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1. Introduction

1.1

111

1.1.2

1.1.3

114

1.15

1.2
1.2.1

1.2.2

Experience and Qualifications

My full name is Matt William Bonis. | am a Planner, employed by Planz Consultants, based in
Christchurch. | have been in this role for over 25 years.

| drafted the Section 42A Hearingc@&rowth Preliminary Repartiated 29 October 2024
(Preliminary Report. The report provides my planning experience, qualifications, statement
asto no conflicts of interest, and confirmation of obsenaatiof the Code of Conduct for
Expert witnesses. | reconfirm that commitmént

| was not the original author of provisions in thi®DPas related to Future Development
AreaChapter SCHED15 and associated notations in the Planning Maps, nor their Section 32
reports.

| was the lead Planner for the Growth Management Strategy (204:&) authoredthe
Preliminary @®wth S42 Report mentioned above, and the Memo referenced as
W1 LILJX A OF 6lAtE[A (82 2LINPbLUZ{datSdR21 MBubrg 302BPIHPL Mem)d
as referenced in this repart

| haveundertaken numerous site visite the submission sites and surrounds, including over
20" ¢ 239 November 2024 and 30and 3F March2025

Purpose and Scope of this Report

The purpose of this report is to provide the Hearing Panel with a summary and analysis of
the submissions received dhe Growthtopic of the TPDRnd to make recommendations

in response to those submissions, to assist the Hearing Panel in evaluating and deciding on
the submissions.

This report is prepared under s42A of the RMAovers the following matters:
9 The Future Development Area Chapter and associated planning maps.

1 Amendments sought to the Future Development Area Chapterealated
provisions.

1 Rezoning requests (Rural to Rural Lifestyle, Residentiatlosthial miscellaneous
rezoning equests.

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/945511/TBRezoningdreliminaryReport
v3-Final.pdf

S42A Urban Growth Preliminary Report [3.1]
https://lwww.timaru.govt.nz/ __data/assets/pdf _file/0007/971926/TimaiDistrictCounsel
Memorandumof-CounselAppendixA-Memo-re-applicationrof-NPSHPLto-re-zoningrequests
210125.pdf

12



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

1.2.3

1.2.4

1.2.5

1.3

131

This report considers the submissions and further submissions that were received in relation
to Topic G- Growth. It includes recommendations to either retain provisions without
amendment, delete, add to or amend the provisions, in response to these submissions. All
recommended amendments are shown by wayssikeout and underliningin Appendix 1

to this Report, or, in relation to mapping, through recommended spatial amendments to the
mapping. Footnoted references to the relevant submitter(s) identify the scope for each
recommended change.

Theanalysis and recommendations have been informed by

a. Property Economicg District Residential Capacity Report (2024) as appended to the
Preliminary s42A Report.

b. Manawhenua ReportACEKL Ms Kyie Hall Appendix3.

c. Landscape, Ms Yvonne Pflugevlemo Submitter Package&ppendix 4

d. IndustrialLandEconomic AssessmerRroperty EconomicsAppendix5.

e. EconomicsMr Tim Heatlg Memo Submitter Package&ppendix6.

f. 3 Waters Mr Kevin Kemp (TDGMemo Submitter PackageAppendix 7

g. TransportMat Colling Memo Submitter Package&ppendix8.

h. Parks andRecreation Bill Stean$TDCY, Memo 60 Landsborough Roadppendix 9.

The conclusions reacheand recommendations made in this report are not binding on the
Hearing Panel. It should not be assumed that the Hearing Panel will reach the same
conclusions having considered all the information in the submissions and the evidence to be
brought before hem, by the submitters.

Procedural Matters

Minute 6 and Minute 13 from the Hearing Panel set out #ipecific procedural directions in
relation to the Growth submissions. Specifically,

(a) As42A reportPreliminary Reportis tobe provided to allsubmitters seeking rezoning
or amendments to the FDAdentifying information that the report authorsonsideris
required to enable them to make a full assessment for each request.

That report was to be issued no later than 29 Octab@25s

In conjunction with specifimformation requestedin the Preliminary Repoitb meet

the requirements of s32(1)(2) and (3) of tR&A that Report providedontextrelating

to the NPSUD includingthe Property Economics Timaru District Capacity Report
(2024) and referenced the Property Economics Business Land Economic Assessment
(2021).

13
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(b) Submitters seeking rezonings were to responith technical evidenceo later than 20
February 2@5. A number of parties were provided with extensions from the Hearings
Panet.

(c) Nineteen submission packages were received. These are identified in the subsequent
analysis.

1.3.2  Minute 35[4] requested that | consider the linkages between the rezoning requests and the
implications of the notified Flood Assessment ArEAA overlay. | have recorded against
each rezoning request whether there has been a change in terms of the application of the
FAA overlagnd have mapped these as necessary

1.3.3 At the time of writing, there have been rformal pre-hearing meetings.

1.3.4 | have had discussions with numerous submitters on site, and have had discussions with the
following advisers tsubmitters

Milward Finlay Loblg Melissa McMullan, Andrew Rabbidge
Rooney, De JouxRyan De Joux and Nathklole

Davis Ogilvie Glen McLachlan, Lauren Roycroft

= =4 =4 =2

Novo Groupg Jeremy Philips and Mona Neuman (NF3Planning adviceas
appended toseveralSubmitterpackagegrovided by David Oglivie Dtd

GressorDorman & Ca Nicola Hornsey (Suf2 Burdon)
Canterbury Regional CouncijlDedrie FrancidPrincipal Planner

Aoraki Environmental Consultancy LimitédEC) ¢ Kyle Hall, Principal Planner

= =4 =4 -2

Prime Port Ltd; Ms Kim Seaton, Priigal Planner Novo Group.

5 Minute 23 Re: D&S Payne (Sub#160) and Westgarth and Gibson (Sub#227).

14
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2. Topic Overview

2.1 Summary of Relevant Provisions of tid°DP

2.1.1  Ths reportrelates to provisions associated with tiR@ture Development Area Chaptef
the TPDPThis section of the report provides summaryof the provisions relevant to this
topic.

Future Development Area

2.1.2  Thenotified Future Development Areaverlays (FDA Overlayarelocated on the periphery
of existing urban areas at TimarGléniti Road, Pages Roaahd north of Washdyke,
Geraldineg(east of the Waihi River) and to a lesser extent Temuka and Pleasant Point.

2.1.3 TheFDA Overlaidentifiesareas in the districivhich may beconsidered suitabléor future
urbanisation(or as a Rural Lifestyle zorte)meet thelong-term housing and business needs
of the community as subject taa scheduled CHEDJ)5Development Area PlarDAP
procesFDAP2, FDAP4) and subsequent plan change to embed the relevant mechanisms
(structure plan / ODPnto Development Area Plan Chaptairthe district plan asis stated
in the Introduction to the FDA Chapter

W5S@St2LIYSyid ! NBIF tflya gAff 6S NBIAdANBR F2NJ
within the overlay are developed sustainably and that all éffects of development are

assessed and addressed in advance of development occurring. The leveysiamal detail

required in each Development Area Plan should correspond with the type and scale of
RSOSt2LIVSyid 5S@3St2LISyid ! NBF tftlya INB O2y il )

2.1.4 The FDA provisions alsafeguardnotated areasfrom subdivision and land use activities
that might compromise comprehensivgban developments in the future

2.1.5 Generallythe landidentified for FDAss presentlyused for a range of rural or rural lifestyle
activities that exhibit lower density charactéhan urban areas

2.1.6  The FDA Overlay is superimposed over the underlying General Rural zone which remains in
place. The FDA Overlay provides for the application of a discrete suite of provisions to
facilitate rezoning and sequenced growth. The provisions also impose addit@rsitaints
to use and developFDAP]) these areas.

2.1.7 The FDAprovisions as contained in Part 2 General District Wide Matters: Future
Development Area&Chapterprovide an approach where growth needs and infrastructure
provision can be comprehensively planned for. The provisions seek to avoid disjointed
development and facilitate the staged and sequenced rezoning of specific growth areas,

6 Part 2¢ District Wide Matters / General District Wide Matters / FQPuture Development Area /
Introduction.
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2.1.8

increasing certainty to the community, developers, infrastructure providers and the Timaru
District Council.

FDAoverlaysare shown on the Planning Maps and are listed out in SE8ED the Plan.
SCHERYS identifies the anticipated zone (e.g. General Residential Zone), timeframe for the
preparation of the Development Area Plan (as necessary to support a rezoning), and any
additional requirements.

Future Development Area Provisions

2.1.9

2.1.10

The Policy settings associated with the FDA:

1 Identify that land in the FDA Overlay is to remain available for future urban or rural
lifestyle developmentRDAQOL).

1 Otherwise constrain urban growth or rural lifestyle development until rezorkaiA
02). Unanticipated urbawr rural lifestyledevelopment outside of the FDA Overkayd
out-of-sequenceurbanor rural lifestyledevelopment within the FDA Overlay will only
be considered when significant development capacity is provided, and it contributes to
a wellfunctioning urban environmenHDAO3, FDAPS FDAPS).

1 Set outthe process for establishing a rezoning within an FDA Overlay. This process
corresponds to the sequencing identified in SCHED15 as reliant on a Plan Giafge (
P2 and as supported by a Development Area PRDYP4).

1 Ensure the consideration of a range of statutory and infrastructetated matters
(FDAP4).

Insummary, the purpose of the FDA Overlay is to provide a sequenced urban growth or rural
lifestyle rezoning resource to ensure sufficient development capacity for housing and
business land for the Timaru distristundertaken in a way, and at a rate, that avoids adverse
effects on urban consolidatidnsupports a coordinated settlement pattéyrand ensures

the provision of new network infrastructure is integrated andardinated with thenature,
timing and sequencing of new developm&rtheFDA overlay does not rezone these areas
but identifies themas a land resourcdor future rezoning. Urban and rural lifestyle
development outside of existing urban areasas provided through the FDA process is
largely precluded by th& PDP.

7 FDAP3(1)

8 FDAP4(3) and (5), SD1(ii)
o FDAP4(5), SEDS(ii)

10 FDAO2 GRUZ8
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Associated Definitions

2.1.11 The Definitions chapter includes definitions relevant to the above chadbafnitions that

2.2

221

are considered in response to submission in this report are:

1 Wellfunctioning urban environmerg Timaru District Council (submitter) [42.7]

1 Urban developmeng Canterbury Regional CoundiB3.9]

f Urban Boundary FenleaFarmsLimited [171.19] and Alastair Joseph Rooney [177.9]
il

Urban Area Alastair Joseph Rooney [177.9]

Background to Relevant Provisions

The FDA provisions weriaformed by the GM&18!, GMS RevieW2022}?> and the
accompanying FDA Area Section 32 Réptwrtthe District Plan.

11

12

13

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0003/204375/Growth-Management-Strategy-
Adopted-Low-Resolution-08052018.pdf

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0011/669872/Planz-2022-GMS-Residential-
Review-Report.pdf and

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/ data/assets/pdf file/0019/700912/16120 GMS-Business-Review-

Report Final-May-2022.pdf

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0008/669419/23-Section-32-Future-

Development-Areas.pdf
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3. Overview of SubmissiofAmending Proposaland Further
Submissions

Development
Area
Objectives and

party is to initiate the plan change to incorporate
the DAP into the District Plan.

3.1.1  The full list of submission points addressed in this report are set capjrendix 2 Overall,
there arel163 original submissions and 199 further submissions.
3.1.2  The following tableprovides a brief summary of the key issues raised in submissions, which
I NB RA&AOdzaaSR Ay Y2NB RSGFAf Ay GKS Wyl f
report.
ISSUE NAME | SUMMARY OF ISSUE POSITION OF SUBMITTERS
exhaustive)
Key Issue 1: | Changes are sought tmprovethe clarity of J R Livestock, Rosa Westgarth ar
Future language in therovisions and procesas towhich | Jan Gibson, and Warren and

Elizabeth Scott seek amendment
to improve the clarity of language
in the provisions.

Future Urban
Zone

Policies
Changes are sought to FIPA to increase the Alpine Energy, MoE and Hort NZ
matters which are to be considered within the (amongst others) seek explicit
preparation of the DAP. identification of additional values
and matters.
Changes are sought to FIP4 and FDR5 as to Alpine Energy, Hort NZ and TDC
additional matters to be considered as associate| seek additional matters to be
with out-of-sequence / ouf-FDA urban or rural | considered.
lifestyle growth.
Key Issue 2: | Changes are sought lessening the fommplying "Holly Renee Singline and RSM
Specific activity status for additional residential units and| Trust Limited, and Milward Finlay
Activities minor unitswithin FDAsand forSubdivision of Lobh
within the allotments of less than 40h@&DAR10)to be Bruce Speirs, White Water

changed to restricted discretionary or deleted.

Changes are sought seeking Industrial activities
a restricted discretionary activity (FEFA2) in
FDAs.

Properties Limited.

White Water Properties Limited.

Key Issue 3:
Other
amendments
sought to the
FDA Chapter
Provisions

Changes are sought seeking additional clarity as
the scope and process associated with the
subsequent plan change process associated wit
introducing a DAP into the District Plan.

Changes are sought seeking tipapvisions in the
FDA Chapter should be relocated to the Strategi
Directions Chapter.

Changes are sought to contithle maintenance of
rural land for primary production.

Changes are sought seeking subdivision in adva
of connections to wastewater networks, and that
TDC shoultbe responsible for the preparation of

all DAPs.

Aitken, Johnston and RSM Trust
Limited

Environment Canterbury

Hort NZ

J R Livestock Limited, Rosa
Westgarth and Jan Gibson, Warrg
and Elizabeth Scott.
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Insertion of a fulsome definition of well
functioning urban environment.

Timaru District Council.

Key Issue 4:
Amendments
to the notified
FDAs,
including
requests for

Submissionss related to the notified PDRFDA
overlays including proposals seeking expansions
and / or changes to the SCHED15 DAP timetable
section headings provided for the consideration
of amending proposals for each FDA.

S42ASection 10.1
S42ASection 10.2
S42ASection 10.3
S42ASection 10.4
S42ASection 10.5
S42ASection 10.6

FDA1
FDAZ2
FDA3
FDAS
FDAS
FDAG6

proposals for
additional FDA|

the expansion | Including sibmissions challenging the approach | S42ASection 10.7 FDA7

of notified and extent of notified FDA®eingCanterbury S42ASection 10.8 FDA8

FDAs, changey Regional Council Sub 183.1&6d Waka Kotahi S42ASection 10.9 FDA9

in scheduled | NZTA Sub 143.191143.195 S42ASection 10.10FDA10

timing for DAP S42ASection 10.11FDA11
preparation S42ASection 10.12FDA12

and S42ASection 10.13FDA13
immediate S42ASection10.14 FDA14
rezoning.

Key Issue 5: | New additional FDAs to be added to SCHED Provide an FDA for Lot2IP301476
Amending and Part Lot 2 DP17808 Redruth

for General Industrial or General
Residential [Rooney Holdings Su

rural lifestyle

overlays 174.66].

(either urban

or rural

lifestyle)

Key Issue 6: | Changes seek to rezone from General Rural Zor Rezone 340 King Street, Temuka|

Urban to General Residential Zome General Industrial | from GRUZ to General Residentig

Rezoning zoning Zone. [Johnson Sub 145.1].

Requests
Lots 1¢ 3 DP579256 Coonoor
Road to be rezoned from GRUZ t
GRZyh Qb SAf £ SG |
Rezme block located north of
Aorangi Road from GRUZ to GIZ
[North Meadows 202]L

Key Issue 7: | Changes seek to rezone from General Rural Zor] Simmon Trustees L{@07.1,

Rezoning to | to Rural Lifestyleone. 207.2]

Parade Road / Scarborough Roaq
should be rezoned frosRUZ to
Rural Lifestyle [D Parris Sub 98.1

Amend Rural Lifestyl8pecific
Control Areal99 Waitui Drive
from 10ha to 2ha (55ha). [Waitui
Deer Farm Ltd Sub 19.1]

Key Issue 8:
Miscellaneous

Requests.

Minor amendments to zoning boundaries to
consolidate urban form or align with an

activity. General rezoning requests.

Align the Port Zone with the Urbal
Area Boundary [Primeport, Sub
175.7)
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4. RelevantStatutory Provisions

4.1.1 The Growth provisions in the District Plan are to assist the Timaru District Council in
undertaking its functions under the AttThis includes the functienassociated wittthe
integrated management of the use, development and protection of land and associated
natural and physical resources of the (Timaru) Disfrict

4.1.2 The Hearings Panel wilhderstandthe assessment required to be undertaken in considering
the FDA and UrbaBGrowthrelatedsubmissions on th& PDRncludes the matters identified
in sections 7476 of the RMAThisincludeswhether:

T
T
1

it is inaccordancewith the Counci functions (s74(Xn));
it is in accordance witRart 2 of theRMA(s74(1)(b));

it will give effect®to any national policy statement or operative regional policy
statement (s75(3)(a) and (c));

the objectives of the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose
of the RMA (s32(1)(a));

the provisionawithin the plan changere the most appropriate way to achieve the
objectives of the District Plan (s32(1)(b)).

4.1.3 In addition, assessment tie TPDRnust alschave regard to

T

any proposed regional policy statement, and management plans and strategies
prepared under any other Acts (s74(2));

the extent to which the plan is consistent with the plans of adjacent territorial
authorities (s74 (2)(c)); and

in terms of any proposed rulethe actual or potential effect on the environment of
activities including, in particular, amgverse effect.

14 Section 74(1)(a) and s31
15 Section 31(1)(a)
16 Bive effect t® Y Srhpléraent according to the applicable instruments intentions.
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5. Statutory Instruments

51 Overview

5.1.1 The s32 reports faBrowthset out thestatutory requirements and relevant planning context
for this topic in detail.

5.1.2 Asidentified in thé’reliminary Reporthe TDGs32 Analysidid not include cosideration of
the National Policy Statement on Highly Productive LafISHPL) which was not in force
at the time of notification To assist submitteysthe NPSHPL Memé’ provided my
consideration of the urban growth requests against the relevant provisielasing toHPL
No submitter has raised an issue with my initial analysis

5.1.3  The Preliminary Report &ection 7 set out the relevant Statutgolanninginstrumentsand
is relied on for the purposes of this assessment.

5.1.4 | haveset outbelowin summary, the provisiorend relevant consideratioria the statutory
planning documents that are particularly relevaotthis analysis

5.1.5  Section 5.%ets out my consideration of the role and purpose of the Rural Lifestyle Zone
(andsubmissionseeking additional RLZ3 considered against tliequirements of theNPS
uD.

5.1.6  Section 5.3 sets outlaroad levelsummaryof the housing and business (IndustriaBpacity
reports provided® by Property Economic§hat analysis, which is adopted for the purpose
of this report is subsequently applieieh terms of evaluatingamending proposals for
additionalurban (residential or industrial zones) or rural lifestyle zones

National Policy Statement for Highly Productive Land (N, August 2023

5.1.7 The objective in the NPSPL isi K Highlyroductive land is protected for use in Knaged
primary production, both now and for future generation®

5.1.8 Clause 3.5(7) sets out the transitiomabvisions for the identification of HPL.

5.1.9  Submitterswere requested to demonstrate that where the amending proposal relates to
HPL. there is a pathway for the feoning requested, i.e. through Clause 3.6(4) and (5) for
urban requests, and Clauses 3.7 and 3.10 for rural lifestyle requests.

1 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0007/971926/TimaiDistrictCounseMemorandumof-
CounselAppendixA-Memo-re-applicationof-NPSHPLto-re-zoningrequests210125. pdf

18 Residential Capacity Report. Attachment A to the Preliminary s42A Report.
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0008/945512/Attachme#t TimaruResidentialCapacity
PropertyEconomics.pdf
IndustrialCapacity ReporAppendix 5o this s42A Report.
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5.1.10 Several of thesubmitter packageand correspondence receivéd] seekconfirmation as to
0 KS [ 2pdsifidhioth@ Hearing G timetable and approach given the Government has
indicated removal of LUE protection from the NP&IPL by the end &025.

5.1.11 The Government has stateghintention to remove LUG from the definition ohow HPL is
defined (including amendments to CI3.4 and CI3.5¢7))he Ministry for the Environment is
undertaking a consultation process on changes to national directional instruments, with
submissions on Package 2 which includesHiRising on 27 July. | am unaware of the date
any changes will come into force.

5.1.12 | have appliedfunctions and dutiesof the Actand any associated national directional
instrumentsasthey standat the time of drafting this report.

5.1.13 | have undertaken the analysis of the amending proposals as these relate to tHaRLPL
based oma consideration against thdPSHPL as in force fro@ctober 2022and amended
in August 2024

5.1.14 To assist have identified which LUC classification relates to each amending proposal.

5.1.15 Theanalysid have undertakemxtends beyond a binary consideration to whether the NPS
HPL acts as the gatekeeper within the statutory evaluatidraveidentified whether my
recommendation would change if the NPPIBPLis no longer appliedto the amending
proposal

5.1.16 Several amending proposals relate to LRA.UR2 is to remain as transitional HRinder
cl3.5(7) of the NRBPLregardless of the Governméststated intention to removeUG3
from consideration

Canterbury Regional Policy Statemef013)

5.1.17 Chapter 50f the CRPS is specifically relevant to the FDA Chapter. It provides direction in
relation tothe integration ofland-useplanning withinfrastructure anccritically governsthe
provision of the districts growth needs Policy 5.3.which states:

¢2 LINPOARSI 4 GKS LINAYIFNE F20dza F2NJ YSSiAy3a (KS
development patterns that:
1. ensure that any
Fd dzNbFyYy 3INRGgGK* | yR
b. limited rural residential development
occur in a form that concentrates, or is attached to, existing urban areas and promotes a
O22NRAYIFGSR LI GGSNY 2F RSOSt2LIVSy(x

19 Georgina Hamilton, Gresson Dorman & Co. Letter dated 15 April

20 Cabinet Paper: Replacing the Resource Management Act@8pfproach todevelopment of new
legislation (24 March 2025), at paragraph 127

2 Package 2. Attachment 2.4 Proposed provisipAsnendments to the National Policy Statement for
Highly Productive Land.
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2. encourage within urban areas, housing choice, recreation and community facilities, and

0dzaAySaa 2LIIRNIdzyAdASa 2F | OKIFNFYOGSNI YR T2
3. promote energy efficiency in urban forms, transport patterns, site location and subdivision
f 1 &2dzi*

ne® YFAYydrAy +FyR SyKryOS (KS aSyasS 2F ARSyGaGe
5. encourage high quality urban design, including the maintenance and enhancement of
amenity values

5.1.18 A summary of the relevant provisions associated withan form and growth to be \given
effecQ (2% | NB

Q) Development is compatible with, and will result in the continued safe, efficient and
effective use of regionally significant infrastructéfréObjective 5.2.1(2)(f)

(2) Thebenefits of regionally significant infrastructure is to be recognisadd provide
for such infrastructure to the extent that it promotes sustainable management in
accordance with the RM@bijective 5.2.2(2) and

3) To achieve patterns and sequencing of larsg with regionally significant
infrastructure in the wider region so that:

€) development does not result in adverse effects on the operation, use and
development of regionally significant infrastructure.

(b) adverse effects resulting from the development or operation of regionally
significant infrastructure are avoided, remedied or mitigated as fully as
practicable.

(©) there is increased sustainability, efficiency and liveabili@bjéctive
5.2.2(2)

4) To provide, as theprimary focus for meeting growth needs, sustainable
development patterns thatensure that any urban growth andimited rural
residential development occur in a formvhich concentrates or is_attachetb
existing urban areaand promotes acoordinatedpattern of development (Policy
5.3.1(1)) BEmphasis underlined.

(5)  Encouragewithin urban areask 2 dza A y 3 OK 2 A O $ppoftunitiegdt a 6 dza A y S
character and form thasupports urban consolidatior{Policy 5.3.12)). Emphasis
underlined.

4) To enable development, whidhtegrateswith the efficient and effective provisign
maintenanceor upgrade of infrastructure Rplicy 5.3.23)).

22 As defined includes:

(1) Strategic land transport network and arterial roads;
(8) Sewage collections, treatment and disposal networks;
(99 Community land drainage infrastructure;

(10) Community potable water systems.
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(5) Ensure development(including Rural Lifestyleone$®) is appropriately and
efficiently served for the collection, treatment, disposal oruse of sewage and
stormwater, includingavoidingdevelopment which will not be served in a timely
manner Policy 5.3.% Emphasisunderlined and

(6) Wiscourage sewerage, stormwater and potable water supply infrastructure which
will promote development in locations which do not meet Policy Q.@bliay
5.3.6(3).

5.1.19 The approach towards the provision Bural Lifestyle zone@pportunitiesas further or
expanded FDA iiving effec€lo the CRP& alsogoverned by:

(2) contributing to achievingustainable development patternshroughpromoting a
coordinated pattern of developmenObjective 5.2.1(a) Policy 5.3.1(1)(b)and
Policy 5.3.2and

(2) being limited in opportunity and of a form that concentrates or is attached to
existing urbarareas(Policy 5.3.1(1(p));

3) appropriately and efficiently servicebly sewage, stormwater and potable water
supply(Policy 5.3.%; and

4 R2 y2i FT2NBOft2aS GKS LINRPRdAZOGAGAGE 2F GKS
fragmentation(Policy 5.3.2(1)(c), Policy 5.3.12(&)y)dmaintain productive capacity
(Objective 15.2.1

5.1.20 The approach towards the provision Besidential or Industriazoned opportunities as
FAdzNIKSNJ 2NJ SELJ yRSR C5! alshgpveredibydA y 3 STFSOGQ

(2) Meeting urbangrowth needghrougha primary focu®n concentratinguirban areas
and opportunities for attached greenfieldrban growthareaswhich promote a
coordinated pattern ofdevelopment Objective 5.2.1(a) Policy 5.3.1(1)(b)and
Policy 5.3.2and encourage housing choice and busirmgsortunitiesthat support
urban consolidatiorfPolicy 5.3.1(2)and

2) Enable development wbh ensure adverse effects are appropriately managed
including where these would foreclose or compromigtionsfor accommodating
consolidated growth Rolicy 5.3.2(1)(b), the productivity of the rgions soll
resource, including through the further fragmentation of rural land (Policy
5.3.2(1)(c), and avoiding or mitigating natural and other hazards and reverse
sensitivity effect¢Policy 5.3.22)).

3) To enable development where it istegrated with the efficient andeffective
provision ofinfrastructure including transport network&olicy 5.3.2(3))

2 Refer s42A Rural Zones. McClennan [11.2.8] amendment tORLZ
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4) Development is to beappropriately and efficiently servicefbr the collection,
treatment, disposal or reise of sewage and stormwater, and the provision of
potable water avoiding development that cannot be serviced in a timely manner
(Policy 5.3.%, and discouraging such infrastructure which would promote
development in locations that do not meet Policy 5.@blicy 5.3.6(3))

5.2 NPSUD: Consideration of requests faRural LifestyleZone(RLZ FDA

5.2.1 The Preliminary Report set out timeatters to be considered in submitter requests relating
to the application of the NRBD.The Preliminary Repontequestedsubmitters to outline

What is the contribution of the rezoning (or amendment in timing associated with SCHED
(FDAs)) in terms of the provision (residential / rural lifestyield, density; and businesarea)
Ay NBtFGA2y (2 GKS [/ 2 dzytOevéloprientlcipReidy {Pality2)givehT Wl (i
the Property Economics analysis (Section 8)7?
5.2.2 | agree with thenterim Reply provided by Nick Boy&w the Panel in Response kinute
24 as to the relevant statutory provisions applicable to the RLZ under the. CRPS

5.2.3  Application of theTPDRRLZ frameworks sought bgeveralamending proposaléeing 2ha
minimumif connected to reticulated drinking water supplpnly andreducing to 5,000rh
if alsoconnected to reticulated sewé) is subject taCRP®olicy 5.3.1The CRP®pjective
5.2.1andPolicy 5.3.]) seeksnsure this type of development concentrates or is attached to
Wxisting urban ared3to promote a coordinated pattern of developmen€CRPSolicy
5.3.6(3)seeks tadiscouragesewerage, stormwater and potable water supply infrastructure
which will promotedevelopment in locations which do not meet Policy 8231

5.2.4  Contextuallythe Rural Lifestyle Zorfeameworkin the TPDRelates tothe following:

a. The ddinition of Wrban(n the CRPS as it relates to the wider regfon
A concentration of residential, commercial and/or industrial activities, having the nature of
town or village which is predominantly nagricultural or norrural in nature.

b. ¢KS RSTFAYAIGAZY in#he CRPSdzNIelhteshdBhe videSrfgion is: { Q

Rural Residential development means zoned residential development outside or on the
fringes of urban areas which for primarilpw-density residential activities, ancillary
activities and associated infrastructure

c. Further context is provided within thexplanationfor Policy 5.3.which states:

Rural residential development is typified by clusters of small allotments usually in the size
range of up to 2.0 hectares zoned principally for residential activity. {Rasiglential

24 Interim Reply. Nick Boyef6 ¢ 16]
25 TPDP SUB3.2
2% TPDP SuB1.3.4(4)
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development will need to be well planned and coordinated in order to minimise adverse
STFSOGa 2y &adzOK YIGGSNAR |ay NHzNI £ OKIF NI OGSNI
NEFR ySig2Nl* YR y2i FT2NBOf2aS arB3gSt 2LIYSyd
d. Provisions in theTPDRBeekto provideYmited rural lifestyle developmemwipportunities
where they concentrate and are attached to existing urban areas, achieve a co
ordinated pattern of developmenand are capable of efficiently connecting to
reticulated sewer and water infrastructu@S DD 1(ii)).

e. ¢KS LIzN1J2aS 27F (K fredonnsdtlyfor & residéntialilitedtyfe withia y S A &
I NHzNF £ SY@ANRBYYSY(d GAGKAY | NUzNIt SyoOiNR)
LINE RdzO( A 2 y(RLEOA)S 2 OOEAKX RS BS mtedraed iwithitte o6S W
environment and appropriate infrastructRLZ05).

5.2.5  More recent higher ordeplanning documentgrovide differingbut overlappingdefinitions
2F WdzND Iy | NBI Q thhnfHatas¥oltzNddie CRESE2DIR)S Yy G A | £ Q
atKS RSTAYAUGUAZY FT MAINDdIzZRSUS @GRS S Shy/ti {
Grye FNBF 2F ftFyR oNB3IIFINREtSaa 2F aAail Sz I|yR
boundaries) that:
a. is, oris intended to be, predominantly urban in character; and
b. A4 2NJ A& AYGSYRSR (2 0SX LINI 2F || K2dzaAy-:
b. Within theNational Plannin@tandardsii KS T 2y S RS& ONX LJi A%y ARF Ww

identical to RLD1 as contained in the TPDP. The RLZ is nested withiRutla¢é Zones
the TPDP.

5.2.6  The Rural Lifestyle zone undeoth the Planning $indardsand the TPDHs not an Urban
Zone Neither does the RLZ provide a contribution4d dzF FA OA Sy i RS@St 2 LIYS)
K2dzA Ay 3 QX | ia exibting ok rewurniad Aréag’S N JD S & infrablduidiute W
ready®.

5.2.7  Accordinglythe assessment of housing demand capaaitgertaken by PropertiEconomics
identifies a realisable capacity of 44 allotments associated with the notifiett &idalso
identifies the potential RLZ capacthat would be introducedhrough the notified FDAS

5.2.8 The Property Economiassessmenmeither relies on,nor incorporates RLZcapacityas
associated withmeeting projectedhousehold(in existing or new urban areaslemand

2 NPSUD. Clause 1.4 Interpretation

28 National Planning StandardsSection 8. Zone Framework Standard.

2 National Planning StandardsSection 4. District Plan StandaRhrt 3¢ Area Specific Matters /
Chapters / Rural Zones

30 NPSUD Clause 3.2(1)(a)

s NPSUD Clause 3.2(2)(b)

32 Preliminary Report. Attachment A: Property Economics [Table 8]

33 Preliminary Report. Attachment A: Property Economics [Table 10]
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5.2.9

5.2.10

5.3

53.1

53.2

5.3.3

534

requirementsunder either the highor medium growth forecastso as tosatisfy long term

(30 year demandj. Simply,whilst the capacity of the RLZ is included in ttapacity
assessment, it is not counted towards, nor required @ovide at least sufficient
development capacity to meet expected dema@éd NJ K2 dza Ay 3IX 2 @SN GKS
term, and long ter@Policy 2.

TheNPSUDis nonethelesgonsideredindirectly relevant for theassessing RLZ or RLZ FDA
amending proposalsRequests for an RLZ or FDA Rhdirectly impact through either
quantum spatial location and / orreallocation ofcommunity infrastructure fundings to
whether planning decisiongfor the district as a wholepssist or detract from¥ g S f
Fdzy Ol A2y Ay3a dzNDHjestived Paficy NRalsorcéngidesttrequests folRLZ
adjoining Timaru Citgontribute to theWdzND I y S WNF A B2 WREFW (-3Ras 0 &
0 KS&S NbBtfofhouSinglamd ladbur market of at least 10,000 peQpie

The RLZ provides housing choice across the district to meet the ne#its pdpulation in
terms of type, location and price. This links into the NESthroughPolicy 1 Objective 6is

a K

0 KS

relevant in terms of theTlPDRequirements astSy a dzZNAy 3 £ 2 OF | dzd K2 NR

integrated with infrastructure planning and funding decisions, and strategic over the
medium and long term

NPSUD: Policy 20+ & £ S ad & dzF A OA Residentaba@dSRural LIY Sy

Lifestyle

Question 9 of the Preliminary Report requested that submitters respond tqtiestion as

to:
how does the proposal, either individually or in combination with those areas identified in the
TPDPRconcentrate and promote a coordinated pattern of development? How is the rezoning

d2dzAKGE 62N OKIFy3dS Ay C5! &SIdzSyOAy3o NBIj dzAa NBR

Thecontext is that therealisable capacity as contained in fieDRs 3,998 dwellings, with
the notified FDAs providing a further 3,456 dwelling cap&tity

The Property Economics Analysiglentified projected short-, medium and longterm
requirements to meet forecast demand (as based on a medium and high growth projection.

The total longterm demand for dwellings (to 2053) as inclusive of the NRID
competitiveness margirddis 1,005dwellingsunder a medium growtlscenariog noting that
housing demand peaks in the 202@033 periodand then decreases; arfj984dwellings
under a high projection.

34 Preliminary Report. Attachment A: Property Economics [Tables 12 and 13]
35 Preliminary Report. Attachment A: Property Econorfilable 9]

36 Preliminary Report. Attachment A: Property Economics [Table 10]

37 Preliminary Report. Attachment A: Property Econorfiieble 11]

38 NPSUD Clause 3.22¢t a requirement for Tier 3 local authorities)
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5.3.5

5.3.6

5.3.7

5.3.8

5.3.9

Figurel: Dwelling demand in the District over NRID short, medium and long term
requirements (Property Economics)

Short Term  Medium Long Term
Capacity Requirements (2023- Term(2026- (2033 -
2026) 2033) 2053)

Dwellings 215 622 -167 670
NPS Buffer 20% 20% 15% -

Total
Increase

Medium
Growth

High Dwellings 641 1,377 2,228 4,246
Sl \VPS Buffer 20% 20% 15% -
Growth

The Property Economics Analy$ialso identifieddemand and capacityeconciliationfor
each settlementbased on the long term (2053hedium and high growthdemands as
inclusive of the cumulative 30&mpetitivenessnargins.

Under a medium growth forecasghe existing dwelling capacity is more than sufficient to
accommodate anticipated demand beyond 2053 without recourse to the KEMsre 2. |

have also asked Mr Heath to produce a high growth forecast showing the reconciliation at
the short, medium and long term for each settlemgftigure 3. Under a high growth
forecast there is realisable household capacity in the existing urban zone for more than two
decades without recourse to the FDAs.

Theimportance for considering each settlememderthe NPSUD and NP&PLrelates to
GKS O2yOSLJia 2F . WYFENJSGQ YR Wwi20FltAGeQ

Within the NPSUD, the phraseHousing and labour mark& A & Ay Of dZRSR A Y
Wrban environmer@ That definitionprovides the population threshold of 10,000partf

a housing and labour markefs to what would constitute an urban environment, as
conjunctive withd S A gtélomidantly urban in charact@®nly he Timaru settlement
would constitute an urban environment.

Under the NPSIPL, the ternlbcality and marke® A & dzA SR 6 A 0 KAfgr (G KS
urban rezoningvithin Clause 3.6(1) as appliedlyto Tier 1 and 2 territorighuthorities and

links this concept to the consideration of achieving vigtictioning urban environment&@s

defined in the NP®ID) That is for a Tier 1 and 2 local authoritycanjunctivg exemption

for providing discretion to a local authority to allow urban rezoning of highly productive land
includes wherehere is a demonstrable regrement of no other reasonably practicatded

feasible options fo providing at least sufficient development capacity Witff  §af& W
locality and marke®

39

Preliminary Report. Attachment A: Property Economics [Tablentl Table 13

28
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5.3.10 A far broadey anddistrict wideapplication of thissxception testisto be applied toTimaru
Districtas a Tier 3 local authoritg contained within CI3.6(4)
(4) Territorial authorities that are not Tier 1 or 2 may allow urban rezoning of highly productive land
only if:
(@) the urban zoning is required to provide sufficient development capacity to meet expected
demand for housing or business landhe district and X

5.3.11 Theanalysigprovidedby Property Economicasrelied on evidencés based onapplication
of both a medium and high growth forecast; inclusminthe competitiveness margins (or
buffers)for determiningsufficiency in terms of meeting expected demataspite only being
applicable to Tier 1 and 2 loalthorities’, and has treated eactrbanarea* as a discrete
spatial entity, and not aggregate to either a district wide assessment -KNFR$or

consideration only oTimaru settlement as constitutes an urban environment (WPG2.

Figure2: Dwelling Capacity requirements Medium Growth: Long Term 30 years
(Property Economics)

Future

Capacity Urban Sufficiency Sufficiency
Required  Capacity  without FDA Do elOPMent \ ih FDA
Areas
Timaru 512 2,582 + 2,070 2,637 + 4,707
Temuka 91 481 + 350 312 + 702
Pleasant Point 64 ol + 237 79 + 316
Geraldine 115 593 + 478 428 + 506
Total Urban +781 +3,957 + 3,176 +3,456 + b,632

Figure3: Dwelling Capacity requirements High Growth:Short, Medium and Long

Capacity Required (High

Growth)

Term(Property Economics)

Urban
Capacity

Sufficiency without

FDA

(FDA)
(b

Sufficiency
with FDA

y 2053)

Location  Short : Long Short Medium Long

Medium

term (by term term term term

2033) Y (by (by (by

IK)) 2026) 2033) 2053)

Timaru 474 1,328 3,047 2,582 2,108 1,254 -465 | 2,637 2,172
Temuka 85 238 545 481 396 243 -64 312 248
Pleasant | 111 254 301 261 | 190 47 | 79 126
Point
Geraldine 80 223 511 593 513 370 82 428 510
E(r)lﬁn 678 1,899 | 4,358 3,957 3,279 | 2,058 -401 | 3,456 3,055
Rest of
the 98 273 627
District

40
41
42

NPSUDCB.2(2)(d),CI3.22.

NPSHPL. @l.3(3) Interpretation.

AsSRSTAYSR dzyRSNJ (KS

¢cts5t> y2i

WddRD 'y SYGBANRYYSY(dQ
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5.3.12

5.3.13

5.3.14

5.4

54.1

5.4.2

543

544

Severalsubmitter packages have referenced an economic report (2&2narios of an
aspirational economic future for Timaru Distr{ddr Benje Pattersori§, or the Planning
advice prepared by Novo Groglklona Neumanrf}.

I have reviewed these documenfiiey do not constitute an assessment of demand and
development capacity for the Timadistrict, or provide anthe economic consideration of
specific submissions.

The Aspirational FutureReportfrom Mr Pattersondoes not appear to be prepared ftire
purpose to which it is being applied in the submission package

Timaru District Industrial Capacity Report (2025)

The Property EconomicBimaru District Industrial Capacity Repaj2025) isprovided as
Appendix 5 and referenced in the evidence of Mr H&ath

The development capacity assessment ifwdustrialland is considered at a district wide
scale Mr Heathconsides this appropriate agdustrialland supply is focused on Timaru
settlement and is more substitutable for other locations than housing dematalvever,

Mr Heath hascommented on specific demand and development capacity as relevant to
submission packageeking Industrial outcomes

The relevant submissiormse:

Sub 241k White Water Properties Ltd Rezone that area identified as FDA13 to General
Industrial zone.

Sub 15% RyanDe JouxThat the FDA13 timeframe identified in SCHED15 be amended
from 10 years to g 10 years.

Sub 19Q0; North Meadows:Rezoning to GIZ including those properties including the
northern boundary of 236 North Meadows Roaddorangi Road and extending
to North Meadows Road ansouth including the WWTP.

Sub 241k J Livestock Ltdadd a Future Development Area (KOA+ Years DAP procgss
overlay over 12.82ha of land between the notified GIZ to the south of Geraldine
fronting WinchestetGeraldine Road to connect to Tiplady Road

The assessmentonsidersthe demand for business land in Timaru distta053 and the
sufficiency ofdevelopment capacity to meet that demantiheassessment incorporates
high growthforecast andhe competitiveness margins under CI3.22 of the NFESdespite
being a Tier 3 local authority.

43 Eg. Sub 27 Rabbidge, Singline and RSM Trustees Ltd
a4 Eg Sub 190 Thompson North Meadows 2021 Ltd)
45 Appendix6. Economic Assessment. Heath.
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54.5

5.4.6

54.7

The Property Economics Industrial land assessment concludes that there is 236.3ha of vacant
industrial land within the distriét. Of this 74ha has been removefbr being considered
unavailableasbeing associated with Fonterra in Clandeboye and the Meatworks in Pareora
This providesa balance of 163ha of vacant lagdfficiency’.

The land demand sufficiency over the short (3 year), medium (10 year) and long (30 year)

terms are reproduced below.

Figure4: Timaru District Industrial land demand sufficiency to 2053 (&)

Industrial Land (ha) 2025 2028 2033 2053
Gross Land Requirement + NPS Buffer 50 88 210
Vacant Land 163 163 163 163
Net Sufficiency + NPS Buffer (ha) 113 75 -47

In summary:

oReconciliation of industrial land capacity with projected industrial land demand over the
short, medium and longterm periodsresults in industrial land sufficiency until well beyond
the medium terms period, and is not reliant on the rezoning of any FDAs. Additional industrial
land is unlikely to be required until the beyond the life of this District Plan and towards the end
(20-30 year timeframe) of the lonterm period based on the projected demand trajectory for
0KS RRAGNRAOGE

46
47
48
49

Appendix 5. Property Economics Industrial Land Economic Assessment (2025). Table 5.
Appendix 5. Property Economics Industrial Land Economic Assessment (2025). [18].
Appendix 5. Property Economicglustrial Land Economic Assessment (2025). [Table 6].
Appendix 5. Property Economics Industrial Land Economic Assessment (2025). [Section 7].
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6. Analysis and Evaluation of Submissions

6.1

6.1.1

6.1.2

6.1.3

6.1.4

6.1.5

Approach to Analysis

This reportassesses theelief requested in each submissicanfending proposglunder the
following structure:

a. Amendments sought to the FDA Chapter provisions, being:

1 Objectives FD®1 to FDAOS;

1 Policies FD#&1 to FDA°6;

1 Rules;

1 Miscellaneous amendments sought.
b. Amendments soughiissociated with notified FDAsrban and rural lifestyle)
c. Miscellaneous urban growth rezoning requests.

The assessment of submissions generally follows the following format:
1 A brief summary of the relevant submission points.
1 An analysis of those submission points.

1 Recommendations, including any amendments to plan provisions and the related
assessment under s32AA.

Clause 10(2)(bBschedule bf the RMAprovides for consequential changes arising from the
submissionso be made where necessargs well as any other matter relevant to thi@DP
arising from submissions. Consequential chamgesmmended under clause 10(2)(b) are
footnoted as such.

Clause 16(2)Schedule bf the RMA allows a local authority to make an amendment to a
proposed plan without using a Schedule 1 process, where such an alteration is of minor
effect, or may correct any minor errors. Any changes recommended under clause 16(2) are
footnoted as suchl have identified a number of s16(2) amendments to the FDA Chapter
improve legibility, clarity and statutorprecisionwhere submissionglo not extend to
specific provisions.

Further submissions have been considered in the preparation of this report, but in general,
they are not specifically mentioned because they are limited to the matters raised in original
submissions. Further submissions are not listed withinAppendix 2. Instead,
recommendations on the primary submissions indicate whether a further submission is
accepted or rejected as follows:

1  Where a further submissiosupportsa primary submission and the primary
submissioris recommended tde acceptedor where a further submission opposes
a primary submission and the primary submission is recommended to be rejected,
the further submissioms recommended to beccepted.
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1 Where a further submissiosupportsa primary submission and the primary
submissioris recommended to beejected,or where a further submission opposes a
primary submission and the primary submission recommended to be accepeed,
further submissions recommended to beejected.

1 Wherea further submission supports or opposes a primary submission and the
primary submission is recommended to be accepted in,ghen the further
submissioris recommended to be accepted in part

6.1.6  Simstra Family Trust [216,1h a primary submission, supports the submission of Pages and
Russell Trust and seek the same relief as sought in that submission. Discussion of the Pages
and Russell Trust submission points and recommendations made in relation to these
therefore appliego that associated wittSimstra Family Trust [218.

6.2 Provisions where na@hangesought

6.2.1 The following provisions included withPart 2¢ District Wide Matters / General District
Wide Matters / FDA, Future Development Areaere not subntted on. As such, they are
not assessed further in this report, and | recommend tthe provisions are retained as
notified:

9 Future Development Are@aFDAR3 to FDARG;
9 Future Development Are@aFDARS, FDARY FDAR11 and
1 Future Development Are@FDAR13 to FDAR15.
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7. Key Issue 1: Future Development Area Chapi€dbjectives and

Yy FRRAGAZY

Policies

7.1 Future Development Areg ObjectiveFDAO1

7.1.1  The following table sets oute submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discugs&te decision requested relation to
each point igprovided in full in Appendix:2

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Alpine Energyiimited 55.11
HollyRenee Singlinand RSM Trudtimited 27.10
J RLivestock Limited 241.6
Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 2274
Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.6

Submissions

7.1.2  Alpine Energy Limited [55.11] is in support of policy £RAand has not requested any
specified relief.

7.1.3  HollyRenee Singlinand RSM Trudtimited[27.10] seek to retaifrDAOLas notified.

7.1.4 JR LivestocR{41.49, Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibs®21.4 and Warren and Elizabeth Scott
[128.d seeks to amend FRAM a4 GKS& O2yaARSNJ |
RSOSt2LIVYSYGQ oAttt o0SG0GSNI | f ATBOP Sabinifte seék& S RS T 7
the following amendment to FDA1:

Landin the FutureDevelopmeniAreaOverlayremainsavailablefor future urban
developmenor rural lifestyle development.

Analysis

7.1.5 Objective FUZD1providesfor the overall purpose of the FBA

7.1.6 | agree with thesubmissions fromJ R Livestock [241.6], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson

[227.4] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [12866p RSt SGS (K Sas itJKNJ & S

redundantgiven the vertphrasetemains availabl@ LINR GA RS & |

| consider that theLJK NJugb&h developmen® & K2 dzf R 0 S aligny &its & S R

F dzii dzNB

definition in thelnterpretation Chapter of the Plameflects the language in CRP@Sicy 5.3.1
g KA OK NBIstindlgavdopmerBand d coordinated pattern of developmeiut

alsoimprovesclarity of languaggs18ARMA).

34
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7.1.7

| do not consider that the changes recommendater the intent or application of the
provision but are the more appropriate in terms of the application of section 18A of the Act
which seeksmproved clarity anctlarity in plan drafting.Further consideration uder the
requirements of s32A#s not required.

Conclusions and Recommendat®n

7.1.8 | recommend thaDbjective FDA1 be amended as foll®v
FDAO1 I @ Af 20 R ¥ RFNEI dedeBpment

[ F KAz BBBSt 2 LIYSy i ! NBI h @S NIzl BNBISNISX a2N
NHzNJ f fAFS&adetsS RS@OSt2LISyido

7.1.9

7.2

721

The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

1 Submissions from J R Livestock [241.6], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.4] and
Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.6] aecepted

1 Submissions from Alpine Energy Limited [55.11] and HRdlgee Singlinand RSM
TrustLimited [27.10] ar@éccepted in partas the amendments do not alter the intent of
the Objective.

Future Development Areg ObjectiveFDAO?2

The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadliscussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Alpine Energy Limited 55.12
J R Livestock Limited 241.7
Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 227.5

Waka Kotahi New Zealand Transport Agenc| 143.107

Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.7

White Water Properties Limited 248.7

50

J R Livestock [24], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [2R@nd Warren and Elizabeth Scott [1@8B.
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Submissions

7.2.2 JR Livestock [241.7], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.5] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott
[128.7] seek to amend FRA2 as set out below to better align with the definition in the
TPDRnd the reference téinticipated zon@will better align with SCHED 1Submitters seek
to amend FDAD2 as follows:

Urbandevelopmengrewth or rural lifestyle development does notcur within the Future
Development Area Overlay uritile landit is rezoned for thanticipated zoneédentified
futurelanduseand a comprehensiv®evelopmenAreaPlanis approvedaspart of that

the plan changeprocess.

7.2.3  White Water Properties Limited [248.7] seek to either delete &DRAin its entirety or
amendthe objectiveto enable development prior to rezoning where it can be demonstrated
that development does not compromige constrain the developmerdf the balance of the
FDA

Analysis

7.2.4 The outcomes to be achieved througbbjective FDA2 is that urban growth or rural
lifestyle developmenareto be precluded from occurring within the FOp#ior to a rezoning
beingundertaken as subject tDAPapproval.

7.2.5 The strategic intenbf the FDA is to identify and safeguard areas on the urban fringe for
future urbanisation and limited rural residential (lifestyle) developmnpromote a ce
ordinated pattern of developmenihebasis of therovisiondsfounded in the requirement
to give effect toCRP®olicy 5.3.1and the NP&JD Objective 6which require repectively
Woordinated pattern(s) of developménhaind \Hecisiors on urban developmenhat affect
urban environmentsare [both] integrated with infrastructureplanning and funding
decisions, and strategic over the medium and long &rm

7.2.6  The submission from White Water Properties Ltd [248.7] is recommended tejdeted.
FDAO?2 is drafted for the avoidanced Wii 2 vy 2 6f urBad OrdriaD Gesidential
developmentltis considered that the Objective gives effecCiBR®olicy 5.3.2vhich seeks
to:

5.3.2 Development conditions (Wider Region)
¢2 SylroftS RS@St2LIYSyld X 6KAOKY
a. ensure that adverse effects are avoided, remedieatitigated, including where these would
compromise or foreclose:
Xo
0d 2LIGA2ya F2NJ F OO0O2YY2RIGAy3 (KS O2yaztARIFGSR :

7.2.7  Thepurpose of tle objective is to manage land us&d subdivisiomntil urbanisation occurs
as guided by the relevamAPas embedded in the district plan by plan changeremental
urban developmenbr rural lifestyle developmentas the potential tadiminishthe ability
and application of a ceprdinated and comprehensiv®APto facilitate integrated and

36



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

7.2.8

7.2.9

7.2.10

7.2.11

7.2.12

7.2.13

7.2.14

efficienturban or rural lifestylalevelopment asvould then beenabled by thesubsequent
planchange.

The more directive provision is supporteccomparedto an alternative sought by the
submitter which as undefined seelts pre-emptivelyenable development where it can be
demonstrated thatctivities wouldhot otherwise constrain or compromighe future urban
or rural lifestyle development of the area.

The provision is alsalignedwith GRU23 and GRUB7 andGRUZ8 which respectively
seek to precludeindustrial and residential activities within the General Rural Zone
(regardless of whether they are notated as FDA).

The submission frord R Livestock [241.7], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.5] and
Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.7] is recommended tadmepted in part

As abovei KS LIKNJ} &S WdzNbly 3INRGUKQ aK2dzZ R 06S NB
alignment and consistency with the remainder of théPDPand the amendment
recommended above to FEA1.

lagreethatthed SNIY WA RSy i A F A S Rpedifidityi: dyNS  af K- 2ydE RizaNSSF S NIBG/
as the rezoning would be the outcome of tipdan change mechanismSCHERS5 also

referencs W y i A OA LJ-.UAS FSCHRID yiderfifies Rural Lifestyle Zon&eneral

Residential Zone and General Industrial Zone, improved clarityppegovided through

referencing all three within theobjective as well as reference to the Schedulesing

consistent terminology to that of FBXAH setUYut in SCHED15 Schedule of Future
Development Are&3

Lastly either within the scope of the submission(s) or ataaise 162) amendment tonsider
GKFG GKS U SasldélatiNglto DelreBpmmenRArea Planihin the objective lacks
certainty inboth process andtatutory implementatiorand is recommended to be replaced
with Wy 02 N1J2 NI G SR A y. (its isicénSistebt wish(thédvaGliction tb the Q

/ K LJG SNJ ¢ KA Dekeloanieht iBaiPladskale dontéined in the Development Area
Planchapter® w2 F GKS RAAGNAOG LI Fyeod

In terms of the First Schedufgocess onlythe plan change can bapproved, with hose

parts of aDAPrelevant to establishingbjectives,policies and rule¢including any relevant
staging and structure plarfdjable to beincorporated into thedistrict plan asappropriate
TheFirst Scheduldoes notprovide aprocess by which BAPcan of itself, be approvebut
provides a process whereby the relevant components of a Development Area Plan, as
refined through theplan change submission and hearing process can be appropriately
incorporated into thedistrict plan. Accordingly, | also recommend that the term
WO2YLINBKSYaA@dSQ dabjsctiveBsSaughSHy the shiinitter8)K S

51 Section 781) and (2RMA
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Conclusions andecommendations

7.2.15 | recommend that Objective FB@2 be amended as follows. | have identifiedres text
those amendmentsdirectly attributable to the submitter(s) and igreen textthose
amendments haverecommencd either within the general scope of submissions seeking
changes, or under cl18). | do not consider that these amendmemisiend the intent of the
provision, more aid clarity of implementation.

FDAO2 5SOSt 286 W SWKGdzi 828 St 2 ABaS v

' NDRY DSt PATWRVBINK NHzNIF £ f AFSadetS RS@OSt 2LIYSy
58St 2SSy | NKIS HEFNRINGE 2 gpSat OR MBI BRRS f  wS:
%2ySy DSYSNIf Ly Rdza i NIASS (1208 > Kiy/Ol8 9 Rz@i58v p?
5SSt 2 1LY PREVLNISIRE F driydREY EINF RS @@BEO3 LIYSYy (i !
AYVO2NIIR2 NI SR AVE2I| WIKRRISINGE &% R KB { 2IH13EKO Ki
LINE OSaaod

7.2.16 The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

1 The submissionfrom White Water Properties Ltd [248.7] is recommended to be
rejected.

Submissions fromJ R Livestock [241.7], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.5] and
Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128&afe recommended to baccepted in part

1 Submissions from Alpine Energy Limited [55.12] and Waka Kotahi New Zealand
Transport Agency [143.10dfe recommended to baccepted in partas theintent of
the objective would remain unchangedoting that the process wad ensure that
WSTFSOGA 2y AYTNI a etwakCatedppppriatefyRonsidérSd addNJ y a LJz
managed through the proce@ss sought in the submission from NZTA.

52 J R Livestock [241.7], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.5] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.7]
53 J R Livestock [241.7], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.5] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.7]
54 J R Livestock [241.7], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.5] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.7]
55 J R Livestock [241.7], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.5] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.7]
56 Clause 16(2) Recommended amendments

57 J R Livestock [241.7], Ros@stgarth and Jan Gibson [227.5] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.7]
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7.3 Future Development Areg ObjectiveFDAO3

7.3.1  The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Alpine Energy Limited 55.13
JRLivestocK imited 241.8
RosaWestgarth& Jan Gibson 227.6
WarrenandElizabeth Scott 128.8

Submissions

7.3.2  There are no submissions that oppose FD&

7.3.3  Alpine Energy Limited [55.13] are in support of the district plan providing clear direction for
future urban and ruralifestyle development across the Timaru Distridb requested relief
has been specified.

7.3.4 JRLivestocl.imited [241.8], Ros@estgarth& Jan Gibson 2R7.4, and
WarrenandElizabeth Scott [128.&]re in support of Objective FBA3 and seek to retain as
notified.

