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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Kim Marie Seaton.  I am a senior planner practising with 

Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo Group is a resource 

management planning and traffic engineering consulting company that 

provides resource management related advice to local authorities and 

private clients.    

2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Arts and a Master of Regional 

and Resource Planning from the University of Otago.  I am a full  

member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.  I have held 

accreditation as a Hearings Commissioner under the MfE Making Good 

Decisions programme since 2011 and have held endorsement as a 

Chair since 2014.   

3 I have 20 years of experience as a resource management planner, 

working for central government, a university and as a consultant, in 

New Zealand, Canada and the United Kingdom, with the last 12 years 

working as a consultant in Christchurch.   

4 I have particular experience in urban land use development planning, 

predominantly as a consultant to property owners, investors and 

developers, though also processing consents for district councils.       

5 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes the 

preparation of land use and subdivision resource consent applications 

and associated participation in pre-application meetings, both pre- and 

post-earthquake, for:  

(a) large greenfield residential subdivisions, in the context of outline 

development plans with varying degrees of directive detail; 

(b) comprehensive subdivision and land use development as a 

component of greenfield subdivision; and 

(c) developers working in Selwyn District, Christchurch City and, to a 

lesser degree, Waimakariri District. 
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6 The experience described above has given me a very good 

understanding of the challenges faced in the greenfield residential 

development process and in particular in respect of the resource 

consenting process. 

7 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area of 

expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in reliance on 

another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts that are 

known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express in this evidence. 

8 In preparing my evidence I have reviewed: 

(a) The Statement of Expectations; 

(b) Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan1, 

(c) the Residential Proposal (notified version 27 August 2015 and 

revised version 9 March 2015); 

(d) the Subdivision Proposal (notified version 27 August 2015 and 

revised version 9 March 2015); 

(e) the section 32 report; 

(f) the evidence of Mr Hamish Wheelans for K Bush; 

(g) the evidence of Mr Warren McCall for K Bush; and 

(h) the evidence in chief of Messrs Blair (those parts of relevance to 

the New Neighbourhood Zone provisions), Macleod and McIndoe 

for the Christchurch City Council.   

(i) The Land Use Recovery Plan; 

(j) Decision 1 of the Independent Hearing Panel on Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes, dated 26 February 2015. 

                                       
1 Decision version 26 February 2015. 
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9 While I have read the provisions of (c), (d) and (e) as they affect New 

Neighbour Zones in detail, I have scanned the remainder of those three 

documents. 

Scope of Evidence 

10 My evidence is presented on behalf of K Bush Road Ltd and Brian 

Gillman Ltd (‘K Bush’).  

11 Noting my experience and the nature of the submissions by K Bush, my 

evidence focuses on the practical application of the provisions in the 

Subdivision Proposal (Chapter 8) and Residential Proposal (Chapter 

14)2 to the extent that these apply in the New Neighbourhood Zones 

(‘NNZ’).  My evidence also focuses on the extent to which the proposed 

provisions will achieve the objectives set out in the Strategic Directions 

decision, particularly Objective 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, but also Objective 

3.3.7. 

12 The structure of my evidence is set out as follows: 

(a) Subdivision proposal; 

(b) Residential proposal;   

(c) Conclusions 

Executive Summary 

13 The notified package of New Neighbourhood Zone rules were complex, 

prescriptive, onerous and contradictory and therefore poorly aligned 

with the Statement of Expectations. 

14 The revised provisions (Christchurch City Council version dated 9 March 

2015) are an improvement on those notified, but would benefit from 

further refinement.  Changes sought are: 

(a) Deletion of the confusing Density Uplift Areas (RD2) rule; 

                                       
2 As amended and issued by Council on 11 March 2015. 
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(b) Provision in the new RD2 rule for non-compliance with building 

typology and 7,000m2 minimum developable area rules to retain 

restricted discretionary status; 

(c) Simplification of the Context and Site Analysis provisions and 

recognition that the Analysis need only be in as much detail as 

corresponds to the scale and complexity of the site and 

application; 

(d) Provision for a more comprehensive subdivision and land use 

consent process when processing applications for resource 

consent under Part 6 of the RMA; and 

(e) Deletion of non-complying activity status for subdivisions that do 

not meet the criteria for restricted discretionary status. 

