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DECISION 

 

A THE APPLICATION 

 

1. This application seeks consent to establish a workshop for the repair and maintenance of farm 

machinery on the Acton Road site. Effectively as this business has been operating from a number of 

different premises for a number of years, it is being relocated to the application site. Access to the 

site is via the existing single entrance on the western end of the Acton Road frontage. The workshop 

building is to be located in the south-east corner of the site of Lot 5 DP456684.  The site does not 

have a property address, but I note that it sits between 31 Acton Road on the western boundary and 

63 Acton Road on the eastern boundary. At some stage the applicant intends to build a house and live 

on the site with his family. 

 

2. The following is a summary of the main elements of the proposed buildings and activities 

 which is based on the summary contained in the Council planning report: 

  Construction of a four bay rectangular building with a total floor area of 615m2 (30m X 20.5m) 

and a maximum height of 7.5m along the apex of the building. This building is to be at least 10m 

from the road boundary and at least 12m from the eastern site boundary. The roller doors face 

north. In addition there is to be a small portacom on site to be used as an office. 

  The main building is to be used as the premises for the applicant’s farm machinery servicing and 

repair business and will contain equipment for repair, servicing and maintenance and an area for 

storage of farm equipment and machines prior to them being worked on. The premises will also 

contain a kitchen and will be plumbed with a toilet. 

  The majority of the work undertaken by the applicant’s company occurs on the farms where the 

machinery is operating, as a matter of convenience for all parties. However at times 

machinery/equipment or parts  will be brought to the application site for repair or maintenance.  

  At any one time there will be 1-2 employees on site. This may increase to 3-4 staff within the 

next 5 years. 

  Informal car parking will be available around the building for staff and visitors. 

  The estimated daily traffic movements is up to 10. 

  The proposed hours of operation advised at the hearing are 8.00am – 6.00pm Monday to Friday 

and 9.00am to midday on Saturdays 

  Landscaping has been proposed along the southern sections of the east and east site boundaries 

for a length of 60m to provide some screening of the building as viewed from adjoining sites. The 

detail of this landscaping was provided as part of the applicants reply on 13 May. 

 

 

B STATUS OF THE APPLICATION 

 

3. The site is within the Rural A zone which has the purpose of providing for “existing and future farming 

activities and associated buildings including residential units” (3.3.2 Zone Description). These zones 

provide for low density residential development on the edge of existing townships, which in this case 

is the Rakaia township.  Currently most properties within the zone are generally around 2.0-2.2 

hectares with many having or planning houses on site. I understand these subdivisions were created 
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under the previous planning regime as the current minimum lot size is 8ha. Most farming activities 

appear to involve grazing. 

 

4. The officer Report of Nicholas Law, planner with Ashburton District Council concludes that the 

proposal is a “rural service activity” which is listed as a discretionary activity in the Rural A zone of the 

Ashburton District Plan. A rural service activity is defined as an “activity that provides a commercial 

service to a rural activity such as seed cleaning, rural contractors and grain drying”. Mr Mewes 

queried this conclusion and considered the building was a “commercial” building and therefore 

subject to other provisions relating to size. I accept that the definitions relating to business overlap to 

some degree, however I consider that as the proposal involves repair of equipment which is a service 

and the business is a commercial enterprise that it logically is a rural service activity. It is therefore a 

discretionary activity. 

 

5. A listed discretionary activity is not required to meet standards that apply to permitted activities. 

However it is noted that the building complies with all relevant bulk and location standards applying 

within the Rural A zone. The applicant, Council planning officer and the Mr Mewes all referred to a 

500m2 limit on building size. While not crucial, I think it is worth noting that the standard specifying 

the maximum size of 500m2 for buildings is contained within the definition of “farming activity” 

worded as follows: 
  

 means the use of land and buildings for the primary purpose of the production of 

vegetative matter and/or commercial livestock. Farming activity includes the packing, 

storage, and/or processing of the vegetative matter and/or commercial livestock 

produced on/in that land or on other land owned or managed by the same person(s). 

Buildings for this purpose are permitted up to an area of 500m² per site, where they meet 

all other rules. 

On this basis this standard appears to apply only to farming activities.  It does however provide an 

indication of the general scale of buildings anticipated in the rural area.  

