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Other Locations 
 
Swannanoa and Waiora Lane 
 
Other locations such Swannanoa and Waiora Lane have not 
been included as preferred locations. From the perspective of 
the Council as service provider and planning authority, these 
existing rural residential zones are not considered appropriate 
for additional development.  
 
The preference of the Council is to identify areas that can be 
effectively and economically serviced, particularly where there 
are benefits for existing communities. These locations do not 
have any existing community facilities (except Swannanoa 
which has a school and domain) and in the case of Waiora Lane 
would undermine the ‘hamlet’ values associated with a small 
number of houses clustered adjacent to the Taranaki Stream. 
 
Kaiapoi Waterways 
 
Kaiapoi Waterways (a prospective development to the east of 
Kaiapoi between Courtney Drive and the Waimakariri River) has 
not been identified as a preferred location because, at this time, 
it has few advantages from the Council’s perspective to extend 
to services to the site. Any rural residential development at this 
location is less favourable from a constraints perspective as it 
may be affected by flooding and noise from Woodford Glen. The 
location may also have difficulties in achieving a high standard 
of connectivity with Kaiapoi. 

West of District 
 
The Development Plan does not apply to the west of district i.e. 
beyond Two Chain Road and north of the Ashley River. It is 
anticipated that District Plan rezoning requests and development 
proposals within the west of district are likely to be limited, but it 
is recognised that a request for rezoning can be made any time. 
The District Plan, as it has done so for the past few years, has 
an existing policy framework in place to manage new rural 
residential development proposals.  
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Implications of Preferred Locations 
 
Infrastructure Costs and Funding 
 
A set of cost estimates for each identified location has prepared 
as outlined in Appendix 3. These are indicative and for the 
purpose of providing a rough order cost only. Further 
investigation and design is required before the figures can be 
confirmed, but for the purposes of the Development Plan 
process indicate that new or upgraded water and wastewater 
reticulations are feasible given a minimum number of new 
households to share in the cost of development.  
 
For new development, the bulk of the costs will lie with the 
developer. The Council may pay a portion of the development 
cost where it seeks extra capacity within any given system in 
order to serve existing households or to provide for any 
additional future households. In this case, the capital outlay of 
the Council would generally be recovered from the future 
beneficiaries or from developers through its Development 
Contributions policy.  
 
Existing Rural Residential Properties 
 
The benefit of utilising the EDSS for any new development is 
that capacity can be made available for existing properties. It 
provides a possible opportunity for these properties to take 
advantage of any new reticulations in the future, such as 
wastewater, should existing services become uneconomic to 

maintain due to general wear and tear or because of changed 
regulatory conditions.  
 
At this time, the Draft Development Plan does not anticipate any 
direct implications or costs to existing properties located near or 
within a preferred development location. However, it is 
anticipated that connection to any new reticulation by existing 
properties would require, at least in some instances, the 
installation of new or upgraded internal reticulations within the 
existing developed areas. This may have a cost to each property 
but potentially at a lesser cost compared to an upgrade or 
replacement of an existing scheme.  
 
 
Total Households 

The following is a summary of the total households, in 
approximate terms, that in the opinion of the Council is 
achievable taking into account each of the preferred locations. It 
is evident that the 1510 households allocated to eastern 
Waimakariri by the Proposed Change No 1 to the Regional 
Policy Statement is generous to the extent that if this allocation 
was achieved over the planning period significant undesirable 
land take, planning and infrastructure demands could arise.  

The Draft Development Plan indicates that a total allocation in 
the order of 800 households is more appropriate for the eastern 
Waimakariri District. This can be broken down as follows: 

‘Urban edge’ preferences: 200 households. This total is based 
on development locations that support the adjacent facilities and 
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infrastructure of the adjacent town and do not constrain future 
urban growth options. 

‘Stand alone’ preferences: 635 households. This total is based 
on a minimum number of households per identified location 
based on a development contribution of $15,000 per new lot for   
each service. For Mandeville, a greater household allocation is 
proposed (minimum 180 for servicing reasons, maximum 300 for 
planning reasons). The total also assumes approximately 45 
households for Tuahiwi, although this has the potential to 
increase to 95 with additional infrastructure upgrades. 
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Figure 5: Preferred Rural Residential Development Locations 
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Eastern District Sewerage Scheme 
 
The Eastern District Sewerage Scheme (EDSS) was designed 
to serve an equivalent population of 48,600 (approximately 
18,000 households), but by using additional peak flow buffering 
another 20% could be added, and further increases would be 
possible in the long term by additional capital works and system 
upgrades. Without such upgrades the system could cater for 
between 21,000 and 22,000 households. The scheme was also 
designed to allow for a further 10,000 m3 of flow from new wet 
industries, that may or may not eventuate.   
 
