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Further Submission on Proposed Plan Change 12 (Enabling Housing Supply) to the

Operative Hamilton City District Plan by Kainga Ora — Homes and Communities

Clause 8 of Schedule 1 to the Resource Management Act 1991

To: Hamilton City Council
Private Bag 3110,
Hamilton 3240
Submitted via email to: haveyoursay@hcc.govt.nz
Name of Further Submitter: Kainga Ora — Homes and Communities
1. Kainga Ora - Homes and Communities (“Kainga Ora”) makes this further
submission on the Proposed Plan Change 12 — Enabling Housing Supply (“PC12”) in
support of/in opposition to original submissions on PC12
2. Kainga Ora has an interest in PC12 that is greater than the interest the general public
has, being an original submitter on the PC12 with respect to its interests as Crown
entity responsible for the provision of public housing, and its housing portfolio in the
Waikato District.
3. Kainga Ora makes this further submission in respect of submissions by third parties to

the PC12.

Reasons for further submission

The submissions that Kainga Ora supports or opposes are set out in the table attached

as Appendix A to this further submission.

The reasons for this further submission are:

(a) The reasons set out in the Kainga Ora primary submission on the PC12.
(b) In the case of the Primary Submissions that are opposed:

(1) The Primary Submissions do not promote the sustainable management

of natural and physical resources and are otherwise inconsistent with
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the purpose and principles of the Resource Management Act 1991
(“RMA”);

(i) The relief sought in the Primary Submissions is not the most appropriate

in terms of section 32 of the RMA;

(iii) Rejecting the relief sought in the Primary Submissions opposed would
more fully serve the statutory purpose than would implementing that
relief; and

(iv) The Primary Submissions are inconsistent with the policy intent of the

Kainga Ora primary submission.
(© In the case of Primary Submissions that are supported:

0] The Primary Submissions promote the sustainable management of
natural and physical resources and are consistent with the purpose and
principles of the RMA and with section 32 of the RMA;

(ii) The reasons set out in the Primary Submissions; and

(iii) Allowing the relief sought in the Primary Submissions supported would
more fully serve the statutory purpose than would disallowing that relief.

Without limiting the generality of the above, the specific relief in respect of each

Primary Submission that is supported or opposed is set out in Appendix A.
Kainga Ora wishes to be heard in support of its further submission.

If others make a similar submission, Kainga Ora will consider presenting a joint case
with them at a hearing.
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Appendix A — Further Submission Table

Submitter
Name

Ara Poutama 154.1
Aotearoa the
Department of
Corrections -

Andrea Miller

Alec Duncan 276.24
Fire and
Emergency

New Zealand

Alec Duncan 276.25
Fire and
Emergency

New Zealand

Alec Duncan 276.26
Fire and
Emergency

New Zealand

Alec Duncan 276.27
Fire and
Emergency

New Zealand

Original
Submission
Number

Submission
Position

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

1.1.2 Oppose
Definitions

Used in the

District Plan

23.7.3 Support in
General part
Residential

Zone

23.7.4 Support in
Medium part
Density

Residential

Zone

(Excluding

Peacocke

Residential

Precinct)

23.7.5 High Support in
Density part
Residential

Zone

23.7.8 Within  Support in
a Historic part
Heritage

Areas

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Insert a new definition of “community corrections activity”
as follows:

Support

Community corrections activity: Means the use of land
and buildings for non-custodial services for safety, welfare
and community purposes, including probation,
rehabilitation and reintegration services, assessments,
reporting, workshops and programme administration, and
a meeting point for community works groups.

Amend 23.7.3(i) to include the requirement of the passing Oppose
bay to be designed to align with the minimum

requirements for a hardstanding as set out in the

Firefighting Operations Emergency Vehicle Access Guide.

Amend 23.7.4(k) to include the requirement of the passing Oppose
bay to be designed to align with the minimum

requirements for a hardstanding as set out in the

Firefighting Operations Emergency Vehicle Access Guide.

Amend 23.7.5(h) to include the requirement of the passing Oppose
bay to be designed to align with the minimum

requirements for a hardstanding as set out in the

Firefighting Operations Emergency Vehicle Access Guide.

Amend 23.7.8(f) to include the requirement of the passing Oppose
bay to be designed to align with the minimum

requirements for a hardstanding as set out in the

Firefighting Operations Emergency Vehicle Access Guide.
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Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora supports the inclusion of the National Planning
Standards definition within the District Plan.

While Kainga Ora acknowledges that emergency services are
a core component of a well-functioning environment; Kainga
Ora notes that wider vehicle crossings, appliance-friendly
passing pays etc may have a cumulative effect on the
streetscape and reduce area available for housing which
needs to be fully-assessed and justified by the submitter.

While Kainga Ora acknowledges that emergency services are
a core component of a well-functioning environment; Kainga
Ora notes that wider vehicle crossings, appliance-friendly
passing pays etc may have a cumulative effect on the
streetscape and reduce area available for housing which
needs to be fully-assessed and justified by the submitter.

While Kainga Ora acknowledges that emergency services are
a core component of a well-functioning environment; Kainga
Ora notes that wider vehicle crossings, appliance-friendly
passing pays etc may have a cumulative effect on the
streetscape and reduce area available for housing which
needs to be fully-assessed and justified by the submitter.

While Kainga Ora acknowledges that emergency services are
a core component of a well-functioning environment; Kainga
Ora notes that wider vehicle crossings, appliance-friendly
passing pays etc may have a cumulative effect on the
streetscape and reduce area available for housing which
needs to be fully-assessed and justified by the submitter.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Allow submission

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.



Submitter
Name

Alec Duncan
Fire and
Emergency
New Zealand

Alec Duncan
Fire and
Emergency
New Zealand

Alec Duncan
Fire and
Emergency
New Zealand

Alec Duncan
Fire and
Emergency
New Zealand

Original
Submission
Number

276.37

276.40

276.42

276.46

Mitchell Daysh 332.1

Ltd - Abbie
Fowler

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

25.14.4 Rules
— General
Standards

1.3.3
Restricted
Discretionary,
Discretionary
and Non-
Complying
Assessment
Criteria

1.3.3
Restricted
Discretionary,
Discretionary
and Non-
Complying
Assessment
Criteria

15-5 Criteria
for the Form
of Transport
Corridors and
Internal
Vehicle
Access

General

Submission
Position

Support in
part

Support in
part

Support in
part

Support in
part

Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

Amend 25.14.4.1(h)(i) table to include 3.5m with as a
minimum requirement for single residential units in the

residential zones.

Amend B(4) as follows:

4. Access — has safe circulation to and through the site
been provided for all modes including pedestrians and

emergency services.

Amend J9.1(a) as follows:

a. Access to and use of an appropriate and sustainable
water source_for both potable and firefighting use.

Retain as notified.

That the provisions of PC12 be amended as per the
specific submission points raised by the submitter; and
Any alternative relief which achieves the same or similar
outcome as set out by the submitter.

response
(support or
oppose)

Oppose

Oppose

Support

Oppose

Oppose

Kainga Ora reasons

While Kainga Ora acknowledges that emergency services are
a core component of a well-functioning environment; Kainga
Ora notes that wider vehicle crossings, appliance-friendly
passing bays etc may have a cumulative effect on the
streetscape and reduce area available for housing which
needs to be fully-assessed and justified by the submitter.

While Kainga Ora acknowledges that emergency services are
a core component of a well-functioning environment; Kainga
Ora notes that wider vehicle crossings, appliance-friendly
passing bays etc may have a cumulative effect on the
streetscape and reduce area available for housing which
needs to be fully-assessed and justified by the submitter.

Kainga Ora supports the submission as it provides clarity to
plan users as part of any required infrastructure assessment.

While Kainga Ora acknowledges that emergency services are
a core component of a well-functioning environment; Kainga
Ora notes that wider vehicle crossings, appliance-friendly
passing pays etc may have a cumulative effect on the
streetscape and reduce area available for housing which
needs to be fully-assessed and justified by the submitter.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for
effects generated by other activities. Effects should be
managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also
existing provisions within the District Plan that require
buildings to be appropriately insulated to meet specific noise
levels, and sufficient consideration within PC12 as-notified.

e
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Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Allow submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow



Submitter Original
Name Submission
Number

Mitchell Daysh 332.2
Ltd - Abbie
Fowler

Mitchell Daysh 332.6
Ltd - Abbie
Fowler

Mitchell Daysh 332.8
Ltd - Abbie
Fowler

Mitchell Daysh 332.10
Ltd - Abbie
Fowler

Provision/  Submission
Chapter Position
Topic

Te Awa Lakes Support in
Residential part
Precinct

23.2 Support in
Objectives part

and Policies:

Subdivision

23.8 Support in
Controlled part
Activities:

Matters of

Discretion and
Assessment

Criteria

General Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)
Add a Policy 4.3.2.4f as follows: Oppose

"The development ensures reverse sensitivity mitigation
measures avoid or minimise effects, including reverse
sensitivity effects, on lawfully established industrial sites
and activities, including dairy manufacturing and
associated sites”

Include an additional standard in 23.2.3b that refers to the Oppose
reduction of potential reverse sensitivity effects on
industrial zoned land, as provided.

Amend Assessment Criteria G - Subdivision in Volume 2  Oppose
Appx 1.3 to include reference to reverse sensitivity effects,
as provided.

Amend Chapter 24 so that:

« the financial contributions only apply to residential
development in residential zoned areas; and

« the financial contribution regime more appropriately
relates to growth related costs

Oppose
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Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that require

buildings to be appropriately insulated to meet specific noise

levels, and sufficient consideration within PC12 as-notified.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that require

buildings to be appropriately insulated to meet specific noise

levels, and sufficient consideration within PC12 as-notified.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that require

buildings to be appropriately insulated to meet specific noise

levels, and sufficient consideration within PC12 as-notified.

Irrespective of the relief sought in the Kainga Ora primary Disallow
submission, the request for the application of financial

contributions exclusively to residential development is

opposed. The financial contributions, particularly in relation to

Te Ture Whaimana, could not be limited to residential

development when the potential impacts of urban

development on the health and well-being of the river could

arise through both residential and non-residential

development.



Submitter Original
Name Submission
Number

Mitchell Daysh 332.11
Ltd - Abbie
Fowler

Mitchell Daysh 332.12
Ltd - Abbie
Fowler

Heritage New 153.19
Zealand

Pouhere

Taonga -

Carolyn

McAlley

Heritage New 153.23
Zealand

Pouhere

Taonga -

Carolyn

McAlley

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

1.3.3
Restricted
Discretionary,
Discretionary
and Non-
Complying
Assessment
Criteria

1.3.3
Restricted
Discretionary,
Discretionary
and Non-
Complying
Assessment
Criteria

4.1.2
Objectives
and Policies:

All Residential

Zones

4.2.2
Objectives
and Policies:
General
Residential
Zone

Submission
Position

Support in
part

Support

Support

Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)
Amend the Assessment Criteria for ‘Context’ in Section B Oppose

— Design and Layout to include the following additional
matter as Item (j):

“Context
B2 Whether the proposal:

() Has been designed in a manner that considers reverse
sensitivity effects on lawfully established industrial sites
and activities, including dairy manufacturing and
associated sites including the Te Rapa Dairy
Manufacturing site.

Retain the Assessment Criteria for ‘Reverse Sensitivity in  Oppose
Section C — Character and Amenity as notified.

Include new provisions 4.1.2.3(e) as follows "Ensure Oppose
development is compatible with the values of adjacent

historic heritage sites" with any consequential

amendments as required.

Amend Objective 4.2.2.2 as follows: Oppose

"The General Residential zone and development within it
provide for a variety of housing types and sizes that
respond to

1. Housing needs and demands; and

2. The neighbourhoods planned urban built
character, including 1 to 3 storey buildings, and;

3. Qualifying matters on and adjacent to development
sites."
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Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that require

buildings to be appropriately insulated to meet specific noise

levels, and sufficient consideration within PC12 as-notified.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that require

buildings to be appropriately insulated to meet specific noise

levels, and sufficient consideration within PC12 as-notified.

Disallow
submission

Kainga Ora does not consider it appropriate to require
development adjacent to buildings/sites identified as historic
heritage, so be compatible. ‘Area-based’ heritage protection is
not consistent with the NPSUD or the Enabling Housing

Supply Amendment Act.
Kainga Ora does not support the amendment as qualifying Disallow
matters on adjacent sites may not be relevant to a site submission.

(particularly a site that is not subject to a qualifying matter),
depending on the nature of the qualifying matter.



Submitter
Name

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

Original
Submission
Number

153.24

153.25

153.26

153.27

153.28

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.2.2
Objectives
and Policies:
General
Residential
Zone

General

General

4.3.1 Purpose

4.3.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

Submission
Position

Support

Support

Support

Oppose

Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)
Include Policy 4.2.2.2(d) as follows: Oppose
"Building densities, design and layout should not detract
tram the important values of qualifying matters, either on
the site of development or adjacent to it."
Include a new assessment criteria into Appendix 1.3 Oppose

Assessment Criteria- B2-Context, as follows;

e Configures buildings and site layout to avoid effects of
dominance and overlooking on adjacent sites that
contain cultural, archaeological, or built heritage.