15 Further amendments to the rules are required to ensure that they are 

practical, remove any elements of undue or unnecessary 

prescriptiveness, remove inconsistencies, and improve clarity by using 

clear and concise language.  Amendments include: 

(a)  Delete the 7,000m2 minimum development area and 50m x 50m 

block requirement from clause RD2(g) comprehensive subdivision 

and land use;  

(b) Deleting any suggestion that the City Council may not vest 

reserves that are required by an Outline Development Plan; and 

(c) Reduce minimum reserve area requirements. 

 

STATEMENT 

SUBDIVISION PROPOSAL 

Rules (New Neighbourhood Zone) 

16 It should be noted that K Bush’s focus has been on the subdivision-only 

route of development (originally referenced as RD3 and now referenced 

as RD2 in the Council’s revised subdivision provisions).  Both the 

original submission and my evidence are focused accordingly.  The 
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reason for this focus has been explained by Mr Wheelans, being that 

that the traditional subdivision process is the primary method of 

development utilised by his company3. 

17 K Bush’s original submission on the subdivision proposal stated that the 

proposed rule package applying to the New Neighbourhood Zones was 

unhelpfully complex, prescriptive, onerous and contradictory.  In other 

words the proposed rule package was poorly aligned with the 

Statement of Expectations, in so far as it did not simplify plan 

provisions nor reduce consenting burden.  The rules were therefore 

opposed in their entirety.  Specific relief that was suggested in the 

original K Bush submission included: 

(a) Removing the requirement for a mix of typologies.  The mix, 

while achievable within a large scale development, is impractical 

in a small-scale subdivision. 

(b) Removing confusing references to Density Uplift areas; 

(c) Removing reference to a minimum developable area of 7,000m2, 

which was considered to be impractical and onerous; 

(d) Provision for lot sizes smaller than 300m2 for apartment or duplex 

style development; 

(e) Provision for reduced road frontage width for allotments for 

duplex or apartment style development; and 

(f) Reduction of the minimum reserve area to 2,000m2. 

18 I consider the changes to the New Neighbourhood Zone rule package 

set out in the City Council’s “red line” version dated 9 March 2015 have 

gone some way towards meeting the concerns of K Bush and are 

generally an improvement on the notified version.  Positive aspects of 

the Council’s changes are: 

(a) Deletion of the confusing Density Uplift Areas (RD2) rule; 

                                       
3 Where K Bush Limited or other GW Office Limited companies have acquired land not zoned for 

residential activities, it has had no issue with pursuing the plan change process to enable 
rezoning in the usual way.  It is process and district plan restrictions post-residential rezoning 
that is at issue. 
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(b) Provision in the new RD2 rule for non-compliance with building 

typology and 7,000m2 minimum developable area rules to retain 

restricted discretionary status.  This will assist with ensuring that 

smaller scale subdivisions occurring after the initial 

comprehensive greenfield subdivision are not inadvertently 

penalised with more rigorous activity status’s ; 

(c) Simplification of the Context and Site Analysis provisions and 

recognition that the Analysis need only be in as much detail as 

corresponds to the scale and complexity of the site and 

application; 

(d) Provision for a comprehensive subdivision and land use consent 

process as a component of the traditional subdivision route; and 

(e) Deletion of non-complying activity status for subdivisions that do 

not meet the criteria for restricted discretionary status. 

19 I support the changes listed above and consider they bring the rule 

package closer towards alignment with the Statement of Expectations 

and the Objectives the Strategic Directions chapter.  However, I 

consider some further amendment to the rule package is required to 

further improve the clarity of the rules and to better ensure that the 

rules are consistent with the objectives of the Strategic Directions 

chapter and in particular Objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.  I will address 

those matters in detail below. 

