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Notice is hereby given that a Hearings Panel Meeting will be held in Ngā Hau 
e Whā, William Fraser Building, 1 Dunorling Street, Alexandra on  

Tuesday, 21 January 2025 at 9:30 am. 
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25.1.3 RC240247 - NICK BEACH ............................................................................... 564 
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Members Cr N Gillespie (Chairperson), Cr M McPherson, Cr I Cooney 

In Attendance K Smith (Minute Secretary) 

 

1 APOLOGIES – N/A 
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2 REPORTS 

25.1.1 MINUTES TO BE CONFIRMED 

Doc ID: 2008681 

  
1. Attachments 

Appendix 1 -  Minutes - 12 November 2024 ⇩   
  



Hearings Panel Meeting Minutes  12 November 2024 

 

Page 1 

MINUTES OF CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT COUNCIL 
HEARINGS PANEL MEETING 

HELD IN NGĀ HAU E WHĀ, WILLIAM FRASER BUILDING, 1 DUNORLING STREET, 
ALEXANDRA 

ON TUESDAY, 12 NOVEMBER 2024 AT 9.30 AM 

 

PRESENT: Cr N Gillespie (Chairperson), Cr M McPherson, Cr I Cooney 

IN ATTENDANCE:  K Smith (Minute Secretary), Ann Rodgers (Panel Advisory) 

 

1 APOLOGIES – N/A 

2 CONFIRMATION OF MINUTES 

Recommendations 

That the public minutes of the Hearings Panel Meeting held on 27 June 2024, 9 July 2024 and 10 
September 2024 be confirmed as a true and correct record. 

 

N Gillespie / M McPherson 

 

3 REPORTS 

24.10.2 RC240194 - GARY, KELLY, LISA & SUSAN HOSKIN 

A report to consider subdivision consent to subdivide 2 properties into 3 allotments in a rural resource 
area. 

Also circulated was the report of the Planner in relation to the application. 

Report of the Planner has been read I Cooney / M McPherson. 

Hearing opened at 9.35am. 

In attendance: 

Tim Anderson – Planning Officer 

Dominic Haanen – Environmental Engineer 

Peter Kloosterman – Applicant Planner 

Lisa Hoskin – Applicant 

Susan Hoskin – Applicant 

Note: Peter Kloosterman spoke to their evidence at 9.38am. 

Note: Panel directed questions to Peter Kloosterman at 9.42am. 
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Note: Tim Anderson spoke to their evidence at 10.00am. 

Note: Panel directed questions to Tim Anderson at 10.05am. 

Note: Panel directed questions to Dominic Haanen at 10.17am. 

Note: Peter Kloosterman gave their right of reply at 10.19am. 

Note: Hearing adjourned at 10.22am. 

Note: Dominic Haanen, Peter Kloosterman, Lisa Hoskin and Susan Hoskin left the meeting at 
10.22am. 

 

THE PANEL IN CLOSED MEETING 

 

RESOLVED that the public be excluded from the following parts of the proceedings of 

the meeting, namely items 24.10.2 

 

The general subject of each matter to be considered while the public is excluded, the 

reason for passing this resolution in relation to each matter, and the specific grounds 

under section 48(1) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 

1987 for the passing of this resolution are as follows: 

 

 General subject of 
each matter to be 
considered. 

Reason for passing this 
resolution in relation to 
each matter. 

Ground(s) 
under section 
48(1) for the 
passing of this 
resolution. 

24.10.2 Application for Resource 
Consent – RC240194 - 
Gary, Kelly, Lisa & Susan 
Hoskin, 207 Chapman 
Road, Earnscleugh 
(2854200900) 

An application to subdivide 2 
properties into 3 allotments in 
a rural resource area. 

Section 48(1)(a) 

 

This resolution is made in reliance on section 48(1)(a) of the Local Government Official 

Information and Meetings Act 1987 and the particular interest or interests protected by 

section 6 or section 7 of that Act or section 6 or section 7 or section 9 of the Official 

Information Act 1982, as the case may require, which would be prejudiced by the 

holding of the whole or the relevant part of the proceedings of the meeting in public 

are as shown above (in brackets) with respect to each item. 

 

NOTE: 

Section 48(4) of the Local Government Official Information and Meetings Act 1987 

provides as follows: 

“(4) Every recommendation to exclude the public shall be put at a time when the 

meeting is open to the public, and the text of that resolution (or copies thereof) –  
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“(a) Shall be available to any member of the public who is present.  

and  

Shall form part of the minutes of the local authority.” 

 

RESOLVED that Tim Anderson (Planning Officer) and Ann Rodgers (Hearing Advisor) 

be permitted to remain during the closed session because of their knowledge that 

would be of assistance to the Panel in its deliberations. 

 

N Gillespie / M McPherson 

 

THE PANEL IN OPEN MEETING 

 

RESOLVED that the public be readmitted to the meeting. 

 

N Gillespie / I Cooney 

 

 

24.10.3 OBJECTION TO MENACING DOG CLASSIFICATION – ASHLEY WHYTE 

A report to consider an objection to a menacing dog classification, and to advise the Panel of the 
details of the classification and the requirements of the relevant legislation so the objection may be 
determined. 

Also circulated was the report of the Team Leader Enforcement and Animal Control in relation to the 
objection. 

Report of the Team Leader Enforcement and Animal Control has been read I Cooney /  
M McPherson. 

Hearing opened at 10.27am. 

In attendance: 

Lee Webster – Acting Group Manager – Planning and Infrastructure 

Note: Lee Webster spoke to their evidence at 10.27am. 

Note: Panel directed questions to Lee Webster at 10.31am. 

Note: Hearing adjourned at 10.40am. 

Note: Lee Webster left the meeting at 10.40am. 

RECOMMENDED that the Panel considered all the circumstances and concur with the view of the 
reporting officer the menacing classification be rescinded for the reasons stated. 
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RESOLVED that pursuant to sections 104, 104B and 104D of the Resource Management Act 1991, 
that the Acting Group Manager for Planning and Infrastructure advise the receiving authority for the 
dog of the background and this decision. 

 

N Gillespie / M McPherson 

 

 

The Meeting closed at 10.40am. 

 

 

................................................... 

CHAIR       /         /  

 
 

 

 

ITEMS TO BE CONSIDERED WHILST THE PUBLIC IS EXCLUDED 

 

24.10.2 Application for Resource Consent – RC240194 - Gary, Kelly, Lisa & Susan Hoskin, 

207 Chapman Road, Earnscleugh (2854200900) 

 

RESOLVED that pursuant to sections 104, 104B and 104D of the Resource Management 

Act 1991, the application be declined for the reasons appended hereto. 

 

N Gillespie / M McPherson 
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25.1.2 RC240053 - NTP DEVELOPMENT HOLDINGS LIMITED 

Doc ID: 2007373 

  
1. Purpose 

 
A report to consider a subdivision consent to establish 180 residential lots and 8 super lots 
over 12 stages is attached. 
 
 

2. Attachments 
 
Appendix 1 -  s42A Planners Report ⇩  

Appendix 2 -  s95 Notification Report ⇩  
Appendix 3 -  Application ⇩  

Appendix 4 -  Amendments to Application – 27 September 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 5 -  Amendments to Application – 27 September 2024 ⇩  

Appendix 6 -  NZ Transport Agency written approval – 2 July 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 7 -  Transpower New Zealand Limited written approval – 5 July 2024 ⇩  

Appendix 8 -  Updated Civil Plans ⇩  
Appendix 9 -  Updated Environmental Management Plan ⇩  

Appendix 10 -  Updated Scheme Plan ⇩  
Appendix 11 -  Updated Urban Design Plans ⇩  

Appendix 12 -  Correspondence regarding Covenants – 7 May 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 13 -  Correspondence regarding Access – 12 September 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 14 -  Correspondence with NZ Transport Agency – 1 May 2024 ⇩  

Appendix 15 -  Abley initial Peer Review – 23 May 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 16 -  Novo Group response to Abley’s peer review – 9 July 2024 ⇩  

Appendix 17 -  Abley updated Peer Review – 23 September 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 18 -  CODC Three Waters Comments – 30 October 2024 ⇩  

Appendix 19 -  CODC Parks Manager Comments – 31 May 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 20 -  LINZ Amalgamation Condition Response – 15 October 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 21 -  Applicant Comments regarding Proposed Parking Review Conditions – 

25 October 2024 ⇩   
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CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT COUNCIL
REPORT OF PLANNING OFFICER

APPLICATION RC 240053

APPLICANT NTP DEVELOPMENT HOLDINGS LIMITED

ADDRESS CLYDE-ALEXANDRA ROAD (SH 8)

LEGAL DESCRIPTION SECTIONS 1, 4 AND 5 SO 524226(HELD IN
RECORD OF TITLE 1039362).

ACTIVITY DESCRIPTION SUBDIVISION CONSENT TO ESTABLISH
188 RESIDENTIAL LOTS, INCLUDING 8
SUPERLOTS OVER 12 STAGES IN THE
RESIDENTIAL AND RURAL (RURAL
RESIDENTIAL) RESOURCE AREAS.
LAND USE CONSENT FOR DWELLINGS
IN THE RURAL RESOURCE AREA
(RURAL RESIDENTIAL) THAT BREACH
PERFORMANCE STANDARDS

ACTIVITY STATUS NON-COMPLYING

BACKGROUND

Council has undertaken a separate assessment of the application under Section 95 of the
Resource Management Act 1991. Council determined that the application could be assessed
on a non-notified basis. Accordingly, there are no submissions on the application.

DESCRIPTION OF ACTIVITY

The applicant proposes to subdivide the application site into 188 allotments, of which 180 are
intended to be on-sold and developed for residential purposes by future owners, and 8 are
proposed to be kept as ‘superlots’ which are anticipated to be further subdivided in the future.
Proposed development lots range in area from 320m2, to 711m2, with most lots being between
500 and 600m2. The proposed superlots have areas between 1,209m2 and 2,175m2. Seven of
these lots are located on the northern and eastern periphery.

Lots 26-32, 38-58 and 118-123 are located either wholly or partly within the Rural Resource
Area (Rural Residential). The remainder of the proposed lots are located in the Residential
Resource Area. Where lots are located in the Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential) land
use consents are sought to provide for the establishment of residential activities on these lots,
along with breaches of rural activity standards to align development on these lots with their
residential zoned counterparts.

The applicant proposes to extend the existing roading network from Lot 105 DP 353762 and
Wildflower Way, with nine new subdivisional roads proposed to provide access to the new lots.
Road 1 follows the alignment of Designation 9A, which is for roading purposes. Council’s water
and wastewater reticulation is also proposed to be extended to service the subdivision. The
wastewater network is proposed to be extended from an existing terminus in Wildflower Way
and being discharged to the Alexandra Wastewater Treatment Plant via the existing pump
station that services the Molyneux Estate and Dunstan Park subdivisions. Water is proposed
to be connected from a new connection to the Alexandra ring main, which runs through the
south-eastern edge of the site. Each lot is proposed to be connected to electricity and
telecommunications infrastructure.
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Six lots are proposed to be vested in Council as small “greenways” allowing for pedestrian
access through the street block between Roads 2 and 3, and provide mid-block connections
to Council owned reserves that border the site. These are typically proposed to have a width
of 6m. A larger, 3,162m2 lot is proposed to be vested as a local purpose reserve. This reserve
is proposed to be located in Stage 6A, and is roughly central to the overall development.

SITE DESCRIPTION

The subject site is well described in Section 3 of the assessment of effects provided in support
of the application, and is considered to accurately identify the key features of the site. The
applicant’s site description is adopted for the purposes of this report.

REASONS FOR APPLICATION

Central Otago District Plan
The subject site is located within the Residential Resource Area and Rural Resource Area
(Rural Residential) of the Central Otago District Plan (the District Plan). The site has the
following annotations:

Designation D1 – Sections 4 and 5 SO 524226 – Recreation Purposes, Recreation Reserve
Designation D9A – Section 1 SO 524226 – Road

The site is also bordered by Designation D2 – Recreation Purposes, and a high voltage power
line notation.

Rule 4.7.2.ii provides for subdivision in the Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential) where
new lots maintain an average area of 2.0 hectares. This rule will be breached. Therefore, the
proposal should be considered a non-complying activity under Rule 4.7.5.iii of the Plan.

Rule 7.3.3.i states that subdivision in the Residential Resource Area is a restricted
discretionary activity with a minimum allotment size of 250m2 is maintained where a reticulated
sewerage system is available or is installed as part of the subdivision.

Subdivision within 32m of a high voltage power line identified on the planning maps is a
restricted discretionary activity under Rule 12.7.8.v of the Plan.

Earthworks within the Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential) in excess of 2,000m2 or
3,000m3 breach Rule 4.7.6J.b of the Plan and are discretionary activities under Rule 4.7.4.i.

Residential activity in the Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential) is a controlled activity under
Rule 4.7.2.i, provided standards such as setbacks off boundaries, height, colour and
separation between residential activities are maintained. In this case, residences on the
proposed lots would breach Rule 4.7.2.i.d, as it relates to separation distances between
dwellings, all yards specified by Rule 4.7.6A.a, separations from road intersections specified
in Rule 4.7.6A.h and the colour palette and skyline standards specified in Rule 4.7.6D.
Breaches of these rules are variously discretionary and restricted discretionary activities under
Rules 4.7.4.i, 4.7.3.i and 4.7.3.iii of the Plan.