Include a new assessment criteria into Appendix 1.3 - B4- Oppose
Site Layout, as follows;

« Configures buildings, access, landscaping and plantings
on the site to ensure long term retention of the historic
heritage values-cultural, archaeological and built, and
their settings and surrounds.

Add the following sentence at the end of the 4th
paragraph:

"Buildings densities, design and layout should be
amended to better accommodate the important values of
qualifying matters, either on the site of development or
adjacent to it."

Oppose

Amend Objective 4.3.2.2 as follows;

"The Medium Density Residential zone and development
within it provide for a variety of housing types and sizes
that respond to

Oppose

1. Housing needs and demands; and

2. The neighbourhoods planned urban built
character, including 3 to 5 storey buildings, and;

3. Qualifying matters on and adjacent to development
sites.

e
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Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora does not support the amendment as qualifying
matters on adjacent sites may not be relevant to a site
(particularly a site that is not subject to a qualifying matter),
depending on the nature of the qualifying matter.

Kainga Ora does not support the proposed amendments, for
the reasons outlined in its original submissions on PC12 and
PCo.

Kainga Ora does not support the proposed amendments, for
the reasons outlined in its original submissions on PC12 and
PCo.

Kainga Ora does not support the proposed amendments, for
the reasons outlined in its original submissions on PC12 and
PCo.

Kainga Ora does not support the amendment as qualifying
matters on adjacent sites may not be relevant to a site
(particularly a site that is not subject to a qualifying matter),
depending on the nature of the qualifying matter.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.



Submitter
Name

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

Heritage New
Zealand
Pouhere
Taonga -
Carolyn
McAlley

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

Original
Submission
Number

153.29

153.30

153.31

153.32

153.33

152.1

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4,3.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

4.3.7
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

4.4.1 Purpose

4.4.2
Objectives
and Policies:
High Density
Residential
Zone

4.4.7
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

General

Submission
Position

Support

Support

Oppose

Support

Support

Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought)

Include a new Policy (Policy 4.3.2.2(d)) as follows:
"Building densities, design and layout should not detract
from the important values of qualifying matters, either on
the site of development or adjacent."

Include a new assessment criteria as follows:

Configures buildings and site layout to avoid effects of
dominance and overlooking on adjacent sites that contain
cultural, archaeological, or built heritage.

Amend provision 4.4.1 with the addition of an additional
sentence at the end of the 4th paragraph as follows:

"Buildings densities and design must be amended to
better accommodate the important values of qualifying
matters, either on the site of development or adjacent to
it."

Include new provision (Policy 4.4.2.2(d)) as follows:

"Building densities and design should not detract from the
important values of qualifying matters, either on the site of
development or adjacent"

Introduction of additional assessment criteria related to
site layout and context.

KiwiRail seeks that:

Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora does not support the amendment as qualifying
matters on adjacent sites may not be relevant to a site
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Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

(particularly a site that is not subject to a qualifying matter),
depending on the nature of the qualifying matter.

Kainga Ora does not support the proposed amendments, for
the reasons outlined in its original submissions on PC12 and

PCO.

Kainga Ora does not support the amendment as qualifying
matters on adjacent sites may not be relevant to a site

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

(particularly a site that is not subject to a qualifying matter),
depending on the nature of the qualifying matter.

Kainga Ora does not support the amendment as qualifying
matters on adjacent sites may not be relevant to a site

Disallow
submission.

(particularly a site that is not subject to a qualifying matter),
depending on the nature of the qualifying matter.

Kainga Ora does not support the proposed amendments, for
the reasons outlined in its original submissions on PC12 and

PCO.

Consistent with further submissions on related provisions,
Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect

they might have on housing supply.



Submitter
Name

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

Original
Submission
Number

152.3

152.4

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

1.3.3
Restricted
Discretionary,
Discretionary
and Non-
Complying
Assessment
Criteria

4.1.2
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought)

1. Rail be identified as a qualifying matter pursuant to
s77I(e) and s770(e) of the Resource Management Act
1991.

2. An additional qualifying matter is identified as follows
(or similar) "Where sites are located proximate to
nationally significant infrastructure, such as the
National Grid transmission lines, state highways and
the railway line".

Add a new assessment criteria as follows (or similar):
C  Character and Amenity

Reverse Sensitivity ....

C2e The extent to which the design of the dwelling or
building within the 100m setback from the railway corridor
considers effects from the railway corridor, particularly:

1. The extent of a reasonable internal noise environment

2. The siting of any principal outdoor living area to
mitigate rail noise

3. The extent of any acoustic mitigation to new buildings
or additions for habitable uses to mitigate noise

4. The extent to which the acoustic mitigation of new
residential buildings or additions to existing
residential buildings for habitable uses will result in
mitigating any noise issues generated from the rail
corridor.

5. The outcome of any consultation with KiwiRail.

Amend Policy 4.1.2.2e as follows:

Residential land uses should be managed to avoid
potential effects, such as noise, from arterial transport
corridors and state highways. Require activities to be
appropriately located and/or designed to avoid where
practicable or otherwise remedy or mitigate reverse
sensitivity effects on arterial transport corridors, state
highways and railway networks.

Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Oppose

Oppose
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Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that no evidence Disallow
has been provided to justify why a 100m setback for habitable submission.
buildings from the boundary of a rail corridor is necessary —

particularly where there is existing internal noise requirement

for habitable buildings within the District Plan.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought. Kainga Ora considers Disallow
that effects should only be mitigated by noise sensitive submission.
activities in the receiving environment following adopting of

the Best Practicable Option (“BPO”) to minimise and mitigate

at source and in the vicinity of the corridor the off-site effects

as far as possible. Restrictions on neighbouring noise

sensitive activities should be no more stringent than

necessary. Any such controls should be informed by

evidential noise modelling.

10



Submitter
Name

Original
Submission
Number

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd —
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.5

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd —
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.8

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd —
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.9

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd —
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.10

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle

152.11

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

General

4.2.2
Objectives
and Policies:
General
Residential
Zone

4.2.2
Objectives
and Policies:
General
Residential
Zone

4.2.5.6
Building
Setbacks

4.3.4.6
Building
Setbacks

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)
Amend 25.8.3.10 d as follows: Oppose
25.8.3.10 Noise sensitive Activities — Activities in all

Zones except Ruakura Logistics Zone, Ruakura Industrial
Park Zone and the Knowledge Zone

(d) “Near a railway line” applies to noise sensitive
activities where the building line of the building containing
the activity is within 48100m of the boundary of a
designation for Railway Purposes {DesignationsF1and
Fia).

Add a new objective as follows: Oppose

4.2.2.3. Built development is of an appropriate scale and
location to minimise risks to public health and safety.

Add new policy as follows: Oppose
4.2.2.3a. Require activities adjacent to regionally

significant network infrastructure to be setback a safe

distance in order to ensure the ongoing safe and efficient

operation of that infrastructure and the communities who

live adjacent to them.

KiwiRail seeks a new permitted activity rule as follows: Oppose
4.2.5.6 Building Setbacks

(x) Buildings and structures must be set back a minimum

of 5 metres from the rail corridor.

KiwiRail seeks a new permitted activity rule as follows: Oppose
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Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that no evidence Disallow
has been provided to justify why a 100m setback for habitable submission.
buildings from the boundary of a rail corridor is necessary —

particularly where there is existing internal noise requirement

for habitable buildings within the District Plan.

Kainga Ora opposes the requested amendment, as the Disallow
objective is broad and can be managed through existing submission.
objectives, policies and methods under PC12 related to

‘safety’ in general.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought. Kainga Ora considers Disallow
that effects should only be mitigated by noise sensitive submission.

activities in the receiving environment following adopting of
the Best Practicable Option (“BPQO”) to minimise and mitigate
at source and in the vicinity of the corridor the off-site effects
as far as possible. Restrictions on neighbouring noise
sensitive activities should be no more stringent than
necessary. Any such controls should be informed by
evidential noise modelling.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are
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Submitter
Name

Original
Submission
Number

Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.12

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.13

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.14

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.45.6
Building
Setbacks

General

4.2.3.1 Activity
status table

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought)

4.3.4.6 Building Setbacks

(x) Buildings and structures must be set back a minimum
of 5 metres from the rail corridor.

Insert a new permitted activity rule as follows:

4.4.5.6 Building Setbacks

(x) Buildings and structures must be set back a minimum
of 5 metres from the rail corridor.

Insert a new permitted activity rule as follows:
6.4.3 Building Setbacks

(g) Business 1, 3, 5, 6, 7 Buildings and structures must
be set back a minimum of 5 metres from the rail corridor.

Insert a new permitted activity rule as follows:

4.2.3.1 Activity status table

zz. Buildings or structures within 5m of a rail corridor RD

Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance
activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,
it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective
operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
landowners. There are existing methods within the District
Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.
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Submitter Original Provision/  Submission
Name Submission Chapter Position
Number Topic
KiwiRalil 152.15 7.4.6 Building
Holdings Ltd - Setbacks
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock
KiwiRail 152.16 18.6.1 Any
Holdings Ltd - New Works
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock
KiwiRail 152.17 4.5.4.6
Holdings Ltd - Building
Michelle Setbacks
Grinlinton-
Hancock
KiwiRail 152.18 4.3.3.1 Activity
Holdings Ltd - Status Table
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

Insert a new permitted activity rule as follows: Oppose

7.4.6 Building Setbacks

(f) Buildings and structures must be set back a minimum

of 5 metres from the rail corridor.

Insert a new permitted activity rule as follows: Oppose

18.6.1 Any New Works

b. Buildings and structures must be set back a minimum

of 5 metres from the rail corridor.

Insert a new permitted activity rule as follows: Oppose

4.5.4.6 Building Setbacks

(i) Buildings and structures must be set back a minimum

of 5 metres from the rail corridor.

Insert a new rule as follows: Oppose

4.2.3.1 Activity status table

ddda. Buildings or structures within 5m of a rail corridor-
RD

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially- submission.
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m

side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially- submission.
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m

side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially- submission.
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m

side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.
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Submitter
Name

Original
Submission
Number

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.19

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.20

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.21

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.4.3.1 Activity

Status Table

45.4.6
Building
Setbacks

6.3 Rules —
Activity Status
Table

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

Insert a new rule as follows: Oppose

4.3.3.1 Activity status table

ddda. Buildings or structures within 5m of a rail corridor -

RD

Insert a new rule as follows: Oppose

4.5.3.1 Activity status table

zz. Buildings or structures within 5m of a rail corridor - RD

Insert a new rule as follows: Oppose

6.3 Activity status table

fa. Buildings or structures within 5m of a rail corridor

Business Zone1l RD

Business Zone 2 -

Business Zone 3 RD

Business Zone 4 -

Business Zone5 RD

Business Zone 6 RD

Business Zone 7 RD

Business Zonel RD

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
b‘ Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially- submission.
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m

side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.
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Submitter
Name

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.22

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.23

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.24

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

152.25

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle

152.26

Original
Submission
Number

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

7.3 Rules —
Activity Status

General

1.3.3
Restricted
Discretionary,
Discretionary
and Non-
Complying
Assessment
Criteria

4.2.7
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

4.3.7
Restricted
Discretionary

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

Insert a new rule as follows: Oppose

4.2.3.1 Activity status table

ea. Buildings or structures within 5m of a rail corridor

Downtown Precinct 1: RD

City Living Precinct 2: -

Ferry bank Precinct 3: -

Insert a new rule as follows: Oppose

18.4 Rules - Activity status table

h. Buildings or structures within 5m of a rail corridor - RD

Insert new assessment criteria as follows: Oppose

1.3.3 Restricted Discretionary, Discretionary and Non-

Complying Assessment Criteria

G Transportation

[G35 Proximity to a rail corridor]

a. The location and design of the building as it relates to

the ability to safely use, access, and maintain buildings

without requiring access on, above or over the rail

corridor.

b. Outcome of any consultation with KiwiRail.

Insert a new matter of discretion as follows: Oppose

4.2.7 Restricted Discretionary Activities: Matters of

Discretion and Assessment Criteria

a. .... xvii. Any building or structure within 5m of a rail

corridor G35

Insert a new matter of discretion as follows: Oppose

4.3.7 Restricted Discretionary Activities: Matters of
Discretion and Assessment Criteria

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undgC:_}rnrnuni:iEb'

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially- submission.
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m

side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially- submission.
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m

side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. Reference to the outcome of any consultation

with KiwiRail is broad in scope and could be construed as a

form of written approval being required.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are
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Submitter
Name

Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

Original
Submission
Number

152.27

152.28

152.29

152.30

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

4.47
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

4.5.6
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

6.6 Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

General

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

.... Xiv. Any building or structure within 5m of a rail
corridor G35

Insert a new matter of discretion as follows: Oppose

4.4.7 Restricted Discretionary Activities: Matters of
Discretion and Assessment Criteria

a. .... |. Any building or structure within 5m of a rail
corridor G35

Insert a new matter of discretion as follows:
4.5.6 Restricted Discretionary Activities: Matters of
Discretion and Assessment Criteria

Oppose

a. .... Xiii. Any building or structure within 5m of a rail
corridor G35

Insert a new matter of discretion as follows:

6.6 Restricted Discretionary Activities: Matters of
Discretion and Assessment Criteria

a. xviii. Any building or structure within 5m of a ralil
corridor G35

Oppose

Insert a new matter of discretion as follows: Oppose

7.6 Restricted Discretionary Activities: Matters of
Discretion and Assessment Criteria

a. ....iila. Any building or structure within 5m of a rail

corridor G35

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance
activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,
it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective
operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
landowners. There are existing methods within the District
Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially- submission.
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m

side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially- submission.
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m

side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
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Submitter
Name

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

Original
Submission
Number

152.31

152.32

152.33

152.34

152.35

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

25.14.6
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

4.3.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

4.3.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

4.42
Objectives
and Policies:
High Density
Residential
Zone

4.4.2
Objectives
and Policies:
High Density
Residential
Zone

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

Insert a new matter of discretion as follows: Oppose

25.14.6 Restricted Discretionary Activities: Matters of

Discretion and Assessment Criteria

a. .... iv. Any building or structure within 5m of a rail

corridor G35

Add a new objective as follows: Oppose

Objective 4.3.2.2A. Built development is of an appropriate

scale and location to minimise risks to public health and

safety.