RD2(c)  

20 I accept a requirement for a minimum 7,000m2 developable area with 

provision for future development allotments, provided the activity 

status remains restricted discretionary if the standard is not met.  I 

note that Mr McCall in his evidence for K Bush expressed concern about 

the practicality of the 7,000m2 minimum for subdivision consent, but I 

consider that provided the restricted discretionary activity status is 

retained, the rule should not result in an onerous consenting 

requirement for smaller subdivisions.  
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RD2(b)  

21 I remain concerned as to the practicality of the requirement for a mix 

of housing typologies in this rule.  I accept and support the need for a 

mix of typologies in greenfield subdivisions, however I consider that 

the mix will be difficult or impossible to achieve for small subdivisions 

and may in some instances be undesirable (for example where 

retrofitting a simple duplex development into an established 

subdivision).  I consider the Council’s amendment of the rule to require 

no single typology make up more than 80% of the total number of 

residential units is an improvement to the rule, but does not address 

the issue of scale.  As with RD2(c) however, I consider that provided 

the restricted discretionary activity status is retained for non-

compliance, the rule should not result in an onerous consenting 

requirement for smaller subdivisions.  

RD2(g) 

22 As I noted above, I support the provision of a comprehensive option as 

a component of the traditional subdivision route for greenfield 

development.   

23 In my experience, and as outlined in Mr Wheelans’ evidence, 

development of the underlying subdivision by land developers and on-

selling of sites within that development to building companies for 

construction of dwellings is a common development model in Greater 

Christchurch.  A mix of subdivision only and comprehensive consents is 

also common.  I have obtained resource consent for several greenfield 

residential developments whereby the majority of the development 

occurred under a traditional subdivision model, while with the medium 

density component of the development was consented separately, as 

comprehensive subdivision and land use consents.  I have found this 

approach to afford flexibility to the developer, provide Councils with 

certainty that a good quality of design will be achieved in the medium 

density areas, whilst ensuring that the rules are not so onerous as to 

require detailed building design information for lower density sites. 

24 The approach Council has drafted in RD2(g) appropriately provides for 

this option in the New Neighbourhood Zone.  However, I consider that 



8 

AJP-636360-9-24-V1 
K Bush Road Ltd/Brian Gillman Ltd #788 

the 7,000m2 minimum developable area is unhelpfully restrictive.  More 

specifically, as worded at present, RD2(g) suggests that a cadastral 

block of at least 7,000m2 must be proposed for development as part of 

the consent application.  As noted by Mr Wheelans, there are few 

building companies that have the ability to finance that scale of 

building development at one time, which calls into question the 

practicality of the provision.   

25 The way RD2 is structured at present, any comprehensive development 

option will occur as a component of a wider subdivision process (for 

greenfields at least).  Clause (c) requires the wider subdivision to have 

a 7,000m2 minimum area and I consider this is sufficient to enable the 

environmental context of the comprehensive development to be 

adequately considered.  I consider the 7,000m2 minimum developable 

area in clause RD2(g) is unnecessary and should be deleted. 

26 Clause RD2(g) also requires that any comprehensive block incorporate 

a square of 50m x 50m.  The basis for this figure is unclear and it 

appears arbitrary.  It is unhelpfully restrictive and impractical.  It does 

not allow for development sites that are elongated, such as Mr 

Wheelans Albert Sheppard Close example in Delamain which is 

approximately 100m long and 24m in depth.  I consider clause 

RD2(g)(i) should be deleted. 

