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Table 1 Rotokauri North Holdings Limited Submission 
  

Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

1 Zoning  
 

Support The submitter supports the Medium Density Zoning, and that the 
only mapped Qualifying Matter relates to the already identified 
Significant Natural Area.  

Retain the zoning.  

Chapter 4 – Residential Zones  

2 4.1.1 Purpose.  Oppose in part The submitter generally supports the explanatory text to the 
revised chapter 4 however, has significant concerns regarding the 
explanatory text including a definition of “residential amenity”, 
and further explanation including ambiguous references to “good 
access” and “functional living spaces both internally and 
externally”.  The submitter is also concerned at the linkage made 
between a safe environment and internal and external living 
spaces, as these are unrelated matters. 
 
The explanatory text should not provide additional definitions, 
references to matters which are outside of the RMA (e.g internal 
living areas) and should provide a clear explanation of intent.  
 
In addition references to appropriate non-residential activities 
refer to “residential character” – this is not reflected in the policy 
framework. 
 
 

Delete the explanatory text 
or otherwise the 
explanatory text should be 
amended to address the 
concerns of the submitter.  

3 Objective 4.1.2.1 (and 
policies 4.1.2.1a-e) 

Oppose in part The submitter supports the HCDP alignment with the Te Ture Whaimana o Te Awa o Waikato’ – 
The Vision and Strategy for the Waikato River. 
 
However, the submitter does not support the inclusion of additional objectives and policies 
which in effect duplicate the objectives and policies in other chapters (e.g Chapters 2 and 25 
of the District Plan).  Many of the matters identified in the policies directly relate to the adverse 
effects addressed by the other chapters and are not matters pertinent to Chapter 4.  
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 
Any amendment to the objectives and policies should also address relief sought elsewhere in 
this submission relating to stormwater management, earthworks etc. 

4 Objective 4.1.2.2 (and 
policies 4.1.2.2a – f) and 
associated explanatory text 
  

Oppose in part The submitter has several concerns in relation to the matters 
raised in the detail of Objective 4.1.2.2 and Policies 4.1.2.2-f.  
These include: 
 

 While alignment of development with infrastructure is 

generally supported the policies should not foreclose on 

the ability to provide for interim solutions to infrastructure to 

enable housing supply. 

 The refences to a preference of public of private 

infrastructure is inappropriate and inconsistent with the 

other requirements under the PC12 which require onsite 

infrastructure.  In addition, high density developments 

often have communal private infrastructure.  

 References to consistent with Structure Plans, including any 

staging identified in structure plans, should be “in general 

accordance”. 

 It is also considered inappropriate for the policies to 

determine that compliance with the structure plan would 

achieve the use of land and infrastructure “efficiently”.  

Structures plans are the detail within them is indicative only.  

Such a policy is limiting to the delivery of growth which 

options not identified by structure plans could be 

achieved.  

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 Reference to the achievement of densities should be 

replaced with “aim to achieve”, as specific compliance 

will not always be achievable in every circumstance.  

5 Objective 4.1.2.3, Policies 
4.1.2.3a-d)  

Support in part 
Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports the text as notified subject to 
consistency with relief sought elsewhere in this submission. 
Policy 4.2.1.c is not considered appropriate – it is outside of the 
RMA to require dwelling to provide “the day to day needs” of 
people. This policy should be deleted.  
 

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

6 Objective 4.1.2.4, Policies 
4.1.2.4a-e and explanatory 
text 

Support in part 
Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports the text as notified – however 
opposes the following: 
 

 Policy 4.1.2.4a should be clearer as to what effects of non-

residential activities need to be managed (e. noise etc) 

 Policy 4.1.2.4 c and d, should have the limitation on serving 

only the “local” community deleted – this phrase “local “ 

is undefined and will be problematic in implementation.  

In addition this may be appropriate only for local 

cafes/diaries etc, but is too limiting for activities such as 

churches, community counselling etc.   

 Policy 4.1.2.4e should be deleted as visitor 

accommodation is needed throughout the city – not just 

in identified precincts.  

 

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

7 Objective 4.1.2.5, Policies 
4.1.2.5a-b and explanatory 
text 

Oppose in part The submitter supports the encouragement of sustainable 
features, including provision for electric charging etc, however 
does not support this being a requirement of development. 