 

6. The notification report on this application states that the activity is non-complying presumably on the 

basis that the site is subject to flooding from the Rakaia River. However the s42A report officer report 

does not refer to the flood risk and states that the activity is a discretionary consent based on it being 

a rural service activity.  Zone standard 3.10.4. states that: 

  

 No new structures, buildings or extensions to existing buildings shall be erected on a site 

identified as being at high risk from flooding. 

 

 Note: A report identifying flood risk and the height of the 1 in 200 year flood event can be 

obtained from the Canterbury Regional Council or a suitably qualified expert. 

 

7. The application contains a letter from Environment Canterbury which refers to the lack of information 

of the flood risk in this area and considers that if there was flooding where the building is to be located 

it would be “unlikely to be deep” with a 300mm floor level being sufficient. It also states that the 

“Overall the flooding at the property can be described as low risk”. On this basis I assume that the 

building is not on a site that has a high risk of flooding and so is not a non-complying activity. 
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8. The application states that minor matters such as signs and outdoor lighting will comply with the 

District Plan standards.  

 

 

 

C PROCESSING OF APPLICATION/NOTIFICATION 

 

9. The processing of this application was more complicated than is usual. When the application was 

 lodged it contained three affected person approvals received from neighbouring  landowners.These 

 approvals were from: 

 a  L.N and L.W Brinsdon owners of Lot 7 DP 456684 bounding the application site to  
  the north-west.  

 b.  Jillian Gay Burrowes owner of Lot 2 DP 513941 on the south side of Acton Road   
  opposite the application site.  

     c.  Rosemary Alice Gibbs owner of Lot 7 DP 456684 bounding the application site to the  

   north-east 

 As required by section 95B(10) and 95E of the RMA these persons were excluded from 

 consideration of who needed to be limited notified of the application. It was assessed that 

 publicly notification was not required. Accordingly limited notification was only made to  Tracey and 

 Warren Mewes of 63 Acton Road (the neighbour to the east of the application site). During the 

 limited notification period the three written approvals were withdrawn, and submissions of an 

 informal nature were  made to the application by these people.  

 

10.  I concluded that the combination of several sections of the Act:  
 

indicates that while an affected person who withdraws approval has no formal right to 
be part of the ongoing consent process, that a decision maker is not barred from 
taking into account the effects of the activity raised by a person who has withdrawn 
their approval. These sections also imply that a withdrawal does not impact the 
integrity of the notification assessment and the actions following this assessment.  

 

 A legal opinion was also obtained confirming these matters. The applicant then agreed to have a pre-

 hearing meeting on 11 February 2022 to enable issues to be worked through and I was supplied with a 

 Record of the Pre-hearing Meeting dated 8 March.  This stated that following the pre-hearing meeting 

 there followed exchanges regarding possible amendments to the activity. At the conclusion of these 

 efforts there were no points of agreement.  
 

 11. Finally I issued a third minute setting out details of the hearing and pre-circulation of evidence by the 
 parties.    

 

 

D HEARING 
 

12. The following people were present and participated in the hearing: 
 

Ashburton District Council: 

 Nicholas Law, Council  Planner  
 

 Applicant:  
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 Azamat Kurbanov, Applicant Owner of AKTECH SERIVCES LTD  

 David Harford, Urbis Ashburton, Planner 

 Paul Rogers, Legal Counsel 

 Jon Farren, Marshall Day Acoustics 
 

Submitter: Warren Mewes on behalf of Warren  & Tracey Mewes, owners of 63 Acton Road 
 

13. Mr. Rogers introduced the application and advised that further detail on landscaping would be 
provided. He confirmed his opinion that the application was a discretionary activity and that the test 
for consideration of effects was the extent to which they exceeded the relevant permitted baseline. 
He introduced proposed conditions which were confirmed at the end of the hearing as they related to 
noise and landscaping. He considered the critical objective under which the application should be 
assessed is Objective 3.5 Rural Character and Amenity in the Rural section of the Plan and that the 
most relevant effect was noise.  

 
14. Evidence was presented by Azamat Kurbanov and David Harford on behalf of the applicant. In 

addition, Jon Farren an acoustic consultant talked to his acoustic report. Warren Mewes presented his 
submission detailing various concerns. I asked a series of questions. Nicholas Law then presented his 
report and responded to my questions. The matters contained in the application, evidence and in 
response to questions are where relevant, referred to in the following assessment of the application. 