27 Clause RD2(g)(ii) appears to contain inaccuracies and is inconsistent 

with the comprehensive development provisions of RD1.  Reference to 

14.6.3.2 (height) is appropriate.  Reference to 14.4.3.4 appears to be 

an error and I can only assume it was intended to reference 14.6.3.4 

(outdoor living space).  Reference to 14.6.3.18 also appears to be an 

error as that clause no longer exists.  I note that comprehensive 

development under the RD1 route only requires buildings meet a 

maximum height limit of 11m.  All other building location, bulk and 

design matters are addressed through the comprehensive consenting 

process.  I consider that the comprehensive component of RD2 should 

afford the same flexibility.  Clause RD2(g)(ii) should therefore be 

deleted and replaced with the following: 
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‘Buildings shown in the comprehensive subdivision and 

land use consent application shall meet the following 

building form standards: Maximum height of any building: 

11m’. 

28 Clause RD2(g)(iii) requires that development “meet” a range of 

assessment matters.  This elevates the assessment matters to the 

equivalent of a rule and is inappropriate.  Clause (iii) should be deleted. 

29 The last statement under RD2 (prior to the note) states that ‘where the 

standards above are not met, the activity status shall remain Restricted 

Discretionary…’.  I understand this statement to apply to the entirety of 

RD2 and support this, except that it contradicts D2, which provides for 

non-compliance with the 15 hh/ha target as a fully discretionary 

activity.  Fully discretionary status is appropriate for non-compliance 

with the 15 hh/ha clause.  The last statement in RD2 therefore needs 

to be amended for clarity as follows: 

‘Where the standards above are not met, the activity 

status shall remain Restricted Discretionary… and land 

use consent application), except where D2 is applicable’. 

RD2 Note 

30 Clause RD2, note 1 indicates that open space shown on an Outline 

Development Plan and not required by the Council as a reserve can be 

developed for residential purposes.  As stated in the evidence of Mr 

McCall and Mr Wheelans, Council refusal to accept recreation reserves 

where they are identified in an Outline Development Plan (ODP) has 

time and cost implications for greenfield development.  The expectation 

of both the developer and community is that the subdivision will 

proceed in accordance with the ODP. Where the Council chose to 

depart from this, it creates uncertainty for developers and can 

undermine the ability to achieve an attractive residential environment. 

31 I acknowledge it is beyond the ability of a district plan to force councils 

to vest reserves.  However, it would be preferable that the 

Replacement District Plan not contain any statements that suggest that 

it is acceptable practice for Council to renege on reserve commitments 
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encapsulated in Outline Development Plans.  The RD2 note should 

therefore be deleted. 

Section 8.4.2.2 Discretionary Activities – New Neighbourhood Zone 

32 As noted above, D2 appropriately provides that non-compliance with 

the 15 hh/ha standard is discretionary.  However Clause (b) of D2 

states that non-compliance with RD2 (b) to (g) is a discretionary 

activity.  That statement directly contradicts the last statement in RD2 

regarding activity status and therefore should be deleted. 

33 The last three clauses in the discretionary activity table have been 

pulled over from the non-complying activity list.  They are un-

numbered and incorrectly reference other RD and D rules, therefore I 

am confused as to what their purpose is.  In terms of reference to the 

subdivision consent application route (last row in the Discretionary 

Activity table), the clause should be deleted. 

Section 8.4.2.5– New Neighbourhood Zone Standards 

34 Clause 8.4.2.5.1 sets out the minimum residential allotment area and 

range.  Council has amended the clause to allow up to 10% of the total 

number of residential allotments to be between 180m2 and 300m2.  

This amendment has been undertaken in part in response to 

submissions by K Bush.  Mr McCall and Mr Wheelans have stated in 

their evidence that the 10% allowance is unlikely to be sufficient to 

enable the 15 hh/ha target to be achieved.  The rule therefore remains 

impractical and contradictory to the density provisions.   

35 Mr McCall has suggested increasing the 10% allowance to 25%.  This is 

one option for addressing the impracticality of the rule.  I suggest any 

provision for an allowance, whether it be for 10% or 25%, needs to be 

accompanied by changes to the New Neighbourhood Zone residential 

rules to enable a denser development form to be established.  For 

example, the Residential rules at present stipulate a maximum site 

coverage of 40% for residential sites, which would allow a building 

coverage of only 72m on a 180m2 site.  At the same time the rules 

require a minimum lot width of 10m and application of recession planes 

and building setbacks to the same standard as a 500m2 allotment.  The 
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end result is likely to be an inefficient use of the allotment, restricted 

development outcomes or, most likely, requirements to get land use 

consent to develop. 