The projected household total for the eastern district, including 
rural residential development, is 22,550 by 2041. This is a 
medium to high projection with most of the urban growth 
anticipated to occur within the next 10 to 20 years and within the 
design capacity of the EDSS without significant upgrades. 
 
The EDSS has adequate capacity for locations within its service 
area including potential rural residential development within the 
eastern district, with appropriate upgrades.  However, it is 
acknowledged that further work is required to demonstrate that 
this capacity is available and to assess the detailed costs of any 
required upgrades or improvements. 
 
Implementation and Relationships 
 
This document has relevance to the following: 
 

• Promoting the sustainable management of natural and 
physical resources under the Resource Management Act 
1991, with particular application to resource consent 
recommendations and District Plan change proposals; 

• Giving effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy 
Statement, including Proposed Change No 1; 

• Providing a basis to engage with landowners and 
developers as a means to convey Council and community 
preferences; 

• Allowing for the costs of development to be appreciated 
and factored into the Council’s 10 year plan prepared 
under the Local Government Act 2002, including 
development contributions;  

• Contributing to the achievement of desired community 
outcomes (10 year plan); and 

• Helping to achieve the Council’s obligations under the 
Greater Christchurch Urban Development Strategy. 

 
Once the preferred locations are confirmed, a number of outputs 
for further work and implementation are possible. These include 
changes to the District Plan, design guidance for rural residential 
plan changes and/or subdivision, changes to the 10 year plan 
Development Contributions policy and detailed servicing 
investigations. 
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Next Steps 
 
This document is intended to help inform feedback on the 
preferred locations identified by the Waimakariri District Council. 
Once feedback through submissions is received, the issues and 
points raised will be summarised and the summary made 
available to all submitters.  
 
Consideration will be given to the implications of the 
submissions in terms of the Council’s position as a service 
provider and planning authority. It is acknowledged that the 
locations outlined in this Plan are based on imperfect 
information and that further assessments and investigations may 
be required.  
 
Looking forward, once the hearings panel has made decisions 
on the submissions a finalised Development Plan will be 
prepared. This will look to confirm the preferred locations and 
specifically outline implementation approaches, as outlined 
above, and may direct the Council to carry out detailed servicing 
studies for services, including assessments to address existing 
settlement servicing deficiencies. It is also likely that the 
Development Plan will direct the Council to translate its some or 
all of its development preferences into the Council’s statutory 
documents, including the District Plan and the 10 year plan. 
 
 
 
 
 

Appendices 
 
• Appendix 1: 2006 Residential 4 (Rural Residential) Zone 

Household Survey executive summary.  
• Appendix 2: Regional Policy Statement Proposed Change 

No 1 - Policy 13. 
• Appendix 3: Summary of Costs and Minimum Households. 
• Appendix 4: 2006 Mandeville Area Community Report 

executive summary. 
• Appendix 5: Submission form. 



Appendix 1: 2006 Residential 4 (Rural Residential) 
Zone Household Survey Executive Summary 
 

• Introduction 
 
The 2006 Waimakariri Residential 4 (rural residential) Zone Survey 
was conducted in August/September 2006.  The purpose of the 
survey was to find out what is prompting people to choose to live in 
one of the District’s Residential 4 Zones.  These Zones, which were 
previously identified as “Rural Residential Zones”, were also 
surveyed by the Waimakariri District Council in 1991 and 1996. 
 
Lots in the San Dona Olive Grove subdivisions were also included in 
the 2006 survey because, although zoned Rural in the Waimakariri 
District Plan, the majority of these lots are in the same size range of 
less than 2.0 ha as lots in the District’s Residential 4 Zones. 
 
In 2006 the Waimakariri District Council also conducted a survey of a 
sample of Small Holding (2.0 ha to 7.9 ha) Owners, using a similar 
questionnaire.  Where appropriate, comparisons between the 
findings of the two surveys are included in this report. 
 
A total of 779 questionnaires were posted to all households in the 
District’s Residential 4 Zones, and the San Dona Olive Grove 
development accompanied by a reply paid return envelope.  Of 
these questionnaires 350 were returned, giving a response rate of 
44.8 percent. 
 
The household is the “unit of analysis”. 
 
As there was no sampling involved, it is inappropriate to calculate a 
sampling error for this survey.  The relatively low response rate may, 

however, mean that there is a significant non-response error in the 
findings reported. 
 
Many of the results of this survey for households in the Mandeville 
area were also reported in the Council’s Mandeville Area Community 
Report released in March 2007. 
 

