) and yet

be undesirable because of the sleep
disturbance or arousal effect. Sleep
arousal is a function of both the noise

level and the duration of the noise.

Mot all people are affected to the sare
degree by noise and, at different times,
a person will be more or less affected by
the same noise.

Even. in cases whete a person is not
awoken by noise, that person’s sleep may
be affected. The effects of naise on sleep
therefore cannort be predicted with any
degree of accutacy. Noise control should
be applied with the general intent to
protect people from sleep disturbance.
If the noise level that is exceeded for 1%
of any one-minute period (L, . J of
any specific noise source does not exceed
the backgrotnd level (L, ... ) when
the souree noise is not present, by nwore
than 15 4B when measured vutside of
the bedroom window sleep distutbance
is unlikely to cccur. {(Noise Guide tor
Local Government 2004).

Sleep arcusal criteria will only apply
to noise that occurs after 10.00 pm of
before 7.00 am, for example car park
activity and waste collection.

The Noise Guide for Local
Government (2004)

In addition, the Noise Guide for
Local Government published by the
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Deparement of Environment and

Climate Change (NSW) states: -

A noise source is generally
considered to be intrusive if noise
from the source, when measured
over 4 15 minute period exceeds the
background noise by more than 5
dB.

1t is assessed at the most. affected
point on ot within the neighbouring
residential property (unless that
residence is more than 30 metres from
the boundary). Intrusive noise can
represent offensive noise. However, it
is stated in the Noise Guide for Local
Government that this is not always the
case and it can depend upon the source
of the noise, noise characteristics and
curnulative noise levels.

Environmental Criteria for Road
Traffic Noise

New supermarket developments
invariably require cause an increase

in on-road traffic and hence on-road
traffic noise. The NSW Government
has produced criteria for road waffic
noise ‘Environmental Criteria for Road
‘Traffic Noise' (May 1999), This provides
criteria for land use developments with

MARSHALL DAY

Acoustics

O}

Consultants in Architectural & Environmental Acoustics

www.marshallday.com

Auckland - Christchurch - New Plymouth - Wellington - Adelaide - Melbourne - Sydney - Guangzhou - Dublin




potential to create additional traffic on
various roads.

The criterion for developments with
potential to create additional traffic on
local roads is 35 dBA (LAeq, . ]m) for day
time {07:00 hours until 22:00 hours)
and 50 dBA for night time {22:00 hours
until 07:00 hours). For developments
with potential to create additional traffic
on collector roads, free-ways or arterials
the criteria are 60 dBA (L, by TOT day
time and 55 dBA for night time.

Where the criterion is already exceeded
the document states:

In all cases, traffic arising from the
development should not lead to an
increase in existing noise levels of

more than 2 dB.

development if any associated shops or
commercial premises sell alcohol, For
example licensed resraurants ot cafes,
particularly with potential for alfresco
dining and amplified music.

Australian Standard AS 2107

The Australian Standard AS 2107

- 2000 ‘Acoustic — Recommended Design
Sound Levels and Reverberation Times for
Building Interiors’ provides recommended
design sound levels for different areas of
occupancy in buildings. This includes
recommended design sound levels for
various areas within residencial buildings
on either minor or major roads. For
example the satisfactory recommended
design sound level (L, dBA) for
sleeping areas in residences near minor

2

BACKGROUND NOISE LEVELS

Background and ambient noise level
assessments must be undertaken in
accordance with the NSW Industrial
Noise Policy 2000, If the supermarket

is existing it is important to ensure
background noise levels are taken at a
location considered representative of the
neatest residential receiver whilst being
far enough away from the development
s0 as not to be affected by existing noise

levels.
SQURCE NOQISE LEVELS

There are many and varied potential
noise soutces associated with
supermarket developments and they
must all be considered, as well as the
cumulative affect ar each

T o " Sound Power Level B Overall | of the neighbouring
additional traffic created by Noise Sowece ©Octayy Band Erequency (H2). We;gl:wd :j;j:?;ﬁi;;l:ﬁtﬁ’nmﬂlm
the development not to the ERECRE AR SR SE R chs sttetie gemencll
e:t(}i:.tinf tralfﬁc or traffic from Air-Conddioning n e )
other deve opr.nents. Condenser — j:g5 | &2 1 82| 80 | 77| 70 35 loading dock activity.
On-road delivery vehicles (High Fan Spoed) Mechanical Pla

should be assessed as part Refrigeration i e

of on-road traftic noise Clondenses % | g6 183 [ 84 g0 | 7 28 The main mechanical
predictions against che traffic | (High fan speed) ) plant is predominantly

noise criteria. Once delivery

vehicles enter the site 10 gain  Figure 13 Example of Manufacturer’s Sound Power
Levels for Air Conditioning and Refrigeration Plant.

access to the loading dock
and whilst in the dock they
ate subject addition-ally ro
the INP criteria as outlined previously.

Liguor Administration Board

The Liquor Administration Board (LAB)
has produced standard conditions for
foise emissions from licensed premises
as follows:-

The L, , noise level emitted from the
{icensed premise shall not exceed the
background noise level in any octave
band frequency {centred on 31.5 Hz
- 8 kHz inclusive) between midnight
and 07:00 am at the boundary of any
affected residence. Notwithstanding
compliance with the above, the noise
from licensed premises shall not be
audible within any habitable room in
any residential premise between the
hours of mid-night and 0700 am,

For the purposes of this condition,
the L, can be taken as the average
maximum deflection of the noise

emission from the licence premises.

The LAB noise conditions may be
applicable to aspects of a supermarker

roads is 30 dBA with a recommended
maximum of 35 dBA. For living
ateas these are 30 dBA and 40 dBA

respectively.

In some instances supermarket
developments may also comprise
residential components. For example
a multistorey development with a
supermatket on the ground floor with
one or more residential levels above,
The recommended design sound levels
from AS 2107 may therefore be used
for the proposed residences in these
instances for nolse levels arising from,
for example, mechanical plant,

In many cases the INP and
Environmental Criteria for Road
Traffic Noise may be the only eriteria to
address in a noise assessment for a new
supermarket development. However,
depending on the type of development,
operating hours and usage of any
additional specialty shops consideration
may need to be given to the additional
ctiteria above.

the airconditioning and
refrigeration condensets,
penerally located on the
roof of the supermarket.
Derails of all plant should
be obtained from the proponent
however; particularly at the development
application stage this information is not
always available. The size, number of
fans, fan speed and make and model of
condensers will have a bearing on the
noise levels emitted.

Table 1 shows an example of a

typical atrconditloning condenser
and refrigeration condenser with the
respective octave band sound power
levels in decibels, re: 1 picowatt (10-12
Watts) and the overall ‘A’ frequency
weighted sound power levels (LWA) in
decibels, te: 1 picowatt.

Thete may often be more than one

of each condenser or a number of
different size condensers, In addition to
the airconditioning and refrigeration
plant on the condenser deck there are
likely to be supply and exhaust fans at
varying locations across the supermarket
roof. These may include, for example,
fans for; kitchen, bakery, chicken oven,
toilets, car park and smoke extraction.



A plant room is also likely to be located
on the roof near to the condenser

deck and contain, for example, supply
air fans, compressors and a return air
chanber. Further auechanical plant not
located on the roof of the supermarket
may include fans in the car park and a
transformer often within a sub station.

From Neise and Sound Services
database and previous noise
measurements and experience,
transformet noise levels are generally
centred around 100 Hz. It is likely that
the noise characteristics of transformers
will be consideted tonal in line with the
INE, Cardboard compacting machines
should also be considered, particularly if
located externally.

Mechanical plant may be required for

switch on at 6.00 am in order ro achieve
the necessary ambient temperature
inside the supermarket for the arrival of
customers.

Delivery Vehicles

Noise levels emitted from delivery
vehicles can vary considerably depending
on the size of the truck, whether or not
they are refrigerated and how they are
unloaded whilst in the dack.

Reversing alarms should also be
considered, particularly if deliveries are
accepted during night time houts as
these can cause sleep disturbance.

An example of the range of noise levels
produced by delivery vehicles is shown
in Table 2. These are from Noise and
Sound Services database previous noise

restaurant, café or bar patron nioise.

If the eccupancy of any proposed
specialty shops is not known at the
time of the assessment an additional
assessment may be required following
the development application stage.

On-Road Traffic Noise

The noise from road traffic vehicles
entering and leaving a site Jepends
mainly upon vehicle flow rate and the
speed and distance to the receiver paint.

The type and condition of vehicles and
driver technique has a large influence on
the noise levels at close distances where
there are low flow rates. Road gradients
and road surfaces can also influence the
noise level.

If a traffic study has

an:;j s:;ecialty Sths Nokie Livit dBA been undettaken the
i i i =k} projected vehicle flow
Smuustaf plant wil ; (LI rates can be obtained
depend upon the Trmels Type asil Lengfh ) = § ik B — ;

dep e ik Wlavivomant Bivtence | Novnsalived ia 38 wiefpes | from this document.
proposed occupancy I

of the shops. Each | Rigid Refrigeraied Trock sbact 13 metres 5448 BT st AFABA The proponent

may requice air- ighd Resiiparted T sboat 13 metres S0 984 @ 6 metres AFUBE kol ) owt a.ble
conditioning either o o : T ‘ to provide a delivery
vis § centrailed] Teigiil Reidfusrated Troclk dbodt Fnabres BEUBA @ 8 meirey GUABA schedule for heavy
systemt or individual Rl Rt Trook aboet B3 mete T3 IRA 3 mitees ST vehicle deliveries.
MIREDTTS f;“:h " Ol Rz Trodk it i 5 it S3 B If this data is not
premise. If any shaps . i

R TR Millo Trugk 51410 61 ) ictees £ d0A available some

‘ fe t.l ) TR oL PR R LTI A , R— —. ........ i Y A assulnptlons“"ill

ot cafes they may ipid Refripgied Tradk sbout 19 mees i, e e 56 a4 sl 5 b Wil

tequire refrigeration
plant of their cwn in
addition to kitchen
and toilet exhaust fans.

Every item of mechanical plant for
bath the supermarket and any specialty
shops must be assessed. Where details
of individual plant are not available

the proponent should be advised on
the maximum sound power level (L)
that any plant must not exceed in order
to meet the relevant noise goals. This
advice must consider the cumulative
affect of all plant combined, whete there
1s potential for that to oceur.

Diepending on the operating hours of
the development it is generally only
the refrigeration plant thart is required
to tun 24 hours per day, seven days
per week, However, other plant may
operate during night time hours (i.e.
betweer: 10.00 pm and 7.00 am Monday
o Saturday and [0.00 pri to 8.00 am
Sundays and Public Holidays). For
example, a store that opens at 7.00 am
may require the ait-condition plant to

Figure 2 Measurements of Trucks in Loading Docks

measurements and consist of a range of
rigid refrigerated trucks being unloaded
manually at loading docks. The reversing
alarms were used during the operation
and refrigerator motors were also
running throughout..

An assessment of truck noise levels
whilst in the loading dock and
traversing the development site should
be compared with the INP criteria.
Trucks approaching or leaving the site,
once on the road way are subject to the
Environmental Criteria for Road Traffic
Noise.

Fuxther Noise Saurces

In addition to mechanical plant and on
site delivery vehicles there s potential
for further noise sources to be associated
with the development, particularly the
specialty shops. These will depend on
the occupancy of the shops and may
include amplified music noise and

order to determine
a realistic worst-case
scenatio of vehicle
movements.

This will depend on, for example, the
number of car parking spaces, operating
hours and size of the development,

The predictions of noise levels from
road traffic using the proposed facilities
can be calculated using standard formula
as given in, for example, the Calculadion
of Road Traffic Noise from the UK
Department of Transport and Welsh
Office (1988}

With regard to delivery vehicles alone,
the calculation procedure given in
CoRTN is untested for small traffic
flows, Therefore a calculation based on
a sound exposure level (L, ) of one truck
can be used to predict an hourly noise
level (L } from delivery vehicles,

Ay, 1 hour
For example, using a previously
measured sound exposure level for
one truck of 85 dBA at 15 mettes, the

9
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predicted hourly noise level is 55
dBA (from L L.-10

Aeq, 1 hour L A
log,, (T} + 10 log,, {N) where T is
ore hour in seconds and N is the
number of trucks {i.e. 4 in this
example}). This level can then

be adjusted to suit the required
distance (r2) from 55 - 10 log,,
(r2/15) dBA.

On Site Vehicle Noise

Car parks may be located on

or close to shared residential
houndaries and noise levels
arising from cars starting, doors

opening and closing as well as cats
accelerating can cause sleep disturbance
depending on the operating hours of the
development. Table 3 shows examples of
previously measured noise levels (LA1, 1
minute) of these activities, normalised to

5 metres.

NOISE MODELLING
AND ASSESSMENT

L is the sound power

level of the noise source;
D_is directivity correction; and

A is the attentuation that occurs

during the propagation from
source to receiver,

The attenuation term A in the

Sogng Presore Level
Soyrie W, tminated
..... ot 5 s (dBA)
Car Starting: 52
Cae Do Closing, 58
Car Acelerating pil)

equation above is given by

Figure 3: Sound Pressure Levels at 5 Metres

for Car Movements.

The modelling of each noise source to

during prapagation outdoors Part 2 Geneval
method of caleulation’. This Standard
specifies methods for the description
of noise outdoors in community
envirenments. The method described
in the Standard is general in the sense
that it may be applied to a wide variety
of noise sources, and covers the major
mechanism of sound attenuation.

The equivalent continuous downwind
sound pressure level (L, ) at the main
receiver points can be calculated for each

A = A\liv i Aarm a Agr Ui at ¥ Amisc
Where:

A is the attenuation due to

geamettic divergence:

A__is the attenuation due to
atmospheric ab-sorption;

A_is the attenuation due to the
ground effects;

A, is the attenuation dustoa
barrier; and

A_.is the attenuation due to
miscellaneous other effects.

The last term (A, ) generally refers to

2

all sensitive receiver locations can be
done using computer modelling software
{e.g. Soundplan or ENM) or by using
the International Standard ISO 9613.2
(1996(E) ‘Acgustic — Attenuation of sound

point source using the equation below:-

Ly =Ly, 0= A
Where:

miscellaneous propagation through
foliage, industrial sites and areas of
houses. These are seldom applicable
in stipermarket noise assessments,
particularly with neighbouring

;

i '

SOUNDGUARD
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residential properties.

Once each noise source has been
modelled the overall predicted noise
level at each receiver location can be
determined from a summation of all
refevant neise sources at those locations,

An assessment can then be made

to determine compliance with the
approptiate noise critetia and mitigation
measures tecommended where
NeCessary.

MITIGATION
MEASURES

In all instances mechanical plant
should be located as fat as reasonably
practicable from neighbouring
residences and quieter plant should be
chosen where available,

Mitigation measures for mechanical
plant may include constructing an
acoustic screen around the condenser
deck. The screen should be made from
any impervious material such as sheet
steel, fibre cement, dense PVC or timber
and must not contain any acoustically
unfreated holes or gaps.

It 15 important that the screen meets the
roof of the supermarker building in the
direction of the residences. However,
this may meet opposition from the
refrigeration engineers as it can restrict
rhe necessary air flow to the condensers.

At least one side of the deck should
therefore be left open to allow air flow
where practicable and consultation

with the refrigeration engineers may be
required. If a four sided screen is used

it should be lined internally with an
acaustic absorbent material to minimise
the reverberant build up of sound.

If screening the deck is not sufficient,
acoustic enclosures or fan attenuators
may be required, Setting the’
refrigeration condensers to run at low
speed during night time hours can
reduce noise levels and consequenty the
impact on neighbouring residences. No
mechanical plant should run ac night
time when it is not essential to do so.

At the design stage the plant room
should be located between the
condenser deck and the nearest affected
residence to act as a noise barrier. The
building elements of the plant room may
need upgrading from those proposed to
reduce noise levels. Where ventilation

is required acoustic louvres or other
attenuated air path may be necessary.

Acoustic screens can be erected around
the loading dock to block line of sight
to residences and these must be high
enough to account for refrigeration
motors, often a minimum of 3 metres
from ground level

Management plans sliould be put in
place to ensure trucks do not queue up
on the street waiting for access to the
dock or remain waiting with engines
running. However, it is niot always
practicable to expect tefrigeration
motors to be turned off, even whilst
unfoading.

All deliveries should be kept to day time
hours including waste collection and
truck sizes limited where necessary and
practicable.

Car parks should be screened with
acoustic fences between neighbouring
properties. A management plan may
be implemented to restrict the use of
sensitive car parks after 10.00 pm and
before 7.00 am 50 as to minimise the
possibility of sleep disturbance,

Car park access and egress points should
be designed to avoid neighbouring
tesidences where practicable. Signage
should be placed around the car park to
remind customers to keep noise levels

to a minitmum when arriving or leaving
during night time hours.

CONCLUSION

Noise assessments for supermarket
developments must consider a range
of individual noise sources and the

combined affect on all receiver locations.

The main noise sources are mechanical
plant, loading dock activity and on-toad
traffic, although various other noise
producing aspects of a development may
exist,

Noise goals should be set from the
relevant NSW Government noise
ctiteria and will depend on the noise
sources associated with the particular
development as well g5 the consent
authority’s requitements.

The noise goals can be met through

a variety of mitigation measures
including screening the condenser deck,
the loading dock and implementing
management plans with tegard to
delivery times and size and number of

trucks.

Where specific details of mechanical
plant are not known at the time of the
assessment, maximum sound power
levels (L.} not to be exceeded should
be supplied. These must be checked
with manufacturers prior to purchase
and may often result in the need for
additional assessments.

The expected on-road traffic using
the proposed development can be
caleulated. The success of meeting the
traffic noise goals will depend on the
location of access and egress points as
well as the number of vehicles,
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FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter
| Name 4. 'nﬁ_x Nunm it

Contact Person

(If different from abowve]

| i-' L:c l r... L rl\{i f—l | 1:‘. L I-._

Home Fhone

Cell Phone

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant

Address of Proposal Ny~ Styee / CH*’;’,:LJ’HJ\.-'\;* \

Application No.

Description of > _ _
i Proposal LY INEN '“{_:”% O TveshChOE

Details of Submission
My submission:
D Supports part of the proposal

|| [Jsupports the whole proposal
[ ] Opposes part of the proposal

Dpposes the whole proposal
In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
| to be heard ip respect of your submission?

. D Yes |_;|
[

! []1f others make a similar submission | will consider

presenting a joint case with them at the hearing
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CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 2 af2
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 3

Submission Statement

| rhe specific parts of the Pi oposal that this submission relates to
.| The C Ir 'tufcik.\rM HS a health < _\',-_;({_'_.:txj
(SSUE

Decision you want the Council to make:

D{jr;-&rnz the Consent Decline the Consent [] Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name K-+t NUNS St
Date l(_).f_:)“'-r-s ’},.1}

r the Submitter
| 1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.
II §
1 2. Thisformisforyourconveniente anly. Youmay make a submission that addressesthe points above
| i I
Il in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep acopy

4. Acopyofyour eybmission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.
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CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 4

Submitter

Name Rob Slater

Contact Person

{If different from above)

Postal Address _

Home Phone

cell Phone |
Email - I

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates
Name of Applicant Woolworths

Address of Proposal Main St Greytown

Application No.
Description of Vehicle access off Main Street

Proposal

Details of Submission
My submission:

[ Jsupports the whole proposal [C] supports part of the proposal
b/ Opposes the whole proposal [C] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

Mvyes [InNo

|:| If others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing




SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

All of it - | think its a terrible idea that will result in serious harm at some point to a member of the
public, there is no reason what so ever that this needs to proceed.

Deliveries have been arriving quite happily since the day it opened, this is nothing more than wanting
illuminated signage on the main road and nothing to do with trucks delivering.

Decision you want the Council to make:

D Grant the Consent E Decline the Consent D Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name R Siater
Date 16 May 2023

Important notes for the Submitter

L. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. This formis for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



SUBMISSION ON ANOTIFIED RESOURCE @ i cArTerTOoN cedoriy

CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 5

Submitter

Name  Helen Fielding

Contact Person

{If different from above)

Home Phone

Cell Phone NN
email |

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant

Address of Proposal

Application No.

Description of Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Her-
Proposal itage Precinct.
Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown
Historic Heritage Precinct.
Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct ex-
. . s ceeding the maximum size.
Details of Submission getablish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main

My submission: Street) Greytown.
Undertake associated landscaping and site works.
[ Jsupports the whole proposal [C1supports part of the proposal
& ] Opposes the whole proposal [C] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?
[lyes [No

|:| If others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing
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Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.

Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.
Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct exceeding the maximum size.
Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Street) Greytown.

Undertake associated landscaping and site works.

| do not want the site used for the sole benefit of the applicant, to the detriment of the activity,
the safety and the ambiance and character of our Main Road. an entrance from the main road

Detrstenupemanant the Council to make:

D Grant the Consent D Decline the Consent D Grant the Consent with Conditions

| ,do not want there to be an entrance from the main road for the sole benefit of the applicant
to the detriment of our town.

| strongly oppose the application.

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name

Helen Fieldin
_ Date

16 May 2023

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. This formis for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.
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Details of Submission

My submission:
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Submission Statement
The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.
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Decision you want the Council to make:

[_]Grant the Consent Efl-efime the Consent [[]Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter

Date M May 2023

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public

P

This form is for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

-

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

D

A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant



Submission on a Notified Resource Consent Application

Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 127(3), 137(5)(c), & 234{4) of the Resource Management Act 1991.

To: South Wairarapa District Council — duty planner

Address: lanningteam@swdc.govt.nz
Cc: h

Submitter details
Name:

Grevtown School Board of Trustees

Contact: David Ross
Phone:
Cc:

Application: Woolworths New Zealand Ltd {Fresh Choice) land use consent
application at 134 Main Street, Greytown.

Qur submission

Our submission opposes part of the proposal.

We wish to be heard in respect of our submission.

Greytown School is a full primary school (Years 1 — 8) located a_

Qur current roll is 349, and we forecast consistent roll growth in the next few years. A key
task of the Board of Trustees is to protect our tamariki from harm, both within school
grounds and, where we can, within the community.

Greytown School is located one street to the East of Main Street, and is almost directly
adjacent to the proposed new entranceway.

Greytown’s flat topography and compactness, together with the school’s accessible location
near the centre of town, means that a high proportion of our students walk, scooter and
cycle to school. One of the main routes for children commuting by foot, scooter or bike from
the west side of town to Greytown School involves using the pedestrian crossing south of
Hastwell Street, then travelling through Stella Bull Park to the school.

The following diagram shows common pedestrian routes in red, as well as the sites of
interest,



We believe that if the proposed development goes ahead as planned, the safety of our
students will be directly compromised at two locations.

1. The pedestrian crossing immediately south of the Main/Hastwell Street intersection.

We consider that southbound traffic on Main Street that is waiting to make a right turn into
the site via the proposed new entranceway will create a queue at times. This queued traffic,
even if not reaching back to the pedestrian crossing, will inhibit sightlines between drivers
approaching the crossing from the south, and pedestrians waiting on the eastern side to
cross. This is particularly dangerous for smaller children, who are less able to see or be seen
over queued traffic.

There are several factors that would make the location of the proposed entrance to the
supermarket site particularly dangerous. The first concerns the types of vehicles that may be
gueueing to turn into the new entranceway. The applicant’s traffic assessment by Commute
proposes that:

“All service vehicles will now enter through the new access, with large trucks (b-trains and
semi-trailers) only left turning into the site.” {Section 6.3}

This means that other delivery vehicles, including vans, and all trucks smaller than a b-train
or semi-trailer, may turn right into the site. This could include (now or in the future) large
curtain-side trucks and similar, which will create a major impediment to sightlines.
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The second aggravating factor is the considerable camber of the road. The traffic assessment
describes this section of Main Street as “straight and flat” {section 4.2}, but this description
does not take into consideration the height differential between the centre of the road,
where traffic will be queued, and the footpath, where pedestrians will be waiting to cross.
This height differential impedes sightlines of traffic even further. The following photographs
are taken from the crossing waiting area on the east side of the road, looking across toward
134 Main Street (the large copper beach tree marks the site). Camera height is
approximately 130cm — the average height and viewpoint of an 8 year old child. The
photographs demonstrate that a child would struggle to see, or be seen by, northbound
traffic while traffic is queuing in the southbound lane.




Thirdly, child pedestrian movements at the crossing are concentrated into a small timeslot
after school, between 15:00 and 15:20 in particular. Surveys conducted by staff and students
indicate an average of about 50 children using the crossing at this time. On certain days it
can be significantly more, and most children are unaccompanied. Children can be impulsive,
and will sometimes not take as much care as they should before venturing onto a pedestrian
crossing.

This increase in pedestrian numbers coincides with a significant increase in vehicular traffic
flow, also due to school traffic. Many of these vehicles, having collected their children at
school, will drive around the block to Main Street then stop in at Fresh Choice supermarket.
If a significant proportion of that traffic uses the new entrance, this will inevitably create a
gueue back towards the crossing. This relatively short but intense burst of traffic is likely the
busiest time of day, but was not included in the Commute traffic assessment. Attachment C
of the traffic report shows that pedestrian counts were only taken between 07.00 - 08.45
and 16.00 - 17.45 on Thursday 30th March 2023.

There have been near misses involving school children at the crossing already this year, and
the school has had to provide adults to monitor the crossing when local events cause
additional traffic. We think any additional traffic disruption near this site creates an
unacceptable safety risk to users of the crossing.
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We believe the proposed entranceway itself also creates an increased risk to commuting
children. Many tamariki ride scooters and bikes along the footpath at this location, as it’s
safer than using the busy state highway. With both private traffic and goods vehicles turning
into the drive at peak after-school times, this creates a potential recipe for disaster. Right
turning cars will often have to rush the turn to fit between gaps in northbound traffic, and
are likely not to see fast-moving children on wheels or on foot. Left turning goods vehicles,
especially larger b-trains, will have to make a ‘blind turn’ into the site. An experienced truck
driver advises us that they would struggle to see children approaching on the footpath due
to the cab height and the angle of approach, and that there would be no safe way to make
this turn.

2. The proposed new entranceway at 123 Main Street

Issues with traffic assessment

We would also like to draw attention to some issues with Commute’s traffic assessment
which, when combined, serve to minimise the projected effects of the proposed
development.

1. The sensitivity test models an increase of traffic on State Highway 2 of 1% per year
for 10 years {section 6.5}. This seems very low. Waka Kotahi’s monitoring site in
Greytown just south of the proposed development shows an increase of 18%
between 2018 and 2022 — more than 4 times Commute’s figure. {Source:
nzta.govt.nz}

2. Commute’s afternoon weekday peak survey was run from 16:00 — 17:45. We believe
that it should have included peak flows between 15:00 — 15:30 as well, for the
reasons stated above concerning school traffic.

3. Commute’s report states:

“The proposed works to the existing supermarket do not increase the retail floor
area, and therefore no additional traffic is expected to be generated by the proposal.”
{Section 6.1}.

We note that the proposal also includes the erection of a large illuminated sign on
Main Street. We consider that it would be reasonable to assume that the purpose of
the sign would be not only to identify the site from the Main Road, but also to alert
drivers to the presence of a supermarket in the area, generating additional users and
associated traffic to the site. We consider that the traffic assessment has
underestimated the traffic levels that will be generated by the proposal.

4. The assessment does not address any effects that will occur from southbound traffic
having to ‘undertake’ vehicles which are waiting to turn right into the new entrance.
There does not appear be sufficient room to do so considering vehicles will be
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parked on the eastern side of the road, therefore traffic may need to stop, causing
tailbacks to the crossing and beyond.

Summary

Chris and the team at Fresh Choice are an integral part of the Greytown community. They
provide an important service, employ local people and give generously to local causes. We
wholeheartedly support what they do. The Greytown School board is sympathetic to their
current traffic issues within the carpark, and understands their need for a better solution.
However we cannot support a proposal that aims to resolve a safety issue on a private site
by creating a new safety issue on a public road that undermines the safety of our tamariki,
and the wider community.

For the reasons above, the Greytown School Board of Trustees are unanimous in our
request that the application is declined.

Nga mihi nui,

Signed on behalf of the Greytown School Board of Trustees.

Date: 17/05/2023
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2. This form is for your convenience only. Youmay make a submission that addresses the points above
in a lettet or other suitabie format, :

3. Subrissions will not be returned, so please keep acopy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to hoth Council and to the applicant.
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Decision you want the Council to make: e

fi UE.’d'1t the Consent Decline the Consent [ 1Grant the Consent with Conditions

H
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(l

Signature

fi To be signed by the submitter or persen authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter

Name Po~~ela ﬂeuef‘uﬂ
Dat |=f;"l'2§,

o1
n

Important notes for the Submitter

t  |naccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, <ubmissions will be made available for viewing by Council

i

! and members of the public

| 2. This form is for your convenience only. Youmay make a submission that addresses the peints above
, in a letter or other suitabie format
-' 3 sybmissions will not be returned, so piease keep a copy

o
i
4. A copy of your submission must he sent to both Council anca to the applicant



SUBMISSION ON A NOTIFIED RESOURCE

F ONSENT APPLICATION
H','IH*-.-J 13 - Pursuant to Sections 954, 958, 95C, 96, :
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1931

Submitter
Name |etitien Havvison

Contact Person

(I ditfgeenst from above

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Woolworths New Zealand LTD

Adidress of Proposal 212 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street and 134 Main Street Greytown being Lot 1
DP 311712 and PT Lots 7-9, Pt Lot 2 DP18242 Lot DP18242

Application No, 220081

Description of Undertake demalition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Pracinct
Undertake new building, alterations and additions within the Greytown Histaric Precinct
Proposzl Establish a sign located in Greytown Historic Precinct exceeding the maximum size
Establish additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main street) Graytown
Undertake associated landscaping and site works

Details of Submission

My submission:
, Dﬁuppurts the whole propasal |:] Supports part of the proposal
Bﬂppnr.es the whole proposal [j Opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hear ing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission *

Aves [One

[Jifothers make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing



Submission Statement
Wiﬂc parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.
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And wachelle dnwson

Decision you want the Council to make:
[ Grant the Consent B4 Decline the Consent [ClGrant the Consent with L

ed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitte

Name \ﬁ"? T OOV {1000
Date \% ?( L3

the Submitter

he Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by .

o poth Council and to the applicant.
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-The Woolworths/Fresh Choice driveway proposal provides for numerous large truck and trailer
i5 just

units (road trains) turning off Main Street, Greytown seven days a week This accessway
metres from a pedestrian crossing which is used by residents - and most particularly school

children - to cross a State Highway.

(“Allowing this to happen will mean that trucks - and cars - will be using the laneway
between two buildings with pedestrians, scooter users etc ‘blind’ to what is around the

corner. The current access to the supermarket is just fine (if it is not that should have
been thought about when building the supermarket”).

(“The supermarket should have factored delivery access into its original plan - not now
when it will impact on the safety of pedestrians on what is already a very busy Main
Street.”)

(“The truck access and sign proposal are unsafe and unnecessary. Walking across Main
Street is already dangerous. My stress levels build up everytime | approach the
pedestrian crossing to Stella Bull Park. The truck access will make it even more

dangerous.

ides itself on its heritage values. These are being put at considerable risk by this
development. If this plan is allowed to proceed there is a real concern it might be
| of a succession of assaults on the sanctity of Main Street.

oncerned that the large illuminated sign does not fit in the heritage precinct. | am
yout the beautiful copper beech tree (85 years old) being compromised.” )

aces and celebrates its history. The heritage precinct is treasured. The
on of an unnecessary and unsympathetic sign is really hurtful, Leave
on ..'.._.. u”)

r;-ur?‘
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m_‘;:;!m being the first Arbor town in New Zealand It is unconscionable that a
P2 yearok M"“ _Etrut Cﬁpper Beech tree should be facing the chain saws to make
unwanted truck and trailer units delivering to a supermarket.