Add a new policy as follows: Oppose

Policy 4.3.2.2Aa. Require activities adjacent to regionally

significant network infrastructure to be setback a safe

distance in order to ensure the ongoing safe and efficient

operation of that infrastructure and the communities who

live adjacent to them.

Add a new objective as follows: Oppose

Objective 4.4.2.3 Built development is of an appropriate

scale and location to minimise risks to public health and

safety.

Add a new policy as follows: Oppose

Policy 4.4.2.3a  Require activities adjacent to regionally
significant network infrastructure to be setback a safe
distance in order to ensure the ongoing safe and efficient
operation of that infrastructure and the communities who
live adjacent to them.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

landowners. There are existing methods within the District
Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Disallow
submission.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially-
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m
side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are
sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance
activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,
it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective
operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
landowners. There are existing methods within the District
Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Disallow
submission.

Kainga Ora opposes the requested amendment, as the
objective is broad and can be managed through existing
objectives, policies and methods under PC12 related to
‘safety’ in general.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on

landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Disallow
submission.

Kainga Ora opposes the requested amendment, as the
objective is broad and can be managed through existing
objectives, policies and methods under PC12 related to
‘safety’ in general.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a Disallow
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard  submission.
and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance

activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,

it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective

operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
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Submitter
Name

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock
KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock
KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle

Original

Submission
Number

152.36

152.37

152.38

152.39

152.40

152.41

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

45.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Large Lot
Residential
Zone

4.5.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Large Lot
Residential
Zone

Sub-regional
Centres

Sub-regional
Centres

Suburban
Centres

Suburban
Centres

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Add a new objective as follows: Oppose

4.5.2.4. Built development is of an appropriate scale and
location to minimise risks to public health and safety.

Add a new policy as follows:

Policy 4.5.2.4a _ Require activities adjacent to regionally
significant network infrastructure to be setback a safe
distance in order to ensure the ongoing safe and efficient
operation of that infrastructure and the communities who
live adjacent to them.

Oppose

Add a new objective as follows:
Objective 6.2.2A  Built development is of an appropriate
scale and location to minimise risks to public health and

safety.

Oppose

Add a new policy as follows:

Policy 6.6.2Aa.  Require activities adjacent to regionally
significant network infrastructure to be setback a safe
distance in order to ensure the ongoing safe and efficient
operation of that infrastructure and the communities who
live adjacent to them.

Oppose

Add a new objective as follows:
Objective 6.2.2A  Built development is of an appropriate
scale and location to minimise risks to public health and

safety.

Oppose

Add a new policy as follows:

Policy 6.2.2Aa _ Require activities adjacent to regionally
significant network infrastructure to be setback a safe
distance in order to ensure the ongoing safe and efficient

Oppose

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

landowners. There are existing methods within the District
Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the requested amendment, as the
objective is broad and can be managed through existing
objectives, policies and methods under PC12 related to
‘safety’ in general.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers the 1.5m front yard

and 1m side/rear yard setbacks, as required in the MDRS, are

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance
activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,
it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective
operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
landowners. There are existing methods within the District
Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the requested amendment, as the
objective is broad and can be managed through existing
objectives, policies and methods under PC12 related to
‘safety’ in general.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially-
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m
side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are
sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance
activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,
it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective
operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
landowners. There are existing methods within the District
Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the requested amendment, as the
objective is broad and can be managed through existing
objectives, policies and methods under PC12 related to
‘safety’ in general.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially-
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m
side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter
Name

Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock
KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock
KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

Original
Submission
Number

152.42

152.43

152.44

152.45

152.46

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

Downtown
Precinct

Downtown
Precinct

General

General

General

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

operation of that infrastructure and the communities who

live adjacent to them.

Add a new objective as follows: Oppose

Obijective 7.2.6A Built development is of an appropriate

scale and location to minimise risks to public health and

safety.

Add a new policy as follows: Oppose

Policy 7.2.6A Require activities adjacent to regionally

significant network infrastructure to be setback a safe

distance in order to ensure the ongoing safe and efficient

operation of that infrastructure and the communities who

live adjacent to them.

Add a new objective as follows: Oppose

Obijective 18.2.2A  Built development is of an appropriate

scale and location to minimise risks to public health and

safety.

Add a new policy as follows:

Policy 18.2.2Aa__ Require activities adjacent to regionally

significant network infrastructure to be setback a safe

distance in order to ensure the ongoing safe and efficient

operation of that infrastructure and the communities who

live adjacent to them.

Amend 25.8.3.11 e as follows: Oppose

25.8.3.11(e) "Near a railway line” applies to noise
sensitive activities where the building line of the building
containing the activity is within 486100m of the boundary of
a designation for Railway Purposes.

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance
activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,
it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective
operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the requested amendment, as the
objective is broad and can be managed through existing
objectives, policies and methods under PC12 related to
‘safety’ in general.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially-
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m
side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are
sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance
activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,
it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective
operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Kainga Ora opposes the requested amendment, as the
objective is broad and can be managed through existing
objectives, policies and methods under PC12 related to
‘safety’ in general.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that this is not a
Qualifying Matter. Kainga Ora considers that substantially-
reduced setbacks (similar to the 1.5m front yard and 1m
side/rear yard setbacks as required in the MDRS), are
sufficient as this provides adequate space for maintenance
activities within sites adjacent to the rail network. In doing so,
it will continue to protect the safe, efficient, and effective
operation of the rail infrastructure while balancing the cost on
landowners. There are existing methods within the District

Plan to ensure appropriate levels of internal acoustic amenity.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought, noting that no evidence Disallow
has been provided to justify why a 100m setback for habitable submission.

buildings from the boundary of a rail corridor is necessary —
particularly where there is existing internal noise requirement
for habitable buildings within the District Plan.
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Submitter
Name

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

KiwiRail
Holdings Ltd -
Michelle
Grinlinton-
Hancock

Metlifecare
Limited -
Bianca tree

Original
Submission
Number

152.47

152.48

288.19

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

General

General

4.2.5.9
Outlook
Space

Submission
Position

Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)
Amend Rule 25.8.3.10(g) as follows: Oppose
25.8.3.10 Noise-sensitive Activities - Activities in all

Zones except Ruakura Logistics Zone, Ruakura Industrial
Park Zone and the Knowledge Zone

(g) Where the internal noise design standards in Rule
25.8.3.10(e) can only be achieved in a habitable room
with windows and doors closed, an alternative ventilation
system shall be installed and maintained that:

a. complies with the requirements of Section G4 —
Ventilation of the New Zealand Building Code 2011, and is
adjustable by the occupant to control the ventilation rate in
increments up to a high air flow setting that provides at
least 6 air changes per hour; and

b. provides relief for equivalent volumes of spill air; and

c. provides cooling and heating that is controllable by the
occupant and that can maintain the inside temperature of
the room or space between 180C and 250C.

d. Ensure that where a ventilation or cooling system is
used that it does not generate more than 35dBLAeg when
measured 1m away from any grille or diffuser).

Amend 25.8.3.12(a) as follows:

25.8.3.12 Operational Vibration from Rail Lines -
Activities in All Zones

a) Any new building developed for a vibration sensitive
activity within 6020m of a boundary of a designation for
railway purposes shall comply with Class C vibration limits
in NS 8176E:200517 — Vibration and Shock:
Measurement of Vibration in Buildings from Land Based
Transport and Guidance to Evaluation of its Effects on
Human Beings.

The submitter seeks to amend Standard 4.2.5.9 as
follows:
(b) A principal living room (other than in a retirement

Oppose

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora opposes the submission as the existing rule-
requirements are considered to be fit for purpose. Any such
additional controls should be informed by evidential modelling.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought. Kainga Ora considers
that effects should only be mitigated by noise and vibration
sensitive activities in the receiving environment following
adopting of the Best Practicable Option (“BPO”) to minimise
and mitigate at source and in the vicinity of the corridor.
Restrictions on neighbouring noise and vibration sensitive
activities should be no more stringent than necessary. Any
such controls should be informed by evidential modelling.

Kainga Ora does not support reduced outlook space beyond
what the MDRS would otherwise provide.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter
Name

Metlifecare
Limited -
Bianca tree

Metlifecare
Limited -
Bianca tree

Chapman
Tripp - Luke
Hinchey
Retirement
Villages

Association of

New Zealand

Original
Submission
Number

288.38

288.39

330.27

Provision /

Chapter
Topic

4.3.4.3
Permeable
Surface and
Landscaping

4.3.4.9
Outlook
Space

City Urban
Form

Submission

Position

Oppose

Support in
part

Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

village unit) must have an outlook space with a minimum
dimension of 4 metres in depth and 4 metres in width.

(ba) a principal living room in a retirement village unit must
have an outlook space with a minimum dimension of 3
metres in depth and 3 metres in width.

The submitter seeks to amend Standard 4.3.4.3 as
follows:

Oppose

o Standard 4.3.4.3(b) to state that it does not apply
to retirement villages.

e Amend Standard 4.3.4.3(c) as follows: (c) On front,
corner sites and through sites, landscaping planted
in grass, shrubs and trees required in the
vard ferward-of-the-front-brilding-line.

(iv) Retirement villages: Minimum 20%.

The submitter seeks to amend Standard 4.3.4.9 as
follows:

Oppose

e (b) A principal living room (other than in a
retirement village unit) must have an outlook space
with a minimum dimension of 4 metres in depth
and 4 metres in width

Add:

« (ba) a principal living room in a retirement village
unit must have an outlook space with a minimum
dimension of 3 metres in depth and 3 metres in
width.

As alternative relief, amend Standard 4.3.4.9 to apply a
3m by 3m outlook space for all residential development.

Amend Policy 2.2.14f as follows:

Improve the permeability of neighbourhoods for, and give
access priority to, pedestrians, cyclists, and micro-mobility
users, as appropriate to the particular needs of the

Oppose

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora does not support reduced landscaping and Disallow

permeable paving requirements for retirement villages beyond submission.
what is required for other residential development and in
accordance with the MDRS.

Kainga Ora does not support reduced outlook space beyond Disallow
what the MDRS would otherwise provide. submission.

While Kainga Ora appreciates the reduced need to micro- Disallow
mobility for aged persons in the retirement village context, the submission.
proposed amendment would apply to any activity and

therefore needs to be refined.
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Submitter
Name

Original
Submission
Number

Incorporated
(John Collins)

Chapman
Tripp - Luke
Hinchey
Retirement
Villages
Association of
New Zealand
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(John Collins)

Chapman
Tripp - Luke
Hinchey
Retirement
Villages
Association of
New Zealand
Incorporated
(John Collins)

330.38

330.42

Chapman 330.43
Tripp - Luke

Hinchey

Retirement

Villages

Association of

New Zealand
Incorporated

(John Collins)

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.2.2
Objectives
and Policies:
General
Residential
Zone

Submission
Position

Support in
part

4.2.3.1 Activity Oppose

status table

4.2.4 Rules —

notification

Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Retain Objective 4.2.2.1 as notified. Support
Add new policy as sought above - Provision of housing for

an ageing population.

The submitter seeks to amend 4.2.3.1 to provide for
retirement villages as a permitted activity and integrate a
new rule that provides for the construction of retirement
villages as a restricted discretionary activity, with a
specific set of retirement village matters of discretion
(4.2.7 below).

Oppose

4.2.3.1 Activity status table

g. Retirement Village, excluding the construction of
buildings —RB-P

... All Activities and Structures

ga. Construction of buildings for a Retirement Village —
RD

The submitter seeks the following amendment to Rule
4.2.4:

4.2.4 Rules - notification

Except as set out below, all proposals for consent will be
subject to the normal notification tests of the RMA 1991 as
set out in Chapter 1.1.9:

Oppose

v. A proposal for the construction of a retirement village
shall be processed without public notification.

vi. A proposal for the construction of a retirement village
that complies with standards 4.2.5.2, 4.2.5.4, 4.2.5.5 and
4.2.5.6 and shall be processed without public or limited

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora supports the need to ensure that retirement Allow submission.
villages are appropriately-encouraged within the urban

environment so as to provide for an ageing population, while

ensuring that the size and scale of such activities are

appropriately managed within residential environments in

particular.

