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Submission on Plan Change 12 to the Hamilton City District Plan  

(Enabling Housing Supply) 

 

 

To:   Hamilton City Council  

Freepost 172189  

City Planning Unit  

Private Bag 3010  

Hamilton 3240 

 

Attention: Plan Change 12 submission 

 

haveyoursay@hcc.govt.nz 

 

From/Address for Service:    

   Jones Lands Limited/ Hamilton Campground Limited 

   PO Box 305002 

   Triton Plaza 

   Auckland 0757 

 

   Attention: Tristan Jones (Director) 

   tristan@jonesgroup.co.nz 

 

Introduction 

1. This is a joint submission on Plan Change 12 (“PC12”) to the Hamilton City 

District Plan – Enabling Housing Supply made by Jones Lands Limited and 

Hamilton Campground Limited (collectively referred to as “the 

submitter”). 

2. The submitter: 

(a) Is not a trade competitor for the purposes of PC12 and could not 

gain an advantage in trade competition through this submission; 

(b) Supports in part PC12 subject to all the matters in this submission 

being addressed; and 

(c) Seeks that PC12 be approved, subject to zones, objectives, policies, 

rules and provisions being amended to address the matters raised in 

this submission (and any consequential relief), for the reasons 

outlined below. 

The submitter 

3. The submitter is an experienced developer within the Waikato Region, 

with significant landholdings including greenfield and brownfield sites 

across Hamilton that are affected by PC12 and are also available for 

housing intensification opportunities.   

mailto:tristan@jonesgroup.co.nz
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Reasons for Submission and Relief Sought 

4. Attachment 1 (Table 1) attached includes the submissions matters, 

reasons for submission and relief sought.   

5. While the submitter generally supports the thrust of the increased 

opportunities for intensification PC12 proposes there are specific aspects 

of the plan change which are opposed and sought to be amended.  In 

this sense, the submitter is concerned that the Council has not gone far 

enough in enabling housing supply and intensification, has not identified 

all the available opportunities for intensification, has created provisions 

that are too restrictive and in doing so has actually decreased real world 

opportunities for intensification and the supply of housing compared with 

the requirements of the NPS-UD and MDRS.  Areas which the submitter 

opposes are generally related to matters where amendments are not 

consistent with the objectives or policies of the Hamilton City District Plan, 

RPS and NPS-UD or make amendments that are not efficient or effective 

in enabling housing supply or creating certainty in the resource consent 

process. 

6. In a number of cases the Council have proposed methods (either the 

same or similar) originally notified in the Proposed Auckland Unitary Plan 

which were deleted by the Independent Hearings Panel in its decision. In 

this sense, there is no need to go back to the future on matters which 

were not seen by that Panel as contributing to the effective management 

of resources, along with forward planning. Many methods represent a fine 

grain micro management of design and development, unnecessary to 

achieve the purpose of the NPS-UD and which need not be addressed 

through rules where the matters are already available to be considered 

through discretions (if there remains issues of concern) associated with 

subdivision and development.  

7. The reasons for this submission are that those matters opposed or opposed 

in part in PC12, without giving effect to the relief sought in this submission: 

(a) will not promote sustainable management of resources, and will 

not achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 

(“Act”); 

(b) is contrary to Part II and other provisions of the Act; 

(c) will not meet the reasonably foreseeable needs of future 

generations; 

(d) will not enable social, economic and cultural well being; 

(e) will not support enabling housing supply; 

(f) will complicate the resource consent process, creating uncertainty 

and increasing compliance costs associated with consenting and 

development; 
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(g) are unnecessary to address the requirements for the NPS-UD (and 

do not give effect to the NPS-UD and RPS) or MDRS as outlined in 

schedule 3 of the RMA. 