 

 

E STATUTORY ASSESSMENT 

 

15. Section 104 sets out matters to be had regard to in deciding on a consent application as:  

 
a. The actual or potential effects on the environment  
b. Relevant objectives, polices and rules or other provisions of a plan or proposed plan 
c. Any other matter the consent authority considers relevant and reasonably necessary to 
 determine the application. 
 
This consideration is subject to Part 2 of the Act which contains the purposes and principles of the 
Act.   

 

 

F EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT – SECTION 104 ASSESSMENT 

 

12. In assessing the actual or potential adverse effects of the proposal on the environment I have taken 

into account the zoning of the site, the surrounding zonings and landuse, and the location of the site 

within the general Ashburton/Rakaia area.  I firstly note that the District Plan anticipates activities 

such as are now being proposed by providing for rural service activities as a discretionary activity. It 

would be appropriate that many of these services would set up in the rural area rather than in a 

settlement, but that they are assessed as being suitable before operating. In the present case much of 

the activity has already been occurring within the Ashburton, Timaru and Selwyn District as most of 

the repair and maintenance of harvesters and the like is undertaken on farms where these machines 

are working.  

 

13. Based on my understanding of the applicant’s proposed operation the potential adverse effects 

beyond the site are noise and visual effects as these could be greater than provided for or expected in 

this Zone. The amount of traffic generated is anticipated to be minor being 10 vehicle movements per 

day (excluding family movements).  
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14. Although not required by the RMA, I consider that consideration of the proposal in relation to what 

might be permitted by the District Plan is appropriate in a general sense. The most obvious baseline is 

a farming activity which involves the use and storage of equipment including large machinery such as 

harvesters and balers. Invariably this involves sheds and other large scale buildings which commonly 

are placed near boundaries to provide for large outdoor manoeuvring areas and to limit the loss of 

land for productive use. In addition a degree of noise could be expected from the farm equipment 

and associated vehicles being driven or tested, particularly in the open. 

 

Visual Impact 

15. With regard to the size of the proposed building, it is large, however its orientation is such that the 

‘ends” of the shed which are 20.5m in length (rather than the front) are expected to be the most 

visible from the Mewes property at 63 Acton Road to the east and the Brinsdon property at 31 Acton 

Road to the west. Having considered the application and evidence presented and having visited the 

site and viewing the photos supplied by the applicant I am of the opinion that in relation to the 

proposed building: 

 The overall size will be most apparent on the application site rather than from neighbouring 

sites. 

 The building will not be able to be viewed from the area of the Mewes land east of the two 

shelter belts on their site except from the small break in the western shelterbelt near the 

road boundary.  

 The building will be able to be viewed from the western section of the Mewes property west 

of the shelter belts which appears to be used for grazing. 

 The shed on the eastern boundary of the Brinsdon site is expected to limit views from the 

most likely house site west of that shed, however views will be possible through the gap 

between the shed and the road frontage shelterbelt. 

 The new building will be able to be seen further north on the Brinsdon site from an angle.  

 

16. The applicants in their reply provided by email on 13 May 2022 specify a possible landscape plan for a 

length of 60m along the side boundaries from the road frontage. The proposed plantings intend to 

utilise species such as Leyland Cypress (Ferndown”, Haggerston Gray and Blue Ice) planted at 3.0m 

spacing. Obviously, this boundary planting will take time to grow, however I understand it is one of 

the faster growing species used for screening between properties. 

 

17. Taking the above into account, it is my opinion that the level of visual impact of the new  building on 

 adjoining properties within 3-4 years of planting will be similar to that associated with permitted farm 

 buildings. This is due to the existing screening created by the  shelterbelts on the Mewes property 

 and shed on the Brinsdon property and the proposed Leyland Cypress planting limiting views from a 

 close distance near the road frontage. Views into the property will therefore be from positions further 

 north on the adjoining sites. These  views would only occur when working on the land and will not be 

 available from the likely location of houses on the adjoining sites. 

 

15. With regard to the visual impact of the proposal from Acton Road, the applicants have stated that 

 they are going to retain the shelterbelt running along their Acton Road frontage. This would appear to 

 be in keeping with all landowners on the north side of Acton Road with the shelterbelt being 
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 continuous except for entrance gateways. Therefore there will be no change in the appearance of the 

 property from the road. 

