





Commercial and Business:

Both previous proposals to force business activities on a2 community that has not asked for them
have failed, and rightly so. You will know the history of the Rosscroft and Wei-it! Developments
which were proposed dlagonally across from Plan Change 33’s location at the corner of Tram and
Wards Roads. Both were ruled out by the commissioners who heard the applications. One would
have thought by now that the problems of the Tram/Bradleys/Wards/Mandeville/McHughs junction
have been so exhaustively recognised and explained that a third attempt to circumvent common
sense would not turn up 5o soon. That it is being attempted by the Council with knowledge of the
issues is even more unfathomable.

When the oplions were revealed to the community, it was clear no serious attempt had been made
to examine possible locations other than those which radiate from the Tram/Bradleys/McHughs
intersection. For all practical purposes the handful of land parcels suggested by the planners fell at
one location . . . the major intersection. 'm sure this is not what Commissioner Crystal intended
when he urged a comprehensive Council-led examination as to where in the whole of wider
Mandeville a business zone might serve the community. For example an obvious place that | and
others suggestad is the Mandeville Sports Centre. This is already the point of community focus.
Shops there could benefit from the presence of players and supporters. Screening from houses is
already established. Access is via an existing 80kph restriction on Mandeville Road.

However the study fixated entirely on the busy road junction. It claimed to offer 8 possible sites
round the intersection, but in the same report ruled out 6 of them. The remaining two consisted of
the site we are examining today and the block to its immediate east which Is now proposed as
residential 4A. And why were only these two considered suitable In the eyes of planning staff ? The
answer is because they had already received, or were aware of, pending applications to develop
from the owners of the two iots. Nothing had changed. It was still being developer-led despite the
commissioner’s instruction that this should not be the case. No consideration of the Sports Centre;
no attempt to look elsewhere; no serious weight given to retaining the status guo as had been
repeatedly promised.

The Specific Location:

Access is the killer of this proposal; . . both metaphorical and real. | am delighted that the most
recent iteration to emerge from the hidden world of planners and engineers does at least remove
the notion of exits on to Tram Road. | find it worrying though that Appendix 3{Abley Transportation
Consultants) appears to be subverting this sensible requirement. The author of this report may have
found measurements and statistical data to justify an exit on to Tram Road, but it is dearly in
ignorance of the true nature of driver behaviour. Yes, Tram road may have wide uninterrupted views
in both directions, but it is precisely that long, featureless sameness, that causes drivers to relax
attention and use excessive speed. The author of the report has also failed to note two crucial safety
issues, The first is light-strike from the sun both morning and evening in winter during the peak
commute times due to the east/west alignment of Tram Road, and ice caused by the continucus
shelter belts on the north side of Tram Road.

Driver behaviour being what it is, | have not the slightest doubt that despite signage, traffic islands
or whatever engineering is supposed to make conditions safe, there will be drivers travelling east on




Tram Road who will speed through the controiled Intersection and risk 8 U-turn to access the slip
lane to the shops. If you genuinely believe this commaercial centre is wanied by Mandeville people to
serve their needs rather than the commusting up-country traffic, then all {raffic movemenis both in
and out need fo be via Mandeville Road through the existing controlied intersection of Tram and
MicHughs. This will be inconvenient for many, but it is the only unambiguous option for all road
users. The plan we have been shown gives convenient access only to west-bound traffic on Tram,
and even thase vehicles when leaving, must navigate a GIVE WAY at McHughs and a §TOQP at Tram
to resume a journey. Any entrance off Tram creates the additional hazard of a short-cut 1o
Mandeville Read. This Is an exact parallel, of the “rat-run” situation identified by commissioners to
the twe previous hearings, where the road through the proposed business zones created a shortcut
between Tram and Wards Roads. The "rat’run” issue between Tram and Mandeville Roads has also
been ignored in the report yoir've been given.

| also believe there is a serious likelihood of confusion arising between drivers encountering two slip-
fanes in dose proximity. | have in mind a situation where the driver of a car travelling west on Tram
makes a late decision to turn into the shops when a following car is already pulling left in
ardicipation of the slip lane into MchHughs. Superimpaose on this the low angle of the setting sun in
winter and the pressure of the evening commute. There is a real risk of a rear end shunt spinning a
car into the path of opposing traffic.

By contrast, the Mandeville road access for both entering and leaving traffic does not appear to
present any issues in relation to speed and serious accident. Its problems are confined to 2
convoluted awkward route from most of Mandeville, the narrowness of two-way access and the
consequent irritation to users,

Pedestrian and Cycle access:

Tram Road is | believe one of only two designated arterials under the Council’s control. With housing
each side, half the community will find itself the wrong side of Tram whichever side is chosen. One
could have a footbridge or an underpass, but as people walk their dogs and jog the roadside aiready,
[ doubt either option would be used unless such a facility fell on their direct convenient route. The
issue is akin to Woodend where SH1 divides the community. This location is actually worse because
Tram Road is a 100kph carriageway whereas Woodend is restricted to 50 kph. | see no effective
solution unless the Council is prepared 1o reduce speeds by gazetting Tram Road through Mandeville
at say 80kph or even 50kph. While historically | know it has not been the wish of the Council to limit
the open road speed on Tram, the burgeoning urbanisation since the Canterbury quakes may
necessitate revisiting the issue of the maximum permitted speed through Mandeville. As a resident
of McHughs Road | know the 8Ckph limit which extends almost to its junction with North Eyre Road
and Number 10 Road, is widely ignored. The growing vehicie movements associated with ail the
feeder roads to Tram may also merit reviews downwards in respect to their limits. | personally have
attended 4 serious crashes at The Bradleys/Tram/McHughs intersection. All resulted in vehicles
written off; one required the rescue helicopter for a seriously injured driver. There was also a fatality
not long before we moved to Mandeville, and that fatality was one of the factors leading to the
redesign of the intersection and the removal of the Wards Road junction with Tram. it is instructive
10 note that Transit New Zealand’s yardstick for the separation of intersections on open highways is
800metres. | believe the Council claims to adhere to a similar policy.




Economic Viability:

| fully understand it is not your role or the Councit's to adjudicate on economic use or whether a
business can be sustained. However it is difficult for any of us to evaiuate the pros and cons of
commercialism if we don’t know what is coming until after we have agreed to fet #t in. We can
however make a fair stab at what we won't be getting.

it is uniikely Mandeville will get:

A supermarket or sizeable grocery store that could compete on price and product range.
A hardware shop.

Clothing or footwear.

Professional services/ doctor/accountant/legal/pharmacy.

L

It is more probable we would get:

Fish and chips or takeaways.

Small bakery of the KBs franchise type
Tearcom/Cafe.(possibly with liquor licence}
A sub-branch of a real estate office.
Hairdressing.

Gift/souvenir/craft shop.

AR LA S

To a large degree the first three are competing with each other as sellers of fast food. Evenif there
was a full restaurant, would tocal people really want to dine sitting next to Tram Road traffic ? The
real customers would not be locals but passers by or more distant commuters and tourists who
forgot a bottle of milk or fancied an ice-cream. The only locals likely to regularly patronise such
shops would be children spending on drinks and sweets; the packaging of which would add to the
existing detritus along whichever route they navigate.

Appendix4 { Retall Review) talks of “convenience retail” and concludes that a business zone at
Mandeville would have negligible impact on the Key Activity Centres of Rangiora and Kaiapoi. indeed
it states inclause 3.1:” ..residents within the identified catchment will continue to utilise Rangiora
and Kaiapoi for weekly shopping requirements and for higher order retailing and
commercial/professional services...” This statement effectively confirms the absence of the desirable
categories | have suggested. The report alse omits to consider the long-established family business
of Choka Services, just 4 minutes drive away at Ohoka. This is a convenience retail centre with the
added attraction of fuel supplies, vehicle repairs and a hire service carrying a range of machinery and
implements useful to country residents. No consideration has been given to the impact on Ohoka
Services and the convenience foods, products and services it provides. It should also be noted the
former Irrigation & Pumping is now a PGG Wrightsons owned business at Ohoka.

Summary:

My wife and | therefore oppose totally the creation of a business zone at this location for the
foliowing reasons:

1. There has never been, and isn’t now, a strong demand from the community for such a zone.










INTRODUCTION

1. We are Gavin Bensett and Yvonsne Thompson. Gavin holds a Diploma in Surveying from Reading
University, England and is a Chartered Quastity Surveyor holding professional membership
status of the Roval Institution of Chartered Surveyors. He also hoids full member status of the
Association of Cost Engineers and is an Associate member of the Guild of incorporated Surveyors.
Gavin has over 30 year's professional career experience in the construction and property
consultancy sectors both in the UK and New Zealand.

2. We have resided at 460 Mandeville Road for nearly nine years. We own this property as well as
the adiacent site at 933 Tram Road. Both sites are immediately adjacent to each cther and are
inciuded in the Council’s proposal for rezoning. They have a total combined land area of 2.8407
Ha although only 2.3407 Ha is included for rezoning with the Council having chosen o exclude
part of the 933 Tram Road site. That i contradictory to what they have previcusly indicated o
us and we believe that their action has been designed around not wanting to precipitate the

potential for further rezoning appilications from the adjacent Ohoka Meadows subdivision. Our
land is legally described as: Lot 2 DP 312522 with a physical address of 460 Mandeville Road;
roned Rural; area of 20240 m2 and Lot 31 DP 77464 with a physical address of 933 Tram Road;
zoned Res 4B; area of 8165 m2, noting however that following recent subdivision and proposed
boundary adjustment the creation of two new titles will provide an enlarged landholding at 460
Mandeville Road amounting 1o 23407 m2 with a “sp#t’ zoning of ruraland Res 48.

3. Woe consider that we are the most affected party as a result of the Pian Change proposal as cur
North West boundary immediately abuts iand that is also subject to rezoning. Of particular
relevance however is that this land wilt be the subject of Business 4 rezoning and, given the
position of our dwelling house, close to the boundary and having an outlook that will face
directly towards the business buildings, we can consider being the party that will suffer from any
adverse effects.

4. Qur landholding {if one includes the full area of our 933 Tram Road site) represents over 45% of
the overall sub dividable residential land within the Plan Change area. By taking out a portion of
our 933 Tram Road site, our landholding still represents 41% of the overall available residential
land.

5. During our nine years of residing in this location we have witnessed considerable change in the
character and feel of the area, not least as a result of the large residential 4A subdivisions of
‘Mandeviile Park’ and ‘Milfield’, both of which are located in close proximity o us. One such
example would be that the volume of horse riders seen using the [anes and roads in the area has
diminished 1o the point of almost non-existence, having given way to far more motorists, joggers,
cyclists and people walking with their dogs. The volume of patrons using the Mandeville Sports
Centre for its wide range of recreational activities has also increased dramatically.
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BACKGROUND INFORMATION

6. We believe it would be helpful for the Commissioner to be made aware of some background
information regarding our engagement with the Council and invelvement in the Plan Change
process to date. We have recently raised certain concerns regarding the Councils’ processes with
the Counci’s Chief Executive Officer who has conducted an enquiry. We have not yet resolved
those concerns but have been informed by the CEQ, and we guote “l am aware that you have
submitted on the plan change and that will ultimately be the best forum to present your case”
and "With your understanding of the issues 'm sure this will assist the hearing panel in their
decision making”. We therefore find Mr Bacon’s contradictory approach to this, in which he
comments within the full recommendations on submissions’ section of his hearing report, that
he does not consider the examination and investigation of the Councif's engagement process to
be within the scope of his report.

7. We attach below copy correspondence between the Council and ourselves regarding the
concerns we have raised. The final paragraph and penultimate paragraph from each document
respectively are relevant:
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8. We have been in active dialogue with the Council for nearly five years now from when we first
engaged a Planning and Surveying Consultant to approach the Council in September 2010, to
discuss cur desire at that time to subdivide our land into smaller density aliotments. We felt this
was an appropriate cpportunity as there was a high market demand for smaller lots and it would
put our land to good use. At that time the Council advised that rather than a Plan Change
request they felt that a 'non complying subdivision’ application was the most appropriate route
due to ‘the minor nature of the impact of the small number of new lois proposed and costs’.
Sometime later however, the Council changed their minds and advised that they would instead
prefer the matier to be dealt with by way of Plan Change and that they had identified our
landholding at 460 Mandeville Road as a suitable location for a small business development.
Buring early 2011 our Consultants met with the Council Lo be advised that the Council would be
interested in the siting of the buildings to be in the farthest north east comner of our fand as
access could be as far away as possible from the intersection of Bradley’s and McHugh's Roads
with that of Tram Roead.

9. It has been a very difficult and frustrating process dealing with the Council that has taken a
significant investment in our time, energy and finances, 16 bring about an outcome that the
Council sought. During our early discussions with the Council i came to light that the Council
owned land at 933 Tram Road would become avaiable for purchase to us as a preferred party.
This land would become surplus to their regquirements as they intended 1o provide an alternative
sewer pipe facility for the Council managed scheme serving us and the adjacent Choka Meadows
subdivision. In effect the land would not be needed and the Council saw it as a great opportunity
for us to enlarge our landholding and provide greater scope for safer access options from Tram
Road and for accommodating any future growth reguirements that a successful commercial
z0ne might require. The Council actively encouraged us to comemit to the land purchase and gave
an indication that the whole idea of the rezoning reguirements could be fast-tracked. We
reiterated that i the commercial zone element was not to be progressed we would alternatively
seek the rezoning of our entire fandholding for residential 4A subdivision, particularly as we had
committed to the purchase of their fand.

10. After various delays in progressing with their ideas the Council then decided to prepare a study
paper to consider and formalise thelr thoughts around the exact location for the commercial
zone. A report was prepared and considered by Council in March 2012.The Council then decided
that their preferred location would in fact now encompass the neighbouring site at 474
Mandeviile Road {owned by the Korea Development Company L1d) as well as curs. They
encouraged the two landholders to work together 1o bring about a consortia solution to deliver
on the Council’s aspiration. This situation was a totally different scenario to that which had been
evolving beforehand and presented a different and more complex set of circumstances, not least
the requirement to engage Surveying and Planning consultants as well as legal representation,
as the matter involved other parties. The process involved us i preparing various concept plans
for the Council to consider and ‘steer’ and we incurred significant costs over a long period of
time in meeting their objectives. We attach below one of a number of such concept drawings
that was being actively progressed with the Council at this time We draw atiention to the fact

5lPage










12, An extract of the Further Terms of Sale for 833 Tram Road are show below. Clause 2
particularly relevant:
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13, Unfortunately an agreeable business zone solution could not be reached between the Korean
Developers and ourselves and by July 2013 this resulted in the Council effectively settingup a
competition between the two landhoiders with the intention of choosing between the merits of
each separate landholding. At this juncture the Council reverted to the idea that it would after
all be an easier sciution ¥ one langholder had the complete controf as the prospect of a
deliverable outcome would be more likely to be achievable. They decided that the neighbours
land was now their preference. Subsequently we undersiand that the Korea Development
Company have changed their name to Mandeville Holdings {the current registered propristor)
and have also reached a commercial development agreement with Ratua Holdings Ltd {one of
the submitters at today’s hearing} in respect of a partial sale and disposal of their site for the
business zoned parcel of fand.

14. We held a meeting with Council in Cctober 2013 to be informed by Council that they wouid no
longer consider cur 933 Tram Road site to be included in the future rezoning but that we could
give consideration to a separate application to subdivide that site into two lois. They also
requested us 1o give consideration 1o our residential lot vield requirements in order to support
the Plan Change and offered to embody this as “sub area’ yield allocation within the Plan Change
proposed rules.

15 We emailed the Councit on 30 October 2013 to summarise the meeting. Refer to copy email
helow. Paragraphs 2,4,5 and 9 are particularly relevant:
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Page 20f 6

in summary, we highlighted to you our concems at the considerable expense and costwe have committed fo
daie in this exercise angd of the uncertainties and risks in going forward with more speculstive costs
particeiarly as the idea of & business zone is arguably Tar more contentious than a residential praposak in
order {0 provide our support to the plan change process we frust you wiil appreciste thal we need greater
cerfairdy from you as the instigator and therefore seek your early agreement that our 833 Yram Road site wili
be rezoned a3 Res 4A and that vou will afiocate a subdivision that permits a total of 7 no. lots across our
entire landholding (Le. 1 ex dwelling plus 6 new 1018). '

This correspondence is writter on & "Withou! Prejudice’ basis a8 we wish 1o reserve: our position in ferms of
agreement or otherwise in support of the commercial rezoning and contribution to any further costs and
axpenses at thia time.

W ook forward to hearing from you,

Reguards
Gavin & Yvonne

e Original Message ——

From: Matthew Bacon

To: Gavin Jenneit ]

Sent: Monday, October 14, 2013 242 PM
Subiest: RE Mandevilie Plan Change

Thanks Gavin, see yous then

17. Matt

In January 2014, given the ongoing uncertainties and yet further delay in progress, we met with
Council to discuss their earlier suggestion to deal with 533 Tram Road as a separate subdivision
to create two new Iots as they had indicated. The tand had been earmarked by them for
inclusion in the future rezoning as Residential 4A so H was a case of simply progressing o
circumvent the delays occurring in the wider Plan Change process, This constituted a pre-
application meeting. Thereafter we engaged a repuiabie Planning consultant to lodge the
necessary application in Aprii 2014.Significart costs accrued for this exercise. We attach below
the concept drawing discussed at the meeting. At this time no issues were raised by the Council
in refation to the planned utiisation of the access road for the future subdivision of the
remainder of the 460 Mandeville Road site:
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LAND DESCRIPTION

15

20.

21.

22.

23.

24.

25.

26.

We are somewhat surprised that the Plan Change document contains littie in the way of
descriptive text describing the site and its environment. Accordingly we detail below our own
description:

The proposed area of fand subject to the Plan Change is under the control of 4 separate
registered proprietors and is legally described as below:

Mandeville Hoidings {2012} Lid (formerly knows as the Korea Development Company} own Lot 1
P 312522, Physical address: 474 Mandeville Road; zoned Rural; area of 20234 m2

SW&D AHammond own Lot 3 DP 312522, Physical address: 450 Mandeville Road; zoned Rura;
area of 20239 m2

G Bennett & Y Thompson own Lot 2 DP 312522, Physical address: 460 Mandeville Road; zoned
Rural; area of 20240 m2 and Lot 31 DP 77464, Physical address: 933 Tram Road; zoned Res 4R;
area of 8165 m2; Noting however that following recent subdivision and proposed boundary
adjustment the creation of two new titles will provide an enlarged Iandhoiding at 480
Mandeville Road amounting t¢ 23407 m2 with a ‘spiit’ zoning of rural and Res 4B.

Waimakariri District Council is the registered proprietor of Pt RES 4924 {SO 301533).Physical
address: 975 Tram Road; zoned Rural; area of 3317 m2.Otherwise known as the ‘reserve land’.

Thus, the combined landholding subject to this Plan Change amounts to 67797 m2.

The Council intend, and designation dictates, that the Reserve land at 975 Tram Road remains as
reserve fand. it would in any event by itself potentizlly sot meet an average 5000 m2 size in
accordance with Res 4A zoning requiremenis. We would zalso note that the reserve land has no
vehicular accessway and it is difficult to envisage how one might ever be provided given the
site’s location immediately at the convergence of Tram/McHugh's/Mandeville Roads.
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34,

35,

36.

37.

38.

39.

immediately adiacent o the Pump station facility, and also on the Council’s land, is an oider
buiiding that serves to provide weighbridge faciltles for goods vehicles travelling in the region.
This facility is used at all times of the day and night and usually by large articulated vehicies such
as truck and trafler uniis. it is a noisy type of operation and generates dust and disturbance as
the area in front of the weighbridge serves as a large vehicle park and tuming area for the frucks.
This same area & also used by the Council’s road maintenance contractors for the stockpiling of
road aggregates used in the repairing of the highways.

immediately in front of the pump station are the remains of a disused railway platform that
originally served the West Eyretosn branch line.

Diagonaily opposite the subject site is an area of land that is used as a private wastewater
treatment plant by Ohoka Utilities Ld. B is located at 1 Bradiey’s Road, being Lot 20 DP 300695
with an area of 2.5285 Ha. I is an isolated site in the sense that it can be accessed and seen from
ali sides as it effectively forms an island at the intersection of Tram, Bradley's and Wards Road.
The site has had some very recent landscaping work undertaken along #s boundary with Tram
Road in the form of raising and forming earth bunds. fronically, the site is, as we understand it, in
the process of purchase by the Councd, yet the formation of bunds in a rural area is generally
discouraged as being an inappropriate form of landscaping and screening treatment.

The intersection of Bradley's Road and McHugh's Road with Tram Road s a busy junction that is
extremely well known in the region. It is a junction that has a somewhat urban feel about it due
1o the particular formation of the access roads and slipways on either side of Tram Road, that
incorporate concrete kerbing and channeliing. immediately at this ijunction there is an
intensified collection of eleciricity power poles and overhead transmission lines as this area
appears to be a main distribution hub for the wider region. In addition, there is significant road
signage and advertising boards at the immediate approaches 1o either side of the junction with
the junction itself being illuminated by 12 number high street lights during the hours of darkness.
This aill contributes o the feel of urbanisation. The immediate occupiers and users of the land
around this junction {Le. the private wastewater treatment plant, the Councit pump station, the
weighbridge facility, the road maintenance company, and the eleciricity and the telecoms
operators} serve to add to the characteristic of this particular locality. It should be noted that all
of the aforementioned features are located within a 100m distance of the subiect site and
directly opposite the proposed busingss zone.

Whilst Tram Road has a 100km/hr speed classification, there is a lower posted fimit of 8GKm/hr
either side of the intersection, along Bradley's, McHugh's and Mandeville Roads.

This particular location is for one reason or ancther very attractive for the activities of the so-
called ‘boy racer’ element of sociely. it probably has something to do with the high intensity of
the street lighting that has a particuiar appeal. There is regular evidence of such activities in the
form of damaged road signs, damage to roadside vergeways and rubber tyre deposits and diesel
spills on the roads themselves.
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40.

41

42.

43,

44,

45.

46,

47.

48.

Until relatively recent times the site at 933 Tram Road served as the Council’s waste water
treatment plant. It was characterised by large industrial gates at its entranceway and 2m high
galvanised steel fencing around the operational complex and plani, which in itself consisted of a
biockwork constructed building, concrete water storage tank, raised tank lids, hoisting
equipment and raised settlement beds.

immediately opposite our land, across Tram Road and within the reserve, the Council use the
reserve land as a tand-fill site.

More recently the Mandeville location is now served by the Council’s kerbside recycling
coliection service so a regular feature in the area has become the yellow coloured bins lined up
for collection alongside the road.

This central location also serves as the pick-up and drop-off point for the recently introduced
public bus service operating between Oxford and Christchurch, and similarly is the location for
the school bus service for Rangiora High school, Rangiora New Life Schoo! and Swannanoa
School.

Within a short distance of the subject site there is 2 small animal Veterinary practice {“Tram
Road Vets” at 843 Tram Road),a beauty salon (“Pamper Pod” at 1046 Tram Road), a landscape
garden and plant nursery ("Gough's” at 1028 Tram Road), the “Sandona Qlives” pressing
operation at Bradley’s Road, and a pet food manufacturing business (“Canterbury Pet Foods” at
166 Bradley's Road).Slightly closer to the ‘hub’ is the historic Mandeviile Cemetery.