Analysis

7.3.5 Theobjective essentially paraphras@slicy 8 of the NR8BD.The submissions and further

submissions support the objective as notified and it is recommended tthege are
accepted.

Conclusions and Recommendations

7.3.6

The followingdecisions are recommended on submissions:

1 Submission(s) Alpine Energy Limited [55.13] aRtivestock.imited [241.8],
RosaWestgarth& Jan Gibson [227.6], and Warrand Elizabeth Scott [128.8] are
accepted
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7.4 Future Development Areg PolicyFDAP1

7.4.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
J R Livestock Limited 241.9
Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 227.7
Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.9
Submissions

7.4.2 JR Livestock [241.9], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.7] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott
[128.9] seektoamend FRAM | & &SGOG 2dzi 06St 263 (2 o6SGAHSNI I
5S @St 2 LIY STPPDHESubiniftersisé&e to amend FIPA as follows:

Inthe FutureDevelopmenAreaOverlay:
1. Enableprimaryproductionactivitiesthat:

a. will not compromisehe ability to developthe areafor urbandevelopmengrewth or rural
lifestyle purposes; and

b. will be compatiblewith thoseactivitiesoncethat developmenbccurs.

2. Onlyallow other activitiesthat are unlikelyto compromisehe ability to developthe areafor
urbandevelopmenor rural lifestyle purposes; and

3. Avoidactivitiesthat will likelycompromisehe ability to developthe areafor urbandevelopment
orrural lifestyle purposes unless

wX8
Analysis

7.4.3 The purpose of FDRL1 is to providehe policy foundation for thecascade ofhe classes of
district planrule activitiesas associated with the managemeuwnf land useactivitiesand
subdivisiorwithin the FDA overlay.

7.4.4 Policy FDAlestablistesfor the purpose of s75(1)(@ consistent format ofverbsto align
to the rule provisions andlass ofactivity status® for the respective activities contained
within FDAR1 to FDAR15.Theterm ¥nable) dzy RSNJ / f | dzZaS om0 NBf | GS:
of activities(FDAR1 and FDAv H orily alwQ dzy R S NJ rélate$ tdzaeSdisaratianary
FDARS3 Relocatable Seasonal Workers Accommodation) and ClausgviaQrelatesto
FDARA4throughto FDAR15

N

8 RMAS77A(2)
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745 14 0208 (GKS LIKNIAS WdzaNbtFy 3IAINRGgOIKQ aKz2dzZ R
alignment and consistency with the remainder of tiéPDPand the amendment
recommended above to FB@1 and FDM?2.

Conclusions and Recommendations

7.4.6 | recommend that Objective FERAL be amended as follows.

FDAP1 | Oo Ok & 8 & KFdzil BZAB S f 2 LINBwerlay
Inthe FutureDevelopmentAreaOverlay:
1. Enableprimary productionactivitiesthat:
a. ¢ AV 2Qi2 Y LING XiS& B R $ @ it KRSNIE aNDdewflopment® 3-NE2-2 INKzNJ
f AT 3307/Nasa80S a ~
2. hyt & 221 SONJ ik KISKEBY A1 PR YA INE WiSa At R & @ it KRSNIS |
T ArNDdewflopment®2 NHzZRNIA F Sadef S LJzN1Jl2 asSa* | yR
3.1 @2AAo Ok wiSHT A 102 TYLINE KSaE At A $i@ Sif KBSNIS 2 AND devtlopment!
2 NHzNJA fF $ 3diNd idesS:&
a 0 KSOo P4 »/f3Ei2 v & § RI¥NE Y LINE RSa R AL RLINE KRG DE P
0 K- SNXahd*
b. i KKSOo IANIR Y LI YO BREF S 22 OrTSoyNiA *
c. i KKSOo GIANIR & @i S Olo yAFNI Olb 3D Y 2 dédocate.

7.4.7  The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

1 JR Livestock [241.9], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.7] and Warren and
Elizabeth Scott [128.9] asccepted

7.5 Future Development Areg PolicyFDA(P2

7.5.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Alpine Energy Limited 55.14
J R Livestock Limited 241.10

59 J R Livestock [241.9], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.7] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.9]
60 J R Livestock [241.9], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.7] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.9]
61 J R Livestock [241.9], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.7] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.9]
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Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 227.8

Warren and ElizabetBcott 128.10

White Water Properties Limited 248.8

Submissions

7.5.2

7.5.3

754

Analysis

755

7.5.6

Alpine Energy Limited [55.14] are in support of FE2&ndhave not specified any requested
relief.

J R Livestock Limit¢a41.10],Rosa Westgartf227.8, Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.10]
and Jan Gibson [227.8lipport the direction of the policy and seek to amend as below to
align better with the definition of urban development as set out in THDP

Urbandevelopmentandrural lifestyledevelopmentvithin the FutureDevelopmenireaov
erlayis required to:

1. beundertakenin accordancevith the sequencesetout in SCHED15- Schedul®f Future
Development Areas in order to avoid adverse effecizdib | Yy O2yaz2f ARFGA2y™

2. bedevelopedn accordancevith the anticipatedzonelandusesetout in SCHED15
-Schedule ¥ CdzidzZNB 5S @St 2LIYSyd ! NBFax* FyR

3. beundertakenin accordancewvith submitaplanchangethatincludesa Development

Area Planpreparedand implementedn accordance with FDR4.

White Water Properties Limited [248.8pnsidersthat the policy implies development of
FDAs will only be provided when other existing zoned urban areas areléviyoped,and

that the policy wilbrecludethe social and economic wellbeing of the distrithe submitter
states that there i$Ho sound resource management reasons for incorporating a sequencing
requiremenf) e submitter seeks to either delete PR in its entirety and to delete any
associated references to sequencing or prioritisatiothiem TPDR including within FD&P5

and SCHED15, or alternatively consider alternative relief that may be appropriate to give
effect to the intent of the submission point.

The purpose of thegolicy is to implement and achieeDAO2 and provide thdinkageto
SCHERS as to both the sequenciraj the preparation oDAPsssociated with each Future
Development Areaand the anticipated General Residential, General Industrial or Rural
Lifestyle Zone.

TheDAPprocess provideamechanism for integrating urban development and rural lifestyle
development with infrastructure, integrating new development with the existing
environment and achieving the type and form of development necessary to accommodate
such growth and development in an efficient and effective manhmeplementation of the
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7.5.7

7.5.8

7.5.9

7.5.10

7.5.11

7.5.12

7.5.13

DAPis by wayof incorporating theDAPinto the District Plan by way of First Schedule plan
change process.

The submission from White Water Properties Limited [248.8] is recommended to be
rejected

The amending proposab delete the policy [248.8lvould leave a policy vacuum as to the
manner in which the district plan is swhieve and implement a consolidated and integrated
settlement patternin a manner that efficiedy accommodates future growth and is
integrated with the efficientuse of infrastructure (UFD1), as well as ensuring that the
provision of new network infrastructure istegrated and ceordinated with the nature,
timing and sequencing of new development.

AccordinglyPolicy FDA2is consideredhe moreappropriate(than the amending proposal
from White Water Properties Ltd [248)8p ensurethat sequencingf urban development
and rural lifestyle development in FDA aréasindertakerthrough a procesto promotea
co-ordinated pattern of developmento give effect toCRP®olicy 5.3.1and ensure the
appropriate and efficient provision of infrastructure to service growth tin&grates with,
andsupports a coordinated settlement pattern (CRRBcy 5.3.23), Policy 5.3.5andPolicy
5.3.6(3).

FDAP2 as grocess policy establishes a mechanisnmiplement and achieve

a. (clause (1)pnd(2)the delivery otomprehensive and efficientrban or rural lifestyle
developmen by requiringsuch development to be sequentand in accordance with
the land use as set out in SCHEDand

b. (clause (3))ntroduce a DARwhich considers the matters in FEP4)into the District
Planby way ofplan change.

The policy therefore seeks to avaittremental and disjointedrban(and rural lifestyle)
landuse activitiesn notated FDAGCRPS Polies 5.3.15.3.2, 5.3.5and5.3.6(3) occurring
in advance ofi DAPfrom which relevant provisionare incorporatednto Part 3¢ Area
Specific Matters / Development Areas Chaptertlod district plan via a plan change
process.

It is considered thatthe staging and sequencing of urban growd#md rural lifestyle
opportunities are an appropriate mechanism under the District Plan2 I OKA S@S
consolidated and integrated settlement patt€fdFBOL) | Y &chiéNe a coordinated patter

of developmer® SD®D1(ii)) respectively,and give effect tothe relevant provisions of
Chapter 5 of the CRR@ the reasons identified above.

The submissianfrom J R Livestock Limited [241.10], Rosa Westgarth [227.8], Warren and
Elizabeth Scott [128.10] and Jan Gibson [22atr&fecommended to beccepted in part

The amendmento replaceirban growtwith Wrban developmerf2 rekammended to be
accepted for the reasons expressed abgwemarily to ensure alignment of terms used in
the TPDP alsorecommended to beacceptedist KS NB LI HadSue@ y dPo®E W
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given that is the more appropriate term as used in both SCHE&Ndthe outcome of the
associated plan change process. As above, it is recomadeticht the more specific
references to the General Residential, General Rural or Rural Lifestylemongedwith
those amendments considered to be within the scope of the submissicalteonatively via
clause 16(2).

7.5.14 Lastlythe application otlause equires improvementwhich | recommend be undertaken
under clause 16(2Jhe intent ofclause 3 is that for development of an FDA to proceed it is
to be inin accordancavith an approvedlan change where that plan changmcorporates
(as relevanta DAPas prepared in accordance with FBA.

a. ThedSND @plrockakde isonsiderednappropriate Submithas the meaning
2F Wi2 LINBaSyid 2N 3A0S az2YSGKAy3a F2N O2ya
not extend to authorisationOnly an approvegblan changavhich amends the zoning
associated with the FDéan authorise associatedanticipated subdivision, use and
development; and

b. As discussed in the recommended changes to-BRAaFirst Schedule process
authorises the plan change and not tB&\P The Development Area Plan will inform
the planchange andnay contain a number of mechanisms (such as staging or a
structure plan) thatare introduced into thedistrict planas a Development Aréto
manage subsequent subdivision, use and development

Conclusions and Recommendations

7.5.15 | recommend that Objective FEF®2 be amended as follows. | have identifiedr&s text
those amendments directly attributable to the submitter(s) and green text those
amendments | have recommended either within the general scope of submissions seeking
changes, or under cl16(2). | do not consider that these amendments amend the intent of the
provision, more aid clarity of implementation.

FDAP2 t NP QiS&yar d2NBR YOSt 2 LIVISHNIA F SRISIBS AWK §
Future Development Area
Urbandevelopment® and rural lifestyle development within the Future Development Area ove
is required to:
1. be undertaken in accordance withe® sequence set out in SCHEDEchedule of Future
Development Areas in order to avoid adverse effectsiZdd 'y O2y a2t AR

62 TPDP Part 3Area Specific Matters / Development Areas
63 Rosa Westgarth [227.8) R Livestock Limit§241.10] Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.10]
64 Rosa Westgarth [227.8) R Livestock Limited [241.10]arren and Elizabeth Scott [128.10]
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be developed in accordance with the anticipatédneral Residential Zone, General
Industrial Zone, or Rural LifestfAgone® land-useset out in SCHED1%chedule of Future
5SSt 2LIYSyd ! NBlFa* | yR

be undertaken in accordantewith submit-a-plan-change-thatincludaDevelopment Are:
Plan preparednd implemente in accordance with FDR4asincorporated into the
District Plan as part of the plan change proégss

7.5.16 The following decisions are recommendedsutbmissions:

7.6

7.6.1

1 JR Livestock Limited [241.10], Rosa Westgarth [227.8], Warren and Elizabeth Scott
[128.10] and Jan Gibson [227&8F acceptedin part in that further amendments are
recommended under cl16(2) improve the application othe policy

1 White Water Properties Limited [248.8]rigjected

1 Alpine Energy Limited [55.14] aaeceptedin part asrecommendedamendments
are considered necessary itoprove clarity and application of the policy

Future Development Areg Policy FDAP3

The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)

Alpine Energy Limited 55.15

Ford, Pyke, Andrews Talbot, Wilki8s| 33.3
Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie

Greenfield, McCutcheon, Tarran 34.2
Sullivan and Ellery

Holly Renee Singline and RSM Tn 27.5

Limited

J R Livestock Limited 241.11
Milward Finlay Lobb 60.30
Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 227.9
Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.11

65
66
67
68
69

Clause 16(2) Recommended amendments
Rosa Westgarth [227.8]R Livestock Limited [241.19]arren and Elizabeth Scott [128.10]
Rosa Westgarth [227.8] R Livestock Limited [241.19]arren and Elizabeth Scott [128.10]
Rosa Westgarth [227.8] R Livestock Limited [241.19]arren and Elizabeth Scott [128.10]
Clause 16(2) Recommended amendments
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Submissions

7.6.2  Submitter Alpine Energy Limited [55.15] are in support of PolicycPFPand have not
specified relief.

7.6.3  SubmittersFord, Pyke, Andrews Talbot, Wilki&s Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie [33.3],
Greenfield, McCutcheon, Tarrant, Sullivan and Ellery [SAr&]rew Scott Rabbidgé&]olly
Renee Singline and RSM Trust Limited [2Z@riMilward Finlay Lobf50.30]are in support
of FDA¢ P3 and ek toretain FDAP3as notified.

7.6.4 IR Livestock [281]Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gib$a27.9] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott
[128.11]seek to amend the FAZP3 to provide better direction and claritss towhich party
will initiate the plan change required to incorporate the Development Area Plan and
anticipated zone into th@ PDPThe submitter seeks to amelkdAP3as follows:
TimaruDistrictCouncilwill preparethe DevelopmeniAreaPlansfor the future development

areaslistedindicated-as—priority-areas SCHEDI15Future Development Areand identified
on thePlanning Maps.

Amendto speciy whichparty will initiate the plan change to incorporate the Development
Area Plan and anticipated zone into theDP

Analysis

7.6.5 FDAP3 is a further process policy thaassignghe preparation of theDAPsidentified as
Wt NR 2 NR G & ! haBhe diaruiDigtricf Colndil5 m p

7.6.6 | consider that there aressues associated with bath

a. the efficiency of the Policfthat is at an estimated $400,000 per preparation of a DAP it
is considered thathe costwill fall inequitablyon the wider Timaru District, rather than
those that would benefit from the DAP and subsequent plan chamge)

b. the effectiveness of the policyin that where the Timaru District Council does not
prepare a DAP as sequenced by SCHiEDis would prevent the ability to implement
FDAP2 and achieve FE®2).

Thereare howeverno submissions opposed to thiolicywhich wouldenable the deletion

of the Policy(andinsteadrely on FDAO2 FDAP2(3)and FDAP4to activate and guid¢he
process associated with forming the DAP as a part of a plan chawgepuld otherwise
provide scope to suggest a more measured approach that would allow either the TDC or
private party to initiate the DAP process.

7.6.7 | recommend thatthat part of the submission fromdR Livestock [241.1Rosa Westgarth
[227.9] and Jan Gibson, and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.11] seeking specification as to
which partywill initiate the subsequent plan change to incorporate the DAP and zone change
into the District Plan beejected.
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7.6.8 The RMA and associatedFirst Schedule process enable both Council led and privately
requested plan change processésrthermore First Schedule cl(2Bovides a discretion to
a local authorityto adopt, acceptor rejecta plan change request

7.6.9  For the reasons expressed above | consider &atlicy provisiorstating that the TDC is to
bearsoleresponsibilityfor facilitating a plan changeould be inappropriatén achieving the
objectiveswhen considering® the efficiency(costs would fall inequitablgnd primarily on
the Timaru communitywith benefitsprimarilyaccruedoythe property owners of greenfield
landto be rezonedpnd effectivenesghe outcome may not be achieved whemrdiance on
the Council to facilitate a plan change not funded in the LTP and / or prioritised)
Furthermore in terms of s74(2)(h)the Timaru Growth Managemer$trategy(to which
regard is to be had) states:

OA core approach in the provision of additional greenfield land will be acceptance of the
principle that growth pays for grow#f™.

7.6.10 |recommend that, that part of the submission from Rosa Westgarth [227.9] and Jan Gibson,
and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128. 818 S1 Ay 3 (KS RSt SiA2y 2F NBT
LINR2NRA G rejpdtlaqQ | faz o685

7611 {/ 1 95mp O2ydlAya | O2f dKA OKA DR2YR | ReyAaY SHNIKSNI
2N) WCdzidzNBE ! NBIFaQd ¢KS RSt S{A2ycodseqdeAdedf o0& @K
broadening therespmsibility (and cost) of the preparation afl the DAPs in the Schedule

to the Timaru District Council. For the reasons above, as to efficiency and effectivbigess
is considered a less appropriate approach to achieving the objective.

7.6.12 The remaining aspect of the submission fraR Livestock [241.1Rosa Westgarth [227.9]
and Jan Gibson, and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.11] which improves the grammar
(replacement oA Y RAOF §SRQ A GK WEiAAGSRQ IyYyR NBFSNBYy
the Planning Maps is seen as improving clarity and is recommendsslaccepted

Conclusions and Recommendations

7.6.13 | recommend that Objective FER3 be amended as follows:

A AN

FDAP3 t NR 2 NO\da(iaeg8B St 2 A@as v

¢ A Y B NHzh BRREAS BONS LibleNaBS @S t 2! LINGSK IFyAMNGSdzi RANBS f 21 LIS
listed A RATE) | HINGARZ NUB\iy& { / 1CodzimdpNE 5 S @ SIE 2 RIVISY GA R BB
L F VY AYEH YI LA

70 3371)(b)(ii)

m GMS2018E:2.3Settlement Patterns and Urban Form. [page 47

72 JR Livestock [241.1Rpsa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.9], and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.11]
3 JR Livestock [241.1Rpsa Westgarth and Jan Gibg287.9], and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.11]

4 JR Livestock [241.1RpsaWestgarth and Jan Gibson [227.9], and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.11]
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7.6.14 The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

7.7

7.7.1

1 JR Livestock [241.1RBpsa Westgarth and Jan Gib$287.9] and Warren and
Elizabeth Scott [128.1Hre accepted in parin thata number of thegrammatical

changerequestedare recommended to FDR3

1 Alpine Energy Limited [55.15] aaecepted in part

1 Submitters Ford, Pyke, Andrews Talbot, Wilkins & Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie
[33.3], Greenfield, McCutcheon, Tarrant, Sullivan and Ellery [34.2], Holly Renee
Singline and RSM Trust Limited [27.5], and Milward Finlay Lobb [@0e3®jcepted
in partasamendments have been made to the Policy but not changed the intent.

Further Development Areg Policy FDAP4

The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to

each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME

SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)

Alpine Energy Limited

55.16

Ford, Pyke, Andrews Talbot, Wilkins
Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie

33.4

Greenfield, McCutcheon, Tarrant
Sullivan and Ellery

34.3

HollyRenee Singlinand RSM
TrustLimited

27.6

Horticulture New Zealand 245.82
J R Livestock Limited 241.12
Milward Finlay Lobb 6031
Ministry of Education 106.14
Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 227.10
Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency 143.108
Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.12
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Submissions

7.7.2

7.7.3

7.7.4

7.7.5

Alpine Energy Limited [55.16] seeks to ensure that Development Area Plans consider
infrastructure capacity issues. The submitter seeks to include electricity distribution network
capacity considerations within the policy wording. The requested relieLighgas follows:

FDAP4DevelopmenAreaPlans

RequireDevelopmenireaPlansto providefor a comprehensive;oordinatedand efficient
development that addresses the following matters:

wX8

5. the future servicin@nd electricity distributiometwork capacityneeds of the area and the

provisionof adequate coordinatedandintegratedinfrastructureto servethoseneeds,
including water sensitive design to manage stormwater;

WX 86
Ford, Pyke, Andrews Talbot, Wilkins & Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie [33.4], Greenfield,
McCutcheon, Tarrant, Sullivan and Ellery [34&jdrew Scott RabbidgdiollyRenee

Singlineand RSM Trudtimited[27.6], and Milward Finlay Lobb [60.31] seek the requested
relief as set out below to give better effect to FDA10

wX8
13 howgoodurbandesignprincipleshaveinformedthe design.;

14. that Development Area Plans be prepared and publicly notified by the Tibigrict
Counciby plan change. This should include the Timaru District Council preparing and
obtaining any necessary consents for additional infrastructure to enable the Future
Development Area to be ready for future urban or lifestyle development.

Horticulture New Zealand [245.82] sedksamend FDAP4 as follows:

ILXOXB8T

7.the integration of the areawith surroundingareasandthe way any conflictbetweenareasand
reverse sensitivitis to be managed;

WX 8

J R Livestock Limitdd41.19 seeks to amend FI@R4 as set out below as it is considered
that the policy as notified does not recognise the need for consultation with landowners
whose sites are affected by the DAP. The submitter seeks to amend FDAs follows:

[...]
13. howgoodurbandesignprincipleshaveinformedthe design.

14. Theoutcomesarisingfrom consultationwith the landownersof the site.
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7.7.6  The Ministry of Education [106.14] seeksitwlude specific provisions for educational
facilitieswithin the policy to give better effect to the NR3JD, which requires councils to
ensure there is sufficient infrastructure, including schools with respect to urban growth and
development. The submitter seeks to amend EPAas follows:

wX8
13. howgoodurbandesignprincipleshaveinformedthe design.;

14. the growth and developmenis supportedby educationfacilities.

7.7.7 Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.10] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.12] consider
that Policy FDA P4 should recognise natural hazard risk associated with flooding caused or
exacerbated by inadequate infrastructure beyond the site. The submitteoscainsider that
the policy wording should recognise the need to consult with landowners whose sites are
affected by the Development Area Plarne submitters seek to amend FPA as follows:

WX 86
4.the topographyand natural and physicalkonstraintsof the site,andthoseconstraints

which lie beyond the site, but which may affect the siteluding natural hazards and areas
of contamination.

WX 8

14.the outcomesarisingfrom consultationwith the landownersof the site.

7.7.8 Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agerjty3.108]seeks to amend FI2R4 as set out below to
correct a typo:

8. the provisionof multi-amodaltransportlinks (includingactivetransportlinks)w X 6
Analysis
7.7.9  Multiple submissions have been received to A

7.7.10 The policyestablisheglirective matters to be considered as part of dofP46 provide for
a comprehensive, coordinated and efficient developr@=mtd therefore support the
associateghlan change and process for rezoning to either an urban zone (General Residential
or General Industrial) or Rural Lifestyle

7.7.11 FDAP4 as notified sets out 13 matters which are to be addressed iptdearation and
provision of a DARo ensure a comprehensive and robust assessment of resource
managemenissuesand infrastructure integradn are accounted for as associated with the
relevant FDA

7.7.12 In general terms, the submissions are seeking additional criteria or matters to be considered.
Any plan change is subject to the First Schedule process undeRMA including the
evaluation of costs and benefits in accordance with 82fticy FDA4istherefore designed
to clearly articulate the key mattemshich will need to form part of any DARogess While
these matterswill form part of the s32 analysis the policydoes not h&e to contain a
completely exhaustive list, as the First Schedule process (and in partic@lavkizh makes
provision for further information or reports to be requesfeallows for further investigation
of matters that may be pertinent tthe merits of theproposed plan change
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7.7.13 The submission from Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143sl@&Jommended to be
accepted

7.7.14 The submission from NE [L06.14] is recommended to keccepted in part The specificity
associated with an explicit clauselely associated with theconsideration ofP S R dzO (G A 2 v
FI OAf A G A S a Edusadion imilie&rédefingéd brokBlyin the TPDRand extend to
smaller scalehildcareservices (e.garly childhood centres) to larger schoalsd tertiary
institutions. It is considered that this matter could be addressed within clause 12 vidiich
tasked with furtheing an inquiry as tathe inclusion of complementary andmpatible
business activities to support the new communitihe amendment would also be consistent
with (and achieve and implemenf)e s42Arecommendition” amendment associated with
UFDOX(i) as underlined with th©fficer recommendations below:

UFDO1

A consolidated and integrated settlement pattern that:

i. efficiently accommodates future growth and capacity for commercial, industrial,
community,educationaland residential activities, primarily within the urban areas of the
Timarutownship,future development areaand the existing townships of Temuka,
DSNI ft RAYSS FyR tftSltalyd t2Ay40T Xo

7.7.15 The submission from Horticulture New Zeald8d5.82]is recommended to beaccepted
Clauser as drafted recognises the need to manage conflicts arfsingoning established
under a DAP on existingreas butwould be assisted through specific referentwethe
management ofreverse sensitivity effectsA careful consideration of reverse sensitivity
effects further requires the consideration ofvulnerability of an established activity to
complaint fromthose activities that would be pursued through the DAP (and subsequent
plan change)The amendment wouldive effect toCRPS Policy 5.3vhich seeks (amongst
other matters) to:

5.3.2 Development conditions (Wider Region)
To enable development including regionally significant infrastructure which:
X
2. avoid or mitigate:
0P NBEOSNES aSyariAirgrite STFFSOGa yR O2yFfA0da

and achieves and implementdFDO1(10) which seeks toW YA YA YA &S O2y Tt A O
AYO2YLI GAOISE | OGADGAGASAXD

7.7.16 The submission from Alpine Energy Limited [55.16] is recommended tejbeted. It is
O2yaARSNBR (GKIFIG GKS GSNY WASNBAOAYIQ | YR WA

s S42A Strategic Directions. WillgOp, 301]

76 S42A Strategic Directions. Willis. AppendResommendd changes to UFD1(10) are:
01.0. controls the location of activities, primarily by zoningptmimisemanage conflicts between
incompatible activitiesincluding reverse sensitivity effeeisd avoid these where there may be
significant adverse effedts
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7.7.17

7.7.18

7.7.19

7.7.20

7.7.21

7.7.22

7.7.23

include consideration ofelectricity distribution capacityasrelevant to the scale, type and
likely yield associated with the FDiAwouldalsobe considered less appropriate to explicitly

list out or give the appearance of a hierarafyservicing networks to be considered.

The submission(s) from Ford, Pyke, Andrews Talbot, Wilkins & Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie
[33.4], Greenfield, McCutcheon, Tarrant, Sullivan and Ellery [34.3],Rimilge Singlinend

RSM Trustimited [27.6], and Milward Finlay Lobb [60.8dfecommended to beejected.

The relief seeks an additional clause thatuld require Timaru District Council to undertake
both the preparation of the DABhdassociated plan changas well agbtainany necessary

supporting consents to facilitate infrastructure assted with a DAP

Asidentified aboven relation tosimilarsubmissionselated toFDAP3 | consider that such
a policy is not the most appropriate way to achieve the objectivesl consider that the

amendment sought would not befficient costs wouldoe unequal with benefits favouring
landowners within greenfield FDAs) nor effectivanllkely to be a successful option to
achieve the objective where the Council has not allocated funHjriprities to facilitate

plan changes and supporting infrastructure consenting costs).

Thenotifiedl LILINR I OK KIF & WNBIIFINR (2Q GKS LINAYyOALX S

or businesses that would benefit from growth and any associated supporting infrastructure
are responsible for the associated costs, rather than these costs being borne ésalgen

ratepayers. This is consistent with theneralapproach in theRMAthat enablesCouncildo

impose conditions on resource consents (s108yequiring the provisioror upgradeof
infrastructure required as a result of land developmerand developmentcontributions

(LGA2002) to fund infrastructure associated with growth.

The submissiafs) from J R Livestock Limited [241.12], dRdsa Westgarth and Jan Gibson
[227.10] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.12] see&dditional clause as incorporating
outcomes from consultation with landowners. Thselibmission is recommended to be

rejected

The clauses within FER4addressmatters contained within Part 2 and s31 of the A,
the natural and physical values associated with laiedelopmentand the integration of

supporting infrastructure andtaging development.

Appropriate andgood planning practicavould be thatthe DAPis to be prepared having
considered the outcomes of landownerensultation(and such would also assist with a
more efficient Schedule 1 process associated with submigsiblsveverthe purpose of
FDA4 is to list the matters that the DAP must address in terms of providing for
W2 YLINEKSYyaAr@dSs O22NRAYFLGSR yR STFAOASY
This is not to state that such values are not important in the preparatioth@fDAR
However consultation or engagement per se are not of themsebvessource management
issueor matter suchas outlined in clauses (1) to (13)he matters listed in FDR4require
resolution through plan provisionsopjectives, policies, rules, structure plan / ODRB}

established througla Development Area Plain be embedded in the district plan
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7.7.24

7.7.25

7.7.26

7.7.27

7.7.28

Were the Hearings Panel thsagree with my recommendation, | would suggest that a clause
GKIF G NBIjdA NBa  Whdarihh géRuine@aentioh Shovg [tdR @nhdowner
consultation is inserted as a relevant clause as follbutsas associated with theesource
management issues outlined in clauses (1) to:(13)

FDAP3: Require Development Area Plans to provide for a comprehensive, coordinated and
efficient development that addresses the following matters:

14. any measures to address the matteidentified in clauses (1) to (18aving regard to
consultation withthe landownersof the Development Area Plan

The submissions fronRosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.10] and Warren and Elizabeth
Scott [128.12}which seels amendments to clause (4) to addresi-site constraintavhich
may affect theDAPsiteis recommended to besjected

The amendment soughis both uncertain in terms of applicatioand considered to be
unnecessary.

Theimplication of the request is thahe DAPpreparationwould need to consider whether
and the extent to whichoff-site infrastructureor off-site land managemenhay otherwise
constrain development yields within the FDAInder consideration within the DAP
preparation and / or whetheroff-site established land uses and associated infrastructure
should beaddressed through the DAP process

The submission explicitly identifies the extent to whilbk proposed clause would address
Wy I (G dzNJ f adédcihited Mdth fldadlingids] caused or exacerbated by inadequate or
insufficient infrastructure beyond the sie® ¢ KS&aS YI GGiSN& SEGSYR
of a DAPand would consequentlylead to debate as toseekingmeasures costsand
infrastructure beyond theDAPsite. The amendments are not considered to be the more
appropriateto achieve theobjectives.

Conclusions and Recommendations

7.7.29

FDA-P4

| recommend that FDR5 be ameded as follows, with amendments in red as drawn from
submitter amendments, and text in green to improve clarity as associated with those
amendments (either asonsequential amendments or pursuant to cl(16(2)).

Devel opme RlansAr e a

Requbeawel opmePdtatngr o viicdeo mpr e h erooirveagnaditf € d dca veenlt o p ma h
addressesfoll owing matter s:
1.t hebitmayage

6. whetdteagiampgr ofreinastueeer el opmetibgi cal |l y;
7.t hient ego B haeroeva s b r r o vanrdeimnsdgl hvea g ng o n fbleitomMa e rarsd r ever
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12.

13.

sensiteif fietap’St bemanaged;

t hper ov iodnudamo d @4 r and p aftn c laucdtiinvggn ¢ p makisc)onnetct @ns por
net wadrmhlag !l ow ease of movement t o, from and within
t hper oviasnidoh egofhtcesspehphacet woprakrsk/seds pl astadiep s ;

.t hepot entmpalitevel opmemyul té&ur al ,

opportfidihper egiodbiusn mese taxitli vian@éseducatditohmmale f aci
compatahdbmpl i meomhpraymywned growth and will serve th
howooud b@@s ipgm n chiapvleefs ot mdesign.

7.7.30 The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

7.8

1 The submission(s) from Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.108] and
Horticulture New Zealand [245.82] arecommended to baccepted

1 The submission from ME [106.14] is recommended to lecepted in part.

1 The submissiofs)from Alpine Energy Limited [55.16tom Ford, Pyke, Andrews
Talbot, Wilkins & Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie [33.4], Greenfield, McCutcheon,
Tarrant, Sullivan and Ellery [34.3], Hétlgnee Singlinand RSM Trudtimited [27.6],
and Milward Finlay Lobb [60.31], J R Livestock Limited [24ha@]Rosa Westgarth
and Jan Gibson [227.10] and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [12&F2]
recommended to beejected

Future Development Areg Policy FDAP5

7.8.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report

(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Alpine Energy Limited 55.17

Horticulture New Zealand 245.83

J R Livestock Limited 241.13

Ministry of Education 106.15

Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 227.11

Timaru District Council 42.44

Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.13

77
78
79
80

Horticulture New Zealand [245.82]

Clause 16(2) Recommended amendments
NZTA [143.108]

MoE [106.14]
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Submissions

7.8.2  Submitters J R Livestock Limited [241.13], Ministry of Education [106.15], Rosa Westgarth
and Jan Gibson [227.11], and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128€li8] support of thgolicy
andseek that FD&P5 be retained as notified.

7.8.3  Alpine Energy Limited [55.17] seek to include a requirement in policy,FBAhat requires
developments to provide evidence that lifeline utilities and investments will not be
undermined. The requested relief for FQZS is sought as follows

Avoidunanticipatedurbandevelopmenbutsidethe FutureDevelopmenireaOverlayand o
ut of sequence development within the Development Area Overlay udles$

2. thereisrobustevidencehat demonstrateghat the developmentontributesto a well-
functioning urban environment in thaty X 6

m. the developmentanbe servicedvithout underminingcommittedinfrastructure
investments made by local authoritieffeline utility providersor central
I2PSNYYSyl O6AyOftdzRAY3I 211l Y234l KA b% ¢NI
7.8.4  Horticulture New Zealand [245.83] seeks to amend policy¢PBAo include reference to
reverse sensitivity and productive lantihe submitter seeks to amend FPA as follows:

1.Xo

2.thereisrobustevidencehat demonstrateghat the developmentontributesto a well-
functioning urban environment in that:

axX®dXe

0. thereiscompatibilityof anyproposedand usewith adjacentland usesincludin
g planned land usemnd reverse sensitivity on existing or permitted
primary production is avoided

p. thedevelopmentivoidsareasidentifiedashavingsignificantnatural or cultura
| values, or that is subject to significant natural hazards;

g. theplanchangeincludesa comprehensiv®evelopmenireaPlanpreparedin
accordance with FDR4;

r.  Avoidshighlyproductiveland;andc X 6

7.8.5  Timaru District Councias submitter)42.44]considerghe policy as currently drafted does
not fully reflect policy directives noted elsewhere in th@DP In particular subdivision,
development and urban growth must be coordinated with the planning and delivery of
infrastructure to ensure that future land use and infrastructure are aligfidwk submitter
seeks the requested relief as follows;

[X 8

2.thereisrobustevidencehat demonstrateghat the developmentontributesto a well-
functioning urban environment in that X 8

m. the developmentanbe servicedwvithout underminingnfrastructure development
programmes and / opolicies ofor committedinfrastructure investments made

by, local authorities or central government (including Waka Kotahi NZ Transport
Agency)w X 6
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Analysis

7.8.6

7.8.7

7.8.8

7.8.9

7.8.10

7.8.11

FDAP5giveseffect to Policy 8 of the NP3Dandis focused orresponsive planningndthe
application of criteriado governincreasea land-use flexibilityaffecting urban environments
(zones) The FDAPS requirement is that proposals for urban rezoningre otherwise
W @2 wher tReRevould not be supported by adequate developmenfrastructure and
/ or contribute to welfunctioning uban environments.

It is considered thathe Policy FDA&R5clausesare multifaceted andduplicate a number of
consideratios alreadypresent inthe Strategic Direction and Urban Form dbelvelopment
objectiveswhich any plan change would be considered agamstis identified in the
Introduction to the FDA Chapter:

Relationship with other Chapters
X

The Strategic Directions chapter provides objectives that relate to urban foradeastbpment

capacity that are relevant to future urban growth.
The ability to refine the list of matters is naiithin scope of submissions as there are no
submissions seeking opposition or refinementRBAPS | also note that based on the
evidence of Mr Heath, that engagement wEDAP5(1)i 2 & daighifzanidevélopment
capacit) ¢2dzf R f A1 St & Od suffidiert Gavelopmieiit Kapatify SlreadyE G Sy (i
zoned (oridentified as an FDA) and the requirements of UWrm ¥ 2oNdolitlatedPand
integrated settlement patterQand therefore also conflict withDiA-P5(2)(g) which states:

(2) there is robust evidence that demonstrates that the development contributes to a well
functioning urban environment in that:

(9) it will not affect the feasibility, affordability and deliverability of planned growth within
existing zoned areas, development area plans or the future development area overlay;

| also recommend Clause 16(2) amemntent FDAPS as below to confirm that thpolicy
refers to out of sequence development within tRatureDevelopmentArea Overlay. There

is no sequencing of developmeassociatedwith the four identified Development Areas
(DEVX, DEV4)FDAPSisaimed at confirming the conditions and criteria for assessing either:

1 Significandevelopment capacity proposals that are not identified as notated FDAs in
the TPDPand

1 Significantdevelopment capacity withirdentified FDAs where these would be out of
sequence (as established through SCHED

The amendment (in green text) is below.
FDAPS5:Unanticipatedand out of sequence urban development

Avoid unanticipatedirban developmentutside the Future Development Area Overlay and out
of sequence development within tRetureDevelopment Area Overlay unless:..

The amendments considered necessary to providiarity andavoid the policy vacuum by
which to otherwise consider otaf-sequencd-DA development.
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7.8.12

7.8.13

7.8.14

7.8.15

7.8.16

7.8.17

7.8.18

7.8.19

The submissions from Submitters J R Livestock Limited [241.13], Ministry of Education
[106.15], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.11], and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.13]
which support the policy in fulhre accepted in part in that| haverecommended text
changes in relation to other amending proposals.

The submission from Alpine Energy Limited [55.17] séekroaden the consideration of
infrastructure networks and investment beyond just those associated with local authorities
or central governmentThe submission is recommended to decepted

The TPDRlefinition of lifeline utilitiesis extensive with not all networks or utilities listed

being facilitated or operatedby the Timaru District Council or Central Governméiite

amendment is considered the more appropriate in termsaohieving andmplementing

both SBDO8 which requires that the benefits 8Pt A TSt Ay S dzi /e tolbk SaQ 6
recognised and enabled, atttO1 and ED2 which requirdifeline utilities arealigned and

integrated withthe timing and location ofuirban developmat, and not constrained or
compromised by subdivisiplanduse and development.

The submission from Horticulture New Zealand [245.83] is recommendedaodapted in
part.

That part of theamending proposal seeking tlaeldition of a new clause (2){#voidance of
highly productive lands recommended to beejected; the requestis overly directive and
does not give effect to the nuance provided in the N relating to urban rezoning (Policy
5) as below:

Policy 5: The urban rezoning of highly productive land is avo@@ept as provided in this
National Policy Statementemphasis added)

Thestated exemptioriéxcept as provided in this National Policy Staterfissing subject to

clause 3.60f the NPSHPL Furthermore, such ariteriong 2 dzf Ry 2 4 O fvgli NR& 0 dzii S
functioning urban environmef® | a fAYy {1 SR G2 GKS NBIljdZANBYSYi
remaining cttieria in policy FDAP5(2)originating from the relevant provisions of the NPS

uD.

In the absence of the proposed amendment, a plan change request would still need to be
considered against th&IPSHPE!, and to achievand implement UFED1(0  fhigimide
the loss ohighly productive lanQ @

The amendments sought talause (2)f) to reference reverse sensitivity effectse
recommended to beccepted in partThe clause can be improved through direct reference
to reverse sensitivity effects.

However, | consider thahe processand transition ofurbanisationinto a rural zonavould
not necessarily preclude aticompatbilities withestablished primary productigrespecially
where residual productive activities occur within the area subject to the rezoning request;

81S758)(a)
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7.8.20

7.8.21

7.8.22

7.8.23

7.8.24

7.8.25

nor would all existing or permitted primary productiobe considered to be of such
significance (due ttheir scale and intensity) that effects groductive operations should
be sought to be avoideith all instances

Such an outcome could foreclosdl urban rezoning opportunities. | consider that a more
appropriate approachwould be through an inherent hierarchy, based on ensuring that
compatibility of activities is to be achieved, with potential reverse sensitivity effects at the

urban interface to beppropriatelymanaged. O2 Yy aARSNJ G KI 4 G4KS {SNY
a range of optiondrom direct avoidance, to controls on the location and proximity of
sensitive activities t@rimary production activities.

L Ffa2 y24S GKIFIG GKS dzasS 2F GKS GSNXY WYLyl 3
made by Mr Willis t&DO9(iiif?that the adverse effects, including reverse sensitivity effects
of anew sensitive activity on primary productiamei 2 06 S WYl yIF 3SRQ®

Therecommendedamendmens (in red (submitter) and greercgnsequential amendment
within scope) textare below.

FDAPS5: Unanticipated and out of sequence urban development

Avoid unanticipatedirban developmenX unless:..

2. thereisrobustevidencahat demonstrateghat the developmentontributesto a well-

functioning urban environment in that:
(o) thereiscompatibilityof anyproposedandusewith adjacentland usesincluding
planned land usesvith reversesensitivityeffectsat the urban / rural interface

appropriatelymanaged.

The submission from the Timaru District Coufdl44] is recommended to ba&cceptedin
part.

The inclusion of a specific critetiaconsider implications on establishéahding decisions
and infrastructure planning with land use is the more appropridtee amending proposal
would: give effect to the NPSUD Objective 6which requires decisions on urban
development are integrated with infrastructure planning and fundangl strategic over the
medium and longterm; and achieveUFDO1(i) which requires a consolidated and
AYyGSaANI G§SR &S0 srégkayed withdthel effisidhl/uselioK ihfrastruet@ed
However, greater specifigiis required in referencintipe local authority Long Term Plan and
Infrastructure Strategy as consistent wighconsideration of development capacity being
infrastructure ready in clause 3.4(3) of the NPS.

The amendment recommenddds incorporating the submission of Alpine Energy [55sL7]
FDAPS5: Unanticipated and out of sequence urban development
Avoid unanticipatedirban developmenk dzyf SaaY oo
2. thereisrobustevidenceahat demonstrateghat the developmentontributesto a well-
functioning urban environment in that:

82 S42A Strategic Directions. [3.13.4]
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m. the developmentanbe servicedwvithout undermininginfrastructuredevelopment

programmegas identified in the Long Term Planor the local authorityQ a
Infrastructure Strategyand/or policies of, ocommitted infrastructure investments

made by, local authoritiegifeline utility provideror central government (including

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency);

Conclusions and Recommendations

7.8.26 | recommend that FDR5 be ameded as follows, with amendments in red drawn from
submitter amendments, and text in green to improve clarity (either as consequential
amendments or pursuant to cl(16(2)).

FDA-P5 Unanti capdtuéfd equenrck davelopment

Avourmant i wir bdatneedl opme stthfeat Dee el o pmedawte rd mayjuadcEequence
devel opmentFuitibheivre | tohpement Area Overl ay unl ess:
l.signiddwalndpapaikcpt yvhdedmrg or d
a.t hzzonionbg,ecpohemsulasmvert g ppiltyhreel eppraop cosoepde r at i v«
RMA I andbogments; and
b.pr oviodfiiderg wWeetvee | opmeénast sug@ptohdste vel opmbleafdhrousi nc
obusi nesasndus e;
2.t heireceobest demade monstirhéatheesvel opmepnt it BweEbBnct uobiang
envi r ointdmednt
a.foresi déemtélad pment ,
é

. t hkeevel og mensotto mpr otmhief & i cd fefnarydabbeinleid ® y is sa n dh/go r

proposed infrastructure in the district:;

m.t heevel opeaeatr vivc & luonudte r mi mfi ngs devel opene gt aémness
i dentiinfithde Long Term Plan, or the I|%amd/ arutpaolrii
commiitmiedasi nves tmeed#yso c al aultihfoerliitniee su,okfi cenpr
government (including Waka Kot ahi NZ Transport

nt hkecevel ogemanstefdtiesefnd@alt handeéegwtgroaler nfniennatn ci al
resouircebudi nigo @aln dremethntayn a g e mMeemto,n s ttrhaexit regvh i cdhis t
neut rfapru ilyi canaeraltdhi eved,;

ot heireceompatofongridpdsacndd wi adj atam8 dsncl pdiambya mses, wi t
reverse %¥ehbettwiay the urban / rur & interface
p.t heé.

7.8.27 The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

9 The submissions from J R Livestock Limited [241.13], Ministry of Education [106.15],
Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.11], and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.13]

83 Cl16(2) Amendment

84 TDC [42.44]

85 Consequential amendmenrfTDC [42.44]

86 Alpine Energy Ltd [55.17]

87 Horticulture NZ [245.83]

88 Consequential amendmentHorticulture NZ [245.83]
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Horticulture NewZealand [245.83]Timaru District Council [42.44dite accepted in
part.

9 The submission from Alpine Energy Limited [55.1&¢cepted

7.9 Future Development Areg Policy FDAP6

7.9.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Horticulture New Zealand 245.84
Timaru District Council 42.45

Submissions

7.9.2  Horticulture New Zealand45.84] seek to amendpolicy FD&P6 to ensure that highly
productive land should be avoided with respect to out of sequence lifestyle developments.
The submitter seeks to amend FPA as follows:

FDAP6Unanticipatedand out of sequenceural lifestyle development
Avoidunanticipatedandout of sequenceural lifestyledevelopmenunless:
1. X6

9. It avoidshighlyproductiveland.

7.9.3  Timaru District Councfas submitter)42.45] considers the policy as currently drafted does
not fully reflect policy directives noted elsewhere in th@DP In particular subdivision,
development and urban growth must be coordinated with the planning and delivery of
infrastructure to ensure that future land use and infrastructure are aligned.

The submitter seeks to amend policy EPA as follows
wX8
6. It canbedemonstratedhat the developmentanbe servicedwvithout undermining
infrastructure development programmes and / or policies ofanmitted infrastructure

investments made by local authorities entitiesestablished under Three waters
legislation,or central government (including Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agehcy)d

Analysis

7.9.4 The purpose of thepolicy is to provide fo direction and theapplication ofa set of
conjunctivecriteria to govermplan change requests fadditionalRural Lifetylezones

7.9.5 At the outset | consider that the purpose of the RMA would be better served FitaP6
deleted. Whilst Policy 8 of the NRID provides for responsive plan changes associated with
the provision of urban environmentshas been given effect to by Policy FP3 above, |

60



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

am unaware of the National Instrument or Regional Policy Statement provision that provides
the foundation for this policy.

7.9.6  Submissions seeking amendments are narrowly focused to specific matters, as detailed
below. It is considered that there severalattersin the notified provision that should be
amended to improve clarity angiccurately reflect statutory requirements

7.9.7 In the absence of submissions opposing the clause, or seeking substantial amendments,
recommendatios focused on improving claritgre raised under the umbrella of CI16(2)
amendments As such | have recommended the followiag subject to consideration by
submitters in evidence and the Hearings Panel

a. FDAP6: States:
W g2AR dzy YGAOALI GSR yR 2dzi 2F &aSI1jdzSyOS NHzNI f

The provision is recommended to be amended to improve clarity as to application to the
Future Development Area overlay as below.

FDAP6  Avoid unanticipatedand-eutof-seguenceural lifestyle developmenbutside the Future
Development Area Overlay andt of sequenceaural lifestyle developmentwithin the Future

Development Area OverlanlessX

b. FDAP61 and FDA6.2states:
"I. F tfrly [/ KFEy3aS LI AOFGAZ2Y (2 NBI2yS (4KS tlyR
2.  the plan change includes a comprehensive Development Area Plan prepared in accordance
with FDAt n* £ I Y R

As drafted thepolicy could be interpreted as providing for unanticipated Rural Lifestyle

development where not authorised by subsequent plan change to incorporate the DAP
within the district plan. The following amendments (and to ensure consistency with the
amendments recommended in FEDR) are recommended.

"l. aPplanaKl y3S | LI AOFGA2Yy G2 NBI2yS GKS tFyR Aa

2. rural lifestyle development is undertaken in accordance #ithplanchange-includesn
comprehensive Development Area Riamparedand implementedn accordance with FDA
P4as incorporated into the District Plan as part of the plan chdagedXe

c. FDAG6.3 States:

3. at least 60% of the Rural lifestyle zoned land basn developed within the applicable
settlement @

Thestatutory foundation,application and claritas associated witRDA6.3isunclear

61



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

It is understood that the intent of the policy clause is to provide a threshold criterion for
consideration of a plan change request for unanticipated and out of sequence Rural
lifestyle zoned land (in addition to that identified in the FDA) where a mimr&0% of the

zoned and identified Rural Lifestyle capacity in the associated urban area (Timaru, Temuka,
Pleasant Point, and Geraldine towns) had been developed.

| consider therare issues with

1 the evidential basis of a 60f8treshold for encouraging additionedral lifestyle zone
requests regardless of the extent of sufficient houserddaielopment capacitin
the associated urban areand therebyachievingCRPS and TPPpm@visions
associated with consolidated amgordinatedsettlement patterns and

1 6KIFG Aa devSlomfhs this&loeshot relate tthe extent to whether such
development is both efficient and intensivgiven the spectrum of density between
5,000nt (as serviced) and 2ha (as unreticulated with wastewater)

1 the clause does not account for where SCHED15 and the FDA Overly identifies an
opportunity for Rural Lifestylehich has yet progressed through a DAP process and
embedded in the district plan.

FDAP6.3:at least 60% ofe existingRural lifestyle zoned lankas beerefficiently andntensively

developed within the applicabkettlement

d. FDAPG. 4: states:
éthe development will comply with the Objectives set out in the Strategic Direction Ghalpter

¢ KS {&@nNBn W e opriectterm to use with reference to the objectivesor is

this clause necessary, as achie¥frand implementin the objectives of the District Plan

is a statutory requiremenfor consideration againsany plan change requedt It is
recommended that the clause be deletedtogether; or alternativdy that the correct

LIKNF aAy3 dzaSR Ay GKS wa! NBLXFOSa GKS GSNY

ahe developmentnabled by the plan changeill eemphrwithachieve and implemerthe
Objectives set out in the Strateddirection Chapter ®

e. FDAG.5: states:

89 S32(b),
90 S71(b) and (c)
o1 Noting that the Interpretation Section of Strategic Directions states:
WC2NJ LI Iy RS@St 2chavides/ theobjdctvé€siindhi Stgatdgic Direktigns and
Urban Form and Development chapters provide direction for the development of the more
RSGIFIAET SR LINPGAAAR2YE O2y il AYySR StaSgKSNB Ay (KS
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¢the development will comply with the Canterbury Regional Policy Staténm@nt

As above, and for the same reasons it is recommended that this provision be deleted

O2NNBOU adl Gdzi 2 NBE | LILX A Qlvaieffacto AGa2 G0KKSS  LOEHFyya Sd

Regional Policy Statement

7.9.8  The submission frorHorticulture New Zealand [245.84] sessln additional clause requiring

(i K§oiddinc® 2F KAIKE & LINRPRAOGASS tIyRd L KIFS 0O2

NZ request for the same phrase be insertedwithin FDAPS For the same reasonghat
such adirective statement does not account for theore nuancedequirements of the NRS

HPL(in this instance Polid), requirementsofthe NRSt [ (2 0SS WIAABSY STTFS(

consideration of a rezoning requédt | recommend that the submission lvejected

7.9.9 The submission from TD& submitter[42.45] seeking amendments tBDAP6.6 as to
integration with infrastructurethat will not compromise strategiénfrastructure funding
programmes is recommended to lbecepted The reasons for the recommendation dhe
same agor the request for thesameinclusion within PDA5 (including referencing the local
authority Long Term Plan and Infrastructure Strategy).

7.9.10 The amended recommendation is:

FDAP6 Unanticipated and out of sequence rural lifestyle development

Avoid unanticipated and out of sequence rural lifestyle development unless:

6. it can be demonstrated that the development can be serviced without undermining
infrastructuredevelopmenprogrammesasintroducedin the Long Term Plan, or the local
I dzd K2 NA Ge Qa Ly T hdiori palizies) ozNdEcommitted. infrastueture
investments made by local authorities or central government (including Waka Kotahi NZ
¢NJ} yALR NI ! 3Sydeo* | yR

2 575(3)(c)
8 575(3(a)
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Conclusions and Recommendations

7.9.11 | recommend that FDR6 be amended as follows, with amendments in red as drawn from
submitter amendments, and text in green to improve clarity as associated with those
amendments (either as consequential amendments or pursuant to cl(16(2)).

FDA-P6 Unanti capatuteédequenueailf e daveldpment

Avoid unaahidebpatelt uraadqudridestyliesdewvei opmemture D
Overlay and of sequence r uFruatlurlei fDeesvteylloep nuééutrell Aorg
1. aPpl a@Gthange ation to rezone the |l and is made ali
2.rural i fe e devel opmentthes—plharrdtdaregao mprelbed
ear ®d aand i inm@alcene diam® 42 swiitnhc oFR DA r at
District Plan as $parntd of the plan change

3.at | easthebx0i%Raifrngl | i festyle giohiedi ¢manldy Hdevw blkeepe
t he appsleitcta belmee n t

4t he development —will comply with the Objec¥ives

~|»n T |O

5-t+-he —development—wit1 comply—with the®Canterbury

6.it can be demonstrated that the devel opment can |
infrasdevel opemegt a’mmessd entiinf itdhde Long Term Pl an, ¢
authorityos | nf t%asntdr/uocrt uproet®l cooimeasit togfe,d adrnfrastructt
made by | ocal authorities or central government
7.it can be demonstrated that the compatibility of
planned | and uses and the | and is not | ocated wi:!
an established quarry; and

8.it will avoid areas of high natural or cultural

7.9.12 The following decisions are recommended on submissions:
9 The submissions Horticulture New Zealand [245.8d4]jected.

9 The submission from TD&2[4] isaccepted in part

7.10  Section 32AA Evaluation FDA Objectives d&alicies

Effectiveness and Efficiency

7.10.1 Overall, it is considered that the suite objectives andpolicies for the FDA set out an
appropriate framework The approach seeks to managetivitieswithin notated FDA$0
ensure that future urbanisation optiorare notcompromised Future urbanisation or Rural
Lifestyle activities in FDAs are to bppropriately sequencedand assessed pursuant to

94 CI16(2) Amendment

95 ClI16(2) Amendment

%6 CI16(2) Amendment

97 CI16(2) Amendment

98 CI16(2) Amendment

%9 TDC [42.45]

100 consequential amendment- TDC [42.4]
01 TDC [42.45]
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7.10.2

SCHED1&ndrequirements in an associatdd}AP prior to consideration and inclusion in the
district plan. The provisions also includkear criteria to providesvaluation forresponsive
planning (for urban and rural lifestyle zonirpportunities should these be necessary

The changes and amendments recommended above provide fine tuning of the policy
directives, and these are considered to provide clarity around the scope and intent of the
provisions. This will provide for greater effectiveness and efficiency in the imptatien

of the TPDP

Costs / Benefits

7.10.3

7.10.4

It is considered that there are no additional costs in termthefamendments proposed as
these are designed to improve the clarity and effectiveness of the policy directives.

The benefitgand where the costs falijssociated by the FDA provisions are nuegain for
landowners, plan users and the Timaru District communitgrms of the nature of activities
which may be established, and the process for urbanisgtioestablishing a Rural Lifestyle
zone through the FDA process)

Risk of acting or not acting

7.10.5

The risk of not acting is that future urbanisations options may be foreclosed or compromised
by inappropriate development and land uses within the FDA; andttiexe is not a clear or
certain process guiding theequencing of specific FDAs, tthetail to be considered within
DevelopmentArea Plansand introduction into the District Plan by way of plan change.

Decision about most appropriate option

7.10.6

In accordance with the s32 report, it is considered that the FDA and associated objectives
and policiesvith changes recommended aboaee the most appropriate option to identify
and protect land for future urbanisation.
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8. Key Issue 2 Specific Activities within the Future Development

Area
8.1 Future Development Areg Rule FDAR1
8.1.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:
SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
J R Livestock Limited 241.14
Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 227.12
Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.14
Submissions
8.1.2  There are no submissions that oppose FRIA
8.1.3  Submitters J R Livestock Limited [241.14], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.12], and
Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.14] are in support of rulegR2Aand seek to retain as
notified.
Analysis
8.1.4  There are n@amendments sought to FDR1.

Conclusions and Recommendations

8.1.5
8.1.6

8.2

8.2.1

Retain Rule FDR1 as notified
The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

1 Submitters J R Livestock Limited [241.14], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.12],
and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.14] aceepted

Future Development Areg FDAR2

The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
J R Livestock Limited 241.15
Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 227.13

Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.15
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Submissions
8.2.2  There are no submissions that oppose FRIA

8.2.3 J R Livestock Limited [241.15], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.13], and Warren and
Elizabeth Scott [128.15] are in support of rule ER2 and seek to retain as notified.