Plan Change 19

Council notified decisions on Plan Change 19 in August 2024. It determined that the entire
application site be re-zoned to Medium Density Residential Zone. Subsequent to this, one
appeal to this decision was received. The appeal is in the process of being resolved and
requests the application site be re-zoned to Low Density Residential Zone. Given Plan Change
19 as it is relevant to the site is under appeal, its subdivision and density provisions should not
be treated as operative under Section 86F of the RMA, but have legal effect under Section

Hearings Panel Meeting 21 January 2025 

 

Item 25.1.2 - Appendix 1 Page 13 

 

  



RC 240053: Clyde-Alexandra Road (State Highway 8) Page 3 of 21

86B. Given the provisions are under appeal, I consider that limited weight should be given to
the new rules from Plan Change 19 at this stage. However, I note that Council’s decision to re-
zone the entire site to some form of residential zoning is not under challenge.

Under both zones, the proposed subdivision would be considered under SUB-R6 and SUB-
S1 as a restricted discretionary activity. In the Medium Density Residential Zone, SUB-S1
requires a minimum allotment size of 200m2. In the Low Density Residential Zone, the
minimum allotment size would be 400m2. I note that Council’s decision to set the minimum
allotment size of the Low Density Residential Zone to 400m2 is also under appeal, with the
appellants requesting this standard be reduced to 250m2. A breach of either standard would
be considered a non-complying activity. All proposed lots would comply with the minimum lot
size for the Medium Density Residential Zone. Under this zone, the subdivision would be a
restricted discretionary activity. Lots 153-164 and 173-178 would be below the minimum lot
size for the Low Density Residential Zone. Under this zone, the subdivision would be a non-
complying activity.

National Environmental Standards
The Resource Management (National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing
Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011 (NESCS) came into effect
on 1 January 2012. The National Environmental Standard applies to any piece of land on
which an activity or industry described in the current edition of the Hazardous Activities and
Industries List (HAIL) is being undertaken, has been undertaken or is more likely than not to
have been undertaken. Activities on HAIL sites may need to comply with permitted activity
conditions specified in the National Environmental Standard and/or might require resource
consent.

The northern parts of the site were historically used as a firing range. Firing ranges, including
clay target clubs, are Item C2 on the HAIL. Site investigations provided by the applicant
indicate elevated levels of lead from discharged shot within the area occupied by the range.
They do not confirm whether or not the soil contamination exceeds the applicable standards
in Regulation 7 of the NES-CS, but considers that there is a potential risk to human health from
residential development in the vicinity of the firing range. Outside the firing range, they consider
the risk to human health to be low. Given Regulation 10(2) is not complied with, the application
should be considered a discretionary activity under Regulation 11 of the NES-CS,

There are no other National Environmental Standards relevant to this application.

Overall Status
Where an activity requires resource consent under more than one rule, and the effects of the
activity are inextricably linked, the general principle from case law is that the different
components should be bundled and the most restrictive activity classification applied to the
whole proposal.

In this case, there is more than one rule involved, and the effects are linked. As such, I consider
it appropriate that the bundling principle established in Locke v Avon Motor Lodge (1973) is
applied, and that the application be considered, in the round, as a non-complying activity
pursuant to sections 104 and 104B of the Resource Management Act 1991 (‘the Act’).

EFFECTS ASSESSMENT

Affected Persons
The written approval of the persons detailed in the table below has been obtained. In
accordance with section 104(3)(a)(ii) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Panel cannot
have regard to the effects of the activity on these persons.
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Person Owner Occupier Address Obtained
Transpower
New Zealand
Ltd

 Lots 105-107 DP 353762
(Roxburgh-Islington A
Transmission Line)

05 July 2024

Waka Kotahi
New Zealand
Transport
Agency

  State Highway 8 02 July 2024

Effects on the Environment

Permitted Baseline
Under section 104(2) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the Panel may disregard an
adverse effect of an activity on the environment may be disregarded if the plan permits an
activity with that effect. That is, an application can be assessed by comparing it to the existing
environment and development that could take place on the site as of right, without a resource
consent, but excluding development that is fanciful.

There are no permitted subdivisions in the Central Otago District Plan. There is no relevant
permitted baseline to be applied.

Receiving Environment
The existing and reasonably foreseeable receiving environment is made up of:

 The existing environment and associated effects from lawfully established
activities; Effects from any consents on the subject site (not impacted by proposal) that are
likely to be implemented; The existing environment as modified by any resource consents granted and likely
to be implemented; and The environment as likely to be modified by activities permitted in the district plan.

For the subject site, the existing and reasonably foreseeable receiving environment comprises
undeveloped land historically planted in pine trees. The majority of the site has been
earmarked for residential development since the notification of the District Plan in 1998.
Therefore, I consider the residential development of the site, in accordance with the provisions
in the District Plan, to form part of the reasonably foreseeable environment for the parts of the
application site zoned for residential purposes. For the rural residential zoned parts of the site,
the reasonably foreseeable receiving environment is the provision of open space in
accordance with Designation D1.

For adjacent land, the existing and reasonably foreseeable receiving environment comprises
existing residential development to the south and east, potential future residential development
across State Highway 8 to the west, and open space, currently occupied by the Alexandra Golf
Course to the north.

It is against these that the effects of the activity must be measured.

Assessment of Effects
Consideration is required of the relevant assessment matters in the District Plan, along with
the matters in any relevant national environmental standard. For expediency, relevant matters
have been grouped below. No regard has been given to any trade competition or any effects
of trade competition.
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1 As a comparison, most blocks in the older parts of Alexandra are around 220-240x100m. In Molyneux
Estate, some blocks are smaller, with the two blocks created by Henderson Drive, Wildflower Way and
Briar Crescent being 140x60 and 200x60m, respectively.

1. Effects of the subdivision and future development on residential amenity, character and
streetscape.

The proposed lots within the Residential Resource Area are all sized and shaped
adequately to provide for a reasonably sized residential dwelling on each in compliance
with permitted performance standards for residential activities in the District Plan. Lots
are oriented such that all will have a level of access to sunlight and privacy.

The proposed subdivisional roads are proposed to be paved, with grassed berms and
street trees along main streets, consistent with expectations for the construction of
residential streets. I consider that the final types and locations of street trees should be
at the discretion of Council’s Parks and Recreation Manager. On an initial review of the
application, they raised concerns with the use of Liquidambar Styraciflua trees along
some of the streets, and suggested a range other species that could be used. I
understand that the applicant is amenable to working with Council’s Parks and
Recreation Manager to develop the final planting plan. This should be undertaken, and
the trees planted, prior to the issue of Section 224(c) certification for the relevant road.

Two pedestrian connections are proposed to the Council reserve on Section 7 SO
524226, and a further two to the reserves on Sections 2, 3 and 6 SO 524226. The street
block contained between Roads 2 and 3 is approximately 320m in length along Road 2.
I consider this to be overly long for pedestrian movement in the Alexandra context.1 In
order to manage this, the applicant has proposed a mid-block pedestrian greenway,
reducing the distances pedestrians would need to walk to cross the street block,
effectively splitting the block into 140 and 170m lengths for pedestrians. A similar
treatment is also provided to the street block bounded by Roads 3, 5, 1 and 7, with Lots
1100 and 1104 providing a level of through block pedestrian connectivity, albeit this
connection is located more towards the northern end of the block. I consider these
connections to be appropriate to provide for additional pedestrian connectivity through
the subdivision.

Long, straight street blocks with limited disruptions can also impact on residential
character and safety by facilitating higher vehicle speeds. For example, intersections,
which create points of conflict can encourage drivers to slow down and take care, or
narrow or “cluttered” streets with things such as trees, street furniture or parked vehicles
can create a sense of narrowness and enclosure, making it feel less safe to drive at
higher speeds. In this case, I understand that Roads 2, 3 and 5, the longest roads, will
have a 7.5m carriageway providing both movement lanes and on-street parking. I
consider that the provision of on-street parking will serve to narrow the movement lanes
and interrupt the sense of flow of the streets, helping to slow vehicle speeds. I consider
this to be adequate to reduce vehicle speeds to levels that mean vehicles using the roads
will not significantly detract from residential character or on road safety.

I consider the above to be sufficient to ensure the effects of the proposal on residential
amenity will be minimal, and consistent with the character anticipated for the district’s
residential areas.

2. Effects on Rural Residential Amenity

The site sits at the outskirts of Alexandra, bordered by the Alexandra Golf Club. I consider
the golf club to form the logical “edge” of the township, forming the transition point
between urban and rural environments and a buffer between other established rural
residential areas to the west of the site. In this context, and noting that Council has
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revoked the reserve status of the land in Sections 4 and 5 SO 524226 and indicated that
the land is suitable for residential zoning through the Vincent Spatial Plan, I consider that
the character of the area would be better considered a logical part of the urban area of
Alexandra. Given my conclusions in section 1 of this assessment in relation to effects on
residential character, I consider the proposal to have minor effects on the particular rural
residential amenity, at most.

If consent is granted, I recommend that land use consent be granted for residential
activity on each of Lots 26-32, 38-58 and 118-123, subject to conditions requiring
compliance with the permitted activity standards in Section 7 of the District Plan, as if the
lots were located in the Residential Resource Area.

3. Provision of Services

All lots are proposed to be serviced for water and wastewater from extensions to
Council’s reticulated networks, and for electricity and telecommunications from
extensions to both networks.

Council’s three waters team has reviewed the proposed water and wastewater
provisions. They advise that the existing reticulated networks generally have sufficient
capacity to accommodate additional demand from the proposed development. The only
upgrade that would be required to existing infrastructure would be to the wastewater
pump station at the intersection of Henderson Drive and State Highway 8.

The applicant has proposed single connections to Council’s 300mm diameter ring main
for water supply, and to the 225mm diameter wastewater main in Wildflower Way.
Council’s three waters team have confirmed that they are accepting of a single
connection to the wastewater network, but have stated a preference for two points of
connection to the water network, one from the trunk main, the other from the existing
150mm diameter main in Wildflower Way. They consider that this is preferable to improve
the resilience of the water network for both existing development and the proposal, both
by providing redundancy in the event that a connection requires maintenance, and
potentially reducing pressure loss in different parts of the network during normal
operation. Given these benefits, I concur with Council’s engineers that two points of
connection to the water network will be preferable to one.

In terms of the internal water and wastewater reticulation, Council’s three water team
has confirmed that adequate levels of service can be achieved using a mixture of 100mm
diameter water mains, with 63mm rider mains where necessary (For example to prevent
multiple laterals needing to be laid under the carriageway to access a main installed on
the other side), and 150mm diameter wastewater mains. All lots will require water and
wastewater laterals, with meters and cleaning eyes installed at the boundary,
respectively. Connections will need to be extended to the buildable areas of rear lots in
order to facilitate them being built on by their future owners. I concur with Council’s
engineers and consider this to be appropriate.

The wider area does not have stormwater reticulation. Council’s current expectation with
new developments is that stormwater is managed within the boundaries of each lot,
typically to individual soakpits. Stormwater from roads would also be discharged to
soakpits. The application site has no obvious limitations on the discharge of stormwater
to ground, with the geotechnical report provided with the application identifying the
underlying ground as primarily containing a mixture of sands and gravels. Given this, I
consider on-site stormwater discharges to be appropriate. If consent is granted,
conditions should be imposed on the new titles requiring stormwater from buildings and
impervious surfaces be managed within the boundaries of individual lots.
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Electricity and telecommunications provision is proposed to be installed to the boundary
of each lot. Provided this is installed underground to the requirements of both network
operators, I consider this to be appropriate.

Overall, I consider that the proposed subdivision will have adequate provision for
services.

4. Provision of Access

Access to the subdivision is proposed to be from an extension to Wildflower Way. Nine
new subdivisional roads and 10 rights of way (Including three jointly owned access lots)
are proposed.

Plans provided with the application show cross sections of the proposed subdivisional
roads. I understand that these plans have been developed based on a mixture of NZS
4404:2004, Council’s 2008 addendum to NZS 4404:2004, and NZS 4404:2010. They do
not comply with 4404:2004 or Council’s addendum. Namely, the roads are typically less
than the required 20m legal width, all roads other than Road 3 have footpaths on one
side only, where Roads 1, 2, 5 and 7 would also require footpaths on both sides, most
roads have a carriageway of 7.5m, less than the 8.5m that would be required for a local
access road under Council’s addendum, and several rights of way do not show the
necessary 6.0m legal width. The applicant notes that Council’s Infrastructure Manager
provided verbal approval of the proposed road formations during meetings at the pre-
application stage. Novo Group relies on this as evidence that the proposed road
formation is satisfactory. I note that anything discussed at pre application meetings is
done so without prejudice and, therefore, Council is not bound to anything discussed at
a pre-application meeting.

The proposed roads (Other than Road 1) are narrower than would be required by
Council’s land development standards by 1m. This has advantages and disadvantages.
Advantages to narrower roads include reduced vehicle speeds by making the road feel
less conducive to travelling faster. Narrower roads also lower the costs of constructing
and maintaining the road surface. Disadvantages include greater potential for disrupting
traffic flow, particularly as the number of vehicles parked on each side of the road
increases, resulting in less convenient access, including for emergency services and
utilities vehicles. Council’s land development engineers have indicated support for the
proposed road formation. I note that all roads, other than Road 1 (Which would operate
more as a collector for the subdivision, feeding traffic into Wildflower Way), are intended
to function as local, neighbourhood streets. In this context, I consider that the balance
should be weighted in favour of slower vehicle speeds. In this context, I consider that all
lots are adequately sized to allow reasonable levels of on-site vehicle parking, reducing
potential demand for on-street parking, somewhat. I consider that this is sufficient to
mean that it is unlikely that the use of the street will result in significant disruption to traffic
flow to a level where the consequences of disruption outweigh the potential benefits to
residential amenity from slower vehicle speeds. I consider the proposed road widths to
be appropriate.