(h) is otherwise contrary to the purposes and provisions of the Act and 

other relevant planning documents;  

(i) is inappropriate and inconsistent with the purpose and principles of 

the Act;  

(j) does not represent the most appropriate means of exercising the 

Council's functions, having regard to the efficiency and 

effectiveness of other available means and are therefore not 

appropriate in terms of s32 and other provisions of the Act; 

 

8. In particular, but without limiting the generality of the above, for those 

additional reasons set out in Table 1. 

9. Consequential amendments may be needed to give full effect to 

submission points in Table 1. 

10. The submitter wishes to be heard in support of its submission. 

11. If others make a similar submission, the submitter will consider presenting 

a joint case with them at any hearing. 

 

 

Tristan Jones for Jones Lands Limited & Hamilton Campground Limited 
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Attachment 1 - Table 1 Jones Lands Limited Submission 

  
Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

1 Zoning – “Hamilton 

Campground” 

• 104/106 Peachgrove 

Rd, Hamilton East, 

Hamilton 

• 108/110 Peachgrove 

Rd, Hamilton East, 

Hamilton 

• 114/112 Peachgrove 

Rd, Hamilton East, 

Hamilton  

• 116/118 Peachgrove 

Rd, Hamilton East, 

Hamilton 

• 1-10 Emmadale Lane, 

Hamilton East, Hamilton 

• 11-16 Joshua Lane, 

Hamilton East, Hamilton 

• 14 Ruakura Road, 

Hamilton East, 

Hamilton. 

 

 

Oppose in part 

 

While the submitter supports the areas of intensification identified 

in PC12, it also considers that there has been a considerable 

missed opportunity in rezoning land in proximity to existing and 

planned employment hubs, along major roading networks (and 

in proximity to public transport) and that the sites should be 

rezoned as Medium Density Residential to give effect to the NPS 

and RMAA.   

 

The Council has effectively cherry picked some centres and 

corridors for intensification opportunities, while other locations 

with similar opportunities for intensification because of their 

location, public transport and arterial road access, access to 

employment, and education and community facilities have not 

been upzoned. This level of inconsistency has significantly 

reduced the opportunity to provide housing opportunities in 

locations where there are significant benefits from developing 

there., particularly in respect to intensification, public transport 

use and general reduction in VKT. 

 

The submitter has interests in the sites are located at the 

intersection of Ruakura and Peachgrove Roads, which are major 

public transport routes and arterial roads.  In addition, the sites 

have a public transport existing bus stop directly on the Ruakura 

Road boundary.     

 

As visible with Attachment 2, the sites fall within a 10 minute 

walkable catchment to schools (intermediate, secondary and a 

private school), open space zones/neighbourhood parks, 

Claudlands events centre, tertiary education facilities, 

supermarket, shops and employment.  Part of the Ruakura 

Superhub also falls within the 10 minute walkable catchment.   

Rezone all walkable 

catchments of centres 

and arterial roads at least 

Medium Density 

Residential. 

 

In particular amend the 

zoning of the sites to at 

least Medium Density 

Residential and provide for 

a height variation overlay 

which enables 6 storeys. 

 

Delete the Infrastructure 

Constraints Overlay. 

 

For the avoidance of 

doubt this submission for 

rezoning could expand to 

the adjacent sites on the 

corridor that have the 

same locational attributes. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

For the avoidance of doubt 

this submission for rezoning 

could expand to the 

adjacent sites on the 

corridor that have the same 

locational attributes. 

 

 

Other facilities such as local recreational clubs, and a primary 

school also fall just outside of the 10 minute walkable catchment,  

 

The City Centre falls only within a 20 minute cycle and is directly 

accessible by public transport on the adjoining arterial road 

network.   

 

In addition, the submitter's landholdings are within an area 

identified within the Hamilton-Waikato Metro spatial plans a high 

growth / economic corridor.  This Spatial Plan does not seem to 

have informed any nodes or intensification within PC12. 

Attachment 2 identifies the submitters landholdings in relation to 

the Spatial Plan.  