Euhoul d!ilr.lmn and Play Centre attendees, rely on the pedestrian cross at Stella Bull park to
cross the State highway. Usage is increasing as the Greytown Primary school adds classrooms.
‘The impact of an adjacent driveway for large truck and trailer units cannot be under-estimated

(“Traffic will be a nightmare and extremely unsafe for pedestrians. A real eyesore.”)
("'The new traffic flow will significantly change the look of the town. If allowed it will be
inly the first exception of many and Greytown will no longer be considered one of the
1051 beautiful small towns in New Zealand").

jolworths/Fresh Choice driveway proposal will result in the loss of Main Street car parks
0 established businesses and homes in main Street.

roposal never succeeds as it will prove to be a disaster with accidents

e T
Fad I
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Details of Submission
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FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96,

127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement
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Decision you want the Council to make:

Signature

Important notes for the Submitter

InacCort ynce with the Privacy Act 2993, submissions W Hi
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CONSENT APPLICATION
FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96, Rah
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 1 6 il

Submitter

Name “Dow~ielle Ggﬁ'{_d -No4t

§ Name of Applicant  Woolworths NZ Limited
{elr fPron 2-12 Hastwall Strest, 105 West Street. and 134 Main Strest,
Greytown
}-.L-!I I
i f i " [ H ritagn P ot
L I i ilding hin the G n Historic Herltage Preci
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Details of Submission
WMy submission
i [} 1
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nthe event this application ubject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do vou wish
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CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, =
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 1 6

Submission Statement

fic part F b | - il that

Decision you want the Council to make:

D'--”""" e Consent m‘, cline the Consent D nt the Consent with Conditions

!
|

Signature




SUBMISSION ON ANOTIFIED RESOURCE 'M::!H i cATERTON Q

CONSENT APPLICATION

127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96, 1 7 10f2

Submitter

Name Alexandra Hutchings

Contact Person

(If different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
. Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Woolworths New Zealand LTD

Address of Proposal  2/12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street and 134 Main Street Greytown being Lot 1
DP 311712 and PT Lots 7-9, Pt Lot 2 DP18242 Lot DP18242

Application No. 220081

Descrintion of Undertake demolition of a bullding within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct
ESCription O yndertake new building, alterations and additions within the Greytown Historic Precinct
Proposa| Establish a sign located in Greytown Historic Precinct exceeding the maximum size
P Establish additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main street) Greytown
Undertake associated landscaping and site works

Details of Submission
My submission:

Hi

[ Jsupports the whole proposal [C] supports part of the proposal

L/l Opposes the whole proposal [[] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

Mvyes [InNo

|:| If others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing




SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.
| fully suuport Greytown Heritage Trusts submission and support Michelle Dawson

Decision you want the Council to make:

D Grant the Consent E Decline the Consent D Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Mame Alexandra Hutchings

Date 198523

Important notes for the Submitter

L. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. This formis for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



SUBMISSIONONANOTIFIED RESOURCE . TEF BB TRt COCRCR.
CONSENT APPLICATION - = W '

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

MName

Contact Person
f ent from at

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Woolworths New Zealand LTD

Address of Proposal 2/12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street and 134 Main Streel Graytown being Lot 1
DP 311712 and PT Lols 7-9, Pt Lol 2 DP18242 Lot DP18242

Application No. 220081

Description of Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct
o ' Undertake new building, alterations and additions within the Greytown Historic Precinct
Proposal Establish a sign located in Greytown Historic Precinct exceeding the maximum size
Establish additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main street) Greytown
Undertake associated landscaping and site works

Details of Submission
My submission:

Opposes the whole proposal [Jopposes part of the proposal

I E] Supports the whole proposal DSLJ;}:MJIH part of the proposal

in the event this application issubjecttoa Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish

to be heard in respect of your submission?

EYE’S DN‘h

l:] if others make a similar submission | will consider

presenting a joint case with them at the hearing
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Opposition to the Proposal

Safety:

The Woolworths/Fresh Choice driveway proposal provides for numerous large truck and trailer
units (road trains) turning off Main Street, Greytown seven days a week. This accessway is just
metres from a pedestrian crossing which is used by residents - and most particularly school
children - to cross a State Highway.

(“Allowing this to happen will mean that trucks - and cars - will be using the laneway
between two buildings with pedestrians, scooter users etc ‘blind’ to what is around the
corner. The current access to the supermarket is just fine (if it is not that should have
been thought about when building the supermarket”).

(“The supermarket should have factored delivery access into its original plan - not now
when it will impact on the safety of pedestrians on what is already a very busy Main
Street.”)

(“The truck access and sign proposal are unsafe and unnecessary. Walking across Main
Street is already dangerous. My stress levels build up everytime | approach the
pedestrian crossing to Stella Bull Park. The truck access will make it even more
dangerous.”

Heritage:

Greytown prides itself on its heritage values. These are being put at considerable risk by this
"commercial” development. If this plan is allowed to proceed there is a real concern it might be
just the start of a succession of assaults on the sanctity of Main Street.

(“I am concerned that the large illuminated sign does not fit in the heritage precinct. | am
worried about the beautiful copper beech tree (85 years old) being compromised.” )

(“"Greytown embraces and celebrates its history. The heritage precinct is treasured. The

proposed installation of an unnecessary and unsympathetic sign is really hurtful, Leave
the Copper Beech tree alone.....")
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Copper Beech Troe:

Gn?:ytnwn prides itself on
Majestic 85 year-
way for unwante

being the first Arbor town in New Zealand. It is unconscionable that a

old Main Street Copper Beech tree should be facing the chain saws to make
d truck and trailer units delivering to a supermarket.

(""The removal of the tree is sacrilege.”)

Pedestrian crossing:

School children and Play Centre attendees, rely on the pedestrian cross at Stella Bull park to

cross the State highway. Usage is increasing as the Greytown Primary school adds classrooms,
The impact of an adjacent driveway for large truck and trailer units cannot be under-estimated.

(“Traffic will be a nightmare and extremely unsafe for pedestrians. A real eyesore.”)
(“'The new traffic flow will significantly change the look of the town. If allowed it will be

only the first exception of many and Greytown will no longer be considered one of the
most beautiful small towns in New Zealand”).

Parking:

The Woolworths/Fresh Choice driveway proposal will result in the loss of Main Street car parks
adjacent to established businesses and homes in main Street.

("I hope this proposal never succeeds as it will prove to be a disaster with accidents
waiting to happen.”)



SUBMISSION ON RESOURCE CONSENT

APPLICATION e Vi
BISTRICT COUNCIL
19 KITCHENER STREET
Please send or deliver to: MARTINBOROUCH
: PHOWE: (06) 306 9611

Planning Department FAX.  (06) 3069373
South Wairarapa District Council EMAIL: planning @swdc.govt.nz
PO Box 6
18 Kitchener Street
MARTINBOROUGH

Regarding Resource Consent Application Y . ’
Applicant's name: W) Do\ vOor'\Q— 2., le{ke@q A0 access 5\(\1- \E\k'o )(\'\(Z\T :STt&

Applicant’s proposal: Resourse CD(\'E:E’:*-”( \\lCO\_\,—I‘;r\
Doghcatpa Number 6P LL3

Person or Organisation Making Submission
.
Fullname:  Davic\ L\oYcQ

Contact person (i different from above):

Postal address:
Telephone numbers:

Fax and Email:

Submission
This submission (Please v ) [1 /Supports the application
B Opposes the application
1 Is Neutral towards the application
Do you wish to be heard in respect of your submission? (Please v ) l\'és ] Ne

Submission Statement {please use additional pages if required)
The particular parts of the application | support/oppose or am neutral towards are:

Swbumission Form 1 ot2



The reasons for making my submission are;

A4 QS e hed NQOI‘AV \

The decigion I/we would like the Consent Authority o make is (please include any conditions you would
like to see attached to the consent if it were granted):

Signature
Signature:
{or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter)

Date: \Cfﬂ' l}‘}\c,\/ 2023

Note

¢ You are required to send a copy of this submission to the applicant as soon as reasonably
practicable.

e A faxed or emailed submission must be followed by the criginal in the post.

» This form is for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points
above in a letter or other suitable format. The deadline for submissions is the 20" working day after
publication is given under s93 or notice is served undsr s34(1) of the RMA.

Submission Form 2of2
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19 Humphries Street
Greytown

10th May 2023

Planning Team

South Wairarapa District Council
PO Box (6)

Martinborough 5741

Attn: Submissions - Duty Planner

planninaieam@swic, govlngz

Forme Planning Limited,

Re: Woolworths Submission

Complete Rejection Of Resource Consent Application To Create New Access off 134 Main
Street Greytown

Dear Sir and Madam,
“Introduction®

| am & retired member of the Greytown community, and have been so for about a year now. |
have always taken a keen interest in community affairs, wherever | have resided, and feel | am
a reasonably fair minded person, who accepts that change is a must sometimes, if we want to
build better outcomes for our communities. _

| would firstly like to explain my own work experience over the last 50 years that has
predominantly revolved around road transport in one way or another. | started as a truck driver,
as my father had done, at the age of 18, before going out on my own In the late seventies
purchasing our first heavy vehicle. Over the next few years my wife, and | went on to build a
medium sized haulage business (Ten heavy trucks) that serviced both the meat, and brewing
industries, along with other corporate clients.

We exclusively ran Mack Trucks, using a wide variety of truck / trailer combinations, but mostly
B trains, and semi tankers. All of our operations were operated on a Just In Time basis,
something new to the industry back then, and all operations were wrapped around a full QA
(1IS09002) program to give our clients the highest possible service, as well as make our
business as profitable as possible. Due to health issues though, | decided tc exit the transport
industry, and go farming in 2002, but my involvement in all things transport did not cease there. |
continued to work as a casual heavy truck driver, in & myriad of different roles for other
operators to keep my hand in so to speak.
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So over the last 20 years | have operated a whole host of different heavy vehicle combinations,
which included B trains, trucks, and trailers, as well as operating low loaders in the heavy
haulage sector. Interestingly | drove for a time for an owner driver contracted to the Food Stuffs
group, delivering refrigerated goods in the top of the south region, using an 18m truck, and semi
unit. So in a way | have first hand experience of what the delivery parameters are for a
supermarket chain operating here in NZ. My last employment just over a year ago before
retiring was driving for a large structural steel fabricator. As a driver | was delivering their
overwidth, as well as overlength loads of structural steei components, using specialized
trombone stretch semis to move awkward loads into the Wellington CBD to various construction
sites.

| have deliberately outlined my direct experience in the road transport sector over many years,
so as to give you the reader a clear understanding of my experience in the industry, and where
my thinking comes from in my assertions throughout my submission, and to give some validity
to my thoughts. | make my submission to you in the true belief that to allow the Woolworths
Resource Consent Application to be granted in any form would be regressive, and would not be
in keeping with the long-term safety requirements needed in Greytown in relation to aliowing
large vehicle delivery access off SH2. As such | would expect nothing less than a complete
rejection of their application in its entirety.

Proposal & Reasons For Declining it in its Entirety

| must say that when | was first made aware of Woolworths resource consent application, | was
rather taken back by their latest approach to continue to seek permission to access their site
through 134 Main Street off SH2. After looking into the application in depth, along with the
ohjections to date, the whole idea made no sense to me whatsoever. This consent to access the
Fresh Choice site from SH 2 with large heavy vehicles in my view, Is a very shortsighted
proposal indeed. Firstly there has been no apparent thought given to the long term road safety
implications, which will become more evident, as well as hazardous, as time goes on with the
future growth in traffic flows through the town on this particular section of SH2.

The initial application by Woolworths to access their site from SH2 nearly (7) years ago, which
failed, being found wanting in so many different areas, was thought by most in the focal
community to be a dead issue. As a matter of fact a large majority of community members were
genuinely surptised that Woolworths had now reignited the whole proposal yet again, after such
a long perlod of fime, and after so much local opposition. Woolworths approach to date has
clearly annoyed a great deal of locals immensely, and a great deal of locals feel quite aggrieved
that the applicant has taken such a hard stance, while proffering very little information in relation
to their application.

The main focus of my submission is to get some context around public safety, which is in the
minds of most, and of great concern. The future of our small communities ability to cope with the
ever increasing traffic flows on SH2, as stated earlier is top of mind by all | have spoken to. As
told by the Woolworths group themselves, their whole focus to date has been on getting the best
outcomes for themselves in regard to Health & Safety issues at their site, specifically in regard
to delivery vehicles entering their site in reverse from West street,
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{ quite understand their concerns in regard to the safety issues that they face with very farge
truck / trailers now entering, and exiting the site for delivery purposes, but transferring their
safety problem from one area, their own to another, well this will certainly not provide the
outcomes the community wants for the future of the town. This proposal gives only operational
comfort to the applicant by dumping a myriad of issues onto the community.

We must all assume that the Woolworths group came to Greytown to firstly make a profit, and
secondly provide a good service to the local community, while maintaining a good relationship
with those very towns folk who would be using their facility, and of course part with their money
for their service, and products, To date | believe this whole issue has caused a great deal of
aghast for locals, as Wooiworths has gone, and done its level best to push an agenda that
maodifies their site to fit their own logistical needs, and business model without any thought
towards the future repercussions that those affects will have on the very community they claim
to serve, and care about.

Both supermarket chains that operate in NZ, one being Woolworths have a set business model
that guides how they drive every aspect of their operations, and it's completely built on cost
outcomes, as those types of businesses are, But it's now clear that the logistical issues of
getting large volumes of grocery items into supermarket sites at the lowest freight cost has
become a major problem for everyone, with the use of delivery vehicle sizes getting bigger, and
bigger, while a lot of sites have remained the same size, as in Greytown.

The size, and positioning of the Fresh Choice store, and its facilities, as it presently operates, is
a very good example of how little thought, and planning went into the onsite cperation of large
vehicles that would be used in the future for delivery purposes. Health & Safety appear to have
been very low on their overall agenda from the very beginning it seems, when the planning, and
design of the store was first muted. Deliveries have been done in the same manner over the
past few years, as they are today. So in my view, to come forward now, and to try to force what's
clearly a bad solutiocn on our community in trying to solve their own self made problems in my
mind is totally unacceptable behavior on their pari, and the application should be totaily
rejected.

The Real Issue

| belisve the applicant's real issue is its own inability to look outside the square from the start of
their decision to move, and do business in Greytown. They clearly should have dealt with any
Health & Safety issues associated with their delivery vehicles, as part of their planning process.
From the very beginning the supermarket operatar, as | understand it, has had large delivery
vehicles operating in the current manner on his site for many years.

The usual policy of supermarket chains, being a policy of having a drive thru area, where
vehicles can enter, and exit safely is normally taken into consideration at the very beginning of
the planning process. This seems to not have applied to this site, when planning was approved,
and for very valid reasoning. They didn't think they needed a drive through, and the plan they
made then was to do exacily what they do today, which of course no longer fits the size, and
locality of the site. One would assume that it was considered a small satellite operation.
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Things change, and creating a major accessway off SH2 for long heavy vehicle activity to make
multiple deliveries on this present site does not make any sense either. The use of any vehicle,
or vehicle combinations of up to 23 meters long, is just all wrong for this location, when one
considers all the different health and safety issues which | will cover later in my submission. This
type of “Suck it and See” planning policy clearly shows how they were thinking at that time, and
this is proven by what they have today.

Vehicle Types

The following are the types of heavy vehicles most likely to be used, which would cause safety
problems on SH2, if the resource consent application was granted. All of them would in my
opinion pose grave safety issues, for the public, whether they be moterists in cars, or other
heavy vehicles, as well as cyclists, and of course pedestrians, mothers with prams, along with
users of wheelchairs. The three most widely used large heavy vehicle combinations currently on
the road in NZ that are used predominantly for bulk freight deliveries are truck /railer
combinations, cansisting of {8) axles overall, and there is the (6) axle B train combination towed
by either 8x4 or 6x4 tractor units. Another option would be the (4) axle semi trailer pulled by
either of the aforementioned tractor units. Al are considered line-haul vehicles, and all of these
units apart from the semi combination { at18 meters) are a maximum of (23) meters long. There
are also different traller lengths that come into play, especially with B trains, whereby a rear
trailer could be longer than the lead trailer, or vice versa. These are exactly the type of vehicles
that would be accessing the site off SH2, through a new access at 134 Main street, if
Woolworths resource consent application is successful.

Existing Traffic Conditions In The Greyfown Town Centre

| must say as an experienced truck driver, | would find it extremely unnerving, and daunting
accessing the site myself, if having to use the suggested new access, and operating any of the
above combinations, knowing what the usual driving conditions are in the area. All truck drivers
will always evaluate all of the hazards in accessing the various sites that are part of their daily
work schedule, and the less potential hazards they have to face the better it is for everyone
concerned. | spend a great deal of my time in the town center of Greytown, and would like to
give you the reader a clear understanding of what | consider are the normal road traffic, and
footpath conditions that prevail most of the time on this stretch of highway. More so Wednesday
through to Sunday.

As most are aware, the state highway speed limit in the Greytown town center has now been
reduced to (40) kilometers per hour, as it should be, being such a busy area, but to be honest
this move has made the traffic flow a lot more compacted. To make matters worse there are
always a lot of heavy vehicles interspersed with cars, and cyclists, such as logging trucks, milk
tankers, and other bulk carriers, all running at their maximum weight, which approach en masse
to the said area at 134 Main street from both ends of the town, often nose to tail.
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Traffic flows are frequently brought to a halt at regular intervals at different spots, due to cars
making their way onto, or off SH2 into side streets located along the main street. Traffic flows
are alsc slowed, and stopped by regular foot traffic on the three main pedestrian crossings, that
service not only shoppers, but aiso small children making their way to school, or library. It's
worth mentioning at this juncture that the pedestrian crossing close by 134 Main street, where
the access is proposed is the main crossing that serves all primary, as well as secondary school
students, along with others wishing to cross the street to head south through the neighboring
park, from the nerthern side of town.

To top it off there is also the constant stopping or slowing of traffic, due to cars entering or
exiting car parks that are situated all along the main street. The point I'm trying to get across in
my statement here, is that SH2 between Kuratawhiti street at the northern end of town, and
Church Lane at the southern end of town is an extremely busy piece of main highway, and it's
already hazardous engugh for all the existing participants. So in my view to have large vehicles,
and small ones as well exiting from SH2 during the constant heavy traffic flows that currently
prevail, and will only grow over time will only add more hazards to the mix, which in my view is
just not a safe, viable way to move forward, and again on that basis this resource consent
application should be totally rejected.

Accessing The Site

After studying all the relevant information pertaining to how heavy vehicles are expected to
approach, and enter the site using the new access, | believe the following maneuvers would be
required to get the vehicle off the road, and into the site in a fit, and proper fashion.

In my estimation, in order to enter the site with either a B train, or truck/trailer combination at 23
meters long, using the suggested route that's been designed, the driver would have to position
the entire vehicle combination to be close to the center of the road in a reasonably straight line.
The truck's cab would be positioned opposite the right hand side of the entry point, prior to
turning into the site. To enable the trailer units to be able to track into the gateway, it is my view
that the driver would have to make a 90 degree left turn across the road hugging the right side
of the new entryway to get his turning line in arder. Once the truck cab is just inside the
gateway, this is where unfortunately the trailer, or in the case of B trains trailers will still be on
the road, and across the footpath, at right angies to some degree to where the driver sits in his
cab.

Being at right angles when turning in | will have a very diminishad view of what's actually
happening behind me on both the road, as well as the footpath. During this maneuver it must be
a given that there will always be cars, trucks, cycles, pedestrians, kids on scooters to some
extent, busy, or not so much, and here lies the risk that things could go wrong. Various entry
time frames measured in seconds have heen suggested for these combinations to complete
their turning in maneuver, to avoid holding up the heavy traffic flows. This talk is irrefevant |
believe, as no driver in my estimation would try to speed up through this turning maneuver,
when the fotal weight of the whole combination could be as heavy as 54 tonnes, so any driver
would | believe be showing as much care as possible when completing the maneuver.
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It must also be remembered that ali drivers must always drive to the conditions, and when the
conditions are in my view very precarious, as is the case with this proposal the driver must take
a cautious approach in this situation, and show extreme care. In my own experience when
turning large heavy vehicle combinations off a main highway in a tight, and busy traffic situation,
certain procedures must be taken by the driver to achieve the maximum safety standards to
reduce any risk of serious accidents. This especially applies if the area you are operating in is a
proven muitiple hazard area, which is clearly the case in where the proposal to exit SH2 into
134 Main street applies in the resource consent application by Woolworths.

So if | were looking to exit SH2 with any of the larger, longer combinations that will inevitably be
used, this would be the strategy | would follow. | would first get the truck, and trailer, or trailers,
as already stated in the best possible position on the highway in a stopped position, before
entering, so that | would be able to make my turn in one clear movement, as | would not wish to
have to stop, and backup the whole unit in order to reconfigure my position. This is definitely a
one shot sirategy, and once underway it must be completed using forward motion all the way
into the site.

Once | was completely happy that a safe turn could be made into the site, | would chcose a low
gear only, and proceed very slowly to make the turn in as slowly as possible. | would proceed in
this manner in crder to have as much control over the situation as possible, afterall we can all
agree there are an awful lot of variables to take inte account, when making a turn in this type of
busy traffic situation. This turning movement will naturally take time, as the entire vehicle moves
into the site, and driving in this manner would aliow me the driver to watch what is happening in
real fime with the vehicle. At the same time | would be keeping the truck moving in the correct
direction, so as to complete a successful maneuver into the site.

My main worry at this juncture, is when the truck cab has left the road, and | lose complete
visual contact with a large proportion of the trailer, or trailers, once they start on their journey
from the highway onto the site. There will be approximately 19 meters, or 65 feet of the unit still
moving slowly across the road, with much of it not in my line of sight. This aspect would give me
pause for great concern. It's clear to me that when rounding up all my thoughts about what |
believe is actually going to go on during this simple manesuver, where there are so many
different possibilities of accidentally involving myseif in accidents, causing injury, or even
causing a fatality without being aware of what is actually going on behind, well that's a rea!
problem.

What you don't see you will not know, and the type of situation | have described will exist, and
certainly does not meet the threshold of good road safety, let alone traffic management
standards, when you take into account the location, with all its present problems that can not be
overcome.

| truly believe from a driver's point of view this is not a delivery situation that I, or other drivers
would want to be involved in, and later in my submission | will delve deeper into where large
line-haul vehicles are actually meant to fit into our modern day transport environment. To add to
this thinking, | also believe that the transport operators themselves do not want o be utilizing
their largest line-haul units in what | am sure they also believe Is quite clearly an unsafe work
environment, like the one being applied for in this application.
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The equipment owners themselves have a fiduciary responsibility, along with their drivers for
any accidents that arise from using this proposed accessway.

The safety of the general public resides squarely in this case with them operationally, and not
for the applicant who is applying for the resource consent to pursue this unsafe direction. Itis
morte than likely that the applicant's engineers have designed a route into the site that is very
precise, and in their view a workable one on paper. But the reality of what will finally take place
with all that careful planning in mind is not always in line with what really happens everyday
operationally in real time. There will undoubtedly be a multitude of drivers making deliveries, as
in the past, who will be servicing this site through this new entry point, if permission is granted
for a new access, and | will guarantee you that for most of the time nearly all drivers entering the
proposed new accessway will use the technique | have described to some degree. There will
also be some who due to inexperience, or cther reasons will cause them to undercut their turn,
and this is where pandemonium will ensue, as the drivers only recourse is to reverse back into
SH2 to reconfigure their line of approach. The old adage of whether the juice is worth the
squeeze really comes into play with this issue, and in my view the juice is not. [ssues involving
road safety, along with the damaging effects that will be caused by the proposed vehicle
movements on the state highway under their control will I'm sure will be discussed by Waka
Kotahi in a more indepth report.

I'm quite sure they will have some very searching questions in regard to this application. |
realize that the enclosed report with my submission by Waka Kotahi, refers in the main to right
turning heavy vehicles accessing the Fresh Choice site from SH2, as first applied for in their first
resource consent application, but because the applicant is still pursuing a right to enter the site
from the north with smaller vehicles turning to the right across SH2, such as vans, and light
trucks, along with possible customer vehicles, this report gives valuable insights into why this is
once again a very bad idea.

.Road Degradation (Actions & Consequences)

In my last chapter in regard to heavy vehicles entering the proposed accessway at 134 Main
street, | mentioned the fact that | believe a hard left turn was needed to get large combinations
through the gateway in a fit, and proper manner. It's a proven fact that as a consequence of
turning heavy trucks, and trailers in sharp tight turns to sither the left, or the right in a confined
area, when heavily loaded, road surfaces tend to get damaged due to sledging of multiple axle
groups, most notably on tri-axle groups. Tri- axle bogles, these being three heavy axles setup in
row, each having {4) tyres on each axle, two wheels per side are the most commonly used
combination used in most B- train combinations, as they give the vehicle owner the ability to
carry more weight, in regard to gross payloads of up to 58 fonnes, and to save on running costs.
The tractor units that pull these trailers use high horsepower engines, coupled to tandem drive
axles, which like the tri axle bogies fitted into trailers they tow all tend to screw the road surface.
if, and when these truck, and trailer combinations are put into a hard tight turn, when heavily
lcaded, a sledging action will certainly occur.
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This will certainly happen on SH1,when heavily loaded vehicles of this type are entering the
proposed accessway at 134 Main street. To complicate the turning maneuver even further there
are two different road, and footpath surface levels to contend with, the first being the SH
highway itself, which is quite a bit higher than the second level, that being the footpath area.
There has been neo discussion around a new carriageway across the footpath area so far, but |
would expect that to be part of any council consent process. This would | believe would entail
the complete redesign, and reconstruction of the footpath area outside 134 Main street. A new
road crossing, or carriageway would have to be constructed from heavily reinforced concrete, to
enable heavy vehicles to access. One would also assume that the footpath would have to meet
all council requirements for safe pedestrian movements, as well as wheelchair access, and as
such wauld have to remain at its current height, as well as direction.

Thoughts should be given to the fact that there are three separate vehicles in motion, once a B
train unit starts its entry, and the driver has begun to make his turn into the site, those being a
tractor unit with three axles, and the two trailers, both fitted with tri axle bogies, so there are (9)
axles in all turning off the road as one moving in an arc over unaven surfaces while in motion. In
my own experience this scenario causes racking to occur (that is twisting of the units as a
whole} with the unit, as the surface heights change, which is a normal reaction that happens for
this type of equipment in these described circumstances. But as a consequence of having
multiple axles bearing down on uneven road surfaces during racking, or twisting, different weight
~ pressures to the uneven road surface come into play, when all these axle groups start to sledge.
Similar effects to the highway surface will occur when using 23 meter long truck and trailer units.
Once again these units use muliiple axles, nine in all, (4) axles on the fruck, and (5) axles on the
trailer, so the same issues will comes intc play as this type of unit will follow much the same path
as the B train option.

The consequences of all of the above happening while turning, in my view would cause
long-term maintenance issues for SH2 in this particular location. My last observation would be
that as a consequence of these long units starting cut in a straight line close to the centerline of
SHZ2, then executing a hard left turn into the site, they wiil inevitably cause other consequences
to occur as well. In the case of the truck trailer combination the overhanging deck portion behind
the drive axles of the truck will appear momentarily to oncoming drivers to swing out to the right,
and into their line of vision, as the truck's passing maneuver gets underway. Another issue of
the truck turning bard left is that the trailer tow hitch which is mounted towards the rear of the
truck chassis will move to the right as well, as the turn takes place, directing the drawbar to
move in the same direction, which will lead the frontend of the trailer to appear to cross the
road, as well. Once the truck is well into its turn the frailer's front axle group will start to follow,
and turn with the truck, and as a consequence of this the (2) axle steering bogie at the head of
the trailer will start to turn to the left, as it should, whereby the second axle on that bogie will
appear to move outwards, being outside the trailer deck itself, as normal.

To the ordinary car driver viewing these huge vehictes leaving the highway, and first observing
two (4.3} meter high curtain sider truck, and trailer bodies, and then a set of dual wheels finally
appearing to move over into their lane of the road, and into their line of sight.
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This poses a daunting prospect to the majority of drivers, other than other truck drivers, who
know the vagaries of their equipment. This situation poses a problem.

Don't forget that once the truck is well into its turn, this is where the driver has no idea, and can
not see what is happening with his trailer, that is still well, and truly still on SH2. All the while this
is happening there is wear, and tear going on, affecting the roads surface, due to the sledging
effects of the heavily loaded axle groups bearing down on the roads surface. 1 weuld be most
interested in Waka Kotahi's perspective to the applicant's proposal, especially with regards to
safety, as well as extra wear, and the damage that will surely occur to SH2, as already
mentioned above, which is sure to come about if this resource consent application is allowed to
proceed. 'n this section | have endeavored to give my best opinion based on my own
experience using especially tri axle combinations, which were a predominant application used
with the trailers | owned, and have operated for many years.

Building Structures & Drainage Issues

As there has been very little said by the applicant in relaticn to the above, | will give my own
thoughts that are based on “Knowns" that usually take place on most of the supermarket sites
located both here in NZ, as well as Australia already. One would assume that to accommedate
large heavy delivery vehicles a large concreted area, consisting of driveway in, which will be
connected to an even larger concrete apron style area to allow forklifts to operate safely in order
to unload pallets of goods in a safe environment. There will have to be rocom for the storage of
rubbish bins, as well M/T(empty) palleis, along with other miscellaneous items, large and small.
Although the pallets will arrive mostly in plastic shrink wrap form, alt pallets will | believe have to
be put undercover to prevent rain, or sun damage, or in the case of refrigerated products, and
vegetables to prevent health issues, and spoilage.

[ would also like to note that no real information has come forth on how a division between the
‘work, and public areas interact. So once again one would assume that some type of large
building, or warehousing structure with a connecting veranda would have to be built to meet
these last requirements. It is expected by me that if this resource consent application were to
proceed at all, the copper beech tree currently to the south of the site would indeed have to be
removed, which is a great shame. The removal will take place, as the design of the access
simply won't work without it either being severely compromised by pressure from excavating the
site, and the laying of thick concrete over its root structure. It's also clear, and always has been
that the tree would have had to be severely pruned. Why the applicant has thought to include it
in their design plans, when they clearly knew that it was not going to be saved is a mystery to
me. .

Moving onto my main concern which is over how the applicant is going to overcome the vast
amounts of stormwater, which is sure to accumulate from any roof structures that are installed
on the site. This problem will only be exacerbated by the runoff that will occur from the large
areas of concrete planned for apron/driveway, and car parks that are mentioned in the
application. | am wholly aware of the stormwater issues that Greytown has, due to the fact that
there is no viable stormwater pipe system in the town.
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Apart from the water canals that were installed early in the last cenfury, the only way that excess
rainwater can drain away is through ground soakage, or through the construction of soak pits.

| am aware there is a water canal that borders the boundary between 132 and 134 Main street,
and | believe at times stormwater can, and does make its way through that system at times
when under pressure, but this is not meant to be. Although | have only been here one year, |
have witnessed two floods that have compromised the town center to the degree that shops
were inundated with water. As | understand it a land owner is not allowed to build any
structures, or make alterations to histher property whereby those alterations will lead to adverse
effects to their neighbors properties. All the work that the applicant is possibly lcoking at would
require a building consent, and to date no real information about drainage, or the building of
new structures has been put forward.

Again | make the point that while there was an overabundance of information pertaining to the
keeping of the copper beech tree, which they clearly intended not ta keep, then on the other
hand supplying no, or very little information on this vital subject is a mystery to me. Greytown is
known to flood, and the main street is no exception, so the question for me is how does the
applicant intend to deal with any flooding issues. Flooding issues will clearly come about by
their possible building alterations, with such a possible large roof catchment, along with the
large concrete areas already drawn in plans, that being the driveway. The unloading apron, as
well as car parks, and don't forget the proposed foctpaths will add to 1t all. | have some
experience with stormwater, as | developed some apartments in Wellington, and in my opinion it
would be very difficult to build enough capacity to cope with the future volumes of rainwater, and
the types of weather events we need to allow for in the future on such a crammed site.

Cvercoming The Past

From the outset Woolworths have been applying for resource consent changes to the traffic
rules that will make entry into their site less safe, with the express wish tc try, and dig
themselves out of a self dug hole to save themselves money, and all under the guise of health
and safety. It's very clear now that they have either made strategic design mistakes of their
intended operation at the outset of their entry inte Greytown market in order o save on setup
costs, or they have had other ideas in the background ail along on how they would proceed at a
future time. Either way it's clear that they have compromised their own long term viability along
with the future growth of that particular site in its present form at least from a delivery logistics
perspective.

This policy of short-sighted fixes, which Woolworths have proposed, a direction which has
pervaded in many industries in NZ for so long, has I'm glad to say staried to disappear, as better
long-term outcomes have been sought through solid rules, and regulations to curb the type of
behavicr that Woolworths are now showing with their laiest application in Greytown. The
Woolworths resource consent application is clearly based in the past, as they are trying to
circumvent these very rules at the expense of the Greytown community, and the general public
at large. it must be remembered that for some years now here in NZ there has been a
recognition that as heavy vehicles have gotten bigger, and heavier, and longer, all new entry /
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exit areas pertaining to heavy vehicle use are now designed, and built fit for purpose. As
mentioned earlier, | myself did this well over twenty years ago, so this is far from new thinking.
Today in NZ you can see a multitude of sites, all over the country, which include fuel stops, and
large distribution centers, transport depots, large hardware supply steres, as well as
supermarkets, even entry, and exit points for large dairy tankers (23 meters long once again)
that access farms off state highways. All of these sites are designed, and constructed to work
with existing roadways in designated commercial areas mostly, but always with wide access
ways into the above described sites.

Let's be clear, the vehicles that the Woolworths group are wishing to utilize for their multiple
dally deliveries off Maln street, and into the fresh Choice site are in fact line-haul vehicles.
These outsize vehicles are specifically designed, and meant for point to point haulage of bulk
goods into distribution centers, and where the accessways fit their size, where the goods are
then redistributed on those sites, ar delivered by smaller delivery vehicles elsewhere. They in
fact are not meant to be moving about in built up ¢ities, or causing major traffic issues in the
provinces in small towns like Greytown. Where there is a need for larger vehicles for delivery
purposes to specific towns on a delivery route, places like Greytown, it's clear that companies
really need to think very carefully how they are going to achieve their aims safely, as well as
accommodate any number of other community concerns that might arise from their actions.
This submission only covers one pertion of overall concern by the locals, as will be shown when
other submissions are brought into play, and unbelievably the Woolwerths group have to date
shown a complete utter disregard for the communities concerns. The application to gain access
off Main street, as stated earlier alsc involves a multitude of other vehicle types, that include
small vans, as well as Metro delivery trucks, those being 4x2, and 8x4 box trucks, even
customer cars that the applicant wishes to bring into their site from both directions off SHZ.
The type of policies that are used in these locations are in place to manage all safe vehicle
deiiveries now, and they are desighed for future requirements, Woolworths, and dare | say
other service praviders wishing to ply their business in towns like curs will have to move with the
times, and work harder at finding safer solutions to their logistical issues. After all this is not a
new direction, it has been happening overseas for many years now, and | believe the
Woolworths group are very aware of this fact, They chose still to push the boundaries with their
clearly unworkable logistical solutions that fit their business model, but care little about the
safety of the community they reside, and trade in. That is why | reiterate that the resource
consent application by the Woolworths Group should be rejected in its entirely.

