
PLAN CHANGE 12 - SECTION 32 ADDENDUM REPORT 

Assessment of amendments to the notified residential chapters 

27 May 2024 

 

INTRODUCTION 

 

1. Hamilton City Council (HCC) proposes to make changes to the notified plan 
provisions of Plan Change 12 (PC12) (updated provisions). This report provides 
an assessment of the updated provisions as required under s 32 of the Resource 
Management Act 1991 (RMA). 
 

2. The purpose of providing this updated set of plan provisions ahead of the evidence 
exchange is to allow submitters as much time as possible to consider and 
respond to the updated provisions. The updated provisions respond to issues 
identified in submissions and further submissions and the expert conferencing 
which occurred in July 2023.  The updated provisions also address changes to the 
Medium Density Residential Standards (MDRS) which rely on the signalled 
legislative amendments enabling Councils to ‘opt out’ of the MDRS. 

 

3. This s 32 Addendum Report is intended to provide a high-level summary of the 
updated provisions and the basis for the changes, including in s 32 terms, and 
will be outlined in more detail in HCC’s evidence which will be filed on 26 June 
2024. 
 

SCOPE AND REQUIREMENTS  

 

4. Section 32 of the RMA requires evaluation of: 
 
a) The extent to which the objectives of the proposal are the most appropriate 

way to achieve the purpose of the Act; and  
b) Whether the provisions proposed are the most appropriate way to achieve 

the objectives by: 
i. Identifying other reasonably practicable options for achieving the 

objectives; 
ii. Assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving 

the objectives; and 
iii. Summarising the reasons for deciding on the provisions; and 

c) In assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions:  



i. Identify and assess the benefits and costs of the anticipated 
environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects (including the 
opportunities for economic growth and employment that are anticipated 
to be provided or reduced); and 

ii. The risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient 
information about the subject matter of the provisions. 
 

5. In addition, as per s 32(3), as the recommended changes in this assessment are 
to an existing proposal (PC12), the assessment must relate to:  
 
a) The provisions and objectives of the amending proposal; and 
b) The objectives of the existing proposal to the extent that those objectives— 

i. Are relevant to the objectives of the amending proposal; and 
ii. Would remain if the amending proposal were to take effect. 

 

SUMMARY OF CHANGES TO NOTIFIED PROVISIONS  

 

6. At a high level, there are three key changes recommended to the notified 
provisions of PC12, these include:  
 
a) A reduction and consolidation of Medium Density Residential Zoning (MDRZ) 

around suburban centres and key transport corridors;  
b) A reduction of the permitted density in the General Residential Zone (GRZ); 

and  
c) Amendments to provisions that seek to improve the design outcomes of new 

developments (Three Waters, privacy, shading, urban design).  
 

7. There are other specific changes proposed to the notified provisions additional to 
the above three main changes identified above, and an assessment of these will 
be included in HCC’s evidence to be provided by 26 June 2024.  
 

Areas of MDRZ  

 
8. When notified, PC12 proposed MDRZ around the following suburban commercial 

centres: Nawton, Thomas Road, Glenview, Chartwell, Five Cross Roads, 
Hamilton East, Dinsdale, Clyde Street and Hamilton East. The existing residential 
intensification areas also had MDRZ applied. This was in response to Policy 3(d) 
of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development (NPS:UD) which requires 
that district plans enable: 
 



(d) within and adjacent to neighbourhood centre zones, local centre 

zones, and town centre zones (or equivalent), building heights and 

densities of urban form commensurate with the level of commercial 

activity and community services. 

 

9. As noted, many submissions raised concerns regarding the City’s infrastructure 
and its capacity to handle the level, and spatial extent, of MDRZ proposed.  In 
addition, some submissions (for example, from Kainga Ora) sought the expansion 
of MDRZ along key transport corridors and around Lake Rotoroa.  
 

10. In response to these submissions and following further analysis by HCC, HCC 
proposes to retain GRZ surrounding some suburban centres rather than applying 
MDRZ including Nawton, Glenview, Thomas Road, Dinsdale west, and parts of 
Clyde Street.  
 

11. In addition, HCC proposes new areas of MDRZ along the Hukanui and Peachgrove 
Road spine that links Chartwell Shopping Centre with Five Cross Roads. MDRZ is 
then proposed along Boundary Road between the Central City and Five Cross 
Roads. It is also proposed that the MDRZ be partially extended around the eastern 
and southern sides of Lake Rotoroa. Intensification in these locations and along 
these corridors goes beyond the requirements of Policy 3 of the NPS:UD.  
However, it is considered that this will provide a better urban development 
outcomes in the long-run which better aligns with the overall intent of the NPS:UD 
and its objectives.  

 
Benefits  

 

12. Residential intensification is initially focused around key centres of higher 
strategic importance and suitability for higher residential densities, namely 
Chartwell, Five Cross Roads, Hamilton East, and the Central City Walkable 
Catchment area. The Glenview commercial centre has a GFA of 4,271m2 and 
Nawton a GFA of 5,603m2. These are compared to Chartwell with a GFA of 
35,847m2 and Five Cross Roads with a GFA of 11,574m2, indicating the relatively 
greater suitability for MDRZ to be located initially around the centres proposed to 
be retained rather than those proposed to be removed.  
 

13. The change of zoning from MDRZ to GRZ around Nawton and Dinsdale will reduce 
the number of people exposed to flood hazards in these areas and encourage 
more people into areas with relatively lower flood hazard risk. Further, the 
additional zoning proposed is located in areas less affected by flood hazards and 
therefore, have a greater likelihood of redevelopment as intended by the MDRZ.  



Centres  Percentage (%) of parcels 
affected by 11% or more 100-
year flood hazard 

Chartwell 12 
Dinsdale 28 
Five Cross Roads 17 
Glenview 12 
University* 31 
Nawton 47 
Thomas Road 7 
*University/Clyde Street is comprised of an existing 
intensification zone that contains most of the flood 
hazards for this centre. 

 

14. Locating MDRZ along the transport corridors of Boundary Road, and Hukanui and 
Peachgrove Road where there is existing and planned frequent public transport 
will allow more people to live in areas with high accessibility to employment and 
shopping and recreational opportunities in their immediate neighbourhoods and 
wider City area.  
 

15. Focusing MDRZ in the proposed locations improves the ability of HCC to plan and 
invest in the necessary and significant infrastructure upgrades that are required 
to support the levels of intensification sought by this plan change in accordance 
with the legislative directives of the RMA. 

 

16. The pattern of zoning will better align to the infrastructure network layout which 
will enable more efficient and cost effective infrastructure planning, investment 
and delivery to enable the envisaged densities.  
 

Costs 

17. Reducing the areas of MDRZ will reduce the opportunity for increased residential 
density in some areas of the city, including Nawton, Dinsdale, Glenview, and 
Thomas Road. 
 

18. In addition to the above, reduced enablement of higher densities around these 
centres may mean less of an increase in activity within the centre and less 
commercial activity than might occur under the notified provisions of PC12. 

 
Conclusion on MDRZ changes 
 

19. It is considered that the proposed changes to zoning will result in a net benefit for 
the City and a more efficient and effective plan overall. While some suburban 



centres are proposed to be downzoned from MDRZ to GRZ, the additional zoning 
along key transport corridors is close to balancing out the area of MDRZ proposed 
to be removed. For instance, 15.6% of all the residential zoned area was MDRZ in 
the notified version of PC12. The new proposal results in 14.8% of all residential 
zoned areas being MDRZ, a 0.8% reduction in area of MDRZ. Crucially, the newly 
proposed MDRZ is more spatially concentrated around centres of higher strategic 
importance, and along their connecting transport corridors where there are levels 
of accessibility, both existing and planned, that support higher levels of density. 
Enabling density along the identified corridors will, in turn, support investments 
in public transport, representing the symbiotic relationship between land-use and 
public transport.   

 
Number of residential units permitted in the GRZ  
 

20. The notified version of PC12 proposed to permit three residential units on a site 
within the GRZ in accordance with the MDRS.  It is now proposed that two units 
be permitted in the GRZ.  
 

21. The change in the number of units permitted in the GRZ is in response to a range 
of submissions that are concerned about the effects that higher levels of density 
across the City will have on infrastructure, including the Three Waters network.  
 

22. In order to comply with its obligations under Te Ture Whaimana, HCC needs to 
achieve balance in the relationship between commercially feasible residential 
densities enabled in the ODP and the capacity for Three Waters infrastructure to 
service that development.  As explained in the 2022 s 32 report, the RMA provides 
as a Qualifying Matter (QM) “a matter required to give effect to Te Ture Whaimana 
o Te Awa o Waikato – the Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River” (Te Ture 
Whaimana QM).   