 

In particular, PC12 has failed to acknowledge the significant 

investment and planned growth on the eastern frame of the city 

with the Proposed Ruakura Inland port and the effect this growth 

will have on shifting the axis of industrial and economic activity 

within the city. There is a missed opportunity to support this 

growth with necessary housing opportunities. 

 

The location of the sites are optimally located to accommodate 

growth at a higher density than the GRZ enables (even with the 

“enabling objectives and policies).  The sites lend themselves for 

redevelopment to enable densities more akin to the MDRZ and 

given their size and brownfield redevelopment opportunity could 

also have this opportunity enhanced through a height variation 

overlay to support 6 storey apartment development. 

 

For the avoidance of doubt this submission for rezoning could 

expand to the adjacent sites on the corridor that have the same 

locational attributes. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

The Infrastructure Constraints Overlay, is considered a “moving 

target” – as noted by the section 32 reporting, it is expected to 

be reduced as infrastructure works are upgraded.  This is not 

considered to be suitable as a reason to delay further residential 

development capacity and/or restrict existing opportunity for 

development as this type of blanket restriction does not enable 

housing development where there are known engineering 

solutions to capacity. 

 

2 Three Waters Infrastructure 

Constraints Overlay (all 

provisions) 

Support in part 

Oppose in Part 

The submitter supports the use of a tool to manage effects on the 

capacity of network.   

 

However, as identified above, the proposed overlay has been 

used to “knee-cap” growth outside of “the central city, its 

walkable catchment and land to the north”.  This is opposed by 

the submitter.  

 

Effects on the citys networks are able to be managed through 

provision of infrastructure reports and/or management of effects 

by developers through onsite (or offsite) measures and through 

upgrades being progressively undertaken by the City.  However, 

this should not be used to prioritise areas which have no desire to 

develop over those that do and which can viable contribute to a 

significant contribution towards growth.   

 

 

Chapter 4 – Residential Zones  

3 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”.   

Delete the explanatory text 

or otherwise the 

explanatory 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 

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. 

 

The submitter is concerned that the introduction of these matters 

is designed to undermine real world intensification opportunities 

through the guide of residential amenity. In looking at the NPS-UD 

and the Enabling Housing Act, it is clear that the Government does 

not support such as approach and including this overall approach 

in PC12 look to intend to reverse the direction that the policy and 

legislation framework directs. 

 

Delete all provisions IN 

PC12 which do not give 

effect to the NPS-UD and 

Enabling Housing Act 

because they will restrict 

rather than enabling 

housing in appropriate 

locations.  

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 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 

• The references to a preference of public over 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.  

• 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. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

6 Objective 4.1.2.4, Policies 

4.1.2.4a-e and explanatory 

text 

Oppose in part The submitter generally supports the text as notified.  However 

the submitter opposes: 

 

• 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 other non-

residential activities.   

• 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. 

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. 

 

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. 

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 

• 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  

• Requiring onsite manoeuvring does not align with the other 

policies regarding minimising effects of parking/garaging 

and has no 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. 

 
 
 



 

Jones Lands Limited & Hamilton Campground Limited – Submission (PC12) 11 

Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

General Residential Zone Objectives and Policies 

9 Objective 4.2.2.1, Policies 

4.2.2.1a-d and explanatory 

text 

 

Oppose in part The submitter opposes: 

 

• any reference to development in adhering to a 

“masterplanning” approach.  This is not a statutory RMA 

tool and should not be required by stealth via policies.  

• Any reference to universal access- this Is not a relevant 

RMA matter.  

• References to consistent with Structure Plans, including any 

staging identified in structure plans, should be “in general 

accordance”. 

 

10 Objective 4.2.2.2, Policies 

4.2.2.2a-c and explanatory 

text 

 

Oppose in part The submitter generally supports the identification of medium 

density having effects on existing neighbours etc, and planned 

character. 