Along the length of McHugh's Road one can cbserve the raised area of embankment of the land
that once formed the raliway line of the West Eyreton branch line.

itis not an uncommon sight 1o see stationary and unoccupied vehicles parked up at either of the
two large grassed verges at the intersection of Tram with McHugh's or Bradley’s Roads, being
openly advertised for private sale.

To the North West of the site, across Tram Road, Is the recently developed Plan Change 010
“nilifield” subdivision, comprising of some 141 number allotments zoned Res 4A. Of these
dwellings 9 number are located alongside the development boundary with Tram Road. They are
particularly prominent 1o travellers along Tram Road due to their close proximity to the
boundary as a result of minimalistic sethacks and sparse shelter belt screening.

There has been some recent improvement works undertaken to the water race along Bradley’s
Road, foliowing the flooding evenis of fune 2014.This work has been of a substantial nature and
has involved the significant excavation and engineering works to both widen and deepen the
creek, 1o the extent that in many parts the cuivert is now some 3m wide by 2m deep. There has
by necessity also been works to strengthen the foundations and supports around the large
concrete power poles and vehicle entrances. This has been achieved by the installation of large
‘industrial looking’ concrete pipes, each of which are 1350mm diameter.
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49. We therefore submit that the Mandeville settlement has over the years grown and developed to
such an extent that it has taken on characteristics that are more aligned with 2 semi-rural or
urbanised environment rather than a pure rural environment as perhaps envisaged by the
District Plan. [t is simply the case that the rural characteristics have diminished over time with
only the outer fringes of the settiement being able to be considered as being of a rural setting.
Furthermore, the fact that the subject site is undoubtedly recognised as being at the ‘central hub’
of the settlement lends itself to the expectation that it is a suitable location for a smali scale
business development coupled with a consequently more compact residential density around it
That in itseif better serves and supports the inevitable effects of change from a rurai feel on the
settiement fringes to one that is considered more ‘urbanised’ and appropriate at the central
focal point of the Settlement,

50. We also consider it to be the case, that following construction of any form of commercial
building in this focality, there will inevitably be a change in character to some degree or other. A
couple of such examples might be the pedestrian crossing or underpass to Tram Road or the
degree of noise associated with the increased movement of vehicles and new patronage to the
area. There will in all probability be a need for a greater requirement for road and footpath
#lumination along Tram, McHugh's and Mandeville Roads as well as lighting reguirements to the
buildings themselves and the internal site access roads and car parking areas. We also have little
doubt too that there will be an essential requirement to reduce the posted speed limit along
Tram Read within the confines of the designated Mandeviile growth boundary. Indeed the
Council have already indicated to us that they will give consideration to this.
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raission Point 84.02

65,

£6.

£7.

QOur assertion, made in point 84.02 of our submission, is therefore that The ODP is vague and
incomplete as it does not show any building positions within the business zone area, nor does
adequately show access/egress roads and layouts. The ODP has not been surveyed/mapped in
any great detaif and we therefore have cancerns around where precisely any building position
will be sited relative to our own land. Greater certainty is required so that we have adeguate
assurances in relation to the position, size, massing, effect of dominance, configuration and
height of any commercial buildings within the zone and that these will not encroach any further
towards our boundary from what can be reasonably derived from the ODP at present. We slso
seek certainty that the maximum gross floor area for the buildings remains at the stipulated
1300m2 and that the buildings and their ancillary requirements, such as car parking and
accessways can be adequately contained within the total 6200m2 area of business zoned iand,
as we would not be in favour with, nor do we believe the community would support, any
increase in either of those areas, principaily on the grounds of increased adverse environmental
impact. We would add the point that with 2 permitted building height of some 8m, that has the
potential to become a greater issue for us, the closer any building is sied towards our boundary.

Atlied to our concerns regarding the actuzl size and siting of the commercial element of the Plan
Change are concerns over matters raised in the submissions of Ratua Holdings Ltd. From their
submissions and from discussions held with them it has become patently obvicus that their key
objective during the Plan Change process has been to obtain the greatest area possible for the
commercial building. indeed their submission is seeking an increase of 31% in the permitted
floor area, from 1300m2 to 1700m2. We are however somewhat comforted by the fact that they
are not seeking any increase in the 8200m2 area of business zoned land and conclude that, i the
increased floor area is to be permitted, any prudent and experienced developer wouid, in
seeking a greater floor area have consequently satisfied themselves over the appropriate site
layout considerations in this regard. We note that thelr argument seeking a permitted increase
in floor area has been formulated almost entirely around economic visbility considerations.
Paragraph 11 of their submission is particularly relevant in this regard. it warns of and we quote,
“potential adverse consequences”; “the commercial viability being compromised”; the
“imposition of an economic penaity on the developer”; “there being less opportunity for the
developer to recoup costs” which in turn leads to “less to spend on development, compromising
the amenity outcomes for the community” and finally “if the rents are unaffordable the
development will fail”. All of these assertions seek to justify their reasoning for a larger building
footprint.

Given what might appear, on the face of it, 1o be reasonable points of concern we nevertheless
believe it i important 1o examine their legitimacy and better understand whether these is
anything substantive to their claims. In other words, are these compelling reasons worthy of
consideration or are they simply spurious excuses that are being advanced in the context in
which they are given. This vexed question raises a number of interesting considerations that
perhaps only the developer can allude to. First and foremost, what is the key objective of the
landholder’s development partner? Are they in for the long term or are they just a speculative
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developer that seeks a quick return, perhaps by on-sefling their land option at the earliest
apporiunity? Do they have any tenants lined up? And what rental levels are likely to be achieved?
Do they have any form of experience and track record in the financing and delivery of such a
project? Do they have a robust development appraisal that provides certainty to the financial
viability of this particutar development and i this really so inextricably linked to maximising the
available floor area as they have claimed? And finally, are their profit expectations so high and
their cost management so poor, that they are perhaps not the right development partner after
all?

Submission Point 84.01

68. Turning now 1o our submission point 84.01 relating fo storm water management. We note that
there is a further report from Mr Kalley Simpson, the Council’s 3 Waters Manager that seeks to
address this point. it is contained at Appendix VI of the hearing report. Paragraph 11 of this
report refers 1o the need for 140m3 of water storage capacity and a consequent requirement of
a2 land area of 450m2. We are having some difficulty in correlating those two figures as a land
area of some 4590m2 in order 1o contain 8 volume of water amounting to 140m3 would imply a
depth of only 310mm. Qur understanding is that water storage retention ponds are significantly
deeper than 310mm.The matter is further complicated by the fact that the area of storm water
management shown on the outline development plan 182 indicates a very small area indeed,
which we would estimate appears to be no larger than 100m2.We therefore submit that either
the outline development plan drawing is incorrectly drawn or the calculation for the 450m2 of
land area is flawed.

69. We still consider that the proposed siting of the storm water management area is of concern
and that there are more suitable alternatives available. The proposed position means that the
fand natusally falls towards our own land and introduces a new risk to us in the event of flooding
created by an inadequately sized retention pond. That scenario has already occurred on the
‘Miltfield’ subdivision at Wards Road last June when an inadequately sized retention pond
overflowed for a couple of weeks causing widespread flooding in the Mandeville community.
Whilst the Council appear to have ruled out the use of the reserve land on McHugh's Road there
is a large sres of reserve land immediately opposite the site across Tram Road that is owned by
the Council. We had made this point in our earlier submission but that matter has not been
taken info account in Mr Simpson's latest report. We submit that that is a far more appropriate
location for any storm water management and can have the added benefii of being able to
provide suitable options to allow for integration with other flood mitigation measures, currently
being considered by the Councl for Mandevilie, following the flooding event of June last year.
The photograph below shows the overflowing storm water retention pond at ‘Millfield’ on 10
June 2014 :
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setback stipulations will actually be, as the proposed Table 31.1 amendmenis do not incorporate
these.

76. We are stilt desirous that dwelling setbacks for the residential zone should be 6m from Tram

Road and 5m from internal access roads. That would achieve greater consistency with what
currently prevaiis.

Submission Point 84.10

77. We briefly turn our attention to our submission point 84,10 concerning the lowering of the
“freeboard‘flood requirements for new dwellings. We are pleased to note that Mr Simpson, the
Councif's 3 Waters Manager, has accepted our proposal and that the Gfficer's hearing report
now recommends the appropriate changes to the Plan rules.

Submission point 96 .4

78. We ako briefly refer to our further submission point in respect of submission point 96 .4 by the
NZ Fire Service Commission wherein we sought clarfication that any new allotment would not
be required to meet the stringent test of requiring a fully reticulsted water supply for fire-
fighting purposes. We nate that the Gficer's hearing report now appears to clarify that the
approach of reguiring a minimum on-site water storage capacity is regarded as a compliant

aliernative.

Submission point 84 08

79. We will now address point 84.08 of our submission. This relates to the Council’s intention to
impose a restriction on the use of our existing vehicle access point at 833 Tram Road that serves
that site as well as the larger landhoiding at 460 Mandeville Road. Their intention is 1o restrict
the number of users to 8 maximum of two and their justification for so doing is their reliance
upan Policy 6.3.6 (4} of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, whereby the Counci consider
that they are giving effect to the policy that, in their words, “is very directive with regards fo this
issue”. We have examined the wording and intent of this policy very closely and have sought
advice both from Ms Renay Weir, Senior Planner and Mr Andrew Parrish, Team Leader Planning,
at Environment Canterbury, who have delegated authority from Canterbury Regional Council.
We would note that they have submitted in support of this Plan Change {submission sumber 8.1
refers). Before we exgplain the outcome of our discussions with them, we would firstly ke to put
this particular matter into some context as we find the Council’s intention to be an iliogical and
unjustified approach. Their praposal achieves no measningful outcome or benefit and simply
serves to stifie our options for residential subdivision. We sttach below photographs showing
the existing access that we have from Tram Road:
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82.

83.
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85.

Upon further investigation we have established that the original notified Plan Change 10
submission sought 1o allocate 2 lot yield of two to the sub-area ‘E’. An increase in this was
sought as part of the submission by Brindley Trustees, however, between the period of
submission and the hearing itself, the application was amended to provide an additional lot yield
for sub-area 'E' to a total of three and a conseqguent amended application to increase the overall
ODP lot yvield across the entire zone by one extra.

Essentially these diagrams ellocate a lot yvield and also 2 limit on the number of users to the
existing access crossings to Tram Road. The sub-area indicated as “E” is of particular interest and
relevance. Figure 30.1 shows that sub-area 'E’ has an existing vehicle crossingand a limit of 4
users. It is important to highlight at this point that the wording s somewhat misleading as when
read together implies that there are four existing users, whereas that is not the case, as there
were just two The situation here is that sub-area ‘E’ formed part of the rezoned area and had an
existing access that served two existing lots, one of which does not form part of the rezoned
tand. The purpose of sllowing up to 4 users was in fact in order to provide the ability for sub-
area ‘B’ to subdivide In the future (something that is in fact now underway) Sub-area 'E’ was
included in the rezoning and allocated s yield of 3 allotments {i.e. 2 new), as can be seen from
Figure 32.1.Hence the purpose of permitting 4 users, i.e. the two existing and the two new. We
submit that in fact if one is 1o use the cutcome of Plan Change 10 due to its precedency then by
the same token, our Tram Road access should similarly be aliowed to cater for future subdivision.

There is an advantage in respect of our own site from a traffic management perspective as our
site is located on the South side of Tram Road whereas the PC 10 site is to the North. We
coniend that an access point to the North is potentially far more problematical as its use will be
predominantly associated with right turning traffic approaching from the East.

As mentioned earlier in our presentation, we purchased the adjacent site at 833 Tram Road from
the Council following lengthy discussions with them. 1t is clearly demonstrable that they were
patently aware of the fact that the site offered greater opportunity and flexibility for vehicular
access from Tram Road to assist with both a commerciat development of the site and/or a
residential subdivision. They even took the unusual step of inserting a clause into the Sale and
Purchase agreement to provide us with 'protected future rights’ aimed at ensuring that vehicular
access could be provided for the planned future subdivision of cur land in the event that the
Council had o default on the sale. The site itself had been created by subdivision in 1987 and
provides legal and physical access to Tram Road. The access crossing complied with (and still
does} the Council's Engineering standards for design; the requirements for clear sightlines along
an arterial road; and by virtue of it being part of a subdivision at that time, is exempt from rule
300.6.1.17 of the District Pian in relation to spacing of vehicle crossings. The creation of the legal
access also predates the existence of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. ¥ would appear
that these assertions are not disputed by the Council. We attach below copy of email exchange
with the Council regarding their knowledge of and need to take into account the critical aspect
of the Tram Road access to our fand during their consideration of the scheme plan dated 23 May
2012:
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88,

89.

At this luncture we would like 1o direct attention o the report by Abley Transportation
Consultants contained at Appendix il of the Officer’s hearing report. More particularly we guide
vou to paragraphs 4.55 and 5.8 of that report, in which the author conciudes that there will be
no impediment from z traffic engineering perspective to the ability of the existing access 1o 933
Tram Road in serving “a small number of residential units in the future”. The author further
concludes that whilst not required to, an access at this location, could still meet the more
stringent requirement for that of a State Highway.

We now refer to further earlier correspondence with the Councii in regard to the suitability of
the existing access 1o Tram Road for future subdivision purposes. This occurred as a direct result
of the boundary adjusiment consent that we obtained for 933 Tram Road and which we have
referred to earlier. We attach below copy of an email exchange between Council and ourselves.
We contend that the Council were patently aware that this access was intended to be used for
further subdivision and that their only issue was whether any physical upgrading works to the
entrancewsay would be required, once it was known how many new lots wouid be serviced by
this entrance.
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80, We now turn attention back to the discussions held with Environment Canterbury in respect of
their interpretation of the Canterbury Regionat Policy Statement. Before we presest thatin
detail, we feel that it would be useful background knowledge to detall some pertinent matters
concerning Private Plan Change 026, Lehman’s and Oxford Roads, Rangiora. That is a Plan
Change application that both the Council and Environment Canterbury have recently submitted
on in support, and in so doing, have raised no issues whatsoever in refation to site access
matters or Policy 6.3.9 {4) of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement. Copies of both the
Council's and E.Can’s submissions are attached below:
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94. We conclude that the Council have been inconsistent by choosing to adopt a totally different

95.

approach to Pian Change 33 to that of Plan Change 026 in so far as their interpretation of Policy
6.3.9 (4} of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement is concerned. They have also chosen to
disregard the fact that there are numerous examples throughout the region of residential
subdivision access from Strategic or Arterial roads. They have akso chosen to ignore the
recommendations and conclusions of Abley Transporiation ¢consultants, and the particular
circumstances, referred to earlier, in respect of the existing access from Tram Road. The Council
have also contradicted their own earlier correspondence in this particular matter.

inview of what we consider to be an entirely inconsistent and unjustified approach by the
Councii, we have held discussions with E.Can as mentioned earlier. Those discussions have been
focussed around and highlighted the inconsistent approach taken by the Councd, and have
examined whether the Councit have applied a correct interpretation of the true intent and
mezning of Policy 6.3.9 {4) We attach below copy of email correspondence with E.Can. Within
that correspondence we have highlighted the pertinent points, namely that there is scope and
intent within Policy 6.3.9 {4) to exercise greater discretion and iatitude, rather than prescribe #t
as & strict legisiative requirement. The advice we have received from E.Can is that the Council ,
whiist needing to have regard to the Policy , don’t need to give effect to it in the absolute sense,
as to do so wauld, in the words of £.Can “contradict and undermine the intention of the Policy
Statement by constraining development through strict and overly zealous appiication”. We also
discussed £.Can’s view on the purpose of this particular Policy and how they envisaged it might
apply. Their response was that the purpose of the particular clause 6.3.9 {4} was to ensure that,
where needed, appropriate controls could be exercised in the case where new large-scale
residential subdivision developments might be proposed and which had a consequential impact
upon strategic or arterial routes in terms of their safe and efficient transport fusctioning. The
rationale being that such new developments might pose greater requirements for infrastructure
investment. in the case of Plan Changes 026 and 33 E.Can’s view was that both of these could be
supported, as in their view, they each had favourable traffic impact assessments and the size
and scaie of the subdivisions, with their consequent limited number of traffic movements, had a
negligible effect on transport corridor efficiencies and infrastructure. The conclusion that ¢can be
drawn from this is that the Council could and should take a more pragmatic view.

Gavin Benioth m%éb} .ED 2 .

Frear: “FRonay Wheir <Retay Weirfpear. gout nzs

Tz “rEEvin Bennett <pyosennetbi@Elre. oo, s

Rant: héorciay, 25 May 2015 117 pon.

Subjact: RE: Walmakarit Eistrct Souwnci:Pian Change PO26 and 23,

Hi Savin,

As meationed previoush: and | Beilaue confirmed By Andrew Parrish whan youl spoke with bim late iast
ke, wea won't be providing goy further carment other than that whith wass in our submisslon: gt we By
i sunport of the proposed Plan Change,

Hope the hearing goes weall

Thanks,

Herrrany
Fraum: Gavin B t {rnaito:gyct CrR.£0 YT}
Sentt Thursday, 21 May 2515 1:43 puan.
Fia: Renay Weir
o Ret: | ir EdsEICt Council:Plan Change FO26 and 33,

#Hi Fenay

Thaank you for telephoning me o few momerds ago and for investigating this msue further. |
appredate you having discussed this matter with Andraw Parrish, Team Leader Planning =t
E.Can who has authonzed the Canterbury Ragional Council's subrmigsion on both Plan
Changes D26 and 33,

| are: writing to condinm my undermstanding of what you advised me:-
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Councit's desire 0 give more detziled consideration to the prospect of a business zone serving
the Mandeville community, we have effectively had to place cur own aspirations oz hold for
some considerable time, We have however engaged wholeheartedly in the process and initially
worked hard o present a possible sclution to the Council's development aspirations. When it
transpired that the Council ultimately decided that the neighbouring land was their preferred
tocation, through discussions with them, we relinguished the prospect of becoming involved in
the delivery of the commercial project. That was always done on the pretext that we would
derive the maximum lot vield gain. The Council’s intention to include the former Council owned
land at 33 Tram Road into the rezoning, demonstrates the whole reason for ocur purchase of it.
Likewise, the Council’s intention to include the entire reserve land {and the road designated land)
into the rezoning, demonstrates thelr intent to include it as a means of creating a greater area of
land, albeit somewhat artificially, into the overall iot vield area calculations, thus supporting the
idea of maximising lot vield, whilst at the same time maintaining the amenity value of the
reserve and the characteristics of the ares.

59, We consider that the Councll have done an about turn. We note from the Gfficer’s hearing
report that he neither envisages the reserve land as forming part of any residentisl ot vield
calculation nor does he appear willing to support the ides of maximising lot vield across the zone.
We now find the Councii’s approach to be inexplicable and entirely contradictory 1o what they
have indicated and promised in the past.

1G0.  As part of our submission and that of the other two landholders, we have submitted an
agreed "Masterplan”. it has been signed by each party to signify their agreement to is intent
and desired outcome, namely that the available lot yvield is shared in an equitable and
transparent manner. The resuit of this approach is that the zone can be subdivided in a holistic
manner whereby certainty of cutcome is achieved and it avoids the potential for a particular
sub-area to otherwise dominate and adversely affect the characteristics of the area. That might
happen for example if a sub-ares created a subdivision that is disproportionate within the
overall zone.

101.  The Council have been aware of the lzandholder’s desires in this regard for a considerable
period of time. H is not an uncommon sofution and is one which has been adopted in the case of
Plan Change 10 {'Miillfield”} whereby a matrix has been intreduced into the District Plan {Fgure
32.1 refers) to allocate sub-area lot vields across the Residential 4A zone. What that does is
achieve certainty for landhoiders and indicates the desired cutcomes.

162.  ‘thereis a further consideration in this regard and one which the Council have been made
aware of but have failed to recognise. The three parcels of land were previously one aliotment
but were subdivided in 2003. As part of that process, identical land covenants were established
and registered over each of the three titles, for the benefit of each other, to the effect that,
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amongst other things, “ No building other than a dwelling house for the use of one family unit
shali be placed on the iot”. On the basis that the agreed ‘Masterplan’ lot yields are adopted
through the Plan Change process, there are landholder’s ‘side-agreements’ in place to facilitate
the lifting of the restrictive covenants. The point here is that unless each of the landhoider’s are
in agreement to the relinguishing of protective covenants over each other, then the restrictive
covenants could in fact frustrate the whole Plan Change process.

103. [t is somewhat unfortunate that neither Mandeville Holdings or Mr & Mrs Hammond are
able to speak here today, as they couild have provided their own confirmation regarding the
agreements surrounding the ‘Masterplan’ and the rescinding of the protective covenants, in the
event that the lot vield allocations are obtained.

104, We now turn our focus towards the Council controlled reserve fand. We note its inciusion
within the rezoned area. We also note, as mentioned earlier, the Officer’s comments that the
reserve land shouid not form any part of the lot yield calculation for the zone. As we have stated
earlier, this is both inexplicable and an about turn approach from the councit. The Officer claims
that the reason for excluding the reserve is to effectively protect its future development
opportunity. We do not consider this to be a realistic approach, as according to the Councit they
merely hold the stewardship responsibility for the reserve as & plantation. This situation does
not preclude it from being rezoned for Residential 4A purposes but it would seem to be
preventative in supporting the idea that the reserve might somehow be developed.