Analysis

8.2.4  There areno amendmentsaught to FDAR2

Conclusions and Recommendations

8.2.5 Retain rule FD&R2 as notified.

8.2.6  The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

1 Submitters J R Livestock Limited [241.15], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.13],
and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.15] aceepted

8.3 Future Development Areg FDAR7

8.3.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point igprovided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)

HollyRenee Singlinand RSM 27.7, 27.8
TrustLimited

Milward Finlay Lobb 60.32 60.33

Submissions

8.3.2 HollyRenee Singlinand RSM Trudtimited [27.7, 27.§, and Milward Finlay Lobb [60.32
60.33 consider the norcomplying activity status for more than one residential unit per site
is too restrictive. The submitters seek to amend ERAas follows

FDAR7Merethanoneresidentialunitpersite, retirementvillagesor permanentworkers
Accommodation
Activity status:Noncomplying

And add a new rule[FDAR1§ which provides for a minor residential unit with a maximum
gross floor area of 80fras a Discretionary Activity
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Analysis

8.3.3

8.3.4

8.3.5

8.3.6

The strategic intent of the FDgverlay ido identify and safeguard areas on the urban fringe
for further urbanisation, and the FDA provisions (Inclusive of-RDApropose rules to
effectively retain low density and rural land use activities in the interim.

A nonrcomplying activity statusn additionalresidential unitger site asontained in FDA
R7is consistent with both GRUZR4 which precludes as a noomplying activitythe
establishment of additional residential unggceeding one residential unit / 40handSUB

R3 /SUBS13) which seeks a minimum net allotment sized@hawithin the General Rural
Zone It is noted, especially in relation to the Scheduled Rural Lifestyle FDAs in-$&HED
that existing allotments would be less than 40haisTéspecbf the submissios [27.7 and
60.32]is recommended to beejected

The submissios [27.8 and 60.33feeking the provision of minor residentiahits asa
discretionary activitys also recommended to bejected As identified above, the purpose

of the FDA is t@etain a rural environment with predominantly rural activitiestil such a
time as a plan change is undertaken to implement a DI establishment of additional
permanent residential structures could further undermine the ability to comprehensively
integrateland holdings to promote integrated urbanisation (urban zones) or Rural Lifestyle
(zone) opportunities. The TPDRapproach is considerednore appropriate in terms of
achieving ObjectiveSDAO1and FDAO2

Should the Panel disagree, | consider thaliscretionary Activity status subject to criteria
(the minor residential unit is to beelocatable, shared access with the principal residential
unit, and is within 15m of the principle residential ynikould be less effective in achieving
the objectives butprovide greater efficiency in terms of the costs and benefits of the
regulation).Scope for the provision is provided between the notiff®@DRminor residential
units as a norcomplying activity) and the submissions (minor residential unts as a
discretionary activity). The provision could be framedakw:

FDA-RX Minor Residential Unit
Future Activity status: Discretionary Actisti atwher e
Development Non-complying
Area Where
DI-%

There is a maxi mum of or
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per .site
DI-3

Thmi nor r € s ihdaesn tai ama xui nmut
fl oor 80 feandi elocatable.

DI -

w

Access to the minor residential unit, including any car
parking area provided for the minor residential unit, is
from the same access as the principal residential unit.

DI -&

The minor residential unit is located no greater than
15m from the principal residential unit; and

DIS-5
GRUZ S1, GRUZ-S2, GRUZ-S3 and GRUZ-S4 are
complied with.

Conclusions and Recommendations
8.3.7 Retain Rule FBDR7 as notified.

8.3.8  The following decisions arecommended on submissions:

1 The submissions from HolRenee Singlinand RSM Trudtimited [27.7 27.§, and
Milward Finlay Lobb [60.3850.33 arerejected.

8.4 Future Development Areg Rule FDAR10

8.4.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Bruce Speirs 66.30
White Water Properties Limited 248.9

Submissions

842 RuleFDAWMAn W{ dzo RAGAaA2y NBa&dz (A deBmsisybdivisign of £ £ 2 G Y
allotments within an FDA overlay below 40ha as a-camplying activity.

8.4.3  Bruce Speirs [66.30] is concernigt the rule is too restrictive given there are many sites
within Future DevelopmentAreas that are below the required 40ha allotment size. They
seek to delete FDZR10 in its entirgy.

8.4.4  White Water Properties Limited [248.9] consider the rammplying activity status for sites
that do not comply with the required 40ha allotment sizeurgustified and unreasonable
rendering the landncapable of reasonable uséhe submitter seeks the following relief
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Analysis

8.4.5

8.4.6

8.4.7

8.4.8

8.4.9

I The activity status of FIgR10 to be changed from neromplying to restricted
discretionary, where sites do not meet the required 40aad

i Focus the matters of discretion on the effects of subdivision and how it reflects and
implements FD&P13;and / or

1 CGther alternative or additional relief as may be appropriate to give effect to the intent
of this submission.

TheNoteto the Rules states:

The General Rural Zone rules apply to activities within the Future Development Area Overlay
but are modifiedby the rulesof the chapter. In the instance of any conflict between the two
chapters, the provisions of this chapter takes precedence.

As identified above in relation to submissions to FRDA there is alignment between the
density (residential density and subdivisjstandardsin the GRUZ and the application of
the FDA overlay and associated provisiaadeing deemed a nezomplying activity below
the density of 40ha.

As the purpose of the FDA is to preclude further site fragmentation so as to fadilitate
comprehensive urbanisatiguleletion of the rulgwhich would revert to SUR3 / SUES1(3)
regardlesspr an amendment in status to a restricted discretionary activity would be neither
effective nor efficient in terms of achievii@pjective FDA1 and FDA?2. The submissions
are recommended to begjected.

The above discussions promsp cl162) amendmentfor the Panel to consideas arigng

from theinterrelationship betweerChapters in the TPD#hd consistent terminology in the

plan. This matter was raised with the Pamethe Hearing E Memorandum of Counsel on

behalf of TD&2[28]. It is understood that s42A Reportifficers®®have recommended a

consistent terminology to the Panel as to tleerrelationship between Chapters. The
YSY2NI yRdzY FTNRBY [/ 2dzyaSt O2y FANNSR Gidani WLINE C
WY2NBE AYLRNIFYG k NB spScfficitysbdbild e Tntrosl®ed Fefdléicigs 6 dzi
0KS GSNXY WLINPOAAAZ2YAQ 6AGK NBFSNBYyOS (2 20628
Accordingly,the following TPDP amendments agrovided for the Panel to consider as

cl16(2) amendmentas identified ingreen and underlined

102 TimaruDistrictcCounclMemorandumof-Counsein-reply-HearingE344200955190v.1.pdf

103 S42A Energy and Infrastructure.
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Introduction
X

Relationships with other Chapters

The General Rural Zone underlies the Future Development Area Overlay. Accordingly, the
General Rural Zongevisionsobjectives, policies and rulepply to activities within the Future
Development Area Overlay but are modified by thevisionsobjectives, policies and rulef

this chapter. In the instance of any conflict between the two chapters, ghesisions
objectives, policies and rul®4 of this chapter takes precedence. When assessing any activity

located in the Future Development Area Overlay that is not subject to a rule in this chapter
and is classified as discretionary or roymplying activity in the General Rural Zone, the
objectives ad policies of the Future Development Area chapter also apply.

X o
Rules

Note: The General Rural Zone rules apply to activities within the Future Development Area
Overlay but are modified by the rules of this chapter. In the instance of any conflict between
the two chapters, th@revisionsules® of this chapter takes precedence

Conclusions and Recommendations
8.4.10 Retain Rule FDR10 as notified.

8.4.11 The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

9 The submissions from Bruce Speirs [66.30] and White Water Properties Limited
[248.9] arerejected

8.5 Future Development Areg Rule FDAR12

8.5.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)

White Water Properties Limited 248.10

104 ClI16(2) Amendments
105 Cl16(2) Amendments
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Submissions

8.5.2  White Water Properties Limited [248.10] consider the raamplying activity status for
Ay Rdza G NR I € RSOSt2LIYSyid Aa AyO2yaraiaSyid eoeAir
submitter seeks relief to rule FQR12 as follows
1 Make industrial activities a restricted discretionary activity; and

i Focus the matters of discretion on the effects of the subdivision and how it reflects and
implementsFDAP13; and/or

1 Such other alternative or additional relief as may be appropriate to give effect to the
intent of this submission.

Analysis

8.5.3 In terms of context, it is noted thdhdustrial Activitiesvithin the General Rural Zone are
non-complying activitie¥®, and Rural Industrdf’ (as defined) are deemed restricted
discretionary activities.

8.5.4 Introducing a lesser activity status fodustrialActivitiesas associated with the FDA Overlay
in the General Rurabne would therefore conflict with not only theurpose and objectives
of the FDA, but also th@eneraRuralZzone (GRUZ1, GRUD2 andGRUZ7). Accordingly.
This part of the submission is recommended taéected

8.5.5  Asthe purposeof the FDA is to provide for comprehensive urbanisation and rural lifestyle
developmentto be introducedinto the district planenablingRural Industrietn these areas
would createconflict between the capitahvestmentand built form established with such
activities, and the anticipateBDAland use.

8.5.6  Rural Industrial activitiewould alsobe incompatiblein terms of nuisance effectsith any
future urbanisation identified in SCHHEDB for General Residential zaner Rural Lifestyle
zones.

8.5.7 The same level of conflict might not arise in relation to FDé&tified in SCHEDG for future
General Industrial ZoneBowever,where there is eitheconsiderblecapital investmenor
a substantial scale associated with a propoRedal Industrial Activitthis could hinder more
comprehensiveand integrateddevelopment,including providing for wider infrastructure
servicing. It is not considered thabn-complying activityas considered against the merits
of a specific proposaand where appropriateould not be advanced under a neomplying
regime

8.5.8 The submission is recommended to tegected.

106 GRUZAR29
107GRUAR21
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Conclusions an&ecommendations
8.5.9 Retain Rule FDR12 as notified.

8.5.10 The following decisions are recommended on submissions:

1 The submissions from White Water Properties Limited [248.1@jésted
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9. Key Issue 3 Miscellaneoussubmissions (e.g. definition€)AP
processand plan changdéunding).

9.1 Future Development Areg General
9.1.1 Thefollowing table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:
SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Aitken, Johnston and RSM Trust Limitg 237.3
Canterbury Regional Coun¢ 183.1, 183.4183.9 183.10,183.165
(Environment Canterbury)
Horticulture New Zealand 24581
Kerry and James McArthur 113.13
Lucinda Robertson 65.2
Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.4,128.5
J R Livestock Limited 2415
Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson 227.3
Timaru District Council 42.7
Submissions
9.1.2  Aitken, Johnston and RSM Trust Limited [237.3] considers further datailsquired in the
plan as to the scope of investigations and reports required to undertake a plan change.
Additionally, the submitter seeks clarity the costs involved in undertaking a private plan
change. Overall, the submitter requests three amendments and clarifications to the
proposed FDA provisions in full
1 Amend FDA; Future development chapter to provide more detail in the scope and
investigations required for the plan change to fulfil the Future Development Area; and
9 Clarify the process, particularly in regard to costs; and
1 Grant any other consequential amendments or similar relief that is necessary to deal with
the concerns and issues raised in this submission or any subsequent further submission.
9.1.3 The Canterbury Regional Cour{@i83.1] is concerned that various rules in the PDP use

variable terminology to define floor areas of buildings, often with the term undefined, so
that it is not clear what is being measured. The submitter considers that it is necessary to
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review all references to size of buildings and consider whether a clear definition is required
linking development to either the "building footprint" or "gross floor area", which are
defined National Planning Standard terms, and then create exclusionstfrose terms
within the rules if necessary.

9.1.4 The Canterbury Regional Counj&B3.4] is also concerned that within the PDP, references
to "height" of buildings or structures do not make reference to where height is measured
from, and seek that all references to the height of buildings across the PDP is reviewed to
ensure that heigt is measured from ground level, with consistent expression of height rules.

9.1.5 The Canterbury Regional Council [183.166hsiders there areseveralobjectives and
policies that should be incorporated into the Strategic Directions chapter and/or the Urban
Form and Development chapter to ensure provisions give effect to the gNBB. The
submitter seekshat the objectives and policiesf FDAG Future Development Are@hapter
are reconsidered, and thatelevant objectives and policiegre moved tothe Strategic
Directions chapter and /or Urban Form and Development chapter. The sulbrhike not
specified which objectives and policies shooddeconsidered

9.1.6  Canterbury Regional Council [183®joconsider the inclusion of a new definition‘@fban
developmenfould better align with the definition of Urban in the CRPS and would ensure
that there is a clear delineation between urban, rural, and rural residential. The submitter
seeks to delete the definition of Urban Development as notified, and replace with the
following definition:

Urbandevelopment

meansdevelopmentithin an areazonedasa ResidentiaZone SettlementZone,Commera

| and Mixed-Use Zone, General Industrial Zone, or an Open Space Zone that is adjacent to
the aforementioned zones. It also includes development outside of these zones which is not of
a ruralor ruratlifestyle character and is differentiated from rural éeapment by its scale,
intensity,visual character and the dominance of built structures. For the avoidance of doubt, it
does notinclude the provision of regionallygsificant infrastructure in Rural Zones

9.1.7 FenleaFarmsLimited [171.19]and Alastair Joseph Rooney [177.9] seek clarificatioraon
RS T A y AUibareBgunda®@ e W

918 ! flaA0FANI W2ASLIK w22ySeé wwmT TutbdréareaS §pa Of 2 NR ¥ &
boundaries of urban areas. Canterbury Regional Council [183.10] seeks to amend the
definition of Urban! NBI (G2 o6S0GSNJ GAS Ay gAub#n GKS &
developmen ©

9.1.9 Fenlea Farms [171.19] andJRooneyLimited [197.2] seeks general clarification on the
boundaries of urban areas as shown on the planning maps.

9.1.10 Horticulture New Zealand [245.8hbtes that theTPDRndicatesFDANn LUC classes-3,
and submitter considers that land should be maintained for primary production. The
submitter seeks to maintain LUC class&sfir primary production.
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9.1.11 Kerry and James McArthur [113.18]tes that their property is within FDA7, and seek that
direct engagement is undertaken with landowners to ensure that future growth considers
water, and sewer upgrades due to proximity of existing amenities

9.1.12 Lucinda Robertson [65.2] considers that existing homeowners in FDA10 should be given the
opportunity to subdivide prior without connection to sewer. Additionally, the submitter
seekghat the Council consider upgrades to stormwater and telecommunications.

9.1.13 Warren and ElizabetBcott [L28.4]requests that further clarity is provided on the timing of
the preparation of the Development Area Plan, and the initiation of the associated plan
change. Additionally, the submitter seeks further clarification as to which party will initiate
the plan chage process.

9.1.14 JR Livestock Limited [241.5], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.3], Warren and Elizabeth

Scott [128.5] consider the introduction of the FRAuture Development Area be amended
to provide clarity that Timaru District Council is responsible for prep&isBs as per FRQA
P3. The submitters seek to amend the introduction as follows

WXB

TimaruDistrictCounciwill preparea DevelopmeniAreaPlanfor eachFutureDevelopmenir

eato meet the tlmeframes set out in SCHEDlSScheduIe of Future Development

A ment tAreasure

areas Wlthln the overlay are developed sustalnably and that all the effects of development are
assessed and addressed in advance of development occurring

[..]

9.1.15 Consistent with the abové,R Livestock Limited [241.4], Warerd Elizabeth Scott [128.16]
and Rosdestgarth& Jan Gibson [227.2] requests clarification on the timeframe for the
DAP under SCHED15 as the submitter considers it is not currently clear whether the
timeframe listed $ the timeframe in which the DAP will have been developed, notified, or
operative, or whether the timeframe applies from the date of notification of the TPDP. The
submitter seeks the following amendment to SCHED15

Unique | Name | Anticipated | & ¢ A Y S FaNtheYD8Rshall be prepared Additional
Identifer Zone within the timeframe specified The| Requirement
timeframe begins on 22 September 2027

OXDO |0 XDPUOXDU 0XDU O0XDU

Additionaly, the submitter seeks to amend SCHED15 to include a timeframe for the
notification of the plan change to incorporatiee DAP and anticipated zone.

9116 ¢AYlFNHz 5AA0GNRAOG [/ 2dzy OAft  &n H wal-Binctdrin§drbani 2 A y Of
Sy @A NRfyoy e/ NiPQDas it is a term that is referenced in the Future Development
Area chapter. The submitteseeks to add a new definition of WAlunctioning Urban
Environment as follows:

hasthe samemeaningasin clausel.4 of the National PolicyStatement
UrbanDevelopmentNPSUD) 2020:

well-functioning urban environmenthasthe meaningin Policyl. Policy 1 of NPSUD states:
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Analysis

9.1.17

9.1.18

9.1.19

9.1.20

Planningdecisioncontributeto well-
functioningurbanenvironmentswhichare urbanenvironments that, as a minimum:
a) haveor enablea variety of homesthat:
i. meetthe needs|n termsof type, price,andlocation, of differenthouseholdsand
ii. enablea n 2tbl@xpressheir culturaltraditionsand norms;and
b) haveor enablea variety of sitesthat are suitablefor differentbusinessectorsin termso
flocation and site size; and
¢) havegoodaccessibilitfor all peoplebetweenhousing jobs,communityservicespatural
spaces, and open spaces, including by way of public or active transport; and
d) support,andlimit asmuchaspossibleadverseémpactson, the competitiveoperationof |
andand development markets; and
e) supportreductionsin greenhouseasemissionsand
f) areresilientto the likely currentand future effectsof climatechange.

The submission from Aitken, Johnston and RSM Trust Limited [233€RB} sdditional
matters to be includedh the FDA Chapter as to the requirements associated with providing
necessaryinvestigations and detail to support the subsequent plan change, and detail
associated with cost3.he submission is requested to tegected.

The reasons fathe recommendation are that:

a. Any plan change isubject to the RMA statutory frameworkwhich includesa full
evaluation of costs and benefits in accordance with s32 of the,RiMdconsideration of
matters in s31, s74 and s7Bolicy FDA&R4is designed to clearly articulate the matters
which will need to form part of anpAPprocess, andhe analysis supporting thEDAP4
matters willconsequentlyform part of theaccompanyingection 32TheFirst Schedule
enables the Council to request furthmformation (d23) from the initiator of the plan
changeasnecessary.

b. In terms of coststhe Council (as a territorial authority) can charge ct¥éter assessing
a private plan change request (noting that the costs of lodgingrélggiest fall on the
applicant).The First Schedu(€l25)also enablethe Council to adopd privately initiated
plan change Plan change costs vary considerably based on the scale of the proposal and
complexity of issues.

In summary, theprocess steps associated withdging a plan change requegirocessing
(including ability for the Council to charge costsil consideration of a plan change request
is specified in th&MA Restating that statutory process in th®DRs unnecessary and could
result in unintended consequences.

The submission from the Canterbury Regional Council (Environment Canterbury) [183.165]
is recommended to baccepted in partas below through the additional matter inserted as
UFDO1(xii) It is considered that the architecture of ti@DPwith the Strategic Directions

108536 1)(a)RMA
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9.1.21

9.1.22

9.1.23

9.1.24

9.1.25

Chapter only containingey objectives providesa clear and concisdirection tothe TPDP
as a wholeTheinclusion of FDAolicies provisionsvould provide undue complexity to the
Strategic Directions Chapter

| agree with the s42A Reporting Officer the Strategic Direction€hapterthat WA G A & y 2
necessary toepeat provisions in the FDA Chapter in these chaters R2 y 20 02y aAFR
specific and process matters [in the FDA Objectives and Policies] need to be repeated in the

&0 NI GS3IA O™ IRagedudhi the gepofling officer that the addition ofthe
recommended amendment to UFD1(12) as below is the more appropriate approach.

UFDO1

A consolidated and integrated settlement pattern that:

(12) avoids unanticipated urban development outside of the Future Development Area
Overlay or out of sequence development, unless it provides signifieaetopment
capacity and contributes to a welinctioning urban environment; aixd

The submission from the Canterbury Regional Council (Environment Canterbury) [183.9]
requesting areplacementdefinition for Wrban developmemis recommended to be
accepted. This matter was considered hifie s42A Reporting Officer in the Energy and
Infrastructure Stormwater and Transport Repéit | agree with the reportingfficer that

the amended definition wouldmprove clarity ofapplication Alternatively, the definition

could be deleted with reliance ahe plain ordinary meaning of the term against the merits
and applicatiorof the specific development in question.

| note that the relevant FDA Chaptereferences (and hyperlinks)i KS G SNXY  WdzNDb
RS @St 2 LIY Snfradcxtioh, Objectiv&SFDM3, FDA2 and FDAPS

| consider that the notified definition igvertly directive and inclusive which could lead to
unintended consequences associatwith its application whereas the amended definition

sought by the Canterbury Regional Couisc¥ 2 NS | f Ay SR gAGK (GKS RST
the CRPShe initialla Sy 1§ Sy 0SS NBft FiAy3a G2 12ySa Aa fA3IyS
NPSHPL;and the second part of the definitioprovidessufficient flexibility as to include

activities that clearly exhibit an urban claater and amenity.

Regarding the Canterbury Regional Council submissions seekimigology for floor area
[183.1] and references to the base of measurement for height [183.4] | recommend that
these berejected For the former, Rule(s) FBR2/PER and FDAR3/DISL use the phrase

WL ye o0dzAf RAY 3 Kooprintis comrdrilyluinikrstadd t@ e thX @red of the
ground covered by a building, and the Interpretation Chapter of the Plan (refeBuitging
Footprint andBuilding Coverageare clear as to application and are also taken from the

109 S42A Strategic Directions. Willis [279]
110 Section 42A Report. Energy and Infrastructure. Wali)]
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National Planning Standards. For the latter there are no provisions in the FDA Chapter that
reference height controls requiring amendmétit

9.1.26 Regarding submissions seeking clarificati®n ol R S T urbArk hibun@ay'? tReTTPDP
does not use that termand the request for additional claripppears tarelate to a specific
site. The TPDPplanning maps include thiWrban Area® 2 @\@hitl Iinks back to the
RS T A Y AUiban2igaQ2 T W

9.1.27 | considetthe overlayand definitionidentify the urban boundary without need fansertion
of afurther definition. The relevantzone rulegrovide the applicable provisions to the site.
It is recommended that the submissions aegected

9.1.28 Consistent with the aboveenlea Farms [171.19] andJRooneyLimited [197.2] seeks
general clarification on the boundaries of urban areas as shown on the planning maps.
consider thatthet t 5t LJ | Yy (fHahareasEliillyidantifiél the boundaries of
urban areas, and thereforadditional clarification is not required. | recommend that the
submissios arerejected.

9.1.29 The Canterbury Regional Council [183ddljsider that the definition olrban aredshould
be amended asloes not sit comfortably with thelefinition of urban developmentThe
purpose of thed LIF G A f utb@hBmD | By 2FKS LI I yyAy3I YI L&A | yF
definition is toprovide certainty as to the application g@kovisions associated witthe
zoning framework, andolicyapplicationto be appliedo the distinction between urban and
nonurban area¥™ The submission does not suggest an alternative wording to be
considered and is recommended to tegected.

9.1.30 The submission from Horticulture New Zealand [245.81] is recommendedrdmted. As
noted above, the application of ttdPSHPL whilst directive, is more nuanced thdirecting
avoidance of any development on HPL soils. The HPL memo considers the matter further
against existing-DAs; the assessment of individual submissfonsezonings / FDAs that
relate to transitional HPL are considered in some detahimReport.

9.1.31 The submission from Kerry and James McArthur [113.13] sedkiect engagement with
landownershas beerconsidered in relation to FDR44 Asstated, it is good practice that
such engagement is undertaken, but it not considered necessary to explicitly specify such as
a matter that forms part of a DAPThe First Schedule (clause 3) provides an avenue for
consultation with associated landowners; (clause 5) provides for notification. It would also
be atypical for such BAPexercise to be undertaken without engagement with the affected
landowners The submission is recommended toregected.

111 Reference also s42A ECO [9.1.15, 9.1.16] and s42A SUB [6.3.7]

112 FenleaFarmsLimited [171.19], Alastair Joseph Rooney [177.9].

113 As used in rulegTransport. Table)8and Objectives anBolicies $301, UFDO1).
114 Refer J R Livestock Limited [241.12]
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9.1.32 The submission from Lucinda Robertson [65.2] is recommended tejbeted. FDAD is

identified within SCHED15 with an anticipated Rural Lifestyle Zone and pr&#gation
timeframel & Wt NAgSNdais.eé | NS I

9.1.33 The proposed request fas forsubdivision (presumabiy conjunction with the subsequent

rezoningto Rural Lifestyle zondo be able to be undertaken without connection to sewer.
It is noted that this matter would be considered further withihe preparation of the DAP
and congileration of the plan changeto ensure cohesive sew connections and the
subsequent subdivision application and consideration

9.1.34 It is not appropriatén my viewto pre-empt that processAn exemption within the District

Plan wouldnot:

a. give effect tdPolicy 5.3.50f the CRP®hich states:

Within the wider region, ensure development is appropriately and efficiently served for the
collection, treatment, disposal or4ese of sewage and stormwater, and the provision of potable
water, by:

1. avqid[ng deveIAopmAent WhjCIj yvill not be se'rvedAin a timgly manner to avqid or mitjgate
FROSNRAS STFSOua 2y U0UKS SYJANRYYSYU |YyR KdzYl y
2. requiring these services to be designed, built, managed or upgraded to maximise their on
going effectiveness.
b. achieve and implementTPDPobjectives in the District Plan, bein§DO1(ii) which
provides for limited rural lifestyle developmestK S NB (i Képab® of lefféBively
connecting to reticulated sewer and water infrastruc@re RYZR5which seeks that
WdzNJ> f fAFSadGet S RSJS tagplapfidte/idrastiuéturedi¢isiaisa NI (G S R
noted the amending proposal (as expressed aseaplicit exemption within th&'PD
would not achieve and implement the s42A Recommendatiaio RLZO2 which (if
accepted by the Hearings Panel) requires:

The character and qualities of the Rural Lifestyle Zone comprise:

(5)a coordinated pattern of development at a density that is capable of efficiently connecting
to sewer and water infrastructure

9.1.35 The submission from Warren and Elizabeth Scott [12&4dkingclarity as to thetiming of

the DAR andwhich party initiates the plan change requgdbes not requie amendments
to the TPDPThe submission is recommended toregected.

9.1.36 Inresponse to submissions EDAP4S, | havenoted that the RMA enables both Council led

and privately requested plan change process$ek® not consider it appropriate (in terms of
efficiency of effectiveness) for those costs to handated onthe Timaru District Council
and wider ratepayer basthrough addition of a specific provision in ti@DP

115
116

S42A Rural Zones. McLennan [11.2.8, 11.2.9]
RSM Trustd37.3], Rosa Westgarth [227.9] and Jan Gibson, and Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.11]
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9.1.37 SCHED15 sets out the timeframe for the preparation of the DAP for each FDA, and consider
that this is sifficienttoensurdi KS 2 NRSNI & LINBLI NF GA2Yy 2F 51t Q2
change requests in a manner thappropriatdy achieves and implementSDAO3 which
aSS1a 1 autdefiemn® devedpment SPEB which seeks that ONR &a G KS
RA a (i NJXh@ firovisidn oftnawinétwork infrastructure is integrated anebrdinated with
0KS yIFrGdz2NBZ GAYAYy3 YR aSljdz2SyOAy3a 2F ySg RS¢
9.1.38 The submission from J R Livestock Limited [241.5], Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson [227.3],
Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128.5] seeking a directive phrase in the FDA Introduction that
the TDC is to prepare the DAP for each Future Development Area is recommended to be
rejected

9.1.39 Policy FDA’3 asdiscussed above establishes the requirements on the TDC as to the
preparation of DAPs folPNJA 2 N { énly. IAdkEidndlyQtext in the Introduction is
considered unnecessamnd overly directive for a Chapter Introductioand wouldalso
implythat TDGsto prepareall DAPs (not just Priority DA&s required by the polidy

9.1.40 Consistent with the above, | recommend that the submissions from J R Livestock Limited
[241.4], WarrerandElizabeth Scott [128.16] and RdA&stgarth& Jan Gibson [227.2]
seeking insertion of a specific timeframe for DAP preparation and accompanyirigatiatif
of the associated plan change tejected

9.1.41 There is no onus on the TD@thin the TPDRo notify aplan change associated with a DAP
packageTheplan changgrocessand timetableis subject toseveralvariablesoutside the
direct control of the TDGrormalising anotification timeframe in the district plawould be
both inappropriateandineffective

9.1.42 | also consider that stating aspecific¥ & ( I NIi AnySGHEDIBAtigefr@nes associated
with the preparation of DAPsvould be misleading given my comments relating to
submissiongo FDAP3 as the process overlaps with Council fundprggrammesand
priorities as established under the LGA2002 and associated LTP process.

9.1.43 The submissiorirom TDC [42.7] seeking a comprehensRi& T A Y A wel-fgngtionth@d W
urban environmerfiis recommended to baccepted in part

9.1.44 My understanding of the interpretation principles associated with planning documents is
that words are to be considered within the context of their statutory purpose. The phrase
Well-functioning urban environmer® doritained throughout theTPDF in my view is
clearly connected to, and has the same statutory meaning as the use of the term within the
NPSUD. Howevet for the avoidance of doubt, and notitigat the language in a district plan
istobed2 yAARSNBR F3FAyad GKS (880 2F WeKIG 62 dz
Lldzo t AO SEFYAYAYy3 (KS Lihdinferpretatidrdof the tdrm@vguld® N2 Y (i F

17 FDAOS3, FDAP5; and asecommended to UFD1(xii) s42A Strategic Directions. Willis [66]
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be improved through having a more concise definition as recommended béidg not
considered necessary to include the more fulsaeénition as requested by the submitter.

Conclusions and Recommendations

9.1.45 Itis recommended to insert a concise definition of wWefictioning urban environment into
the Interpretation section of the district plan as follows:

Part 1¢ Introduction and General Provisions / Interpretation / Definitions

URBAN DEVELOPMERIT has-the-same-meaningas-in-section 9-of the Urban Developi
Act 2020-which-includes:

means development within an area zoned as a Residential Z
Settlement Zone, Commercial and Mixed Use Zone, General
Industrial Zone, or an Open Space Zone that is adjacent to th
aforementioned zones. It also includes development outside
these zones Wwich is not of a rural or rurdifestyle character
and is differentiated from rural development by its scale,
intensity, visual character and the dominance of built structur|
For the avoidance of doubt, it does not include the provision
regionally ginificant infrastructure in Rural Zones

WELEFUNCTIONING URBAN Has the meaning as in clause 1.4 in the National Policy
ENVIRONMEN? Statement on Urban Development (2022)

9.1.46 The followingdecisions are recommended submissions:

9 The submissions from Aitken, Johnston and RSM Trust Limited [28fa8jculture
New Zealand [245.81], Kerry and James McArthur [113.13], Lucinda Robertson [65.2],
Warren and Elizabeth Scott [128id}ejected

1 The submission from Canterbury Regional Council [183.1686¢épted in part noting
that the amendment has been recommended in changes to-OERs recommended
in the s42A Repox Strategic Directionby MrWillis.

9 The submission from TDC [42.7aixepted in part.

us  CRG183.9
s TDC [42.7]
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1 The submission from Canterbury Regional Council [183a@cEpted

9.2 Section 32AA; FDA Rules
Effectiveness and Efficiency

9.2.1  With the exception of the insertion of a definition fael-¥ dzy OG A2y Ay 3 dz2Nb Iy Sy
andNB LI | OSYSy (i 27T WaaNbndyentRiS B dle@hdi&igitioare
recommended after a consideration of submissions. It is considered that the provisions
submitted on, as notified will be effective and efficient in serving the purpose and intent of
the FDA overlaylhe amendments to definitions as recommended increase clarity and hence
efficiency and effectiveness in the application of provision

Costs / Benefits

9.2.2 It is considered that the provisions as notified remain both effective and efficient.
Submissionseekingthose costsassociated with the preparation of DARs non-priority
areas and the preparation, lodgement and consideration of subsequent plan changes be
attributable solely to the TDGre unequalin attributing the costs of development tine
broader community, wheras the benefit of development would be acquired by the
landowners.

Risks of acting or not acting

9.2.3 ltis considered that the provisions as notified remain both effective and efficient.

Decision about the most appropriate option

9.2.4 In accordance with the Section 32 report, it is considered that the provisions as submitted
onthat are not recommended to be amended are the most appropriate option.
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10. Key Issuel ¢ Amendments to the notified FDAs

10.1

10.1.1

Rezone for Growtlg FDAL Elloughton South Future DevelopmeAtea

The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or moteoadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Rosa Westgarth & Jan Gibson 227.1
Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency 143.19

Submissions

10.1.2

10.1.3

Rosa Westgarth & Jan Gibson [227.1] supports enabling the southern part of 82 Kellands Hill
Road for urban development but is concerned that the proposed Urban Development Area
(FDA1) does not accurately reflect the sites contours and physical featueesubmitter

would prefer an approach to rezone the latal General ResidentidlGRZ)as opposed to
General RurafGRUZand considers this would align better with the recommendations in
the GMS (2022) study.

The submitter seeks to amend the zone andverlay of Lotl-2,Lot5
andPartLot3 DP19552(1D:19295)(82 KellandHill Road, Timarwgs follows:

1. RezonareasidentifiedasFDAlas identified in the location map in the original
submissiorirom GRUZo GRZandremovethe FDAloverlay.

2. Undertakeany consequentishmendment to give effect to the rezoning and pathway
for Development Area Plan preparation.

3. Iftherezoneis not acceptedthen amendthe FDAboundarylines between FDA1l and
FDA4, and the northern boundary of FDA4 as shown in the plan provided in the
submission.

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143]1@cknowledges that land identified for
residential development in FDAdadjacent to existing urbaareas, howegr the submitter
isconcerned as to whether it is appropriate to be reedmo residential given théollowing:

1 The development will be on the outskirts of the Timaru urban area, increasing
capacity within the existing environment and encouraging intensification.

1 The Housing Capacity Assessment requires a minimum density of 12 households per
hectare, which is inconsistent with the agreed minimum of 15 households per
hectare unless there are specific constraints.

1 The FDAs must be evaluated against government policies, including thg NI
HPSHPL.

1 Consideration of central government climate change policies and how the
development will address transport outcomes to reduce vehicle emissions.
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1 The location of the FDAs may make it challenging to providedughty, frequent
public transport, requiring a transparent cost assessment to determine feasibility.

Overall, the requested relief is fdurther considerationto be givento whether FDAL is
appropriate to be rezoned to residential zoning.

Analysis- Rosa Westgarth & Jan Gibson [227¢182 Kellenda Hill Road, Timaru

10.1.4 The amending proposal relates to 82 Kellands lddldRTimaru as located at the northern
SEGSYG 2F ¢AYI NHzA dzNb 'y Sy @i NP QisoythiRoada |
to the east and Kellands Hill Road to the west

10.1.5 The subject site consists of rolling pastoral farmland associated farm buildingseveral
waterways includingOakwood Stream, Washdyke Stream draitarakihi Creek) traverse
the subject site.

10.1.6 Thesubmission, and associated amending proposal responitietimterrelationship spatial
extent and zoning timetable as associated wHRDAL (Elloughton South)and FDA4
(Elloughton North) The submission is supportiveverall of the extent to which the TPDP
identifies the site as suitable for urban development; howewsmnendments are sought
which seek

a. firstly to rezone FDAfrom GRUZ to GR&mediately(subject to achange irboundary
at the interface between FDA1l and FDAdsed on topography and imtnalising
Taitarakihi Creek within FDA1

b. secondly toamend the boundaries of the northern extent of FDA4Tt@ f &xdsting W
fencelines, shelterbelts, built form on the farm and the natural topogreaimgl

c. the submission also seettwat the timeframe for the preparation of the DAP for FDA4 is
I Y Sy RS RlessitBan 50§ea® d

The spatial amendments as sought to the boundaries of FDA1 and FDA4 are contained in the
submitter packag®®, but for ease ofeferencearealso identifiedn Figure5. It is understood

that the amendments result ia 3Ha increase across both FD@&QHa)and FDA445Ha) as
notified.

10.1.7 The Timaru District Council committed funding to the preparation of an integrated DAP for
FDA1, FDA2 and FDA4 in October 2023. It is understood tBstPapackage is being
prepared,but there has been no commitment by the Council to implement the DAP package
(pursuant to Objective FD@&2 and Policy FDR2)by way ofplan change

10.1.8 Property Economié&tidentified a yield of 664 residential allotments attributed to FDA1 and
a further 603 for FDA4.

120 submitter packageSub 227. Davis Ogilvie.
21 Preliminary s42A Report. Attachment A. [Table 10]
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10.1.9 A map illustrating the location of the amending proposal in relation to the transitional HPL
soils classification and zoning is provided below.

Figure5: Site Location (in Bludlestgarth and Gibsorf227.1) and

lanning maps (hatched)

FDA4 — As sought to be
amended

FDA1 - As sought to be amended

FDA1 - As sought to be amended

10.1.10 A submitter package has been received

10.1.11 The notified TPDHFDA overlay identifies thgeneralappropriateness ofhe site for urban
expansion The amending proposaklatesto spatial boundaries associated with the FDAs

andtiming forrezoningithe analysis below focuses on those mattéfkere iagreement as
to the following:

a. Notified Zoning- GRUZ

1 FDAL OverlayElloughton Solt General Residential Zone. Timeframe for DAP:
Priority areaq 2 years.
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1 FDAL Overlay: Elloughton North. General Residential Zone. Timeframe for DAP:
Future Area; beyond 10 years.

b. Landscape and Natural Charactethere is agreement that the site exhibitgaral and
pastural character and amenity, as traversedseyeralwaterways$?2 Taitarakihi Creek
is identified in theTPDPas subject to the esplanade reserve and pedestrian access
overlays Subdivision facilitated by application of a GRZ woesdlt inenhancement of
natural character and landscape values associated with the waterway.

In terms of thesubmission seeking aamended FDAL1 / FDA4 boundary interface, Ms
Pflugeragrees that the amendment woulhean that future development would align
with both landform, an existing cluster of dwellings and FDA2 on the western side of
Kellands Hills Road. | am supportive of this requeagree.

In terms of thenorthern boundary of FDA4 where it interfaces with the GRUZ, Ms Pfluger
considersthat the modest request wouldikely be acceptabléfrom a landscape
perspective where this aligns with landforms. However, to confliat conclusionMs
Pfluger has requested an overlay the requested amended spatial extent of FDA4 as it
relates to detailed (1m contourshouldbe provided in evidence by the submitter.

There igdisagreements toprovidingan immediate residentialezoning of FDAIh the
absence of the inclusion of the DAP package, and associated mechanisms structure plan
/ ODP within the District PlaiMs Pflugerconsiders thaff NRaYand$gcape perspective
there is no particular reason to specifically support this request to develop FDAL earlier,
as the site is currently in rural land use to the north efedl-definedurban boundary.
Residential development has not yet spread into FDAL, which would mean that rezoning
will lead to a substantial change from the existing open character to a high level of
Y2RAFTAOIGAZ2YQ

| agree noting the evidence from Mr Heath, that tHeDA1 residentiatapacity isnot
required to satisfy requirements faufficientdevelopmentcapacityfor either the short
or medium (10 year) termSubdued demand across the distriict conjunction with an
immediate residential rezoningithout a district plan embedded structure plan / OBP
in my viewlikely to result inin an extendedand disjointedtransition fromthe current
cohesiverural characterand amenity as identifiedy Ms Pflueger

c. Biodiversity ¢ There are no identifiegignificant ecological values associated with the
subject sitein the TPDPAs above, esplanade reserve creation as associated with
Taitarakihi Creek will be facilitated by the rezoning, and associated subdivision.

10.1.12 There is disagreement, or the requirement for a further response from the submitter
regardingthe following:

122 Submitter package. Sub 227. Davis OgjR44.
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a. Culture and Heritageg There is no notated historic heritage is identified in the PDP as

associated with the amending proposal.

Te Ahi Tarakihi Taitarakihi igdentified as SAM-13 (Wai Taoka) with the downstream
reaches on the subject site also identified as SASM 3 (Wahi Tupuna).

The Manawhenua assessment identifies the values of Te Ahi Tarakihi / Taitarakihi to iwi,
including mauri angbracticesassociated with Mahika kai. Arowhenua does not oppose
residential developmenthere Te Ahi Tarakihi is respected, protected and potentially
enhanced. The assessment identifies that values will be better recabmigk provided

for where development occurs in a comprehengigther than incrementamanner,and

where the values of Te Ahi Tarakihi are uph#€ld agree, noting that immediate rezoning
sought in the amending proposal would be absent a structure plan / ODP that would
ensure the strategic and integrated approach to development, and recognition and
management of the cultural values identified.

. Hazardsg The TPDPhotified Flood Assessment Area overkgyplies tothose reaches of

the Taitarakihi Creek within the subject siteat are primarily located within FDA1 as
notified and become largely internalised in FDAL under the amending profbss42A
RecommendationFlood Assessment Areas responding to the ECan submission
[183.2281**extends further up the reaches of tf@itarakihi Creek

Figure6: FAA Overlay; Notified (red / hatched) and s42A Recommended FAA (yellow)

o whe
4

/
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/
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123
124

Appendix 3. Manawhenua Assessment. AECL. Hall. [9]

Refer s42ANatural Hazards Section 7.38

https://lwww.timaru.govt.nz/ __data/assets/pdf_file/0009/998856/NaturilazardsCoastal
EnviromentDrinkingWater-ProtectionAndrewWilliss42aReportv2.pdf
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The submitter packageontainselements otthe draft DAP Infrastructure Repdft. That
report acknowledgesa need for upstreamstormwater detention facilitiesto be
cohesively provided within FDAL to support residential rezoning, and that thiiskee
needed as parof the DARas embedded in the district plan

I consider that the internalisation of Taitarakihi Creek within FB&Xought through
amending the boundaries of FDA1 and FD#duld provide benefits in terms of
facilitatinga cohesive response taanaginglood risk.

I acknowledge the importance of having a cohesive structure /pgbPembedded into
the District Plan (as would be facilitated by the DAP process) to comprehensively manage
stormwater and flood management across the subject site.

c. Infrastructure ¢ | agree with the statemenk y G KS & dzo YA & Reznjhg LI O | =
FDA1 and FDA4 must be carefully sequenced to ensure that infrastructure is planned
0ST2NBE X RS@GSt2LIVSyix Ay (KA& AyaidlyOSzI I a
key infrastructure can be developed including consideration of both Cdundihg
through the LTP and recovery through ®€s

| disagree with thestatement in the submission package that such can be done
Woncurrenty?’Q g A 1K RS@GSt2LIYSy o ¢KIG aAdFGSYSyd A\
seeks to support the more immediate rezoning.

The analysis in the submission package fails to identify the district plan mechiayism
whichto ensure that coordinated development enabled by a rezoning of RiAld be
efficiently and effectively integrated with infrastructure to ensure a consolidated and
integrated settlement patterft®. Furthermore,| do not haveconfidencethat the
immediate rezoning of FDA1 and associafigading for infrastructure provisiorwould

be able to baundertaken in an equitable manner.

| consider that given the scale of FDAL1 and FE#isequenced approach in SCHED15 is
the more appropriate giverthe need to integrate with supporting infrastructure
networks; ensure appropriate funding mechanisms which ensure that development pays
for development and are embedded in the LTP; and the application of an embedded
Structure Plan / ODP in thdistrict planto achieve comprehensive and integrated
developmentto achieveNPSUD Objective 6, CRPS Policy 5.3.2(3J Policy 5.3.5and
TPDPSDOS(ii), UFDO1(i) and EXO1(4)than an immediate rezoning as sought in the
amending proposal.

125

126
127
128

Submitter package. Sub 227. AppendixDraft Infrastructure Report. Procerto [prand post flood
peak flowsrequiretwo classifiable dams of 280,000storage capacity).

Submitter package. Sub 227. Davis Ogilvie [12].

Submitter package. Sub 2ZJavis Ogilvie [12].

TPDP URD1
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In terms of considerations relating wwater, wastewaterand stormwater | agree with

the Council Engineering Team thlhe information relied on by the submitter does not
demonstrate what mechanisms will be used to ensure the cost of servicing the area is
apportioned to the develop€ |akR sufficient detail to support the rezoning and does
not address how this can be achieved in a way that meets the objeoctitles PDIXQ ©

In terms oftransporta NJ / 2 f f A @ dzaAYGA @GESNI 41T NBFSNAR G2
Transport Assessment, prepared by Abley on behalf of Council, for the FDAL, FDA2, FDA4
Structure Plan. As one of the authors of this report, | confirm that the draft Integrated
Transport Assessment is not intedde support rezonings of the site, rather it supports

the proposed Structure Pl@nd

Statutory consideration

10.1.13 Having regard to the GMS asstategyprepared under the LGA2082, | note that FDA1
gla ARSYUGATASR T2N WNHZNIGMS20IB arft RYISSYUIRASIRE  (iIRRS @M%t /
I 2yAy3Q F2N wSaAirRtBeyGMS2002 Reviw 316 Aot RoBsidér that
NEFSNBYyOS G2 WitAGS 1 2y isthd developmerit é08d pibaegddim H H  NB
the absence of &AP being embedded in the district plarhat area associated with FDA4
was identified ithe GM$I nHH WS@ASS | & WCdzidzNBE | NDly %2y S

10.1.14 NPSHPLthere is agreement that FDAL is not HPL under cl3.5(7)(b)(i)4FBrAains as HPL
under the transitional definition of the NP&rezoning is not sought through the submission.
The interface between FDA1 and FDA4 as sought to be amended through the submission is
HPL; as is the amendments sought to the northern FDA4 boundary.

10.1.15 TheNPSHPLcI3.6(4) and (Sppliesto that modest aredetween FDAL and FDA&s sought
in the submissiorto follow a more logical contolifor that part of the submission seeking
immediate GRZ for FDA1

10.1.16 As issued to the Council on 12 My 2025, | have recdivgd dzy Rl 4§ SR NB LJ2 NI T
I INRA . dza A S @hé refi EsskzsI6s cl3.6(4)(c) for all of FDAL and FDA4, concluding
that rezoningboth FDA1 and FDA4 (presumably immediately) offers net environmental,
social, cultural anéconomicbenefits.

10.1.17 The submitter package does not provide any material consideration of the matters
associated with cl3.6(4)(a) and (b), and as stated | prefer the evidence of Mr Heath in relation
to sufficient residential development capacity in the district.

10.1.18 | have specifically considered whether the interface amendment between FDA1 and FDA4
(as uncontested HPL) as sought to be rezoned to GRZ would achieve the requirements of

129 S74(2)(b)(i)
10 Assessment of land owned by Rosa Westgarth and Jan Gibson at 82 Kellands Hill Road, Timaru, for its
potential to be subdivided by meeting the requirements of Clause 3.6 of the-¥RS
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[ fodcd L FINBS 6A0GK (GKS &adz:YAaGidavguldallod] 38
for the cohesive consideration of Taitarakihi Credthin FDAL1 which would providemore
comprehensive approach to stormwater and flood management frany associated
urbanisationof the block. | consider that the relevant aspects from the Agribusiness Group
Reportwould be applicable to this modest change, representing a net benefit for the
purposes of cl3.6(c). | consider given the scale of the change, anyrtemitiocl3.6(a) and

(b) are such that this aspect of a rezoning would not affégre Objectiveor Policy 5

10.1.19 NPSUD: | prefer the evidence of Mr Heath, that there is sufficient realisable residential
development capacity under a high and medium growth projecttonseet short (3 year)
and medium (10 year) demanthe medium growth forecasbeing able tdbe satisfied with
sufficient capacity beyona050in the absence of capacity able to be provided by F2Ad
the former providing sufficient capacity for the next two decades without the requirement
for FDAsI agree with the following statement from Mr Heath:

The submission is not required for sufficiency or choice, and if released early would provide
unnecessary supply to the market at significant cost to ratepayers / community due to
infrastructure requirements (and transfer of infrastructure funding fronsteng allocated
projects).

10120 L O2yaARSNI 0KIFG GKS &0 IthaSYH@nf résidanyfal dagadty féllsizo Y A § G
short under higkgrowth [projected] & O S y lisNilc@r@d®’.  Neither the Residential
Yield®*2nor NovoPlanning Advicé®provide anyanalysis ofealisable development capacity
or demand over the short, medium or long termor the role of the amending proposal in
meeting any anticipated shortfall in suffiency.

10.1.21 In conjunction with an absence of a cohesive suite of planning mechanisms including an ODP
/ structure plan to be embedded in the District Plan, and associated funding arrangements
agreed, | consider that the amending proposal to rezone FDA1 immediately would not give
effect to Objective 6in terms of integrated infrastructure planning and funding decisions,
and being strategic over the long term, ©bjective landPolicy lin terms of development
O2 y i NA 0 dmlil-fugttbning frbatd environmen®Given the statements from the
Council Engineers that funding is not provided in the tdFPprovide for servicing
requirements for FDA4, any anticipation that FDA4 would be-ptabled and infrastructure
ready™* in the medium term (10 years) would be misleadihgonsider that part of the
amending proposal seeking that SCHEDAP timinghe amended for FDA% be less than
10 yearswvould notgive effect to the NRED.

10.1.22 CRPSFor the reasons above, | consider that whilst the amending proposakzone FDA1
immediatelyis Wttached to existing urbanare®s G0 KS 6 &aSy O0S 27F Iy | LILINZ

Bl Submitter package. Sub 227. Davis Ogilvie [12].

132 sSubmitter package. Sub 227. Davis Ogilvie [6].

133 Submitter package. Sub 227. Davis Ogilvie [Appendix 4].
134 NPSUD CI3.3(2) and CI3.4(1) and (3)
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YSOKIyAaYyYa oFyR Faaz2O0Al (SR prodnyfeRad go@ddindfel OK I y A &
LI GGSNY 27F BRSGE 8 82N S yi K@Btegratioh IMB sl Rfliciért and

effective provision, maintenance and upgrade of infrastrudt@e nor ensure the

appropriate and efficient servicing by wastewater and stormwter

10.1.23 TPDPI consider that the immediate rezoning of FDAL and change in sequencing for FDA4 is

the less appropriate in terms of achieving and implemen8¥08@) which seeks to ensure

new network infrastructure is integrated and -codinated with the nature, timing and
sequencing of new development; andFDO1() and (2) that seeks an integrated and
consolidatedsettlement pattern that efficiently accommodates future growth and capacity,
and is integrated(and coordinated with)with (and ensure$?) the efficient use of
infrastructure. | consider that those aspects of the amending proposal that seek to align the
boundaries of FDA1 and FDA4 with geological features (particularly internalising Taitarakihi
Creek in FDA1) and topography assist, at the time of rezowiitly,achieving provisions
seeking a coordinated approach to infrastructure management and settlement patterns.

Recommaedation and ®ction 32AAanalysis

10.1.24 Based on the above, the submission from Rosa Westgarth & Jan Gibson [227.1] is

recommended to beaccepted in part as confined to the amendment of the interface
boundary between FDA1 and FDAAd (as subject to additional contour evidence from the
submitter) the amendment of the northern interface of FDA4

10.1.25 For the sake of clarity, those aspects of the submission seeking an immediate rezoning of

FDAL, and a more responsive DAP process for FDAdcaramended to beejected**.

10.1.26 For the purposes of s32AA | agree with Ms Pfluger tharébemmendedamendmentsto

alignthe FDA1/FDA4 boundary &meological boundary is more appropriateginsuring that
future development would follow landform. | also consider that further internalising
Taitarakihi Creek in FDAL provides for a more cohesive approach to stormwater and flood
management. | consider these changes, given their scale and meritsodmffend
achievement of the NRSD, or NP&IPL, and when rezoned will provide for a more
coordinated settlement pattertf®in a more effective and efficient manner.

10.1.27 Amend the FDAL and FDA4 spatial extent as below:

135
136
137
138

139

140

CRPS Policy 5.3.1

CRPS Policy 3.3.2(3)

CRPS Policy 5.3.5

S42A Strategic Directions Recommendetendment.
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0006/876984/HearirfgReports42Areport-
revisedStrategieDirectionsand-UrbanFormandDevelopmentFinatincludingappendix5-April-

2024.pdf

Noting that SCHED15 DAP Timeframe does not foreclose an earlier process as has been undertaken by
the Council for FDA1 and FDAA4.

CRPS. Policy 5.3TIFDP UFED1.
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Figure7: Recommendation: Westgarth and Gibson (227.1)

/ FDA4 boundary as amended
Jemm=mm—=Eo—m==s .
// Py GRUZ -
> 77
D A S N S S S S 2o U S
el ST O RS R ST P VT
\s » s \ \s > » > x \s * \g v > FDA4 » \
PO i N S S 1 B S S S L ROk 2
TN T ET T IS T oIl -
GRS TSl e 2, G St S SX°Y TSRS S S S P
s & 74 O TAS & S S &SRS E
b I OF RF ST IRPAY o SRS Sl o Q
Q& Q@ RAL @ QO P& Q@ & ¢ ; <
; y s O P S, - F oo * w R S 3
S TS S B PO N R S
! S
& RSk ek O o8
i) £ 2! &
g R
FDA1 boundary as amended Q o)
2}
B s 2 ©
o
= Llnﬁ_ “3 o,

Analysisc WakaKotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.191]

10.1.28 The submission from Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.191] is narrowly focused to

10.1.29

10.1.30

10.1.31

whetherthe transport and multimodal implications of FDAdre such thathat rezoning to
a General Residential zone remains appropriate.

These matters were considered in the preparation of the GMS2018 in terms of consideration

Fa 02 AYGSaANIGA2y 2F (KS Woftt2dAKI2y {2dziKQ
network. The assessment whilst broad, considered the degree to which eeglappment

would significantly affect the regional roading network and the local roading network, and

ARSYUATASR (K paitiallyi ike8t cr@eBio® & 2dzfIRAa® OAF 1SR gAGK
network.
It is also noted that the FDA(s) are located in a manner that is: attached to existing urban

areas; are relatively proximate to the social and functional amenities provided by the Timaru
town centre, Aorangi Park, Mountain View High School and primarot&;remdproximate
to employment nodes.

The rationale for recommending rejecting an immediate rezotitigcludes the absence of

an established and embedded suite of planning mechanisms, including a structure plan /
ODP, to be introduced in the District Plan to provide for the coherent developeuasht
transport permeability associated witfDA1 (and FDA4).

141

Westgarth and Gibson [227.1]
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10.1.32 The preparation and consideration of DAP through the plan change pradésaplement
and achieve PolickDAP4,including detailed consideratioof the Provision of adequate,
co2 NRAY I GSR | YR Ay ((SaBI5H S RoygrReftdiINBNEpdrNdi@arkdzNS Q
that allow ease of movement, to, from and within the afadadse (8). The application of
these provisiongo the preparation of DAPackageand testing through theplan change
process would be used to further consider transport matters such as consolidating existing
access points, provision of an internal local network and connections to Pages and Kellands
Hill Roads to maintain safety, effectiveness and efficiefidiie roading network®.

Recommendation

10.1.33 | consider that appropriate regard has been had to the identification of FDAL1 (and FDA4) in
terms of broad level transport effects and consider that the submission from Waka Kotahi
NZ Transport Agency [143.191] is therefameeptedwith no consequential changes to the
notified provisions.

10.2 Rezone for Growtlt FDA2 Kellands Heigh&astFuture Development Area

10.2.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Pages Trust & Ruske&tust 203.2
Rolling Ridges Trust 211.3
Simstrafamily Trust 216.3
Waka Kotahi NZransportAgency 143.192
Submissions

10.2.2 Pages Trust & Russ€Hust [203.2] Simstra Family Trust [216.3] and Rolling Ridges Trust
[2112] Wpposethe five-year timeframeto develop FDA2 and threquirement to develop
FDA2 with FDAXDThesubmitter considers FDA2 would be better developed independently
with a two-year timeframe, giventhe council plannd sewer extension aPages Road
occurring soonas well as the demand for residential sectiomghis area. Additionally, the
submitter considerdt would providecapacity identified in the GSM Review report.

12 Appendix 8. Transport. Collins. Identifies a draft Integrated Transport Assessment has been prepared
for the FDA1, FDA2, FDsdpporting aStructure Plan.
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10.2.3

10.2.4

10.2.5

Overall, the submittes seekfor SCHED1&FDA20 be amendedas follows;

Unique Name AnticipatedZone | Timeframefor DAP | Additional Requirement

Identifier

FDA2 FDA2 - Kellands| General Priority area- 5 2 | Development-Areaplan-iq
HeightsEastFuture Residential Zone| years be—developed——in
Development Area ¢ conjunction—with-—Kellandg
Residential } t
Development

Rolling Ridges Trust [2B] consider the additional requirement of SCHED15 Fénazild
be deleted.