• The respondent households and their properties 
 
The age distribution for members of respondent household differs 
significantly from that for the District’s usually resident population in 
2006.  When compared with the results of the 2006 Census for the 
District the respondent household had:  
 
A lower percentage of children 0 – 9 years (12.9% compared with 
14.4%); 
 
The same percentage of young people 10 – 19 years (14.8%); 
 
Lower percentages people: 
 20 – 29 years (4.0% compared with 7.1%); and  
 30 – 39 years (10.6% compared with14.2%); 
  
Higher percentages of people:  
 40 – 49 years (19.8% compared with 16.4%);  
 50 – 59 years (19.1% compared with 13.7%); and 
 60 – 69 years (13.5% compared with 10.2%). 
   
The distribution for the time respondents had been living at their 
Residential 4 Zone property was:  
 
 45.1%   less than 5 years 



 26.3%  5 – 9 years  
 27.4%  more than 10 years. 
 
Respondent households were asked where they had lived prior to 
moving onto their Residential 4 Zone property: 
 
 34.4%  had moved from Christchurch City 
 31.5%  had moved from within the District 
   8.8%  had moved from elsewhere in the South Island 
   7.9%  had moved from the North Island 
   6.3%  had moved from overseas 
 
People who had lived in the District prior to moving to their 
Residential 4 Zone property comprised the highest percentages of 
households that had been in residence for 0 – 4 years (33.8%), and 
10 – 19 years (45.9%).  People who had moved from Christchurch 
on to their Residential 4 Zone property comprised the highest 
percentage of households that had been in residence for 5 – 9 years 
(45.6%). 
 

• Property characteristics and satisfaction 
 
The distribution for size of property was: 
 
 11.4%  less than 0.50 ha 
 25.4%  0.50 – 0.99 ha 
 30.0%  1.00 – 1.49 ha 
 14.3%  1.50 – 1.99 ha 
 14.6%  2.00 ha or more 
 
Levels of respondents’ satisfaction with the size of their property 
were: 

 
59.4%  very satisfied 
30.8%  quite satisfied 
5.8%  not very satisfied 
2.0%  not at all satisfied 
 
When asked about the amount of land that they would prefer 73.5 
percent of respondents did not answer or indicated that they 
considered a question was “not applicable”. 
 
Of those who answered this question: 
 
30 favoured an area of less than 1.00 ha 
17 favoured an area of between 1.00 ha and 2.50 ha 
31 favoured an area of between 4.00 ha and 5.00 ha 
6 favoured an area greater than 5.00 ha 
 

• Reasons for choosing to live in a Residential 4 Zone, and 
features “liked” 

 
The main reasons given by respondents for choosing to live in a 
Residential 4 Zone were: 
 
86.3% Characteristics of the property, including as an investment 
84.9% Environmental reasons, including space, clean air and views 
53.4% Lifestyle, including having animals, a garden and a place for 

children to do things 
 
The environment (94.5%) and lifestyle (90.3%) were the main 
features “liked” by respondents now that they were living at their 
property in a Residential 4 Zone.  Others liked the community life 
(15.6%) and not having neighbours too close (14.5%). 



• Satisfaction with services 
 
Respondents’ levels of satisfaction with their water supplies 
were: 
 
70.8% very satisfied or quite satisfied 
26.9% not very satisfied or not at all satisfied 
 
The main concerns were with high levels of chlorination, insufficient 
water for gardens, and low water pressure particularly during 
summer. 
 
Respondents’ levels of satisfaction with their sewage disposal 
systems were: 
 
76.2% very satisfied or quite satisfied 
21.8% not very satisfied or not at all satisfied 
 
The reasons for dissatisfaction varied and were influenced by the 
differences in the circumstances with respect to sewage disposal 
systems in the various zones.  The age of septic tanks was a 
concern for River Road (Rangiora) residents, while the cost of 
installing the Swannanoa Fields system was mentioned frequently by 
respondents from this zone. 
 
Respondents’ levels of satisfaction with roadways in their zones 
were: 
 
70.3% very satisfied or quite satisfied 
27.4% not very satisfied or not at all satisfied 
 

Concerns about the roadways in zones were clearly related to the 
circumstances in the various zones, and in some instances the 
comments were about the increasing levels of traffic on roads 
bordering zones such as River Road (Rangiora), or in the vicinity of 
zones such as the Tram Road for zones in the Mandeville area. 
 
Respondents’ levels of satisfaction with drainage in their zones 
were: 
 
76.3% very satisfied or quite satisfied 
18.9% not very satisfied or not at all satisfied 
 
The highest levels of dissatisfaction with drainage came from zones 
on relatively heavy land, including those at Oxford, Kaiapoi North 
and Ohoka. 
 
Respondents’ levels of satisfaction with reserves in their locality 
were: 
 
66.0% very satisfied or quite satisfied 
15.7% not very satisfied or not at all satisfied 
 
A relatively high percentage of respondents (18.3%) did not have an 
opinion about reserves, which may be attributable to the fact that 
some zones do not have a reserve.  Others commented on reserves 
or sports fields in their area, such as the Swannanoa Reserve which 
was described as “derelict” by one respondent and the Mandeville 
Sports Ground which was described by another as a “jewel to be 
treasured”. 
 