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

8 Objective 4.1.2.6, Policies 
4.1.2.6a-j and explanatory 
text 

Support in part 
Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports the text as notified subject to 
consistency with relief sought elsewhere in this submission, and in 
particular encouragement of public fronts and private backs for 
dwellings as these align with the design philosophy set by PC7 for 
Rotokauri North. 
 
However the submitter has several concerns in relation to the 
matters raised in the detail of the Policies.  These include: 
 

 Reference to access private areas by “invitation” only – this 

is not relevant and could be utilised to dictate “gated” rear 

lanes. 

 references to matters which are outside of the RMA (e.g 

internal living areas) 

 as well as habitable rooms fronting the streetscape 

inclusion of specific reference to “kitchen”.  

 References to sunlight and daylight are too broad and 

could be misinterpreted to be applicable to the whole 

dwelling  

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 



 

Rotokauri North Holdings Limited – Submission (PC12) 8 

Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 Requiring onsite manoeuvring does not align with the other 

policies regarding minimising effects of parking/garaging 

and has not related method 

 Reference to limiting the number of vehicle crossings 

should be deleted – this is managed by Chapter 25. 

 Service and storage areas should be deleted  

 Deletion of references to retention of existing vegetation – 

Chapter 25 enables general vegetation to be removed as 

a permitted activity. 

 While overlooking between properties should be 

managed – this is done via the outlook rule and should not 

be further managed by policies seeking to avoid 

overlooking. 

9 Objective 4.1.2.7, Policies 
4.1.2.7a and explanatory 
text 
  

Oppose The submitter opposes any further control at the interface of the 
significant natural areas.  SNAs and their protection have been 
addressed by PC9 and further buffers and restrictions on 
adjoining land is not needed or supported.   
 

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

10 4.3.1 MDZ Purpose Oppose in part The explanation and purpose of the MDZ currently excludes any 
reference to Rotokauri North.  This should be added (with 
reference back to 3.6.A) for consistency. 
 
  

The text should be 
amended to address the 
concerns of the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

11 Objective 4.3.2.1, Policies 
4.3.2.1a-f and explanatory 
text 
  

Support in part 
Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports the principles of public 
frontages, as these align with the PC7 outcomes. 
 
The submitter opposes any reference to development in 
Rotokauri North adhering to a “masterplanning approach”.  This 
is a hang over from the operative version requiring 
Comprehensive Development Plans, and through the decision of 
PC7 not required in Rotokauri North.  Its introduction effectively 
re-litigates matters also agreed and settled between the 
submitter and HCC via PC7.  
 
The submitter has several concerns in relation to the matters 
raised in the detail of the Policies.  These include matters raised 
previously: 
 

 Adherence to structure plans and staging should be “in 

general accordance” 

 Infrastructure staging etc should allow for and foreclose on 

interim solutions 

 Provision for universal access.  This is not an RMA matter to 

be addressed via a district plan. 

 Encouragement of pairing of vehicle crossings – this works 

for terraces and duplex dwellings only and is problematic 

for vacant lot designs. 

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 Effects of car parking on streetscape undermines the 

permitted activity criteria which allow for this (whereas the 

policy requires this to be avoided” 

 

12 Objective 4.3.2.2, Policies 
4.3.2.2a-c and explanatory 
text 
  

Support in part 
Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports the identification of medium 
density having effects on existing neighbours etc, and planned 
character including terraces and apartments. 
The submitter opposes policy 4.3.2.2.c as it relates to Rotokauri 
North – encouragement for higher densities have already been 
taken into account in the PC7 provisions/overlay etc.   
 

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

13 Objective 4.3.2.6, Policies 
4.3.26 and explanatory text 
  

Support  
 

The submitter supports the retention of the PC7 objectives and 
policies specific to Rotokauri North. 
The submitter supports the inclusion of “terrace housing” to the 
policies (as this definition did not exist during the preparation of 
PC7).     
 

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

14 Activity Tables 4.3.3.1 Support in part 
Oppose in part 

The submitter considers that with the merging of the MDRZ rules 
there is no reason to require a higher activity status default in 
Rotokauri North for activities such as childcare centres serving 
more than 6 children and rest homes than the general MDZ zone. 
And would support further relaxation of other activities subject to 
gfa restrictions (e.g cafes). 
 
In general the lower activity status would support the strategic 
objectives and policies enabling and encouraging local activities 
providing the day to day needs of communities within walkable 
catchments (without having to use private vehicle movements) 
and utilising land in the most efficient way.    