Thoughts & Possibilities

As there is now a move by councils across NZ of trying to form policy that will encourage large
format retail stores, which includes supermarkets to locate to the edge of small towns. or at least
in areas that fit reasonably into the community, or cities, and towns they serve. The ‘applicant's
are clearly wishing to move against such initiatives, and are clearly out of step with reality.
Promoating the use of heavy vehicles to access off SH2 at this time, if permission were granted
would | fear pose never ending problems for road safety, and the whole community, along with
the various other parties involvad in so many different ways.
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What seems to be forgotten in all this talk of growth is the fact that everything always grows at
the same pace, and so would the issues that come from heavy traffic flows on the narrow SH2
that runs through our town center. My suggestion would be that the Woolworths group should
look at solving their logistical problems by better utilization of the existing site they currently
operate. it's more than feasible for Fresh Choice to ask their haulers to continue to load their
goods on a front unit, whereby the frailer could be dropped at the roadside in West street, as
currently happens. Afterall trucks have been backing into their site for ten years now without any
issues to date that I'm aware of. Fresh Choice staff could also be trained to assist in traffic
management to help ensure safety when frucks are backing inte their site to cover off any
CONcerns.

They could also contract a traffic engineer to work on ways to better utilize the space that's
currently available to them, and possibly look at using a neighboring site to gain more parking,
s0 as to gain more room that could be provided to delivery vehicles. Another option used by
similar operators in this position, is the use of an offsite storage facility, where the larger vehicles
could drop bulk leads off, and goods could be moved to site by smali trucks. All of these options
could come into play to improve safety on their site. There is of course the possibility that the
next door neighbor may sell, and further expansicn is then possible at a later date.

When this rescurce application is rejected, as | expect it will be, all of the above options will be
locked into in depth I'm sure, and it's my belief a way will be found through this whole messy
business that will satisfy everyone's needs. Woolworths have attempted in my view to expand
their site using a consent that in my belief is clearly riddled with future road safety problems for
our community, and this attitude to date has clearly shown they have no care of duly io the
town, or its inhabitants.

The latest Fresh Choice advertisement on television states that * We do things differently” an ad
ciearly designed to gain the confidence of their customers. | would submit to you that they do
indeed foliow this mantra unstintingly, and there is no better example of this in their proposal.

Overview & Conclusions

In making this submission | have used the best of my knowledge, and experience as & past
transport operator, as well as heavy truck driver of many years to paint a picture that | believe
shows all the cracks that are very real in the foundations of the Woolworths proposal to gain
resource consent to access their site off SH2. | must also say | took this Issue on directly, as a
concernad citizen of the fine village of Greytown. | have never been a promoter of *notin my
backyard”, as | have always viewed myself as a progressive person, but at the same time | have
always erred on the side of caution and safety in everything | have been involved with, whether
that be in my business dealings, or my personal life. As driving has taken up a good deal of my
life, there have been times where | have seen things that were most unpleasant. As a long-term
line haul driver over those many years, | have seen the mast horrific, and stupid things happen
right in front of me, while going about my duties as a driver, where there have been horrific
injuries, often fatalities, and all because of a moment's inattention.
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My real worry with this proposal is not with the truck driver, as most are good operators, they
have to be, as they are industry professionals, and custodians of very valuable assets, their unit
for one, along with its valuable payload. There are however areas, which | have clearly identified
where the truck driver is put into a position where he or she has no contrel over what's
happening, and this must be of concern to all involved in the fina! decision. Ask any line haul
driver about how many near misses he or she comes across in their daily travels, and their
answer will be surprising to most. The resource consent application that has been applied for is
not in the best interests of the truck driver | believe, as it puts him or her in the invidicus position
of unknowingly being involved in a possible accident not of their making.

As a volunteer driver mentor working with local high school students here at the local callege,
who are trying to attain their learner car drivers license, t have always drilted into them the two
golden rules these young people must learn. Know your place on the road, and you, and you
alene are respensible for the vaehicle, and its behavior when you are in control behind the wheel.
| believe that this application puts all the participants at risk, the truck drivers, other motorists,
and especially pedestrians, and cyclists that might have the misfortune to be in the wrong place
at the wrong time, when a large truck, and trailer arrive wishing to access the Fresh Choice site.
A good driver with loads of experience gained over many years gets to know what to do if
certain occurrencas start to unfold in front of them, but even the most experienced drivers are
caught out when a multitude of actions are happening all around them, some of them they are
unaware of,

There is certainly a very high risk of accidents happening if resource consent is given to this
application by Woolworths, of that there is no doubt in my mind. | am very aware that a whole
host of experts employed by the applicant will be tearing apart any evidence at the coming
hearing that tries to point cut any of the negative sides of the proposal, but | feel confident that
my own thoughts on this whole application have merit, and | would expect other experts will
draw on my thoughts, and have more concise data to work from, which will more than likely
strengthen my position.

In closing | would like to point out the irony of what's being asked for with this praposat. If there
were instead constant deliveries of steel and construction materials being delivered to a building
site at 134 Main street, using the same sized equipment, this activity would invariably require a
traffic management plan to be in operation to some degree. Complete with road signs warning
of impending danger, with road conas, all issued under council consent, as it would be more
than likely designated as a hazardous area.

This whale issue comes down io the fact that Woolwerths are essentially asking for permission
to set in place for an infinite peried of time a resaurce consent that allows them to operate in
what |, and others certainly believe is not in the best interests of our community to suit their own
business needs.

Yours Faithfully,

David F Lloyd
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12 September 2022

Dear Kay,

| am writing regarding the resource consent application for access to State Highway 2 for the Fresh Choice supermarket in
Greytown. Waka Kotahi have reviewed the S92 information provided to South Wairarapa District Council for the resource
consent application. The section 92 rasponse provided by Commute (dated 18 August 2022) has not sufficiently addressed
our concerns. The purpose of this lefter is to outline our current position on the proposal.

The primary concern Waka Kotahi has with the application, is the impact of large delivery vehicles on the safety of the
pedestrian crassing to the north of the site.

«  Whilstit is noted that the modelling shows a queue of 4.7m currently and 8m in the future, this does nat account for
the larger B-train vehicles which are expected to be using the new entrance, and which would result in the blocking
of the pedestrian crossing and associated sightlines.

e Stationary vehicles on or near the pedestrian crossing will obscure pedestrians from approaching vehicles, and
significanily reduce or cbscure sight lines for pedestrians as they are using the crossing.

s This pedestrian crossing is in a strategic location in the town centre, is extensively used and is programmed for a
safety upgrade soon with a raised platform. _

» Due ic the proximity of the proposed access to the pedestrian crossing, the intended use and the type of vehicles
using the access, it is considered that this conflict cannot be resolved, while maintaining a right turn into the site.

e Cormpramising the safety of this pedestrian crossing is not acceptable.

Waka Kotzhi is therefore unable to suppert the current application for a new vehicle crossing, in particular, because of the
safety effects of right turning vehicles on the pedestrian crossing.

In addition, Waka Kotahi has the following concerns with the current proposal, which would need to be adequately addressed
for any access to the state highway.

Safety of pedestrians on the footpath navigating the accessway:
= The design and width of the accessway requires pedestrians to traverse a long section of fooipath in conflict with
turning traffic. This is compounded by the use of the access by heavy delivery vehicles.

Safety of cyclisis:
»  Cyclists on the inside of a vehicle slowing to turn left into the accessway may not be seen by a right turning vehicle
due to the shadowing effect. "
Pavemnent effects:
= The application did not include any assessment of the heavy vehicle movements on the pavement structure. The
applicant did however state as part of their 92 response that they do not have the avaiiable information for this
query but suggest that any such information could easily be conditioned via application of appropriate engineering

standards. We do not consider this is necessary for an analvais of effacts of the ompasal at resanrce consant sfzoe.

1
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The Applicant would certainly accept a condition requiring that any damage to the public footpath be rectified { that
the {footpath be reinstated to Council’s satisfaction following construction, in order to inform the correct design of

the access and to ensure it Is fit for purpose, Waka Kotahi would prefer an assessment is undertzken at resource
consent stage.

Signage:
» The proposed signage in Figure 5 of the AEE does not look to comply with New Zealand Transport Agenoy
Advertising Signage on state highway guidelines. However, these types of signs are fairly standard and if the sign
is setback into the property and does not obscure visibility, Waka Kotahi would be comfortable with i,

On-sireet parking loss:
»  Additional infarmation is sought on the anticipated number of an-strest parking spaces which will be lost as a result
of the construction of the new access.

Stormwater:
»  Stormwater should be hydraufically neutral or discharge into SWDC reticulation if SWDC approve.
e  Effects of stormwater runoff are appropriately managed on-site before any runoff is discharged into State Highway
2 network.
Peak stormwater flow to the State Highway 2 network will not increase with the development,

Accessway separation:
= The proposed crossing cannot meet the required separation distance of 160m from an intersactior, as state in the
New Zealand Transport Agency Planning Policy Manual: Appendix 5B Accessway standards and guidelines,
Section 8B/3 Guidelines for minimum accessway spacings, shown below.

Yable AppSB/3 - Guidelines for mininmm accessway spacings
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Restricting to left in only:

¢ Waka Kotahi provided preliminary advice on 11 February 2022, which included restricting the access to left in only
due 1o the number of proposed right hand turn movements and high volume of traffic on State Highway 2, for the
reasons cuflined in the points above. The applicant needs to demonstrate how the accessway will be restricted to
left in only. Waka Kotahi does not consider signage to be sufficient.

e Inaddition, a left in only option may result in additional concerns not listed above. A full assessment of this option
would need to be undertaken and information provided by the applicant to demonstrate that the concarns listed in
this letter can be resolved and that any additional concerns can be appropriately mitigated.



Conclusion

Waka Kotahi does not supgpart the proposal in its current form due to the safety effects on the pedestrian crossing and the
remaining unresolved concerns set out in this tetter.

However, should you wish to investigate alternative options which remove the conflict between the proposed accessway and
the pedestrian crossing, and resolve the additional concerns listed in this letter, Waka Kotahi would assess these based on
their merit.

Detailed information, including (but not limited to) a transport impact assessment and accessway design would need fo be
provided to Waka Kotahi in order for a full assessment of any alternative option to be undertaken. It shouid be noted that
any alternative options will require a full assessment by Waka Kotahi, and additional concerns not listed in this letter may be
raised as relevant to that option.

If you have any questians regarding this letter, please contact me on 06 853 6072 or Kelsey.armstrong@nzia.govt.nz.

Yours sincerely,

Kelsey Armstrong
Planner
Poutiaki Talag / Environmental Planning, Sysiem Design, on behalf of YWaka Kotahi New Zealand Transpor® Agency.
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Proposed New Access and Signage to Fresh Choice www greytownheritage ‘.
Supermarket (2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134
Main Street, Greytown)

About Us

The Greytown Heritage Trust (GHT) is a group of committed volunteers advocating for and
preserving the unigue history, character and heritage features — the buildings, trees and streetscape
— of Greytown in South Wairarapa; New Zealand's first planned inland town.

The Greytown Community Heritage Trust (the Trust) was established in 1993 with the Trust Deed
was signed on 1 April 1994.

The Trust Deed outlines our aims:

« To encourage and facilitate the preservation of Greytown's contextual, cultural, and
environmental heritage within the “Town Centre Precinct’,

+ To promote awareness of heritage sites and provide education on heritage issues relating to
Greytown;
To support and promote local historic research;
To encourage and facilitate the preservation of historic and notable trees, in and around
Greytown;

* To be instrumental within the Greytown district in advancing any of these aims.

The Trust worked with the South Wairarapa District Council (SWDC) to create the guidelines
included in the District Plan for the historic precinct in Greytown (Town Precinct), running from the
Kuratawhiti/Jellicoe Street intersection in the north to Wood/Church Street intersection further south.

The Trust was subsequently involved in instigating the Design Guide for the Greytown Residential
Extension (North Street to Humphries Street). The Residential Extension received overwhelming
community support with several requests to have it extended to other streets in Greytown.

In 2021 we published a well-regarded Style Guide to assist owners of properties within the Heritage
Precinct and to provide suggestions for improvements to the environment within the Heritage
Precinct.

Since our inception, when given the opportunity, GHT has provided comment on resource consent
applications, particularly those on Main Sireet. We have always had a local registered architect
either as a Trustee or as architect advisor to the Trust.

Thank you / Nga mihi

Carmel Ferguson
Chair
L]




GREYTOWN HERITAGE TRUST SUBMISSION ON: A
Proposed New Access and Signage to Fresh Choice ,,4;?"' el logy, ‘i\}
Supermarket (2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 [/ /I “
- ¥ M ITL AT \%
Main Street, Greytown) pll { ERITALE
) L. : [ ,.‘l 'u e ‘,"
'\ \. . ./.I:'
\ /4
EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 5_\ ‘ 4

Overall comments regarding the application

The Trust OPPPOSES this application. The applicant appears to

have complete disregard for the fact that the site is in the Greytown

Heritage Precinct and the detrimental effects it will create. In

addition, construction of the large driveway will negatively impact on the health of the copper beech
tree. Loss of this tree will have an adverse effect on the streetscape. Once the tree is gone — if this
proposal proceeds - the detrimental effects to the Greytown Heritage Precinct can’t be undone.

The single benefit from the proposal for Woolworths appears to be is that this change will alleviate
perceived health and safety issues by trucks not needing to reverse on site.

The applicant fails to recognise a raft of other issues that are created beyond the impacts on their
operations.

Greytown Heritage Trust would like to be further consulted on the items in this submission.

The Trust’s previous submissions to SWDC

The Trust had made two previous submissions on proposed changes to the Fresh Choice
Supermarket. A number of key issues raised by the Trust in the 2022 submission have been
inadequately addressed in the current application, for example the way in which the changes will
support heritage aspects, traffic issues, landscaping, and the health and safety issues it creates.

Missing / confusing information

It is extremely disappointing that the Trust has had to point out numerous fundamental errors and
omissions in the application. For example:

Several referenced documents relating to the Copper Beech tree are not available.

o Diagrams and full analysis are not provided for right-turning traffic (trucks other than B-trains,
other vehicles, and B-trains who didn’t receive the memorandum re left turning).

o The driveway will cover 75% of the property, but details are not provided regarding construction
of the driveway or the vehicle crossing, both of which we would expect given the drainage and
the tree protection required.

o Detail not provided on modification of the water race and how this will prevent flooding.

e Satisfactory detail on stormwater drainage for the large area of driveway — we understand that
stormwater cannot be discharged into a water race.

e The Commute Report (7.3.2) recommends a speed bump be provided within the customer
vehicle lane to slow vehicles. This is not shown on any of the drawings.

¢ In relation/regards the illumination of the sign, there is not mention of:

o how the proposed ‘external’ illumination will work, and issues associated with this (e.g.
foundations for light standards, trenching for cables, dark sky compliance, light spill etc) and
how this would work within the Tree Protection Zone.

o The hours the sign will be illuminated.
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e The applicant has not addressed the in-ground services in the existing public footpath at the
entry to the proposed footpath.

e The applicant shows the Property Brokers building as part of the site (2 Hastwell Street). The
way it is shown within the Forme Planning assessment is not correct, we understand that the
section at 2 Hastwell Street was sold at the time the supermarket was created.

e There is no acoustic report to support the type of acoustic treatment required to mitigate the new
activity.

e The landscaping that is only shown on the Woodhams Meikle Zhan's illustration on drawing 2
View from Main Street needs further consideration with regard to the water race, sign,
maintenance, etc.

There are also fundamental errors in the submission material such as confusing scales in the
drawings, the size of the copper beech tree, and the number of car parks on the supermarket site.

Archaeological Authority

This site is part of one of the original town acres and there may have been pre-1900
buildings/structures on the site (the water race system was created pre-1900). That being the case,
an Archaeological Authority is required for this site under the Heritage New Zealand Pouhere
Taonga Act 2014.

Destruction of Greytown heritage

This proposal is not consistent with the character of the Greytown Heritage Precinct and does not
consider the Town Centre Design Guidelines or the village atmosphere of the town centre.

Proposed sign

The signage proposed is a significant departure from the signage allowable under the Combined
Wairarapa District Plan and the Town Centre Design Guidelines and will create a negative contrast
in scale and colour to the adjacent heritage-listed buildings.

In addition, the sign will be erected over a water race which we understand is not permitted. There
is no explanation of how this would be achieved and still allow the flow of the water race.

Noise

An acoustic report to mitigate noise to neighbours for the b-trains, trucks and other vehicles
traversing and idling on the site has not been provided.

Fagus sylvatica ‘purpurea’ (Copper Beech)

Details on the construction of the driveway and vehicle crossing have not been provided. We are
concerned that with only the first 5m of the new footpath beyond the tree trunk shown as permeable
paving that the Copper Beech tree is at great risk.

European beech trees are particularly sensitive to root disturbance. It is likely that construction of
such a large driveway would result in the tree’s death. This may be the reason why Woolworths
have submitted an application to remove the tree as a permitted activity.

Pseudopanax ferox (Lancewood/Horoeka)

The Lancewood/Horoeka is identified in the Peers Brown Miller Ltd Assessment of Proposed Works
(the PBM Report) report as being a particularly large specimen tree and that it would be regrettable
if it were removed.



The Trust would like to see this tree retained and for it to be added to the SWDC Register of
Notable Trees. This was included in our submission on the District Plan review in December 2022.

Traffic issues and pedestrians

Main St is a busy state highway. West Street was widened to be able to divert vehicles from Main
Street. This diversion needs to be encouraged.

The tracking diagrams provided on drawings A1 and A2 in the Commute report for a AT HPMV 23m
truck and a 17.9m semi-trailer show both crossing the centre line on Main Street in order to
undertake the manoeuvre of turning left into the site. Left turning large trucks are also turning on to
a blind side and can’t see what is happening on the footpath. These are significant safety risks.

The Commute report does not explain the route the b-trains will be taking to do a left turn only — or
how they will know they are only allowed to do a left turn (and how this will be enforced).

Safety issues for pedestrians

We outline a number of safety issues for pedestrians with the proposal for b-train, trucks and other

traffic to enter the supermarket from Main St. This includes:

e The footpath on the supermarket side and the pedestrian crossing and Stella Bull Park form a
well-used passageway for children walking to and from school and on bikes.

e Large trucks which are turning left (the driver on the right side of the cab) are turning on a blind
spot where they can’t see what’s happening on the foot path. This puts pedestrians at risk.

¢ Vehicles queuing to turn right from Main Street into 134 Main St will block the pedestrian
crossing — and potentially block the vision for drivers in the other direction which would inhibit
them from seeing pedestrians entering the crossing.

Loss of street parking

On-street parking is at a premium in the Greytown village. All the associated businesses around 134
Main St will be impacted by the loss of two car parks - in particular the pizza shop which operates a
take-away service.

Traffic vs. Pedestrian Safety

The Trust has lobbied for traffic calming measures in Main St on a number of occasions, for
example raised pedestrian crossings and additional crossings, street tree planting to calm traffic
outside of the town centre and moving heavy vehicles from Main Street and onto West Street as it
was designed.

While Main St is a State Highway and large trucks can’t be prevented from being on the highway,
activities which encourage an increased number of b-trains and trucks destined for the supermarket
to be in the town centre and cross a busy footpath when they formerly didn’t, creates risks and is
incompatible with the vision of a calmer street in the Greytown Heritage Precinct.

Stone Wall

The stone wall is in poor condition, yet several reports identify the wall would be retained with
modifications. A new wall is likely to be required - information on the style of wall is critical in order
to ensure it is sympathetic to heritage.

Water race

A water race, which is known to flood, traverses the right-hand side of the site. Measures to
manage this have not been included in the application.
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SUBMISSION FROM THE GREYTOWN HERITAGE TRUST

Key issues

This revised application, would appear to not provide any benefits to the community but rather
provide a raft of negative issues together with several health and safety risks.

The single benefit from the proposal from Woolworths appears to be is that this change will alleviate
perceived health and safety risks by trucks not needing to reverse on site. The applicant fails to
recognise all the health and safety risks and other issues that are being created and appears to
have complete disregard for the fact that the site is in the Greytown Heritage precinct and the
detrimental effect it will create.

Reversing trucks have not caused any incidents in over a decade that the supermarket has been
operating. In our opinion, this change if approved will create more health and safety risks for the
public.

GHT earlier comment on applications

In June 2022 GHT made a submission to SWDC on the application where the following key issues
were identified:

Lack of consultation;

Proposal is unsympathetic to the heritage area;

Archaeological Authority;

Noise;

Traffic issues and safety;

Necessity for three entrances and additional car parking;

The vehicle crossing;

Trucks;

New ‘driveway’;

Footpath;

Onsite Carparking;

Loss of street parking;

Signage;

Alteration to the Neighbour’s Veranda (without their knowledge) — this aspect is considered
bullying by the applicant and has caused undue stress to the building owner;

Exterior Lighting;

General Landscaping;

e Fagus sylvatica ‘purpurea’ (Copper Beech).

We note that most of these have been inadequately addressed in the current application.

In 2015 we objected to both the signage and proposed access to the Fresh Choice Supermarket.
We understand that these consents were surrendered in 2016. Woolworth’s new proposal is similar
to this earlier one with a few changes — a one-way entry from Main Street, retention of the Copper
Beech Tree, fewer new carparks and a new enlarged loading area.

That earlier proposal caused considerable dissent in the town, a petition which the Trust instigated
along with a public meeting (attended by 139 Greytown locals), a court case, considerable coverage
in the media and Friends of Historic Greytown was established to oppose the application. The 2022
application also caused a lot of public dissent with a standing room only public meeting on 30
August 2022 (170 attending), and comments from several truck drivers about issues they would
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experience when turning left on to the site. The Wairarapa Times Age article from the 2022 public
meeting is outlined in Appendix 1.

Around 2011, GHT also made a submission on the original consent for the supermarket which
largely objected to the size and style of the pylon sign which would be visible from Main Street.

Material missing from the application related to the Copper Beech tree

We note that there are several key pieces of information missing from the Application:

e The Arboricultural Impact Assessment, by Treecology Tree Consultancy referred to in the Peers
Brown Miller Ltd Assessment of Proposed Works (the PBM Report) affecting Copper Beech
Tree, is missing from the material provided with the Resource Consent Application. SWDC
advise that the applicant has been advised about this, but the document has not yet been
provided to them. The PBM report notes that “it is thorough, and demonstrates a
comprehensive analysis of the tree and its environment, and of the potential impact of various
activities proposed to be undertaken in its root zone”. It is critical that this material is provided.

¢ The accompanying information referred to in the PBM Report affecting Copper Beech Tree has
not been provided.

This makes it very difficult to understand proposals regarding trees and their protection.

Errors in the Application

There are fundamental errors in the submission material provided which have an impact both on the
understanding of the documents and the analysis. SWDC was advised about this on 24 April 2023.

The errors are in the documents within the Woolworths application:
e 220081-Arborist-tree-condition-report-13042023

e 220081-Concept-civil-plan-13042023

o 220081-Topographical-survey-13042023

Information follows on the errors.

(1) Confusing scales of drawings

The two plans provided, a proposed plan from the civil engineer and an existing plan from the
surveyor, are drawn at different scales (1:250 and 1:200) making them very hard to compare —
particularly for laypeople who may want to make a submission. The 1:250 from the civil engineer, is
the proposed drawing which makes the proposal seem to have less impact than if it were drawn at
the same scale as the plan as existing (1:200). We note that 1:250 is not regarded as a standard
drawing scale.

(2) Fagus sylvatica ‘purpurea’ (Copper Beech) Size

The All Seasons Tree Services arborist tree condition report notes the spread of the tree to be 17m
— when the two drawings supplied from the engineer and the surveyor scale at 10m — in other
words, it is shown at 58% of its actual size.

On the drawings we commented on in June 2022, the Woodhams Meikle Zhan Architects Proposed
Site Plan showed the tree at 16m diameter. The applicant has provided a survey drawing showing
the tree shrinking in diameter over the past 9 months from 16m to 10m. Onsite checks by the Trust
show this is certainly not the case.
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Printed aerial photographs from Wairarapa Maps (to scale) show that the arborists size of the tree
spread at 17m is correct. We were so concerned about this on the Summit Survey drawing that
Survey and Spatial NZ was contacted to make a complaint about the author, who also surveyed,
checked, and approved the drawing, only to find that they were no longer members (despite
advertising that they are on their website).

(3) Pseudopanax ferox (Lancewood/Horoeka) Size

The size of the of Lancewood/Horoeka referred to in the PBM report is shown on the surveyors
drawing scales at 2m diameter, however from the aerial photographs from Wairarapa Maps (to
scale) this scales at 6m — that is, it is shown as 33% of its actual size. Again, this is extremely
misleading.

(4) Speed Limit
The Forme Planning Assessment of Environmental Effects notes the speed limit as being 50 km/hr
when it is now 40 km/hr (it was lowered prior to the date of the report).

(5) Number of carparks

The Forme Planning Assessment of Environmental Effects notes on page 12 that ‘A total of 65
parking spaces are proposed within the supermarket site for use by its customers, an increase of
one space on the existing total’. This is not correct — there is a net loss of onsite carparks.

¢ The Woodhams Meikle Zhan Existing Site Plan shows a total of 69 customer carparks (both in
words and when counted) plus three staff carparks, making a total of 72 carparks. A count of
the existing number of carparks from an aerial photograph from Wairarapa Maps shows 67
customer carparks and three staff carparks, a total of 70.

e The originally consented Woodhams Meikle Zhan drawings for the new supermarket show a
total of 72 carparks (69 customer and 3 staff). However, a count of the numbers on the plan
shows 64 + 3 = 67 carparks.

o The Woodhams Meikle Zhan Proposed Plan shows a total of 64 carparks as existing (in words)
and as drawn, no staff carparks and an additional 1 new one, making a total of 65 carparks.

Either way this is a net loss of onsite carparks, either 72 — 65 = 7 as expected in the original
Resource Consent; or 70 — 65 = 5, or 67 - 65 = 2. The way this is presented is confusing and well
below the standard expected of an architect in their documentation.

Together this information is misleading making it impossible for people, particularly laypeople, to
make informed comment.

(6) 2 Hastwell Street is not part of the site

The applicant shows the Property Brokers building as part of the site (2 Hastwell Street). The way it
is shown within the Forme Planning assessment is not correct, we understand that the section at 2
Hastwell Street was sold at the time the supermarket was created.

(7) Diagrams and full analysis are not provided for right-turning trucks and other vehicles.
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History of the site
Supermarket Site

A 1941 Retrolens aerial photograph appears to show a number of dwellings on the supermarket site
with access off Hastwell Street as well as two dwellings off West Street. Sometime after this, these
dwellings were removed and the site became home to clothing manufacturer Bouzaid and Balleben,
who were caught up in its parent company receivership in 2009. In its heyday, clothing factory
Bouzaid and Ballaben employed 300 workers. This is where the industrial listing for the site comes
from within the District Plan.

Figure 2 Former Bouziad and Ballaben factory on site
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The Fresh Choice supermarket opened on 2 July 2012 in the remodelled buildings and operates
successfully and is well supported by the community.

134 Main Street

There is a building shown in the 1941 Retrolens aerial photograph which appears to be the existing
house at 134 Main Street (refer to earlier Figure above). Other information shows it was built in
1955.

Greytown as a destination

Greytown is a boutique, heritage visitor destination that is an easy distance from Wellington. It is
often compared to other quaint heritage destinations in New Zealand such as Akaroa and
Arrowtown.

It is critical that Greytown is safeguarded as a heritage visitor destination, the proposal will
negatively affect this.

At a recent public meeting the point was made that this proposal would never be accepted in
Arrowtown — a place considered by many in the same vein as Greytown.

Archaeological Authority

This site is part of one of the original town acres and there appears to have been an earlier building
on the site. That being the case, an Archaeological Authority is required for this site under the
Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.

Pedestrian crossing

GHT is concerned that trucks and other vehicles queuing to turn right from Main Street into 134
Main St will block the pedestrian crossing nearby. The pedestrian crossing and Stella Bull Park
form a well-used passageway for children walking to and from school and on bikes. Many
pedestrians (including the elderly and physically challenged) also use this crossing.

Similarly, the footpath — in both directions - is well used by children making their way to and from
school (refer to the discussion on blind spots for drivers of large trucks below).

The camber of the road at the crossing is such that there have already been incidents with
pedestrians in wheelchairs falling over. This was commented on at the August 2022 public meeting
by Greyfriars co-owner and wheelchair user lan MacDonald. “/ am a lot lower. I've had to stop
halfway across because people don’t see me. For me, it’s dangerous already”. The owner of Hall
Concept Store has had to pick up a toppled wheelchair user from the crossing.

We are concerned that drivers will be focused on reaching the entry and not on the pedestrian
crossing.

Trucks

The truck shown on the Woodhams Meikle Zhan Proposed Plan scales at 23m long. If this was
stopped immediately outside the sliding gate (no details are provided as to how it operates) this
gives a length of around 5m for a car to be entering the site behind it and not obstruct the footpath
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(for context an Audi A1 is 4.620 m long and a Ford Ranger is 5.35m long). So, if one car was behind
the truck (with a gap of say 1m) then it is going to be sitting over the footpath creating risks for
pedestrians. This does not allow any other vehicles to enter the site.

The Commute report does not explain the route the b-trains will be taking when they arrive from the
Palmerston North Distribution Centre to enable them to do a left turn only — or how they will know
they are only allowed to do a left turn (or whether they will actually adhere to this).

The tracking diagrams provided on drawings A1 and A2 in the Commute report for a AT HPMV 23m
truck and a 17.9m semi-trailer show both crossing the centre line on Main Street in order to
undertake the manoeuvre of turning left into the site. At the public meeting held last year to discuss
the earlier proposal there were several truck drivers present who commented that they would not be
able to turn left to enter the site without crossing the centreline (and this was with the wider
driveway). They also commented on the blind spots they experience.

Truck Blind spots

Driver Knowledge Test (NZ) note that the main blind spots for a truck driver are:

o “Immediately behind the trailer, in a narrowing triangle. The longer the truck, the longer this
triangle, so watch for road trains. This space means vehicles tailgating the truck are not visible
to the driver. Pedestrians walking behind the truck are not visible either.

e Immediately behind the cab (unless driving a day cab with a rear window), or the body of the
truck, for example between a truck and trailer combination.

o Immediately in front of the bonnet. This can hide a child or smaller adult crossing the road while
the driver is waiting at an intersection — never cross in front of a truck while it’s waiting to go,
unless you’ve made eye contact with the driver.

o Next to the passenger door, out around 1-2 metres (unless there’s a top mirror), and in a
gradually broadening arc extending around 45 degrees backwards behind the B pillar

o Next to the driver’s door, out around 0.5-1 metres, and in a gradually broadening arc extending
around 45 degrees backwards behind the B pillar”...

o “The driver will also find it difficult see the front quarter of the top metre or so of the truck or
trailer, if it is taller than the cab. This presents a risk when low-speed manoeuvring around
awnings and low tree limbs.”

They provide the following image to illustrate this:

Figure 3 Driver Knowledge Test (NZ) illustration of truck blind spots
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The figure below extrapolates this to the driveway at 134 Main St for a truck turning left into the site.
Note that this image is for a much smaller truck than a b-train which can be expected to have much
bigger blind spots:

Figure 4 Blind spots for truck entering the driveway

This puts the public — in both vehicles and as pedestrians - at hazardous risk. The risk to children
going to and from school is extremely concerning.

In addition, they note the following factors increase blind spots for (heavy vehicle) drivers (this
actually applies to all drivers):

“Poor weather

Passenger (can obstruct view)

Poor mirror placement

Dirty mirrors

Dirty windows

Tall seating position (e.g., the bottom of the windscreen on a Kenworth cab-over prime mover is
over 2m from the ground; even an adult can be in the blind spot)

e Sunstrike.”

Sunstrike is a common winter problem in Greytown when travelling north. AA NZ notes, “In winter
months, New Zealand motorists are vulnerable to sun-strike. This is when the angle of sunlight
hitting a car’s windscreen creates a blinding glare; with the sun low in the sky on clear winter
mornings and evenings, sun-strike can be genuinely dangerous.” Locals know that SH2 is perfectly
aligned for this over the winter months. “Crash analysis by the AA reveals there were 21 deaths
from crashes involving sun-strike over the past five years; from 2013 to 2017, 780 motorists were
injured, 141 seriously’. This coupled with truck (and other vehicle) blind spots would put the public
at unnecessary dangerous risk.
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The existing situation, which has had no accidents or reported near misses in the over a decade
the supermarket has been operating, is safer with the use of a spotter when reversing than what is
proposed. Many trucks will also now have reversing cameras.

Driveway

There are 13 vehicle crossings to laneways/driveways on the west side of Main Street, north of the
proposed vehicle crossing within the town centre. These widths vary from 2.883m to 7.350m with a
median width of 3.548m and an average width of 3.943m. None of these provide access or turning
for large trucks. None result in the loss of street parking (as a result of the driveway). The
proposed vehicle crossing at 8.3m is over TWICE the size of the average driveway width. This is not
a greenfield site as in Hamilton, it is in the Heritage Precinct of the Greytown where there is a
premium for on-street parking.