 
 



• Servicing Residential 4 Zones 
 
Respondents were asked how important they considered the 
provision of a range of services were for a Residential 4 Zone: 
 
90.3% considered sealed roadways were very important or quite 

important 
85.3% considered a reticulated water supply was very important 

or quite important 
64.6% considered neighbourhood reserves were very important or 

quite important 
61.3% considered a reticulated sewerage system was very 

important or quite important 
56.3% considered street lighting was very important or quite 

important  
53.2% considered a separate irrigation water supply was very 

important or quite important 
37.8% considered sealed footpaths were very important or quite 

important 
37.7% considered kerb and channel was very important or quite 

important 
 
Overall higher percentages respondents from zones adjoining urban 
areas and those developed more recently tended to favour features 
such as kerb and channel, sealed footpaths, and street lighting than 
respondents from older zones and ones located away from a 
Residential 2 Zone. 
 
The type of land on which a zone is located also appeared to 
influence respondent’s views.  Higher percentages of those from 
zones on heavier land also tended to favour sealed footpaths, while 

higher percentages those on lighter more free draining land favoured 
having a separate irrigation water supply. 
 
Having refuse collection services was seen as very important or 
quite important by 73.2 percent of respondents.   
 
There was some concern that features such as sealed footpaths and 
streetlights tended to promote city values, and were not conducive to 
the maintenance of rural character. 
 

• Home based enterprises and farming on small-holdings 
 
Respondents were asked whether they were involved with home 
based business enterprises. 
 
In response to a question about involvement with home based 
business enterprises:  
 
32.6% San Dona indicated that they were growing olives 
24.8% Residential 4 Zone respondents indicated that they were 

involved with a wide range of business activities based at 
home 

 
Office based enterprises including consultancies, administration 
services including accountancy, importing and sales were prominent 
among the businesses listed. 
 

• Members of the paid workforce 
 
286 (81.7%) households provided information about workforce 
participation for 494 household members  
 



Of the people in the paid workforce, 69.4% were working full-time 
and 29.9% were working part-time, with no information about time 
worked provided about the remaining 2 people. 
 
In terms of place of work: 
 
56.8% worked in Christchurch 
28.3% worked in the Waimakariri District (including working at 

home) 
9.1% were “mobile workers”, or worked elsewhere 
5.8% provided no information about place of work 
 
At household level: 
 
68.6% households with at least one person working in Christchurch 
35.7% households with at least one person working in the 

Waimakariri District 
 
The level of household participation in the Christchurch workforce 
was higher than for the 2006 Small Holding Owners Survey, which 
had 61.4 percent of households with at least one person working in 
Christchurch, and 47.2 percent with at least one person working in 
the District. 
 
Of the households with people working in Christchurch, 69.0 percent 
indicated that they were travelling up to 35 km one way to reach their 
workplace.  Respondents were asked to indicate that the difference 
in travelling time for this journey at “peak-time” and at “off-peak”, and 
67.2 percent reported an increase of less than 15 minutes travelling 
time at “peak-time”. 
 
 

• Issues associated with the rising cost of motor fuel 
 
Respondents were asked to indicate whether they had taken, or 
were likely to take, a number of possible actions in response to the 
increasing cost of motor fuel.  At the time of the survey the cost of 91 
octane petrol was in the vicinity of $1.70. 
 
53.2% indicated that they were already making fewer trips 
24.0% indicated that they had already change to a more fuel 

efficient vehicle 
 
In response to questions about whether households were likely to 
move closer to their place of work, or members find jobs closer to 
where they lived because of the cost of fuel for motor vehicles, 23.8 
percent of the 238 respondent households with people working away 
from home indicated that these were possibilities. 
 
A number of options for reducing the cost of travel to work were 
offered to respondents, including working more frequently from 
home, car-pooling and park-and-ride using public transport for part of 
the trip.  Of the households with people working away from home, 
104 (42%) indicated that members were already working from home 
and/or car-pooling, and others indicated that they were very likely or 
quite likely to do this.  A few indicated an interest in “park and ride”, 
using public transport for part of their trip to work. 
 

• Local service centre and shopping patterns 
 
The majority of respondent households nominated one or more of 
the District’s main centres as their “local service centre”, the 
highest percentages were: 
 



75.8% Rangiora only or in combination with another centre(s) 
 including Christchurch 
24.9% Kaiapoi only or in combination with another centre(s) 

including Christchurch 
 
Christchurch alone was only nominated as their local service centre 
by 3.1 percent and in combination with another centre(s) by 10.3 
percent of respondent households. 
 