Amend provisions to satisfy 
the concerns of the 
submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

The submitter supports the changes to the activity tables to allow 
for residential development to align with the MDRS. 
 

15 4.3.3.2 Notification Support in part 
Oppose in Part 

The submitter considers that the provisions on limited and public 
notification is confusing and may create an expectation that 
infringement over 25% are likely to be publicly notified.  These 
should be deleted and replaced with those required by the 
MDRS.  
 

Amend provisions to satisfy 
the concerns of the 
submitter. 

16 4.3.4.1 Density Oppose There is no reason to limit the density for rest homes, retirement 
villages and manage care facilities.  
  

Amend provisions to satisfy 
the concerns of the 
submitter. 

17 Development Controls  
 
4.3.4.2 Building Coverage 
4.3.4.3 Permeability 
4.3.4.4 Height 
4.3.4.6 Yards 
4.3.4.7 Boundary Fences and 
Walls 
4.3.4.8 Public Interface 
4.3.4.10 Outdoor living 

Support in part 
 

The submitter supports those provisions which reflect the PC7 
decision and/or are more enabling than PC7.  These include: 
 

 4.3.4.2 Building Coverage 

 4.3.4.3e Permeability  

 4.3.4.4 Height 

 4.3.4.6 Yards – limited to those parts which are the same 

as/more enabling than PC7 and not opposed below. 

 4.3.4.7 Boundary Fences and Walls - limited to those parts 

which are the same as/more enabling than PC7 and not 

opposed below. 

 4.3.4.8 a and b Public Interface  

Retain the standards 
which are the same as / 
more enabling than PC7, 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 4.3.4.10 Outdoor Living 

18 Development Controls  
4.3.4.3 Permeability 
4.3.4.5 HIRB 
4.3.4.6 Building Setbacks 
4.3.4.7 Boundary Fences and 
Walls 
4.3.4.10 Outdoor living 
4.3.4.11 Waste Management  
4.3.4.12 Storage Areas 
4.3.4.14 Built Form 
4.3.4.15 Universal Access 

Oppose  Provisions which are not supported as they are less 
enabling/more restrictive than PC7, but which are not the MDRS 
“density standards” are: 
 

 4.3.4.3a and b Permeability.  The current PC7 provisions 

only requires 20% permeable.  

 4.3.4.5 HIRB – the PC7 standards should apply to all 

development not just development of 3 or more units.  The 

PC7 provisions are more enabling than the equivalent 

MDRS provisions. 

 4.3.4.6 Building Setbacks.  The submitter opposes and yard 

setback which is more restrictive than the PC7 provision (e. 

g 2m opposite side yards for a 0m) 

 4.3.4.10(a)(v). The submitter opposes the requirement for 

the space to be located accessible to a “principle living 

room”.  Outdoor living should be accessible from any 

living/dining/kitchen area  

 4.3.4.11 – the PC7 minimum dimension was 1m (the notified 

PC12 has 1.5), the submitter opposes any requirement for 

a waste container management plan, and opposes all 

additional requirements in clause d) which were not part 

of PC7.  

Delete the standards 
which are less 
enabling/more restrictive 
than PC7, but which are 
not the MDRS “density 
standards”; OR 
Exclude these provisions 
from applying to the 
Rotokauri North Residential 
Precinct 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 4.3.4.12, 4.3.4.14, 4.3.4.15  – PC7 was approved as a MDZ 

with no requirement for storage, limit on building length or 

requirement for universal access.  The submitter opposes 

these requirements.  

19 Development Controls  
4.3.4.3 Permeability 

Oppose in Part In addition to the above commentary the submitter considers 
that the combination of clause a) and b) undermines the RMAA 
MDRS standard for landscaping, and undermines the ability to 
achieve the notified building coverage/impervious provisions for 
terraces/apartments access via a rear lane and  given the 
limiting definition of “permeable” and also is less enabling than 
the operative PC7 which enables up to 80% impervious.  
 
A broadened definition of permeable would also be supported 
(e.g to include narrow paths 1.5m wide etc).  
 
The submitter also considered that that provision of trees per unit 
is too onerous and will reduce useable space within the lots.  
 