The driveway also has splays of 0.5 and 1.0m, making an effective width of the driveway of 9.8m
wide. This is effectively over 2.5 times the size of the average driveway width and almost 2.5m
wider than the widest driveway.

The proposed vehicle crossing, and driveway are more akin to a new street. It is not clear why the

proposed vehicle crossing at 9.8m wide needs to be wider than the width of Hastwell St (one of the
entrances to the supermarket) at around 7m (when there are cars parked either side). We are not

aware of any reported issues or accidents with trucks that use Hastwell Street.

West Street was widened to the width it is to divert vehicles from Main Street. This diversion needs
to be encouraged.

Unloading

We note that forklifts will take twice as long to unload as they will only be able to access one side of
a truck — they presently can unload on both sides.

Noise

The Trust is concerned about the additional noise the driveway will create. As with many properties
in the town centre, the three properties to the north of the proposed driveway all have a residential
component to them. This mixed use on Main St is part of Greytown’s charm. The large b-trains,
trucks and other vehicles proposed to use this entry will create unnecessary additional noise for
these residents.

Details of the acoustic fence to the south (which has been reduced in height since the earlier
application) are not provided, and there are no mitigation measures proposed to the north side of
the driveway. There is no acoustic report to support the type of acoustic treatment required to
mitigate this activity.

The increased noise will directly impact on Hall Concept Store, Alluminus Beauty Therapy and
Greyfriars Motel which are directly adjacent to 134 Main St. Additional noise is expected with
trucks slowing past residential properties as they approach the driveway. At the public meeting in
August 2022, the owner of Greyfriars Motel (the neighbour to the south) commented on their
concerns about the noise generated by this new activity “the noise pollution created by extra trucks
was also concerning for a motel business’. In addition, we note that the new acoustic wall is now
only shown as 2.4m high and not 3m high. There is also no discussion about the noise generated
from idling vehicles.



20

The Trust is concerned that the new driveway is likely to be used as a shortcut by impatient drivers
from the south if the pedestrian crossing is in use — these drivers are likely to drive at speeds
through the carpark creating further health and safety concerns. We note that the Commute Report
(7.3.2) recommends a speed bump be provided within the customer vehicle lane to slow vehicles.
This is not shown on any of the drawings. (We suggest that more than one is likely to be needed).

Speed quietening at driveway

Most locals are likely to retain their existing driving habits and only those approaching from the
south on the eastern side of town are likely to use the proposed entry - however, many of these will
keep their habit of using West Street rather than the busier Main St to get to the supermarket.

Onsite vehicle conflicts
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Figure 5 Diagram showing vehicle conflicts

The proposal creates far more risks on site than it resolves. At present there is excellent flow
around the site for the supermarket users (other than the carparks on the SW boundary which
receive very little use). There are two existing painted lines near the single new carpark, the
purpose of which we are unsure of (they are not indicated as a give way). Traffic just flows easily
around the site. The existing situation is excellent as it lowers risk for drivers — particularly those
with young children in the car who may be distracted — or the many elderly in our community.

The proposal creates a risky pinch point where the trucks and the new entry merge (with trucks
giving way and a mirror provided to presumably help with blind spots as they won’t be able to see
vehicles approaching in the adjacent lane (see the earlier diagram). Vehicles then merge with the
general carpark traffic which we believe creates a far bigger risk than it mitigates (compared to
reversing trucks using a ‘spotter’ and cones). In addition, there is a new pedestrian crossing at this
point - which is probably in the truck’s blind spot to the front — certainly for children. This creates far
more Health and Safety risks than it resolves.
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The Commute report notes that there are TWO on street carparks lost with the new ‘driveway’.

Loss of street parking

There are six small ‘retailers’ at this location — Property Brokers, Cuckoo Restaurant, The Lolly
Shop, Hall Concept Store to the north of the proposed vehicle crossing and Alluminus Beauty
Therapy and Tommy' s Real Estate to the south. Greyfriars Motel is also to the south of the
crossing.

There are currently five carparks in the vicinity. With this proposal these are reduced to three. This
would severely impact on these businesses. In particular, the pizza shop which operates a take-
away service would be severely impacted by this.

These retailers already face lower pedestrian visitation being located south of Hastwell Street,
therefore the reduction of two valuable carpark spaces would further have a strong impact on their
businesses.

The view of GHT is that these retailers are the heart of Greytown and any impediment to their
business is not acceptable. They are clearly severely impacted by this proposal.

The recent change to the speed limit to 40km/hr in the town centre has reinforced this practice and
intention — a village for village-scaled activities.

Traffic vs. Pedestrian Safety

More and more, the Greytown town centre is becoming a pedestrian and cycling precinct,
particularly with the development of the Five Towns Trail Network and other tourism initiatives. The
GHT supports this direction. Cycling is predicted to have massive growth in the region.

The Trust has lobbied for traffic calming measures on a number of occasions which includes:

e moving heavy vehicles from Main Street and onto West Street as it was designed (or elsewhere
as proposed by others);

o street tree planting to calm traffic outside of the town centre;
providing islands where pedestrians can cross the road more safely;

e raised crossings, additional crossings, cycling and encouraging locals to park off the Main
Street.

The Commute report notes the b-trains come from the Palmerston North distribution centre and the
remaining deliveries are sourced locally. If they know the streets, drivers will opt to avoid Main
Street and turn off one of the side streets to get to the supermarket via West Street. The proposal
changes this. It is not known how the trucks get to be facing north on Main Street or what additional
streets they will traverse. Local drivers (which will include the delivery drivers) know that the
quickest way to the supermarket is via West Street. This proposal is effectively attempting to divert
this traffic to Main Street and increasing risks and delays.

We understand from a truck driver who did this run that they “always turned right at North Street and
then left into Hastwell. This gave me a right turn into Fresh Choice”. Local social media notes, “The
majority of these come from the north [street] so they will need to drive past the West Street
entrance to Fresh Choice, and then turn left into Wood Street and then left into Main Street in order
to turn left into the access way”. The truck driver's comments to this were, “Any truck driver would
look at Wood Street and say it isn’t happening. Driving down to Humphries Street would be an
option, but then you have to add in the extra mileage and time, plus for the bigger trucks, you would
find they would have to cross the centre line into the south bound lane just to make the entrance.
Most would prefer to come from the north directly down main street to turn right. It would be quicker
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than the option suggested [in the application] as long as we have courteous car driver heading north
stop and allow us entry”. So it is likely that if this application is approved drivers, would ignore being
told the route they needed to travel.

Attempting to divert traffic to Main Street is not compatible with a more pedestrian precinct.

We note from the Commute report there is no additional delivery traffic expected (since they use the
existing data for their analysis), the usual 6 vans, 2 light trucks and 10 b-trains throughout the day is
expected to remain. We find this to be unlikely given the current and future growth in Greytown.

While the District Plan 6.5.2(g)(ii) allows one point per frontage we question the need for this
additional entry — why is this needed when the two currently in use operate well and without
incident?

The new access point creates negligible benefits and creates many more risks to Greytown
community. The only benefit seems to be for perhaps the 10 b-train movements per day not
needing to reverse (but this may create additional risks in getting them to be facing the right
direction to do this — it certainly creates more risks within the site with the new pedestrian crossing
and merging vehicles).

Fagus sylvatica ‘purpurea’ (Copper Beech)

While the Trust is supportive of the retention of the Fagus sylvatica ‘purpurea’ (Copper Beech), we
have a number of concerns about this proposal in relation to the tree.

The Trust, who also has a connection to Friends of the Park, is concerned about the health of the
Copper Beech with the proposed new roadway, footpath and loads imposed on the root zone.
Henri van de Weyer’s report describes the tree as ‘a beautiful tree in excellent health with great
vigor’ and notes about the roots “There is consistent root flair around the base of the tree with good
placement of the main holding roots... Being situated where it is, with a big lawn space around it, |
would imagine the root run to be excellent and there to be plenty of nutrient and water availability’.

The Tree Protection Zone in the PBM Report (and it seems the Treecology report) “has correctly
been calculated as a radius of 15m — shown diagrammatically as Figure 1 in the report [this is the
missing report in the application]’. We have illustrated this by overlaying this on the Riley Civil
Proposed Site Plan.
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Figure 6 15m radius Tree Protection Zone on Riley Civil plan

The Riley Civil Proposed Site Plan fails to indicate ANY protection of the tree other than
approximately the first 5m beyond the tree trunk. This is unacceptable particularly as the PBM
report notes “As Mr Partridge has stated, and | agree, based on my own experience and
observations, European beech is particularly sensitive to root disturbance”. Further it notes “/ would
be uncomfortable in supporting any driveway design that involved impermeable surfacing at that
proximity to the tree. Indeed, it would be preferable if even a permeable surfacing were not that
close to the tree”.

We note that no successful examples of a driveway for large b-train trucks (or indeed any vehicle
driveway) have been provided in the illustrations in the PBM report. There are also no construction
details provided for the driveway and vehicle crossing - which we would expect given the drainage
and tree protection required.

We understand from local roading contractors that to form such a driveway the likely excavation
needs to be around 300mm. An earlier report commented on the root plate and roots, “The ground
around the tree has been raised by the root plate and this is also consistent around the
circumference of the tree. There is some minor damage to the exposed roots, cause perhaps by
mowers or foot traffic.”

We are concerned that when the driveway is formed across the roots the digging required to create
a new heavy-duty surface for trucks will cause damage to critical root structures. We are also
concerned about the ongoing root compaction caused by heavy vehicles.

The applicant’s claim of safeguarding the copper beech is possibly optimistic, naive, or just bluntly
disingenuous. Compaction, disruption and excavation will likely brutalise the tree. As mentioned in
the PBM report European beech trees are particularly sensitive to root disturbance. Should the tree
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be lost the suggested tussock landscaping as replacement is a miserable compromise. As Judge
Melinda Dickey recently determined in a case involving a protected copper beech tree removal in
Auckland — “the removal of the beech tree had deprived the community of its benefits “for a
generation’.

The extent, surface and run-off from the driveway

Information on the type of driveway covering has not been provided. The Riley Civil drawing shows
only the first 5m beyond the tree trunk of the 2m wide pathway being permeable paving (with none
of the driveway included as permeable paving).

It is assumed then that the extensive driveway will be impermeable, and if this is the case, there is
no way the tree would survive. This may be the reason why Woolworths have submitted an
application to remove the tree as a permitted activity.

Another concern for the Trust is the extent of the driveway — covering around 75% of the site. The
subsequent covering of the lawn area with the driveway and compaction from dynamic loads from
heavy vehicles will inhibit the tree’s ability to take in both water and oxygen and may result in the
tree’s death. In the context of the Greytown heritage precinct the visual appearance will be totally
unsympathetic to heritage.

We are also concerned about water run-off with such a massive driveway. It is mentioned that storm
water will be diverted to the water race, however the details of how this will be achieved are not
provided — refer to discussion on the Water Race.

Certificate of Compliance Application

In the Assessment of Environmental Effects, the applicant notes with regard to the proposed
protection of the tree within the district plan, “The Council has issued correspondence to the
Applicant identifying an interest in scheduling the Copper Beech tree, however this does not yet
have legal effect.” In the same document they also note “the Copper Beech tree, which for the
avoidance of doubt is proposed to be retained’. This application for resource consent, appears to
have been received by SWDC on 13 April 2023.

On 27 April 2023, the same applicant applied for a “Certificate of Compliance Application, Proposed
Tree Removal, 134 Main Street, Greytown” for the Copper Beech Tree.

The applicant commented in that application “The request was made in April 2023. At the date of
the request the Plan Review of the Wairarapa Combined District Plan has not been notified, albeit it
is acknowledged that the Council may be undertaking a review of the subject tree as part of the
forthcoming PDP process” — they did this knowing that the Council had already issued
correspondence “identifying an interest in scheduling the Copper Beech tree.”

The applicant’s intentions are dubious.

Greytown prides itself on being the town that gave New Zealand Abor Day on 3 July 1890 and has
many century-old trees that are essential to the town’s character.

The tree would help shield the view of the loading bay from the street. The figure below shows the
loss of amenity and barren streetscape with the tree removed.
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A Streetscape with the tree
¥ Streetscape without the tree L mpression)

Figure 7 Streetscape with and without tree

The Trust wishes to reiterate that there are a myriad of intangible psychological and aesthetic
benefits related to trees. More critically trees enhance our urban climate, foster ecological diversity,
and mitigate pollution.

The Trust also notes that urban tree removal is against worldwide environmental trends to create an
urban canopy to help offset the effects of climate change — we need to be doing this one tree at a
time, and not just in large forests. For instance, the City of Sydney has a greening Sydney strategy
where they will “increase our overall green cover to 40% across the local area, including a minimum
of 27% tree canopy by 2050.” This provides multiple benefits as shown in the figure below. The
Trust supports this initiative for Greytown.
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Figure 8 Benefits of urban trees. Credit: Food and Agriculture Organisation of the United Nations/City of Sydney

Pruning

The PBM Report refers to pruning the tree to lift the canopy - the height of a b-train is 4.15m —
presumably the canopy would need to be lifted to almost 5m to account for yearly growth and the
height of the driveway above existing ground level. This is to about the height of the neighbouring
building (from their resource consent application). The Trust is concerned about the ongoing
maintenance and potential of future damage of the tree if this is not regularly maintained. We would
also like to see the ‘short Cobra strop’ referred to in the PBM report inserted to brace the stem

securely.

Figure 9 Copper Beech with the extent of the proposed pruning shown (April 2023)
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The Riley Civil drawing shows only the first 5m beyond the tree trunk of the 2m wide pathway being
permeable paving.

New Footpath from Main St to the Supermarket

The PBM Report notes that this is required 10m past the tree — we assume this distance is required
to encompass the Tree Protection Zone of 15m radius (from the tree trunk).

The proposed civil works are clearly not acceptable and do not meet the requirements in the PBM
report. GHT would also like to see any path able to be navigated by elderly, disabled and those
using strollers.

There are no proposals for lighting to provide safety for users. This needs to be carefully
considered (e.g., foundations for light standards, trenching for cables, dark sky compliance, light
spill, etc).

Prior to any consent being granted GHT would like to see proposals for lighting. This is required for
the safety of pedestrians and road users.

In addition, the applicant has not addressed the inground services in the existing public footpath at
the entry to the proposed footpath, and where these would be relocated to (or the practicality of
doing so) — refer to the photo below.

Figure 10 Entry to footpath and existing in- ground street services
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Pseudopanax crassifolius (Lancewood/Horoeka)
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Figure 11 Lancewood from Alluminus Beauty and
Tommy’s Real estate carpark (April 2023) supermarket carpark (April 2023)
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Figure 12 Lancewood and Copper Beech from

The PBM Report proposes retention of this tree, noting “it is unusual to see such a large specimen
of this native species in an urban environment and it would be regrettable if it were to be removed’.
This proposal has been ignored by the applicants. It would appear to be an easy design solution to
route the path around the tree (with appropriate protection at the roots as for the Copper Beech).

Early survey plans from circa 1856 of Greytown show that this site was close to the edge of a bush
clearing. Janice Lord, Associate Professor Botany Department at University of Otago has advised
that “Pseudopanax crassifolius, lancewood/horoeka, would have very likely been a component of
forest on the Wairarapa plains as it is abundant in the hill country to the west.” In addition, she
noted, “it is difficult to age the tree from its size except to say it is likely much more than 50 years
old given what | can see of the trunk diameter. It’s impossible to say if it was 170 years old but the
straight trunk form (not branched from the base) does suggest it grew up within existing vegetation.”
Early photos on Retrolens (1941) appear to indicate that there was a tree in the location of the
Lancewood.

The Trust would like to see this tree retained and for it to be added to the SWDC Register of
Notable Trees.

Stone Wall

The application is confused as to what is happening with the wall at the front:

e The Richard Knott Urban Design and Heritage Assessment Report (RN Report) notes “the
existing low stone wall along the front of the site will be retained (and adapted to accommodate
the proposed widened vehicular access”.
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The Forme Planning Assessment of Environmental Effects (FP Report) notes all of the following:

o “Retention of the existing low stone wall will contribute to the street frontage character,
framing the site boundary and providing a consistent theme to that frontage.”

o “The existing wall along the site frontage makes a contribution to the continuity of the site
frontage and has therefore been retained, although the gap for the vehicular access will
require being widened to accommodate the updated access”.

o “Retention of the Copper Beech tree and the low stone wall are considered to assist in
mitigating potential adverse effects on historic heritage values associated with Main Street.”

o “Retention of the existing white low stone wall along the frontage of the site”.

Woodhams Meikle Zhan Architects note on their drawing “existing stone wall to remain (check
on site)’.

The PBM report notes that “it is proposed to remove the existing masonry wall at the street
boundary and replace it with a new stone wall’.

The Riley Civil drawing shows a new wall (within the boundary — the existing wall either
straddles the boundary or is over it from the survey plan), with no indication of either its size or
materials. The wall in a different location, which is closer to the tree, puts the tree at further risk.



Fig'ure 13 E)giéting_ wall - in poor condition

The stone wall is in poor condition as is shown in the photos. Given the condition of the wall and
the need for major modification it is most likely that the wall will need to be replaced. Also, the
proposed opening for vehicles is far wider than the existing one.

If a new wall is erected the Trust is concerned about the height of the wall, which, depending on the
overall height and hence the size of the footing could be problematic in terms of both the tree’s
survival and visibility of the wall to drivers.
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We note the comments in the PBM report “The wall is actually not footed that deep into the ground
and it is rather narrow [i.e. read as likely to be unstable]. Therefore, it is likely that the new wall, if it
were to be designed to have a strip-footed base, would require deeper and wider excavation than
the trench that would be made available after the removal of the existing wall. This would not be
desirable, given the close proximity to the base of the tree and the likelihood of roots being bunched
at the base of the wall.

It is imperative to the health of the Copper Beach that the recommendations in the PBM report are
followed.

Finally, the style of the any proposed new wall is important to GHT, namely it needs to be
sympathetic to heritage e.g., built using local stone as the existing one. The GHT would like to see
a wall, possibly higher for visibility (the current wall is very low), constructed in a similar style to the
existing one.

Water race

The water race, which is referred to in the PBM Report as a water course and a stream and on the
Riley Civil drawing as a concrete lined channel, has been in existence since circa 1890 (part of the
Moroa water race which is 240km long). The original purpose of the water races was for stock
watering purposes and drainage, with intake water from the Waiohine river to provide stock drinking
water to surrounding farmland.

The Riley Civil drawing shows part of this is planned to be replaced with a 300mm diameter
stormwater pipe and then discharging this water along with all the stormwater from the driveway into
the remaining concrete lined channel.

However, there is no further discussion on the implications of the Water Race on the site.

GHT makes the following comment on this:

o Wellington Water controls the water supply to the water races from river to the NW of Woodside.
They regulate this to ensure optimum flow i.e., so that the water races don’t flood and also, so
the water doesn’t become too low. Another consideration is ensuring that the water doesn’t
become contaminated when it discharges further downstream.

e Our understanding from local plumbers and drainlayers is that stormwater cannot be discharged
into the Moroa water race.

e The GHT is extremely concerned about the proposed 300mm diameter pipe replacing part of the
Moroa water race and the size of the existing water race. The channel on this property is VERY
small compared to most other local water races, which when they are piped typically use a
600mm diameter pipe (as was done at the fire station and in other locations).

o We note that the water races are home to eels and koura (as well as presumably other species).
The small channel at this location may already be disrupting this habitat. The existing ecosystem
within the wider water race system need to be supported.

¢ The owner of Hall Concept Store adjacent to the water race reports that this channel floods on
occasion (presumably due to the inadequate capacity of the channel - as other Greytown water
races do not flood), and that when it floods it “floats towards the back of the house at 134 Main
St and under it”.

e Stormwater needs to be disposed of in an appropriate manner. There have been too many
recent flooding incidents for it not to be.

New landscaping adjacent to the Hall Concept Store

New landscaping is proposed adjacent to the Hall Concept Store building — but no consideration
has been given to requirements with the water race below it and access for maintenance. The
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landscaping is only shown on the Woodhams Meikle Zhan illustration on drawing 2 View from Main
Street. This needs further consideration.

House Demolition

If the house is to be demolished then we would suggest, given the age of the house, that it be
dismantled as it is likely to have been built from native timbers.

Given the age of the house an asbestos clearance report should be required prior to demolition.
Asbestos is likely in the stucco cladding of the house, carport, sheds and stone wall, as well as any
old vinyl, switchboards, internal linings etc.

Sign

As is pointed out in the PBM Report the sign is shown being placed OVER a short existing piped
section of the water race. The Riley Civil plan makes no mention of how this is resolved. The other
consultants also ignore this issue.

Smaller signs (2100mm h x 1200mm w) which the Trust have installed at the Rail Trail and Stella
Bull Park required engineered foundations which were 500mm d and 2000mm w) all illustrated on
the drawing below. Extrapolating this for a 3600mm h x 1800mm w sign we would expect a
foundation of around 750mm d x 3000m w. This is clearly a problem, with the sign in relation to the
water race and that the foundations would be within the Tree Protection Zone.

Figure 14 Rail Trail sign and foundation

In addition, there is no mention on how the proposed ‘external’ illumination will work and issues
associated with this (e.g., foundations for light standards, trenching for cables, dark sky compliance,
light spill, etc) and how this would work within the Tree Protection Zone.

We do not understand the need for the proposed sign. Greytown residents already know where the
supermarket is having used it for the past decade — there is no need for any additional signage (it
will not be visible when travelling south and making a right turn). Non-residents should be easily



able to find the supermarket via the internet/google maps, or additionally found in
AirBnB/commercial accommodation compendiums. The existing, non-complying but consented sign
is visible from Main Street, and there is street signage to provide direction to the supermarket.

The signage proposed is a significant departure from the signage allowable under the District Plan.
The Trust strongly opposes any further signage for the supermarket, particularly the signage
proposed on Main St.

Regardless of the existing signs on this site, the proposed sign contravenes the standards for
permitted signs in the District Plan for a commercial zone with a heritage precinct overlay, namely:

The proposed sign has an overall size of 1.8m x 3.6m = 6.48 sqm, actual face of signis 2.45x 1.5 =
3.675sgm.

e The proposed new sign is 83% larger than the 2sgm in area allowable;

e The location of the sign is free standing rather than above or suspended within a buildings
verandah;

e The sign as a freestanding sign is over 7 times larger than the 0.5sgm allowable (or nearly 13x
larger when the frame of the sign is included)

¢ The supermarket already has a freestanding sign larger than the district plan standards.

e The supermarket already has an illuminated sign far greater 2m2 allowable. This sign alone
(excluding the base) is 9.68 m? or nearly five times the allowable size.

The proposed large, externally illuminated sign will be visible from residential properties across the
road and will detract from their properties. The hours the sign will be illuminated — or how this will
be achieved is not clear from the application.

In addition, within the application, there has been NO consideration of the requirements set out in
Wairarapa Combined District Plan 21.1.3 Historic Heritage Precincts and in Appendix 8 — South
Wairarapa Town Centres Design Guidelines 35.1.8 Signage:

e The sign is not at all sympathetic in scale, colour and design with amenities and historical
qualities of the area.

¢ While the materials may be neat and durable, they are not appropriate to the historic qualities of
the area.

e The sign exceeds the 2m? area allowance (all faces) and the 4m? for the site. We presume it
will be heavily illuminated (as is the Hastwell Street sign) - the ‘light’ pollution will detract from
the ambience of the street and area). This detracts from intrinsic Greytown qualities where
signs are not illuminated.

The proposed sign is a similar height to the adjacent listed building and is considerably more
colourful which will create a negative contrast in scale and colour to the adjacent listed heritage
buildings. It would only be visible from the south.
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The proposed sign is approximately 24m from the pedestrian crossing and within 100m of what is a
busy intersection for locals using the supermarket. The pedestrian crossing has heavy use before

and after school with children and their caregivers walking/cycling/scootering on the footpath along
Hastwell Street, to the crossing, across the park and to school.

The proposed sign and the pedestrian crossing and Hastwell/Main St intersection

The NZTA Traffic Control Devices Manual Part 3, Sec.5.51 clearly states that in urban areas
advertising signs should not be located within 100m of intersections and pedestrian crossings.
NZTA note with regard to these advertising signs that “Hazardous situations can arise as a result of
a lack of road user’s (driver, pedestrian and cyclist) concentration or excessive demands on road
users at the location’.

Unsympathetic to the heritage area

The Trust is concerned that the application totally ignores the town and the context. 134 Main St is
within the Greytown Heritage Precinct and adjacent to three listed heritage buildings Greytown risks
losing what is special to it with proposals such as these.

o If approved, the proposal would fundamentally change the entry to the town centre in Greytown
and is at odds with the Town Centre Design Guidelines. It appears to ignore the aims of the
District Plan.

o No effort has been made to comply with the signage requirements.

o The proposal is completely unsympathetic to the surrounding streetscape with the proposed
steel framed loading bay canopy visible from Main Street.

o As identified in the Bowman Heritage Impact Assessment “The activity involves the
demolition of a residential property within the Historic Heritage Precinct and one that is
adjacent to three listed heritage buildings. The character of the site will be disturbed as it
will change from typical residential character to a highly visible commercial character
with a wide entry to the supermarket car park and associated signage. The new entry will
allow visibility of the supermarket and the proposed steel framed loading bay canopy
from Main Street. These structures are not consistent with the character of the historic
precinct.”

e Greytown is the town that gave New Zealand Abor Day on 5 June 1890. The proposal fails to
consider the wider context of Greytown, for instance south-west of the town centre the copper
beech tree is significant as it stands alone in an immediate landscape of fewer trees. There are
several other trees clustered further south but it’s a direct contrast to the east side of the Main
Street which has many more trees.

¢ While we can see why an enlarged loading bay area could be needed, we suggest a better
overall solution would be to retain existing vehicle movement, and build an enlarged loading,
skip pallet and storage area. This could take up much of the width between the supermarket and
boundary. As a suggestion, a building which respects the Town Centre Design Guidelines and is
outside the Tree Protection Zone, for example, a café complying with the Design Guide which
opens onto a retained grassed area and retained trees.

We have reviewed the Bowman Heritage Impact Assessment (August 2022) and the Richard Knott
Urban Design and Heritage Assessment and comment as follows:

' https://www.nzta.govt.nz/assets/resources/traffic-control-devices-manual/docs/part-3-advertising-signs.pdf
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10.3.1 Objective HH1 and 10.3.2 HH1 Policies

Objective To recognise and | We agree with the Bowman report that this application does
HH10.3.1 protect the not comply.

important historic

heritage of the

Wairarapa.
HH1 Policies

(a)

Identify significant
historic heritage

Without an archaeological authority this does not comply.

(b)

Avoid, remedy or
mitigate the
potential adverse
effects of
subdivision,
development and
use on historic
heritage.

We disagree with the Knott report — the proposal is NOT
sympathetic to the heritage values of the Historic Heritage
Precinct.

We agree with the Bowman analysis that the proposal does
not avoid the demolition of a residential building in the
Historic Heritage Precinct, nor does it mitigate the loss of the
building or impact on four neighbouring listed heritage
buildings. Adverse impacts of the proposed sign are not
avoided, remedied or mitigated. We also note that while the
sign has been redesigned it does not comply with the District
Plan standards and that the proposal is effectively adding a
street which is far too close to the pedestrian crossing.

Ensure the
important
attributes of
historic heritage is
not disturbed,
damaged or
destroyed, by
inappropriate
subdivision, use
and development.

We disagree with the Knott report and agree with the
Bowman one that this does not comply, where he notes,
“The activity involves the demolition of a residential property
within the Historic Heritage Precinct and one that is adjacent
to three listed heritage buildings. The character of the site
will be disturbed as it will change from typical residential
character to a highly visible commercial character with a
wide entry to the supermarket car park and associated
signage. The new entry will allow visibility of the
supermarket and the proposed steel framed loading bay
canopy from Main Street. These structures are not
consistent with the character of the historic precinct.”

Provide for the
use of historic
heritage where
the activity is
compatible with
the identified
historic attributes
and qualities and
there are no more
than minor
adverse effects on
the historic
heritage values.

We disagree with the Knott report — the changes to their
design does not mitigate the issues raised. We agree with
the Bowman assessment that this does not comply, where
he notes, “The proposal does not provide for the use of
historic heritage nor is it sympathetic or compatible with the
prevailing character of the Historic Heritage Precinct. The
proposal demolishes an existing house within a
predominantly single storey residential area, a number of
houses being set back from the street matching the location
of 134, to construct an entry into a carpark with the effect of
making visible a large supermarket and its steel loading
dock canopy from Main Street. Neither the supermarket nor
the canopy are compatible with the heritage values of the
precinct.”

Provide for land
subdivision to
create
conservation lots
to protect
recognised
historic heritage.

We agree with both that this is not applicable.
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Increase public
awareness of
historic values
and their
importance, and
encourage the
community to
support the
protection and
conservation of
historic heritage.

We agree with Bowman that the proposal does not comply
(and disagree with Knott that this is not applicable).

6.3.16 Objective Com6 — South Wairarapa Town

Objective

To ensure the
special
characteristics
and historic
heritage values of
the town centres
of Featherston,
Greytown, and
Martinborough are
maintained and
enhanced in a
manner that
enables their
efficient
commercial
functioning.

Bowman does not comment on this.

We disagree with Knott that the proposal is in keeping with
the existing character and amenity values of Greytown.
We disagree that there is a H&S issue which needs further
mitigation. The mitigation measures have been working
successfully for over a decade without incident. The
applicant is creating problems for the sake of it!

Comé6 Policies

(@)

Recognise the
town centres of
Featherston,
Greytown, and
Martinborough as
Historic Heritage
Precincts.

We agree this is not relevant.

Maintain and
enhance the
character of the
Featherston,
Greytown, and
Martinborough
town centres by
controlling new
development in a
manner that is
keeping with their
historic heritage
values

We agree with Bowman (and disagree with Knott) the
proposal is not in keeping with the historic heritage values of
the historic precinct

Avoid new
development that
is out of character
with the historic
heritage values of

We agree with Bowman, that “the activity involves the
demolition of a residential property within the predominately
residential heritage precinct with resulting negative impacts
on adjacent listed heritage buildings. The proposal creates a
vehicular entry which will allow visibility from Main Street of




the Featherston,
Greytown and
Martinborough
Town Centres.

a supermarket building, the design of which is not

sympathetic with the character and predominant styles of
the historic precinct. In addition, the proposal allows for an
extension to the supermarket building of a steel framed
loading bay canopy which will also be visible from Main
Street.

The colourful sign as proposed does not reflect the historic
signage characteristics of the historic precinct.”

Promote a
pleasant
pedestrian-
oriented retail
environment.

We disagree with Knott's assessment — just because they
have changed their proposal does not mean it complies. We
agree with Bowman that this does not comply.
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Historic Heritage Precincts 22.1.4 Assessment Criteria

(i

The nature, form
and extent of the
proposed activity
and the extent to
which it is
consistent with the
environmental
outcomes
intended for the
relevant precinct.

We disagree with Knott's assessment — that because the
proposal does not mimic the neighbours, this does not mean
it complies. We agree with Bowman that this does not
comply — “The proposal is not consistent with the heritage
values or character of the heritage precinct’”.

Any measures
proposed to
protect or
enhance the
character of the
street, including
the
implementation of
any planting or
landscaping.

The proposal does not fully illustrate how the Copper Beech
tree with be retained.

We agree with the Bowman assessment that this does not
comply, and he notes. “The general character of the street
includes discretely located residential and commercial
buildings of the late Victorian and Edwardian period with a
number of buildings constructed in the past few decades. A
number of commercial buildings have elaborate street
frontages. The character of the immediate environment
includes buildings that align with the street and those that
are set back from the street matching that of 134 Main
Street.

Although constructed in the 1950s the proposed demolition
will remove a residential building which contributes to the
residential character of the area. An open space with large
sign does not protect or enhance the character of the street
described above, while impeding pedestrian access along
Main Street. In addition, the revealing of the supermarket
and new loading structure included with the proposal will
further erode the character of the historic area.”

(i)

For sites within
Greytown,
Martinborough
and Featherston,
the extent to
which the
proposal is
consistent with the
principles of the
South Wairarapa
Town Centres
Design Guide
(Refer Appendix
8)

We agree with both.

Where a proposal
involves the
addition or
alteration to a
building, or the
erection of a new
building, the
proposal’s
consistency with

We agree with Bowman that this does not comply.
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the original age,
design and
construction of the
building or feature
or its consistency
with the other
buildings in the
precinct or area.

The effect of
subdivision on the
values of the
Historic Heritage
Precinct in terms
of maintaining
historical integrity
and the curtilage
of the precinct.

We agree with both that this is not relevant.

(vi)

The extent to
which the heritage
value, integrity
and character of
the Historic
Heritage Precinct
will be maintained
or enhanced.

We disagree with Knott and note that it is most unlikely that
the front wall will be able to be retained (see earlier
discussion). We also disagree with Knott that the proposal
mitigates the negative effects.

We agree with Bowman that the proposal does not comply.

35.1.7 We have not

assessed this — it does not seem relevant

Historic Heritage Precincts 22.2.10 Signs

We note that Knott has assessed against 35.1.8 Signage
rather than the criteria relating to historic heritage. We also
note that the sign has been reduced in size since the
Bowman report.

The location
(outside of or
within the site),

We agree with Bowman that the sign still does not comply.
The sign is proposed to be located at the north of the new
entry adjacent to a listed historic building. It is a similar

design and height to the adjacent listed building and is considerably
appearance of the | more colourful which will create a negative contrast in scale
sign. and colour to adjacent listed heritage buildings.