36 Mr Blair, in paragraphs 7.42 to 7.45 of his evidence notes that the 

original 300m2 minimum was established as a site size that could 

achieve a baseline amenity for a standalone dwelling, before impacting 

adversely on neighbours.  Below that site size it was expected that a 

comprehensive development route would be followed.  I would add to 

that that I would expect development options to be limited on lots less 

than 300m2, without recourse to a land use consenting process, due to 

the constraints imposed by site size.  An alternative option would be to 

remove the proposed 10% allowance in Clause 8.4.2.5.1, together with 

the removal of the 7,000m2 and 50mx50m requirements in Rule RD2, 

and simply require allotments below 300m2 to be developed 

comprehensively but without limit as to minimum developable area.  I 

acknowledge that this has the potential to increase consenting 

requirements and therefore may not be entirely consistent with 

Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter.  It may however 

better provide for the achievement of Objective 3.3.7, which includes 

reference to a high quality urban environment that is attractive to 

residents.  On balance, I consider such an amendment would better 

achieve objective 3.3.2 when considered along with value judgments as 

to choice and amenity effects in respect objective 3.3.4 and form and 

design issues in objective 3.3.7. 

37 Additionally, I note that Rule 14.6.3.1 Site Density, requires a 

minimum net site area of 300m2, or 400m2 for a corner site.  Under 

this rule, the 10% of sub-300m2 sites permitted in the New 

Neighbourhood Zone subdivision rules would still require land use 

consent to have dwellings established on them. 

38 Clause 8.4.2.5.2 Minimum Residential Allotment Road Boundary Length 

has been amended to provide for 7m road frontage widths where an 

allotment is proposed for a future  mid-block terrace.  I consider the 

additional flexibility provided by the Council’s amendment to be an 

improvement to the rule.  However, Mr Wheelans has stated in his 

evidence that this width is inadequate to provide for apartment 
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developments and on the basis of Mr Wheelans evidence I suggest the 

rule should be amended to provide a minimum width of 6m.   

39 Clause 8.4.2.5.5 Minimum Size for a Recreation Reserve has not been 

amended by the Council and remains 3000m2.  Mr Wheelans and Mr 

McCall have outlined in their evidence the reasons why they consider 

the 3000m2 minimum is inappropriate.  Mr McCall recommends that 

there be no minimum area for reserves specified.  This is consistent 

with the operative Christchurch District Plan provisions4  and on the 

basis of Mr McCall and Mr Wheelan’s evidence, I consider that Clause 

8.4.2.5.5 should be deleted. 

40 Clause 8.4.2.5.7 Allotment Frontage requires every allotment with 

frontage to public space to have a minimum length of 10m.  I note that 

the term “public space” is not defined in the proposed definitions for 

the Replacement District Plan.  There is a definition for publicly 

accessible space and the current draft of the Christchurch Replacement 

District Plan Phase II definitions5 includes a definition of “public open 

space”, but neither address “public space”.  The term public space 

therefore needs amending to make clear what is referred to. 

41 My reading of Clause 8.4.2.5.7 is that it is intended to address frontage 

to public open space, as road frontage width is addressed in a different 

rule.  That being the case, I consider the rule should be amended to 

provide for reduced frontage width for terrace apartments.  The rule as 

written does not provide for apartment style development that may be 

located adjoining public open space to enhance the amenity of those 

higher density styles of development.  Mr Wheelans’ Albert Sheppard 

Close example is again a relevant example of this type of development.  

In that example each allotment has a reserve frontage of 6m width.  I 

consider the Clause 8.4.2.5.7 should be amended in line with the 

amendments to Clause 8.4.2.5.2 to provide an exception for future 

mid-block terrace developments, with a minimum width of 6m. 