Pages Trust & Russell Trust [203Rdlling Ridges Trust [211211.3, Simstra Family Trust
[216.2] opposes the front portion of 251, 273, 2@8d 295 PageRoad being zoned General
Rural within FDA2 as the submitter considers there is further demand for residential sections
on the northern side of Pages Road. The submitter seeks the following requebesd

Rezoneartsof 251,273,279 & 295 PagesRoadfrom GeneralRuralZoneto General
ResidentialZone

AND

All consequentiahmendmentgequiredto addresghe concerngaisedin this submission
and/or to ensurea coherentplanningdocument

Waka KotahiNZ Transport Agencjl43.192] recogniss that the land identified for

residential developmentis adjacent to existing urban areasThe submitter seeks
consideration of whether the transport and muitiodal implications of FDA4 are
appropriate and thereforevhether FDA2s appropriate to be rezoned to residential zoning.

Analysisg Pages Trust & Russédltust [203.2, 203.1], Simstra Family Trugip.2,216.3] and Rolling
Ridges Trusf211.3 211.1]

10.2.6

10.2.7

10.2.8

Asstatedin the analysis associated with FOR, SCHEDXFDAonly provides a timeframe
associated with the preparation of a DAP package as associated with each &a@A. ibt
provide a timeframdor the necessary plan change to embed the associated DAP package
into the district planpor authorise zoned urban (or Rural Lifestyle) activities on the FDA.

In summarythe submissions seek that the DARReframeassociated witlFDA2 be reduced
to 2 years, not be linked to the preparation of the DAP for Kellands Heights West, and that
251, 273, 27%nd 295 PageRoad be rezoned to General Residential zone immediately.

As above, TDC have committed funding to, and progressed the preparation of a DAP for
FDAL1, FDA2 and FDA4. Implementation is to be undertaken by winahange*?, there
is no commitment from TDC to fund the plan change process.

143 TPDP Objective FBDA3 and Policy FDR2
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10.2.9 Property Economié¢*identified a yield of 490 residential allotments attrialtieto FDA2.

10.2.10 A map illustrating the location of the amending proposal in relation to the notified zoning
framework is provided below, including identifying the properties at 251, 273a2d295
PagesRoadwhere the submission® seek an immediate General Residential zoning. The
s42A Reporting OfficétPLMemorandum concludéthat the amending proposal is not HPL

under cl35(7)(b)(i).

Figure8: Site Location planning maps (hatchedPages Trust, Simstra and Rolling Ridges
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10.2.11 A submitter package has been received (Pages Trust and Russells Trust Sub 203). Noting that
the FDA overlay identifies the general appropriateness of the site for urban expansion, with
the amending proposaeeking to amend the timing afie DAP process within SCHED15,
and immediate GRZ rezoning for the strip fronting Pages Road, the analysis below focuses
on those matters.

10.2.12 There is agreement as to the following:
a. Notified Zoning- GRUZ

1 FDAZ2 Overlay: Kellands Heights East. General Residential Zone. Timeframe for DAP:
Priority areag 5 years.

b. Landscape and Natural Charactethe submitter package relies on the GMS2022 Review
g KA OK @nduating topography that forms a drainage depression and is an upper
tributary of Taitarakihi Credk ®

As identified for FDAL, Taitarakihi Creek is identified as subject to the esplanade reserve
and pedestrian access overlays which would be facilitated by subdivision through
application of the GRZ.

144 Preliminary s42A Report. Attachment A. [Table 10]
15 Pages Trust & Russell Trust [203.1], Rolling Ridges Trust [211.1, 211.2], Simstra Family Trust [216.2]
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L F3INBS gA0GK aa t FWeiERN Liekhidevel@yieniwabdwd & K| G
largely in character with existing developmefarther west along Pages Road, the

northern part of the site is currently mral land use with open character on rolling hill

country. For the northermpart of the FDA, there does not appear to be any specific
landscapeationale to bring the FDA development into GRZ forward. Howes@nsider

that the earlier development of the part of the FDA locateshediately adjacetto Pages

Road could be considered for earlilmvelopment without adverse landscape character

effects, as it would fithe development between the residential zone at 253 Pages Road

and themore sporadic dwellings to the wé€xstb

c. Biodiversity ¢ There are no identified significant ecological values associated with the
subject site. As above, esplanade reserve creation as associated with Taitarakihi Creek
will be facilitated by the rezoning, and associated subdivision.

10.2.13 There is disagreement, or the requirement for a further response from the submitter
regarding the following:

a. Culture and Heritage; There is no notated historic heritags identified in the PDP as
associated with the amending proposal.

Te Ahi Tarakihi / Taitarakihi is identified as SASMWai Taoka) with the downstream
reaches on the subject site algtentified as SASM 3 (Wahi Tupuna). As with FDA1 (and
FDA4), the Manawhenua Assessment identifies that cultural values will be better
recognisel and provided for where development occurs in a comprehensive rather than
incremental manner, and where the valuasd mauriof Te Ahi Tarakihi are uphétd |
agree.

b. Hazardsg Those reaches of the Taitarakihi Creek within FDA2 are subject {DRB&
Notified Hazard Assessment Overlaihe extent of the FAA along the reaches of the
Taitarakihi Creelre extended under the s42A Recommendation Flood Assessment Area
as responding to the ECan submission [183.228]

Whilst a comprehensive response associated with flood risk would be able to be
considered under the DAP formation process (regardless of whether a 2 or 5 year
timeframe), there is a identified Flood Assessment Area (flowpathyough 279 Page
Road.Seeking aimmediate GRZ along the frontage of Pages Road would likely preclude
a more integrated mechanism introducedanthe district planby the DAP proceds®s
manage stormwater and flood flow, and cost share associated infrastructure provision.
There are naletails on this matter in the submission package.

146 Appendix 3. Manawhenua Assessment. AECL. Hall. [9]
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N Figure9: FAA Overlay,
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s42A Recommended FAA
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c. Infrastructure ¢ At adetailedlevel, there is agreement thdhe immediate rezoning of
251, 273, 279 and 295 Pages Road cliketlybe servicedut would need to demonstrate
how rezoning would not impact on future development of the wider FIAterms of
water, whilst capacity is available in Pages Road any extension would need to be at the
cost of the developer. Fastormwater the specified properties are within the Timaru
Stormwater Management Area currently lodged with the Regional Council for tregd’im
Global Stormwater Discharge Consent and would need to conform with the requirements
of the Timaru Stormwater Management Plan. R@stewater, there is agreement with
the options for servicing identified in the submitter package for approximately 15
residential allotment&,

At astrategiclevel (both in terms of timetabling for FDA4 and the rezonin@®st, 273,
279 and 295 Pages Rgathe Mr Kempconsidesthat:
WKSNBE Aa | ySSR (2 L | y arfirtelyhted vdiamnaciefaing ¥ | R2 2 .
2F GKS&aS IINBlFa ¢AlGK2dzi dzyRSNEGFYRAY3I (GKS AYLN
additional costs and compromise the FDA process moving forfard

In terms of that part of the amending proposal that seeks to amend the DAP Schedule
process to 2 yearddr Kempstatesthat:

47 Appendix 7. InfrastructureKemp
148 Appendix 7. InfrastructureKemp
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proposed infrastructure in this submission might impact the w@iér! & SNJA OAYy I XD b 2
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In terms of Transport Mr Collins identifies that a change in the sequencing of FDA2

should be supported by a detailed consideration of transport effects on the netwbidt

assessment woulthclude consideration againstbjectives and policies in the Transport

Chapter of theTPDPthe consideration of effects on the safe and efficient operation of

the network; and confirmation of support by appropriate transport infrastructure.

With reference to the immediate rezoning requested for frontage with Pages,Roatk
that Mr Collins explicitly states that submitteshoulddemonstrate that the amending
proposal(s) would not foreclose opportunitiés an integrated and connected transport
network!’, He identifies that:

AoThe rezoning of 251, 273, 279 and 295 Pages Rmadd compromise transport connections
between FDA2 and Pages Road, such as the roading connection to Pages Road/Hunter Hills
w2l R AYUGSNBRSOGAZ2Y aKz2gy Ay GKS RNIFid 5S@St 2 LIV

Furthermore,a matter identified in the GMS2022 Review which has not been included in
the submission package states:

WDP should be established to design linkage through sites from Kellands Hill Road back to
Pages Road. Only truly work if property owners work together to achieve network
SEGSYHEA2YQ
Based on the Transport and Infrastructure evidence of Mr Collins MndKemp
respectively, | consider that the amending relief seeking GRZ rezoning for 251, 273,
279and 295 PageRoad would be the less appropriate in terms of providing
opportunities for an integrated and connected roading and infrastructure netwodhls
is a matter that the submitter(s) could provide evidence responding to identifying a
mechanism(s) to be incorporated in the district plan to preclude rezoning resolving
stormwater and tragport coordination with the remainder of FDA2also acknowledge
that there is nanfrastructurefunding associated with FDA2 as relevant to amending the
sequencing in SCHED15.

49 Appendix 7Infrastructure. Council Engineers.
150 Appendix8. Transport Collins
151 GMS2022 Residential Review. Appendix F: Kellands Hill Road [70]
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Statutory considerations

10.2.14 The site as subject to FDA2 was identified in @ { H n My T & 8l& AURVGIYNT Af |- £ ¢
RS@St2LIYSyid FyR IYSYRSR (2 WiA@S T2yAy3aQ T2
Review, albeit as above as subject to an ®BRg embedded in the district pl&#.

10.2.15 NPSUD: As for FDAL, | prefer the evidence of Mr Heath that a changggmencing for FDA2

(or indeed the modest individual allotments associated with 251, 273,aRd9295
PageRoad) areotNB [ dzZA NER (2 YSSi GKS / 2dpOAt Qa 20f A-

10216 L I O1 y 2 ¢ &t lede@ S NB IK &zA Mitkcy SHbWevekag stated in relation to other
growth requests, a vast oversupply of urban rezoned land and the associated infrastructure
burden is considered to be less appropriate in terms of giving effecDljective 6
(integrated planning and funding) and therefaBbjective land Policy 1(wellfunctioning
urban environments). | disagree that the material providedvinyPattersort®3andrelied on
in the submission package advances consideration of both realisable capacity and,growth
includingas related to the amending proposal.

10.2.17 The modest nature of the amending proposal related to 251, 273,a2itB295 PageRoad,
and the agreement that infrastructure can service this associated development would give
effect to Objective 1, Objective 6(aand Policy 1of the NPSJD. However, | consider that
there would be a tension witldbjective 6(b)as an immediate rezoning along the frontage
with Pages Road may preclude a more strategic approach (particularly in terms of transport
(road, ped/cycling connectionsand stormwater managemehtto the comprehensive
urbanisation of the entirety of FDA2.

10.2.18 My opinion in this matter is consistent with the economic analysis provided by Mr Heath:

In terms of the localised rezoning along Pages Road, the extent would not move the dial in
terms of sufficiency, but would have substantial economic costs if the rezoning foreclosed more
integrated development (through an ODP / Structure Plan) with theaimher of the block.
Where the submitter can demonstrate (and embed a mechanism in the district plan) that such
a rezoning would not foreclose integrated connections with the wider FDA2 DAP process, this
would result in certainty (and economic benefitsjhese landowners.

10.2.19 CRPS3n light of the transport and infrastructure advice that rezoning of to 251, 273aRd9
295 Pagefoad could preclude a more integrated and coordinated settlement pattern, and
the absence of funding in the LTP associated with any amendment to the sicigeafuFDA2,
L O2yAaAARSNI KIFG GKS | Y@onetd § soordidt®dLpati@rh bfa ¢ 2 dz
RSOSt 29Ty SFYi DdzNE i K Sitegiatiah JNigh LileRefficiest andl effective

152 S74(2)(b)(i)
153 Scenarios of an aspirational economic future for Timaru District (2022). Patterson.
154 CRPS Policy 5.3.1
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provision, maintenance and upgrade of infrastructéi@nor (for the scheduling of FDA2)
ensure the appropriate and efficient servicing by wastewater and storméter

10.2.20 TPDP1 consider the change in sequencing for FDA2 and rezoning of to 251, 27&)@79
295 Pagefoad is the less appropriate in terms of achieving and implemeStHQ8R) in
terms of ensuring new network infrastructure is integrated andocdinated with the
nature, timing and sequencing of new development; &feDO1(l) and (2) that seeks an
integrated and coordinated settlement pattern that efficiently accommodates future growth
and capacity, and is integrateahd coordinatedwith, and ensureghe efficient use of
infrastructure.

10.2.21 | acknowledge the extent of tension with these provisions as associated with the rezoning of
251, 273, 27%nd 295 PageRoad is dependent on the extent to which the submitter can
demonstrate that such a rezoning would not preclude a more comprehensiviatagiated
development of FDAZ2. | note this also extends to the extent to which realisable capacity
benefits these landowners, where the costs (and management) fall on the balance of FDA2.

10.2.22 In relation to submission from Rolling Ridges Trust [211.3] that the additional requirement
2F {/195mp f Ay ] AbéHevelped in cdnjynRtionCd5 SMARS¥YSG SR L
I O1y26ft SRIS (KS ¢5/Qa SEA&GAY3I 662N] LINRINF Y
the comprehensive structure planning for FDA1, FDA2 and FDAA4, as distinct from a DAP for
FDA1L0. hote that reliance onFDAP4 (Development Area Plang sufficient as itequires
consideration and integration with infrastructure, surroundingas, and the transport and
open space network’.

Recommendation and s32AA analysis

10.2.23 For those reasons expressed abovexdommendthat the submissions from Pages Trust &
Russelllrust [203.2, 203.1], Simstra Family Trust [21216.3 and Rolling Ridges Trust
[211.3, 211.1berejected.

10.2.24 The submission from Rolling Ridges Trust [21118cismmended to beccepted in partas
related to removing the linking reference in SCHED15 as related to FDA2 (and consequently
the reciprocal in FDA10) as belom terms of s32AA consideratignl note that this
amendment is the more efficient and effective given that TDC has already commenced
preparation of a DAP for FDA2 (as combined with FDA1 and FDA4) without explicit
integration with FDA10.

155 CRPS Policy 3.3.2(3)
16 CRPS Policy 5.3.5
157 FDAPA4(5)(7),(8) and (9).

101



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

10.2.25 The recommended amendment to the plan provisions is below:

Uni que | Name Anticipated Ti mef rf amel Additional
identifier Zone DAP Reguirement
FDA1 FDA-EIl | ou g h[ General Pr i arrietay
SoufFhwture Residential Zone years
Development Area -
Residential
Development
FDA2 FDA2Kel | and| General Pri arrietay Development
He i gkha $Stut u 1l Residential Zone years AreaPlant-o
Development Area - be —deve
Residential —n—c-o0nj
Development wi—t-h—Ke
He i ghts
éé
FDA10 FDAILB&el | an|{ RurallLifestyle Pri ori-tby Development
Hei ght s We{ Zone years LrooPlonts
Devel opme-n] be-developed
Rur al Lif e/ n-conjunction
Devel opmen] with-Kellands
Heights-East

Analysis¢ Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.192]

10.2.26 The submission from Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.192] is narrowly fooused
whether the transport and muHimodal implications of FOAare appropriate such that
rezoning to a General Residential zone remaintable

10.2.27 As identified in response to the Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency submission on FDA1L, a
range of transport matters were considered through the GMS2018 process. Furthermore
the DAP and plan change process provides for additional consideration against transport
matters as associated with the introduction of a structure plan / ODP to be introduced in the
district plan to provide for coherent development. Also, like FDAL, FDlA2ated adjoining
the existing urban area, and is relatively proximate to employment and social and functional
amenity.

Recommendation

10.2.28 | consider that appropriate regard to the broad level transport effects of FDA2 has been had
and will be further considered through the DAP and plan change processes. | consider that
the submission from Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.192] is theeaefmeptedwith
no consequential changes to the notified provisions.
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10.3 Rezone for Growtly FDA ScottsFarmFuture DevelopmentArea

10.3.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Lee Anne Burdon 72.1
Warren and Elizabeth Scott 128.2

Analysisc Lee Anne Burdofir2.1] ¢ 73 Connolly Street, Geraldine

10.3.2 Lee Anne Burdon [72.Hupports the direction of Future DevelopmeAteas andseeks
clarity as to why the property at 73 Connolly Stre@eraldine, which sits closer and bounds
the residential zone is not included within the Future Development Area. The submitter
seeks to include 73 Connolly Streets, Geraldine as a Future Development Area.

10.3.3 The amending proposal is located directly to teeuth of FDA3and encompasses some
8.87ha, which at a residential density of some¢lI? household Ha equates t88 to 106
households.

10.3.4 A map illustrating the location of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.

FiureO: Site Location (in Blud) Burdon(72.1) and plannhg maps (hatched)

6%

‘GRUZ

10.3.5 A submitter package wasot received in terms of theequests in tle Preliminary Report.
Accordingly, there is no analysis of servicing, density, natural values, highly productive land,
cultural matters or transport that assist in terms of the duties in s32AA. Council Officers have
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met with Ms Burdot® aswasrequested anchaveenquired as to informatiomnd process
steps

10.3.6 Within the TPDRthe area is zoned GRUZ. In termsHaizardsthe site is noted as being
subject tobeing located within the Flood Assessment Argd he site is not notated within
the Culturalor HeritageoverlayS A (A & higfilg pickuttbeRan® &l & 'y 2 OSNI | &
identified Natural Values.

Statutory considerations

10.3.7 The siteis not identified for Urban or Rural Lifestyle growth within tl@&V2018 and
GMS2002Review for the purposes of s74(2)(b)(i).

10.3.8 The site is classified as HPL @)J@thin the transitional NREPL provision3.he submission
seeks an FDA (of an unspecified timeframe)2 KA f &G G KIF G NBljiW®yad A a
view Clauses 3.6(4) and (®f the NPSHPLshould still be had regard to, given the
expectation of an urban rezoniragnd LUC2 soil¥he absence of an evaluation againstahe
matters does not advance the rezoning. Specificalg as reliant on the evidence bfr
Heathl note that:

a. Under a medium growth projectignlong term (30 year)demand can be met in
Geraldine with a buffer o478 dwelling units, and under a high growth projection 82
dwellings.This capacity is provided without reliance the General Residenti®lDAs
within Geraldine Accordingly, the amending proposal is not required to megtected
demand for housing (Clause 3.6(4)(a)); and

b. Even beyond the provision of sufficient development capacity, FDAs associated with
Geraldine (FD2\¢ five year$ provide reasonably practicable and feasible options
(Clause 3.6(4)(b)); and

c. No evidence is provided as to the costs and benefits associated with the amending
proposal.

10.3.9 Accordingly,and whilstthe amending proposal seeks an FDA whichasspecificallya
rezoningfor the purposes ofClause 3.6(4) and X§ | consider that the amending proposal
would not implementthe relevant provisions of the NRE°L, specifically beiri@pjective 1
Policy4 andPalicy 5.

103102 KAf ad GKS | YSyRA sttAchedINRILE all yf HERAIH (RA YoB dND | y
consideration againd®olicy 5.3.1of the CRPS, | do not consider that it wondéd promote
a coordinated pattern of developmenas also required by that Policirbanisation in the
absence of a materiahcrease in household demand would simply duplicate infrastructure
requirements, and result in the inefficient integration of infrastructure and landuse.

18 Discussion33 Connolly Street31 March 2025.
159 There is n@hange to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural Hazard
Recommendation
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10.3.11

10.3.12

Based on the evidence of Mr Heatthe amending proposal is not required to meeting
community needs fosufficientdevelopment capacity nor choice in housing (NFEBPolicy
1). | consider tlat the amending proposalvould not be the more appropriate in achieving
UFDO1 in supporting consolidated settlement pattefs] asintegrated and coordinated
with, and ensureshe efficient use of infrastructurgclause 2) and minimisingthe loss of
highly productive landclause?).

Information provided within the GMS20%8also identified that whilst thgroperty would

not be considered a High Hazard Zone, the flooding risk would be complethavitB0 year
Average Recurrence Interval (ARI) flood depths over all of the property being expected to be
in the 0¢ 500 mm range with the deepest flooding near the stream or in other low areas
and the 500 year ARVith roughlyathird or so of the property closest to the stream (eastern
third) and in any other significant low areas depths may be in the 0.Betre rangeHigher
density development and the presence of buildings, fences, raised gardens etc would
therefore have potential to block or slothe path of flooding further increasing potential
flood depths in the areaand significant elevations of floor levels would be required to meet
District Plan requirement§.he proposal would also be considered less appropriate in terms
of SBDO4andNH-OLlin terms of addressing natural hazard risk.

Recommendation

10.3.13

Accordingly, | recommend that the submission from L Burd@ri] berejected.

Analysisc W and E Scott Sub# 12&,22 Templar StreetGeraldine

10.3.14 Warren and Elizabeth Scott [1282]pportthe spatial extent of the FDA3 overlajhey seek

to retain the FDA3 overlay over 22 Templer Street as notified. Alternatively. They seek to
rezone the site as GRAouncil is supportive of this approach.

10.3.15 The amending proposabmprisessomel1l.4haat the north-eastern end ofseralding with

a potential development yield dfetween110 to 130residential allotmentgat densities of
circa 10¢ 12 Households / Ha)The area subject to FDAS3 is largely held in one t&& (
¢ SYLX SNJ { (i NB 0G.36h4)) WitB twé smallar ditesifranting Templer Street (No.
26 at 0.813ha, and No. 44 at 0.141Ha). Each title contains one dwelling unit, Wjth@t# (i (G Q a
property also containing a number of farm buildinggth the balance used for pastoral
grazing

10.3.16 The Rakapuka Stream traverses the site in a north to south directwanich is the subject

of an Esplanade Reserveequirement in the TPDP(SCHED12) The largely cohesive
landholding would promote the efficient preparation of a DAP and associatedrated

l60D a {

HaMy® hTFFAOSNDRDA wSLERNI® !GddF OKYSyid 9Yp
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road accessand connectivity infrastructure integration and osite stormwater
management.

10.3.17 A map illustrating théocation of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.

Figurell: Site Location (in Blue)arren and Elizabeth Sco(i28.1) andplanningmaps
(hatched)

228 221845
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n%1s
1

1125 1715
25 727 32

7 \
9025977127 1, 54
17 "y, 9
9y p Qk;,?"/y
3 17 3,
S 2
10 23,
Rz 12
104 14z,
12A 16461
53
238 2 Q
15 9 %64 O o \
%3 20 % 39 C) 20 A
Tl % e J"ﬂ;\

10.3.18 A Submitter Package has been received in terms of¢la@ests made irthe Preliminary
Report, albeit aimited to the ScotProperty. As this relates to thiargest developable block
within FDA?9, it is consideresifficient in guidingnalysis of servicing, density, natural values,
highly productive land, cultural matteendtransportfor the purposes othis analysis

10.3.19 TheTPDRdentifies a GRUZ zoning for the site, with the FDA3 overlay in SCHED15 denoting
aDAP Timeframé & Wt NA@NIISE NBENBS I YR 'y FydAOALI GSR D

10.3.20 IntermsofHazarddi KS aAGS A& y2dSR % TheSubngiterpackabe | NR !
includes both anCRCFlood Hazard Assessment and Geotechnisdessment Those
assessments which | rely state that the property can be described as low rigkovided
GKS Ft2¢ Ft22RoF 0SNAR {KNRdJz3K ,@fdSuitdbinBrithe  y R F f
proposed developmenf? respectively The CRCflood hazard assessment identifies that
flood modelling be undertaken to demonstrate the impact of the proposal on both
stormwater andarge-scaleriver events this wouldbe undertaken through DAP preparation

10.3.21 The amending proposal is not identified as being subject toT&yRCultural or Heritage
overlays including SASM

161 There is no change to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural Hazard
Recommendation
162 Submitter Packagdavis Oglividdemorandum Report [page 4, Appendix 2 and Appendix 3]
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10.3.22

10.3.23

10.3.24

10.3.25
10.3.26

10.3.27

10.3.28

The Raupuka Stream (spring fed) is identified in the Manawhenua Asse$&manbeing
culturally significant, witty n Hulrapa identifying the need to ensure that the mauri of the
waterway is not desecrated by subsequent development. The assessment identifies that
were the Hearings Panel to approve rezonivig) Hukapa would wish to ensure connection

to reticulated infrastructure so as to ensure that stormwater and wastewater did not
degrade the Steam furthet’. Subject to reticulationand appropriate stormwater
management through the subdivision process and associated regional council coasents
rezoning wouldherefore uphold cultural values.

The Submitter packageorrectly identifies that the site is not located within aentified
area of natural significand&ignificant Natural Area

| consideredhat subdivision as facilitated by tl@@eneral Residentia¢zoning would require
provision ofesplanade reserve associated with the Raupuka Stream and would maintain or
enhance natural values and biodiversity as associated with the waterway.

¢KS aAdS AhighiyproBugtivellahaasSaR overky in#h&PDP

In terms of theNPSHPL, the site is notated as comprisindJ@ soils as mapped by the New

Zealand Land Resource Inventory. The site is identified in the Growth Management Strategy
WSAARSYGALIE wSgA SH Accerdingly i teima of Wd application o tieh y 3 Q
NPSHPL Clause 3.5(7he site is identified as LUC Class 2 famdhe application of Clause
3.5(7)(a)(iphoweveri KS f I yR A& ARSYGAFASR Fa WtAQS 12y
strategic planning document, being tHeM3022 Reviewin terms of the application of

Clause 3.5(7)(b)@nd the mapped boundaries are identified at a sufficient level of detail to

enable the cadastral boundaries to be identified in practiceonclude that ie NPSHPL

does not apply to the land.

In terms oflandscapeandnatural characteMs Pflugeiidentifies that an earlier rezoning to
GRZ would not bepposed in relation to landscape matters, should expansion of Geraldine
to the north-east be required.

In terms ofinfrastructure, il KS & dz0 YA A& A 2y Lithesudmités havRiBadel A T A S &
significant progress in preparing a DAP and have included a concef#%l@he associated
Infrastructure Assessmelit identifies forwater supplyandreticulated wastewaterwould

be able to connect to the subject siterough the extension ahe existing network by 170m

with an existing easementLét 2 DP535668(p convey water and wastewatdrom the

existing network orConnolly Street through thilcKenzie Lifestyle Village providiiag that

extension to the subject propertyln terms ofstormwater, the submitter package states

that stormwater basins and management could be undertaken on site. In tertransfort,

183 Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [pg12]

164 Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [pg13]

165 Timaru District GMS Review Residential (2022) [Section 9.4(d), Figure 4].
166 Submitter Package. Davis Oglivie Memorandum Report [page 4, Ap@ndix
167 Submitter Package. Davis Oglivie Memorandum Rgp@pendix3 S Charlg
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10.3.29

10.3.30

the Submitter packagd y O2 N1J2 NI} 4 S& | RNJ T two &¢cegsywaysStbdi t £ |
Templer Streetnoting that the proposal woullikely generate1000 vehicle movements per

day and it is anticipatedhat the development can be easily integrated into the traffic

VSGg MmedrafedtdNT yaALI2Z NI ! daSaaySyid oLy gAff ySS
The response fronMr Kempis that Mo funding exists to support the immediatez@ning

and there is a lack of detail as to how the proposal will be achieved in a manner that ensures

the integrity of the existing network and apportioning of associated costs to the devétdper

In terms of network improvements Mr Kemp identifies that water supply network upgrades

are identified but not the funding of such, and that that there would be a need for a
communal pump station or loypressure network associated with wastewater.

With regards to transport and effects on the netwoMr Collins identifies an absence of
insufficient evidence presented for us to determine whether these Future Development
Areas could be rezoned sooner than anticipated by the notifie® P,

Recommendation

10.3.31

10.3.32

10.3.33

It is considered that FDA®holds andmplements and achieves relevant provisions of the
CRPS and@iPDPthat seek that urban growth occurs in a form that is attached to urban
areas’, encouraging housing choidé and can be appropriately supported by
infrastructuré”®. The primary submission point supporting retention of FDA&&epted
noting there are no submissions opposing FDA3, and that the nofffitldPanticipates
urbanisation of the area subsequent to the preparation of a DAP within 5 years.

The secondary religfirns on whether an additional 110 to 130 residential allotments as
facilitated by an immediate GRZ rezoning within tRBeraldinesettlement appropriatéy

Wromotes a caprdinated pattern of developmehtQ | infelgratdl with the efficient and

effective provision, maintenance and upgradeinfrastructure®@® ¢ KS S@ARSYy 0SS 71
Heath is that under either a high or medium growth forecast there is sufficient (and serviced)

long term urban household capacity. The Attachment from Novo Group to the Submission
package does not advance this matter.

¢CKS /2dzyOAf Qa NBOGASG 2F 02 YR ¢NIYaLR2NI Ly
integrity of the existing network and apportioning of associated cdsis not been

undertaken nor is there an appropriate structure plan / ODP to embed in the district plan
to direct coordinated development

168 Submitter Package. Davis Oglivie Memorandum Report [Appendix 3 S Chang]
169 Appendix 7. Infrastructure. TDC Engineers.

170 Appendix8. Transport Collins

71 CRPS Policy 5.3.1(1)

172 CRPS 5.3.1(2)

173 CRPS 5.3.5

174 CRPS5.3.1
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10.3.34 Based on that evidence of Mr Heath, | consider that rezoning the site in advance of the
timeframe and sequencing associated with SCHE&Nd preparation of DAP as embedded
in the district planis not appropriate in terms of achieving a consolidated, sequenced, and
co-ordinated pattern of development, which is efficiently integrated with infrastruct(ire
reach that view based on the consideration by the 3Ws and Transport analysis provided by
the Council | also consider that this aspect of the amending proposal would be less
appropriate in terms oé&ffectivenesgn achieving and implementing:

 SDO8R)S KA OK NBIljdzANBa (GKS WLINRGAAAZY 2F yYSg
and ceordinated with the nature, timing and sequencing of new development;
1 UFDBO1(@) which seeks a consolidated and integrated settlement pattern that
efficienty 002 YY2 Rl (1 Sa ¥ d4d) izhiBgrafedhBdéicdofdiated y R
with, and ensureshe efficient use of infrastructureand
1 EFOL1(4)which seeks effective and efficient regionally significant infrastructure is
aligned with and integrates with the timing and location of urban development.

10.3.35 Were the Submitter to further develop the concept pland supporting mechanisms for
insertion in the District Plaand equitable funding mechanisrhconsider that the proposal
could be the morefficientin terms of achieving number of provisions of the CRPI BP
Principally, the DAP mechanism and associated level of detail would be addressed by the
landowners who would benefit from the rezoning.

10.3.36 Irecommendthe amending proposal seeking an immediate rezoningelpected, primarily
becausethe more immediate rezoning would not furthé€onsolidated and integrated
settlement pattern§€UFDOJ). | also note that the preparation of the DAP und€bAP4
would provide a process to resolve transport and flooding modelling as identified in the
Submitter Package. | also do not consider there to be any risk of not acting, as provisions in
the TPDP prevent further fragmentation of FDA3Reention of FDAR overlay is
recommended to becceped.

10.4  Rezone for Growtlt FDA4Elloughton North FuturéDevelopment

10.4.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Rosa Westgarth & Jan Gibson 227.1

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency 143.193

Canterbury Regional Council 183.166

Ryan De Joux 157.2

175 CRPS Policy 5.3.1
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Submissions

10.4.2 Thesubmissions from Rosa Westgarth & Jan Gibson [227.1Y\aaildh Kotahi NZ Transport
Agency [143.193re considered iwonjunction with FDAL as above.

10.4.3 The submission fronthe Canterbury Regional CoungiB3.166 considers thatonly land
deemed essential for short to medium term development, as outlined in theWP$hould
be mapped and identifiedThe submitter seeks to amend the Future Development overlay
to only identify land where it is required in the shanedium term as defined in the NPS
UD.SCHED1S5 identifies the DAP preparation process for FDAG izli dzNIBeydndNI® |
€SI NEQ®

10.4.4 The submission frorRyan De Joux [157.8¢eks that theCouncil should amend all Future
Development Areas on rural zoned land showiBayond 10 yea@o ‘8 to 10 year®

Analysis

10.4.5 Timaru District Councilas commenced the preparation ofcamprehensivdDAP package
for FDA1, FDA2 and FDAwhich includesan assessment of transport, hydrology,
infrastructure, design, planning arttie preparation of asuite of mechanisms (including
staging) that would subsequently be embedded in the district plamthat basis, | consider
that it would be less efficient and effective to remove the FDA notation in the planméipg
and associated SCHEBnotation as associated with FDA4 sought by anterbury Regional
Council[183.166]

10.4.6 Inrelation to thesubmission from Ryan De Joux [15/12lave identified in the consideration
for FDA1 / FDAdbovethat the evidence of Mr Heatisthat sufficientdevelopment capacity
for housing existdo cater for demand over the next two decadebhe evidence of the
Council Engineers is that funding is not provided in the LTP as associated with servicing
requirements for FDA4, any anticipation that FDA4 would be-ptabled and infrastructure
ready’®in the medium term (10 years) would be misleading.

Recommendations

10.4.7 The recommendation made was that the submission fieosa Westgarth & Jan Gibson
[227.1]1be recommended to baccepted in part{as subject to additional contour evidence
from the submitter) the amendment of the northern interface of FDA4.

10.4.8 The submission from and@/aka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.183kcommended to
be acceptedwith no consequential changes to the notified provisions

76 NPSUD CI3.3(2) and CI3.4(1) and (3)
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10.4.9

The submission from the Canterbury Regional Coyh8B.166]is recommended to be
rejected

10.4.10 | recommend that the submission from Ryan De Joux [157.8jbeted.

10.5

10.5.1

Rezone for Growtlg FDAS5Young Farni-uture Development Area

The following table sets out theubmission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Ryan De Joux 157.2
Canterbury Regional Council 183.66

Submissions

10.5.2

10.5.3

10.5.4

10.5.5

SCHEDI15 identifies thd YSt Ay S F2NJ 5!t LINBLI NI} GA2¢y F2NI «
. S82yR p @SINERQ® ¢KS adzoYArAaarzy FTNRBRY GKS /1y
¢t 5t 2yfe& ARSY (-mn&dius Zerm@s detihad irftReNVRED Kril Md@uld

therefore seek theemoval of the FDA spatial overlay and SCHED15 references to FDAb.

Ryan De Joujl57.3 seeks thatCouncil amends all Future Development Areas on rural
12ySR YR aK24y | acwp S& Fhguifiefding podsaNdoddd (2 Wp
change the sequencing of SCHEIor FDAp Ww S a to Bevgah 5 to fl0years.

FDAS is some 1&ha andwould provide aconservativeresidential yield of 13% 160

households (1@ 12 HH/Ha}'’. FDAS isseparatedirom Orari Station Road ysegment of
undeveloped GRA3As introduced through the notified TPDP The western edge of FDA5

adjoinsthe Wahi River.

A map illustrating the location of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.

7342A Preliminary Report. Attachmeht Property Economics. Table (@47 households.
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Figurel2: Site L

tion (in Blue) FBE# Ryan De Joui57.2) and planning maps (hatched)
EX = = ¥ £3] &\V Ly < ki E ]

\g

c)‘“ 2 24
» 0 1 :
3 5
% ' o % e,
4 + >
2 P

Analysis

10.5.6 Asubmitter pakagehas not beerreceived in terms of the requirements of the Preliminary
Report. There is no additional analysis associated gritlwth projects or capacity, or the

sequencing of infrastructure and associated infrastructure that would provide a s32AA basis

for recommending apamendment to the sequencing provided in SCHED15.

10.5.7 Briefly, in terms of the environment and planning context associated with the amending
proposal:

a. The site is zone@RUZwith an FDA notation (FB# denoting in SCHED15 an anticipated

Residential (GRZ) zoned outcome with a BABY C dzii dzB SBE RBR mMn &SI NE Q

ARSY(GATFTASR | & meanstr@uhélansdd DistristEoutds hof résgonsible
for the preparation of the associated DAFDAP3.

b. The eastern edge adjoins the Waihi Stream which is notate@ASM20 in terms of
Cultural Valuesand is als@ubject to anesplanadereserve andublic accesgprovision
overlay which would be facilitated by the rezoning in terms of maintaining or enhancing
natural characterandbiodiversity values

c. In terms of thenatural hazardsthe site is notated as FAA under the notified TPDP

d. The site is currently a part oflarger (197ha; Young Properfyrural block to the south
which isused forarable andpastoral farming.

Statutory considerations

10.5.8 TheGrowth Management Strategy 2018 and Review (2022) identified the siterfgiterm
residential development fothe purposes of s74(2)(b)(i).

178 There is no change to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural Hazard
Recommendation
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10.5.9 The site is classified &PL (LUZ) underthe NPSHPL. The submission seeking a change to
sequencing in SCHED15 is not a rezomnigore immediate sequencirand provision of a
DAP associated with the rezoning to residential would not in wieyv be the more
appropriate in terms of the requirements afl(3.6(4) and (5) and not be the more
appropriate inachievinghe Obijectiveof the NPSHPL

10.5.10 Based on the evaluation of Mr Heathagree that there is existing sufficiedévelopment
capacity in Geraldine for housinig accommodate residential demar{chedium and high
growth forecastspver the long term (30 years) in the absence of the provision of any FDA. |
haveidentified above that the anticipated yield and medium term (within the next 10 years)
capacity provided by FDA3 wiltdd afurther 120 households to the Geraldin®using
market. The evidence of Mr Heath is that there is sufficient capacity to meet Geraldine
aStdt SYSyidQa R®%®ienungeda higSgfoRth scéndrio.H n p

10.5.11 Accordingly, he amending proposal hiist increasing residential choice and location in the
market, woulddiscouragaedevelopment and consolidatioof the existing urban areand
decrease the efficient integratioof infrastructure with new developmer{gsthe network
would be required to service dispersed and underutilisedrban area) and accordingly
would not promote a coordinated pattern of developmeras sought byCRPS 5.3.4and
5.3.2 andachieving welfunctioning urban environmentas required kg Objective lof the
NPSUD.

10.5.12 | consider that tle change in sequencing in tiyan De Joux [157.@libmissiorwould also
be the less appropriate, in considering the effectiveness and efficiency of achieving the
implementation of the followingd PDRprovisions:

a.SBOIR)AY G SN)a 2 Eoordiafed @i oEdevelopiett ffidiently
connect to reticulated sewer infrastruct® Yy 2 NJ A & NB [pdikiéhB R (0 2
NEAARSYGALFf RS@OSE2LIYSyd OFLI OAGE (2 YSSG R
b. UFDO1 a consolidated and integrated settlement pattern thafi) efficiently
accommodates futurd NB ¢ 1 K X | Yy R aadichodinatedvithi ahdi édsindd G S R
the efficient use of infrastructure.

10.5.13 In considering the removal of FDA5 as sought by the Canterbury Regional Council [183.166]
| consider that the matter is finely balanceBased on the evidence of Mr Heath,
urbanisation of the siteas necessaryo provide for residentialsufficient development
capacity would not be required within the next 30 yéétsand under a medium growth
scenario and with FDA3 developed in advawed beyond that.

10.5.14 Effectively this would mean that the site is identifisdthe TPDP aproviding for urban
growth and infrastructure investment with little prospect of such demand eventuating to an

179 S42A Preliminary Report. Appendix A. Property Economics. Table 12 and Table 13.
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extent that would result inoutcomes that would implement and achiewdFDO1 in

I OKAS@PRYy&A2EARIGSR FYR AYydSaINIGSR aSdaat SySyid
10.5.15 However the area is contained in one large landholdargd the GRUZ and FDA provisions

would ensure that the subject area would not hather fragmented or developed to the

extent which would compromise future urbanisatiahould it berequired that as & C dzii dzZNJB

Areaco S&2yR mn @SFENEQ GKSNB Aa y2 SELINBaa NBIjd

TDC to prepare the DAP package for the dite; site is contiguous with the existing

Geraldine urban areaand there is no obligationon any party to ptsue a plan change

seeking urbanisation. Ultimately this matter is finely baland@dnterbury Regional Council

may wishto provide further information that would guide this matter.

Recommendations
10.5.16 The submission from Ryan De Joux [157 .&jected
10.5.17 The submission from the Canterbury Regional Council [183.168¢&ted.

10.6  Rezone for Growtlty FDA Factory Road Future DevelopmeAtea

10.6.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Aitken, Johnstonand RSMrrust 237.1,237.2
Ryan De Joux 157.2
Canterbury Regional Council 183.166
Submissions

10.6.2 Aitken, Johnstorand RSMrust [237.1]are in support of the intent of the Future
Development Area Overlg¥DAG) across 26 and 52 Factory Road. However, the submitter
[237.2]opposesthel 6 S@ 2y R Sy @& She NdveloprievitAredlangiverhatf 2 NJ
all councils are required to review the District Plan every ten ye¢hessubmitter considers
it does not make sense to provide the land supply to then defer it until the next district plan
review.

Thesubmittersseek the following amendments FDA Factory Road Future Development
Area:

1 AmendSCHED13%;DA6to removeanytimeframeassociatedvith the
implementation of the Future Development Area.

OR alternatively
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10.6.3

10.6.4

10.6.5

10.6.6

10.6.7

10.6.8

1 AmendSCHED15%,DA6to decreasehe timeframeto 5 years. AND

1 Grantanyother consequentiabr similarrelief that is necessaryo
dealwith the concernsandthe issues raised in this submission or any subsequent
further submissions.

Ryan De Joux [157.2] seeks that Council amends all Future Development Areas on rural
IT2ySR flIyR a4K2gy | EvAHOSESERNRQAN &SI NBRQ (2 Wp
The Canterbury Regional Council [183.166] consider that onlydaached for shor or

mediumterm development as outlined in the NRE should be identified. As identified in
{/195mMp SAGK I 51t LINBreadkdNS@AZKN uMNPOSIEANE QT DIC
would remove the spatial extent of FBAom the planning maps and from the Schedule.

The amending proposatlates toa 17.93Ha blockwhich has an estimated residential yield
of between180to 215 household allotments (I)12HH/Ha}®.

FDAG (and the scope of the submissiom@lates tothree titleswhich are held under single
ownership

i 26 Factory Road Lot 2 DP 377989 8.3425Ha
1 52 Factory Road Part of Lot39 DP6860 9.3836Ha
1 -Factory Road Lot 38 DP 6860 0.0213Ha

Thereare singledwellings located on 26 and 52 Factory Raadpectively with the balance
used for arable and pastoral activitiesccess is provided from Factory Road, Sedidon
Street connects to the south of the site

Cohesive ownershifargebase allotmentsan absence adtructures, and multiple frontages
to the road network would aid in the formation afcohesive and integrated Development
Area Plan for the site.

A map illustrating the location of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.

180 S42A Preliminary Report. Attachment A. Property Economics. Takl23®households.
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Figurel3: Site Location (in Blue) FB&\ Aitken, Johnston and RSM Tru87(1, and 237.2Ryan
oux (157.2) and planning maps (hatched)
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Analysis

10.6.9 A Submitter package was received on behalf of Aitken, Johnatmh RSMTrust. The

package contains material associated with Htatutory framework,servicing and a Memo
from Novo Group whickeffectively sets out the requirements of the NB® and does not
advancematters in terms of the contribution, or otherwise of the amending proposal to
achieving welfunctioning urban environmentg,

10.6.10 Matters that are agreed include:

a. Notified Zoningg GRUZ with an FDA Overlay (FQA/&6&ctory Road Future Development
Areac General Residential Zoggt A YS ¥ NI YS T 2 NJ¢Beyadnd 19 Ceduf) dzNS

c. Biodiversity - There are no Natural Values overlays on the amending proposal site.
Dependent on subdivision desigmodest increases in natural character and
biodiversity could be achievexs associated with the Taumatakahu Stream, atbeise
would need to be introduced through any subsequent structure plan / ODP as
esplanade reserves are not mandated in TeDP

d. Hazards¢ The amending proposal is the subject to tRéod Assessment Area
Overlay®2 The Submitter package contains a Canterbury Regional Council Flood Hazard
Assessment whichconfirmsthat the property would likely be affected poding in
a 100year ARl everit Y R (i K I (i flaodisyNd-tHe propéréy 8an Mé described as
low riskQ althoughextensive development could result in significant changes to the

181 Submitter Package. Sub 237. Davis OglMichment2 ¢ Novo Group; Nueman.

182

183

There is no change to the FAA spagidlent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural Hazard
Recommendation
Submitter Package. Sub 237. Davis Oglivie. Attachme@anterbury Regional Council.
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modelled flooding and would result adhanges in the pattern and behaviourflafoding
in the area.

e. Culure and Heritage¢ The amending proposal is located within the SASMWahi
Tupuna Overlayhat applies to Waitarakao to Orari, inland to Seadown Road and
including Arawhenua and Temuka. There is not a Sé&ivlay specifically associated
with The Taumatakahu StreaniThe area is ofignificance toY n @uirapa given
associations with WaiateruatinPHespite the land being subsequenttifained and
converted for agricultural us&. Y n lulrapa would not wish to see mauri of any
adjoining waterwaysliminishedand the preservation of mahika kai atebngaspecies
through ensurinduture dwellings are connected to reticulated servi¢as

10.6.11 Matters that are disputed include:

a. LandscapeandNatural Charactec It is agreed thathe site is largely characterised by
open space arable and pastoral grasslands, albeit with two residences and
miscellaneous farm sheds. The site is considered to exhibit a primarily rural character
and amenity, although there is intensive residential depehent to the south, and peri
urban lifestyle development to east. The Taumatakahu Stream traverses the very north
eastern corner of the site. The Stream is not notated inTR®RN terms of an overlay
for either Esplanade Reserve provision or Public Access Provision.

Ms Pluger advises that:

oin my view, the openness, rural character and absence of rural lifestyle development makes
this site less suitable for residential development from a landscape perspective as
anticipated under the TPDP as associated for FDA6. The urban growth boundahpw/oul
less clearly detectable, leading to an appearance of urban sprawl into the rural environment
to the north of Temuka. Accordingly, | consider that from a landscape perspective an
approach that consolidates the existing urban area is preferable to a nmomediate
residential expansion into th&ea. There is no support for that part of the submission that
seeks immediate rezoning, or that the DAP process be brought forward to five years as
soughg.
b. Infrastructure and Servicingg the submitter package identifies thawater supply can

0S ASNWAOSR o6& (KS, idciadiny Siffidiet apatiyhy Kemp v SG 62 N

however advises that suchequires modelling and confirmation of capacityihe

package considers that theticulated wadewater network is proximateto the site

however a lowpressure network system or communal pump statwould beneeded

to overcomeconstraints to meet Council Infrastructure Standards #émel Building

Code.Mr Kemp consides that the impact of the proposal on downstream sewer

constraints has not beeassessed or providedn terms ofstormwater, stormwater

basins and management could be undertaken onsitgect toobtaining the necessary

84 Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [3]
185 Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [4]
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regional council consentsvith Mr Kempidentifying that the site is outside the Temuka
Sormwater Management Area

There is no technical assessment providedoamsport Whilst | acknowledgthat the

site has considerable frontage along Factory Road and the ability extethdiggddon
Street Road reseryeMr Collins considers that the submitter package is devaiciof
appropriate consideration of the amending proposal against the relevant Transport
objectives and policiegan analysigs to effects on the safe and efficient operation of
the network; and support by appropriate transport infrastructtite

Council engineers advise that there is no L-diegm Plan funding provided for upgraded
servicinginfrastructure to facilitate development of this sjtevith any prioritisation
associated with urbanisation of this block affecting the delivery of other
workstreams?’,

Statutory considerations

10.6.12 The subject of the submissif®) from Ryan De Joux [157.2Ihd Aitken, Johnstorand
RSMTrust [237.1] and [237.3re narrowed to the timeframe within SCHED15. The focus of
that analysis is related only to whether a more responsive process to facilitate rezordang to
General Residentiabne(eitherimmediatelyor as amended by a DAP timeframe of 5 years)
is the more appropriate in terms of:

a. Giving effect to the NRBPL, as associated with the primary relief of immediate
rezoning to General Residential zone;

b. Sufficient development capacity, and choice in dwelling location and types;
c. Integration with servicing infrastructure; and

d. Efficiency and effectiveness as associated with the preparation of a Development Area
Plan (FDA&4) and associated Plan Change (EDJA

10.6.13 In terms of the primary relief for rezoning to GRz Submitter packagaccepts that the
amending proposal (excluding a small area to the south) is HPL under the transitional
provisions of theNPSHPL®. The site is predominantly classed as {243 mapped by the
New Zealand Land Resource Inventory.

10.6.14 AccordinglyCl3.6(4) requires territorial authorities tonly allow urban rezoning where the
conjunctive tests in that clause are considered and met; in relationlt8.6{4)(a) the
evidence of Mr Heath is that there is sufficigetisible capacity in Temuka satisfy long
term (2083) demand under a medium growth forecast, and both the sk8riyear)and

186 Attachment 7. InfrastructureCollins.
187 Attachment?7. Infrastructure Kemp
188 Submitter Package. Sub 237. Davis Oglivie [3.2]
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10.6.15

10.6.16

10.6.17

10.6.18

10.6.19

10.6.20

medium (ten year) term under a high growth forecagiere is no assessment provided by
the Submitter in terms of the costs and benefits of rezorimgonsider Cl 3.6(4)(c)

The primary amending proposabeeking General Residential zoning immediately would
neither satisfy cl3.6(4)a) or (b)or 3.6(5) There is no assessment provided in relation to
cl3.6(4)(c). merefore | concludethat the immediate rezoning as sought ihat part of
submission [237.2)ould notgive effect tathe Objective orPolicy 4and5 of the NPSHPL
Given the LUC2 classification, consideration of this matter will not change given
Governments stated intent to remove LUC3 from consideration as Hterefore
recommend that this part of the submission iected.

The Submitter package identifiesabsidiary relief to the primary submission, that that part

of the southern extent of the amending proposal whichishdat[ 6S WAYYSRALI (St ¢
asGeneral Residenti#fQ @ L NI O2 Y Y Sy Rrejéacted, ificluding based dliBHe A ST 0 €
evidenceof Ms Pfluger that the existing urban boundary is well defined. In my sietv an
incrementalrezoning would nofpromote a¥oordinated pattern of developmefip give

effect to CRPS Policy 5.3and would notd S { G S NJ alcéhkold&téiSandYhtegrated

settlement patteri2 s dought byJFDOL

The following assessment considers that part of the amending proposals [237.2] and [157.2]
seeking &-yearDAP process within SCHED15

As set out in the Submitter Package and largely agreed with ingsgssment abovehe
subject site has considerable attributes associated withltmg(er) termurban growth of
Temukaincluding: a cohesive development area held in single ownerghg;ability to
manage the effects of urbanisation such that there would not be detrimental adverse effects
on sensitive natural and cultural valuemndproximityand accessibility tthe existing urban
area, including joband community servicé¥.

However based on the evidence of Mr Heath, more responsive urbanisation is not
requiredto meet sufficiency requirement® meet the needsn terms ofhouseholdtypes,

priceor location NPSUD Policy 2 Mr Kemphasidentified thatfunding is notidentified in

the LTP, and thadownstream infrastructure constrainfsewer network capacity limitation)

may impact the feasibility of achieving a successful development mimringrdQ Y S| y Ay 3
that the any rezoning would not contribute to development capacity as it would bet
AYUS3aANI G§SR ¢ A ( KadeduiteS develbidneént iaflasgtryctur@ ® sudbort the
RSOSt2LIYSyld 2F fIyR 2N K2dzaAy3 2N) odzaAySaa
| consider that an earlier rezoning would be the less appropriate in terhs@K A Sv@llA y 3 W

functioning urban environmen®NPSUD Objective ) or further the concentration or
coordinated pattern of developmeans required by the CRRSRPS Policy 5.3.ar Strategic

189 Submitter Package. Sub 237. Davis Oglivie [3.2, Figure 2]
190 Policy 1(a) and (&YPSUD.
Y1 NPS 5 5SFAYAGUARZY 2F WRSOS8B240YSyid OFLI OAGEQd wSFSNI |
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10.6.21

10.6.22

10.6.23

10.6.24

10.6.25

10.6.26

Directions of theTPDRSDO1), nor be the more appropriate in further the achievement of
UFDO1which seeksV|  O2 y & 2 finkefratdd SaRlentent Ratterrthat (i) efficiently

F O02YY2RI 1S4& FdziidzZNBE 3INB GG K | yand @lislidte@dtedl @ T 2 NJ
and coordinatedvith, and ensured KS STFAOASY (G .dzaS 2F Ay TFTNI &0 NX

Simply put, the addition of capacity (and infrastructure servicing demands) as associated
with a further 200 household allotments, in excesdte existingrealisable capacitywhich

is forecast taneet demandwell beyond the life of th@ PDRwill not consolidatehe Temuka
settlement pattern, norsupportthe efficient integration of infrastructure

The Council has not scheduled funding for a DAP (FDAG) as associated with the DAP process
inits LTP.

| do not consider that advancing the RPIDAP process tb years is efficient (having regard
to the costs and benefits).

It is considered that thee is little risk with not acting (in terms of accepting the amending
proposal). Th& PDRrovisiongpreventfragmentation and development associated with the
GRUZ zoningssociated with the site.

In terms of theamending proposal fronCanterbury Regional Couniglremove FDAG6 from
the Planning Maps and SCHED1&grisider the matter to be finely balanced. | note the
evidence of Mr Heatlthat under a medium growth scenariobanisation of the sitevould

not be necessary to provide for residential sufficient development capacity within the next
30 years albeit under a high growth scenanieodestadditional household demand could
be required beyond the medium (10 year) term. | hailsoidentified that no infrastructure
funding is identified in the LTP to support infrastructure servicing of the site.

However, as above | consider that thite represents aontiguousextension to Temuka,

should it be neededs held in a&ohesivdandholding and isrelativelyclose toseveral othe

key facilities, including schools, social servicasd the functional and social amenity

provided by the Temuka Town Cen{et a distance of some 1.@H. As the area iglentified

& WwWCdzidaSe2WsSImn &SFENEQ GKSNB A& y2 SELNB
resourcing) on the TDC to prepare the DAP package for teasitl thereis no obligation

on any party to pursue a plan change seeking urbanisafibe.Canterbury Regional Council
isrequested to provide further information that would guide this matter.

Recommendations

10.6.27

10.6.28

| recommend that the submissions from Aitken, Johnstond RSMrust P37.2] and Ryan
De Joux [157.2] beejected.

I recommend that the submissions frothe Canterbury Regional Coun{ll83.166]be
rejected.
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10.7 Rezone for Growtly FDA7ThompsonFuture DevelopmentArea

10.7.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
DarrenWayneRae 95.1
Greenfield, McCutcheon, Tarran 34.4
SullivanandEllery

Submissions

10.7.2 Greenfield, McCutcheon, Tarrant, Sullivaard Ellery [34.4] support FDA7 and the associated
2-yearpriority. The submitter seeks for FDA4 to be retained as notified.

10.7.3 Darren Wayne Rae [95.1] considers additionahl lifestyle properties should be provided
to enable growth in Temuka. The submitter setsFDA7 to be extendedbrth to include
their property at 148 McNair Road.

Analysis- DW Ra€[95.1] ¢ Temuka, 148 McNair Road

10.7.4 The submissioseekghe extension of FDA7 north 8pringfield Road, this would encompass
an area of some 68ha. The submission detail is specific to the propeif8d¥icNair Road
which is 2.43ha in siz&he amending proposal would lobemarcatedby the boundaries of
Factory Road, Springfield Road and McNair Road, would be located88fimefrom the
nearest urbanGRZ) boundary, and would adjoin notified FDA7 to the south.

10.7.5 Amap illustrating both the submission scope and the property at 148 McNair Reladvis
below.

Figure14: Site Location (in Blu€)W Rag95.1) and plannng maps (hatched)
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10.7.6

10.7.7

Asubmitter Package wasot received in terms of theaequests contained in thBreliminary
Report. Accordingly, there is no analysis of servicing, density, natural values, highly
productive land, cultural matters or transport that assist in terms of the duties in s32AA.

The site is zone@RUZOverlays include Flood Assessment Aigatijral Hazard¥?) and
Wahi Tupuna (SASH Cultural Valuek

Statutory consideration

10.7.8

10.7.9

10.7.10

10.7.11

10.7.12

10.7.13

10.7.14

The site is not identified for Urban or Rural Lifestyle growth within the Growth Management
Strategy 2018 and Review (2022) for the purposesrd{2)(b)(i).