Delete the parts of the 
standard which are less 
enabling/more restrictive 
than PC7 (but which are 
not the MDRS “density 
standards);  
OR 
Exclude these provisions 
from applying to the 
Rotokauri North Residential 
Precinct 

20 Development Controls  
 
4.3.4.7 Boundary fences and 
yards  

Oppose The submitter opposes the deletion of the: 
 

 5m setback for garages from the transport corridor 

boundary for Rotokauri North.  

 provision for a fence where a north facing open space is 

located forward of the building line.   

These standards should form part of PC12.  
 
 

Amend PC12 to include 
the identified standards; 
OR 
Amend PC12 to include 
the identified standards for 
the Rotokauri North 
Residential Precinct   
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

21 Development Controls  
 
4.3.4.7 Boundary fences and 
yards  

Support in part The submitter generally supports the approach to combined retaining walls fences for front 
yards in 4.3.4.7(d), however would support simplification of the rule. 

22 Development Controls  
 
4.3.4.8 Public Interface 

Oppose in part Clauses c-e are opposed insofar as they should only related to 
development which adjoins a transport corridor boundary and 
should not only apply to apartment applications the provisions 
are not appropriate to apply to integrated land use applications 
for multiple duplex dwellings, or detached dwelling. 
 

Amend provisions to satisfy 
the concerns of the 
submitter.  

23 Development Controls  
 
4.3.4.9 Outlook 
4.3.4.10 Outdoor Living 

Support in part / 
Oppose in part 

The submitters considered that an exemption should be made for 
support structures associated with above ground balconies etc  

Amend provisions to satisfy 
the concerns of the 
submitter. 

24 Development Controls  
 
4.3.4.13 Accessory Buildings, 
Vehicle Access and Vehicle 
Parking 
 

Support in part / 
Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports those elements that reflect PC7.  
However, the submitter opposes the provision in part for the 
following reasons: 
 

 the provisions are too complex to be easily interpreted and 

should be simplified  

 the reference to a residential units “frontage” is 

ambiguous, and it not clear whether this relates to the lot, 

parent lot, future lot, or building line. ‘ 

Amend provisions to satisfy 
the concerns of the 
submitter. 

25 4.3.6-7 Controlled Activities 
and Restricted Discretionary 
Activities: matter of 
discretion 

Oppose in part The matters of discretion exclude any reference to the Rotokauri 
North matters of assessment.  These should be included as per 
the operative plan. 
 
 
 

Amend provisions to satisfy 
the concerns of the 
submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

Chapter 6 Business 1 to 7 Zone  

26 Objectives and Policies 
(additional to enable 
residential activities) 

Support in part  
Oppose in part 

The submitter supports amendment to the business zones to 
enable and encourage above ground level residential activities.  
However, the submitter opposes the drafting which implies that 
they are only encouraged where they contribute to safe streets. 
 

Amend provisions to satisfy 
the concerns of the 
submitter. 

27 Activity Table 6.3 
 

Support The submitter supports the changes to enable as a permitted 
activity above ground apartments. 
 

Retain the provisions as 
notified. 

Chapter 23: Subdivision  

28 Objective 23.2.2, Policy 
23.2.2.a 

Support The submitter supports the deletion of reference to maintaining 
existing amenity values. 
 

Retain the provisions as 
notified. 

29 Objective 23.2.7, Policies 
23.2.7 and explanation 

Support The submitter supports the retention of the PC7 objectives and 
policies specific to Rotokauri North. 
The submitter supports the inclusion of “terrace housing” to the 
policies (as this definition did not exist during the preparation of 
PC7).     
 

Retain the provisions as 
notified. 

30 Activity Table 23.3c Support in part The submitter generally supports the proposed changes to 
Activity Table 23.3C, in particular the new controlled activity 
status for activities xi-xiii for Rotokauri North, subject to resolution 
of some double up/conflicting activity statuses (e.g two different 
status for unit title subdivision) and resolution of any referencing 
errors to confirm that Table 23.3.C applies to the MDRZ for 
Rotokauri North. 
 

Retain the provisions as 
notified, subject to 
amendments to satisfy the 
concerns of the submitter 

31 23.7.1 and 23.7.2 – 
Subdivision Suitability 

Support in part The submitter supports retention of the PC7 vacant lot size for 
residential vacant lots for Rotokauri North, and in general, the 
provisions in 23.7.2 allowing fee simple and unit title subdivision 
with no minimum lot size where land use consent is granted 

Retain the provisions as 
notified. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

first/concurrently, or applications can provide a permitted 
activity dwelling can be constructed. 