105, We have examined various aspects surrcunding the Officer’s contentions. Firstly, the claim
that the reserve land is approximately 3900m2 in area. A title search in fact reveals that this
parcel of land is in fact 5704m2 and that it has registered interests o the effect that it is ‘Subject
to Reserves and Domains Act 1953° and has part of the land, amounting to some 1787m2 vested
as a road. We understand this to mean that any land disposal or change of use of such statusis a
comgplex public process subject to the provisions of the Conservation Act 1987 and the Reserves
Act 1977 (which in itself repealed the 1953 Actl. There &s a secondary consideration; the Officer
refers to the reserve as being for ‘Plantation purposes’ yet there is no such definition within the
Reserves Act of 1877. We consider it vital that the specific category of reserve is established as
there are varying requirements and processes that govern any change of use or revocation of
status, i one was of course ever to be contempiated. The point here is that reserves are
designated for a purpose, with the most common objective being to provide areas for the
recreation and enjoyment of the public, and for the protection of the natural environment and
beauty of the countryside, with emphasis on the retention of open spaces, and the like. In
addition they are ordinarily preserved in perpetuity. To pass the test for change of use the
Council would need good reason and be able 1o demonstrate that it would not materially
diminish the conservation or recreational values of adjacent land. We attach below copy of the
Title search:

97{Page







E BRI A Y
d o
4 i E}g‘@
- : : )
e . =i
x = e
5 X .3 '
2 # P - s Plde
£/ g D T gy
VRS - &8 g
A L R o2 Hagn g
5 bt l’{w : 2k
o g [ e {r’ 3 o “63{“
7er iR u = i3 [EE,
.;’ ;‘a & o _1\1 I
Y N B o P
SN VS : BE g B
d‘ - Ry 3 me _:\ggl"
- a {_f \ T ég fi .
\'(; ‘Zé\%ég . % C}d ] 12 z; i
-Qf_) 3..'\,2.{;1 TR L L - & g ﬁ‘ggn;i b
g 4‘& ) éu A =4 o3 H ,=“_-\
LN 5'1 : 0 hn aF 3.
5 ) el i oo Q_O - — FSAPEE I o
e S A B i R Fal
& & . HH Y SR L
f % i -~ ,w"' B Bk
B ! p /\'f'/ - Fay -Eﬁ g
% g;? N - 53—5 ifi .
4 g7 ~c:;\-€—“§ . 532 ;{\% :
% C//\ “-& \ E §§ %-'.E.L '\
3 &7 2 .ggiii‘g £
-:& E %\ !LE A
Ix 3 l
4 L Y e
&%
£ \
v :
B ot
Seareh Oy Duted 55203 3:2% qn, Poge 2of 1
Fransavtion i 7 T
Ot Referenes ohpubfived

106.  All of this then leads us to the question: why would the Counci wish to exclude the reserve

from the lot yield allocation, as clearly the reserve land is unsuitable for development and most
certainly not suited to a dweiling house. That scenario is further confirmed by the fact that a
large portion of the land has a road designation across it, and the remainder of the site has no
physical vehicular access and is unlikely to obtain such due 1o 5 location at the convergence of
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the adjacent road network. When one applies the likely setback and landscaping reqz}%rements,
given its prominent position, the remaining portion of land becomes all but undevelopable
anyway. There is of course aiso the community expectation. We therefore submit that the
Officers idea that the reserve might somehow be developed is inconceivabie.

167. We contend that the reserve land should in fact remain just that as it serves an important
visual function and amenity, ‘buffering’ the commercial site, particularly on the approach to the
site from a Northerly, Easterly and Southerly direction. We note from Mr Craig’s landscape
report the emphasis he has made in relation to the important value and role that the reserve
land piays and how i lends itself 1o the B4 zone by being 'borrowed’ to provide landscape
amenity. We entirely concur with his view and also support his suggestion that the reserve has
the potential for an even greater contribution to high levels of amenity, through the
enhancement of landscaping. i is also for these reasons that we submit that the reserve should
in fact be protected from development. in this regard, one such way of doing so wouid be to
inciude the reserve land within the residential lot vield calculations and zllocate # a ‘nil’

o

allocation. That mechanism is in fact precisely what the agreed landholder’s “Masterplan” does.

108, We would now like 0 present cur explanation in refation to the residential lot vield
aliocation that forms the basis of the landholder’s agreed ‘Masterplan’. By way of some further
background information we attach below copy of email correspondence with the Council We
have highlighted some key aspects of this, namely the understandings and reasoning behind an
allocation and how this was to include the portion of land from our 833 Tram Road site; the
requirement t¢ ensure that our existing Tram Road access point was not compromised and
could facidiate up to five residential lots; and confirmation by the Councit that the Business 4
zone land would be 6200m2. Of significant relevance however is Mr Bacon’s suggestion that the
idea of indicating a residential lot vield aliocation, simiar to the Plan Change 10 application,
would be of benefit. in paragraphs 80 to 24 of our presentation, we have already provided seme
explanation as to how the PC 10 application catered for an additional lot vield for sub-area '’
through the submission process. We therefore submit that what we are proposing here is in fact
a consisient approach:
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115, Inrespect of the Councif's policy provisions, we summarise below what we consider to be
positive outcomes and attribustes of the Plan Change proposat:

+ The development is located within the Mandeville growth boundary. The development
will achieve an integrated environment within the defined growth boundary and will
maintain, reinforce and enhance the characteristics of the residential 4A zones.

+ The development makes economic use of the fand through a holistic and comprehensive
approach to enhance and amaigamate adjacent sites with an effective layout that
compiements the business zone.

» The site i located within the Council’s Rural Residential Development Planand is a
preferred development location and will meet community expectations

+ Due to the particular layout of the existing residentizl lots any subdivision will ensure
that an interesting and appropriste ‘naturally staggered’ pattern of development will
occur

* The proposals are consistent with the residential 4A characteristics within the District
Plan despite the argument that the ‘hub’ of the Mandeville settiement no longer
displays true rural characteristics as these have already been compromised by the fand
use patterns

+ The residential component will not produce any adverse effects

» The residential zone will provide an attractive and compact living environment within
the rural setting and will be serviced by existing infrastructure, reticulated services and
utilities.

* The development will provide for a logical transition between the rural fringes of the
Mandeville settiement and a higher residential density expectation centred around the
business hub

+ The residential lot yvield allocation complies with appropriate minimum sizes and
averages and will provide a consistent residential zone density

» The 'Masterplan’ demonstrates agreement between landholders and ensures
appropriate density controls are achieved across the entire zone. i also facilities the
lifting of protective covenants

» The form, function and characteristics of the Mandeville settiement will be enhanced by
the consclidation of a cohesive and sustainable residential development. Their close
proximity to the business zone will be in keeping with the growth and subdivision
characteristics of the surrounding area

+ The effective, safe and efficient function of the transportation corridor will be
maintained and will not be compromised by the use of the existing Tram Road access

» There will be no loss of rural cutlook from within the Residential 4A zone as the
retention of mature trees wiil contribute to the neighbourhood amenity and visual
continuity

» Appropriate setbacks, fencing and landscaping provisions will be implemented

» By sllocating a ‘nif’ dwelling ot vield to the reserve serves 1o preserve its siatus for the
community and ensures that it is maintained as an important visual amenity that
enhances the rural character
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¢ Provides an opportunity for the Council to consider the implementation of 2 more
integrated sclution to the Mandeville flood mitigation measures

CONCLUSION

116, We conclude by summarising the key cutcomes that we seek from the Plan Change as a
result of cur submission:

¢ Appropriate controls on the Business zone in terms of land area (maximum 6200m2) and
building gross floor area {maximum 1300m2};

* Appropriate controis on the Business zone in terms of the siting, location, massing,
effects of dominance, encroachment and landscaping associated with the buildings and
their accessways and car parking

¢ Relocation of the storm water management zone

e Setbacks within the residential zone to be 6m to Tram Road and 5m within the
residential subdivision

+ Unrestricted future use of both of our existing legal accesses

+ Residential lot yield and allocation as per signed “Masterplan”

+ Protection of the reserve land status

117, We thankyou for considering our submission.
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INTRODUCTION

1.1

1.2

1.3

1.4

1.5

1.6

I represent Ratua Holdings Limited {RHL), the intendad developer of the
retail centre. RHL supports PC33. There is a clear nead in this area for
increased retail availability, This area was identified in PC32 as the
Mardeville North Growth Aresa, and is where Mandeviile will continue to
grow. PC33 will allow for the needs of existing and future residenis o be
met by providing increased retail choice and convenience for the local
community; a reduction in travel to larger retail centres like Rangiora and

Kaiapoi and increased local employment.

For RHI. the focus of this hearing is not so much about whether PC 33
should be approved, because we contend it should be, but rather whether
the controls that will govern the development of the PC33 land are

appropriate.

We agree with Waimakarirt District Councii {WDC) that PC33 best meets
the purpose of the Act, and that WDC's proposed objective 16.1.2 is in the
main the most appropriate to achieve the purpose of the Act. However, we
say that WDC's proposed policies, rules and controls are not the most

appropriate mechanisms to achieve that objective.

WDC controis are intended to protect rural amenity, other key activity
centres (KACs) and to provide for {raffic safety. However we say they are
100 restrictive to the exient they risk the commercial viability of the
business development and do not provide any further protection of the
potential adverse environmental effects and protection of the function and

viability of KAC's than what is proposed by RHL.

We consider there are more appropriate controls that wili ensure objective
16.1.2 is met while appropriate provision is made for matters such as
amenity, achieving the characteristics of the Mandevilie North area and the
Residential 4A zone, KACs and traffic safety issues while at the same time

ensuring commerciat viability of the business area.

Our evidence will detail those more appropriate alternative polices, rules
and controls which more appropriately meet the purpose of objective
16.1.2 while at the same time providing for the commercial viability of the
business development, amenity and visual issues and traffic safety

matters.
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STRUCTURE OF OUR SUBMISSIONS

2.1

2.2

Cur submissions will address the policies and rules on an issue by issue
basis, rather than a rule by ruie basis. This is the most straightforward

way to present cur submissions. We will cover the following issues:

{a) Restrictions on gross retall floor area {GRFL) and individual tenancy

floor area;
{b) Restriction on a left hand turn exit from the retail development;
{c) fandscape controls;
{d) Fire controls;
{e) Status of non-compliance with development controls;
N Subdivision in the Business 4 Zone; and
{q) Subdivigsion in the Residential 4A Zone

To assist the Cornmissioner, we have amended the relevant objectives,
pelictes and rules provided in the WDC Officer Report to show our proposed

changes in blue attached to these submissions as Appendix 1.

OUR EVIDENCE

3.1

3.2

3.3

Mr Hames, a director of RHL, will present evidence on how the commercial
viability of the proposed development will be adversely affected by
unnecessary and overly stringent controls, in particular those relating to
the footprint of intended tenancies. He also considers the issue of the left-

hand turn exiting on to Tram Road.

He wilf be followed by Mr Polkinghorn from RCG. He wil also discuss the
WDC restrictions on tenancy sizes and numbers of tenancies, concluding
that those restrictive controis are not the most appropriate means to meet
PC33 obiectives nor are they the most efficient and effective. He prefers

and supports the alternatives promoted by RHL.

Mr Nick Saunders, a fire engineer from Clgson Fire and Risk Consulting
Engineers will address matters relating to the New Zealand Fire Service

submission and in particular policy 16.1.2.1 {l}. He will provide his expert
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3.4

3.5

3.6

opinion on fire safety issues and how in the context of PC33 they are most
appropriately provided for.

Mr Peter Rough's evidence provides alternative expert opinions and
conclusions from those reached by Mr Craig in his evidence. Mr Rough
focuses on the visual and amenity impacts of the proposed development,
particutarly tandscaping, the overall size of the development and the
footpring of specific tenancies within the proposed development. He
reaches the conclusion that the controls that will govern development of
the PC33 land proffered by RML are more appropriate in terms of meeting
the objaectives of PC33.

Finally Ruth Evans, a consultant planner, will discuss matters relating to
subdivision, the appropriate status for activities when they are not in
compliance with development controls, or when changes {o the outline
devalopment plan are being made and also the proposed master plan
providing for development of the residential allotments that immediately

surround the commercial area,

In general, RHL seeks a less stringent level of confrol on the development
of PC33 land than put forward by WDC, I consider the WDC approach to

such controis is not the most appropriate ocuicome.

STATUTORY FRAMEWORK

4.1

4,2

I do not propose to take you through a comprehensive review of the
familiar statutory framework for a plan change. The following comments
are intended to provide a broad cutline of the key considerations and
principles that shouid be kept in mind when considering whether PC33
should be approved. '

The plan change is made under clause 21 of the First Schedule of the Act.
When considering a change to a district plan, the key provisions to be

mindful of are;
(&) The District Counciis functions under section 31;
{b}) The evaluation required under section 32; and

{c) The provisions of Part 2.
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4.3

4.4

4.5

4.6

Of the above, the section 32 evaluation should be a key component of your
consideration. This requires an assessment of the effectiveness and
efficiency of the requests and a consideration of costs, benefits and risk.
Section 32 is a comparative evaluation in that it seeks to find the most
appropriate outcome. In this case the comparison is between the outcome
promoted by PC 33, and the ocutcome that would resuit from continuation

of the status guo.

To date, s32 case law has interpreted ‘most appropriate’ to mean “suitable,
but not necessarily superior”. This means the most appropriate option does
not need to be the most optimal or best option, but must demonstrate that

it will meet the objectives in an efficient and effective way.

Case law has provided further guidance on the application of section 32
and the interpretation of phrases coniained within it. Key points that
shouid be noted from these decisions relevant o the present case are as

follows;

() The phrase “benefits and costs” is defined in section 2 of the Act as
including “benefits and costs of any kind, whether monetary or non-

monetary”.

(5 Section 32 requires a broad exercise of judgement and does not
require a detailed economic analysis carefully recording and
weighing costs and benefits, as might be undertaken by an

economist.?

{c} The court does not start with any particular presumption as to the

appropriate zone, rule, policy or objective.?

{d) The court seeks to obtain the optimum planning solution within the
scope of the appeal it has before i, based on an evaluation of the
totality of the evidence given in the hearing without imposing a

burden of proof on any party.?

Sitting above this section 32 evaluation is the overriding purpose of the
Act, being o promote the sustainable management of natural and physical
resources, Without gueoting part two in full, the general approach to

Y Contact Energy Limited v Walkato RCCIV-2006-404-7655, para 92
2 Eldamos Investments Lid v Gisbourne DCWER4T/G5, para 123
3 Inid, para 129
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interpretation that has been accepted by the cousts is “the overall

judgment approach”, which was developed by the Migh Court.*

4.7 in summary, what is required is an overaill broad judgement determining
which outcome is most appropriate by comparing the status guo to PC33.
in short, whether the proposed PC33 zoning is better than the current
zoning provided for under the WIBC plan,

Proposal meeting the purpose of the Act

4.8  The section 32 report prepared by WDC notes a number of ways in which
the proposal is the most appropriate way to achieve the purposes of the
Act,

4,9  In particular WDC note the proposal achieves the purpose of the Act in the

following ways:

Social, economic and cultural well-being: the business area within the

Mandeviile settiement meets the social, cultural and economic well-

being of the Mandeville community

Avoiding, remedying or mitigating adverse effects on the environment: the

obiectives recognise existing character of Mandeville and seek to
manage potential adverse environmental effects resuiting from the

size and scale of proposed commercial area

Efficient use and development of natural and physical resources: the

potential use of the site is not considered to be met by the status

quo given the current land use patterns within the Mandeville area

Efficiency of the end use of energy: providing a smaii-scale business zone

will reduce dependence on motor vehicle use, and contribute to

efficiency of interest of energy

Maintenance and enhancement of amenity values and the guality of the

environment: Current obiectives 18.1.2 and 17.1.1 in the District
Plan seek the maintenance of existing characteristics of Mandeville.
Further Cbjective 16.1.2 recognises the existing character of

Mandeville

* NZ Raif Led v Mariborough DC 19941 NZRMA 76 at P 86
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4.10 Broadly RHL agrees with the above however with the proposed
amendments and alterations RHL seeks provided those amendments and
alterations are included within PC33 then the purpose of the Act under

each of the matters identified above will be better met.
Objective meeting the purpose of the Act

4.11  WDC have proposed Obijective 16.1.2 to govern PC33, and to meet the
purpose of the Act

Objective 16.1.2

Business 4 Zone within the Mandeville North settlement that:
a. fills a local community convenience function,
b. ensures the scale and form of development that;
i Is appropriate to serve the Mandevifle North settlement;

if.  limits the total floor area of development and single retail

tenancies; and,

li.  avoids effects on the function and viability of key Activity

certres;
c. mitigates adverse effects on adioining properties through
f. high levels of amenity and even design; and

ii.  comprehensive design of car parking, loading areas and

landscaping
d. ensures g safe and effective function of Tram Road

4.12 We consider that this objective appropriately meets the purpose of the Act,
and Impiements the proposal appropriately subiject to the alterations and
refinements to the PC33 land development controls that RHL proposes

within its submission and supporting evidence.
Policies and Rules- meeting the purpose of the objective 16.1.2

4.13 The policies rules and development controls on PC33 land development put
forward by WDC are not the most appropriate method for achieving the
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obiective above. In particular, the policies and rules are in some
circumstances inappropriately restrictive, and couid damage or restrict
commercial viability, If the PC33 development controis does either restrict
or prevent commercial viability of the business development then key
objectives such as fulfilling a local convenience function or need will not be

met.

4.14 Against this context my submissions will now address the following matters
(a8} Size of the Business 4 Zone iand

(b) Restrictions on gross retail floor area {GRFL) and individual tenancy

fioor area;

{c} Restriction on a left hand turn exit from the retaill development;

{d} Landscape controis;
{e} Fire controls;

(f} Status of non-compliance with development controls;

(g) Subdivision in the Business 4 Zone; and
(h) Subdivision in the Residential 4A Zone

5 SIZE OF THE BUSINESS 4 ZONE

5.1  The Business 4 zoned land is currently proposed to be 6200 m2 in the WDC
Officer Report.

5.2 However, to accommodate an increased gross retail floor area and
additional carparking we propose an increase to 6670 m2, an increase of
470 m?.

5.3  The area of land to be zoned Business 4 is not restricted by any rules of

the Plan, except for the QDP provided at Map 187 which does not specify
ot area, We consider that the increase to 470 m2 is well within general
accordance with this ODP. We also consider that this amendment is within
scope of our original submission for an increased GRFA, as an implicit

requirement of that submission.
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6 RESTRICTIONS ON GROSS RETAIL FLLOOR AREA (GRFL.) AND INDIVIDUAL
TENANCY FLOOR AREA

6.1 Controls on gross retail floor area and floor area for individual tenancies
are intended to achieve the objectives of PC33, by ensuring that business
development in the Mandeville North settiement is at a size, scale and form
that is appropriate for the rural residential nature of the settiement, whiist
providing for the needs of the local residents, and not detract from the
viability of Key Activity Centres {(KACSs)

6.2  WDC initially proposed that there shouid be limits on both gross retail floor
area (GRFL} and the floor area of individual tenancies, with GRFA being

1300 m2 and individua! tenancies a maximum floor area of 450 m2,

8.3 Ratua Holdings LId (RHL) submiited that the GRFA should be increased to
1700 m*, RHI. also submitted that there should be no limis on the floor

area of individual tenancies.
Officer Report

6.4 WIC has since obtained further economics evidence, On the basis of this
economics evidence WIBC has amended its suggested limits for total GRFA

and individual floor area. WIBC now proposes the following restrictions:
(&) totat GREA of 1600 m?;
(b) maximum tenancy size of 750 m2 for grocery tenants;

{c) maximum tenancy size of 450 m2 for vard based or restaurant/bar

tenancies;
{ch maximum tenangy size of 200 m? for all other tenancies; and
{e) maximum number of tenancies of seven,
RHI proposal

6.5  There are more appropriate controls to meet the obiectives of PC33, which
will better balance the need for economic viability and protection of local
amenity while ensuring effects on the functioning and viability of KAC's are
no more than minor RHL propose the following limits as being more

appropriate to achieve the cbjectives of PC33;
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(a) total GRFA of 1700 m2;

(®) maximurn tenancy size of 1000 m2 for grocery tenants;
(c) rmaximum tenancy size of 450 m2 for all other tenancies;
{d} No minimum individual tenancy size; and

{) Minimum number of tenancies of 3

Gross retail floor area

6.6

6.7

6.8

The upper limit on GRFA shouid reflect the level of sustainable floor space
inn the area. RHL submits that WDC limit does not reflect the demand likely
for this development, and therefore underestimates the level of sustainable

floor space.

Mr Polkinghorne, Associate Director and strategic economist at RCG, has
assessed both the likely demand for retail in this area, and how much of
this demand wili fail on the development. He considers that there is
sufficient demand for a sustainable retail floor area of 1700 m? meaning
that size is of an appropriate scale and size for the Mandevilie North

settlement , without adversely impacting on nearby KAC's.

Mr Rough, Landscape Architect, has assessed the visual impact of a GRFA
of 1700 m2 verses 1600 m2 and concludes that there wouid “hardly be a

discernibie difference” between each cutcome.

Other tenancies

6.9

WDC has proposed limits on the size of individual tenancies, with limits
depending on the purpose of the tenancy. WDC have done this to ensure
that any business development within the Mandeville North sefflement is at
a size, scale and form that is appropriate to serve the needs of the

Mandeville North Settiement.

Economics evidence

6.10 WDC is supported in this assessment by the report from Market Economics

Lid which conciudes that restrictions on fenancy sizes and number of
tenancies plays an important function in allowing a range of services to be

provided for the benefit of the local community, and would better meet the
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6.11

objectives of PC33 in creating convenient access for local residents o

goods and services.

Mr Poikinghorne has considered the limits on individual tenancies RHL as
proposed above. In his report he notes that he considers that a grocery
tenant of 1000 m2 is appropriate for the Mandevilie area and will not have
negative impacts on KACs, He also supports a limit of 450 m2 on other
tenancies, noting that this restriction is also proposed by Market
Economics. He aiso comments on WDC's proposed maximum number of
tenants, commenting that he instead considers a minimum number of
tenancies is more appropriate, as does Market Economics, although he
does not consider that this type of restriction is necessary. He suggests
that if a minimum number is to be set, it should be set at a relatively low
level such as 3 tenancies. The Market Economics suggesis 3 or 4

tenancies.

Landscape Evidence

6.12

6.13

Mr Craig in his landscape assessment noies that smalier tenancies resuit in
greater visual differentiation and therefore less apparent bulk, and wouid

better reflect the village scale of the business area.

Mr Rough has reviewed Mr Cralg’s evidence and RHL's proposal. Mr Rough
is in generai agreement with Mr Craig’s point that “in urban design terms
smailer tenancies would better refiect the ‘village’ scale of the business
centre which would be commensurate with the low density existing rural
and Residential 4A and 4B character of the area.” However he considers
that “given the overall scale of the development and taking into account
proposed landscaping {refer Attachment 3), there would only be a very
subtle difference in terms of ‘village’ and/or intimate scale between
development permitted under new Rule 31.2.3 and amendments to the

rule as sought by RHL.”

Financial viability

6.14

A GRFL of 1700 m?, and a grocery tenant of 1000 m? is required to ensure
the financial viability of the retail development. Bevan Hames will
demonstrate that the limits proposed by WIDC will result in a centre which
is not financially viable. In particular he will comment that to secure a

grocery tenant, RHL must demonstrate that there is & growth opportunity
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6.15

6.16

in this development. A heavily restricted grocery floor area wiil not provide
a grocery tenant with the certainty that it requires. Whilst we appreciate
that floor area is only one of a number of factors that such a tenant will

consider in terms of development opportunity, it is an imporiant factor.

Unnecessary restrictions on the GRFL could result in the positive benefifs of
the deveiopment is not being realised in particutar the objective of
ensuring that residents in the area have a convenient retail resource
available ciose to them will not be fully realised. If would not be effective

and efficient to unnecessarily limit the GRFL of the commaercial area.

The amendments put forward by RHL are more appropriate in achieving
the objectives of PC33. They ensure financial viability and convenience for
the local residents, whilst maintaining the appropriate amenity and imiing

adverse effects on KACs.

Consequential amendments -Business 4 Zone area and carparking

6.17 Inits submission RHL also requested any additional or consequential
amendments that are necessary to achieve the intention of this submission
and establish an appropriate reguiatory framework that will enable a viable
and successful commercial centre at Mandevilie, As discussed above, an
increase to the Business 4 Zone area is required to contain the increased
GRFI. and car parking.

Carparking

£.18 We note that WDC in iis Officer report has increased the limiis on the
maximum number of parking spaces from &5 to 80, o {ake into account
the increase in GRFA proposed by WDC.

