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TO:  The Registrar 

 Environment Court 

 Christchurch 

 

Name of appellant 

1. Survus Consultants (the Appellant or Survus) of Christchurch. 

Decision appealed against 

2. This is an appeal against a decision (the Decision, being the decision to which 

this appeal relates) of the Waimakariri District Council (the Respondent) on a 

submission (the Submission) by the Appellant to the Proposed Waimakariri 

District Plan (the Proposed Plan or PDP). 

3. The Appellant is a person who made a submission on the Proposed Plan.  

Trade competition 

4. The Appellant is not a trade competitor for the purposes of section 308D of the 

Resource Management Act 1991.  

Date of receipt of decision 

5. The Appellant received notice of the Decision on or about 12 July 2025. 

The part of the Decision being appealed 

6. The Appellant is appealing that part of the Decision which rejected the 

Appellant’s Submission on the Proposed Plan seeking: 

(a) That the Proposed Plan provisions regarding rural subdivision and 

residential development in the General Rural Zone (GRUZ) be deleted; 

(b) That General Rural Zone Rule GRUZ-R3 be amended by inserting a new 

clause (4A) to expressly provides for residential units in respect of the 

Survus applications as a controlled activity in the General Rural Zone 

follows: 

a site with a minimum net site area of 4ha or more but less than 

20ha, which does not have a residential unit erected on it, is subject 
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to a subdivision consent application that was lodged prior to 18 

September 2021 and is extant at 18 September 2021, one 

residential unit may be erected. 

(c) Insert a new controlled activity subdivision rule into the Subdivision 

Chapter that that expressly provides for the Survus applications by 

allowing subdivision between 4 ha and 20 ha as a controlled activity in 

the General Rural Zone as follows (or words to like effect): 

Where a subdivision consent application was lodged prior to 18 

September 2021 and is extant at 18 September 2021, that seeks to 

create one or more allotments with a minimum allotment area of 

4ha or more but less than 20ha. 

(d) That the Proposed Plan provisions be amended to reflect the issues raised 

in this submission; 

(e) That the relevant PDP objectives and policies be amended as required to 

support and implement the particular relief described above; and/or  

(f) Such other relief as may be required to give effect to this submission, 

including alternative, consequential or necessary amendments to the PDP 

that address the matters raised by the submitter. 

Reasons for the Appeal 

Appellant’s Submission  

7. The Appellant’s Submission relates to the PDP as a whole but has a specific focus 

on: 

(a) The separation of the rural zone into two separate zones and the 

inclusion of the GRUZ; 

(b) Provisions for the GRUZ relating to subdivision within this zone; and 

(c) Provisions for the GRUZ relating to establishment of new residential 

units within this zone. 

8. These provisions have been introduced and given immediate legal effect 

without prior community consultation. They have adversely impacted 

approximately 20 applications for 4 ha rural subdivision that were lodged by 
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Survus on behalf of its landowner clients, as well as other landowners that filed 

similar applications prior to notification of the Proposed Plan.. 

9. Survus opposes the separation of the rural zone into two new zones and the 

proposed new GRUZ. 

10. Survus also opposes the subdivision rules and land use rules relating to new 

residential units in the GRUZ. 

Background to Submission 

11. Prior to notification of the PDP, Survus lodged 20 separate rural subdivision 

consent applications relating to land located in what is now known as the 

General Rural Zone under the PDP (Survus applications).  

12. When the subdivision consent applications were lodged, subdivision within the 

rural zone with a minimum lot size of 4 ha was a controlled activity under the 

Operative District Plan (ODP) subject to compliance with a large number of 

subdivision standards.  Non-compliance with one or more of the subdivision 

standards altered the activity status of the application to restricted discretionary 

activity, discretionary activity or noncomplying activity, depending upon which 

standard is breached. 

13. On 18 September 2021 the Respondent notified the PDP. One of the outcomes 

of the PDP is to split the Rural Zone into two separate zones: a Rural Lifestyle 

Zone (the RLZ) which has a minimum lot size of 4 ha and a General Rule Zone 

(GRUZ) which has a minimum lot size of 20 ha. Subdivision that does not comply 

with the new minimum lot size requirements is assessed as a non-complying 

activity under the PDP. All of the Survus applications and other similar 

applications are assessed as non-complying activities under the Proposed Plan.  

14. Concurrent with the notification of the PDP, the Environment Court issued a 

decision to give immediate legal effect to new rules which set the minimum 

allotment size within the GRUZ, namely Application by the Waimakariri District 

Council [2021] NZEnvC 142. The decision records that the purpose of the new 

rural subdivision rules is to maintain rural character and amenity, and the 

production potential of rural land. 
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15. Because the Survus applications were not determined when the PDP was 

notified, these applications are ‘caught’ by the PDP in the sense that the new 

and more stringent subdivision and land use rules in the Proposed Plan need to 

be considered by the Respondent when processing and determining these 

applications. 

Reasons for Appellant’s Submission 

16. The Appellant’s Submission detailed reasons in support of the relief requested 

by the Submission as follows (emphasis added):1 

16 The notification of the PDP and associated GRUZ provisions has 

caused substantial additional cost, uncertainty and delay in 

relation to the Survus applications. In particular, the PDP creates 

material doubt as to whether these applications will qualify for 

grant of consent under the new 20 ha minimum lot size 

requirements in the GRUZ. 

17 The submitter considers that the Survus applications lodged but 

not determined and referred to in Appendix 1 should be treated 

differently from other similar applications that are lodged after 

notification of the PDP.  

18 The submitter seeks that the Survus applications are made 

exempt from the new and more stringent rules in the PDP that 

apply to subdivision in the GRUZ so that these applications need 

only comply with the ODP subdivision and land use rules. This 

could be achieved by, among other matters amendment to the 

so-called legacy exemptions in the PDP for subdivision and 

residential units in the GRUZ. 

Officer Report Recommendations 

17. The s42A Officer Report: Rural Zones (Hearing Stream 6) rejected the Appellant’s 

Submission for the reasons discussed in the following excepts (emphasis added):  

[862] Council sought legal effect of its proposed subdivision rules in 

the RLZ while the district plan was notified and up until the plan 

becomes operative. The application was lodged in the 

Environment Court on July 2021 and the decision released on 17 

September 2021 (Appendix D)…  

  

 

1 Survus submission at [16]-[25] 
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3.22.1 Matters raised by submitters 

[863] There are 21 submitters that have raised numerous issues around 

the RLZ boundary and the sizes of sections. There are 26 

submission points in opposition, three in support and seven 

seeking amendments. 

[864] A number of submitters have requested that the subdivision size 

within the General Rural Zone be reduced back to the 4ha size 

that was enabled under the Operative Plan, and that subdivision 

is enabled down to 1-2ha within the RLZ. 

…. 

[894] The submissions from Mr Waller [89.1] and Survus [205.1] are 

requesting exemptions from the rules. Should Council enable 

exemptions for the existing applications, there is a potential that 

those who had previously been advised by Council not to apply 

for a subdivision consent because it would likely be declined, 

could feel aggrieved. For the above reasons I do not agree with 

the submission from John Waller and Survus…. 

18. The s42A Officer Report: Subdivision (Rural) (Hearing Stream 8) rejected the 

Appellant’s Submission for the reasons discussed in the following excepts 

(emphasis added): 

[90] Survus sought a new rule to enable those resource consent 

applications lodged, but not granted, prior to notification of the 

Proposed Plan to be a controlled activity. The issue of enabling 

the aforementioned subdivision applications to become a 

controlled activity was discussed in section 3.22 of the s42A Rural 

Zones report. The Environment Court granted immediate legal 

effect22 for the proposed rural land use rules restricting the 

subdivision of GRUZ to 20ha minimum. The Environment Court 

considered that if the notice of motion under section 68D RMA 

was not grated there would be a ramping up of resource consent 

applications for subdivision, in excess of those received prior to 

notification, that would undermine the intent of the objectives 

and policies around rural production. On this basis of the 

discussion above, Section 3.22 of the s42A Rural Zones officers 

report and the Environment Court decision, I recommend 

rejecting the submission. 

[91] Paul Martin and Julie Anne Wyatt [196.1] sought that the 

subdivision applications received prior to the notification of the 

Proposed Plan be accepted and processed under the Operative 

Plan. The submission only relates to the processing of their 

resource consent application and does not seek to rezone the 

land. The property at 66 German Road, Summerhill, comprises 

20.74ha of LUC class 3 soils of relatively flat land slightly sloping 
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to the east (excluding the dwelling and surrounding fronting 

German Road.  I recommend the submission be rejected. 

[92] Council applied to Environment Court to seek immediate legal 

effect of the rules relating to residential units (GRUZ-R41), minor 

residential units (GRUZ-R42), definitions of residential unit and 

minor residential unit, and SUB-R10 Subdivision within General 

Rural Zone, prior to the notification of the Proposed Plan. This 

was to avoid a ‘gold rush’ of 4ha subdivision within the GRUZ 

zone and avoid further loss of rural productive land to lifestyle 

blocks. Table 12 in the s42A Rural Zones officer report showed 

that 158 rural subdivision applications were received in the year 

prior to notification, and of these 129 consent applications were 

granted, leaving 29 consent applications not granted due to 

insufficient information. As also detailed in paragraph [58] above, 

I recommend that the submission is rejected. 

…. 

[286] Maurice Newell [281.1] wants to allow subdivision consent 

applications lodged prior to notification, map and protect good 

soils and allow subdivision on poorer soils. The discussion around 

allowing subdivision consent applications to be processed and 

enabling subdivision on poor soils has been assessed in 

paragraph 249 of s42A Rural Zones officers report. I recommend 

the submission is rejected… 

Hearings Panel recommendation on Submission  

19. The Hearings Panel Recommendation Report 25: Hearing Stream 8 (Subdivision) 

discusses the Appellant’s Submission as follows: 

[15] The submissions we consider here are those seeking amendments 

which were general to the Chapter. In summary, these were 

seeking:  

(a) that subdivision applications lodged prior to the notification 

of the PDP be processed under the ODP, or that the 

proposed rural subdivision provisions be deleted and a new 

rule be inserted to enable subdivision applications lodged 

prior to PDP notification for 4ha lots or more be a controlled 

activity. 

… 

Treatment of Subdivision Applications lodged prior to PDP notification 

[17] This matter related to a number of subdivision applications that 

had been lodged prior to the PDP being notified seeking 

subdivision less than 20ha in size. Those applications became 

immediately subject to SUB-R10, which the Council had applied 
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successfully to the Environment Court to have immediate legal 

effect upon notification. The submitters sought a ‘sunset’ clause or 

bespoke rule that would allow such applications to proceed as a 

controlled activity, rather than as a non-complying activity under 

SUB-R10 as notified. We heard from John Waller and Julie and Paul 

Wyatt who expressed their concerns about the PDP provisions and 

that their subdivision applications had yet to be fully processed. 

We also heard from Mr Buckley, the s42A report author for Rural 

Subdivision, and Mrs Harris, the Council’s Planning Manager of the 

Plan Implementation Unit. Mrs Harris’s verbal and written 

responses to our questions were very helpful for us to understand 

the background and context to the submissions. We did not receive 

any evidence from Survus in support of their submission. 

… 

[18]  Having considered all the evidence, we agree with the s42A report 

author’s recommendation that the submissions be rejected. In 

doing so, we sympathise with the submitters and those who had 

applications in the system when the PDP was notified. 

[19]  In saying this, we also understand that those who did not have their 

applications considered after notification chose to put their 

applications on hold. We have been advised that those applications 

could still have been processed after the PDP was notified, had the 

applicants decided to progress with them. From the evidence 

presented, it would seem that while the activity status would have 

been at a higher bar it would also seem that less weight would have 

been given to proposed rule SUB-R10, and its supporting 

objectives and policies. However, overall, given the matters the 

objectives, policies and rules are seeking to address, we find that 

recommending acceptance of the relief sought would be 

inconsistent with achieving the objectives of the PDP. We therefore 

recommend that these submissions be rejected. 

20. The Respondent subsequently adopted all of the recommendations of the 

Hearings Panel regarding submissions on the Proposed Plan, including the 

recommendation to reject the Appellant’s Submission, at a meeting of the 

Council on 24 June 2025. 

Appellant’s response to the Hearings Panel recommendation 

Affected Landowners applications ‘caught’ by notification of proposed new rules  

21. In accordance with s 86B(1) of the Act, rules in a proposed plan ordinarily have 

legal effect only once a decision on submissions is made and publicly notified 

under cl 10(4) Schedule 1. Decisions could be up to two years after notification 
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of the proposed plan.2 Section 86D gives the Environment Court power to order 

that a rule in a proposed plan or change has legal effect from some date other 

than the standard date.  

22. In this case, the Court in Application by the Waimakariri District Council  granted 

the Respondent’s notice of motion on an ex parte basis and ordered that the 

following rules take immediate legal effect on the date that the Proposed Plan 

is notified: 

(a)  GRUZ-R41 Residential Unit;  

(b) GRUZ-R42 Minor Residential Unit;  

(c)  Definitions for ‘minor residential unit’ and ‘residential unit’; and  

(d)  SUB-R10 Subdivision in General Rural Zone. 

23. The outcome of the Court’s decision is that, among other matters, in the 

proposed rural zone: 

(a) establishing a residential unit on a lot that is more than 4 ha but less than 

20 ha became a non-complying activity with immediate legal effect under 

the Proposed Plan, whereas the same activity was permitted under the 

ODP; and 

(b) subdividing a lot with a minimum lot size more than 4 ha but less than 20 

ha became a non-complying activity with immediate legal effect under 

the Proposed Plan, whereas the same activity was controlled under the 

ODP. 

24. Use of section 86D of the Act to enable proposed district plan rules to have 

immediate effect is very uncommon. Section 86D is a powerful statutory tool 

that has potential to affect the rights and interests of landowners affected by 

new rules having immediate legal affect.  

 

2 See RMA, Schedule 1, cl 10(4)(a) 
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25. This is particularly the case when an application under s86D is granted ex parte 

because affected landowners have no opportunity to participate in the decision-

making process. Such landowners have no notice of the s86D application and 

from their perspective the timing of orders under s 86D is somewhat arbitrary; 

the day before notification of the Proposed Plan only the Operative Plan rules 

apply and the next day, following notification, the proposed new rules have 

immediate legal effect.  

26. In this case a number of landowners (Affected Landowners) had rural 

subdivision consent applications that had been accepted by the Respondent, 

but which were extant at the time of notification (extant applications). These 

applications have been ‘caught’ by the arbitrary timing of the new rules having 

immediate legal effect.  

27. It is noteworthy that this cohort of extant applications is not discussed in the 

Application by the Waimakariri District Council. The decision records that the 

under the proposed new rules development opportunities for rural subdivision 

are reduced3 and that without rules having legal effect, property owners may be 

more likely to subdivide ‘while they still can’ once notification occurs.4 However 

the decision makes not mention extant applications for rural subdivision that 

were filed before notification occurs. 

28. The focus of the Court’s concern is on what might happen following notification 

of the proposed new subdivision rules in the absence of an order under s86D. 

In this regard, the decision records that:5 

Often an application under s 86D arises in circumstances where the 

proposed plan introduces restrictions and there is a danger that there will 

be a "gold rush" of applications as people try to take advantage of the 

current rules of the operative district plan. 

29. The decision states that the Council considers that a “gold rush” for 4 ha 

development is already underway and that there is no apparent reason to expect 

pressure for 4 ha development to subside.6 While acknowledging this situation 

 

3 Application by the Waimakariri District Council [2021] NZEnvC 142 at [22] 
4 Supra at [36] 
5 Supra at [13] 
6 Supra at [46] 
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the decision does not indicate that the Court was aware that a cohort of 

applications would be ‘caught’ by granting orders under s86D. 

30. Elsewhere, after noting that the effect of the proposed new subdivision rules 

would reduce opportunities for rural subdivision, the decision mentions that the 

Proposed Plan legacy provisions “go some way to ameliorating the impact of 

the change…”.7 However none of these legacy provisions specifically address the 

impact of the proposed new rules on the Affected Landowners. These 

landowners have borne the greatest cost of the new rules and neither the 

decision in Application by the Waimakariri District Council nor the legacy 

provisions of the Proposed Plan properly recognise and account for this. 

Impact of new subdivision rules on Affected Landowners 

31. For many of the Affected Landowners, the implications of the s86D order have 

been quite profound. They have moved from a position of reasonable 

confidence and certainty that their applications would be approved under the 

ODP to a situation where they face significantly increased costs and complexity 

associated with the consenting process and considerable uncertainty about 

whether such applications are capable of being granted under the Proposed 

Plan. 

32. These costs are over and above the substantial costs the Affected Landowners 

have already incurred to date regarding preparation, lodgement and processing 

of their respective subdivision applications, including consultant charges and 

council consent processing fees. 

33. Several of the Affected Landowners have long held plans to subdivide their 

properties and they face significant financial implications if the new subdivision 

rules prevent their applications from being approved. 

34. Some of the Affected Landowners lack the financial resources to fund the 

additional costs associated with processing their applications under the new 

subdivisions rules and may have to abandon their applications if those rules 

continue to apply.  

 

7 Supra at [22] 
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35. Further, for some Affected Landowners approval of their application is the only 

way for them to stay in their houses and in their long-lived neighbourhoods. So 

if their application is declined due to the new rules in the Proposed Plan the 

outcome for many will be that they will need to sell up and shift on their 

retirement as they cannot afford to continue to reside on their property. 

Many extant applications were subject to delay in consent processing  

36. There are approximately 16-20 extant applications. Each application is different; 

they were lodged at different times (although all before notification of the 

Proposed Plan) and each was processed separately by the Respondent.  

37. Many extant applications were subject to unfortunate and lengthy delay that 

was entirely outside the control of the Affected Landowners. The effect of the 

delay is that these applications were not approved before notification of the 

Proposed Plan. The consequences of the delay for the Affected Landowners is 

very significant because it cost them the opportunity to have these applications 

approved under the ODP. 

38. The reasons for delay include the effect of Covid-19 lockdowns, delay in securing 

neighbours’ approval for subdivision within an effluent buffer zone, challenges 

securing technical assessments and other documents required to satisfy 

requests for further information made by the Respondent, and general and fairly 

wide spread consent processing delays to the workload of the Respondent at 

this time.  

39. In particular some Affected Landowners were advised by the Respondent to 

obtain neighbours approval in relation to effluent buffer zones before lodging 

their subdivision application. Others were advised to get such approval after 

lodging their application, and others were not required to secure such approval 

at all and were granted consent without it. This variation in processing of 

subdivision consent applications caused substantial delay for some Affected 

Landowners and also unfairness in terms of parity of treatment between 

different subdivision applications. 
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Granting relief requested would not be inconsistent with Proposed Plan  

40. The Appellant considers that the relief requested below should be granted, for 

example, by amending the Proposed Plan to allow the extant applications to be 

processed and determined under the ODP rural subdivision and land use rules 

rather than the new rules in the Proposed Plan  

41. Approval of the extant applications on this basis would create approximately 

130-150 lots. This additional number of new lots is negligible when considered 

within the wider context of the Waimakariri District. For example, the Appellant 

understands that this number of additional lots equates to only 2% of the total 

number of lots less than 8 ha in the rural zone prior to notification of the 

Proposed Plan.   

42. Further, many of the extant applications are located adjacent to the boundary 

of the new Rural Lifestyle Zone, which allows 4 ha subdivision as a controlled 

activity, and other applications are located in areas where there are already 

several 4-8 ha lots created by earlier subdivisions under the ODP. 

43. Against this context, the Appellant considers that the additional lots will not 

have any material adverse effect on the production potential of the rural land 

resource in the GRUZ or the rural character and amenity of the GRUZ. 

Relief sought 

44. The Appellant seeks the following relief: 

(a) Amend General Rural Zone Rule GRUZ-R3 by inserting a new clause (4A) 

to expressly provides for residential units as a controlled activity in the 

General Rural Zone follows: 

a site with a minimum net site area of 4ha or more but less than 

20ha, which does not have a residential unit erected on it, is subject 

to a subdivision consent application that was lodged prior to 18 

September 2021 and is extant at 18 September 2021, one 

residential unit may be erected. 

(b) Insert a new controlled activity subdivision rule into the Subdivision 

Chapter that that expressly provides subdivision between 4 ha and 20 ha 
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as a controlled activity in the General Rural Zone as follows (or words to 

like effect): 

Where a subdivision consent application was lodged prior to 18 

September 2021 and is extant at 18 September 2021, that seeks to 

create one or more allotments with a minimum allotment area of 

4ha or more but less than 20ha. 

(c) Amend the Proposed Plan so that where a subdivision consent 

application was lodged prior to 18 September 2021 and is extant at 18 

September 2021, and that application seeks to create one or more 

allotments with a minimum allotment area of 4 ha or more but less than 

20 ha in the GRUZ, such application is exempt from the Proposed Plan 

GRUZ subdivision and land use rules and instead the application will be 

processed and determined under the ODP subdivision and land use rules; 

(d) That the Proposed Plan provisions be amended to reflect the issues raised 

in this submission; 

(e) That the relevant PDP objectives and policies be amended as required to 

support and implement the particular relief described above; and/or  

(f) Such other relief as may be required to give effect to this submission, 

including alternative, consequential or necessary amendments to the PDP 

that address the matters raised by the submitter. 

Attached documents 

45. The Appellant attaches the following documents to this notice: 

(a) a copy of the Appellant’s Submission on the Proposed Plan; 

(b) a copy of the Notice of Decision notified by the Respondent dated 12 July 

2025; 

(c) a copy of Hearings Panel Recommendation Report 25: Hearing Stream 8 

(Subdivision) containing recommendations of the Hearings Panel on the 

Appellant’s Submission; and  
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(d) a list of names and addresses of persons to be served with a copy of this 

notice. 

 

DATED this 22nd day of August 2025 

 

       

C S Fowler 

Counsel for the Appellant 

 

ADDRESS FOR SERVICE OF APPELLANTS: 

 

Saunders & Co 

PO Box 18 

Christchurch 8140 

 

Contact Person:  Chris Fowler 

Telephone:  021 311 784 or (03) 288 2192 

Email:    chris.fowler@saunders.co.nz 

 

Note to appellant 

You may use this form for any appeal for which you cannot identify a prescribed form. 

You must lodge the original and 1 copy of this notice with the Environment Court. The 

notice must be signed by you or on your behalf. You must pay the filing fee required 

by regulation 35 of the Resource Management (Forms, Fees, and Procedure) 

Regulations 2003. 

Your right to appeal may be limited by the trade competition provisions in Part 11A of 

the Resource Management Act 1991. 

Advice to recipients of copy of notice of appeal 

How to become a party to proceedings 

If you wish to become a party to the appeal, you must,— 

(a) within 15 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, 

lodge a notice of your wish to be a party to the proceedings (in form 33) with 

the Environment Court and serve copies of your notice on the relevant local 

authority and the appellant; and 

(b) within 20 working days after the period for lodging a notice of appeal ends, 

serve copies of your notice on all other parties. 