Roads 1, 2, 5 and 7 all show footpaths on one side of the carriageway. The Residential
Local Road standard in Table 3.1 of Council’s 2008 addendum to NZS 4404:2004 would
require a 1.5m width footpath on both sides of these streets. I understand that Council’s
Infrastructure Manager is accepting of this arrangement. Road 1 runs along the southern
edge of the development, flanked by undeveloped private land traversed by a
transmission line to the south. In this context, I consider it appropriate to include a
footpath along the northern side of this road only, as most pedestrian traffic is anticipated
to be generated in response to the residential activity along this side of the road. Roads
2, 5 and 7 all have residential development on both sides. I note that older residential
areas of Alexandra have footpaths on one side of the road, for example Killarney Street
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2 NZS 4404:2010, Table 3.2, Suburban Road E12.

and Bantry Street. Newer residential areas typically have footpaths on both sides for all
roads other than cul-de-sacs, in line with the requirements in Council’s 2008 addendum
to NZS 4404:2004 (For example, Larch Crescent, Briar Crescent and Quail Close). I
consider that installing footpaths along only one side of a road reduces the walkability of
the area, particularly for people who are less physically able, and who may not be as
able to traverse grassed berms, and can require pedestrians cross the vehicle
carriageway more frequently if they are sticking to the footpaths. For example, a person
wanting to walk from Lot 149 to a property on Wildflower Way, only using footpaths,
would need to cross the road three times (Figure One).

Figure One: Diagram showing the path an example pedestrian would need to take to
access Wildflower Way (Blue). Road crossings are shown in yellow.

If footpaths were provided along both sides of Road 2 (Allowing a pedestrian to take the
cyan initial route above), they would only need to cross once. Increasing crossing points,
particularly mid-block crossing points, can increase the actual or perceived risk to
pedestrians by bringing them into conflict with vehicles more regularly, and making using
the road as a pedestrian more time consuming and less convenient. For completeness,
I also note that NZS 4404:2010, which I understand was used as a basis for the proposed
road designs, would require footpaths on each side wherever more than 200 dwellings
are served, or the road is more than 100m in length.2 In this context, I consider that it
would be more appropriate from a planning perspective, and more in line with Council’s
engineering standards, to include footpaths along both sides of Roads 2, 5 and 7.
However, given Council’s Infrastructure Manager, as the road controlling authority, has
confirmed their support for single footpaths on these roads, I cannot consider the
footpath layouts proposed to be inappropriate. Given the proposed roading layout would
not be inappropriate, I consider it sufficient to defer to the road controlling authority on
this point and allow provision for single footpaths along these roads as being acceptable
to Council.

Under normal traffic operating conditions, the wider area acts as a large cul-de-sac,
centred on Henderson Drive. The proposal, in addition to existing development in
Molyneux Estate and Dunstan Park would result in 385 residential lots with Henderson
Drive as their only point of access to the wider roading network. In addition, Wildflower
Way forms the only point of access into this subdivision, creating a secondary cul-de-
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sac. This number would increase as the superlots in the application site and other
residential zoned land in the area was further developed, and could be increased further
depending on the extent of further development within the application site (For example
minor residential units or further fee simple subdivision). I consider this to form an
unacceptable risk to the resilience of the roading network, whereby all people traveling
to and from the area by road have to use Wildflower Way and Henderson Drive, and
have no alternative means of access in the event that either road is blocked for any
reason, for example a crash or maintenance works on the road or any underground
infrastructure. This position was supported by Mat Collins, transportation engineer at
Abley. In response to additional information provided by the applicant, Mr Collins revised
his position to consider that the proposed access provision would work adequately,
provided the following actions were undertaken in order to manage the risks to the overall
resilience of the network:

 To construct a second crossing to State Highway 8, to a lower standard than a
typical intersection, to provide emergency only access to State Highway 8 from the
southern end of Road 1. This access would be intended to operate in the event
that Henderson Drive is unusable, and would be used only under traffic
management. Its use would be blocked at other times, for example by using
bollards or gates To undertake a review of the use of Henderson Drive and Wildflower Way partway
through the development in order to determine whether increased vehicle
movements along the road is causing an effect on the operation of the road due to
conflict between moving and parked vehicles. If any changes to either road were
found to be required, the cost of this would fall on the consent holder. To construct a shared cycle and walking path from the northern end of Road 1 to
the Otago Central Rail Trail, over Lot 101 DP 571184. This would be formed to a
gravelled standard and is intended to provide separated cycle and pedestrian
connectivity to the surrounding area, via the Rail Trail, giving an alternative to using
Henderson Drive.

The applicant has volunteered to undertake the above actions.

I do not consider an emergency only secondary access to be ideal from a network
efficiency perspective. Instead, I consider that it would be preferable to have multiple
points of access, ideally from different roads, to help take pressure off existing access
points, and provide options and increase convenience for residents and visitors.
Channelling all vehicle traffic through Wildflower Way and Henderson Drive will also
have adverse effects on residents along these roads from increased noise and air
pollution associated with vehicles. Both the Novo Group and Abley consider that the
existing Henderson Drive access can safely accommodate all additional predicted
vehicle movements from the proposed and existing development, while still achieving
an acceptable level of service during peak times. They also consider an emergency
access to be adequate to provide redundancy and mitigate effects on the resilience of
the roading network. In my opinion, provision of an emergency only access will be less
convenient for residents and anyone else with reason to visit the area as they are forced
to all travel through one intersection if they are using a motor vehicle. However, given
the formation of the existing roading network is considered acceptable by Novo Group,
Abley and NZTA, and subject to a review of the operation of Henderson Drive and
Wildflower Way discussed below, I consider that this loss of convenience will not result
in a significant adverse effect on the safe and efficient operation of the roading network,
given the provision of an alternative, emergency access.

In order to allow for a review of whether on-street parking is having an adverse effect on
the operation of the roading network within Molyneux Estate, Council’s transport
engineering consultants have recommended that the applicant undertake a review of
the operation of Wildflower Way for any stage of the development creating more than 65
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lots. The intent of this review would be to determine if changes in on-street parking
patterns are adversely affecting the flow of vehicles and allow for changes to be made
to the carriageway, primarily through the removal of on-street parking, to reduce sources
of obstruction for vehicle movements. This ties in with the changing function of
Henderson Drive and Wildflower Way to act more as an arterial road and a collector
road, respectively. I consider that traffic from the development will increase over time as
more stages are developed, and there is a level of uncertainty over what effect there will
be on the operation of existing roads. Therefore, I consider it appropriate to defer full
consideration of whether any changes need to be made to either road to when those
effects can be more readily understood. Abley recommend the assessment be limited to
Wildflower Way and be undertaken at the time the 65th lot is created. Given the formation
of Henderson Drive is also lower than Council’s standard for an arterial road, I consider
it appropriate to expand the review to consider this road. I also consider that, at the time
the 65th lot is formed, there may only be 30-40 dwellings built. Given this represents a
relatively low volume of traffic to the final development, I consider that the review should
be pushed back later, in order to provide a more accurate assessment of the effects of
the final development. Based on the staging plan provided with the application, Stage 4
would result in the creation of 108 lots, being just over halfway through the overall
development. I consider this stage to allow more housing to be completed, to give a
better impression of final traffic levels and closer to the threshold for when Henderson
Drive would carry enough vehicles to be classified as an arterial road, while still being
reasonably early in the development to reduce the length of time any effects occur. I
consider that, instead of the 65th lot, the 84th lot would be an appropriate time for the
review to be undertaken.

I have previously considered the provision of pedestrian access in Section 1 of this
affects assessment. I consider that the proposed provision of footpaths along one side
of most roads is not ideal from a planning perspective but, given the road control authority
is accepting of the arrangement, I do not consider the proposed level of pedestrian
specific infrastructure to be an inappropriate outcome.

The applicant proposes that cyclists share the main carriageway within the internal
subdivisional roads, with a link to the Otago Central Rail Trail proposed to give cyclists
and pedestrians an off-road alternative to Henderson Drive. I consider that motor vehicle
volumes and speeds in the subdivision roads are unlikely to be at levels that warrant
cycleways in order to comply with 4404:2004. While no dedicated cycling infrastructure
is provided along Henderson Drive, I consider that the proposed cycle path to the rail
trail would be sufficient to provide off-road options for cyclists to access the wider
Alexandra area without needing to use Henderson Drive, if they wished. I consider this
to be adequate provision for dedicated cycling infrastructure in this case.

I note that any new connection to the Otago Central Rail Trail will require approval from
the Department of Conservation. The applicant has not provided a written approval from
the Department for this. Therefore, I consider that imposing a condition requiring the
connection be made to the trail, even one volunteered by the applicant, would be ultra
vires as it would mean that the Department of Conservation withholding its approval of
a connection into the rail trail would frustrate the exercise of the consent. Instead, I
consider it appropriate that, if consent is granted, a condition be imposed requiring the
shared path be built to the legal boundary of the rail trail, then include an advice note
indicating that the approval of DOC, as the landowner, would be required to formally
connect the shared path to the rail trail, but that CODC would not currently oppose a
connection being made, given the potential benefits to pedestrian and cycling
connectivity, as well as the legibility of the path, a formal connection would provide.

Overall, I consider that the proposed access provisions can be considered adequate.
Recommended conditions have been proposed based on this conclusion. However, in
light of the potential benefits to requiring a new access be formed to State Highway 8,
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particularly in relation to day to day network efficiency and effects on the amenity of
residents of Molyneux Estate, I recommend that the Panel still give consideration to
requiring a second full vehicle access be formed to State Highway 8 as part of this
consent.

5. Public Open Space

Seven lots are proposed to be vested as reserves for different purposes. The primary
reserve is proposed to be Lot 1100, which would be intended to function as a
neighbourhood park. This park would not be created until Stage 6 of the subdivision. The
other lots are primarily intended to be pedestrian greenways, primarily providing access
through street blocks within the subdivision, and to public reserve land outside the site.
Other public open spaces in the vicinity of the site include Molyneux Park, which primarily
serves as a sports and active recreation reserve, only including neighbourhood park
facilities, such as a playground, some 700m from the entrance point to the subdivision
as the crow flies (800m if existing roads and paths are utilised). The applicant’s urban
designer has argued that this park is sufficiently close for use by residents of the
subdivision and this park, along with access to reserve land around the site is sufficient
to provide for the recreational needs of residents living in the area prior to Stage 5. Based
on informal discussions with Council’s parks team, their preference is for all residents to
have access to a neighbourhood park within 500m. I also note that the majority of the
reserve land around the site is leased to the Alexandra Golf Course. Most of the
remainder is leased to Alexandra Riding for the Disabled, with only Section 2 and a small
part of Section 3 SO 524266 available for public use, in practice. Therefore, it is
inaccessible for general use, other than for golf course members, and should not be
counted as public outdoor space that the future residents of the subdivision have a right
to use. Sections 2 and 3 SO 524266 are both planted in pines, so have restrictions on
their recreation use relative to more open spaces or those with play furniture.

I disagree with the applicant’s urban designers that there is adequate provision for
reserve space prior to the creation of Lot 1100. Instead, I prefer the position of Council’s
parks team favouring provision of a neighbourhood reserve within 500m of any
residential dwelling. The application would provide a reserve that fits this purpose.
However, it would not provide it until Stage 6. Therefore, there is no guarantee that the
reserve would be created if Stages 1-5 are given effect to, but the consent holder decides
not to give effect to any future stages. Even if Stage 6 is given effect to, new residents
may need to wait several years before they have a conveniently accessible, fit for
purpose, neighbourhood park. The applicant considers that the land under Lot 1100 is
contaminated with lead and, therefore, requires remediation that would be more
efficiently undertaken at the same time as the rest of the contaminated land in Stages 6
and 7. Council’s Parks and Recreation Manager has considered the application and
advises that they are satisfied that the proposed reserves will be adequate and are
comfortable with the reserve being included in a later stage. Given this, I consider the
proposed provision of public open recreation space to be adequate. The exact design of
the park, including any park furniture or play equipment should be subject to the approval
of Council’s Parks and Recreation Manager, as the team in Council who will be
responsible for the long term operation and maintenance of the facilities.

The only other public open spaces proposed in the development are the subdivisional
roads. These are all proposed to have street trees of different varieties, with areas not
proposed to be used for movement grassed. With the reservations noted previously in
this assessment, I consider that these streets are generally in line with what is anticipated
for residential development in the district and will contribute adequately to residential
character and the streetscape.

6. Hazards
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No hazards have been identified in the district planning maps or ORC’s natural hazard
database for this property. I do not consider the proposal likely to result in notable
increases in the exposure of residents and buildings to natural hazards.

7. Earthworks

Bulk earthworks will be required to prepare the site for development, remediate areas
containing contaminated soils and construct new infrastructure. Earthworks can result in
land stability issues, the creation of dust, contamination of surface and groundwater from
sediment runoff, and result in sediment running off onto neighbouring land. Further
earthworks will also be required on each site to construct buildings. Given the site’s soils
are fine and sandy, I consider that dust emission is a particularly high risk. The
application is supported by geotechnical assessment and proposed environmental
management plans to help manage these effects. Some of the land is identified as being
contaminated with lead due to the historical use of the land for a firing range. The risks
and potential effects of this contamination will be considered later in this assessment.

The application is supported by a site management plan, intended to be implemented
during subdivision works. The plan includes steps to actively manage the discharge of
sediment from the site in stormwater, on vehicles and as dust. I consider these provisions
to be adequate and consider it appropriate that the EMP be applied during subdivision
works.