 

23. In accommodating the Te Ture Whaimana QM, PC12 as notified introduces an 
‘Infrastructure Capacity Overlay’ (ICO) to assist in the management of residential 
densities across certain areas of the City. The ICO as notified will require 
infrastructure impact assessments on the network where new development 
which is proposed meet net site area thresholds for their zone. The ICO is 
intended to support staged and strategic investment in critically needed Three-
Waters upgrades across the City that address both historical, current, and future 
network capacity issues. Without an ICO, there is a real risk of network failure and 
thus, detrimental effects of the River and the wider environment.   
 

24. The proposed reduction of the number of residential units permitted on a site will 
further reduce pressure on the Three Waters network and ensure HCC complies 
with its obligations under Te Ture Whaimana.  This was explored through expert 
conferencing (refer to the Joint Witness Statement in relation to Three-Waters and 
Planning).  

https://storage.googleapis.com/hccproduction-web-assets/public/Uploads/Documents/Content-Documents/Property-Rates-and-Building/PC12-Growing-Up/Joint-Witness-Statements/Plan-Change-12-Joint-Witness-Statement-3-Waters.pdf
https://storage.googleapis.com/hccproduction-web-assets/public/Uploads/Documents/Content-Documents/Property-Rates-and-Building/PC12-Growing-Up/Joint-Witness-Statements/Plan-Change-12-Joint-Witness-Statement-3-Waters.pdf


 
 

25. Changes to the number of units permitted in the GRZ will ensure HCC is compliant 
with its Te Ture Whaimana obligations, and responsive to the infrastructure 
capacity constraints currently affecting large areas of the City. It will also mean 
that the plan enabled density is more aligned with the  ICO and HCC’s 
connections policy. 

 
Benefits  
 

26. A reduction in permitted residential densities from three units to two units across 
a wide area of the City zoned GRZ will reduce pressure placed on the City’s Three 
Waters network and reduce potential adverse effects on the River (i.e. wastewater 
overflows), helping HCC to achieve its obligations under Te Ture Whaimana.  
 

27. This change will direct and encourage higher levels of density into the MDRZ and 
Higher Density Residential Zone (HDRZ), as well as the Central City where 
infrastructure investment can be more efficiently targeted.   
 

28. The benefits of residential intensification are more likely to be realised when 
density occurs in areas where investment in infrastructure and other services that 
support intensification (streetscape amenity and public transport) are 
commensurate with those densities. Like the above point, this change would 
further encourage higher levels of density into the MDRZ and HDRZ, as well as the 
Central City, thus closer to a broader range of services, employment and 
amenities. 
 

29. The Draft 2024-2034 Long-Term Plan illustrates HCC’s limited funding envelope 
to undertake widespread infrastructure investment (particularly Three Waters) 
across multiple brownfield areas. In a constrained funding environment, 
infrastructure investment needs to be targeted and aligned to where increased 
density is best placed and where the market is most likely to take up those 
opportunities. 
 

30. This amended density in the GRZ will better align with the ICO restrictions, and 
HCC’s connections policy, thereby ensuring integrated and efficient land use 
decisions.  

 
Costs 
 

31. Reducing the number of residential units permitted in the GRZ will reduce the 
zone enabled supply of housing across the City compared to what was notified 
under PC12 in 2022.  
 



32. Given the infrastructure constraints, the ability to realise the full MDRS densities
in many parts of the City would not be possible until such time as there is network
capacity. Land use enabled would not align with HCC’s connections policy and
could lead to development being plan enabled, but impossible to give effect to.

Conclusion on permitted units in the GRZ 

33. Overall, it is considered that the benefits of the change to permitted units in the
GRZ outweighs the costs.  HCC’s obligations to manage its effects on the Waikato
River are set as a QM and are paramount. Further, while this change would result
in a reduction in zone enabled housing it is noted that under HCC’s last Housing
and Business Development Capacity Assessment (HBA), there was sufficient
supply of housing in the District Plan to meet the projected demand over the next
30 years.

Design standards 

34. Through the submissions process on PC12, many submissions expressed
concern relating to infrastructure capacity, and the amenity and design outcomes
that may arise from the PC12 provisions as notified. Submissions have identified
the concern that the notified provisions will result in a reduction in privacy,
increased shading, reduced outdoor living space, and poor neighbourhood
amenity outcomes.

35. In response to submissions with amenity concerns, as well as those relating to
infrastructure, amendments are proposed to:

a) Reduce the permitted building height in the GRZ;
b) Reduce the height in relation to boundary in the GRZ;
c) Increase building setbacks for side and rear boundaries in the GRZ;
d) Strengthen public interface standards for front doors facing the street in

all residential zones; and
e) Ensure outdoor living areas are accessible and of a sufficient size for the

unit size it will serve in all residential zones.

36. It is acknowledged that some of these amendments will be constrained by s 77G
of the RMA and the Panel may be similarly constrained in its recommendations
unless the signalled legislative amendments are passed into law. Nevertheless,
HCC seek to identify the changes to MDRS that it would pursue if lawful at the time
the Panel releases its recommendations.



Benefits 
 

37. These amendments seek to improve the amenity outcomes for residents living in 
new developments as well as those who will be living next door or near them.  For 
those in the GRZ, these amendments will reduce shading onto neighbouring 
properties, improve privacy outcomes by limiting overlooking onto neighbouring 
living areas, improve development contributions to the street scape, and provide 
usable outdoor living areas for residents in new developments.  
 

38. The above outcomes have significant public health benefits including increasing 
access to direct sunlight and daylight in internal and external living areas, access 
to outdoor areas for relaxation and play, as well as benefits to social cohesion and 
social wellbeing.  

 
39. Most of the changes proposed are for the GRZ and will, therefore, support the 

Plan’s encouragement of higher residential densities to be located within the 
MDRZ, HDRZ, and Central City where the planning standards support this. 
Residential intensification that occurs in spatially predicable and controlled 
areas can be managed and supported more appropriately compared to a 
dispersed scenario that might otherwise occur under PC12 as notified.  
 

Costs 
 

40. The proposed amendments will reduce the building envelope available for new 
developments, particularly in the GRZ. This will likely influence the supply and 
variety of housing enabled on some sites in the GRZ.  

 
41. Some of these changes will add additional costs to development at the margin 

and will require closer design consideration at an early stage. 

 
Conclusion on design standards 
 

42. Overall, it is considered that the benefits of the proposed amendments outweigh 
the costs from the proposed amendments to design standards. Ensuring there are 
appropriate protections and provisions of amenity is a core function of the Plan, 
and these changes seek to strengthen amenity outcomes to a level that is more 
acceptable to the community. Further, as many of these design standard 
amendments are proposed only in the GRZ, this will support efforts to direct 
higher levels of residential density into other zones where it can be better 
managed. This ensures HCC complies with its obligations under Te Ture 
Whaimana by targeting infrastructure investments in the most strategic and 
pressing locations.  

 



ASSESSMENT OF OTHER OPTIONS 

43. By way of background, s 32(1)(b)(i) of the RMA requires an assessment of
alternative options for achieving the PC12 objectives. For this assessment, there
are three relevant options that are listed below.

Option A 

44. The status quo – Retain the Operative District Plan provisions. Referred to as
Option 1 in the 2022 s 32 assessment:

• Retain existing residential provisions within the ODP for all residential areas
within the City.

Comment: This option does not comply with the requirements of the RMA relating to 
the Intensification Planning Instruments (IPI). 

Option B 

45. Retain the notified version of PC12, referred to as Option 3 in the 2022 s 32
assessment:

• Implement the Resource Management (Enabling Housing Supply and Other
Matters) Amendment Act 2021 (the Enabling Act) and apply Qualifying
Matters. This includes:

o Enabling building heights of at least 6 storeys within a walkable
catchment from the edge of the Central City Zone

o Increasing residential densities and building heights within and
adjacent to suburban centre zones commensurate with the level of
commercial activity and community services

o Changing the General Residential Zone to include Medium Density
Residential Zone (MDRS) standards.

o Considering Qualifying Matters and modifying provisions where
necessary

Comment: This is a viable option but does not reflect submissions made and the 
latest information available regarding housing demand. 

Option C 

An amended version of Option B above, adjusting the MDRS provisions across the GRZ 
and some of the MDRZ provisions. This is further detailed and assessed below.  