You may apply to the Environment Court under section 281 of the Resource 

Management Act 1991 for a waiver of the above timing requirements (see form 38). 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM195842#DLM195842
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM2421544#DLM2421544
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM196460#DLM196460
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM237795#DLM237795
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM196479#DLM196479
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Your right to be a party to the proceedings in the court may be limited by the trade 

competition provisions in section 274(1) and Part 11A of the Resource Management 

Act 1991. 

Advice 

If you have any questions about this notice, contact the Environment Court in 

Auckland, Wellington, or Christchurch. 

 

https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM237755#DLM237755
https://www.legislation.govt.nz/regulation/public/2003/0153/latest/link.aspx?id=DLM2421544#DLM2421544
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Clause 6 of Schedule 1, Resource Management Act 1991

Submitter details 
(Our preferred methods of corresponding with you are by email and phone).

Full name:  	

Email address:  	

Phone (Mobile):  	     Phone (Landline):  	

Postal Address:  	     Post Code:  	

Physical address:  	     Post Code:  	
(if different from above)

Please select one of the two options below:

  I could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission (go to Submission details, you do not need to 
complete the rest of this section)

  I could gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission (please complete the rest of this section before 
continuing to Submission details)

Please select one of the two options below:

  I am directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 

A)	 Adversely affects the environment; and

B)	Does not relate to trade competition or the effect of trade competition.

  I am not directly affected by an effect of the subject matter of the submission that: 

A)	 Adversely affects the environment; and

B)	Does not relate to trade competition or the effect of trade competition.
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Submission details

The specific provisions of the proposal that my submission relates to are as follows: (please give details) 

My submission is that: (state in summary the Proposed Plan chapter subject and provision of your submission. Clearly indicate whether you 
support or oppose the specific provisions or wish to have amendments made, giving reasons) (please include additional pages as necessary)

I/we have included:  	   additional pages

I/we seek the following decision from the Waimakariri District Council: (give precise details, use additional pages if required)
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Submission at the Hearing

I/we wish to speak in support of my/our submission

I/we do not wish to speak in support of my/our submission

  If others make a similar further submission, I/we will consider presenting a joint case with them at the hearing

Signature
Of submitters or person authorised to sign on behalf of submitter(s)

Signature      Date 
(If you are making your submission electronically, a signature is not required)

Important Information

1. The Council must receive this submission before the closing date and time for submissions.

2. Please note that submissions are public. Your name and submission will be included in papers that are available
to the media and public. Your submission will only be used for the purpose of the District Plan review process.

3. Only those submitters who indicate they wish to speak at the hearing will be emailed a copy of the planning
officers report (please ensure you include an email address on this submission form).

If you are a person who could gain an advantage in trade competition through the submission, your right to make 
a submission may be limited by clause 6(4) of Part 1 of Schedule 1 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

Please note that your submission (or part of your submission) may be struck out if the authority is satisfied that at 
least 1 of the following applies to the submission (or part of the submission):

• It is frivolous or vexatious

• It discloses no reasonable or relevant case

• It would be an abuse of the hearing process to allow the submission (or the part) to be taken further

• It contains offensive language

• It is supported only by material that purports to be independent expert evidence, but has been prepared by a
person who is not independent or who does not have sufficient specialised knowledge or skill to give expert
advice on the matter.

Send your submission to: Proposed District Plan Submission
Waimakariri District Council
Private Bag 1005, Rangiora 7440

Email to: developmentplanning@wmk.govt.nz 

Phone: 0800 965 468 (0800WMKGOV)

You can also deliver this submission form to one our service centres:

Rangiora Service Centre: 215 High Street, Rangiora

Kaiapoi Service Centre: Ruataniwha Kaiapoi Civic Centre, 176 Williams Street, Kaiapoi

Oxford Service Centre: 34 Main Street, Oxford

Submissions close 5pm, Friday 26 November 2021

Please refer to the Council website waimakariri.govt.nz for further updates
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SUBMISSION ON THE PROPOSED WAIMAKARIRI DISTRICT PLAN 
Clause 6, First Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991 

 
 
To: The Waimakiri District Council 
Freepost 1667, Private Bag 1005, Rangiora 7400 
 
C/- Survus consultants 
PO Box 5558 
Papanui 
Christchurch 8542 
Attention: Hamish Frizzell 
Email Address: subdivisions@survus.co.nz 
Phone: 03 352 5599 
 
 
Name of Submitter 

1 Survus Consultants (Survus or the submitter) 

Proposal to which submission relates 

2 This submission relates to the Proposed District Plan (the PDP) in its entirety and 
particularly the introduction of the General Rural Zone (the GRZ) and rules governing 
subdivision and establishment of dwellings in the GRZ.   

3 The submitter could not gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission 

Detail of submission 

4 Survus’ submission relates to the PDP as a whole but has a specific focus on:  

(a) The separation of the rural zone into two separate zones and the inclusion of the 
GRZ; 

(b) Provisions for the GRZ relating to subdivision within this zone; and 

(c) Provisions for the GRZ relating to establishment of new residential units within 
this zone.  

5 These provisions have been introduced and given immediate legal effect without prior 
community consultation. They have adversely impacted 20 applications for 4 ha rural 
subdivision that have been lodged by Survus on behalf of its landowner clients. 

6 Survus opposes the separation of the rural zone into two new zones and the proposed 
new GRZ.  
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7 Survus also opposes the subdivision rules and land use rules relating to new residential 
units in the GRZ.  

Background 

8 Prior to notification of the PDP, Survus lodged 20 separate rural subdivision consent 
applications relating to land located in what is now known as the General Rural Zone 
under the PDP (the Survus applications or the applications). These applications are listed 
in Appendix 1 to this submission.  

9 The number of new lots proposed by each application ranges from 2 – 40 lots. In total, 
161 new lots are proposed. The Survus applications remain extant and have yet to be 
determined. 

10 When the subdivision consent applications were lodged, subdivision within the rural 
zone with a minimum lot size of 4 ha was a controlled activity under the Operative 
District Plan (ODP) subject to compliance with a large number of subdivision standards. 
Non-compliance with one or more of the subdivision standards altered the activity status 
of the application to restricted discretionary activity, discretionary activity or non-
complying activity, depending upon which standard is breached. 

11 On 18 September 2021 the Waimakariri District Council (the Council) notified the PDP. 
One of the outcomes of the PDP is to split the Rural Zone into two separate zones: a 
Rural Lifestyle Zone (the RLZ) which has a minimum lot size of 4 ha and a General Rule 
Zone (the GRZ) which has a minimum lot size of 20 ha. Subdivision that does not comply 
with the new minimum lot size requirements is assessed as a non-complying activity 
under the PDP. 

12 Concurrent with the notification of the PDP, the Environment Court issued a decision to 
give immediate legal effect to new rules which set the minimum allotment size within 
the GRZ. The decision records that the purpose of the new rural subdivision rules as to 
maintain rural character and amenity, and the production potential of rural land. 

13 Because the Survus applications were not determined when the PDP was notified, these 
applications are ‘caught’ by the PDP in the sense that the provisions of both the ODP and 
the PDP need to be considered by Council when processing and determining these 
applications.  

Location of properties that are the subject of the Survus applications 

14 A combined plan has been prepared to show the locations and context of the application 
properties in the wider Waimakariri District and the GRZ is attached as Appendix 2. 

15 Plans showing the location of each individual property that is the subject of a Survus 
Application in relation to the neighbouring properties is attached at Appendix 3. This 
information was extracted from GRIP which is a cadastral mapping application used by 
Surveyors. (It should be noted that not all recently approved subdivisions prior to the 
notification of the PDP would be shown on these plans due to Title not being issued as 
yet. These plans therefore represent lots that are existing). 

Reasons for submission 

16 The notification of the PDP and associated GRZ provisions has caused substantial 
additional cost, uncertainty and delay in relation to the Survus applications. In particular, 
the PDP creates material doubt as to whether these applications will qualify for grant of 
consent under the new 20 ha minimum lot size requirements in the GRZ. 
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17 The submitter considers that the Survus applications lodged but not determined and 
referred to in Appendix 1 should be treated differently from other similar applications 
that are lodged after notification of the PDP.  

18 The submitter seeks that the Survus applications are made exempt from the new and 
more stringent rules in the PDP that apply to subdivision in the GRZ so that these 
applications need only comply with the ODP subdivision and land use rules. This could 
be achieved by, among other matters amendment to the so-called legacy exemptions in 
the PDP for subdivision and residential units in the GRZ. 

19 As mentioned, the total number of properties to be created, if the Survus applications 
are approved pursuant to the abovementioned legacy provisions, is 161 lots. This 
additional number of new lots is negligible in the context of the total number of existing 
rural lots in Waimakariri District. The submitter considers that the additional lots will not 
have any material adverse effect on the production potential of the rural land resource 
in the GRZ or the rural character of the GRZ. 

20 At least eight (8) of the Survus applications are located directly adjacent or partly within 
the proposed new RLZ which allows for 4ha lots. In addition, these eight properties are 
partly or fully surrounded by properties of between 4ha and 20ha with the majority of 
the properties being 4ha.  

21 The remaining 12 properties are also located in areas where the adjacent properties 
have already been subdivided into smaller lots with one property in particularly being 
17ha in size and surrounded by 4ha lots. (581 Downs Road). 

22 It is therefore highly unlikely that these properties will ever be used for primary 
production purposes in future in view of their size and locations.  

23 Where properties larger than 20ha are located in areas where smaller lots are not 
commonly found in the surrounding areas, precedents have already been created where 
neighbouring properties have been allowed to subdivide into smaller than 20ha lots not 
long before the notification of the PDP.  

24 An example of this is the Survus application regarding 6 Rakahuri Road, Glentui where a 
property on the opposite side of the road, being 854 Birch Hill Road, was approved for 
subdivision on the 17th of September (a day prior to the notification of the PDP) into 9 
lots smaller than 20ha and of which 8 are 4ha (refer to RC215444). 

25 One application was affected by Covid-19 lockdowns and the contamination could not 
be remediated on site in time and prior to the PDP being notified to enable the 
application to become a Permitted Activity in terms of the National Environmental 
Standards Regulations (NES). The Council was informed of the time frame for 
remediation at all times. 

26 Survus also considers that the manner in which the new PDP rural zone rules have been 
introduced and made of immediate legal effect is inappropriate and unfair to rural 
landowners, as discussed in more detail below.  

Lack of Public Participation/Community engagement 

International Best practice: 

27 It is International Good Practice that citizens participate in the decision making and 
development activities of local government.  
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New Zealand Policies: 

28 Citizens in New Zealand are encouraged to participate in the Long Terms Plans and 
District Plans of local governments which shape New Zealand and its environment and 
as such, this submission is part of this process.  

Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet (Policy Method Toolbox) 

29 It is standard practise in New Zealand to engage with Communities during the policy 
making processes and this is strengthened by the Policy Method Toolbox as a method 
“that helps policy practitioners identify and select the right approach for their policy 
initiative” (Department of the Prime Minister and Cabinet. https://dpmc.govt.nz/our-
programmes/policy-project/policy-methods-toolbox/community-engagement). There 
are many advantages for local government to engage with its citizens on aspects which 
directly involve the future use of their land since it demonstrates ethical treatment, 
respect and sensitivity and ensures that local governments are accountable. 

Local Government Act:2002 Part 6 (Planning Decision Making and Accountability) 

30 Part 6 of the Local Government Act 2002 deals with planning, decision making and 
accountability and requires that local authorities adopt a policy for engagement. (s76AA) 
and s78 requires that “local authorities must in the course of it’s decision-making process 
in relation to a matter give consideration to the views and preferences of persons likely 
to be affected by, or to have an interest in the matter.”  

Waimakariri District Council Policy on Consultation (Significant and Engagement Policy-SEP) 

31 The Waimakariri District Council has a Consultation Policy which reflects the extent of 
the “International Association for Public Participation (IAP2) spectrum and as required 
by the Local Government Act. This Policy applies to the Council and “provides guidance 
for the consideration of significance and engagement …”. The Policy has set out criteria 
as to when Council regard a matter to be significant for purposes of engagement. Point 
5.4 of the Policy stipulates that if the impact or consequences of the decision or proposal 
will have a substantial impact on more than 5% of the resident population of the District 
based on estimates by Statistics New Zealand at 30 June each year, the matter is likely 
to be significant. The Policy further states that every Report should include a statement 
indicating that the issue of significance has been considered. If an issue is considered 
significant the report must also include a statement addressing community engagement. 

32 The Rural areas of the Waimakariri District constitutes more than 5% of the total 
population of the Waimakariri District Council. The total population of the Waimakariri 
District was estimated to be 64 700 (as of 2020) and more than 5% of the population 
resides in the rural areas which are affected by the Rule change. Covid 19 statistics 
indicate that at least 16 699 people (25%) reside in the rural areas of the Waimakiriri 
District. (www.covid19.govt.nz). 

Relationship between the Local Government Act and RMA 

33 Section 86 of the RMA provides the ability for council’s to apply to the Environment Court 
that Rules can be introduced with immediate effect without having to go through a 
notification or consultation process.  

34 In this situation there would however have been an expectation that Council would have 
been more open and possibly followed a consultative process as per their SEP prior to 
lodging an application to the Environment Court which has affected more than 5% of the 
population of the Waimakariri District. Schedule 1, clause 3(4) RMA states that local 
authorities are required to apply the consultative provisions contained in the LGA. 

https://dpmc.govt.nz/our-programmes/policy-project/policy-methods-toolbox/community-engagement
https://dpmc.govt.nz/our-programmes/policy-project/policy-methods-toolbox/community-engagement
http://www.covid19.govt.nz/
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Immediate legal effect decision by the Environment Court 

35 The Environment Court decision granting the Council’s application for immediate legal 
effect to the rural subdivision and residential unit provisions of the PDP has directly 
affected the Survus applications as referred to in Appendix 1 and many other landowners 
in the Waimakariri District, without any meaningful process of public input or community 
engagement. In addition, there has not been any community input into which areas in 
the Waimakariri District should be considered for mainly agricultural purposes, rural 
living purposes and urban residential purposes prior to an application being lodged to 
the Environment Court.  

36 There has been no documentation provided to the Community prior to notification of 
the PDP as to how Waimakariri District concluded which areas should remain for mainly 
agricultural purposes and which areas should be considered for rural living purposes.  

37 The Council also obtained the Environment Court decision without notice to the 
community or potentially affected rural landowners. This excluded all communities and 
individuals within the District from participating in a decision-making process that would 
impact on their livelihoods and future use of their land. This action appears to be in 
contradiction with the Council’s SEP. 

38 Survus appreciates Council’s effort to protect agricultural land. However the process is 
considered flawed due to lack of landowner engagement or information available to the 
community as to how Council concluded the delineation of the areas to be subdivided 
into 20ha vs 4ha. Survus considers that the planning maps and rules regarding 
management of the rural zone within the district cannot be support and need to be 
revisited. 

Decision sought 

39 The submitter seeks the following relief: 

(a) That the PDP be rejected in its current form; 

(b) That the PDP maps regarding the GRZ and the RLZ be deleted; 

(c) That the PDP provisions regarding rural subdivision and residential development 
in the GRZ be deleted;  

(d) That General Rural Zone Rule GRUZ-R3 be amended by inserting a new clause 
(4A) to expressly provides for residential units in respect of the Survus 
applications as a controlled activity in the General Rural Zone follows: 

a site with a minimum net site area of 4ha or more but less than 20ha, which 
does not have a residential unit erected on it, is subject to a subdivision consent 
application that was lodged prior to 18 September 2021 and is extant at 18 
September 2021, one residential unit may be erected. 

(e) Insert a new controlled activity subdivision rule into the Subdivision Chapter that 
that expressly provides for the Survus applications by allowing subdivision 
between 4 ha and 20 ha as a controlled activity in the General Rural Zone as 
follows (or words to like effect): 

Where a subdivision consent application was lodged prior to 18 September 2021 
and is extant at 18 September 2021, that seeks to create one or more allotments 
with a minimum allotment area of 4ha or more but less than 20ha. 
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(f) That the PDP provisions be amended to reflect the issues raised in this 
submission;  

(g) That the relevant PDP objectives and policies be amended as required to support 
and implement the particular relief described above; and/or 

(h) Such other relief as may be required to give effect to this submission, including 
alternative, consequential or necessary amendments to the PDP that address 
the matters raised by the submitter.  

Conclusion 

40 The submitter does wish to be heard in support of this submission. 

41 If others make a similar submission, the submitter will consider presenting a joint case 
with them at the hearing. 

42 Thank you for the opportunity to submit on the PDP. 

Dated 26 November 2021 

 

 
Hamish Frizzell 

Survus Consultants  

Address for service: 
 
C/- Survus consultants 
PO Box 5558 
Papanui 
Christchurch 8542 
Attention: Hamish Frizzell 
Email Address: subdivisions@survus.co.nz 
Phone: 03 352 5599 

 



APPENDIX 1

Plan Ref Client Address Lots Accepted (S88) RC number
14642 Alan Davie Martin 241 Yaxley/375 Stonyflat Road Loburn 40 10/08/2021 RC215434 RC215435
14743 Scott Larson 1552 Tram Road Swannanoa/237 Woodfields Rd 9 10/03/2021 RC215123 and RC215124-11/3 acc
14779 Terence Davis 1547 Poynts Road Cust 11 31/03/2021 RC215171 and RC215172

14804-2 John Bassett 86 & 106 Woodfield Road 12 30/06/2021 RC215349 and RC215350
14804 Gerard Bassett 2 Woodfields Road 9 30/06/2021 RC215346 and RC215347
14852 Rakahuri Farming Ltd 6 Rakahuri Road Glentui 10 10/05/2021 RC215246 and RC215247
14908 Sue Sullivan 372 Two Chain Road 2 31/08/2021 RC215492 and RC215493
14912 Herman Wezenberg 137 Mt Grey Road North Loburn 10 25/08/2021 RC215476 and RC215477
14922 Roel Wobben 723 Wolffs Road, Eyrewell Forest 5 18/08/2021 RC215466 and RC215467
14968 Ashley Gorge Farming Coy Ltd 417 Ashley Gorge Road, Coopers Creek 2 13/08/2021 RC215447 and RC215448
14989 John Waller 589 Mount Thomas Road, Fernside 6 3/09/2021 RC215504 & RC215505
15047 Brian Pilbrow 1189 Woodfileds Road Cust 2 25/08/2021 RC215487
15091 Ivor Farming - David Haigh 16 Campions Road Summerhill 11 15/09/2021 RC215539 and RC215540
15112 Rod Newton 782 Steffens Road, Starvation Hill 4 14/09/2021 RC215529 and RC215530
15119 Trist Moffat 609 Birch Hill Road, Okuku 2 24/08/2021 RC215474 and RC215475
15121 Mark Webb 277 Loburn Terrace Road, North Loburn 2 10/09/2021 RC215524 and RC215525
15131 Trish Robinson 151 Kiri Kiri Road, Burnt Hill 8 31/08/2021 RC215496 and RC215497
14963 Peter Kerdemelidis 581 Downs Road, Eyrewell Forest 5 8/09/2021 RC215520
14805 Verkerk Propoerties No. 1 Limited 630 Mill Road, Ohoka 9 16/09/2021 RC215544
14950 Brian J Martin 466 South Eyre Road, Swannanoa 2 17/09/2021 RC215546

Total Lots 161



12176

14642

14743

14779

14804

14852

14883

14908

14912

14922

14950

14963

14968

14989

15047

15091

15112

15119

15121

15131

SURVUS CONSULTANTS - APPENDIX 2

DATE

WDC - PDP
A3

4 Meadow Street, PO Box 5558, Papanui, Christchurch
 AMBERLEY

 ASHBURTON

 DARFIELD

03 314 9200
03 307 7021
03 318 8151

 P
 F
 TOLL FREE

03 352 5599
03 352 5527
           0508 787 887

SC-01 A

1 : 150,000 (A3)

INFORMATION ONLYSRS

A 22/11/21 FOR INFORMATION A CAIN

REV DATE REVISION DETAILS DRAFTED VERIFIED PROJECT

TITLE

PROJECT NO

SCALE

DRAWING NO

APPROVED SIZE

REV
SHEET 1 OF 1

AFFECTED PROPERTIES IN THE WIDER WAIMAKARIRI DISTRICT AREA



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:15000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:15000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:15000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



Contains data sourced from the LINZ
Data Service licensed for reuse under
CC BY 4.0.
Survey and Title Data reflect the
content of Landonline at 25/09/2021
Copyright © Grip Limited

September 30, 20211:13000 @ A3

Map Prepared



RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

Public Notice of Decisions on Proposed Waimakariri District Plan, Variation
1 (Intensification Planning Instrument), Variation 2 (Financial Contributions)
and recommendations on Notices of Requirements

Date of Public Notice: 12 July 2025

Pursuant to Clauses 10(4)(b), 11 and 102 of Schedule 1 of the Resource
Management Act 1991 (RMA), Waimakariri District Council (Council) gives
public notice that it has made its decisions on the provisions and matters
raised in submissions and further submissions on the Proposed
Waimakariri District Plan (PDP), Variation 1 (Council’s Intensification
Planning Instrument relating to housing intensification) and Variation 2
(Financial Contributions). 
Council resolved at the Council meeting on 24 June 2025 to accept all the
recommendations of the:

 PDP Hearing Panel (appointed to hear and make recommendations on
the PDP) including on all Notices of Requirements;
 Independent Hearings Panel (IHP) (appointed to hear and make
recommendations on Variation 1). 

Pursuant to clause 9 of Schedule 1 of the RMA, Council also gives public
notice of its recommendations in respect of provisions included in the PDP
pursuant to clause 4(5) Schedule 1 of the RMA and decisions in respect of
provisions included in the PDP pursuant to clause 4(6) of Schedule 1 of the
RMA.
The PDP is amended in accordance with Council’s decision from the date
of this Notice.

The Decisions Reports and Decisions Version may be viewed online at:
 https://www.waimakariri.govt.nz/council/district-development/district-
plan-review; or
 at the Council office and at any of the Council Libraries (Rangiora,
Kaiapoi and Oxford).

A person who made a submission on the PDP including Variation 2 may
appeal the Council’s decision to the Environment Court within 30 working
days of the service of the notice of decisions. The appeal period closes
at 5pm on 22 August 2025. A copy of the appeal must be served on the
Council (via developmentplanning@wmk.govt.nz).

There is no right of appeal to the Environment Court against any decision
of Council on Variation 1.
Pursuant to Clauses 20 and 103 of Schedule 1 of the RMA Council also
gives public notice that on 14 July 2025 the recommendations of the IHP
on Variation 1, as accepted by the Council, are incorporated into the district
plan and become operative.
Decisions of the requiring authorities with designations within the district
plan will be notified following the process set out in Clause 13 Schedule 1
of the RMA. 

For further enquiries, please contact developmentplanning@wmk.govt.nz



Waimakariri District Council 
Proposed Waimakariri District Plan 

 
Recommendations of the PDP Hearings 

Panel 
 

Recommendation Report 25 
 

Hearing Stream 8 
Part 3: District-wide matters – SUB – 

Subdivision 
 

 
This report should be read in conjunction with Report 1 and Recommendation Reports 
2 and 3.  
 
Report 1 contains an explanation of how the recommendations in all subsequent reports 
have been developed and presented, along with a glossary of terms used throughout the 
reports, a record of all Panel Minutes, a record of the recommendation reports and a 
summary of overarching recommendations. It does not contain any recommendations 
per se.  