8. Effects on Transmission Network

The Roxburgh-Islington A transmission line runs through private land to the south-east
of the site. The land within the subdivision closest to the transmission line is proposed to
be vested as road. This minimises the risk of buildings being located close to the lines,
and means that the most significant risk to the operation of the network would be during
the construction of the subdivision and on an ongoing basis due to the growth of street
trees. In order to manage this risk, the application has proposed conditions related to the
height of vegetation close to the line and requiring the provision of a construction
management plan outlining how subdivisional works will be undertaken in a manner that
complies with the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe Distances
2001 (NZECP 34:2001), manages potential effects of dust and stormwater runoff, and
provides for ongoing access by Transpower to the line for maintenance. Transpower, as
the agency responsible for the operation of the transmission line, has provided its written
approval on this basis. Given this, subject to adherence to volunteered conditions of
consent, I consider the proposal to have less than minor effects on the operation of the
electricity transmission network.

9. Esplanade reserves and strips

No requirement for an esplanade reserve or strip has been identified. The application
site does not adjoin any surface water body that would warrant esplanade provisions.

10. Financial and development contributions

This development/financial contribution demand has been calculated in accordance with
Council’s Policy on Development and Financial Contributions effective from 1 July 2021.

Financial and development contributions have been calculated as follows:

Water Supply: $1,165,763.56 + GST
Wastewater: $1,231,971.52 + GST
Reseves: $389,079.16 + GST
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Roading: $280,999.84 + GST
Total: $3,067,814.08 + GST

The reserves contribution stated above does not include credits that would be applied
for the proposed reserves lots under Rule 15.6.1.1.b of the District Plan. Council’s
engineers note that 31 household unit equivalents would be provided as credits for the
creation of Lot 1100, equivalent to $64,156.67 + GST. This amount would be credited
against any stage that created Lot 1100 and any subsequent stages.

The above amounts would be payable prior to the issue of Section 224(c) certification,
on a pro-rata basis for the lots being created in each individual stage.

11. Amalgamations and easements

Three amalgamations are proposed, in order to hold Lots 200, 201 and 202 in equal
undivided shares with the lots they provide access to. The following conditions are
proposed:

i) Pursuant to s220(1)(b)(iv) of the Resource Management Act 1991, Lot 200 is to be
held in seven undivided one-seventh shares between the owners of Lots 154-159
and 172 (CSN Request 1927542)

ii) Pursuant to s220(1)(b)(iv) of the Resource Management Act 1991, Lot 201 is to be
held in three undivided one-third shares between the owners of Lots 20-22 (CSN
Request 1927542)

iii) Pursuant to s220(1)(b)(iv) of the Resource Management Act 1991, Lot 202 is to be
held in four undivided one-fourth shares between the owners of Lots 50-53 (CSN
Request 1927542)

Land Information New Zealand have been consulted on the proposed conditions and
have confirmed that the conditions are practicable.

Easements have been identified as Areas A-G and Lots 200-202 on the proposed
subdivision plan to provide access and service provision to several rear allotments. In
order to ensure all lots have adequate levels of access, I recommend that these be
identified on the survey plan submitted for Section 223 certification.
Furthermore, I consider that it is appropriate to include a condition of consent which
provides for any additional easements required for servicing or access will be confirmed
at the time of survey.

12. Soil Contamination Risks

The site investigation provided by the applicant confirms that the northern parts of the
site are contaminated with elevated levels of lead, associated with the historic use of this
part of the site as a shotgun range. I understand that the bulk of this contamination is
associated with the fall of shot after firing. The investigation also notes that the site has
a history of scattered illegal dumping.

In terms of illegal dumping, it is not clear what materials were dumped and whether any
of these were likely to have introduced any contaminants of concern into the soil.
However, service requests attached to the property typically identify the material dumped
as household rubbish. This activity is also understood to have been sporadic, both over
time and spatially across the site. Therefore, Insight Engineering are confident that these
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3 Ministry for the Environment Methodology for Deriving Standards for Contaminants in Soil to Protect
Human Health (Ministry for the Environment ME 1055, June 2011). Retrieved from
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/Publications/Files/methodology-for-deriving-standards-for-
contaminants-in-soil.pdf
4 Above n 3 at Page 82.
5 NZ Rail Ltd v Marlborough District Council [1994] NZRMA 70 at 22.

activities are highly unlikely to result in a notable risk to human health from contamination
of the soil. I concur with this position.

The site investigation concludes that there is likely to be a risk to human health from lead
in the soil around the area where shot from the range would fall. The applicant proposes
that consent be granted subject to a requirement that a remediation action plan be
developed to guide the remediation of this area, which primarily falls within Stages 6 and
7, with an accidental discovery protocol put in place to manage any hotspots found in
previous stages. The application stops short of identifying what works are likely to be
required, instead leaving this to be determined at a later date. The overall objective of
the remediation would be to bring the site to a level where it can be used for residential
activities without posing a risk to human health. This would require soil contaminant
levels being brought below acceptable thresholds in the methodologies and guidelines
referenced in Regulation 7 of the NES-CS, for example the Methodology for Deriving
Standards for Contaminants in Soil to Protect Human Health3. For example, this would
require no more than 210mg/kg of lead to remain present, assuming 10% of the land in
the new lots was used for growing food.4 I note that, to achieve this concentration would,
at a minimum, require remediation of all areas identified in orange or red on the Lead
Contamination Distribution Plan provided as Figure 2 of the site investigation. For
completeness, I note that lead may not be the only heavy metal present in the area
associated with the firing range. For example, antimony, copper, chromium or cadmium
may be present. These can be used in shot, or in the clay targets being fired at.

The site is subject to HAIL activities that have since ceased, with no new HAIL activities
identified in the area that are considered likely to be or have been introducing new
contaminants. Therefore, I consider it more likely than not that remediation of the site
will be possible to achieve to a level that allows the site to be developed safely for
residential purposes (Even if full replacement of all contaminated soil on the site is
required). I note that Council cannot have regard to the business viability of a proposal.5
Given this, while I note that there is a risk to the applicant that significant remediation
woks may be required, the applicant has accepted this risk in proposing that determining
the exact remediation required be determined after consent is issued. Given the extent
of contamination on the site is known with a reasonable level of certainty, I consider that
the risks to human health can be adequately managed through the remediation of the
site to ensure contaminants are below guideline levels by the time the lots are created
and adequate measures are put in place to minimise the risk to people working on the
subdivision. Conditions are proposed to this effect.

13. Other matters pursuant to sections 106 and 220 of the Act

Subject to conditions of consent, there are no matters identified in Section 106 of the Act
which would prevent subdivision consent being granted. There are no other matters set
out in section 220 of the Act which apply to this subdivision.

14. Positive effects

I consider that the proposal will create a substantial positive effect in terms of the
provision of additional housing on land earmarked for that purpose. Provision of
additional housing helps provide for the social needs of the community by providing
space for residents to live, both as owner occupiers and renters. I note that the proposal
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provides some variation in lot sizes, allowing for a range of potential price points and
living options, albeit favouring individually designed and built, standalone residences
over other typologies. The proposed superlots provide the landowner with opportunities
to include other typologies into the subdivision in the future. I also note that the proposal
allows opportunities to install a cross connection in the water network between the
development, the ring main and the existing network in Molyneux Estate. This will
increase the resilience of the network in this area by providing the water network in this
area with an additional connection to the ring main.

SUBSTANTIVE DECISION ASSESSMENT

Effects
In accordance with Section 104(1)(a) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the actual and
potential adverse effects associated with the proposed activity have been assessed and
outlined above. It is considered that the adverse effects on the environment arising from the
proposal are no more than minor and appropriate for the receiving environment.

Offsetting or Compensation Measures
In accordance with section 104(1)(ab) of the Resource Management Act 1991, there are no
additional offsetting or compensation measures proposed or agreed to by the applicant that
need consideration.

Objectives and Policies
In accordance with section 104(1)(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991, the following
objectives and policies are relevant to the proposal:

Objectives:
4.3.1 – Needs of the District’s People and Communities
4.3.3 – Landscape and Amenity Values
4.3.4 – Recreation Resources
7.1.1 – Maintenance of Residential Character
7.1.2 –Protection of living Environment
7.1.3 – Management of Change
12.3.1 – Safe and Efficient Roading Network
12.3.7 – Transmission Lines
16.3.2 – Services and Infrastructure
16.3.4 – Amenity Values
16.3.7 – Open Space, Recreation and Reserves
16.3.8 – Public Access
16.3.9 – Physical Works Involved in Subdivision
16.3.10 – Provision for Future Development

Policies:
4.4.2 – Landscape and Amenity Values
4.4.3 – Sustainable Management of Infrastructure
4.4.8 – Adverse Effects on the Amenity Values of Neighbouring Properties
4.4.9 – Effects of Rural Activities
4.4.10 – Rural Subdivision and Development
7.2.1 – Residential Character
7.2.2 – Amenity Values
7.2.4 – Recreation Activities
7.2.5 – Open Space
7.2.6 – Safety and Efficiency of Residential Roads
7.2.8 – Management of Change
12.4.10 – Transmission Lines
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16.4.1 – Adequate Access
16.4.2 – Existing Access
16.4.3 – Adequate Infrastructure
16.4.6 – Construction Standards
16.4.7 – Subdivision Design

For those parts of the site in the Residential Resource Area, I consider the proposal to
adequately maintain the anticipated residential character and amenity values of the area. It
provides for future residential development in a way that adequately provides for recreation
activities, open space and the operation of residential roads. I consider the proposal to be
consistent with the objectives and policies in Section 7 of the District Plan and Policy 16.4.7.

The application appropriately manages its potential effects on the operation of the electricity
transmission network. I consider the proposal to be consistent with Objective 12.3.7 and Policy
12.4.10.

The application proposes to utilise an existing access point to State Highway 8, in a manner
that is considered appropriate by Waka Kotahi NZTA and Council’s consultant transport
engineers. I consider the proposal to be consistent with Objective 16.3.1 and Policies 16.4.1
and 16.4.2.

For the reasons provided in my assessment of effects, I consider that the proposal will,
generally, have acceptable provision for infrastructure in line with what is required for the urban
residential use of the land. While I consider that there are improvements that could have been
made to pedestrian infrastructure and connectivity outside the development, relying on the
assessment of Abley, Novo Group and Council’s Infrastructure Manager, I consider that the
proposed level of provision will be adequate. I consider the proposal to be consistent with
Objective 16.3.2 and Policy 16.4.3.

Policy 16.4.6 requires all subdivisional works be undertaken in accordance with Council’s
subdivision code of practice, unless Council is satisfied that modification of the code is
necessary, given local conditions and particular circumstances of the subdivision. In this case,
the proposed roading layout, including rights of way, would not comply with Table 3.1 of
Council’s 2008 addendum to NZS 4404:2004, which forms Council’s current code of practice.
I do not consider that the applicant has adequately justified why the particular circumstances
of the subdivision warrant these departures. Given pre-application meetings are held on a
without prejudice basis, the applicant’s position on Page 63 of the assessment of effects
provided in support of the application that Council has pre-approved departures from its
subdivision standards, making the proposal consistent with Policy 16.4.6 is not supportable.
Regardless, I also consider that the approval of any Council department is not, in itself,
sufficient to demonstrate compliance with this policy. Instead, justification needs to be given
having regard to the characteristics of the site which mean that compliance is not practical or
appropriate. Instead, I consider that there are no contextual reasons why NZS 4404:2004 and
Council’s 2008 addendum, or NZS 4404:2010, could not have been complied with. The site is
mostly flat and has no existing infrastructure that would limit the design of new roads. Given
this, I cannot consider the proposal to be consistent with Policy 16.4.6. However, in the context
of Council’s Infrastructure Manager being supportive of the design, and my conclusions that
the proposal will be consistent with other policies related to the design of the subdivision, I do
not consider that this inconsistency is so contrary to the overall policy direction provided by the
District Plan that it is fatal to the application.

The proposal includes provision for the extension of D9A to provide access to future
development of Lot 101 DP 571184. The subdivision itself includes several “superlots”, which
the applicant intends to further develop depending on future market conditions. I note that all
bar one of these lots are accessed off cul-de-sacs, with limited road widths. This may create
limitations on the intensity that these lots could be developed to, if they will create levels of
traffic that have an adverse effect on how these roads operate. Notwithstanding this
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reservation, which will be the responsibility of the landowner to resolve at the time the superlots
are developed, I consider that the proposed subdivision layout adequately facilitates co-
ordinated development in this area and is consistent with Objective 16.3.10.

I consider that the proposal will change the character of an area of undeveloped rural
residential zoned land to one with a distinctly urban character. While I consider that, in the
specific context of the zone, the effect of this will be minor, I do not consider that these effects
on rural amenity, open space and natural character values would be appropriate in a rural
environment, having regard to Objective 4.3.3 and Policies 4.4.2 and 4.4.10. I consider that
effects on the amenity values of parties outside the subdivision will not be significant, meaning
the proposal is consistent with Policy 4.4.8.

Adequate provision of infrastructure is proposed to be available to the proposed development,
including public recreation space. I consider the proposal to be consistent with Objective 4.3.4
and Policy 4.4.3.

For the reasons provided above, I consider the development of those parts of the site in the
Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential) to fail to adequately maintain the rural character of
the zone. The purpose of the Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential) is to provide for a
mixture of rural and residential activities on large lots (Averaging one dwelling per two
hectares), with substantial areas of open space between dwellings allowing for increased
levels of privacy between dwellings than might be anticipated in a more intensively developed
area. Therefore, while I consider that the proposal would provide for the economic and social
needs of the Alexandra community through the provision of additional residential activities in
an area reasonably convenient to the township, I consider the proposal to be inconsistent with
Objective 4.3.1 and the overall policy direction set for this resource area.