Rangiora was the centre most regularly visited by respondents to 
buy a range of convenience goods and for key services.  Kaiapoi 
was visited by a fewer respondents for most of the goods and 
services listed. 
 
Christchurch was visited for some or all of their banking services by 
42.6 percent of respondents, while 48.5 percent accessed some or 
all or of their banking services in Rangiora.   In addition, 34.6 percent 
of respondents purchased some or all of their fuel for motor vehicles 
in Christchurch. 
 
The level of satisfaction with the standard of shopping and 
services available in the Waimakariri District as a whole was high 
with: 
 
26.0% very satisfied 
65.0% quite satisfied 
7.5% not very satisfied 
0.9% not at all satisfied 
 
 
 
 

• Leisure activities and involvement with organisations 
 
Members of respondent households were involved with a relatively 
wide range of leisure activities, many of which were sporting 
activities and/or involved the outdoors. 
 
There were 69.4 percent of respondent households with at least one 
member involved with one community organization or group. Sports 
clubs dominated the list of clubs with which household members 
were involved. Teenagers and children were almost exclusively 
involved with sports clubs. 
 
A significant proportion of the clubs with which household members 
were involved were Christchurch based, but relatively few 
households (8.2%) of the households with involvement in clubs and 
organizations were only involved with these outside of the District. 
 

• “Dislikes”, changes “wanted” and “not wanted” 
 
Problems associated with traffic, such as the volume of heavy traffic 
on the District’s roads, the speed of traffic on rural roads, and noise 
from motor/trail bikes were respondents’ the main “dislike”, followed 
by difficulties with neighbours and the time spent traveling. 
 
83.0 percent of respondent households were connected to the 
internet, and 58.1 percent of these households had a dial-up service.  
There was considerable dissatisfaction with the speed of dial-up and 
broadband services. 
 
When asked about the changes that respondents did not want to 
see occur in their locality, most focused on issues associated with 
subdivision and development.  The greatest concerns were: 



 Subdivisions of less than 0.5 hectares 
 More subdivision including strip development 
 Full residential subdivision 
 Loss of country atmosphere 
 
When asked about the changes that respondents wanted to see 
in their locality, roading and related issues attracted most attention.  
These included the provision of facilities for walking, cycling and 
horse riding off road, and improvements to the District’s bridges 
including the Cones Road Bridge over the Ashley River/Rakahuri.  
Respondents from the Mandeville and Fernside areas wanted 
another bridge across the Waimakariri River. 
 

• Likelihood of moving away within 5 years 
 
Relatively few respondent households indicated that they were likely 
to move within the next 5 years, with 9.7 percent “very likely” and 
15.7 percent indicating that they were “quite likely” to move.  
Households with all adults 60 years and over had the highest level of 
uncertainty about whether they would move away from their small-
holding in the next 5 years. 
 
In response to a question concerning where respondents were likely 
to move to, when they moved away from their Residential 4 Zone 
property, irrespective of when this was: 
 
23.7% thought they were likely to go to one of the District’s main 
towns 
17.2% thought that they would move to a larger property 
16.3% thought that they would go to Christchurch City 
12.9% thought that they would go to a smaller property 
 

Others indicated that they would go to one of the District’s small 
settlements, possibly a beach settlement, and a few indicated that 
they would be likely to leave the District, but not move to 
Christchurch. 



Appendix 2: Proposed Change 1 to the Regional 
Policy Statement: Policy 13 
 
Policy 13: Rural Residential Development 
Rural Residential development, beyond areas already zoned in 
district plans as at 28 July 2007, shall occur in accordance with 
Policy 6 (a). 
 
Methods 
13.1 Areas within which Rural Residential development may occur 
shall be defined by changes to the district plan by the territorial 
authorities subject to the following: 
 
(i) The location must be outside the Urban Limits 
(ii) All subdivision and development must be located so as to be able 
to be economically provided with a reticulated sewer and water 
supply, and appropriate stormwater treatment and disposal 
(iii) Access is provided (legal and physical) to a sealed road, but not 
directly to a road defined in the relevant district plan as Strategic or 
Arterial Roads or which are State Highways under the Transit New 
Zealand Act 1989; 
(iv) The location of any proposed Rural Residential development 
shall: 

• not compromise the operation of Christchurch International 
Airport and the health and well- being of people is not 
compromised by aircraft noise; 

• avoid the groundwater recharge zone for Christchurch City’s 
drinking water; 

• avoid land between the primary and secondary stop banks 
south of the Waimakariri River; 

• avoid land required to protect the landscape character of the 
Port Hills; 

• not compromise the operational capacity of the West Melton 
Rifle Range Burnham Military Camp and Rangiora Airfield; 

• support existing or upgraded community infrastructure and 
has good access to emergency services; 

• not give rise to significant reverse sensitivity effects with 
adjacent rural activities; 

• avoid significant natural hazard areas including steep or 
unstable land; 

• avoid significant adverse ecological effects; 
• not adversely affect ancestral land, water sites, wahi tapu 

and wahi taonga to Ngai Tahu; 
• where adjacent to or in close proximity to an existing urban or 

rural residential area, be able to be integrated into or 
consolidated with the existing settlement. 