(i) Whether the The sign is designed to be visibly obtrusive so that it can be
proposed sign will | seen! We agree with Bowman that this does not comply and
be visibly that the sign will be visibly obtrusive in its location on the
obtrusive, road frontage while its colours, height, scale and content do

particularly from
roads or public
areas in the
vicinity.

not relate to the immediate historic precinct character or
heritage values.

(i)

Effects on the
streetscape’s

openness and
attractiveness.

We agree with Bowman that this does not comply and that
the negative contrast of the design, location, scale and
colour of the sign with the surrounding historic environment
will have a consequent negative impact on the
attractiveness of the streetscape.

(Vi)

Compatibility with
the scale,
character, nature
and proximity of

We agree with Bowman that this does not comply and that
the existing signage in the area largely comprises signage
on building parapets and verandahs, locations that are

typical of the Victorian and Edwardian era of the township.




other signage The proposed stand-alone, brightly coloured sign is not
within the area. consistent with this pattern.

Summary

In summary, the Trust OPPPOSES this application.

Greytown Heritage Trust would like to be further consulted on the items in this submission.

Thank you / Ng& mihi

Carmel Ferguson
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APPENDIX 1 — WAIRARAPA TIMES AGE ARTICLE REGARDING THE PUBLIC MEETING ON
30 AUGUST 2022
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SUBMISSION STATEMENT
FRESH CHOICE (WOOLWORTHS) GREYTOWN PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

SAFETY

The proposed truck access is unsafe, Pedestrians, and particularly school children, use the
pedestrian crossing metres from the proposed access way. Turning trucks will have a blind spot
creating further danger as they will not always be able to see pedestrians.

The supermarket currently has two access ways. If further access is necessary it should have
been included in the original plans and/or Woolworths should have considered this when
purchasing the supermarket.

Fresh Choice (Woolworths) should consider other options for additional access ways, not one that
will endanger pedestrians.

Truck drivers advise that the space available for the proposed access Is not sufficient to allow big
units to turn without veering across the centre-line of Main Street, causing delays to southbound
traffic and risk to traffic.

PARKING
The proposal will result in the loss of carparks adjacent to the established business in the area.

HERITAGE

The proposed signage does not conform with the values and guidelines for the Heritage Precinct.
The heritage aspect is what brings tourists/visitors to Greytown. Degrading this puts at risk a vital
resource for our community.

A further sign (Fresh Choice have a huge one on the corner of Hastwell and West Streets) as
visitors to Greytown can use Google, GPS etc.

COPPER BEECH TREE

Greytown is Arbor Town, and although the Copper Beech is not protacted, it is an integral part of
Main Street and must be left untouched. Without it the area will look like an industrial area,
Further, the proposed drive will ultimately result in the tree dying as heavy trucks damage the root
system.

INACCURACIES IN THE PLANS SUBMITTED BY FORME

It is worrying to think that the proposal may approved based on the plans/diagrams submitted.

These contain inaccuracies and omissions and are at best misleading or at worst disingenuous;

» In the plan showing driveway the measurements of the Copper Beech Tree are inaccurate and
understated

« The plan does not indicate the water race on the north side of the driveway. There is a water
race where the propcsed trees are to be planted. Either the planners are not aware of the water
race or they are deliberatsly ignoring it. Either way, they cannot plant over the water race.
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| oppose the proposed signage which is outside the Council and District Guidelines. The
size, colour and lighting effects are not in keeping with the heritage area in which it will be

sited. It would be well placed in a North American strip mall, not a small village with
heritage character.

It is difficult to see why Woolworths needs the sign. The Greytown community which is the
main customer base of the supermarket already knows where the supermarket is. The
explanation may be to attract passing trade. These days most people ‘google’ a location. |
note that some towns do not have supermarkets on the state highway through them e.g.
Masterton, Dannevirke, nor do they have any signage like the one proposed. They have not
closed as a result!

Safety on the main highway

| oppose an access being developed on the main highway. There are already two access
points through Hastwell Street and West Street. The supermarket campus could be
reconfigured for large trucks and B trains, and consideration could be given to purchasing
property to the south side of the existing campus. The current arrangements appear to
work and | am not aware of them presenting any hazards or actual harm wonder why why
the supermarket did not consider these issues when developing the site.

The presence of trucks turning on the main road from the south and other trucks and cars
turning into the new access way from north and south will lead to increased traffic, on an
already busy highway, and, blind spots. Particularly on the pedestrian crossing near the
proposed access and on the footpath around the access entry. The pedestrian crossing is an
important, direct route to the primary school and to The Orchards retirement village and to
the Stella Park, which is used for a number of community activities. Young and older age
groups are particular vulnerable on pedestrian crossings.

The copper beech tree
| oppose any road access around the copper beech, and the 27 April 2023 Application for a

Certificate of Compliance Application to remove it. This tree is an integral part of the
heritage landscape of Greytown, and should be preserved. Not only does Greytwon have a
fine heritage area but it is also an ‘Arbar’ town. Any roading seal around it is likely to starve
the tree of water and nutrients leading to its demise. Possibly Woolworths is anticipating
this by applying for its removal because it is likely to die. | note that there is also a notable
lancewood tree on the site too, which is unusually large for an urban area and worthy of
being kept.

The access way off the State Highway

This will create an ugly division of the heritage street area, a hazard for pedestrians and
others on the footpath having to cross the accessway, and the loss of carparking in that
area. The change to the carparking will be gain for Woolworths, but a loss for small
business in the area.




Comment

| am surprised that Woolworths continues to progress its goal (since the first application in
2016) and does not consider the greater community good and the views of people in the
community. Afterall, a good working relationship with the community is likely to serve its
business better than antagonising the community it depends on. One must read into the
current situation that the supermarket is unsympathetic to the impact on the character of
the heritage precinct and the safety issues involved, Commercial interests will come at a
cost to Greytown.
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Description of Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.
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Details of Submission
My submission:

I [X] Supports the whole proposal [J Supports part of the proposal
[[]opposes the whole proposal [[] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[Jves No

[]1f others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing


Ann-Marie Nansett

Woolworths NZ

Main, West and Hastwell streets, Greytown

220081

Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct. Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct. Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct exceeding the maximum size. Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Street) Greytown. Undertake associated landscaping and site works.

X
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a carpark, as they currently do, to deliver goods is not safe. The proposed option - to have trucks turning off
SH2, moving forwards - is a safer option. As multiple roads already come off SH2, | have not seen any
evidence to suggest that this will be less safe than the current situation. The property due to be demolished
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I support the proposal in its entirety on safety grounds. Requiring trucks to back across a footpath and through a carpark, as they currently do, to deliver goods is not safe. The proposed option - to have trucks turning off SH2, moving forwards - is a safer option. As multiple roads already come off SH2, I have not seen any evidence to suggest that this will be less safe than the current situation. The property due to be demolished has no heritage value, nor do the exotic trees on the property, and the proposed use of the property is permitted under the appropriate plans. 

X

21 May 2023
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Planning Team South Wairarapa District Council
PO Box 6 MARTINBOROUGH 5741

Attn: Submissions — Duty Planner

planningteam@swdc.govt.nz

Proposed New Access and Signage to Fresh Choice Supermarket (2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West
Street, and 134 Main Street, Greytown)

Latasha Boyce

| OPPOSE the Woolworths New Zealand Ltd proposal entirely!

Reasoning’s that stand to effect myself, my values and my Business Alluminus at 136A Main Street,
south side of 134 Main Street.

| am the owner of both Alluminus and the building 136A Main Street (Building owned by my
company, L Herrick Ltd)

| stand to lose the tranquillity of which my clinic values are based upon. The Copper Beach tree being
a part of this tranquil setting in our small Heritage town.

People come to Greytown to view our trees as we are the town of Arbor Day plus some while visiting
choose to book in at Alluminus and enjoy a skin or beauty treatment in the tranquil quieter part of
town. The tranquillity of when it is raining and the noise of the rain hitting the roof off the Copper
Beach tree leaves is something you can only understand once you have experience this for yourself
let alone the beauty of it before entering Alluminus.

This to me holds great value in the values on which our town is built upon.

Our look, our feel as a historic and well-preserved part of New Zealand!

Further more my opposal is for good reasoning due to the lack of information and details from the
Woolworths NZ Ltd proposal.

They lack information regarding sound and noise level of the trucks passing plus idling with their

Documents relating to the copper beach tree, arborist reports updated and in full are missing.
Documentation given are misleading in size and information with regards to the age of the tree itself.

Car parks are said to be removed on main street, but they are not theirs to remove!

There is a stream running along the side of the property and there is not enough information
regarding keeping the water flowing. To me this could be a potential for flooding of surrounding
buildings plus main street itself and it is a State Highway.
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State highway YES so why can a driveway for trucks in such a small town be added when it poses
such danger to all motorises not to mention all humans and animals who pass on the pedestrian
crossing.

| see many many people cross this crossing daily from children to elderly. It is quiet possibly the most
used pedestrian on the main street throughout the entire week.

Greytown school did a survey with the usage of this pedestrian if you are able to view that document
from the school.

Trucks also have blind spots, and this has not been mentioned.
The supermarket should have been better thought out in the first place!

| also saw the other day a truck removes its trailer and park it on west street to then enter the
supermarket and did so well. (No need for a entry off main street)

In my picture attached | see to be plenty of room and even more so if the right side looking at the
picture parks were removed.

The signage is completely out of the guidelines of the Heritage precinct which the rest of the town
businesses adhere to and do to keep in with the towns look and feel.

The distraction the signage would cause and there is a pedestrian crossing a few meters down, plus
again it is a state highway!

| have read the Greytown Heritage trust submission and that of my neighbouring properties Grey
Friar Motel, Michelle and lan plus Hall Concept, Lorraine Hall. | agree completely with their
submissions.

Kindest regards

Latasha Boyce
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Opposition to the Proposal

Safety:

The Woolworths/Fresh Choice driveway proposal provides for numerous large truck and traller
units (road trains) tuming off Main Street, Greytown seven days a week This accessway Is Just
metres from a pedestrian crossing which is used by residents - and most particularly school
children - to cross a State Highway

(""Allowing this to happen will mean that trucks - and cars - will be using the laneway
between two buildings with pedestrians, scooter users etc ‘blind’ to what is around the
corner. The current access to the supermarket is just fine (if it is not that should have
been thought about when building the supermarket").

(“'The supermarket should have factored delivery access into its original plan - not now
when it will impact on the safety of pedestrians on what is already a very busy Main
Street."”)

(“The truck access and sign proposal are unsafe and unnecessary. Walking across Main
Street is already dangerous. My stress levels build up everytime | approach the
pedestrian crossing to Stella Bull Park. The truck access will make it even more
dangerous.”

Heritage:

Greytown prides itself on its hentage values These are being put at considerable nisk by this
“commercial” development If this plan is allowed to proceed there is a real concern it might be
just the start of a succession of assaults on the sanctity of Main Street

(I am concerned that the large illuminated sign does not fit in the heritage precinct. | am
worried about the beautiful copper beech tree (85 years old) being compromised.” )

(“Greytown embraces and celebrates its history. The heritage precinct is treasured. The
proposed installation of an unnecessary and unsympathetic sign is really hurtful. Leave
the Copper Beech tree alone.....")
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Copper Beech Tree:

Greytown prides itself on being the first Arbor town in New Zealand. It Is unconscionable that a
majestic 85 year-old Main Street Copper Beech tree should be facing the chain saws to make
way for unwanted truck and trailer units delivering to a suparmarket

("The removal of the tree is sacrilege.")

Pedestrian crossing:

School children and Play Centre attendees. rely on the pedestrian cross at Stella Bull park to
cross the State highway Usage is increasing as the Greytown Primary school adds classrooms
The impact of an adjacent driveway for large truck and trailer units cannot be under-estimated

(“Traffic will be a nightmare and extremely unsafe for pedestrians. A real eyesore.”)
(“"The new traffic flow will significantly change the look of the town. If allowed it will be
only the first exception of many and Greytown will no longer be considered one of the
most beautiful small towns in New Zealand").

Parking:

The Woolworths/Fresh Choice driveway proposal will result in the loss of Main Street car parks
adjacent to established businesses and homes in main Street

(“I hope this proposal never succeeds as it will prove to be a disaster with accidents
waiting to happen.”)
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Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

I suppor the submnsion made by the Greylown Hevitaga Trusl.  Thin appbcaiion should be decilined n full

Further information attached

Decision you want the Council to make:

[ ]Grant the Consent [x] Decline the Consent []Grant the Consent with Conditions
Signature
To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.
Raobyn Blue
Name

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. Thisform isfor your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



Submission fram:

Robyn Blue

Heritage and the Copper Beech Tree

By approving this application SWDC would not be following their own guidelines - Greytown Town
Centre Historic Heritage Precinct and Heritage Bulldings - Guidelines to making changes to buildings
in heritoge precincts HeritageGuide Greytown.pdf [swdc.govt.nz) where it is stated that “The
maintenance and restoration of heritage buildings, as well as alterations/ new developments in
this area, should be sympathetic to this heritage character so that they odd to the value of the
streetscape”.

This proposal Is within the Greytown Heritage Precinct and adjacent to heritage-listed buildings. The
charm of Greytown's heritage will be Irrevocably lost with this proposal.

Once this proposal proceeds with a garish sign, wide driveway, and large loading bay in the
background (and the copper beech gone) the damage can not be undone.

With such a large impermeable drive it is unlikely the tree will survive (noting the applicants are also
seeking a certificate of compliance to remove it).

As a town/ municipality we need to be nurturing trees, The photo in the Greytown Heritage Trust's
proposal with the magnificent Copper Beech gone is extremely sad - the streetscape is completely
bare and lifeless.

Sign

The signage proposed is a significant departure from the signage allowable under the Combined
Wairarapa District Plan and the Town Centre Design Guidelines and will create a negative contrast in
scale and colour to the adjacent heritage-listed bulldings.

Fresh Choice already has an extremely large sign in West/Hastwell Streets. A heritage sign that
complies with size restrictions and a has a small Fresh Choice logo would be more sympathetic to
heritage.

Traffic and safety

| understand that Waka Kotahi did not support the previous application from Woolworths with
south-bound trucks turning right into 134 Main St.

In order to enter 134 Main St, large b-train trucks travelling north need to cross the centre line to
turn into the (extremely large) driveway. With the driver in the right side of the cab, a significant
blind spot is an their left as they are turning. The footpath they cross is frequented by the public and
school children on their way to Greytown Primary School using Stella Bull Park that is opposite, and
puts them at risk.

If this proposal proceeds it is not known how truck drivers will be aware of the required route.
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Alternative options

In 2010 the supermarket used the existing Bouzaid and Ballaben building to become a supermarket.
The owners could do well to look to the future and remodel the site to be sympathetic to heritage
and allow large trucks to simply drive in and drive out from West 5t. It would be wonderful to see a
supermarket with a heritage fagade and signs! Maintaining the copper beech tree with a grassy area
underneath would support the streetscape. A small heritage building (new or old) behind the copper

beech tree would add value to this area of the town.

The shop at 144 Main 5t is a new house that fits completely with Greytown (photo below). It can be

done!
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Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public. 3

2. Thisformis foryourconvenience only. You may make a submission thataddresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep acopy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.
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Submission on a notified resource consent application
Submitter

Name: Janette Keddie Wallace Gedge

postal address: (D

Details of proposal to which this submission relates
Name of Applicant: Woolworths NZ Ltd

Address of proposal: 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main Street, Greytown being Lot1
DP 311712 and PT lots 7-9, PT Lot 2 DP 18242, Lot 3 DP18242

Application No: 220081

Description of proposal:
Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.

= Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historic

Heritage Precinct.

= Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct exceeding the

maximum size.
= Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Street) Greytown.

= Undertake associated landscaping and site works.

Details of submission: my submission opposes the whole proposal.

In the event this application is subject to a resource consent hearing | do wish to be heard in respect of
this submission. If others present a similar submission, | do not wish to consider presenting a joint
case.

Submission Statement.
The specific parts of the proposal that this submission relates to are:

1) Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main
Street) Greytown.
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I submit that a vehicle crossing at this point on Main Street (SH2) is particularly inappropriate
given the proximity to a well-used pedestrian crossing. This crossing is the primary crossing for
children from the west side of Greytown to access both the primary school and the college. It is
also a well-used crossing during the day for people wishing to access the east side of the village.
There is no other crossing south of this one on Main Street. Drivers of large trucks or even
small vans turning left into the proposed driveway would not be able to see pedestrians
approaching from the south and give them right of way (as should happen while a vehicle is
crossing a pedestrian right of way.) Large trucks, turning left into the driveway, would also have
to swing out into the path of south bound traffic to be able to negotiate their way into the

driveway.

Although the proposal suggests that delivery vehicles arriving from the north will be requested
to turn into West Street, and continue down to the next left turn to then turn left again to
arrive on Main Street facing the correct direction to turn left into the proposed new driveway
this means that there will be a considerable increase in the volume of traffic down West Street.
The first possible left turn goes into a very narrow side street, Wood Street which barely allows
for two normal cars to pass each other and would certainly not be suitable for trucks to pass a
car coming either from SH2 or through from the east. The next possible left turn would be into
Humphries Street which is a considerable distance further down West Street and would mean

passing the pensioner housing at WestHaven.

In summary, | believe that safety would be severely compromised in Main Street and the

surrounding area if this proposal is allowed to be built.

2) Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown
Historic Heritage Precinct.

The first submission | make to this part of the proposal is concern for the safety of the Copper
Beech Tree. The new driveway would certainly pass over the roots of this tree and having heavy
vehicles passing over the roots would not encourage this tree to remain in the excellent
condition it currently enjoys. | was concerned to see that a contiguous application for consent
for removal of the same tree has been lodged. This does make me believe that the applicant
doesn’t believe the tree will survive either. Greytown celebrated the first arbor day in NZ and
has continued to celebrate Arbor Day ever since. Part of the essential character of Greytown is
the number of well-established trees. We are very proud of our trees and wish to make sure

they survive into the future.
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The second caoncern | have 18 for the proposed sign. This proposal indicates a sign more than
goyven times the allowed size inthe haritage precinct under the district plan. Approving a sign of
this size would create a precedent that would make It dIfflcult to refuse such slanage In the
future. Greytown's essential character is inherent in the heritage precinct. People live in, and
wisit Greytown berause of the village feel of the Kain Street and the charming Victorian

frontages, A great deal of the attractlveness to visitors depends an the village retalning the laok

and feel of our ¥lctorlan Herltaga. There I8 alzo a concern that the lighting will affect our dark

tky. We are in the midd(e of the newest dark sky reszerve and must be careful with our lighting.

In summary this proposal is not in keeping with the kaupapa of the village of Greytown and |

reguest the coundll decline this proposal,

Fresh Choice has a huge car park which | have never seen fully utilised and surely alternative
ways could be found to effect deliveries without making a mockery of the very setting that

makes Greytown such a successful village (or small town) to live in.
Thank you for the opportunity to make a submission on this propozal.

Signed
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Importa nt notes for the Submitter

i 1 Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

8 2, Thisformisforyour convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

3
L 4 A copy of your submission must be sent to bath Council and to the applicant.
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This submission is made by Peter Ratner and Carol Walters, both residents of Greytown, in
opposition to the application from Woolworth NZ (Application Number: RM220081) to:

SUBMISSION STATEMENT

. Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.

o Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historic
Heritage Precinct.

. Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct exceeding the
maximum size.

. Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Street) Greytown.

. Undertake associated landscaping and site works.

At the following location: 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main Street,
Greytown (“the Application”).

The submitters have owned and occupied their home on Udy Street for 13 years and have
been full time residents of the town since January 2019. Like numerous other people we were
attracted to Greytown by its special character which is embodied in Greytown’s Heritage
Precinct, which runs along Main Street from Kuratawhiti and Jellicoe Streets to Wood and
Church Streets. This is also the Greytown retail area. The Precinct is an essential part of the
history, culture and economy of Greytown. Without it Greytown is just another suburban
town on the road from Wellington.

In broad terms we oppose the Application because:

. It will cause substantial adverse health and safety issues on Main Street endangering
pedestrians and motor vehicles.

. It will significantly impede traffic and increase congestion on Main Street.
° Create a visual eyesore in the center of the Heritage Precinct by:
o The erection of a large sign which is totally inappropriate in size, design and

nature for the area,

o The inevitable destruction of the existing copper beech which is an attractive
feature of the Main street, and

o Making the new loading bay operations, equipment and trucks visible to traffic
and pedestrians on Main Street.

Finally, it must be said, that this Application is not designed to increase the health and safety
of the customers of Fresh Choice. This is a cynical attempt by the Applicant to attract
additional custom by having a large sign on, and vehicular access to its store from, Main
Street, with no regard to the values or wishes of residents. The Application is at best
disingenuous and at worst deliberately misleading.

The Consent requested by the Applicant should be declined.

The reasons for our opposition are set out below:



1.2.

1.3.

1.4.

1.5.

1.6.
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Health and Safety and Traffic Congestion

In the Urban Design and Heritage Assessment by Richard Knott Limited dated 13
April 2023 (“the Knott Report”) which is included with the Application and referred
to by the Applicant, states at page 3 that:

There are currently significant health and safety issues raised by the current
operation of the supermarket, and in particular the requirement for delivery lorries
to pass immediately in front of the main pedestrian entrance to the supermarket
building and to reverse manoeuvre in the southern portion of the car park in order
to access the existing service yard.

The implication is that proposal will alleviate those issues.
As a matter of fact and common sense this is simply not true.

To the best of my knowledge as a regular user of the existing carpark and a resident
of this town, there has never been a single health and safety incident in the existing
carpark involving delivery trucks. None are referred to in the application.

There is almost no pedestrian traffic in the southern portion of the carpark where
the trucks maneuver.

More importantly, the existing entrances to the carpark have clear and
unobstructed views in all directions. See photographs below:

View looking south from Hastwell Street along West Street
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View looking south from Hastwell Street along West Street

View looking east down Hastwell Street from West Street

There is relatively little vehicle and pedestrian traffic on Hastwell Street even on
weekends and even less on West Street.

Both streets are wide with sufficient room for vehicles to pass other turning vehicles.

Contrast this with the situation on State Highway 2 (Main Street) which as the main
thoroughfare in the center of Greytown’s retail district is constantly busy with both
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pedestrian and vehicular traffic.

Because there are cars parked on both sides of the street, any northbound vehicle,
be it a car or a truck, will block traffic.

A look at the drawings and photographs supplied by the Applicant all show that the
visibility afforded to turning vehicles, both north and south bound, will be severely
restricted as will the visibility afforded to pedestrians who will be required to be on
the lookout for turning vehicles from both directions.

Interestingly, while the Applicant provides some information about additional traffic
from delivery vehicles, both the Applicant and its experts give almost no weight to
the additional congestion and dangers posed in particular by north bound customer
vehicles driving across Main Street.

These may have been addressed in the Commute Transportation Assessment Report
(TAR), dated 2 June 2022 referred to in the August Report but which is not included.

In its expert report dated 18 August 2022 Commute Transportation Consultants
(“Commute”) says at page 5:

the proposed works to the existing supermarket do not increase the retail floor area,
and therefore no additional traffic is expected to be generated by the proposal.

Commute also says, that since, existing customers will continue to use the access
they currently use ... a relatively even distribution can be anticipated between the
three accesses upon introduction of the new crossing (Commute Report, page 5).

This is simply nonsense — if existing customers will use the existing entrances and
there will be no additional traffic, then who are the 40% of customers who will use
the new access?

An honest assessment is that the entire purpose of the erection of a 3.7 square
meter sign is to attract additional customers.

This fact is acknowledged by the Knott Report which states that the intention of the
Applicant is to provide, “more direct vehicular access to the customer car park” from
Main Street (See Knott Report, page 3).

The majority of the additional customers who will be attracted by the proposed very
large north facing sign which the Applicant seeks to erect will be non-residents
heading north through Greytown on weekends and public holidays when State
Highway 2 and the sidewalks will be most congested.

Put simply, if it is a health and safety issue for delivery lorries to pass immediately in
front of the main pedestrian entrance to the supermarket building, then surely it is
a much bigger issue for delivery lorries and additional vehicles to pass regularly
across State Highway 2 and across the sidewalk on Main Street.

If the Applicant genuinely believed that such an issue exists and that an entrance on
Main Street would fix the problem (neither of which are true), then it could
accomplish its supposed purpose at a lesser cost by having an access solely for
delivery trucks who would not need a large sign to identify the Applicant’s loading
area.
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The existing access to Main Street will be removed and replaced with the proposed
entry-only access.

1.22. The Applicant also states (Application, page 12, Section 5.4, first bullet point):

1.23. This statement, like many in the Application and the accompanying reports, is
inaccurate and misleading:

(a) There is no existing access to the supermarket from Main Street;

(b) There is a small existing driveway to the existing house (which since its
acquisition by the Applicant for the purpose of demolition is looking run down)
which was only available to be used by the occupant.

2. Adverse Visual Impact

“When | use a word,” Humpty Dumpty said in rather a scornful tone, “it means just what
I choose it to mean — neither more nor less.” Lewis Carroll (Charles L. Dodgson), Through
the Looking-Glass, chapter 6, p. 205 (1934). First published in 1872

2.1 The Applicant asserts through its expert Mr. Knott that:

The free-standing sign that is proposed on the Main Street frontage is nominally
larger than the permitted dimensions for signage in the Commercial zone and
Historic Heritage Precinct. However, it is not considered to give rise to adverse
design and amenity effects given the sign remains consistent with the scale, bulk and
design of property along the Main Street frontage, and does not exceed the
maximum height limit for the zone overall, nor the eaves height of adjacent historic
buildings. Further, given its location, it is only visible to passers-by from the south,
being screened by adjacent commercial development to the north. (Knott Report at
page 23)

2.2. The only way to assert with a straight face that a 3.7 square meter modern sign that
will be 3.6 meters high and which has no relationship to the existing character
buildings on Main Street will not give rise to adverse effects is if there is some
hitherto unknown meaning to the word “adverse.”

2.3. The statement is almost as absurd as the assertion that because the sign will be
constructed in painted timber it will somehow magically be in keeping with the
heritage values of the historic heritage precinct. (Application, page 23

2.4, Itis worth noting that Mr. Knott does not say that the proposed design, is in keeping
with the area’s heritage values, rather he says that it is designed to be in keeping
with those values (Knott Report, page 9, emphasis added).

2.5. In fact a careful reading of the Knott Report shows that Mr. Knott seeks to retain
some level of integrity by finding that the new entryway has, been designed to be
sympathetic to the heritage values of the Historic Heritage Precinct. In particular it
seeks to minimise the width of the proposed access, [and] seeks to retain the
existing tree located close to the site frontage. Knott Report, page 24.

2.6. The proposal may seek to do those thigs, but it does not achieve the allegedly
desired outcome.

2.7. Further, while it is surprisingly asserted that the design of the new entry will not
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result in uninterrupted views from Main Street to the supermarket car park (Knott
Report, page 22), it seems to ignore the uninterrupted view from Main Street of the
new loading area, with its sliding gate, pallets trucks and other equipment — a
definite eyesore and one that is currently hidden from view.

2.8. The statement repeated throughout that Woolworth’s intends to retain the lovely
copper beech is belied by common sense — the creation of a driveway over its roots
regularly traversed by heavy vehicles will inevitably kill the tree.

2.9. Furthermore, if it is true as reported in the Wairarapa Times Age on2 May 2023 that
Woolworths NZ has applied for a certificate of compliance that would allow removal
of the tree from its site, this is the outcome which is expected by Woolworth’s NZ.

2.10. This submission would suggest that Mr. Knott’s creative use of language extends to
that part of his report in which he describes himself as being “independent” while
acknowledging (at page 3) that he has worked with Woolworths NZ Ltd (and their
predecessor companies) for the past 10 years.

2.11. The is a reason why Greytown has created a Heritage Area — it is to preserve the
identity and character of this town.

2.12. The only one who will derive any benefit from the proposed new access will be
Woolworth’s which imagines that by destroying a portion of Greytown’s Main street
it will attract enough new customers to justify the expense it will incur.

2.13. The Submitters respectfully suggest that if Woolworth’s genuinely wants to increase
its business it should decrease its exorbitant prices and keep its shelves better
stocked.
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12.

As a truck driver myself, it is common knowledge that in both directions into the proposed 3rd
entrance, there are safety and congestion issues. Presently all trucks enter the supermarket from
West Street and the inconvenience is best descried and minimal or negligent.

Driving southbound on Main Street with a stated S5-fold increase of trucks going to site, the
congestion cannot be underestimated.

The other proposal to allow northbound B-Trains will have to cross the State Highway centreline to
get into the 134 Main Street, and the Tractor/4 axle Trailer will need even more of a swing out over
the centreline to get into the driveway.

There becomes a considerable mirror blind-spot when both the B Train and the tractor/trailer execute
a wide left hand turn when traversing a kerb-crossing and there are plenty of Greytown school pupils
that currently walk unassisted to and from school utilising the State Highway pedestrian crossing.
There have | understand been no reported incidents with the current arrangement, and best practice
is excepted that a poorly designed layout of this supermarket, where the supermarket structure
should have been designed at a right angle to the State Highway instead of the current parallel way.
Lack of foresight on Weolworths behalf does not allow this company to make the intended changes.
They would be far better off to approach the owners of the property immediately adjacent on West
Street, negotiate privately to purchase the property for the purpose they currently intend.

The Copper beech tree was there well before Woolworths and adds special character to the township
that is recognised as the first village to celebrate Arbor Day. We do not need another well-established
tree to make way for a garish sign that Woolworths want to erect, which will add to the light pollution
of the Dark Skies status the Wairarapa region recently won.

Deleting any more carparks on Main Street will have a negative effect on parking for those wishing to
park and spend money in the village shopping precinct.

This proposal was declined in 2016 and Woolworths want a 5-fold increase in truck volume to visit
Fresh Choice, which will be primarily on the local authority roads and not the state highway network
when travelling south from Carterton, this will involve a right turn from SH2 into West Street,
followed by a left turn into West Street. Heres’ where it gets of interest to the time frames and
logbook hours constraints of truck drivers keeping to allowable schedules and rest times. They will be
forced to drive past Fresh Choice on their left, travel further south, and either swing left into Wood
Street, which the B Train and the Tractor/Trailer configuration practically will take up the entire
roadway to left turn back onto Main Street. The current issues with drainage at the Wood Street/
IMain Street standing water in moderate and heavy rain will only be worsened due to regular
repair/maintenance being escalated due to an increase of 5-fold truck crossings, impacting on the
SWDC maintenance budgets.

We need the council to say No to the removal of the Copper Beech tree proposal and a hard NO to
the driveway into Fresh Choice at 134 Main Street please. You said no previously as a council, nothing
has changed, and in fact the village has had some beautification undertaken recently and this
proposal is as great leap backwards and has the effect of sending the wrong signal if it were to be
granted, that Woolworths can play by own rules, and don’t have to consider the effects they have on
a special character village like Greytown.

None of the dangers to the children can be mitigated, with the Min Street/ Haswell Street intersection
so close to the proposed kerb crossing within such a short distance.

Current an adjacent business that would be on the south side of the driveway would have the serenity

It currently enjoys disturbed by trucks right beside them, with the noise and vibration that a truck
causes less than 4 metres away.

This proposal is nothing shert of an outrage and as our council, we expect you to also vocice
disapproval, just as Waka Kotahi NZTA has, previously and now.
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Chris Gorman-Temp Planner

From: GCB-Warren Woodgyer

Sent: Monday, 22 May 2023 4:00 pm
To: i

Cc

Subject: Woolworths Submission
Submitter

Greytown Community Board
Warren Woodgver

Details of the proposal to which this Submission Relates

Woolworths

134 Main Street Greytown, 2-12 Hastwell Street Greytown, 105 West Street Greytown

Application No 220081

Woolworths Submission Proposed New Access and Signage to Fresh Choice Supermarket and Remove entirely the Copper Beech
at 134 Main Street { 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street and 134 Main Street, Greytown }

Our submission opposes the whole proposal

We wish to be heard if this proposal goes to a hearing.
We will present our own submission

Submission Statement

To begin we would like to say that the Greytown Community Board fully supports the submission by the Greytown Heritage Trust,
unanimously



Roading

The new plan indicates that B-trains will only be entering the proposed new entrance from the south a left turn only. However, this
means trucks coming from the north will now have to travel down West Street and turn into either Wood or Humphries Street. Wood
Street wouldn't work due to it being pretty much a lane, which leaves Humphries Street. The section between SH2 and West Street
has the highest traffic count of any SWDC road, and is one of the hardest intersections to cross for traffic coming out of Humphries
Street. It is difficult to see how a B-train could negotiate a left turn without crossing the centreline going north.

Even with the Copper tree gone it's difficult to see how trucks making a left turn into 134 Main Street can do so without crossing the
road centreline. There appears to be no plan indicating the travel path of turning trucks from the south.

Even though trucks are not going to be making right turns into the proposed new entrance cars can. At present there is traffic
congestion from vehicles making a right turn from SH2 into Hastwell Street. This occurrence will be repeated only a short distance up
the road. One of the concerns with the trucks making a right-hand turn was the blocking of the pedestrian crossing. A buildup of cars
can achieve the same thing.

The loss of parking in Greytown is an issue, especially on the weekend. Greytown is a destination town and from a business
perspective cannot afford to lose parks on the main street.