Options A and B have already been assessed against each other under s 32 and that 
assessment was released when PC12 was publicly notified in 2022. This report relies on 
the 2022 assessment of Options A and B. Option C includes the changes being 
recommended by HCC post notification. Option C is the main subject of this s 32 
assessment.  

Comment: This is a viable option which reflects submissions made and the latest 
information available regarding housing demand. 

 

 

 

 

https://hamilton.govt.nz/property-rates-and-building/district-plan/plan-changes/plan-change-12/


APPENDIX A – DETAILED SECTION 32 EVALUATION 



Changes Proposed to the PC12 Provisions – Option C 

Deletions in strikethrough, insertions are underlined 

Evaluation 

Effectiveness and efficiency, benefits and costs, risk of acting 
or not acting 

Submissions 

(Where relevant) 

Removal of some centres zoned MDRZ; Nawton, 
Glenview, Thomas Road, and parts of Dinsdale and 
Clyde Street.  

AND 

New MDRZ around the eastern edge of Lake Rotoroa, to 
the west of the Hospital, and along the transport 
corridors of Boundary Road, and Peachgrove Road and 
Hukanui Road.  

(Refer to the Amended Zoning Map dated 27 May 2024). 

Summary: 
In response to submissions and in reliance on the Te 
Ture Whaimana QM, Option C proposes to revert several 
centres from MDRZ to GRZ and introduce new areas of 
MDRZ along specific transport corridors.  

Of the centres notified as MDRZ under PC12, Nawton, 
Glenview and Thomas Road are proposed to be zoned 
GRZ. Dinsdale is proposed to be zoned MDRZ only where 
it is currently zoned Residential Intensification under the 
ODP.  The extent of MDRZ on Clyde Street is reduced to 
the area around the shops and existing Residential 
Intensification area.  

In addition, a new corridor of MDRZ is proposed along 
Boundary Road between the Central City and Five Cross 
Roads, and along Hukanui and Peachgrove Road 
between Five Cross Roads and the Chartwell Shopping 
Centre.  

Extensive work has been undertaken by Kainga Ora and 
HCC relating to urban redevelopment along the Hukanui 
Corridor and Enderley-Fairfield. This work has looked at 
infrastructure responses including how to manage 
stormwater, density options and staging. 

Many submissions have 
been made opposing the 
MDRS and increased 
intensification due to 
potential adverse effects 
on the City’s already 
constrained infrastructure 
and the consequential 
impacts on Te Ture 
Whaimana. For example, 
submissions 5.1, 29.1, 
58.1, 58.1, 108.1, 156.5, 
195.2 and 334.1. 

The following submissions 
oppose MDRZ around the 
suburban centres of 
Thomas Road, Nawton, 
Glenview and Dinsdale: 
25.12, 27.1, 90.1, 99.1, 
104.1, 119.1, and 190.1.  

Concerning additional 
zoning: 

https://storage.googleapis.com/hccproduction-web-assets/public/Uploads/Documents/Content-Documents/Property-Rates-and-Building/PC12-Growing-Up/Hearing-Session-2/Appendices/Zoning-Map-27-May-2024.pdf


These changes follow an increased need to spatially 
manage where future residential intensification will 
occur and therefore better enable more efficient 
investment in necessary infrastructure such as Three 
Waters.  

Option C presents a more rationalised version of PC12 
zoning that is more spatially defined, while providing a 
similar amount of MDRZ to that provided under Option B. 

Benefits 
• Intensification and redevelopment can be

concentrated around the centres of greater
strategic importance first – Chartwell and Five
Cross Roads, as well as existing centres in
Hamilton East, around the University. Notably,
Chartwell is identified in the WRPS as a sub-
regional centre.

• Focusing MDRZ in strategic locations that are
more spatially aligned with each other improves
the ability to manage and improve the outcomes
of intensification across the City.

• Spatially focused areas of MDRZ allow more
targeted infrastructure investment to occur that
will support and complement residential
intensification.

• Locating MDRZ along the Boundary Road,
Hukanui and Peachgrove Road corridor supports
planned frequent public transport routes as well
as promotes higher density living in areas where

• Waka Kotahi - NZTA
seek upzoning from
the Central City
boundary further south
towards the Waikato
Hospital and to the
east of Lake Rotoroa
(235.3).

• Kainga Ora seek MDRZ
along the spine of
Hukanui and
Peachgrove Roads
(160.44).



there are relatively higher levels of accessibility 
for residents and helps maximise the investments 
being made in the public transport system. 

• The identified transport corridor is close to the
Ruakura Super Hub, an industrial and logistics
hub considered nationally significant. The Hub
will provide a significant number of future jobs for
the City. Supporting higher levels of residential
density near the Super Hub will enable more
people to live close to their work as well the other
amenities and services available in these areas.

• The relatively large proportion of Crown-owned
land along identified transport corridors provides
a greater likelihood of urban redevelopment at
scale and the realisation of the plan-enabled
densities which the zone would afford.

• Given the extent of flood hazards in Dinsdale and
Nawton, a reduction in the extent of MDRZ in
these areas will reduce exposure to flood risk.

• Zoning along the identified transport corridor will
complement the intensification of the Chartwell
and Five Cross Roads centres of which the
corridor connects between.

• Responds proportionately , and as necessary,
give effect to Te Ture Whaimana QM

Costs 
• A reduction of the potential supply of housing and

different housing typologies across the City than
is provided for under Option B.



• Development potential and increase in vibrancy
around the Glenview, Nawton and Dinsdale
centres likely less than under Option B.  However,
while Glenview (GFA of 4,271m2) and Nawton
(GFA of 5,603m2) have a range of convenience
retail, these are not of the same scale as those
offered in Chartwell (GFA of 35,847m2) or Five
Crossroads (GFA of 11,574m2).

Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 

Effectiveness and Efficiency 
In terms of effectiveness, Option C is consistent with the 
objectives and policies of PC12 and the NPS-UD. In 
particular, the proposed zoning changes support 
Objective 2.2.3 of PC12 which seeks an ‘increasingly 
sustainable urban form’, and Objective 2.2.2 concerning 
Te Awa o Waikato and its health and wellbeing.  

The Option C changes are more efficient and effective in 
that they concentrate areas of greater residential 
intensification into more discrete areas of the City where 
integrated Three Waters solutions are more likely to be 
implemented.  This rationalisation of MDRZ is aligned 
with more focused infrastructure investment that 
supports higher levels of residential densities being able 
to occur in the most appropriate locations. Enabling 
more targeted investment in infrastructure like Three 



Waters will ensure better outcomes for the health and 
wellbeing of Te Awa o Waikato.  

The reduction in MDRZ around some centres such as 
Nawton and Glenview is consistent with Policy 3(d) 
which provides that urban form should be 
‘commensurate with the level of commercial activity and 
community services’. While the centres proposed to 
revert from MDRZ to GRZ have some convenient services 
and retail offerings, they are not considered to be of a 
scale commensurate with higher density, particularly 
compared to Chartwell – a subregional centre, Five 
Cross Roads, and the other remaining centres proposed. 
The urban form enabled under the proposed GRZ 
provisions, which includes terraced housing, is 
considered to be more appropriate for the centres of 
Nawton and Glenview.  

Further, while some centres are proposed to change 
from MDRZ to GRZ, the new corridor of MDRZ proposed 
along Boundary Road, and Hukanui and Peachgrove 
Road aligns strongly with existing and proposed frequent 
public transport routes and Policy 3 of the NPS-UD. 
Allowing opportunities for more people to live in areas of 
high accessibility with other parts of the city, including 
their work and recreation areas, helps enable a more 
sustainable way of living for residents, reducing reliance 
on private motor vehicles and helps achieve a more well-
functioning urban environment as directed by the NPS-
UD. 



Risk of acting or not acting 
Option A gives rise to a high risk of potential opportunity 
costs, particularly relating to providing for future 
generations, by providing for a lower yield of housing.  
Such an outcome is an inefficient use of land resource 
and puts at risk the ability to achieve the strategic 
direction of the ODP and comply with the relevant higher 
order planning instruments.  In particular, the 
requirement to achieve a compact urban form around 
employment and planned public transport corridors.  
Option B enables a level of intensification that puts 
unacceptable pressure on infrastructure.  Under that 
scenario there is a high risk that breaches of Te Ture 
Whaimana will occur.  For the reasons provided above, 
these risks are significantly reduced under Option C 
which strikes an appropriate balance between enabling 
intensification in appropriate locations and assisting 
HCC to give effect to Te Ture Whaimana.    