Under the transitional NRBPL provisions, the site is classified as HPL (LU@2amending
proposal in extending FDA7 north is not an immediate rezoiegardless, as identified for
other submitters, given the inherent expectation of a rezoning associated with being notated
as an FDA in the Plan, | consider that the submissigmires consideration against the NPS
HPL,; in this instanc@bijective 1 Policy 4andPolicy 6 There is nanalysigrovided by the
submitter with regarchow the proposal wold achieve the dteria in Clause 3.10, with the

requirement under Clause 3.7 th@erritorial authorities aretherwiseR A NB O aWi® G 2
NBi2yAy3 2F KAIKfe& LINRPRdAzZOGADBS fFyRXDQ

| consider that there is not sufficient evidence provided to enable an evaluation of the
amending proposal for the purposes of s32AA.

The amending proposal relates to an area primarily used for pastoral agricultural activities,
with site sizesanging from26ha t00.4ha, and an average of some 6Aaaumber of smaller
allotments front McNair Road

A maximum yieldn the absence of sewer reticulationHa lots) wouldbe in the order of
some 30 allotments.

To the extent that a consideration against the provisions ilNRSUD s relevant to a Rural
Lifestyle amending proposalnder a medium growttiorecastadditional dwellingsupplyis
not required to meet Ws aminimumtthe longterm sufficieny requirements in the NPS
(Policy 2.

In terms of aconsideration against the higher order statutory framework, | consider that the
amending proposal:

(b) Would not giveeffect to the NPEPL, specificallyObjective 1and Policy 4andwould
create an expectation for Rural Lifestyle rezoning which would not acliteliey 6

192 There is no change to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural Hazard
Recommendation

122



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

Whilst not a rezoning, the extended FDA sought relates to anrateded as HPL under
the transitional requirements (LUC2) and is substantially used for productive purposes.

(c) The amending proposdl 2 dzf R yYdbderitrit& N5 $aMdéhed to existing urban
area) (G2 I OKA S OSSDDOMIRNOAIVALA Syy Shiiia aSLI NF A2y
urban boundaryNS LINS & Sy & wdzNJ £ [ A ¥ Sriegratdd withRIe @St 2 LIY
SYGANRYYSYld |yR | LItdNEiedB F05S Ay F NI a i NHzO G dzNB

10.7.15 Accordingly, | recommend that the submission frRW Ra¢95.1] berejected.

Analysis- Greenfield, McCutcheon, Tarrant, Sullivand Ellery[34.4] ¢ Temuka,FDA7

10.7.16 The site is zone@GRUZ with an accompanying FDDAverlayas identified in SCHED15 for
RuralLifestyle Zone and a Priority area2-year DAR The amending proposds one of
support for the notifiedTPDRorovision associated with FDA7 asigites in the submission
[13]:

oSupport for FDA7 Thompson Road Future Development Areas and the assBgiated
priority¢ (as identified in SCHED15).

10.7.17 A map illustrating the location of FDAY in relation to Temuka is shown belovas§heiated
land area ig10.5haand consists of allotments that are typically less than 2haize. There
is only one larger cohesive allotment of some 13ha fronting McNairs Rehith is partly
transectedby the Taumatakahu Stream as notated for esplanade red&raad pedestrian
access provisionvithin the TPDPMuch of the block is considered to already exhihit
character and amenitgkin to the qualities sought within the Rural Lifestyle zdReZ02),
the absence otommercial scale rural production within the block means that adverse
reverse sensitivitgffectson productive rural uses would halikely.

198 SCHED1€ Schedule of Esplanade Reser(gstire Length)
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Figurel

5: Site Location (imed outling) Sullivanet al (34.4) and plannhg maps
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10.7.18 A submitter package was receivéthere is agreement as to the following:
a. Notified Zoning and the FDA¢ GRUZ, with @ Year DAProcess for Rural Lifestyle zone;

b. Landscape; Exhibits primary a Rural Residential character and amenity, limited
productive ruralactivity. Ms Pfluger identifies tha@he allotments typically follow the
size and nature of that expected in a rural lifestyle area. A number of smaller lots are
already found within this block of lan&. Mechanics associated with maintaining
natural character, as practical, would be undertaken through the DAP process and
adz0 aSljdzsSyid. LIX Iy OKFy3aSQ

c. Biodiversity ¢ Values are attributable to th&aumatakahu Stream. considerthat
subdivision facilitated by the Rural Lifestyle Zoning wdnatder recognise and provide
for these values than th€EPDRGRUZ zoning.

d. Cultural Values; These are notated as SASMWaiar&ao to OrariJand SASM18Te
Taumatakahu oKahu Steram)the TPDPTheManawhenuaReport prepared by Mdall
at Aoraki Environmental Consultancy Ltd, identifibthat the area is ofsubstantial
value as associated withVaiaterdzl G A t n | FRNNEKEY RAIVWR (KS tn
utilised by IKti Huirapa for growing andyathering Mahika kai resourc@#ccordingly,
water quality and the protection ofemaining waterways and springs is critical to
preserving what is left of mahika kai and taonga speciesefore, if landowners were
to develop sites as a greater density than is already the &dse,i A | dzA NI LJ ¢ 2 dz
2y TFdzidzZNB RgStftAy3aa o0SAy3a O02yySOGSR G2 [/ 2d
wastewater and stormwate®I| agree.

94 Manawhenua Report. Hall. [28 Grange Road, Temuka, pg 4]
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e. Infrastructure cTheMr Kemp hast RS y (i A TAk $bted by thé submitter, extensive
work needs to occur in relation to the serviceability of the area. The submission does not
seek to change the FDA approach, so there is nothing additional to comment on other
than noting the servicing constraints maypatt on the achievability of a 4zoning
through the FDA proce&?.

| consider that thedensity limitsas predicated orwastewater reticulationt®® would
preclude further subdivision of the block in the absencevatewater reticulation This
would preclude (with the exception dfOTS 149 3537 DP 6860 BLK 1| AROWHENUA
SD(12.78Ha)) additional allotments, and therdlygely maintaining the current density
as advised byoraki Environmental Consultancy Lithe DARNd Plan Change process
(FDAP2 and FD#R4) would provide an opportunity to confirm reticulation for the block
prior to rezoning

f. Hazardsc the site is notated as¥Ctf 22 R | | | | Ndewevedastlisiaiex By ( Q
already identified as an FDAhere is an expectation that hazard risks can be
appropriately managed’.

Statutory consideration

10.7.19 As outlined in thes42ANPSHPL Memo, the subject aré&sHPL (LUZ) under the transitional
provisions ofthe NREPI® ¢ KS AAGS g1 a &rBENIAFASRSE Daf 1AM
not carried through within the GMS2022 review. This analysis is afgpsebts McMullad®®,
The submitter package does not provide a consideration of Clauses 3.7 and 3.10 on the basis
that the submission does not seek a rezoning, and is in support of the FDA.

10.7.20 Lastly, for the reasons given aboleely on the evidence of Mr Heattith regard to the
provision of sufficient development capacityconsider that the FDA represents an increase
(abeitY2 RSadGfte SalLSOoArftte Ay GKS 6aSyosS 27F g4l
dwellings available to the Temuka housing market.

10.7.21 There are no submissions opposing the FDA or DAP process timetable in SCHED15. The
submission fronGreenfield, McCutcheon, Tarrant, Sullivaard Ellery[34.4 is in support of
the notified TPDP with respect to the siteecommend that the submission from Greenfield,
McCutcheon, Tarrant, SullivamdEllery Sub# 34.4 keccepted

195 Appendix8. Infrastructure Kemp

19 Ppart 2¢ District Wide Matters / Subdivision / Sub F3pandSUBS1 n 00 any othér areas, 5000fif
there is a sewer connection to eadsidential lot, otherwise 21a ®

There is no change to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural Hazard
Recommendation.
https://environment.govt.nz/assets/publications/land/Nation&lolicyStatementHighlyProductive
LandGuiddo-implementationMarch-2023.pdf at [1$requiresidentification of land parcels.

199 Submitter Packageullivanet al. Sub 34.

197

198
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Recommendations

10.7.22 The submission from Greenfield, McCutcheon, Tarrant, Sulawnatllery Sub# 34.4 be
accepted

10.7.23 The submission from RW Rae [95hE]rejected.

10.8 Rezone for Growtly FDA8 Mansé&oadFuture Development Area

10.8.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this sectidheofeport
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Waka Kotahi NZransportAgency 143.194
Submissions

10.8.2 Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.194] recognises that land identified as rural lifestyle

development, as set outin FB/,10 and 11 are adjacent to existing urban arddewever,

the submitterseeks further regard be given to the consideration tiatland is further away

from amenities, public transportand multimodal transport routethereby placing reliance

to travelling by private vehicle. Additionally, tsabmitter questionshow FDAs wilachieve
transport outcomesin relationto Central Government direction on climate chandée
requested relief is to consider the matters described to determine whether8HD#nse

Road Future Development Areaappropriate to be rezoned asral lifestye.

Analysis¢ FDA8 Manse Road Future Development Area

10.8.3 Thesubmission from Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.194] is narrowly famused
whether appropriatetransport and mulimodaloutcomesassociated witHFDA8 would be
achievel, suchthat rezoningto Rural Lifestyle zone remains appropriate.

10.8.4 FDAS relates to a46ha block locatedn the southern extent of Pleasant Point, direct
frontage is provided by Smart Munro Road and Longview Road, as welieas Street
Extensions from Kyber Striedkhan Street and Kandahar Street would also provide direct
access into the land areRroperty Economics have identified a potential yield ofr 7i&l
lifestyle allotments™.

10.8.5 The site islightly elevated abovthe existing Pleasant Point settlement, and contains a mix
of allotment sizes fron2ha to 20ha.

200 Preliminary s42A Report. Attachment A. Property Economics [Table 10]
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10.8.6

10.8.7

10.8.8

10.8.9

A mapillustrating the location of the sitéand associated land use classificatéom zoning
is provided below:

Figurel6: Site Location (in Blué)Vaka Kotahi[143.194 and planning maps (hatched)

In terms of the specifiransportfocuscontained within the submissioitom Waka Kotabhi,
the site was assessed during the preparation of the GMS201&iag able to integrate
efficiently with the regional and local road networkst. its closest pointtie subject area is
some 300m from the Pleasant Point Town Centre zone, and at its furthestls8ikma DAP
preparation aspursuant to Policy FDA4@) also requires the provision ofmulti-modal
transport links (including active transport links) and connected transport netvxofkem
and within the sit€ ©

It is considered that FD®& is attached to an existing urban area, and subject to the
requirements of FD&R4would promote (in terms of the transport network) a-oodinated
pattern of developmerf’; provision of a zoned rural lifestyle opportunity in Pleasant Point
would also promote further housing chof¢é

However, it isacknowledgedhat given the scale and role @mploymentactivitiesand
amenities in Pleasant Poirthat the FDA (and associated rezoning) wouldhbavily reliant
on travelling by private vehicle foaccessto goods, services and employmenit is
considered that FDA8 would be less appropriatgriomoting energy efficiency in urban
forms and transport pattern®, and would notsupport reductions in greenhouse gas
emission®4 This is a function ofhe character of Rural Lifestyle zoned opportunities,
regardless of where they are loeat but is exacerbatedfor FDA8 giving the limited
functional and social amenity (employment, community facilities and range of retail and
serviceactivities) available in Pleasant Point to facilitate shovignicle kilometres travelled
(VKT) by residents in any subsequent Rural Lifestyle zone.

201 CRP®olicy 5.3.1(1)

202 CRPS Policy 5.3.1(2)

203 CRPS Policy 5.3.1(3)

204 NPSUD Obijective 8(a) andolicy 1f)
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10.8.10 Interms of the specific transport matters raised in the submission by Waka Kotahi, | consider

that retention of FDA8 is finely balanced.

10.8.11 FDAS8 would achieve a number gfrovisions in the higher order documenthe site is

absentsensitivenatural environment values and cultural valégas notated in théeTPDF,
and wouldprovide housing choice through growth that attaches to existing urban areas

10.8.12 In terms ofnatural hazardsthe site islargelyabsentof materialFloodrisk’® as notatedas

FAA under the notified TPDP. However as subject to the remodelled FAA as sought by
Environment Canterbury [183.228] the full of extent of FDA8 would become subject to

the FAA overlay.
Figurel7: FAA Overlay Notified (red / hatched) and s42A Recommended FAA (yellow)

L o s sy
,,/

"] POP - Fiood Assessment Area
Recommended PTDP Flood Assessment Area April 2025

T

REZONING - Requests for Growth Submissions

1 Townships - Outlines
== State Highways
Major Roads

Roads

10.8.13 However, the proposal would nofurther aconsolidaed settlement patterd®®given that the

evidence of Mr Heath identifies sufficient capacity in Pleasant Point (in the absence-of FDA
8) to meet both medium and high growth projected demand to 305or promote energy
efficient urban forms andettlementpatterns®,

205
206
207

208
209

UFDO1(vi)

SDO4, UFBD1(ix)

Refer s42ANatural Hazards Section 7.38
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/998856/NaturblazardsCoastal
EnviromentDrinkingWater-ProtectionAndrewWilliss42aReportv2.pdf

UFDO1

SDOJ(jii)
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Statutory consideration

10.8.14 In terms of a wider contexb the submissioth am aware of thdollowing matterswhich are

of relevance to the determination by the Panel

a. NPSHPL.The subject site is deemed to be HPL undertthasitional provisions of the
NPSHPL. The sites zoned acombination ofRurall and Rural 2 under the Operative
Timaru District Plarunder theTPDRhe site is noted General Rural zone, as notated with

the FDA8 overlay. The site is notated as comprising Land Use Capability Class 2 and 3

soils as mapped by thdew Zealand Land Resource Inventdiye site is not identified
in the GMS2022 Review by cadastral boundaexordingly, athe soils associated with
FDAS8 areHPLthe relevant provisions associated with a rezonindriaral Lifestyle would
be CI3.7 and CI3.10.

Whilst the FDA process is not a rezonitige consequence of the DAP preparation
pursuant to FDA4 andsubsequentplan change request for thimtroduction into the
District Plan wouldas considered against the directive provisions of the M be
destinedto fail. | would not consider that FD& would have sufficient constraints or
benefitsrespectivelyin termsof CB.10(1)(a) or (c); the Property Economics analysis also
identifies sufficient development capacity for Pleasant P@médium or high growth
forecasts) to 208 not that Rural Lifestyl@pportunities isconsidered in that analysis as

LI NI 2F Fy WdzNBlYy SY@ANRYYSyidQ (2 LINROARS

b. Infrastructure. Initial assessments for the GMS20#@8ntified that there would be costs
associated with wastewater and water supply for firefighting; with the former requiring
a sewer network and pump station upgrade to provide reticulation, and the latter
requiring a booster pumpat the more elevated sites.

10.8.15 For the purposes of/@(2)(b), | have had regard to the GMS2018 which identifiet &t a

cadastral level of detail) the western extent of FDA&as| Yy 4S w2l R wdbel f

into force inOctober 2022 represents a highly directive approach to the protection and
management of highly productive land that was not in force when the ZENISwas
approved by the TDC.

10.8.16 On the basis of the aboyand primarily the implications of the NIMPL. retention of FDA

8 is considered to be both lesfficient (in terms of costs to establish a DAdhd likely
statutory and directive hurdles in the NfMPL which seek to prevent rezoning of AL
and effective (modest benefits in terms of housing choice amwhnection to an established
urban area, but would not achievgrovisionsin terms of the efficient integration with

NPSHPL Objective. Poligy Policy 6

129

N
>

C

wS 3.
GSNY WNBIIFINRQ YSI ya nacksglilyprBvadSThd NP#HM yagomidg/ 0 dzi

Y



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

infrastructure?!!, capability to efficiently connect to servici#tg and the promotion of
energy efficient urban forms and settlement pattetfisin achieving or giving effect to the
relevant statutory framework when considered as a whole.

Recommendationand s32AA analysis

10.8.17 The submission from Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.194] is recommended to be
accepted

10.8.18 The amended change to SCHETand planning maps aras below:

Uni que Name Anticipated Ti mef faoam Additional
identifier Zone DAP Requirement
FDAE EDA8-Manse RuralLiestyle Pri—ority
Road-Future Zone 5 years
Development
Area—Rural
Lifestyle
Development
F D A9 F D A9 - Gleniti Rural Lifestyle Priority
[ Re nu mb| North Future Zone 5 years
accor dji | Development
Area - Rural
Lifestyle
Development
~rest < S
//Nnm & &
7] -~ v
A
/ L's "'7{“' ~ A
/ 2 J / & ug,
\j ',“ ’:,': A, €e;
J' .,;0 Q"Sr,
SR N7
/” "‘~
S Delete FDA8 Overlay
2 Retain GRUZ S
e ’49
\\‘\ é"
.\.\“ é&@
S

211
212
213

SDO1(ii)

UFDO1(ii)NPSUD Objective 6(a)

214

SDOJii), NPSUD Policy 1(e), Objective 8.

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.194]

130



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

10.9 Rezone for growthg FDA9GIeniti North FutureDevelopmentArea

10.9.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
AnneMarie Ford andMostafa Mohamed| 217.1
Ammar

HollyRenee Singlinand RSM 27.9, 27.11
TrustLimited
Waka Kotahi NZransportAgency 143.195

Submissions

10.9.2 HollyRenee Singlinand RSM Trudtimited [27.9] support the inclusion of 210 Gleniti Road
in FDA9 andeek to retain as notified.

10.9.3 HollyRenee Singlinand RSM Trudtimited [27.11klsorequest that the DAP timeframe be
shortened from 5 years to 2 years given that council commenced the district plan review
over 7 years ago.

10.9.4 AnneMarie Ford andMostafa Mohamed Ammar [217.1donsiders the property at 318
Gleniti Road should be included with FDA9 giviem area already has rural residential
development present, and there is existing demand for residergralperties onthe
YV2NIKSNY SR@#@@Bnaed ¢ A Yl NHzQA

10.9.5 Waka Kotahi NZransportAgency [143.15 recognises thathe land identified for rural
lifestyle development as identified in FDA9 is adjacent to existing urban areas, hahvever
submitterseeks furtheconsideratiorof the transportmatters described in their submission
point as to whether FDA9 is appropriatebe rezoned to rural lifestyle zoning.

Analysis¢ Anne-Marie Ford and Mostafa Mohamed AmmdR17.]] ¢ 318 Gleniti Road, Timaru

10.9.6 AnneMarie Ford and Mostafa Mohamed Ammar [217.1] considers the property at 318
Gleniti Road should be included with FDA9 given the area alreads haal residential
character and there is existing demand for residential properties on the northern edge of
CAYlFNHzZQA dzNBlFYy FNBIF® ¢KS AdzoYAGGHISNI 45S14a (GKS
(&) Amend the boundary of FDA9 to include 318 Gleniti Road (and other properties between
the existing boundary and the proposed extension);

AND

(b) Any consequential and/or alternative amendments to address the matters raised in this
submission.

10.9.7 Thesubmission seeking thexpansion oFDA9 to include 318 Gleniti Roaldo incorporags
throughits scopethe properties at 264, 274 and 288 Gleniti R@adarelocated to the west
of FDA9, with the northern exterttoundedby Gleniti Road.
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10.9.8

10.9.9

10.9.10

10.9.11

10.9.12

Collectively the amending proposal relates to 22.34 hectares which would provide a Rural
Lifestyle Yield of between eight and thidwe (35) allotments dependent on the provision

of wastewater reticulatiof>. The amending proposal comprises of four existing allotments,
the largest at 10.82ha and 6.24ha, and the smallest a 2.96ha and 2.32ha; each contains a
dwelling.

A map illustrating the location of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.

Figurel8: Site Location (in Blue) Ford & Amm&17.1] and planning maps (hatched)

PR HREN, W AT » LA ~ § ir’l ‘ ;
: ¢ . % IR } - [ b, i
& 2, 7 og ) |
- o 2 -
g = \ - | 1 2
V"s
3

A aubmitter package wasot received in terms of theequests set out in théreliminary
Report. There is nocorrespondinganalysis of servicing, density, natural values, highly
productive land, cultural matters or transport that assist in terms of the duties in s32AA. The
original submission states that the FD&@erlay extension is warranted due :tmarket
demand that the area has rural residential development preserid is a minor extension

to FDA9

Within the TPDPthe area is zone@RUZ The amending proposal is not identified as being
subject to anyNatural Hazardoverlay8®. SASMMH 062 A ¢+ 21 F 0 n A Lz
extends through the amending proposal in term€aituraloverlays, and the corresponding
esplanadeprovisionis notated on the planning mapthoughthat requirement does not
extend topublicaccesgprovision. There are nootated Natural Valuesdentified in the TPDP

as associated witthe amending proposal.

The area subject to the submission, in my vexhkibits a semiural character and amenity
that remains consistent with the outcomes sought in GRI2Z The site is characterised by
substantial areas of open space and pastureland associated with a rolling topography

215 Rule SUB1(4).4
216 The amending proposal is not contained in the remodelled FAA as sought by Envirdbanéstoury
[183.228]
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interspersed with shelterbelts. Whilst | acknowledge that the residential density is well
below 40H&'’ | consider this area is distinguishable from smaller lots further to the east as
notated as FDAO9. | also consider that extending FDA9 to include the amending proposal
would not provide a particularly defendable western edge given the nature of the
fragmerted allotments further west along Gleniti Road.

Statutory consideration

10.9.13

10.9.14

10.9.15

10.9.16

The site is not identified for Urban or Rural Lifestyle growth within the Growth Management
Strategy 2018 and Review (2022) for the purposes of s74(2)(b)(i).

The site is classified as HPL (LUC3) within the transitionadHRP§rovisions. The submission
in seeking an extension of FDA9 (SCHEPtority Area 5 years) is not a rezoning. However,
Clauses 3.7 and 3.10 in my view should still be had regard &m tjie expectation of a Rural
Lifestyle zoning as sought (unless the MP& is amended in the interinm, precludeLUC3
from the classification of HPL). This was identified in the s42A HPL3#emo

In the absence of an evaluation from the submitter against the matters in Clause 3.10 of the
NPSHPL, | am not satisfied that the amending proposal would otherwise avoid the loss of
productive capacity of lantlased primary production, nor would avoid @raentation of

large and geographically cohesive land areas, given the two larger lots of 6.2 and 10.8ha
respectively appear to be utilised for pastoral agricultural activities. In my view, the
amending proposal, whilst not a rezoning, woskkk tofacilitate a zoned outcome that
would not be the more appropriate in terms of giving effecthlie Objectiveof the NPSHPL

and correspondingpolicy 4and ultimatelyPolicy 6.

In terms of the indirect consideration against tR€SUD (referencing the statutory context

as discussed on the interplay with the NBB, National Planning Standards and CRPS as to
the role and purpose of the Rural Lifestyle zimproviding sufficient development capacity
and contribution to weHlunctioning urban environmenjs | do not consider that the
amending proposal is required to ensure sufficiency in development capRaligy 3, nor

to provide for a variety of homes in terms of type andaltien (Policy ). The evidence of Mr
Heath is that there is sufficiemtevelopmentcapacity to meet Timaru settleme@thousing
needs for the next two decades, even under a high growth scenario.

10.9.17In absence of technical evaluation associated with infrastructure servicing, | conclude that the
amending proposal would not achie@bjective 6in terms of integrated infrastructurauhding
and planning decisions, or represent strategic planning decisions over the medium and long
term. Overall, | consider that the amending proposal would not give effeObjective 1of the
NPS 5 | yR g2dz R y2id I &ei-funttioning yrbad doBrontidd@B @A 3 A 2 Y

217 Rule SUB1(3)
218 Applicability of NPSIPL to proposed rezonings. Memo dated 21 January 2025 [24]
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10.9.18

10.9.19

10.9.20

10.9.21

The amending proposal would not consequently further achieveme@¥1(2) in terms
2F | OK kéofiihated patternBf developmefdt effidiently connect to reticulated
sewer infrastructur@

| have concluded that the amending proposal would not be the more appropriate in terms
of responding to existing rural character and amen®RUZ02) and would be difficult to
distinguish from existing cadastral fragmentation further west along Gleniti Road.

| also note that the absence of an evaluation does not address how values associated with

the SASMMH 621 A ¢F21F0 ndALMzZ o{lFftdglGSND [/ NBS]
potentially enhanced as would be sought®SMP8

Accordingly, | recommend that the submission froAnneMarie Ford andMVostafa

Mohamed Ammaf217.1] berejected. | would retain that recommendation regardless of

whether the amending proposal engageswiththe NPS[ 3A @Sy G KS D2 @SNYYS
intentions to removed LUC3 from classifying HPL.

Analysisg Holly Renee Singlinand RSM Trudtimited[27.9, 27.11¢ 210 Gleniti Road, Timaru

10.9.22

10.9.23

Holly Renee Singline and RSM Trust Limited [27.9] supports including 210 Gleniti Road in
FDA9, however requesfg7.11]that the DAP timeframe be shortened from 5 years to 2
years given thathe Muncil commenced the district plan review over 7 years ago. The
submitter seeks the following amendment:

Unique Name Anticipated | Timeframefor DAP | Additional
Identifier Zone Requirement
FDA9 FDA9 Gleniti North Future Rural Priority area 6 2

Development AreaRural Lifestyle years

Lifestyle Development Zone

The amending proposal relates to a 51ha land area that borders the Gleniti Golf Course and
Gleniti Road to the north, and the southern boundary follows Opitua Creek; the eastern
boundary adjoins the General Residential Zone (GRZ) to the east, and allaingerural
landholding (Sub 217.1) adjoins FDA9 to the east. At a density as serviced by wastewater
reticulation, a potential capacity of 87 dwellings would be provided

10.9.24 A map illustrating the location of the site (and associated LUC classification) and zoning is

provided below.

219 Property Economics. Residential Capacity Report (2024) [Table 10].
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Figurel9: Site Location (in Blue) Rabbidge et al (Sub# 27.9, 27.11) and planning maps (hatc

T o TEe e ¥ N . 1]
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10.9.25 A submitter package was received, it is limited in terms of providing an analysis as to the
matters identified in the Preliminary Report as targeted to the submission relief, and is
largely absent of any technical expert evaluation, including Three Waters.

10.9.26 Matters that are agreed include:

a. Notified Zoning ¢ GRUZ with an FDA Overlay (FDA%leniti North Future
Development Area Rural Lifestyle Developmegt¢t A YSFNI YS F2NJ 5!t Wt
¢ 5 years).

b. LandscapendNatural CharactegC5! pQa a2 dzi KSNY FyR SI aidSN
Opitua Creek and tributary as notated in th® DHor esplanadereserve, with the
southern extent of the Opitua notated for bo#splanadereserve andgublic access
provision. Subdivision under a Rural Lifestyle Zone would facilitate the acquisition of
esplanadereserve.

| agree that the smaller allotments (circa 0.2 to 1.9ha fronting Gleniti Road provide
Wery limited rural activit®’®, however consider thaarger lots further to the south
(11.7ha, 9.72ha and 4.12ha) still exhibit some rural character as associated with
pastoral activitiesMs Pfluger advises th#t an appropriate design is prepared for the
development of the site, taking into account natural character and amenity
considerations, it could be appropriate to bring the development of the FDA forward

from 5 to 2 years in light of existing and adjacent residential development@?*. She also
advises that theultimate development of the block should hitegrated with the
recognition and protection ad green / blue corridor associated withii A Cidzk.

220 Submitter Package. Sub#27. Rabbidge [2.2]
221 Attachment 3. Landscape. Pfluger.
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c. Biodiversityg There are no Natural Values overlays on the amending proposal site. |
consider then (i A |Go#ék provides opportunities to increase the width of the
esplanade reserve and enhance natural values. The strategic and integrated provision
of these corridors can be facilitated by the DAP and rezoning process associated with
the FDA.

d. Hazardsg Limited parts of the FDA are subject to notated Flood Assessment Area
notations as associated with overland flowpattis

e. Culture and Heritage That part of the amending proposal which contains the Opitua
Creek and tributaries is subject to SASMH 6 n A LJdzZE o { I f Gdg GSNJ
al yI 6 KSydz wS L322 NArowl@Buy éntl &fFCE do nit ppdsedButure
residential development within the identified area(s) on the proviso that the Opitua
Creek (is) respected, protected and potentially enha@&eed

10.9.27 Matters that are disagreedor require further consideration and evidence from the
submitterincludes:

a. the Submission package provides limited information as requested in the Preliminary
Report as tanfrastructure and servicingWhilst the package notes thatater supply
can bea SNIAOSR o0& (KS |/ zZretmli@tad vastewadeNid moy’ y S 6 3
confirmed.Mr Kempadvises that W i K SaNfBentiyk rio funding allocated for future
developmentvorks and the bringing forward of timeframes woplotentially impact
2y 20 KSNI ¢meaddisind NBrimatidndvided in the submission package
that progresses BAP process in terms of identifying infrastructure needs, funding and
connections; nor provides rationale for why the SCHED15 DAP process should be
commenced earlier than identified in the TPDH& submission should be rejectét
In terms ofstormwater, whilst it may be thatstormwater basins and management
could be undertaken on sitinere is no assessment provided for such

Mr Kempalso advisethat the Submitter package does not address hiw entire
FDA can be serviced in a coherent and integrated manner.

In terms oftransport, the Submitter package considers that access can be provided

by both Gleniti Road and Snowdown Road; the package identifies that access could

be provided by road / right of way linkages as part of a future Plan Change, and | note

that FDAt n 6 y 0 Nd@hedsd Nasport\Hetworks that allow ease of movement,

to, from and withinthe are@ ¢ KA OK & dzLJLl2 Nia Ay adS3aNy dSR |
in comparison to a series of access points and rights of way to the roading network.

Mr Collns has advised that the Submitter Package contains insufficient evidence to

222 There is nanaterialchange to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural
Hazard Recommendation.

223 Manawhenua Report. AECL. Hall [pg 9]

224 Attachment 7. TDC. Infrastructure Engineers.

136



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

determinefunding implications foassociated with the requestin terms of planning,
rezoning, infrastructure provision eté.

Statutory considerations

10.9.28 The subject of the submission is narrowed to the timeframe within SCHED15. The focus of
the analysis is related only to whether a more responsive process to facilitate rezoning to
Rural Lifestyle zone is the more appropriate in terms of:

a. Sufficient development capacity, and choicalimelling location and types;

b. Achieving and implementing the Strategic Directions objectives, in particular
integrationwith servicing infrastructure; and

c. Efficiency and effectiveness as associated with the preparation of a Development Area
Plan (FDA4) and associated Plan Change (EDA

10.9.29 To the extent that it is relevant in relation to ti¢PSUD, the evidence of Mr Heatls
preferred that there is sufficient (urban) development capacityavailable The material
prepared byMr Pattersondoes not advance this mattemore responsive planning process
to facilitatea Rural Lifestyle rezoning is not required to mesuirements associated with
Policy 2 or Objective 1 and Policy 1 oftheNP8a NJ | S| (i K laR@ra réaspansivé K I W
DAP process (and associated plan change) would result in economic costs where this
displaces infrastructure funding as associated with existing and anticipated funding
programmes) ®

10.9.30 Mr Heath has identified that sufficient zoned capacity exists to meet housing demand under
both a medium and high growth forecast beyond 20 years, with only the latter requiring the
release of additional capacity through the FDAs to satisfy long (30deragnd for housing.

10.9.31 A more responsive planning process of 2 Years as sought in the submission is not required
to meet sufficiency requirements for dwelling choice or locatiNP$UD Policy 2 |
consider that an earlier rezoning would be the less appropriate in terrhs@OK A S@Ay 3 Wg S
functioning urban environmen€ WDt Qbjective 1) or furthea coordinated pattern of
developments required by the CRRSRPS Policy 5.3.a&r Strategic Directions of thHEPDP
(SDOY).

10.9.32 The site is HPL under the transitional provisions of the-NIPIS (LUC3). The area of the
amending proposal was identified under the GMS2018 for Rural Residential development
but not to the extent that would enable the identification of land parcels suéatalr
development. The amending proposal area was not separately identified in the GMS2022
Review. The Submission package does not provide any information regarding Clauses 3.7
and 3.10 of the NRBPL, noting that the Submission is in support of the reatiFDA.

225 Attachment 8. Transport. Collins.
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10.9.33

10.9.34

10.9.35

10.9.36

In terms of integration with servicing infrastructure, | note the evidence fidmKemp
points tothe absence of LTP funding for wastewater reticulatiod an absence of analysis

in the submission package as to identifying infrastructure needs, funding and connections
The relief in the submission is considered to be less appropriate in terms of ach&¥ing
08(2)andSDO1((2)

In addition, the requirement for integrated service provision and transport liIRKSAP4),

as well as accounting for the views of Arowhenua in terms of recognition and protection of
the values associated with SAM2 will take time to be resolved between the landowners. |
consider that discussions as to network funding of network servites,extent of
integration, and the DAP process wouldere appropriatelyadvanced through &-year
timeframe as associated with SCHER&otified

| do not consider that advancing the FDA9 DAP process to 2 years is efficient (having regard
to the costs and benefits).

Accordingly, | recommend that the submission fréfolly ReneeSingline and RSM Trust
Limited[27.11] be rejected. The property at210 Gleniti Road is retained in FlDAndthe
submissioris accepted.

Analysis¢ Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agen§¥43.199 ¢ FDA9

10.9.37

10.9.38

10.9.39

10.9.40

Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.195] recognises that the land identified for rural
lifestyle development as identified in FDA9 is adjacent to existing urban areas, however the
submitter seeks further regard be given as to whether FDA9 is appropoidte tezoned to

Rural Lifestyle zoning.

These matters were considered in the preparation of the GMS2018 in terms of consideration
Fad G2 AyaGSaNIdAzy 2F (KS Ydpionsdlyandiodal roadhdNd K Q
network. The assessment whilst broaidentified G KI & (1 KS @HBidlly néegtdzf R

=N
U]

criteriorQ & | Aa20Al 0SR ¢ rdudikeconiedded that thieSswdRdidreay S G ¢ 2 |

be included for Rural Residential Growth in the GMS. Consequently, it was included in the
notified TPDP

The DAP proces®DAPANEB |j dzA NB & F dzNJi K S NJ R $rovisibriofaRequa2,y 3 A RS N

co2 NRAY I GSR YR AY (i(SaBMISN SIRgometEdkIanspomdz@ardzNG Q
that allow ease omovement, to, from and within the ar€gladse (8). The application of

these provisions, and testing through the Plan Change process would be used to further
consider transport matters such as consolidating existing access points, provision of an
internal local network and connections to Gleniti Roadn@intain safety, effectiveness and
efficiency of the roading network.

| consider that appropriate regard has been had to the identification of FDA9 in terms of
broad level transporteffects andconsider that the submission from Waka Kotahi NZ
Transport Agency [143.195] is therefoaeceptedwith no consequential changes to the
notified provisions
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Recommendations

10.9.41 The submissions from Ford and Ammar [217.1] and Holly Renee Singline and RSM Trust

Limited [2711] berejected

10.9.42 The submissiosfrom Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.E®]Holly Renee Singline

and RSM Trust Limited [27 198 accepted

10.10 Rezone for Growtly FDA1Kellands Heights Westuture DevelopmentArea

10.10.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section afefiet

(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to

each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME

SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)

OliverAmies 221
Ford,Pyke Andrews Talbot,Wilkins | 33.1, 33.5
& Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie

Gerald Auston Morton and Susan An| 11.1
Morton and Woollcombe Trustees

Limited

Lucinda Robertson 65.1
Waka Kotahi NZransportAgency 143.196

Submissions

10.10.2 Oliver Amies [22.1] is in support of FDAiIch will provide a mix of residential and lifestyle

lots. No specific relief has been sought.

10.10.3 Ford,Pyke Andrews TalbotWilkins &Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie [3333.5 consider the
proposed FDA10 as notifiédhich includes the southern part of 333, 335, 3898, 397 and

403 Pages Roaavould not be able to provide sufficient space to provide the required

infrastructure and create a functional rural lifestyle a@aonly part of thi land is within
FDA10The submitter seeks to extend the boundar@sdDA10 to include all of the lamad
333, 335365, 385, 397 and 403 Pages Road.

139



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

Additionally, the submitter seeke amend FDA10 as follows

Unique Name Anticipated | Timeframefor | Additional
Identifier Zone DAP Requirement
wX8 WX 8 WX 8 WX 8 WX 8
FDA10 FDA10- Kellands Heighty Rural Priority area 5 | DevelopmentArea
WestFutureDevelopment | Lifestyle 2years Plan to be
Area Rural Lifestyle Zone developed in
Development. conjunction  with
Kellands Heightg
East

10.10.4 Gerald Auston Morton and Susan Anne Morton and Woollcombe Trustees 2 Limited [11.1]
seek to amend FDA10 should be extended to include 509 and 427 Pages Road.

10.10.5 Lucinda Robertson [65.1] is generally supportive of FDA10 and its redevelopment for rural
lifestyle purposes but seeks to amend the priority timeframe of 5 years to 2 years.

10.10.6 Waka Kotahi NZransportAgency [143.1964cknowledgethat the land identified for rural
lifestyle development as identified in FDA10 is adjacent to existing urban areas, however the
submitter seeks further consideration be given as to whether D# appropriate to be
rezoned to rural lifestyle zoning.

Analysisc Ford, Pyke, Andrews Talbot, Wilkins & Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie [33.1, 83BAL0,
Pages Road

10.10.7 The submission(s) are in two parts:

a. Extend FDAO to includeall of the land at 333, 335, 365, 385, 397 and 403 Pages Road;
and

b. Amend the timeframe of preparation of a DAP frénp 2 years.

10.10.8 The extendedarea sought through the submissids zonedGRUZThe associated area is
21ha and consists dhe northernextent of the followingtitles, each of wich contributes
circa5.0haviarectangularural allotmentsto the cumulative total

1 PartofLot 2 DP 352790

1 Partof Lot 2 DP 73340

1 Partof Lot 2 DP 82024 amrt ofLot3 Deposited Plan 78854 and
1 Lot2 DP 82367.

10.10.9 An anticipated yieal, in the absence of wastewater reticulation would be in the order of 10
two-hectare allotmentsand 20 where reticulatiowasto be provided

10.10.10Maps illustrate the ameding proposal below. The blodk used for arable and pastoral
activities, with a predominantly open space rural charactdbeit with amore peif-urban
rural lifestyle characterand amenity south towards Pages Roadhe qualities and
characteristics of tat part of the subject properties further from Pages Road are considered
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to convey a character and the qualities of the General Rural ZBR&JZD?2), particularly in
pasture landscapes (Clause 4).

Figure20: Site Location (in red outline) Ford et al (3338.5 and planning maps (hatched)

10.10.11A submitter package was received, it is howdiraited in terms of providing an analysis as
to the mattersrequestedin the Preliminary Report, and is absent of any technical expert
evaluation, including Three Waters. There is agreement as to the following:

a. Notified Zoningg GRUZ.

b. Biodiversity ¢ There are ndNatural Valuesoverlays associated with the amending
proposal.

c. Cultural and Heritage; there are no SASMs or Historic Heritage Items or sites as
associated with the site. The Manawhenua Report identifies that the Te Ahi Tarakihi
/ Taitarakihi Creek is a stream fed watercourse where the upper (as contained in the
subject area) is ephemerdl, with the associated concern as to maintaining and
enhancing the mauri of the waterway. The Assessment identifies that future
development is not opposed provided that the waterway(s) are respected, protected
and potentially enhanced’.

d. Hazards; There are no Natural Hazards overlayshe TPDP

10.10.12Thereremainsdisagreement or matters to be responded to by the submitteas to the
following:

226 Appendix 3Manawhenua Report. Hall. [pg 8]
227 Appendix 3 Manawhenua Report. Hall. [pg 9]
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a. Hazardsg As subject to the remodelled FAA as sought by Environment Canterbury
[183.228%?® a number of natural depressions related the amending proposal become
subject to the FAA overlay.

! 3“ *‘"”{'] Figure21: FAA Overlay,
r-—-.‘l'.-l i Notified (red / hatched)

| and s42A Recommended
| FAA (yellow)

Amending Proposal M '4 &

1 PDP - Flood Assessment Area
Recommended PTOP Flood Assessment Area April 2025

REZONING - Requests for Growth Submissions

Townships - Outhines
’ [ == State Highways
| “ ‘ Major Roads
N Roads
, ] P T r T T g . wm—

b. Landscape Ms Pfluger identifies that the landscape character and amenity esghibit
rural openness| am unsure what is meant in the submission package by the
a il 4GS Y Boysignifiadt natdiral character vallid) @ clarfidafion | consider
that site exhibits a rural amenity for the purposes of s7(c) of the RMA and in the
contextof GRUZD2 which sets out the character and qualities of the General Rural
zone.

S\

Ms Pfluget®®considS NB  Theéektdnsiodof FDAL0 into this currently rural area with
rolling hill country would, in my view, constitute sprawl that is not in character with the
FDAs identified to the east, as it would extend much further north from Pages Road.o .
| agree.

c. Infrastructure ¢ No technical information on infrastructure provision is provided in

thesdzo YA &&A2Y LI O1F 380 ¢ Kditionabchrbarsater®aie 02 y O

necessary with the Infrastructure Departmgat Councillto confirm the amount of
upgrades that will be required which will then determine the level of funding required.
Further comment will be provided in due co@8eTo date | am unaware of whether
these conversations have occurred.

228

229
230

Refer s42ANatural Hazards Section 7.38
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/998856/NaturblazardsCoastal
EnviromentDrinkingWater-ProtectionAndrewWillis-s42aReportv2.pdf

Submitter Package. Sub 11. McMullan [2.2]

Appendix 3. Landscape. Pfluger

Submitter Package. Sub 11. McMullan [3.4]
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In terms ofwastewater reticulation,ii K S LJ- O1 I 3very IimRed apaciPA Sa W
beingl @I A f | belieSeE thérdzone dan be reticula@ The Sewer Treatment

Lyt @ara LINE @HeRrialisis fravided tirdeRtifhdte ofithe existing sewer
network's capacity and the potential for additional connections based on assumed

pipe gradients. However, given the identified limitations, further validation through
hydraulic modelling and reavorld monitoring is recommended for more accurate
planning and infrastructure developmeénid

There is no information provided as to the integration of the proposed Rural Lifestyle
zoning with appropriate infrastructureRLZ05), or connection with reticulated
drinking water supplyRLZP1(2).

Water supply No information is provided.

Stormwater is proposed to be managed (presumably on site) in accordance with
regional council conserts.

Transportationand access is identified as being provided by way of ®aMtich |
would estimate in servicing rear allotments wouldrbere than450min length

L dzy RSNRGFYR FNRBY (K Sthat 2sitnjfad dssessmentote/thbl y S S NA
recorded for Morten et al (Sub 11) is relevant. Theage no funded plans for
reticulation or additional infrastructure in the LTP to support the amending proposal.

Statutory consideration

10.10.13The site was not identified in the GMS2018 or GMS2022 for the purposes of s74(2)(b)(i).

10.10.14As outlined in the NRBPL Memo, the subject area is HPL (LUC3) under the transitional

provisions of the NRBPL. This analysis is agreed by Ms McM#iflafhe submitter package
does not provide a consideration of Clauses 3.7 and 3.10 on the basikithaiatter should

be deferred untilafter the regional council has completed its mapping exercise and / or
changes to the NPBPLoccur. As stated in the Statutory Section, | have assessed proposals
against how the statutory framework exists at the time of assessnieartcompleteness, |

do not consider the existing HPL status afforded to the site to be the only, or even deciding,
factor behind the recommendation.

10.10.15Acknowledging a rezoning is not being sought, | consider that the amending proposal would

not be the more appropriate having regardttte ObjectiveandPolicy 4andPolicy 6of the
NPSHPL. There is no information in the Submitter Package as to even a cursory
consideration of the matters contained within Clause 3.10 of the-NPIS

232
233
234
235

Submitter Package. Sub 11. McMullan [3.2, Attachment 2 Sewer Treatment Systems Analysis]
Submitter Package. Sub 11. McMullan [3.3]

Submitter Package. Sub 11. McMullan [4.0]

Submitter Package. Morton et al Sub[B11].
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10.10.16In terms of both the addition oaAn expanded FDA10 as sought in the submission, aad th
request for a more responsiv&yearDAP procesd,accept the evidence of Mr Heath. That
analysis states thainder a medium growth scenario there is sufficient existing capacity to
accommodate demand (in the absence of &YAs) to 205 and as associated with a High
Growth Projectiorh (i ¢ mdrd thad to décades before additiofBDA]land is strictly
required2 ™Mr Heath also advises that there would be economic costs associated with
foreclosing productive potential where there are sufficient alternatives to accommodate
020K NBaAARSYUGALlf OF LJ OAGe NBldZANBYSyida IyR
Lifestyte choicé®,

10.10.17To the extent that the NRSD is relevant, | consider the amending proposal(s) wbaid:
I RSUONRYSyldlt STFSOG 2y RSORA & Askafedic avedt thei | FF S«
medium and long ter®?  |infe8ratéd with infrastructure planning and funding decisi@ns
(NPSUD Objective §, andii KS O LI OA & A& vy 2 iweNintideinl B R {2
urban environment$or the purpose of giving effect tObjective landPolicy 1

10.10.18 In terms of an evaluation, | consider the following:

a. NPSUD:To the extent that it is relevant, threemending proposal would not be the more
appropriate in terms of giving effect to the NP®. Neither a more responsive DAP
process nor an expanded rural lifestyle spatial extent better provides‘Wedtl-
functioning urban environmen@Obgective ) as the proposal is not required to fulfil
requirements for sufficient development capaciBoficy 3 nor ensure variety in type,
price or locationRolicy 1 but would havedetrimental implications for thechievement
of Objective 6

b. NPSHPLThe amending proposal would not advance giving effeQhgective 1, Policy
4 and Policy 60f the NPSHPL, acknowledging that the rezoning is subject to a further
separate processAs above, | do not considan unalignment with the NRSPL to be
the only factor in recommending rejection to the amending proposal

c. CRPSL RA &I IANBS 4AUGK aa aOadzZ flyQa O2yaiRSNI
The proposal does not assist in achievingansolidatedand coeordinated pattern of
developmer®Q a4 AU AYUNRRdzOS&a FdzNIKSNJ OF LI OA G @
existing zoned capacity and resulting in tbdespersal andinefficient provision of
infrastructure (CRPSODbjective 5.2.). The proposal would ndlBS LINBi@itedQ( N#zNJI f
NBaARSYUALlf Rbb&sRchdviBafed patteiknolidevilopmOaRPS
Policy 5.3.}, The amending proposal does not further the integration of development
with the efficient and effective provision of infrastructur@RPSPolicy 5.3.2(3)

d. TPDP:I consider that the amending proposal would not achieve and implement
Objective SBO1(2) as to limiting Rural Lifestyle opportunities (in the district) and

236 Appendix 6. Economics. Heath
237 Submitter Package. Sub 11. McMull@0
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ensure these achieve a -@wdinated pattern of development and are capable of
efficient infrastructure connection nor RLZ05 which seeks thatrural lifestyle
development is integrated with the environment and appropriate infrastructure

10.10.19Accordingly, fecommend that thesubmissions fronfFord,Pyke Andrews TalbotyVilkins
& Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie [33.1, 335$th expansion and scheduling) ected

Analysis¢ GA Morton and SA Morton and Woollcombe Trustgdd.1] ¢ FDA1Q Pages Road

10.10.20Thearea associated with the amending proposatonedGRUZThe associated area4$.0
Hectares andconsists ofthree moderate scal@ural blocks of 17.2Ha, 22.0Ha and 10 Ha
respectively.lt is understood from the submission thatesource consent 101.2021.97
authorisedLot 8 DB03407 (22ha) to be spilt infiive lots of 2.12ha, 5.01a, 5.12ha, 4.87ha
and 4.96ha. | understand that no s224 certificate has been issued for these titles and the
subdivision is not identified in the Submittpackage.An anticipated yield, in the absence
of wastewater reticulation would be in the order of £§&0two-hectare allotments.

10.10.21Mapsillustrate the amending proposal belowhe block is utilised fqrastoral rural activities
and exhibits an open rural character and amerdy analogous with the character and
qualities of the General Rural Zor@RUZ02), particularly interms oflarge allotments with

areas of open space (Clause, (filimary production (Clause 2) and pasture landscapes
(Clause 4).

10.10.22I acknowledgehat the amending proposaborders the more periurban rural residential

characterassociated with Pages Roaspecially further east towards A Y | NHzQa . dzNb I Y
Thewestern boundary ithe Gleniti Golf Cours&he southern boundary is notated as FDA10

whichis identifiedin SCHED 1f6r Rural Lifestyle Development with a corresponding Priority
5 Year DAP timeframe.

Figure22: Site Location (imed outline) Morton et al (11.1) and planning mapghatched)
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10.10.23A submitter package was receivatlis howevetimited in terms of providing an analysis as
to the matters identified in the Preliminary Repoand is absent of aniechnicalexpert
evaluation, including Three WaterEhere is agreement as to the following:

a. Notified Zoningg GRUZ.

b. Biodiversityg There are ndNatural Valuesoverlaysidentified in the TPDBRssociated
with the amending proposal.

c. Cultural and Heritage; there are noSASMs or Historic Heritage Items or sites as
associated with the sitedentified in the TPDPThe Manawhenuaassessmenrit®
identifies thatthe rural allotments form the catchment of the Te Aitarakihi Creek
(SASML3), which contains wai taoka valuasd isan important waterwayfor Y n { A
Huirapa The assessment states that rural properties should not be rezonatdaw
ad hoc development to occuwhere there would b&o comprehensive assessment
or overview of the area, and the values of Te Ahi Tarakihi will be lost as developers
focus on economic maximisatioArowhenua and AECL do not oppose future
residential development within the identifieareas on the proviso that the Te Ahi

AAAAA

¢FNF1TAKA YR niGALdzZ / NBS1T INBE NPBRLISOGUSR:
d. Hazards; There are no applicable Natural Hazards overiayse notified TPDP
10.10.24There is disagreemenbr matters to be responded to by the submittess to the following:

a. Hazardsg As subject to the remodelled FAA as sought by Environment Canterbury
[183.228F4° a number of natural depressions related the amending proposal become
subject to the FAA overlay.

2% Appendix 3Manawhenua Report. Halpg 7]

239 Appendix 3. Manawhenua Report. Hall. Big

240 Refer s42ANatural Hazards Section 7.38
https://lwww.timaru.govt.nz/ __data/assets/pdf_file/0009/998856/NaturilazardsCoastal
EnviromentDrinkingWater-ProtectionAndrewWilliss42aReportv2.pdf
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Figure23: FAA
Overlayc Notified
(red / hatched) and
s42A Recommended
FAA (yellow)

Amending Proposal

g, - S

b. Landscape¢ The Landscape consideration of Ms Pfluger identifies fttaé
proposed extension of FDA&GQvolHd extend into the hinterland, which includes
rolling hills that currently display a strong rural character with relatively high
amenity. In my view, the proposed extension of FDA10 extension would lead to a
substantial change in development pattern auterse effects on rural characgt.
| agree.

| am unsure what is meant in the submission packhgehe statementof Ho
significant natural character valu&4Q Forclarification andbased on the evidence
of Ms Pflugerl consider thasite exhibits acohesiverural amenity for the purposes
of s7c) of the RMA andiconsistent wittGRUZ02which sets out the character and
gualities of the General Rural zone.

c. Infrastructure ¢ The Submission package doest contain any information as
requested in thePreliminary Report as to servicirihe Submitter Package identifies
wastewater reticulation would not be provided. There is no information provided as
to the integration of the proposed Rural Lifestyle zoning with appropriate
infrastructure RLZ05), or connection with reticulated drinking water suppRLEZ
P1(2). Transportationand accessare to be provided byMorton Lane, and
potentially an additional RoW/ 2 dzy OAf Q& ¢NI yalLl2 NI 9y 3IAyS:
absenceWf information means that an analysis af KS A YLJ OG0 2y GKS
infrastructure is unable to be providétt.

241 Appendix 3. Landscape. Pfluger.
242 Submitter Package. Sub McMullan [2.2]
243 Appendix 7Infrastructure. Kemp
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Statutory consideration

10.10.25The site was not identified in the GMS2018 or GMS262the purposes of s{2)(b)(i)

10.10.26As outlined in the NRBPL Memo, the subject area is HPL @)U@der the transitional
provisions of the NRBPLThis analysis is agreed by Ms McMWfarThe submitter package
does not provide a consideration of Clauses 3.7 and 3.10 on the basis that the submission
does not seek a rezoning, and is in support of the FDA.

10.10.27To the extent thatthe amending proposal which seeks Rural Lifestyle opportunities is
relevant to consideagainst the provisions of the NRID, | amreliant on the evidence of Mr
Heath His evidence ithat the long term (30 year) dwelling capacity requirement for Timaru
can be mein the absence of the release of any additional FDA fandesidential or rural
lifestyle developments associated with a medium growth projectisufficiency without
FDA+ 2,070) andeven with consistent high growth (theigh growth scenaripit will be
Yhore than two decades before additional land is strictly req@ired

10.10.28I do not consider that the amending proposal provides a meaningful contributigiviog
effect to the NPSUD Policy1(a)(i) Based on the evidence of Mr Heath theistingzoned
capacity (and notified FDAsprovides for different locations and types of homes®
O 2 vy (i NR WetlfiinStioning urBHn environmen®s

10.10.29Under even a high growth forecast additional land is not requiradd would have a
detrimental effect ondecisions thatr F F SO0 dzNB | y S giditagtBwentiey (0 a
medium and long ter? |- infeBratéd with infrastructure planning and funding decisi@ns
(NPSUDODbjective §.

10.10.30Consequently, and acknowledging a rezoniagnot being soughtl consider that the
amending proposal would not be the more appropridtaving regard tdObjective 1and
Policy 4and Policy 6of the NPSHPL There is naonsiderationin the Submitterpackage of
Clause3.10 of the NPHIPL.

10.10.31In terms of aranalysis| consider the following:

a. NPSUD: To the extent that it is relevanthe amending proposak not the more
appropriate in terms of giving effect to the NB®. The amending proposal (as subject
to a further DAP process and Plan Change) would @& G G SNJ LINBISA RS
functioningdzNDd | Yy Sy g(®bjeetiyey)ay thefréposalds not required to fulfil
requirements for sufficient development capaciBoficy 3 nor ensure variety itype,
price or location Policy 3. There is an absence of infrastructure evaluation in the
Submitter package Mr Heath has identifiedexisting realisable capacitgxceeds
demand over at least the next two decadasrastructure planning and integration as
associated with the amending proposdespite the modest yield would not advance
achievement ofbjective 6

244 Submitter PackageMorton et alSubl1 [8.1].
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b. NPSHPLThe amendingroposawould not advance giving effect @bjective 1, Policy
4 and Policy6 of the NPSHPL, acknowledging that the rezoning is subject to a further
separate processand the LUC3 classification associated with the lsete.not consider
the HPL classification to be the sole determinant for my recommendation to reject the
amending proposal.

c. CPRS:disagreewita & a Oadz f I yQa O2y aA RBRSlpdvisBns. 12 T (K
R2 y20i O2yaARSNI GKIFG (KS conyoRistiBg yeHtingINE LJ2 & |
urban areas CRPS Objective 5.2.], nor in conjunction with the notified FDAs
NBS LINE lanfedMHzNWE NB & A RSy (i JpilorhoteRSc@osdin@ddyaleynd G K I
of developmermCRPE Policy 5.3.}, although | acknowledge that in expanding FDA10
Fd a2daAKG Ay GKS &dz YA agitdckegto. ufdh arkdBBhe2 &1 f &
amending proposal does néurther the integration ofdevelopment with the efficient
and effectiveprovision of infrastructureRPSPolicy 5.3.28).

d. TPDP:l consider that the amending proposal would nathieve and implement
Objective SBO1(2) as to limiting Rural Lifestyle opportunities (in the district) and
ensure these achieve ao-ordinated pattern of developmentind are capable of
efficient infrastructure connectionl have also concluded that thexistinglandscape
characteristics and amenityre more closely aligned with ¢ise qualities and
characteristics associated wibjective GRUD2

10.10.321 recommend that the submission fro®A & SA Morton and Woolcombe Trustees 2 Limited
[Subl1.1] berejected

Lucinda Robertson [65.1]

10.10.33For reasons above | also recommend that the submission from Lucinda Robertson [65.1]
seeking that the sequencing of the DAP for ADAe amended to 2 years is algjected

Oliver Amies [22.1]
10.10.34The submission in support of FDA10 is recommended tacbepted

Analysis¢ Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.196]

10.10.35The submission is focused on whether tiwation associated with FDA1§appropriate to
be rezoned for rural lifestyle purposésving regard to whether the land will be reliant on
private vehicle use as the only way to travel, and appropriateness in terms of transport
outcomesassociatedvith Central Government direction.