Recommendation Report 2 contains the PDP Panel’s recommendations on the PDP’s Part 
2: District-wide Matters – Strategic directions - SD Strategic directions objectives and 
policies. 

Recommendation Report 3 contains the PDP Panel’s recommendations on the PDP’s Part 
2: District-wide Matters – Strategic directions - UFD Urban Form and Development 
objectives and policies.  

 

 



 
Appendix 1: Schedule of attendances  
 
Appendix 2: Recommended amendments to the Proposed Plan - Tracked from notified 
version (provisions not consequentially renumbered)  
 
The Hearings Panel for the purposes of Hearing Stream 8 comprised Commissioners Gina 
Sweetman (Chair), Allan Cubitt, Gary Rae, Megen McKay, Neville Atkinson and Niki 
Mealings.  
 
  



1. Introduction  
 

Report outline and approach  
 
1. This is Report 25 of 37 Recommendation Reports prepared by the PDP Hearings Panel 

appointed to hear and make recommendations on submissions to the Proposed 
Waimakariri District Plan (PDP).  

 
2. The report addresses the objective, policies and the advice note relating to the SUB – 

Subdivision Chapter and the submissions received on those provisions. The relevant 
provisions are: 
• Introduction 
• Objectives SUB-O1, SUB-O2 and SUB-O3 
• Policies SUB-P1 to SUB-P10 
• Rules SUB-R1 to SUB-R9 
• Standards SUB-S1 to SUB-S18 
• Advice Note SUB-AN1 and SUB-AN2 
• Matters of Control and Discretion SUB-MCD1 – SUB-MCD13 

 
3. We have structured our discussion on this topic as follows:  

(a) Section 2 summarises key contextual matters, including relevant provisions and 
key issues/themes in submissions;  
 

(b) Sections 3 – 13 contains our evaluation of key issues and recommended 
amendments to provisions; and  
 

(c) Section 14  contains our conclusions.  
 
4. This Recommendation Report contains the following appendices:  

(a) Appendix 1: Schedule of attendances at the hearing on this topic. We refer to the 
parties concerned and the evidence they presented throughout this 
Recommendation Report, where relevant.  

 
(b) Appendix 2: Recommended amendments to the Proposed Plan – Tracked from 

notified version. This sets out the final amendments we recommend be made to 
the PDP provisions relating to this topic. The amendments show the specific 
wording of the amendments we have recommended and are shown in a ‘tracked 
change’ format showing changes from the notified version of the PDP for ease of 
reference. Where whole provisions have been deleted or added, we have not 
shown any consequential renumbering, as this method maintains the integrity of 
how the submitters and s42A Report authors have referred to specific provisions, 
and our analysis of these in the Recommendation Reports. New whole provisions 
are prefaced with the term ‘new’ and deleted provisions are shown as struck out, 
with no subsequential renumbering in either case.  
 



5. We record that all submissions on the provisions relating to SUB – Subdivision chapter 
have been taken into account in our deliberations. In general, submissions in support of 
the PDP have not been discussed but are accepted or accepted in part. More detailed 
descriptions of the submissions and key issues can be found in the relevant s42A 
Reports, Responses to Preliminary Questions and written Reply Reports, which are 
available on the Council’s website.  
 

6. In accordance with the approach set out in Report 1, this Report focuses only on 
‘exceptions’, where we do not agree fully or in part with the s42A report authors’ 
recommendations and / or reasons, and / or have additional discussion and reasons in 
respect to a particular submission point, evidence at the hearing, or another matter. 
Original submissions have been accepted or rejected as recommended by the s42A 
report author unless otherwise stated in our Recommendation Reports. Further 
submissions are either accepted or rejected in conformance with our recommendations 
on the original submission to which the further submission relates. 
 

7. The requirements in clause 10 of the First Schedule of the Act and s32AA are relevant to 
our considerations of the PDP provisions and the submissions received on those 
provisions. These are outlined in full in Report 1. In summary, these provisions require 
among other things:  
(a) our evaluation to be focussed on changes to the proposed provisions arising since 

the notification of the PDP and its s32 reports;  
(b) the provisions to be examined as to whether they are the most appropriate way 

to achieve the objectives; and  
(c) as part of that examination, that:  

i. reasonable alternatives within the scope afforded by submissions on the 
provisions and corresponding evidence are considered;  

ii. the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions is assessed;  
iii. the reasons for our recommendations are summarised; and  
iv. our report contains a level of detail commensurate with the scale and 

significance of the changes recommended.  
 
8. We have not produced a separate evaluation report under s32AA. Where we have 

adopted the recommendations of Council’s s42A report authors, we have adopted their 
reasoning, unless expressly stated otherwise. This includes the s32AA assessments 
attached to the relevant s42A Reports and/or Reply Reports. Those reports are part of 
the public record and are available on the Council website. Where our recommendation 
differs from the s42A report authors’ recommendations, we have incorporated our 
s32AA evaluation into the body of our report as part of our reasons for recommended 
amendments, as opposed to including this in a separate table or appendix.  
 

9. A fuller discussion of our approach in this respect is set out in Section 5 of Report 1.  
 
 
 



2. Summary of provisions and key issues  
 

Outline of matters addressed in this section  
10. In this section, we provide relevant context around which our evaluation of the notified 

provisions and submissions received on them is based. Our discussion includes: 
(a) summary of relevant provisions;  
(b) themes raised in submissions; and  
(c) identification of key issues for our subsequent evaluation.  

 
Submissions  

11. There were many submissions received on the Subdivision Chapter, which are outlined 
in the two section 42A reports. 
 
Key issues  

12. We have generally grouped the issues in line with the two s42A reports. We note that 
we, and no doubt submitters, found it to problematic to navigate between two s42A 
reports on subdivision, split between “rural” and “urban”, given the relationship 
between the two and the general application of many of the provisions between these 
two environments. Accordingly, our recommendation report considers submission 
points comprehensively, rather than distinguishing between what is the two s42A 
reports. Readers of our recommendation report will need to consider both sets of s42A 
reports, preliminary responses to questions and reply reports. 
 

13. The issues in contention on this chapter addressed in this report are: 
(a) Subdivision General 

i. Surplus Farm Houses 
ii. Treatment of subdivision applications lodged prior to PDP notification 
iii. McAlpines Ltd sawmill 

(b) SUB-P1, New Rules relating to subdivision close to Heavy Industry in Rural Zones 
and Major Electricity Distribution Lines, and SUB-MCD10. 

(c) SUB-P2, SUB-P5, SUB-R2, SUB-S1 and the new policy and rule relating to 
subdivision around approved development 

(d) SUB-P6 and SUB-S3 
(e) SUB-R1 – boundary adjustments 
(f) SUB-R4 
(g) SUB-S1 – changes to zoning in Oxford  
(h) SUB-S2 
(i) SUB-S16 – public drains 
(j) SUB-MCD6 / GA-AN5 

 
 
 
 
 



3. Subdivision – General 
 

Overview 
14. The Panel’s recommended amendments, over and above the amendments 

recommended by the s42A report author, are summarised below: 
 

Provisions Panel recommendations 
NOISE-R1 
NOISE-R21 
Planning Maps 

Rename the Timber Processing Noise Contour as 
the HIZ Processing Noise Contour. 
Insert the Timber Processing Noise Overlay and 
apply it to the land adjacent to the McAlpine’s 
sawmill. 

 
Amendments and reasons  

15. The submissions we consider here are those seeking amendments which were general 
to the Chapter. In summary, these were seeking: 
(a) that subdivision applications lodged prior to the notification of the PDP be 

processed under the ODP1, or that the proposed rural subdivision provisions be 
deleted and a new rule be inserted to enable subdivision applications lodged 
prior to PDP notification for 4ha lots or more be a controlled activity2. 

(b) to allow for farm houses that are surplus to requirements to be surveyed off from 
the main property and sold3 

(c) that the subdivision standards recognise and protect the sawmill (McAlpines) 
from potential reverse sensitivity effects from the subdivision of rural land. 

 
16. We have addressed these separately below. 

 
Treatment of Subdivision Applications lodged prior to PDP notification 

17. This matter related to a number of subdivision applications that had been lodged prior 
to the PDP being notified seeking subdivision less than 20ha in size. Those applications 
became immediately subject to SUB-R10, which the Council had applied successfully to 
the Environment Court to have immediate legal effect upon notification. The submitters 
sought a ‘sunset’ clause or bespoke rule that would allow such applications to proceed 
as a controlled activity, rather than as a non-complying activity under SUB-R10 as 
notified. We heard from John Waller and Julie and Paul Wyatt who expressed their 
concerns about the PDP provisions and that their subdivision applications  had yet to be 
fully processed. We also heard from Mr Buckley, the s42A report author for Rural 
Subdivision, and Mrs Harris, the Council’s Planning Manager of the Plan Implementation 
Unit. Mrs Harris’s verbal and written responses to our questions were very helpful for us 
to understand the background and context to the submissions. We did not receive any 
evidence from Survus in support of their submission. 
 

 
1 Paul Martin and Julie Ann Wyatt [196.1] 
2 Survus Consultants [205.4], John Waller [89] 
3 Barbara Giles [18.1] 



18. Having considered all the evidence, we agree with the s42A report author’s 
recommendation that the submissions be rejected. In doing so, we sympathise with the 
submitters and those who had applications in the system when the PDP was notified.  
 

19. In saying this, we also understand that those who did not have their applications 
considered after notification chose to put their applications on hold. We have been 
advised that those applications could still have been processed after the PDP was 
notified, had the applicants decided to progress with them. From the evidence 
presented, it would seem that while the activity status would have been at a higher bar 
it would also seem that less weight would have been given to proposed rule SUB-R10, 
and its supporting objectives and policies. However, overall, given the matters the 
objectives, policies and rules are seeking to address, we find that recommending 
acceptance of the relief sought would be inconsistent with achieving the objectives of 
the PDP. We therefore recommend that these submissions be rejected. 
 
Surplus Farm Houses 

20. We generally agreed with the s42A report author’s reason why he recommended 
rejecting this submission point, in particular, potential reverse sensitivity effects along 
with effects on vehicle access and character and amenity values. However, we had 
concerns that there may be legitimate reasons that it may be appropriate to subdivide 
surplus dwellings, for example where the dwelling would be left unutilised or derelict, 
and result in adverse amenity and character effects. To that end, we consider that the 
default activity status from controlled to non-complying and the associated Policy GRUZ-
P2 are unduly onerous. However, there was not sufficient scope or evidence to support 
such an amendment to the activity status, and any such amendment would need to 
occur through a separate plan change process. We therefore recommend that this 
submission be rejected. 
 
McAlpines 

21. This submitter’s submission points were considered through Hearing Stream 5, in 
respect to the NOISE Chapter and in our recommendation report 13. In that 
recommendation report, we recommend that the submissions be accepted in part and 
the NOISE chapter and planning maps be amended to ensure that the McAlpines facility 
is not adversely affected by reverse sensitivity effects from noise sensitive activities. As 
such, while we do not recommend any changes to the subdivision rules, we do not agree 
with Mr Buckley’s recommendation to reject these submission points, for the reasons 
we have expressed in Report 13. We recommend that this submission be accepted in 
part. 

 

4. SUB-P1, New Rule relating to subdivision close to Heavy 
Industry in Rural Zones and Major Electricity Distribution Lines, 
SUB-MCD10 – Reverse Sensitivity and MCD-11 Effects on or 
from the National Grid 

 



Overview 
22. The Panel’s recommended amendments to SUB-P1 and SUB-MCD10 as consequential 

amendments, over and above the amendments recommended by the s42A report 
author, are summarised below: 
 

Provision Panel recommendations 
SUB-P1 Amend clause 2 to delete “on infrastructure” 

Amend clause 3 to delete “is managed in a way” 
as recommended by the s42A report author and 
restructure the clause 

New SUB-R6A Amend clause 1c to refer to a “building square for 
a building or structure” to be consistent with the 
National Grid rule. 

SUB-MCD10 Amend the end of clause 1 to include 
“infrastructure and heavy industrial zones”  
Amend recommended clause 2 to include “on 
existing activities and infrastructure” 

SUB-MCD11 Amend to also include reference to Major 
Electricity Distribution Lines and MainPower New 
Zealand Limited 

 
Amendments and reasons  

23. The submissions we consider here are those relating to how reverse sensitivity effects 
as a result of subdivision are addressed through the SUB Chapter. These include:  
(a) those from Fulton Hogan, Daiken New Zealand Ltd and NZPork4 to amend clause 

2 of new SUB-P1 to replace minimise with avoid and delete “on infrastructure” 
and to add a clause to address reverse sensitivity effects on primary production;  

(b) those from Transpower, Kāinga Ora and Concept Services5 to amend clause 3 of 
SUB-P1 relating to the National Grid 

(c) the submission of Daiken NZ Ltd6 which seeks a new rule to make subdivision close 
to Heavy Industry in the rural zones a restricted discretionary activity. 

(d) the submission from MainPower7 that sought a new rule to protect the major 
electricity distribution lines from reverse sensitivity effects. 

(e) the submission from Waka Kotahi8 seeking a new clause to SUB-MCD10 to require 
the consideration of noise and vibration and minimisation of reverse sensitivity 
effects.  

(f) the submission from HortNZ9 that seeks that MCD10 is amended to include a new 
clause considering reverse sensitivity effects on land-based primary production 
activities on highly productive land and versatile soils; and  

 
4 41.31, 145.2 and 169.5 
5 195.94, 325.154 and 230.7 
6 145.22 
7 249.210 
8 275.38 
9 295.100 



(g) the submission from Kainga Ora10 to refer to “anticipated” built form in respect to 
relevant zones. 

 
24. These submissions were addressed in both s42A reports. We note that we recommend 

the new SUB-R6A relating to major electricity distribution lines be included. However, 
we have recommended a minor amendment to clause 1c of the rule so that it refers to 
“a building square for a building or structure” so that it is consistent with the National 
Grid rule.  
 

25. The submissions in respect to clause 2 of SUB-P1 sought to expand its remit so it was 
not limited to reverse sensitivity effects on infrastructure. We questioned Mr Buckley on 
whether it was appropriate that it be limited to infrastructure, which he addressed 
through responses to preliminary questions and in his reply report. Mr Buckley’s view 
was that there was no need to address reverse sensitivity beyond infrastructure, as these 
would be considered under the appropriate zone policies, which he considered to be 
separate to the National Grid (and subsequently the Major Electricity Distribution Lines 
which he recommended be added to clause 3 as a consequential amendment to 
MainPower). In response to Daiken, he also stated in his s42A report that “SUB-P1 is 
intended to provide guidance on design and amenity for subdivisions and is not intended 
to control reverse sensitivity”. We note that he stepped back from this position in his 
response to our Preliminary Question on this matter, stating that he considers that 
reverse sensitivity effects are given effect to by way of SUB-R6.  
 

26. The submitters’ maintained their position that reverse sensitivity should be considered 
for all relevant activities, and not just infrastructure and the National Grid.  
 

27. Overall, we found ourselves confused by Mr Buckley’s responses to the submissions and 
our questions and generally preferred the submitters’ evidence.  
 

28. We could not understand his statement in his reply report that other infrastructure 
should be protected from reverse sensitivity, and that including (only) the Major 
Electricity Distribution Line achieves this. He did not address other infrastructure in his 
reply, such as roads and rail; however, in response to Waka Kotahi he did recommend 
that SUB-MCD10 be amended to include a new clause that would read, which we do 
agree with: 

“Any measures required to minimise potential reverse sensitivity effects, such 
as noise and vibration, through subdivision design, provision of screening, 
structures or other mitigation methods”. 

 
29. We could also not understand Mr Buckley’s logic that infrastructure should only be 

addressed through the policy. We considered the discussion in his s42A report that 
traversed how the Energy and Infrastructure Chapter contains a number of objectives 
and policies that deal with reverse sensitivity on infrastructure, and that the Zone 
Chapters did as well.  We could not understand that if this was the case why there is any 
need for clause 2 (given that clause 3 deals with the National Grid and Major Electricity 

 
10 325.14 



Distribution Lines which are addressed in the SUB chapter and subject to setbacks), or if 
so, why it was limited to just infrastructure.  
 

30. We also considered SUB-MCD10 Reverse Sensitivity which reads:  
‘Any need to provide a separation distance for any residential unit or minor 
residential unit from existing activities, and any need to ensure that subsequent 
owners are aware of potential reverse sensitivity issues from locating near 
lawfully established rural activities, including but not limited to intensive 
farming.’ 
 

31. We also considered MCD11 – Effects on or of the National Grid (which we 
consequentially recommend be amended to also address the Major Electricity 
Distribution Lines later in this report).  
 

32. As we see it, SUB-P1 is given effect to through SUB-R1 and SUB-R2 (which are controlled 
activities), SUB-R5, SUB-R6 and SUB-R7 (which are restricted discretionary activities). 
SUB-R1 relates to boundary adjustments, so is unlikely to be relevant to reverse 
sensitivity effects. However, all the other rules include SUB-MCD10 – Reverse Sensitivity, 
which we have set out above. MCD11 is a relevant consideration for SUB-R6, and the 
new Major Electricity Distribution Lines Rule recommended by Mr Buckley. Simply, we 
can see no policy direction that supports the inclusion of SUB-MCD10 as being relevant 
to SUB-R2, if SUB-P1 is simply limited to infrastructure, and more specifically the 
National Grid and Major Electricity Distribution Lines. However, if “on infrastructure” 
was removed from clause 2, it would provide that necessary policy direction.  
 

33. As a consequential amendment, we recommend amending SUB-MCD10 to include 
specific reference to infrastructure, as it is currently limited to considering separating 
residential units from existing activities, including but not limited to intensive farming 
and effluent spreading areas. We consider that this amendment should be in addition to 
Mr Buckley’s recommended new clause 2, which we also recommend be amended to 
include “and infrastructure” after “on existing activities”. In our view, this provides 
greater policy direction for plan users than the PDP as notified and Mr Buckley’s 
recommended amendments. To that end we recommend that Fulton Hogan be 
accepted, and Waka Kotahi, Daiken and NZPork be accepted in part. 
 

34. We also considered HortNZ’s submission in respect to MCD10. We agreed at a high level 
with Mr Buckley that MCD10 addresses the substantive part of the submission with 
respect to reverse sensitivity, including recommended amendments to the RLZ and 
GRUZ built form standards to require setbacks of sensitive activities from existing 
intensive primary production activities. While Mr Buckley did not recommend any 
amendments to SUB-MCD10(1), we find that there are amendments that could provide 
greater certainty and clarity as to how this matter of control and discretion addresses 
the matters raised by HortNZ. In particular, we have recommended that the term 
“residential unit and minor residential unit” be amended to “sensitive activities” to be 
consistent with the terms recommended to be used in RLZ and GRUZ chapters. We have 
also recommended that recommended clause 2 be amended to include “existing” before 
activities. We recommend that the HortNZ submission be accepted in part. 



 
35. The final matter in terms of MCD10 and reverse sensitivity other than the National Grid 

and Major Electricity Distribution Lines was in respect to the submission of Daiken which 
sought a new rule for subdivision proximate to Heavy Industrial Zones. We note that 
Daiken had also sought a new policy in the Noise Chapter to address reverse sensitivity 
effects, which we have recommended be accepted in part. And as noted earlier, we also 
recommend amendments to the Noise Chapter in respect to McAlpines. We generally 
agree with Mr Buckley that the recommended new RURZ-P9 and RLZ-BFS5 and our 
recommended amendments to the NOISE provisions address reverse sensitivity effects 
on Heavy Industrial Zones. We find that these will largely address Daiken’s concerns, 
however, we also find that the inclusion of “and heavy industrial zones” will ensure that 
consideration is given at subdivision stage and provide an opportunity for the inclusion 
of consent notices or similar drawing attention to the proximity of these zones and the 
activities within them.   We therefore recommend that the Daiken submission be 
accepted in part. 
 

36. In his s42A report, Mr Buckley had recommended that MainPower’s requested new 
rule to control subdivision within 24 metres of the centreline of the major electricity 
distribution network be rejected. However, in response to Ms Foote’s evidence on 
behalf of MainPower, questions from the Panel and conferencing with Ms Foote, he 
recommended inclusion of a new rule. We agree and accept the new rule as being 
appropriate, for the reasons given in Mr Buckley’s final memorandum to us of the 9 July 
2024. We note that this included a new recommended matter of discretion SUB-MCDX. 
Having reviewed that proposed new matter of discretion and SUB-MCD11, we find that 
the more appropriate approach, to avoid unnecessary duplication and repetition, is to 
amend SUB-MCD11 to include reference to major electricity distribution lines. We 
therefore recommend that the MainPower submission be accepted in part. 

 
37. We received evidence from Ms Eng for Transpower and Ms Dale for Kainga Ora on the 

wording of clause 3 of SUB-P1. Ms Eng sought that the wording be retained with a minor 
grammatical amendment. Ms Dale sought more substantive amendments that would 
change the clause to the management of effects that may restrict or compromise the 
National Grid. Concept Services through their submission sought that it be amended to 
a “manage” approach, where this may potentially restrict the operation. Following our 
preliminary questions and reply report questions, Ms McClung recommended that the 
wording be amended to read:  

“is managed in a way to avoid potential reverse sensitivity effects on the 
National Grid and does not compromise the operation, maintenance, 
upgrading and development of the National Grid and major electricity 
distribution lines.” 

 
38. We generally agree with Ms McClung’s recommended amendments and the reasons 

expressed; however, we felt that the addition of “is managed in a way” was not 
necessary, as the chapeau is about enabling subdivision, and inherently includes 
managing effects. We have recommended that the clause be restructured, so that it 
reads: 

“In respect to the National Grid and Major Electricity Lines  



a. Avoids potential reverse sensitivity effects on them and  
b. does not compromise their operation, maintenance, upgrading and 

development.” 
 

39. We find that this amendment gives better effect to the NPSET and the CRPS. We 
therefore recommend that the Transpower and Kainga Ora submissions be accepted in 
part. 
 

5. SUB-P2, SUB-P5, SUB-R2, SUB-S1 and new Policy and Rule 
relating to subdivision around approved development 

 

Overview 
40. The Panel’s recommended amendments to SUB-P2, SUB-P5 and SUB-S1 over and above 

the amendments recommended by the s42A report author, are summarised below: 
 

Provision Panel recommendations 
SUB-P2 Amend the chapeau and clause 1 to:  

• better reference that it is subdivision that 
creates allotments, and those allotments 
in residential areas should reflect the 
intended pattern of development and be 
consistent with the overall intent of the 
zone. 

• delete high quality in respect of urban 
design principles and reference to multi-
unit development and focus the clause on 
ensuring subdivision reflects the intended 
pattern of development for the zone 

Amend new clause 4 by adding “anticipated” 
before activities and deleting the words after 
activities 

SUB-P5 Amend the policy to include “anticipated” before 
the officer’s recommended “for and function” 
and replace “for” with “of” in respect to the zone. 

SUB-S1 Amend the GRZ minimum allotment area to read 
“no minimum where a land use consent has been 
submitted and approved”. 
Amend the MDRZ minimum allotment area to 
read “no minimum where a land use consent 
(where required) and/or a building consent have 
been submitted and approved”. Delete reference 
to a design statement. 



