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Hearing Stream 10 – Special Purpose Zone presentation. PKBA  

General Submissions - Grass 

• We submitted that a new rule be added in requiring the grass to be cut to 150 mm max. 

• This zone is a special case in that: 
o Existing residential properties are pepper potted in amongst the zone. 
o Pines/ Kairaki must have the highest incidence of fire in Canterbury. 
o Fire is one of the greatest Natural Hazards in our area. Perhaps this should be in that 

chapter. 

• We note that the current leases proposed by TKOT include a condition to keep the grass 
mowed.  

o We understand that the current board of TKOT are very concerned about fire risk 
and property maintenance, which we applaud.  

o But over time boards and leases can change. 

• Reference has been made to the “property Maintenance Bylaw.  which states: 
▪ The owner or occupier of any undeveloped residential zone property shall 

ensure that grass and other vegetation within the property boundaries is 
maintained at a length and in a condition that does not result in a reduction 
of amenity on neighbouring area.  

o We note that is not a “residential zone”  and shortly may not be “undeveloped.” 
o We note this bylaw is up or review in Dec  2025 
o We don’t support the doubling up of rules and regulations.  

• So, we suggest that a note be made for the property management bylaw review that the 
wording is amended to include this land. 

• Therefore, we accept the S42a recommendation not to add anything to the District Plan. 
Provided that the Property Maintenance Bylaw is amended. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------- 

Regarding Non-Residential activity and parking. Rules R1-16 and 19. 

o Featherstone Ave is narrow and off centre on the road reserve. 
o With the success of the Kairaki carpark/ beach development there can be 1000 

vehicles on a busy day. 
o Therefore, Featherstone Ave represents the biggest issue in terms of parking and 

traffic movement. 

• We support the changes suggested to the plan regarding operating hours. 

• Regarding the encumbrance instrument between the crown and the trust.  
o We understand it is a legal document that sits over the district plan. 
o It states: …  land use: 1.1 c “ ...not to use the Karaki property for industrial or 

commercial activities (except where such activities are associated with activities in 
the adjacent Tuaitara  costal park...)” 

o Commercial activity includes anything that is done for money so is pretty broad. 
o So, this means that these rules only apply to the Pines properties. 
o Generally, things like a shop or Café would be welcome by the community. 
o But for the sake of Clarity 

▪ R6 -retail activities, R7-commercail activities, R19- visitor accommodation,  
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▪ should have Kairaki deleted from them.  
o However, without additional commercial or industrial activity because of the 

encumbrance that problem is mitigated provided that leaseholders can park on their 
property.  

•  That requires vehicle crossings which are critical for the functioning of the stormwater 
swale and parking.  

o We have had significate damage to the swale caused by vehicles. 
o We had thought it might need to be included in the plan 
o But we note the Vehicle Crossing bylaw requires all properties that “..anticipate 

vehicle access” to have a vehicle crossing.   
o A building or resource consent is often the mechanism that triggers that. 
o There are likely to be Leaseholders who seek to avoid building consents and 

additional costs to their leasehold land so that will have to be monitored. 
o We also note that TKOT’s lease information, released last week, includes that 

information. 
o Therefore, we don’t think there needs to be any change to the proposed plan for 

vehicle crossings or parking 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- ------ 

Residential Activity 
• Caravans and the like. 

o There is still a very real concern about groups of people leasing a section and putting 
a number of caravans or similar on them. We are aware of a number who intended 
to do that.  

o At the time of the drafting of this chapter we understand it was the intention to 
leave restrictions on the number of caravans up to TKOT and their leases. 

▪ TKOK do have a condition to restrict the number of Motor vehicles and to 
require caravans to have current WOFs, etc 

▪ but not the number of caravans. 
o We also agree that "SPZ-PBKR-MD8(3) “The extent to which the residential activity 

and visitor accommodation activity results in adverse amenity effects on adjoining 
residential properties." could be used cover adverse effects.  

▪ But we note that could be a very subjective thing. 

 

o With the cost of the lease, WDC Development Costs and rates etc a group of 
caravans looked less viable. 

• However, that possibly changed a few days ago, with the DC’s being 
absorbed for individuals.  

o We agree with The S42a reports assessment that caravans set up to be used 
permanently, (full time living" might be a better term.) would fall in to the definition 
of "residential activity" and therefore require a resource consent.  

o Also, that more than two caravans or more than 2 families could be considered as a 
camping ground under the camping ground Act.  

▪ But only if it is for reward. 
▪ Also, that the council have the discretion whether or not to apply that act. 

o It does not appear there is a restriction on number of residential units per property 
in this chapter.   
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o So rather than a restriction on number of caravans then a restriction on number of 
residential units be added to bring it in line with the settlement zone. 

o So, we request that a limit number of residential units be brought in to line with 
the settlement zone. 

----------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------- -------- 

Built form Standards 
• SPZ(PBKR)-BFS5 Internal boundary landscaping for non-residential activity  

• We understand the intention to reduce the impact of non-residential activity on residential 
properties and agree with that intention.  

• However, trees do often create shading issues when placed on a south boundary. North to 
the Neighbour. 

• Trees that start out at 1.5 m high will almost certainly grow to break the recession plane and 
therefore cause shading issues. 

• We note that if holiday/camping activity is not defined as residential then that would trigger 
this need too. 

• We request the 1.5m high tree requirement be deleted but support the landscaping 
requirement. 

------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
Natural hazards   

• As stated in our submission we generally support the approach to natural hazards.  
o This zone is the only area that requires removable buildings. 
o We acknowledge that the encumbrance placed on the land by the central 

government is part of this discrepancy.   
o However, we do ask the panel compare the rules and process with similar risk areas 

like the other beach communities or low lying Kaiapoi, so that this area is treated 
fairly. 

o We request that the treatment of natural hazards in this area be compared to 
similar areas. 
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