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1.0 Preferred Scenario

Overall, the goal of this Strategy should be to define the future needs of human settlement in our region within the context of the natural environment, with the aim of creating a healthy living system. Of the scenarios currently proposed for consultation, Baywatch prefers Scenario 3, which represents the most compact development scenario. By definition, a scenario which sharply defines limits to urban growth and prescribes more efficient use of land provides the greatest environmental advantages. As we understand it, Scenario 3 …

1.1
Offers the most protection for the versatile soils of the Heretaunga Plains, which should be our utmost priority.

1.2
Minimizes transport distances – and thereby energy consumption and costs – for work, recreation and daily living activities … another critical priority, given predicted energy supply scenarios.

1.3
Excludes especially treasured and environmentally sensitive areas, such as Ocean Beach and Waimarama, from further development.

1.4
Encourages separation between residential areas and farming/industrial activities that might pose environmental health threats.

1.5
By and large, keeps housing and other development apart from areas of greater long term environmental risk, including stormwater/wastewater management problems and exacerbated erosion and flooding associated with global warming.

2.0 Limited Acceptance

In indicating this preference, however, Baywatch does not signal its full acceptance of all of the underlying assumptions or conclusions presented in more detail in the working papers prepared for this review.

For example …

2.1
Very modest population growth is assumed as the primary driver of increased housing needs (and potentially industrial land requirements) in the Bay. We do not agree that such minimal growth, if it indeed occurs, in and of itself, should be taken as an “excuse” to advance development in any part of the Bay. Having a framework within which to assess concrete (and creative) proposals for specific development justified by substantiated demand is one thing; using the planning process to “pre-license” development is a different matter.

2.2
Certain areas are identified tentatively for either Brownfield, Greenfield or intensified development that we would challenge in specific cases, either as to suitability of locations or development approach. In particular, we believe that additional Greenfield development – especially single level housing on small sections – could be significantly reduced, if not eliminated. As for Brownfield development, we do not favor the current pattern of infill development, generally characterized by poor drainage, large areas of concrete and seal, no outlook (only high walls and fences), no play areas or recreational space. While appropriately attempting to increase residential density, too many existing approaches are still wasteful of land and lack vision. It is essential that all communities be designed around a recreational and commercial hub within walking distance for all residents. Baywatch will present more detailed recommendations on specific housing/community development alternatives as the consultation process proceeds.

2.3
There is no non-linear thinking presented in the discussion papers or scenarios … merely straight-line projections from the past. For example, given the 30-year timeframe contemplated by HPUDS, what if the Bay conducted a sustained economic development strategy designed to both upgrade local skills and attract higher wage and/or “green” businesses to the region? How might this affect our population profile, including its housing and amenity tastes, or the environmental footprint of our economy? Or another example, would housing/workplace proximity become a far more paramount issue if energy costs were to, say, triple in the next thirty years?

2.4
The working paper assumptions regarding global warming are outdated, and in most government circles are being replaced by more drastic scenarios. These more severe assumptions should be incorporated into the HPUDS review process.

2.5
The precise extent and location of reserves, community gardens, recreation facilities and other community amenities is not discussed to an adequate level of detail for any public sign-off. For example, the Greenfield sites have basically nothing more than “walkway reserves.” Proper reserves of a suitable size for sport, markets and community gatherings of all types should be included in every new development. Taradale Park is a reasonable size. School fields should also be better utilised.

2.6
Similarly, since we see no specific mention of these, we would like to be reassured that the HBRC’s updated contaminated sites list would be consulted in any future residential or community amenity siting decisions. And with appropriate remediation, perhaps alternative uses can be found for publicly-owned sites.

2.7
Whatever HPUDS scenario is adopted, major opportunities will be presented in the crafting of the detailed Hastings, Napier and Regional implementing plans to either advance and codify sustainability and environmental protection objectives … or not to do so. In other words, the devil is in the details. Examples include: requirements for household water storage, solar heating of new buildings, energy efficient design features, building restrictions that mitigate flood risk, the extent and location of reserves and other protected lands, and so forth. Baywatch would expect to be consulted on such issues as these plans are drafted.

2.8
The strategy should take a wholistic approach to the region considering the regional ‘ecosystem’ including humans, fauna, flora, rivers, marine, mountain and bush environments and how these connect with other regions. For instance,  restoration of natural habitats of indigenous fauna and flora to the urban and rural environments will greatly enhance the region as a whole. 

3.0 Consultation Process & Special Population Needs

Finally, we wish to raise a consultation issue that falls somewhat outside the core environmental focus of Baywatch.

3.1
As noted above, the rationale for undertaking the HPUDS process is largely grounded upon presumed population growth. However, when one examines the projections, virtually all growth is assumed to stem from two quite distinct groups – senior citizens and Maori.

We see no effort made in the HUPDS analyses to examine the unique future housing needs and aspirations of these two different populations. So far, the documents we have seen leave the resolution of Maori housing needs to a process yet to be undertaken within the Maori community. And as for senior citizens, we are aware of no efforts to ascertain directly from the Bay’s seniors their views regarding the types of housing choices they would like to have available in the future … or where.

3.2
In a related vein, no assumptions are advanced concerning the income levels and income distribution of future residents of Hawke’s Bay. This would seem to us to be a major factor shaping viable housing alternatives. Will the growing “seniors” population consist of well-heeled retirees (from where?!) happily ensconced on the hillsides of Havelock North or Napier Hill, or instead, pensioners barely able to afford rates on homes they already own, and unable to afford pricey retirement villages?

3.3
We might also note that we do not see growth of either of these groups generating any additional need for industrial land in the Bay!

3.4
Before coming to any final conclusion about preferred scenarios, Baywatch would like to see these further issues addressed. 

And in fact, we believe the need for further consultation on issues like these is far more important than adhering to the current arbitrary timeframe for this planning exercise. We have already noted the special need for educating seniors and Maori as to trends and alternatives … let alone seeking informed response. But beyond those two groups, it is ridiculous to expect that the volume of data and analyses released just before the holidays could be adequately assessed in the allotted timeframe by individual residents or any volunteer associations like our own.

Now – at this stage of alternative scenarios development – is the point when adequate breathing space must be built into the planning process, so that underlying data and assumptions can be thoroughly examined (and challenged if need be); more creative examples of and options for smart development can be tabled; additional or different overall scenarios presented; and memberships of interested community groups can be properly educated and consulted. 

Promises of later “formal” public consultation do not meet these needs, as the die will be cast once Councils’ staffs and consultants decide on the single scenario they wish to pursue and present to the public … essentially for ratification.

We see no countervailing public need – only a possible political one – for a “forced march” to complete the HPUDS process on the currently proposed schedule. Accordingly, we request that this current phase of consultation be extended, and that all interested parties have the opportunity to weigh feedback more systematically gathered from community groups and interested individuals.

Thank you.
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