 
Amendments and reasons  

41. The submissions we consider here are those seeking amendments to SUB-P2 and SUB-
P5. These were: 
(a) from Ravenswood Developments11 that seeks a new clause be added to SUB-P2 

referencing commercial and industrial zones; and 
(b) from Kainga Ora12 which sought that:  

i. SUB-P2 be amended to align with the rule framework in residential chapters, 
the reference to densities be deleted and clause 1(b) be deleted. 

ii. SUB-P5 be deleted. 
iii. A new policy be introduced to enable subdivision in accordance with an 

approved land use or building consent. 
iv. SUB-R2 be renamed “vacant site subdivision” and a new controlled activity 

rule be introduced for subdivision associated with an approved land use 
consent and/or building consent. 

 
42. We agree with Ms McClung’s recommended amendment to SUB-P2 in response to the 

Ravenswood Developments submission to include a new clause referring to commercial 
and industrial zones, including reference to Mixed Use Zones. However, in line with and 
consequential to our recommended amendment to clause 1, we have recommended 
inclusion of the word “anticipated” before activities and a rewording of the clause for 
grammatical sense. 
 

43. Ms Dale for Kainga Ora set out the rationale for the requested amendments to SUB-P2 
and SUB-P5 and new policy in evidence. She recommended that the issues raised by 
Kainga Ora could be addressed through one new policy, through amending SUB-P2. The 
amendments, including those to SUB-R2 and a new rule, were to enable subdivision 
around existing dwellings that are lawfully established through land use consents, or a 
building consent for permitted activities. Her view was that it was unnecessary to 
constrain subdivision, including with smaller lot sizes, where the density and form had 
already been approved. Ms Dale noted in evidence that Ms McClung in her s42A report 
had not addressed single units or the General Residential Zone.  In terms of SUB-P2, she 
sought specific reference to enabling subdivision around approved development and 
deletion of high quality and multi-unit development from clause 4 and replacement with 
reference to a well-functioning urban environment. Ms Dale continued to seek that SUB-
P5 be deleted. 
 

44. In evidence, as alternative relief, Ms Dale sought that SUB-R2 be amended into two 
parts, to cover vacant lot subdivision and subdivision in accordance with an approved 
land use or building consent.  

 

45. Ms McClung did not support Kainga Ora’s requested amendments to SUB-P2 or SUB-R2. 
Her view was that those provisions did align with the policy and rule framework for 
residential development, and the reference to densities was appropriate. Further, she 

 
11 347.11 
12 325.154 



considered that SUB-S1 already adequately addressed multi-unit development in the 
MRZ, which she understood all Kainga Ora developments within Waimakariri to be 
located within. We note that we did not read from Kainga Ora’s submission or Ms Dale’s 
evidence that their interest was limited to multi-unit development. In her reply report, 
Ms McClung continued to recommend that the relief sought be rejected. Her position 
was that an indicative subdivision plan at land use consent does not provide the 
certainty required, citing easements for services and access are created through 
subdivision, which need to be accurately located. 
 

46. We also noted Mr Buckley’s opinion in his speaking notes that permitted subdivision 
with land use or building consent conflates the ability to use land with the ability to 
subdivide without any controls. He referenced s106 RMA, stating that this cannot be 
implemented should subdivision be a permitted activity.  
 

47. The Panel did not understand either Ms McClung or Mr Buckley’s response in respect to 
Kainga Ora’s relief. The submission is clear that the relief sought was a controlled activity 
rule, subject to SUB-MCD6, and not a permitted activity. We did concur with Ms McClung 
however that Ms Dale’s recommended rule would not include consideration of matters 
such as easements for services and access, given she proposed the only matter of control 
be limited to MCD6. We consider that these are important matters for consideration. 
 

48. We carefully considered Ms Dale’s requested relief. We find that there may be 
circumstances in both the Medium Density Residential Zone and the General Residential 
Zone whereby a land use consent is granted prior to a subdivision consent having been 
applied for. In respect of the proposed rule applying to building consents, we note that 
obtaining a land use consent with a lower lot size would only ever be likely for the 
Medium Density Residential Zone, given that the net site area and minimum lot size in 
the General Residential Zone are the same. 
 

49. Rather than split SUB-R2, we consider the relief sought can best be achieved through 
Table SUB-S1 being amended to set out that no minimum lot size is required where a 
land use consent for a smaller allotment area has been submitted and approved 
(General Residential Zone and Medium Density Residential Zone) or a building consent 
has been submitted and approved (Medium Density Residential Zone only). We also 
preferred Ms Dale’s recommended rewording of SUB-P2 so that the reference is back to 
the intent of the zone, providing greater guidance for decision-making. 
 

50. In respect of SUB-P5, we generally agree that Ms McClung and Mr Buckley’s 
recommended amendments are more appropriate than the policy as notified, and it 
better supports a discretionary activity default for the Medium Density Residential Zone. 
We have recommended minor wording amendments to ensure consistency of 
terminology across the Plan. We therefore recommend the submission be accepted in 
part. 
 
 
 



6. SUB-P6 and SUB-S3 
 

Overview 
51. The Panel’s recommended amendments to SUB-P6 and SUB-S3, over and above the 

amendments recommended by the s42A report author, are summarised below: 
 

Provision Panel recommendations 
SUB-P6 Amend clause c by including “that make 

compliance impractical” 
Amend new clause m to read “demonstrate how 
any adverse effects associated with natural 
hazards are to be avoided, remedied or mitigated 
in accordance with the relevant objectives and 
policies in the NH-Natural Hazards Chapter” 
Amend new clause n to read “identify any 
indigenous biodiversity values and show how 
they will be protected and / or maintained in 
accordance with the relevant objectives and 
policies in the ECO-Ecosystems and Indigenous 
Biodiversity Chapter” 

SUB-S3 Reword the standard to read “Residential 
subdivision of any area subject to an ODP which 
is located within the Medium Density Residential 
Zone shall provide for a minimum net density of 
15 households per ha, unless a lower minimum 
net density is specified for the ODP in the 
relevant Development Area Appendix” 
Amend the default activity status to 
discretionary. 

 
Amendments and reasons  

52. The submissions we consider here are those seeking amendments to SUB-P6 and SUB-
S3. These were: 
(a) The submission from Environment Canterbury13 seeking a new subclause to 

require demonstration that any high hazard areas are avoided and other natural 
hazards are addressed in accordance with Chapter 11 of the CRPS 

(b) The submission from Forest and Bird14 seeking identification, protection and 
maintenance of indigenous biodiversity values 

(c) The submission from Nicholas Hoogeven15 to make non-compliance with SUB-
S3 a discretionary activity 

 
13 316.129 
14 192.81 
15 202.5 



(d) The submissions seeking amendments to the density minimums16 
 

53. Having considered Environment Canterbury’s submission and evidence, Ms McClung 
recommended amendments to SUB-P6 to include a new clause requiring consideration 
of natural hazards. We agree with Ms McClung that such a new clause is appropriate, for 
the reasons provided by her and Environment Canterbury. Ms Watt for Environment 
Canterbury was generally comfortable with the new clause, subject to amendments so 
that adverse effects are to be avoided, remedied or mitigated in accordance with NH-
P3. We have reviewed the recommended clause as drafted by McClung and 
recommended an amended version to include “in accordance with” and replaced the 
reference to “the hierarchy” set out in the Natural Hazards Chapter with the “relevant 
objectives and policies”, given that how natural hazards are managed differs between 
high hazard and other hazard areas. We consider that this approach provides for better 
consideration of the different policy approaches articulated in the Natural Hazards 
Chapter.  We therefore recommend that the Environment Canterbury submission be 
accepted in part. 
 

54. In respect to Forest and Bird’s submission, Ms McClung’s position in her s42A report and 
response to preliminary questions was that clause d) already required consideration of 
“natural values” and separate inclusion of a clause in respect to indigenous biodiversity 
values was not needed. Forest and Bird did not provide any evidence in support of their 
submission.  In questions to Ms McClung, we pointed out that the Contaminated Land 
s42A report author had recommended inclusion of “including ecological values” after 
“natural values” in response to a submission from Environment Canterbury also 
questioning the term.  However, in her reply report, she recommended a new clause 
“identify indigenous biodiversity values and show how they will be protected and 
maintained”.  We agree that this is the most appropriate option to respond to the Forest 
and Bird submission and to ensure that indigenous biodiversity values are a relevant 
consideration in the development of ODPs. We have recommended a minor wording 
edit consistent with the amendments we recommend to the natural hazard clause. We 
therefore recommend that the Forest and Bird submission be accepted in part. 
 

55. We would like to thank Ms McClung for the thoughtful consideration she gave to those 
submissions which sought changes to the minimum net site densities set out in SUB-P6 
and SUB-S3. We would also like to thank Mr Thomson for his considered evidence and 
responses to Panel questions. We were generally comfortable with where Ms McClung 
got to in her Reply Report, where she provided two options for our consideration, while 
stating her preference for her first option. We have generally agreed with her option 1, 
with the following exceptions: 
(a) We have recommended an amendment to SUB-P6(c) which includes the words 

“that make compliance impractical”. We had noted Ms McClung has 
recommended an amendment to SUB-MCD2 which would provide assessment 
consideration for a non-compliance with the 15 households/hectare. However, 
with a default of either non-complying (as recommended by Ms McClung) or 
discretionary (as we recommend), we see no reason to amend SUB-MCD2, as it 

 
16 Richard and Geoff Spark [183.7], J & C Broughton [223.8], R Alloway and L Larsen [236.10], Dalkeith Holdings 
Ltd [242.7], M Hales [246.8] and Ngai Tahu Property [411.31] 



simply would not be particular to either activity status. We are satisfied also that 
the vires issues we raised with SUB-S3 have now been satisfactorily addressed. 

(b) We have recommended an amendment to SUB-S3, so that compliance is either 
with 15 households/ha or a lower minimum net density that is specified in an ODP.  
In response to Mr Hoogeven’s submission and Mr Thomson’s evidence, where he 
sets out why a discretionary activity rule is appropriate, we recommend a 
discretionary activity status. We consider that SUB-P6 provides sufficient policy 
direction to require a minimum net site density of 15 households per ha, unless 
there are constraints, and then if so, it sets a bottom line of 12 households per ha.  

 
56. Having recommended these amendments, we recommend that the submissions from 

Richard and Geoff Spark [183.7], J & C Broughton [223.8], R Alloway and L Larsen 
[236.10], Dalkeith Holdings Ltd [242.7], M Hales [246.8], Ngai Tahu Property [411.31] 
and Nicholas Hoogeveen [202.5] be accepted in part. 
 

7. SUB-R1  
 

Overview 
57. The Panel has no recommended amendments in response to the submissions, beyond 

those recommended by the s42A report authors. 
 
Reasons  

58. The submissions we consider here are those seeking amendments to SUB-R1. These are 
set out in the two s42A reports. Ms McClung recommended amending SUB-R1 so that 
SUB-S1 was also a relevant consideration, in response to a submission from the Council 
itself. With no evidence presented to the contrary, we accept this recommendation. 
However, our observation is that this amendment effectively results in SUB-R1 and SUB-
R2 having no material difference, and question what the purpose is of having a rule for 
boundary adjustments. Commissioner Cubitt relayed his experience with boundary 
adjustments, noting that they generally occur to rectify various physical issues with lot 
layout without having to meet the usual lot size standards.  Mrs Harris for the Council 
had a different view, noting circumstances she had encountered where people had 
found loopholes to result in further subdivision well below the minimum lot size. We 
recommend that the Council gives further consideration through a future plan change 
process as to the intent, purpose and need for this rule.  

 

8. SUB-R4 
 

Overview 
59. The Panel’s recommended amendments to SUB-R4 over and above the amendments 

recommended by the s42A report author, are summarised below: 
 
 



Provision Panel recommendations 
SUB-R4 Amend clause 1 to commence “an allotment is 

intended to accommodate a natural hazard 
sensitive activity” 

 
Amendments and reasons  

60. The submissions we consider here are those seeking amendments to SUB-R4. 
(a) The submission from Nicholas Hoogeven17 seeking a default discretionary activity 

status where the rule conditions are not met 
(b) The submission from Bellgrove Rangiora Ltd18 seeking a default controlled or 

restricted discretionary activity status where the rule conditions are not met 
 

61. We accept Ms McClung’s advice to amend clause 1 so that it only applies where the 
subdivision is intended to accommodate a natural hazard sensitive activity and agree 
with her reasoning, as set out in her response to preliminary questions. We have 
recommended that the wording of clause 1 be further amended to provide greater 
clarity, in particular that it is an allotment being created, which is intended to 
accommodate a natural hazard sensitive activity. With this amendment, we consider 
that the relief sought by the submitters is generally provided for. We note that there is 
some double up in the Rural Zones between clause 1 and SUB-S2, however, the default 
activity status remains the same. We are satisfied that the activity status is appropriate 
in the circumstances and is consistent with the approach taken in the NH- Natural 
Hazards Chapter. We recommend that these submissions be accepted in part. 
 

9. SUB-S1 – changes to zoning in Oxford  
 

Overview 
62. The Panel has no recommended amendments in response to the submissions, beyond 

those recommended by the s42A report author. 
 

Reasons  
63. The submission we consider here is that from Mr Ken Fletcher19 who seeks that: 

(a) The minimum lot size in the existing Oxford residential area (General Residential 
Zone) be increased to 600m2 

(b) The outward growth of Oxford be enabled, with lot sizes ranging from 2,000-
2,500m2 

(c) The current LLR Zones on the northern and eastern edges of the town be enabled 
for lot sizes in the range of 2,000-5,000m2, with an expansion area to the north 
(shown as LLZRO) enabled for lots between 2,000-5,000m2 

(d) Remove the average 5,000m2 requirement for LLR areas on the town periphery, 
and replace it with a maximum lot size of 2,000m2 

 
17 202.3 
18 408.13  
19 99.1 



(e) Or, provide for lots of 2,000-5,000m2, with an average lot size less than 5,000m2 
being a restricted discretionary activity. 

 
64. While we overall agree with Ms McClung’s recommendation to reject Mr Fletcher’s 

relief, we sympathised with his position and considered it appropriate to address his 
submissions directly. 
  

65. In summary, Ms McClung did not support Mr Fletcher’s requested amendments to the 
LLRZ as she considered it would not give effect to the CRPS definition of rural residential 
activities and associated policy direction. In respect of his requested amendments to the 
minimum lot size in the GRZ in Oxford, her position was that 500m2 was a minimum, and 
if the market demanded it, larger 600m2 lots would then be created. Accordingly, there 
was no need to change the minimum lot size. 
 

66. Mr Fletcher traversed these matters through his tabled expert and lay evidence. We had 
also heard from Mr Fletcher through Hearing Streams 1 and 2, and we subsequently 
heard from him in respect to Variation 1. We generally agree with Mr Fletcher that there 
is a “lot” or zoning hole in the PDP, as notified. There is a large step change between the 
minimum lot sizes in the GRZ and the LLRZ, with nothing in between, and then again 
between the LLRZ and the Rural Lifestyle Zone. We are not necessarily convinced by Ms 
McClung’s argument that the minimum lot sizes are just that, and if there is demand for 
larger lot sizes, those will be provided.  
 

67. However, we were also not provided with independent expert evidence that there is a 
gap in the zoning provisions in respect to the market. We appreciate that Mr Fletcher 
provided us with his expert evidence, but in accordance with the Environment Court’s 
Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses, we find we can place very little weight on that 
evidence. Quite simply, an expert cannot provide expert evidence to support their own 
submission, however impartial they may purport to be. Further, even if we were to 
accept his expert evidence, Mr Fletcher did not provide us either with provisions 
(objectives, policies, and rules) or geographic locations of where this new zone may best 
locate. He has also not provided us with an accompanying s32 evaluation prepared by 
an independent expert as to why that approach would be the most appropriate. Having 
said that we fully understand the enormity of this task for a submitter to undertake. 
 

68. We recommend that the matters raised by Mr Fletcher would be best addressed in a 
comprehensive manner through a future plan change, if it was determined by the 
Council that this was an issue that needs to be resolved and that such a plan change 
would be consistent with the NPS-UD and the CRPS. We recommend that Mr Fletcher’s 
submission be rejected. 
 

10. SUB-S2  
 

Overview 
69. The Panel’s recommended amendments to SUB-S2, over and above the amendments 

recommended by the s42A report author, are summarised below: 



 
Provision Panel recommendations 
SUB-S2 Amend clause 1 so that it references a 

“residential unit and associated accessory 
buildings”  
Add a new clause 2 that reads “any identified 
building platform must be located to comply with 
BFS4 and BFS5 for the relevant Zone”. 

 
Amendments and reasons  

70. The submission we consider here is that from NZPork20 which sought that the standard 
be deleted and replaced with a new one which required new allotments to identify a 
30x30m building platform site for a dwelling, vehicle manoeuvring and accessory 
buildings, including dwelling setbacks for each zone, and that these platforms should be 
set back 300m from the boundary of any paddock housing stock and wastewater 
treatment systems used for intensive primary production. This submission was refined 
through Mr Hodgson’s evidence to seek a new clause 2 requiring that the identified 
building platform must be located outside of all built form standards specifying a setback 
or separation distance requirement. 
 

71. After initially recommending that the submission be rejected, Mr Buckley in his reply 
report recommended that clause 1 be amended to refer to building platforms only 
needing to be identified for sensitive activities. He expressed the view in his s42A report 
that the issue of setbacks from adjacent properties and activities is already addressed in 
the Rural Zone chapters and therefore need not be repeated in the subdivision rules and 
standards. 
 

72. We agree in part with Mr Buckley’s recommended amendment and that the submitter’s 
relief be accepted in part. We consider it is more appropriate to refer to residential units 
and associated accessory buildings instead of sensitive activities, given the definition of 
sensitive activities in the PDP is broad and includes activities that would not be 
permitted in a rural environment. Given that subdivision usually predates development 
and the construction of new residential units, the Panel also agrees with the submitter 
and consider that it is appropriate that the identified building platform is required to be 
shown in a location that complies with the relevant Rural Zone’s built form standards in 
respect to setbacks from boundaries and activities. This will ensure that an identified 
building platform is shown which complies with the Zone requirements and should 
preclude a subsequent landowner from needing to obtain a land use consent where the 
platform does not comply with those standards. We could not understand Mr Buckley’s 
position that these standards would be assessed as part of a subdivision consent 
application, given subdivision is a controlled activity and is only subject to the conditions 
and standards listed in the rule. We therefore recommend that NZPork’s submission be 
accepted in part. 

 
20 169.18 



11. SUB-S16 – public drains 
 

Overview 
73. The Panel’s recommended amendments as a consequential amendment to SUB-S16, 

over and above the amendments recommended by the s42A report author, is 
summarised below: 
 

Provision Panel recommendations 
Definition Do not include an advice note as recommended 

by the s42A report author. 
Include a new definition of public drain 

 
Amendments and reasons  
 

74. The submission we consider here is that from Waka Kotahi21 which sought that a new 
definition be included for public drain. Waka Kotahi had not provided evidence in 
support of their relief. Mr Buckley recommended a new advisory note be included to 
explain that the term public drain referred to the District Council owned stormwater 
system. His recommended advisory note aligned terminology used in the Councils 
Stormwater Drainage and Protection Watercourse Protection Bylaw. Mr Buckley set out 
why he considered appropriate that what constitutes a public drain be explained 
through the advisory note. We generally agree with Mr Buckley but agree with Waka 
Kotahi that the most appropriate way to explain what a term means is through a 
definition. We therefore recommend that Waka Kotahi’s submission be accepted, and a 
new definition inserted. 
  

12. SUB-MCD6 / GA-AN5 
 

Overview 
75. The Panel’s recommended amendments, over and above the amendments 

recommended by the s42A report author, are summarised below: 
 

Provision Panel recommendations 
GA-AN5 The new advice note be reworded for clarity of 

implementation. 
 

Amendments and reasons  
76. The submission we consider here is that from Environment Canterbury22 which sought 

the inclusion of an advice note that highlights that any onsite wastewater treatment 
system must be either permitted under the Regional Plan or obtain a resource consent. 
Mr Buckley subsequently recommended, which Ms Watt for Environment Canterbury 

 
21 275.35 
22 316.134 



agreed with, that such an advice note be included in Part 1 of the PDP as this is a wider 
requirement than just subdivision. He also recommended that the advice note extends 
to include the requirement for a building consent. We agree, and we recommend that 
this submission be accepted in part, subject to some minor rewording to provide better 
clarity for implementation.  

13. Other matters and consequential changes 
 

77. The Panel did not identify any other matters or consequential changes. 

14.  Conclusion  
 

78. For the reasons summarised above, we recommend the adoption of a set of changes to 
the PDP provisions relating to Part 2: District-Wide Matters – SUB – Subdivision. Our 
recommended amendments are shown in Appendix 2.  

 
79. Overall, we find that these changes will ensure the PDP better achieves the statutory 

requirements, national and regional direction, and our recommended Strategic 
Directions, and will improve its useability. 



 

IN-CONFIDENCE 

Appendix 1: Submitter attendance and tabled evidence for Subdivision - Hearing Stream 8  

Attendee Speaker Submitter 
No. 

Council Reporting Officers • Rachel McClung 
• Mark Buckley 

N/A 

Kainga Ora • Clare Dale 
• Josh Neville 

325, FS 88 

R & G Spark • Ivan Thomson  183 
Canterbury Regional Council  • Victoria Watt  316, FS 105 
John Waller • John Waller 89, FS 40 
Julie & Paul Wyatt • Julie & Paul Wyatt 196 
Tabled Evidence 
Daiken  • Stephanie Styles 145 
NZ Pork  • Vance Hodgson 169 
KiwiRail Holdings Ltd  • Michelle Grinlinton-Handcock 373, FS 99 
Horticulture NZ  • Vance Hodgson 295, FS 47 
Mainpower NZ Ltd  • Melanie Foote 

• J Appleyard 
• A Lee  

249 

Christchurch International 
Airport Ltd 

• J Appleyard 
• A Lee  

254 FS80 

Ken Fletcher • Ken Fletcher 99, V1 74 
Transpower  • Rebecca Eng 195, FS 78 
Ohoka Meadows Ltd  • Nicholas Hoogeveen 202 
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SUB - Wāwāhia whenua - Subdivision 

Introduction 

Subdivision provides a framework for land ownership so that development and activities can take 
place. Subdivision can take place at a variety of scales, from a boundary adjustment or two-lot 
subdivision through to larger scale land development incorporating provision of cost effective and 
sustainable infrastructure and land for other uses such as open space. 
 
Subdivision plays an important role in determining the location and density of development and its 
effect on the character and sustainability of rural and urban environments. It also implements 
national direction for urban development and enables land use anticipated by the various zone 
provisions. 
 
The subdivision process can also include the provision of services for development and activities, 
including open space, infrastructure and community facilities. The adverse effects of activities are 
addressed by district wide or zone provisions, however some activities and their effects are 
managed at the time of subdivision, such as earthworks and the forming of roads. 
  