• Avoid adverse effects on existing surface water quality. 
 

(v) An Outline Development Plan is to be prepared which sets out an 
integrated design for subdivision and land use, which provides for 
long term rural residential character, and which ensures that rural-
residential development is maintained and the area shall not be 
regarded as transitional areas to full urban development. 
 
Explanation 
Provision for Rural Residential development needs to occur to 
enable a choice of living environments and to provide a rural living 
environment which is more space conserving than the four hectare 
minima of most rural zones within Greater Christchurch. Rural 
Residential can have significant effects disproportionate to the 
numbers of households living within this form of development and 
more than limited provision would undermine Objective 1 and 
Policies 1 and 2. 



Appendix 3: Summary of Engineering Costs and 
Minimum Households as determined by those 
costs 
 
The minimum number of households required at an assumed 
maximum development contribution of $15,000 per new lot for each 
location is outlined below: 
 

Minimum number of households (h/h) at a maximum 
development contribution of $15,000 per lot 

Area Water (h/hs/total cost) Sewer (h/hs/total cost) 
Fernside 5/$45,000 1 55/$803,000 5 
Mandeville N/A 2 250/$3,710,000 6 
Ohoka 55/$838,000 3 170/$2,538,000 6 
Tuahiwi 25/$342,000 4 5/$36,000 7 
Waikuku 25/$327,00 4 65/$922,000 8 

 
1. Fernside water supply. 
2. Mandeville water supply. 
3. Kaiapoi water supply. 
4. Woodend water supply. 
5. Eastern Districts Sewage Scheme at Rangiora. 
6. Eastern Districts Sewage Scheme at Kaiapoi. 
7. Tuahiwi Sewer Scheme; this upgrade could support 45 new 

households. Ninety-five households could be serviced at a cost 
of $1,425,000 by connection to the EDSS at Woodend. 

8. Eastern Districts Sewage Scheme at Waikuku Beach 
 
Notes:  
 
1. To assess affordability associated with providing water and 

wastewater services to the preferred rural residential locations, 

the maximum development contribution has been set at $15,000 
for each service.  

 
2. The estimated total costs were divided by the maximum $15,000 

development contribution to obtain a minimum number of 
households required in a location to make that service 
affordable. 

 
3. This method results in a conservative minimum number of 

properties being allocated to each of the proposed locations. 
However, it provides an order of magnitude figure and not a 
specific number of lots. Numbers have been rounded to the 
nearest five presented. 

 
4. Alteration to the number of properties assessed in the cost 

estimates may change the design criteria, which could change 
pipe and pump sizes, and the cost estimates themselves. This 
would have a corresponding change to the minimum number of 
households. 

 
5. In all locations it is likely that some upgrades will be required to 

existing roads. It is difficult to determine the cost of such 
upgrades before the location and extent of development is 
determined. This has not been specifically assessed at this time. 

 
6. Funding issues associated with cost sharing between the 

developer, development contributions and Council will need to be 
reassessed as and when development occurs or when preferred 
locations are confirmed. 

 
7. The servicing assessment has not included a full analysis of all 

options for water or sewer service for the locations. Other options 
may be available. 

 
8. A full copy of the servicing assessment is available from the 

Council on request. 



Appendix 4: 2006 Mandeville Area Community 
Report Executive Summary 
 

• The report 
 
The report sets out the results of the Waimakariri District’s 
Residential 4 (rural residential) Zone Survey for respondents from 
the Mandeville area, and a separate Mandeville Area Community 
Survey conducted at the same time concerning future development 
at Mandeville.   
 
Questionnaires were posted to all households in the Residential 4 
Zones in the Mandeville area, and the San Dona Olive Grove 
subdivisions in August/September 2006.  Of the 300 questionnaires 
distributed 154 (51.4 percent) were returned. 
 
As questionnaires were distributed to all households, it is not 
appropriate to calculate a sampling error.  The results of the survey 
can, however, be seen as a good indication of the overall range and 
balance of formed views towards present living and future 
development at Mandeville without focusing on any specific 
proposed or potential changes. 
 