While Kainga Ora supports the need to encourage housing for Disallow

an ageing population, there is a risk that making retirement  submission.
village activities a permitted activity allows for an unfettered

intensity of development. As such Kainga Ora considers that

an RDA activity status remains appropriate.

Kainga Ora oppose the application of the non-notification Disallow
clauses that apply to general residential activities, to submission.

retirement villages. The effects of a retirement village
development extend beyond whether the development could
comply with standards 4.2.5.2, 4.2.5.4,4.2.5.5and 4.2.5.6. To
reflect this a notification assessment should be undertaken on
a case hy case basis.
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Submission
Position

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

Submitter
Name

Original
Submission
Number

Chapman 330.48
Tripp - Luke

Hinchey

Retirement

Villages

Association of

New Zealand
Incorporated

(John Collins)

4.2.5.5 Height Support in
in Relationto part
Boundary

Chapman 330.51
Tripp - Luke

Hinchey

Retirement

Villages

Association of

New Zealand
Incorporated

(John Collins)

Chapman
Tripp - Luke
Hinchey
Retirement
Villages
Association of
New Zealand
Incorporated
(John Collins)

4.2.5.8 Public Oppose
Interface

330.52 4259 Support in
Outlook part

Space

Chapman 4.2.5.10
Tripp - Luke Outdoor Living
Hinchey Area

330.53 Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or

oppose)

Amend Rule 4.2.5.5 as follows to include additional
exclusions from this standard:
4.2.5.5 Height in Relation to Boundary

This standard does not apply to

i. a boundary with a road

ii. existing or proposed internal boundaries within a site

iii. site boundaries where there is an existing common wall
between 2 buildings on adjacent sties or where a common
wall is proposed

iv. boundaries adjoining Business Zones, Central City
Zone, Special Character Zones, Industrial Zone,
Knowledge Zone, Open Space Zones, and Major Facilities
Zone.

The submitter opposes Rule 4.2.5.8 to the extent it does
not align with the MDRS. In addition, the submitter
consider that in a retirement village environment (that has
multiple communal spaces available for residents), the
standard is not directly relevant. The submitter considers
amendments should be made to Rule 4.2.5.8 to provide
for public interface/windows facing the street requirements
that are appropriate for retirement villages.

Oppose

Amend Rule 4.2.5.9 as follows to provide for outlook
space requirements that are appropriate for retirement
villages:

4.2.5.9 Outlook space

Oppose

a. ...

k. For retirement units, clauses a — i apply with the
following madification: The minimum dimensions for a
required outlook space are 1 metre in depth and 1 metre
in width for a principal living room and all other habitable
rooms.

The submitter acknowledges that Rule 4.2.5.10 and the
outdoor living space provisions reflect the outdoor living
space standard of the MDRS. However, it is considered

Oppose

Support in part

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora supports the proposed exclusions to non-

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Allow submission

residential zones; however opposes the exclusion sought for in part.
adjoining Special Character Zones. Special Character Zones

are typically more sensitive land uses and therefore require

the application of the height in relation to boundary standard.

Kainga Ora does not support reduced outlook space beyond

what the MDRS would otherwise provide.

Kainga Ora does not support reduced outlook space beyond

what the MDRS would otherwise provide.

Kainga Ora does not support reduced outdoor living space
beyond what the MDRS would otherwise provide.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter
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Retirement
Villages
Association of
New Zealand
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(John Collins)

Chapman
Tripp - Luke
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Retirement
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New Zealand
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Chapman
Tripp - Luke
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New Zealand
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Original
Submission
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330.57

330.60

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.2.5.14 Built
Form

4.2.7
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

Submission
Position

Oppose

Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

that as a result of retirement villages providing a range of

private and communal outdoor areas, amendments should

be made to Rule 4.2.5.10 that enable the communal areas

to count towards the outdoor living space requirement. In

addition, the submitter seeks that Rule 4.2.5.10 is

amended to align with Clause 15 of the MDRS.

The submitter opposes Rule 4.2.5.14 is it does not align  Oppose

with the MDRS.

The submitter seeks that Rule 4.2.7(xiv) is deleted and Oppose

replaced with the following assessment matters which are
focused on relevant matters for the construction of
retirement villages:

4.2.7 Restricted Discretionary Activities - Matters of
Discretion and Assessment Criteria

For the construction of retirement villages under Rule
4.2.3.1 the Council restricts the exercise of its discretion
to:

a. The effects arising from exceeding any of the
standards: 4.2.5.2 and 4.2.5.4 — 4.2.5.6, and where
relevant, 4.2.5.3 and 4.2.5.8 —4.2.5.10:

b. The effects of the retirement village on the safety of
adjacent streets or public open spaces;

c. The effects arising from the quality of the interface
between the retirement village and adjacent streets or
public open spaces;

d. The extent to which articulation, modulation and
materiality addresses adverse visual dominance effects
associated with building length;

e. When assessing the matters in a — d, consider:

i. The need to provide for efficient use of larger sites; and
ii. The functional and operational needs of the retirement

village

f. The positive effects of the construction, development
and use of the retirement village.
For clarity, no other matters of discretion relating to the

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora oppose this submission to the extent that is it
inconsistent with the original submission.

Kainga Ora considers that matters of discretion should be
consistent in residential environments as they manage
development within the zone. Providing for reduced
assessment and discretion for larger buildings and intensive
activities such as retirement villages may compromise the
amenity of surrounding residential sites. As it stands, the
proposed criteria may place too-great an emphasis on
efficiency and functional needs at the expense of surrounding
land uses.

Kainga Ora oppose the proposal to include a new specific
policy on larger sites. Intensification opportunities should be
provided by all sites within the residential zones, regardless of
size.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Hinchey
Retirement
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Chapman
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Hinchey
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Original
Submission
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330.66

330.67

330.72

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

Submission
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4.3.3.1 Activity Oppose

Status Table

4.3.3.2 Rules
— Notification

Support in
part

4.3.4.5 Height Support in

in Relation to
Boundary

part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

effects of density apply to the construction of a retirement

village.

Amend 4.3.3.1 to provide for retirement villages as a Oppose

permitted activity and integrate a new rule that provides
for the construction of retirement villages as a restricted
discretionary activity, with a specific set of retirement
village matters of discretion (4.3.7 below).

4.3.3.1 Activity status table

k. Retirement Village,_excluding the construction of

buildings - RB P

All Activities and Structures
ka. Construction of buildings for a Retirement Village — RD

The submitter seeks the following amendment to Rule
4.3.3.2:

4.3.3.2 Rules — notification

Except as set out below, all proposals for consent will be
subject to the normal natification tests of the RMA 1991 as
set out in Chapter 1.1.9:

Oppose

v. A proposal for the construction of a retirement village
shall be processed without public notification.

vi. A proposal for the construction of a retirement village
that complies with standards 4.3.4.2, 4.3.4.4, 4.3.4.5 and
4.3.4.6 and shall be processed without public or limited
notification.

Amend Rule 4.3.4.5 as follows to include additional
exclusions from this standard and align with the MDRS:
4.3.4.5 Height in Relation to Boundary

a. ...

This standard does not apply to

i. A boundary with a road,;

ii. Existing or proposed internal boundaries within a site; ef
iii. Site boundaries where there is an existing common
wall between 2 buildings on adjacent sties or where a
common wall is proposed; or

Support in part

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

While Kainga Ora supports the need to encourage housing for Disallow

an ageing population, there is a risk that making retirement  submission.
village activities a permitted activity allows for an unfettered

intensity of development. As such Kainga Ora considers that

an RDA activity status remains appropriate.

Kainga Ora oppose the application of the non-notification Disallow
clauses that apply to general residential activities, to submission.

retirement villages. The effects of a retirement village
development extend beyond whether the development could
comply with standards 4.3.4.2, 4.3.4.4,4.3.4.5 and 4.3.4.6. To
reflect this a notification assessment should be undertaken on
a case hy case basis.

Allow submission
in part.

Kainga Ora supports the proposed exclusions to non-
residential zones; however opposes the exclusion sought for
adjoining Special Character Zones. Special Character Zones
are typically more sensitive land uses and therefore require
the application of the height in relation to boundary standard.



Submitter Original Provision/  Submission
Name Submission Chapter Position
Number Topic
Chapman 330.76 4.3.9 Other Support in
Tripp - Luke Resource part
Hinchey Consent
Retirement Information
Villages
Association of
New Zealand
Incorporated
(John Collins)
Chapman 330.77 4.3.4.10 Oppose
Tripp - Luke Outdoor Living
Hinchey Area
Retirement

Villages

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

iv. Boundaries adjoining Business Zones, Central City
Zone, Special Character Zones, Industrial Zone,
Knowledge Zone, Open Space Zones, and Major Facilities
Zone or

Amend Rule 4.3.4.9 as follows to provide for outlook
space requirements that are appropriate for retirement
villages:

4.3.4.9 Outlook space

a. ...

l. For retirement units, clauses a — k apply with the
following maodification: The minimum dimensions for a
required outlook space are 1 metre in depth and 1 metre
in width for a principal living room and all other habitable
rooms.

Oppose

Amend Rule 4.3.4.10 as follows to enable the communal
outdoor living spaces of retirement villages to count
towards the outdoor living space requirement:

4.3.4.10 Outdoor Living Areas per residential unit or
retirement unit

Oppose

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora does not support reduced outlook space beyond

what the MDRS would otherwise provide.

Kainga Ora does not support reduced outdoor living space
beyond what the MDRS would otherwise provide.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
b‘ Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submission
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Association of
New Zealand
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(John Collins)

Chapman 330.84
Tripp - Luke

Hinchey

Retirement
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Association of
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(John Collins)

Submission
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Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.3.7
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Outdoor living areas shall have minimum areas and
dimensions as follows:

a. 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, verandah, porch, patio or roof terrace space that:
i
E I e'llel’" o |_||e||e|_|_e5|e|entla;l umtls is-readily-accessiple

Vi. ...

c. For retirement units, clause (a) applies with the
following modifications:

i. the outdoor living space may be in whole or in part
grouped cumulatively in one or more communally
accessible location(s) and/or located directly adjacent to
each retirement unit; and

ii. a retirement village may provide indoor living spaces in
one or more communally accessible location(s) in lieu of
up to 50% of the required outdoor living space.

The submitter seeks that Rule 4.3.7(xi) is deleted and
replaced with the following assessment matters which are
focused on relevant matters for the construction of
retirement villages:

4.3.7 Restricted Discretionary Activities - Matters of
Discretion and Assessment Criteria

Oppose

For the construction of retirement villages under Rule
4.2.3.1 the Council restricts the exercise of its discretion
to:

a. The effects arising from exceeding any of the
standards: 4.3.4.2 and 4.3.4.4 — 4.3.4.6, and where
relevant, 4.3.4.3 and 4.3.4.8 — 4.3.4.10:

b. The effects of the retirement village on the safety of
adjacent streets or public open spaces;

c. The effects arising from the quality of the interface
between the retirement village and adjacent streets or
public open spaces;

d. The extent to which articulation, modulation and
materiality addresses adverse visual dominance effects

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora considers that matters of discretion should be Disallow

consistent in residential environments as they manage submission.

development within the zone. Providing for reduced
assessment and discretion for larger buildings and intensive
activities such as retirement villages may compromise the
amenity of surrounding residential sites. As it stands, the
proposed criteria may place too-great an emphasis on
efficiency and functional needs at the expense of surrounding
land uses.

Kainga Ora oppose the proposal to include a new specific
policy on larger sites. Intensification opportunities should be
provided by all sites within the residential zones, regardless of
size.
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Original
Submission
Number

330.89

330.90
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Chapter
Topic

Submission
Position

4.4.3.1 Activity Oppose

Status Table

4.4 4 Rules -
Notification

Support

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

associated with building length;

e. When assessing the matters in a — d, consider:

i. The need to provide for efficient use of larger sites; and
ii. The functional and operational needs of the retirement
village.

f. The positive effects of the construction, development
and use of the retirement village.

For clarity, no other matters of discretion relating to the
effects of density apply to for the construction of a
retirement village.

Amend Rule 4.4.3.1 to provide for retirement villages as a Oppose
permitted activity and integrate a new rule that provides

for the construction of retirement villages as a restricted
discretionary activity, with a specific set of retirement

village matters of discretion (Rule 4.3.7 below).

4.4.3.1 Activity status table

Activity

I. Retirement Village, excluding the construction of

buildings - RB P

All Activities and Structures
la. Construction of buildings for a Retirement Village — RD

The submitter seeks the following amendment to Rule
4.4.4:

4.4.4 Rules — notification

Except as set out below, all proposals for consent will be
subject to the normal notification tests of the RMA 1991 as
set out in Chapter 1.1.9:

Oppose

d. A proposal for the construction of a retirement village
shall be processed without public notification.

e. A proposal for the construction of a retirement village
that complies with all relevant standards shall be
processed without public or limited notification.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

While Kainga Ora supports the need to encourage housing for Disallow

an ageing population, there is a risk that making retirement  submission.
village activities a permitted activity allows for an unfettered

intensity of development. As such Kainga Ora considers that

an RDA activity status remains appropriate.