Subdivision also provides an opportunity to consider matters such as natural hazards, protection and 
enhancement of riparian margins, rural character, reverse sensitivity, urban design, and the 
recognition and protection of cultural values. 
 
The provisions in this chapter are consistent with the matters in Part 2 - District Wide Matters - 
Strategic Directions and give effect to matters in Part 2 - District Wide Matters - Urban Form and 
Development. 
 
Other potentially relevant District Plan provisions  
 
As well as the provisions in this chapter, other District Plan chapters that contain provisions that may 
also be relevant to Subdivision include: 

• Energy and Infrastructure. 
• Transport. 
• Natural Hazards.1 
• Special Purpose Zone (Kāinga Nohoanga): how the Subdivision provisions apply in the 

Special Purpose Zone (Kāinga Nohoanga) is set out in SPZ(KN)-APP1 to SPZ(KN)-APP5 of 
that chapter. 

• Any other District wide matter that may affect or relate to the site or sites. 
• Zones: the zone chapters contain provisions about what activities are anticipated to occur in 

the zones. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 
1 Environment Canterbury [316.129] 
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Objectives 
SUB-O1 Subdivision design 

Subdivision design achieves an integrated pattern of land use, development, and urban 
form, that: 

1. provides for anticipated land use and density that achieve the identified future 
character, form or function of zones; 

2. consolidates urban development and maintains rural character except where 
required for, and identified by, the District Council for urban development; 

3. supports protection of cultural and heritage values, conservation values, indigenous 
biodiversity values2; and 

4. supports community resilience to climate change and risk from natural hazards. 

SUB-O2 Infrastructure and transport 
 
Subdivision is designed and located in a way that supports the eE3fficient and 
sustainable provision, use and maintenance of infrastructure; and a legible, accessible, 
safe,4 well connected transport system for all transport modes. 

SUB-O3 Esplanade reserves and esplanade strips 
 
Esplanade reserves and esplanade strips created through subdivision adjacent to the 
sea, lakes and rivers contribute to: 

1. the protection of conservation values; 
2. public access to or along rivers and lakes or the coast; or 
3. enable public recreational use where it is compatible with conservation values. 

Policies 
SUB-P1 Design and amenity 

Enable subdivision that: 
1. within Residential Zones, incorporates best practice urban design, access to open 

space, and CPTED principles;. 
2. minimises reverse sensitivity effects on infrastructure5 including through the use of 

setbacks; 
3. in respect to the National Grid and Major Electricity Distribution Lines: 

a. avoids subdivision that restricts potential reverse sensitivity effects on 
them and6 

b. does not compromise their operation, maintenance, upgrading and 
development of the National Grid7 

4. recognises and provides for the expression of cultural values of mana whenua and 
their connections in subdivision design; and 

5. supports the character, amenity values, anticipated8 form and function for the 
relevant zone. 

SUB-P2 Allotment layout, size and dimension 
Ensure subdivision creates that allotments that layout, size and dimensions9: 

1. in Residential Zones  

 
2 Forest and Bird [192.79] 
3 Mainpower [249.204] 
4 Waka Kotahi [275.28] 
5 Fulton Hogan [41.31], Daiken [145.21], NZPork [169.15] 
6 Kainga Ora [325.154], Concept Services [230.7] and Transpower [195.94] 
7 Kainga Ora [325.154], Concept Services [230.7] and Transpower [195.94] 
8 Kainga Ora [325.154] 
9 Kainga Ora [325.154] 
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a. enables a variety of allotment sizes to cater for different housing types and 
densities to meet housing needs reflect the intended pattern of development 
and are consistent with the purpose, character, amenity values and 
anticipated form and function for the relevant zone;10 

b. supports the achievement of high quality urban design principles for multi-unit 
residential development;11  

2. in Rural Zones:  
a. retains the ability for rural land to be used for primary production activities; and 

3. in Open Space and Recreation Zones:  
a. provides a variety of types and sizes of open space and recreation areas to 

meet current and future recreation needs. 
4. in Commercial and Mixed Use12, and Industrial Zones; 

a. provides for the design and operative requirements of anticipated 
activities.13 

SUB-P3 Sustainable design 
Ensure that subdivision design: 

1. maximises solar gain, including through:  
a. road and block layout; and 
b. allotment size, dimension, layout and orientation; 

2. in Residential Zones, Commercial and Mixed Use Zones, and Open Space and 
Recreation Zones, supports walking, cycling and public transport; and 

3. promotes:  
a. water conservation,14 
b. on-site collection of rainwater for non-potable use,15 
c. water sensitive design, and 
d. the treatment and/or attenuation of stormwater prior to discharge, and 

4. where appropriate promotes: 
a. water conservation 
b. onsite collection of rainwater for non-potable use, and16 

5. recognises the need to maintain the design capacity of infrastructure within the 
public network and avoid causing flooding of downstream properties.,and 

6. recognises and provides for the ability to adapt and respond to the effects of 
climate change and environmental pressures.17 

SUB-P4 Integration and connectivity 
 
Achieve integration and connectivity by ensuring: 

1. in urban environments that there is effective integration of subdivision patterns and 
multi-modal transport connections within new development and to existing 
development; 

2. subdivision on the boundaries between new and existing development is managed 
to:  

a. avoid or mitigate significant adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity 
effects, through the use of setbacks, landscaping to achieve screening, and 
other methods; and 

b. continuation of transport and pedestrian or cycle linkages. 

 
10 Kainga Ora [325.154] 
11 Kainga Ora [325.155] 
12 Ravenswood Developments Limited [347.11] 
13 Ravenswood Developments Limited [347.11] 
14 Kainga Ora [325.157] 
15 Kainga Ora [325.157] 
16 Kainga Ora [325.157] 
17 Environment Canterbury [316.126]  
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SUB-P5 Density in Residential Zones 

Provide for a variety of site sizes within Residential Zones, while achieving minimum 
residential site sizes that are no smaller than specified consistent with the character, 
amenity, and anticipated form and function of for18 the zone. 

SUB-P6 Criteria for Outline Development Plans 
Ensure that new Residential Development Areas, new General Residential Zones,19 new 
Large Lot Residential Zones, new Commercial and Mixed Use Zones and new Industrial 
Zones shall not be subdivided until an ODP for that area has been included in the 
District Plan and each ODP shall: 

1. be prepared as a single plan; and 
2. be prepared in accordance with the following:  

a. identify principal roads, connections and integration with the surrounding 
road networks, relevant infrastructure and areas for possible future 
development; 

b. any land to be set aside:  
i. for community facilities or schoolseducational facility20; 
ii. parks and land required for recreation or reserves; 
iii. for business activities; 
iv. the distribution of different residential densities; 
v. for the integrated management of water systems, including 

stormwater treatment, secondary flow paths, retention and 
drainage paths; 

vi. from development for environmental or landscape 
protection or enhancement; and 

vii. from development for any other reason, and the reasons 
for its protection. 

c. for new Residential Development Areas demonstrate how each ODP area 
will achieve a minimum net density of at least 15 lots or households per 
ha, unless there are demonstrated constraints that make compliance 
impractical,21  then no less than 12 households per ha; 

d. identify any cultural, natural, and historic heritage features and values and 
show how they are to be enhanced or maintained; 

e. indicate how required infrastructure will be provided and how it will be 
funded22; 

f. set out the phasing and co-ordination of subdivision and development; 
g. demonstrate how effective provision is made for a range of transport 

options, including public transport systems, pedestrian walkways and 
cycleways, both within and adjoining the ODP area; 

h. for new Residential Development Areas, demonstrate how open space, 
playgrounds or parks for recreation will be provided within a 500m radius 
of new residential allotments including:  

i. transport connectivity for active, public and other transport modes; 
ii. connection to any other open space or community facility and 

other zones; and 
iii. potential use of open space for stormwater management; 

 
18 Kainga Ora [325.159] 
19 Waimakariri District Council [367.9] 
20 Ministry of Education [277.32] 
21 Bellgrove Rangiora Ltd [408.36] Richard and Geoff Spark [183.7], Ngai Tahu Property [411.9 and 411.31], J & C Broughton 
[223.9], R Alloway and L Larsen [236.10], Dalkeith Holdings Ltd [242.7], M Hales [246.8] 
22 Waka Kotahi [275.30] 
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i. show how other potential adverse effects on and/or from nearby existing 
or designated strategic infrastructure (including requirements for 
designations, or planned infrastructure) will be avoided, remedied or 
appropriately mitigated; 

j. show how other potential adverse effects on the environment, the 
protection and enhancement of surface and groundwater quality, are to 
be avoided, remedied or mitigated; 

k. include any other information which is relevant to an understanding of the 
development and its proposed zoning; and 

l. demonstrate that the design will minimise any reverse sensitivity effects., 
m. demonstrate how the adverse effects associated with natural hazards are 

to be avoided, remedied or mitigated, in accordance with the relevant 
objectives and policies in the NH - Natural Hazards Chapter, and23 

n. identify any indigenous biodiversity values and show how they will be 
protected and/or maintained in accordance with the relevant objectives 
and policies in the ECO – Ecosystems and Indigenous Biodiversity 
Chapter24. 

SUB-P7 Requirements of Outline Development Plans 
Ensure that subdivision is in accordance with the fixed orand in general accordance 
with25 flexible elements of any relevant ODP. 

SUB-P8 Infrastructure 
Achieve integrated and comprehensive infrastructure with subdivision by ensuring: 

1. upgrade of existing infrastructure where the benefit is solely for the subdivision and 
subsequent development, or otherwise provide for cost-sharing or other 
arrangements for any upgrade, such as financial contributions, that are proportional 
to the benefit received26; 

2. adequate infrastructure provision and capacity to service the scale and nature of 
anticipated land uses, including:  

a. wastewater disposal that will maintain public health and minimise adverse 
effects on the environment, while discouraging small-scale standalone 
community facilities; 

b. water supply; 
c. stormwater management; 
d. phone, internet and broadband connectivity can be achieved, with new lines 

being underground in urban environments, except within the Special Purpose 
Zone (Kāinga Nohoanga); 

e. electricity supply, with new lines being underground in new urban 
environments except within the Special Purpose Zone (Kāinga Nohoanga); 

3. where reticulated wastewater disposal is available, that any new site is to be 
provided with a means of connection to the system; and 

4. where a reticulated wastewater system is not available, ensure that onsite 
treatment systems will be installed. 

SUB-P9 Access to, protection and enhancement of the margins of water bodies 
During subdivision development: 

1. ensure the protection and enhancement of the margins of water bodies; and 

 
23 Environment Canterbury [316.129] 
24 Forest and Bird [192.81] 
25 Bellgrove [408.23], Richard and Geoff Spark [183.8], J & C Broughton [223.9], R Alloway and L Larsen [236.11], Dalkeith 
Holdings Ltd [242.8], M Hales [246.9], CA and GJ McKeever [111.28], John Stevenson [162.27], Chloe Chai and Mark 
McKitterick [256.28], Clampett Investments Limited [284.208], Kainga Ora [325.161], RIDL [326.345], KiwiRail [373.63], and 
Keith Godwin [418.28] 
26 Waka Kotahi [275.31] 
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2. maintain the diversity, quality and quantity of any resources valued for mahinga kai 
through protection or restoration. 

SUB-P10 Esplanade reserves and esplanade strips 
Provide for the creation of esplanade reserves or esplanade strips in areas where there 
is an actual or potential benefit for access, recreation, conservation or natural hazard 
mitigation by: 

1. identifying water bodies where such reserves or strips will be provided, regardless 
of subdivision site size; 

2. recognising that provision of other areas that provide public benefit will be 
desirable; and 

3. providing for minimum site sizes to be calculated as if any esplanade reserve 
resulting from the subdivision was part of the overall subdivision area. 

 

  
Activity Rules 
SUB-R1 Boundary adjustment 

All Zones Activity status: CON 
Where: 

1. SUB-S2127 to SUB-S18  
are met. 

Matters of control are restricted to: 
SUB-MCD1 - Allotment area and 

dimensions 
SUB-MCD2 - Subdivision design 
SUB-MCD3 - Property access 
SUB-MCD5 - Natural hazards 

Notification 
An application for a controlled activity 
under this rule is precluded from being 
publicly or limited notified. 

Activity status when compliance not 
achieved: as set out in the relevant 
subdivision standards 

SUB-R2 Subdivision 

All Zones Activity status: CON 
Where: 

1. SUB-S1 to SUB-S18  
are met., except where:  

a. the allotment is for any 
unstaffed 
infrastructure, 
accessway or road; 

b. the subdivision is of a 
fee simple allotment 
from an approved 
cross lease site, where 
the exclusive use 
areas shown on the 
existing cross lease 
plan are not altered, 
and where only SUB-
S5 will apply; 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: as 
set out in the relevant subdivision standards 

 
27 Waimakariri District Council [367.14] 



SUB - Wāwāhia whenua - Subdivision Notified: 18/09/2021 

 

Page 7 of 28 
 

 

 

c. the subdivision site is 
a reserve created 
under the Reserves 
Act 1977, or any 
esplanade reserve 
allotment; or 

d. otherwise specified in 
this chapter.28 

Matters of control/discretion 
are restricted to: 

SUB-MCD1 - Allotment area 
and 
dimensions 

SUB-MCD2 - Subdivision 
design 

SUB-MCD3 - Property 
access 

SUB-MCD4 - Esplanade 
provision 

SUB-MCD6 - Infrastructure 
SUB-MCD7 - Mana whenua 
SUB-MCD8 - Archaeological 

sites 
SUB-MCD10 - Reverse 

sensitivity 
SUB-MCD13 - Historic 

heritage, 
culture and 
notable trees 

Notification 
An application for a controlled 
activity under this rule is 
precluded from being publicly or 
limited notified. 

SUB-R3 Subdivision within the Liquefaction Overlay 

Liquefaction 
Overlay 

Activity status: CON 
Where: 

1. a building platform is 
identified on the 
subdivision plan; and 

2. SUB-S1 to SUB-S18 are 
met.  

Matters of control are 
restricted to: 

Matters of control listed in 
SUB-R2 
SUB-MCD12 - Liquefaction 
hazard overlay 

Activity status when compliance with SUB-R3 (1) 
not achieved: NC 
Activity status when compliance with SUB-R3 (2) 
not achieved: as set out in the relevant 
subdivision standards 

SUB-R3a29 Subdivision to Update Cross Leases, Company Leases Plans, and Unit Title Plans 

 
28 Transpower [195.95] 
29 Eliot Sinclair [233.1] 
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All Zones Activity status: CON 
Where: 

1. Every title or leased 
area30 has legal access 
to a road, and that 
access is not obtained by 
crossing a railway line; 

2. Every title or leased 
areas is supplied with a 
potable water supply; 

3. Every title or leased area 
is supplied with a 
connection to a 
reticulated wastewater 
network, where 
available31. 

Matters of control are 
restricted to: 

SUB-MCD1 – Allotment area 
and dimensions 

SUB-MCD3 – Property 
access 

SUB-MCD5 – Natural 
Hazards 

SUB-MCD6 – Infrastructure 
SUB-MCD11 – Effects on or 

from National 
Grid and Major 
Electricity 
Distribution 
Lines32 

 
Notification 
An application for a controlled 
activity under this rule is 
precluded from being publicly or 
limited notified. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved 
not achieved: NC33  

SUB-R4 Subdivision within flood hazard areas 

Urban Flood 
Assessment 
Overlay 
Non-Urban 
Flood 
Assessment 
Overlay  
Coastal 
Flood 

Activity status: RDIS 
Where: 

1. An allotment is intended to 
accommodate a natural 
hazard sensitive activity,34 
a building platform is 
identified on the 
subdivision plan; and  

2. if located within the non-
urban flood assessment 

Activity status when compliance with SUB-R4 (1) 
not achieved: NC 
Activity status when compliance with SUB-R4 (2) 
or SUB-R4 (3) not achieved: NC 
Activity status when compliance with SUB-R4 (4) 
not achieved: as set out in the relevant 
subdivision standards  

 
30 Eliot Sinclair [233.1] 
31 Eliot Sinclair [233.1] 
32 Mainpower [249.100] 
33 Eliot Sinclair [233.1] 
34 Nicholas Hoogeveen [202.3] 
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Assessment 
Overlay 

overlay, the building 
platform is not located 
within a high flood hazard 
area; and 

3. if located within the coastal 
flood assessment overlay, 
the building platform is not 
located within a high 
coastal flood hazard area; 
and  

4. SUB-S1 to SUB-S18 are 
met.  

Matters of discretion are 
restricted to: 

Matters of control/discretion 
listed in SUB-R2 
SUB-MCD5 - Natural 
Hazards 

 
Advisory note:  

• A Flood Assessment Certificate issued in accordance with NH-S1 will confirm if 
the site is located within a high hazard area.  

SUB-R5 Subdivision containing a site or area of significance to Māori 

Wāhi Tapu  
Overlay 
Wāhi 
Taonga 
Overlay 
Ngā 
Tūranga 
Tūpuna 
Overlay 
Ngā Wai 
Overlay 

Activity status: RDIS 
Where: 

1. SUB-S1 to SUB-S18 are 
met. 

Matters of discretion are 
restricted to: 

Matters of control/discretion 
listed in SUB-R2 
SUB-MCD7 - Mana whenua 

Notification 
An application for a restricted 
discretionary activity under this 
rule is precluded from being 
notified, but may be limited 
notified only to Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri 
Rūnanga where the consent 
authority considers this is 
required, absent its written 
approval. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: as 
set out in the relevant subdivision standards 

SUB-R635 Subdivision within the National Grid Yard Subdivision Corridor 

National 
Grid Yard 
Overlay 
Subdivision 
Corridor 

Activity status: RDIS 
Where: 

1. a building platform is 
identified on the subdivision 
plan that is outside of the 
National Grid Yard 

Activity status when compliance with SUB-R6 
(1) not achieved: NC 
Activity status when compliance with SUB-R6 
(2) not achieved: as set out in the relevant 
subdivision standards 

 
35 Transpower [195.96] 
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Subdivision Corridor36, to 
be secured by way of a 
consent notice; and 

2. SUB-S1 to SUB-S18  
are met. 

Matters of discretion are 
restricted to: 

Matters of control/discretion 
listed in SUB-R2 

SUB-MCD11 - Effects on or 
from the 
National Grid 
and Major 
Electricity 
Distribution 
Lines37 

Notification 
An application for a restricted 
discretionary activity under this rule 
is precluded from being publicly 
notified, but may be limited notified 
only to Transpower New Zealand 
Limited, where the consent 
authority considers this is required, 
absent its written approval. 

SUB-R7 Subdivision of a site containing a historic heritage item or heritage setting, or 
notable tree 

Heritage 
Building 
or Item 
Overlay 
Heritage 
Area 
Overlay 
Notable 
Trees 
Overlay 

Activity status: RDIS 
Where: 

1. SUB-S1 to SUB-S18 are met. 
Matters of discretion are 
restricted to: 

Matters of control/discretion 
listed in SUB-R2 

SUB-MCD13 - Historic heritage 
and notable 
trees 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
as set out in the relevant subdivision standards 

SUB-R8 Subdivision to create a bonus allotment 

Rural 
Zones 

Activity status: RDIS 
Where: 

1. SUB-S1 to SUB-S18 are 
met.  

Matters of discretion are 
restricted to: 

Matters of control/discretion 
listed in SUB-R2 

ECO-MD3 - Bonus allotment 
or bonus 
residential unit 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: as 
set out in the relevant subdivision standards 

 
36 Transpower [195.96] 
37 Mainpower [249.100] 
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SUB-R9 Subdivision 

Outstanding 
Natural 
Feature and 
Landscape 
Overlay 
Significant 
Natural 
Areas (SNA) 
Overlay 
Fault 
Awareness 
Overlay 

Activity status: DIS 
Where: 

1. SUB-S1 to SUB-S18 are 
met. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
as set out in the relevant subdivision standards 

Ashley 
Fault 
Avoidance  
Overlay 

Activity status: NC Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
N/A 

SUB-R10 Subdivision 

General 
Rural Zone 

Activity status: NC 
Where: 

1. subdivision creates an allotment with 
a minimum allotment area less than 
20ha, except where a subdivision 
takes place to accommodate 
infrastructure. 

Activity status when compliance not 
achieved: N/A 

SUB-R11 Subdivision resulting in an allotment that is less than 4ha within the 50dBA Ldn 
noise contour for Christchurch International Airport 

Rural 
Lifestyle 
Zone 
within the 
50 dBA Ldn 
Noise 
Contour for 
Christchurch 
International 
Airport 

Activity status: NC Activity status when compliance not 
achieved: N/A 

 

 

 
SUB-R1238 Subdivision within the Special Purpose Zone (Rangiora Airfield) 
Special 
Purpose 
Zone 
(Rangiora 
Airfield) 

Activity status: RDIS 
 
Where: 

1. SUB-S1-S18 are met. 
2. A resource consent application 

made under this rule shall include 
a condition to be specified in a 

Activity status when not achieved with 
SUB-R12(1): DIS 
 
Activity status when not achieved with 
SUB-R12(2): PR 

 
38 Daniel Smith [10] 
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consent notice or other 
appropriate legal instrument to be 
registered against the record of 
title for the land specifying that: 
a. All residential activity within 

Activity Area A must be 
associated with an airfield 
related activity on the same 
site.  

b. All new noise sensitive land 
uses must enter into a no-
complaints covenant in favour 
of the Waimakariri District 
Council.  

 
Matters of control/discretion are 
restricted to: 

SUB-MCD1 - Allotment area and 
dimensions 
SUB-MCD2 - Subdivision design 
SUB-MCD3 - Property access 
SUB-MCD4 - Natural hazards 
SUB-MCD6 - Infrastructure 
SUB-MCD7 - Mana whenua 
SUB-MCD8 - Archaeological sites 
SUB-MCD9 – Airport and aircraft 
noise 
SUB-MCD10 - Reverse sensitivity 
SUB-MCD13 - Historic heritage, 
culture and notable trees 

 
Notification 
An application for a controlled activity 
under this rule is precluded from being 
publicly or limited notified. 

 

 
 
 
New Subdivision and Major EDL rule to be inserted after the National Grid rule. 
SUB-R6A Subdivision and Major Electricity Distribution Lines 
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All Zones 

Activity status: RDIS 
 
Where: 

1. the subdivision is within 24m of the 
centreline of the major electricity 
distribution lines as shown on the 
planning maps and: 

a. is located on the same site as 
a Major Electricity Distribution 
Line; or 

b. adjoins a Major Electricity 
Distribution Line located in the 
road reserve on the same side 
of the road as the site being 
subdivided; and 

c. a building square for a building 
or structure, is positioned at 
least 6m from the: 
i. Centreline of the major 

electricity distribution lines 
as shown on the planning 
maps; and 

ii. Foundation of any support 
structure of any major 
electricity distribution line as 
shown on the planning 
maps. 

2. SUB-S1 to SUB-S18 are met. 
 

Matters of discretion are restricted to: 
• Matters of control listed in SUB- 

MCD11 – Effects on and from 
National Grid and Major Electricity 
Distribution Lines 
 

Notification 
An application for a restricted discretionary 
activity under this rule is precluded from being 
publicly notified, but may be limited notified 
only to MainPower New Zealand Limited, 
where the consent authority considers this is 
required, absent its written approval.39 

Activity status when compliance with 
SUB-R6A not achieved: NC 
Activity status when compliance with SUB-
R6A (2) not achieved: as set out in the 
relevant subdivision standards. 