Proposed Plan Change 19
The Proposed Plan Change 19 (PC19) is required to be considered under section 104(1)(b).
As a decision regarding PC19 has been released, but the zoning of the site is under appeal,
limited weighting can be given to the proposed objectives and policies. The site is identified on
the proposed PC 19 zone maps as being located within the Medium Density Residential Zone.
The appeal on the zoning of the site requests the land be re-zoned to Low Density Residential
Zone. The following objectives and policies are considered to be relevant.

Objectives:
MRZ-O1 – Purpose of the Medium Density Residential Zone
MRZ-O2 – Character and Amenity Values of the Medium Density Residential Zone
LRZ-O1 – Purpose of the Low Density Residential Zone
LRZ-O2 – Character and Amenity Values of the Low Density Residential Zone
SUB-O1 – Subdivision Design

Policies:
MRZ-P1 – Built Form
MRS-P3 – Residential Activities
LRZ-P1 – Built Form
LRZ-P2 – Residential Activities
SUB-P1 – Creation of New Allotments
SUB-P2 – Dual Use
SUB-P3 – Energy Efficiency

The proposed development maintains the density of development anticipated by the Medium
Density Residential Zone (Noting that some additional infill development could occur on the
lots over 400m2). While some lots are smaller than the 400m2 required by Council’s decisions
on Plan Change 19, I consider that this is adequately balanced out by a mixture of larger lots
and the provision of public recreation space within the subdivision is a location reasonably
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easily accessible to residents of these smaller lots (The reserve is one street block, one road
crossing and 250m from the furthest lot under 400m2). The new lots are laid out such that a
reasonable residential building could be constructed on each lot while complying with the
relevant permitted activity standards in each zone. I consider the proposed subdivision to
create new allotments that would, in principle, result in built form at a density that is consistent
with the intended purpose, character and amenity values of both Low Density and Medium
Density Residential Zones. The layout of the subdivision provides reasonable levels of access
to sunlight. Provision is made for multi-modal transport choice is the shared path between
Road 1 and the Otago Central Rail Trail and greenway connections to existing Council reserve
areas. I consider the proposal to be consistent with the relevant objectives and policies of both
the Medium Density Residential Zone, and the Low Density Residential Zone.

Section 104D
Section 104D of the Resource Management Act 1991 specifies that resource consent for a
non-complying activity must not be granted unless the proposal can meet at least one of two
limbs. The limbs of section 104D require that the adverse effects on the environment will be
no more than minor, or that the proposal will not be contrary to the residential objectives and
policies of both the district plan and the proposed district plan. It is considered that the proposal
will have adverse effects arising from this proposed activity that are no more than minor. The
proposal is considered to be consistent with the residential objectives and policies of both the
operative plan, and those from Plan Change 19, but is considered to be inconsistent with the
operative rural residential objectives and policies. One gateway test is passed. Therefore, the
Panel can exercise its discretion under section 104B to grant consent.

Operative and Proposed Regional Policy Statements
The Otago Regional Policy Statement 2019 (RPS2019) was declared operative on 04 March
2024. Decisions on the Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021 (PRPS2021) were
notified on 30 March 2024. This decision is subject to a number of appeals. The provisions of
the PRPS2021 should be given limited weight. The following provisions of both documents are
relevant to the proposal:

Otago Regional Policy Statement 2019
Objective 1.1 – Otago’s resources are used sustainably to promote economic, social
and cultural wellbeing for its people and communities
Policy 1.1.1 – Economic wellbeing
Policy 1.1.2 – Social and cultural wellbeing and health and safety
Objective 4.3 – Infrastructure is managed and developed in a sustainable way
Policy 4.3.2 – Nationally and regionally significant infrastructure
Policy 4.3.6 – the national grid
Objective 4.5 – Urban growth and development is well designed, occurs in a strategic
and coordinated way, and integrates effectively with adjoining urban and rural
environments
Policy 4.5.1 – Providing for urban growth and development
Policy 4.5.2 – Integrating infrastructure with land use
Policy 4.5.3 – Urban design
Policy 4.5. – Low impact design
Policy 4.5.5 – Warmer Buildings
Policy 4.5.6 – Designing for public access
Objective 4.6 – Hazardous substances, contaminated land and waste materials do not
harm human health or the quality of the environment in Otago
Policy 4.6.5 – Managing contaminated land

Proposed Otago Regional Policy Statement 2021
EIT-INF-O4 – Provision of Infrastructure’
EIT-INF-O5 – Integration
EIT-INF-P10 – Recognising Resource Requirements
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EIT-INF-P13 – Locating and managing effects of infrastructure, nationally significant
infrastructure and regionally significant infrastructure outside the coastal environment
EIT–INF–P15 – Protecting nationally significant infrastructure and regionally significant
infrastructure
EIT–INF–P17 – Urban growth and infrastructure
EIT–TRAN–O7 – Effective, efficient, and safe transport
EIT–TRAN–O8 – Transport system
EIT–TRAN–P18 – Integration of the transport system
EIT–TRAN–P19 – Transport system design
EIT–TRAN–P21 – Operation of the transport system
HAZ–CL–O3 – Contaminated land
HAZ–CL–P14 – Managing contaminated land
UFD–O1 –Development of urban areas
UFD–P3 – Urban intensification
UFD–P4 – Urban expansion

For the reasons provided throughout my assessment, I consider that the proposal constitutes
a logical extension of the Alexandra township, in a location flagged for residential development
through the Vincent Spatial Plan and Plan Change 19. Adequate infrastructure is proposed, in
line with the intended residential use of the land. Effects on State Highway 8, the wider roading
network and the Roxburgh – Islington A transmission line will be adequately managed. Soil
contamination resulting from historic use of the land can be adequately managed. The proposal
provides for the economic and social wellbeing of Alexandra through the provision of housing.
I consider the proposal to be consistent with the above objectives and policies of both the
operative and proposed regional policy statements.

National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity
The overarching objective of the National Policy Statement for Indigenous Biodiversity 2023
(NPS-IB) is to ensure no net loss in biodiversity across the country from the commencement
date of the policy statement. In this case, the application site is currently dominated by existing
pine forest. I understand there to be little indigenous biodiversity in the application site for this
reason. The site is not identified in Schedule 19.6 of the Plan as including any areas of
significant indigenous vegetation or habitats of significant indigenous fauna. The proposal will
result in the removal of existing vegetation on the site and its replacement with residential
development. While the proposed lots are reasonably small, I consider that there is a
reasonable expectation that individual allotments will have some areas of vegetation. This may
be exotic or indigenous. However, it is likely to be more diverse in terms of species numbers,
than currently exists on the site. The partition of individual lots will also increase fragmentation
of ecosystems, regardless of what is planted on any given site. Given this, broadly speaking,
I consider that the proposal may not result in significant benefits to indigenous biodiversity.
However, I do not consider that it will result in a net loss relative to the existing environment. I
consider the proposal to be consistent with the NPS-IB.

Other Matters
Section 104(1)(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991 requires the Council to have regard
to any other matters considered relevant and reasonably necessary to determine the
application. Designation D1, the Vincent Spatial Plan and the matters of precedent and Plan
integrity are considered relevant here.

Section 176(1)(b) of the RMA precludes any use of designated land in a manner that may
hinder the undertaking of designated works unless the written consent of the requiring authority
is provided. I understand that the land covered by Designation D1 has had its reserve status
revoked and, as part of the disposal of the land Council’s Parks and Recreation Manager has
confirmed that they no longer have an interest in the use of the land for the designated
recreation purposes. I consider this to constitute consent for the use of the land for residential
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development for the purposes of Section 176(1)(b). The presence of the designation does not
act as a bar to the proposed subdivision and future development.

The entirety of the application site is identified in the Vincent Spatial Plan as being earmarked
for medium density residential development, with an anticipated density of approximately 20-
35 dwellings per hectare. This intent is reflected in Council’s decisions on Plan Change 19.
The proposal would result in a slightly lower fee simple density than anticipated by the spatial
plan. However, not to a level that is a significant departure on character from that anticipated.
I also note that provisions introduced through Plan Change 19, such as provisions for minor
dwellings, could increase the overall density of residential activities higher than the size of the
proposed allotments would indicate. I consider the proposal to be consistent with the intent of
the Vincent Spatial Plan.

In this case, the proposal is non-complying because of the inclusion of rural residential zoned
land previously designated as reserve that has been disposed of by Council. I note that the
land has been determined to be appropriate for residential zoning through the Vincent Spatial
Plan and Plan Change 19. While what density of development is appropriate is under
challenge, the underlying decision that residential use is appropriate for the site is not. The
rural residential land is located between an area earmarked for residential development and
open space that currently forms the natural edge of the Alexandra township, and would not be
observed outside this context. In my opinion, this means more intensive development of the
rural residential land would form a legible and logical expansion of the Alexandra township to
its natural edge. Other rural residential zoned land in the district does not have this similar
context. Given this, I do not consider that the proposal will create a notable president for other
development in the Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential).

There are no other relevant matters under Section 104 of the RMA.

Overall Considerations
Overall, I consider the proposed subdivision of the residential zoned parts of the site to be
appropriate subject to compliance with conditions, for the reasons provided throughout this
report.

For the parts of the site in the Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential) I consider that the
proposal will have no more than minor adverse effects, with notable positive economic and
social effects, but will be inconsistent with the rural objectives and policies in the District Plan.
Therefore, consideration should be given to whether this is an acceptable use of the site in
terms of Section 104. In this case, I consider that Council has actively signalled an intent for
the land to be used for residential purposes through the Vincent Spatial Plan and Plan Change
19. Appeals on Plan Change 19 do not seek to challenge the residential zoning of the land,
only which exact residential zoning that is appropriate. When viewed as a whole, I do not
consider the land to be visually distinguishable from the rest of the Alexandra township.
Instead, I consider that the Alexandra Golf Course and associated nearby reserve land forms
a more logical “edge” to the current township. In this context, I consider that requiring the land
be developed for rural residential purposes would likely have greater effects on the character
and function of the Alexandra township than the proposed subdivision. In particular, this
scenario would noticeably reduce the potential positive effects of the proposal. In this context,
I consider that the identified inconsistency with the rural objectives and policies in the District
Plan should be considered fatal to the application. Instead, I consider that, in light of the policy
direction set by the Vincent Spatial Plan and integrated into Plan Change 19, the proposed
subdivision and land use is an appropriate use of the parts of the site in the Rural Resource
Area (Rural Residential). On balance, I do not consider there to be anything in the matters
incorporated in Section 104 that mean the application should not be approved.
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Lapse of Consent
The applicant has requested a 10 year lapse date for this consent. Given the scale of the
proposal, I concur with the applicant that a longer lapse date would be useful to allow them to
complete the subdivision without significantly altering the character, nature or intensity of the
effects of the subdivision I note that Council has recently reviewed the District Plan provisions
that apply to the site under Plan Change 19. The provisions of the RMA require a district plan
be reviewed every 10 years. This means that it is unlikely that there will be any change to the
objective and policy framework of the site, other than those that have already been considered
in my assessment against the objectives and policies of Plan Change 19, which considered all
possible policy frameworks resulting from the resolution of appeals on the plan change. I
consider a 10 year lapse date to be appropriate.

Part 2
Based on the findings above, I consider that the proposal would satisfy Part 2 of the Resource
Management Act 1991. Granting of consent would promote the sustainable management of
District’s natural and physical resources.

Cancellation of Easement
The application site includes easements over Council’s water main that runs along the
southeastern boundary of the site. The applicant understands that these easements are
subject to Section 243 of the RMA. The applicant has requested that the condition be cancelled
under Section 243(e) of the Act.

The land subject to the easement is proposed to be vested as road in segments over Stages
1 to 3 of the subdivision. Any land to be vested as road must be free of encumbrances at the
time of vesting. The easement is for a Council asset that would be located in road reserve to
be managed by Council. This would provide an ongoing ability for access to the pipe for
maintenance and other works without relying on an easement. I consider it appropriate that
Council revoke any s243 condition over Right of Way A on SO 524226. This will allow for the
easement to be extinguished as the road is vested without requiring further approval from
Council under Section 243.

RECOMMENDATION

After having regard to the above planning assessment, I recommend that:

1. The Panel grant consent to the proposed activity under delegated authority, in
accordance with sections 104 and 104B of the Resource Management Act 1991, subject
to the conditions imposed under section 108 of the Act listed below.

2. The Panel revoke any requirements under Section 243 of the Resource Management
Act 1991 that relate to Easement A on SO 524226.

Adam Vincent
Planning Officer - Consents

Date: 13 November 2024
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APPENDIX ONE: PROPOSED CONDITIONS:

SUBDIVISION CONDITIONS:

1. The proposed activity must be undertaken in general accordance with the information
provided with the resource consent application received by the Council on 13 March
2024, and amendments received on 10 July 2024 and the plans listed in Table 1, except
where modified by the following conditions.
Plan Name Plan Reference Date Revision
Proposed Subdivision of
Section 1, 4 & 5 SO 524226 –
Scheme Plan

Y3041_S1 01 of 05 19/06/2024 I

Proposed Subdivision of
Section 1, 4 & 5 SO 524226 –
Roading Cross Sections

Y3041_S1 02 of 05 19/06/2024 I

Proposed Subdivision of
Section 1, 4 & 5 SO 524226 –
Easement Schedule

Y3041_S1 03 of 05 19/06/2024 I

Environmental Management
Plan

July 2024 D

Earthworks – Design Contours Y3041_E1 – E203 22/02.2024 B
Earthworks – Cut Fill Plan Y3041_E1 – E206 22/02.2024 B
Landscape Master Plan 2022_182/001-005 02/07/2024 E
Greenway Section 2022_182/0012 02/07/2024 E
Plant Palettes 2022_182/0013-0014 02/07/2024 E
Roundabout Tracking: 8.8m
Rigid Truck

0745-015-DWD1001A
- 0745-015-
DWD1004A

14/02/2024

2. Subdivisional works must be undertaken in accordance with NZS 4404:2004 and
Council’s 2008 addendum to that standard, as modified by the following conditions.