£.19  As RHI congiders that the appropriate GRFA is 1700 m?, & follows that a

slight increase in maximum number of parking spaces is required, The
number of parking spaces proposed by WDC results in a ratio of one car
park per 20 m? of GRFA {applying the 1600 m? maximum suggested by
WDHCY. Applying this ratio to the proposed maximum GRFA 1700 m?, 85 car
parks are required. The addition of 5 carparks to the 80 proposed by WDC
will have minimal effects on the amenity of the environment, whilst having

& significant increase in convenience for shoppers,

Page 12




RHL. propose that rule 31.2.3 {e) be amended to provide for a maximum of

85 parking spaces.

7 TRAFFIC

7.1 RHl. accepts that objective 16.1.2 {e) - to ensure the safe and effective
functioning of Tram Road, is the most appropriate objective to meet the
purpose of the Act. However RHL considers that the mechanisms WDC has

proposed to meet this objective are not the most appropriate mechanisms.

7.2 In particuiar, RHL does not consider that WDC’s restriction on a feft hand
turn exit onto Tram Road from the Business 4 Zone is appropriate. RHL
considers that a left hand turn exit onto Tram Road from the Business 4
Zone is more appropriate to achieve the safe and efficient functioning of
Tram Road. This is supported by the traffic evidence supplied by Ableys

Transportation Consultants
Expert evidence

7.3 The transporiation report {the traffic report) prepared by Abley
Transportation Consultants confirms that a left turp exist will not have any
negative impacts on the safety or efficient functioning of the road network.
The traffic report considers a number of factors associated with the left
hand turn exit, including proximity to the McHughes Road intersection and
the ack of an acceleration lane and road safety issues, and concludes that
not only can a left hand turn exit can be supported (5.2 Traffic Report), but
a left hand turn achieves a safety cutcome as detailed on paragraph 4.5-
4.7, 4.10 and 4.21-4.23:

Meeting the objectives of PC33

7.4  Allowing the left turn exit is also important to meet the objective to provide
for a Business 4 Zone that fulfils a local community convenient function.
The left turn exit onte Tram Road gives significantly more convenient
access options. [t is clear that the more convenient access is, the more
attractive the shopping environment is and therefore the better the trade

at the centre.

7.5 Further, without the left turn exit onto Tram Road, RHL is concerned that
there may be no business development. RHL considers that a left out turn

is critical to support successfui trade. RHL's view is based on early
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7.6

discussions with potential tenants, including major retail brands. To not
provide a left hand turn exit would reduce both the economic growth
anticipated from this development, and also reduce potential employment
to be provided for the development. Having the left turn exit is both
effective and efficient. Considering costs such as further vehicle travel, the
benefits of providing a number of exits allowing the public to utilise the
exit that best suits their destination and allowing for the minimal traffic
safety risks of the left hand exit there appears to be no sound RMA reason

for its exclusion.

Given that providing for a left hand turn exit onto Tram Road more
appropriately achieves the objectives of PC33, RHL considers that it shouid

be provided for in the rules.

Other WDC objectives and policies

7.7

7.8

7.9

WDC accepts that a left turn exit will not affect the ability of the Tram
Road/Mandevilie road intersection to operate efficiently or safely. However,
WDC concludes that a left~-hand turn exit does not give effect to the
objectives and policies of the District Plan. In particular WDC is concerned

with:

(a) cbiective 11.1.1: utilities that maintain or enhance the community’s

social, economic and cultural welli-being, and its health and safety

(b) policy 11.1.1.5 (b): not have vehicle access {o an appropriate level

of road hierarchy

(¢} policy 11,1.1.6: where a site has two or more road frontages access

should be from the lowest road classification within the road

hierarchy

WDC in its Officer report notes that Tram Road is an arterial road, and
ranks above Mandeville road in the road hierarchy. Whiist the Officer notes
that both options for egress to be considered is efficient and safe in terms
of traffic design, reguiring the access be onto Mandeviile road better
provides for the thrust direction of the relevant operative traffic objectives

and policies of the District Plan.

We disagree with this stance, and consider that the objectives and policies

of the District Plan can be met by allowing a left-hand turn exit onto Tram
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7.10

Road. The purpose of the district objectives and policy summarised above
is to ensure the safe and efficient function of the road network whilst
aliowing every site to have access that provides a safe entry to it. Expert
avidence has confirmed that these goals are better mef through a left-hand
turn exit. As confirmed by the relevant experts, there will be no impact on

road safety through allowing a left~hand turn exit.

Further, a feft-hand turn exit better meets Obiective 16.1.2, to aliow for a
Business 4 Zone within the Mandeville North settiement that filis a local
community convenience function. A left hand turn according to experts will
be significantly more efficient and effective for the uses of the development
in the Business 4 Zone.

FIRE

8.1

8.2

Provision of a water supply

8.3

The New Zealand Fire Service (NZ F5) submitted on PC33. RHL made a
further submission on the NZFS submission. WDC has considered the
NZFS submission and made the following proposed amendments {o PC33:

{a) New criteria 1 to Policy 16.1.2.1 * ensures that the zone is provided
with a water supply that enables protection from damage in the

event of a fire”

{b) That the ability of the development to comply with the Code of

Practice; or whether any alternative forms of providing the
operational requirements of the NZFS are available, in consultation
with the NZFS be a matter for control in the Business 4 zone

{c) that any new allotment in the Residential 4A Zone should be
provided with a firefighting water supply in accordance with the
Code of Practice (addition of rule 32.1.1.21)

RHL considers that these controls are in appropriate, as there is no issue

that requires remedy through the new policy and rules, Further, these new

policy and rules will place unnecessary costs on any developer.

it is accepted that the Mandeviile North water reticulation does not meet
the requirements of the Code of Practice for a fuil urban {ocation in terms

of hydrant locations and minimum water capacity (25//s).
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8.4

8.5

However, there is already a solution to this probiem. As stated in the
Officers report {6.11.13) hydrants are provided at strategic locations within
Mandeville North, supported by onsite supplies for new dwellings consisting

generally of 20,000 |. water tanks with a fire service approved connection.

Te increase firefighting capacity storage is proposed. However, as detailed
din the evidence both Mr Hames and Mr Saunders stored water is

expensive to provide and furthermore such storage is not required,

Imposition of Code of Practice

8.6

8.7

The more appropriate way 1o address fire risk in PC33 is through the usual
Building Act controls. The Code of Practice (which is a non-mandatory
document) simply requires that sufficient water to extinguish a fully
involved structure fire, both in total guantity and the flow rate required is
stored on site. In contrast, the Building Act requires that the structures are
constructed to an appropriate level for human safety and property. In

relation to fire, the Buiiding Act’s purpose is to provide that:

fay Pecple who use buildings can do so safely and without endangering
their health;

{h} People who use a building can escape from the building if it is on

fire; and

{9 To limit the extent and effects of the spread of fire to other property
and further that other property wili be protected from physical

damage resulting from the construction and use of the buiiding.

Mr Saunders, a fire engineer with Olsson Fire and Risk has provided

avidence on the lack of purpose of imposing the Code of Practice on PC33,

LANDSCAPE

9.1

There are a number of landscape development contrels proposed for PC33
by WDC. These controls are intended to achieve the following objectives

and policies.

Objectives and policies of PC332

Chjective 16.1.2:
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d. mitigates adverse effects on adioining properties through:
o High leveis of amenity and urban design; and

o Comprehensive design of carparking, loading areas, and

entranceway design and landscaping.

Obiective 16.1.2 is achieved through Policy 16.1.2.1 (g} and (b)

a. FEnsures that the characteristics of the Residential 4A and 48

Zones are maintained as set out in Policy 17.1.1.1;

h. Maintains the characteristics of the Mandeviiie settiemnent as set
out in Objective 18.1.3

Reference to additional objectives and policies

9.2 The characteristics on the Residential 4A and 4B zone are set out in full in
Mg Evans evidence. In summary, the zone is one where the predominant
Activity is living, with a limited number of lots located in a rural

environment, and an opportunity for a rural outlook within the zone.
Cbiective 18.1.3 states:

Objective 18.1.3: Provide for limited further subdivision,

development and use within the Mandeville settlement that

achieves;

a. a compact living environment within a rural setting;

b. consoclidation of the Mandeville settiement by providing for
new subdivision and development within the Mandeville

settlement boundary;

c. provision and utilisation of reticulated infrastructure and

services;

d. the maintenance and enhancement of the characteristics of
Residential 4A and 4B Zones;

e. promotion of the use of alternative transport modes for

transit within the Mandeville settlement; and
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9.3

Controls proposed to meet these outcomes

9.4

f. the preservation of the distinct and distinguishable

houndaries of the Mandevilie settlement.

RHL supporis these cutcomes for this area,

WDC has proposed a number of development controls to meet these

ohjectives and policies. In general, RHL supports these controls. However,

in some cases RHL considers that the controls proposed by WDC are in

excess of the contrels required tc meet the objectives and policies

discussed above. In particular, RHL proposes amendments to the following

development controls:

(&) Location of parking and manceuvring space in relation to the site's

Tram Road boundary.

(® Landscaping of the site’s Tram Road boundary

(€) Landscaping of the access way linking the site to Mandeville Road

() Light refiectance value {LRV) of building finishes

Expert evidence

8.5

These development contrels have been considered by Mr Rough. In his

opinion these controls are unnecessary to achieve the required cutcomes,

and he has proposed the foliowing amendments to achieve the required

outcomes:

Wﬁ@: landscape coﬁ'tmfs__ RN

Parking and manoeuvring space to
be sethack 4 m from the site’s
Tram Road boundary

Parking and manoeuvring space to be
saethack 3 m from the site’s Tram

Road houndary

Landscaping of the site’s Tram
Road boundary to be 2 minimum of

4 m deep

Landscaping of the site’s Tram Road
beundary to have a minimum depth
of 2 m, with a minimum average
depth of 4 m.
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Landscaping of the access way Landscaping on either side of the
linking the site to Mandeville Road | access way to compliance with the
to be 1.5 m on either side of the concept plan

access way.

Light reflectance value (LRV) of Light reflectance value (LRV} of
buiiding finishes to be less than building finishes o be less than 45%
30%

Financial viability

9.6

10

Further, RHL notes that along with being appropriate, the proposed
landscape controls it has proposed are more economically viable, and
better support development. A financially viable development is important
to achieve the objective of providing a convenience retail resource for the
iocal residents. If controls are placed on this development such that they
remove financial viability, the development wil not proceed with

consequential negative impacts on the area.

SUBDIVISION IN THE BUSINESS 4 ZONE

Non-complving vs controlled

101

10.2

PC33 proposed that subdivision in the Business 4 Zone wouid be a non-
complying Activity. RHL submitted that this was unnecessary, and

subdivision in the Business 4 Zone should be a controlled Activity.

WDC’s Officer report notes that the restriction on subdivision in the
Business 4 Zone is intended 1o require that the development be
undertaken as a comprehensive development {including staging of a sir}gle'
subdivision consent) in order to ensure that the mitigation measures, to

the development are constructed prior to the consent being given effect to.

Alternative option to achieve WDC'’s cuicome

10.3

RHL considers that there are alfernative methods to ensure that mitigation
measures for the development are constructed prior o any consent being
given effect to, without rendering subdivision non-complying. RHL proposes

the following alternative;

32.4.10 Any subdivision within the Mandevilfe North Busingss 4 Zone:
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(a} to create unit titles: or

(b)) that achieves a minimum jot size of 25007

is a controlled activity,

324,11 Anv subdivision of fand that does not comply with Rule 32.4.10
within the Mandeville North Business 4 Zone is a non-complying

activity,
10.4 RHL considers that this alternative sufficiently addresses WDC’s concerns,

and subdivision shouid be allowed as controlled Activities rather than a

non-complying Activity.
Expert evidence
10.5 This approach is supported by expert planning evidence

i1 STATUS OF ACTIVITY NOT COMPLYING WITH THE DEVELOPMENT
CONTROLS

11.1  PC33 governs the development of the Business 4 Zone through proposed
Rule 31.5.6, which states

Any land use that does not comply with Rule 31.2.3 (Development
of the Mandeville North Business 4 Zong} is a non-complying

ACtivity.

11.2  RHi considers that this sets a standard that is inappropriately restrictive
for the current rules proposed. If the Commissioner accepts RHL's
amendments to Rule 31.5.6, RHL accepts that a non-complying status is

appropriate, However, if the Commissioner is minded to not accept RHL's
amendments, RHL submits that the status of any activity that cannot
comply with the development controls can be adequately managed through
an alternative status such as restricted discretionary. Ms Evans provides

further detail on this point within her evidence.

Expert evidence

11.3  Ms Bvans, Senior Planner, Harrison Grierson, has prepared evidence
supported RHLs proposition that the current status of non-compliance with

developrnent controls is excessive. She comments that:
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11.4

115

12

This is particularly relevant given there may be varying degrees of
non~compliance, many of which will result in nif or less than minor

adverse effects, and effects that can be easily mitigated,

EFurther, she notes that:

An application for a non-complying Activity for many of these would
be onerous and involve a time consuming and potentially expensive

application which Is not warramted under most circumstances
There are two alternatives proposed for the Commissioners consideration:

(&) All non-compiiances with development controls should be a

restricted discretionary status

SUBDIVISION IN THE RESIDENTIAL 4A ZONE

1241

12.2

12.3

RHL submitted that subdivision in the proposed residential 4A zone should
proceed in accordance with a masterplan, rather than being restricted to
the general residential 4A rules. RHL considers that a masterplan is a more
appropriate option as it gives an opportunity to assess the anticipated

characteristics holistically,

In the Officer report, WC rejected the proposed masterpian and favours
the retention of Rule 32.1.1.10, requiring the average to be met for each

subdivision.
WDC made the following comments about the masterplan:
{a) no lot calcuiations for the masterplan are given;

{b) no assessment has been undertaken to determine how the
proposed master plan achieve the characteristics of the residential

4A zone; and

{c) the masterplan excludes the reserve land from any future
development rights. WDC noted that whiist the reserve is currently
iisted as a plantation reserve, this should not immediately lead to
its exclusion for assessing any future development spportunities,
Further, WDC noted that if the reserve is to be utilised an

amendment to existing District Plan Rule 32,1.1.22 {exclusion of
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reserves, roads or utilities from minimum and average caiculation of

the residential 4A and 4B zones) will need to be included

12.4 To address these concerns RHi have prepared:

(a) A new planning approach utilising “sub-areas”;

() a more detailed masterplan taking into account access ways, and

allotment sizes;

(<) a planning assessment of the masterpian against the characteristics

of the residential 4A zone; and

() further consideration of using the reserve land to calculate average

iot sizes

Sub-areas

12.5

RMi proposes a “sub-areas” approach for the Residential 4A subdivision in
the PC33 land. This approach requires the division of the land into 3 sub-
areas. These sub-areas reflect the current titles of the land, Each sub-
area has a maximum number of lots that that area can be subdivided into.
The while Mandavilie North Residential 4A area must achieve an average of
4700 m?, Noncompliance with these maximum lot numbers or average lot

size shall be a non-complying activity,

12.6  The maximum number of lots per sub-area is specified on proposed Figure
1.

Masterplan

12.7 To demonstrate that this approach can meet the obiectives and policies of

the Residential 4A zone, we refer you to cur masterplan at Appendix 2.
This masterplan is as agreed by all landowners in our original submission,

with two changes.

(&) The Business 4 zone has increased from 6200 m? to 6670 m?, an
increase of 470 m?. Consequently, one residential ot on the Ratua

land has been reduced by this amount,

(b} The original masterplan submission utilised the reserve land for the

purpose of calculating averages. WDC have expressed concemns
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12.8

with that approach, so we have prepared two caicuiations for
consideration, one taking into account the reserve land, and one

not.

Since cur submission we have improved the masterplan by providing lot
size numbers and access way requirements on the masterplan. This is to
demonsirate the minimurn and average ot size numbers. No substantial

changes have occurred to the masterpian except as described above.

Expert evidence

12.9

13

Considering this masterplan, Ms Evans, a Senior Planner will be providing

expert evidence demonstrating that both:

{a) This masterpian reflects the policies and objectives of the
Residential 4A zone, both whether the reserve land is included in

average lot size calculations oy not; and

(b) That the sub~areas approach discussed above is feasibie, and aiso

meets the purposes and objectives of the Residential 4A Zone.

OTHER SUBMISSIONS

13.1

13.2

14

There are a number of submitters in opposition to PC33, some of which

raise issues which these submissions and our evidence will respond to.

1 do not propose o go through those submissions on a point by point basis
but to rest RHL's case both on these submissions, the evidence led and our
respense to other submissions in our further submission, attached as
Appendix 3.

CONCLUSION

i4.1

PC33 should be approved because it achieves the purpose of the Act. WDC
proposed objective 16.1.2 is in the main the most appropriate objective o
achieve the purpose of the Act. RHL seeks amendment to and refinement
of policies, rules and control based on the evidence you will hear from RHL,
along with these submissions. I submit the most appropriate outcome and
the one that best promotes the purpose of the Act is to approve PC33,
inclusive of the refinements, alterations and additions that are proposed by
RHL,
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Proposed Plan Change PC33
Mandeviile Business and Residential 4A Zone

Apnpendix i Recommended Plan Amendments as a result of
Submissions
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f. 55% in the Business 1 Zone Pegasus "Town Cenire -~ General
Business Area” as identified on District Plan Map 142,

g. 35% in the Business 4 - Willlams/Carew Zone as identified on District
Plan Maps 105 and 105; or

h. 40% in Business 4 — Lilybrook Zone as shown on District Plan Maps
113 and 117,

i 55% in Business 4 West Katapoi Zohe as shown on the District Plan
Map 104;

b 40% in the Residential 6A Zone Ravenswood, as shown on District
Plan #ap 158, and

k. 10% for lofs over 3000m2 in area and 15% for fols betwesn 2500 —
2998m2 in area, or 500m2, whichever is the lesser in the Residential
4A Zone, Bradleys Road, Ohoka, identified on District Plan Map 169,

L 40% in the Mandeville North Business 4 Zone as shown on
District Pian Map 182,

Amend Rule 31.1.1.14 {Table 31.1) to read as follows;

Table 31.1; Minimum Structure Setback Requirements

. Rural Zone . Any toad boundary § 20m foe any dweliingbouse

0m for any struchre other fhan a

dwellinghouse

¢ Any intemal site boundary 20m: for any dwellinghouse

3m for any stucture other than a |
¢ dwellinghouse ;

Apy existing dwelihighouse on an ; 10m for any structure {exduding 2
¢ adicining it ¢ dwelirphouse) :

i All Resideniial Zores other thar the | Any moad boundery {other than a | 2m
Residential 44 Jone (Wards Moad, | boundary o a sirategic rosd or
;Marﬂe&riiée Motk and B Road, | artens road) o any accessway

| Qhoka), Restdenfia 84 and 7 and
| the Residontial 4A Zone (Rradleys
- Road, Choka) and the Mandaville
" Road_- Tram Road Mandevile
. North Residentiat 4 a

. NOTE: See Rule 511115

#HR-1Z2082-3-448-93







| Fasidential 4A Zone (Bradleys Read,
- Onoka) shown on District Plan Map

159 and the Mandeville Rosd -
CTram Foad Mandesille  Nonth

: Besidential 48 Fone shown on

District Plan Map 182,

Ady road boandary

Any intemnal site boundaty

. Restdentisi 4A Zone (Wards Read,
. Mandevifie Norh) shown on District
- Plan Map 157, Residentis! 44 Zone

{Will Read, Ohoka) shown on Distact
| Plan Map 180 and Woodend Beach
* Road showr: on District Plan Map
ERYAN

:R&sidenﬁs[ 48 Fonz MEH Foad,

 Oboka) shown: on District Plan Map
el

: Ay bosndary from a local road,

Ary interns site boundary

Wi Road boundary 1%m

10m:

S

;Ni Residential Zones, ofher than
: Residenitial &, BA and 7, where the
site fronds omie a stralegic or aterat
; road

The road boundary of any sirategic or
arferisl road

8m or 4m tor any garage whers e
vehice enirance is generally at Aght
agies o the read :

" Residential 5 Zone

Ary site boundary adioining an
secassway for alfetments 15, 16, 17,
A7, 28 ard 29 shown or: District Plan
Map 140

A

. Residendial 64 Zons (other than

. afess ideniified on District Plan Map
142 a5 sxcluded flom He setback
recuirement)

poundaries with ACCesHWAYS

¥HA-123083-1-448-V3

garages

i Boundaries with accesmyays

i ONQTE: Referie Flgire 31,1 204 Ruie 51,5316
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APPENDIX 3

84

Gavin &
Yvonne
Bennett

84.01

84,02

84.05

Support

Storm water: Bennetts recommend
Stormwater Management area should be in
adjacent reserve land and reflect WDC
fiooding mitigation measures currently being
considered,

Support

Ratua supports this submission. Placing the storm water
management area in the reserve would better meet the purposes
and objectives of the RMA. This alternative discharge site would
better support the plantings in the reserve than stormwater going
o ground elsewhere, This change would be more appropriate
than the provisions of PC33 as notified.

Allow the relief sought

The Bennetts suggest buiiding locations
should form part of development controls.

Oppose

The provisions of PC33 as notified are more appropriate than the
addition of building location controls suggested by this submitter,

P33 already provides sufficient and appropriate controls to avoid
adverse effects. There are adequate rules that will ensure the
proposal will reflect the character of the surrounding envirorynent
and have 'less than minor impacis on adjacent properties, such
as landscaping, building height, building reflectivity, noise and
maximum site coverage rules. To add additional controls
regarding building location will place unnecessary restrictions and
cost on the development, and achieve no useful RMA purpose.

Disaliow the relief
sought

Bennetts query size of B4 development area
and seek accurate site layout and
conrfigurations

Oppose

The provisions of PC33 as notified are more appropriate than the
restriction on the Business 4 area proposed by the Bennetts,

The CDP in PC33 does not stipulate a specific area (rather z non-
prescriptive designation}. Similarly the development controls do
not restrict cadastral boundaries within the B4 zone, PC33%s
description of the B4 development is sufficient to provide
certainty and avold adverse effects. Further, these matters are
more appropriately addressed at subdivision and detailed design /
building consent stage and it is unnecessary to address them at
this stage.

To add additienal controls regarding the size of the B4 zone will
place unnecessary cost on the developmers, and achieve no
usefu! RMA purpose, '

Disallow the relief
sought
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APPENDIX 3

and Ihe'needs of an ncreasmg commumty

87

ECan

87.1

Support

Amend the rule regarding gross retail floor
area from “the maximum gross retaf] floor
area” to “the maximum gross retail area”

Support

Ratua supports this submission as it brings PC33 into consistency
with the current Waimakarlyi District Plan, allowing greater
accuracy and certainty in the administration of the Plan

Allow the relief sought
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assessment that accompanies ;é'-.h%iﬁ%ct}m_p}ﬁking_ tatus,

102

Frevor
Walmsiey

102.4

Support

Parking should be prohibited on the north Oppose
side of Tram Rd from Bradleys R4 to the end
of the proposed subdivision,

Ratua Holdings considers that this submission is not supported by
the evidence supporting PC33. Abley Transportation report
indicates less than minor impacts on road network and
intersection performance, as well as the continued safe and
efficient functioning of Tram Rd. The transportation report also
addresses the appropriate car parking layout and performance
and takes into account the future subdivision potential within the
catchment, :

The current provisions of PC33 are more appr(;}priate than the
submission as the current provisions of PC33 cdontrol parking in a
way that orily has less than minor effects on the surrounding

Disaliow the relief
sought

Noise buffer zones Oppose

environment and safe and efficient functioning of Tram Road,

This submission proposes a restriction which is unnecessary. The
District Plan and local bylaw rules will provide a limit on the noise
which can be generated by any activities established on the sie.
Additional restrictions will be inappropriate, and will not assist in
meeling the purpose of the Act.