 
 
 
 
Subdivision Standards 
SUB-S1 Allotment size and dimensions 

1. All allotments created shall comply with 
Table SUB-1. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved:  

 
39 Mainpower [249.100] 
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1. In the Medium Density Residential Zone, 
any Industrial Zone and Special Purpose 
Zone (Kaiapoi Regeneration): DIS 

2. In any other zone: NC  
 

Table SUB-1: Minimum allotment sizes and dimensions 
  
The following shall apply: 

a) For unit title or cross-lease allotments, the allotment area shall be calculated per allotment 
over the area of the parent site. 

b) The subdivision is of a fee simple allotment from an approved cross lease site, where the 
exclusive use areas shown on the existing cross lease plan are not altered, are exempt from 
the minimum site sizes in Table SUB-140 

c) Minimum areas and dimensions of allotments in Table SUB-1 for Commercial and Mixed Use 
Zones, Industrial Zones, and Residential Zones and the Special Purpose Zone (Rangiora 
Airfield)41 shall be the net site area. 

d) Allotments for unstaffed infrastructure, accessway or road,42 excluding for any balance area, 
are exempt from the minimum site sizes in Table SUB-1. 

e) Allotments for a reserve created under the Reserves Act 1977 or any esplanade reserves 
allotment, are exempt from the minimum, site sizes in Table SUB-1.43  

Zone Minimum allotment 
area  

Internal square Frontage (excluding 
rear lots) 

Residential Zones 
   

Large Lot Residential 
Zone 

2,500m2 with a 
minimum average of 

5,000m2 for allotments 
within the subdivision  

n/a n/a 

General Residential 
Zone  

500m2 

No minimum where a 
land use consent 

(where required) and/or 
building consent have 
been submitted and 

approved44 

15m x 15m 15m 

Medium Density 
Residential Zone 

200m2 
No minimum for multi- 

unit residential 
development where 

the design statement 
and a land use 
consent (where 
required) and/or 

building consent 45 

n/a n/a 

 
40 Transpower [195.95] 
41 Daniel Smith [10.1] 
42 Transpower [195.95] 
43 Transpower [195.95] 
44 Kainga Ora [325.166] 
45 Kainga Ora [325.166] 
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have been submitted 
and approved 

Settlement Zone 600m2 15m x 15m 15m 

Rural Zones 
   

General Rural Zone 20ha n/a n/a 

Rural Lifestyle Zone 4ha n/a n/a 

Bonus allotment 1ha n/a n/a 

Commercial and Mixed 
Use Zones 

   

Town Centre Zone No minimum n/a n/a 

Neighbourhood Centre 
Zone 

No minimum n/a n/a 

Local Centre Zone No minimum n/a n/a 

Mixed Use Zone No minimum n/a n/a 

Large Format Retail 
Zone 

1,000m2 n/a n/a 

Industrial Zones 
   

Light Industrial Zone 500m2 n/a n/a 

General Industrial Zone 1,000m2 n/a n/a 

Heavy Industrial Zone 5,000m2 n/a n/a 

 
Open Space Zones 

   

Natural Open Zone No minimum n/a n/a 

Open Space Zone No minimum  n/a  n/a 

Sport and Active 
Recreation Zone 

No minimum  n/a n/a 

Special Purpose Zones 
   

Special Purpose Zone 
(Hospital) 

500m2 15m x 15m 15m 

Special Purpose Zone 
(Museum and 
Conference Centre) 

700m2 n/a n/a 

Special Purpose Zone 
(Kāinga Nohoanga)  

   

• Māori land 
including within 
the Tuahiwi 
Precinct and the 
Large Lot 

No minimum n/a n/a 



SUB - Wāwāhia whenua - Subdivision Notified: 18/09/2021 

 

Page 16 of 28 
 

 

 

Residential 
Precinct; 

• Other land 
outside the 
Tuahiwi Precinct 
and the Large 
Lot Residential 
Precinct 

4ha n/a n/a 

• Other land within 
the Tuahiwi 
Precinct 

600m2 15m x 15m 15m 

• Other land within 
the Large Lot 
Residential 
Precinct 

2,500m2 with a 
minimum average of 

5,000m2 for allotments 
within the subdivision  

n/a n/a 

Special Purpose Zone 
(Kaiapoi Regeneration)  

500m2 n/a n/a 

Special Purpose Zone 
(Pines Beach and 
Kairaki Regeneration) 

600m2 15m x15m 15m 

Special Purpose Zone 
(Pegasus Resort) 

• Areas 1, 2, and 4  
 

• LOT 2 DP 80926 
 

• All other areas 

 
 

No minimum 
 

2000m2 

 
4ha 

 
 

n/a 
 

n/a 
 

n/a 

 
 

                 n/a 
 

n/a46 
 

n/a 

Special Purpose Zone 
(Rangiora Airfield) 

• Activity Area A 
(Airfield 
Central) 

Activity Area B Airfield 
Environs (Residential) 

 
 

• 500m2 
 
 
 

• 7000m247 
 

  

SUB-S2 Identified building platforms and disposal areas in Rural Zones  

1. Any new allotment in the Rural Zones shall 
include one or more identified building 
platforms associated with a residential unit 
and associated accessory buildings,48 and a 
sewage disposal area, unless it is required to 
be serviced by a reticulated wastewater 
system. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC 

 
46 Howard Stone [191.1]  
47 Daniel Smith [10.1] 
48 RMA Schedule 1 Clause 16(2)  
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2. Any identified building platform must be 
located to comply with BFS4 and BFS5 for 
the relevant Zone49. 

  
SUB-S3 Residential yield 

1. Residential subdivision of any area subject 
to an ODP, which is located within the 
Medium Density Residential Zone,50 
except in the Large Lot Residential Zone,51 
shall provide for a minimum net density of 
15 households per ha, unless a lower 
minimum net density is specified for the 
ODP in the relevant Development Area 
Appendix52. there are demonstrated 
constraints then no less than 12 
households per ha. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC DIS53 

SUB-S4 Areas subject to an ODP 

1. Any subdivision shall comply with the 
relevant ODP and rules for the ODP, as set 
out in the Development Areas Chapter of the 
District Plan. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
DIS 

SUB-S5 Legal and physical access 

1. Any allotment created shall have legal and 
physical access to a legal road.  

2. Within the Special Purpose Zone (Rangiora 
Airfield) at each stage of subdivision, the 
applicant must provide Council with evidence 
of an enforceable legal agreement to ensure 
that the lots on the plan of subdivision are 
guaranteed access via the planned taxiways 
to the Rangiora Airfield, for as long as the 
Rangiora Airfield remains in use. The 
enforceable legal agreement must: 

a. Be between the relevant 
applicant/landowner and the owner of 
the Rangiora Airfield; 

b. Be registered on the record of title for 
any new site created.  

c. The section 224(c) certificate for the 
subdivision must not be issued until the 
Council is satisfied that this 
requirement is met.  

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC 

 
49 NZPork [169.18] 
50 R and G Spark [183.9] 
51 R and G Spark [183.9] 
52 Richard and Geoff Spark [183.7], J & C Broughton [223.8], R Alloway and L Larsen [236.10], Dalkeith Holdings Ltd [242.7], 
M Hales [246.8] and Ngai Tahu Property [411.31] 
53 Richard and Geoff Spark [183.7], J & C Broughton [223.8], R Alloway and L Larsen [236.10], Dalkeith Holdings Ltd [242.7], 
M Hales [246.8] and Ngai Tahu Property [411.31] 
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3. All taxiways within the Special Purpose Zone 
(Rangiora Airfield) must be accompanied by 
a statement from a suitably qualified expert 
certifying that they are legally protected, 
formed, and designed (with safety fencing if 
necessary), in accordance with the 
requirements of the Civil Aviation Authority.54 

SUB-S6 Access to a strategic road or arterial road 

1. Any subdivision of a site in any Rural Zone 
that creates two or more new allotments that 
access onto a strategic road or arterial road, 
shall be jointly served by a single 
accessway. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
DIS 

SUB-S7 Corner sites on road intersections in Residential Zones, Commercial and Mixed Use 
Zones, Special Purpose Zones, or Industrial Zones 

1. Any allotment created adjacent to any road 
intersection in Residential Zones, 
Commercial and Mixed Use Zones, Special 
Purpose Zones or Industrial Zones, shall, on 
the boundaries adjacent to the intersection, 
either:  

a. have a corner splayed with a diagonal 
line reducing each boundary by a 
minimum of 6m; or  

b. have a corner rounded to a radius of a 
minimum of 6m; and 

c. show the corner splay or corner 
rounding vesting as road. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC 

SUB-S8 Corner sites on road intersections in Rural Zones 

1. The corner of any allotment at any road 
intersection in any subdivision in any Rural 
Zones, shall be splayed with a diagonal line 
reducing each boundary by:  

a. a minimum of 6m on local road or 
collector road; and  

b. a minimum of 15m on any strategic 
road or arterial road. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC 

SUB-S9 Potable water in Residential Zones, Commercial and Mixed Use Zones, Special 
Purpose Zones, or Industrial Zones 

1. Any new allotment created in Residential 
Zones, Commercial and Mixed Use Zones, 
Special Purpose Zones or Industrial Zones 
shall be served with:  

a. community reticulated potable water 
supply, where available, to the 
boundary; or 

Activity status when compliance not achieved 
with SUB-S9 (1)(a): NC 
Activity status when compliance not achieved 
with SUB-S9 (1)(b): DIS 

 
54 Daniel Smith [10.1] 
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b. where community reticulated potable 
water supply is not available, as 
described in rule EI-R45, potable water 
supply is to be provided by private 
reticulated potable water supply or 
potable groundwater. 

SUB-S10 Potable water in Rural Zones 

1. Any new allotment in Rural Zones shall be 
served with community reticulated potable 
water supply, where available, private 
reticulated potable water supply or potable 
groundwater. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
DIS 

SUB-S11 Water supply for firefighting 

1. All new allotments intended for residential 
use shall demonstrate at the time of 
application for subdivision that:  

a. sufficient water supply and access to 
water supplies for firefighting is 
available to all residential units via the 
District Council's urban reticulated 
system (where available) in accordance 
with the SNZ PAS 4509:2008 New 
Zealand Fire Service firefighting water 
supplies code of practice; and 

b. where a reticulated water supply 
compliant with SNZ PAS:4509:2008 is 
not available, or the only supply 
available is the controlled restricted 
rural type water supply which is not 
compliant with SNZ PAS:4509:2008 
water supply and access to water 
supplies for firefighting that is in 
compliance with the alternative 
firefighting water sources provisions of 
SNZ PAS 4509:2008 must be provided. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC 

SUB-S12 Reticulated wastewater disposal in Residential Zones, Commercial and Mixed Use 
Zones, Special Purpose Zones, or Industrial Zones 

1. Any new allotment in Residential Zones, 
Commercial and Mixed Use Zones, Special 
Purpose Zones, or Industrial Zones shall be 
served:  

1. to the boundary by a reticulated 
wastewater system, where available; or 

2. where a reticulated wastewater system 
is not available as described in EI-R45, 
wastewater disposal is to be provided 
by on site waste water treatment 
services. 

2.  

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC 

SUB-S13 Offsite wastewater disposal fields 
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1. Any allotments developed for a community 
wastewater scheme that includes a separate 
wastewater disposal field on another site 
shall be held together in a manner that they 
cannot be disposed of separately without the 
express permission of the District Council. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC 

SUB-S14 Electricity supply and communications connectivity 

1. Any new allotment shall be served by 
electricity supply and shall demonstrate at 
the time of application for subdivision that 
connection to communication infrastructure 
including phone, internet and broadband can 
be achieved.  

2. Where two or more allotments share an 
accessway, the electricity supply and any 
communication lines necessary to achieve 
(1) shall be available where the accessway 
joins the main body of each allotment. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
DIS 

SUB-S15 Stormwater disposal in Residential Zones, Commercial and Mixed Use Zones, Special 
Purpose Zones, or Industrial Zones 

1. Any new allotment in Residential Zones, 
Commercial and Mixed Use Zones, Industrial 
Zones or Special Purpose Zones shall 
demonstrate at the time of application for 
subdivision that it can be:  

a. served by reticulated stormwater 
infrastructure where it is available at the 
boundary of the allotment; or  

b. where no such infrastructure is 
available, provided with on-site 
stormwater disposal. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC 

SUB-S16 Rural drainage 

1. Any new allotment in Rural Zones shall 
connect to a public drain if the allotment is 
within a rural drainage area. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
DIS 

 

SUB-S17 Esplanade reserves or strips 

1. An esplanade reserve or esplanade strip 
shall be created or set aside in the following 
circumstances:  

a. except where provided by (c), an 
esplanade reserve or esplanade strip 
shall be created or set aside for any 
allotment which is created on 
subdivision regardless of the size of the 

Activity status when compliance not achieved 
with SUB-S17(a) and/or SUB-S17(c)55: NC 
 
Activity status when compliance not 
achieved with SUB-S17(b): RDIS56 

 
55 Sarah Gale [273.6] and Bellgrove [408.25] 
56 Sarah Gale [273.6] and Bellgrove [408.25]  
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allotment created where any part of the 
land to be subdivided:  

i. adjoins or is crossed by a water 
body listed in Table SUB-2; or 

ii. adjoins the CMA boundary;  
b. the minimum width of an esplanade 

reserve or esplanade strip required 
under (a)(i) and (a)(ii) above shall be 
20m. 

c. where any allotment of less than 4ha is 
created on subdivision an esplanade 
reserve or esplanade strip shall be 
created or set aside from that allotment 
along the bank of any other river or 
along the mark of MHWS of the sea;  

i. for the purpose of (c) above a river 
means a river whose bed has an 
average width of 3m or more 
where the river flows through or 
adjoins an allotment.  

 

Table SUB-2: Esplanade Reserve or Esplanade Strip Requirements for water bodies  

Water body  Reach Purpose (as set out in 
section 229 of the 
RMA) 

Cam River From 52 Kippenberger Avenue (inclusive), legally 
described as Lot 2 DP 394668 Lot 2 DP 452196 Lot 2 
DP 12090 Lot 2 DP 24808 Pt Lot 2 DP 9976 Pt Rural 
Sec 267 to Kippenberger Avenue 
From Kippenberger Avenue to the confluence with the 
Kaiapoi River 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 

Coastal Margins The length of the CMA boundary including the Ashley 
River/Rakahuri, Saltwater and Waimakariri Estuaries 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 

Courtenay Stream From the crossing of Main North Road to confluence 
with the Kaiapoi River 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

Cust River From crossing of Tippings Road to crossing of 
Rangiora – Oxford Road 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

Kaikanui Stream From crossing of Tram Road to confluence with the 
Kaiapoi River 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 
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Kaiapoi River 
(upper reaches 
sometimes 
referred to as 
Silverstream) 

From crossing of Heywards Road to the confluence 
with the Waimakariri River 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

Middle Brook From crossing of King Street to confluence with the 
South Brook 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

North Brook From crossing of Rangiora-Oxford Road to confluence 
with the South Brook 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

Ohoka Stream 
(North and Central 
Branch) 

From crossing of Bradleys Road to Christmas Road • Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 

From Christmas Road to the confluence with the 
Kaiapoi River 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

Saltwater Creek at 
Pines/Kairaki 

Downstream of a point west of the top of Featherstone 
Avenue to the coastal marine area boundary 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

South Brook From crossing of Lehmans Road to confluence with the 
Cam River 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

Taranaki Stream From Lot 2 DP 1799 and Lot 1 DP 76141 Preeces 
Road 

• Conservation 
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 

Taranaki Stream Preeces Road to the confluence with the Ashley 
River/Rakahuri 

• Conservation  
• Natural hazard 

mitigation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

Waikuku Stream From most western crossing of Gressons Road to the 
Ashley River//Rakahuri 

• Conservation 
• Access 
• Recreational use 

  
SUB-S18 Subdivision to create a bonus allotment 
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1. Any subdivision for the protection and 
restoration of a mapped57 SNA listed in 
ECO-SCHED158 shall meet the requirements 
of Appendix APP2. 

Activity status when compliance not achieved: 
NC  

 

  
Advice Notes 
SUB-AN1 Resource consent may be required where land is being subdivided under the NESCS. 

Reference must be made to the NESCS to determine whether such consents are 
required. 

SUB-AN2 Communication infrastructure includes mobile network capacity where physical network 
connection does not exist. 

SUB-AN3 Where the state highway has been declared a Limited Access Road, approval from 
Waka Kotahi is required for new accesses or changes to existing accesses. The 
objective of this control is to protect the operation of the state highway from uncontrolled 
property access that can affect the safety, efficiency, functionality and level of service of 
the state highway. Limited access roads are most commonly in areas with a heightened 
development pressure. Waka Kotahi should be consulted initially with respect to 
development along limited access roads.59 

 

  
Matters of Control and Discretion 
SUB-MCD1 Allotment area and dimensions 

1. The extent to which allotment area and dimensions enables activities to take place 
in accordance with the function, role and character of the zone. 

2. Area and dimensions of allotments for access, utilities, reserves and roads.  
3. Area and dimensions of allotments created for conservation, restoration or 

enhancement or for any notable tree or historic heritage item with heritage values, 
and any significant indigenous vegetation or significant habitat of indigenous fauna, 
or wāhi taonga. 

4. Any effect that the balance area of a residential subdivision will have on the 
achievement of any required minimum net household density.  

5. With respect to subdivision to update cross lease plans, company plans or unit title 
plans, the extent to which the functionality in relation to outdoor living space, 
outdoor service area or outdoor storage areas are reduced.60 

SUB-MCD2 Subdivision design 
1. The extent to which design and construction of roads, service lanes, and 

accessways and within the Special Purpose Zone (Rangiora Airfield) taxiways61 will 
provide legal and physical access that is safe and efficient. 

2. The extent to which the proposal complies with any relevant ODP or concept plan. 
Where a proposal does not comply with an ODP or concept plan, the extent to 
which the proposal achieves the same, or better urban design and environmental 
outcomes, than provided through the ODP or concept plan. 

3. The extent to which allotments provide for solar orientation of buildings to achieve 
passive solar gain.  

 
57 Federated Farmers [414.19] and Department of Conservation [419.92]  
58 Federated Farmers [414.19] and Department of Conservation [419.92] 
59 Waka Kotahi [275.36] 
60 Eliot Sinclair [233.1] 
61 Daniel Smith [10.1] 
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4. Design of the subdivision and any mitigation of reverse sensitivity effects on 
infrastructure. 

5. The provision and location of walkways and cycleways, the extent to which they are 
separated from roads and connected to the transport network. 

6. The provision and use of open stormwater channels, wetlands and waterbodies, 
excluding aquifers and pipes and how they are proposed to be maintained. 

7. The provision, location, design, protection, management and intended use of 
reserves and open space. 

8. The extent to which areas of significant indigenous vegetation or significant habitats 
of indigenous fauna, the natural character of freshwater bodies, springs, 
watercourses, notable trees, historic heritage items, or wāhi taonga are protected 
and their values maintained. 

9. The extent to which subdivision subject to an ODP:  
a. provides for the protection of routes for future roads, and other public features 

of the subdivision, from being built on; and 
b. will not undermine or inhibit the future development of identified new 

development areas. 
10. The extent to which subdivision within the Medium Density Residential Zone 

subject to an ODP: 
a. Has demonstrated constraints that affect the ability to achieve the anticipated 

minimum net density as set out in SUB-P6; and  
b. Contributes to providing residential housing capacity.62 

  11. Within the Special Purpose Zone (Rangiora Airfield): 
a. whether information is provided to show the subdivision demonstrates 

compliance with any Civil Aviation rule; and 
b. whether appropriate legal mechanisms are proposed for identified allotments 

to restrict the total number of residential units within Area A to 30, in 
accordance with SPZ(RA)-R5(1)(1)(c)63. 

SUB-MCD3 Property access 
1. The extent to which the subdivision makes provision for:  

a. the location, design, lighting, alignment and pattern of roads in relation to 
allotments; 

b. the provision of access, including consideration of the need for any upgrades 
to existing accesses where there are increased effects as a result of increased 
traffic arising from subdivision64; 

c. the location, design, and provision of vehicle crossings in particular, taking into 
account infrastructure, transport safety65 and street trees in the roading 
corridor; 

d. the location and design of footpaths and cycleways including their 
convenience, safety and separation from roads by visual and/or physical 
means; and 

e. road reserves and links to future subdivision on adjoining land. 

SUB-MCD4 Esplanade provision 
1. Esplanade reserve or esplanade strip provision and management where any 

subdivision adjoins the CMA or a river identified in SUB-S17; 
2. The purpose of any esplanade reserve or esplanade strip as set out in section 229 

of the RMA. 
3. Any need for reduction in the width of the esplanade reserve or esplanade strip to 

take account of topography, subdivision design or expected land use; 

 
62 R and G Spark [FS 37] 
63 Daniel Smith [10.1] 
64 Waka Kotahi [275.37] 
65 Waimakariri District Council [367.64] 
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4. The extent to which the esplanade reserve or esplanade strip provides for the 
protection or enhancement of:  

a. archaeological sites or historic heritage items with heritage values; 
b. SNAs; 
c. any notable tree; 
d. sites and areas of significance to Māori as set out in SASM-SCHED1; or  
e. the habitat of trout and salmon. 

5. The extent to which the area to be provided connects, or matches the width of, 
existing esplanade strips or esplanade reserves for the purpose of conservation, 
access, recreation or natural hazard mitigation. 

6. Where the purpose of the esplanade reserve or esplanade strip is to provide for or 
enhance an ecological corridor, the need to ensure that the integrity of the 
vegetation is not vulnerable or ineffective due to its narrowness or edge effects. 

SUB-MCD5 Natural hazards 
1. The extent to which risk from natural hazards has been addressed, including any 

effects on the use of the site for its intended purpose, including:  
a. provision of works for the subdivision including access and infrastructure; 
b. the location and type of infrastructure; 
c. location of structures and any identified building platform or platforms for 

natural hazard sensitive activities;  
d. any restriction on, or requirement for floor levels, floor levels and freeboard, 

and land levels as a result of flood hazard risk; and 
e. location and quantity of filling and earthworks that can be affected by the 

following hazards or which could affect the impact of those hazards on any 
allotment or other land in the vicinity:  

i. erosion; 
ii. flooding and inundation;  
iii. landslip; 
iv. rockfall;  
v. alluvion;  
vi. avulsion;  
vii. unconsolidated fill;  
viii. defensible space for fire safety;  
ix. soil contamination;  
x. subsidence; and  
xi. liquefaction. 

2. The extent to which necessary overland flow paths are maintained, including 
consideration of any culvert development or road access that may impede overland 
flow. 

3. Any effects from fill or difference in finished ground levels on stormwater 
management on the site and adjoining properties and the appropriateness of the fill 
material. 

SUB-MCD6 Infrastructure 
1. The quantity, security and potability of the water and means, location and design of 

supply, including;  
a. for fire-fighting purposes; and  
b. the location, scale, construction and environmental, including public health, 

effects of water supply infrastructure and the adequacy of existing supply 
systems outside the subdivision. 