Purpose statement changes in the GRZ: 

4.2.1 Purpose 

The GRZ is the most prevalent residential zone in 
Hamilton. Its purpose is to provide for housing supply 
and choice in a manner that balances the amenity 
values of existing residents with the needs of new 
members of the community. These provisions are 
primarily derived from the Government’s 
requirements including through its National Policy 
Statements and National Environmental Standard. 

The zone applies to both existing residential areas and 
greenfield areas, and it anticipates a wide range of 
housing types and densities will occur.  

Terraced housing is a higher density form 
of development but is acceptable so long as it 
maintains a sense of open space and private, on-site 
amenity.  
Higher forms of density should be in strategic 
locations such as adjacent to suburban centres, 
frequent public transport routes, public open 
spaces, areas of employment, and other sources of 
public amenity.  
The plan places particular emphasis on achieving 
attractive and safe streets and public open spaces, 
as well as an urban tree canopy.  As well as 
managing 

Summary 
The amendments to the purpose statement and 
corresponding objective and policy changes reflect 
changes being made to the rules and standards under 
Option C. 

The additional wording included in the purpose 
statement emphasises the design and built-form 
outcomes expected for the zone, as well as where higher 
levels of density, such as terraced housing, are 
appropriate.  

Accordingly, the changes are proposed in response to 
Policy 3(d), submissions and in reliance on Te Ture 
Whaimana QM and signalled legislative amendments. 

Benefits: 
• Improved clarity for plan users looking to develop

in the zone compared to Option B (notified PC12).
• Reflects the changes in provisions relating to

number of units permitted in the zone, ensuring
consistency across the chapter.

• Responds proportionately , and as necessary,
give effect to Te Ture Whaimana QM

Costs: 
• The costs of the amendments are considered

minimal and better evaluated where changes are

Many submissions have 
been made against the 
application of MDRS and 
the NPS-UD. 

Submissions oppose the 
intensification associated 
with the MDRS due to 
potential adverse effects 
on the City’s already 
constrained infrastructure 
and the consequential 
impacts on Te Ture 
Whaimana.  For example, 
submissions 5.1, 29.1, 
58.1, 58.1, 108.1, 156.5, 
195.2 and 334.1. 

https://hamilton.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/74/0/0/0/79


the effects of development on adjoining neighbourin
g sites, including visual amenity, privacy and access 
to daylight, and ensuring a private, high quality on-
site amenity and living environment.

The zone also provides for residentially compatible 
business activity including home businesses and other 
commercial or community activities. 

AND corresponding changes below: 

Objective 4.2.2.1 

Promote comprehensive and integrated development 
for the establishment of 4 or more residential 
dwellings units within the General Residential Zone. 

Policy 4.2.2.1a 
The development achieves higher density in 
conjunction with high quality amenity through a 
comprehensive planning approach that is informed by 
the relevant structure plan and related rules. 

Objective 4.2.2.2  
The General Residential Zone and development within 
it provide for a variety of housing types and sizes that 
respond to   

i. Housing needs and demand; and

proposed to the activity status table already 
discussed below.  

Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 

Effectiveness and Efficiency 
The proposed changes to objectives and policies seek to 
align with the proposed change in activity status 
discussed below. The potential change in built form 
outcomes from the activity status change needs to be 
reflected in the objectives and policies. Expanding the 
explanation on terraced housing and where higher levels 
of residential density are acceptable will improve plan 
interpretation and clarity, thereby improving its 
effectiveness and efficiency in terms of plan 
administration. 

Risk of acting or not acting 
Not implementing the Option C amendments risks a lack 
of clarity with respect to the policy intent.  No risks are 
identified with implementing the Option C amendments. 

https://hamilton.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/107/0/0/3/79
https://hamilton.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/107/0/0/3/79
https://hamilton.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/107/0/0/3/79
https://hamilton.isoplan.co.nz/eplan/rules/0/107/0/0/3/79


ii. The neighbourhood’s planned urban built 
character, comprising including 1 to 32 storey 
single, duplex, and terraced residential units 
buildings. 

 
Policy 4.2.2.2a 
Enable a variety of housing typologies with a mix of 
densities within the zone, including 1, and 2 and 3-
storey attached and detached residential units. 
 
 
In the GRZ, a reduction in number of units permitted on 
a site from three to two: 
 
4.2.3.1 Activity Status 
 

• 1 to 3 Up to 2 residential units on a site - 
Permitted - 4.2.3.1 (f) 

 
• 4 3 or more units on a site (excluding 

apartments) - Restricted Discretionary – 4.2.3.1 
(g) 

 
• Apartment Unit Development – Discretionary 

– 4.2.3.1 (h) 

Summary  
These changes are made in reliance on Te Ture 
Whaimana QM, to reflect relief sought through 
submissions, and matters addressed in the Three 
Waters JWS. 
 
There is significant pressure on infrastructure across the 
City to accommodate existing growth without leading to 
network failure. Reducing the number of units on a site 
from three to two responds to concerns raised by 
submitters regarding the constrained Three Waters 
network and in reliance in Te Ture Whaimana QM. 
 
Currently under the ODP, two units on a site are 
Restricted Discretionary - Option A. The changes under 
Option C permit more than the OPD but reflects the need 
to direct density into specific locations (the MDRZ and 
HDRZ) compared to what might occur under Option B – 
the notified version of PC12 where relatively higher levels 

Submissions oppose the 
intensification associated 
with the MDRS due to 
potential adverse effects 
on the City’s already 
constrained infrastructure 
and the consequential 
impacts on Te Ture 
Whaimana.  For example, 
submissions 5.1, 29.1, 
58.1, 58.1, 108.1, 156.5, 
195.2 and 334.1. 



of density could be enabled across a much broader 
spatial area.  
 
Benefits: 

• The proposed amendments of Option C remain 
more enabling compared to the ODP (Option A)  

• A planning approach that is more integrated with 
infrastructure planning, with greater control on 
higher levels of density in the GRZ based on 
infrastructure constraints means the health and 
wellbeing of the Waikato River can be better 
achieved.  

• Responds proportionately , and as necessary, 
give effect to Te Ture Whaimana QM 
 

Costs: 
• Reduced level of enablement compared to 

notified PC12 provisions – Option B.   
 
It is considered that the benefits of Option C outweigh 
the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
As sought in the core objectives and policies of PC12, 
the proposed change in activity status will be effective in 
promoting greater housing growth than what is currently 
permitted under the OPD, and ensuring growth is 
balanced with infrastructure demands more effectively 
than Option B.  In addition, duplexes have become an 



increasingly common feature in the GRZ. Permitting 
duplexes and up to two detached units on a site as 
proposed under Option C will improve the effectiveness 
of the plan provisions as it will reflect what is already 
occurring across the zone. 
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Option A gives rise to a high risk of potential opportunity 
costs, particularly relating to providing for future 
generations, by providing for a lower yield of housing.  
Such an outcome is an inefficient use of land resource 
and puts at risk the ability to achieve the strategic 
direction of the ODP and comply with the relevant higher 
order planning instruments.  In particular, the 
requirement to achieve a compact urban form.  Option B 
enables a level of intensification that puts unacceptable 
pressure on infrastructure.  Under that scenario there is 
a high risk that breaches of Te Ture Whaimana will occur.  
For the reasons provided above, these risks are 
significantly reduced under Option C which strikes an 
appropriate balance between enabling intensification in 
appropriate locations and assisting HCC to give effect to 
Te Ture Whaimana.  
 



Introduction of minimum density standards in the GRZ 
and MDRZ: 
 
4.2.5.1 Density  
 

a) For sites outside of the Three Waters 
Infrastructure Capacity Overlay, the below 
density standards do not apply. 
 

Activity Average net site area 
(minimums unless 
otherwise stated)  

Any Residential Unit 
within the 
Infrastructure 
Capacity Overlay 

200m2 

 
 
4.3.4.1 Density 
 

a) For sites outside of the Three Waters 
Infrastructure Capacity Overlay, the below 
density standards do not apply. 

 
Activity Minimum 

average net 
site area (per 
residential 
unit) 

Net site area 
(minimums 
unless 
otherwise 
stated) 

Summary 
In reliance on Te Ture Whaimana QM, Option B includes 
density triggers for developments to undertake Three 
Waters capacity assessments within the ICO. Option C 
includes the density standards (net site area) in Chapter 
25.13 – Three Waters in the residential chapters. 
 
Option C brings the density standards proposed in 
Chapter 25.13 of PC12/Option B for sites within the ICO 
into the main residential chapters.  The average net site 
areas proposed under Option C do not differ from those 
proposed in Option B in Chapter 25.13. The change 
simply seeks to make it clearer to plan users that, where 
a site is located within the ICO, provisions relating to 
density apply.  
 