Kainga Ora oppose the application of the non-notification Disallow
clauses that apply to general residential activities, to submission.

retirement villages. The effects of a retirement village
development extend beyond whether the development could
comply with standards 4.3.4.2, 4.3.4.4,4.3.4.5 and 4.3.4.6. To
reflect this a notification assessment should be undertaken on
a case hy case basis.
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Submitter Original Provision/  Submission
Name Submission Chapter Position
Number Topic
Chapman 330.95 4.4.5.5 Height Support in
Tripp - Luke in Relationto part
Hinchey Boundary
Retirement
Villages
Association of
New Zealand
Incorporated
(John Collins)
Chapman 330.99 4.45.9 Support in
Tripp - Luke Outlook part
Hinchey Space
Retirement
Villages
Association of
New Zealand
Incorporated
(John Collins)
Chapman 330.100 4.4.5.10 Oppose
Tripp - Luke Outdoor Living
Hinchey Area
Retirement
Villages

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or

oppose)

Amend Rule 4.4.5.5 as follows to include additional
exclusions from this standard and align with Regulation 12
of the MDRS:

4.4.5.5 Height in Relation to Boundary

a. Any buildings must not project beyond a 60° recession
plane measured from a point 4 metres vertically above
ground level along the boundaries adjoining any other
zone. Where the boundary forms part of a legal right of
way, entrance strip, access site, or pedestrian access
way, the height in relation to boundary applies from the
farthest boundary of that legal right of way, entrance strip,
access site, or pedestrian access way. This standard does
not apply to:

i. A boundary with a transport corridor

ii. A boundary with Public Open Space Zone

ii. A boundary with the Central City Zone

iv. A boundary with any Business zones

v. Site boundaries where there is an existing common wall
between 2 buildings on adjacent site or where a common
wall is proposed, or

vi. A boundary with any Special Character Zones,
Industrial Zone, Knowledge Zone and Major Facilities
Zone

The submitter seeks to amend Rule 4.4.5.9 as follows to
provide for outlook space requirements that are
appropriate for retirement villages:

4.4.5.9 Outlook space

a. ...

K. For retirement units, clauses a —j apply with the
following maodification: The minimum dimensions for a
required outlook space are 1 metre in depth and 1 metre
in width for a principal living room and all other habitable
rooms.

Oppose

Amend Rule 4.4.5.10 as follows to enable the communal
outdoor living spaces of retirement villages to count
towards the outdoor living space requirement:

4.4.5.10 Outdoor Living Area per residential unit

a. A residential unit at ground floor must have an outdoor

Oppose

Support in part

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora supports the proposed exclusions to non- Allow submission
residential zones; however opposes the exclusion sought for in part.

adjoining Special Character Zones. Special Character Zones

are typically more sensitive land uses and therefore require

the application of the height in relation to boundary standard.

Kainga Ora does not support reduced outlook space beyond Disallow

what the MDRS would otherwise provide. submission.
Kainga Ora does not support reduced outdoor living space Disallow
beyond what the MDRS would otherwise provide. submission.
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Submitter
Name

Association of
New Zealand
Incorporated
(John Collins)

Chapman
Tripp - Luke
Hinchey
Retirement
Villages
Association of
New Zealand
Incorporated
(John Collins)

Original
Submission
Number

330.107

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.4.7
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

Submission
Position

Oppose

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

living space that is at least 8m2. This may comprise a
combination of ground floor, balcony, patio or roof terrace
space that:

i

e. For retirement units, clauses a to ¢ apply with the
following modifications:

i. the outdoor living space may be in whole or in part
grouped cumulatively in one or more communally
accessible location(s) and/or located directly adjacent to
each retirement unit; and

ii. a retirement village may provide indoor living spaces in
one or more communally accessible location(s) in lieu of
up to 50% of the required outdoor living space.

The submitter seeks that Rule 4.4.7(f) is deleted and
replaced with the following assessment matters which are
focused on relevant matters for the construction of
retirement villages:

4.4.7 Restricted Discretionary Activities - Matters of
Discretion and Assessment Criteria

For the construction of retirement villages under Rule
4.4.3.1 the Council restricts the exercise of its discretion
to:

a. The effects arising from exceeding any of the
standards: 4.4.5.2 and 4.4.5.4 — 4.4.5.6, and where
relevant, 4.4.5.3 and 4.4.5.8 — 4.4.5.10:

b. The effects of the retirement village on the safety of
adjacent streets or public open spaces;

Oppose

c. The effects arising from the quality of the interface
between the retirement village and adjacent streets or
public open spaces;

d. The extent to which articulation, modulation and
materiality addresses adverse visual dominance effects
associated with building length;

e. When assessing the matters in a — d, consider:

i. The need to provide for efficient use of larger sites; and
ii. The functional and operational needs of the retirement
village.

f. The positive effects of the construction, development
and use of the retirement village.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora considers that matters of discretion should be Disallow

consistent in residential environments as they manage submission.

development within the zone. Providing for reduced
assessment and discretion for larger buildings and intensive
activities such as retirement villages may compromise the
amenity of surrounding residential sites. As it stands, the
proposed criteria may place too-great an emphasis on
efficiency and functional needs at the expense of surrounding
land uses.

Kainga Ora oppose the proposal to include a new specific
policy on larger sites. Intensification opportunities should be
provided by all sites within the residential zones, regardless of
size.
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Submitter
Name

Waka Kotahi
NZ Transport
Agency - Mike
Wood

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited -
Pauline
Whitney

147.2

Transpower 147.6
New Zealand

Limited -

Pauline

Whitney

Original
Submission
Number

235.38

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

7.4.3
Maximum
Height Control

2.1 Purpose

4.1.2
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones

Submission
Position

Support

Support

Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

For clarity, no other matters of discretion relating to the

effects of density apply to for the construction of a

retirement village.

Delete 7.4.3 Maximum Height Control. Support

Subject to clarification within the plan as to qualifying Oppose

matters, retain the text that refers to ‘qualifying matters’.

Transpower has sought that clarification be provided

through the provision of a definition for ‘Qualifying matter’

and ‘Qualifying matter area’. Should this not be accepted,

Transpower seeks the listing of qualifying matters (and

specifically the National Grid) within section 2.1 Purpose.

Amend Objective 4.1.2.2 as follows: "Development Oppose

maximises the use of land by providing a range of housing
typologies that are generally consistent with the
neighbourhood's planned urban built character, taking into
account any qualifying matters, while ensuring the
provision of infrastructure services as part of any
development.”

Amend Policy 4.1.2.2d as follows: "New buildings and
activities shall avoid or mitigate effects on and from
regionally significant infrastructure."

Amend the fourth and fifth paragraphs in

the ‘Explanation’ to Objective 4.1.2.2 and its related
policies, as follows: "The use of land can be affected by
the presence of infrastructure, as well as compromise the
infrastructure itself. Not only does residential development
need to have an adequate level of servicing available, but
it needs to respond to regionally significant infrastructure,
such as telecommunication infrastructure or the national
electricity grid, either existing or planned._In some
instances this will require the avoidance of residential
activities.

The policies recognise the need to manage and, in some
instances, avoid residential land uses around regionally

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora supports the submission to the extent the relief
sought is consistent with its original submission.

Kainga Ora opposes this request, as it considers that it is not

required to aid in interpretation or implementation of the Plan.

Kainga Ora also opposes consequential changes to other
provisions and rules referencing this proposed new term.

Kainga Ora opposes this request, as it considers that it is not

required to aid in interpretation or implementation of the Plan.

Kainga Ora also opposes consequential changes to other
provisions and rules referencing this proposed new term.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Allow submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter
Name

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited -
Pauline
Whitney

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited -
Pauline
Whitney

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited -
Pauline
Whitney

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited -
Pauline
Whitney

Original
Submission
Number

147.7

147.8

147.11

147.14

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.1.2
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones

4.2.2
Objectives
and Policies:
General
Residential
Zone

4.3.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

General

Submission
Position

Support

Support

Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

significant infrastructure, both existing and proposed —
both to manage the effects that residential activities and
structures can have on the infrastructure, as well as the
adverse effects that the infrastructure can have on
residential uses.

Retain Objective 4.1.2.3. Oppose

Retain Policy 4.1.2.3a.

Separate out Objective 4.1.2.4 and its related policies
from Objective 4.1.2.3 and add an explanation relating to
Objective 4.1.2.3 and policies 4.1.2.3a-d.

Or

Amend the current explanation to also encompass the
matters addressed in Objective 4.1.2.3 and policies
4.1.2.3a-d.

Retain Objective 4.2.2.2. Oppose
Amend Policy 4.2.2.2a as follows: "Enable a variety of

housing typologies with a mix of densities within the zone,
including 1,2 and 3-storey attached and detached

residential units., while avoiding inappropriate locations,

heights and densities of buildings and development within
qualifying matter areas as specified by the relevant

qualifying matter area provisions."

Amend Policy 4.3.2.2a as follows: "Enable a variety of
housing typologies with a mix of densities within the zone,
including 3 to 5 storey terrace residential units and
apartment buildings., while avoiding inappropriate
locations, heights and densities of buildings and
development within gualifying matter areas as specified by
the relevant gualifying matter area provisions."

Oppose

Should the HRZ extent be amended such that existing
National Grid assets traverse the zone, Transpower seeks
that the relief sought in its submission points to the
General Residential and Medium Density Residential
Zones are also applied to the High Density Residential
Zone.

Oppose

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Kainga Ora opposes this request, as it considers that it is not
required to aid in interpretation or implementation of the Plan.
Kainga Ora also opposes consequential changes to other
provisions and rules referencing this proposed new term.

Kainga Ora opposes this request, as it considers that it is not Disallow
required to aid in interpretation or implementation of the Plan. submission.
Kainga Ora also opposes consequential changes to other

provisions and rules referencing this proposed new term. Not

all qualifying matters directly affect the density of development

otherwise enabled. Separate policy for any qualifying matters

may be appropriate.

Kainga Ora opposes this request, as it considers that it is not Disallow
required to aid in interpretation or implementation of the Plan. submission.
Kainga Ora also opposes consequential changes to other

provisions and rules referencing this proposed new term. Not

all qualifying matters directly affect the density of development

otherwise enabled. Separate policy for any qualifying matters

may be appropriate.

Disallow
submission.

Kainga Ora opposes the relief sought to the extent it is
consistent with the relief sought in the original Kainga Ora
submission and related further submissions.
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Submitter
Name

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited -
Pauline
Whitney

Transpower
New Zealand
Limited -
Pauline
Whitney

Thomas
Gibbons
Waikato
Community
Lands Trust
etc.

Waikato
Regional
Council -
Katrina

Andrews

Waikato
Regional
Council -
Katrina

Andrews

Waikato
Regional
Council -
Katrina

Andrews

Original
Submission
Number

147.17

147.18

208.1

326.22

326.41

326.42

Provision/  Submission
Chapter Position
Topic

1.1.2 Support in

Definitions part

Used in the

District Plan

General Support

General Support in
part

General

25.14.2 Support in

Objectives part

and Policies:

Transportation

25.14.2 Oppose

Objectives

and Policies:

Transportation

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

New definition — Qualifying Matter - Transpower considers Oppose

that it is necessary to include a definition of ‘qualifying
matter’ to highlight to plan users the existence of the
matters and to support Policy 4.1.2.3a. The definition
reflects that provided within the RMA.

[Section 32; Appendix 2.4 Qualifying Matters Assessment] Oppose

1.1 Qualifying Matters for Hamilton City Operative
District Plan (ODP) - Retain the National Grid as a
qualifying matter.

2.6 National Grid Yards - Retain the National Grid Yard
as a qualifying matter.

2.7 National Grid Corridors - Retain the National Grid
Corridor as a qualifying matter.

[Inclusionary Zoning]

Amend PC12 to achieve the implementation of inclusion

zoning and such consequential changes to give effect to
the points.

Introduce a system of progressive removal of on-street

parking as new developments occur on identified streets.

Add a new E: “An existing or planned cycleway” and
associated rule(s) to ensure that access is provided for
cycling infrastructure in the transport corridor hierarchy.

Amend to “Diseeurage Avoid new vehicle access...” and
amend the associated rule to support the new policy.

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora does not support the amendments as such
matters are already within legislation a do not need to be
replicated within the District Plan. Furthermore, qualifying
matters are only those matters that affect the density of
development otherwise enabled by the RMA.

Kainga Ora does not support the amendments as such
matters are already within legislation a do not need to be
replicated within the District Plan. Furthermore, qualifying
matters are only those matters that affect the density of
development otherwise enabled by the RMA.

While Kainga Ora does not disagree with the benefits that

inclusionary zoning may bring to residential development, at

this time it may not be consistent with the intent of the
Enabling Housing Supply Amendment Act.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

While Kainga Ora supports the overarching goal of emissions Disallow
reduction and reduced-dependency on private motor vehicles, submission.

this is also highly-dependant on the level of public transport
provision and alternative transport more uptake. Kainga Ora
guestions whether the relief sought is appropriate within the

District Plan, or relates better to Hamilton City Council’s
function under the Local Government Act.