Noise 

16. The application includes an acoustic report from Jon Farren of Marshall Day Acoustics. This report lists 

the kind of equipment that is expected to be used in the new workshop building proposed by the 

applicants and states that noise testing of this equipment was undertaken as a basis for predicting 

noise levels on the application site. Assumptions have been made regarding the amount of time 

various equipment is used as well as the construction of the building.  Noise levels were modelled at 

site boundaries and at the notional boundary of the nearest dwellings. These are shown in Figure 3 of 

the report. On questioning Mr Farren he advised that he understood the building marked on 63 Acton 

Road was a dwelling. In fact it is a shearing shed or similar. I understand that the future house on this 

property is planned to be approximately 30m further east than the existing shed making it 

approximately 85m from the property boundary.   

 

17. Mr Mewes was very concerned about noise at night exceeding the District Plan limits. The noise 

conditions originally proposed in the s42A report while adopting the District Plan standards also 

required that  “extended use of hand tools shall not be used during the hours between 2200 and 

0700hours”. This draft condition implied that hand tools such as impact drivers and angle grinders 

would be able to operate during these hours without any detailed control over the noise generated. 

The applicants clarified that the mention of extended hand tools was an example of activities that 

could result in the night-time noise levels being  exceeded. The applicants in their evidence and at the 

hearing offered the District Plan noise standard noise at the notional boundary of rural dwellings 

rather than using the site boundary. They have therefore potentially proposed a more onerous 

standard. I agree that the District Plan standard set at the notional boundary is appropriate in relation 

to the proposed activity in rural zones as it focuses on residents in their homes rather than when they 

are working etc. at the boundary of their properties which would likely occur very infrequently.   

 

18. With regard to the wording of the proposed noise conditions the applicant and Council officer both 

propose the following: 

 

 The consent holder shall ensure that all activities on the site measured in accordance with the 

provisions of the NZS 6801:2008 Acoustic – Environmental Noise, shall not exceed the 

following noise limits at any point within the notional boundary of a rural dwelling, during the 

following timeframes :  

 Daytime 0700 to 2200hrs:  50dB LAeq(1hr) and 75dB LAFmax 

 Night-time 2200 to 0700hrs: 40dB LAeq(1hr) and 65dB LAFmax 

   

  Advice note: As a guide to compliance with the night-time noise limits, powered hand tool use 

 should be minimised and generally be no longer than 10 minutes in any one hour period.  

 

 As written this condition would apply to a new dwelling on the application site, which I do not 

consider is appropriate in these circumstances. I also note that standard 11.8.1.(a) in the District Plan 

specifies that “The noise level from activities within any other site shall not exceed the limits set out in 

Table 11-1 below” thereby excluding noise within the site generating the noise.  
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19. Regarding the hours of operation I consider that the applicants suggested condition provides 

sufficient certainty regarding exceptions to the usual work hours of 8am to 6pm Monday to Friday 

and 9am to 12.00pm Saturday, i.e. it provides for the work to be undertaken outside these hours if it 

is for essential breakdown repairs. These would be repairs required to enable harvesting or some 

other time/weather dependent operation to proceed. 

  

20. There was discussion about the need for a sealed entrance to the site linking with the seal on Acton 

Road. I understand this is a requirement of the District Plan, however it appears from the discussion 

that other similar sites do not have a sealed entrance. I consider that due to the low amount of traffic 

anticipated to be generated that it is not necessary for this condition to be placed on this consent, 

however I understand that there may be other mechanisms to achieve this sealing if required. 

 

Positive effects 

21. Based on the length of time Mr Kurbanov has been undertaking his service within south and mid-

Canterbury and the economic and social importance of farming, and in particular crop farming, in 

these areas, I have no doubt that the establishment of purpose-built home base will be positive both 

for the applicant and for the farming community.  

 

Conclusion re effects 

22. I consider the adverse effects  on the environment beyond the application site are limited to visual 

and noise impacts. The level of these impacts is similar to what could be expected from some 

permitted activities associated with a farming operation. With regard to the new building housing the 

applicant’s business, this will only be obvious from the central and northern parts of neighbouring 

properties which are expected to be used for grazing or similar farming operations. It will not be able 

to be seen by neighbours from their existing or proposed dwellings. In addition, the proposed planting 

of leyland cypress trees along the first 60m of the side boundaries will progressively limit closest 

views from adjoining properties. 