Benefits: 

• Improved clarity for Plan users. 
• Responds proportionately , and as necessary, 

give effect to Te Ture Whaimana QM 
 

Costs: 
• It is considered that there are no additional costs 

to those assessed in the 2022 s 32 assessments 
concerning Option B.  

 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh its costs.  
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 

 



Single Residential 
Unit 

150m2  

Duplex Residential 
Unit 

150m2  

Terrace housing 
residential unit 

150m2  

Apartment 
building 

150m2 -  

 
 

The Option C provisions are more effective in that they 
provide greater clarity regarding the requirements for 
new development.   
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Not acting would mean not providing a direction for the 
implementation of density where it desired, increasing 
the risk of insufficient yield being developed. This would 
fail the requirements of the NPS-UD with respect to 
intensification and the creation of a well-functioning 
urban environment. The risks of acting are a reduction in 
development flexibility.  It is considered that the risks of 
not acting outweigh the risks of acting. 

Reference to density targets from the Waikato Reginal 
Policy Statement (WRPS) for the MDRZ and HDRZ 
Policies: 
 
Policy 4.3.2.2d 
 
Development within the Medium Density Residential 
Zone should aim to achieve a net residential density 
(excludes roads and open space) of between 30-65 
residential units per hectare.  
 
Policy 4.4.2.1c 
 
Development within the High Density Residential 
Zone should aim to achieve a net residential density 
(excludes roads and open space) of at least 65 
residential units per hectare.  

Summary 
The proposed insertion of density targets from the WRPS 
into the MDRZ and HDRZ is necessary to give effect to 
the WRPS. 
 
Neither Option A nor Option B have specific density 
targets within the MDRZ or HDRZ Objectives and Policies 
of the Plan. However, Option B does provide a policy for 
development to achieve the densities prescribed with 
the WRPS and the Future Proof Strategy (Policy 4.2.2.2c). 
Option C strengthens alignment between the MDRZ and 
HDRZ chapters and the rest of the Plan by placing 
density targets into the MDRZ and HDRZ.  
 
Benefits 

• Gives effect to the WRPS and improves 
consistency across the District Plan. 

 



 • Gives effect to the NPS:UD.  
• Responds proportionately , and as necessary, 

give effect to Te Ture Whaimana QM 
 

 
Costs 

• May delay development of some sites where the 
specified densities are not viable. 

 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
The Option C amendments are more effective as they set 
a measurable target for developments. The provisions 
will be effective in driving density which achieves the 
objective to provide needed housing supply for Hamilton 
at medium and high density. 
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Not acting would mean not providing a direction for the 
implementation of density where it is desired, increasing 
the risk of insufficient yield being developed. This would 
fail the requirements of the NPS-UD with respect to 
intensification and the creation of a well-functioning 
urban environment. The risks of acting are a reduction in 
development flexibility. It is considered that the risks of 
not acting outweigh the risks of acting. 



Introduction of maximum density standards in the 
MDRZ: 
 
4.3.4.1 Density 

Activity  Maximum average 
net site area 
(per residential 
unit)  

Single Residential Unit 350m²  
Duplex Residential Unit 300m²  
Terrace housing residential 
unit 

250m2  

Apartment building - 
 
 

Summary 
Option C inserts a maximum density (net site area) 
provision into the MDRZ. 
 
Option C builds upon Option B which includes a 
maximum net site area in the HDRZ, by introducing a 
maximum net site area provision into the MDRZ. Neither 
Option A nor B provided maximum net site areas in the 
MDRZ.  
 
Benefits 

• Increases the likelihood of desired densities in the 
MDRZ being achieved and providing social and 
economic benefits that higher densities bring to 
the zone.  

• Strengthens the MDRZ provisions with the 
Objectives and Policies of the zone by providing 
clear and measurable standards.  

 
Costs 

• Reduces development flexibility.  
 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
The proposed changes to the MDRZ is considered to 
improve both the effectiveness and efficiency of the plan 
by making the density expectations of the zone clear with 
measurable standards for Plan users.  It ensures the 

 



land resource is more efficiently used.  Further, 
combined with the minimum density standards that 
reflect the ICO standards in Chapter 25.13, maximum 
density standards will help manage three waters 
infrastructure capacity constraints.  
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Not acting would mean not providing appropriate and 
explicit direction on the density expectations for the 
MDRZ. The risks of acting are a reduction in development 
flexibility. It is considered that the risks of not acting 
outweigh the risks of acting. 
 
 

Building separation in GRZ, MDRZ, and HDRZ:  
 
4.2.5.6 Building Setbacks 

g. Residential buildings shall be set back at least 
3m from the nearest part of any other 
residential buildings on the same site, except: 

i. No separation is required between 
buildings that are attached. 

ii. Where windows are located and 
designed (including by glazing) to avoid 
views between rooms in different 
buildings on the same site, separation 
distance can be a minimum of 1.5m. 
 

h. A balcony at upper-floor level shall be set back 
at least 4m from all boundaries (see Figure 

Summary 
Two additions are proposed to the GRZ, MDRZ, and 
HDRZ setback provisions that seek to improve building 
separation and privacy outcomes for residents on-site 
and on neighbouring properties.  Several submissions 
have sought relief to address concerns about the loss of 
privacy, sunlight and noise effects that may arise with 
increased densities.  
 
New (g) requires a setback of buildings when they are on 
the same site with the option to reduce same-site 
building separation when windows are designed to avoid 
views between rooms in opposing buildings.  
 

Submissions opposed the 
notified building setbacks 
due to concerns about the 
loss of privacy and 
sunlight and visual and 
noise issues. 
 
For example, 17.2, 89.1, 
156.7, 167.13, 167.14, 
167.15, 167.16, 167.18, 
218.11, 291.2, 301.7, and 
301.8. 



4.2.5.6a) excluding a boundary to a transport 
corridor or open space zone, or any of the 
following that are less than 6m wide: an access 
way, right-of-way, private way, access lot, or 
entrance strip. 

 
Figure 4.2.5.6 a: Upper-floor setbacks for 
separation and privacy 
 

New (h) requires balconies on upper-floor levels to be 
setback from the boundary line to avoid overlooking onto 
neighbouring properties.   
 
Option C introduces amended standards that are 
currently in the ODP – Option A for the GRZ and 
Residential Intensification Zone. In addition, the building 
setbacks for buildings on the same site are also within 
Chapter 4A – MDRZ (Peacocke) which is in Options A and 
B.   
 
Benefits 

• Provides a guaranteed minimum level of privacy 
for residents on neighbouring properties by 
limiting both direct sight into rooms of buildings 
next to each other and overlooking from 
balconies. 

• Encourages balconies to be located along the 
transport corridor or open spaces, assisting in the 
unit’s separation and privacy between public and 
private spaces, and promoting more passive 
surveillance opportunities of those public spaces.  

 
Costs 

• Reduction in the area of a site that might be 
developed. 

 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 



 
 
 

 
Consequential changes to the MDRZ and HDRZ. 

Effectiveness and Efficiency 
Option C will more effectively mitigate the effects of 
intensification which provide social benefits for 
residents adjacent to new development.  The provisions 
will also improve the Plan’s effectiveness by linking 
objectives and policies with measurable standards that 
all developments will be expected to meet.  
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
The risks associated with not acting is the creation of low 
amenity residential environments and low on-site 
amenity.  The risks of acting are a reduction in 
development flexibility. It is considered that the risks of 
not acting outweigh the risks of acting. 
May rely on the legislative amendments. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



MDRS  
 

The proposed changes to MDRS reflects relief sought in submissions. While they are less enabling of intensification than Option B, they 
are more enabling than Option A.  

 
4.2.5.2 Building Coverage 
 
Maximum building coverage 
50% 45%  

Summary 
Under the ODP (Option A), building coverage is 40% and 
under the notified PC12 (Option B) it is 50%. Option C 
proposes 45% coverage.  In HCC’s experience, many 
applications for consent marginally infringe the 40% 
ODP standard. Increasing building coverage from 40% to 
45%, reduces the likelihood of small infringements 
requiring resource consent while better aligning with the 
overall built form expectations that exist for the 
residential zone under the ODP (Option A).     
 
Benefits 

• Built form outcome is closer to community 
expectations for the zone. 

• More enabling than Option A – ODP version.  
• Encourages higher forms of residential density 

into the MDRZ and HDRZ where building coverage 
is permitted at a higher percentage, thus 
supporting efforts to target infrastructure 
investment. 