Kainga Ora does not support the ambiguity associated with

Disallow

‘planned cycleway’. There needs to be a clearer trigger/timing submission.
around when a ‘planned’ cycleway needs to be factored into

any development’s access etc.

Kainga Ora does not consider the use of ‘avoid’ to be
appropriate, given the weight that such a term has in light of

the King Salmon case law.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter
Name

Waikato
Regional
Council -
Katrina

Andrews

Waikato-
Tainui (Te
Whakakitenga
o Waikato
Incorporated)
- Alana Mako

Waikato-
Tainui (Te
Whakakitenga
o Waikato
Incorporated)
- Alana Mako

Waikato-
Tainui (Te
Whakakitenga
o0 Waikato
Incorporated)
- Alana Mako

Waikato-
Tainui (Te
Whakakitenga
0 Waikato
Incorporated)
- Alana Mako

Original
Submission
Number

326.46

236.3

236.4

236.11

236.15

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

General

Policy 2.2.1(d)

Te Awa O
Waikato

Te Awa O
Waikato

41.2
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones

Submission
Position

Support

Support

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)
Add a maximum number of car parking spaces permitted Support

in the Central City Zone.

Amend Policy 2.2.1(d) as follows: Oppose in part
Where required, development and the decisions

associated with developments are to consider any

relevant lwi Management Plan.

Any consequential amendments or alternative relief to
give effect to the matters raised in the submission.

Amend Policy 2.2.2a(v) to specify or list water-sensitive
techniques.

Support

Any consequential amendments or alternative relief to
give effect to the matters raised in the submission.

Waikato-Tainui support this policy [Policy 2.2.2b (iii)]
however as mana whenua involvement is becoming more
prevalent through this plan change and other plan
changes, Hamilton City Council need to outline the
mechanism as to how they will provide for all this
engagement.

Support

Amend Policy 2.2.2b(iii) to include an appendix to outline
how Hamilton City Council will provide for mana whenua
engagement.

Any consequential amendments or alternative relief to
give effect to the matters raised in the submission.

Amend 4.1.2 to include wording of similar effect as in
Policy 2.2.2b(i-viii);

Support

Any consequential amendments or alternative relief to
give effect to the matters raised in the submission.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
b‘ Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or

disallow)

Kainga Ora support the inclusion of a maximum car parking  Allow submission
standard to the extent that it contributes towards a well-

functioning urban environment.

While Kainga Ora accepts the relevance of lwi management Disallow
plans, the proposed amendment is broad in scope and should submission.
be refined to specific matters that would require management-

plan consideration.

Kainga Ora support the submission to the extent it is Allow submission.

consistent with the relief sought in its original submission.

Kainga Ora supports the submission for the reasons provided Allow submission.
by the submitter.

Kainga Ora supports the submission for the reasons provided Allow submission.
by the submitter, subject to ensuring that any consequential
amendments are clear on when engagement is required.
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Submitter Original Provision /
Name Submission Chapter
Number Topic
Waikato- 236.18 General
Tainui (Te
Whakakitenga
0 Waikato
Incorporated)
- Alana Mako
WEL Network 146.6 23.2
Limited - Sara Objectives
Brown and Policies:
Subdivision
WEL Network 146.8 General

Limited - Sara
Brown

Submission
Position

Support in
part

Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Amend all notification requirements in all residential zones Oppose
to add appropriate prompts for proposals for 1, 2 or 3

dwellings on a site that infringe no more than two of the

rules to include recommendations from mana whenua

through engagement similar to requirements in Proposed

Plan Change 9; and

Amend to include the consultation and engagement flow
chart outlined in Section 6.4 of Tai Tumu, Tai pari, Tai Ao
— Waikato-Tainui Environmental Plan to promote

engagement with Waikato-Tainui and mana whenua; and

Any consequential amendments or alternative relief to
give effect to the matters raised in the submission.

WEL requests that Policy 23.2.2a is amended to ensure
that it is demonstrated that building platforms can be
located in positions where a subsequent building can
comply with the NZ Electrical Code of Practice for
Electrical Safe Distances (“NZECP 34:2001”). Further
WEL request that the policy be amended to ensure that
vegetation to be planted in the vicinity of electricity
infrastructure be selected and/or managed so that it does
not breach the Electricity (Hazards from Trees)
Regulations 2003 (“Tree Regs”). Through the
intensification of Hamilton and the reduction of setbacks
from the transport corridor, there is potential for future
development to be located in positions which may breach
NZECP 34:2001. The amended policy will ensure that a
compliant building platform can be provided.

Oppose

includes a new standard, as follows: Oppose
"23.6.7 Subdivision Activities adjacent Electricity

Distribution Infrastructure

Any subdivision in the vicinity of electricity infrastructure

must demonstrate that building platforms can be located

in positions where a subsequent building can comply with

the NZ Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe

Distances (NZECP 34:2001).

Vegetation to be planted in the vicinity of electricity

infrastructure should be selected and/or managed so that

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

While Kainga Ora supports engagement with mana whenua,
as required by legislation, Kainga Ora does not consider the

relief and new standard is required in the District Plan.

Kainga Ora consider that reference to such engagement

within notification provisions adds confusion over whether it is

a written approval requirement under the RMA.

Kainga Ora opposes the submission. While helpful to a plan
user, it is a general requirement to comply with other
legislation, not just the NZECP. The district plan should
remain focussed on administration of its own policy with (at
best) explanatory text acknowledgement of the NZECP as-
required — not in standards themselves as another ‘rule’.

Kainga Ora opposes the submission. While helpful to a plan
user, it is a general requirement to comply with other
legislation, not just the NZECP. The district plan should
remain focussed on administration of its own policy with (at
best) explanatory text acknowledgement of the NZECP as-
required — not in standards themselves as another ‘rule’.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter Original
Name Submission
Number

WEL Network 146.10
Limited - Sara
Brown

WEL Network 146.14
Limited - Sara
Brown

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

25.14.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Transportation

4.1.2
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones

Submission
Position

Support in
part

Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

it does not breach the Electricity (Hazards from Trees)
Requlations 2003."

amends 25.14.2.1b, as follows:

"Climate Change Policy 25.14.2.1b

Promote the establishment and maintenance of a
continuous tree canopy along transport corridors to
improve amenity for corridor users and adjoining land use,
and to

Oppose

e minimise the urban heat island effects of urban
intensification,

e enhance biodiversity and ecological function,

e provide summer shade to make the corridors more
comfortable for walking, cycling, and micro-mobility
during hotter weather, and store carbon.

Provided that the vegetation to be planted in the vicinity of
electricity infrastructure be selected and/or managed so
that it does not breach the Electricity (Hazards from
Trees) Requlations 2003."

amends Policy 25.14.2.1hE, as follows:
"Manage the design, location, quantity, and pricing of any
parking infrastructure provided in a way that:

E. Provides charging facilities for electric powered
vehicles and associated electricity infrastructure and
micromobility devices."

amends Policy 25.14.2.1q, as follows

"Encourage the planting, retention, and maintenance of
indigenous trees and vegetation within transport corridors,
where appropriate and provided it does not interfere with
network utilities, to recognise and reflect ecological,
amenity, cultural, and landscape values and to support the
establishment and enhancement of ecological corridors."”

amend Policy 4.1.2.5a, as follows: Oppose
"Development must encourage the efficient use of energy

and water, by:

i. Incorporating water-sensitive techniques.

ii. Off-setting the effects of loss of permeable surface

H—Reducingthe use-ofreticulated electriemnys

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora opposes the submission. While helpful to a plan
user, it is a general requirement to comply with other
legislation. The district plan should remain focussed on
administration of its own policy with (at best) explanatory text
acknowledgement of relevant regulations as-required — not in
standards themselves as another ‘rule’.

Kainga Ora opposes the submission, as Policy 4.1.2.5a (iii)

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow

does not preclude the use of reticulated electricity networks; it submission.

seeks to encourage alternative approaches to energy
production which is consistent with the NPSUD 2020 and the
RMA.
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Submitter
Name

WEL Network
Limited - Sara
Brown

WEL Network
Limited - Sara
Brown

WEL Network
Limited - Sara
Brown

WEL Network
Limited - Sara
Brown

WEL Network
Limited - Sara
Brown

Original
Submission
Number

146.15

146.16

146.17

146.18

146.24

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.1.2
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones

4256
Building
Setbacks

4.3.4.6
Building
Setbacks

4.45.6
Building
Setbacks

1.3.2
Controlled
Activities —
Matters of
Control

Submission
Position

Support

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought)

iv. Utilizing solar energy.
v". Providing for electric mobility and its associated
charging infrastructure.

retain Objective 4.1.2.5 and Policy 4.1.2.5b
retain Policy 4.1.2.6c¢viii

include Policy 4.1.2.6d, as follows:

"Policy 4.1.2.6d

Ensure buildings and structures adjacent to electricity
infrastructure in the Transport Corridor can comply with
NZ Electrical Code of Practice for Electrical Safe
Distances (NZECP 34:2001)."

Amends Rule 4.2.5.6a, as follows: "a. Transport corridor
boundary — 1.5m, provided the building or structure can

achieve compliance with NZ Electrical Code of Practice

for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 34:2001)."

Amends Rule 4.3.5.6a, as follows: "a. Transport corridor
boundary — 1 to 1.5m, provided the building or structure
can achieve compliance with NZ Electrical Code of
Practice for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 34:2001)."

Amends Rule 4.4.5.64a, as follows: "a. Transport corridor
boundary — 1m, provided the building or structure can
achieve compliance with NZ Electrical Code of Practice
for Electrical Safe Distances (NZECP 34:2001)."

Amend 1.3.2g Controlled Activities — Matters of Control,
as follows:

"G. Subdivision

Subdivision within the General Residential, Medium
density and High Density Residential Zones.

i. The extendt to which the subdivision does not increase
the noncompliance with the Standards within the
Residential Chapter.

ii. The subdivision contains an existing residential unit or a
land use consent has been granted or is accompanied by

Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora opposes the submission. While helpful to a plan
user, it is a general requirement to comply with other
legislation, not just the NZECP. The district plan should
remain focussed on administration of its own policy with (at
best) explanatory text acknowledgement of the NZECP as-
required — not in standards themselves as another ‘rule’.

Kainga Ora opposes the submission. While helpful to a plan
user, it is a general requirement to comply with other
legislation, not just the NZECP. The district plan should
remain focussed on administration of its own policy with (at
best) explanatory text acknowledgement of the NZECP as-
required — not in standards themselves as another ‘rule’.

Kainga Ora opposes the submission. While helpful to a plan
user, it is a general requirement to comply with other
legislation, not just the NZECP. The district plan should
remain focussed on administration of its own policy with (at
best) explanatory text acknowledgement of the NZECP as-
required — not in standards themselves as another ‘rule’.

Kainga Ora opposes the submission. While helpful to a plan
user, it is a general requirement to comply with other
legislation, not just the NZECP. The district plan should
remain focussed on administration of its own policy with (at
best) explanatory text acknowledgement of the NZECP as-
required — not in standards themselves as another ‘rule’.

Kainga Ora opposes the proposed amendment, which is

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow

broad in scope (i.e., ‘any requirements’) and should be refined submission

to be clear on what needs to be assessed.
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Submitter
Name

WEL Network 146.27
Limited - Sara
Brown

Original
Submission
Number

Provision/  Submission
Chapter Position
Topic
1.3.3 Support in
Restricted part

Discretionary,
Discretionary
and Non-
Complying
Assessment
Criteria

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

a land use consent.

iii. No vacant allotments are created.

iv. The proximity of allotments to any existing network

utilities and any requirements that may be considered

necessary to ensure the continued safe, efficient and

effective operation of those network utilities is not

compromised.”

include new assessment criteria 12, as follows: Oppose

"Electricity Distribution

112 The extent to which the location, height, scale,
orientation and use of buildings and structures is
appropriate to manage the following effects.

a. The risk to the structural integrity of the electricity
distribution line.

b. The effects on the ability of the electricity distribution
line owner to access, operate, maintain and upgrade the
electricity distribution network.

c. The risk of electrical hazards affecting public or
individual safety, and risk of property damage.

d. The extent of earthworks required, and use of mobile
machinery near distribution lines, which may put the line
at risk.

e. Minimising adverse effects including reverse
sensitivity, visual and nuisance effects on and from
distribution lines.

Note: The New Zealand Electrical Code of Practice
NZECP 34:2001 contain restrictions on the location of
structures in relation to lines.

113. The extent of separation between specified building
envelopes and existing lines ensures any adverse effects
on and from the electricity distribution network and on
public safety are appropriately avoided, remedied or
mitigated.
114. The extent of separation between the location of any
proposed trees and existing electricity distribution lines,
taking into account:

a. The likely mature height of the trees,

b. Whether they have potential to interfere with the
lines, and

c. Whether an alternative location for the trees would be
more suitable to meet the operational requirements of the
lines’ owner.
Note: All trees/vegetation planted near electricity

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora opposes the submission. While helpful to a plan  Disallow

user, it is a general requirement to comply with other submission.

legislation, not just the NZECP. The district plan should
remain focussed on administration of its own policy with (at
best) explanatory text acknowledgement of the NZECP as-
required — not in standards themselves as another ‘rule’.