10.10.36These matters were considered in the preparation of the GMS2018 in terms of consideration
Fad G2 Ay (S ReNnds HNelgyitRerdl ReSide&iQ WANR2 s 0 K | NBIF oA 0K
and Local Roading network. The assessment whilst broad, considered the degree to which
new development would significantly affect theansport network and whilst identifying
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GKFG GKS p@&dly meet driteRo@W I & | 3a20AF0SR gAGK GKS
recommended that the subject area be included for Rural Residential Growth in the GMS.
Consequently, it was included in the notifie@DP

10.10.37Rural lifestyleoy its function of the character ammbnsequential location (on the periphery
of more intensive urban area®reliant on private vehicle for access.

10.10.38CRPS Policy 5.3.1 Ol y26f SRIS A Q { & LJ1J2 Nt diyYAAGIASSR:  F2 NI NJ
developmentcan be provided for asubject to criteria (attached to urban areaggpmotes
a coordinate pattern of developmentficcordinglythe statutory frameworkprovides for
rural residential development as partbfOO2 YY 2RI GAy 3 GKS RAAGNAOGQ:

10.10.391t is considered that FDA1Orislatively proximate to commercial and employment centres
by being located on the immediate peripherytbé Timaru settlement.

10.10.40FDAP4 requires in the preparation of DAPs (including for-EDWletailed consideration as
(i 2prowsion of adequate, @@ NRAY I GSR Ty R Ayl @ausd @aR Ay TN
Wonnected transport networks that allow ease of movement, to, from and within th€area
(clause (8). The application of thegarovisions andesting through theplanchange process
would be used to further consider transport matters such as consolidating existing access
points, provision of an internal local network and connecs to PagesRoad to maintain
safety, effectiveness and efficiency of the roading network.

10.10.41 | consider that appropriate regard has been had to the identification of HIDA terms of
broad level transport effects and consider that the submission from Waka Kotahi NZ
Transport Agencylp3.194 is thereforeaccepted

Recommendations
10.10.42There are no changes to tid’DRas a consequence of considering these submissions.

10.10.43The submission from Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143ah@6Dliver Amies [22.13
accepted

10.10.44The submissions fronfrord,Pyke Andrews Talbotyilkins &Proudfoot, Craig, Mackenzie
[33.1, 33.5) GA & SA Morton and Woolcombe Trustees 2 Limited [11.1] Lucinda Robertson
[65.1]arerejected.
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10.11 Rezone for Growtly FDA11 Templer Street Future Developmektea

10.11.1 The following table sets out the submission points coverethis section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
David &Susanne Payne 160.2

GeorgeHarper,R& GKellahan,| 108.2

HKellahanB & S Robertsof) & S

Payne, G & R Harpe

Ryan De Joux 157.2

Glenda Kellanhan 26.1

Waka Kotahi NZransportAgency 143.197

Canterbury Regional Council 183.166

Submissions

10.11.2 David &Susanne Payne [160.2Ind GeorgeHarper,R& GKellahan, HellahanB & S
RobertsonD & S Payne, G & R Harper [108@)ose FDA11, inclusive of its associated rule
and development timeframe. The submitsconsider it is unreasonable to prevent future
developmentfor a period of ten years. Additionally, theconsider the area is highly
fragmented and has ruralifestyle in character, and therefore should be rezoned as rural
lifestyle now. The submitter seek to delete FDA1l it its entirety fromte Future
Development Overlay.

10.11.3 Ryan De Joux [157.8¢eks to amend all Future Development Areas shown as Future Area
. S@e2yR wmn tweSAreddBeayond Fto 10 gears.

10.11.4 Glenda Kellahan [26.1] considers that the present level of subdivision on Templer Street,
Geraldine ignconsistent with the current rural zoning. The submitter notes that this does
not give effect to the NRBD, as well as Timaru Growth Management Strategy, Strategic
Direction 1, 3, 7 and 8 and Part 2 of the RMA, section 7 (b) and (ba). The submitter seeks to
rezone the land bound by Templer Street, Main North Road and Bennetts Road from General
Rural to Ruralifestyle.

10.11.5 Waka Kotahi NZransportAgency [143.197] recognises that the land identified for rural
lifestyle development as identified in FDA11 is adjacent to existing urban areas, however the
submitter seeks further regard be given as to whether FDA11 is appropoidie rezoned
to rural lifestyle zoning.

10.11.6 The Canterbury Regional Council [183.166] consider that only land deemed for ghort

mediumterm development as outlined in the NRB should be identified. As identified in
{/195mMp GAGK | 5!t LINBLEKNSEAPR uwINPEBEME QF QIC
would remove the spatial extent of FDA6 from the planning maps and from the Schedule.
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Analysis¢ David &Susanne Payne [160.2] and Geongarper,R& GKellahan, HKellahan,B & S
RobertsonD & S Payne, G & R Harper [108@]Kellanhan [26.1¢ FDALL, Geraldine

10.11.7 The amending proposals located at the northern end @eraldinetownshiprelates toan
area ofsome56ha as fully contained withithe road network of Main North Road / SH76,
Bennett Road and Templer Street

10.11.8 Within the blockindividual sites rangfrom 0.09ha to 8.79ha, with an average site size of
circal.6ha. There are no allotments with a site size exceeding 40ha (GR¥Z, mivd only
8 allotments with a site size exceeding 2aof which mly three of these(including the
t I @y SQa,FigiNg5)&dedoeha

10.11.9 Thearea is relatively flat in topographwith the predominantland cover being associated
with rural residential activitiessmall scalepastoral paddocks and remnant orchards
demarcated by shelter belts, rural fencing dathe-scalemature trees.

10.11.10TheRaukapuk&ream traverses through the middle on the block from the northstuth
andis alsodelineatedby maturemargin plantings.

10.11.11That area of the amending proposal thditectly fronts Main North Road / SH79 and the
corner of SH79 / Bennet Road is fragmented into smaller titles relative to the remaining
block, with activities that are primarily residential and rural lifestyle in nature, and associated
character and amenjt The Geraline Farmshop and @a provides amoderate scale
commercial enterprise fronting Main North Rodwlfwaybetween Templer Street to the
south andBennett Road to the north.

10.11.12Given the extent of fragmentation to the underlying cadastral boundaries, and extent of
residential and rural residential activities being undertaken, the overall amenity and
characteris that of a semirural environment This isunsurprising given proximity to
Geraldingand the extent of approvesdubdivision that has been undertaken in this area over
the last two decades.

10.11.13A map illustrating thdocation of the site, in relation to the transition HPL soils classification
and TPDRoning is provided below:

245 SUBS1(3) GRUZ
246 SUBS1(4)(2) 2Ha in the 2Ha lot size control area, or where no sewer connection is provided.

152



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A ReportHearing G; Growth

Figure24: Site Location (in Blue) Payne [160.2] aHdrper et al [108.2hnd planning maps
(hatched)

BennettRd==

| Figure25: RLZ Development yield at 2Ha
——— 1 min (Rule

1 8.79Ha

One existing
dwelling.

| _Additional
yield at 2ha -
Three units

7.20Ha
One existing .
dwelling.
Additional
yield at 2ha -
Two units

I

i
[

"
o

/,

| 5.25Ha

One existing
dwelling.
Additional
yield at 2ha -
One unit

vT

10.11.14 A submitter package was receivfidlayne Sub 160providing further assessment against
severalmatters agequestedwithin the s42 Preliminary Report.

10.11.15The following matters are agreed:

a. Notified Zoning ¢ GRUZ with an FDA Overlay (FDAlTempkr Street Future
Development Area Rural Lifestyle; Timeframe for DA W C dzii dzbN&gond- 188 |
@SIFNBRQU®
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b. Landscapeand Natural Characte ¢ FDA11 is transected by thRalkapuka Stream
which is notated in th& PDRasesplanadereserve | acknowledge theiparian planting
undertakenon the Payneproperty adjoining theeastern margin of the Streat, and
note the existing splanadestrip of 3m wide (as registered in September 2089 as
created through the creation of Lotdnd 2356462(Figure26). Theesplanadereserve
notation in the TPDRvould providean opportunity for theadditional provision of
esplanade margimnd associated natural character valugkich would be advanced
through the amendingproposal

oy 2 / L_/EEFMW _ Figure26: Excerpt ofRecord of Titleg

§uor Lots 1 and 2 356462 and 3m wide
Esplanade Strip

peoy  URON  Uiely
e )

(6L HS)

b 2
| 0P Sk0s2

]

lots 1 & 2 BEI‘HQ Subdivisian of TERRITORAL nJJT-i_:HTY_ _Ima-u.l:isrn.ct....
Lot 2 D P 69427 & Lot 10 P 70139 S bae Yoren 0k

| agree with Ms Wharfél K § G KS OKF NI OGSNI 2F Gr& | NS
living environment ... and that character would continue through any new
developmen®®. | further consider that the character and amenity exhibited by existing

land uses andubdivision patterns is aligned with the outcomes soughRIZO2,

including aspects associated with natural character and oper(aEgswith a high level

of amenityand outlook (cB), and residential buildings thattegrate with the natural

and rural character of the arg@l 4) Thelandscape outcomes present are less aligned

with the character and qualities expected with the General Rural zZBRJEZO2). In
particular, the block as a whole would not provide a cohesharacter and quality that

O 2 Y LINRldrde allotthdnts With large areas of open sp@ce 6 Of M0 @

| agree with Ms Pfluger thatdit would be acceptable from a landscape effects
perspective to develop the internal lots to similarly sized rural lifestyle allotments

247 Submission Package [160Yharfe [pg 5]
248 Interest 6569056.1
249 Submission Package [160]. Wharfe [pg 6]
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(around 1.5Ha to 2Ha) which would be consistent with the existing landscape character
and development. The sites around this block of land provide relatively high amenity

with mature trees; effects of additional dwellings set within a relatively high t&vel
open space would be largely internalisé®

c. Biodiversity ¢ | agree withMs Wharfe that there are ndiodiversity notations for
FDA11 As above | consider that theRalkapuka Stream provides opportunities to
increaseprotection for esplanade margirfgia subdivisiopand enhance natural values.
These pportunities would be facilitated by a Rural Lifestyle zgnin

d. Hazards¢ The FDASs identified as being subject to the Flood Hazard Assessment
overlay. Matters associated with flood floor levéts and subdivision desigi? (and
floodplain functioningpre considered t@ppropriately addreseesidualrisk. There are
no changes to the spatial extent of the FAA under the s42A Natural Hazards
consideration oEnvironment Canterbury [183.228]

10.11.16The following matters are disagreed, or require furtbensideration by the submitter:

a. Culture and Heritage | agree with Ms Wharfe that the site is not subject to cultural or
heritage notation®* Howeverthe Manawhenua Assessment identifies that the site is
proximate to theWaihi River which is identified as SA3Mdue towai taoka values
associated with the awf, in addition, the Raukapuka Stream which is a spring fed
waterway as a tributargf the Waihi River flows through the centre of FDA11. The mauri
of these waterways is culturally significant¥on Kiulrapa, as well asontributing to the
mana of theY n Kukrap&®. The assessment identifies thaere the Hearings Panel to
F LILINE @S KYSn EMilapa2vguld fike o sél the existing Council reticulated
infrastructure extended to accommodate the future densias to ensure stormwater
and wastewater do not degrade the Waihi River and Raukapuka Stream féfther

b. Interms of Infrastructure

i. Forwater supplythe Te Moana water supplg identified as being available for
rural uses and application to residential sized lots is not supp&tddowever as
identified by Mr Kemp:

250
251
252
253

254
255
256
257
258

Appendix 3. Landscape. Pfluger

NHR1

Including amendments recommended by the s42A Reporting Officer SubdivisieRESUB
Refer s42ANatural Hazards Section 7.38
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/998856/NaturblazardsCoastal
EnviromentDrinkingWater-ProtectionAndrewWillis-s42aReportv2.pdf

Submission Package [160]. Wharfe [pg 6]

Attachment3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [11]

Attachment3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [12]

Attachment3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [13]

Appendix8. Infrastructure Kemp
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0At 5000nt density the possible demand on the Te Moan&eraldine Flat water
scheme is significant and would require further modelling to confirm capacity. With
the existing property fragmentation, 2Ha lot size minimums would allow for
approximately an additional &llotments. The Te Moangq Geraldine Flat water
d0KSYS OFy | 002YY2RI(GS G(GKAa AyONBIFrasS Ay RS

ii. For stormwater the submitter package identifies thain-site managementcould
be provided,however no information is provided to assabst conclusion and
presumably management is more able to be addressed at larggidential
densities The Council Engineers identify that any requirement for ECan regional
consentsshould be at the developers cost and undertaken at an integrated manner

across the entire land area.

iii. Forwastewater Council engineers havdentified that there are no plans to fund
or install wastewater reticulation to facilitaturther developmentas associated
with the amening proposal. A cohesilandowner funded waswater network
extension (and associated infrastructure) would be challenged by the extent of
fragmented titles with any additional beneficial yield limitedo a handful of
landownerswithin the block Mr Kemp identifies thaW DS NI f RAY S A Y T NI & (
unable to accommodate the disposal of blackwg@m-site holding tanks)
YSIYyAy3 6FaitsS ySSRa G2 0SS NI yaLRNISR G2

Whilst it is understood that this matter remains in disputeder the application
of the RLZhe TPDRwvould limit density to 2Ha/allotmeit°, albeit thatECan rules
within the Canterbury Land & Water Regional Parequire consent for new on
site wastewater treatment systenmm sites below hectaresin area.

iv. Fortransportthe amending proposal hdsontageto Templer Street an8ennett
Road. Access connections to Main North Road/ SH79 would be at the discretion of
the NZTA, however based dfigure 25 and a minimum 2ha allotment size
(unreticulated)no additional allotmentscould be provided fronting Main North

Road

At a minimum 2ha densitgunreticulated) only an additional six allotments would
be enabled generating up t&n additionalb0vpd, therefore less than 50veh/H.
Whilst no transport modelling is provided in the submitter packagejoitild be
consideredat that level of densitythat a modestincrease invpd would not be
material in terms of traffic network capacity or efficieA®yHowever, | note that

259
260

262
263

Appendix 7. Infrastructure. Kemp

SUBS1(4).4 to implemenBUBP15(3. Recommended to be retainef42A Report Subdivision. Boyes

[7.1.26] Attachment 1.

CRC Land and Water Plan. Rule 5.8

I LIIJSYRAE y® ¢NIF yaLR2 NI o
TRANO2

/2Tt Ayad WEKNBaK2fR FT2N Wa2
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Mr Collins also identifies an absence of an integrated transport assessment which
would be required to support immediate rezoning at a more intensive defisity

Rural Lifestyle zonirdpes not promote modal choice or active transport; however
the amending proposal is identified as an FDA which anticipatesasiaid use,
and the blockadjoins the existing GeraldiriJrban area with a midpoint some
1.5km from the Town Centre with the Gerladine Town Centre providing a
providing arelatively highlevel of social and functional amenityuch as access to
a Supermarket, community facilities, and convenience retail)

TheMr Kempconcludes:

W¢ KS pracess is intended to support coherent development. Furthemoad
development without any controls will result in additional constraints of reticulated
services being provide into the future.-Rming to 5000rfiminimum without a FDA
LINEOSaa Aa2y2iG adzZl2NISRQ

Statutory consideration

10.11.171t is agreed that the amending proposal is HiRter theNPSHPE®®, with a broad band of
LUG2 classified soils running through theea

10.11.18As a rezoning is sought the relevant provisionsthesObjective,Policy 4and Policy 6 and
cl3.7 and cI3.10. Tha G I § SR R A NBdbrifofia? a(thokit@s mu$t avidid rézoning
except as provideth cl3.1@

10.11.19An assessment from Stuart Ford (AgriBuiness Group) is provided in the submission
packagé®’. Whilst that assessment is targeted to the Payne site, | consideaerept that
assessment for the purpose of this analyassbeing suitable to applyo the amending
proposal (being the wider blockh reaching that conclusion | note thitat cost/ benefit
assessmentasbeen undertaken on the 8.8ha Payne property which represents the largest
cohesiveandholding in the block, and that reverse sensitivities issues would be ubiquitous
within the block

10.11.20I consider that the exemption provided in CI3.10 is appropriately applied t@thending
proposal. In particular, in terms of cl®(L)Ya)and (b)(ilasassociated wittscale(constraints
on primary productiorand significant lossand (b)(iii) as to matters associated with reverse
sensitivity from the establied rural lifestyle propertiethroughout the block

10.11.21Theamendingproposal whilstresulting in anodest tension with Policy 4 in thaart of the
HPL lands currently used foland based primary productiof@pple orchards)isconsidered
to give effect to thaNPSHPL

264 Appendix 8. Transport. Collins

265 Appendix 7. Infrastructure. Kemp

266 Submission Package [160]. Wharfe [pg 7]
267 Submission Package [16@Yharfe Appendix 6
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10.11.22Theevidence of Mr Heath is thahere is sufficient residential development capadity
Geraldineto 2053 under either a high or medium growth forecast.

10.11.23Tothe extent that it remains relevant to thPSUD, the provisionof excesive residential
development opportunitiessia a low-densityrural lifestyleareathat does not consolidate
urban areas or efficiently integrate with supporting infrastructuras the potential to
undermine the achievement of wellinctioning urban environments as sought

10.11.24An unreticulatedwastewater developmentvith a minimum density of 2havould yieldan
additional sixrural lifestyle allotments An immediate rezoning would enable those six
allotments promptly rather thana 10+ yearsdelay as associated withe DAP process and
then furtherconsidered vigubsequent plan change

10.11.25At a density of 2Ha, and no anticipation of reticulated servidimtp, not consider that this
outcomewill have any material effect on achieving wielhctioning urban environments as
sought byObjective landPolicy 1of the NPSUD. Council engineers have stated that there
is no funding or planning for the provision whstewater reticulation for the block which
could otherwise deplete fundindecisions and strategic decisions associated with urban
infrastructure.Basedon the above, | consider that themending proposakould not offend
the NPSUD.I would consider there to be a tension with Objective 6 were a more intensive
and serviced form of Rural Lifestyle zone sought.

10.11.261 consider that there remain some tensions with the amendprgposal and the
requirements of theCRPSHowever] consider that the degree of tension would be reduced
through the imposition o& Specific Control Arefurther) precluding subdivision below 2ha
in combination with the following considerations

a. The resultant nhumber of additional allotments enabled by an unreticulated 2ha
minimum would be siXThis would not be considered to have a material effect in terms
of the achievement oDbjective 5.2.1(consolidation of urban areaahdPolicy 5.3.11)
¢ providing for limited rural residential developant. The amending proposal is
attached to the existing Gerdihe Urban area The defendable zone boundaries
associated with rezoning the block (within Templer Street, Bennett Road, and Main
North Road / SH79h conjunction with the existing extent of fragmented titles within
the blockthrough recognition of a Rural Lifestyle zone (now, rather than in 10+ years)
better achieves coordinated pattern of development.

b. The resultant development would not be serveddoynmunitywastewaterreticulation
but would be able to efficiently and effectively integrat@nsport infrastructure and
manage stormwaterThishowever requires further consideration by the submitter with
regard to water supplyPolicy 5.3.2. Thee remains a tension with the achievement of
Policy 5.3.5n that rezoning without wastewater reticulation creategatentialissue
between the minimum density enabled by thEPDPand the requirements of the
Canterbury Land and Water Plan, as well as the advice from Manawhenua as to effective
network disposal of stormwateiThat tension is however reduced as the district plan
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C.

alreadyrecognisslimited instances of Rural Lifestyle zoned densitpofess than 2ha
where these are not connected to wastewat®r

Ms Pfluger advises that:

WAt a density of 2Ha / allotment, | do not consider there to belamgscape basis for retaining
the notified TPDRpproach for theSCHED15 10 year + DAP pro¢kssnsider 2ha lots to be
an appropriate landscapeutcome that maintains a degree of openness between the two
nodesthat contain smaller properties in the northestern and soutiwesterncornersX @

In my view, 5000f1ots would be smaller than the existing surrounding lots and it is likely that
the amenity of the outer lots would be compromised to some extent by the proximity of other
dwellings in the centre, with an associated change of semai outlook and open gteln
addition, in the absence of an embedded structples / ODP in the district plan, it is not clear

if the remaining landscape/natural character and amenity values associated with the block
would beable to be maintained or enhanc&® ®

Based on the advice of Ms Pfluger | consider tieabning to enable 2Ha density
reinforced through a Special Contrdlea werlay of ZHawould maintain the character

of the existing blockRolicy 5.3.1(4) andalso facilitate the creation of additional
esplanademargin protections in a manner that would maintain and enhance the
amenity values and character of this environmeoljcy5.3.3(2).

Based on theassessment provided by Mr Ford for the applicant, | consider the
amending proposal woulahitigate the extent of reverse sensitivity effects and conflicts
within the block Policy 5.3.12)(b)

10.11.270verall, | consider that theezoning toa density of no more than 2haould give effect to
the provisions of the CRPS. | acknowledge that this may create a conflict where the outcomes
of the zone (as unreticulated at 2ha) may not be able to be achietede appropriate on
site disposal consents are unable to be obtained from Environment Cantetdoymptect
ground water quality and uphold cultural values. The submitetEnvironment Canterbury
are requested tadvise on this matter furtheideally in eidence prior to the Hearing

10.11.28In terms ofachieving and implementing the provisions of tHieDPI consider the following:

a.

| agree with the evidence of Ms Whaiféthat the block is not aligned with the
outcomes, character or environmental qualities expressed for the General Rural Zone.

| also agree that themending proposal exhibits the characteristics and outcomes
anticipated through Objective®RLZ01 to RLZO3 that the existing qualities and
characteristics of the are@presents the landscape and natural character outcomes of
a Rural Lifestyle zone as set out in the consideration of these values abidhee.
amending proposdk largely consistent with the outcomes RLZO5given integration
with the roading network andbility to facilitate water supplgit a density of 2HaNhilst

268 SUBS1(4).4 to implement SUBL5(3).
269 Appendix 3. Landscape. Pfluger.
270 Submission Package [160]. Wharfe [pg 7]
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community wastewater reticulation will not be providethere is some ability to
facilitate onsite treatment forthe small number of existing allotments which may be
able to further subdivid®’* and obtain necessary regional council consents

| consider that theezoning would largely achieve and implement tekevant Strategic
Directions and Urban Growth provisions of the Plan. dinending proposal:

1 SDO1@Q): Representdimited rural lifestyle residential opportunities attached to
an existing urban area, and as contained within the roading network with
defendable geephysical boundaries is considered dontribute to ceordinated
settlement patterns.

Community wastewater reticulation is neither funded nor planned, either now or
within the LongTermPlanto coincide with SCHED15. Accordingly, that tension
with this part of the provision exists regardless of when rezorsicgnsideredThe
proposal, at a 2Ha minimum densityas reinforced through a Specific Control
Overlayachieves the Policy.

10.11.29In terms of the submissions froM/aka Kotahi NZ Transport Agerfdyt3.197] and the

Canterbury Regional Council [183.166] | have further considered the transport
consequences associated with FDAhH SCHED15 timing in relation to those submissions
seeking an immediate rezoninighave concluded that a rezoning to Rural Lifestyle zme

well as being subject to a Specific Control Area specifying a minimum allotment size of 2Ha,
is the more appropriate.

Section 32AA

10.11.30The recommendation to accept the submission fid&S Payne [160.2], and that part of the

Submission from Geordédarper,R& GKellahan, HKKellahanB & S Robertsol) & S Payne,
G & R Harper [108.2]c Kellahan [26.14equires consideration as pursuant 882AA |
consider the following:

a. The amending proposalives effect tathe NPSHPL, based on the analysis provided by

Mr Fordand in particular the rezoning pathway provided by clauses 3.7 and 3.10

The amending proposal gives effect to the NIESin thatthe outcome will not have any
material effect on achieving weflinctioning urban environments as sought®pjective
1 andPolicy lof the NPSUD

In terms of giving effect th€RPSat aminimum residentiabensity of Mathe rezoning
will:

1 not have a material effect on consolidation outcorfiés

272

As consistent with SUB15 and SUB4.4
CRPS Objective 5.2.1
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¢ will provide for additional (commensurate) limited rural residential opportunities as
attached to an existing urban aregand physically containedherefore providing a
co-ordinated pattern of developmeAt?,

1 can be generally serviced by infrastructure The excetion being network
wastewatef’#which provides residual tensiowith the consenting requirements of
Environment Canterbupyand Manawhenua valué$. The submitteris requestedo
confirm or dispute the Te Moang Geraldine Flat Water scheme capacity at that
density, and

1 amenity and landscape characteristics of the environment would be maintained or
enhanced’®

d. The qualities and characteristicstbe amending proposaxhibit predominantly aural
lifestyle character and amenity as describedRbLZ02 andeffectively, at aminimum
density of Ma / allotmentrepresentsinfill consistent with the character and amigy of
this block

e. Infrastructure except fornetwork wastewater asnecessary to suppos rural lifestyle
zoned outcomeis in place (transport) or able to efficiently be established
telecommunicationg)’. Theabsence of wastewater providing residual tension albeit as
subject to regional council consents for-site treatment The limited extent of rural
lifestyle yield would no© 2 Y LINB Y A & S cdngdlidatedl @kl iitagrated séttlement
pattern®?,

f.  Community wastewater reticulation is neither funded nor planned, either now or within
the LongTerm Plan to coincide with SCHED15. Accordingly, tension S 1(2)
requiring capabilityfor efficiently connecting to reticulated sewanfrastructure is not
altered by the amending proposal to rezone immediately.

10.11.31The amending proposal, which seeks rezoningltg and as amended to specifyranimum

2Ha allotment size as a Specific Control Aiethe more efficient and effective approach to
achieve and implement these provisions of thieRDP

Recommendations

10.11.32It is recommended that the submission froB&S Paynd160.2], and that part of the

submission fromGeorgeHarper,R& GKellahan, HKellahanB & S Robertsol) & S Payne,
G & R Harper [108.21c Kellaan [26.1]be acceptedin part, as the recommendation for

273
274
275
276
277
278

Policy5.3.1

Policy 5.3.2 and Poli&¢3.5
Policy 5.3.2 and 5.3.5
Policy 5.3.1(4) and 5.3.3(2).
UFDBO1(ii)

UFDO1
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rezoning is accompanied n additional 2ha minimum allotment Specific Control Area
overlay ! 02y aSljdzSydAiat t I YSy RNgblyproductive lanfl S2 RIS NB D@
from the site.

10.11.33The submission from Ryan De Joux [157.ZAdwepted in part

10.11.34The submission fror@anterbury Regional Council [183.166¢septed in partin that the
recommendation is a removal of the FDA overlay in the planning maps and from SCHED15.

10.11.35The submission frordVaka Kotahi NZ Transport Ageft$}3.197 isaccepted in partgiven
the overall evaluation above.

10.11.36The recommendation is teemove the FDA notation andreendthe zone ofthe following
land area as associated with that block between Templer Street, Bennett Street and Main
North Road / SH7ffom GRUZ t&RLZ amend the planning maps and remove referetae
the Wempler Street Future Development Argdural Lifestyl@rom SCHEDRS as below:

10.11.37The amended change to SCHELand planning maps aras below:

Uni que Name Anticipated Ti mef rf am| Additional
identifier Zone DAP Requirement
FBA11 EDALL Topmelor | Banolbiochide Futu+r—eit A
SLroti e Zono beyond 1
Development year s
Area—Rural
Litestyle
FDA21 FDAZ1 General Priority
[ Renumb| -SirBasil Arthur | Industrial Zone 2years
accor di| ParkFuture
Development
Area - Industrial
Development

Consequential amendments:

1 Insert 2Ha Specific Contrc
Area overlay

9 5StSGS w+xSal
overlay

GRUZ
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10.12 Rezone for Growtly FDA12Sir Basil ArthuiParkFuture DevelopmeniArea

10.12.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Alpine Energy Limited 55.20
Submissions

10.12.2 There are no submissions that oppose FDA12 Sir Basil Arthur Park Future Development Area.

10.12.3 Alpine Energy Limited [55.28 in support of council providing a clear direction for future
industrial development in the Washdyke area. The submitter has not provided any
requested relief.

Analysis

10.12.4 No amendments are sought to the notified provisions.

Recommendations

10.12.5 The submission from Alpine Energy [55.20] is recommended axbepted

10.13 Rezone for Growtly FDA13 Seadown Road FutubevelopmentArea

10.13.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Alpine Energy Limited 55.21
Canterbury Regional Council 183.66
White Water PropertiesLTD 248.1
Ryan De Joux 157.2
Submissions

10.13.2 Alpine Energy Limited [55.Risin support of council providing a clear direction for future
industrial development in the Washdyke area. The submitter has not provided any
requested relief.

10.13.3 The submission from Canterbury Regional Council [183.66] seeks to amend the Future
Development Areas to only identify land as a future development area where it is required
in the short to medium term as defined in the NRD.

10.13.4 White Water Properties LTD [248.1] considers that all land within FDA13 should be rezoned
GlZ as the submitter considers the land is ideally situated for industrial development. The
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10.13.5

submitter also considers rezoning the land to GIZ would better align with relevant planning
documents. The submitter seeks the following requested relief to the planning:maps

1. Rezone all of the land in FDA13 to General Industrial, and
2. Make any necessary amendments to support the rezoning

Ryan De Joux [157.2] seeks that the FDiktheframe identified in SCHED15 be amended
from 10 years to g 10 years.

Analysis¢ White-Water Properties LTD [248.8hd Ryan De Joux [157.2]

10.13.6

10.13.7

10.13.8

10.13.9

Under the White-Water Properties LTD [248.8mending proposal, thé&1 Hectare site
would be rezoned immediately to GIZ.

The subiject siteonsists of 11 titles, with a density of circa 4ha/HH. The predominantly
exhibits an open and pastoral rural character, interspersed with shelter belts and containing
residential dwellings as associated with each landholdirige topography of the site is
generally flat The site has frontage to the Timafiemuka Highway / SH1 to the west, and
Seadown Road to the east. The adjoining land to the south is zoned GIZ, whilst land to the
north and northeast is zoned General Rural Zéhe

The site is locatedn the northern perimeter of the Timarsettlementandis attached to

the Washdyke Industrial ardsy the southern GIZ boundaiyls Pfluger note’/ dzNNB y i f &
13 has a welbefined boundary to the industrial zone to the south and only a few dwellings
are located within it. A few clusters of rural lifestyle dwellings are separated by open pastoral
areag®Q

The northern part of the sités subject to contamination as recorded in the Canterbury
Regional Council Listed Land Use Register as associatdiy@gthck dip. This matter would
be resolved through application of the NESntaminated Soiland is not considered to be
an impediment to the amending proposal(s) seeking a more responsive rezoning.

A map illustrating the location of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.

279 Noting land to the east is the subject of North Meadows [190.1]
280 Appendix 3. Landscape. Pfluger.
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Figure27: Site Location (in Blue) De Roux FDA(157.2) and planning maps (hatched)

T

10.13.10ubmission packagehave been received from White Wateroperties Ltd [248.1] and De
Joux [157.2]These donot provide information in relation to theprovision of integrated
infrastructure, or an assessment (or critique of the Property Economics analysis) as to
sufficient development capacity fandustrialland.

10.13.11An analysis of these matters is considered necesgasupportthe relief associated with
the amending proposal especially given the absence of analysis associated with
infrastructure provision and integration

10.13.12The submission package(s) accept that the site wmedt the interim definition of HPL in
theNPS t [ ¢ KA Qrévent 2ztaing’. The submission package suggests that ideally
the TPDPbe deferred until Environment Canterbuhas mapped HPL in the CR&H®
signalled government changen direction have occurred.

10.13.13In the absence of a detailed analysis in the Submission package, | consider that the following
matters are of relevance to the subject site:

a. Notified Zoningg GRUZFDA13 Overlay identified SCHEWDp SeadowsRoad Future
Development Areg General Industrial Zoné-uture Area beyond 10 yeaQ ®

b. Landscapeg Ms Pfluger identifies that FDA 13 has a wielfined boundary to the
industrial zone to the southShe considers thaPhe rezoning of this FDA will lead to a
substantial change in landscape character from the currently relatively open, rural
character. However, given that the existing GIZ lies immediately adjacent to this FDA
(and extending slightly further north to theast) | consider that industrial land uses

A 2 4 A x

g2dA R y2d 0S8 Iy dzySELISOGSR I OGAOAe AY (KA

281 Submission package. Whitewater Properties Ltd [2]
282 Appendix3. Landscae. Pfluger.
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c. Biodiversity - there are no notated ecological areas associated with the amending

proposal, or identified waterways.

d. Infrastructurec! RGA OS FNBY (G(KS [/ 2dzyOAf Qad 9y 3IAYSSNT
subject site is not connected, nable to beefficiently connected to existing network
services given the separation from the existing Timaru towndhigKemp states:

Ly O2yOfdzaAzys (GKS /2dzyOAf Qad 9y 3IAYSSNE &l

Forwater supplya new watermain would be required to service the site (as

extended from the existing watermain at Washdyke)

For wastewater W{ SgSNJ A& y204 t20FG4SR ySIN (K
SEGSyaArzy |yR dzLJAN) RSa ¢ KAHekubmiteS y 20
package identifies that were inland port facilities to continue expanding
reticulated sewer may not be required and alternative means suffice.

Forstormwater whilst this could be partially attenuated on new allotments,
the downstream capacity of the stormwater system is not sufficient to service
future development. Potentially a new drain would be required to coast.

v

Wh2 AYFNIAaGNHOGdzZNE G2 G§KS &aA (i GanaggmebdNE LJ2 4 SR
2F |/ 2dzyOAft Qa ySiGeg2N]l y26 yR Ayid2 (GKS 7Fdzic
rejected on this basis@here are concerns in relation to-gning management of

servicing andhe lack of detail as to what level of servicing is required from Council.

If no Council servicing is provided there is the potential that any groegiond the

current planning process will be cost prohibitive to providestheicing necessary to

support a future land uggs.

Fortransport, no Integrated Transport Assessmasfprovided|It is presumed

that the associated development would require upgrades / intersections to
existing network infrastructure. Mr Collinst R@A &aSa GKI G Fa |
amending proposdt* the matters that would be necessary to understand
whether the proposal could be supported from a transport perspective should
have included (in the submitter package) should consider

1 alignment with Transport objectives and policies in the TPDP;

1 an assessment of potential effects (and mitigations) associated with the
safe and efficient functioning of the existing transport network;

71 that the proposal would be supported by appropriate transport
infrastructure.

283 Appendix7. Infrastructure. Kemp
284 Appendix 8. Transport. Collins.
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g. Hazards; Located with the Flood Assessment Area Oveil&igre are no changes to
the spatial extent of the FAA under the s42A Natural Hazards consideration of
Environment Canterbury [183.228].

h. Cultural Values; The Manawhenua Assessment identifies that the Washdyke area is
culturally significant toY n éuirapa a result of the proximity to Waitarakao /
Washdyke LagoorAny development of FDA3 would need to be designed and
serviced so amot to degrade or contribute to the decline of the Waitarakao /
Washdyke Lagog#. The site is not the subject of SASM overlay.

Statutory consideration

10.13.14The site was not identified in the GMS2018. The GMS2022 Business Review idé&mtified

area for future growthas providinggpportunity for a future inland port (assuming a future
odzaiySaa OFasS & dzLJni thdefiameawdzO providedThd Sive lisdtaNB Q
considered to be identified fdiuture urban development iterms of the application athe
NPSHPLcI3.5(7)(b)(i), nor having reg&ffito the GMS2018 and GM202&s identified to
provide for industrial growthwithin the life of the notified district plan.

10.13.15The submission package accepts the site is (HBC3underthe NPSHPLE  (effeSt ofW

which would be prevent rezoni’, and requesting deferment until Environment

/' YyGSNDdzZNE Q& YIFLIWMAY3I SESNDAAS K& 0SSy 02 YL

10.13.16There is no supporting analygsigovided in the submission packagersuant to cl3.64) and

(5) of theNPSHPL

10.13.17The evidence from Mr Heath is that tHémaru settlement has sufficient industrial zoned

capacityover the short to medium term, and it is not until the end of the leéagm period

(20+ years) that there is a potential capacity issue. He states:
WLG Aad NBO2YYSYRSR GKF{d (GKS &adzoYA&aaraz2yoao
DAP process arejected. This is on the basis of existing land sufficiency to cater for demand,
and the associated disproportionate infrastructure costs associated with servicing this area to

LINE GARS T2NJ AYRAZAGNALFE | BGABAGASE YR | 882 0AL {

10.13.18The evidence from the Council Engineers is thatwork servcing and infrastructure

upgrades are not identified in the LTRr Collinsnotesthere is no analysis provided as to
transport effects including those on the wider netwarkor is there arassessmenbf works
and funding associated with accesssuipporting infrastructureon the road network.

285
286
287
288

Appendix 3Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [15]
S74(2)(b)(i)

Submitter packag@/hitewater Properties [248.1]
Appendix 6 Economics. Heath.
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Accordingly, thesite could notbeO2 Yy 8 A RSNB R | & Wgussuamdo &l8.43z0 G dzNB
of the NPSJD in either the short or medium term.

10.13.19I therefore consider

a. NPSHPLThe amending proposakeking immediate rezonirjgVhitewater Sub 248.1]
does notmeet the conjunctive criteria contained in cl3.6(4)ith the associated
directiveon the Councito not allowthe urban rezoningThe rezoningwvould not give
effect to theObjectiveand Polides 4 and 5. The submission from De JojBub 157.2]
seeks a change in the sequencing for DAP preparationnot animmediate rezoning
andwould not engage witPolicy 5 The status of the land as HPL (LUC3) is not the sole
determinant in terms of the recommendation.

b. NPSUD:Neitherproposal[Whitewater Sub 248.1, or De Joux Sub 15i&.2pnsidered
to give effect to theNPSUDAY (G SNX)a 27F O2fynGtiNding delah y 3 (0 2
Sy @A NP yOtjécyivé facd Palicy J.

The amending proposal(sjvould not provide a necessary contribution emabling
different business sectorén terms of location and site si#@ in a manner that
contributes b welHunctioning urban environments.

| reach that conclusiobased onthe evidence of Mr Heatlthat there issufficient
capacity and variability present within the Timabusiness market to provide for
industrialdemandto beyond the medium (10 year) terrandthat the Council engineers
have identified that infrastructure necessary to service the area is not funded in the LTP
(nor advanced in either analysis or funding in the submitter package)wouldmpact

2y (UKS 2@SNIff YIEYlF3SYSyid 27F [/ 2dzplkeAf Qa Y
amendng proposal(sdoes not give effect toObjective 6in relation to integrated
infrastrudure and funding decisions, amginot strategic in terms ofmedium- and long
term local authority decisions.

c. CRPS:The subject site ittached tdXhe northern extent of WashdykeHowever,
given the absence of supporting infrastructuas identified by the Council enginegers
and extent ofsufficient development capacity for industrial activitias identified by
Mr Heathl consider the amending propo$s)would neither\gromote a coordinated
pattern of developme@nor@®@y 02 dzN> 3S GAGKAY dzNDBly | NS a
X® GKIFG &dzLILIR2 NI & dzZNb 'y O2yazzt ARIFIGAZ2YQ

The amending proposal would not resultimegrationwith the efficient and effective
provision, maintenance or upgrade of infrastructuess required byPolicy 5.3.2(3)(a))
or provide for sustainable and efficient transport movememolicy 5.3.2(3)(b))
Neither submission package advances planning mechanisahsding astructure plan
/ ODR nor infrastructureanalysis andimplications for publidunding programmeto

289 NPSUD Policy 1(b)
2% CRPS Policy 5.3.1(1) and 5.3.1(2).
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otherwise demonstrate how a comprehensiveand strategicapproach to urban
developmenton the sitewould be undertaken.

Theamending proposal(s) without appropriate supporting network infrastructure and

identified funding is not considered to give effect tioe requirements ofPolicy5.3.5

That Policyseekgo ensure thatdevelopment is appropriately and efficiently served for

the collection, treatment, disposal or #&se of sewage and stormwatand potable

water. As identified by the Council Engineamnsjther amending proposal [Whitewater

Sub 248.1 seeking immediate rezoning, or De Joux Subddéakihg a more responsiv

DAP procegsadvanes consideration of infrastructure servicing, ¢@given the

development capacity evidence of Mr Heath) theY LI A OF A2y a F2NJ (K
managementand fundingof network.

| consider that the amending proposal(s)edmot give effect to the CRPS.

d. TPDPThe amending propos@)would be the less appropriate in terms of achieving
and implementingUFBO1 ¢ K A OK aacBri8dlidatedyand integrated settlement
pattern that (i) efficienty OO2 YY2 Rl 1Sa FdzidzZNBE INRSGIKX | yR
efficient use of infrastructu@and SDO8R) which seeks that? i KS LINR @GA aA 2y
network infrastructure is integrated and -wodinated with the nature, timing and
4S1jdzSyOAy3a 27F |, ynSE-OIRMEASEqRIresSFFEOGA DTS X | yR
regionally significant infrastructure that is aligned and integrates with the timing and
f20FdA2y 2F dzNDblFy RS@St2LIYSyGaqQo

10.13.201 recommend that the submission frokVhitewater Sub 248.1 and De Joux Sub 1H&2
rejected.

Analysis¢ Canterbury Regional Council [183.166]

10.13.21The submission from the Canterbury Regional Council [183.166] seek to delet@ FDA1l
SeadowrRoad Future Development Area in its entirety.

10.13.22L K| @S NXB|j dzS a lspeBificalyKcbn$ideatiNg matielef statgs &

Wiven the absence of a transport analysis provided relating to bringing forward the rezoning

of FDA13 FDA14 | consider that rezoning should not be bought forward. However, in my view
b%e¢! Qad &ddzoYA&daAiAzy R2S3a y2i3I ADAL3RNDESNMASEOUILINE A R S
be deleted. Further consideration of alternative locations for future development is
recommended, should FDA13 and FDA14 be rejected, and this should be through a holistic
assessment rather than purely focused on transport outcées

10.13.23Mr Heath has also considered this matter and states:

21 Appendix 8. Transport. Collins.
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WLy GSN¥a 2F GKS adzomyYAiaarazya FTNBY /w/ XI (GKS:z
tension with the NRPEID in terms of promoting a wedllnctioning urban environment in terms

of current demand and sufficiency, retaining the site in SCHED15 waviddease valve as

subject to monitoring should additional capacity be necessary, noting based on the PE analysis

that this would be well beyond the life of this district f#h

10.13.24Theevidence from Ms Pflugé® is that the given the existing GIZ boundary is adjacent to
the site, a transition tandustrial land uses would not be unexpected when required in the
future. The evidence from Mr Kerfifdis that the site is not serviced nor is there funding
available in the LTP, but that the site would likely be able to be serviced through network
extensions.

Statutory considerations

10.13.25Thematter is finely balanced.

10.13.26The Property Economics District Industrial Capacity Report (Z02#gntifies that that
there is industrial land sufficiency beyond the medium (10 year) #rwith any shortfall
forecast towards the end of the long (30 year) term period.

10.13.27As above, a more responsive rezontogGeneral Industrial would not give effect to the
relevant provisions of the NRBD or CRPS, nor achieve and implemehévant TPDP
provisions, principally as these objectives and policies relate to fostering a consolidated,
coordinated and integrated settlement pattern. However, retention of FDA13 provides a
development resource or release valve should additional capacity becomesagegeas
coupled with the requirements dFDAO2,FDAP4and FDAPS

10.13.28Unlike residential capacity, the Property Economiicdustrial Report identifies that a
requirement for long term demand igossible. | acknowledge the expert evidence of Ms
Pfluger that the site adjoining the existing GIZ would not (when required) represent an
unexpected transition from rural to industrial character; and Mr Kemp that servicing
extensions (nofTrade waste) codlbe provided as subject to fundindhérefore | consider
that retention of FDA13 would assist the Council in terms of strategisioas affecting the
urban environment Qbjective § NPSUD), and the FDA overlaFDAO2, FDAP1)would
preclude development that would otherwise comprise or foreclose options for the
development of existing urban areadlicy 5.3.2(1)(b)

10.13.29In terms of s32 it is considered that retention of the FDA overlay (as compared the option of
its removal) ensures that the land is hot compromised or foreclosed in terms being able to

292 Appendix 6. Economics. Heath.

298 Appendix 3. Landscape. Pfluger.

294 Appendix 3. Infrastructure. Kemp.

2% Appendix 5.

2% Based on &igh growth forecastin conjunction with competitiveness margirsnd absent of any FDA
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accommodate coordinated and integrated future industrial development. However, this is
subject to considerable growth in demand. The economic and social costs largely fall on the
landowners given the suite of additional controls on land use and subdivigiiom the FDA
Chapter provisions.

10.13.30Environment Canterbury are requested to provide additional assessment on this matter that
may assist.

10.13.310n the basis of the above, the submission from the Canterbury Regional Council [183.166]
seeking to delete FDA13 Seadown Road Future Development Area in its entirety is
recommended to beejected

Recommendations

10.13.32The submission froVhitewater[248.] seeking an immediate General Industrial Zone, and
from De Joux Sub 157skeking that the sequencing of F22be amended to between §
10 yeardsrejected.

10.13.33the submission from the Canterbury Regional Council [183.166]mnggtekdelete FDA2
Seadown RoaButure Development Area in its entirarejected

10.13.34the submission from\pine Energy Limited [55.2dlid not express a reliéfut is considered
to represent support for the notified FDAlL¥ecommend that the submission laecepted

10.14 Rezone for Growtlty FDAL4 KenneldRoad Future Development Area

10.14.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POINT NUMBER(S)
Waka Kotahi NZransportAgency 143.198

Phar Lap Raceway Trustees (FS) 279.1FS (Support)

Ryan De Joux 157.2

Phar Lap Raceway Trustees (FS) 279.2FS (Oppose)

Canterbury Regional Coun( 183.166

(Environment Canterbury)

Submissions

10.14.2 Ryan De Joup57.2] seeks that the FDA14 timeframe identified in SCHED15 be amended
from 10 years to & 10 yearsPhar Lap Raceway Trustees (as further submitter 279.2FS)
oppose the submission on the basis that legal status of the racecourse as a reserve vested
in the Trustees can only be changed via the provisions of the Reserves Act or by special
legislation.

10.14.3 Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Aget$3.198Jopposes FDA14 as the submitter considers that
it does not integrate with the existing urban area and therefore is not likely to achieve a
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NBRdAzOGA2Y Ay 2Y¢Qad ! RRAGAZ2YIffe&x speed & dzo Y
environments and is concerned that objectives of the NPSUD and provisions of the CPRS are
unlikely to be achieved. The submitter seeks to delete FDA14 Kennels Road Future
Development Area in its entiretPhar Lap Raceway Trustees (as further submitter 279.1FS)

support the submission.

10.14.4 Canterbury Regional Coungilib[183.166 seeks to onsolidate FDAand anly include areas
where required for short medium term as defined in the NRD.

Analysisc Ryan De Joux [157.2Vaka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.198hnterbury Regional
Council Sul183.164

10.14.5 Ryan De Joux [157.2] see&kmore responsive process as associated with SAHEQ the
preparation of a DAP as associated with A2Ay an amendment t6SCHER5that FDA14
g2dz R 60S y2il §S&uA ag SHt NNEA @ dRRAPERSCNIRLI Z/duldl G
required to prepare the Development Area a4 JNRA 2 NA & | NBI Qo

10.14.6 The subject area is a total of 8 heldin three titles, with the largest beingnder the
control of the trustees of Timaru Racecourse @me 31ha 330 Hilton Highway it is
understood that thdand itself is owned by the Department of Conservation (DOC), with the
process to transfer this land subject to Crown Land sale/offer prétedise residual (17Ha)
isheld byTimaruDevelopments Ltd105 Kennels Roadnhd NJ and SR van Heeswyck.

10.14.7 The site is locatedn the northern perimeter of the Timarsettlement andis visually and
physically separatetb the edges of Washdyk®y theTimaru Racecourse aadsmall pocket
of intervening GRZ.The site is located between Statighway 1 and State Highway 8.

10.14.8 The topography of the site is generally fland contains several shallodepressions
associated with overland flow paths.

10.14.9 Parts of the sitg330 HiltonHighway)are subject to verified contamination as recorded in
the Canterbury Regional Council Listed Ldsd Register as associated wptsticides

10.14.10That part of the site associated with the Timaru Racecourse is Z8ABRZ within th&@ PDP
the balance of the site is zoned GRWZnap illustrating thdéocation of the site, in relation
to the transitional HPL soils classification and zoning is provided below.

297 Appendix 3Manawhenua Assessmeritlall page 15]
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Figure28: Site Location (in Blue) De Roux FDA(157.2) and planning maps (hatched)
PR\ - N S TER 3

—

10.14.11The Submission package does paivide information relating tohe provision of integrated
infrastructure or an assessment (ocritique of the Property Economics amals) as to
necessity in terms ofufficient development capacity fdrousing, or the contribution the
proposal would maketosuch KS & dz2o YA GGSNI WyOr s Has SIELS AR BKI
planning simply des not keep pace witthe market and is restricting development
opportunitie®

10.14.12The Submitter packagenalysisprimarily relatesto the property at 105 Kennels Rgad
proposing a yield of 150 lots at medium densifthe Property Economics assessment
identifies a total yield across FE1A of718 householdllotments®,

10.14.13In the absence detailedanalysis in response to the Preliminary Report, | consider that the
following matters are of relevance to the subject site:

a. Notified Zoningg GRUZFDA14 Overlaydentified SCHEDS5asWY Sy y St a w2l R Ci
Development Areg! ND | Y 5 S @ ButugeA®ashéyoi®0 years. Unlike the
other identified FDAn the Schedule which speiei§ an anticipated zone. FDM is
ARSYUGAFTASR T2N W' Kpresymesd t6 BeRither GAhé&rgl inddstrialk A O K
Zoneor General ResidentiZlone

b. Landscape the subject site containseveralsmall structures associated with the
operations of the racecoursand farming operationsThe character and amenigyre
predominantlysemirural, asattributed to theflat topography, extenbf open space
and pastoral activitieon the site. However, thbroader charactefoff-site) contains
clusters of more intensiveemirural developmentassynonymous witlits location as
peripheral to the Timarwettlement There is a cluster afmaltscale residential
allotments located at the edge of the northeastern edge of Kennels Road and Pleasant
Point Highwayasestablisting as associated with a recent subdivision of Jamal Lane.
Ms Pfluger identifies that thareawould be'8eparated from Timaru township by the

2% Preliminary s42A Report. Attachment A. Property Econoffiaisie 10]
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presence ofarge industrial zones and the racecourse (with associated open spaces
that provide rural characterGiven that this FDA would toksconnected from the
existing townshipincluding publidacilities/services, transport and amenities, it does
not appear to beparticularly suitable for residential developm&FPit | agree.

c. Biodiversity ¢ there are nonotated ecological areasr waterwaysidentified in the
TPDRassociated with FDA14

d. Infrastructure ¢ Advice fromMr Kempis that the subject site is notonnected, nor
able to beefficientlyconnected to existing network services given the separation from
the existing Timaru townshig-e identifies that there is no funding in the LTP for
serviceprovision andcomparedto other existing FDAs which are more proximate to
urban areas, providing a more reactive DAP process for this site in the absence of
demandwould not achieve the urban growth objectives of the TPDP. He states:

oNo details are included as to servicing provisions for FDA14. Prespmrsing by
Council estimated that provision of services to the sitenraaner that is efficient and
maintainable to Council standard would ranfyjem $1315 million. Naallocation of
capital budget of this scale has been allowed for in the LTP for servicing growth.

These servicing costs exclude any upgrades triggered to the downstetararks,
flood mitigation measures and regional conse&ffts

¢CKS Adzo YAGOSNI LI O1F 3AS A RithyCauhch fo Bissist vith g A £ £ Ay
planning and funding infrastructug® ®

e. Transport- At a yield of718 households estimatetaffic generation would be in the
order ofsome7200movements per dai*. Mr Colling®?considers tle proposalis not
supported by anyransportassessmenvithin the submission packagele considers
an appropriate assessment in support of the amending proposaild include an
Integrated Transport Assessmentonsideration ofthe ability of the surrounding
transport network (including SH1 and SH8gtictively, efficiently and safgconvey
associated transport movementand assessment againgite relevant transport
provisions in the TPDP

The submission package is silent as to whetherabsociated development would
require upgrades / intersections to existingad infrastructure.

In terms of proximity toemployment and opportunities for social and functional
amenity, FDAL4 is located 3.2km from the Washdyke Industrial AG&&km to the
Central Business District, and 3.8km to the Showgrounds commercial development.

299
300

302

Appendix 3. Landscape. Pfluger.
Appendix 7. Infrastructure. Kemp.

Assuming 10 / dwelling vpdrips and Parking related to land use, NZ Jpart Agency research report

453[4.2]
Appendix 8. Transport. Collins.
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f. Hazards; FDA14 is subject to tHedood Assessment Areaerlay.There is nonaterial
change to the FAA spatial extent over the amending propasabntained ithe s42A
Natural Hazardecommendation

g. Cultural Valueg; The Manawhenua Assessment identifieattthe Washdyke area is
culturally significant toY n éuirapa a result of the proximity to Waitarakao /
Washdyke Lgoon Any development of FDA4 should be designed and serviced so
as not to degradeor contribute to the decline of the Waitarakao / Washdyke
Lagoor®. The site is1ot the subject of SASM overlay.

Statutory consideration

10.14.14For the purpose of s74(d)), the site was not identified in the GMS2018 as necessary to
facilitate urban development to provide for the future growth needs of the district. The

GMS202BusinesfReviewidentified (only330 Hilton Highwags zoned as SARZhe TPDP
as a potential FDA although no timeframe vpasvided.

10.14.15That part ofFDA14 zoned as SARZ (330 Hilton Highway) is not identified as being transitional
HPL under th&NPSHPE®, That part ofFDA14 identified as 105 Kennels Road is deemed

transitional HPlgiven its LUC3 classificatidrhe submitter packagaccepts the application

of HPL andi G I (i S &ffecti g€ thi§ wowld be to prevent rezoning, but this is subject to
upcoming Environment CanterbuBGan mapping and to a signalled change in government
directiomQWhilst the amending proposal does not seek an immediate rezoning, there is no

considerationof the requirements of cl3.6 of the NF8°Lin the submitter packageThe

LUCS3 classification and inclusion as HPL is not the only determining factor in terms of my

recommendation(s).

10.14.16The evidence of Mr Heath that the Timaru settlement has sufficiem¢alisable zoned

development capacity under a mediwgnowth scenario to 20& Whilst under a high growth
scenario, the release of FDA land to accommodate a shortfedigting realisableapacity

would not be required for two decades. | further note, that given the sequencing provided
in SCHERS5, theshortfall of 465 dwelling8>would be addressed by those FDAs sequenced

for development well in advance of FE4, with FDAL and FDA alone advancing an
anticipatedl,154 households

10.14.17Specific to the amending proposal Mr Heath states:

G¢KS adzo2SO0 IINBF Aa ySAGKSNI FR22AYAY3I Y2NI AY

and will likely result in disproportionate infrastructure costs to provide for network services to

facilitate residential development and overall yield. Whilst the submission seeks a more

303
304
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Appendix Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [15]

CI35P)(Ii)NBEFSNBy OSa WdzNB I yQ | & R@Fah, dsSadescriptionof tiie zona) o
YStya lye 2F GKS F2tt26Ay3a 12ySa X o630 aLRNIL
Preliminary s42A Reporttachment AProperty EconomicE able 13].
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responsive DAP process, it is likely that any resulting rezoning would not represent an efficiently
integrated urban rezoning, nor result in coordinated development patterns. The site is
inefficiently located relative to other capacity and growth area dgfiodzy R0 A S & €

10.14.18Based on the analysis by Mr Heath and @ouncil Engineers as to the inability to efficiently
integrate a more responsive timeframe with F4, | consider thathe amending proposal
would not:

e. Give effect to the NPSUDAY (GSNX¥a 27F O2-#incthdding dabany 3 G 2
Sy @A NR yObjécyivé Fa Policy1). The amending proposalould not provide a
necessaryand more responsivecontribution to meeting the needs of different
households,provide good accessibilityor support reductions in greenhouse gas
emissiony® ¢ KS LINRBLRalft Aa y20 ySOSaal NB (2 LN
capacity Policy 3, nor would the decision bentegrated with infrastructure planning
and funding decisionsQOpjective § and supprt reductions in greenhouse gas
emissionsQbjective 8, Policy(e)).

f. Give effect tadCRP®olicy 5.3.11). The subject site is separated from the existing urban
areal Y R ¢ 2 dafoiRoteyazabrditiated pattern of developm@wbis is especially
the caseasthe focus of the submission packagasolatedto 105 Kennels Road he
submitters experts should advise as to grogential complications as to thavoidance
of the fragmented development of the aregiven the land holdings and disposal
process for 330 Hilton Highwalhesubject site isiot considered to béHttached to the
urban are@  wguRl not¥ O 2 y O Sd¢vldldméntpatterns.