3. Prior to the commencement of works occurring on site approved by this subdivision
consent, the consent holder must:
a) Provide a letter to Council advising who the supervisor must be for the design and

supervision of the subdivision works.
b) Install all practicable measures to mitigate erosion and to control and contain

sediment-laden stormwater run-off and dust from the site during any stages of site
disturbance that may be associated with this subdivision. For stages 1A – 5B the
consent holder shall comply at all times with the Enviroscope EMP Revision D, dated
July 2024 and any updates/revisions to this EMP made by the Environmental
Representative/SQEP.

c) Prepare and submit to the Council for approval a Construction Management Plan
(CMP) (or a series of CMPs if the works are staged) to ensure the protection of the
ROX-ISL-A National Grid transmission lines. The CMP must be given to Transpower
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NZ Ltd for its certification at least 20 working days prior to being submitted to the
Council. The CMP must include (But not be limited to) the following:

i. The name, experience and qualifications of the person/s nominated by the
consent holder to supervise the implementation of, and adherence to, the
CMP.

ii. Construction drawings, plans, procedures, methods and measures to
demonstrate that all construction activities undertaken on the site will meet
the safe distances within the New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice for
Electrical Safe Distances 2001 (NZECP 34: 2001) or any subsequent revision
of the code, including (but not limited to) those relating to:

1. Excavation and Construction near Towers (Section 2);
2. Building to conductor clearances (Section 3);
3. Ground to conductor clearances (Section 4);
4. Mobile Plant to conductor clearances (Section 5); and
5. People to conductor clearances (Section 9).

iii. Details of any areas that are “out of bounds” during construction and/or areas
within which additional management measures are required, such as fencing
off, entry and exit hurdles, maximum height limits, or where a safety observer
may be required (a safety observer will be at the consent holder’s cost.

iv. Demonstrate how the existing transmission lines and support structures will
remain accessible during and after construction activities;

v. Demonstrate how the effects of dust (including any other material potentially
resulting from construction activities able to cause material damage beyond
normal wear and tear) on the transmission lines will be managed;

vi. Demonstrate how changes to the drainage patterns, runoff characteristics
and stormwater will avoid adverse effects on the foundations of any support
structure;

vii. Demonstrate how construction activities that could result in ground vibrations
and/or ground instability will be managed to avoid causing damage to the
transmission lines, including support structures.

viii. Details of proposed contractor training for those working near the
transmission lines.

d) The approved CMP must be adhered to at all times during construction works.
4. The subdivision may be staged, providing all necessary subdivision works (such as

servicing, provision of formed legal access and other works required to satisfy conditions
of this consent), are completed for each stage, as relevant, prior to certification being
issued under Sections 223 and 224(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991.

5. Prior to certification of the survey plan, pursuant to section 223 of the Resource
Management Act 1991, the subdivider must ensure the following:
a) If a requirement for any easements for services, including private drainage, is

incurred during the survey then those easements must be granted or reserved and
included in a Memorandum of Easements on the cadastral dataset.

b) The Easement 11196942.1 being a Right to Covey Water in favour of Central
Otago District Council for a 300mm water supply trunk main my be part cancelled
where it lies within ‘Road 1’ which is to be vested to Council.
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c) Rights of Way over Areas A-H and Lots 200, 201 and 202 must be duly granted or
reserved and shown in a Memorandum of Easements on the cadastral dataset.

d) The following amalgamation conditions must be shown on the face of the plan:
i) Pursuant to s220(1)(b)(iv) of the Resource Management Act 1991, Lot 200

is to be held in seven undivided one-seventh shares between the owners of
Lots 154-159 and 172 (CSN Request 1927542)

ii) Pursuant to s220(1)(b)(iv) of the Resource Management Act 1991, Lot 201
is to be held in three undivided one-third shares between the owners of Lots
20-22 (CSN Request 1927542)

iii) Pursuant to s220(1)(b)(iv) of the Resource Management Act 1991, Lot 202
is to be held in four undivided one-fourth shares between the owners of Lots
50-53 (CSN Request 1927542)

6. Prior to certification pursuant to section 224(c) of the Resource Management Act 1991,
the subdivider must complete the following:

Water
a. Water reticulation must be extended from the connection point in Wildflower Way

and a second connection from the DN300mm trunk main at the northwestern
corner of the site, or elsewhere along the trunk main with the permission of
Council’s Three Waters Manager.

b. Internal water reticulation must be provided using DN100mm mains with DN63mm
ridermains as required.

c. Provision must be made within the internal water reticulation network for firefighting
water supply in accordance with NZS 4404:2004 and Council’s July 2008
Addendum.

d. The specific design of the internal water reticulation network must be to the
satisfaction of Council’s Three Waters Manager.

e. Install new DN20 water laterals to the boundary of each lot, with a Acuflo
meter/manifold assembly installed at the boundary, and extend them along the
relevant right of way to the buildable area of any allotment whose buildable area
does not front a road.

Wastewater
f. The DN 225mm wastewater main that terminates in Wildflower Way must be

extended to the boundary of the development

g. DN150mm gravity wastewater reticulation mains must be provided along all
streets.

h. The specific design of the wastewater reticulation network must be to the
satisfaction of Council’s Three Waters Manager.

i. Install new DN100 wastewater laterals to the boundary of each lot, with a cleaning
eye installed at the road boundary, and extend them along the relevant right of way
to the buildable area of any allotment whose buildable area does not front a road.

Stormwater
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j. Stormwater from subdivisional roads must be discharged to mudtanks and
soakpits located within road reserve in accordance with NZS 4404:2004 and
Council’s 2008 addendum

Access
k. Lot 105 DP 353762 must be formed in accordance with NZS 4404:2004 and

Council’s 2008 addendum, provided that the cross section may be in accordance
with the “Typical Section 20m Road” specified on the plan “Roading Cross
Sections”, reference Y3041_S1, Sheet 2, Revision I.

l. Road 1 must be formed in accordance with NZS 4404:2004 and Council’s 2008
addendum, provided that the cross section may be in accordance with the “Typical
Section 20m Road” specified on the plan “Roading Cross Sections”, reference
Y3041_S1, Sheet 2, Revision I.

m. Road 3 must be formed in accordance with NZS 4404:2004 and Council’s 2008
addendum, provided that the cross section may be in accordance with the “Typical
Section 15m Road” specified on the plan “Roading Cross Sections”, reference
Y3041_S1, Sheet 2, Revision I.

n. Roads 2, 4, 5, 6 and 7 must be formed in accordance with NZS 4404:2004 and
Council’s 2008 addendum, including a turning head in accordance with Clause
3.3.9 of NZS 4404:2004 at the end of any cul-de-sac, provided that the cross
section may be in accordance with the “Typical Section 15m Road” specified on
the plan “Roading Cross Sections”, reference Y3041_S1, Sheet 2, Revision I.

o. Roads 8 and 9 must be formed in accordance with NZS 4404:2004 and Council’s
2008 addendum, including a turning head in accordance with Clause 3.3.9 of NZS
4404:2004, provided that the cross section may be in accordance with the “Typical
Section 12m Road” specified on the plan “Roading Cross Sections”, reference
Y3041_S1, Sheet 2, Revision I.

p. Tactile indicators must be provided at pedestrian crossings in compliance with
NZS1428. They are to be of the concrete-tile type and must contrast with adjoiing
surface in accordance with NZTA:RTS14 section 5.3.

q. Any new street trees or other vegetation within 12 metres either side of the
centreline of the ROX-ISL-A National Grid transmission lines must be of a species
that does not exceed 2 metres in height at full maturity and their location must
comply with the Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003, or any
subsequent revision of the regulations.

r. Any new street trees or other vegetation outside of 12 metres either side of the
centreline of the ROX-ISL-A National Grid transmission lines must be setback
sufficiently to ensure the tree (At full maturity) cannot fall within 4 metres of the
National Grid transmission lines and their location must comply with the Electricity
(Hazards from Trees) Regulations 2003, or any subsequent revision of the
regulations.

s. Right of Way Areas A-H must be formed to the Urban Live and Play Figure E19
standard in Table 3.2 of NZS4404:2010, subject to the following requirements and
modifications:

i. A subgrade CBR >7
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ii. Sealed carriageway width of 3.0 metres minimum.

iii. Legal width of 3.6 metres minimum for rights-of-way serving 1 to 3 Lots.

iv. Metal depths to NZS4404:2004 and Addendum standards.

v. Stormwater must be disposed of by soakpit within the right-of-way.

vi. Standard concrete, or 30mm depth asphaltic carriageway.

vii. For flexible pavements a concrete nib kerb must be provided along the high
side of the carriageway.

viii. Standard kerb and channel must be provided along the lower side of the
carriageway.

ix. Sealed vehicle entrances must be provided within the right-of-way to the
Lots served from each right-of-way in accordance with Part 29 of Council’s
Roading Policies 2015.

x. Heavy duty/commercial vehicle crossing to be installed to the right-of-way in
accordance with Part 29 of Council’s Roading Policies 2015.

xi. Berms of 100mm depth clean topsoil between the footpath/kerb and road
boundary formed with a 4% crossfall, trimmed and grassed to a mowable
standard. Alternatively, berms may be surfaced with schist or similar low
maintenance material.

xii. Passing bay to be provided every 50 metres, where right-of-way exceeds 50
metres.

xiii. No parking lanes are required.

t. Right of Way Lot 200, must be formed to the Urban Live and Play Figure E20
standard in Table 3.2 of NZS4404:2010, subject to the following modifications and
requirements:

i. A subgrade CBR >7

ii. Sealed carriageway width of 3.0 metres minimum.

iii. Legal width of 6.0 metres minimum,

iv. Metal depths to NZS4404:2004 and Addendum standards.

v. Stormwater must be disposed of by soakpit within the right-of-way.

vi. Standard concrete, or 30mm depth asphaltic carriageway.

vii. For flexible pavements a concrete nib kerb must be provided along the high
side of the carriageway.

viii. Standard kerb and channel must be provided along the lower side of the
carriageway.

ix. Sealed vehicle entrances must be provided within the right-of-way to the
Lots served from each right-of-way in accordance with Part 29 of Council’s
Roading Policies 2015.
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x. Heavy duty/commercial vehicle crossing to be installed to the right-of-way in
accordance with Part 29 of Council’s Roading Policies 2015.

xi. Berms of 100mm depth clean topsoil between the footpath/kerb and road
boundary formed with a 4% crossfall, trimmed and grassed to a mowable
standard. Alternatively, berms may be surfaced with schist or similar low
maintenance material.

xii. Parking bays to be provided and recessed into berms.

xiii. The right-of-way must be one-way.

u. Right of Way Areas Lots 201 and 202 must be formed to the Urban Live and Play
Figure E19 in Table 3.2 of NZS4404:2010, subject to the following requirements
and modifications

i. A subgrade CBR >7

ii. Sealed carriageway width of 3.0 metres minimum.

iii. Legal width of 4.5 metres minimum for rights-of-way serving 4 to 6 Lots.

iv. Metal depths to NZS4404:2004 and Addendum standards.

v. Stormwater must be disposed of by soakpit within the right-of-way.

vi. Standard concrete, or 30mm depth asphaltic carriageway.

vii. For flexible pavements a concrete nib kerb must be provided along the high
side of the carriageway.

viii. Standard kerb and channel must be provided along the lower side of the
carriageway.

ix. Sealed vehicle entrances must be provided within the right-of-way to the
Lots served from each right-of-way in accordance with Part 29 of Council’s
Roading Policies 2015.

x. Heavy duty/commercial vehicle crossing to be installed to the right-of-way in
accordance with Part 29 of Council’s Roading Policies 2015.

xi. Berms of 100mm depth clean topsoil between the footpath/kerb and road
boundary formed with a 4% crossfall, trimmed and grassed to a mowable
standard. Alternatively, berms may be surfaced with schist or similar low
maintenance material.

xii. Passing bay to be provided every 50 metres, where right-of-way exceeds 50
metres.

xiii. No parking lanes are required.

v. Prior to the issue of Section 224(c) certification for Stage 2, vehicle access must
be installed between the southern end of Road 1 and State Highway 8, with the
required standard being to the satisfaction of Council’s Infrastructure Manager.
This access is to be able to function as an emergency access, to be used under
temporary traffic management, in the event that use of Henderson Drive or
Wildflower Way is obstructed for any reason. The access must be secured (For
example through the installation of fencing and removeable bollards or gates at
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each end of the access) to prevent its use by motorised vehicles outside these
times.

w. Prior to the issue of Section 224(c) certification for the 84th residential allotment
(Or a later date if agreed by Council’s infrastructure Manager) and if no permanent
(Non-emergency only) secondary access to either State Highway 8 or Dunstan
Road has been constructed, the consent holder must provide a Parking Demand
assessment undertaken by a suitably qualified transport engineer to determine the
current parking demand on Wildflower Way, between Henderson Drive and Briar
Crescent and Henderson Drive and the intersection with State Highway 8, and
report any observations of on street parking disrupting the two-way movement of
traffic on Wildflower Way or Henderson Drive. Should the review consider any
changes to the formation of Henderson Drive or Wildflower Way to be necessary
to provide for vehicle flow (Having regard to the function of Henderson Drive as an
arterial road and Wildflower Way as a collector road), the consent holder will be
required to undertake any recommended changes, or alternative changes to the
satisfaction of Council’s Infrastructure Manager.

x. A minimum 2.5m wide gravel shared pedestrian and cycle path must be provided
from the northern end of Road 1 across Boundary Road and through Lot 101 DP
571184, within Designation D9A, to the boundary with the Otago Central Rail Trail.