Disallow the relief
sought

86

NZ Fire
Service

96.1,
96.2,
96.3, 96.4

Support

Restricted firefighting water quantities Oppose
availabie in Mandeville, NZFS reguire an on-
site firefighting water supply to NZFS
standards and seeks o have this included in
Policy 16.1.2.1 and Rule 31.2.3 - as a
Controlled Activity,

This submission proposes a restriction which is unnecessary and
does not better meet the purposes of the RMAJQPC33 as notified
does. The supply of water for firefighting will be addressed at
hullding consent stage and it would be a duplication to include i
as part of PC33.

Disafiow the relief
sought
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eft turn egress onto Tram Rd

id be

Ingrid Hill
{90)

Robyn
Young
{1043

John
Murray {94)

90.1

1G4.1

94.1

Oppose

86

Maureen
Currie

86.1

Support

Traffic conflicts

Ratua does not support these submissions. Transportation issues
are addressed in the Abley Transportation report. This indicates
PC33 will have less than minor impacts on road network and
intersection performance, as well as the continued safe and
efficient functioning of Tram Rd,

The current provisions of PC33, other than the exclusion of a left
turn egress onto Tram Rd, are more appropriate than the
submission as the current provisions of PC33 control access and
parking in a way that only has less than minor effects on the
surrounding environment and safe and efficient functioning of
Tram Read,

Disaliow the relief
sought
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GENERAL DESCRIPTION OF THE PLAN CHANGE

7 RHL first became invoived in PC33 back In June 2013.

8 We have a conditional contract over the subject site — which is conditional
on PC33 becomlng operative.

9 If the Waimakariri District Councli {WDC) did not proceed with & Courncil
Initiated Plan Change, we would have sought a Private Plan change based
on the compelling community need for a convenience retail offer.

10 Since becoming a major stakeholder in PC33 we have been invoived in site
selection committee hearings, community consultation meetings and have
had extensive communications with the WDC in an attempt to work
together to tackie the many issues which face PC33.

11 We have a considerable amount of tlme, money and emotional investment
in PC323 and are passionate about providing something that we, and the
local community, can be proud of.

i2 There are a number of reasons why the Business 4 Zone is an
improvement on and therefore better than the current zoning of the area.
These include but are not iimited to:

a. Increased amenity to the local community;

b. Reduced travel to larger retali centres like Rangiora and Kaiapol;
. increased choice and convenience; and

d. Increased iocal employment.

i3 The location of the proposed Business 4 Zone between two roads and a
locat reserve also provides a buffer between It and any rural properties,

14 As the intended developer of the proposed Business 4 Zone [ belleve |
have a responsibllity to ensure the development meets the needs of the
community while remaining sympathetlc to the surrounding environment.,

DEVELOPMENT PHILOSOPHY

15 Our intention is to design a viliage wlth a real sense of community. A
development with a long-term sustainable future.

16 our development wlil incorporate appropriate mitigation measures to meet

the amenity outcomes expected by the community and that will ensure

KHR-123083-1-439-V8
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20

{K) Has a maximum footprint size on grocery store and non-grocery
store tenancies to ensure minimal impacts on the nearby Key
Activity Centres (KAC's).

N Has a minimum number of tenancies to ensure the convenience

function and purpose of the development is maintained,

{m) Improves community interaction and social outcomes for the

catchment

As part of my evidence I have provided an indicative Concept Plan of what
the viliage couid look Hke ~ See Appendix 1

COMMUNITY NEED

21

22

23

24

25

26

There have been a number of community surveys and public meetings held
by WDC over the years. The outcomes of the community feedback, in my
opinion, clearlty demonstrate a resounding support for locai shops.

On top of these community surveys and public consuitation meetings, I
have made considerable efforts to meet as many of the locai residents as [
can to discuss the concept of having local convenience shops and to also
help me understand what the community want ~what are the community

expectations in terms of scale and tenancy mix.

I have experlenced an overwhelming support for PC33, particularly in the
lifestyle communities of Mandevilie Park, Miifield and Choka Downs
subdivisions. In fact I did not speak to a single resident whe dld not favour
the idea,

it's commonly vlewed that when a development or rezone proposal is
made public and seeks pubilc feedback those opposed to a proposal are
more likely to voice their opinions than those in favour. I think the fact
that the balance of submisslons for and against was well in favour of PC33
is testament to the level of local community support.

As a local resident, I currently need to travel over 11km to the nearest
shops at either Kaiapoi or Rangiora. There is a small iocal garage In Ohoka
but this is an expensive option and is limiting in the everyday convenience
goods and services that i offers.

PC33 will provide more local convenience, reduce travel times and

encourage community sentimentality.

KHR-123083-1-435-V8
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33 All tenants would provide a convenience shopping experience for the
Mandeville community which meet the demand preferences of the
community. Possible tenants include post office, café/wine bar, bakery,

pharmacy, doctors censuiting rooms, grocery superette etc.

Accass

34 My discussions with these tenants has highlighted the importance of the
left out egress onto Tram Rd, Several tenants have intimated that this
egress is vital to provide Increased customer convenience with less

congestion and more access options. Customer convenience is the whole
cornerstone of this development, and therefore is key to supporting
improved trade,

35 A summary of the key safety points identified by WDC's expert traffic

angineer are as follows;

If no left turn egress onto Tram Rd is installed, westbound motoerists would
be required to turn right out of Mandeville Rd access, right onto McHughes
Rd and then left at the Tram Rd intersaction. This results in an additional
two right turns being necessary for westbound traffic (ref 5.4.5 of Ableys
evidence).

In terms of risk of conflict, right turn movements have an inherently higher
risk than lef turm movements due to the Increased number of points for

corflict. By not providing the left turn egress onto Tram Rd this increases
the number of right turns a driver must take and consequently increases
their risk of conflict with other vehicles as opposed to one left turn
movement if a left turn egress is provided onto Tram Rd {ref 5.4 6 of Ableys
evidence},

The option of providing a left hand turn onto Tram Rd Is preferred to the

option of no egress onte Tram Rd from the B4 zone for the reasons of
directness, legibility and safety (ref $.4.10 of Ableys evidence}.

The CAS resuits show that four (4) crashes have occurred at the existing

intersection over the last five years, three of which invelved right turning
vehlcles. If a left turn egress to Tram Rd is provided, then this avoids the

need for motorists travelling from the B4 zone to travel via McHughes Rd
and cross Tram Rd. Instead they could retum to Tram Rd via the left-turn
egress and turn right from the right turn bay on Tram Rd, which Is a far

safer and less complex manceuvre to complete. (ref $.4.21 and 4.23 of
Ableys evidence}.

KHR-123683-1-43%-V8
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43

44

45

46

47

48

I accept that if a grocery store were to get to the size of a large
supermarket it may start to have a negative effect on the nearby KAC's.
However according to the experts, 1000m? wiil have a minimal impact.

An Inflexible floor space restriction just creates deubt and uncertainty for
an anchor tenant which could compremise our ability to attract quality
tenants, which in turn compromises secondary users and eventuaily the
integrity of the overall development and its service to the community.

The WDC officer's evidence alse recommends a maximum number of

tenancies. From a developers perspective this creates unnecessary
pressures on tenant demand and selection. What if a:

£i) bakery

(i1} post shop

{iify  restaurant

{iv} grocery store
(v} bank

{v) takeaways

{vii) pharmacy

{viil} real estate offlce

All wanted to establish at Mandeville. They all provide non competing
services and would all equally contribute to community convenience.
However we would be forced to select based on a first in first serve basis

which could compremise the overall preferred mix.

A more logical way to manage tenancy mix is to establish a minimum
number of tenants required to provide the level of convenience expected
by the community and then allow market forces to establish what is
sustainable. At the end of the day with Increased choice comes increased
convenience — which is surely & key objective of the development. This is
supported by both Market Economics and RCG.

1 therefore support a development control ensuring the minimum number
of tenants never gets below three (3) and that any departure from this
would be a non-complying activity, This will ensure that a range of retail
and service activities iocate in the centre to better provide for a range of

community convenience needs.

KHR-123083-1-435-V8
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55  The difference between 1600m? and 1700m” is the difference between
profit and break even. Quite simply the development is not financially
viable to the banks satisfaction at 1600m? — if this is not viable to the

banks then the project itself is not deemed viable.

56 1t is also worth noting that the max. tenancy size caps could mean the
development is not built to its full potential. For example if the grocery
retail tenant only takes up 300m2 (initiaity) and the next fargest non-
grocery store was 200m2 (say a restaurant) and we we're required to
satisfy the max. tenancy size of 200m2 for all other tenandies then we
would end up with a total GFA of only 1500m2 —~ which is financally
unviable. The max. tenancy size is an unnecessary financial burden which

doas not provide any social, economic or envirenmental benefit.

57 Turning specifically to the NZFS submission. This seeks a mandatory

compliance with the Code of Practice (which is a non-mandatory
document). Again experts will comment on the appropriateness of this and
the minimal Impact it would have on safety of life or protection of
neighbouring property. However from a developer’s perspective this has
the potential to cripple the flnanclal viability of the development.

58 There is only 191 per second available pressure in the WDC mains. A
prefiminary fire assessment indicates that If we were required to comply
with the Code of Practice our development would reguire up to 1,080,000L
of on-site water storage. This would cost over $250,000 just for the tank,
iat alone the valve set infrastructizre, and ongoing testing and

maintenance. This Is clearly totally unreasonable and unrealistic.

59 provided safety of life is not compromised and there is no risk to
neighbouring property, which is clear it wouldn’t be from our expert
evidence, then to a certain extent building damage is the landlords risk and
15 a matter for me and my insurer. It should not be a matter for the
District Plan.

&80 Another key cost consideration, particularly in the local market, is the

increased construction costs following the Canterbury earthquakes. We are
currently experlencing increased pressure on resources including limits in
the supply of key building materials such as concrete, timber and steed,
and more importantly iabour. Construction costs have Increased 12% over
the last 12 months and continue to rise between 1-1.2% per month and we
are not even at the peak of the rebuild. T am seeing this dally In my job as

KHR-123083-1-435-V8
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Subdivision of the business land

87

&8

WD are also looking o make any subdlvision of the B4 zone a non-
complying activity. I find i very difficult to see the rationale behind this as
this will only create further financial constraints for the developer. The
subdivision of the Business 4 Zone would not resuit in any further
environmental effects so why impose this condition. In the current market

we need as much flexibility arcund asset retention as possible.

I believe a more sensible approach is to impose a rule ensuring the
Business 4 Zone can only be subdivided as a controlled activily into lots
with a minimum area of 2500 m? and to require covenants on the titie
limiting the extent of subdivision and the adoption of conditions to retain
and maintain landscaping and the tike.

Stormwater Location

89

70

7%

72

The proposed ODP identlfies a stormwater management area. It is clear
from the Council 3 Waters assessment that there are a number of
stormwater management measures available to appropriately deal with the
stormwater from the proposed B4 area. This includes flush ponds, swales,
rain gardens, sump inserts or interceptor chambers. We would aiso need

an Ecan permit,

The Councll Officer concludes that the actual deslgns of the stormwater can
he addressed at the subdivision or Building Consent stage.

I agree with this assessment, My concern is how much weight is given to

the location of the stormwater management area on ODP 182 map.

Based on our draft Concept Plan our stormwater area would not specificaily
accord with ODP 182, but wouid still satisfactorily deal with stormwater.
Therefore I think that provision should be made in the rules that means the
stormwater management area as shown on ODP 182 is a general location
only and the intent is to ensure stormwater is appropriately dealt with at
Subdivislon or Building Consent time ~ otherwise we potentialiy face a non-
complying Resource Consent as a result. I understand our planner also
deals with how changes to the CDP should be provided for,

KHR-123083-1-439-¥8
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75

76

77

78

79

Gur development will incorporate appropriate mitigation measures to meet
the amenity cutcomes expected by the community and that will ensure
there is a less than minor Impact on the surrounding environment — this is

backed up by expert evidence.

The development controls should be designed to ensure there are less than
minor economie, social and environmental effects, while also encouraging

tenant demand and ensuring commercial viability,

In preparing for this hearing I have considered the planning and legal
requlrements to be satlsfied for a Plan Change to be successful. Those
requirements are contained In Matt Bacons report and also the legal
submissions of Mr Rogers.

Preparation has also identified key issues which have been kept in mind
when considering the adequacy of the Plan amendments recommended by
Matt Bacon.

Attached to the submissions of Mr Rogers evidence are a further marked
up version of Plan amendments that RHL seek. Those amendments provide
for all of the points [ have raised in my evidence.

Dated this 25™ day of May 2015

Revan Denis Hames
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Introduction, and Summary of my Evidence

1.

16

11

12

13

14.

My full name is John Daniell Polkinghorne. | am an associate director of RCG Limited, with
responsibility for the company’s research and analytics work.

t have been employed by RCG since February 2008, initially working as a research analyst and
econormist.

| hold a Master of Commerce degree from the University of Auckland, majoring in economics.

In 2012, RCG was engaged to prepare a brief report on the opportunity for retail at the
Mandeville sife, 474 Mandeviile Road, and to cornment on whether there was support for a
1,300 m? centra. | was the author of this repori, which is attached as an appendix to my
evidence,

f refer to this report below as *the RCG reporl”, and | will assume that people reading my
gvidence are familiar with its contents.

Besides the 2012 repori and the current engagement to provide evidence, RCG has had no
other involvement with the Mandeville sife.

| am familiar with the Walmakarii refail offer, including Rangiora and Kaiapoi and the
developing node at Pegasus/ Ravenswood.

| have advised several national retailers on the retail market in Canterbury and the Waimakarisi,
including the identification of growth opperiunities and recommendations on locations. RCG
has also had significant involvement in Pegasus, which | have worked on at various times.

The Waimakariri District Counsgil {WDC} has inifiated Plan Change 33 to the Waimakariri District
Plan, aimed at, among other things, providing for a small commercial centre in Mandeville. As
originally proposed by the council, this would be Emited in size to 1,300 m?, with individual
fenancies limited in size to 450 m?,

Raifua Hoidings, the intending deveioper of this site, has asked me o comment as to whether
these floor space restrictions are appropriate.

In refation o this, | have also made comments on a Property Economics report, Hifled
“‘Proposed Mandeville Retail Centre Market Assessment”, and dated May 2014,

| refer to this as “the PEL report” below.

| have also read and commented on a Market Economics report, tifled "Mandeville Retail
Review", and dated May 2015.

| refer o this as “the Market Economics report” below.

Overall assessment

15,

16

Overall, my assessment is that the suite of restrictions now being proposed by the developer
are appropriaie, namely a total area of 1,700 m?, with a grocery anchor limited 10 1,000 m2 and
other tenancies to 450 m?. | do not believe that more prescriptive restrictions are necessary or
desirable.

in reaching the outcome RHL’s legal advisor has pointed out 1o me the key elements of section
32 of the RMA. In assessing the WDC preferred approach as against that proffered by RHL., |




have endeavoured to apply the key elements or considerations of s32. | have looked at the
completing propesal to determine which of the two were more effective and efficient, | have
undertaken a broad consideration of costs, benefits and risks. In the end | have fried to
determine which of the competing WDC or RHL proposals are the mos{ appropriate means or
mathod fo achieve the objective of PC33 in an efficient and effective way.

Code of Conduct

17. Phave prepared my evidence in compliance with the Code of Conduct for expert wilnesses set
ot in the Environment Court's 2014 praciice note.

18. | confirm that my evidence is within my area of expertise and that | have not omitted fo consider
material facts known fo me that might alter or defract from the opinions that | express.

Catchment definition

18, Catchmenis for retail facilities are based on expert interpretation of their likely geographic
customer base. This is an important concept, since it factors info the amount of demand and
the floor space which can be sustained.

20.  Considerations include the size of the local population, the likely amount of retail, reading
connections, and locations of competing centres and so on.

21. Caichmenis are usually based on geographic boundaries from Staflistics New Zealand. For
small cenires, the calchmenis will be based on area units, or in rare cases, meshblocks.

22. My opinion on the Mandeville catchment is unchanged from 2012

23.  the most appropriate definition for the Mandeville catchment, in my view, includes the
Mandeville, Ohoka, Eyrewell and West Eyreton area units.?

24.  To give more detall, though, | consider it reasonable to split this info a primary ¢atchment {the
Mandeville area unif) and a secondary catchment {the other three).

25 Figure 1 below shows the area inside the Mandevilie North Growth Boundary in red, the
primary catchment in orange, and the secondary caichment in yellow. It also identifies the
locations of nearby settiements:

Figure 1. Mandeville primary and secondary catchments

TRCG's 2012 work was based on older area unit definitions, and the former West Eyrefon area unit
has now been split info Eyrewell and West Eyreton




28,

27.

28.

290.

30,

31

Sef i;)fs '

As the RCG report notes;

Ohoka is essentially a small village, with no more than a couple of hundred residents — much
smalfer than Mandeville — centred around the intersection of Mill Rd and Whites Rd. The
Ohoka Service Station is a Gasoline Alley-branded pelrol station and garage, and there are
no other retailers in the village.

Although Ohoka is between Mandeville and Kaiapoi, we believe that Ohoka residents would
stift shop at Mandeville occasionally, especially if there are facifities not avaifable at Ohoka,
such as food and beverage providers.

i stand by this view. Furthermore, | note that Mandeville has a much better change of sustaining
shops than Ohoka, given thal i has a larger immediate population, and is closer and more
accessible to the more distant rural areas. | discuss this later in my evidence.

The Eyrewell and West Eyreton area units are also included in the secondary catchmant, given
that households living there would often be closer o the Mandeville shops than o any others,

As noted later, the PEL report appears to assume that Mandeville’s catchment is limited to the
small red area in Figure 1, i.e. households living inside the Mandevilie North Growth Boundary.

| would expect that most customers at the proposed Mandeville shops would come from within
the catchment as | have defined #. This is not {o say that households in the calchmeni will not
shop elsewhere, and indeed Mandeville would be Bkely to capiure ondy a small share of their
spending.

Nonetheless, Mandeaville is well located on the read network, and convenient to most of this
catchment. The proposed shops are well positioned o provide convenience shopping facilities
for these rural areas.




32.

33.

Likewise, some spending would even come from outside the calchment. Sheppers are mobile,
and the small fraction of people from Kaiapoi or Rangiora who might choose to visit the
Mandeville shops occasionally — e.g. a café or restaurant which develops a good reputation, or
a grocery store which offers a different experience from the usual — could make a contribution
to sales. This would not undermine the Key Activity Centres in the district.

The shops are also close 1o the Mandevilie Sports Club, which acts as a draw for people from a
wide area.

PEL’s Caichment Definition

34

35.

36.

37.

38

34,

40.

41,

42

43,

PEL adopt a catchment which, as far as | can see, accords exactly with the Mandeville North
Growth Boundary in planning map 167 of the Waimakariri District Plan.

i consider this catchment definition to be inappropriate, and unhelpful to answering the question
of what might be a suitable amount of retail in Mandeville.

In locking at the level of sustainable floor space in Mandeville, PEL essentially assume that
only people who live within the Mandevilie North Growth Boundary will shop there, and that
they will do al! of their convenience shopping there. This is, in my view, an unrealistic approach.

The catchment | have defined includes 2,124 househoids, which compares with 280 in
Mandeville itself and B0 in Choka. Using PEL's approach, all of the rural households which are
not in either Mandeville {or Ohoka, if the exercise was repeated for that settlement} would be
ignored completely. This is clearly untenable.

A better approach is to consider the likely areas that Mandeville shoppers will come from —
which | have done with my catchment definition — and then consider, given the demand within
that area, the network of centres nearby and other aspirations for the area, what level of retail is
appropriate.

Consumers are mobile ~ they can cover considerable distances 1o visit retail centres. Major
centres like Westfield Riccarton draw shoppers from across the region, whereas local shopping
centres will have much smaller catchments.

Similarly, consumers in a built-up area like Christchurch or Auckland generally do not need to
travel as far to the shops as do rural consumers. Rural consumers are used to driving longer
distances, for commuting, taking children to school, and other purposes.

A report by Auckland Council suggests that, in Auckland, househalds make 50% of their
spending in categories such as "food and liquor”, "hospitality”, "other retall” and "personal
sefvices” within 4-7 km of where they live, varying slightly Tor the different store types.2

The other 50% is done further away, with the "ail” of spending often done quite far away.

By comparisen, nowhere inside the Mandeville North Growth Boundary is more than 2 km from
the proposed shops. Clearly, there are households outside that boundary which will stil find it
convenient {o shop there.

2" nderstanding the geographic relationships between households and retaillservices centres across
Auckland's urban structure”, 2012, refrieved from

hiip:/iwww aucklandeouncil govi nz/SiteCollectionDocuments/aboutcounsilfplanspoliciespublicationsft
echnicalpublications/tr2012024understandinggecgraphicrelationships. pdf




44

Furthermore, households do not do all of their shopping at one ¢entre. They shop around, and
nelghbouring centres will have overlapping catchments. Mandeviile will not capiure all the
convenience retail spend from within its catchment. Some will go to Kaiapol, some 1o Rangiora
or Christchurch.

Market Economics’ Catchment Definition

45,

48

47.

48,

49

50.

51.

Market Economics adopt a catchment which is more similar to my own, with 1,470 households
compared with the 2,124 householids | have used.

Their catchment is based on meshblocks, the smaliest geographic units defined by SNZ,
whereas | have used area units. Meshbiocks are grouped into area units, e.g. the Mandeville
area unit contains 12 meshbiocks.

| consider both approaches to be equally valid.

Warket Econormics’ catchment includes the entirely of the Mandeville area unit, my “primary
catchment®.

it excludes some parts of the Choka area unit which are very close to Kaiapoi {around 120
households}, and excludes part of the Eyrewell and West Eyreton area units which are remote
from any centre, but may be more accessible to Oxford than fo Mandeville (around 575
households}.

If { had based my catchment on meshblocks rather than area units, | would have defined a
similar catchment to the Market Economics one, although | would have extended it slightly
farther into Eyrewell/ West Eyreton.

These are minor differences, though, and | believe that both Market Egonomics’ catchment
definition and my own give useful resulis.




Household growth

Subdivisions in Mandeville

52.

53,

54.

58,

56.

57.

58.

59.

60.