                                       
4 Volume 3, Part 14 Subdivision, Critical Standard 4.3.13. 
5 No statutory status. 
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RESIDENTIAL PROPOSAL 

Rules (New Neighbourhood Zone) 

42 As with the Subdivision Proposal, K Bush’s original submission 

identified several rules that were considered to be onerous, prescriptive 

and impractical.  Specific relief requested included provision for 

reduced site sizes and increased coverage to allow for medium density 

development, deletion of Rule 14.6.3.14 Front doors and deletion of the 

Lifemark rating and energy efficiency provisions. 

43 Of that specified relief, I note that Council now recommends deletion of 

Rule 14.6.3.14 Front doors and Rule 14.6.3.17 Life Stage Inclusive and 

Adaptive Design for New Residential Units. I support those deletions as 

both rules were unnecessarily prescriptive. 

44 As I discussed above, Council has not amended Rule 14.6.3.1 Site 

Density to allow for dwellings to be established on allotments smaller 

than 300m2 and the rule is therefore inconsistent with the amendments 

made to Rule 8.4.2.5.  If the minimum developable area requirement 

of 7,000m2 and requirement for a 50m x 50m block are retained for 

the comprehensive subdivision development option, Rule 14.6.3.1 

needs to be amended to provide for dwellings to be established on 

allotments between 180m2 and 300m2 in area. 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

45 For the reasons set out in my evidence, I conclude that  

(a) The New Neighbourhood Zone rules, as amended by City Council 

and dated 9 March 2015, are an improvement on the notified 

version of the rules; 

(b) The revised rules require further amendment to: 

(i) better align with the objectives of the Strategic Directions 

chapter the Statement of Expectations; and 

(ii) enable practical implementation, remove inconsistencies 

and generally improve clarity. 
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(c) The further changes requested by GW Office Limited, K Bush 

Road Limited and Brian Gillman Limited better achieve the 

objectives in Decision 1 of the Replacement Plan, and through 

that, in turn better achieve the purpose of the Act. 

 

Kim Marie Seaton  

20 March 2015 
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Attachment 1: Recommended Further Amendments to Subdivision Rules 
 

SUBDIVISION 
 
8.4.2 New Neighbourhood Zone 
 

8.4.2.1 Restricted Discretionary Activities - New Neighbourhood Zone 

 

Subdivision is a restricted discretionary activity and shall comply with the standards listed below. 

Discretion to grant or decline consent and impose conditions is restricted to the matters set out at 8.4.2.4. 

 

  Activity  Restricted discretionary standards 

RD1 …  

RD2 …  

RD23 Subdivision 

consent only 

The subdivision consent application shall: 
a. Meet a minimum of 15 households per hectare; 
b. Show a mix of at least 3 or more of the following building typologies: 

i. Standalone house; 
ii. Duplex; 
iii. Terrace; 
iv. Apartment; 

with no single typology making up more than 80% of the total number of 

residential units 
c. Be for a  minimum of 7,000m2 developable area and may include future 

development allotments. 
d. be in accordance with the applicable Outline Development Plan. 
e. be accompanied by: 

i.   Context and Site Analysis  

ii.   Detailed Design Statement 

which shall address the matters set out in 8.4.2.6 of this chapter, in such 

detail as corresponds with the scale and complexity of the site and 

application.  
f. Meet the standards of 8.4.2.5(1) to (9) below, except where a 

comprehensive block subdivision and land use consent application (in 
clause g below) is applied for. 

g. If a comprehensive block subdivision and land use consent application is 
applied for:, be for a minimum of 7,000m2 developable area which: 

       i. Can incorporate a square of 50m x 50m; 
ii. Shows buildings meet the standards of 14.6.3.2, 14.4.3.4, 14.6.3.8, 14.6.3.11, 
14.6.3.13-14.6.3.18 of Chapter 14; 
iii. Meets the assessment matters of 8.5.4.1-8.5.4.7 and 14.9.6; 

i. buildings in the application shall have a maximum height of 11m 
ii. iv. It shall be Is accompanied by a Neighbourhood Plan set. 

iii.v. The comprehensive block subdivision and land use consent 

application it shall not include future development allotments. 