32 23.7.4 MDRZ Support in part 
Oppose in part. 

The submitter supports those provisions which reflect the PC7 
decision and/or are more enabling than PC7.  
 
The submitter opposes the “new” restrictions beyond PC7 
incorporated into Rule 23.7.4 including: 
 

 clause o-q relating to pedestrian/cyclist accessways 

 clause u matters for rear lanes 

 

Delete the parts of the 
standard which are less 
enabling/more restrictive 
than PC7;  
OR 
Exclude these provisions 
from applying to the 
Rotokauri North Residential 
Precinct 

33 4.3.6-7 Controlled Activities 
and Restricted Discretionary 
Activities: matter of 
discretion 

Oppose in part The controls activities matters exclude any reference to the 
Rotokauri North – which should not be included.  
The matters of discretion xix require updating to delete reference 
to Rule 4.7.12a which has been deleted.    
 

Amend provisions to satisfy 
the concerns of the 
submitter. 

Chapter 24 Financial Contributions  

34 Chapter 24 – in its entirety Oppose The submitter opposes any financial contributions applying to 
Rotokauri North as all effect resulting from the development of 
the greenfield site have been addressed by either Development 
Contributions and/or the private development agreement.  No 
further contributions are warranted.  

Delete identified 
provisions;  
OR 
Exclude these provisions 
from applying to the 
Rotokauri North Residential 
Precinct 

Chapter 25.12 Solid Waste  

35. Policies 25.12.1.d Oppose The submitter opposes policy c for the reason reasons as listed 
under the waste development controls in Chapter 4. 

Delete identified 
provisions;  
OR 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

Policy d is also considered inappropriate, and conflicts with other 
objectives regarding optimising existing berms spaces/road 
corridors and utilisation of rear lanes for collection.  
Both policies should be deleted. 
 

Exclude these provisions 
from applying to the 
Rotokauri North Residential 
Precinct 

Chapter 23.13 Three Waters 

36. Objective 23.13.2.2 Policies 
23.13.2.2a-b, and 
explanation 

Support in part 
Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports changes to reflect the health 
and wellbeing of the Waikato River. 
 
The submitter has several concerns in relation to the matters 
raised in the detail of the Policies.  These include: 
 

 specific reference to onsite solutions – for greenfield 

development the ICMP and SC-ICMP’s generally identify 

the communal devices which allow for the appropriate 

detention to manage effects. Not every lot/development 

is required to have onsite devices.  Furthermore, the ICMPs 

and SC-ICMP identify the appropriate devices for 

individual lots to manage stormwater effects, as not all 

solutions are appropriate in the individual catchments. 

 The policies and explanation reference retention and 

soakage as opposed to detention, there are different 

expectations and outcomes for all of these stormwater 

solutions, and it should be clear which of these solutions 

HCC is seeking.   

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 As noted under the Chapter 24 items – the submitter 

opposes the requirement for financial contributions for 

greenfield growth areas 

37. Objective 23.13.2.4, 
23.13.2.4, Policies 23.13.2.4, 
23.13.2.5a-h and 
explanation 

Support in part 
Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports changes to reflect the health 
and wellbeing of the Waikato River. 
 
The submitter has several concerns in relation to the matters 
raised in the detail of the Policies.  These include: 
 

 While alignment of development with infrastructure is 

generally supported the policies should not foreclose on 

the ability to provide for interim solutions to infrastructure to 

enable housing supply. 

 As noted under the Chapter 24 items – the submitter 

opposes the requirement for financial contributions for 

greenfield growth areas 

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

38. Rules - General Standards 
25.13.4 (all) 

Support in part 
Oppose in part 

The status of the Rotokauri North SC-ICMP does not correspond to 
the planning provisions as drafted – the requirements of the 
Rotokauri North SC-ICMP (as amended by conditions of the 
approved Fast Track consent) should be clarified to form the 
same status as a “full ICMP” and thus replace the need for 
compliance with the relevant standards applicable to other 
development, including but not limited to; 
 

 25.13.4.1b Integrated Catchment Management Plan 

The provisions should be 
amended to address the 
concerns of the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 25.13.4.2 Stormwater – Non-Residential zones 

 25.13.4.2A Stormwater – Residential zones 

 25.13.4.6 Three Waters Infrastructure Capacity Assessments 

and Water Impact Assessments 

The submitter supports the requirements for water conservation 
features, however, requests that these been clarified to include 
tanks for re-use that fulfil any required retention/detention 
(including allowing retention/detention tanks which are used for 
re-use to have the same status for yard etc exclusions as a 
rainwater tank). 
 