 

23. The modelled level of noise created by the noisiest equipment used by the applicant’s business 

indicates that the operation will be able to comply with the District Plan noise standards for the Rural 

A zone. The offer of a condition requiring this level of noise to be meet at the notional boundary of 

any dwellings (20m beyond the façade) on adjoining sites provides a level of certainty that there will 

not be a nuisance, especially in the evening beyond 10pm.  

 

24.  No other aspects of the proposed business operation are expected to have adverse impacts on 

adjoining  sites. 

 

 

G OBJECTIVES AND POLICIES ASSESSMENT 

 
32. I agree with Mr. Rogers opinion that Objective 3.5 Rural Character and Amenity and several of its 

associated policies are directly relevant to consideration of this proposal. These provisions are 
assessed in the reports and evidence of Mr Law and Mr Harford.  

 
 Objective 3.5: Rural Character and Amenity  
 To protect and maintain the character and amenity values of the District’s rural areas, considering its 

productive uses whilst providing for non-rural activities that meet the needs of local and regional 
communities and the nation.  
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 I accept the conclusions reached by Mr Law and Mr Harford that this objective is satisfied. The 
character and amenity of the area will be retained as the activity does not generate any greater use of 
the site than might occur for a rural use. The large building will not be visible from the road, and it will 
have limited visibility from adjoining sites. I also consider that the business is one that is valued by the 
farming community and that therefore its consolidation at a single site will better meet the needs of 
the community. 

 
 Policy 3.5B Provide for the establishment of non-rural activities in the rural areas, whilst managing 

any potential adverse effects on the character and amenity of the rural environment and rural 
productive activities. 

 .  
 Policy 3.5D Protect the visual qualities of the surrounding environment from any adverse effects of 

night lighting of recreational and business activities.  
 
 Policy 3.5E Retain an open and spacious character to the rural areas of the District, with a dominance 

of open space and plantings over buildings by ensuring that the scale and siting of development is 
such that:  

  it will not unreasonably detract from the privacy or outlook of neighbouring properties;  

  sites remain open and with a rural character as viewed from roads and other publicly 
accessible places;  

  the character and scale of buildings is compatible with existing development within the 
surrounding rural area;  

  the probability of residential units being exposed to significant adverse effects from an 
activity on a neighbouring property is reduced. 

 
33. Policy 3.5B supports provision for non-rural activities in the District Plan. There is the proviso that 

potential adverse effects on the character and amenity of the area are to be managed which is further 
detailed in Policies 3.5D and 3.5E. In my opinion the application and proposed conditions satisfactorily 
manage the activity in relation to its potential adverse effects. This is achieved through the location of 
the new premises where there are limited or no views from adjoining land, including Acton Road. In 
addition planting of screen trees along the side boundaries will further restrict viewing of the building 
such that its visual impact will be similar to farm buildings such as implement sheds and workshops. 
There are limited locations where the front face of the building will be able to be seen from adjoining 
properties. These locations are further north on the adjoining properties, and I therefore assume 
would only occur if work was being undertaken in these areas. 
 

34. With regard to noise, the levels modelled and the proposed noise conditions which replicate the 
 District Plan standards are supported by Mr Law and Mr. Harford. I agree that this is an appropriate 
 approach to managing noise as it provides certainty for neighbours and is easily monitored. I 
 therefore consider that Objective 11.1 Effects of noise is satisfied which seeks to ”minimise the 
 potential for conflict between noise emissions from land use activities and other more sensitive land 
 uses”. 
 
35. I conclude therefore that the proposal is consistent with the Rural objectives and policies of the 

Ashburton District Plan. 
 
 

 
H SECTION 104 ASSESSMENT 
 
45. I conclude that the adverse effects on the environment of the proposal are very limited, and that the 

proposal is consistent with the relevant District Plan objectives and policies. With regard to Part 2 of 
the Act section 5 of the RMA specifies the purpose of the Act is sustainable management of natural 
and physical resources and elaborates on this purpose by stating that it means: 
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Managing the use, development and protection of natural and physical resources (excluding 
minerals) in a way, or at a rate, which enables people and communities to provide for their 
social, economic and cultural well being and for their health and safety while –  
(a)  sustaining the potential for natural and physical resources to meet the   

 reasonably foreseeable needs of future generations. 
(b) safeguarding the life-supporting capacity of air, water, soil and ecosystems;   
(c) avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects of activities on the environment 
 

47. In relation to the proposal, of relevance is the reference to managing development of resources at a 
rate which enables people and communities to provide for their social, economic and cultural well-
being. The resource of relevance is the rural land. In this case the land is zoned Rural A and the Plan 
anticipates it being used for rural living as well as for productive uses. The proposed building, while 
large, does not exceed coverage requirements and so it is considered that the business operation 
does not compromise the rural resource. 