• Provides more space for the landscaping and 
permeability required through other provisions. 

Many submissions have 
been made in opposition 
to the MDRS and the 
requirements of the 
NPS:UD. 
 
Submissions oppose the 
intensification associated 
with the MDRS due to 
potential adverse effects 
on the City’s already 
constrained infrastructure 
and the consequential 
impacts on Te Ture 
Whaimana.  For example, 
submissions 5.1, 29.1, 
58.1, 58.1, 108.1, 156.5, 
195.2 and 334.1. 



• Responds proportionately , and as necessary, 
give effect to Te Ture Whaimana QM 

 
Costs 

• Less enabling than Option B – Notified PC12 
version. 

 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
The recommended change to building coverage would 
align with changes to the Plan that seek to tailor the 
MDRS within the Hamilton context. Based on HCC’s 
experience with consenting where applications either 
propose higher densities under the ODP or seek to test 
notified PC12 standards, a 45% building coverage is 
achievable without compromising the development 
aspirations of the applicant or the density objectives of 
the Plan Change.  
 
Reverting to a 40% building coverage could result in 
applications having minor non-compliances with the 
standard and requiring resource consent, as many do 
now, when all other provisions might be complied with. A 
45% building coverage would maintain the perception of 
current built form outcomes for the zone under the ODP 
and support the amenity aspirations for the zone within 
the Objectives and Policies of PC12. In addition, 



compared to the ODP, Option C would enable relativity 
more flexibility and opportunity for site development, 
supporting greater enablement of housing development 
for the zone. Option C, therefore, is considered the most 
effective and efficient method of achieving the broad 
purpose, objectives, and policies of the zone.   
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Depending on the timing of the signalled legislative 
reforms, Option C risks non-compliance with the RMA. 
Not acting risks creation of an urban form that does not 
align with community expectations and is not well-
functioning as required by the NPS:UD. 
 

4.2.5.4 Building Height 
 
Maximum building height  
1110m 
 
Maximum storeys  
3 

Summary 
Option C reverts the maximum building height to 10m 
which is consistent with Option A. Option B proposed 
11m as notified under PC12.  
 
Benefits 

• Built form outcomes in the zone remain like those 
that currently exist under the ODP, as many 
submitters have asked for. 

• Encourages development of greater height and 
densities in the MDRZ and HDRZ where the 
benefits of residential intensification are more 
likely to be realised, supporting centres and 
public transport routes, and where infrastructure 
investment is more likely to occur.  

Costs 

Some submissions 
oppose notified building 
heights within residential 
zones, citing concerns 
with the visual impacts, 
view obstruction, reduced 
privacy, and reduced 
access to sunlight.   
 
For example, 4.2, 98.3, 
112.3, 121.1, 121.3, 156.8, 
159.2, 167.12, 197.3, 
206.5, 291.1, 301.3, 301.4, 
301.5, and 301.6. 



• Reduced level of development opportunity on 
sites in the zone and a flow-on reduction in 
housing supply potential compared to the notified 
PC12 - Option B.  

 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
The recommended change in height from 11m to 10m in 
the zone is more effective than Option B in directing 
greater levels of density into the MDRZ and HDRZ, as 
intended under the Plan. Further, a 10m height limit 
aligns the built form outcomes of the zone to current 
OPD standards of which many submitters have sought.   
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Depending on the timing of the signalled legislative 
reforms, Option C risks non-compliance with the RMA. 
Not acting risks creation of an urban form that does not 
align with community expectations and is not well-
functioning as required by the NPS:UD. 
 
 
 
 
 

4.2.5.5 Height in Relation to Boundary  
 

Summary 
Height in Relation to Boundary (HIRB) is recommended 
to change from 60o by 4m to 45o by 4m. This change 

Some submissions 
oppose notified building 
heights within residential 



Buildings must not project beyond a 6045° recession 
plane measured from a point 4 metres vertically above 
ground level along all boundaries… 
 

retains the side boundary height from which a HIRB is 
measured from of 4m as notified in PC12, but returns the 
angle to the ODP standard.  The purpose of this change 
is to ensure amenity levels of the zone as expected by 
the community remain, while still retaining flexibility for 
site developments as was intended under PC12.  
 
Options 
The assessment between Option A and Option B has 
been assessed in the 2022 s 32 Report. The 
recommended change of Option C enables a greater 
area of site envelope for development as intended under 
PC12 compared to the ODP (Option A). However, Option 
C better ensures amenity, including shade and privacy, 
from a neighbour’s perspective remains acceptable and 
similar to ODP outcomes.  
 
Benefits 

• Improved neighbourhood amenity outcomes 
(shade) compared to Option B. 

• Greater flexibility for site development compared 
to Option A. 

 
Costs 

• Reduced site envelope area compared to Option 
B. 

• Reduced amenity for neighbours compared to 
Option A. 

 

zones, citing concerns 
related to visual impacts, 
view obstruction, reduced 
privacy, and reduced 
access to sunlight.   
 
For example, 4.2, 98.3, 
112.3, 121.1, 121.3, 156.8, 
159.2, 167.12, 197.3, 
206.5, 291.1, 301.3, 301.4, 
301.5, and 301.6. 



Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
On balance, it is considered that Option C offers greater 
benefit than cost compared to Options A and B, 
providing enabling a larger site envelope for 
development, as is the spirit of PC12, while protecting 
neighbour’s amenity like the outcomes achieved under 
the Option A – ODP.  
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Depending on the timing of the signalled legislative 
reforms, Option C risks non-compliance with the RMA. 
Not acting risks creation of an urban form that does not 
align with community expectations and is not well-
functioning as required by the NPS:UD. 
 
 

4.2.5.6 Building setbacks  
 
Side yards 1m 1.5m 
 
 

Summary 
It is recommended that side and rear building setbacks 
are 1.5m in the zone. It is intended that this setback will 
both provide adequate levels of amenity for residents in 
the zone from a privacy and shading perspective while 
also directing greater levels of density and built form in 
the MDRZ and HDRZ.  
 
Option C retains the setback of 1.5m as currently exists 
in the ODP (Option A), compared to 1m as notified under 
PC12 (Option B). However, while the side setbacks are 

Several submissions 
oppose the notified 
building setbacks 
concerned about loss of 
privacy, access of 
sunlight, visual and noise 
issues. 
 
For example, 17.2, 89.1, 
167.13, 167.14, 167.15, 



recommended to remain the same as the ODP, the 
overall combination of setbacks, including the front 
setback, retain the flexibility offered under PC12. 
 
Benefits 

• Provides further direction for higher levels of 
density and building bulk to occur in the MDRZ 
and HDRZ where it is anticipated by the plan. 

• Provides greater building separation and, 
therefore, greater privacy and reduced shading 
onto neighbouring properties compared to Option 
B.   

 
Costs 

• A relatively minor reduction in site area or building 
envelope for development to occur within without 
resource consent, reducing possible 
development options or feasibility.  

 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
A 1.5m setback is considered to more effectively 
implement the Plan’s objectives and policies for the 
GRZ, particularly concerning those related to privacy and 
shading. Any costs associated with a side setback of 
1.5m compared to 1m are believed to be relatively minor 
with the benefits outweighing the costs identified above.   
 

167.16, 167.18, 218.11, 
291.2, 301.7, and 301.8. 



Risk of acting or not acting 
Depending on the timing of the signalled legislative 
reforms, Option C risks non-compliance with the RMA. 
Not acting risks creation of an urban form that does not 
align with community expectations and is not well-
functioning as required by the NPS:UD. 
 
 

4.2.5.8 Public Interface  
 
a. (iii)  
A front door located on the street facing façade with 
direct pedestrian access from the boundary. 
 
Corresponding changes to the MDRZ and HDRZ.  
 

Summary 
Option C proposes extending the public interface 
provisions to require units that face a street to have a 
front door also facing the street. The intention of this 
provision is to secure better interaction of buildings with 
the street environment, improving streetscape amenity 
and Crime Prevention Through Urban Design (CPTUD) 
outcomes. It is not considered an onerous requirement 
with many applications already incorporating this 
outcome into their designs either by their own design, or 
with direction through a consenting process. With a 
greater number of units being permitted on a single site, 
as well as higher levels of density enabled by this Plan 
Change, it is considered that this provision is required to 
provide for good neighbourhood amenity outcomes in 
the zone where there is reduced levels of control and 
discretion on residential activities.  
 
Neither Options A or B have a standard requiring front 
doors to be facing the street.  
 