 

The submitter has concerns with: 

 

• Policy expectations that effect of development can be 

“offset” rather than “mitigated”.   

• A lack of reference to terraces and apartment type 

buildings (only attached and detached) 

• High density should also be encouraged close to existing 

and planned employment areas and major transport 

routes. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

Medium Density Zone Purpose and Objectives and Policies 

11 4.3.1 MDRZ Purpose Oppose As identified previously, the submitters landholdings should be 

identified as MDRZ and identified within the purpose. 

Amend provisions to satisfy 

the concerns of the 

submitter. 

12 Objective 4.3.2.1, Policies 

4.3.2.1a-f and explanatory 

text 

  

Oppose in part The submitter opposes any reference to development any 

reference to development in adhering to a “masterplanning” 

approach.  This is not a statutory RMA tool and should not be 

required by stealth via policies  

 

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. 

• Effects of car parking on streetscape undermines the 

permitted activity criteria which allow for this (whereas the 

policy requires this to be avoided” 

 

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 

13 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 the narrow scope of policy 4.3.2.2.c and 

considers that higher densities should be encouraged close to 

employment areas and along major transport routes. 

 

The submitter also has concerns that the Policy expectations are 

that effect of development can be “offset” rather than 

“mitigated”.   

 

The objective and policies 

should be amended to 

address the concerns of 

the submitter. 

Activity Tables (GRZ & MDRZ) 

14 4.2.1 Activity Table 

4.3.3 Activity Table 

Support in part 

Oppose in part 

The submitter generally supports the activity statuses listed for the 

GRZ and MDRZ subject to the relief sought below (and in the 

below section) on specific activities.  

 

Amend provisions to satisfy 

the concerns of the 

submitter. 

15 Visitor Accommodation / 

Campground Activities 

Oppose in part Th submitter opposes the higher activity status for new visitor 

accommodation (DA) activities compared to the GBZ which is 

listed as RDA. 

 

In addition, the submitter operates an accommodation 

business/campground on the Hamilton Campground and 

adjoining sites and the submitter opposes any rule/ provision (or 

other method) that would have the effect of changing or 

altering the submitter's ability to continue that business activity in 

the interim until the site is intensified.  For clarity, this includes any 

rule/ provision (or other method) that has the effect of restricting 

the ability to operate the existing campground or to “add to” the 

campground activities within the current sites to respond to the 

need to add additional cabins (and other facilities) to support 

current demand. 
 

Amend and/or delete the 

provisions to satisfy the 

concerns of the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

Notification Clauses (GRZ & MDRZ) 

16 4.2.4 Notification  

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. 

Development Controls (GRZ & MDRZ) 

17 4.2.5.2 Building Coverage 

4.3.4.2 Building Coverage 

Support in part 

Oppose in Part 

The submitter supports the MDRS 50%.  

 

The submitter opposes the 40% applied to all other development 

– there is no reason to unduly restrict non-residential activities 

when the permitted baseline is 50%.   

 

Amend rule to allow all site 

coverage to 50% 

18 4.2.5.3 Permeability and 

Landscaping 

4.3.4.3 Permeability and 

Landscaping 

 

Support in part 

Oppose in Part 

The submitter supports the MDRS 20% in grass, trees etc.  

The submitter opposes the limit on permeable surfaces to 30%.  

Only allowing for a total of 60% impervious (50% site coverage 

and 10% for driveways, pathways, patios etc) will result in poor 

onsite amenity and outcomes.  

 

In addition, the standards for onsite parking pads etc conflict with 

the front yard landscape provisions. 

The submitter is also concerned with the per tree rate and size to 

be planted per unit particularly given the loss to useable land 

once the trees have matured (amongst other concerns with 

ongoing maintenance issues, availability of trees meeting the 

required PB size etc) 

Amend rule for permeable 

surfaces to be 20% 

and/OR amend the 

definition of permeable to 

allow driveways/parking 

pads and narrow 

footpaths. 