Kainga Ora considers that the overarching applicability of the
NZECP and existing setback requirements in the District Plan
(under both PC12 and subject to the relief sought in the
original Kainga Ora submission) are sufficient to address the
matters sought by the submitter.
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Submitter Original
Name Submission
Number

WEL Network 146.30
Limited - Sara
Brown

Department of 148.3
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Provision/  Submission
Chapter Position
Topic
General Support in
part

1.1.2 Statutory Support in
Context of the part
District Plan

and

Relationships

with Other

Plans

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

distribution lines must achieve compliance with the
Electricity (Hazards from Trees) Reqgulations 2003.

115 The extent to which appropriate safeguards are in
place to avoid contact or flashovers from lines, and effects
on the stability of support structures.

Note: All earthworks, including the use of mobile plant,
must comply with the requirements of the New Zealand
Electrical Code of Practice 34:2001 (NZECP 34:2001)."

Amend Rule 25.7.3xx, as follows: "xx. Community scale
distributed renewable energy generation
— Restricted Discretionary"

Support

Include a new rule to enable roof top solar panels and
solar heating systems for the purposes of serving more
than one site, as follows:

"yy. Solar panels and solar heating systems for the
purposes of serving the site on which they are located -
Permitted

zz. Solar panels and solar heating systems for the
purposes of serving more than one site - Restricted
Discretionary

zzz. Roof top solar panels and solar heating systems for
the purposes of serving more than one site - Permitted"”

amends Rule 25.7.5.5a, as follows:

"a) Maximum volume for individual cabinets, batteries or
other above ground or overhead structures for electricity
and telecommunications:

i. Industrial, Ruakura Industrial Park, Te Rapa North
Industrial, Business 1 to 7, Central City and Ruakura
Logistics zones ii. Transport Corridor Zone and all other
zones"

Provide an analysis of how PC12 gives effect to the
Objective and Policies of the NPSFM 2020; and

Support

Amend 1.1.2.2(a) to reflect that the plan intends to give
effect to the operative NPSFM 2020 not the NPSFM 2011
version.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora supports added enablement of renewable energy Allow submission.

production, as it assists with carbon emission reductions —

consistent with the NPSUD 2020.

Kainga Ora supports the assessment of the NPSFM 2020 and Allow submission.

is interested in any consequential changes arising for any
such assessment.
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Submitter Original
Name Submission
Number

Department of 148.4
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.6
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.7
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.8
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.9
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Provision/  Submission
Chapter Position
Topic
Te Awa O Support in
Waikato part
4.1.2 Support
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones
4.1.2 Support in
Objectives part
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones
4.2.5.6 Support in
Building part
Setbacks
4456 Support in
Building part
Setbacks

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Amend Chapter 2 Strategic Framework to say how the
NPSFM 2020 is being given effect to in relation to Te
Mana o te Wai, and the relevant Objective and Policies of
the NPSFM 2020 in PC12.

Retain Objective 4.1.2.1, Policies 4.1.2.1a, 4.1.2.1b,
41.2.1c,4.1.2.1d and 4.1.2.1e; and

Support

Oppose

Ensure there is also restoration of the connectivity of
ecological corridors within the Hamilton District, requiring
alignment of other relevant plan changes to the Hamilton
District Plan such as PC5 and PC9 throughout PC12
provisions; and

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address DoC's concerns.

That appropriate urban design and layout principles are
applied to areas adjacent to an SNA or bat habitat so as
to reduce possible adverse effects on significant habitats
of indigenous fauna, such as habitat for long-tailed bats,
from lighting for example, but not limited to; and

Oppose

Include a policy with lighting recommendations in line
with National Light Pollution Guidelines for Wildlife
Including Marine Turtles, Seabirds and Migratory
Shorebirds - DAWE; and

Incorporate design principles that seek to reduce lighting
effects of development adjacent to natural areas.

Include the following standards within the chapters that
manage development setbacks:

Oppose

e New buildings, building additions, and swimming
pools shall be setback 50m from the boundary of a
“Nationally” or “Regionally” significant SNA.

New buildings, building additions, and swimming pools
shall be setback 5m from from the boundary of a “Locally”
significant SNA.

Include the following standards within the chapters that
manage development setbacks:

Oppose

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora supports the assessment of the NPSFM 2020 and Allow submission.

is interested in any consequential changes arising for any
such assessment.

Consistent with further submissions on related provisions,
Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter Original Provision/  Submission
Name Submission Chapter Position
Number Topic
Department of 148.10 45.4.6 Support in
Conservation - Building part
Linda Kirk Setbacks
Department of  148.11 4257 Support in
Conservation - Boundary part
Linda Kirk Fences and
Walls
Department of 148.12 4457 Support in
Conservation - Fences and part
Linda Kirk Walls

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

Include the following standards within the chapters that

response
(support or
oppose)

New buildings, building additions, and swimming
pools shall be setback 50m from the boundary of a
“Nationally” or “Regionally” significant SNA.

New buildings, building additions, and swimming

pools shall be setback 5m from from the boundary
of a “Locally” significant SNA.

Oppose

manage development setbacks:

Include the following standards within the chapters that

New buildings, building additions, and swimming
pools shall be setback 50m from the boundary of a
“Nationally” or “Regionally” significant SNA.

New buildings, building additions, and swimming

pools shall be setback 5m from from the boundary
of a “Locally” significant SNA.

Oppose

manage development setbacks:

Include the following standards within the chapters that

New buildings, building additions, and swimming
pools shall be setback 50m from the boundary of a
“Nationally” or “Regionally” significant SNA.

New buildings, building additions, and swimming

pools shall be setback 5m from from the boundary
of a “Locally” significant SNA.

Oppose

manage development setbacks:

New buildings, building additions, and swimming
pools shall be setback 50m from the boundary of a
“Nationally” or “Regionally” significant SNA.

New buildings, building additions, and swimming
pools shall be setback 5m from from the boundary
of a “Locally” significant SNA.

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect

they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect

they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect

they might have on housing supply.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
b‘ Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter Original
Name Submission
Number

Department of 148.13
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.14
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.15
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Provision/  Submission
Chapter Position
Topic
45.4.7 Support in
Fences and part
Walls
4.1.2 Support in
Objectives part
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones
4.2.5.3 Support in
Permeability  part
and

Landscaping

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Include the following standards within the chapters that
manage development setbacks:

Oppose

e New buildings, building additions, and swimming
pools shall be setback 50m from the boundary of a
“Nationally” or “Regionally” significant SNA.

e New buildings, building additions, and swimming
pools shall be setback 5m from from the boundary
of a “Locally” significant SNA.

Provide stronger direction of the protection of existing
vegetation and trees, especially if they provide significant
habitat for indigenous fauna; and

Oppose

Consider the application of qualifying matters for s6(c)
matters beyond SNAs to urban trees and vegetation in
PC12; and

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12 in this regard; and

e Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address DoC's concerns.

Provide stronger direction of the protection of existing
vegetation and trees, especially if they provide significant
habitat for indigenous fauna; and

Oppose

Consider the application of qualifying matters for s6(c)
matters beyond SNAs to urban trees and vegetation in
PC12; and

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12 in this regard; and

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address my concerns.

e

Kainga Ora

b‘ Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter Original
Name Submission
Number

Department of 148.16
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.17
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.18
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of  148.19
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.20
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Provision/  Submission
Chapter Position
Topic

4.3.4.3 Support in

Permeable part

Surface and

Landscaping

4.1.2 Support in

Objectives part

and Policies:

All Residential

Zones

4.2.6.10 Support in
part

4.3.5.9 Support in
part

45.5.9 Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Provide stronger direction of the protection of existing
vegetation and trees, especially if they provide significant
habitat for indigenous fauna; and

Oppose

Consider the application of qualifying matters for s6(c)
matters beyond SNAs to urban trees and vegetation in
PC12; and

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12 in this regard; and

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address DoC's concerns.

Amend Policy 4.1.2.7a so that such pruning of vegetation Oppose
to protect the ecological values of SNAs that are adjacent

to residential zones so that vegetation pruning and

maintenance do not adversely affect at risk or threatened
indigenous species.

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12 in this regard.

Amend Rule 4.2.6.10 or provide another rule that requires Oppose
consent for such pruning of vegetation to protect the

ecological values of SNAs that are adjacent to residential

zones so that vegetation pruning and maintenance do not
adversely affect at risk or threatened indigenous species.

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12 in this regard.

Amend Rules 4.2.6.10, [4.3.5.9 and 4.5.5.9] or provide
another rule that requires consent for such pruning of
vegetation to protect the ecological values of SNAs that
are adjacent to residential zones so that vegetation
pruning and maintenance do not adversely affect at risk or
threatened indigenous species.

Oppose

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12 in this regard.

Amend Rule 4.2.6.10, [4.3.5.9 and 4.5.5.9] or provide
another rule that requires consent for such pruning of
vegetation to protect the ecological values of SNAs that

Oppose

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter Original
Name Submission
Number

Department of  148.21
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.22
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.23
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.24
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Provision/  Submission
Chapter Position
Topic

4.3.2 Support in
Objectives part

and Policies:

Medium

Density

Residential

Zone

4.5.6
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

General

25.14.2 Support
Objectives

and Policies:
Transportation

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

are adjacent to residential zones so that vegetation
pruning and maintenance do not adversely affect at risk or
threatened indigenous species.

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12 in this regard.

Provide for wider ecological connection to the Waikato Oppose
River, ensure the policies include development to be

sensitive to ecological corridors and ecological

connectivity to the Waikato River; and

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12; and

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address my concerns.

Insert a further matter of discretion for Rule 4.5.6(a)(xii) to Oppose
consider the effects on threatened indigenous species;
and

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address these concerns to any other
provision in PC12.

Include the following wording in Policy 23.2.1a, Policy Oppose
23.2.2a, Policy 23.2.5a, 23.9 matters of discretion (or
words to like effect):

“Protects, enhances and restores populations of
at-risk, threatened or critically endangered flora
and fauna.”

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address my concerns.

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12.
Retain Policy 25.14.2.1k; and Oppose

Amend Objective 25.14.2.1(vi) to include significant
habitat and SNAs, and recognise the ned to protect and

Kainga Ora reasons

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are  Disallow

fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect  submission.
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are  Disallow

fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect ~ submission.
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are  Disallow

fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect  submission.
they might have on housing supply.

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are  Disallow
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect submission.

they might have on housing supply.
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Submitter Original
Name Submission
Number

Department of 148.25
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Department of 148.26
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

25.15.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Urban Design

25.15.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Urban Design

Submission
Position

Support in
part

Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

restore significant vegetation and significant habitats of
indigenous fauna; and

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address my concerns; and

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12.

Amend Policy 25.15.2.2d to include reference to the Oppose
natural environment; and

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address my concerns; and

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12.

Amend the Explanation to Objective 25.15.2.5 and Policy Oppose
25.15.2.5b so that design avoids and minimises adverse

effects on significant indigenous vegetation and habitats

of indigenous fauna.

Explanation

Integrating land use in subdivision and development
design has positive impacts on people economically,
socially and culturally, as well as benefitting the
natural environment. Through the District Plan and
other methods Council can encourage an integrated
approach to land use and transport planning which
promotes sustainable travel patterns and energy use,
either through integration of existing circulation
networks including transport corridors, cycleways,
public reserves and green corridors or a highly
connected and permeable road hierarchy. This
includes design that avoids and minimises
adverse effects on significant

indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous
fauna.

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address my concerns.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are  Disallow
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect  submission.
they might have on housing supply.

The existing explanatory note requires land use and Disallow
subdivision design to benefit the natural environment. Kainga submission.
Ora consider this sufficient to address the impact

development could have on the significant

indigenous vegetation and habitats of indigenous fauna. The

additional statement serves only to narrow the construct of the

natural environment with respect to the explanation offered.
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Submitter
Name

Department of
Conservation -
Linda Kirk

Waikato
Heritage
Group - Laura
Kellaway

Waikato
Heritage
Group - Laura
Kellaway

Waikato
Heritage
Group - Laura
Kellaway

Waikato
Heritage
Group - Laura
Kellaway

Waikato
Heritage
Group - Laura
Kellaway

Waikato
Heritage
Group - Laura
Kellaway

Original
Submission
Number

148.27

155.71

155.72

155.73

155.74

155.75

155.76

Submission
Position

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

23.9
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

General Oppose

General

Oppose

General

Oppose

General

General

General

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12

Include the following wording in 23.9 matters of discretion Oppose
(or words to like effect):

“Protects, enhances and restores populations of at-
risk, threatened or critically endangered flora and

Any other amendments that may be necessary or
appropriate to address my concerns.

Ensure there is alignment with PC5 and PC9 matters in
PC12.

Include within urban design rules that HH is part of urban Oppose
design and contributes values and should be addressed in
any plans to modify existing neighbourhoods.

A baseline neighbourhood report on historic heritage
should be included in the neighbourhood urban plans.