Benefits 

Several submissions were 
opposed to the 
application of MDRS due 
to the potential adverse 
effects on urban design 
outcomes and 
neighbourhood amenity. 
 
Some submitters 
specifically sought 
additional provisions that 
support good urban 
design outcomes, 
including 207.4, 218.12, 
and 270.4. 



• Better provides for good street amenity outcomes 
for the zone compared to Options A and B. 

• Improved CPTUD outcomes.  
 
Costs 

• The standard may present a challenge for unit 
design where specific constraints exist on a site, 
however, this is not considered to be a frequent 
scenario.  

 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
The recommended standard will more effectively 
achieve good design and amenity outcomes in the GRZ, 
helping support attractive and safe neighbourhoods and, 
therefore, a well-functioning urban environment. The 
standard is considered to support the relevant objectives 
and policies which seek an attractive and safe urban 
environment (Objective 4.1.2.6) and in particular, Policy 
4.1.2.6c (ii) which seeks the provisions of “Visually 
obvious front doors…facing the public front”. 
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Depending on the timing of the signalled legislative 
reforms, Option C risks non-compliance with the RMA. 
Not acting risks creation of an urban form that does not 
align with community expectations and is not well-
functioning as required by the NPS:UD. 



 
4.2.5.9 Outlook space  
… 
Outlook spaces must: 
 
Be clear and unobstructed by buildings and fences 
that do not comply with Rule 4.2.5.7 
… 
 
Consequential changes in the MDRZ and HDRZ. 

Summary 
It is recommended that the outlook standard is amended 
to exclude fences within an outlook area that do not 
comply with Rule 4.2.5.7 – Fences and Walls. This 
change seeks to further clarify that outlook should not be 
obstructed by fences that would defeat the purpose of 
outlook areas – to provide a sense of open space. Fences 
and walls that do not comply with Rule 4.2.5.7, such as a 
fence greater than 1.5m would encroach into the outlook 
area and devoid the outlook provision’s purpose.  
 
The ODP (Option A) does not have a similar outlook 
space provision to compare with. The Outlook Space 
provision was notified in PC12 (Option B) and excludes 
fences but as worded, only in some instances such as 
over driveways. Option C provides further direction to 
exclude fences from all Outlook spaces and provides 
clarity on the height those fences may be and must not 
exceed. 
 
Benefits 

• Strengthens the outcomes the outlook provision 
seeks to achieve (sense of open space and on-
site amenity) by removing the risk that fences or 
walls might block the outlook areas provided in 
residential developments. 

• Greater clarity for plan users compared to Option 
B by specifying the heights fences or walls may or 
may not be in an outlook space provided.  

 



 
Costs 

• No greater costs compared to what exists under 
Option B and assessed against Option A in 2022 
where outlook spaces are assessed without 
fences or walls in the space provided.  
 

Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh its costs.  
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
The subject recommendation improves the clarity of the 
outlook space provision by making it clear fences and 
walls of a certain height are not permitted within an 
outlook space, improving the rule’s interpretation and 
application. As a result, the provision would better 
secure the outcomes of the outlook space provision in 
general – providing a sense of open space and outlook 
for residents on-site, thus supporting a well-functioning 
urban environment envisioned by this Plan Change.  
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Depending on the timing of the signalled legislative 
reforms, Option C risks non-compliance with the RMA. 
Not acting risks creation of an urban form that does not 
align with community expectations and is not well-
functioning as required by the NPS:UD. 
 

4.2.5.10 Outdoor living area 
 

Summary In addition to those 
submitters opposing the 



A residential unit at ground floor level must have an 
outdoor living space that is at least 20m2. This may 
comprise a combination of ground floor, balcony, 
patio or roof terrace space that: 
 

i. Where located at ground level, has no 
dimension less than 3m. 
 

ii. Where provided in the form of a balcony, patio 
or roof terrace, is at least 8m2 and has a 
minimum dimension of 1.8m; and 
 

iii. Is accessible from the residential unit, and 
may be: 
 
 

1. Grouped cumulatively by area in 1 
communally accessible location; or 
 

2. Located directly adjacent to the unit;  
iv. For four or more residential units, is 

readily accessible from the principal living 
room; and 
 

v. Is free of buildings, parking spaces, and 
servicing and manoeuvring areas. 

  
A residential unit above ground floor level must have 
an outdoor living space in the form of a balcony, 

It is recommended that the wording of the Outdoor Living 
Area (OLA) provision in all residential zones is restored to 
the ODP version, however, retains the base sizing 
standards notified in PC12.   
 
Option C is a hybrid of Options A and B where the 
language and formatting of Option A is adopted, while 
the OLA sizing notified in Option B is used. Option C 
seeks to utilise the well-established and understood 
wording of the ODP OLA provision while remaining more 
enabling than the ODP. The starting point for an OLA’s 
size would remain 20m2 as notified in PC12 (Option B), 
however, Option C looks to retain a proportional 
increase in the size of an OLA relative to the number of 
bedrooms a unit has.  
 
Option C adopts a 12m2 OLA for terraced housing which 
is more enabling than Option B which would have 
required 20m2 as notified where a unit is on the ground 
floor.  
 
Benefits 

• Plain language familiarity is retained.  
• Improved on-site amenity outcomes for residents 

from more suitable OLA sizes relative to unit 
size/bedroom count, and accessibility of OLA 
relative to the unit it serves.  

 
Costs 

application of MDRS, 
submitters had specific 
concerns relating to the 
provision of outdoor living 
spaces.  
 
These concerns related to 
both the size of outdoor 
living spaces, as well as 
their accessibility from 
residential units. For 
example, 6.1, 10.3, 13.2, 
143.1,183.2 and 265.32. 
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patio or roof terrace that 
 

i. Is at least 8m2 and has a minimum dimension 
of 1.8 metres. 
  

ii. Is accessible from the residential unit, and 
may be 
 
 

1. Grouped cumulatively by area in 1 
communally accessible location; or 
 

2. Located directly adjacent to the unit.   
 
 
Each residential unit, except for when a communal 
area is provided, shall be provided with an outdoor 
living area that is: 
 

i. For the exclusive use of each residential unit. 
 

ii. Readily accessible from a living area inside 
the residential unit. 
 

iii. Free of driveways, manoeuvring 
areas, parking spaces, buildings,  accessory 
buildings and service areas. 

 
b. Outdoor living areas shall have areas and 

dimensions as follows. 

• In some cases, a larger OLA might be required 
compared to the notified version of PC12 (Option 
B).  

• Places greater requirements on developments to 
accommodate OLA in line with the recommended 
wording that might reduce site layout options.  

 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
The recommended changes of Option C are considered 
to result in better on-site amenity outcomes for residents 
while enabling relatively more housing opportunities as 
intended under PC12. Both outcomes - onsite amenity 
and enablement of housing, are objectives sought in the 
Plan that the proposal meets.  
 
The wording changes place more direct expectation on 
where the location of OLA’s should be in relation to the 
residential units they serve compared to Option B 
(PC12). The wording proposed is taken from the ODP 
and, therefore, is familiar to plan users and the 
interpretation of the provision is well established.  
 
The base sizing of OLAs at 20m2 is retained from Option 
B, however, a proportional increase in OLA size by 10m2 
per bedroom - like the ODP, is proposed. This 
proportional increase in OLA reflects the basic 
expectation that an OLA is sized comparatively with the 
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Residential 
Units 

Outdoor living 
area per 
residential unit 

Shape 

Any residential 
units 

• Up to 2 
bedrooms- 
20m2; plus 
 

• 10m2 for each 
additional 
bedroom over 
2 

 

No width 
contributing to 
the complying 
area less than 
3.0m; 
 

 
c. Outdoor living area may comprise a 

combination of ground floor, balcony, patio or 
roof terrace space that: 
 

i. Where provided in the form of a 
balcony, patio or roof terrace, is at 
least 8m2 and has a minimum 
dimension of 1.8m; and 
 

ii. Is readily accessible from the principle 
living room, and may be: 
 

iii. Grouped cumulatively by area in 1 
communally accessible location; 

 

number of people that live in the residential unit it 
serves. The proposal is, therefore, considered to better 
achieve the objectives for on-site amenity for residents 
including Objectives 4.1.2.3 and 4.1.2.6 compared to 
Option B. 
 
Further, some wording and components of Option C 
adopt those in Option A, the recommendation is still 
considered more enabling where new housing 
developments are proposed, thus supporting the 
enablement of more housing supply while balancing the 
needs of residents. As such, Option C is an effective and 
efficient method of achieving the objectives of the Plan. 
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Depending on the timing of the signalled legislative 
reforms, Option C risks non-compliance with the RMA. 
Not acting risks creation of an urban form that does not 
align with community expectations and is not well-
functioning as required by the NPS:UD. 
 