 

Delete front yard 

landscape percentages 

where parking pads are 

required.  

 

Delete urban tree 

provisions.  

 

19 4.2.5.6 Building Setbacks 

4.3.4.6 Building Setbacks 

Support in part 

Oppose in Part 

The submitter supports the MDRS setbacks, and generally 

supports the exclusions/allowance for small buildings like garden 

sheds to infringe the yard setbacks.  

Delete requirement for 2m 

side yard on the opposite 

side to a 0m yard. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

 

The submitter opposes any requirement for a 2m side yard where 

the opposite side has been made 0m (through a common party 

wall.  

 

The submitter also opposes the phrasing of “neighbours consent is 

obtained” – this is not clear that it only relates to the neighbour 

adjoining the 0m boundary. 

 

 

 

Re-phrase the requirement 

for neighbour consent for 

the 0m side yard.  

20 4.2.5.7 Boundary fences and 

yard 

4.3.4.7 Boundary fences and 

yards 

Support in part 

Oppose 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. 

 

The submitter opposes the deletion of the provision for a fence 

where a north facing open space is located forward of the 

building line.   

 

 

21 4.2.5.8 Public Interface 

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.  

22 4.2.5.9 Outlook 

4.2.5.10 Outdoor Living 

4.3.4.9 Outlook 

4.3.4.10 Outdoor Living 

Support in part / 

Oppose in part 

The submitter considered that an exemption should be made for 

support structures associated with above ground balconies etc. 

 

In addition, in relation to outlook space clauses 4.2.5.9(a)(v) and 

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 shod be accessible from any living/dining/kitchen 

area. 

  

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 

23 4.2.5.11-12, 14 & 15 

4.3.4.12, 14 & 15 

(waste management, built 

form, universal access) 

Oppose The submitter opposes all provisions which are not MDRS density 

provisions restricting urban development or limiting developable 

areas due to rubbish collection/storage, clothes drying, storage 

spaces, limits on building lengths and requirements for universal 

access.  This includes any information requirement/management 

plan associated with giving effect to these provisions.  

 

Delete the standards and 

any associated provisions.  

24 4.2.5.13 Accessory Buildings, 

Vehicle Access and Vehicle 

Parking 

 

4.3.4.13 Accessory Buildings, 

Vehicle Access and Vehicle 

Parking 

 

Oppose The submitter opposes the restrictive, perspective and detailed 

provisions limiting garages and car parking areas, and is 

concerned at the ability to comply with these detailed provisions 

(particularly for parking pads) with the landscape and 

permeable standards.  

Delete the standards and 

any associated provisions. 

Activity Standards 

25 Dairies 

(including 4.2.6.3, 4.3.5.3) 

Oppose The requirement for a dairy to be on a corner or through site is 

considered by the submitter to be “out of date and pertains to 

encouraging accessibility for cars.  In a walkable neighbourhood 

and where micro mobility uses are enabled, there is no reason to 

still only require the traditional corner style sites.  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

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 

26 Managed Care Facilities 

(including 4.2.5.1, 4.2.6.5, 

4.3.4.1, 4.3.5.5, ) 

Oppose The submitter opposes all restrictions for managed care facilities. 

Including: 

 

• Proposed density provisions.  There is no such limit on 

dwelling which may contain multiple bedrooms, and there 

is no reason to require these activities to have a greater 

land requirement than a dwelling.  The current permitted 

standard in the GBZ and MDRZ would require a 900m2 site.  

This is significantly larger than the permitted minimum lot 

size for the GBZ and will create significant inefficiencies for 

housing supply (and will in turn result in a shortage of such 

facilities as it is unsustainable to procure and retain such 

large sites for a small occupancy).    