Chapter 25.14 Transportation 

39. Objective 25.14.2.1, Policies 
23.14.2.1a-q 
and explanation 
 
 
 
 23.13.2.5a-h and 
explanation 
2 

Support tin part 
Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports the inclusion for other modes of 
access and recognition of micro-mobility in enabling more 
sustainable forms of transport. 
 
The submitter has several concerns in relation to the matters 
raised in the detail.  These include: 
 

 The use of policies which refer to other policies (this is not 

considered to be appropriate drafting of a policy)  

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 Reference to creation of a continuous tree canopy along 

corridors – the submitter is concerned that this will create 

undesirable outcomes for urban environments (and is 

concerned that the higher planted maintenance will be 

additional costs borne by the consent holder).   

 Reference to minimising building new roads.  Greenfields 

areas should be excluded from this policy.   

 Referencing to “have fun” and “playfulness” in relation to 

transport corridors.  The submitter supports the movement 

of people via various methods, however, considered that 

“fun” and “play” is better enabled in open space/green 

corridors.  

 Requiring provision of public transport infrastructure – this 

matter was canvassed at the PC7 hearing and determined 

more appropriate for development to “enable” and 

“future proof” for these features.  

 Referencing to minimising vehicle crossings – this should be 

limited to streets with dedicated cycle lane or dedicated 

3m (or wider) shared path facilities.  

 Referencing to reverse sensitivity should be clear that it 

does not relate to all road networks.  

The submitter specifically opposes policy 25.14.2.1oii which 
appears to “misunderstand” the use of rear lanes through 
requiring them to be safe for pedestrians etc – these are service 
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Ref:  Submission matter 
Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

lanes for vehicles not thoroughfare.  In addition, not all lanes will 
require rubbish collection services and emergency vehicles (and 
lots which lanes have a street frontage for these facilities).  
 
The submitter supports the general principle of making the best 
use of transport corridors provided.  However, this needs to be 
paired with other policies which enable efficiencies to be gained 
in the road corridor designs (particularly service berm widths) set 
by Appendix 15 (Table 15-a). 
 

40. 25.14.4.1 f - Quantity Oppose The submitter opposes the retention of the operative maximum 
number of vehicle crossings per site.  This undermines the 
achievement of medium density development fronting a 
transport corridor.  The provision should be deleted and/or new 
provisions added to enable a minimum of one crossing per 
dwelling.   

The provisions should be 
amended or deleted to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

41. 25.14.4.1 h- Design an 
Access Widths 

Oppose The widths for a single residential unit are “missing” from the rule.  
Until these can be reviewed, the submitter is unable to provide 
any comment and/or confirm consistency with the outcomes 
sought by the Chapter 4 changes.  
 
The widths for internal vehicle access for 2-6 units appear to be 
inappropriately wide, thus reducing the potential for 
developable land, and conflict with the detailed parking 
provisions in Chapter 4. 
 

The provisions should be 
amended or deleted to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

42. 25.14.4.1 j- Design an Access 
Widths 

Oppose  The submitter opposes the further restriction on rear lanes – the 
provisions applicable to Rotokauri North should reflect those 
agreed via PC7.   

The provisions should be 
amended or deleted to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 
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43. 25.14.4.1 m-p- Design an 
Access Widths 

Oppose The submitter opposes the further restrictions applying to all 
development.  Standard m in particular should not apply to all 
individual lot vehicle crossings, and standard p should be clear 
that it does not apply to the transport corridors.   
 

The provisions should be 
amended or deleted to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

44. 25.14.4.2b Electric Vehicle 
Charging 

Oppose The submitter opposes this forming a requirement for 
development, and has significant concerns as to the ability of 
providers to enable this.  
 

The provisions should be 
deleted to address the 
concerns of the submitter. 

45. 25.14.4.3b Waste 
Management 

Oppose The submitter opposes this forming a requirement for 
development and any associated provisions/information 
requirements for waste management.  
 