Storm water

| have seen water ponding on numerous occasions at 134 Main Street from excess water in the water race. The two road sumps on
the east side of SH2 are blocked and at times water discharges from them up into the gutter and runs down to Church Road then
along Church Street discharging into a sump on the corner of Church Street and East Street. The stormwater sumps along SH2 need
urgent attention. The extra runoff from the proposed sealed area versus the status quo presents a dilemma. From the proposed
sealed area, you get 100% runoff which will add to an existing stormwater problem in the area.

Well being

There have been two previous submissions made on proposed changes to the Fresh Choice supermarket by the Greytown Heritage
Trust. The feeling in Greytown is that this new proposal by Woolworths is like the " smell that doesn't go away ". It is a major talking
point and people who are directly affected are under considerable pressure.

Under the Local Government Act 2002 Greytown Community Board has a responsibility to “ represent, and act as an advocate for,
the interests of the community “. In essence we feel those effected in Greytown, that their wellbeing is being jeopardised by this
proposal.

Copper Beech Tree



Greytown celebrated the first Arbor Day on 3 July 1890. Since then, Greytown has prided itself on the longstanding history of being———
an Arbor first town. We celebrate and treasure our heritage and in particular our historical trees. Whilst not all trees have earned the
title of protected for historical significance it does not mean that there are not still more trees that deserve this recognition.

The Copper Beech tree is estimated to be approximately between 75 and 170 years with a likely age of about 85 years old. The
reality is this tree could quite likely have been an original tree before Greytown was constructed and certainly present within the town
when the first Arbor Day was celebrated. To cut down or endanger such a reflection of the embodiment of this town would be a crime
in itself. Greytown community is about recognising the importance of our heritage as well as retaining or restoring our history which
includes greatly the trees that mark and reflect our town.

Whilst this tree may not be protected on a register currently its significance is still ongoing and consideration of it be noted has not
been determined.
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127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991
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Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates
Name of Applicant  WoD LIoRTH NZ LD
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Application No. Qoo o B

Description of

Wad 81{"

Tee. Lol ms(\k'hsl Fresl, Croice c'LﬁUE_,_"x"j

Pﬂr‘ao_&c:--l! '

r =1
Froposdl

Details of Submission

P'r'.:'l__l" submission:

[C] supports the whole proposal [Jsupports part of the proposal
LB{.'JU'M_ 5 the whole proposal D Opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Doyou wish

to be heard in respect of your submission?
Yes |:I Mo

[11f others make a similar submission | will consider

presenting a joint case with them at the hearing
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Decision you want zr;\:ounml to make: Seyhed .

[] Grant the Consent Decline the Consent Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the subrnitter,

Name <usorn Rio e s
Date 3_1] os | RESRCS
Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Councll
and members of the public.

7 This form is for your convenience only. Youmay make a submission that addresses the points above

in a letter or other suitable format.
3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep acopy.

4. Acopy of your submission must he sent to both Council and to the applicant
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Submitter

Name LIELess FueTeHeER

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates
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i p—

\ddress of Proposal -1 HESTHSL- ST I8 wWesTS!
o ' | 24 MmN

\pplication No. 2. 20 & | = GEY To~N
: The Woalw ::-*'1__11 s / Fros~C hovel
A ri W )X \j/’ l‘_} l"i.‘.':":);_‘,,.:j.'] l
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Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter

Date o | 3‘-/5 \ &>

Important notes for the Submitter

1 Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1833, 5t ihmissions will be made available for viewing by Council

and members of the public.

7. This formis foryour convenience only. Youmay make a subrission that addresses the points above

|
| in a letter or other suitable format.
2 Submissions will not be returned, so nlease keep a copy

4, A COopy Ol youi submission must be sentto both Council and to the apj licant
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44

Submission Statement (attached to Paul Dodge Submission)

Signage
| oppose the proposed signage which is outside the Council and District Guidelines. The

size, colour and lighting effects are not in keeping with the heritage area in which it will be
sited. It would be well placed in a North American strip mall, not a small village with
heritage character.

It is difficult to see why Woolworths needs the sign. The Greytown community which is the
main customer base of the supermarket already knows where the supermarket is. The
explanation may be to attract passing trade. These days most people ‘google’ a location. |
note that some towns do not have supermarkets on the state highway through them e.g.
Masterton, Dannevirke, nor do they have any signage like the one proposed. They have not
closed as a result!

Safety on the main highway

| oppose an access being developed on the main highway. There are already two access
points through Hastwell Street and West Street. The supermarket campus could be
reconfigured for large trucks and B trains, and consideration could be given to purchasing
property to the south side of the existing campus. The current arrangements appear to
work and | am not aware of them presenting any hazards or actual harm so wonder why the
supermarket did not consider these issues when developing the site.

The presence of trucks turning on the main road from the south and other trucks and cars
turning into the new access way from north and south will lead to increased traffic, on an
already busy highway, and, blind spots. Particularly on the pedestrian crossing near the
proposed access and on the footpath around the access entry. The pedestrian crossing is an
important, direct route to the primary school and to The Orchards retirement village and to
the Stella Park, which is used for a number of community activities. Young and older age
groups are particular vulnerable on pedestrian crossings.

The copper beech tree
| oppose any road access around the copper beech, and the 27 April 2023 Application for a

Certificate of Compliance Application to remove it. This tree is an integral part of the
heritage landscape of Greytown, and should be preserved. Not only does Greytown have a
fine heritage area but it is also an ‘Arbor’ town. Any roading seal around it is likely to starve
the tree of water and nutrients leading to its demise. Possibly Woolworths is anticipating
this by applying for its removal because it is likely to die. | note that there is also a notable
lancewood tree on the site too, which is unusually large for an urban area and worthy of
being kept.

The access way off the State Highway

This will create an ugly division of the heritage street area, a hazard for pedestrians and
others on the footpath having to cross the accessway, and the loss of carparking in that
area. The change to the carparking will be gain for Woolworths, but a loss for small
business in the area.



Comment

| am surprised that Woolworths continues to progress its goal (since the first application in
2016) and does not consider the greater community good and the views of people in the
community. After all, a good working relationship with the community is likely to serve its
business better than antagonising the community it depends on. One must read into the
current situation that the supermarket is unsympathetic to the impact on the character of
the heritage precinct and the safety issues involved. Commercial interests will come at a
cost to Greytown.



SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

Name

Contact Person

(If different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant

Address of Proposal

Application No.

Description of

Proposal
(use additional

pages if required)

Woolworths NZ Ltd

2/12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main street, Greytown, Lot DP311712 &
PT Lots 7-9, PT Lot DP18242, Lot DP181242

22008

Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct
(GHHP), undertake new building, alternations and additions within the GHHP. Establish a
sign in the GHHP which exceeds the maximum size. Establish additional vehicle crossing
to State Highway 2 in Greytown.

Details of Submission

My submission:

[Jsupports the whole proposal [JSupports part of the proposal

Opposes the whole proposal [[] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[vlyes  [No

[]If others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing
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SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement
The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to (use additional pages if required);

| disagree with the entire proposal. | do not think such a small supermarket needs a 3rd street access for trucks. |
hawve watched many trucks arrive and they drive in off Hastwell Street, turn right towards West Street and then
reverse into the loading area. | have seen cars wait while this occurs, and have never seen any issues with this. |
think having an access off the Main Road is dangerous for pedestrians and cyclists, as the driver is on the 'other’
side of the truck when they're turning in off the Main Road, and as they are also high up in the cab they will not be
able to see pedestrians or cyclists while trying to turn in. | also think the proximity of the proposed new vehicle
access is too close to the zebra crossing which many children use when going to and from school, many are
unaccompanied by parents. | think the special character of Greytown alsc needs to be maintained and improved,
the proposed new vehicle access, and in particular the excessively large sign will totally detract from the unique
beauty and character of Greytown, we do not need such a large, ugly, permanently lit sign on our Main Road. The
beautiful Copper Beach Tree also needs to be retained, it has a very significant profile on the Main Road.

Decision you want the Council to make:

|:| Grant the Consent Decline the Consent D Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name Siia Spaak

Date 5/22/23

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. This form is for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in 2 letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



SUBMISSION ON ANOTIFIED RESOURCE @ A CARTERTON g:;

CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 10f2
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 4 6

Submitter

Name John Argue

Contact Person

{If different from above)
postal Address [ MR

Home Phone

Cell Phone o
Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Woolworhts NZ Limited

2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main Street, Greytown being Lot1 DP
Address of Proposal 311712 and PT lots 7-9, PT Lot 2 DP 18242, Lot 3 DP18242

Application No.

Description of SuPporting

Proposal GREYTOWN HERITAGE TRUST SUBMISSION ON:
{use additional  Proposed New Access and Signage to Fresh Choice
Supermarket (2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Sireet, and 134

pages If required)

Details of Submission
My submission:

[ Jsupports the whole proposal [C] supports part of the proposal

Opposes the whole proposal [C] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[yes No

[]1f others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing



SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to (use additional pages if required):

Decision you want the Council to make:

[]Grant the Consent [v] Decline the Consent [[]Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name John Argue

Date 5/22/23

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. Thisformisforyour convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.
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CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 1of2
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

Name Aimee Davoren

Contact Person

(If different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant wWoolworths NZ Ltd
Address of Proposal 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, 134 Main Street, Greytown

Application No, 220081
Description of Proposed New Access and signage to Fresh Choice Supermarket
Proposal

pages If requirea)

Details of Submission
My submission:

[ Jsupports the whole proposal [C1supports part of the proposal

_ Opposes the whole proposal [[] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[Jyes [Ine

if others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing



SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to (use additional pages if required):

The pedestian safty element of this proposal | have objection to.

The issue | have is my conserns with the pedestian crossing on Main Street which has access to Stella Bull park
and the lane way through the listed site.

Children and other members of the pulbic use this crossing often as its access to Greytown school. With the
proposed large trucks turning left from Main Street into the site entrance will be a road hazard. The trucks will need
to pass close or cross to the centre line on the road as they turn into the driveway. Hindering the crossing users
veiw of the road and cause distraction to drivers and pedestians.

The sun strike in the morning in the spring months makes veiwing very difficult at the pedestian crossing for all uses

and drivers. This also will hinder truck drivers veiws of pedestians using the current footpath the proposed new
laneway pedestian footpath.

Decision you want the Council to make:

[]Grant the Consent [v] Decline the Consent [[]Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Aimee Davoren
Name imee Davore

Date 5/23/23

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. Thisformisforyour convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



SUBMISSION ON ANOTIFIED RESOURCE M:n i\ carrerron G

CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 1of2
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 4 8

Submitter

MName Carolyn Wait

Contact Person

(If different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Woolworths NZ
Address of Proposal 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main Street,

Application No. RM220081

Description of Undertake demalition of a building and new building, alterations, and
additions within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.

Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct
exceeding the maximum size. To remove the Copperbeech andLancewood

Proposal

dgitiona

PDaRes It requirad)

Details of Submission
My submission:

DSuppf}sH the whole proposal D‘.éug:lpﬁriﬁ part of the proposal

Opposes the whole proposal [[] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[#] ves [Ine

|:| If others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing
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CONSENT APPLICATION =

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 3 ekd
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 4 8 '

Submission Statement

he pecin |'_-.-:|.‘:'1 the i:'n-tu:_'.!':". [ SUDMISSI0 2lates 1 i Al LI :'I::.E-'I-'_;' equiraed)
See attached file

Decision you want the Council to make:
| D:.I!'.'|“!I.|": Lonsem |::'-.!.i"'-.||'.'= pnsent D':!'

b ¥ ¥ e Ik
ANE Th nsent witnwonaimon

Decline the consent and make a declairation that Fresh Choice, Woolworths can not make further
consents applications in respect of these matters.

Signature o

To be signed by the submitter

Carolyn Wait
MName

Date 22 May 2023

1. Inaccordance with the Priv

dvaliabie 1or viewing oy Lounci
and membpers ol the publc

Ihis torm is for your convenience only. You may

In a letter or other suitable format.
silbmissions will not be returned, so p

4. A copy of your submission must be s
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I, Carolyn Wait, of 30 Kempton Street ,Greytown strongly object to the consent application of Fresh
Choice Woolworths NZ for an access on Main Street and the removal of the Copper Beech Tree..

Grounds of objection:
1 Dangerous traffic:

I am not a road safety expert, but I can see the horrific safety issues this proposal creates. Truck
drivers do not have any vision on the left hand side of a turning vehicle. The trucks are so large the
driver would not notice if they ran over a pedestrian or a cyclist. The road is too narrow and too
busy. This proposed entrance is only 20 meters from a well used pedestrian crossing. This crossing
services not only the nearby school, it is constantly used by locals who love to walk and cycle.

Greytown is a village and has a lot of foot traffic and cycle traffic. Foot traffic has not been
managed by this supermarket, there is no safe or dedicated pedestrian access at the existing West
Street entrance. Creating a new entrance off Main Street does not address this issue, in fact this
proposal creates many more dangers for our small community. Our lives and our children lives
will be at risk.

2 Bullying Behaviour:

This constant attack on our small town by a multinational corporation is nothing but bullying
behaviour. Supermarkets were new and exciting 40 years ago, since then we have seen them
swallow up large areas of land, build large ugly buildings and signs and produce tons and tons of
waste. Everything has a life cycle and supermarkets do not hold the place they once did. This is a
small town with a population around 2420 (June 2020).

Fresh Choice, Woolworths made the business decision to set up Fresh Choice in Greytown, and
knew or should have known the limitations of the site they chose. This decisions was yours alone
and you have no right to impose your mistakes on our community.

Our Community has successfully objected to your plan a number of times in the past and yet you
appear to think that your might and wealth will get you what you want. You want to disrupt traffic
and put our lives at risk. You want to kill our trees and destroy our peaceful and beautiful
environment. You are insensitive to our local community and all the work our local community and
local businesses have built. You want to impose your greedy, insensitive multinational corporate ego
signs on our town. What you are proposing could easily “kill the goose that laid the golden egg.”

3 Two significant trees will be damaged or removed:

The loss of two significant trees from our main street is plainly unacceptable to our community.
Arbor Day originated in Greytown in 1890 and has been celebrated annually since 1977. Our trees
are a part of who we are. Our community has already communicated this fact to you, please listen to
us. Your more recent application to have the Copper Beech tree removed demonstrates to me that
you have absolutely no respect for our community.

4 Dark Sky:

Our communities in the Wairarapa value our unique valley and have worked together so we can all
enjoy the the benefits of looking up into the dark sky. A multinational corporation does not have the
right to deny our communities of what is in our backyard. Your large lit signs do not belong here.
They do not benefit us or our environment. We all know where you are, you don't need large ugly
signs to find you. Greytown is so small, visitors too can find the supermarket easily.

5 Negative impact on local businesses:

Greytown has become a destination town, not because it has a multinational supermarket, but
because of the local business people. They have had the ideas, worked together and put in the
significant voluntary time need to make these great ideas not only come to fruition but continue into
the future. Your business benefits from this environment which our local business people have
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created. I am sure a significant percentage of your business is created by the hands and minds of
these business owners, who not only put in many voluntary hours of work they have also paid for
the promotion of the events and the town. They have also worked together to create a beautiful
town. It is hard to understand why you do not embrace what this community has to offer, and one
that you clearly benefit from. Your proposed entrance is not only dangerous and puts lives at risk, it
destroys our trees and will have a negative impact on the historic beauty of our town.

6 Disrupt the quiet enjoyment of adjoining properties:

Large trucks not only make noise, they shake the ground and create light pollution which will
significantly disrupt the quiet enjoyment of the properties affected by your proposal. This is totally
unacceptable.

We also have choice, we have access to locally grown produce, we can buy online and we can also
shop elsewhere. You need us more than we need you.

Carolyn Wait
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Submitter
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Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Details of Submission
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Submission Statement

Decision you want tyouncii to make:

Signature
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CONSENT APPLICATION
FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,

127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Details of Submission
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Submission Statement

Decision you want the Council to make:

Signature
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SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE @ ZoACARTERTON G DISTRICT COUNCIL

CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 5 1

Submitter

Name Gary Dunnet

Contact Person

(If different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant wWoolworths NZ Ltd
Address of Proposal 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, 134 Main Street, Greytown

Application No, 220081
Description of Proposed New Access and signage to Fresh Choice Supermarket
Proposal

pages If requirea)

Details of Submission
My submission:

[ Jsupports the whole proposal [C1supports part of the proposal

_ Opposes the whole proposal [[] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[Jyes [VINo

|:| if others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing



SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to (use additional pages if required):

| have a number of concerns with regard to this application, but mainly around safety, heritage and protecting the
environment.

In terms of safety, | see significant issues with trucks turning into or from the exit onto Main Street given the limited
visability due to the adjoining buildings, parked cars and proximity to the pedestrian crossing. That segment of
footpath is used frequently by children going to school (through Stella Bull Park), persons accessing shops, and
their parked cars. As trucks turn in or out of the access way, there will be traffic congestion on the Main St - just
adding to the traffic problems along this stretch of highway.

| do not think the signage is in keeping with the heritage appeal of Greytown Heritage Precinct.

| do not want to the see the tree of significance be removed.

Decision you want the Council to make:

[]Grant the Consent [v] Decline the Consent [[]Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

) -Gary Dunnet
Date 5/23/23

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. Thisformisforyour convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.
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Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates
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Submission Statement
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Decision you want the,Council to make:
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_ 73 May 2023

Important notes for the Submitter
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| oppose the application by Woolworths.

| oppose the new driveway and the destruction of the house and the subsequent death of the copper
beach tree in order to create the driveway, and | oppose the new signage.

| oppose the application on the grounds that it adversely impacts on the protection of natural and
physical resources and on the social and cultural wellbeing of the community (section 8 of the RMA)
for very little economic gain for the applicant and no evidence of any gain for the health and
wellbeing of supermarket users.

The applicant does not provide evidence of the claims of economic benefits that may accrue to the
community as a result of these proposals. There is no evidence in the submission that the changes
sought by Woolworths will increase the economic wellbeing of the community of Greytown. On the
other hand there is evidence from submitters that these changes will cause distress and offence
(particularly with respect to the death of the tree) and increase traffic harm to users of the main
road.

| particularly oppose the creation of the conditions likely to result in the destruction of the large
copper beach tree on the site of the driveway. This will significantly and adversely impact on my
cultural and social wellbeing, for no economic or financial gain.

The application says the copper beach will not be cut down but | understand that a different
application has already been filed separately to remove the tree. This does not increase trust that
the applicant will save the tree. At a bare minimum, the applicant must allow access to an
independent arborist to assess the impact of the driveway and demolition of the house on the trees’
survival.

| am a regular user of the supermarket and the parking and access are more than adequate for
current and increased usage. Access is safe and unimpeded already from West St and the trucks
supplying the supermarket have no difficulties getting in and out of the car park. Having lived in
Wellington for many years, by comparison this supermarket car park and access are by far the safest
for truck access that | have seen.

| oppose the sign on the grounds that it is not in keeping with the heritage zoning because it is large
and modern with “modern” bright garish colours and a modern shape and size. It is not clear what
they mean in the application by external lighting. Is it still going to be lit up all blue and yellow
through the night and day? There is no evidence provided by the applicant that the business is
adversely impacted by a lack of a large sign on the state highway. It is unnecessary and reduces the
amenity provided by the heritage zone of reduced commercial signage. The heritage zoning creates
an aesthetic of muted colour, small size and good design. The proposed sign impacts adversely on all
these aesthetics.

| oppose the creation of the driveway on the grounds that it will increase traffic congestion on SH 2
and increase the risk of crashes and danger to pedestrians. Currently trucks can make a safe
uncongested entry to the West St Access to the supermarket where there is a central turning lane by
the Challenge Service Station. It might add 3 minutes to their journey at most to turn into West St
there rather than directly into the supermarket. No evidence is provided by the applicant of any
economic necessity or commercial benefit from the new driveway over the current arrangement.

The proposal will mean large trucks waiting on the SH2 to turn right and holding up traffic all along
this already busy road. They will reduce visibility for pedestrians and increase frustration of drivers
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with another stop possibly for many minutes as the opposing traffic provides a gap to turn. It is likely
to be a longer hold up than the pedestrian crossing.

The small amount of benefit claimed by the applicant is not sufficient to warrant a significant
increase in road hazards in an area of the road that had no room for a turning lane.

If Woolworths want more signage then | suggest they put it down by the (owner’s other business) at
Challenge which is an commercial light industrial area and has a turning lane from the north and
would be visible to people coming in from the south.

Anna Mills

23 May 2023
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Submitter
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Contact Person

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates
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TO WHOM IT MAY CONCERN

Attached please find my Submission on a Notified Resource Consent Application Form 13 in
which | am registering my opposition to the Submission that Woolworths NZ have proposed
to remove the existing house at 134 Main Street to provide an additional driveway off 134
Main Street to the Fresh Choice supermarket (currently using the originally planned
accessway off West Street that has been used since 2012) in order to provide large truck
and trailer units to turn off State Highway 2 to make supermarket deliveries, and for the
removal of the 85 year old copper beech tree on the same site. The reasons | am opposed to
the proposed plans are as follows:-

SAFETY CONCERNS

In order for these large (and no doubt some very large) truck and trailer units i.e. road trains
and B-trains), whether they are coming from the North and turning right into the proposed
new driveway, or approaching from the South and turning left in to the property, are so long
in length (up to 23 M) that they are always going to be having to cross the centreline of
Main Street/SH2 in order to swing into the driveway, and this in turn will create a totally
dangerous situation for other traffic, and for pedestrians (especially small children, who use
that particular part of Main Street on a daily basis coming and going from the Primary
School). These large truck and trailer units have notoriously large blind spots, making it very
difficult for their drivers to see what is going on around their trucks - making this alternative
entrance into the back of the supermarket a very dangerous exercise. If the traffic flow is
heavy, any build-up of traffic at a standstill will block the pedestrian crossing situated just a
few metres from the proposed new entrance, creating more danger for pedestrians. Fresh
Choice supermarket has been using the West Street entrance since 2012, and it is not
necessary for them to have an additional entrance off Main Street. This is a dangerous
health and safety issue, and must be prevented from happening - before someone is killed
or injured.

PARKING

This new proposed driveway will mean 2 fewer carparks on Main Street, and this will have a
detrimental effect on the small businesses in the immediate vicinity! It is not fair! It will not
add any carparks for the supermarket either.

THE NEW SUPERMARKET SIGN

This will be a monstrosity! It does not fit within any of our Heritage Trust guidelines for size
or colour.

The late, great architect Max Edridge would have called this proposed sign 'visual
pollution'!! It is not necessary for Fresh Choice to have such an enormous, ugly sign on Main
Street in our Heritage Precinct! All the local residents know where Fresh Choice is, and any
visitors that come to town that don't know where it is, can consult their GPS, or ask a local
for directions. And what is this large, and overly bright signage going to do to our Dark Sky
compliance?



The fact is, the house at 134 Main Street, which is proposed for removal, will also expose
the canopy and the supermarket from Main Street, which is also against the Heritage Trust
guidelines for the Main Street Heritage Precinct.

THE COPPER BEECH TREE

Greytown is very proud of it's wonderful trees. We were the first town in New Zealand to
have Arbor Day, and to remove this 85 year old tree from the Main Street Historic Precinct
would be a travesty, all for the sake of a driveway that is not necessary. It is unforgivable
that Woolworths New Zealand should even consider putting a driveway anywhere near the
roots of this tree that may cause damage to it. Please don't allow this to happen.

OUR VICTORIAN HERITAGE STATUS

We residents of Greytown are very proud of our heritage values, and we have spent many
years protecting the appearance of our beautiful Victorian Heritage Precinct. | feel that the
proposed driveway, the removal or death of the Copper Beech tree, and the proposed sign
do not 'fit in' or 'sit well' within these heritage values. This proposal does not take into
consideration the feelings of the residents of Greytown, nor is it of any benefit to our
residents. This is a commercial development that we don't need here.

Vicki P. Eckford

o3



SUBMISSION ON ANOTIFIED RESOURCE CARTERTON @
CONSENT APPLICATION : :

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

Name Vivienne O'Reilly

Contact Person

(If different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant = Woolworths NZ Limited
Address of Proposal | 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main Street,
Greytown

Application No. 220081

L. » Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.
Descri ptlon of . Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.
- Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct exceeding the maximum size.
Pro posal - Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Street) Greytown.
» Undertake associated landscaping and site works.

Details of Submission
My submission:

I [Jsupports the whole proposal [J Supports part of the proposal
[x] Opposes the whole proposal [[] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[Jves [INo

[]1f others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing


Gina
Typewriter
Woolworths NZ Limited

Gina
Typewriter
2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main Street,

Greytown 

Gina
Typewriter
• Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.

• Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.

• Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct exceeding the maximum size.

• Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Street) Greytown.

• Undertake associated landscaping and site works.

Gina
Typewriter
x

Gina Jones
Typewriter
220081

Vivienne O'Reilly


SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

| support the submission made by the Greytown Heritage Trust. This application should be declined in full.

Decision you want the Council to make:

[]Grant the Consent [x] Decline the Consent [[]Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Vivienne O'Reill
Name /

23 May 23
Date

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. Thisformisforyour convenience only.Youmay make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.
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Gina Jones
Typewriter
I support the submission made by the Greytown Heritage Trust.  This application should be declined in full.

Vivienne O'Reilly

23 May 23
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Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency Reference: 2022-0063
23 May 2023

South Wairarapa District Council

C/- Adrienne Sulcliffe

Martinborough 5711

Via email: planningteam@swdc.govt.nz

Dear Sir or Madam,

0O

Victorla Arcade

50 Victoria Streat

Wellington

Private Bag 6885, Marion Square
Wallington 8141

New Zaaland

T 0800 699 000
www.nzta.govi.nz

Submission on Fresh Choice (Woolworths NZ Limited) land use — 134 Main Street (State Highway 2),

Greytown.

Attached is the Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency submission on the proposed land use development by

Woolworths located at 134 Main Street (State Highway 2), Greytown.

We welcomae the opportunity to discuss the contents of our submission with council officers and the applicant as

required.

If you have any questions, please contact me.

Yours sincerely
Owen Jeffreys

Planner — Poutiaki Taiac / Environmental Planning
System Design, Transport Services

Phone:

New Zealand Government



To:

“\\ WAKA KOTAHI
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FORM 13, Secmion 958, RESOURCE MANAGEMENT AcT 1991

Submission on Woelworths land use development - 134 Main Street (State Highway 2)
- Woolworths

South Wairarapa District Council

C/- Adrienne Sutcliffe
Martinborough 5711

Via email: glann[migm@swdc.gm.nz

From: Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency

Wellington Office/ Level 7, The Majestic Centre
100 Willis Street

PO Box 5084
Wellington 6140

.

0]

(1)

This is a submission on a land use application from Woolworths to establish signage and a new
access to State Highway 2, to service the existing FreshChoice supermarket in Greytown -
specifically:

Resource consent as a Discretionary activity is sought to demolish the existing residential building at 134
Main Street and construct a new entry only vehicle access on Main Street for customer and delivery
vehicles. The application also proposes the establishment of a freestanding, externally illuminated sign
adjacent to the new access.

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency (Waka Kotahi) could not gain an advantage in trade competition
through this submission.

Role of Waka Kotahi

Waka Kotahi is a Crown entity with its functions, powers and responsibllities set out in the Land Transport
Management Act 2003 (LTMA) and the Government Roading Powers Act 1988. The primary objective of
Waka Kotahi under Section 94 of the LTMA is to contribute to an effective, efficient, and safe land transport
systern in the public interest.

New Zealand Government 2
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(i)

(iv)

(vi)

(vii)

(viii)

(x)
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Waka Kotahi has a mandate under the Land Transport management Act 2003, the Government Roading
Powers Act 1989, and the Government Policy Statement on Land Transport to carry out its functions in a

way that delivers the transport outcomes set by Government.

An integrated approach to transport planning, funding and delivery is taken by Waka Kotahi. This includes
investment in public transport, walking and cycling, local roads and the construction and operation of state

highways.

Waka Kotahi is also a Requiring Authority under section 167 of the RMA. As such it is financially
responsible for designation 076 (State Highway 2) within the Combined Wairarapa District Plan (CWDP).

State highway environment and context

The subject site fronts Main Street (State Highway 2) in Greytown. State Highway 2 (SH2) is a two laned
highway with an average of 9,998 vehicle movements per day, 8% of which consist of heavy vehicles.
The proposal property is located within the 40km/h speed limit area (the speed limit was reduced from
50km/h to 40km/h in January 2023).

Pedestrian numbers on Main Street fronting the site during the week are between 150-250 per day,

whereas at the weekend this increases to between 750-1000 pedestrians per day.

The One Road Network Framework Classification (ONF) is a tool used to identify place function and
movement function for roads and streets in New Zealand. The section of SH2 fronting the proposed
access is classified as an Activity Street under the ONF, with place and movement ranking of P3 and M2.
Place ranking is informed by the function of the specific location, in this case being a neighbourhood
centre with residential and commercial land use, and the user experience that transport needs to support.
Movement ranking is informed by transport modes and in this instance, prioritising goods and people
movement safely. These rankings support the classification of SH2 in this location as an Activity Street
under the ONF.

As an identified Activity Street, this section of SH2 can be considered to provide access to various
destinations with people accessing these destinations by walking, cycling, public transport and motor
vehicles (including freight). The place and movement ranking identify this as a location where people
spend a significant amount of time working, shopping, eating, residing, and undertaking recreation, as
well as supporting medium to high levels of people walking and cycling. SH2 is also a key commuter route
that links Wellington to Masterton route and provides for the movement of people and freight through

Greytown.

Proposal site context

The FreshChoice supermarket currently has two access points from the local road network (Hastwell and
West Street). These provide for both ingress and egress to the supermarket carpark for customer vehicles

and delivery vehicles. The existing access to the supermarket via Hastwell Street is located approximately

Mew Zealand Government 3
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55m to the north of the new proposed access. The Hastwell Street intersection is a priority-controlled give
way intersection and it is understood that this is the primary access from the SH2 to the FreshChoice

supermarket in the existing environment.

(xi) 134 Main Street has an existing vehicle access to the state highway, however it is noted that there are

very few state highway access points provided within the Commercial Zone.

(xii) There is on-street parking situated on either side of the highway on this stretch of SH2. It is noted there
are approximately 9 m of no-stopping line markings that restrict the stopping and parking of vehicles by

the access point to the existing dwelling at 134 Main Street.

(xiii) Approximately 30 m north of the 134 Main Street is a non-signalled pedestrian crossing which is
extensively used. The pedestrian crossing is programmed for a safety upgrade later this year. The
upgrade will relocate the crossing approximately 10 m to the north of the existing crossing and will include

marked cycle lanes either side of the crossing.

(xiv) There are limited pedestrian crossings on this stretch of highway, with the next pedestrian crossing
located approximately 180 m to the north of the existing crossing. It is therefore considered that this
crossing is important in providing for the safe movement of pedestrians on Main Street, given the high
number of pedestrians in the area. The movement of people accessing destinations through walking and
cycling is recognised through the ONF classification as an Activity Street, and the pedestrian crossing

facilitates this movement.

(xv) Inorder to serve its function as a national route, SH2 requires protection from inappropriate land use and
development. Inappropriate land use and development adjacent to or in the vicinity of the state highway
undermines its ability to operate safely, serve the community, and support ongoing economic growth.
Land use and development needs to provide an appropriate balance of the functional needs of commercial
businesses in this location with the place function recognised in the ONF classification and the operation
of SH2.

(xvi) Waka Kotahi have reviewed the information in the application and outline the matters that are considered
to be relevant in this instance below. Addressed in turn are the effects of the proposal on both the

immediate and wider environments.

6. The specific parts of the application that this submission relates to are:

(xvii) The proposed new access to Main Street (SH2) and illuminated signage at 134 Main Street, and the
effects and interaction with the safety and functionality of the road network including the state highway

network.

7. The submission of Waka Kotahi is:

(xviii) Waka Kotahi opposes the proposal to the extent outlined in this submission.
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8. Purpose

(xix) Waka Kotahi understand that the applicant is seeking to address an existing safety and operational issue
relating to the movement of pedestrians, customer vehicles, and delivery vehicles within the supermarket
carpark. Whilst Waka Kotahi does not offer comment on the existing issue, it is noted that this proposal
would establish a significantly more prominent presence of FreshChoice on Main Street through new
signage and a new access. Waka Kotahi support the intent of improving safety within the supermarket
carpark, but note that the safe function of the wider environment needs to be considered and provided

for, which this proposal does not adequately consider.

(xx)  With two existing access points from the local road network available, Waka Kotahi seek that the applicant
considers alternative approaches to addressing the internal safety issue. The application as submitted
does not provide any consideration of alternative options for addressing this issue besides the proposed

new access.

(xxi) Waka Kotahi considers that there needs to be a robust and justified reason for establishing the new
access to SH2 given the potential for adverse effects on the safe operation of the state highway, as

outlined in the below paragraphs.

9. Immediate Environment

(xxii) As set out above, the ONF classification identifies Main Street in this location as an Activity Street.
Therefore, the focus in the area relates to active modes, including people spending a significant amount
of time working, shopping, eating, residing, and undertaking recreation, and medium to high levels of
people walking and cycling. The newly configured access introduces a prominent and relatively wide
vehicle crossing into this location which will serve for delivery and customer vehicles and increase
motorised traffic movement. This is in direct conflict with pedestrians and cyclists moving through the area
and is considered to result in adverse safety effects on the movement of pedestrians and cyclists. This is

inconsistent development with the Activity Street classification under the ONF.