• the outdoor living areas for managed care facilities.  They 

are impractical as they are based on a per resident basis, 

rather than a per “room” basis, and when compared to 

the MDRS standards for only a 20m living court, having 

12m2 per resident is excessive – there is no reason that this 

activity should warrant a higher outdoor living standard.  

• service area requirements.   When compared to the GRZ 

or MDRZ zones there is no reason for these areas to be as 

large as the notified version proposes. 

• Requirements for a waste container management plan. 

 

Delete the standards and 

any associated provisions. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

27 Emergency Housing Support in part 

Oppose in part 

The submitter supports the permitted activity status of emergency 

housing in the activity tables – however, as the activity definition 

overlaps with Managed Care Facilities, the submitter considered 

that explicit exclusion is needed from any of the standards 

relating to managed care facilities (should these remain, subject 

to the above oppose submission), as these should not be 

relevant o emergency housing. 

 

Amend provisions to satisfy 

the concerns of the 

submitter. 

Chapter 6 Business 1 to 7 Zones  

28 Objectives and Policies 

(additional to enable 

residential activities) 

Support in part  

Oppose in part 

The submitter supports amendments 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 the provisions to 

satisfy the concerns of the 

submitter. 

29 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 7  - City Centre Zone 

30 Objectives and Policies 

(additional to enable 

residential activities) 

Support  

Oppose in part 

The submitter supports amendments to the City Centre zones to 

maximise urban development capacity.  

The submitter supports amendments to the business zones to 

enable and encourage apartment activities.  However, the 

submitter opposes the drafting which implies that they are only 

encouraged where they contribute to safe streets. 

 

Amend the provisions to 

satisfy the concerns of the 

submitter. 

31 7.4.1 / 7.4.2 Building 

Coverage and Permeable 

Surfaces 

Oppose The submitter considers that the council has missed a significant 

opportunity to give effect to the new policies to maximum urban 

development capacity by not amending the building coverage 

and permeable surface provision from the operative text.  The 

site coverage should be increased, particularly in Precinct 2 to 

80% or greater (with a corresponding reduction change to the 

permeable calculation). 

 

Amend the provisions to 

satisfy the concerns of the 

submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

32 7.4.4 HIRB Support in part The submitter supports the amendments to enable a greater 

height in relation to boundary and that this only apply to the GRZ.  

However, considered that clause b needs to be clarified that it 

only applies to land in the GRZ to align with clause a).  
 

Retain the provisions as 

notified. 

33 7.5.3 Residential Densities Oppose The submitter is concerned that PC12 has retained this provision.  

A more enabling provision would be to not have minimum 

densities.   

 

Delete the provisions 

Chapter 23: Subdivision  

34 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. 

35 Activity Table 23.3c Support in part The submitter generally supports the proposed changes to 

Activity Table, in particular the new controlled activity status for 

activities for subdivision in accordance with a land use consent. 

Retain the provisions as 

notified, subject to 

amendments to satisfy the 

concerns of the submitter 

36 23.6.8 Subdivision in a MDZ Support in part 

Oppose in part 

The submitter supports deletion of requirements for a 

Comprehensive development plan – however al of the clauses in 

23.6.8 need to be amended so as to not require a land use 

consent first.  

 

Amend provisions to satisfy 

the concerns of the 

submitter. 

37 23.7.1 Allotment Size and 

Shape and 23.7.2 – 

Subdivision Suitability 

Support in part 

Oppose in part 

The submitter supports 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 first/concurrently, or 

applications can provide a permitted activity dwelling can be 

constructed. 

 

The submitter supports the 300m2 minimum for vacant lots in the 

GBZ but opposes the shape factor for the GBZ being retained as 

a 15m circle (clear of yards). 

 

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 

Retention of this standard this will require 17m wide sites at a 

minimum, which creates square as opposed to rectangle vacant 

sites (rectangular is preferred to meet objectives and policies for 

public front and private backs) and conflicts with expectation of 

narrower frontages under the Chapter 4 provisions which restrict 

garaging carparking based on lot frontages.  