With corresponding changes to the MDRZ and HDRZ 
 
4.3.4.10 Outdoor living area - table 
 

Residential 
Units 

Outdoor living 
area per 
residential unit 

Shape 

Single and 
duplex units 

• Up to 2 
bedrooms
- 20m2; 
plus 

• 10m2 for 
each 
additional 
bedroom 
over 2 

 

• No width 
contributi
ng to the 
complying 
area less 
than 3.0m; 
or 

 

Terraced units 12m2 No dimension 
less than 1.8m 

Apartment 
buildings  

8m2 No dimension 
less than 1.8m 



Communal 
open space for 
the exclusive 
use of 
residential 
units 

Up to 7 
residential units 
- 10m2 per units,  

8 or more 
residential units 
– 8m2 per units 

Capable of 
containing a 
circle with the 
following 
diameter: 

• 4-
7 residential 
units – 6m 

• 8 or 
more resident
ial units – 8m 

No dimension 
less than 2.5m 

 

 
4.4.5.10 Outdoor Living Area - table 
 

Residential 
Units 

Outdoor living 
area per 
residential unit 

Shape 

Terraced units 12m2 No dimension 
less than 1.8m 
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Apartment 
buildings  

8m2 No dimension 
less than 1.8m 

Communal 
open space for 
the exclusive 
use of 
residential 
units 

Up to 7 
residential units 
- 10m2 per units,  

8 or more 
residential units 
– 8m2 per units 

Capable of 
containing a 
circle with the 
following 
diameter: 

• 4-
7 residential 
units – 6m 

• 8 or 
more resident
ial units – 8m 

No dimension 
less than 2.5m 
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Reintroduction of minimum residential unit sizes in all 
relevant zones: 
 
4.2.5.12 Minimum Residential Unit Size 
  

The minimum floor area required of each 
residential units (excluding ancillary residential 
units)  
Unit type Floor 

Area 
Studio Unit Minimum 

35m2 

1 bedroom unit Minimum 
45m2 

2 bedroom unit Minimum 
55m2 

3 bedroom unit Minimum 
75m2 

4 or more bedroom unit Minimum 
90m2 

 
With corresponding changes to all other chapters with 
residential activities provided for. 
 
 

Summary 
Minimum residential unit sizes are recommended to be 
reintroduced into the Plan. This change is driven by 
several submissions seeking their reintroduction due to 
concerns about overcrowding and the associated mental 
and physical impacts that can have on people living in 
undersized units. It is noted that many other territorial 
authorities have proposed to retain or have retained 
minimum unit sizes as a part of their respective plan 
changes for the NPS:UD.  
 
The ODP (Option A) currently has minimum residential 
unit sizes, however, is differenced by Option C which has 
three-bedroom units are pulled out into their own row 
and size of 75m2, and four or more residential units is the 
final row of 90m2. Option C, therefore, requires a 
reduced unit size for 3-bedroom units at 75m2 instead of 
90m2, reducing current infringements with the standard 
under the ODP. Option B (PC12) does not include any 
form of minimum residential unit size.  
 
Benefits 

• Prevents undersized residential units being 
created to the extent that they create poor living 
conditions for residents impacting on factors 
such as internal ventilation and airflow, and 
physical distancing within units.  

• Improved health and wellbeing outcomes of 
residents in appropriately sized units contributes 
to a well-functioning urban environment where 

Submitters have 
expressed concern about 
the adverse effects of 
intensification without 
minimum unit size 
requirements on 
residents' health and 
wellbeing. For example, 
86.1, 97.8, 108.1, 135.1, 
149.1, 218.1, and 261.7. 



the benefits of residential intensification are more 
likely to be realised.  

 
Costs 

• Requiring a minimum residential unit size has the 
implication of setting a minimum standard for 
units to be built to that the market may or may not 
align with. As such, there is the possibility of 
higher costs of construction because of this 
standard compared to Option B where it is not 
proposed. However, as this rule already exists 
under the ODP and is proposed to be more 
flexible for three bedroom units compared to 
Option A, any costs compared to Option A are 
considered minor.  

 
Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
Option C, which seeks to secure appropriately sized 
residential units, effectively aligns with the objectives 
and policies of PC12 including Objective 4.1.2.3 and 
4.1.2.6 which seek the establishment of a well-
functioning urban environment and an appropriate level 
of amenity. Minimum residential unit sizes create a 
baseline expectation for residential units in providing for 
enough space in each unit based on the number of 
bedrooms provided. From a physical and mental health 
perspective, ensuring units are of an appropriate size 



ensures reduces the likelihood of the perverse outcomes 
created from undersized units.  
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Depending on the timing of the signalled legislative 
reforms, Option C risks non-compliance with the RMA. 
Not acting risks creation of an urban form that does not 
align with community expectations and is not well-
functioning as required by the NPS:UD. 

Arterial transport corridor setbacks: 
 
 
Policy 4.1.2.2f  
 
Manage building setbacks and site layouts along 
identified transport corridor to provide sufficient 
amenity for adjoining sites and enable their widening 
to accommodate future dedicated facilities for 
public transport, walking, cycling, or micro-mobility.  
 
… 
 
4.2.5.6 Building Setbacks  
 

ii. Arterial transport corridors – 5m 
 
 
 
With corresponding changes in the MDRZ and HDRZ 

Summary 
Policy 4.1.2.2f is proposed in the All-Residential Zones 
chapter, supporting the management of development 
along key transport corridors, such as arterial transport 
corridors as suggested by some submitters. 
 
A 5m setback for buildings along an arterial transport 
corridor is proposed to be re-introduced into the Plan. 
The setback supports objectives and policies in the Plan 
that seek to protect key transport corridors for future 
streetscape improvements as well as future widening for 
public transport and active modes upgrades. This 
setback is particularly important for protecting transport 
corridors where MDRZ and HDRZ is proposed such as 
along Te Rapa Straight, Boundary Road, and Peachgrove 
and Hukanui Road.  
 
Option C proposes an arterial transport corridor of 
setback of 5m, reflecting the same distance in the ODP 
(Option A). PC12 (Option B) removed the setback in line 
with other changes to reflect the MDRS.  

 



 
Benefits 

• Provides protection of future transport corridor 
upgrades along the arterial transport corridor 
network where frequent public transport is 
planned. Widening the transport corridor may be 
required, and therefore, ensuring there are as few 
buildings within a 5m setback reduces the need of 
future demolition of buildings, or a restricted 
public transport service than what otherwise 
might be possible without a setback.  

• A 5m setback provides more separation between 
the carriageway and buildings for amenity, health, 
and privacy purposes, such as through the 
provision of more landscaping within private 
properties front setbacks. In addition, a greater 
front building setback enables more space for 
larger trees to be planted or become more mature 
along the transport corridor which is desired 
along the arterial network. 
 

Costs 
• While the ODP currently has the same setback 

standard distance, compared to PC12 (Option B), 
this will reduce the amount of space on a site for 
development opportunities and, therefore, 
reduce the potential supply of housing on 
affected sites.  

 



Overall, it is considered that the benefits of Option C 
outweigh the costs. 
 
 
Effectiveness and Efficiency 
Option C provides a greater ability to manage 
developments along key transport corridors where future 
network upgrades are likely and which will support the 
higher levels of density being proposed along them. In 
addition, the proposed setback provides better on-site 
amenity, privacy and health outcomes for residents living 
along high traffic volume transport corridors.  
 
Of particular importance, the proposed policy and 
setback supports the zoning proposed along Te Rapa 
Straight, Boundary Road, and Hukanui and Peachgrove 
Road. These areas of zoning are proposed on the basis 
that they have good accessibilty via both walking, active 
modes and public transport. Ensuring that these 
corridors can be widened with relative ease will be 
critical for future enhancements to the network that will 
support higher residential densities in these areas.  
 
Overall, the proposed policy and provision will support 
the management of development around key transport 
corridors, helping protect the ability for those corridors 
to change in use and design into the future while limiting 
distribution on adjoining sites. The policy and provisions, 
therefore, support the zoning of density along these 



corridors making it an effective and efficient change to 
the Plan.  
 
Risk of acting or not acting 
Depending on the timing of the signalled legislative 
reforms, Option C risks non-compliance with the RMA. 
Not acting risks creation of an urban form that does not 
align with community expectations and is not well-
functioning as required by the NPS:UD. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 