2. The means, design, scale, construction and standard of stormwater infrastructure 
(including soakage areas and the means and location of any outfall). 
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3. The effectiveness and effects of any measures proposed for mitigating the effects 
of stormwater runoff, including the control of water-borne contaminants, litter and 
sediments. 

4. The location, scale, construction and environmental effects of stormwater 
infrastructure, and whether or not the proposal requires on-site or area wide 
stormwater detention (either individually or collectively) to achieve stormwater 
neutrality or to meet any condition of regional network discharge consents. 

5. Capacity of the stormwater drainage network. 
6. The effect of the subdivision on water quality. 
7. The extent to which the design of the stormwater infrastructure necessitates 

specific landscape treatment to mitigate any adverse effects on amenity values. 
8. The means, design and standard of sewage treatment and disposal where a public 

reticulated wastewater system is not available. 
9. The location, scale, construction, maintenance and environmental effects of the 

proposed wastewater system. 
10. The adequacy and standard of electricity supply and connectivity to communication 

infrastructure including phone, internet and broadband. 

SUB-MCD7 Mana whenua  
1. The extent to which protection of sites and areas of significance to Māori as set out 

in SASM-SCHED1 is provided for through the subdivision. 
2. Provision of public access along and in the vicinity of the Taranaki Stream.  
3. The effectiveness and environmental effects of any measures proposed for 

mitigating the effects of subdivision on wāhi taonga identified by Te Ngāi Tuahuriri 
Rūnanga. 

SUB-MCD8 Archaeological sites 
1. Any archaeological sites are identified on the allotments, and any provisions to 

identify and/or protect archaeological sites. 
2. Any protocols to provide for wāhi taonga, wāhi tapu, urupā and other historic 

cultural sites. 
3. Processes that protect the interests of Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu and Te Ngāi 

Tuahuriri Rūnanga. 

SUB-MCD9 Airport and aircraft noise 
1. Any reverse sensitivity effect on the operation of the Christchurch International 

Airport from subdivision; and 
2. Any reverse sensitivity effect on the operation of the Rangiora Airfield from 

subdivision; and66 
3. Any effects from aircraft noise on the use of the site for its intended purpose. 

SUB-
MCD10 

Reverse sensitivity 
1. Any need to provide a separation distance for any residential unit or minor 

residential unit from existing activities, and any need to ensure that subsequent 
owners are aware of potential reverse sensitivity issues from locating near  

a. Existing and permitted activities operating from the Rangiora Airfield 
and/or67 

b. lawfully established rural activities, including but not limited to intensive 
farming, infrastructure and heavy industrial zones68. 

2. Any measures required to minimise potential reverse sensitivity effects on 
existing activities and infrastructure, such as noise and vibration, through 

 
66 Daniel Smith [10.1]  
67 Daniel Smith [10.1] 
68 Fulton Hogan [41.31], Daiken [145.21 and 145.22], NZPork [169.15] 
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subdivision design, provision of screening, structures or other mitigation 
methods.69 

SUB-
MCD11 

Effects on or from the National Grid and Major Electricity Distribution Lines 
1. The extent to which the subdivision allows for earthworks, buildings and 

structures to comply with the safe distance requirements of the NZECP 34:2001 
New Zealand Electricity Code of Practice for Electricity Safe Distances. 

2. The provision for the ongoing efficient operation, maintenance, development 
and upgrade of the National Grid or the Major Electricity Distribution Lines, 
including the ability for continued reasonable access to existing transmission or 
distribution lines for maintenance, inspections and upgrading. 

3. The extent to which potential adverse effects (including visual and reverse 
sensitivity effects) are mitigated through the location of an identified building 
platform or platforms. 

4. The extent to which the design and construction of the subdivision allows for 
activities to be set back from the National Grid or the Major Electricity 
Distribution Lines, including the ability to ensure adverse effects on, and from, 
the National Grid or the Major Electricity Distribution Lines and on public safety 
and property are appropriately avoided, remedied or mitigated, for example, 
through the location of roads and reserves under the transmission lines. 

5. The nature and location of any proposed vegetation to be planted in the 
vicinity of the National Grid or the Major Electricity Distribution Lines. 

6. The outcome of any consultation with Transpower New Zealand Limited or 
MainPower New Zealand Limited. 

7. The extent to which the subdivision plan clearly identifies the National Grid or the 
Major Electricity Distribution Lines70 and identified building platform or platforms. 

SUB-
MCD12 

Liquefaction Hazard Overlay 
1. The extent of liquefaction remediation measures to mitigate the effect on future 

development and associated inground infrastructure through ground strengthening, 
foundation design and geotechnical or engineering solutions, especially in the case 
where infrastructure including roads, water supply, and wastewater system are 
required to be extended to service the subdivision. 

2. The location and layout of the subdivision, identified building platform or platforms 
and service locations in relation to the liquefaction hazard. 

SUB-
MCD13 

Historic heritage, culture and notable trees 
1. Any effect on historic heritage, its heritage values and on any associated heritage 

setting. 
2. The extent that HNZPT has been consulted and the outcome of that consultation. 
3. The extent that the site has cultural or spiritual significance to mana whenua and 

the outcome of any consultation undertaken with Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri Rūnanga. 
4. Opportunities to incorporate representation of the association of Te Ngāi Tūāhuriri 

Rūnanga into the design of residential and commercial subdivision. 
5. Opportunities to enhance the physical condition of historic heritage and its heritage 

values. 
6. Any mitigation measures proposed to be implemented to protect historic heritage 

and its heritage values. 
7. The extent to which the subdivision layout and design provides for the protection of 

any notable tree. 

 
69 Waka Kotahi [275.38]  
70 Mainpower [249.100] 
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8. Any effect on a notable tree as a result of the subdivision or identified building 
platform or platforms, and whether alternative methods or subdivision design are 
available to retain or protect the tree.  

 
RELATED GENERAL APPROACH (PART 1) AMENDMENT 

 
RELATED DEFINTION AMENDMENTS 
 

CONSERVATION 
VALUES72 

Has the same meaning as in section 229(2) of the RMA. 

 PUBLIC DRAIN73 means the Council Land Drainage System. It does not include any private 
drains or roadside drains not administered by the District Council. 

 
 
 

 
71 Environment Canterbury [316.134] 
72 Forest and Bird [192.79] 
73 Waka Kotahi [275.35] 

GA- 
AN5
71 

Any onsite wastewater treatment system is subject to the Canterbury Land and 
Water Regional Plan. A building consent is also required from the District Council 
for any onsite wastewater treatment system.  
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mailto:charlie@rhodes.co.nz
mailto:charlie@rhodes.co.nz
mailto:jennychrisrose@hotmail.com


104 J Elvidge Not applicable 

105 M Jarvis and D O'Neill-Kerr oneillkerrfamily@xtra.co.nz 

106 
Northern A and P Association  

Attention: Graeme Green 
graeme@activerefrig.co.nz 

107 C and P Jarman jarmancp@gmail.com 

108 S Davison tony.davison@babbage.co.nz 

109 N Thorp nick.thorp@yahoo.com 

110 R, A, J and K Williams silverstreamlifestyle@gmail.com 

111 CA and GJ McKeever candg.mckeever@gmail.com 

112 K Reid and J Patterson jspbuilders7717@gmail.com 

113 
Te Kohaka o Tuhaitara Trust 

enquiries@tuhaitarapark.org.nz 

114 J Renwick Not applicable 

115 L Vernel info@alpinejetthrills.co.nz 

116 P Manson peter.karen166@outlook.com 

117 K Manson karen3135@hotmail.com 

118 E and A Sanders ellis.sanders@xtra.co.nz 

119 S Higgs tskv@xtra.co.nz 

120 J Roper-Lindsay judith@roperlindsay.com 

121 

Fusion Homes 

C/- Fletcher Consulting and Planning 

Attention: Stewart Fletcher 

stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz 

122 
Canterbury Botanical Society  

Attention: Tom Ferguson 
tom@wai-ora.nz 

123 

A & M Fraser 

C/- Fletcher Consulting and Planning 

Attention: Stewart Fletcher 

stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz 

124 D Duke debbyduke.nz@gmail.com 

mailto:oneillkerrfamily@xtra.co.nz
mailto:graeme@activerefrig.co.nz
mailto:jarmancp@gmail.com
mailto:tony.davison@babbage.co.nz
mailto:nick.thorp@yahoo.com
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mailto:peter.karen166@outlook.com
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mailto:ellis.sanders@xtra.co.nz
mailto:tskv@xtra.co.nz
mailto:judith@roperlindsay.com
mailto:stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz
mailto:tom@wai-ora.nz
mailto:stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz
mailto:debbyduke.nz@gmail.com


125 

Mr & Mrs C Sharp  

Mr & Mrs M Ogle  

Mr & Mrs H Tocker  

Mr & Mrs G Fechney  

Mr K & Ms Lucy Magill  

Mr & Mrs K Robinson  

Mr & Mrs G Barclay  

Mr & Mrs K Harrison  

Ms M Silverlock  

Mr & Mrs P Simpson  

Mr & Mrs D Forge  

Mr & Mrs Nick 

Mrs Lois 

Mr & Mrs E Bell 

Attention: Annie Fechney 

annie_p@xtra.co.nz 

126 J Partridge jez.partridge@yahoo.co.nz 

127 Aggregate and Quarry Association 

Attention: Jeremy Harding jeremy@straterra.co.nz 

128 K Lutterman karl.pukeko@gmail.com 

129 
Scottville Farm 

Attention: R Larsen 
rick@scottvillefarm.co.nz 

130 E Arthur-Moore kiwiekm@gmail.com 

131 

Southern Capital Limited 

C/- Eliot Sinclair and Partners Ltd 

Attention: Claire McKeever 

claire.mckeever@eliotsinclair.co.nz 

132 K Manson kimmanson88@hotmail.com 

133 
Sarbaz Estates Limited  

Attention: Andrew Feierabend 
feierabend@slingshot.co.nz 

134 T & K Broad t.j.broad1@gmail.com 

135 

A and P Batchelor 

C/- Fletcher Consulting and Planning 

Attention: Stewart Fletcher 

stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz 

136 R Morrow rm.morrow@xtra.co.nz 

137 

A and E Musson 

C/- Fletcher Consulting and Planning 

Attention: Stewart Fletcher 

stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz 

138 

R and T Taylor 

Fletcher Consulting and Planning 

Attention: Stewart Fletcher 

stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz 

139 

L & P Strathern 

Fletcher Consulting and Planning 

Attention: Stewart Fletcher 

stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz 

mailto:annie_p@xtra.co.nz
mailto:jez.partridge@yahoo.co.nz
mailto:jeremy@straterra.co.nz
mailto:karl.pukeko@gmail.com
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mailto:stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz
mailto:stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz


140 

D & G Grundy 

C/- Fletcher Consulting and Planning 

Attention: Stewart Fletcher 

stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz 

141 

G and L Wellington 

Fletcher Consulting and Planning 

Attention: Stewart Fletcher 

stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz 

142 

Te Ngai Tūāhuriri Runanga (Ngai 

Tūāhuriri) 

Attention: Tania Wati 

Tuahiwi.Marae@ngaitahu.iwi.nz 

143 M & D Ogle debbie.ogle@xtra.co.nz 

144 K & C Howat redbarn6@xtra.co.nz 

145 

Daiken New Zealand Limited 

C/- Boffa Miskell 

Attention: Stephanie Styles 

stephanie.styles@boffamiskell.co.nz 

146 
Oxford A & P Association  

Attention: Secretary C Roberts 
secretary@oxfordapshow.co.nz 

147 
Kaiapoi-Tuahiwi Community Board Attention: Kaye 

Rabe 
com.board@wmk.govt.nz 

148 
Rangiora-Ashley Community Board Attention: Kaye 

Rabe 
com.board@wmk.govt.nz 

149 

The Board of Trustees of Rangiora High 

School 

Attention: D Lowe 

lwd@rangiorahigh.school.nz 

150 

L Pope 

C/- Survus Consultants 

Attention: Hamish Frizzell 

subdivisions@survus.co.nz 

151 B Williamson mrblairwilliamson@gmail.com 

152 M Tait mgt44@uclive.ac.nz 

153 R & R Ellis shirlene.davis@fmg.co.nz 

154 D Lochhead denise.kelvin.lochhead@gmail.com 

155 

Woodend-Sefton Community Board Attention: Kaye 

Rabe com.board@wmk.govt.nz 

156 U van Nek uvn@xtra.co.nz 

157 

New Zealand Association of Radio Transmitters, Inc. 

(NZART); North Canterbury Amateur Radio Club 

(Inc) (Branch 68 of NZART) 

Attention: Owen Pimm 

owen.pimm@gmail.com 

158 

A Carr 

C/- Town Planning Group 

Attention: Brett Giddens 

brett@townplanning.co.nz 

mailto:stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz
mailto:stewart@fletcherconsulting.co.nz
mailto:Tuahiwi.Marae@ngaitahu.iwi.nz
mailto:debbie.ogle@xtra.co.nz
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mailto:secretary@oxfordapshow.co.nz
mailto:com.board@wmk.govt.nz
mailto:com.board@wmk.govt.nz
mailto:lwd@rangiorahigh.school.nz
mailto:subdivisions@survus.co.nz
mailto:mrblairwilliamson@gmail.com
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mailto:shirlene.davis@fmg.co.nz
mailto:denise.kelvin.lochhead@gmail.com
mailto:com.board@wmk.govt.nz
mailto:uvn@xtra.co.nz
mailto:owen.pimm@gmail.com
mailto:brett@townplanning.co.nz


159 D & V Caseley d.vcaseley@scorch.co.nz 

161 J Weir the.weirs2@gmail.com 

162 J Stevenson jorostev@gmail.com 

163 

Lamb & Hayward Ltd  

Planz Consultants 

Attention: Andrew Ross 

andrew@planzconsultants.co.nz 

164 S Clenshaw sarahschatline@hotmail.com 

165 E and J Hamilton edwardandjustine@xtra.co.nz 

166 

New Zealand Defence Force  

C/- Tonkin + Taylor 

Attention: Wendy Macdonald 

wmacdonald@tonkintaylor.co.nz 

167 

Beach Road Estates Limited 

C/- Resource management Group 

Attention: Teresa Walton 

teresa@rmgroup.co.nz 

168 

Mandeville Village Limited Partnership 

C/- Urbis Group 

Attention: Callum Ross 

callum@urbisgroup.co.nz 

169 

NZPork 

Attention: Hannah Ritchie hannah.ritchie@pork.co.nz 

170 T Kirk & A Halliday annahalliday150@gmail.com 

171 
Rayonier Matariki Forests  

Attention: Andy Fleming 
andy.fleming@rayonier.com 

172 
Oxford-Ohoka Community Board 

Attention: Thea Kunkel 
com.board@wmk.govt.nz 

173 

D Colin, F Moore, Momentum Land Limited C/- 

Resource Management Group Limited Attention: 

Joanne Pacey 
joanne@rmgroup.co.nz 

174 

DHE Holdings Limited 

C/- Davis Ogilvie & Partners Ltd 

Attention: Russell Benge 

russell@do.nz 

175 Geoff Mehrtens geoff@geoffthevet.co.nz 

176 WITHDRAWN  

177 A and M Mabey onthefarm@xtra.co.nz 

178 Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga 

Attention: Arlene Baird 

infosouthern@heritage.org.nz 

179 R Hobson and B Whimp btw518@gmail.com 

mailto:d.vcaseley@scorch.co.nz
mailto:the.weirs2@gmail.com
mailto:jorostev@gmail.com
mailto:andrew@planzconsultants.co.nz
mailto:sarahschatline@hotmail.com
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mailto:wmacdonald@tonkintaylor.co.nz
mailto:teresa@rmgroup.co.nz
mailto:callum@urbisgroup.co.nz
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mailto:com.board@wmk.govt.nz
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mailto:onthefarm@xtra.co.nz
mailto:infosouthern@heritage.org.nz
mailto:btw518@gmail.com


180 

A Cameron 

C/- Davis Ogilvie and Partners Limited 

Attention: Damienne Donaldson 

stewart.phillipa331@gmail.com 

rt@transquip.co.nz 

181 

Northwest Rangiora Owners Group 

damienne@do.nz 

182 
Christchurch Motor Group Ltd  

Attention: Matt Barr 
matt.barr@christchurchmitsubishi.co.n

z 

183 

R and G Spark 

C/- Aston Consultants Ltd 

Attention: Fiona Aston 

fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

186 

Land Subcommittee - Pines and Kairaki 

Beaches Association 

Attention: T Stephenson 

tim@timstephenson.co.nz 

191 H Stone jo.sunde@woods.co.nz 

192 

Royal Forest and Bird protection Society of New 

Zealand Inc. (Forest and Bird) Attention: Nicky 

Snoyink 

n.snoyink@forestandbird.org.nz 

194 Lara Richards lara.b.richards@gmail.com 

195 

Transpower New Zealand Limited 

C/- AM Consulting 

Attention: Ainsley McLeod 

ainsley@amconsulting.co.nz 

196 P & Julie Wyatt paul-julie.wyatt@xtra.co.nz 

197 B van der Monde & A Smith Not applicable 

200 
C Bishop and H Hanna 

cliff54wopwops@gmail.com 

201 
R and U Hack  

C/- Stefan Hack 
samandbee@gmail.com 

202 Ohoka Meadows Ltd  

C/- Nicholas Hoogeveen 

nick@netherfield.co.nz 

203 

Evans Corporate Trustee Limited as trustee 

for the Evans No 4 Trust Attention: R 

Evans - Director 

rse@evanscorp.net.nz 

204 G & R Hancox richie.georgina@gmail.com 

205 
Survus Consultants 

Attention: Hamish Frizzell 
subdivisions@survus.co.nz 

206 

Kainga Maha 

C/- Urbis Group 

Attention: Callum Ross 

callum@urbisgroup.co.nz 

207 

Summerset Retirement Villages (Rangiora) 

Ltd 

C/- Boffa Miskell 

Attention: Stephanie Styles 

stephanie.styles@boffamiskell.co.nz 

mailto:stewart.phillipa331@gmail.com
mailto:rt@transquip.co.nz
mailto:damienne@do.nz
mailto:matt.barr@christchurchmitsubishi.co.nz
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mailto:samandbee@gmail.com
mailto:nick@netherfield.co.nz
mailto:rse@evanscorp.net.nz
mailto:richie.georgina@gmail.com
mailto:subdivisions@survus.co.nz
mailto:callum@urbisgroup.co.nz
mailto:stephanie.styles@boffamiskell.co.nz


208 

Suburban Estates Limited, C Wilson, N Auld, J 

Wakeman, J & M Wakeman, A Deans, WK 

Wakeman Estate, Air Charter Queenstown 

Attention: Kim Sanders 

office@rgmc.co.nz 

prebble@suburbanestates.co.nz 

209 R and F Buhler buhler.south@gmail.com 

210 

Waimakariri Irrigation Limited  

C/- Chapman Tripp  

Attention: Ben Williams 

Ben.Williams@chapmantripp.com 

212 

CSI Property 

C/- Chapman Tripp 

Attention: Ben Williams 

Ben.Williams@chapmantripp.com 

213 R and B Zahner brzahner@gmail.com 

215 

Woodwater Limited 

C/- Anthony Harper Lawyers 

Attention: Gerard Cleary 

Gerard.cleary@ah.co.nz 

217 C Judson judsonschu@gmail.com 

219 
Ngai Tahu Forestry 

Attention: Tanya Stevens 
Tanya.Stevens@ngaitahu.iwi.nz 

220 S & C Morris stuart.morris@raywhite.com 

221 

House Movers Section of New Zealand Heavy 

Haulage Association 

Attention: Stuart Ryan and Jonathan Bhana-

Thomson 

stuart@stuartryan.co.nz 

222 
Lifestyle Irrigation  

Attention: Andrew 
andrew@lifestyleirrigation.nz 

223 

J & C Broughton 

C/- Aston Consultants Ltd 

Attention: Fiona Aston 

fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

224 

M and M Prosser 

C/- Doncaster Development 

Attention: Kim McCracken 

office@rgmc.co.nz 

225 D O'Brien darrellobrien@outlook.com 

226 

McAlpines Ltd 

C/- Saunders and Co Lawyers 

Attention: Chris Fowler 

chris.fowler@saunders.co.nz 

227 
Canterbury Education Trust  

Attention: John Larsden 
john.larsen@nz.oneschoolglobal.com 

228 G & N Wilson grace.e.m.cameron@hotmail.com 

mailto:office@rgmc.co.nz
mailto:prebble@suburbanestates.co.nz
mailto:buhler.south@xtra.co.nz
mailto:Ben.Williams@chapmantripp.com
mailto:Ben.Williams@chapmantripp.com
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mailto:Tanya.Stevens@ngaitahu.iwi.nz
mailto:stuart.morris@raywhite.com
mailto:stuart@stuartryan.co.nz
mailto:andrew@lifestyleirrigation.nz
mailto:fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz
mailto:office@rgmc.co.nz
mailto:darrellobrien@outlook.com
mailto:chris.fowler@saunders.co.nz
mailto:john.larsen@nz.oneschoolglobal.com
mailto:grace.e.m.cameron@hotmail.com


229 Andrea Martin guy.martin@xtra.co.nz 

230 

Concept Services 

C/- JWest Limited  

Attention: Jane West 

jane@jwest.co.nz 

231 

Roger Reeves & Karen De Lautour C/- 

Saunders and Co Lawyers Attention: Chris 

Fowler 

chris.fowler@saunders.co.nz 

232 A Meredith adrian.meredith@ecan.govt.nz 

233 
Eliot Sinclair 

Attention: Claire McKeever 
claire.mckeever@eliotsinclair.co.nz 

234 

Go Media Limited 

C/- Resource Management Group 

Attention: Graham Taylor 

graham@rmgroup.co.nz 

235 J Lapthorne and R Hanna kowai91@xtra.co.nz 

236 

R Allaway and L Larsen  

C/- Aston Consultants Ltd  

Attention: Fiona Aston 

fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

237 

Carter Group Property Limited 

C/- Chapman Tripp 

Attention: Jo Appleyard / Lucy Forrester 

Jo.Appleyard@chapmantripp.com 

238 
Rangiora Gospel Trust  

Attention: Malcolm Dartnell 
malcolm@survus.co.nz 

239 

Williams Waimak Ltd 

C/- Invovo Group 

Attention: Michael Paterson 

michael@inovo.nz 

242 

Dalkeith Holdings Ltd 

C/- Aston Consultants Ltd 

Attention: Fiona Aston 

fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

243 D & S Harpur dsharpur5@gmail.com 

244 

David Cowley 

C/- Aston Consultants Ltd 

Attention: Fiona Aston 

fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

245 M Gemmell murray@gemmellcontracting.co.nz 

246 

M Hales 

C/- Aston Consultants Ltd 

Attention: Fiona Aston 

fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

247 

R Black 

C/- Aston Consultants Ltd 

Attention: Fiona Aston 

fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

249 

MainPower New Zealand Limited 

C/- Resource management Group Limited 

Attention: Melanie Foote 

melanie@rmgroup.co.nz 

mailto:guy.martin@xtra.co.nz
mailto:jane@jwest.co.nz
mailto:chris.fowler@saunders.co.nz
mailto:adrian.meredith@ecan.govt.nz
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mailto:melanie@rmgroup.co.nz