 

The submitter opposes the minimum lot size for the MDRZ which 

will “force” integrated solutions.  There is no reason that a 

medium density vacant lot size less than 300m2 could not be 

provided to enable vacant lots. 

 

38 23.7.3 GBZ 

23.7.4 MDRZ 

Oppose in part The submitter opposes any increase to the vest road standards – 

as identified elsewhere in this submission there are considerable 

land efficiencies that can be gained to contribute towards 

housing supply but revisiting these standards. 

The submitter also opposes any restriction on the length of a rear 

lane which is different to the listed total block length, as it does 

not make any sense to have these as different lengths.  

 

 

Chapter 24 Financial Contributions  

39 Chapter 24 – in its entirety Oppose The submitter opposes the financial contributions applying 

broadly across Hamilton, in particular as the submitter considers 

that the matters being identified for financial contributions are 

largely due to inadequate upkeep and renewal of existing 

infrastructure etc. 

 

Delete identified 

provisions;  

 

Chapter 25.12 Solid Waste  

40 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;  
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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. 

 

Chapter 23.13 Three Waters 

41 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.   

• 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. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

42 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. 

43 Rules - General Standards 

25.13.4 (all) 

Support in part 

Oppose in part 

The submitter considers that the number of management plans 

and associated requirements for compliance applicable to 

development is too onerous and will significantly increase the 

cost of providing for housing as well as the ongoing upkeep of 

houses by future residents in having to maintain individual 

stormwater devices/rain tanks etc. The use of retention across 

Hamilton in its entirety as opposed. In addition, there is no 

recognition that in greenfield sites that the devices may already 

ben communal offsite. 

 

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). 

 

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 

Chapter 25.14 Transportation 

44 Objective 25.14.2.1, Policies 

23.14.2.1a-q 

and explanation 

 

 

 

 23.13.2.5a-h and 

explanation 

2 

Support in 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)  

• Reference to creation of a continuous tree canopy along 

corridors – the submitter is concerns 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 ne 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 – it is 

considered more appropriate for development to 

“enable” and “future proof” for these features.  

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 

• 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 

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 thee 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). 

 

45 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. 

46 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 provisions should be 

amended or deleted to 

address the concerns of 

the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

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. 

 

47 25.14.4.1 j- Design an Access 

Widths 

Oppose  The submitter opposes the restriction on rear lanes as outlined in 

previously. 

The provisions should be 

amended or deleted to 

address the concerns of 

the submitter. 

48 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. 

49 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. 

50 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  

51 Apartments / terraced 

housing 

Support The submitter supports the revised definition for apartments and a 

new definition for terraced housing.  

 

Retain as notified 

52 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 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

53 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  

54 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.   

 

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.  

 

The provisions should be 

amended or deleted to 

address the concerns of 

the submitter. 

Appendix 1.3 Assessment Criteria 

55 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) 

The provisions should be 

amended/deleted to 

address the concerns of 

the submitter. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

• outcomes that undermine permitted activity development 

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

frontage) 

• 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).  

 

Appendix 15 

56 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. 
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Ref:  Submission matter 

Rule / reference 

 Support/Oppose Submission and Reasons  Relief Sought 

57 15-2 ITA Oppose The submitter opposes the additional requirements for ITAs, 

specifically (but not limited to) a design statement addressing 

matter such a rubbish collection and parking (these are better 

suited to be addressed at detailed engineering plan approval 

stage) the requirement for assessment of greenhouse gas 

emissions.   

 

The provisions should be 

amended/deleted to 

address the concerns of 

the submitter. 

58 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 

amended to address the 

concerns of the submitter. 

Chapter 2 - Strategic Framework 

59 All objectives and Policies Support tin 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. 
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Attachment 2 – Ruakura/Peachgrove site context 
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Attachment 3 – Hamilton-Waikato Metro Spatial Plan 

 