Oppose

Obijective and policies should include existing and
assessment of the neighbourhood in residential and other
zones in terms of heritage prior to high density
developments on site and the neighbourhood.

Oppose

Rules for historic streets and historic landscape to be
included in Urban Design Chapter, including incorporating
reference to HHA Conservation Plans

Oppose

Review of HCC Heritage Landscape by specialist Heritage Oppose
Landscape Architects and placement of identified into

Schedule 8A Historic Heritage items for Neighbourhood

Plans

Request rules associated with Urban design within the
chapter

Oppose

e

Kainga Ora

ba Homes and Communities

Kainga Ora reasons

Kainga Ora seeks to ensure that any such requirements are
fully justified under ss771 to 77L of the RMA, and the effect
they might have on housing supply.

While Kainga Ora generally supports the notion of guidance
within the urban design chapter for historic heritage matters,
Kainga Ora is opposed to the relief sought for the reason
outlined in the original submissions on PC9 and PC12.

While Kainga Ora generally supports the notion of guidance
within the urban design chapter for historic heritage matters,
Kainga Ora is opposed to the relief sought for the reason
outlined in the original submissions on PC9 and PC12.

While Kainga Ora generally supports the notion of guidance
within the urban design chapter for historic heritage matters,
Kainga Ora is opposed to the relief sought for the reason
outlined in the original submissions on PC9 and PC12.

While Kainga Ora generally supports the notion of guidance
within the urban design chapter for historic heritage matters,
Kainga Ora is opposed to the relief sought for the reason
outlined in the original submissions on PC9 and PC12.

While Kainga Ora generally supports the notion of guidance
within the urban design chapter for historic heritage matters,
Kainga Ora is opposed to the relief sought for the reason
outlined in the original submissions on PC9 and PC12.

While Kainga Ora generally supports the notion of guidance
within the urban design chapter for historic heritage matters,
Kainga Ora is opposed to the relief sought for the reason
outlined in the original submissions on PC9 and PC12.

Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.

Disallow
submission.
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Submitter Original Provision/  Submission @ Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
Name Submission Chapter Position response sought (allow or
Number Topic (support or disallow)
oppose)
Te Tuapapa 165.2 General Support in Relief Sought Support Kainga Ora support the submission to the extent it is Allow submission.
Kura Kainga - part HUD seeks the following decision on the Proposed Plan: consistent with the relief sought in the original Kainga Ora
Ministry of * That the matter raised in Table 1 is addressed. submission.
Housing and
Urban
Development
(HUD) -
Andrew Crisp
(CEO)
Thomas 287.2 4.1.2 Amend Objective 4.1.2.2 to recognise integrated Oppose While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the ~ Disallow
Gibbons Objectives affordable housing and the present and future needs for intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply submission
Waikato and Policies: housing. 'Development maximises the use of land by Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.
Housing All Residential providing a range of housing typologies_(including
Initiative Zones integrated affordable housing) that are consistent with the

neighbourhood's planned urban built character and
present and future needs for housing while ensuring the
provision of infrastructure services as part of any
development'.

Thomas 287.3 4.1.2 The submitter seeks addition to Policy 4.1.2.2a(vi) to Oppose While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the ~ Disallow
Gibbons Objectives incorporate integrated affordable housing, where intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply submission
Waikato and Policies: appropriate. '(vi) Include integrated affordable housing, Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

Housing All Residential where appropriate'.

Initiative Zones

Thomas 287.4 4.1.2 Add 4.1.2.2¢g to include recognition of Development that  Oppose While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the Disallow
Gibbons Objectives delivers integrated affordable housing is encouraged. intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply submission
Waikato and Policies: Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

Housing All Residential 4.1.2.2g Development that delivers integrated

Initiative Zones affordable housing is encouraged'.

Thomas 287.6 4.1.2 Add policy 4.1.2.3e that provides for integrated affordable Oppose While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the  Disallow
Gibbons Objectives housing. '4.1.2.3e Provide for integrated affordable intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply submission
Waikato and Policies: housing'. Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

Housing All Residential

Initiative Zones

Thomas 287.7 4.2.2 Amend objective 4.3.2.2 to include reference to the need Oppose While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the Disallow
Gibbons Objectives for integrated affordable housing. intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply submission

Waikato and Policies: Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.



Submitter
Name

Housing
Initiative

Thomas
Gibbons
Waikato
Housing
Initiative

Thomas
Gibbons
Waikato
Housing
Initiative

Thomas
Gibbons
Waikato
Housing
Initiative

Thomas
Gibbons
Waikato
Housing
Initiative

Thomas
Gibbons
Waikato
Housing
Initiative

Thomas
Gibbons
Waikato
Housing
Initiative

Original
Submission
Number

287.8

287.10

287.11

287.13

287.14

287.15

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

General
Residential
Zone

4.2.2
Objectives
and Policies:
General
Residential
Zone

4.3.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

4.3.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Medium
Density
Residential
Zone

23.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Subdivision

23.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Subdivision

23.2
Objectives
and Policies:
Subdivision

Submission

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought)

Amend 4.3.2.2a to include integrated affordable homes.
'4.3.2.2a Enable a variety of housing typologies with a mix
of densities within the zone, including_integrated
affordable homes, 1, 2 and 3-storey attached and
detached residential units'.

Amend Objective 4.3.2.2. to include reference
to integrated affordable housing. 'ii. Housing needs and
demand (including the need for integrated affordable

housing)'.

Amend policy 4.3.2.2a to include reference to integrated
affordable homes.

Amend Objective 23.2.2 to include reference to the
delivery of integrated affordability in housing. 'Subdivision
contributes to the achievement of functional, attractive,

sustainable, safe and well-designed environments and the

delivery of integrated affordability in housing'.

Add a new policy in 23.2.2a that encourages integrated
affordable housing. '23.2.2a_(xvi) Encourages integrated
affordable housing'.

Amend Objective 23.2.5 to encourage the delivery of
integrated affordable housing. '23.2.5 Subdivision occurs
in a manner that recognises historic heritage and natural
environments and encourages the delivery of integrated
affordable housing'.

Kainga Ora
response
(support or
oppose)

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

Oppose

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons

While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the
intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply

Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the
intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply

Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the
intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply

Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the
intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply

Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the
intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply

Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the
intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply

Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

Decision(s)

sought (allow or

disallow)

Disallow
submission

Disallow
submission

Disallow
submission

Disallow
submission

Disallow
submission

Disallow
submission
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Submitter
Name

Original
Submission
Number

Thomas 287.18
Gibbons
Waikato
Housing

Initiative

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -
Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited, Mobil
Oil New
Zealand
Limited

296.2

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -
Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited,Mobil
Oil New
Zealand
Limited

296.3

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

1.1.2
Definitions
Used in the
District Plan

General

4.1.2
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones

Submission
Position

Support in
part

Support in
part

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

Add a new definition - Integrated affordability. Oppose

The submitter acknowledges that there is no appropriate Oppose

relief regarding the construction of dwellings of up to three
dwellings per site in accordance with permitted activity
standards in residential zones. However, where consent is
required in residential zones, the Fuel Companies
consider that residential amenity and existing activities
need to be appropriately protected by provisions which
respond to the interface with the Central City Zone or
Business Zone, or with lawfully established non-residential
activities. This is reflected in the National Medium Density
Design Guide (Ministry for the Environment, May 2022)
which encourages new development to respond to
existing or proposed nearby non-residential activities.

1. However, the submitter generally supports the
provisions of PC12 but seek amendments to ensure
reverse sensitivity is more explicitly recognised in the
policy framework of the residential zones to ensure
there is appropriate direction to minimise reverse
sensitivity effects on existing lawfully established non-
residential activities and adjoining non-residential
zones. This could be achieved by amending the
following provisions as set out in the rest of this
submission. Alternative relief may achieve the same
outcome.

Amend Policy 4.1.2.2d by adding the underlined words:  Oppose
New buildings and activities shall mitigate effects on and

from regionally significant infrastructure and existing non-
residential activities.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

While Kainga Ora supports housing affordability, this is the Disallow

intended function of the MDRS and Enabling Housing Supply submission
Amendment Act. Inclusionary zoning is therefore not required.

Disallow
submission.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for
effects generated by other activities. Effects should be
managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also
existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise
standards amongst other matters) that can manage such
effects.

Disallow
submission.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for
effects generated by other activities. Effects should be
managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also
existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise
standards amongst other matters) that can manage such
effects.



Submitter
Name

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -
Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited,Mobil
Oil New
Zealand
Limited

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -
Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited,Mobil
Oil New
Zealand
Limited

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -
Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited,Mobil
Oil New
Zealand
Limited

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -
Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited,Mobil
Oil New

Original

Submission
Number

296.4

296.5

296.8

296.9

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

4.1.2
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones

4.1.2
Objectives
and Policies:
All Residential
Zones

4.2.7
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

1.3.3
Restricted
Discretionary,
Discretionary
and Non-
Complying
Assessment
Criteria

Submission

Support in

Support in

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

Amend Policy 4.1.2.2e by deleting struck out text and Oppose

inserting underlined text:

Residential land uses should be managed to avoid

potential effects, such as noise, from arterial transport

corridors, and state highways and existing non-residential

activities.

Amend Policy 4.2.1.6¢ by adding a new point: Oppose

xiv. Design measures to minimise reverse sensitivity

effects on adjoining non-residential activities and zones,

including acoustic insulation and mechanical ventilation

Retain Matters of Discretion and Assessment Criteria Oppose

4.2.7 (i), (i) and (iii) as notified.

The submitter supports Assessment Criteria C2 Oppose

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow

provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential submission.
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise

standards amongst other matters) that can manage such

effects.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential submission.
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise

standards amongst other matters) that can manage such

effects.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential  submission.
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise

standards amongst other matters) that can manage such

effects.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential submission.
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise

standards amongst other matters) that can manage such

effects.
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Submitter
Name

Zealand
Limited

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -
Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited,Mobil
Oil New
Zealand
Limited

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -
Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited,Mobil
Oil New
Zealand
Limited

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -

Original
Submission
Number

296.10

296.11

296.12

Provision/  Submission @ Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

Chapter Position response
Topic (support or

oppose)

4.3.2 Support in Amend Policy 4.3.2.2 by deleting the struck through text  Oppose

Objectives part and adding the underlined text:

and Policies:

Medium Recognise that development in-aceerdance with the

Density Medium Density Residential Zone will have adverse

Residential effects, in some instances substantial, on

Zone existing adjacent residential and non-

residential development ard-reighbeours, and (except
where a neighbour has provided written approval to a

proposal):

i. Subject to (ii) below, ensure that development with
adverse effects, greater than those enabled by the
Medium Density Residential Zone on

a residential neighbour, will achieve an equivalent or
greater overall standard of on-site amenity for that
neighbour compared to development in accordance with
what the Medium Density Residential Zone could be
reasonably anticipated to result in.

ii. Where a proposal cannot satisfy (i) above, avoid
adverse effects on residential neighbours beyond those
that could result from development in accordance with
what the Medium Density Residential Zone could be
reasonably anticipated to result in except where
substantial off-setting positive effects are proposed

iii. Where a proposal adjoins an existing non-residential
activity, ensure any reverse sensitivity effects are
minimised.

4.3.7 Support Retain Matters of Discretion and Assessment Criteria Oppose
Restricted 4.2.7 i. ii. and iii. as notified

Discretionary

Activities:

Matters of

Discretion and

Assessment

Criteria

4.4.2 Support in Add a new Policy (d) to Objective 4.4.2.2 Oppose
Objectives part
and Policies:

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
ba Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow

provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential  submission.
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise

standards amongst other matters) that can manage such

effects.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential  submission.
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise

standards amongst other matters) that can manage such

effects.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow
provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential submission.
intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for
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Submitter
Name

Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited,Mobil
Oil New
Zealand
Limited

4Sight
Consulting
Limited -
Jarrod Dixon
Z Energy
Limited,BP Oil
New Zealand
Limited,Mobil
Oil New
Zealand
Limited

Original
Submission
Number

296.13

Provision /
Chapter
Topic

High Density
Residential
Zone

4.4.7
Restricted
Discretionary
Activities:
Matters of
Discretion and
Assessment
Criteria

Submission
Position

Summary of Decision Requested (Decision Sought) Kainga Ora

response
(support or
oppose)

Ensure development uses design technigues to minimise

reverse sensitivity effects on adjoining non-residential

activities and zones, including acoustic insulation and

mechanical ventilation.

Retain Matters of Discretion and Assessment Criteria Oppose

4.4.7 a. as naotified.

¢ “7 Kainga Ora
b‘ Homes undg[::_}rnmunilieas

Kainga Ora reasons Decision(s)
sought (allow or
disallow)

effects generated by other activities. Effects should be

managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also

existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise

standards amongst other matters) that can manage such

effects.

Kainga Ora does not support ‘reverse sensitivity’ type Disallow

provisions that may place onerous constraints on residential  submission.

intensification and development, and/or require mitigation for
effects generated by other activities. Effects should be
managed ‘at source’ as far as practicable. There are also
existing provisions within the District Plan that (i.e., noise
standards amongst other matters) that can manage such
effects.
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