250 

Survus Consultants Ltd  

C/- Aston Consultants Ltd  

Attention: Fiona Aston 

fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

251 M & J Kerr vaughanantiques@xtra.co.nz 

252 M Aitken ballaratbikers@outlook.com 

253 L Van-Robinson lyonnevr@xtra.co.nz 

254 

Christchurch International Airport Limited 

C/- Chapman Trip 

Attention: Amy Hill 

Amy.Hill@chapmantripp.com 

255 

Rangiora and Districts Early Records 

Society 

Attention: Mr David Ayers 

rangioramuseum@xtra.co.nz 

256 C Chai and M McKitterick mckitterick.mark@gmail.com 

257 
W J Winter and Sons Ltd  

Attention: Des and Dave Winter 
winterd@xtra.co.nz 

 

258 M Grant and W Rowse malcolmrowse@hotmail.com  

259 K Cawte mikekathryn@xtra.co.nz 

260 A & W Thomson andreamk@xtra.co.nz 

261 M de Hamel michael@akaroamail.co.nz 

262 N Butler nik.butler@telferyoung.com 

263 P Marambos pmarambos@hotmail.com 

264 D & P Abel dan@fitandabel.com 

265 R & S Black black.nz@gmail.com 

266 

199 Johns Road Ltd, Carolina Homes Ltd, 

Carolina Rental Homes Ltd, Allan Downs 

Ltd 

C/- Eliot Sinclair 

Attention: Claire McKeever 

Claire.mckeever@eliotsinclair.co.nz 

267 

Foodstuffs South Island Limited and 

Foodstuffs (South Island) Properties 

Limited 

C/- Aurecon NZ Ltd 

Attention: Mark Allan 

mark.allan@aurecongroup.com 

268 P Lupi adderleigh@live.com 
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269 M Lupi mark@wolfdevelopments.co.nz 

270 G JasonSmith mt.house@xtra.co.nz 

273 S Gale sgale@hotmail.co.nz 

274 

Waghorn Builders Ltd – Luke and Jake 

Waghorn 

C/- Devcorp 

Attention: Matt McLachlan 

matt.mclachlan@devcorp.co.nz 

275 G Kean gemma.kean@nzta.govt.nz 

276 

Z Energy Limited, BP Oil New Zealand 

Limited, Mobil Oil New Zealand  

Limited C/- 4Sight Consulting Limited Attention: 

Miles Rowe 

miles.rowe@slrconsulting.com 

277 

Ministry of Education Te Tāhuhu o Te 

Mātauranga 

C/- Beca 

Attention: Louisa Armstrong 

louisa.armstrong@beca.com 

278 

Oranga Tamariki – Ministry for Children 

C/- Beca 

Attention: Adriene Grafia 

Adriene.Grafia@beca.com 

279 

Queen Elizabeth the Second National 

Trust (QEII) 

Attention: M Parker 

mparker@qeii.org.nz 

280 R and Y Marshall-Lee marshalllee@xtra.co.nz 

281 M Newell wansden@gmail.com 

282 

Woolworths New Zealand Ltd  

C/- Forme Planning Ltd  

Attention: Kay Panther Knight 

kay@formeplanning.co.nz 

284 

Clampett Investments Limited (CIL) 

C/- Novo Group 

Attention: Jeremy Phillips 

jeremy@novogroup.co.nz 

285 L Melhuish & A Radburnd Not applicable 

286 

Z Energy Limited 

C/- 4Sight Consulting Limited 

Attention: Joy Morse 

joym@4sight.co.nz 

287 R Leblanc remy@i4c.co.nz 

288 

A Jobson amiablenz@gmail.com 

289 L & P Richards laurieri@xtra.co.nz 

290 
Doncaster Development Ltd  

Attention: Kim McCracken 

office@rgmc.co.nz 

prebble@suburbanestates.co.nz 
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291 

Mandeville Residents' Association 

Committee 

Attention: Louise Douglas 

louise.frogs@gmail.com 

 

292 D Cosgrove hamish@treetopping.co.nz 

295 
Horticulture New Zealand  

Attention: Sarah Camerton 
Sarah.Cameron@hortnz.co.nz 

296 

M Taylor 

C/- Urbis Group 

Attention: Callum Ross 

callum@urbisgroup.co.nz 

297 M Skelley 4mikeskelley@gmail.com 

298 N and C Taylor n.taylor@tba.co.nz 

299 
C/- Inovo Projects Ltd 

Attention: Michael Paterson 
michael@inovo.nz 

jono@inovo.nz 

300 

Eyrewell Dairy Ltd eyrewelldairy@xtra.co.nz 

301 

Survus - Oxford 

C/- Aston Consultants Ltd 

Attention: Fiona Aston 

fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz 

302 G Marshall gary@champions.co.nz 

303 

Fire and Emergency New Zealand C/- 

Beca jacob.yee@beca.com 

304 C/- Development Planning Unit developmentplanning@wmk.govt.nz 

306 R Kimber robertlkimber@gmail.com 

307 M Hanrahan malcolm@misura.nz 

308 R MacDonald rsmacd09@gmail.com 

309 

Hellers Limited 

C/- Novo Group 

Attention: Helen Pickles 

helen@novogroup.co.nz 

310 
NZ Agricultural Aviation Association 

Attention: Richard Milner 
eonzaaa@aviationnz.co.nz 

311 

Domett Properties Limited  

C/- Novo Group 

Attention: Helen Pickles 

helen@novogroup.co.nz 

312 J & C Cradwick ktbrownnz@gmail.com 

313 J Lennox jimjlennox@gmail.com 

314 C Hamlin mizcali@hotmail.co.nz 
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315 C Price & P Pfeifer clare.price@xtra.co.nz 

316 
Environment Canterbury Regional Council 

Attention: Jeff Smith 
regional.planning@ecan.govt.nz 

317 
K & D Jones 

kadejones@xtra.co.nz 

318 K Winter 531cashel@gmail.com 

319 K Blakemore manaburnfarm@gmail.com 

320 S Waterfield brettw@xtra.co.nz 

321 F Roberts fiona1@xtra.co.nz 

322 R Ensor jamesandbevensor@xtra.co.nz 

323 C Knowles vivchris@xtra.co.nz 

325 
Kainga Ora - Homes and Communities Attention: 

Mel Rountree 
developmentplanning@kaingaora.gov

t.nz 

327 M Pidgeon matt@pidgeoncontracting.co.nz 

329 M Pierson margbpierson@gmail.com 

330 R Clifford russellpclifford@gmail.com 

331 D & R Burrows davidrobynburrows@xtra.co.nz 

332 

Mike Greer Homes Ltd  

Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd  

Attention: Patricia Harte 

patricia.harte@dls.co.nz 

333 G Sperry geoff2go@msn.com 

334 J Giles jgiles074@gmail.com 

335 
A & M Giles Ltd  

Attention: Maree 
maree@mareethom.com 

336 M Thom maree@mareethon.com 

337 
Youni Ltd 

Attention: Maree 
mareethom@gmail.com 

340 R Paterson paterson-currie@xtra.co.nz 

341 J Patterson eljack@xtra.co.nz 

342 H Palmer hguypalmer@hotmail.com 

344 
Rural Holdings Ltd  

Attention: Andrew 
andrew@mhire.co.nz 
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345 
464 Developments Ltd  

Attention: Andrew 
andrew@mhire.co.nz 

347 

Ravenswood Developments Limited (RDL) 

C/- Anderson Lloyd 

Attention: Sarah Eveleigh 

sarah.eveleigh@al.nz 

348 M Harris harrism@xtra.co.nz 

349 I Bird nevis@xtra.co.nz 

350 J Redmond james@plumbingandgashq.co.nz 

351 

Egg Producers Federation of New Zealand and the 

Poultry Industry Association of New Zealand 

C/- Harrison Grierson Consultants Limited 

Attention: Mary McConnell 

m.mcconnell@harrisongrierson.com 

352 M & B Liddicoat michael.barbara@hotmail.co.nz 

353 G Manson ginamanson452@gmail.com 

354 L Melhuish Not applicable 

355 D Powell oxfordpowell@gmail.com 

356 J & A Holcroft juliaholcroft1@gmail.com 

357 M Baynes No longer wanting emails 

358 
Jet Boating New Zealand  

Attention: Hamilton Marine 
info@jbnz.co.nz 

359 DC and DA Bartram deanebartram@gmail.com 

360 
Christchurch City Council  

Attention: Policy Planner 
peter.eman@ccc.govt.nz 

361 D Lundy blackbullokuku@farmside.co.nz 

362 
North Canterbury Fish and Game Council 

northcanterbury@fishandgame.org.nz 

363 B Chamberlain boydkerry@xtra.co.nz 

364 P Davison marilyn.davison@xtra.co.nz 

367 
Waimakariri District Council  

Attention: Jeff Millward 
andrew.schulte@wmk.govt.nz 

368 R & B Minehan ross.bron.minehan@gmail.com 
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369 M Kingston bluebottlemk@gmail.com 

370 P & R Mulligan 
Not applicable 

371 
A & M Norgate 

bethnorgate@gmail.com 

372 A MacDonald pacificseaproducts@outlook.co.nz 

373 
KiwiRail Holdings Limited 

environment@kiwirail.co.nz 

374 R Jose 1947djose@gmail.com 

375 S & L Williams steve@inrange.co.nz 

376 A Wilkinson linalda@xtra.co.nz 

377 DEXIN Investment Limited  

C/- SLR Consulting melissa.pearson@slrconsulting.com 

378 J Mudgway john@bowerjoinery.co.nz 

379 S & S McGaffin prettychina@outlook.co.nz 

380 
L & G Grace  

MacKintosh 
pbrnewzealand@gmail.com 

381 M & J Tyree miketyree52@hotmail.com 

382 D & K Summers dylansummers85@gmail.com 

383 M Bennett No longer wanting information 

384 A Cuthbertson kiwihorsejumps@gmail.com 

385 L A Skerten skertz@xtra.co.nz 

386 M King mjking@xtra.co.nz 

387 S Belworthy stebex@xtra.co.nz 

388 R & K Harpur ray.harpur@xtra.co.nz 

390 N Jackson icegrl@outlook.com 

391 G Kelley grkelley@gmail.com 

392 J Breen jumbletop@outlook.com 

394 D Butt d.c.butt@xtra.co.nz 

395 J Adair john.adair@xtra.co.nz 
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396 B & M Cho paulcho58@gmail.com 

398 J R D & R Reekers jreekers@xtra.co.nz 

399 R Dawe dawecontracting@xtra.co.nz 

400 H & P Walker No longer want to receive emails 

401 P Shepherd & J Colman shepherdcolman@gmail.com 

402 H Cheetham heatherch33@hotmail.com 

403 N Eades neil_eades1958@hotmail.com 

404 M & P Robertshaw robertshaw.malcolm@xtra.co.nz 

405 G Sharp & D Brandish sharpish@supermail.co.nz 

406 K Scott karenrscott@hotmail.co.nz 

407 M & J Schluter 

C/- Anderson Lloyd 

Attention: Sarah Eveleigh 

sarah.eveleigh@al.nz 

408 Bellgrove Rangiora Ltd  

C/- Aurecon NZ Ltd  

Attention: Mark Allan 

mark.allan@aurecongroup.com 

409 Macrae Land Company Limited (MLC) 

C/- Anderson Lloyd 

Attention: Sarah Schulte Sarah.schulte@al.nz 

411 Ngai Tahu Property 

Te Runanga o Ngai Tahu 

Attention: Tanya Stevens 

tanya.stevens@ngaitahu.iwi.nz 

412 Templeton Group designapproval@templetongroup.co.

nz 

413 Bellgrove Rangiora Limited  

C/- Saunders and Co Lawyers  

Attention: Chris Fowler 

chris.fowler@saunders.co.nz 

414 Federated Farmers of New Zealand Inc. 

Attention: Eleanor Scott elinscott@fedfarm.org.nz 

416 Sports and Education Corporation C/- 

4Sight Consulting Limited Attention: 

Melissa Pearson 

melissap@4sight.co.nz 

418 K Godwin admin@christchurchrefrigeration.co.n

z 

419 Department of Conservation rma@doc.govt.nz 

420 Dairy Holdings Limited (DHL)  

C/- Chapman Tripp 

Attention: Ben Williams 

ben.williams@chapmantripp.com 
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421 A & N Odgers nsnmaodgers@gmail.com 

1, 76 N Schaffer nathan.schaffer@mbie.govt.nz 

10, 25 D Smith daniel@danielsmith.co.nz 

160, 326 Rolleston Industrial Developments Limited 

C/- Chapman Tripp 

Attention: Jo Appleyard / Lucy Forrester 

Jo.Appleyard@chapmantripp.com 

184, 185, 

187, 188, 

189, 190, 

193, 199 

M Pinkham martin@pinkham.co.nz 

214, 211 B & A Stokes 

C/- Doncaster Development 

Attention: Kim McCracken 

office@rgmc.co.nz 

216 M Bax mn.bax@xtra.co.nz 

305 M Walshe Matthew.walshe@outlook.com 

240, 241 M Dartnell malcolm@survus.co.nz 

271, 272 M McCormick mike@mightymgt.co.nz 

328, 410 B Warman corsairs@xtra.co.nz 

339, 338 W & E Taylor gwagenwayne@gmail.com 

343, 346 A Giles andrew@mhire.co.nz 

366, 365 P Campbell and E Mooney elviemooney@me.com 

389, 393 L Reidie lreidie@me.com 

397 C Butt d.c.butt@xtra.co.nz 

49, 50 R Clifford russellpclifford@gmail.com 

55, 56, 

415, 417 

The Broken River Trust  

Attention: M McDowell 

buildbest@gmail.com 
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Names and addresses of further submitters 

on the Proposed Waimakariri District Plan  



Further 

Submission 

numbers 

Submitters Email 

1 FS Perforated Sheet Specialists Limited patricia.harte@dls.co.nz  

2 FS M McKitterick mckitterick.mark@gmail.com  

3 FS A Brantley albert.brantley@hotmail.com  

4 FS M Dartnell malcolm@survus.co.nz  

5 FS Jimmy Parbery Family Trust WELSHFLYFISHNZ@YAHOO.CO.NZ  

6 FS J Sedcole richard.sedcole@scorch.co.nz  

7 FS AH Large alfsphone@gmail.com  

8 FS C Pimm carleen.pimm@gmail.com  

9 FS RD Johnson Requested - remove from database 

10 FS AG Daniel agd@xtra.co.nz  

11 FS C Rowe colingr@xtra.co.nz  

12 FS D MacDonald scanner379@gmail.com  

13 FS I Galletly galletlys@xtra.co.nz  

14 FS M Carshalton carsh@xtra.co.nz  

15 FS B Melhuish baden.sped@gmail.com  

16 FS R Jackson zl3rik@gmail.com  

17 FS S Hill shill@live.com.au  

18 FS G Gooch geoff@gooch.co.nz  

19 FS J Van Dijk Requested – remove from database 

20 FS G Gillman ZL30QR Requested – remove from database 

21 FS G Clark geoff.clark22@gmail.com  

22 FS L Buckland zl3ham@scorch.co.nz  

23 FS T Buckland zl3ham@scorch.co.nz  
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24 FS C & G Mehrtens geoff@geoffthevet.co.nz  

25 FS P and L Anderson peteandlizzy@gmail.com  

26 FS K Heyworth rurukid@gmail.com  

27 FS G Bassett gerard@nchire.co.nz  

28 FS D & S Elley damianelley@outlook.com  

29 FS JP Bailey Family Trust josturg@protonmail.com  

30 FS K Manson & N Kuru kimmanson88@hotmail.com  

31 FS R Fraser nzarhmfraser@kinect.co.nz  

32 FS L N R de Lacy hdelacy@xtra.co.nz  

33 FB L Marriott renmarriott@gmail.com  

34 FS A & S Davie-Martin davie-martin@amuri.net  

35 FS D Hider d.hider@xtra.co.nz   

36 FS J W & C Docherty j.docherty@xtra.co.nz 

37 FS R & G Spark fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz  

38 FS I.W and L.M. Bisman i.biz@xtra.co.nz  

39 FS M Obele marcus.obele@gmail.com 

40 FS J & A Waller johnwaller@scorch.co.nz  

41 FS D Cowley fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz  

45 FS T Michelle eonzhauavnz@aviationnz.co.nz  

46 FS M Hales fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz  

47 FS Horticulture NZ sarah.cameron@hortnz.co.nz  

48 FS Waimakariri District Council andrew.schulte@cavell.co.nz  

49 FS NZPork penny.cairns@pork.co.nz  

50 FS W Godfrey wayne@godfrey.net.nz  

51 FS P & M Driver pdriver@slingshot.co.nz  
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52 FS Ohoka Meadows Ltd nick@netherfield.co.nz  

53 FS Southern Capital Limited camk@eliotsinclair.co.nz  

54 FS S & M Larsen fiona@astonconsultants.co.nz  

55 FS T & L Davis terrylouisedavis@yahoo.co.nz  

56 FS E Liddell jwaejl334@gmail.com  

57 FS B & M Sharpe michaelbrendasharpe@gmail.com  

58 FS MainPower NZ Ltd melanie@rmgroup.co.nz  

59 FS M Emms mervyn.emms@gmail.com  

60 FS M Hewitt martin_hewitt@xtra.co.nz  

61 FS C Mullins kate.mullins@xtra.co.nz  

62 FS Oxford Ohoka Community Board kay.rabe@wmk.govt.nz  

63 FS Momentum Land Ltd teresa@rmgroup.co.nz  

64 FS Sean Deery 

HG Independent Trustees for the Sefton Trust & 

Anthony Butler Trustees for Rakahuri Trust 

sean@dftconsulting.co.nz  

65 FS J Armstrong jwaejl334@gmail.com;  

66 FS New Zealand Helicopter Association eonzhauavnz@aviationnz.co.nz  

67 FS P & D Graham peter.diannegraham@gmail.com  

68 FS M & Y Webb silenus277@gmail.com  

69 FS SM Brantley sarahbrantley13@gmail.com  

70 FB BG Brantley agbbrantley@xtra.co.nz  

71 FB AG Brantley albert.brantley@hotmail.com  

72 FS S Holland hollandsj798@gmail.com  

73 FS M Holland holland.michellesteve@gmail.com  

74 FS V & R Robb valray798@gmail.com  

75 FS E & J Hamilton edwardandjustine@xtra.co.nz  
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76 FS Mandeville Village Ltd Partnership ray@plancreative.co.nz  

77 FS Department of Conservation ayoung@doc.govt.nz  

78 FS Royal Forest & Bird RMA@doc.govt.nz  

79 FS Ravenswood Developments Ltd sarah.eveleig@al.nz  

sarah.schulte@al.nz  

80 FS Christchurch International Airport Ltd tallulah.parker@chapmantripp.com  

81 FS Templeton Group designapproval@templetongroup.co.nz 

82 FS Rolleston Industrial Developments Ltd; 

Carter Group Property; CSI Property Ltd 

jo.appleyard@chapmantripp.com  

lucy.forrester@chapmantripp.com  

83 FS Federated Farmers of NZ - North Canterbury 

Province 

lhume@fedfarm.org.nz  

84 FS Ohoka Residents Association ohokaresidentsassociation@gmail.com  

85 FB Bellgrove Rangiora Ltd mark.allan@aurecongroup.com  

86 FS M Pinkham martin@pinkham.co.nz  

87 FS R Macdonald rsmacd09@gmail.com  

88 FS Kainga Ora developmentplanning@kaingaora.govt.

nz  

89 FS M & J Schluter sarah.eveleigh@al.nz  

90 FS R Hobson & B Whimp bryan.mcgillan@eliotsinclair.co.nz  

holly.luzak@eliotsinclair.co.nz  

91 FS RJ Paterson Family Trust claire.mckeever@eliotsinclair.co.nz  

bryan.mcgillan@eliotsinclair.co.nz  

92 FS Transpower environment.policy@transpower.co.nz  

93 FS M Bax mn.bax@xtra.co.nz  

94 FS CA Judson judsonschu@gmail.com  

95 FS Chorus NZ Ltd, Spark NZ Trading Ltd, 

Vodafone NZ Ltd 

chris@incite.co.nz  

96 FS JA Bassett john@nce.net.nz  

97 FS D Brown darryl@waieyrefarm.co.nz   

98 FS M Koh mae.koh@gmail.com  

99 FS KiwiRail environment@kiwirail.co.nz  
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100 FS Sports & Education Corporation melissa.pearson@slrconsulting.com  

101 FS Dexin Investment Ltd melissa.pearson@slrconsulting.com  

102 FS McAlpines Ltd chris.fowler@saunders.co.nz  

103 FS Survus Consultants subdivisions@survus.co.nz  

104 FS Z Energy NZ, BP Oil NZ, Mobil Oil NZ miles.rowe@slrconsulting.com  

105 FS Canterbury Regional Council regional.planning@ecn.govt.nz  

106 FS H Wezenberg h.wezenberg@xtra.co.nz  

107 FS J & A Waller johnwaller@scorch.co.nz  

108 FS J W & CE Docherty j.docherty@xtra.co.nz  

109 FS E Jenkins ed.jenkins00@gmail.com  

110 FS Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency environmentplanning@nzta.govt.nz  

111 FS SM Sullivan smsullivam@gmail.com  

112 FS GC Alexander gordon.alexander@aspeq.com  

113 FS Macrae Land Company Ltd sarah.eveleigh@al.nz  

sarah.schulte@al.nz  

114 FS S Johnston info@thegorgenursery.co.nz  

115 FS Heritage NZ Pouhere Taonga abaird@heritage.org.nz  

116 FS S Higgs sjhiggsemail@gmail.com  

117 FS PA Dallimore on behalf of Oxford Equity 

Ltd 

pad@highgategroup.co.nz  

118 FS Fulton Hogan Ltd tensor@tonkintaylor.co.nz  

119 FB A Marsden asmarsden1@icloud.com  

120 FS C Marsden cjmarsden1@me.com  

121 FB A Cameron andrew.schulte@cavell.co.nz  

122 FS M Olorenshaw rakahurifarming@outlook.com  

123 FS K Birse keithbirse@hotmail.com  

124 FS R Wobben dairycownz@gmail.com  
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125 FS WUW Godfrey wayne@godfrey.net.nz  

126 FS P Mulligan No longer wants to receive information 

127 FS R & L Falconer rob.lin@xtra.co.nz  

128 FS R Hall rob.w.hall@aol.com  

129 FS K Blakemore manaburnfarm@gmail.com  

130 FS D & E Brady 

Details withheld – DP Administrator will 

pass on. 

developmentplanning@wmk.govt.nz  

131 FS S & S McGaffin prettychina@outlook.co.nz  

132 FS J Hadfield lloyds.scully@duncancotterill.com  

133 FS WUW Godfrey wayne@godfrey.net.nz  

134 FS WUW Godfrey wayne@godfrey.net.nz  

135 FS S Robertson seamus@rollform.co.nz  

136 FS E Wood emma@manaia.org.nz  
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