 

 
I CONDITIONS 
 
48. The 42A report contains recommended conditions addressing noise, hours of operation, transport, 

landscaping, glare, floor level and review of conditions. Through the hearing process the applicant has 
modified these conditions particularly as they relate to noise standards and landscaping along the 
neighbouring site boundaries for a length of 60m from the road frontage. For the reasons set out in 
this decision I consider these amendments and the additional conditions proposed by the applicant 
are the most appropriate to manage the potential adverse effects of the proposed activity. 

 
 

 
 
J CONCLUSION 
 

39. In conclusion, I consider the proposed rural service activity of AK Tech Services Limited should be 

granted consent because of the suitability of the site for this purpose and because the activity is 

anticipated to have very limited impact on amenity and character of this rural area. In addition, the 

consolidation of the business on this site will enable this valued service to efficiently serve the farming 

community into the future. 
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DECISION   - LUC21/0103 
 

The application of the AK Tech Services Limited to establish and operate a workshop for rural machinery and 

equipment, with ancillary storage at Lot 5 DP 456684, Acton Road, Rakaia is GRANTED subject to the following 

conditions:  

 

 Activities 

1. The activity shall be carried out in accordance with the application held on Council file LUC21/0103 

and the approved stamped LUC21/0103 with the exception of any amendments required by the 

conditions of consent.  

Noise 

2. The consent holder shall ensure that all activities on the site are measured in accordance with the 

provisions of NZS 6801:2008 Acoustics – Environmental Noise and assessed in accordance NZS 6802: 

2008 Acoustics – Environmental Noise and shall not exceed the following noise limits at any point 

within the notional boundary of a rural dwelling on sites other than the application site, during the 

following time frames: 

Daytime 0700 to 2200hrs:  50dB LAeq(1hr) and 75dB LAFmax 

Night-time 2200 to 0700hrs: 40dB LAeq(1hr) and 65dB LAFmax 

 

Advice note: As a guide to compliance with the night-time noise limits, powered hand tool use should 

be minimised and generally be no longer than 10 minutes in any one hour period.  

 

3. Excluding essential breakdown repairs to client’s equipment and use of the shed for personal or site 

based farming activities the hours of operation shall be limited to 8.00am to 6.00pm Monday to 

Friday, and 9.00am to 12.00pm Saturday. No operations are authorised on Sundays or public holidays 

excluding essential breakdown repairs where work will be carried out inside the shed with closed 

doors. 

Transport 

4. A minimum of 6m queuing length shall be available between the road boundary to the nearest 

control point.  

Landscaping 

5. For the purpose of partially screening the shed from views from adjoining sites the applicant will plant 

Leyland Cypress trees or similar species at a minimum 3.0m spacing at the time of planting. These 

shall be established along the south-east and northwest internal boundaries for at least 60 metres as 

shown on the attached landscape plan. 

6. The road boundary shelterbelt landscaping shall be retained. 

7. All landscaping and planting shall be completed within 12 months of the first use of the site and any 

dead or dying plants shall be replaced with n the next planting season. 

Glare 

8. All fixed lighting shall be directed away from adjacent properties and roads and angled below the 

horizontal. 

9. All fixed lighting shall not result in a greater than 3 lux spill (horizontal or vertical) of light onto any 

adjoining property, measured at any point 20m or more inside the boundary of an adjoining property. 

Floor level 

10. The minimum floor level shall be as per the approved Building Consent plans stamped BC0586/21 

Review of conditions 

11. Pursuant to section 128 of the RMA the conditions of this consent may be reviewed by the Council at 

the consent holder’s cost at any time: 
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a) To deal with any adverse effect on the environment which may arise or potentially arise from the 

exercise of the consent, and which is appropriate to deal with at a later stage. 

b) If it is found that the information made available to the Council in the application contained 

inaccuracies which materially influenced the decision and the effects of the exercise of the 

consent such that it is necessary to apply more appropriate conditions.  

 

 

 
 

 

Patricia Harte 
Planning Commissioner 
31 May 2022 
 