A more responsive development of FDA does not provide aecessary contribution
G2 Sy O2dzNJ 3 Ay brthe Kipdse abR6liBy 53 K (2pivén$heevidence of
Mr Heath as to existing capacity and the extenEBfAs that are sequenced in advance
to FDA14.

The amending proposal would nogsultin integrationwith the efficientand effective
provision, maintenance or upgrade of infrastructes required byPolicy5.3.2(3)(a))
or provide for sustainable and efficiettansportmovemens (Policy 5.3.2(3)(b))

g. The amending proposal would be tHess appropriate in terms ofachieving and
implementingUFDO1 which seekd# consolidated and integrated settlement pattern
that (i) efficientyl OO2 YY2 Rl 1Sa FdzidzZNE INRGGKX YR O0AA
use of infrastructur@and SBOS8(ii) which seeks that! il KS LINR @A AA2Y 2F Y
infrastructureis integrated and cordinatedwith the nature, timing and sequencing of
yS6 RSOSt2LIVSydQo
10.14.191 recommend that the submission from Ryan De Joux [157.Bjbeted.

306 Appendix 6. Economics. Heath.
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10.14.20The submissions frorilVaka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.198] and the Canterbury
Regional Council [183.166] seek to delete FDA14 Kennels Road Future Development Area in
its entirety.

10.14.21The analysis abovdentifies that FDAL4 in its entirety, does not give effect to tiNPSUD,
nor the NPSHPL In addition, FDA4 is not consideretb give effect to the CRPS, or be the
more appropriate in terms of achieving and implementing the policies and objectives of the
TPDPAccordingly, it is recommended that these submissionadeepted

Section 32AA

10.14.22The recommendation to accept the submissions frdfaka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency
[143.198] and the Canterbury Regional Council [183.1@6the removal of FD&R14 as
notified requires consideration as pursuant €82AA

10.14.23At a broad levelthis requires an examination of whether the provisions of the amending
proposal (to remove FDA14) are the most appropriate way to achieve the objebtjves
identifying other reasonably practicable options, assessing the efficiency and effectiveness
of the provisions in achieving the objectives including the costs and benefits of the options,
and the risks of acting or not acting, and summarising the remafon deciding on the
provisions

10.14.24Ultimately, the primary question iterms ofsection 32 is whether the FDA14 overlay (and
associated framework) as applied to the site is the most appropriate framework to achieve
the objectivesof the TPDP

10.14.25In termsof (s32(1)(b)(i)}he alternatives to be considered are the retention or the removal
of the FDA14 overlay.

10.14.26The objectives to be achieved include a consideration that:

a. Given the evidence of Ms Pflugengtqualities and characteristics of FDAk4ibita rural
character and amenitgis described iIGRUZ02

b. Given the evidence of Mr Kemp and Mr Collins, lttifeastructure necessary to support
an anticipatedong-term urbanisation of the area is not in place, nor able to be efficiently
established to support urbanisatioonr efficient settlement patterns and transport
patternsSDO3@), SD082), UFDO1@) andEFO1(4)

c. Given the evidence of Mr Heathhd anticipated urban development would not
contribute towards & 02y a2t ARIFI 4GSR FyR Ay WBENI G§SR aSaif

10.14.27As theFDA overlay angrovisiors do not authorise rezoning, they only provide for a DAP
process and consideration by plan change, thensideration of the efficiency and
effectiveness of the alternatives s32(1)(b)(ii)) are:
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Option 1: Retain FDA14 overlay and framework

Costs

Benefits

Environment

il

To the landowne(s) ¢ additional
FDA) restrictions on these and
development of the area in th¢
absence of considerabl
household growth extending ou
30+ years which would support
DAP and plan change.

Site ownership is fragmented
with differing views on pursing
urbanisation which limit the
ability to foster an integrated and
comprehensively developed
outcome.

1 Reduces developments that mg
otherwise  compromise  the
cohesive urbanisation of the blog
(should it be required)

Social

Additional capacity notequired
to provide housing choice a
materially influence housing
costs.

1 NA (given sufficientrealisable
capacity and more proximat
FDAS).

Economics

Infrastructure costs (includin
transport improvements) for
servicing remain uncertain i
addition to the more proximate
FDAs included in SCHER
Uncertainty as to contribution tg
feasibility, affordability  and
deliverability of growth.
Reduced investment certainty fqg
landowner(s) as the land i
identified for future growthin the
absence of considerabl
household growth extending ou
30+ years which would support
DAP and plan change.

T NA

Cultural

NA

NA

Effectiveness

Approach is not effective (where the evidence of Mr Heath and Mr Kem
accepted). The FDA does not facilitate additional urban growtihassehold
growth and infrastructure funding is not sufficient to support coordinat
urbanisation or efficieninfrastructure and transporsettlement patterns

Efficiency

Reduced certainty in terms dhe outcomes and contribution of the area {
supporting urban growth and / or productive rural uses. There are economic

on the landowner in not being able to undertake a rapid DAP process and
change, and on the community in terms of ongoingentainty as to infrastructure

COSts.
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Option 2: Remove FDA14 overlay and framework

Costs Benefits
Environment 1 To the landowner(sy removes| T To the community, provide
opportunity for further greater focus on a reduce
intensifying the block / pursuin number of FDAs in terms ¢
urbanisation. achieving a consolidated urba
form.

1 Retains rural character an
amenity of the block, and thg
more defined urban boundary t

the south.
Social T NA (given sufficient capacit T NA
present and more proximatg
FDAS).
Economics 1 To the landowner(sy, removes| 1 Greater certainty in terms dfTP
intensification opportunities. funding priorities for
infrastructure  servicing fo
remaining FDASs.
1 Increased investment certaint
to the landowner (modest) as t
ongoing rural productive uses.
Cultural NA NA

Effectiveness | Approach is effective (where the evidence of Mr Heath and Mr Kemp is acce
Pursuit of a DAP process and associated plan chamgdd not represent an
efficiently integratedurban rezoning, nor result in coordinated developme
patterns as sort inSDO3(3) SDO8(2) UFDO1(2) and EFO1(4) The site is
inefficiently located relative to other capacity and growth area opportunities
Efficiency The approach is efficient, as the opportunity for additional urban growth on
site is unlikely to be successful when considered against the planning frame
and would be associated with considerable infrastructure inefficiencies.

10.14.28I do not consider that there is uncertain or insufficient information relating to the matter for
the purpose of s32(2)(c). Based on the evidence of Mr Heath as to the adequacy of residential
sufficiency, and Mr Kemp as to the substantial constraints inigiag integrated servicing
of the site, | consider that there is little risk should FDA14 be removed from the planning
maps and SCHED15.

Recommendations

10.14.29The submission from Ryan De Joux [15&@&king that the sequencing of FDRA be
amended to between § 10 years isejected.

10.14.30The submissianfrom Waka Kotahi NZ Transport Agency [143.198] and the Canterbury
Regional Council [183.166] seek to delete FDA14 Kennels Road Future Development Area
areaccepted

10.14.31The amended change to SCHELand planning maps aras below:
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SCHEDA SCHEDUQEFUTUREVEL OP MEREAS

Uni que Name Anticipated Ti mef rf @am Additional
identifier Zone DAP Requirement
FBAL4 FBbALKennel Yrban Fu-t—a-r—e a

R-o-a—d—7F ut ul Development beyond 1

Devel-oepme years

A+ebrban

Development

Amend Planning
maps
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11. Key Issué ¢ Requests for additional FDAs

111

11.11

11.2

11.2.1

11.2.2

11.2.3

Requests for additional FDAsSubmitter Table

The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadliscussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION  POIN LOCATION
NUMBER(S)

GJH Rooney 191.67 Saltwater Creek
Rooney Group Limited 249.66, 249.67 King Street
RooneyHoldings Limited 174.66, 174.67

RooneyFarmsLimited 250.66, 250.67

Rooney Earthmoving Limited 251.66, 261.67

Timaru Developments Limited 252.66, 252.67,

JR Livestock Ltd 241.2 241.3 Tiplady, Geralding

GJH Rooney [191.66, 191.6@},al ¢ Saltwater Creek, King Street

GJH Rooney [191.66, 191.67], Rooney Earthmoving Limited [251.66, 251.67],
RooneyFarmsLimited [250.66, 250.67], Rooney Group Limited [249.66, 249.67], Rooney
Holdings Limited [174.66, 174.67], and Timaru Developments Limited [252.66, 252.67]
consider thatLot 4 DP 301476 and Pt Lot 2 DP 17808 should be identified as an additional
FDAas either a partial extension of the General Industrial Zone and/or General Residential
Zone. The submitters seek the following requested relief:

Add to the Planning Maps an additional Future Development Area for General Industrial Zone
and/or General Residential Zone purposes over Lot 4 DP 301476 and Pt Lot 2 DP 17808
(Redruth); and

Add toSCHED15chedule of Future DevelopmeAteas an additional Future Development
Area for General Industrial Zones and / or General Residential Zone purposes over Lot 4 DP30
1746 and Pt Lot 2 DP 17808 (Redruth).

The amending proposal does not request a timeframe as associated with SCHED15.

The amending proposal is located within a land depression immediately to the north of
Saltwater Creek and east of King Street. Elevated above the site to the north is established
residential development as zoned General Residential Zone, and betweenetlzmgdiKing
Street is a number of established industrial developments as zoned General Industrial Zone.

A map illustrating the location of the site in relation to Timaru township is provided below.
The site is some 15.8ha.
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Figure29: Site Location (in Blue) Rooney et al (191.66, 19181 planning maps (hatched)

Sy T 4 = T T, - o ——
TG T % S 3 78/ v, “O/. Clbdrdl o
>, )

11.2.4 A subnitter package wasot received in terms of theequests contained ithe Preliminary

Report. Thereis no analysis of servicing, natural values, highly productive land, cultural
matters or transport that assist in terms of the duties in s32AA. Council Officers have been
verbally advised by representatives of Rooliéthat giveninundatedground conditions

that the rezoning was not being pursued.

11.2.5 Within the TPDPRthe area is zone@RUZIn terms ofHazardsthe site is notated as being

subject to both the Salt Water Inundation Overlay (Coastal Hazards) and the (Natural Hazard)
Flood Assessment Ar€&and Liquefaction Awareness Area. Baitural Valueghat part of

307
308

Discussions Timaru District Council Offices. 31 March 2025.
There is nanaterialchange to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural
Hazard Recommendation

182



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

the site that adjoins Saltwater Creek is notated as SAMGM 02 | A ¢ 211 waa
g I G S Nt Is @ofsidered that Manawhenua concerns relating to the mauBatfwater

Creekequally apply to the outcomes that would be associated with urbanisation of this area.

In terms ofNatural Valuesi KS a A (S Aighly yradudtivie $aR0 ¢ a¢ KW vy 2 NI K S
02dzy RI N®B A& y20F 3SR Fa WdaNBbly SR3ISQo®

Statutory consideration

11.2.6 Interms of s74(2)(b)(i) and the Growth Management Strategy 2018 and Review (2022) the
site is not identified for Urban or Rural Residential development in the farimetr is
identified in the GMS Review (2022)a Wg2 NI Ké 2F O2yaARSNIGA2YyQ
associated with hazards, reverse sensitivity and integration with the values associated with
Salt Water Creek were managed.

11.2.7 Interms of the transitional the NRSPL provisions, thgite is classified as LUG® FDA (of
an unspecified timeframea NB1lj dzZSa SR Aa y2i 2 HowavdrdA St ¥ Wi
consider that Clauses 3.6(4) and (5) should still be had regard to, given the expectation of an
urban rezoning. Accordingly, the absence of an evaluation from the submitter does not assist
in terms of resolving issues of sufficient development capacégsonably practicable
options, or environmerdl costs and benefits assated with amending proposal.

11.2.8 | consider that there is not sufficient evidence provided to enable an evaluation of the
amending proposal.

11.2.9 | am not satisfised that the proposal (as an FDA and not an immediate rezoning) is the more
appropriate in terms of giving effect to the NPIBPL. The site has &UCZlassificationand
the amending proposal is seen as less appropriate in giving effect to the obligations in
Objective landPolicy 4andPolicy 5than the notified GRUZ.

11.2.10 Whilst | consider that the amending proposal would represent concentrated or attached
urban development in terms of giving effect Bwlicy 5.3.1of the CRPS, and achieve those
parts ofUFDO1that require a consolidated and integrated settlement pattern, | do not have
sufficient information to consider whether the proposal would appropriately addi#ss
010) in terms of avoidance of new growth in areas where the impacts of natural hazards
are unacceptable; or a mechanism that would demonstrate that nmatessociated with
minimising® conflicts between incompatible activitigg/FDO1(@0)) or managing the
I @2 A RFIYNGSE 2 F6 A0 K A Y L2 NI (WFDO1(65)did bié deNigvéd. X @I £ dzS

11.2.11 Accordingly, | recommend that GJH Rooney [191.66, 191.67], Rooney Earthmoving Limited
[251.66, 251.67], RoondyarmsLimited [250.66, 250.67], Rooney Group Limited [249.66,

0 fapl {GNIFGSIAO SANBOKASYE O wSO2YYSYRA W
https://lwww.timaru.govt.nz/ __data/assets/pdf_file/0006/876984/HearimfyReports42Areport-
revisedStrategieDirectionsand-UrbanFormandDevelopmentFinalincludingappendix5-April-
2024.pdf
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11.3

1131

11.3.2

11.3.3

11.34

11.35

11.3.6

249.67], Rooney Holdings Limited [174.66, 174.67], and Timaru Developments Limited
[252.66, 252.67] beejectedand GRUZ as notified be retained for the site.

J R Livestock Limited [241.241.3 ¢ Tiplady, Geraldine

J R Livestock Limited [241.2] considers there is further demand for industrialinand
Geraldine The submitter seeks to add a Future Developnfsmaoverlay over 12.82ha of
land between thenotified GlZto the south of Geraldine fronting Winchest&eraldine Road
to connect toTiplady Road.

J R Livestock Limited [241.3], following on from their submission point [241.2] seeks to
amend SCHED 15 as follows:

SCHED15Schedulef FutureDevelopmeniireas

Uniqueldentifier:FDA15 Name:FDA
15 TipladyRoadFutureDevelopmenAreaAnticipatedZone:General Industrial Zone

Timeframe: 10 years.

The amending proposal relates to the property at 841 Tiplady Road, as bounded by Tiplady
Road to the southwest, and the notified General Industrial Zone which relates to that part
of the legal title fronting Winchester Geraldine Road. It is understoodtti@notified G1Z
responded to identified need to provide for business demand fordbglement andwas
introduced in the GMS2018.

The amending proposal is located some 600m from the edge of southern edge of Geraldine
township, and some 350m west of the Waihi River.

The site is flat with no structures present. The site is currently utilised for arable pastoral
activities.

A map illustrating the location of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.
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11.3.7 The submission package provided is brief, and directive as to a relief associated with seeking
WHn FDA area which will lsibject to a plan change, when the current GIZ land is taken up
and develope@'’. The package includes a 2013 and 2020 Report prepared by Timaru District
Council with the former considering options for providing for the demand and supply for
Industrial activities in Geraldine, and the latter being iafrastructure assessment in
servicing the area.

11.3.8

The submission package does not provide any assessment of environmental values
associated with the amending proposal. | note the following:

a.

b.

Notified Zoninggc GRUZ.

LandscapendNatural CharacterThere site is not identified in terms of any recognised
natural character features. In terms of Landscape attributes, Ms Pfluger notes an
absence of landscageased rationale for the existing GlZ, with consequent effects
when viewed from the WinchesteBeraldine Road. She is of the view that the 3550m
separation(of the notified GlXfrom Tiplady Road would not result in high visual effects
when viewed from the west. Ms Pfluger considers an extension of the zoning would
lead(i Poroldération of industrial sized buildings with moderate to high landscape and
visual effects into an area that currently is not substantially affected by the existi@gdz1Z
A rezoning would not be support&d | agree.

Biodiversity- There are no Natural Values overlays on the amending proposal site.

Hazards; The amending proposal is identified in the Flood Assessment Area G¥erlay
No assessment is provided in the submission package.

Infrastructure ¢ No additional detail is provided in terms of infrastructure integration.
The initial Council assessments (2013 and 2022) demonstrate that the provision of
reticulated services provide challenges. It is considered that those proportional
community costs aciated with servicing the notified GIZ are sunk costs. These
infrastructure costs would be increased as subject to sizing infrastructure associated
with accommodating the amending propos&ir Kemp supports the FDA if it is
demonstrated hat the land is needed for industrial activities in the future, as this allows
for right sizing services. He also states:
W 26SOSNE 6KSNB RSYIFYR A& y20G NBIdZANBR (KI
submission seeks an FDA with a 10+ DAP timeframe) then rightsizing infrastructure as required
for the TPDP notified General Industrial Zone remains the appropriate appro&etms of
LINEGARAY3I F2NJ SFFACRSY G AYTFTNF ad0dNUHzOG dzNBE a SNIBA O

310 Submission Package [241]. Davis Oglivie.

311 Attachment3. LandscapePfluger

312 There is no material change to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural
Hazard Recommendation.

813 Attachment 7. Infrastructure. Kemp
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Based on the analysis of Mr Heath, the demand associated with the amending proposal
is well beyond the life of this District Plan, resulting in the inefficient provision of sized
infrastructure to service the additional 12.8ha of business land requested.

f. Culture and Heritage; No notated heritage is identified in thEPDP The amending
proposal is not identified as SASM, with the Manawheassessment identifying that
development would not offend cultural values subject to reticulation to ensure that the
mauri of Waihi River was uphéld

Statutory consideration

11.3.9 The amending proposal was not identified in the GMS2018, with the Strategy identifying a
requirement fora® Y2 RSadG wmnl I I NBFQd ¢KAa NBfIFGSa a2
amending proposal was not identified in the GMS2022 Review.

11.3.10 The site is not identified as HPL for the purposes of the application of théiRES

11.3.11 Based on the evidence of Mr Heath, it is considered that the amending proposal would not
give effect to theNPSUD. Whilst the amending proposal does not seek a rezoning, the
application of a 10 year + FDA to the site would be accompanied by an expectation as to
eventual landuse, and associated provision of infrastructure.

11.3.12 As identified by Mr Heath, the notifieBPDRprovides sufficient development capacity to
meet demand beyond théeyond the medium (10 year) termi\ccordingly, the amending
proposal would be unrealistic in terms of eventual rezoning, as it would not contribute to a
well-functioning urban environment®, nor provide for integration of infrastructure planning
and funding decisions or aid strategic urban development over the medium and lon&erm

11.3.13 | also consider that the amending proposal would not give effect to PRRY 5.3.2(3)
which seeks development to be integrated with the efficient and effective provision,
maintenance or upgrade of infrastructure.

11.3.14 The amending proposal would not achieve and implement the provisions @GRB&vhich
seek to support urbanisation in a manner that promotes efficient settlement patterns and
transport patternsSBO8@R), UFDO1(1) and(2); nor contribute towards # 02y a2t A Rl 1 SR
AYGiS3aINI GSR aSWRDOILEYSyY G LI GG SNYyQ

11.3.15 Itis recommended that the submission from JR Livestock Ltd [241.1 and 24iepdied.

814 Attachment 3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [13]
315 NPSUD Obijective 1, Policy 1.
316 NPSUDODbijective 6
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12. Key Issuéb ¢ Urban Rezoning Requests

12.1 Rezone folUrbanGrowth

12.1.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report
(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full in Appendix 2:

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POIN LOCATION
NUMBER(S)

Simmons Trustee Company 207.2 Gleniti Road,
Hadlow Timaru

Tristram Johnson 145.1 340 King Street
Temuka

Ryan De Joux 157.1 SH8, Papakh
Stream,
Washdyke

TerrenceJohnO'Neill,Aileen KathryrO'Neill, C ang 20.1 Coonoor Road

FTrustees2006 Ltd Timaru

JL Shirtcliff 81.1 Orari Station
Road, Geraldine

Timothy Graeme Blackler 231.1 Burke  Street,
Pleasant Point

North Meadows 190.1,190.2,190.3 Meadows Road
Washdyke

12.2  Simmons Trustee Company L{A07.2 ¢ Gleniti Road, Timaru

12.2.1 Simmons Trustee Company Limited [207.2] considers that properties located at the northern
urban boundary2 ¥ ¢ A Y I NXzQ Partidaidy landund Mépiti Road and Hadlow in
Timaru are rural residential in nature, which makes them suitable r&sidential
development The submitter notes these properties are consistent in character with
properties along Pages Road, which are included in the Future Development Areas FDA2,
FDA9, and FDA10. The properties relevant to this submission point are

1 Properties with frontage to the North side of Pages Road between Kellands Hill Road
and Gleniti Golf Club.

1 Properties with frontage to the South Side of Gleniti Road i.e.
i.e.,from 5 SnowdonRoadto 248 GlenitiRoad.

1 301¢ 409 Gleniti Road,-23,6-28& 40 Gladstone Road, 5 & 29 Oakwood Road, 6
Hadlow Road, 16102 Rosebrook Road

12.2.2 No submitter package has been received setting out a response to those matters raised in
the s42A Preliminary Report.

12.2.3 The amending proposal is spatially bragzsket along thenorthern corridor of Pages Road
and Gleniti Road.
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12.2.4 The part of the submission relating to properties betwégilands Hill Road and Gleniti Golf
Club are associated with TPDP overlay$-fo#2 and FDA10.

12.2.5 An analysis in relation tihat areais addressed under the FDA Section headiflgataspect
of the amending proposal would both foreclose more integrated and comprehensive
development sought through the DAP proceshe submission request not supported by
any technical information in relatiorto infrastructure economic analysis ostructure
planning

12.2.6 As identified, the evidence of Mr Heath is that capacity is not requirgadeide sufficient
development capacity or residential development. As a residential rezoning is requested,
there is no supporting analysis agai@.6(4)and (5)of the NPSHPL given that the land is
deemed HPL (LUC3). The amending proposal is considereat tive effect to the NRS
HPEY, NPUD*8, CRPX’ or achieve and implement the TPDP, and is recommended to be
rejected

12.2.7 The part of the submission relating to properties south of Gleniti Road are associated with
TPDP overlays fdFDA9 ands recommended to beejected for the same reasons as
expressed above

12.2.8 That part of the submission relating tbe residualaspect of the amending proposal is
identified on the plans below.

Figure31l: Site Location (ilBlue) Simmons Trustee Company Ltd [207.2] atahning maps
(hatched)

817 NPSHPL. Objective. Policy 4. Policy 5.

318 NPSUD. Objective 1. Objective 6. Policy 1.

9/ wt { & t 2dronQies a pesbdindted LW (1 G SNY 2F RSB83I(PENGEERNSE t 2f A 08
integration withefficient and effective provision of infrastructure
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12.2.9 Within the TPDP, the area is zon€&RUZ The amending proposal is not identified as being
subject to anyNatural Hazardverlays.There are no identified overlays in the TPDP relating
to specific matter such &sultural valuesr Natural values The amending area would drain
G2 GKS n (A LWBreek anficbnside thal Sé@quirements specified in the
alyl gKSydzr NBLRZ2NI | a G2 NBubinfegvanad thergf@e Y I dzNR
requirements for servicing of development would remain relevant.

12.2.10 Whilst there are pockets of pedrban character and amenity as associated with this aspect

of the amending proposal, a number of sites still retainogenness as associated with
pastoral farming activitiesThere is also considerable shelter belt and screening planting
associated wittseveralproperties fronting Gleniti Road.consider that he character and
amenity is not reflective dhat associated with a residential zonea#ticipated byGRZ02

Statutory consideration

12.2.11 Theareais not identified for Urban or Rural Lifestyle growth within the Growth Management
Strategy 2018 an@MSReview (2022) for the purposes of s74(2)(b)(i).

12.2.12 NPSHPLThe site is classified as HPL (LUC3) within the transitionaHRP $rovisiond.he
submission in seeking a residential rezoning has not provided an assessment against the
matters in cl3.6(4) and (5Accordingly, in the absence of any analysis | can only conclude
that the amending proposal would not gieffect tothe Objectiveand correspondingolicy
4 andPolicy5.

12.2.13 NPSUD:No analysis is provided asaa@onsideration or critique associated with the analysis

of Mr Heath that there isa substantialinsufficiency inresidentialdevelopment capacity
(Policy 9 to be addressed (and serviceldy the amending proposaln the absence of
analysis as to servicing | consider that the amending proposal would not give effect to
Objective 1, Objective @&nd Policy 1as the amending proposal would not represeart
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integrated infrastructure and funding decision, and therefore not contribute to -well
functioning urban environments.

12.2.14 TPDPThe amending proposal would not consequently further achievemehtFi3O1(1)

and (@ Ay (GSN¥a 27F02yGRXS@RAVIBRI 2NJ Ay (dS3aeir SR

\

BFFAOASYyidte 002 yYYdrRisWSY (T5RNIZNIS R 3 MPA 41 (KK Qi K S

infrastructureQ The amending proposal would not achide®01(4)

12.2.15 | have concluded that the amending proposal would not be the more appropriate in terms
of responding to existing rural character and amen®BRUZ02) as it does not exhibia
residential character and amenitRZ02).

12.2.16 | also note that the absence of an evaluatasto servicing infrastructure would not advance

matters that are likely of concern to the maurifi A Lddzl o { Ff G &6 GSNL / NBS]

12.2.17 Accordingly, | recommend that the submission fr&mmons Trustee Company Limited
[207.2]berejected.

12.3  Tristram Johnson [145]1 340 King Street, Temuka

12.3.1 Tristram Johnson [145.1] seeks to rezone the property at 340 King Street Tefineka
submitter considers the property is not ruraliatureandseeks to rezonthe propertyfrom
General Rural Zorne General Residentidlone

12.3.2 The amending proposeatlates t00.96Ha propertyat the northern end offemukaownship,
on the easterrside of King Street / State Highway 1. Blabject site is split zoned, with a
pocket of General Residentizbneon the southwestern extent, witlthe balance of the
property being zoned General Rural Zone.

12.3.3 The site contains one moderate scale dwelling with access to King.Stmmetss to the site
is also provided from Neal Streg$ adjoins the southeastern boundary.

12.3.4 A map illustrating the location of the site in relation to Temuka settlement is provided below.

Figure32: Site Location (in Bluej&W Johnsor{145.1) andplanningmaps (hatched)
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12.3.5

12.3.6

A Submitter package was provided in response to the matters raigbch the Preliminary
s42A ReportMuch of the material relates to agarlier Resource Consent application lodged
with the TDCbut confirms matters associated with infrastructure connections.

Matters that are agreed include

d.

Notified Zoningg Split zoningGeneral Residential Zone (55€mbalance as zoned
General Rural Zon&@50nt).

Landscape and Natural Character valugNo naural character overlays relate to the
site. In terms of landscape, thate contains a residential dwelling and associated
garagewith access to King Street. There asyeralmature trees locateghroximate

to the main dwelling. The rear of the site, which adjoins Neal Street cordamzdest
grassed paddock

In considering thevider context of the amending proposahbte that west across King
Street is zonedGRZ andcontains relatively intensive residential dwellings on
allotments betweerf00n? and 400n including some examples of infill.

The eastern extent oKing Street, from the property to Evans Street to the south
containsresidential dwellings of a density of some 9G0Rurther north of the sitéas
zoned GRUZ under théPDRPare properties ranging fron,500n¥ to 1,000n¥ those
frontages exhibit a largeliow-density residential amenity and character. Tisge
immediately to the west on a site of,@0n? contains alarge dwelling, three bay
garage ana large, compactedravel accesswagonnectingto NealStreet.

The areais predominantly used for residential activities and associated detached
buildings (multicar garages and sheds) but exhibitilogver densitiesthat would
associatewith more intensive residential development. The site and immediate
locality exhibit dow-densityresidential character and amenitgore consistent with

the character and qualities of the GRZRZ0O?2) than the GRUEGRUZ02). | consider
that there areno immediate or obviougjeophysical boundaries extreme change in
density that woudl provide a clearly demarcatg@nd defendable) urban edge.

ad t Tt dza SN OesjfaiisicBnSitkEed siitablelfor sidential development
from alandscape perspective, as rural character has already been diminished in light
of surrounding developmettQ @

Biodiversity- there are noNatural Values overlays on the amending proposal site.

Hazards¢ The amending proposal is identifiedthin the Flood Assessment Area
overlay?’. TheFlood Hazard Assessmenom Environment Canterburigdentifies’?

320 Appendix4. LandscapePfluger

821 There is nanaterialchange to the FAA spatial extent over the amending propasabntained itthe
s42A Natural Hazamecommendation

822 Submitter Packagelohnson [145.1]. Attachmeiat

191



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan

s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

0 KS LINPsudsdpible to migor Aisance flooding (less than 100mm Gieepe
200-year ARI storm evenBased on thaassessment,consider thatisk to property?
andanysubdivisiod**facilitated by a GRZ as applied to the site cd@ldppropriately
managed through existing provisions in the District Plan

h.  CultureandHeritageq No notated Heritage matters relate to the sit€he amending

proposal is identified in th& PDPas SASM (Wahi Tupuna) as associated with the

cultural associations wit I A I G S REHZY i

AA t hdzZANJ LI+ FNB y2i
increase in density, prvided future dwellings are connected to reticulated senvites

i. Contamination¢ The site is identified in the ECan LLUR register as being a HAIL site,
as associated witlpesticides and waste disposal to land. The submitter package
containsa Detailed Site Investigatidf(; the investigation identifies that apart from
that land immediately located around the existing dwellitige balance areavas
assessed as being below the residential 10% produce Soil Guideline $@NieA
consent notice would be requirednder any subsequent subdivisi@s associated
with land proximate to the existing residential dwellingrtanage land disturbance.
It is considered that these controls would be able to be imposed under a GRZ regime
under the NEES (as a restricted discretionary activity) mesubdivision provisions.

J- Infrastructure ¢ The submission packagdeentifies correspondené& from the
/| 2dzy OAf Q& 9y 3 kefichIStedlinffastrudtuelcan beipkovided fomter
supply and wastewater management.Stormwater can beappropriately managed
similar toadjoining urban development in Temuka. In termsrahsport the addition

of a modest 4¢ 5 additional residential allotments would not materially change the

capacity on the adjoining road network; there is confirmation that acesssciated

with intensification would be provided NeS&treet.

Statutory consideration

12.3.7 Given the micro scale of the amending proposal, it is unsurprikatgt wasnot considered

in the GMS2018 or GMS2022 Review.

12.3.8 | acknowledge that Mr Heath has identified tHi@@mukahas sufficient development capacity
for the life of the Plan under either a medium or high growth projection. Howetés,
considered that the amending proposal represents infill residential developnaemntin a
manner that can be serviced by reticulated infrastructure. The potential yield of sante 4
NBaARSYUOAL f Fft2GYSydGa ¢ A ddveloghient cagavitg. dBe
proposal is considered to give effect to tNeSUD.

323 NHR1, NFR4.

324 NHRS.

325
326
327
328

Appendix3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [3]
Appendix3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [4]
Submitter Package. Johnson [145.1]. Attachment 3.
Submitter Package. Johnson [145.1]. Attachment 1.
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12.3.9

12.3.10

There is adiscrete 250n¥ of the northeastern corner of the amending proposal that is
transitional HPL under thPSHPL | do not agree with theonsideration of Ms Mullan

that the matter should be deferre®. | do not consider given thiasignificant scalef HPL

that rezoning would b@appropriate or fail to give effect to the NRSPLhaving considered

the mattersin CI3.6effectively asthe proposal effectively represents greater intensification
in an area that already exhibitgban characterstics is able to effectively integrate with
existing network infrastructureand providesgreater environmental, social, cultural and
economic benefitthrough rezoning, compared to retaining a GRUZ zoning for that aspect
of the amending proposal which is HRkhichwould represent an irrational outcome. | do
not consider the amending proposal offestthe objective orpolicies of theNPSHPL

As a discrete rezoning extending the existing GRZ which effectigslyits in the
consolidation of the urban areand given the extent of integration with infrastructure
consider the amending proposal would achieve and implemenT®BP

Recommendation

12.3.11

It is recommended that the submission from T and W Johnson [145 dddspted

Section 32AA

12.3.12

The recommendation to accept the submission from T and W Johnson [145.1] requires
consideration as pursuant &82AA | consider the following:

a. The amending proposal gives effect to the NHS3 in that additional (although

commensurate) development capacityis provided in a manner thas integrated with
infrastructure®’, and contributes tovell-functioning urban environment&.

b. In terms ofgiving effect the CRP31et amenity proposagffectively concentratesand

consolidates an existing urban af&awith supporting integrated infrastructu?é.

c. The qualities and characteristics of 340 King Street exhibit predominantly a residential

character and amenity as described3RZ02andeffectively represent consolidation of
an existing urban area

d. Infrastructure necessary to support an anticipatedg-term urbanisation of the area is

in placeand able toefficiently established to suppomrbanisation ina manner that

328 Submitter Package. Johnson [145.1]. McMullhj [
330 NPSUD Policy 2, Policy 1.

331 NPSUD Obijectives.

332 NPSUD Obijective 1.

33 CRPS Policy 5.3.1(1) and (2)

334 CRPS Policy 5.3.2.(3)
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promotesefficient settlement patterns and transport patterrf&@>03(3), SDO8R) and
UFDO1Q).

e. The anticipated urban development woukbntribute towards aWO2y a2t A Rl 1 SR
AYyGiSaINFGSR aSURDOIEYSY G LI GGSNYyQ

The amending proposal, which seakzoning to GR% the more efficient and effective

approach to achieve and implement these provisions of iR®P

12.3.13 The recommendation t@cceptthe submission fronT and W Johnson [145.1] T and W
Johnson [145.1}o amend 340 King Street from GRUZ to GBJuires the following
amendments to the planning maps andnsequential amendments:

1 9EGSYR W!NblyYy ! NBIFQ 02dzy R NBE | Nedzy R G KS &
f 55tSGS wxSalrdAftS {2AfaQ 2@8SNIle FNBY G(GKS

GRZ

12.4  Ryan De Joux [157.5]SH8, Papakha Stream, Washdyke

12.4.1 Ryan De Joux [157.%latesthere is an inadequate amount of additional readily available
residential zoned land near Washdyke and considers that additional residential land offer
suitable sites for affordable housing to better meet demand. The submitter seeks the
following requestd relief;

a. Rezonethe landonthe true right of Papakh&treamwithin recordsof titte CB22F/884
and CB22F/885 owned by the Timaru District Council fmarts and Active
RecreationZoneto General Residential Zone
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b. Should this not be supported, then as a fallback position is that this area of land
becomes &DAfor residential development as a priority area for a Development Area
Plan within 2 years.

12.4.2 The amending proposal relates to a Béctare land area, with frontage to Racecourse Road
/ SH8 and Washdyke Flat Road. At a density of 10 to 12 households / ha, the anticipated yield
would be 670 to 804 households.

12.4.3 A map illustrating the location of the site in relation to the TPDP zoning is provided below.
The site is not HPL under the NRBL given theite wasnotified under the TPDRSSARZ®.

Figure33: Site LocatiorRyan De Jou{l57.1) planning maps (hatched)

12.4.4 No submitter package has been received. There is no analysis afiregrdensity, natural
values, cultural matters, transport or structure plan / ODP to assist in the duties under
S32AA.

12.4.5 Under theTPDRhe site is zoned SARZ, with the soetstern corner notated as FDA12
(13ha) which is identified in SCHED15 for General Industrial Zone, and a DAP Timeframe of
2 years.

12.4.6 In terms ofHazardsthe site is identified as being subject to the Flood Assessment Area
overlay®®, there are no identified SASM notations associated Witltural Valuesalbeit |
consider that the Manawhenua significance attributable to the mauri of waterways
throughout the district would apply to the PapakB&ream as a waterway feeding into
Washdyke Lagoon.

3BNPSI t [ @ /& mdn 5SFAYAGAZY 2F W NbBlFyQ AyOfdzRSa o630 &Lk
336 There is no material change to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural
Hazard Recommendation.
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12.4.7

The site is not identified in th€PDPas being the subject of anlyatural Valuesoverlays,
although the Papakh&tream which traverses the site from west to east is identified for
esplanadereserve provision angublic access provisionThiswould be facilitated by the
application of a GRZ to the site, and subsequent subdivision.

Statutory consideration

12.4.8

12.4.9

12.4.10

12.4.11
12.4.12

12.4.13

The site is not identified for urban growth under the GMS2018, but that part of the amending
proposal fronting Washdykielat Road (and containing notified FDA12) was identified in the
Da{HANHH . dz&d A Y S Zaned @S2 Bt a Diegelogndnt Akea in geXe | y R
6 2 dzpr@&moté]ing economic growth and development in Timaru in a similar manner to
way in which the Selwyn District Council does with the Izone in Rolleston. Due to the presence
of Papaka Stream and the associated stopbank infrastructure and a pocket of rural lifestyle
land, suitable setback and amenity measures will need to be provided for in the Development
Area Plan and provisio&®'.

NPSUD: Under the amending proposal(s) (immediate rezoning or FDAZaywhr DAP
preparation), | considerdsed on the evidence of Mr Heath that the amending proposal is
not required to meeting community needs feufficient development capacity for housing
nor choice in housing type®bjective 1,Policy 1 Policy 2 for Timaru.

The submitter package does not provide any technical evaluation as to the provision and
integration with network services, or funding mechanisms. In this matter, | acknowledge the
statements fromMr Kempwith regard to other submitter packageso fundingis allocated

for servicing works for the site, or to furidture FDApreparation. Infrastructure funding for

this amending proposalvould impact on other workstreamd consider the amending
proposals would not give effect ©bjective 6which requires inégration with infrastructure
planning and funding decisions, and strategic planning over the medium and long term.

| consider that the amending proposal(s) would not give effect taNRSUD.

CRPSThe proposal would be attached to existing urban arddgweverthe evidence of Mr
Heath as to the extent of realisable residential capacity and resultant inefficient
infrastructure integration inservicingsubstantial residential areas as devoid of demand,
results in an uncoordinated pattern of developmef®, and irefficiently integrated
infrastructure®”,

The amending proposal(s) will not give effect to GRPS

337 https://www.timaru.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0019/700912/16120 GNBSisinessReview

Report_FinaMay-2022.pdf[Section 8]

338 CRPS Policy 5.3.1
339 CRPS Policy 5.3.2(3) and Policy 5.3.5.
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12.4.14

12.4.15

12.5

1251

12.5.2

12.5.3

12.5.4

12.5.5

12.5.6

TPDP:l consider that the amending propo¢s) would not be the more appropriate in

achieving UFDO1 in supporting consolidated settlement pattefg] efficiently
accommodating future growth (clause 1)) as integrated with the efficient use of
infrastructure(clause R)), andthat the provision of new network infrastructure is integrated

and coordinated withthg I G dzNB X GAYAYy 3 | YR &S |Tdedycddingd 2 F V
proposal would also not achieve and implementCE4)requiingS FFSOG A @S X S7T1
regionally significant infrastructure that is aligned and integrates with the timing and

location of urban development.

| recommend that the amending proposals Ryan De Joux [157 réjdaged

TerrenceJohnO'Neill, Aileen KathrynO'Neill, C and Frustees2006 Ltd[20.]] g
Coonoor Road, Timaru

Terrence John O'Neill, Aileen Kathryn O'Neill, C and F Trustees 2006 Ltd seek to rezone Lots
1-3 DP 579256 at Coonoor Road from General Rural Zone to General Residential Zone.

The amending proposal adjoinstheli A LI S| (2 (KS ¢6Said oA0K (GKS
to the east. The site is bounded by Coonoor Road to the south, as incorporating smaller sites
along the road frontage with established low density ruraindustrial activities and
associated amenity. To#¢north, the amending proposal bounds Watlington Reserve.

The adjoining, undeveloped and more elevated area to the east is zoned GRZ, with the
topography rising further again to a ridge at about 20 masl with established residential
dwellings and the Timaru Christian School fronting Quarry Road.

The site is the subject to contamination as associated with waste disposal to lang (G5
Waste disposal) as recorded in the Environment Canterbury LLUR Register.

The amending proposal has a spatial area of 6.7ha, and at a density of betweeh?210
HH/Ha would provide for an additional B0 households, depending on the extent ofon
site stormwater managementearthworks and the provision of additional esplanade
reserve.

A map illustrating the location of the site, in relation to thistrict HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.
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OHNnOMO | YR LIX

12.5.7 A submitter package was received, it is limited in terms of providing an analysis as to the
matters requested in the Preliminary Report, and is absent of any technical expert
evaluation, including Three Waters. There is agreement as to the following:

a. Notified Zoningc GRUZ.

b. Landscape and Natural CharacterThe site is currently utilised for pastoral rural
activities and exhibits a perurban outlook given the established residential
development to the east. Ms Pfluger notes
W, FaSR 2y flyRaOlILWS +yR @Gradzat SFFSOGaz NBa,
the lowlying site is visually not prominent and is contained by existing development and
I RAAGAYOGADBS™M I yRT2NY 0o02dzy R NEQ

The Opitua Creek North Branch which adjoins the site to the west is notated as
WsplanaderS & SNIIS Q 6 { publi@d &coessiNR ISR A RY Q 6{/ 1 95MMmM0
TPDPAR existing 8.0m wide esplanade reserve and walkway follows the true left bank
adjoining the amending proposal. | note that subdivision enabled under the amending
proposal would facilitate an increase in esplanade reserve width.

c. Biodiversity¢ There are no Natural Values overlays on the amending proposal site. As
above, | consider the proximity to (i A Cldek North Branch provides opportunities
to increase the width of the esplanade reserve and enhance natural values as
associated with the amending proposal.

340 Appendix 4. Landscape. Pfluger.
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12.5.8 There is disagreemenbr matters that the submitter should respond &srelated to the
following:

a. Hazardg; Significant parts of the site are subject to the Flood Assessment Area overlay
FYR GKS [AljdzSTFOGA2Y h@SNI | etdsting éf e sftedzo Y A G G
to ascertain compliance with NZS3604 has not been carri€¥'olts subject to the
remodelled FAA as sought by Environment Canterbury [18322d]the amending
proposal becomes subject to the FAA overlay.

X

Figure35: FAA Overlay
¢ Notified (red /
hatched) and s42A
Recommended FAA
(yellow)

Legend

[/ 4 POP - Flood Assessment Area
Recommended PTDP Flood Assessment Area April 2025

REZONING - Requests for Growth Submissions

] Townships - Outlines
ww State Highways
Major Roads

Roads

b. Landscape Ms Pfluger considers that the natural character values associated with the
n U A Qdzek North Branch require a mechanism in the district plan to ensure
protection. She recommends a structure plan / GigRntroduced into the district plan
to ensure these values are protected through sensitive désignagree.

c. Infrastructureqthe Submission package does not provide any information as requested
in the Preliminary Report as to servicing.

1 Whilst the package notes thatater supplyand reticulated wastewaterwould be
able to connect to the subject site, it also notes that additional network wastewater

¥ L dzoYAGOSNItFO11Fr3Sd® hQbSAft SG Ffd {dzol Hndmd aOa d

342 Refer s42ANatural Hazards Section 7.38
https://www.timaru.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0009/998856/NaturilazardsCoastal
EnviromentDrinkingWater-ProtectionAndrewWilliss42aReportv2.pdf

343 Appendix 4. Landscape. Pfluger.
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upgrades would be necessary given existing capacity iggindgempstatesthat Ho
funding exists in the LTP to support this develop@nt

1 In terms ofstormwater, no assessment is provideMr Kempstates the site is

adjacent to a sensitive environment and will require design to manage stormwater
which would likely constrain yieldThis will also require compliance with
requirements of Environment Canterbury. No funding in the LTP exists to support this
developmen®.

1 Interms oftransport, the Submitter package considers that an Outline Development

Plan (ODP) would be necessary to integrate subdivision with the transport network
andond A0S aid2N¥gl G§SNI YI yI 3 SN8njftér pref@sitalS OA | £ f
carry out the subdivision in small stagés No ODP is provideddr Collins has

identified that | & | Wil NBS ao0ltSQ LINRPLRAL Fy |
transport objectivesand policies of the plametwork effects and infrastructure
requirements, anatonsideration of the effects on the transport netwarkeded to

be confirmed within the submission package.

Council Engineers have advised that the absence of design information the
a dz0 Y A dhauldde/rejébted P

Cultural and Heritage¢ No notated historic heritage is identified in tHEPDPas

associated with the amending proposal. The site adjoins two significant SASMs, being
SASMMH O2FA ¢F21F0 da NBfIFTGSR G2 G4KS nidALidz
SASMH 0¢2Kdzy3dl gKIFENB 6Fyry3als gnKA LI 1Fy3AFO
Whilst the amending proposal is not located on the SASM areas, the Manawhenua

Report concludes th&t"”

0Given the sacred values associated with the subject properties and surrounding area,
further development would se¢nlideA NI LI Q& O2yySOiGAz2y 6AGK GKS
therefore,Y nllidzA NI LI R2 y20G &dzZlJJ2 NI G(KS &dzoYAdaarizya

Ms Hall in the Manawhenuassessment® reaches the above conclusion on the basis
that:

Q-

I 002 NRAWY®A NI2LJ 1 FdzyniddzZ = GKS LINRPLISNI@& ARSyYyGA
dZNN2 dzy RAy 3 | NBI INB OflFaaiAFASR d 6nKA (I Lldz
SAy3a 1y26y |-BobalASLBRAEGEBI 2N bLX | OS 2F O2y Tt

O Qx

344
345
346
347
348

Appendix7. TDC. Infrastructure Engineers.

Appendix7. TDClnfrastructure Engineers.

{do YAGGSNI t I O1F3Sd® hQbSAtt S Ftd {dzol Hndmd aOa dz
Appendix3. Manawhenua Report. AECL. Hall [pg 6]

Attachment 3.Manawhenua Report. AECL. Hall [pg 5]
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The evidence from Ms Hall is that the amending proposal would result in substantial
landscape madifications to the site, including earthworks and an increase in impervious
AdzNFIFOSa FyR aa20AFGSR ad02N¥glF GSN) Ayhz2
depleting any remnants ofmahika kai and taonga. Whilst | acknowledge that the
notated SASMs do not extend to the amending proposal, | accept the consideration and
conclusions recommended by Ms Hall in terms of adverse effects on cultural values.

Statutory consideration

12.5.9

12.5.10

12.5.11

12.5.12

12.5.13

12.5.14

12.5.15

The site was not identified in the GMS2018. The site was identified in the GMS2022 as an
FNBF G2 0SS AyOft @RSR FT2N Wt AgS NBI2yAy3aQ

The land is not classified as HPL undeM™NRP&SHPLas it is not classified as either LUC1,2 or
3350_

The evidence of Mr Heath is that the Timaru urban area has sufficient development capacity
to meet expected demand, under either a medium growth projection or high growth
projectionwell beyondthe medium (10year) term. The additional capacity provided by the
notified FDAss only required under a high growth projection and even then, beyond 20
years.

Mr Heath advises that he considers that whilst the site is not required for sufficiency it would
provide a practical urban extension and outcome that provides housing choice likely at the
lower end of the market as dependent on flood management and netkanfrastructure
provisior®L,

The rezoning of this land to GRZ would provide for additional choice (type and location) with
respect to theNPSUD Policyl(a).

In terms ofNPSUD Objective 6based on the assessment by Mr Heath the exislimgaru
zoned capacity appropriately achiev&PSUD Policy 2and would also be the more
appropriate in terms of integrating infrastructure and fundidgcisions andstrategic
planningover the medium and long ternkurthermore the infrastructureevidence of Mr
Kemp is thathere is nomodelling ortechnical evidence provided as to servicthg site,
with unknownimplications on community networks and funding.

| agree with Mr Heath that the location of the amending proposal, effectively infilling an

0 K

dz2Nb Iy SR3IS G2 GKS Shad 2F ndALdzZ o6{rftdagl G4SI

employment, open spaces and community services achielisy 14) and €) of the NPS
UD. In the absence of the substantial extent of development capacity provided biyRbBéE
| would consider the amending propogal alsoconsolidateX growth around the existing

349 Planz2022-GMSResidentialReviewReport.pdf[9.4(c)]

30 NPSHPL CI3E)(a)(ii)
351 Appendix 6 Economics. Heath
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urban area(CRP& Objective 5.2.1(1)and would represent urban growth in a manner that
concentrates existing urban areas and promotes aiabnated pattern of development
(CRPS Policy 5.3.].

12.5.16 Anoversupply of residential zoningan impact positively towardsousing fundamentals
such as choice and affordabilitthe risks of providing surplus greenfield capacity as
associated with the amending proposaln cumulativelyundermine the consolidation and
NERSOSt 2LIVYSy G 2F ¢ A YlanbeQui in $&lisparaliofindestaied®d |y | NJ
andthe inefficientprovision andise ofnetworkinfrastructure. This outcome will likely result
in a less efficientdevelopment pattern, and consequent adverse implications on a
Wonsolidated and integrated settlement patt€n (i Krtegratddaviththe efficient use of

infrastructureQ FDOAG(2)).
12.5.17 In terms of durther analysis| consider the following:

a. Interms of the NPSJD: The amending proposal would give effect to those aspects of
the NPSUD which seek to promote a variety of homes to meet the types and locations
of different households, and promote accessibility between housing and employment,
open space and community séces Policy 1(b) and (¢) However, in the absence of a
technical evaluation of infrastructure provisiomnd the sufficiency of housing
opportunities | do not consider that the amending proposal represents integrated
infrastructure panningand fundingor represents strategiarban developmentor the
purposes ofObjective 6 | cannot conclude, that in combination with the available
NEAARSYGALFE OFLIOAGE AY CAYI NHzZQQ& dzZNBIFYy | N
LINE Y 2wéliSunctioding urban environmen® | & NXOpjezivdB R 6 @

b. Under the CRPSIhe amending proposal does, on its face represent consolidated
development- & | a&2 OAl G SR ¢ A (iGbjectived ¥.2. )NTtieQadnendidyd Y | N
proposal would encourage housing choice and support urban consolidation as also
sought byPolicy 5.3.12). Mr Kemp hagonfirmed that there is ndunding provided in
the LTP for network infrastructure, neither has any design information been prbvide
by the submitter; accordingly, the amending proposal is considered to not give effect
to Policy 5.3.2(3andPolicy 5.3.5as relates to the integration of development with the
efficient and effective provision of infrastructure.

c. Lastly in terms of the relevant Objectives and Policies of #i@DPI consider that the
proposal in conjunction with existing residential supply would not result in integration
g A U K efficign® usébof infrastructu@UFDO1(2)) Accordingly in the absence of
technical evidence as to the integration and funding of supporting infrastruetodeas
associated with managing flood ridkFDO1(9)) | consider that the amending proposal
is not the most appropriate to achiew¢-DOL

Furthermore, based on the evidence of Ms Hall, | consider that the amending proposal
g2dZ R 0S RSUNARYSyidlt G2 GKS Odzf GdzNI £ @I f dzS
and associated groundworks and stormwater management on SKSM particular.

Therefore, the amending proposal has the potential to conflict with achie 8D¥5(2)
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as relates tahe health of water bodiesand SASMP8as relates to thenanagement of
the overall values adinarea €lause 3(h).

12.5.18 The amending proposal would achiegeveralprovisions in the higher order documents.

12.5.19

12.6

12.6.1

12.6.2

12.6.3

12.6.4

12.6.5

However, in the absence of: an ODP (as identified in the Submission pacichgeught in
the evidence of Ms Pfluggrtechnical evaluation as to the integration and funding of
infrastructureto not provide a cumulative burden on the wider communiyn appropriate
ITA;and agreement as to upholding cultural values associated with thethsiteoroposal
conflicts with several higher order provisions

L NBO2YYSYR G(KI{G (GKS &ddzoYAaarzy Tepded hQbSAf f

JL Shirtcliff81.1] ¢ Orari Station Road Geraldine

John LeonardShirtcliffand RosemaryleanShirtcliff [81.1] are in support of the RLZ zoning
of 584 Orari Station Roatlowever, the submittersalsoseekthe reconsideration of zoning
for the southern portion of 584 Orari Station Ro@buth of Raukapuka Stream along the
Orari Station Road frontageo permit or facilitate (via restricted discretionary provisions)
a more intensive or Residential subdivision

There are no further submissions, and that part of the submission supporting the RLZ zoning
is recommended to baccepted

The entire subject siterelates to thatland immediately to thesoutheastof the existing

Geraldine urban arealong Orari Station Road hesite isRural Lifestyl&Zone in the TPDP

The Raukapuka Streain | & A R &planad&@ 3 SRNIIAF Q@ WK | LIS QW [ K NB dz3 K
midpoint of the property from the existing urban edgeassetbacksome200m from the

frontage of thesubject siteto thenturn almost at right angles tadjoin Orari Station Road.

The front and rear of the site @ccupied by pastoral grazing, with the centre of the site
containing a substantial character home and surrounded by mature trees and extensive and

highly maintained gardens.

The amending proposah seeking a Residential zoning relates to that area south of the
Raukapuka Stream, of sor6e2ha.Assuming a density of X012 HH/Hathis would achieve

a maximum vyield of 6@ 70 residential allotments, noting that the density would be
impacted bythe esplanade requirements in the Plaand any required stormwater
management and earthworks

A map illustrating the location of the site in relation to the Geraline township is provided
below. The submission site is outlined (in blue).
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12.6.6

12.6.7

Figure36: Amending Proposal.ocation (in BlueFhirtcliff (81.1) and planning maps (hatched)

By, » XN ; T e
| Ez‘ = 4 "N A

No Submitter Package was receiv@dere is ndurther analysis of servicing, density, natural
values, cultural matters or transport that assist in terms of the duties in s32ARould be
acknowledgedthat through the RLZ zoningnder the TPDPthat a change in landform,
character and density is anticipated on the site from the current rural and open space
character present on the site.

Under theTPDPthe amending proposal is zon&LZ In terms ofNatural Hazardsthe site
isidentified as subject to the Flood Assessment Area ov&flaRegardingCultural \alues
the site is not notated as SASM, although the detailed Manawhess@ssment from AECL
identifiesthe Rauk@uka Stream as a spring fed waterwanyd tributary to the Waihi River
which is cultural significant toy n Huirapa in terms of the mauri of the waterw
Consistent advice fron¥ n Huirapa relating to the Raukapuka Streaigientifies that
intensificationcan occur, but onlywhere Council reticulated infrastructure is extended to
accommodateintensificationsuch that stormwater and wastewater do not degrade the
Raukapuka Stream furth&f. There are no notations identifying Histotiteritageon the
site. In terms ofNatural Values the site is identified as being subject to the Light Sensitive
Area overlay.

Statutory consideration

12.6.8 The site is not HPL under thi®SHPLas it was rezoned as RinZzhe TPDP

%2 There is no change to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal as contained in the s42A
Natural Hazard recommendation

383 Attachment3. Manawhenua Assessment. Haltj[L2 reference 22 Templer Street]

354 Attachment3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [pg 13]
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12.6.9 Interms of s74(2)(b)(i) the site was identified in the &018 for Rural Residential purposes.
No part of the site is identified in either the GMS2018 or GMS2R22ew for urban
residential purposes.

12.6.10 Whilst | consider that th&Raukapuka Streamould provide a defendable urban edge for
more intensive residential development immediately adjoining Geraldine township and
contribute toa co-ordinated settlement patter#®, there is not sufficient evidence provided
to enable an evaluation of the amending proposal.

12.6.11 | note that based on the evidence of Mr Hedtlat the additional residential capacity would
not be required to provide sufficierdevelopment capacity under either a medium or high
growth forecast to 208 for Geraldine. Accordingly, | consider that there is little risk from
not acting in relation to the amending proposal. | do acknowledge thaSMrtcliff has in
previous Council processes (including the GMS2018) challdiogechst projections for
Geraldine.

12.6.12 | consider that whilst there may be merit associated by the amending propoatikrshave
not been advanced in a manner thattovides for a thorough s32AA evaluation. Ultimately,
as discussed in relation teeveralsubmissions, the oversupply of development capacity
creates inefficiencies in terms of providing for integrated infrastructure associated with
servicing actual demaritf.