Electricity and Telecommunications
y. Operational electricity connections must be installed underground to the boundary

of each allotment and be extended along the relevant right of way to the buildable
area of any allotment whose buildable area does not front a road.

z. Operational telecommunications connections must be installed underground to
the boundary of each allotment and be extended along the relevant right of way to
the buildable area of any allotment whose buildable area does not front a road.

Reserves
aa. Lots 1100-1106 must be vested in Council as local purpose reserve
bb. The layout of, and provision of play equipment and park furniture on Lots 1100-

1106 must be to the satisfaction of Council’s Parks and Recreation Manager.
Producer Design and Assets

cc. Provide Producer Statements in an approved format from a suitably qualified
professional certifying the engineering adequacy and compliance with Council
consent conditions relating to:

i) engineering design of subdivision works.
ii) construction and construction review of subdivision works.

dd. Asset information with associated costings (priced schedule) for assets to be
vested in Council.

ee. As built information for new services in CAD format.
Contaminated Soils

ff. Stages 6A, 6B, 7A and 7B, and any other land identified under Condition 1 of the
component of this consent issued under the NES-CS must be remediated as
necessary to ensure that contamination in the soil from the previous use of the site
in association with a gun club will not pose a risk to human health from residential
use. A site validation report prepared in accordance with the Contaminated land
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management guidelines No 1: Reporting on contaminated sites in New Zealand
must be provided to Council to demonstrate this.

Financial Contributions

gg. Payment of a reserves contribution of $389,079.16 (exclusive of Goods and
Services Tax) calculated in terms of Rule 15.6.1.1.a.i of the Operative District Plan
on the basis of 189 additional dwelling equivalents.

hh. At the time Section 224(c) certification is applied for any stage incorporating Lot
1100, a financial contribution credit of $64,156.67 + GST will be applied to the
stage and any subsequent stages in terms of Rule 15.6.1.1.b.ii of the Operative
District Plan.

Consent Notice Conditions
7. Pursuant to Section 221 of the Resource Management Act 1991, consent notices must

be prepared for registration on each of the certificates of title for Lots 1-188 hereon, for
the following ongoing conditions:

a.Stormwater from buildings and impervious surfaces must be either stored for
beneficial re-use within the site, or be discharged to ground within the site using
appropriately designed and constructed soakpits.

b.Lots 1 – 21, 35, 36, and 37 are located within 80m of State Highway 8. New
residential buildings on these Lots shall be designed and constructed such that
traffic noise will not exceed 35dBA Leq (24hr) in bedrooms and 40dBA Leq (24hr)
for other habitable rooms in accordance with the satisfactory sound levels
recommended by Australian and New Zealand Standard AS/NZ2107:2000
Acoustics – Recommended design sound levels and reverberation times for
building interiors. This shall take account of any increases in noise from projected
traffic growth during a period of not less than 10 years from the commencement
of construction of the development.

ADVICE NOTES:
1. All charges incurred by the Council relating to the administration, inspection and

supervision of conditions of subdivision consent must be paid prior to Section 224(c)
certification.

2. Development contributions of $1,165,763.56, $1,231,971.52 and $280,999.84
(exclusive of goods and services tax) are payable for water, wastewater and roading
respectively pursuant to the Council’s Policy on Development and Financial
Contributions contained in the Long Term Council Community Plan. Payment is due
upon application under the Resource Management Act 1991 for certification pursuant
to Section 224(c). The Council may withhold a certificate under Section 224(c) of the
Resource Management Act 1991 if the required Development and Financial
Contributions have not been paid, pursuant to section 208 of the Local Government
Act 2002 and Section 15.5.1 of the Operative District Plan.

3. Financial and development contributions will be payable on a pro-rata basis based on
the lots being created in each stage.
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4. Submission of an Application to Connect is required prior to connecting to Council’s
potable water or wastewater networks in addition to plans for water and wastewater
servicing being submitted for Engineering Approval.

5. If water toby boxes must be within vehicle accessway/crossings, because other
solutions are not feasible, they shall be all-metal so as to support sustained traffic.

6. It is the consent holder’s responsibility to obtain all necessary Temporary Traffic
Management Plans, Corridor Access Requests or any other approvals to undertake
works within the road reserve. These approvals should be obtained prior to the works
commencing.

7. In addition to the conditions of a resource consent, the Resource Management Act
1991 establishes through Sections 16 and 17 a duty for all persons to avoid
unreasonable noise, and to avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effect created from
an activity they undertake.

8. Resource consents are not personal property. The ability to exercise this consent is
not restricted to the party who applied and/or paid for the consent application.

9. It is the responsibility of any party exercising this consent to comply with any conditions
imposed on the resource consent prior to and during (as applicable) exercising the
resource consent. Failure to comply with the conditions may result in prosecution, the
penalties for which are outlined in section 339 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

10. The lapse period specified above may be extended on application to the Council
pursuant to section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

LAND USE CONDITIONS – NES-CS:
1. Prior to the commencement of works, the site must be investigated to determine the full

extent of lead and other heavy metal contamination associated with the former firing
range identified in the Preliminary and Detailed Site Investigation provided in support of
the application.

2. At least 15 working days prior to any soil disturbance on land identified as Stages 6A,
6B, 7A or 7B on Proposed Subdivision of Section 1, 4 & 5 SO 524226 – Scheme Plan,
Revision I, or any other area identified in Condition 1 as being potentially contaminated
with lead or other metals, the applicant must submit to Council the following documents,
all prepared by a suitably qualified and experienced person, with the content being in
accordance with the Contaminated Land Management Guidelines Number 1: Reporting
of Contaminated Sites in New Zealand:

a. Site Management Plan
b. Assessment of Remedial Options
c. Remedial Options Report
d. Remediation Action Plan

3. Works must not start until Council has certified that they consider the plans to be
adequate to achieve their intended purpose. If Council has not responded by five working
days before the stated commencement of works, it will be deemed to have accepted the
plans as adequate.
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4. All works must be undertaken in accordance with the Site Management Plan and
Remediation Action Plan approved under Condition 3.

5. Any contaminated material to be removed from the site must be disposed of to a suitably
licensed facility.

Advice Notes:
1. Any additional analysis and reports produced as part of this consent may be peer

reviewed on behalf of Council by third parties. The consent holder will be responsible for
meeting all reasonable costs associated with these peer reviews.

2. For the avoidance of doubt, Council will withhold certification of any stage of the
subdivision under Section 224(c) of the RMA unless it can be satisfied that the relevant
stage has been adequately remediated and risks to human health from contaminants in
the soil have been removed.

3. The lapse period specified above may be extended on application to the Council
pursuant to section 125 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

LAND USE CONDITIONS – RESIDENTIAL ACTIVITY:
1. One residential activity per allotment is consented on Lots 26-32, 38-58 and 118-123,

only.
2. Until any such time as Lots 26-32, 38-58 and 118-123 are re-zoned for residential

purposes, all buildings on Lots 26-32, 38-58 and 119-122 must be designed and
constructed to comply with the permitted activity standards listed in Rule 7.3.6 of the
Central Otago District Plan 2008 as operative on 14 March 2024, applied as if the lots
were located in the Residential Resource Area.

3. Construction of any building on Lots 26-32, 38-58 and 118-123 must comply with NZS
6803P:1984 The Measurement and Assessment of Noise from Construction,
Maintenance, and Demolition Work, applied as if the lots were located in an urban area.

4. Noise associated with the construction of any building on Lots 26-32, 38-58 and 119-
122 must only occur between the hours of 7am and 6pm.

5. Under Section 123(b) of the Resource Management Act 1991, this land use consent for
residential activity will expire at the time any change to the District Plan that re-zones the
land to a predominantly residential zone (Defined as any zone where residential activity
is provided for as a permitted activity) becomes operative.

ADVICE NOTES:

1. In addition to the conditions of a resource consent, the Resource Management Act 1991
establishes through sections 16 and 17 a duty for all persons to avoid unreasonable
noise, and to avoid, remedy or mitigate any adverse effect created from an activity they
undertake.

2. Resource consents are not personal property. The ability to exercise this consent is not
restricted to the party who applied and/or paid for the consent application.
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3. It is the responsibility of any party exercising this consent to comply with any conditions
imposed on the resource consent prior to and during (as applicable) exercising the
resource consent. Failure to comply with the conditions may result in prosecution, the
penalties for which are outlined in section 339 of the Resource Management Act 1991.

4. This is a resource consent. Please contact the Council’s Building Services Department,
about the building consent requirements for the work.
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CENTRAL OTAGO DISTRICT COUNCIL 
S95A-F DECISION FOR RC240053 

Clyde-Alexandra Road (State Highway 8) 
 

INTRODUCTION 
 
The application seeks subdivision consent to establish 180 residential lots and 8 super lots 
over up to 12 stages in the Residential Resource Area and Rural Resource Area (Rural 
Residential) at Clyde-Alexandra Road (State Highway 8). The sizes of the proposed 
developable lots range from 320m2 to 7112, with most lots being between 400 and 550m2. 
Seven lots are proposed to be vested as reserves. Access to the development is proposed to 
be over an extension to Wildflower Way, with several internal roads proposed to be vested in 
Council. Sections 1 and 2 SO 524226 are located in the Residential Resource Area. Sections 
4 and 5 SO 524226 are located in the Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential). 
 
The proposed subdivision is a restricted discretionary under Rule 7.3.3.ii of the District Plan 
for those parts of the development in the Residential Resource Area. For those parts of the 
development in the Rural Resource Area (Rural Residential), the application is a non-
complying activity under Rule 4.7.5.iii of the Plan, as the proposal breaches the average 
allotment size in Rule 4.7.2.ii.i. The proposed scheme plan is reproduced in Figure One.  
 

 
Figure One: Proposed Subdivision Layout 

 
Resource consent is also required as a discretionary activity under the Resource Management 
(National Environmental Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to 
Protect Human Health) Regulations 2011. The application site includes a former shotgun 
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range. The application is supported by a Detailed Site Investigation. However, the DSI does 
not confirm whether contaminants comply with or exceed relevant standards. Therefore, 
taking a precautionary approach, I consider it appropriate to consider the proposal as a 
discretionary activity under this standard. 
 
SECTION 95A NOTIFICATION 
 
Step 1 – Mandatory public notification  
Public notification has not been requested. (s95A(3)(a)).   
 
There has been no failure or refusal to provide further information or the commissioning of a 
report under section 92(2)(b) of the Act (s95A(3)(b).  
 
The application does not involve the exchange of recreation reserve land under section 15AA 
of the Reserves Act 1977 (s95A(3)(c).  
 
Step 2 – Public notification precluded  
There are no rules or national environmental standards precluding public notification 
(s95A(5)(a)).  
 
The proposal is not exclusively for controlled activities and/or boundary activities (s95A(5)(b)). 
 
Step 3 – If not precluded by Step 2, public notification is required in certain circumstances  
 
The application is not for a resource consent for one or more activities, where those activities 
are subject to a rule or national environmental standard that requires public notification 
(s95A(8)(a). 
 
A consent authority must publicly notify an application if it decides under s95D(8)(b) that the 
activity will have or is likely to have adverse effects on the environment that are more than 
minor (s95A(2)(a)). An assessment under s95D is therefore made below. 
 
ASSESSMENT OF EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT (s95D)  
 
MANDATORY EXCLUSIONS FROM ASSESSMENT (S95D) 
 
A: Effects on the owners or occupiers of land on which the activity will occur and on 

adjacent land (s95D(a)).  
 
B: An adverse effect of the activity if a rule or national environmental standard permits an 

activity with that effect (s95D(b) (the permitted baseline, refer to section below). 
 
C: In the case of a restricted discretionary activity, any adverse effect that does not relate 

to a matter for which a rule or national environmental standard has restricted discretion 
(s95D(c)). 

 
D: Trade competition and the effects of trade competition (s95D(d)). 
 
E: Adverse effects on any parties who have provided written approval must be disregarded 

(s95D(e)).  
 
In this case, written approvals have bene obtained from Transpower Ltd and Waka Kotahi – 
New Zealand Transport Agency. Any effects on these parties will be disregarded.  
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PERMITTED BASELINE (S95D(B)) 
 
Under Section 95D(b) of the RMA, an adverse effect of the activity on the environment may 
be disregarded if the plan permits an activity with that effect. That is, an application can be 
assessed by comparing it to the existing environment and development that could take place 
on the site as of right, without a resource consent, but excluding development that is fanciful. 
In this case, there are no permitted activity subdivisions under the Central Otago District Plan 
and there is no permitted baseline to be applied.  
 
ASSESSMENT: EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT  
 
The proposal will result in a notable change in the character of the entrance of Alexandra from 
a mature pine plantation to a residential environment. I note that Council retains a 40m wide 
amenity buffer, which will serve to set development back from State Highway 8. The majority 
of the area is zoned for residential purposes, with the proposal complying with anticipated 
residential densities for that area set by the District Plan. The areas of the site within the Rural 
Resource Area (Rural Residential) are not proposed to have lots consistent with the lot areas 
anticipated for that zone. However, I consider them to form a logical extension of the existing 
residential zoned land, with the edge of the Alexandra township remaining defined by the 
Alexandra Golf Course. While not determinative (The period for lodging appeals has not ended 
at the time of writing), I also note that Council has signalled the appropriateness of this area 
for more intensive development through its decisions on Plan Change 19 to re-zone the area 
to Medium Density Residential Zone. Some submissions requested the land be re-zoned to a 
lower density, but no party challenged the re-zoning of the land to a residential zone more 
generally. I consider that the proposal will have an effect on the anticipated rural residential 
character of the rural zoned parts of the site. However, in the wider context of the Alexandra 
township and the proposed new, medium density residential focused, objective and policy 
framework from Plan Change 19, I consider that this effect will likely be minor, at most. 
 