Subdivisions which have been recently completed or are currently being marketed could add
anocther 264 homes to Mandeville iiself:

+  Millifield — 127 sections, litles issued between December 2012 and March 2013,
+ Mandeville Park — 48 seclions, titles issued between March 2012 and November 2012
+ Braeburn Estate — 89 sections with three stages likely, tilles not yet issued

These timeframes, and aerial photography records, suggest that only a smali number of
househoids would have been settied in the new subdivisions by the time of the 2013 census
{taken on 5™ March), but household numbers have been given a boost singe then.

Based on aerial pheotos from January 2015, it seems that the Millfield and Mandeville Park
subdivisions are now largely buill ouf, although # may of course be some time before every last
section is built on.

Building consent data from the council also suggests that these subdivisions are largely built
out. Prior to March 2012, very few building consents were being granted in Residential 4 zones
—just 18 in five years.

This figure increased o 81 in the year to March 2013, 76 in the vear to March 2014, and has
now dropped steadily back to 27 in the year {o March 2015, Qverall, this represents 184 new
dgwellings consented in the last three vears.

These consent numbers include Residential 4 zones across the district, but | understand from
the council that they mainly relate to Mandeville, as well as a small amount of new development
at Waikuku.

| would expect that the 2010-2011 earthquakes were a factor in the speed with which the
Milffield and Mandeville Park subdivisions were sold and completed. Many people in
Waimakariri and Christchurch were forced fo relocate, meaning more demand for new seclions.
Supply is now catching up with that demand.

Braeburn Estate is at a much earlier point in its development, with only 11 sections sold or
under offer. It may well {ake longer o eventuate than the two previous subdivisions.

Even so, Waimakarii's population is expected to keep growing strongly, which will stll support
demand in Mandeville and elsewhere. "Medium” population projections from SNZ show the
district’'s population growing from 52,300 in 2013 fo 78,000 in 2043, with a third of that growth
oceurring in 2013-2018.3

Historical and projected growth across the Mandeville catchment

81

According 1o the 2013 census, the tofal Mandeville catchment has 2,124 households, with 885
in the primary catchiment and 1,239 in the secondary. These numbers have grown steadily over
the iast couple of decades, as shown in Figure 2 below.

* “Subnational population projections, by age and sex, 2013(base)-2043". These projections were
released in February 2018 and incorporate data from the 2013 census and other sources.




682. My modelling work sequires me io make projections of household growth into the future,
beginning from the 2013 census baseline.

63. Figure 2 below shows these projections, alohg with historic household numbers in the
catchment based on 1986-2013 census data.

Figure Z: Historic and Projected Household Numbers for the Mandeville Caichments
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84. The relevani numbers are also outlined in Table 1 below:

Table 1: Household Projections

PCA

Household | 1389 1464 1539 | 1614
Growth 150 75 75 75

85. | congider these projections o be realistic in the near term, based on huilding consents,
subdivision progress and other information. Indeed, the recently completed Mandeville
subdivisions have 175 sections, and they appear to be almost fully buill out afready. Brasbum
Estate will add to this pipeline, and other growth will occur in the wider caichments.




66. The suitability of these projections over the long term could be debated, and lower or higher
figures could be chosen. However, | would argue that even the current or near-term situation is
enough fo support the proposed shops at Mandeville, and this is my main focus.

87.  As further context to my projections, historical building consent information at the area unit level
shows that, between May 1980 and August 2014:

»

831 dwellings were consented in the primary catchment, an average of 35 dwellings
a year;

828 dwellings were consented in the secondary caltchment, an average of 32
dwellings a year,

1,757 dwelliings were consented in the total catchment, an average of 74 dwellings a
year.

68. The figures shove include a resurgence in consents from 2012 onwards. However, even if we
exciude this resurgence and just look at the period between May 199G and December 2011:

636 dwellings were consented in the primary catchment, an average of 27 dwellings
a year,

782 dwellings were consented in the secondary catchment, an average of 33
dwellings a vear,

1,418 dwellings were consented in the otal catchment, an average of 58 dwellings a
year.

69 Figure 3 below shows the moving annual number of consents for the catchment over the period
for which [ have data, broken down by area unit:




Figure 3: Moving Annual Dwelling Consenis for the Mandeville Catchment
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7C.  The historic census figures above tell a similar story — household numbers for the entire

catchment increased by an average of 72 a year over 1991-2013 {or 62 a year over 1986~
2013}

Comparisons with the 2012 RCG report

74,  inote that! am now projecting a somewhat higher growth outlock — as well as a higher "starting
point’ — than used in the 2012 RCG report.

72.  This report relied on pre-earihquake, pre-2013 census informatiion on the caftchment’s
estimated population, and its future potential for growth {i.e. projections).

73,

More recent data shows thaf the catchment has been growing faster than predicted. The total
catchment now has an estimated population of 6,830 as at June 2014, whereas using the

projections in fable 4 of the RCG repor, this level would nof have been reached until almost
2021, or even longer for the primary catchment.

Comparisons with the PEL report

74, Aithough PEL use several different figures in their report, their modelling and conclusions

appeas {0 be based on a base figure of 290 househoids in Mandevilie,




75,

76.

77.

78.

79.

84.

81.

This figure is apparently sourced from the councll, and accords with the figure given in their
2010 "Rural Residential Development Plan™ 4 This plan refers fo around 170 households in the
Residential 4B zone, and ancther 120 in the San Dona ares.

Based on a quick inspection of the available meshblock data and properiy boundaries, this
seems o be an accurate reflection of household numbers inside the Mandeville North Growth
Boundary, prior fo the recent/ current subdivisions there.

PEL note in section 4 that Mandeville could reach "a total dwelling capacity of 821", based on
information provided by the council. This figure appears reasonable based on ¢urrent planning
Drovisions.

The forecasts in section 4 show household numbers growing from 280 in 2014, to 821 in 2031.
izl assume a linear growth rate of roughly 19.5 households a year.

The Millfield and Mandevilie Park subdivisions, with 175 sections, represent nine years’ worth
of growth using the PEL projections, or from 2014 out to 2023, Actual growth has of course
occurred much more quickly than that.

As such, while the assumed endpoint of 821 households within the Mandeville North Growth
Boundary area may well be valid, growth is likely fo be much more "front loaded” than the linear
growth assumed by PEL.

Fusthermore, as noted earlier, the Mandeville North Growth Boundary area is not an accurate
reflection of the likely frade catchment for the Mandeville centre, making PEL’s conclusions
aspecially conservative.

Comparisons with the Market Economics report

82.

83.

84.

85.

Although Market Economics state that 2014 is their base year, | expect that their figures are
actually based on 2013 census data, as are my own.

They assume growth of 110 househelds by 2018, and linear growth of 170 households in each
five-year period thereafter.

As with PEL, | believe they are missing the extent {o which growth is being "front loaded”
thanks o current and recent subdivisions in Mandeville.

Again, this means thatf a convenience centre is likely {0 be viable earlier than Market
Economics’ projections suggest.

4

www. waimakayiri.govi.nzi ibraries/Public_Documents/RURAL_RESIDENTIAL_DEVELOPMENT_PLA
N.sflb.ashx




Updated modelling results

86.

87.

88.

89.

Q0.

| have updated my 2012 modeiling work based on more recent data, e.g. results from the 2013
census and my updated household projections. | present the resulfs of this modelling exercise
helow.

The modelling shows the expected "refail spending power” of households and businesses in
the Mandeville primary and secondary caichments.

i is important {o note thal | do not expect the Mandeville shops {o capture ali of this spending,
or even a large share of . Consumers will do most of thelr shopping in larger retail nodes, In
Christchurch, Rangiora or Kaiapoi.

Retail spending power leads to "floor space demand” — that is, because people want fo spend
money in retail stores, there is a demand for retail floor space. RCG's model converts retall
spending power info floor space demand, using assumed sales productivities {sales per square
metre).

For completeness, | have shown all the store types covered in RCG's Retail Sales Model.
However, the Mandeville shops are Hkely fo focus on just a few store types, what the PEL
report terms "convenience retall’. | agree that this is the most probable use for the site.

Large Format Retail

9.

92.

93,

As noted in the 2012 RCG report, most LFR demand from people living in the Mandeville
catchment "is likely to be accommodated in Christchurch or Kalapoi”.

However, LIR food retailing is relevant, including supermarkels.

Table 2 below shows modelled LFR floor space demand for the primary, secondary and
combined catchments, over the 2013-2031 period.




Table 2: L.FR Demand for the Mandeville Caichments (m%)

FoodRetailing 5. 662
Department stores

Furniture, floor coverin glﬁ
Hardware, building and garden WPPZ%
Rwr&atwnai goods

932 . b039
388 432

ectromcgoodﬁ S

Pharmaceatical and other siores U 0 0 1.0
Tood and bever AEC SErVices U} 4 0 8 )
Primary Catchment Total 2,380 2868 | 3222 | 3,604 | 4015

FoodRetailing e 1015 | Ll2s | 1243 | 1370
Depariment stores 4,142 1 1,258
Hardyar, building and g s oo haos
Rcarcaiwnai goods 167 85 1 205 225

(‘Eoihmg, f{miwear a.nd p(,rS()

Blectrical and electronicgoods 0 M4 1 les . 184

Pharmaceutical and other st . S S, 0 B S
Tood and beverage services g g g ¢ ¢
Secondary Catchment Total 3,226 1 3,726 4,128 4,561 5,027

Departmcm stores "
Furniture, floor coverings, | ﬁd...‘..‘??&?.???ﬁ: 619 726 ?98
Hardware, building and garden supplies ) 1 33? 1 548 Z 723

' onal goods _
Cioihmg, footwear and personal
‘Electrical and c}cu_mmc goods
Pharmaccui__;gg_} and otherstores

Food and beverage services
Combined Catchments Total

84. These resulls, and those that follow, are higher than modeiled in 2012, mainly because of
Mandevilie's larger population.

95 Table 2 llustrates that households and businesses in the Mandeville catchments create
demand for 5,606 m? of LFR fioor space as at 2013. This will grow over fime, fo 7,350 m? by
2021 and 9,043 m? by 2031.

98. Looking at supermarkeis only, the way io think about these figures is thaf households in the
Mandeville catchments will support 1,541 m? of supermarket space as at 2013, soread across a
range of likely shopping locations (Kaiapoi, Rangiora, Christchurch).

97.  Some part of this demand could also help support a large grocery store in Mandeville itself,
although | wouid still expect that the bulk of food shopping would be done elsewhere.




98. The modelling assumes retail spending power for LFR food retailing is converted info floor
space demand with agsumed sales of $14,000/m2. This figure is typical for supermarkels, but
an independent grocery store, indoor market! efc would be likely to have much lower turnover.

99.  Put another way, an independent store of 1,000 m? would be likely to have sales of less than
$14 million. The gap belween aclual and assumaed sales would help to suppert supermarket
space elsewhere, That is, more than 541 m? of supermarket space (trading at $14,000/m?}
cauld be supperted in other locations.

Other {Small Format) Retall

100. Table 3 below shows modeiled "other retail" floor space demand for the primary, secondary and
combined catchments over the 2013-2031 period.

Tabte 3: Other Retail Demand for the Mandeville Caichments {(m?)

:"Dep&rimem stores
Furuitare, floor coverings, houseware
Hardware, building and garden supplies
‘Recreational goods

_' _______ othing, footwear and personal accessories
Electrical ‘”“f electronic 8""‘15
I'ood and bavemge services 397 488 349 : §
Primary Carchment Total L494 1806 20302270 1 2531

Yood Retailing .. d 40 W08 A8 el 88

Department stores

Recrc&imnai goods SUUOUE DR F: ARUIRY DU Ao SRS AU bt PRI NP b S ARUPRD SOOI/ SUORON
Clothing, footwear and personal accessories | 290 1 335 | 372 . 4ll 452
Electrical and efeciro SR S, 54 62 69 76 8
Pharmaceutical and other stores R CC N WS SO SN AT MU TN DU (5 S
‘¥ood and beverage services 326 607 - 673 743 §19

:Secondary Catchment Total

Food Retailing

BENNN N T
361 401 443
74 365 338

Furniture, floor coverings, housoware and textiles | 92 | 108

Hardware, building and garden B
Recreattonaf goods ; 207
C]@thmg, footwear and p pcrsonai accessories 505 594
hlccmcaia“dei“‘mmcgo"ds b 93109
‘Pharmaceutical and other store! T46
‘Food and beverage services 1,096 1222

.Combined Catchments Total 3,511 4,136 | 4,610 5,122 ¢ 3,673
Source: RCG




101.

This table Hustrates that households and busihesses in the Mandeville catchment create
demand for 3,511 m? of “other retail” floor space as at 2013. This will grow over time, 10 4,610
m? by 2021 and 5,673 m? by 2031,

“Relevant” Retail Store Types, and Non-Retail Uses

102.

103,

104.

105,

108.

107.

108.

The tables above show the resulls of my modelling work for the Mandeville catchments,
covering all refail store types apart from accemmeodation and automotive-related retailers.

However, some store types are obviously more relevant fo the proposed development than
others — e.g. food retailing or food & heverage are likely uses, whereas elecironics stores are
not.

The PEL report focuses on the “convenience retail” store fypes which they see as heing most
relevant. Based on the list in their appendix 3, these would include food retailing, food &
beverage, pharmaceutical and other stores, and recreational goods,

i generally agree with this list, although | alse include "hardware, bullding and garden supplies”.
These kinds of stores are often viable in convenience centres and rural areas.

I note that video (rental} stores and Post Shops, which are shown in PEL's list, are not actuaily
covered by the Retail Trade Survey. They are therefore exchided from RCG's model, and
presumably PEL’s model oo

These uses should more properly be mentioned under PEL’s list of “convenience commercialf
professional service activiies”, and | would alse add banks, real esiale agenis and travel
agents o that list.

For ease of reference, | have spiit out the more relevant store fypes from my modelling work in
Table 4 below. Note that all of these figures are for small format or “other” retall demand,
except for “Large Format Food Retailing”.







114,

115,

118.

117.

118.

119

120,

especially given that a large part of the growth over the nexi few vears is likely fo be in
Mandeville itself.

Based on point 111 above, a centre of 1,700 m? might have 75% of its floor space in modelied
store types, or 1.278 m2

This is equivalent to 50% of the primary catchment's demand in 2021 for the store types (and
formats) | have highlighted in Table 3. Gther types are unlikely io locate in Mandeville.

Looking at demand across the combined catchmenis, the equivalent figure is 22%.

t am comfortable with this as a maximum. | consider that it is a level which ensures that the
shops will not have negative Impacis on cther cantres, and may encourage the success of
Mandeville shops through establishing a "critical mass”.

My opinion is that it will be difficult for shops in Mandeville to capture this share of demand, but
that is iiimalely a risk for the developer and retailers. | may be that less retait ends up being
developed, or that refailers trade at lower levels than the mode! assumes.

Either way, my opinion is that the increased cap will not have any negalive economic effecis on
the function and viability of other KACs.

Comparisons with the PEL report

121,

122.

The modelling assumptions used by PEL are someawhat different to those used by RCG, and |
believe ours io be more reliable. The main differences relate o assumed growth in spending
power per household, the level of sales per square mefre, and the assumed impagct of online
retailing.

However, these differences are of comparatively litile congern in this case. My main point of
contention with PEL's resulis and conclusions are that they are based on what s, in my view,
an unrealistically smail catchment.

Comparisons with the Market Economics report

123,

124,

125.

126,

#arket Economics only devote a very small part of their report {o their modelling results,
making it hard to review their findings.

Based on their figures 2.3 and 2.4, their caichment has five imes as many households as
PEL’'s catchment in 2014, but only supporis 2.2 times as much "susiainable GFA”

As a resulf, | expect that they make assumptions about the propertion of convenience spend
from the catchment that they expect the centre to capture. They hint at this near the fop of page
8, saving:

“We would expect that consumers in the parts of the catchment furthest from the
centre might direct only 10-20% of their convenience spend fo the cenire, but that this
figure would be over 80% in the residential areas adjacent fo the centre”.

This is a valid approach, but a subjective one, and since they have not outlined exactly how
they reached these figures, how percentages are applied io different parts of their catchment,
etc. This makes # difficult fo evaluate them.




Economic Impacts

127. | balieve if is useful to comment briefly on the potential for the Mandeville cenfre fo have
gconomic impacts on other centres, as the PEL report does.

128. PEL siate on page 18 of thelr report that "in considering potential retail impacts in an RMA
context, any such impacts across a wider area are likely 1o be negligible given the proposed
size and function of the cenire”.

129. Based on ihe preceding paragraph of their repori, this appears to refer to the 1,650 m?2 GFA
centre rather than the smaller 1,300 m? GFA, Le. even the larger size would have negligible
Impacts. | agree with this assessmentL

130, Similarly, Market Economics stale in their section 6 that — at least given the restrictions which
they favour — there would be "no noliceable effects on Waimakariri's three [Key Activity
Centres!” from a 1,800 m? cenfre.

131, As noted by PEL, the potential for impacts on Rangiora and Kaiapoi is very limited. These are
miich larger towns, with established {and growing) refail offerings. Future developments in
these towns, as well as Pegasus and Woodend, will strengthen the retail “centre of gravity” in
the eastern parts of the district.

132. PEL go onto note, though, that:

‘the District Plan envisages small rural based convenience cenires o service their
immediate local market only and not depend on capturing residents from wider rural
locations. .. If the Mandeville centre were fo be developed foday as proposed, ifs
sales and continued function would depend not only on its focalised market but also
residents from other nearby rural communities.

While its establishment may not have any malerial effects on any existing centres
under the RMA, the Council seek a centre designed and scaled to operale as a
centre fo support the focal Mandeville residents only... what is currently proposed at
Mandeville is likely to impact on the commercial viabilfty of any future provision within
Swannanoa and Choka

The District Plan gives a steer fo fimit the role and function of rural centres to
servicing its localised calchment only, therefore a convenenience centre in
Mandeville of size around 1,000sqm — 1,300sqm GFA. .. is considered to be
appropriate. This would allow for the establishment of additional and simitarly sized
centres {depanding on the market) in other rural cormmunities in close proximity to
Mandeville without compromising the viability, performance, role and function of one
ancther”

133. | disagree with a number of these points. Within the Mandeville catchment as | have defined it,
meost households live in “rural locations”, even i we exclude Mandeville and Choka from that
category.




134. Catchments overlap, and the nature of any retail in smali towns is that # will depend on some
suppott from the surrounding rural areas. If shops in Mandeville were forced to rely on only the
290 households within the growth boundary, they would probably not establish at all, and
likewise for the even smaller settiements elsewhere in the calchment.

135. The 2012 RCG report may be a useful guide here, where it states that:

“There are around 2,700 daities and grocery stores in New Zealand, or approximately one for
every 1,600 people. Similarly, there are 7,050 cafés and restaurants in New Zealand, or one
for every 625 people, and 4,550 takeaways, or one for every 1,000 people. There are 3,800
“hairdressing and beauty services” businesses, or one for every 1,100 people - note that
some of these businesses may be home-based. Finally, there are 1,200 pharmacies in New
Zeatand, one for every 3,700 people”

136. Mandeville is by far the largest settlement in its catchments, and the most promising location for
retail. Even then, | expect it will be challenging to make a development work there.

137. Addressing the last paragraph quoted above in peint 132, | consider & highly unlikely that the
market would ever provide for “additional and similarly sized centres (depending on the market)
in other rurat communities in close proximity to Mandeville”.

138. The Rural Residential Development Plan states that Ohoka currently has 80 households, with
potential to grow 0 230, Swannanea is not mentioned in that plan, but weould be even smailler
again. Neither of these communities have the critical mass that would attract a retail offering.

138. Based on my experience, it is very unlikely that Ohoka, Cust or Femside, or the even smaller
clusters of homes in gther places would be able to attract additional retailers, barring significant
rasidential growth.

140. This level of growih seems unlikely, based on current zoning and the council’s intentions as
stated in the Rura! Residential Development Plan.

141. Market Economics reach similar conclusions:

in our assessment only one convenience centre would be viable in the area between
Oxford and Rangiora/Kaiapoi, and it is appropriate that such a centre should locate at
Mandevilfe.

142, 1agree with this assessment.

Comments on Ohoka

143. Choka is very close to Kaiapgi, making i rather less likely to develop its own retail offering -
retailers would naturally gravitate towards the larger potential market offered in that fown.

144. However, | consider that if retailers do want {o establish themselves in Choka, the proposed
shops at Mandeville would have very liftle effect on this possibility. In reality, most people living
in Ohoka would shop in Kalapoi, rather than heading further west to Mandeville.

145, Ag such, it is my opinion that if these retailers are not able to set up in Mandeville - due 1o the
1,300 m? floor space restriction - the most likely outcome, by Tar, is that they will not set up
anywhere in the rural parks of the Waimakariri.




146,

This means that their ability to confribufe to amenity, local sustainability, a sense of place and
so oh will be lost.

Other Restrictions

147.

148.

1449.

160,

151,

152.

183.

184,

168,

158

157,

158,

158,

180

In addition to an overall floor space cap of 1,700 m?, the developer has also proposed some
other restriclions.

The developer is considering a food or grocery anchor, and is proposing that this be limited in
size to 1,000 m?, as opposed fo the 750 m? suggested by Market Economics. As also noted by
PEL and Market Economics, a grocery or similar store wili help fo anchor the cenire, and
generate customer visits which will assist the success of other shops.

! would distinguish a store of this size (and in this location} from a full-line supermarket. It will
not carry as wide a range as a supermarket, and is unikely {o tfrade as strongly as oneoh a
per-square-mefre basis.

§ consider that a grocery store, limited in size {o 1,000 m2, is appropriate for the developing
Mandeville area. |¢ will not have negative impacts on the Key Activity Centres, which contain an
extensive supermarket offer.

The developer has also proposed thal other tenancies besides the grocery anchor be limited to
450 m? in size. This restriction is also suggested by Market Economiecs, and | can support if.

In addition to the resirictions ouflined above, Market Economics suggest thaf the “maximum
average GFA” for non-grocery tenancies be 200 m2,

As an allernative fo "maximum average GFA”, Market Economics suggest on page 13 that the
fufly built ouf centre have a minimum number of tenancies. | believe this is a better way of
managing the built environment of the cenfre, and its effects.

| do not believe this restriction is necessary. However, | would view it more postitively than the
others which seek to control individual {enancy sizes.

If the Commissioner does believe it appropriate to put such a condition in place, | would
suggest that it be worded in such a way as {o aliow the cenire to develop at its own pace {e.g.
the grocery store being built in advance of gther {enanis).

Any "minimum number of tenancies” requirement should come into effect only when the centre
is at or near ifs total floor space cap, and with the aim of encouraging a range of convenience
uses within the cenfre. It should be set af a relatively low level, e.g. three or four tenancies.

The developer has aise proposed that the completed centre have a minimum of three
{enancies, but this rule may well be unnecessary, since it is implied by the other restrictions on
fotal floor space and individual tenancy sizes.

I note that the councll’s Hearing Report suggests a maximum number of tenancies instead,
which | would nof support

Overall, | consider the suite of restrictions proposed by the developer fo be ample for mitigating
any effects of the Mandeville centre, and ensuring that its size and scale are in keeping with the
location,

i consider that a more restrictive fist of conditions than that proposed by the developer would be
fikely to hamper economic activity within the Waimakariri Distyict, rather than enabling it.