12.6.13 | recommend that that part of the submission from JL and RJ Shif&diff] seeking a
General Residential zone for that part of the subject site south oRigkapuka Streaime
rejected, and the Rural Lifestyle zone be retained on the subject site.

12.7 TG Blackler Sub# 231¢IPleasant Point, Burke Street

12.7.1 Timothy Graeme Blackler [231.1] seeksezoring of 10 Burke Street, Pleasant Point to
enable development of a residential care facility on the site. The submitter notes the two
adjoining properties are residential in nature. The submitter considers that the proposed
development would achieve several oljees of theTPDPsuch as promoting positive social
wellbeing outcomes for the community and providing riparian access and benefits for
biodiversity. The submitter seeks to rezone the property at 10 BS8tkeet, Pleasant Point
to a mix of General Rural or Open Space and General Residential.

12.7.2 The amending proposal is located on a site with access via 10 Burke Street. The site is located
some 370m from Main Road Pleasant Point via Horton and Russell Street.

12.7.3 A map illustrating the location of the site in relation to Pleasant Point is shown below. The
amending proposal relates to a site of 10.6ha.

355 CRPS Policy 5.3UFDO1
36 UFDO1@) and @).
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12.7.4 A submitter package was received. The submission package is predicated on a specific
WOy OSLII LAXIFTYQ ad Faaz2z0AlriGSR gA0GK GKS LINRJA
residential buildings south of Pleasant Point Stream. The submission package states that the
Wi ASyil ¢2dzZ R 6S 2Ly G2 GKS O2yaARSNI (GA2Yy 2171
plan approach or other appropriate approach, should greater control be redhiredo
specific mechanism has been provided including limits on the typeresidential
accommodation. The scope of the submission remains broadly set as a combination of GRZ
and a balance of GRUZ or OSZ.

12.7.5 The following is agreed:
a. Notified Zoningg GRUZ.

b. Landscape Character and rural amenity relatt pastoral rural activities, consisting
of paddocks demarcated by fencing and shelter béltse #e is visually rural and
open in nature. Small scale sheds are located adjoining the unformed access within
the site. Pleasant Point stream traverses the site from west to east some 100m from
the northern extent of the site. The sites adjoining the ameagdiroposal to the west
(undeveloped) and east (High Country Contracting and Pleasant Point Ambulance
Centre)are zoned GRZ to the boundary with Pleasant Point Stream. It is agreed that
the Pleasant Point stream would provide a geophysical boundary for urban
development. Ms Pfluger identifies that theproposed residential zone would
represent infill developmentdls long as the stream is maintained as a landform
boundary for development and setbacks from the waterway are maintained
natural character reasoig¥®. She considers the amenity of the site is high and good
design outcomes could be achieved if developed sensitively.

357 Submitter Package. Sub 241. [unauthored]
358 Appendix 4; Landscape. Pfluger.
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c. Biodiversityq Values are attributable to the Pleasant Point Stream, which is notated
for esplanadereserve andpublic accessprovisions Natural Value3. | consider that

subdivisiorenabledby a General Residential Zoning would facilitate

the provision of

an esplanade reserve. | note that this is not identified in the Submitiekage, nor

R2S4&8 (GKS 002YLIyeAay3d W 2y O0SL

Bf L yQ ARSY

d. Cultural Values; These are notated as SASM (Wai Taoka LinesOpihi River and
Tributaries). No additional mana whenua considerations have been provridena:
package The Manawhenuaassessmenprovided by Ms Hall has identifigtiat the
mauri of thenpihi River and its tributarie@ncluding the Pleasant Point stream which
runs through the site) ia priority forY n luirapa. Ms Hall advises th¥tn Kulrapa
is not opposed to development on the site, provided that the stregondtected from
further degradation. There is also concern that tencept plarwould alter the flow
patterns of the waterway to create a manmade pond for amenity purpt$esith

Arowhenua opposing any reconfiguration of Pleasant Point stream

12.7.6 The following is disagreed:

a. Infrastructurec

1 TraficLG A& dzy Ot SINJ L a (2 K2g¢

0KS WLRUGSY ()

provided; nor whether theconclusionthat the network can absorb the
development, has extended to a GRZ (rather than a specific retirement complex
proposal).Mr Collinsconsiders that there is insufficient detail provided to

consider the transport consequences of the propésal

1 Water Supply No modelling is provideds to impacts on the
water extensions would be required.

network, and

1 Wastewaterthe submission package states tletisting network infrastructure
would beable to service the development, subject to extending the existing
network by some 50mand likelyrequire a lowpressure network system or
communal pump station to manage peak flow to not make the current situation
with wastewater overflows in the Council pump station at George Street any
worse.Mr Kempconsiderthat the impact on the network requis modelling,

and that no funding exists to service the site under the’¢2TP

1 Stormwater. The site is outsid®leasant Point Stormwater management area,
requiring regional consent for both discharge and development within the

waterway.

359
360

362

SUBP7 (2) and (3)

Appendix3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [17]
Appendix8. Transport. Collins.

Appendix 8. Infrastructure. Council Engineers.
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a. HazardsThe amending proposal is located within the Flood Assessment®Aréae

Ct22R I FTINR !'3aaSaavySyid LINRJARSRwhére/ (KS
areas shown to have deep flooding, development in those areas should be &dided

I have obtained a Flooddadard Assessment for the site from Environment Canterbury
which records thain (i K 0y¢ar ARI flood is an extreme event that will result in
Ft22RAYy 3 I ONE althoughfthbre arekdStindtina@ns It el fdding will

be shallower¢ K S NB lanEs wheteHl@ding will be deeand development

should be avoided ®

tKS 9YBANRBYYSY(d [/ I ioénNibsdaeds @ssocigtdd dithR 500 2 R S f
ARI (0.2% AEP) for the Te Ana a Wai River to result in water depths of 1.0m to 1.5m

on specific parts of the property, interspersed with water depths of between 0.2m to

0.5m on the balance of the property in sucherent. For 200 ARI (0.5% AEP) water
depths are between 0.9m and 1.4m, as interspersed with water depths of between
0.20m and 0.23mHigure38).

High Hazard Areaare defined in theTlPDRas:

means flood hazard areas subject to inundation events where the water depth
(metres) x velocity (metres per second) is greater than or equabtovhere depths

are greater than 1 metre, in a 0.2% annual exceedance probability flood. event

Objective NHO2*% seeks that:
Risk to human life and significant risk to property, from natural hazards is:

2. avoided in high hazard areas; and

3. avoided or mitigated elsewhere to an acceptable level.
Whilst the criteria contained withinPolicy NHP4 could provide for some
development on the balance of the subject area as subject to inundation by a
0.5%AEP flood event (200 ARI), there is insufficient information provided as to
whether necessary works, including earthworks would impact on functiorfitigeo
floodplain (Clause 2); the likelihood of significant damage in a flood event (Clause 1),

363

364
365

There is na@hange to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural Hazard
Recommendation

https://apps.canterburymaps.govt.nz/FloodModelResults/

S42A Recommendatidiearing F:

https://www.timaru.govt.nz/ _data/assets/pdf file/0006/997980/NaturtlazardsCoastal

EnviromeniDrinkingWater-ProtectionAndrewWilliss42areport-Appendix1-Recommended

Amendments.pdf
NHO1 Risk to human life and significant risk to property, from natural hazards is:

avoided in high hazard are#isat are outside of urban zoned areas
avoided or mitigatedn high hazard areathat are within urban zoned areaand
avoided or mitigatealsewherdn all other areaso an acceptable level.
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and increased risk on adjoining sites (ClauseWi¢luding through floodwater
displacementan®R A GSHE A 2y Q

The amending proposal would not achieve and implent@hjective NHO1 or be
the more appropriate in achievirgolicy NHP4.

Figure38: Te Ana a Wai River 500 Year and 200 year&RI
1 1

Wai River - 200 Year ARI

Water Depth = 1.06 m

P Te Ane & Wei 100 m stopbank breach + 300
mm bed level

Statutoryconsideration

12.7.7

12.7.8

12.7.9

In terms of theNPSUD and contribution to sufficient development capacity, the Submitter

t I O1F3S adlraSa GKFG OKSBawedNP LISWR 2LIOIOQ T2 YA ORY M
i K [th& submitter in this case, seeks to rezone site to allow for a specific style of

residential development, which is aimed to address the current failure of the district to

LINE GARS adzidloftS | OO02YY2RIGA2y (G2 Fft26 F2N
communitie€¥®,

| note that: the amending package is not predicated on the sole provision of an elderly care
NBaARSYy(GALFf (eLST GKIG GKS Dw¥% R2S&8 y2iG LINB
recognising the benefits of Retirement Villages (PBZLGRZAR1]) and Supported Residential

Care (GRR6); and the Residential Capacity Report (2024) identifies that under both the
Medium and High Growth Projections there is sufficient existing capacity (in the absence of

FDAS) to provide for long term (30 year demaindpleasant Point.

The NPSHPLMemo identifies the amending proposal as HPL (LUC2 and LUCS3) under the
transitional provisions of the NREPL. The site was not identified in the GMS2022 for future
urban or rural lifestyle development. Accordingly, an urban rezoning proposal is to be
corsidered against the conjunctive tests in Clause 3.6(4), andi&)signalled Government
direction to remove LUC classification from HPL willaménd the need to considgrarts

of the site as HPL.

366 As recommended amendments to N4 contained in S42A Recommendation Hearing F
367 https://apps.canterburymaps.govt.nz/FloodModelResults/
368 Submitter Package. Sub 231 [pg 5]
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12.7.10 A Highly Productive Land Assessment (The AgriBusiness Group) has been appended to the
Submitter Packag€. That assessment is focused on an assessment under Clause 3.6(4)(c)
as to the longerm environmental, social, cultural and economic costs and benefits
associated with the amending proposal. As nogedlier, the requirements of Clause 3.6(4)
are conjunctive, and as based on the Property Economics Residential Capacity Report, |
conclude that in terms of clause (a) the property is not required to provide sufficient
development capacity.

12.7.11 Accordingly, the amending proposal would not give effedDtgective landPolicies 4and
5 of the NPSHPL.

12.7.12 In summary, the amending proposal is not considered to give effect to:
a. Objective landPolicies 4and5 of the NPSHPL,;
12.7.13 Neither would it be considered the more appropriate in terms of:

a. Promoting welifunctioning urban environments for the purpose Objective 1and
Policy 1of the NPSUD as well asObjective 6given residential sufficiency arah
absence of analysis as to infrastructure integration

b. Promoting a coordinated pattern of development for the purpose of giving effect to
Policy 5.3.1of the CRPS given the extent of sufficient development capacity and
associatedabsence of analysis as iafrastructure integration, despite occurring in a
form attached to an existing urban area.

c. Achieving and implementin@bjective UFDOY, in terms of facilitating a consolidated
and integrated settlement patterrclause 3, and €lause90 | @ 2ldc®Rikgyhaw W
growth in areas where the impacts from natural hazards are unacceptable or which
would require additional hazard mitigatién> | & Obje&itetNH®1andPolicy NH
P4

12.7.14 | recommend that the submission from TG Blackér.1 berejected

12.8  North Meadows[190.1, 190.2, 190.B¢ Meadows Road, Washdyke

12.8.1 North Meadows 2021 Limited and Thompson Engineering (2002) Limited [190.1] does not
support the site at 236 Meadows being zoned as General Rural and considers that General
Industrial would better reflect the existing land use consents and wastewater teratm
ponds on other adjoining sites. The submitter seeks to rezone 236 Meadows Road as General
Industrial.

369 Submitter Package. Sub 231 [Appendix 3]
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12.8.2 Two other related submission numbers from North Meadows 2021 Limited and Thompson

Engineering (2002) Limited are linked to the rezoning request above, these are:

a. the Height Specific Control Area should be extended ffarangi Road to the northern
boundary of 236 Meadows Road including the neighbouring land to the south [190.3].
This amendment would enable the built from to a permitted height of 38nmather
than 15m height as standard as imposed on the remainder of the GIZ.

b. extend the Timaru Urban Area from Aorangi Road to the northern boundary of 236
Meadows Road, including the neighbouring land to the south [190.2].

12.8.3 The amending proposal as zoned GRUZ is located at the northern end of Washdyke,

proximate to thenorthern extent ofGlZassociated with Washdyke containadthe TPDP
The amending proposal has frontage with both Meadows Road to the west, and as explained
below Aorangi Road to the south.

12.8.4 The submission specifically relates to 236 Meadows Road (which has been recently

consented for Industrial activitiés) but extends the scope of the rezoning request to
WHdjoining properties that lie or are located between the sited Aorangi Road for
O2yAARSNIGA2Yy 2F NBI2yAy3a (G2 DSYySNIf LyRdzal
cover the treatment ponds on the north side of Aorangi Road along with the Council land
mentioned above to line up with the alignment of northboundary of 236 Meadows Road,

thus creating one contiguous zd®é

12.8.,5 The amending proposal relates to a total land area of some 82ha, although that part related

G2 GKS /2dzyOAf Q4 hEARFGAZ2Y LRYyR& O2y(iNAodziSa
Oxidation ponds are Designated as WW3¥Rhe purpose of the designation provides for

these activities regardless of the underlying zoning; and given investment and scale, the
WWTP activity would very unlikely be replac&tat view is heldy Mr Kemg’. On that

basis | have disregarded the WWTP from the zoning request and remainder afahysis

For recording purposes, the spatial extent of the submission relating to the WWTP is
recommended to beejected.

12.8.6 The remaining area (34ha) of the amending proposal to be considered is identified below,

both in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification and TPDP zoning.

12.8.7 The existing environment is largeiiat with few discernible natural features other than

paddocks and the shelterbelt of treesd water race akcated at thenorthern boundary
of the Kelliher farmThe area has traditionally been used éatensive agricultural activities
which appear similar tasessurroundingthe site

370
371
372
373
374

Rule GIS2(2)

Land Use Consent No. 102.2023.136.1

Submission 190

PART & Area Specific MattersDesignations / TDC / TDC2
Appendix 7. InfrastructureKemp

211



Proposed TimarDistrict Plan s42A Reportdearing G; Growth

12.8.8 The site is recorded on the Canterbury Regional Council LLUR as a HAIL site (G3 Landfill, G5
Waste Disposal), although with accompanying DSI and Remedial Action Plan (2023).

12.8.9 Within the site, @ the corner of Aorangi Road and Meadows Road are two legally
established industrial premisésonsented202).

12.8.10 The consented environment, and with building platform in place in April 2025, includes
Industrial land use and activities associated with resource consent 102.2023.136.1 and Lot 1
DP592983 (10 hectares) as created under subdivision consent 101.2022.2685. tiG
extent of works, and associated granted regional council con¥éntsonsider that the
Gy FANRYYSY(Q dgainstahe ani@adifig propdSacides the built form and
operations as associated with the industrial (jmast and steel fabrication) facilities as
consented.

12.8.11 For the submission point relating to the application of the 35m Height Specific Control Area
[190.3],resource consent 102.2023.136fovides for a maximum building height of 17.5m.
Theheight of the developed industrial buildings fronting Aorangi Road arg¢hassl5m.

12.8.12 The Plan below illustrates the land parcels and land uses associated with the amending
proposal as overlaying tHeand Use Capability Clasas mapped by the New Zealand Land
Resource Inventory The site in its entirety is deemed HPL under the-NPIS

Figure39: Site Location (in BluéYorth Meadows 2021 Ltd190.1) and planning maps (hatched)

T
3

875 Land Use Consent N0.102.2021.87
376 CRC241748 (earthworks), CRC241749 stormwater, CRC241750 discharge to surface water).
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Figure40: North Meadows 2021 Ltd (190.Land uses and Consents

12.8.13 A submitter package was received. The analysis does not extend beyond the consideration
of that associated with obtaining consent for resource consent 102.2023.136.1 (10ha). For
this analysis it is assumed that the existing industrial premises (4ha) teahilvidustrial
character and amenity and are sefintained in terms of servicing.

12.8.14 Accordingly, some 14ha of the amending proposal is considered to have been considered
within the analysis provided by the submitter package, but not the residual 19.7ha (as
excluding Designation TDC2) as shown in the above figure.

12.8.15 There is agreement as to the following:
a. Notified Zoningg GRUZ

b. Landscape and Natural CharactefThe sitehas historically beentilised for pastoral
rural activities There are no identified values in ti€DPrelating to landscape and
natural character. Ms Pfluger considers that:

dThe site currently provides low landscape and amenity values and is adjacent to the wastewater
ponds to the east and GISZ to the south. In my view, rezoning of the site to indastlained

with the northern edge of the wastewater pondspuld be in character with its existing and adjacent
land usé @

c. Biodiversity¢ There are no identified Natural Values overlays in the TPDP associated
with the site.
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d. Hazardsg The site is subject to the Flood Assessment Anealay?’’. | agree that the

site is not expected to experience unmitigable flood hazardfiskoting that the land

dzaS O2yaSyid lFaasSaavySyid ThNRbodHazardAgshssmenta S| R 2

(FHA) that was provided with the consent application confirmed that no additional floor
height was required for the premises to withstand a 0.5% AEP (1 ige2@pflood
evenQQ ®

CulturalandHeritage Valueg There are no heritage notations associated with the site.
The Submitter package identifies the SASM/ahi Tapuna values associated with the
site (and as part of much wider cultural landscape of valb¢ toi A ). Agiesimédt
from Manawhenua identifies the area adulturally sensitive givenproximity to
Waitarakao/Washdyke Lago®f} with concerns expressed in relation to any continued
deterioration of water quality associated with the lagoon or any associated waterways.

5S@St2LIYSy il Aa y2i itwvdidach ®RributdN® tieAdBcnR of G K | {

Waitarakao/Washdyke Lagoon and the waterways they feed into the la@8on

Infrastructure (as associated with the existing built / consented developmeB®th
the submitter package and tH& WatersCouncil Engineers conclude that tezoning
of the land presently consented for industrial activity would be reasoQadfer
Transportthe effects on the network as associated with the consented develop¢aent
have been considered araithorised.

12.8.16 The followingmatters are disagreed:

a.

Infrastructure (as associated with the balance of the amending propo&al)water
supplythe submitter package assumes sufficient capaéiywastewaterthe submitter
package acknowledges th#élbhere may be insufficient capacity the existing low
pressure network, which could be overcome noting proximity to the WWWHre is no
trade waste seweinfrastructure presentMr Kempsstatesthat there is no evidence in
the Submitter package to demonstrateow the additionalarea (19.7ha) would be
serviced and able to be facilitated by the existing network. Bfmrmwater Mr Kemp
statesthat the site is outside the Washdyke Stormwater Management Area, therefore
requiring regional council consents for disposal.

In terms ofTransport Mr Collins has categorised the amending proposal as resulting in

W[ FNBS {OFIfS 9FFSOGaQ IyR O2yaARSNAEsUOKI

and consider alignment withPDRPbjectives and policies, effect on the safe and efficient
operation of the transport network; and the provision of appropriate transport
infrastructure to support the proposal. | agree.

377

378
379
380

There is n@hange to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural Hazard

Recommendation

Submitter Package. Sub 190. McLachlan [4.2]
Appendix 3. Manawhenua Assessment. AECL. Hall [13]
Appendix 3. Manawhenua Assessment. AECL. Hall [13]
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Statutory consideration

12.8.17 Thearea associated with the amending proposal was neither identified in the GMS2018 or
GMS Review 2022r facilitating Industrial activities to accommodate employment growth
in the districg®L.

12.8.18 Interms of theNPSUD, the evidence of Mr Heath is that the Timaru urban area has sufficient
industrial development capacity to meet expected demawell beyond the medium (10
year)term in the absence of tharea associated with the amending proposal. He rightly
acknowledges that the existing and consented industrial developments associated with the
amending proposdl NB  YhpromdSdrftrindustrialland sufficiency, and appropriately
should be recognised as sudfut cautions that these should not lheeated as net growth
as they represent relocatioff&.

12.8.19 The recommendation to extend rezoning the balance 19.7ha as associated with the
amending proposals not supported by Mr Heath on the badisat % would inject
dzyySOS&aal NB adzllX & G2 GKS YIFNJSG 6gAGK | aaz oA

12.8.20 | agree, noting that the Novo NRID assessment appended to the Submission package does

not provide any analysis on thimatter as related to the subject sit& Mr Heath has
considered thespecific market conditions identified in the Submission package

12.8.21 | therefore consider that that part of the amending proposal (14ha) as related to the existing
industrial activities or provided for by consent(s) gives effect to the relevant provisions of
the NPSUD. | consider that the balance area (19.7hapitxequired to provide a meaningful
O2yGNROGdziA2Yy Ay GBMFAIHRFY k OK A &fEBthé Burpbst @ SE ¥ Y S
Objective 1and Policy 1 There isinsufficient assessment provided in the Submission
package to determine whether & area would give effect t@bjective 6 requiring
integration with infrastructure planning and funding decisions, and be strai@ggc the
medium and long term.

12.8.22 In terms of theNPSHPL, thereis agreement that the amending proposaHPL under the
transitionalapplicationof cl3.5(7).

12.8.23 Apart from reference to theresource consent specifidPLassessmentno assessment is
provided against the matters in cl3.6(4) and (5) of the INIP&.

12.8.24 | note thatcl3.4 is directive in statingthf SNNA G2 NA I f | dzi K2NAGASE X Y
of highly productive land only(f G KS 02 y 2 dzyaito icihée deérrstdated As A Y
above, | accept the evidence of Mr Heath ththat area of the amending proposal already
containing industrial activitieeepresent anexisting environmentn terms of providing for
sufficient business development capaditjor that area (14hapf the amending proposadl

381 Pursuant to s7@)(b)

382 Appendix 6. Economics. Heath.

383 Submitter Package. Appendix 1. Novo. Neumann.
384 Submitter Package. Sub 190. McLachlan [3.1]
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12.8.25

12.8.26

12.8.27

12.8.28

consider that cl3&(4) and (5) arachieved andDbjective 1andPolicy 5will be given effect
to.

For the residual (19.7ha)f the amending proposabased on the evidence of Mr Heath.
consider that @.6(4)(a) and (b) are not achieved. Accordingijpan rezoning of this area
would not achieve cl3.6, and would not give effecbjective 1, Policy 4ndPolicy 5

Under the CRPSI would consider that the amending propodssed on its location is
Wttached to the existing urban ar€bor the purpose of giving effect tBolicy 5.3.1(1)

For the balance of themending proposgheither consented nor developgdn the absence
of supporting technical informatioassessingnfrastructure servicingand asreliant on the
evidence of Mr Heath | consider that there isemsion with those provisions of the CRPS
that: & S S toortinatéd pattern of developmefitQand Wevelopmenthat integrates with

the efficient and effective provision, maintenance or upgrade of infrastructure and transport

networks®Q ¢
In terms of the relevant Objectives and Policies of TR®P:

a. For that part of the amending proposal that is developed or consented for Industrial
activities (14ha), | consider that rezoning to GIZ is the more appropriate in terms of
implementing and achieving the relevant provisions of the TPDP. In #tiseptthe
evidence of the submitter packagead:

1 Ms Pfluger, and consider that this area woulddmmsistent with the outcomes of
GlZz02

1 MrHeath, thatKS O2yaSyida NBLNBaSyidi WFAESRQ
thereby contributes t&SDO6;

1 The Council Engineers, that the consented developments(aad have been)

efficiently integrated with the efficient use of infrastructuréfDO1(2)) and
contributes to an integrated settlement pattertFDO1); and

1 Ms Hall that, subject to appropriate servicimganages effects on important cultural
values UFDO1E)).

For the balance of the amending proposal (19.7hac¢cknowledge the views of Ms
Pfluger that there are no landscape reasons to preclude rezdnitige northern edge

ofthe WWTP. ¥ 2(iS IyR |3ANBS gA0GK (KS SOARSYyOS

Collins that there is insufficient analysisctonsider whether this aspect of the amending
proposal would be appropriately and efficiently integrated witbupporting
infrastructure®’, and the evidence of Mr Heath that tlesultant oversupply ofoned
business land would not foster @rdinated and integrated settlement patterns (as

385 CRPS Policy 5.3.1(1)
36 CRPS Policy 5.3.2(3), Policy 5.3.5
87 UYFDOL(ji) SDO8
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considered district widé€¥. Accordingly, | consider that ihaspect of the amending
proposal would not be the more appropriate in achieving the objectives and policies of
the TPDP.

Recommendation

12.8.29 | recommend taaccept in parthe submission North Meadows 2021 Limited and Thompson
Engineering (2002) Limited [190.1], as it relates to the 14Haredtbeecloped or consented
for Industrial activities.

12.8.30 | recommendejectingthe balance of the amending propos@herecommendation primary
turns on an inabilityo give effect to the NREPL. and secondlyhe resultant oversupply of
zoned GIZ land to provide for a-oodinated settlement pattern asfficiently integrated with
supporting infrastructure.

Section 32AA

12.8.31 The recommendation t@acceptin part the submissiorNorth Meadows 2021 Limited and
Thompson Engineering (2002) Limited [190etuires consideration as pursuant$82AA
| consider the following:

a. Underthe NPSUD development capacif{f® is tangibly provided in a manner that is
integrated with infrastructure®®, and contributes to welfunctioning urban
environments®.,

b. Under theNPSHPL.it would be illogical to consider a resultant tension witB.6(4)(a)
to (c).

c. In terms of giving effect th€RPSthis aspect of theproposalis tangiblypart of an
existing urban areaand encourages business opportunifis with supporting
integrated infrastructuré®,

d. The qualities and characteristics of exhihit industrial character and amenity as
described inGIZ02

e. Infrastructurehas been provided to service the consented developm&hts

388 UFDO1

389 NPSUD Policy 2, Policy 1.
3% NPSUD Obijective 6.

31 NPSUD Obijective 1.

392 CRPS Policy 5.3.1(1) and (2)
3% CRPS Policy 5.3.2.(3)

3 TPDP SD8(ii) UFBDA(ii)
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f. The anticipated urban developmetaingibly alreadygontributes towardsaWA y i S3I NI i SR

aSGaf SYS¥ LI GGSNYQ

This aspect of thamending proposal, which seeks rezoning ta 8 the more efficient and

effective approach to achieve and implement these provisions of the TPDP.

12.8.32 Itistherefore appropriatethattheW! NB 'y ! NS Q 2 3SNI | &

12.8.33

12.8.34

amended GIZ zoned ar€ghe submission from North Meadows 2021 Limited and Thompson

Engineering (2002) Limited [12Dis recommended to baccepted in part

Ffaz2

to the extended GIZ beejected. | reach that view on the basis thahere is no landscape
assessment accompanying the submitter package in relation to this mttétithe existing

consented or built form ifess thanl5n**® and 17.5m°" whichis considerably discordant
with the 35m height limit soughtand thatthe resultant built form of 35m would be

substantially dominant given the location as peripheral to the Washdyke urban area, and the

peninsula nature of the rezoning as surrounded on three siddhd¥sRUZ and associated
open views and charactdvls Pfluger states that 35m height limit would lead t&ignificant
landscape and visual effects well beyond thelsitendary®®. It is considered that retention

of the base GIZ 15m height limit is the more approjgriat

follows:

395
396
397
398

TPDP UFD1

Consent 102.2021.87

Consent 102.2023.136
Appendix 4. Landscape. Pfluger.

The recommended amendment to the Planning Mapsamend from GRUZ to GéZe as

218
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Figure41l: Recommended changes to Planning Malderth Meadows 2021 Limited and Thompson
Engineering (2002) Limited.p0.1 and190.2]
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13. Key Issu€’ ¢ Rural Lifestyle Rezoning Requests

13.1

Rezone Amendmentsfor Rural Lifestyle

13.1.1 The following table sets out the submission points covered in this section of the report

(which may be individually or more broadly discussed). The decision requested in relation to
each point is provided in full ippendix 2

SUBMITTER NAME SUBMISSION POIN LOCATION
NUMBER(S)

Waitui Deer Farm Ltd 19.1 Geraldine

C&S McNight 30.1 Landsborough
Road, Timaru

Bruce Selbie 32.1 Main North
Road, Geraldine

Payne 160.1, 108.1, 88.1,| Main North

Harper et al 138.1, 85.1 Road, Geraldine

Morten

Sullivan

Badcock

Simmons Trustee Company Limited [207.1] 207.1 Gleniti, Timaru

David Parris 98.1 Parade, Redruth

R&R Hay 281 Te Ngawai Road
Pleasant Point

13.2  Waitui Deer Farm [19.1]

13.2.1 Waitui Deer Farm [19.1] consid#érat 199 Waitui Drive, Geraldin@s zoned RLZ and subject
to two distinct density controls (16a or 2Ha) as Specific Control Aeahould all bsubject
to the 2Ha Specific @Gntrol Area.

13.2.2 The submitter considers the topography of the site makes it fiardhe areato be farmed
in accordance with government regulations. The submitter also considers HaeSpecific
Control Area and associated subdiviswould be advantageous for waterways and natural
areasin retiring land from intensive farming. Overall, the submitter seeks to amend the
minimum density &e for Specific Control Areas in the Rural Lifestyle Zone for parts of 199
Waitui Drive, Geraldind.ot 7DP466305, and 2ha Lot Siaadthe southernportion of
Lot8 DP466305).

13.2.3 The amending propsalrelates to a 11%ha block of land located to the north of Geraldine
township and west over the Waihi River. Térearelates to that part ofGeraldine Downs
which was identified as Rural Lifestgled Rural Residenti&ubZone(s) as zoned Rural 4A
under the Operative District Plamith the following zone description:

GThis zone recognises the high natural and amenity values of the Geraldine Downs and also the
values and aspirations of the people that live in and use the area. The zone seeks to not only
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NBGFAYS odzi Ftaz2 G2 SyKFIyOS GKS INBFQAa I yRaO
FYR 6FE1AYIkOFOEAYT FLHOATAGASADXE

13.2.4 A series of associated provisiosgught to establish and fund (by financial contribution)
pedestrian and cycling trails throughd®} as well as subzones to provide foural
residential activities but also retain productive rural activiti®$ as established through
minimum subdivision sizes (Rural Residentiatzufe 2ha; Rural Lifestyfib-zone10ha;
and Rural Productiosubzone 40h&?). These wereeffectivelyWNR2 f f SR 2TPBMI A Y i ;
GKNRdAK GKS | LILIX AOFGA2Y @Geralding SowyRutaldi@styleA O / 2y
Zone

Figure42: Geraldine Downg, Rural 4A Zone Operative D&nd TPDFRural Lifestyle Zone and
Specific Control Overlay

Geraidine Dwits “WEIking,and Cyeling Tracks.

13.2.5 A mapillustrating the location of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and theTPDRzoning is provided below.

399 Operative District PlarRart D1 RuraExplanation and Reasons. Rural 4A Zone (Geraldine Downs).
490 Operative District PlarRart D1 RuraPdicy 5.1, Policy 5.2

401 OperativeDistrict PlanPart D1 RuraDbjective 6.

492 Qperative District Plan. Part D1 Rural RailD
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Figure43: Site Location (in Blue) Waitui Deer Fari®(1) and planning maps (hatched)

- 7
& £ 1
i

13.2.6 A Submission package wazeived inclusive of a landscape assessmenwhglak#®. The
package is absent cfeveralmatters requested in the Preliminary Report, includsy
technical expert evaluation associated with servicing and infrastructure matters.
understood that the amending propos#b, remove thel0Haminimum sizeSpecific Control
Areawould provide for up to 30 allotments.

13.2.7 TheSubmission package is at a conceptaaél ratherthan being at a standard that would
assist in the s32AA evaluation of the amending proposal:

G X F2NJ G kf$his sthigtldf Beih8adings process a more conceptual approach has been

taken to considering how the site could shift away from farming and be developed into a unique

lifestyle developmentvith a particular focus on how this could benefit the local ecosystems

while still aligning with thenatureof DS N} t RAYS 52gyaXe® ¢KS 2Af Rl 0
O2yOSLJidzl f F2dzyRIFGA2y “2F GKS TFdzidzNBE RS@St 2 LIVS)

13.2.8 Matters that are agreed:

c. Notified Zoning:Rural Lifestyle Zone and accompanyifdia and Ha Specific Control
Ared®,

13.2.9 Matters that are disagreedr require further consideration by the submitters

Landscaping: As outlined in the assessment from Ms Pflygee 20@ Boff Miskd
Geraldine Landscape Assessment identifitee area as a visually sensitivaral

403 Submitter package. Waitui Farm [19.1] AttachmBnt
404 Submitter Package. Waitui Farm [1p.McMullen [1]
405 SUBS1(4).2 and .3.
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landscape, containing elevated rolling hill country that currently provides rural character
around the outer parts of the Downs landscape that is viewed fronmdinh east¥®.

The stategy identified that inagased densities should not extend inteetouter slpes

of the down Ms Pfluger considers that thieandscape Assessment provided cannot
meaningfully address the level of detail necessary at a zonieftieyprovide certainty
given the sensitivities of the site to landscape character and amenity change as
proposed by the amending proposabhgree Ms Pfluget’’ considers:

Extension of the Specific Control Area overlay to provide for 2ha lots onto the outer slopes of
the Downs would potentially result in adverse visual and landscape character effects that

extend beyond the site, without sufficient certainty as to locationuiiting platforms, access

and associated earthworks, and mitigation planting and associated district plan mechanisms

to ensure adverse effects on visual amenity and natural character were otherwise avoided,
remedied or mitigate@®

Biodiversity ¢ There are a number of Significant Natural Areas (SNAS) locatigith
that part of the site associated with thetified 2Ha Specific Control Area overlay. The
submitter package does not advanoechanisms as thow the amending proposal
g 2 dzbuBportHestoratiorof these area@®.

Hazards- The northeastern parts of site are subject to the Flood Assessment Area
overlay and the Liquefaction Awareness Overldwe submitter package identifies that
buildable sites will be able to be located within 2ha allotments outside these notations.

The extent of the FAA along the gully areas are extended under the s42A Flood
Assessment Area as responding to the ECan submission [183.228]

406
407
408

Appendix4. LandscapePfluger
Appendix 4. Landscape. Pfluger.
Submitter Package. Waitui Farm [19.1]. McMullen [2.4]
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Figured44: FAA
Overlayc Notified
(red / hatched) and
s42A Recommended
FAA (yellow)
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|
JS = e 7 s
1/,:\“ g :\-4_‘\ 7/
/ " ///, / k‘\’,‘

/

P71 POP - Flood Assessment Area

Recommended PTOP Flood Assessment Area April 2025

REZONING - Requests for Growth Submissions

s —

f. Culture and Heritage ¢ There are no notated Heritage sites associated with the

amending proposal.

Theeastern edge of the amending proposal adjoins SZBMWai Taoka as associated
with the Waihi RiverThe Manawhenua assessment identifies that Weaihi River and
its spring fedtributaries (a number of which pass through the subject sit@)tribute

to richness and variety of habitats that make up the catchrff@ntvith many of the
small headwater streams being seenarefuge for taonga specieThe assessment
& 0 I inBct inldnd streams are particularly important, #sey offer unfragmented
habitat for animals to move around.itdowever, undisturbed land is relatively scarce,
and so it is importanthat links connect one fragmented patch to the gt The
assessment concludes that the mauri of the water body should nalelsecrated, and
that any increase in density should &ehieved only where reticulated infrastructure is

provided,

The package does not identify how iwi values would be recognised and prdeida
statesthat the increase in density would rely on-site wastewatersystem4'2

Infrastructure - The submission package provides no technical assessment as to the
management of infrastructure services to supporting the amending proposal. In terms
of water supply confirmationis stillrequired as toability to connect and associated
capacitywith the Te Moana water scheme. Faastewater the package states that
disposal will be by private systems, and not connectiorrdticulation Mr Kemp

g.

409 Appendix3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [11, 12]

410 Appendix3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [12]

41 Appendix3. Manawhenua Assessment. Hall [13]

412 Submitter Package. Waitui Farm [19.1]. McMullen [3.2]
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identifies thatthe disposal of blackwater systems is not able to be accommodated in
Geraldine. Stormwater is to be managed on site. Foransportation there is no
assessment as tthe capacity, efficiency and safety associated with the supporting
roading network that would be required tsupport up to an additional 300 vfd on

the localised network¢ K S LJ- O ItHi@® may bé doaiinstahces where it is
appropriatefor there to be condtation with Council about cost sharing for roading
upgrades, this will be something that will need to be addressed as the site is

RSS2 LISRQ

Activities provided by the amending proposal would be reliant on private motor vehicles
for accessl consider that the dispersed settlement patterns as sought in the amending
proposal wouldnot promote good accessibility t@mployment and community
services, norassist in termsof supporting reductions in VKTor promoting more

sustainable transport patterns.

Mr Kempidentifies $hat the submitter has not quantified the likely impact on the

/| 2dzy OAf Qa ySis2Nl® Ly G(KS

AAAAA

6asSyos

2F AyT2l

Mr Colling'®has advised a deficit of technical assessment associated with the transport

implications associated with themending proposal.

Statutory consideration

13.2.10 The site is not HPL for the purpose of the administration ofNRSHPL.

13.2.11 NPSUD:In terms of sufficient development capacity, teeidence of Mr Heath igreferred

to that of MrPatterson as attached to the Submission Packdgehe amending proposal is

not required to provide for sufficient development capacity, avitilst not representing an
-URlaNaversugply afF G K S
dispersed rural lifestyle opportunitiesill not further the achievement of weflnctioning

13.2.12

WdzNB Iy SYGANRYYSYdQ F2NJ (KS

urban environments for te purpose ofObjective land Objective4.

In terms of a consideration against the relevant provisions ofGR®S$ acknowledge that

the notified Rural Lifestyle zone is natell integrated with supporting infrastructureor
immediatelyadjoins the existing Geraldine urban arffa G KA & A& |

oveQ 2F (GKS RuwbMzing S LI |y

413
414
415
416
417

30 allotments @ 10vpd.

Submitter Package. Waitui Farm [19.1]. McMullen [3.4]
Appendix7. TDC. Infrastructure Engineers.

Appendix8. TransportCollins.

Submitter Package. Waitkiarm [19.1]. Patterson [Attachment 1]

O2y &Sl dsSy
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13.2.13 | consider that an increasqaermissible density does ngjive effect to those provisions of
the CRPS$hat seekii 2 S yiimidzNdral isidential developmedt | GG OKSR G 2
urban areas and promotes a-codinated pattern of developmegits,

13.2.14 Based on the evidence of Ms Pflugerthe sensitivities of landscape valube amending
proposal wouldnot be the more appropriate in terms of managirffects onlandscapes
(that are not outstanding natural landscapes) for natural character and amenity

purposes).

13.2.15 There is not sufficient information to assess whether the proposal wouldppeopriately
and efficiently serviced by supporting infrastructtfe

13.2.16 | consider that the amending proposabuld not give effect to theCRPS

13.2.17 In terms of a consideration against the provisions of IRDR| consider that themending

proposal is noti KS Y2 NB | LILINE LINwFoviding limked rumalSlikdfyde 2 F

RSOSt 2LIvSy i atathid Mlexisying Urbas dreashthat] achieve a coordinated
pattern of development and NB O loflskrvicind-Q also note that the provision of en
site wastewatersystems does not account for theéiews of Arowhenua in terms of
recognition and protection of the values associated with SZK2 | do not consider the
amending proposal t@ontribute to a consolidated and integrated settlement patt&fn

Based on the evidence of Ms Pfluger (and noting that the RLZ is a Rural zoning), | also

W

consider the amending proposal would nftaintaintheO K I NI OG SNJ X | YR | YSy}

rural area$?*

13.2.18 | recommend that the submission from Waitui Deer Farm Sub# 19%éjbeted.

13.3 C & S McKnight [30.1d Landsborough Road, Timaru

13.3.1 Sharon & Chris McKnight [30.1] consider the site at 60 Landsborough Road, Timaru should

be rezoned RLZ, with parts of the site adjoimng A Ciddek be rezoned OSZ. The submitter
provides the following reasoning for the relief sought:
a. The site is surrounded by small sites (less than 2.5ha) that are unable to support
largescale commercial farm operations; and

b. The site adjoins Brookfield RLZ to the west. Brookfield RLZ obtained consent to
create sections of 5,000hto 6,000n%; and

48 CHPS Policy 5.3.1(1)
49 CRPS Policy 12.3.3
420 CRPS Policy 5.3.5

421 SDO1
422 SDO5
423 UFDO1

24 SBOYS)
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c. The land provides a transition area between smaller allotments and larger farm
sections;

d. The site is subject to subdivision consent 101.2022.280 (currently on hold pending
further information) to create 10 allotments.

13.3.2 The amending proposal seeks to extend the notified Specific Control Area qBzdakfield
Road, and Rural Lifestyle Zone over additional areas legally described as Lots 5 and 6
DP502319 which has a combined land area of 26.7ha.

13.3.3 A mapillustrating the location of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.

Figure45: Site Location (in Blue) McKnight (30.1) and planning maps (hatched)

13.3.4 The Submitter Package indicates, but does not spatially confirm, a narrowing of the original
submission scope.

1335 ¢ KS t I O I Dmadlyiseekir®) dovachiewg fiviladditional Rural Lifestyle allotments
adjacent to the area known as Brookfield Height subdivision. This would give effect to the
final five allotments provided for in the Brookfields Heights Rural Lifestyle Zone in the
Opeative District Plat®™Q® LG A& y2GSR GKFG GKS LINRPGAAAZ
avoided under a consent notice within Subdivision consent RC101/102.2015.220 which

425 Submitter Package. McMullan [Page 1]
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stipulated no further subdivision for a Rural Living site as related to the amending proposal
(Lot 6 DP502319 as adjoins the Optipua Creek North Bréiich)

1336 ¢KA& YFOGGSNI aK2dZ R 06S Of I NAFASR gAGKAY (GKS
NBflGS (G2 GKS F2ft2¢Ay3 FTAGS +tf2GYSyida I a
Ay GKS {dz YA{GGSN Lo té Tinth® Diktdct Couddil ¥isTh re¢ratiohdd NB R
NBaSNBS o6G2 0SS T2yS a hLSy { LI OS0 06SAy3dI ARS

A

FiguredeY t 2 0 Sy GALl £ € &
Scope (in red) McKnight (30.%jith
aeall 2 0S W2FTFSNBRQ
green)

13.3.7 The amending proposal is located on the eastern extent éf A Ciealk North Branch, as
located on the perrural fringe of Timaru township. The site is separated from the wider
urban area by both the (i A tivdrlcorridor and the Recreation Ground associated with the
Old Boys Rugby and Netball Sport Club.

13.3.8 The site is bounded by the Bluestone RBleierisg development (as facilitated by Lot 10 as
created by RC101/102.2015.220 at 45masl) with the land topography falling steeply to
n { A Cdeéek North Brach (10masl). Subdivision RC101/102.2015.220 also created Lot 8 DP
502319 (1.2ha) which adjoins the true right bank of thé A Cildek North Brach as vested
as Recreation Reserve with a variable width averaging some 10m.

426 Submitter Package. Annexure Schedule Resource Cofsedivision and Land Use 101/102.2015.220
Condition 7.
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13.3.9 The Bluerise development (which was subject to Private Plan ChanB€20 Qperative 14

August 2015) and Subdivision consent 101.2015.56)) comprises up to 30 circa %,000m
allotments*?’. Access is via Landsborough Road and Brookfield Road.

13.3.10 In terms of planning context, it is noted that PC20 provided for 35 allotments, with the

subsequent subdivision application proposing the consent notice (as above) to restrict
further subdivision beyond the 30 allotments now created specifically excluditiger
subdivision of that area associated with the amending proposal.

13.3.11 Matters that are agreed include:

a. Notified Zoningg GRUZ

b. Biodiversity ¢ there are no notated ecological areas associated with the amending
proposal. As above, esplanade reserve as facilitated by either subdivision and / or a
rezoning as Open Space zone would facilitate further ecological values associated
beyond those estaidhed under the existing Recreation Reserve within this part of
then ( A Cidek corridor.

c. Infrastructure¢! RGA OS FNRBY GKS /2dzyOAft Qa 9y 3IAAYSSNI

i. for water supplythere would be capacity available for five extra connections
with the same 1 unit restriction as existing lots;

ii. for wastewater connection to the community sewer would be granted
subject to evidence of sufficient capacity that the existing tank could
accommodate the extra five lots. A capacity assessment by Fluent Solutions
(2019) as appended to the submitter package was predicate80 separate
allotments?® at a density of 3.5eople / 30 households. Ms McMull&f
identifies sufficiency in the tank for 35 units (five more than consented) as
predicated on a household density average of 3 people / 35 dwellvgs.
Kemp advises that additional allotments would be required to provide onsite
storage

iii. for stormwater would be able to be included esite stormwater
management as the remainder of the lots; and

iv. for transport, Plan Change 20 assessed a yield of 35 dwellings, with the
upgrades to Landsborough Road and Brookfield Road to be undertaken.

d. Hazards; There are no notated hazards associated with the amending profidsal

427
428
429
430

Subdivision of Lot 10 as created by 101/102.2015.220

{dOYAGGESNI t F O1F3S G{dolons ! {iFOKYSyd wctdsSyd {2td

Submitter Package [Sub#30] McMullen [3.2].

Change to the FAA spatial extent contained in the s42A Natural Hazard Recommendation as relates to
theamending JNR LI2 & f SEGSYR 2@0SNJ 6KS f26SNJ af 2L)8a 27
identified in Figure 46.
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13.3.12

Matters that are disagreed include:

a. Landscape and Natural Value§ he backdrop of the site from the west will be framed
by rural lifestyle character and amenity as consented by RC101/102.2015.220, but not
yet established. The (i A Clésk North Brach is the subject of requirements for
Esplanade Reserve and Public Access Provision at a width of 20m, however there is
existing vested Recreation Reserve already present which provides for natural and
FYSyAde @lfdsSas yR ODFTEANDCKEZE2 OENGH SBR &
Space bordring river margin is in the order of some 80m to 100m in width. Ms Pfluger
notes that the existing Bluerise development is located as setback from the crest of
the ridge, with the proposal resulting in buildifymslikely appearing on the skyline
when viewed froon ( A Clégk walkway and Centennial Park reserve, resulting in
visual prominence. She advises that further detail would be necessary to consider the
landscape effects associated with the amending proposal.

b. Cultural valuesc the eastern border of the site as bounding the river corridor is
notated as SASMiH ® ! 4 gAGK {dzol Hn 6h QA 0 §K:
the amending proposal would result in substantial landscape modifications to the site,
including earthworks and an increase in impervious surfaces and associated
a02NXolF SN AyilGi2 GKS |t NSFRe& RSAINIRSR niALl
of mahika kai and taonga. Whilst | acknowledge that the notated SASMs do not extend
to the amending proposal, | accept the consideration and conclusions recommended
as relevant in relation t&DO5() and @) by Ms Hall in terms of adverse effects on
cultural values.

Statutory consideration

13.3.13

13.3.14

For the purposes of s74(2)(b), the site was not identified in as an area for either urban or
rural residential development to provide for the future growth needs of the district.

The site is classified under the transitional provisions of NSHPLas being Highly

Productive Land (LU8). The Submitter Package does not provide an assessment of the
amending proposal against the requirements of Clause 3.7 and Clause 3.10 of th°PNPS

| disagree with the contention from Ms McMullen that the provisiaf the NPSIPL can be

put to one side on the basis that the Government has signalled that theH®RSwill be

amended. | consider based on the requirements of s75(3) that the amgipdoposal is to
0Savoled 6/ f | dzZAS o ®T U0 I Y RthedObjdetivRof Yie2NPPSHBLW@®S ST TS
Policy 4andPalicy 6.

41 Appendix 3Manawhenua Report. AECL. Hall [pg 6]
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13.3.15 Insofar as it is relevant to consider thi*SUD given the amending proposal seeks a Rural

Lifestyle zoningthe evidence of Mr Heath is that the Timaru settlement has sufficient
development capacity. Accordingly, the amending proposal would not be required to
provide a contribution to sufficient development capacity for the purpose of achi@®atigy

2 of the NPSUD. However an additional five rural lifestyle allotments (and associated

R6SEEAYIE0 s2dd R y2d YSI v hoysaibdigtficiencyey@ddsS § K S

engineers have confirmed that the amending proposal, given capacity in the existing Bluerise
development would be appropriately integrated with supporting infrastructure. Accordingly,
the site would achievébjectives land 6 of the NPSJD and contribute to a variety of

K2dzaAy3a WwieLlSaQ | yR WPolieyQla)igives yiciatmendimy WlopddalS LIdzNI
Ad &aSLI NIGSR o6& GKS nidALdz RaligI@®in @rtdMNA R2 NI A

promoting accessibility, however not to the extent of being inconsistent with the Policy (and
as relative to a number of Timaru FDAS).

13.3.16 In terms ofa furtherevaluation, | consider the following:

a. Interms of the NP$PL the amending proposal is classified as Highly Productive Land
(LUC 3). The Submitter package does not incorporate the required assessment against
GKS NBtSOFyid YIFIGGSNRE Ay |/ favoitdeSoningdithighlyy R
productive land as rural lifest@® (2 20 KSNBAA&AS LINBOIF AL P
therefore considered to not give effect to ti@bjective andPolicy 4andPolicy 5

b. Intermsofthe NP®ID:L RA &I IANBS 4AGK GKS FLIWISYRSR W!

assessmerit? provided with, and relied on by Ms McMullen in the submission package.
| consider the rezoning is not needed ficovide for sufficient development capacity

| 26 SGSNE 3IAGSY GKS FYSYRAY3I LINRBLRAIT ¢2dz

sufficiency, and more importantly is integrated with supporting infrastructure, |
consider that the rezoning request would overall be consistent with the relevant
policies and olgctives of the NRED.

c. Under the CRP®iven that the amending proposal effectively extends an existing rural
fAFSaGetsS Syoftlr@dS gKAOK A& &aSLINY¥GSR oe@
area, the proposal is not seen as furtherf@pjective 5.2.1(1ps it does not contribute
to achieving consolidated growth in and around existing urban areas. However, given
the scale of rezoning (effectively facilitating five additional allotments), the proposal is
not considered to be inconsistent with that part thie Objective. The@roposal would
not give rise to conflicts between incompatible activit{@bjective 5.2.1(2)(i))

In terms of giving effect t@olicy 5.3.1 the amending proposal would not represent a

FT2NY 2F NHzNI £ NB & A &e&uy(s) ik & form Ehst @ddderdratdsSoy (i (0 K | (

attached to, existing urban area@md promotes a coordinated pattern of developrm@nt
(emphasis underlined).

432

{dzo YAGGSNI t 1 O1F3S w{dowlon6 ! Gil OKYSyild WwWtl GidSNA2YQ
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¢KS ' YSYRAY3 LINE laashedtdQ ¢ & &SR SEA G G A $ I WdzND |
aSLI NI GSR FNRY (GKS dzNbBlFy FNBIF o6& G4KS niALl
urban edge to the Timaru settlement; clearly it would not concentrate urban areas.
However, the amending proposal would adjoin the netif(and consented) Bluerise

Rural Lifestyle zone, and would represent a-ocdinated extension of that
development. Accordingly, the proposal whilst not furthering the attainmeralfcy

5.3.1is not seen abeing inconsistent with the policy.

d. in terms of the relevant Objectives and Policies of TRDP

i. The proposal would not achieveDO1@) in that the amending proposal
would not be attached to existing urban areas. However, it does connect to
an establishing (and notified) Rural Lifestyle zone, and can be appropriately
co-ordinated with reticulated sewer and water infrastructure.

ii. Based on the evidence of Ms Pfluger anidSteans the amending proposal
would likely reduce the open space values and natural character associated
gAOGK GKS StS@FIGSR niGALzZ NAXGBSNI G§SNNIF OF
GKS SEAaGAY3T o6[20G y0O NBONBIIAZY NB&SND
given potential purchasingnd long term maintenance costs (it is unclear as
to the mechanism of the offer in the submitter packa§&)Accordingly, the
amending proposal would not achieve settlemdnl (i (i S Nyedognisek I G W
existing character and amenfyUF®O1()) nor is required in terms of
achievingSBO10I a G 2 7 teciehtiodaliahdibgey spacdi to meet long
term needf) @

iii. Furthermore, based on the evidence of Ms Hall, | consider that the amending
LINR L2 &l f ¢2df R 6S RSGNARYSydGlrt G2 GKS
associated with the site, and associated groundworks and stormwater
management on SASHR in particular. Theefore, the amending proposal
has the potential to conflict with achievifgASMP8 especially in terms of
the avoidance or management of effects and protection, maintenance or
enhancement of the overall values of the areta(se 3(hb).

13.3.17 The amendingproposal would notachieve and implement provisiorsssociated with
maintaining amenity and character, upholding cultural values, and would yield an open
space reserve to be acquired by the Council that is neither budgeted for nor required.
Accordingly, the proposal whilst achievisgveralmattersin the TPDHs neither necessary
to meet sufficiency of demandor uphold character and amenity and hence the
recommendationfor rejection remains. Principally, the recommendatioof rejection is
founded on not giving effect to the requirements ofhe NPSHPL given the LUC3
classification

433 Appendix 9. Memd@DC Parks and Recreation Manag®ill Steans
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13.3.18

13.3.19

13.4
13.4.1

13.4.2

13.4.3

13.4.4

However, putting aside theequirements of theNPSHPLthe rezoning sought is finely

balanced. This is principally given the limited anticipated yield and ability-¢odinate and

integrate development with the existing infrastructure associated with a modest extension

of the existing Bluerise Rural Lifestyle developméftiere the LUC3 classification to be

removed from consideration of the HPL, and the submitibte to confirm: a narrowed

scope; evidence resolving matters raised by Ms Pflagerwithinthe cultural assessment

andNB a2t dziaAzy Ay NBf I A2y ameidingipiofosatogiF SN 2 F
considered to further the relevant provisions of the TPDP.

In the interim | recommend that the amending proposal from C&S McKnighejeeted.

Bruce Selbi¢32.1] ¢ 77 Main North Road, Geraldine

Bruce Selbie [32.1] considers it is appropriate for the site at 77 Main North Road, Geraldine
to be zoned Rural LifestylBonerather than General Rur@onegiven that the site is not
large enough for farming purposes, and notes that there is a lack of rural lifestyle
opportunitiesin Geraldine.

The amending proposal adjoins the Waihi River to the west, which is identified asZRASM

(Wai Taoka) withinth@PD® ¢ KS &AGS A& Iy W[ {KFLSQ 6Ai0K
to the east andWoodbury Road to the north, with an intervening pocket of smaller
allotments along the northern and eastern boundary leading up to the intersection of
WoodburyRoad and State Highway @#Bat are not included in the scope of the submission)

To the south is located a number of residential scale allotments fronting State Highway 79,
with slightly larger perurban (1ha) allotments to the rear fronting the Waihi River.

The site is 5.45ha, legally described as Lot 2 DP 473022 and Lot 3 DP 22926. A substantial
dwelling is located to the rear of that part of the site fronting State Highway 79. There is a
natural depression on that part of the site that adjoins the WaihieRiwith the more
elevated terrace containing the dwelling and open pastoral areas. Without wastewater
reticulation one additional allotment would be able to be established under the amending
proposal.

A map illustrating the location of the site, in relation to the transitional HPL soils classification
and zoning is provided below.
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Figure47: Site Location (in Blue) Selbie (32.1) and planning maps (hatched)

13.45 A submitter package was received. The material provided did not assist in terms of the
requests established in the Preliminary Report and HPL Memo. There is no analysis provided
as to the integration and provision affrastructure,or the necessary analysis required by
the NPSHPL given the transitional classification of a substantial area of the amending
proposal as HPL (LUC 2).

13.4.6 Matters that are agreed include:
a. Notified Zoningc GRUZ.

b. Biodiversity- There are ndNatural Valueoverlays on the amending proposal site. As
above, the provision of esplanade reserve as facilitated by subdivision provides
opportunities for the maintenance and enhancement of ecological values associated
with the Waihi River corridor.

c. Hazardsg The site is subject to the Flood Hazard Assessment ot&rlayith the
western portion of the site also the subject of the Liquefaction Awareness Area
overlay. The submission package advises that these matters are not prejudicial to the
rezoning and can be addressed at time of future building consent.

13.4.7 Matters that are disagreed include:

a. Landscape and Natural ValuesAs the site adjoins the Waihi River to the west
subdivision as facilitated by Rural Lifestyle zoningnder the amending proposal
would be subject to requirements fesplanadereserve angublicaccesgrovision.

434 There is n@hange to the FAA spatial extent over the amending proposal in the s42A Natural Hazard
Recommendation.
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