(xxiii) Whilst it is noted that there is an existing vehicle crossing in this location that serves the established
dwelling, the proposal will significantly increase the number of vehicles using the crossing, which will
include heavy vehicles. The proposal will increase exposure and safety risks for road users as a result.
Therefore, the proposed new access is not considered to be appropriate when considering the existing
environment, the function of Main Street in this location, and in particular, the impact on pedestrian and

cyclist movement on Main Street.

(xxiv) It is not clear whether the SIDRA traffic modelling which has been completed in support of the application
has incorporated the impact of pedestrian movement on Main Street. As the new access will provide for
pedestrian priority over the access, the movement of pedestrians will affect the ability for vehicles to turn
into the access as they wait for pedestrians to pass. Subsequently this leads to the queuing of customer

and delivery vehicles on Main Street, creating a safety concern due to impacts on the pedestrian crossing

New Zealand Government 5



WAKA KOTAHI 5 5

NZ TRANSPORT
AGENCY

to the north of the proposed access. This is especially relevant for weekends when pedestrian numbers

are higher.

(xxv) The applicant has considered that potential effects on the pedestrian crossing to the north of the proposed
access have been mitigated by the restriction of delivery vehicles from right turning into the new access.
Customer vehicles and some delivery vehicles (vans and light trucks) will still be able to turn right into the
access. The supporting transport assessment notes that South Wairarapa District Council (SWDC) agree

that this mitigation is sufficient to maintain the safety of the pedestrian crossing.

(xxvi) However, the potential for queuing to be greater than currently modelled in the supporting assessment
could result in physical and visual obstruction to the pedestrian crossing. Waka Kotahi consider that the
supporting SIDRA modelling assessment underestimates the operational effects with safety and delays

at the new access.

(xxvii) A safe system assessment of the proposal has been completed to understand alignment with the safe
system approach. The safe system approach acknowledges that mistakes are made by road users, but
through the application of safe system principles in decision making, a road transport system can mitigate
the effects of these mistakes by creating a safer operating environment. The assessment compares the
existing environment and the proposed access, to understand if the proposal has improved safety

outcomes for road users.

(xxviii)The safety assessment concluded that the proposal has an increased exposure and severity score in
comparison to the existing environment, specifically in relation to pedestrians and cyclists on Main Street.
The new access creates a conflict between vehicles using the crossing and the movement of pedestrians
and cyclists on Main Street. The assessment also identified that intersection crashes are also considered
to increase when introducing a high-volume access or intersection, and therefore increase risk to all road

users.

(xxix) Overall, the proposal has not sufficiently mitigated the as identified safety effects on the movement of
pedestrians and cyclists on SH2, which should be a priority given the classification of SH2 in this location
as an Activity Street under the ONF.

(xxx) The proposal identifies that there will be no right-turning of southbound large delivery vehicles into the
newly formed access, with all large delivery vehicles turning left into the access via the northbound
carriageway. Customer vehicles of all types and light delivery vehicles (vans and light trucks) will turn

both left and right into the new access.

(xxxi) Waka Kotahi note that no physical works are proposed which would restrict the right turning of larger
delivery vehicles into the new access. This means that the restriction would be on the basis of delivery

drivers following operational directives that they will not be permitted to turn right into the access. This is

! https://www.nzta.govt.nz/safety/partners/road-to-zero-resources/safe-system-solutions/
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considered to be insufficient by Waka Kotahi to address the potential adverse effects of right-turning
vehicles. This includes potential effects of queuing vehicles on the pedestrian crossing to the north and
the lateral movement of vehicles across the carriageway. The absence of physical prevention means

there is still the opportunity for delivery vehicles to turn right into the access.

10. Wider Environment

(xxxii) There is also an absence of information on the anticipated manoeuvring that larger delivery vehicles
travelling southbound will need to perform to undertake a left turn into the access. The supporting
transport assessment states that all b-train delivery vehicles will be coming from the distribution centre in
Palmerston North, and will therefore enter Greytown from the north. The vehicles will therefore need to
use the local road network to join the northbound carriage south of the proposed access. Waka Kotahi
consider that this could lead to queuing and disruption of vehicle movements of the state highway further
south, creating a safety issue for the movement of traffic downstream of the proposed access which has

not been adequately assessed.

(xxxiii)Waka Kotahi consider that the supporting SIDRA modelling assessment underestimates the operational
effects with safety and delays at the new access, as it is not known if the impact of pedestrian priority
movement over the new access has been considered. SIDRA is not a tool that predicts crashes, and it is
noted that crashes (nose to tail) have been recorded on Main Street as a result of failing to notice slow
and stationary cars. Therefore, the new access could lead to greater queuing then predicted in the
immediate and wider environment, and an increase in crash risk through the construction of the new

access which the SIDRA modelling has not adequately assessed.

(xxxiv) Overall, the potential effects of the new access on the wider environment are not considered to be
appropriately addressed in the proposal, specifically the absence of physical prevention of right turning
vehicles and potential deficiencies in the supporting SIDRA modelling.

11.  Signage

(xxxv) Whilst it is recognised that the proposed signage in Figure 5 of the AEE is considered standard for this
type of development, Waka Kotahi submit that the establishment of the proposed signage without a
formed access in this location would be inappropriate. On the basis that the proposed access should not
be established due to identified adverse effects on the safe and efficient operation of the state highway,

the proposed signage is not supported.

12.  District Plan Objectives and Policies

(xxxvi) Under the Wairarapa Combined District Plan, Objective 6.3.4 seeks efficient pedestrian flows, traffic
movement, and parking in the Commercial Zone. This is supported by Policy 6.3.5(a) which has strong
wording to ‘protect the efficient functioning and safety of activities in the Commercial Zone by providing

for adequate parking, loading, manoeuvring space and access, while maintaining a predominance of
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building over parking areas in town cenires, and enhancing pedestrian safety and convenience where
appropriate’. Policy 6.3.5(c) also seeks to ensure ‘all development is safely accessible from the roading
network, without compromising the safe and efficient operation of the network'.

(xxxvil) Waka Kotahi considers the proposal is not appropriate when considered against Objective 6.3.4 and
Policy 6.3.5. Whilst the proposal includes pedestrian priority over the newly formed access, the width of
the proposed accessway (8.3 m) requires pedestrians to traverse a crossing with a large number of
vehicles, including heavy goods vehicles. This is not considered to enhance the safe and convenient
movement of pedestrians through Greytown. Whilst it is acknowledged that the intent of the proposal to
address internal safely effecis aligns with Policy 6.3.5, the solution proposed does not achieve the
outcomes of the policy.

(xooxviii) Due to the identified effecls in relation 1o safe movement of pedestrians and cyclisls, and the
downstream effects of larger delivery vehicle movements, the proposal is considered to be inconsistent
with the direction of Objective 17.3.1 which seeks to maintain the safe and efficient operation and
development of the road network. This is supported by Policy 17.3.2(c), which supports the establishment
of controls and standards on new access points to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse effects on the safe
and efficient functioning of roads.

5 Waka Kotahi seeks the following decision from the consent authority:
(i)  Waka Kotahi seeks the application as submitted be declined.
a) Waka Kotahi does wish to be heard in support of this submission.

b)  If others make a similar submission, Waka Kotahi will consider presenting a joint case with them
at the hearing.

c) Waka Kotahi is willing to work with the applicant in advance of a hearing.

Signature;

Principal Planner — Poutiaki Taiao / Environmental Planning
System Design, Transport Services
Pursuant to an authority delegated by Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency

Date: 23 May
2023
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Address for service: Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency

Private Bag 6995, Marion Square
Wellington 6141

Contact Person: Owen Jeffreys
Telephone Number;

New Zealand Government
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SUBMISSION ON A NOTIFIED RESOURCE CONSENT APPLICATION
FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 954, 958, 95C, 96,

127(2), 137(5)(c) and 234{4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter
Name: Richard and Sarah Kirton

Contact Person:

(if different from above)

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates
Name aof Applicant: Woolworths NZ Limited (Freshchoice)
Address of Proposal: 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street and 134 Main Street, Greylown
Application Mo. 220081

Description of Proposal
Land use consent ta

*  Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinet.

* Undertake new bullding, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historic

Heritage Precinct.

= Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precingt exceeding the

maximum size,
* Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 {Main Street) Greylown

* Undertake associated landscaping and site works

Details of Submission
My submission [use X ta indicate your chaice):

Supports the whole proposal Supports part of the proposal

Opposes the whole praposal X Opposes part of the propasal
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In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish to be heard In
respect of your submission? {use X to indicate your choice)

Yes Mo

Yes If others make a similar submission | will consider presenting a joint case with them at the
hearing

Submission Statement
The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to,

We are a family living in Greytown and have 2 young children who attend Greytown Primary
Schoal.

We are concerned that if the proposed development proceeds there will be adverse effects on
pedestrian and traffic safety for the following reasons:

¢ Thesite is located in close proximity to Greytown School, Greytown school [s |ocated one
block to the east of Main Street. The main pedestrian route from children travelling (on
foot, bike or scooter) from the west side of town is to cross the existing pedestrian
crossing at Main Street, and walk through Stella Bull park to school (and return via this
route after school).

* The location of the pedestrian crossing in proximity to the site entrance means:

o Southbound traffic on Main Street waiting to make a right turn into the
supermarket site via the proposed new entranceway will create a queue at times.
Queued traffic will reduce sightlines for drivers approaching the crossing from the
south, and pedestrians walting to cross.

o The Main Road has a camber, than means the centre of the road is elevated from
the footpath. This will also reduce visibility for children walting at the crossing,

o Many children use the main road footpath past the proposed entrance of the site
of the site to get to the pedestrian crossing, travelling to and from school,

o The applicants traffic assessment (Appendix C of the Application) has taken
pedestrian counts on one Thursday in March. It is noted that counts were only
undertaken between 7.00am -8.45am and 4.00pm and 5.45pm. The pedestrian
counts exclude the timeframe of 2.50pm-3.15pm when children and parents are
leaving school. The assessment has been therefore based on pedestrian counts
that exclude timeframes where peak usage occurs,

e The location of the proposed entrance way at 124 Main Street

o Creates an increased risk to commuting children. Our children ride scooters and
bikes along the footpath at this location, as it's safer than using the Main Road.

o Private traffic and goods vehicles turning into the drive at peak after-school times
creates concern fro pedestrain saftey. We are particulary concerned that right
turning traffic into the proposed supermarket entrance (trying to rush to turn in
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between gaps in northbound traffic which can be very heavy) will not see children
using the footpath.

« The increase in trucks on Main Street
o Many times | have witnessed and heard trucks and other vehicles having to break
suddenly for the crossings along Main Street. Greytown enjoys a large number of
visitors especially towards the end of the week filling up all the parking spots on
Main Street, Site lines are impeded and unfortunately drivers still don’t seem to
be cautious enough around our crossings in general, Adding more trucks to Main
Street is only going to exacerbate this issue.

For the reasons above, we request that the application is declined.

Decision you want the Council to make:
fuse X to indicate your choice)

Grant the Consent X Decline the Consent Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature
To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name: Rf.ﬂfWA r ‘g:\-lﬂ!{\.. mvfw"‘
Date: ‘2% Mﬂ.&) ?U?g

Important notes for the Submitter
1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by
Council and members of the public.
2. This form is for your convenience only, You may make a submission that addresses the points
above in a letter or other suitable format
Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.
4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant,
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CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 1of2
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 5 7

Submitter

Name SHELLY O'NEILL

Contact Person

(If different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant WOOLWORTHS NEW ZEALAND LTD

Address of Proposal 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main Street, Greytown being Lot1 DP
311712 and PT lots 7-9, PT Lot 2 DP 18242, Lot 3 DP18242

Application No, 220081

Description of Undertake demolition of a building;
Proposal Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct; Establish an

additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Street) Greytown.
e additional  Removal of Copper Beech tree.

pages If requirea)

Details of Submission
My submission:

[ Jsupports the whole proposal [C] supports part of the proposal

Opposes the whole proposal [[] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[Jyes [VINo

|:| If others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing
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FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 2 0f2
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 5 7

Submission Statement

l The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to (use additional pages if required):
Proposed new access to Fresh Choice from Main Street, Greytown;

New signage on main street

Removal of copper beech tree.

Decision you want the Council to make:

D Grant the Consent Decline the Consent D Grant the Consent with Conditions

New road access lo Fresh Choice creates a public safety hazard. It is dangerous to both pedestrians and cars.

The proposed new sign on main street is not in keeping with the historic look of the town. It is unnecessary and will
be unsightly both during the day and night. The new development of the site will adversely effect the streetscape
and heritage look that attracts people to the town. The removal of the copper beech tree at 134 Main Street will also
have a very negative impact on the look and feel of the town that prides itself on the establishment of Arbor Day.

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name SHELLY O'NEILL

Date 5/22/23

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1923, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. This form Is for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy

=

A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.
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FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1891

Submitter
Jame QDM a ] Hooter

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates
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Decision you want the Council to make:

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or persen authorised to sign on behalf of f the submitter

Name -ty Hinter

- ]
_ Date 2\ wxﬁj 2033

Important notes for the Submitter
1. Inaccordance withthe Privacy Ac 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council

[ and members of the public
|
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a letter or other suit «L format,
3 submissions will not be returned, s0 piease keep L Capy,
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Auckland 1010
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WOOLWORTHS NEW ZEALAND LIMITED

Application No. RM220081

Description of Proposal:

Demolition of existing dwelling at

134 Main Street GREYTOWN

construction and operation of a new vehicle access on Main

I Service

loading area

and customer vehicles: rece

.:I-i'.‘rlf‘__ with new Signage (one Tree

ration of

standing

ign adjacent the new access), landscaping and site works

to accommodate construction
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supports the whole proposal

your chaicel

c) and 234{4) of the Resource Management Act 1991
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X Opposes the whole proposal Opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish to be heard in
respect of your submission? (use X to indicate your choice)

Yes X No

X  If others make a similar submission | will consider presenting a joint case with them at the
hearing

Submission Statement
The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

1. PEDESTRIAN SAFETY
The Woolworths propaosal for a driveway off Main Street which will allow traffic to turn
west into the Fresh Choice site will significantly impact on pedestrian safety.

The pedestrian crossing close to the proposed vehicle entrance is one of only two on Main
Street Greytown which facilitate pedestrians crossing State Highway 2. State Highway 2 Is
a heavily trafficked road with high volumes of heavy through traffic as well as local
movemnent. This traffic volume (including frequent logging trucks, stock trucks, dairy
tankers and tourist buses) is already a significant hazard for pedestrians. | believe that
additional traffic heading by right and left turn into Fresh Choice from Main Street, as
proposed by the Application, will be a severe additional adverse risk to pedestrian safety.

TOURISTS - Greytown is a resort and tourist town which attracts thousands of out-of-town
visitors throughout the year. Visitors tend to congregate in the town centre in the area
where Fresh Choice is located. They tend to move in groups and are unfamiliar with the
local environment. They will be exposed to additional risk as a result of obstacles created
by traffic turning into the proposed driveway, both on the footpath and the highway,
especially intermittent stop and go traffic backed up on the highway across the pedestrian
Crossing.

SCHOOL CHILDREN - The pedestrian crossing is heavily relied on by school children making
their way from their homes west of the highway to Greytown School on the east side.
Most homes in Greytown are located west of the highway, so there are significant
numbers using the crossing twice daily.

I am frequently in the area and often see quite young children, on foot, on scooters or on
cycles, using the crossing. | also regularly see parents taking great care with training their
children on how to use the crossing. As a community, | believe that it is our duty to avoid
adding to the challenging traffic risks already faced by these children and to do what we
can to enable them to move around independently and safely.
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2. HERITAGE

The strong heritage values and protections enjoyed by Greytown are highly valued and
underpin the resort and tourism base of the local economy. They are the key point of
difference between Greytown and the many failing country towns throughout New
Zealand. As such any encroachment on these aspects is strongly resisted by the
community. This is not merely resistance to change. It is advocacy for the care and
protection of the created and historic features of our local environment which
differentiate us from others.

PROPOSED SIGNAGE

The proposed sign is unduly large and out of scale. It conflicts with the guidelines for the
Greytown Town Centre Historic Heritage Precinct which say that “new developments in
this area, should be sympathetic to this heritoge character so that they add to the value of
the streetscope”

3. COPPER BEECH TREE
Greytown is noted for its trees which are a distinctive part of its character, even in
the town centre. It is particularly noted for its association with the establishment of
Arbour Day. Because of this the possible loss of the majestic Copper Beech at 134 Main
Street is concerning. Many aspects of the development plan will potentially impact on the
health of the tree and news that the applicant has applied for permission to remove it
indicate that its future is in doubt if it is not proactively protected

There should be stringent requirements to protect and enhance the Copper Beech tree as
part of any development consent

(use X to indicate your choice)

Grant the Consent X Cecline the Consent Grant the Consent with Conditions

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.
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Dear Reader/s

My submission opposes the whole proposal of WWNZ. | wish to be heard if this proposal goes to
hearing. At this stage | will present my own submission.

SUBMISSION STATEMENT

| Lorraine Hall fully support the following submissions unanimously:
Greytown Heritage Trust
Michelle Dawson & lan McDonald

| own, live & work at the neighbouring property at 132 Main Street, Greytown. This property is both
my residential home at the rear plus my retail business Hall Concept Store along the streetscape on
Main Street.

The current and past 8 + years have been extremely stressful & intimating to me. | have been left
feeling powerless. The fate of my living conditions/health, business & property value have been left
hanging. Back in 2011 had there been entranceway to Fresh Choice with large trucks & other
vehicles entering in off SH2 | would never have purchased this property. Nor would this property at
132 Main Street, have been valued at the price in which | purchased it at. | believe if this proposal
goes ahead it will massive negative impact on the resale value of my property. This building which is
both a home & a place of work to me is a historical building c.1894 within the GREYTOWN
HISTORICAL HERITAGE PRECINCT. Which | have invested a lot of money into. It's restoration along
with a large shop extension, sympathetic to the heritage precinct & age of the original historical
build to ensure that it enhances the streetscape & the essence of our unique Victorian village that
Greytown has become famous for & for future generations to enjoy.

| feel | have been heaved by big business. In past applications, my veranda was to have been altered
- yet with no consultation from WWNZ. | consider this to be bullying by the applicant causing undue
stress. CARPARKS outside my business along Main Street have been removed which will greatly
impact my customers along with both pick up & drop off deliveries to my store. Yet again with no
consultation from WWNZ.

Please also referee to the submission of: Greytown Heritage Trust (GHT) on the CARPARK matter.

HEALTH & SAFETY

SH2 has become massively busier over the past 12 years of living & working onsite at 132 Main
Street.

| have witnessed accidents at & around the pedestrian crossing just north of my property & the
proposal.

The safety of our community needs to be put before that of this one business being Fresh Choice.
Only last weekend | witnessed a car accident outside at 134 Main Street. A car had stopped at the
pedestrian crossing however a line of cars behind failed to do so. Resulting in this broken back
window. Luckily no one was injured !

Please see images below:
~ removing broken windshield



~ broken glass on SH2 outside 134 Main St



Our vulnerable young community going to & from Greytown Primary School having to negotiate an
extremely busy highway on top of the proposal at 134 Main Street. The large truck & trailer units
(road trains) turning left (referred to as ‘blind turning’) on approaching the footpath putting these
children on their bikes, scooters or walking along the footpath will be at great risk.

Also in regards to Health & Safety - | suffer from asthma. The increased traffic flow & that of large
commercial refrigerator trucks idling along my boundary, just metres away from my home is of great
concern.

WAKA KOTAHI
Have already said no to past proposals - this new one still doesn’t address all the H&S issues that

Waka Kotahi stated.

PYLON SIGNAGE does not comply - it's 83% larger than permitted.
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The application proposes to position it close to the southern boundary exterior wall of my building.
Making maintenance (cleaning, painting) of this wall impossible.

Nor does it speak for the engineering foundation footing. How deep will it be ? How far away from a
neighbouring property should this be permitted for the stability of both the sign & that of my
building. Building works near/over WATER NETWORKS is not good practice as these structures can
compromise the integrity, durability or accessibility of a water pipe. This will need to be assessed by
WELLINGTON WATER LAND DEVELOPMENT TEAM. Generally speaking, weighted structure footings
should be expected to be placed at a depth below a pipe network, such that weight is not bearing
onto the the pipe.

ILLUMINATION of the sign : No mention of the hours it is to be illuminated. | am concerned with the
amount of light spill affecting my home & garden.

Please refer to the submission of GHT for both Water Race & Pylon Signage

IMPACTS DIRECTLY TO 132 MAIN ST:

HALL CONCEPT STORE negative impact to our small business, our customers, our deliveries.

FAMILY HOME : Main bedrooms, living area & ensuite all run parallel to the proposed driveway
impacting massively on my privacy, health & mental wellness. My private courtyard garden also runs
down this side, massively impacting on our standard of living. Light pollution will enter all living areas
of the family home. Fuel & noise pollution will also impact on my health & wellbeing.

HERITAGE TREES

Copper Beech & Lancewood/Horoeka

We need to focus on the importance of trees in the urban environment. Especially with CLIMATE
CHANGE & GLOBAL WARMING, studies have shown that 20-40% of rainfall can be caught by a tree in
their canopy, preventing the rainwater from reaching the ground & the stormwater system. The
property at 134 is known to have issues with flooding. It is essential that these heritage trees remain
onsite, untouched & protected on this property. Greytown is a heritage town. The first town in NZ
that recognised & celebration ARBOUR DAY. Both these trees are very old & notable. Even one of
the Arborists (PBM) engaged by WWNZ has commented in their report proposes the retention of
this tree (horoeka) noting “it is unusual to see such a large specimen of this native an urban
environment and it would be regrettable if it were to be removed”. The proposal from the arborist
was ignored by the applicants WWNZ.

| was also shocked to learn that WWNZ have applied for a Certificate of Compliance Application to
remove the magnificent Copper Beech. | find this extremely misleading & distasteful when the
WWNZ application speaks of retaining this tree, that it would help mitigate or offset any adverse
impact of this development within Greytown Heritage Precinct. Shameful !

ASBESTOS

| believe that the house on 134 Main Street, plus the outbuildings & front wall pillars may have
asbestos in the stucco cladding - given the age of construction. It is also very likely to be in the pipes,
internal lining, switchboard, floor coverings. There needs to be a ASBESTOS CLEARANCE REPORT
prior to any demolition & or alterations. As a potentially affected neighbour | & all other
neighbouring properties receive a copy of such a report for the Health & Safety of not only ourselves
but that of the wider community & the the natural environment.

LOSS OF CAR PARKS

Along this stretch of Main Street there are currently 6 businesses: Property Brokers, Cuckoo, The
Lolly Jar, Hall Concept Store (my business) Alluminus & Tommy’s Real Estate we only have 5 car
parks with the reduction of a future 3 - leaving 2 car parks would severely impact on all 6 businesses



62

for both customers & deliveries. Greytown is a destination town, from a business perspective we
cannot afford to lose carparks along Main Street.

NOISE

The delivery hours will greatly impact on both my business along with personal living environment.
My sleep, rest & relaxation will be greatly impacted by idling refrigerated trucks along with other
vehicles along my boundary.

The AUTOMATIC SLIDING GATE of the site plan is metres away from my garden, bedroom & living
areas.

The application has no mention of trading hours for ‘INWARDS GOODS’ deliveries of refrigerated
trucks & B-Trains.

PRIVACY

My personal privacy will be greatly impacted. In fact totally removed. The delivery/entrance runs
parallel along my boundary. The large trucks will be visible over my fence. My privacy will be
therefore removed allowing visibility into my bedroom, ensuite, living areas & courtyard garden by
truck drivers. My lifestyle, rest & relaxation will once more be removed.

BOUNDARY FENCE-LINE (132 & 134 Main Street)
No mention in WWNZ proposal of how they are going to barrier a suitable fence line between our
boundaries to help keep out noise, light pollution & privacy.

POLLUTION
The pollution will be increased from idling vehicles therefore increasing my Asthma as previously
mentioned above under HEALTH & SAFETY.

DRIVEWAY (132 Main St)

Turning into & reversing out off the driveway here at my property is already extremely difficult to
near impossible at times. There is no turning area of the driveway therefore we drive in & back out.
Backing out onto oncoming traffic of SH2 in extremely dangerous. Currently with camper vans &/or
large cars parking to the south it is vertically impossible to see oncoming north bound traffic. This
proposal will make it even more difficult, more dangerous with large trucks & road trains blocking
our view of traffic.

MOROA WATER RACE / STORM WATER NETWORKS

Currently the roof catchment of the my historic building flows into the water race at 134 Main
Street. This connection is historical. Missing from the WWNZ proposal is an outline of the 3-water
networks (both private & public). This should show my (132 Main St) private SW connection to the
water race. All existing connections need to remain unless the applicant gets written
consent/approval to move the connection elsewhere.

No consultation has taken place.

TREES/WATER RACE

The application shows trees planted alone the north boundary - this is over the water race, piped.
Not good practice as tree root can damage the pipe &/or cause blockages leading to flooding.
REGIONAL STANDARD FOR WATER SERVICES: Section 6.4.2 Network layout (c) (ii) refers to not
installing mains underneath proposition tree planting locations. Final approve will need to be
assessed by the WELLINGTON WATERS LAND DEVELOPMENT TEAM.

Missing from the WWNZ proposal is identification of the WATER RACE, & a assessment undertaken
to ensure if piped that this does not increase the flood risk both upstream & downstream (standard
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requirement for anyone wanting to culvert a section of the Moroa Water Race). The property of 134
Main Street & the WATER RACE are prone to flooding.

RECOMMENDED APPLICATION CONDITIONS

Whilst | completely oppose this WWNZ Application, should it be granted, | recommend the following
conditions as a effected party:

~ that the loading dock operations & deliveries operate between 7.30am - 6pm.

~ that the design of any construction be systematically built/painted to reflect the surrounding
buildings within Greytown Heritage Precinct.

~ that the sign is of permitted size & colours within the Greytown Heritage Precinct

~ that a solid 4 meter high acoustic fence with suitable decibel rating (as | have currently but higher)
to absorb refrigeration truck & loading dock noise be constructed alongside 138 Main Street & 132
Main Street including along the back boundary where the Fresh Choice building currently is behind
132 Main Street.

SUMMARY

This proposal is not consistent with the character of the Greytown Heritage Precinct we have a rich
history with historic buildings & heritage trees. It has no consideration to the Town Design
Guidelines or the Village atmosphere of the town centre. It is unsympathetic to the area.

The delivery trucks currently get in & out of Fresh Choice from West Street. Access is already there.
It’s tight but doable.

This is all about new Fresh Choice signage plus impulse shopping from SH2 traffic heading north -
capturing that shopper for their incremental profit.

The community of Greytown have been outraged by the applicants proposals. Firstin 2015, again in
2022 & now in 2023. | would like to see Woolworths NZ resource consent be rejected with the view
of putting a stop to this once and for all. The towns people do not want it, the town’s visitors do not
want it, even our town’s Mayor does not want it. Woolworths NZ and Fresh Choice Greytown need
to listen to the power of the people - they’re customers !
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| fully support the submission of the Greytown Heritage Trust.

Tree removal concern

The Copper Beech tree is estimated to be approximately between 75 and 170
years with a likely age of about 85 years old. The reality is this tree could quite
likely have been an original tree before Greytown was constructed and
certainly present within the town when the first Arbor Day was celebrated. To
cut down or endanger such a reflection of the embodiment of this town would
be a crime in itself. Greytown community is about recognising the importance
of our heritage as well as retaining or restoring our history which includes
greatly the trees that mark and reflect our town.

It makes me sick to think we would chop down or significantly risk a historic
tree to make way for a third commercial entrance.

Safety of pedestrians

We know truck drivers have blind spots and | am worried about the
implications of having trucks turning left into the proposed new entrance off
the main street. This entrance is in close proximity to the pedestrian crossing.
If the 8.3 metre entrance off main street is allowed to proceed this will put
young children/pedestrians in unnecessary.danger to navigate to get to the
crossing to commute to and from school.
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Details of Submission
My submission:

¥ [:] Supports the whole proposal [ _]1Supports part of the proposal

| gﬂppu‘ee—w the whole proposal E] Opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

Hfes [no

Q{f others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing
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1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. This form is for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE E ﬁmq@;&#mgm:
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 1 of 2
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 6 5

Submitter

Mame

John and Melanie Greenwood

Contact Person
Postal Address

I...:r'l--r'l_'. Ph one

Cell Phone

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Woolworth New Zealand Limited

Application No. None provided
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Proposal

Details of Submission
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Signature
To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.
Name John and Melanie Greenwood
Date 5/23/23

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance withthe Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. This form Is for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



65

1 We wish to make the following brief submission on the basis of not supporting
the application by the Applicant, Woolworths New Zealand Limited:

Submission

2 We believe it is irresponsible to allow further access from Main Street, which is a
state highway, allowing very large transport of goods vehicles to turn into
another access point made available to the Applicant. In this regard we note
there are already five entrance points for vehicles to access the existing
West Street entry point to the supermarket being: Humphries Street; Wood
Street; Hastwell Street; Kuritawhiti Street; and North Street. All of these streets
provide access from the Main Street already.

3 Allowing a fifth access point in an historic Precinct Zone is completely
unnecessary, unwelcome and does create a significant adverse impact on the
character of the Greytown Village.

4 We do not agree that the impact on vehicle traffic, and in particular pedestrian
flow, particularly to locals, the public and school children, will constitute a minor
adverse impact. The surrounding retail shops, motel and eateries on either side
of 134 Main Street are likely to lose custom and be impacted in other ways such
as convenient parking and providing access for customer parking. More
importantly, the adverse impact on young school children accessing Greytown
Primary School, across the pedestrian crossing (which is less than 20 metres
away) both from 8.00am in the morning and again after 3.00pm in the
afternoon, will be significant and certainly not minor. They already are
confronted with large vehicle traffic like logging trucks and farm vehicles like
harvest machines traversing Main Street.

5 It will only take one vehicle incident for a transport vehicle to create an
unwelcome event should a child be impacted.

6 The reduced signage board, now apparently at 3.7 metres is much more than a
minor adverse impact on the character and heritage status of the site. It will
also be a distraction to transport flowing through a major highway and we would
hope that Waka Kotahi would not support this application.

7 Apart from the turning dilemma into the proposed new access from Main Street,
there will be additional noise resulting from turning and braking of significant
transport vehicles, having its own impact on noise and concern, particularly from
elderly pedestrians and children. This apart from mothers with babies and
children under 5 years of age.

8 The suggestion in the revised application that the Copper Beech tree can remain
is a very cynical approach taken by the Applicant when their own planner and
experts all agree that because the tree is, as yet, not a notable tree in the
Council register, it can be cut down at any time. Indeed, the application
suggests that after three years if an application is granted they may replace the
Copper Beech with another tree, presumably a very young tree as it would not
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be of course possible to replace like with like. Also, we note that apparently the
Applicant has made a separate application to seek a certificate of compliance
application to seek the removal of the tree, completely against the application
itself, which underpins the cynical approach adopted by the Applicant.

9 If the application is centred on preserving the Copper Beech tree a condition of
consent, if granted, should provide that the Applicants register a covenant
against the existing title on which the tree resides that the tree will be protected
at all times and maintained. Also include a provision that any future application
being made to extinguish the covenant that the tree be removed in future can
only occur if there are at least two or three arborist reports, which indicate that
the tree is diseased. We only add this last part because Wood Street has
experienced the removal of very significant EIm trees on the basis of an arborist
report which indicated they may be diseased but when cut down only one tree
showed any signs of disease. This suggests of course that arborists, like any
experts, can fall into the trap of subconscious bias in favour of their principal.

10 Finally, why cannot the Applicant look to create a heavy traffic only entry into
the storage area from West Street, which is existing, and create a further
carpark entry point towards the end of Hastwell Street off West Street at the
northern end. It would also allow the Applicant should it wish to provide greater
storage area at 134 Main Street and even provide a handsome turning point to
exit via West Street with clever planning.

3024416-1
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CONSENT APPLICATION
FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

Name Peter Sutherland

Contact Person

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant woolworths NZ Ltd

Address of Proposal 134 Main St Greytown

Application No.

Demolition of existing dwelling at 134 Main Street; construction and operation of a new
., vehicle access on Main Street for service and customer vehicles; reconfiguration of
Proposal  |oading area; along with new signage (one free-standing sign adjacent the new access),
landscaping and site works lo accommodate construction.

Description of

Details of Submission

VY SUDMISSon:

. '~|.|'-1'ﬁ irts the whole proposal !:' Wpports part of the proposal
U] D'.-'lzln' ses the whole proposal D‘I'-:.-',.'us'-:a“ part ot the

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish

to be heard in respect of yvour submission?

[ ]ves No
D If others make asimilar submission | will consider

il r Tallatdl ab= T d | & T~1; it fha 055 P RO
presenting a joint casewith them at the nearing



SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

B (=

SOUTH WAIRARAPA
DISTRICT COUNCIL

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The sOel Fi |.‘.|":' aof th

e Proposal that this submission relates to (use additional pages if required)

Regarding the existing house at 134 Main St, | am of the opinion that the age of the house makes it of no herntage
importance and its significant setback along with its appearance does not add to the amenity of the Greytown
Heritage Precinct, Therefore the demolition of the house will have no negative effect.

Regarding the proposed construction of a new wall/fence enclosing the loading dock area and canopy providing
shelter for the unloading of deliveries, it is my view that the simple design and its significant setback from the street
front will result in no negative impact on the amenity of the Greytown Heritage Precinct.