The Residential 4 Zone questionnaires were returned from the 
following (with the number returned from each in parentheses): 
 
 Swannanoa Fields (22) 
 Mandeville  (66) 
 Ohoka Meadows (17) 
 Truro Close  (  7) 
 San Dona  (44) 
 

The Mandeville Area Community Survey questionnaires were 
returned from the following (with the number retuned from each in 
parentheses): 
 
 Swannanoa Fields (  5) 
 Mandeville  (38) 
 Ohoka Meadows (17) 
 Truro Close  (  7) 
 San Dona  (41) 
 
Where appropriate comparisons are drawn between the findings of 
the Residential 4 Zone Survey for Mandeville area respondents and 
the Council’s other recent surveys, particularly the 2006 Small-
Holding Owners Survey, and the results for the District of the 2006 
Census. 
 

• Members of respondent households 
 
There were 422 people living in the 154 Mandeville area respondent 
households, which gave an average number of people per 
household of 2.76.  This is slightly higher than the average number 
of people per household of 2.69 for the District’s usually resident 
population calculated on the basis of occupied dwellings at the 2006 
Census, but lower than the 3.05 people per household recorded in 
the Council’s 2006 Small-Holding Owners Survey.  
 
Compared with the District as a whole at the 2006 Census, the 
members of Mandeville area respondent households had higher 
percentages of adults in the 40 – 49 and 60 – 69 years age groups. 
At the same time, these households had lower percentages of adults 
in the 20 – 29 years, 30 – 39 years, and 70 years and over age 
groups than the District as a whole in 2006. 



The Mandeville area households had 30.9 percent of household 
members 19 years and under, which was slightly lower than the 31.3 
percent recorded in the Small-Holding Owners Survey but higher 
than the 29.2 percent recorded for the District as a whole in 2006. 
 
The distribution for time spent at present address for Mandeville area 
households reflected the extent of recent development in the 
Residential 4 Zones and the San Dona subdivisions: 
 
14.9 percent had lived in the area for less than 2 years 
31.9 percent had lived in the area for 2 – 4 years 
42.2 percent had lived in the area for 5 – 9 years 
 
Of the respondent households, 22.1 had moved to the Mandeville 
area from within the Waimakariri District, 42.9 had moved from 
Christchurch, and 22.0 had moved from elsewhere including from 
overseas, while 13.0 percent provided no information about previous 
place of residence. 
 

• Reasons for choosing to live in the Mandeville area 
 
In response to an open or unprompted question, the main reasons 
for choosing to live at Mandeville were: 
 
88.5% Property – including the ability to build a house of choice 
82.0% Environment – including space, clean air, rural character and 
 quiet  
61.7% Lifestyle – including develop a garden, and a place for 

children to do things 
9.7% Proximity to Christchurch 
9.7% Community – including a good place to bring up children 
 

• Features liked most 
 
In response to an open or unprompted question, the main features 
liked by respondents “now that they were living at Mandeville” were: 
 
95.2% Environment 
92.6% Lifestyle 
17.5% Community  
6.5% Proximity to Christchurch 
6.5% Services available in the area 
 

• “Dislikes”, changes “wanted” and not “wanted” 
 
In response to an open or unprompted question, the main dislikes 
about living in the Mandeville area identified by respondents were: 
 
20.8% Roading including the conditions on the Tram Road 

15.0% Neighbourhood issues including noise and the 
burning of rubbish 

14.3% Travelling 
8.4% Lack of services in the area including café/wine bar 
 
The main changes sought by respondents were: 
 
26.0% Roading improvements 
16.9% Services and shops located closer to Mandeville 
15.6% Recycling and refuse collection services 
 
The main change not wanted was subdivision.  This issue was 
raised by 58.5 percent of respondents who did not want: 
 
 Lots of houses everywhere 



 Subdivision of less than 5000m2 
 More subdivision including strip development 
 Residential subdivision 
 

• Respondents’ properties 
 
Of the respondent households: 
 
55.2% bought their properties as bare land 
44.8% bought their properties with a dwelling 
 
The sizes of respondents’ properties ranged from under 5000m2 to 
4.00ha, with 64 percent having properties of 1.00ha or less and 23.5 
percent having properties of between 1.00ha and 1.50ha. 
 
Most respondents were satisfied with the size of their property, with 
61.0 percent very satisfied and 30.5 percent quite satisfied with the 
area of land that they had. 
 

• Workplace participation 
 
In total, 130 (84.4 percent) respondent households provided 
information about 227 members who were in the paid workforce.  Of 
these people 71.9 percent were working full-time and 27.8 percent 
were working part-time.  No information was provided about one 
person. 
 
Of those in the paid workforce: 
 
33.5% were in professional or managerial occupations 
25.2% were in clerical, sales and service occupations 
15.5% were trades people, drivers and machine operators. 