Conclusions

161.

162.

183,

164.

185,

At the moment, there is a clear and developed proposal for shops at Mandevilie. This is being
weighed up against the possibilify that there could be shops at other locations in the fulure,
which is a theoretical consideration only and, as noted elsewhere in my evidence, quite a
limited possibility.

At any rate, since no cenires currently exist and any new shops would probably be
convenience-oriented, such considerations are probably closer to frade competition than
genuine economic impacts.

| have outlined a number of weaknesses in the PEL report which, in my opinion, make it of
limited use for assessing the appropriate size of a centre at Mandeville,

The Market Economics report provides a much more useful review of the situation, although |
have stated some areas of disagreement with it

| agree with the thrust of Market bconomics' conclusions in section 8, except that — as detailed
above — | favour a slightly more permissive suite of restrictions on how the centre and its
tenanis should be allowed fo operate.

Economics Findings and Suggested District Plan Provisions

168.

187.

168

169

170.

171

172.

My own modelling resulis show that the catchment can support a significant and growing
amount of convenience retail space. ¥ would also suppert other uses not covered by my model,
such as services and offices.

It is neither desirable nor practical for all of this space to locate in Mandeville. However, |
consider that it is appropriate {o provide for a higher limit than the 1,300 m? or 1,600 m? figures
which have been proposed. Insiead, | favour a higher limi of 1,700 m2

In addition, | suppert the other resirictions proposed by the developer. These include a grocery
store size imit of 1,000 m2, limits for other tenancies of 450 m2,

This will allow for the retail cenire to have grealer crifical mass, provide a slightly wider range of
shops of services, and enable local shopping and employment opportunities.

I consider the suite of restrictions proposed by the developer to be ample for mitigating any
effects of the Mandeville cenfre, and ensuring that its size and scale are in keeping with the
location.

My recommendations above lead o some suggested changes o the new Rule 31.2.3 in Plan
Change 33.

As should be clear from my evidence, | believe the best approach for determining what level of
refail is appropriate for Mandeville is to look at ifs likely trade catchment, and then consider the
demand from that catchment, keeping in mind that much of the spending would and shouid
confinue to go elsewhere.




173. This would correctly recognise that shops are desirable in Mandeville not just because they

174.

serve households inside the growth boundary, but also because they provide a closer shopping
oplion for households in the wider catchment.

 have looked at and considered the other RHL proposed changes shown in biue and | confirm
the appropriateness of those changes that relate to my area of expertise




APPENDIX - Modelling Assumptions and Results

175.

1785,

177.

This appendix gives some further detail on the modelling work undertaken for my evidence,
including those assumptions not mentioned in the body of my evidence.

RCG's Retail Sales Model is used to estimate the "retail spending power” for a given area, and
then transiate it into demand for retail floor space.

The modelling resuits exclude inflation and G8T, and are presented in constant 2013 dollars.
The "base year” of the mode! is 2013,

Model Overview

178,

179.

180.

181.

182.

183,

184.

1885,

"Retail spending power” is an estimate of how much money the households and businesses
based in a catchment, and visitors to that catchment, are likely to spend on retail. i referring to
a year in the future, | would call this a "projection” rather than an estimate,

Retail spending power is based on aclual retail sales data af the nalional level (from the Relail
Trade Survey), and allocated to catchments based on households and household incomes,
empioyee numbers, and tourism spending.

At the national level, RCG's model covers the entire "core” retail secior as defined by Stalistics
New Zealand (SNZ}, with the exception of the "non-store and commission-based retailing” and
"accommodation” store fypes. This equates to $81.4 billion in retait sales in 2013, the "base”
year of the model. Of thig figure, around 53% is allocated fo households, 32% fo businesses
and 15% to tourism.

Beginning with the base year, 2013, we make projections of refail spending power in the future,
based on our assumptions on household and business growth, income growth, and fourism
spending growth. All dollar values in the modelling are “real’, i.e. they are adjusted for inflation
and presented in 2013 dollars.

Retail spending power leads to "floor space demand” — that is, because people want to spend
mohey in retail stores, there is a demand for retail floor space.

The model calculates this by dividing the retail spending power figures by typical retafler
performance faciors, i.e. @ benchmark "sales per sqguare meire of leasable area” rafio for each
store type.

Retailers can be divided inio LFR, or large format retail (large shops like supermarkets, Rebel
Sport, furniture stores, efc), and “other” refail, i.e. smaller shops. The split between LFR and
gther retail is ancther important assumplion of the model

The table below shows the modelled assumptions as to the LFR/ other refail sales split, and
sales per square metre, for each slore fype:




188,

Table 4) Mode! Assumptlions on LFR/ Other Retail Sales Split, and Sales per Square Metre

Furniture, floor coverings, houseware and textiles | 75% 25%

Hardware, buildingand garden supplies | 75%  25%

Recreationalgoods 0% 6%
Clothing, footwear and personal accessories 5% . 85%
Electrical and electronic goods L TO% L 30%
‘Food and beverage services - _ 0% 10G%

Source: RCG

-or exampie, the mode! assumes that 80% of Food Retlailing sales are made in LFR stores {i.e,
supermarkets), and that these stores typically trade at $14,000/m?, i defines all Food &
Beverage Services space as smal format, and assumes that these stores trade at $8,000/m2,

Other Assumptions and Inpuis

187.

188,

188,

190,

181

The model assumes that retail spending per household, and per employee, increases at 1%
per year. This is a conservative assumption; growth has averaged around 1.6% over the last
decade and is currently running at more than 3%.

High income households tend o spend more on retail. Average incomes in the primary and
secondary catchments are 37% and 29% above the national average respectively. | assume
that retail spending is correspondingly higher,

Household projections are as per the body of my evidence, and employee numbers are grown
at the same rate.

According to Regional Tourism Estimates published by the Ministry of Business, Innovation and
Employment, tourists spent $112 miflion in the Walmakariri District in the year to March 2014,
inciuding $12 million on food and beverage services and another $36 million on retall sales
{exciuding fuel and other automotive products).

However, | expect that the amount spent in the Mandeville caichment is negligible, and visitor
spending is excluded from my modelling resulits.
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INTRODUCTION

Scope of evidence

8

81

8.2

8.3

My full name is Nicholas Michael Saunders. I am a Fire Engineering
Consuitant.

My academic qualifications are: Masters in Business Administration, BEng
{Hons) Fire Safety Engineering.

I am a professional member of the Society of Fire Protection Engineers, a
Graduate Member of the Institution of Fire Engineers and Institution of
Professional Engineers NZ.

I have been in the Fire Engineering field for over 25 vears: firstly as a8
professional firefighter, and for the last 17 years as a professional fire
engineer. 1spent 10 years with the Government agency or department
that develops and maintains the Bullding Regulatory system in New
Zealand and is primarily responsible for maintaining the fire safety
requirements of the Building Code and its supporting documentation.

I have read the Environment Court's Code of Conduct and agree to comply
with it My qualifications as an expert are set out above, 1 confirm that the
issues addressed in this statement of evidence are within my area of

expertise.

The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered In forming

my opinions are set out in the part of the evidence in which I express my
opinions.

I have not omitted fo consider material facts known to me that might alter

or detract from the opinions I have expressed.

In my evidence 1 address the following issues:
NZ Fire Service submission;
Purpose and adequacy of the Bullding Act in addressing fire risk; and

Purpose of the New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting Water Supplies Code
of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:20608 (the Code of Practice}; induding:

{a} its status as a non-mandatory document

KHR-123083-1-437-V8
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{b) The lack of advantage in applying the code of practice to protect
human hagith or property

NZ FIRE SERVICE SUBMISSIONS

9

The New Zealand Fire Service (NZF$) filed a submission on PC33 (No, 96).
In summary, the NZFS submission sought that both the proposed Business
4 Zone and any new allotment In the Residential 4A Zone be provided with
a firefighting water supply in accordance with the New Zealand Fire Service

Firefighting Water Supplies Code of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2008 (the Code
of Practice}.

My Opinion

10

11

I consider that imposing thé Code of Practice on the Mandeville North
Business 4 Zone and Residential 4A Zone is unnecessary. The Building Act
nrovides sufficient protection from fire risk for human health, and
protection from property risk shouid be assessed and managed by the
property owner via insurance.

Imposing the Code of Practice on Mandeville North Business 4 Zone and
Residential 4A Zone is nelther effective nor efficient. This is because the
costs of constructing, maintaining, testing and inspecting water storage
facilities is very high, When that cost is considered in the context of fire
risk and other available methods to deal with fire, particularly the Building
Code, there is very lttle benefit o be derived from that cost,

THE NEW ZEALAND BUILDING CODE

i2

The Building Act provides for the appropriate levei of protection for human
safety and property. The purposes of the Building Act in relation o fire g
set out in 53 of that Act, which provides:

(a) People who use bulidings can do so safely and without endangering
their heaith;

(b People who use a building can escape from the buiiding if it is on
fire; and

{€) to limit the extent and effects of the spread of fire to other properiy
and further that other property will be protected from physical
damage resulting from the construction and use of the building.
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Development can meet the requlrements of the Building Code

i3

14

i5

i6

The Building Code implements the purpose of the Building Act. The
commercial development in the Business 4 Zone can meet the Building
Code requirements.

Attached is a marked up drawing of the conéept for this development
indicating the required fire rated walls and other high level reqguirements
that will be necessary for the Buildings to comply with the Building Code.

There is nothing here to indicate that these building will not easily comply
with the Building Code. This means that there is a low probability
{societally acceptable level of risk) that occupants of the buildings will be
harmed if 2 fire pccurs and similarly there is a fow probability that fire wlil
spread 1o neighbouring properties,

The requirements of the Building Act apply equally to the proposed
regsidential development in the Residential 4A Zone as {0 the business
development as described above. Thus there is a requirement to protect
the health and safety of occupants and ensure that occupants ¢an escape if
there is a fire. In the case of houses the emphasis is on ensuring
occupants are aware of a fire, thus the reguirement to provide domaestic
single point smoke alarms in all new houses. If a fire occurs in a
residential property the house will be fully involved in fire in a few minutes
and most often before the fire service arrives.

THE CORE OF PRACTICE

17

is

is

The Code of Practice for Fire Fighting Water Supplies is issued by the
National Commander of the New Zealand Fire Service as permitted by the
Fire Service Act 1875,

In contrast to the Building Act, which provides for human safety in the
avent of a fire, the Code of Practice requires that sufficient water to
extinguish a fully invoived structure fire, both in total quantity and the flow
rate required is stored on site,

This quantity of water is to fully extinguish a fire and will not impact on
whether or not gccupanis escape or not from the fire, The guantity
reqidred is dependent on the size of the buildings considered and the likely
fire load contained within.
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MANOATORY APPLICATION OF A NON-MANOATORY STANDARD

20

21

Despite being published by Standards New Zealand {SNZ) the Code of
Practice is not a National Sitandard and it does not specify any mandatory
reguirements. SNZ publish the document on behalif of the Natlonal
Commander as a Publicly Available Specification (PAS).

There is no requirement on the Waimakariri District Council to impose the
Code of Practice on PC33, as I explain below.

NO ADVANTAGE TO APPLYING THE CODE OF PRACTICE

22

Applying the Code of Practice In either the Business 4 Zone or Residential
44 Zone will not provide for any additional benefits in protecting human
heaith or property from damage.

Protection of Human Health

23

24

25

26

Any risk to human health will be adequately addressed by applying the
Building Code requirements. Further, the requirements of the Code of
Practice have littie or no effect on the safety of occupants of buildings, In
this particular instance the location is at least 10km from the nearest
voiunieer fire brigade station. If a fire were to occur i would take up to 25
minutes {from the time of notification of the fire to the fire service) for the
first arriving fire appliance to attend.

If a fire starts and develops after 25 minutes the fire will have grown to
involve the majority of the building {if there are no fire rated separations
within the building). Any occupants would have to be already out of the
bullding if they are to survive.

With a fully developed fire it would be expected that the fire services roie
wouid be to prevent further spread of the fire beyond the building of origin
rather than to aggressively extinguish the fire. Therefore the Code of
Practice has a negligible effect on the preservation of iife in this particular
case,

I have already referred to costs for the construction and maintenance of
the facility., Added to that will be the need {o set aside land for the siting of
the facility.
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Protection of Property

27 The Code of Practice requirements will not provide any additional
protection than the Building Act requirements frorm damage to the
buildings that will be placed on this site. The water supplies the Code of
Practice requires on the site are only available to the Fire Service. Given
the distance from the nearest fire station, any flre ocourring in the building
wili he fully involved by the time the Fire Service arrive to use the water
supplies.

28 Any water available on site could be used to protect neighbouring
properties however the likelihood of spread across the boundaries is
mitigated by the requirernents of the Building Code and any action by the
Fire Service is additional to these requirernents and should not actually be
necessary. The Building Act itself addresses protection of neighbouring
property without the need for Fire Service intervention,

29 Therefore there is no advantage to safety of Iife or property damage by
having on-site water storage.

CONCLUSION

30 in summary [ believe the proposed Policy K reduiring on-site water storage
{o be excessive and in my professional opinion will not contribute to safaty
of life or damage to property. In this particular case, the Buildlng Code is
sufficient to deal with alt fire related matters which can be dealt with at
Building Consent stage. Put another way, there is no benefit {o safety of
life or property darnage from having on-site water storage with it attendant
costs. I consider imnposition of the Code of Practice unnecessary.

Dated this 25% day of May 2015

Nicholas Michael Saunders
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INTRCGDUCTION

1. My full name is Peter Rough. | am a Landscape Architect employed by Rough
and Milne Landscape Architects Limited and | am a director of the company.

2. My gualifications are a Diploma in Horticulture and a Diploma in Landscape
Architecture. | am aregistered member and Fellow of the New Zealand
Institute of Landscape Architects Inc., and | am a member of the Resource

Management Law Association of New Zealand Inc.

3. { have 40 years experience as a landscape archifect and for approximately the
last 20 years | have specialised in landscape assessment work, This has
included undertaking landscape and visual effects assessments associated
with a wide varisty of development proposals throughout New Zealand and

one in Victoria, Australia,

4, i am familiar with the Canterbury Plains area of the Waimakariri District and
visited the Plan Change site and ifs surroundings on 22 May 2015,

5. Although this is not an Environment Court case, | have read the knvironment
Court's Code of Conduct and agree to comply with it, My qualifications as an
expert are set out above. | confirm that the issues addressed in this statement

of evidence are within my area of expertise.

6. The data, information, facts and assumptions | have considered in forming my
opinions are set out in the part of the evidence in which | express my opinfons.
| have not omifted to consider matenal facts known fo me that might alter or

detract from the opinions | have expressed.

SCOPE OF EVIDENCE
7. In this evidence | outline objectives and policies that are relevant to landscape
matters before addressing five particular landscape controls intended fo

achieve the obiectives and policies. The landscape conirols that | address

concem the following matters:

e {ocation of parking and manoeuvring space in refation to the sife’s Tram
Road boundary.

o Landscape effects arising from differing tenancy sizes.
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STATUTCORY FRAMEWORK

13.

14.

15,

16.

17.

WDC have proposed Objective 16.1.2 to govern Plan Change 33 (PC33), and
fo meet the purpose of the Act. A relevant landscape-related part of the

obieclive is:

c. mitiqates adverse effects on adjoining properfies through
i. high levels of amenity and urban design; and

ii. comprehensive design of car parking, foading areas and
landscaping

Objective 16.1.2 is achieved through Policy 16.2.1.(a} and (b}.

a. Ensures that the characieristics of the Residential 4A and 4B Zones are

maintained as set out in Policy 17.1.1.1

h. Maintains the characteristics of the Mandeville setflement as set out in
Objective 18.1.3

In essence, the characteristics of Residential 4A and 4B zones is one where
the predominant activity is living, with a imited number of lots in a rural

environmenti, and an opportunity for a rural outlock from within the zone,
Obijective 18.1.3 states;

Provide for limited further subdivision, development and use within the

Mandville settfernent that achieves:!
a. A compact living environment within a rural setting.
b. ..

In sections of my evidence that follow | address five e particular landscape
controls intended to achieve the above-mentioned objectives and policies.
While addressing those controls 1 have endeavoured fo keep in mind the key
elements of $32. in that regard | have referred to and utilised the poinis
regarding section 32 made by Mr Rogers within the early parts of his
submissions. | have considered the effectiveness and efficiency, costs,
henefits and risks when considering and assessing both the WDC and RHL
proposed landscaping controls. | have iried fo determine which of the two are

most appropriate fo meet the objective of PC33 set out in Objective 16.1.21in
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an efficient and effective way. Overall | conclude | prefer and support the RHL
approach to better achieve that objective for reasons | detail within my

evidence.

LOCATION OF PARKING AND MANOEUVRING SPACE IN RELATION TO THE
TRAM ROAD BOUNDARY

18. Proposed new Rule 30.6.1.35 requires that no parking or manosuvring space
shall be located within 4 metres of the Tram Road boundary. Ratua Holdings
Limited {RHL) seek the 4 metre distance be reduced fo 3 metres, which in my
opinion, given the fikely layout of car parking and manoeuvring space on the
site, will aliow for an overall generous landscaping strip on the Tram Road

boundary.

19.  The Concept Plan {refer Attachment 3} is indicative of how RHL intend fo
develop the site. As is readily apparent, the fwo buildings and car parking
areas are set out af right angles to the Plan Change site’s south-western

boundary. Such a layout shows car parking areas at their closest being 10

metres from the Tram Road boundary with a manoeuvring space, in one
location only 3 metres from the boundary. At ifs maximum, the landscaping

sirip extends up to 10 metres or more in three locations along the boundary.

20, Given that the Concept Plan represents RHL's preferred layout for developing
the site and that it results in a generous landscaping strip of varying width
along the Tram Road boundary, it is my opinion that in order fo accommodate
car parking and manoeuviing spaces as indicated in the Concept Plan, their

being located within 3 metres of the boundary would not compromise the

ability of the landscaping strip to generate high visual amenity value. In
essence, taking info account the proposed car parking and manoeuvring
space layout a reduction from 4 metres to 3 metres in set back from the Tram
Road boundary would not give rise to any adverse landscape and visual

effects.

LANDSCAPING EFFECTS ARISING FROM DIFFERING TENANCY SIZES

21. Proposed new Rule 31.2.3 calls for {(at Iy @ maximum gross refail area of 1600

m? and that:

a. any single grocery tenancy shall have a maximum gross floor area of
750 m?
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22.

23.

24.

b. any single barfrestaurant or yard based fenancy shall have a maximum

gross floor area of 450 m”
c. any other tenancy shall have maximum gross size of 200 m?
d. the total number of fenancies shail be limited to a maximum of seven.

If a grocery store, a bar/restaurant and some other tenancies were to be
established to their respective maximum gross floor areas, the maximum

gross retait area of 1600 m? would be reached with four tenancies.

RHL seeks to have Rule 31.2.3 amended fo aliow a maximum gross retail
area of 1700 m? along with increases fo the maximum gross floor areas of

other tenancies o be as follows:
a. grocery — 1000 m*
b, all others — 450 m®

RHL also propose that there be a minimum of three tenancies. Under RHL’s
proposed scenaric a minimum of three tenancies could be reached with, say,
a grocery store of 1000 m?, a restaurant/bar at 450 m” and ancther tenancy at
250 m?, i.e. only one less tenancy than the proposed new Rule 31.2.3 would
permit. An alfernative scenario under RHL's proposed amendment to the rule
could result in, say, a grocery store at 1000 m?, and three other tenancies

each at 233.3 m?, i.e. four tenancies.

At section 3.2 of this report, Mr Craig addresses the issue of the landscape
effects arising from differing tenancy sizes. In essence, he contends that “in
urban design terms smaller tenancies would better reflect the ‘village’ scale of
the business centre which would be commensurate with the low density
existing rural and Residential 4A and 4B character of the area” While | am in
general agreement with Mr Craig's reasoning, in my opinion if the maximum
gross retail area was increased from 1600 m? to 1700 m?, as RHL would like,
which would facilitate the second scenario | outfined above, i.e. a grocery
store at 1000 m? and three other tenancies each at 233.3 m” there would
hardly be a discernibie difference (visual or ctherwise) between that and the
scenario under the proposed new Rule 31.2.3 (also outlined above) under
which just four tenancies would occupy 1600 m? (i.e. a 750 m? grocery, a 450

m’ barfrestaurant and two other tenancies each at 200 m?.
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25, Simitarly, in my opinion, if there were only three tenancies, instead of four, as
could eventuate under RHL’s proposal for a maximum retail area of 1700 m*
entailing, say, a grocery store at 1000 m?, a bar/restaurant at 450 m? and
another tenancy at 250 m?, given the overall scale of the development and
taking into account proposed landscaping {refer Attachment 3}, there would
only be a very sublle difference in terms of 'village” and/or intimate scale
between development permitted under new Rule 31.2.3 and amendments to

the rule as sought by RHL.

286. In essence, it is my opinion that the slightly larger gross retail area, larger
grocery store floor area, all other tenancies having a maximum gross floor
area of 450 m® and there being 8 minimum of three tenancies will not
compromise a ‘village' scale character to development on the Plan Change

site,
LANDSCAPING OF THE SITE'S TRAM ROAD BOUNDARY

27. Proposed new Rule 31.2.3 g {i} requires that landscaping shall occur “for a
depth of 4 metres along the length of the Tram Road boundary except for the
vehicle enfrance locafions.” And there is a reguirement for the landscaping to
include trees capable of reaching a minimum height of 8 metres, be a

minimum of 10 metres and a maximum of 15 metres apart.

28.  RHL is seeking that the rule be amended to accommodate a minimum
landscaping depth of 2 metres and a minimum average depth of 4 metres. A
2 metre minimum depth would allow footpaths fo intrude into the landscaping
strip as indicated on the Concept Plan (refer Attachment 3). However, the
modulated nature of the landscaping strip, which would result from buildings
and bar parking areas being set cut at right angles to the Plan Change site’s
south-western boundary would, as | have previously cutlined, result in a
landscaping strip with depths more than fwice the proposed rule’s depth of 4

meires.,

29, Notwithstanding the fact that under RHL’s proposed 2 metre minimum depth,
which would aliow footpaths to intrude into the landscaping strip, and their
proposed 3 metre depth from the Tram Road Boundary for car parking and
manoceuvring space, as the Concept Plans shows there will be ample space in

the !andécaping strip o facilifate the growth of trees capable of reaching 8

DOR-122791-3-351-V1
Page 7/13




metres high and set a minimum of 10 metres and a maximum of 15 metres

apart.

30. In my opinion, the proposed amendmenis to Rule 31.2.3.9.i that RHL. seeks
witl not compromise the ability of a landscape strip of high visual amenily from
being achieved, if RHL's Concept Plan is adhered to in principle.  Also, |
consider that the RHL. approach would be more than adequate to help counter
any effects, limited though they maybe, of building dominance. Plantings at a
depth proposed by R?ii will also more than adequately deal with the adverse
effects of glare and lighting.