The provisions should be 
deleted 

Appendix 1.1 Definitions  

46. Apartments / terraced 
housing 

Support The submitter supports the revised definition for apartments and a 
new definition for terraced housing.  
 

Retain as notified 

47. General Support The submitter supported amendments to broaden the definition 
of Rotokauri North features (e.g rear lanes, shared paths) to be 
applicable citywide. 
 

Retain as notified 

48. Definitions of Urban Design 
and Urban Heat Island Effect 

Oppose The drafting of both is too broad and complex to be a definition.  
The definition of Urban Heat island effect is a explanation of how 
it occurs, not a definition of what it is. 

The provisions should be 
amended or deleted to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

Appendix 1.2 Information Requirements  

49. 1.2.1 h 
Requirement for urban 
design assessments 

Oppose The submitter opposes the requirement for a specific “urban 
design” assessment and “CPTED” assessments for all applications 
for 4 or more dwellings.   

The provisions should be 
amended/deleted to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 
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This is unnecessary for application of such a small scale (being 4 
dwellings), and will add increased cost, complexities and delays 
to the delivery of housing.  
 

50. 1.2.2.23a Subdivision of a 
duplex in Rotokauri North 

Oppose The submitter has identified that this provision should be deleted, 
as subdivision in accordance with land use and/or around 
development is now a controlled activity.   
 

The provision should be 
deleted to address the 
concerns of the submitter. 

Appendix 1.3 Assessment Criteria 

51. B (inclusive) 
G (inclusive) 
J (inclusive) 

 The submitter opposes: 
 any changes to the assessment criteria which attribute 

lengths/percentages to being an appropriate outcome  

 “rules of thumb”.  These are rules not assessment criteria.  

 any reference to retention of existing vegetation, or 

viewshafts 

 references to local microclimatic features 

 repetition of outcomes required by development 

standards (e.g landscaping, position of doors/windows to 

street etc, fencing) 

 outcomes that undermine permitted activity development 

controls (e.g parking areas, garage percentages to street 

frontage) 

The provisions should be 
amended or deleted to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 
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 any other matter raised by the detailed submission on the 

chapters repeated in the assessment criteria.  

 requirements to provide rather enable/future proof for 

public transport infrastructure 

 reference to roads providing for “play”  

 duplication of matters 

 relevance of JJ where there is an approved ICMP/SC-ICMP 

 Reference to consistency with permitted standards 

The submitter also considered that the new detail of 1.3.3. in 
relation to design and layout makes The Design Guides 
redundant (and they should be deleted).  

52. O4 – subdivision of a duplex Oppose The submitter has identified that this provision should be deleted, 
as the rule refences has been deleted.  

The provision should be 
deleted to address the 
concerns of the submitter. 

Appendix 15 

53. Table 15-1a and figure 
15.1.a.a 

Oppose The submitter opposes the cycle parking rates and provision for 
lockers.  Specifically but not limited to those listed for apartments 
and residential units/duplexes being required per bedroom, and 
the required parking dimensions. 
 

The provisions should be 
amended or deleted to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

54. 15-2 ITA Oppose The submitter opposes the additional requirements for ITAs, 
specifically (but not limited to) a design statement addressing 
matters such as rubbish collection and parking (these are better 
suited to be addressed at detailed engineering plan approval 

The provisions should be 
amended or deleted to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 
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stage) and the requirement for assessment of greenhouse gas 
emissions.   
 

55 Table 15-5a & 15-5aii Oppose The submitter is of the opinion that there could be considerable 
efficiencies in amending the transport design corridors- in 
particular reducing the expectation for significant service berms 
– whereas the PC12 amendments have in some cases increased 
the widths of vested roads.  The submitter is also concerned that 
these changes combined with the policies on tree canopy could 
further increased the vested road network, which impacts on the 
available land for the delivery of housing. 
 

The provisions should be 
deleted or amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

Chapter 2 - Strategic Framework 

 All objectives and Policies Support in part 
Oppose in part 

As the Chapter 2 strategic framework has been used to guide 
the changes made in detailed chapters, the submitter generally 
supports those matters raised in the above table which are 
supported, where these themes are addressed in the Chapter 2 
objectives and policies (and explanatory text). 
 
Likewise the submitter opposes those matters raised in the above 
table which are opposed where these themes are addressed in 
the Chapter 2 objectives and policies (and explanatory text). 
 

The objective and policies 
should be amended to 
address the concerns of 
the submitter. 

  