Among the members of the paid workforce from respondent 
households 63.7 percent worked in Christchurch, 28.7 percent 
worked either at home or elsewhere in the Waimakariri District, the 
remainder were either classified as mobile workers, were working 
elsewhere or provided no information about place of work. 
 
Respondents had relatively high household incomes compared with 
the District as a whole at the 2001 Census, with: 
 
27.3% having household incomes of less than $70,000 
27.9% having household incomes of $70,001 - $100,000 
24.7% having household incomes of $100,001 or more 
 
A further 20.1 percent of respondents indicated that they preferred 
not to answer this question. 
 

• Education 
 
Information about educational participation was provided by 35.7 
percent (55) of Mandeville areas respondents.    
 
16  had children involved with early childhood education, 

including daycare 
58  had children at primary or intermediate school 
35  had teenagers at secondary school 
4 had household members involved with tertiary education 
 

• Leisure activities 
 
The highest percentages for leisure activities for adult members of 
respondent households were recorded for gardening, walking, 



cycling and golf. The main feature of the leisure activities listed for 
adults members of respondent households was diversity. 
 
The main leisure activities listed for teenagers (13 – 17 years) were 
netball and rugby, followed by equestrian, skiing, cycling and tennis. 
 
The main leisure activities listed for children 12 years and under 
were swimming and cycling, followed by rugby, soccer, and 
basketball. 
 

• Involvement with organisations and groups 
 
Of the respondent household 60.2 percent indicated that a 
member(s) were involved with one or more community organisation 
or group.  Membership of sports clubs was high for adults as well as 
teenagers (13 – 17 years) and children.  Involvement with 
organisations or clubs based in Christchurch was high, followed by 
involvement with organisations or clubs based in Kaiapoi and at 
Mandeville. 
 

• Local service centre identified 
 
Many respondents gave multiple answers to the question about the 
place that they identified as their main service centre. 
 
83.8% identified Rangiora alone or in combination with one or more 

other centres in the District and/or Christchurch 
36.3% identified Kaiapoi alone or in combination with one or more 

other centres in the District and/or Christchurch 
24.0% identified Christchurch alone or in combination with one or 

more centres in the District 
 

Rangiora was the centre most regularly visited by respondents to 
buy a range of convenience goods and for key services, such as 
groceries, books magazines and stationery, chemist supplies, 
garden and farm supplies. 
 
Christchurch was visited for some or all of their medical services by 
66.2 percent of households, and for some or all of their banking 
services by 55.9 percent of households.   
 
Christchurch was the centre typically visited by:  
 
56.5 percent of households to go to a restaurant  
55.3 percent of households for fuels motor vehicles  
52.6 percent of households for motor vehicle servicing. 
 
Overall there was a high level of satisfaction with the shopping and 
services available in the Waimakariri District, with 24.7 percent very 
satisfied and 65.0 percent quite satisfied. 
 

• Preferences for the future development in the Mandeville 
area 

 
The Mandeville Area Community Survey was completed by the 
members of 110 respondent households.   
 
There was limited support for the re-subdivision of existing lots with 
20.9 percent of respondents indicating that they strongly supported 
or supported this option, while 75.5 percent indicated that they 
opposed or strongly opposed it.  
 
Full residential development gained even less support with 6.3 
percent of respondents indicating that they strongly supported or 



supported this option, while 92.8 percent indicated that they opposed 
or strongly opposed it. 
 
Respondents were also asked to indicate their level of support for 
the development of a village centre at Mandeville, and there 
responses were: 
 
27.3% strongly supported 
33.7% supported 
11.8% opposed 
21.8% strongly opposed 
5.4% had no opinion 
 
Responses to a series of questions about the importance of having 
various shops and/or services available at a village centre is one 
was to be established at Mandeville were as follows: 
 

Type of shop/service Very 
important or 
quite 
important 

Not very 
important or 
not at all 
important 

No 
opinion/no 
response 

Dairy/grocery/convenience 
store 

  61.9%
  

 30.0%
  

 8.1% 

Café  47.3%  44.6%  8.1% 
Service Station  46.4%  45.5%  8.1% 
Medical centre  40.9%  50.0%  9.1% 
Restaurant  40.0%  51.0%  10.0%
Wine bar  35.5%  54.6%  10.0%
Takeaways  24.5%  66.4%  9.1% 
Retirement village  19.1%  64.5%  16.4%
Garden centre  19.1%  70.0%  10.9%
Sports goods shop  6.4%  80.0%  13.6%
Offices  3.7%  80.8%  15.5%

• Mandeville sports ground 
 
Respondents offered a range of suggestions for additional facilities 
at the Mandeville sports ground.  These included a covered and 
heated swimming pool, a gymnasium, and a golf course.  Also, a 
significant number of respondents (18) called for the general 
upgrading of facilities at this sport ground.    
 



 Appendix 5: Submission Form 
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