31 | do consider that plantings proposed by RHL. are more efficient and effective
at meeting the purpose and objective of PC33 than those proposed by the
WD,

LANDSCAPING OF THE ACCESSWWAY LINKING THE SITE TO MANDEVILLE
RCAD

32. Proposed Rule 31.2.3.g.ii requires that landscaping shall cccur:

fo a depth of not less than 1.8 melres along the southern and
eastern boundary with planting capable of reaching a minimum
height of 3 metres and along the full length of both sides of the
accessway linking the Business 4 Zone, Mandeville North {o
Mandeville Road.

33. I my opinien, this part of Rule 31.2.3 is somewhat ambiguous as it is not
clear whether or not landscaping to a depth of not less than 1.5 metres with
planting reaching a minimum height of 3 metres is required along the fuli
length of both sides of the accessway. With regard to the accessway, my
inferpretation of the rule is that, simply, landscaping shall occur along the full

length of both sides of the accessway.

34,  Notwithstanding the ambiguous nature of the second part of g.ii of the rule,
RML’s Concept Plan shows landscaping along the full length of both sides of
the accessway. The landscaping strips are not 1.5 metres wide nor would
planting in the south-eastern side strip lkely reach a minimum height of 3

metres {because of the narrowness of the strip).

35. RHML’s Concept Plan proposal, which | understand they wish to persevere with,

involves a 6 metre wide vehicle accessway separated from the south-eastern
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36,

37.

boundary by a 950 mm wide landscaping strip. A 3 metre wide footpath would
be adjacent to the north-western boundary and the footpath and vehicle
accessway would be separated by a 1.7 metre wide landscaping strip in which
specimen trees would be planted at approximately 10 metre intervals. Inmy
opinion, the concept proposal for the right-of-way is both sensible and would
result in the accessway having high amenity value. Pedestrians would be well
separated from moving vehicles, the frees would be more visually appealing
than, say, 3 metre high dense bands of shrubbery and in hot cenditions the
trees would afford shade fo pedestrians walking on the 65 mefre long

pathway.

If, indeed, the second part of g {ii} of Rule 31.2.3 is intended to require 1.5
metre wide fandscape strips along both sides of the right-of-way, anda 6
metre wide vehicle accessway Is provided, the footpath would be 2.65 metres
wide {which is only 350 mm less than RHL's proposed 3 metre wide path) but
the path would have no physical (apart from perhaps a raised kerb} and visual
separation from moving vehicles. Furthermore, the RHL. proposai provides for
a slightly wider landscaping strip in which trees could be planted and the strip,
in beihg some 3 metres away from one boundary and 6.95 metres away from
the other boundary, wouid aliow reasonably substantial trees fo become
established and avoid issues of overhanging branches, etc., giving rise to

nuisance issues with neighbours.

in essence, it is my opinion that with regard fo the landscaping of the righi-of-
way, the second part of proposed new Rule 31.2.3 g.{ii} should be interpreted
in the manner that, simply, “landscaping shali occur along the full length of
both sides of the accessway ...” and thus allow RHL's concept proposal fo
prevail. The RHL proposal for the right of way is both effective and less
expensive than the WDC alternative

LIGHT REFLECTANCE VALUE OF BUiLDING FINISHES

38.

Proposed new Rule 31.2.3.i requires “any building shall be finished fo achieve
a light reflectance value of less than 30%.” Resene Paints Limited describe

light reflectance value’ thus:

hitp/iwww.resene.co.nziswalches/reflectance him
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44,

45,

46.

an LRV over 36% as being inappropriate {refer Figure 2 above) whereas an
LRV of up fo 45% is deemed to be accepiable in ONFL areas of the
Marlborough Sounds.

Notwithstanding the above, it s my opinion that the proposed requirement in
Rule 31.2.3 i for building finishes in the Business Zone fo achieve an LVR of
less than 30% is somewhat excessive. In my opinion LVRs of less than 30%
are appropriate in fandscapes of exceptionally high visuai value where it is
perhaps desirable to maintain the landscapes’ high natural character and not
aliow buildings and other structures to become obfrusive elementis. A
building’s obirusiveness can be exacerbated when the building site is in a
prominent location such as is often afforded in the Queenstown Lakes District

where there is considerable topographic relief.

It my view, while the generally fiat Canterbury Plains, including the area
around Mandeville, has reasonably high landscape and visual amenity value,
it is not in the same league as most of the Queensiown Lakes District. For
this reason | do not think if appropriate fo impose an LRV of less than 30% on
a small Business Zone at Mandeville where existing shelterbeits and stands
of, mostly coniferous, trees impede distant and even close views of the Pian
Change site and proposed landscaping will assist in mitigating any adverse
effects building development on the site may be perceived to generate.
Accordingly, in my opinion, Rule 31.2.3 i could be amended fo have reference
to a LRV of less than 45% and this would not give rise to adverse landscape

and visual effects on the Plan Change site and iis surroundings.

My view of having a LRV of less than 45% is obviously different from RHL's
submission on Proposed Plan Change 33 where, at paragraph 29, the re_%iéf
sought was deletion of the proposed rule relating to building reflectivity. Itis
my understanding that at the time of making a submission RHL did not

perhaps fully understand the concept of LRV issues relating to buildings.

CONCLUSIONS

47.

The photographs in Mr Craig’s report and on my Attachmenis 1 and 2 convey
that, apart from on its south-western boundary, the Proposed Business 4 Zone
site is, in terms of is general setting in the landscape, somewhat enclosed by
well-established shelterbelts and stands of trees. It is my opinion that,
implemented, RHL’s proposed Concept Plan will result in a development of
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48.

48,

50.

51.

high amenity value that will contribute fo the form, function and character of

the Mandeville satflament and relate well to the adjacent proposed

Residential 4A Zone and #s general rural surroundings.

it is also my opinion that RHL’s Concept Plan for the Plan Change site will

meet proposed policy 16.1.2.1 {f), which seeks to prevent direct pedestiian '
access from Tram Road into the Business 4 Zone to maintain the safe use of

Tram Road.

| disagree with paragraph 10.2.19 of the 832 report where it is considered that
“a proposed leff turn ouf onto Tram Road will not achieve the characteristics of
the Mandeville settlerent”. Taking info account the landscaping and fencing

requirements of Rule 31.2.3, including amendments, as outlined in this

evidence, i is difficult fo conceive how, when the intricacies of the road
junction some 175 metres northwest along Tram Road, with its road markings
and overhead lighting, a refatively innocuous left tum exit, albeit with road
markings and a very small traffic conirol ‘island’ structure could adversely
affect, compromise or not achieve the characteristics of the Mandevilie
settlement as Tabie 17.1; Residential Zone Characteristics — Residential 3
and 4A/B in the Waimakariri District Plan.

It is also my opinion, however, that five of the development controls proposed
by the WDC fo meet Objective 16.1.2 (d), Policy 16.1.2.1 (a) and (b}, and
Objective 18.1.3 {a) are somewhat restrictive and unnecessary fo achieve the
required outcomes and environmental results expected. itis my contention
that RHL’s proposed development's high amenity value and relation fo its
surroundings will not be compromised ¥ the amendments to the proposed

rules, as outlined in this evidence, are adopted.

i have earlier referred to 832 matters. | consider that the RHL iandscaping
proposal better satisfies 832 than those promoted by WDC

Peter Rough
26 May 2015
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SCOPE OF EVIDENCE

I have been engaged to provide evidence on three specific matters relating to PC 33. While I
am generally aware of the broader matters of the plan change, my focus in this evidence is
on these following three matters:

a) The incorporation of the masterplan into PC 33;
b) The activity status for departures from the development controls; and

0) The activity status for subdivision in the B4 Zone.

In considering these matters I have given close consideration to Part II and section 32 of the
Act, and the objectives and policies of the District Plan.

I have also reviewed the Officer’s Section 42A Report and will address specific parts of the
Report as relevant to the three matters on which my evidence focuses. I do note that a
number of the submission points raised by RHL in their submission have been accepted by
the Officer and I will not repeat these in my evidence.

THE PLAN CHANGE SITE AND IMMEDIATE SURROUNDS

I generally agree with the description of the land and surrounding subject to PC 33 in the
section 32 Report.

THE PROPOSAL

PC 33 is a Waimakarini District Council plan change which proposes to rezone land at
Mandeville (the corner of Tram Road, McHughs Road and Mandeville Road) to a mix of
Business 4 and Residential 4A.

INCORPORATION OF THE MASTERPLAN

The submission by RHL sought a new rule be inserted into Chapter 32, Subdivision Rules,
Rule 32.1.1.13:

(a) Within the Mandeville Residential 4A Zone shown on District Plan Map 182, subdivision shall
proceed in accordance with the masterplan.

A masterplan was attached to the submission, showing the proposed lot layout with which
any subdivision would need to comply. This layout included 12 rural residential lots, the B4
land and the reserve land.

As has already been introduced, RHL has since prepared a sub-areas approach to the
masterplan.

The Hearing Report noted that no lot sizes were included on the masterplan. This made the
effectiveness of the masterplan approach difficult to assess, and no certainty was provided
regarding whether the proposed lot layout complied with the subdivision requirements for
the 4A Zone or whether the intended characteristics of the Zone were able to be maintained.

Subdivision in the 4A Zone is controlled under Rule 32.1.1.11 of the District Plan which
requires a minimum area for any allotment created by subdivision in the Zone of 2500m?
and the average area of all allotments in any Residential 4A Zone to be no less than 5000m?.
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5.8

59

5.10
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5.12

5.13

5.14

5.15

A revised masterplan has been prepared which shows lot sizes. The rural residential lots
range from 3000m? to 9067m?. The B4 lot has been increased to 6670m?, in line with the
amended provisions set out in the Hearing Report which recommends a maximum gross
floor area for retail development of 1600m?. The reserve lot has also been included in the
masterplan as it forms part of the plan change area. This plan has been tabled with the legal
submissions.

An alternative assessment of the masterplan has also been prepared which shows lot sizes
and average lot size if the Commissioner is of a view that the reserve land should be
excluded when calculating the average lot size.

Not withstanding the fact that an assessment of both options, both with and without the
reserve land being included has been undertaken, I believe that the reserve land should be
included. While it is a reserve, it still contributes to the overall amenity of the PC 33 area,
particularly given its proximity next to the proposed B4 block. No development of the
reserve land is sought by PC 33, other than that it be included when considering the PC 33
rezoning in its entirety. It does not form part of the overall lot yield calculations under the
masterplan.

Based on recent discussions with Council’'s duty planner, my understanding is that when
calculating the minimum and average lot sizes for development in the Residential 4A Zone,
access legs and right of ways are excluded for the purposes of calculating minimum lot
sizes, and included when calculating the average lot size. In calculating the minimums and
averages for the masterplan, we have therefore applied this approach.

For completeness [ have assessed effects associated with two potential development
scenarios under the masterplan - with the reserve included and without the reserve
included, and the resultant averages. Both assessments have been made using the larger B4
zone as the larger development footprint has been supported in the section 42A report,
albeit at 100m? smaller than sought in the submission. The B4 land has increased from
6200m? to 6670m? to accommodate the larger footprint and associated car parking.

Under the first masterplan, the required minimum of 2500m? is achieved by all lots, with the
smallest being 3000m?. An average of 5094m? is also achieved, therefore the lot layout
complies with the subdivision requirements for the 4A Zone.

Under the second masterplan, the required minimum of 2500m? is retained. With the
removal of the reserve block the average lot size reduces to 4768m?, which is a 232m?
shortfall from the 5000m? average required by the District Plan for the Residential 4A Zone.

Chapter 17 of the District Plan contains objectives and policies for the Residential Zones of
the District. The explanation of these objectives and policies contains a series of tables
which outline the characteristics of each residential area. Policy 17.1.1.1 requires the
characteristics of each zone to be maintained.

Turning to how both masterplan scenarios achieve the Residential Zone Characteristics
listed in Table 17.1 of Chapter 4 of the District Plan, I have undertaken an assessment of
each option in Appendix 1.

I have concluded in this assessment that both scenarios will achieve the zone
characteristics, and that there is negligible difference in achieving the characteristics with a
lower average lot size, as the characteristics sought for the zone by the District Plan only
require an average lot size of 0.25 to 1.0 hectare, which both scenarios easily fit within.
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5.22

Having concluded that the masterplan approach achieves the characteristics of the Zone, I
have also considered the relative practicality of using this approach as opposed to relying on
lot yield.

In my opinion the inclusion of a masterplan would be beneficial in this instance as the land
is held in three ownerships. This approach provides a degree of certainty to landowners and
the community as to how the land will be developed and reduces potential for development
in a piecemeal fashion if the three landowners developed on an individual basis. I also
believe there is a degree of uniqueness for the PC 33 site as it also includes the B4 land,
which other residential developments do not.

My understanding is that the revised rules proposed by RHL include a provision for
development that does not proceed in accordance with masterplan with respect to yield for
each sub-area will be a non-complying activity. This provides further certainty with respect
to intended development. Furthermore, the proposed masterplan arrangements all meet
the characteristics for Residential 4A set out in the District Plan.

With respect to the potential adverse effects associated with the reduced average lot size
should the reserve land not be included, I consider the 232m? shortfall to be acceptable in
this instance for two reasons.

Firstly, in the context of the wider Mandeville locality, this reduction in average would not
necessarily be noticeable to a resident or visitor to Mandeville as the proposed reduction is
not significant (under 5%), the character will not be diminished as the minimum lot size is
easily achieved, and the number of lots within the PC33 area does not change. The total
overall yield for the plan change area is still achieved.

Secondly, if there is a location within Mandeville where a slightly reduced average lot size
would be best suited, in my opinion this would be where it is closest to the commercial
precinct, as is the case proposed by RHL.

The masterplan approach and different development scenarios also need to be consistent
with the objectives and policies of the District Plan. In my opinion this approach also meets
the applicable objectives and policies for residential areas, in particular:

Objective 17.1.1 Residential Zones that provide for residents’ health, safety and wellbeing and that
provide a range of living environments with distinctive characteristics.

Policy 17.1.1.1 Maintain and enhance the characteristics of Residential Zones that give them their
particular character and quality of environment. ..

Policy 17.1.1.2 Recognise and provide for differences between Residential Zones reflecting the
community’s expectations that a range of living environments will be maintained and enhanced.

Objective 18.1.3 Provide for limited further subdivision, development and use within the
Mandeville settlement that achieves:

a. a compact living environment within a rural setting;

b. consolidation of the Mandeuville settlement by providing for new subdivision and development
within the Mandeville settlement boundary;

c. provision and utilisation of reticulated infrastructure and services;
d. the maintenance and enhancement of the characteristics of Residential 4A and 4B Zones;

e. promotion of the use of alternative transport modes for transit within the Mandeville settlement;
and

f. the preservation of the distinct and distinguishable boundaries of the Mandeville settlement.
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524

6.0

6.1

6.2

6.3

6.4

6.5

6.6

6.7

I believe the inclusion of the masterplan, both with or without the reserve included, is the
most efficient and effective avenue for achieving the objectives and policies of the District
Plan. It is also my opinion that the proposed lot layout scenarios are an appropriate use of
the land, and that the non-compliance with respect to the average lot size not being
achieved will not result in adverse effects that are more than minor should future
development proceed in accordance with the masterplan approach.

An amendment to the rules package has been proposed which includes a new rule that
reflects the incorporation of the masterplan, and also suggests an alternative average for the
PC 33 land of 4700m? for the Residential 4A Zone.

ACTIVITY STATUS

The second part of my evidence is with respect to inclusion of Rule 31.5.6, which states

Any land use that does not comply with Rule 31.2.3 (Development of the Mandeuville North
Business 4 Zone) is a non-complying activity.

RHL have submitted in opposition to the inclusion of this rule and instead seek that any
departure from the development standards is a restricted discretionary activity.

RHL have since considered two options for addressing this matter. One is that the
submission point remains and the rule is changed to refer to a restricted discretionary status
for non-compliance with Rule 31.2.3.

Alternatively, a revised set of rules has been tabled in the legal submissions which include a
number of amendments. Under these revised rules, the non-complying status is retained for
departures from the development controls in Rule 31.2.3.

With respect to the relief sought in RHL’s original submission, I agree with the submission
point and consider that the matters which have been covered in the development controls
could be adequately managed through a restricted discretionary status. I consider it to be
onerous that a non-compliance with one of the development controls will trigger a non-
complying activity, particularly when compliance achieves a controlled activity status — that
is there is no middle ground for those proposals that may be acceptable on balance.

This is particularly relevant given there may be varying degrees of non-compliance, many of
which will result in nil or less than minor adverse effects, and effects that can be easily
mitigated. T have touched on some of these in the following paragraphs.

One example is with respect to landscaping, where Council proposes a minimum four
metres width along Tram Road under proposed Rule 31.2.3(g)(i). RHL is seeking that this be
amended, a position which is supported in the landscape evidence of Mr Rough. However,
under the provisions as they currently stand, even if a small part of the landscaping failed to
meet the four metre minimum, the whole proposal would become non-complying, which in
my opinion is excessive and unreasonable. A restricted discretionary status where the
Council only considered the matter of non-compliance, landscaping, and the effects
associated with this, would be far more efficient and effective method of achieving the
objectives and policies of the District Plan.

GRIERSON
COM ) Page 5 of 9




6.8  Similarly, non-compliance with the Outline Development Plan, which shows the location of
the stormwater management area, may become an unnecessarily complicated process for a
relatively minor matter. The Council’s 3 Waters report has confirmed that there are a
number of options for stormwater disposal which are acceptable. As detailed design has not
been undertaken, it may be that once it is time to develop, the most efficient and effective
stormwater disposal method does not result in the stormwater management area being
located in the same position as on the Outline Development Plan. As the rules currently
stand, this could result in a non-complying activity, which again I believe is excessive and
would be better suited to a restricted discretionary status that would still allow Council to
assess appropriately.

6.9  One method of addressing this point could be an amendment to the Outline Development
Plan to include an annotation that the location of the stormwater facility is indicative only,
with the expectation that changing the location of the stormwater area still being generally
in accordance with the Outline Development Plan.

6.10 With respect the tenancy size RHL's preference is for no limit to individual tenancies.
Economic evidence from Mr Polkinghorne has been presented which supports this position.
With respect to activity status for departures from this development control, again it is my
opinion that this could be dealt with as a restricted discretionary activity.

6.11 These controls will be self managing to an extent, and it is my understanding that RHL is
comfortable with a maximum overall area of 1700m?, with a non-complying status to
remain for any development which exceeds this maximum.

6.12 To conclude, there are a number of requirements in Rule 31.2.3 which if not complied with
could be effectively assessed as a restricted discretionary activity as opposed to non-
complying. An application for a non-complying activity for many of these would be onerous
and involve a time consuming and potentially expensive process for all parties and would
not be warranted under most circumstances.

6.13 As an alternative, if the non-complying status rule is to be retained, RHL have also prepared
a revised set of rules which incorporate amendments that have been developed in
consultation with the relevant experts that are considered to be more appropriate to trigger
a non-complying activity status if not met. [ have reviewed the proposed rule amendments
and consider them to suitably manage development under a restricted discretionary status.

7.0 SUBDIVISION IN THE B4 ZONE

7.1  Asoutlined in the submission of RHIL, PC 33 as currently drafted requires an application for
a non-complying activity for any subdivision. In my opinion this level of restriction is
unnecessary.

7.2 1donot consider that the subdivision of the B4 land, subject to appropriate controls, would
result in adverse effects, as the development of land use in the zone is appropriately
controlled and subdivision would be unlikely to alter this.

7.3 Asan example, the owner of the B4 land could undertake a unit title subdivision once the
buildings are completed. This is a common approach and I do not believe it would result in
any material adverse effects as the built form is already established. This has been included
in the revised rules tabled in the legal submissions.
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7.4  The proposed rule amendments tabled during legal submissions also propose a further
restriction on subdivision, that it be limited to 2500m? minimum. This effectively restricts
subdivision to one subdivision of one into two lots, which I believe would be appropriate.

7.5  Itis understood that one of the reasons for the non-complying status is that Council is
concerned that subdivision of the B4 land will result in a fragmented development
approach. RHE would be agreeable to an approach whereby subdivision is restricted until
such time as landscaping, services, access, car parking and potentially buildings, have been
established. It would also be expected that a condition of any resource consent would
require the ongoing maintenance of landscaping.

8.0 CANTERBURY REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT

8.1  Chapter 6, Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater Christchurch, was introduced into the
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (the CRPS) under the Canterbury Earthquake
Recovery Act 2011. The purpose of this amendment to the CRPS is to enable recovery of
Greater Christchurch, which includes the Waimakariri District, in a way that achieves the
purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991.

8.2  Chapter 6 contains a number of objectives and policies regarding the development of urban
areas and establishment of new urban activities, and seeks to protect existing and planned
urban and commercial areas through limiting where new development can occur in Greater
Christchurch.

8.3  Iacknowledge that there is some conflict with PC 33 and Policy 6.3.1(4) of the CRPS which is:

ensure new urban activities only occur within existing urban areas or identified greenfield
priority areas as shown on Map A, unless they are otherwise expressly provided for in the CRPS;

8.4  In addressing this conflict, consideration must be given to the broader purpose of
sustainable management. The economic evidence provided confirms that the proposed
business area will provide a convenience retail function to the Mandeville catchment,
without impacting on the viability of existing commercial areas.

8.5  Mandeville (including the PC 33 site) is considered somewhat unique in that it has
experienced considerable growth since the earthquakes and now has the population to
support a convenience scale business development. While the introduction of the B4 Zone
and subsequent development may not strictly adhere to the CRPS, it is considered that when
considering the proposal with respect to the overall purpose of sustainable management, PC
33 achieves this.

8.6  Ialsonote that the Canterbury Regional Council did not raise the matter of potential tension
with the CRPS in it's submission on PC 33, and that the Regional Council supports PC 33
subject to one amendment regarding the definition of retail area.

9.0 PART Il OF THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT (THE ACT)

9.1  The plan change must be considered in relation to the purpose and principles contained in
Part II of the Act. Section 5 identifies the Act's purpose as promoting the sustainable
management of natural and physical resources. It is considered that PC 33, with the
amendments presented to the Commissioner today and in the submission, is the most
efficient and effective in terms of section 32 in achieving the sustainable management and
purpose and principles of the Act.
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CONCLUSION

In my opinion the revised masterplan approach and rules package tabled today represent an
efficient and effective change to the District Plan.

The masterplan gives certainty to the community and Council with respect to how the PC 33
site can be developed, and meets the characteristics of the zone.

[ believe either utilising the restricted discretionary status for departures from development
controls, or altemnatively retention of the non-complying status with amended development
controls will effectively manage development in the B4 Zone.

Similarly, in my opinion subdivision of the B4 Zone when limited to a 2500m? minimum or
for the purposes of unit title, and when mitigation measures such as landscaping are
already established, would be appropriate.

With respect to the CRPS, while there is some tension with the policy approach to only
establish new urban activities in existing urban areas or identified greenfield areas, I believe
PC 33 achieves the broader purpose of sustainable management through the creation of a
convenience business area that serves the Mandeville community but does not impact on
other commercial areas in Greater Christchurch.

25 May 2015

NAME Ruth Evans

POSITION Senior Planner

SIGNED %‘3’5&
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