Regarding the retention of the Copper Beech tree, | understand that the applicant may have decided to alter their
plans regarding the Copper Beech tree at 134 Main St. | support the proposal irespective of whather the applicant
decides to retain or remove the tree. As the tree is not listed as a Notable Tree in. Appendix 1.4 of the District Plan |
am of the view that the decision lo retain or remove the tree sits solely and entirely with the owners of the property

and not the general Greytown populace. The applicant's decision regarding the retention (or not) of the tree should
¥ have nil impact on SWDC granting resource consent

Decision you want the Council to make:
'.-"||=‘:!I-z Dih':ilr:- the Consent 1"::'.|||t the Consent with Conditions

Consent

Nil further o add.

Signature
. To be sIgnea i*,‘ the submitter r person authorised to IBEN OnN Ol ait I'i the submitter

Name Peler Sutherland

[.-Ir-'l'.*"'

Important notes for the Submitter

m In accordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Count
and members of the public
This form Is for your convenience only. You may make a submission that adc oints ab

a letter or other suitable format
Submissions will not be returne o, 50 please kee Dacopy
4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the appl [



Dear Greytown Planning Team,

I wish to register my objection to the proposed roadway between the Greytown Historic
Heritage Precinct and Fresh Choice.

e Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage
Precinct.

If one Heritage Building goes — where does it stop?
It has to stop here.

¢ Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historic Heritage
Precinct.

If the Historic Heritage Precinct is up for Development? Where does it
stop?

It has to stop here.

e Establish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct exceeding the maximum
size.

If one enormous sign is erected in the Historic Heritage Precinct? Where
does it stop?

e It has to stop here.

e Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Street) Greytown.
If the Historic Heritage Precinct becomes a roadway? Where does it stop?
It has to stop here.

e Undertake associated landscaping and site works.

If the Historic Heritage Precinct can be veneered over? Where does it
stop?

It has to stop here.
I wish that you would consider this the thin end of the wedge.
A roadway today.
A tree tomorrow.

Two corner buildings undermined by constant truck movements.
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Earthquake proneness accentuated.

When Cuckoo and Property Brokers are demolished we will have a huge carpark from
Main Street to Fresh Choice.

We will have sacrificed our irreplaceable Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct for Profit.
This is the Thin End of the Wedge.
Thank vyou,

Harry Child
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ORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 1 of 3
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 7 0 )

Submitter

Name Mark Hay and Glenda Hodder

Contact Person

(1 different from abowve )

Pastal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Woolworths New Zealand Limited
Address of Proposal 134 Main Street, Greytown
Application No Nane provided,

Description of Proposed New Access lo Existing Supermarket - land use consent to demolish existing
o Nl N - + " 2
bullding and undertake new building etc. logether with crealing additional vehicle crossing

Proposal from State Highway 2 (Main Street), Greytown.
(use additional

pages if required)

Details of Submission
My submission:

[Jsupports the whole proposal [l supports part of the proposal

mﬁm:mw‘; the whole proposal Di'_lpjh_r;m part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish

to be heard in respect of your submission?

[CJves [:I No

IFothers make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing



SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIEDRESOURCE (s  EcAERioN @tmﬁﬂgufw
ONSENT APPLICATION |

ORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96, it
27(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

Ihe specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to (use additional pages if required):
All parts of the proposal

Decision you want the Council to make:
[]Grant the Consent [] Decline the Consent [C] Grant the Consent with Conditions

Saa attached submission

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter,

Name Mark Hay and Glenda Hodder

Date 5/23/23

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. Thisformis for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format,

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



Bubmission

Trorugr gy

1.

Lot

i

=

Megative effects In conneclun wilh the proppsal are significant, cehsicorabie in
aumber and definitzly not minor. The nagalive effects substantially oucwelgh any
petcelvad banalils (which in our vigw aire Ynrlted ard of benefit: mainly only bo the
ownerfoperator of the superinarkeat sita?l,

The proposal 14 ab odds with the aims and intent of the Speclal Characler Pracine:
moning of the affzcied proposly and immediately surrounding arcas., he wvarious
aarls ol the praposal (ncluding damalltlen o exisiing building, creation of new
vehicle ciesslhg and eraclion of new free-standing slgnaga beand) wanld separately
rnd cumulatively create a signiflcanl, ~sal ard cermanent adverse immgacs on fand
woalld bz &l odds with) the gercral lock ard Mo and preservation of the unlque
atrnosphere, chiraclar, histaric heritage and heart - of the Greylown village.

Strabeglealy prel visually, the unique character and his.aric haribege status of
central Groviown woulkl Be served much bettar iF the suparmarkal and associated
rireck access to it is 2ont awey - and kepl Jess visiole - from Main Stroet.

The applicant’z proposed riiligation of adverse issues misses the polnl. Bwen wifh
miligalion, adverse effects would scmaln significant, nemerous and not mincr,

Additionzl acc2ss from Maln Sireel be the existing suparmarioct slee 15 compslelaly
urnscessary and unwelcome. The supermarkal i= alresdy cervad by & noimber of
exisilng acoess poinls  including via & number of surrounding slreaty,

W Lelieva Last it would e irresponsible to allow Farher direct azcess fromn Main
streer, which 15 a slale Fghyeay, The location — in the heark af Greylomn - s
guneraly unsuitgble for turning Lrucks, semi-traleirss and B-trains {and aay
addiliorel vehizular treffic sesking accoess to the suaermarket sitet, We do not
ggree thal the imparl rn vehice end pedastrian trafflc Flaw waizid os mines, Qn
the contrary, we collovo thal il waild lead to;

&, severo and partmanend adverse effects on vehicular, cyele and padestran
tratfic, poth in the vicinity of Ltha alfected praperty and all a'org Mzin SLoeel,
incuding potential asseciatec wehloular and pedestrian safefy issues,
wellcular nwise pallution, wehicular sbstructlon of sighl lines and cecreased
peaestrian accesslby al nnrd pvar the crossing point;

B.  substenllally fnrreased vehicular congestion and ralse arising with
turning/quouing wahlcles {evan witholt taking into accauat prajocled Lraffic
grineth on SHZ2 over the comilirg years];

I sayere and 0ormancht agwearss elfecks nna number of surrsunding
bisiresses Jretail shops, motel and calacas: an both sides of Main Stroct In
the iminsdiade wiciaity ), inclieding from less of or disrualion Lo nearky parling
spaces, disruptoed vehloular and nedestrian traffic flows, and losl cuslam.

whlle wio acknowledgr that it is not currently a protected tree, 1he |oss of the
existing matura Sopaat Beech Lres would be considerablo,



SUBMISSION ON ANOTIFIED RESOURCE @ A CARTERTON cedoriy

CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96, 1of2
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

Name Brook Wilson

Contact Person
{If different from above)

Postal Address _

Home Phone
Cell Phone

v |

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Woolworths NZ Ltd
}:\ddrESS ﬂf PfGﬂDSElI 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, 134 Main STTE'E‘!, GFEHDWI’I

Application No, 220081

Description of Proposed New Access and signage to Fresh Choice Supermarket

Proposal

juse adaitional

nages If required)

Details of Submission
My submission:

Supports the whole proposal [C] supports part of the proposal
[ ] Opposes the whole proposal [C] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[yes No

|:| If others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing




SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to (use additional pages if required):

Decision you want the Council to make:

[] Grant the Consent [] Decline the Consent [[]Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name
Date 23/05/2023

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. Thisformisforyour convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



SUBMISSIONONANOTIFIED RESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 954, 958, 95C, 96

27(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

i Name

Contact Person
[II different from abowe)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

’ Name of Applicant
‘ Address of Proposal

i
Application No,

Description of

|
i
i
i Proposal

Details of Submission
My submission:

1 [Csupports the whole propasal [ ] Supports part of the proposal
= [¥) Opposes the whole proposal [ 10pposes part of the proposal

. Inthe event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
. tobe heard in respect of your submission?

Ei'fes [CINe

- [WIf others make a similar submissian [ will consider
presenting a Joint case with them at the hearing
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Decision you want the Council to make: |
[]Grantthe Consent [ ] Decline the Consent []Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature
i To be signed by Ahe submiiter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name C &
Date ; AL o™

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance withthe Privacy Act 1993, submisslons will be made avallable for viewing by Council
and members of the pubilic.

2, This form is for your convenlence only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other sultable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.
4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



monitor@print.apnk.nz ‘ 7 2

mom  ceclia Alsop |

Sent: Tuesday, May 23, 2023 1:29:19 PM

o

Subject: Fwd: Submission to South Wairarapa District Coundl re Greytown's FreshChoice.

Sent from my iPhone

Begn forwarded message:

Fro
Date: 23 May 2023 at 1:13:47 PM NZST

ro: L AL
Subject: Submission to South Wairarapa District Council re Greytown’s FreshChoice...

Submission to South Wairarapa District Council re Greytown's FreshChoice Supermarket
development proposal.

1, Cecilia Allsop, strongly oppose the application by Greytown Fresh Choice for the reasors listed
below:

As a Greytown resident and an employee in a business on the Main Street of Greytown, 1 have noted
waffic vohumes have increased both at peak travel times and throughout the day. Large trucks and B
trains carrying livestock, goods and logs seem to also be increasing especially on Wednesdays and
Fridays. [ believe that any changes that will create delays to traffic usmg Mam Street, will impact
negatively on the safety of people and the prospertty of all Greytown Main Street businesses.

Pedestrian and road user safety:

o [ am concerned that the delay to the transit through Greytown that will result from trucks and B
trains negotiating the tum into the proposed driveway, wl significantly impact on the safety of
pedestrians crossing the rain road and on the ability of visitors and shoppers to park at
husinesses 1o the south of and north, as far as the Town Hall

o Aswel as the risk of accidents, as cars enter or leave parks m this area, there is a strong
possibility that nearby businesses will be impacted negatively as people avoid the area for safety
[CASONS.

o Safety of pedestrians on the crossing north of the proposed new entrance at 134 Mam Street




@
and on the footpath crossing the new driveway, will be compromised due to reduced visibility for 7 2
truck drivers as they execute the tum and reduced visibility for car drivers as they progress past
the turning trucks.

o Safety of children in particular, when using the pedestrian crossing will be compronised. The
pedestrian crossing is heavily used pre and post school hours by children who are ditficult to see
in banked vp traffic and are immature i their decision making . Increasing the complexity of
crossing the main road puts all users at a significant risk when changes to traffic flow are
proposed

o Safety and delays of cars turning info and out of Hastwell Street and exiting the proposed
driveway , into traffic that has buikt up both to the north and the south due to trucks turning or
waiting to turn, may increase impatience or distraction of car drivers resulting in accidents which
may result in injuries and will create even more traffic delay.

Noise:

e Noise impact for nearby residential and business premises will increase with B train and trucks
slowing to turn and then accelerating . Although the trucks will manoeuvre slowly, the noise will
increase fromthe current level experienced. The slowing and acceleration of cars and other
trucks in this vicinity will also significantly increase velicular noise.

Signage:

e The proposed signage does not appear to comply with Council and District Plan guidelines and
will not be in keeping with the significant efforts made by all other businesses in Greytown to
moaintain the Heritage status which is Greytown’s “jewel in the crown’. There should be no
exceptions made fo this quidelme.

Copper Beach Tree:

e The initial proposal undertook to retain this magnificent tree , however the subsequent application
for resource consent is to fell the tree. I foel that it is not acceptable to put this tree at risk or to
fell the tree due to its beauty and character that adds to the Greytown image. It is also
unacceptable on a climate change level

Small Business viability :




Greytown businesses are a draw card for visitors who come to enjoy the unique shopping in beautiful 7 2
surroundings. Small businesses in Greytown are working very hard to stay afloat in this current

economy and they should be supported by Council to do so. It should also be recognised that all these

businesses have complied with the Council and District Plans to build Greytown into the destination

shopping and activity area it is - empty shops and businesses moving elsewhere could be an outcore of
this change to traffic flow and safety of residents of and visitors to the town.

Sent from my Pad




OUTH WATRARARA

SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE AR TERTON DISTRICT COUNCIL
CONSENT APPLICATION o=

€ORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, g5C, 96, L of 2
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 7 3

Submitter

Name _ TN A LA

Contact Person

{if different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

. F) [ - e . ¥ .'1'_'Ir' _.1- Vi =0
Name of Applicant I E (A L WK T3] “5E

Address of Proposal z¢ IS V(4

Application No.

Description of
Proposal

Details of Submission
My submission:

"] supports the whole proposal [ supports part of the proposal

WOpposes thewhoie proposal [ 1 Opposes part ofthe proposal
In the event this application is suhbject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Doyou wish

to be heard in respect of your submission?
|

[ 1Yes lﬂﬁ-

[]1f others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a jolnt case with them at the hearing



2 . Sy eAUTH WalRARAPA
SU EMISSION ON A NOTIFIED F:.I_...cJDI}H(__r d Y b ' ﬂ' ARTERTON :__;" DISTRICT COUNEIL
CONSENT APPLICATION s "

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95(

127(3), 137(5){c) and 2 34(4) of the Resource Management Act 1891

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to,

f,@@,wmo( |

Decision you want the Council to make:

[]Grant the Consent Y Decline the Consent [[)Grant the Consent with Conditions

i

|

Signature

| To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter. / )
) 'y " ;" 'f'l -I
;Il" ¥ I-l'-'l.'_\-.-':l' -Uf,_,":'t__ [ '-"_.:r" o olle

| Name p o

| Date /7 /& /2 0.

r’/’ 4 o

Important notes for the Submitter

In accordance with the Privacy Act 1893, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and rmembers of the public.

i,
I 2. This form is for your convenience only. Youmay make a submission that addresses the paints above
in & letter or other suitable format.

1
T

3. Submissions will not be returned, so pleese keep a copy.

4, A copyof your submission must be sent to both Council and to the apolicant.
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FRESH CHOICE (WOOLWORTHS) GREYTOWN PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

SAFETY

The proposed truck access is unsafe. Pedestrians, and particularly school children, use the
pedestrian crossing metres from the proposed access way. Turning trucks will have a blind spot
creating further danger as they will not always be able to see pedestrians.

The supermarket currently has two access ways. If further access is necessary it should have
‘been included in the original plans and/or Woolworths should have considered this when
-purchasing the supermarket.

Fresh Choice (Woolworths) should consider other options for additional access ways, not one that
will endanger pedestrians.

Truck drivers advise that the space available for the proposed access is not sufficient to aliow big
units to turn without veering across the centre-line of Maln Street, causing delays to socuthbound
traffic and risk to traffic.

PARKING
The proposal will result in the loss of carparks adjacent to the established business in the area.

HERITAGE

The proposed signage does not conform with the values and guidelines for the Herltage Precinct.
The heritage aspect is what brings tourists/visitors to Greytown. Degrading this puts at risk a vital
resource for our community.

A further sign {Fresh Choice have a huge one on the corner of Hastwell and West Streets) as
visitors to Greytown can use Google, GPS etc.

COPPER BEECH TREE

Greytown is Arbor Town, and afthough the Copper Beech is not protected, it is an integral part of
Main Street and must be left untouched. Without it the area will look like an industrial area.
Further, the proposed drive will ultimately result in the tree dying as heavy trucks damage the root
system.

INACCURACIES IN THE PLANS SUBMITTED BY FORME

It is worrying to think that the proposal may approved based on the plans/diagrams submitted.

These contain inaccuracies and omisslons and are at best misleading or at worst disingenuous;

+ In the plan showing driveway the measurements of the Copper Beech Tree are inaccurate and
understated

« The plan does not indicate the water race on the north side of the driveway. There is a water
race where the proposed trees are to be planted. Either the planners are not aware of the water
race or they are deliberately ignoring it. Either way, they cannot plant over the water race.



A\ SOUTH WAIRARAPA

SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIEDRESOURCE Qs  SERSEARIERIGN. (55 oisthicr councit
CONSENT APPLICATION degs=y T "

Kicy Merwtalid o

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 5B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5}(c) and 234(4) of the Resousce Management Act 1991

Submitter
Name CRpTotHen Dick

‘; Contact Person
| | {If different from above}
|_ Postal Address
!i

| |
[ Home Phone

Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

! Name of Applicant | Woolworths NZ Limited

| = 3 .

| Address of Proposal  2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Sireet, and 1 34 Main Street,

‘ ’ Greytown

il _ S

I Application No. 220081

1 ? i it + Undertake demoiition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinet.

i Description Of - Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historlc Heritage Precinct.
1 o * Extablish & sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct exceeding the maxlmum size.
[ Pr oposal « Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 {Main Street) Greytown.

» Undertake associated landscaping and site worls.

Details of Submission

My submission:
f [Isupports the whole proposal [Isupports part of the proposal
H

I

[x]opposes the whole proposal [} Opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?
I:lYes [ZNn

711§ others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing



i, ; A, SOUTH WAIRARAPA
SUBMISSION CNANOTIFIED RESOURCE &Y b T A RIRRIEN @ DISTRICT COUNGIL
CONSENT APPLICATION C .

Kot Nertalat Taeon

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96, Sk s
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991 o

Submission Statement

Il The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

I support the submission made by the Graytown Haritage Trust. This application should be declined in full
| lrucke croting Sale Hh -hmd A
ﬁ )&Lﬂcigr v Pestrians
| ¥22ibly lose ‘/J bofper Berh—ee
hitorie: Drescint d (ﬂ"m(m Wi

Méf{')h Lri@" 17 ;«ja e

Decision you want the Council to make:

f:f [ 1Grant the Consent [<] Decline the Consent [[] Grant the Consent with Conditions

i

N
)

Signature

] To be signed by the submitter or person authatised to sign on behalf of the submitter.
i

il

Name

Date 075 05 .23

e ————

EEET M at e

Important notes for the Submitter

B 1 inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
1 and members of the public.
i

I

I 2. Thisformis for your convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the peints above
in a letter or other suitable format.

}‘. 3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.
I

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



SOMTH ViR ARADA
DISTRICT COUMCIL

CONSENT APPLICATION
FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 954, 958, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

Name

Contact Person

[If different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone

oan a1
t’:'ICﬂ

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates
Mame of Applicant égsh ﬁhar& (MJ/ W#\.S) gr ; 76,5@#-,
Address of Proposal /412{ ol e /\29/7 /éa;;- —

Application No.
Description of

Proposal

Details of Submission
My submission:

[Jsupports the whole proposal ["1supports part of the proposal
FAGpposes thewhole proposal [] opposes part of the proposal

in the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?
Clves [INo

,_-_i'H athers make asimilar subsmission | will consiger
nresenting a Joint case with them at the hearing



S(@MISSIONONANOTIFIEDRESOURCE  SR{ES B O o
CONSENT APPLICATION -

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96, o)
127{3), 137(5)(c) and 234 (4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The ,r..un fic parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to 1
ﬂd@ﬂ?& ‘ ’

Coggas Beectr Thee

Decision you want the Council to make:

[[] Grant the Consent [ Oecline the Consent [] Grant the Consent with Canditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter,

~
Name Ssscar Vor 1@

Date =0 /(/\aaf S0 a3
Important notes for the Submitter

1. |naccordance withthe Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

This farm is for your convenience anly. Youmay make a suon iission that addresses the points anove
i in 2 letter or other suitable format,

~a

3. Submissions will nct be returmed, so please keep a copy.

A copy of your submission must he sent tg both Counci! and to the applicant.



&)

'SUBMISSION STATEMENT
FRESH CHOICE (WOOLWORTHS) GREYTOWN PUBLIC NOTIFICATION

SAFETY

The proposed truck access is unsafe. Turning trucks will have a blind spot creating further danger
as they will not always be able to see pedestrians and school children who use the pedestrian
crossing metres from the proposed access way.

The supermarket already has two access points. Woolworths should have considered access
when purchasing the supermarket.

If additional access is necessary other options should be considered, not one that will endanger
pedestrians on Main Street.

Truck drivers advise that the space available for the proposed access is not sufficient to allow big
units to turn without veering across the centre-line of Main Street, causing delays to southbound
traffic and risk to traffic.

PARKING
The proposal will result in the loss of carparks adjacent to the established business in the area.

HERITAGE

The Heritage Precinct is an integral part of Greytown's appeal to visitors. The proposed signage
does not conform with the values and guidelines for the Heritage Precinct. The heritage aspect is
what brings tourists/visitors to Greytown. Degrading this puts at risk a vital resource for our
community, and potentially Fresh Choice shoppers.

A further sign (Fresh Choice have a huge one on the corner of Hastweli and West Streets) is
unnecessary as visitors to Greytown can use Google, GPS etc.

COPPER BEECH TREE

Greytown is Arbor Town, and although the Copper Beech is not protected, it is an integral part of
Main Street and must be left untouched. Without it the area will look like an industrial area.
Further, the proposed drive will ultimately result in the tree dying as heavy trucks damage the root
system.

INACCURACIES IN THE PLANS SUBMITTED BY FORME

It is worrying to think that the propesal may approved based on the plans/diagrams submitted.

These contain inaccuracies and omissions and are at best misleading or at worst disingenuous;

e |n the plan showing driveway the measurements of the Copper Beech Tree are inaccurate and
undsrstated

e The plan does not indicate the water race on the north side of the driveway. There is a water
race where the proposed trees are to be planted. Either the planners are not aware of the water
race or they are deliberately ignoring it. Either way, they cannot plant over the water race.



UTH Wkl & '\.I-.l'r.'.

SUBMISSIONONANOTIFIED RESOURCE { Sar _' 4 - ok f g D | TRICT
CONSENT APPLICATION Smmnt —

ii_“}i’-:i"-,i :_I. |_1” '__I_: ..III.T T-"- ':'Il'l:-t'i'll]', '.bt'.!'.l_l ||L_.t'..|. '..‘I':.i : I"||

127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Manage

Su bmltter

Name )

.i Contact Person
| (If ditferant from above)
|

Postal Address

{! Home Phone
Cell Phone

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

| Name of Applicant | _ T \ , /1

!
Address of Proposal

| Application No.

Description of
] Proposal

Details of Submission

My submission:
' [[Jsupportstkewhole proposal [ supports part of the proposal
L E}ﬂ‘;ﬁﬁéscs the whole proposal [[1opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission’?

. D‘r’e:-; El’Nu

| [Jifothers make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing




CONSENT APPLIC ( —_-_'

Pursuant to Sections 954, 958 95C, 96,

3 7(5)c) and 2 esource Management Act 19

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

Decision you want the Council to make:
[IGrantthe Consent  [L1®&cline the Consent [] Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter ar person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

MName

_— Date .I.I . I:Jl I: i ;

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made avallable for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. 'This formisfor your convenlence anly. You may make a submisston that addresses the points above
in a letter or other sultable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4, A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



SUBMISSION ONANO T'F lE D RESOURCE { j uleri u.r f:;&“ﬂ{#hfﬂ‘:}' .-
CONSENT APPLICATION =—

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 954, 95B, 95C, 9

127(3), 127(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Managemer

CFe=.= == — . fiao e &

Submitter

Name VA 2L

W

Contact Person

(i clifferent fram above)

Postal Address

|
{
|
|
I Home Phone
. Cell Phone

Emall

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

1; Name of Applicant |CQecy CHolcE  clevi (gprrent applica 104
l.

Address of Proposal

l lI,',Hx‘:-i‘ ...-"{ 't:'r-\'\ ",'n- LAR &
f Application No. | (=1

N ap ' - ¥ |
Description of | — + : / /3l Mais ST
| Proposal | I'r&/pe=ce

Details of Submission
My submission:

'I [Jsupports the whole proposal [ supports part of the proposal
| []Opposes the whole proposal [AOpposes part of the proposal

Il Inthe event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
. to be heard in respect of your submission?

Clves [MNo

I []1f others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing




SUBMISS

CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 12 - Pursuant to Sei

- Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

' : > i _ > X .
.”".{ f:.r}s.: I,f;-i[j[ ( ¢ ./,-,(}’:l{ ! ZI'J.i & o) fr)” - e J. ff’.-’. rMi— 57

D) 10 T NESS W v o s I7é€

Decision you want the Council to make: |
[JGrantthe Consent [ ] Decline the Consent mé;m the Consent with Conditions

Signature
To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name VAL BlLourdT

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made avallable for viewing by Councll
and members of the public.

2. Thisformis for your convenience only. You may make a submisslon that addresses the points above
in a letter or other sultable format.

3, Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.
4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



SUBMISSIONONANOTIFIEDRESOURCE
CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 132 - Pursuant to Section: ISA. 95B. 95¢
137 and 234(4) of the Resou

e

Submitter
1 Name | Tonm BLOUNT 5

Contact Person |
{if different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone

T celiphone |

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates
l Name of Applicant | FULESH SO0/~

iy

l ==
] Address of Proposal | 1227 SQTAEE T, GREITOWN |

Application No. i

Description of 4& 7L T HE FiRCHD SHL ‘
L Proposal

Details of Submission
My submission:

| [[]supports the whole proposal [Jsupports part of the proposal
| [HOpposes the whole proposal [[] Opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

| Cdves  [HFNo

[]1f others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing




SSIONONANOTIFIEDRESOURCE
IT APPLICATION

L

- Submission Statement
The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

'II E., :."_.-_ h__ ,HL:_-".': g,l.."r' F i fl'r..lu' I/ I,|"_ > _:"l J

Decision you want the Council to make:

[l Grant the Consent [ Decline the Consent []Grant the Consent with Conditions
Signature
To be si i son authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.
: [0 e oy 3
[ 2 !I_. & -{ r: r oy _-\'J"i L 'ﬁ )
Name V7"
== Date 25/ 9 /45

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. Thisform is for your convenience only. Youmay make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format. -

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.
4, A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the appiicant.



I i 1 '« SOUTH WAIRAR APA
SUBMI|SSIONONANOTIFIEDRESOURCE X | = 1
CONSENT APPLICATION

rORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 954, 958, 95C, 96 1 of 2
2l 2
127(3), 137(5])(c) and 234{4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Name: Hilary Beaton & David Carswell
Contact Person: Hilary

(If different from above)
Postal Address
Cell Phone:

Name of Applicant: Fresh Choice/Woolworth’s

i

Address of Proposal: 2-12 Hastwell Street, 105 West Street, and 134 Main Street, Greytown
being Lot1 DP 311712 and PT lots 7-9, PT Lot 2 DP 18242, Lot 3 DP18242

Application No.

Description of Proposal
Woolworths NZ Limited for a land use consent to:

» Undertake demolition of a building within the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct.

» Undertake new building, alterations, and additions within the Greytown Historic
Heritage Precinct.

« FEstablish a sign located in the Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct exceeding the
maximum size.

» Establish an additional vehicle crossing to State Highway 2 (Main Street) Greytown.

» Undertake associated landscaping and site works.

Details of Submission
My submission:

Supporsthewheleproposal Supports part of-the-propesal
X Opposes thewhole Oppesespart-of the
proposal. proposak

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

vves [ ]Ne

v Ifothers make a similar submission, | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing.




SUBMISSIONONANOTIFIEDRESOURCE ANSED, AR CARTERTON  BiSTRICT COUNCIL
CONSENT APPLICATION oot (S | |

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to.

Greytown Historic Heritage Precinct

Greytown has the [argest number of Victorian Buildings of any town in NZ. Other communities around New
Zealand such as Arrowtown and Martinborough have ensured the historical significance of their towns is
preserved, why not Greytown? This is a tourist attraction for the region bringing in tourists, day-trippers,
weekenders, and campers. The historical aspect of the town continues to attract investment from new
businesses and residents, providing financial stability to this small rural community and a sense of pride in our
town.

Community Consultation.

There has been no consultation with the community on this proposal from Fresh Choice or Woolworths NZ, in
fact, the proposal flies in the face of overwhelming opposition from the community {over 1200 petition
sighatories). The community that uses the supermarket is quite capable of contributing to alternative
solutions to the problem Woolworths NZ purports to be addressing —our health and safety — after all, we are
the pedestrians they say are at risk.

Safety Issues

These have been clearly outlined by NZTA Waka Katohi but not adequately addressed in the 2" application by
Woolworths NZ. The current application is filled with missing and confusing information, such as

| indecipherable and misleading scale drawings. As residents who use the access points, parking, and pathways
| regularly, we know the proposal will only cause further disruption, or worse, to an already congested State

L Highway 2.

| Signage

' The proposed signage is not in keeping with Council recommendations nor with the general aesthetic of the
town and ignores the collective commitment of other business holders who adhere to the recommended size.
The suggestion that signs could be placed down near the petrol station with directions to the supermarket has
been ignored. Although, these days people use Google Maps to locate their desired destinations, therefore
rendering any signage obsolete,

Environmental issues

There is strong opposition to the environmental impact of this proposal, specifically the risk to the Copper
Beech tree situated on the proposed site. Despite reassurances from Woolworths NZ that all care will be taken
to preserve this attractive feature, why have they lodged a separate request for its removal?

Greytown was the first inland town to be established and the first to adopt the principle of Arbor Day and the
planting of trees. We auestion Woolworth’s commitment to environmental issues such as the preservation of
a landmark tree, especially in an era of climate change crises.

This proposal does not take these issues into account. The sense of entitlement over the wishes of the
community does not help the applicants case or garner support.




SOUTH V ﬂ.ﬂ‘*ﬁf-h
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CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant tc :..—.{--t,,-,,”.iqr,.:,‘ 958, 95C, 96, A
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234[4] o f the Resource Management

Decision you want the Council to make:
GranttheConsont []v Decline the Consent [}

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Bes & David Carswell

Date: 18
May 2023

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance withthe Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Councll
and members of the public.

l. 2. Thisform isforyour convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points
above in a letter or other suitable format.

3, Submissions will not be returned, so please keep acopy.

4, A copy of your submission must be sent to hoth Council and to the applicant.



 SOUTH WAIRARAPA

SUBMISSIONONANOTIFIED RESOURCE =4 EYTE ) DISTRICT COUNGIL

&ia Heredehi Tdan

CONSENT APPLICATION
FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 958, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submltter
Name ' £Sanrdw?t Fedyver

Contact Person .
{If different from above}

Postal Address

Home Phone

Cell Phone

A T S R P

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

E Name of Applicant | W ooOWOANS N@W w\o\rﬂ B

Address of Proposal \?:)4, W\\q Q\m_&' qywbmn '

Application No. /\ A .

Description of | '\7 \O%d I\ré\)\f keeess o alShﬂéj
Proposal | p()fw‘wk(i%

Details of Submission
My submission:

= [_]Supports the whole proposal [ ]supports part of the proposal
XOpposes the whole proposal [l Cpposes part of the proposal

FAiiaeis

4 Intheevent this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
L to be heard in respect of your submission?

E Mes CINo
-

LJMf athers make a similar submission | will consider
% presenting a joint case with them at the hearing



Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission re lates
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4 [___](.i ani the Consent |)rfI|n: the Consent []Grant the Consent with Conditions
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Signature

Tor be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Narmne 56&*‘@”( Mme‘
Daie 2 — 5 - 9:5

Important notes for the Submitier
21 Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made availahle for viewing by Conncil
and mermbers of the public. '

 Fhis form is far your convenience only. You niay make a submission that addresses the poinis above

i a fetier or other sditable format.
Z 3, Submissions will not be retur ned, so please keep acopy.

£ 4. Acopy of your submiission must be sent to hoth Councit and to the applicant.



SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE @ ﬂum @ DISTRICT COUNGIL

CONSENT APPLICATION

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter

Name Doug Harris

Contact Person

(If different from above)

Postal Address

Home Phone
Cell Phone -

Email

Details of the Proposal to which this Submission Relates

Name of Applicant Fresh Choice/Woolworths NZ Ltd
Address of Proposal 134 Main read Greytown

Application No. 220081

Description of Alteration to Herilage rules, access to main road etc

Proposal
(use agdditional

pages If required)

Details of Submission
My submission:

[ Jsupports the whole proposal [C] supports part of the proposal

b] Opposes the whole proposal [C] opposes part of the proposal

In the event this application is subject to a Resource Consent Hearing. Do you wish
to be heard in respect of your submission?

[Jyes No

If others make a similar submission | will consider
presenting a joint case with them at the hearing




SOUTH WAIRARAPA

SUBMISSION ONANOTIFIED RESOURCE A DISTRICT C
CONSENT APPLICATION :

FORM 13 - Pursuant to Sections 95A, 95B, 95C, 96,
127(3), 137(5)(c) and 234(4) of the Resource Management Act 1991

Submission Statement

The specific parts of the Proposal that this submission relates to (use additional pages if required):

RE: Heritage Precinct the access way onto the main road will irretrievably alter the visual aesthetic of the main road.
The main road being the public face of heritage Greytown.

RE: Accessway onto the main road. The traffic on this road has increased dramatically in just the last 5 years. It is
perpetually full of flowing traffic at all hours and even now cars parking in and out create a hinderance to that flow, let
alone adding a major vehicle entering/exiting that road. The danger of this should be apparent to anybody and
everybody, unless you're blinkered by your own need over that of other road users. The applicant needs to keep as
much traffic off the main road as possible (as it does at the moment) NOT add to an already overloaded traffic
volume.

Decision you want the Council to make:

[]Grant the Consent [V] Decline the Consent [[]Grant the Consent with Conditions

Signature

To be signed by the submitter or person authorised to sign on behalf of the submitter.

Name Doug Harris

Date 21st July 2023

Important notes for the Submitter

1. Inaccordance with the Privacy Act 1993, submissions will be made available for viewing by Council
and members of the public.

2. Thisformisforyour convenience only. You may make a submission that addresses the points above
in a letter or other suitable format.

3. Submissions will not be returned, so please keep a copy.

4. A copy of your submission must be sent to both Council and to the applicant.