The proposal will result in additional demand on Council’s water and wastewater networks, 
and on the roading network. Based on network modelling, downstream upgrades will be 
required to Council’s wastewater network, particularly the Number 7 wastewater pump station 
that services the area. Beyond this, there is sufficient capacity in Council’s reticulated water 
and wastewater networks that any effects of increased demand on this infrastructure will likely 
be minor, at most. 
 
The proposed subdivisional design includes provision for a local reserve and adequate internal 
circulation for different modes of travel. The proposed lots are all sized and orientated to allow 
a reasonable dwelling to be built consistent with residential bulk and location standards and 
access to natural light. I consider the proposed subdivision layout likely to have no more than 
minor effects on internal residential amenity for future occupants.  
 
In terms of effects on the wider roading network, the application is supported by a transport 
assessment from Nick Fuller at Novo Group. The application proposes that normal automobile 
traffic be routed through Wildflower Way and Henderson Drive, accessing the rest of the 
roading network at the intersection of Henderson Drive and State Highway 8. This intersection 
is shared with residents of the Molyneux Estate and Dunstan Park subdivisions, and forms 
their only existing point of automobile access. In order to reduce the effects of the proposal on 
the resilience of the roading network due to having this number of people reliant on one point 
of access, the application has been amended to propose the construction of an emergency 
access between Road 1 and State Highway 8, running through Designation D9A. This access 
is proposed to be blocked during normal road operation, but is intended to be able to be 
opened and used under temporary traffic management in the event that incidents such as an 
accident or road maintenance bock the State Highway 8 / Henderson Drive intersection. The 
applicant has also proposed to construct a shared pedestrian and cycle path to join the north-
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eastern end of Road 1 to the Otago Central Rail Trail, in order to provide off-road pedestrian 
and cycle connectivity to other destinations along the trail as an alternative to using the wider 
roading network. I understand that these amendments have been put forward in discussion 
with engineers from Abley, who were engaged by Council to undertake a peer review of the 
transport assessment from Mr Fuller. I understand that Abley are broadly accepting of these 
aspects of the proposal in terms of their effects on the operation of the roading network.  
 
The proposal would result in a significant number of residents living in an area with one point 
of vehicular access. I consider that this would cause potentially more than minor effects on 
the resilience of the roading network, and its efficient operation by creating a choke point that 
could easily be blocked or disrupted, limiting ingress or egress of residents and, potentially, 
emergency services. However, I consider that the provision of an emergency access to State 
Highway 8 and alternative formal pedestrian and bicycle access to the Rail Trail would serve 
to help defuse that chokepoint in the event that it was blocked and facilitate walking and cycling 
access to Alexandra that avoids the relatively less people friendly Henderson Drive and State 
Highway 8. Given Abley have indicated their support of this aspect of the proposal, I consider 
that these measures will be adequate to manage the effects of the proposal to a point where 
they will likely be minor, at most.  
 
Henderson Drive and Wildflower Way are formed with a vehicle carriageway width of 11m, 
with vehicle parking on either side. Assuming 2.5m of width for each parking area, this leaves 
6m for bi-directional travel. Based on the applicant’s proposal, this road will be required to 
accommodate construction traffic associated with both the subdivision itself, and the 
construction of buildings, in addition to current and increasing levels of future residential traffic 
as the subdivision fills in. Novo Group consider that the existing travel lane width is adequate, 
based on design provisions in Austroads, and notes that a narrower carriageway will help to 
lower vehicle speeds, with the implication being that this would increase safety (For example 
reducing the likely severity of an accident, all other factors being equal) and have less of an 
effect on the amenity of the road for other road users and nearby parties relative to widening 
the travel lanes. I note that the maximum allowable width of a road vehicle is 2.55m (Not 
including wing mirrors extending up to 240mm from the outside of the vehicle).1 I do not 
consider it unreasonable to assume that trucks delivering construction materials, for example, 
would approach that size. Assuming a car is parked on both sides of the street, this leaves 
225mm of carriageway on each side of a full width truck (Again, not including wing mirrors). I 
consider it more likely than not that two vehicles travelling in opposite directions would need 
to either slow down significantly to achieve the necessary ability to accurately position their 
vehicle in the road to maintain safe separation distances between vehicles and avoid a 
collision, or one will have to give way to the other. In order to manage this, the applicant has 
proposed to undertake a review of the operation of Wildflower Way and Henderson Drive after 
the first stages of the subdivision have been built out. The purpose of this review would be to 
determine whether increased vehicle traffic was conflicting with vehicles parked on either 
street. If the review determined that there was an effect on the operation of either road, the 
consent holder would be responsible for enacting changes to the layout of either road to avoid 
these effects. Measures could include removing one or both parking lanes to widen the 
movement lanes. Abley has indicated that they are supportive of this measure, on the basis 
that it is not clear exactly when traffic and parking levels would be at a level where notable 
effects were likely. I consider that the traffic associated with the development will increase 
over time. As more stages are completed, more people will be travelling to and from the 
subdivision, along with construction traffic associated with later stages. While I consider that 
increased traffic resulting from the subdivision will, more likely than not, have a more than 
minor adverse effect on the operation of Henderson Drive and, to a lesser extent, Wildflower 
Way, I consider that the proposed review would be sufficient to manage these effects to a 

 
1 Land Transport Rule: Vehicle Dimensions and Mass 2016 (Rule 41001/2016), Rules 3.2(1) and 
3.4(1)(b). 
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point where they will be minor, at most by allowing the consent holder an avenue to manage 
adverse effects as they arise. 
 
In terms of effects from potential contaminated soil, I consider these effects likely to be mainly 
isolated to people working on the site. Measures are proposed to minimise the risk of dust 
being emitted beyond the site and the site is proposed to be remediated before being occupied 
or residential purposes. I consider the wider environmental effects of the proposal due to the 
presence of contaminated soils to be less than minor.  
 
Step 4 – Public Notification in Special Circumstances  
Public notification is required if the consent authority decides such special circumstances exist 
as to warrant the application being publicly notified (s95(9)(a)). 
 
Current case law has defined ‘special circumstances’ as those “outside the common run of 
things which is exceptional, abnormal or unusual, but they may be less than extraordinary or 
unique.”  The court has also found that special circumstances are deemed to apply where 
there is likely to be high public interest in the proposal [Murray v Whakatane DC [(1997) 
NZRMA 433 (HC), Urban Auckland v Auckland Council [(2015) NZHC 1382, (2015) NZRMA 
235]. 
 
While relatively large in scale, the application is, fundamentally, for a residential subdivision 
adjacent to an existing residential area that is zoned for residential purposes. Where the land 
is not zoned for this purpose, I consider the proposed subdivision to be a reasonable extension 
of the existing residential area, being flanked by the Alexandra Golf Course, which forms a 
logical boundary for the township, and flagged for residential use through the Vincent Spatial 
Plan and Plan Change 19.2 There is nothing exceptional or unusual about the application that 
makes public notification desirable in this particular instance. As such, there are no special 
circumstances that warrant the application being publicly notified. 
 
DECISION: EFFECTS ON THE ENVIRONMENT (S95A(2)) 
 
Overall, the proposed activity is likely to have adverse effects on the wider environment that 
are no more than minor. Therefore, public notification is not required under Step 3. 
 
OVERALL DECISION - S95A NOTIFICATION 
 
Pursuant to 95A(5)(b)(i), public notification is not required as identified in the assessment 
above.   
 
EFFECTS ON PERSONS  
 
Section 95B(1) requires a decision whether there are any affected persons (under s95E).  The 
following steps set out in this section, in the order given, are used to determine whether to 
give limited notification of an application for a resource consent, if the application is not publicly 
notified under section 95A. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
2 While I note that Council’s decision on Plan Change 19 to re-zone the application site to Medium 
Density Residential Zone has been appealed, the appellant requests a Low Density Residential Zone 
be applied to the site, instead of a return to the current rural residential zoning. I consider this to mean 
that the provision for residential use of the land in general terms is not under challenge.  
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Step 1: certain affected groups and affected persons must be notified 
 
Limited notification is not required under Step 1 as the proposal does not affect customary 
rights groups, customary marine title groups. Nor is it on, adjacent to or may affect land subject 
to a statutory acknowledgement.  
 
Step 2: if not required by step 1, limited notification precluded in certain circumstances 
 
Limited notification is not precluded under Step 2 as the proposal is not subject to a rule in the 
District Plan or is not subject to a NES that precludes notification.  
 
Limited notification is not precluded under Step 2 as the proposal is not exclusively for a 
controlled land use activity.  
 
Step 3: if not precluded by step 2, certain other affected persons must be notified 
 
Limited notification is not required under Step 3 as the proposal is not a boundary activity 
where the owner of an infringed boundary has not provided their approval, and it is not a 
prescribed activity.  
 
Limited notification is not required under Step 3 as the proposal falls into the ‘any other activity’ 
category and the effects of the proposal on persons are assessed below.  
 
PERMITTED BASELINE (s95E(2)(a)) 
 
Under Section 95E(2)(a) of the RMA, an adverse effect of the activity on persons may be 
disregarded if the plan permits an activity with that effect. As established above, there is no 
relevant permitted baseline for the proposal. 
 
ASSESSMENT: EFFECTS ON PERSONS 
 
Transpower and NZTA have given their written approval to the application. Any effects on the 
operation of State Highway 8 and the Roxburgh-Islington A transmission line, that runs to the 
south-east of the site, must be disregarded.  
 
The application site is relatively self contained from existing residential development, being 
bounded by the Alexandra Golf Course, a paper road, a privately owned amenity lot and a 
Council owned amenity planting strip. The proposed subdivision broadly complies with the 
anticipated density for residential development in the operative District Plan. I consider that 
future development resulting from the proposed subdivision will result in less than minor 
effects on the amenity of nearby landowners and occupants.  
 
Rule 12.7.4 of the District Plan provides for a level of permitted noise associated with 
construction works. This rule is not proposed to be breached. I consider this, along with the 
distance from nearby existing residential activities sufficient to mean that construction works 
within the site will result in less than minor effects for nearby landowners and occupants.  
 
The proposal will result in increased traffic along roads within Molyneux Estate, particularly 
along Wildflower Way and Henderson Drive, and potentially Briar Crescent. This can result in 
increased noise for residents living along these roads, as well as potential reduction in actual 
or perceived safety through larger numbers of vehicles using the road. The proposed traffic 
review may also result in a reduction in the availability of on-street vehicle parking. Roads are 
a public resource, with Council not implying any guarantees to residents along them that they 
will stay with similar traffic levels or will not have their layout change over time. I consider that 
the potential loss of parking, in particular, may create an inconvenience for residents who may 
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otherwise have had particular benefit from the provision of on-street parking close to their 
house. However, I do not consider this inconvenience to constitute a notable potential effect 
in an RMA context. I consider the potential loss of on-street parking on Wildflower Way and 
Henderson Drive to have a less than minor effect on nearby residents. 
 
In terms of noise and other effects resulting from increased vehicle traffic, I consider that the 
overall pattern of traffic in unlikely to change from existing residential pattern, with morning 
and evening peaks during weekdays, with more spread-out traffic on weekends and limited 
traffic later in the evening and overnight. Instead, it will intensify existing patterns, given the 
intended use of the subdivision is an expansion of existing residential development. I consider 
that residential activities are most sensitive to noise while residents are most commonly at 
home, and particularly overnight, while most people are asleep. The proposal is considered 
unlikely to significantly change patterns of vehicle movement, for example by resulting in large 
numbers of vehicles using the wider roading network at night. Instead, increase in vehicle 
movements are likely to be at times during the day when nearby residents are less sensitive 
to noise. I consider that effects on safety can be adequately managed through the formation 
of the road. In note that Abley, Mr Fuller and Council’s land development engineers have not 
raised any concerns with potential reductions in safety along these roads. In this context, I 
consider the effects on nearby residents along Henderson Drive and Wildflower Way from 
increased traffic to be less than minor.  
 
The proposal is not in an area with  
 
Step 4: Further limited notification in special circumstances 
 
Special circumstances do not apply that require limited notification. 
 
DECISION: EFFECTS ON PERSONS (s95B(1)) 
 
In terms of Section 95E of the RMA, no person is considered affected by this proposal.  
 
OVERALL NOTIFICATION DETERMINATION 
 
Given the conclusions made under s95A and s95B, the application is required to be processed 
on a non-notified basis. It is noted that the determination, as to whether an application should 
be notified or not, is separate from the issues to be considered in making a decision on the 
application itself.  
 
Prepared by: 

 
Adam Vincent Date: 03 October 2024 
Planning Officer 
 
 
Approved under Delegated Authority by:  
 

 
 
Tanya Copeland Date: 3 October 2024 
Team Leader – Planning  

Hearings Panel Meeting 21 January 2025 
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25.1.3 RC240247 - NICK BEACH 

Doc ID: 2007465 

  
1. Purpose 

 
A report to consider a staged subdivision consent and land use consent to establish visitor 
accommodation is attached. 
 
 

2. Attachments 
 
Appendix 1 -  s42A Planners Report ⇩  

Appendix 2 -  s95 Notification Report ⇩  
Appendix 3 -  Application ⇩  

Appendix 4 -  Further Information Request - 7 November 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 5 -  Response to Further Information Request - 7 November 2024 ⇩  

Appendix 6 -  Engineering Advice - Three Waters - 27 November 2024 ⇩  
Appendix 7 -  Engineering Advice - 28 November 2024 ⇩   
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