 

Where the standards above are not met, the activity status shall 

remain Restricted Discretionary with the discretion restriction to 

matters set out in 8.5 (and 14.9 in relation to the comprehensive 
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block subdivision and land use consent application). 
 

Notes: 

Where open space is shown on an Outline Development Plan and that land is 

not required by the Council as a recreation reserve or local purpose reserve then 

that land can be developed for residential purposes in accordance with the wider 

Outline Development Plan intentions. 

 
 

8.4.2.2 Discretionary Activities - New Neighbourhood Zone 

The activities listed below are Discretionary Activities. 

   Activity 

D1 … 

D2 1.  A subdivision consent application under RD2 does not meet: 
a. the delivery of a minimum new neighbourhood net density 

of 15 and details are supplied of alternative land within the 
outline development plan area, of which the applicant is the 
registered proprietor, to which the shortfall in density can be 
transferred in future resource consent applications under 
one of RD1 or RD2. 

b. compliance with criteria RD2 (b) to (g). 

 A comprehensive subdivision and land use consent application 
under RD1 that does not meet the criteria at RD1 except where D1 
is applicable. 

 A comprehensive subdivision and land use consent application 
under RD2 that does not meet the criteria at RD2  except where D2 
is applicable. 

 A subdivision consent application under RD3 that does not meet the 
criteria at RD3 except where D3 is applicable. 

 
8.4.2.3 Non-complying Activities - New Neighbourhood Zone 

 

The activities listed below are Non Complying. 

   Activity 

NC1 Subdivision activities that are not otherwise listed as Restricted 

Discretionary or Discretionary Activities. 

 
8.4.2.4 Matters for discretion 

 

1. For RD1, the Council has restricted its discretion to the matters at 8.5.3 and 8.5.4. 

2. For RD2, the Council has restricted its discretion to the matters at 8.5.3 and 8.5.4.1 – 5 and 14.9.  
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8.4.2.5 New Neighbourhood Zone Standards 

 
1. Minimum residential allotment area and range 

a. The minimum residential allotment area shall be: 
i. corner allotments 400 square metres; and 
ii. all other allotments 300 square metres. 

Except that: 
i. 10% of the total number of residential allotments can be between 180m2 

and 300m2. 

This rule shall not apply to that area of site for which a comprehensive block subdivision 

and land use consent application is made. 

 
2. Minimum Residential Allotment Road Boundary Length 

a. The minimum width of the road boundary of a residential allotment shall be on: 
i. corner residential allotments 14 metres on each road boundary; and 
ii. all other residential allotments 10 metres, except (as shown in the diagram below) 

where an allotment is proposed for a future mid block terrace, the minimum width of 
the road boundary shall be 76m. 
 
[diagram as per CCC 9 March 2015 version] 

 
3. Maximum cul-de-sac length 

a. The maximum length of a cul-de-sac shall be: 
i. where there is a pedestrian connection from the cul-de-sac head to an 

adjacent street 150 metres; and 
ii. on all other cul-de- sacs 100 metres. 

 
4. Minimum percentage of road frontage to public reserves to which the public has a general right of 

access. 
a. The minimum percentage of the perimeter of a public reserve, to which the public has a 

general right of access, to abut a local road shall be 25 per cent. 

 
5. Minimum size for a recreation reserve. 

a. The minimum area for a recreation reserve shall be 2000 square metres. 
a. Any land to vest in Council reserve intended for utilities, walkways or stormwater 

conveyance shall have a minimum width of eight metres. 

 
6. Maximum residential block size 

a. The maximum peripheral boundary length of any block containing residential allotments 
shall be maximum of 800 metres. 

 
7. Allotment frontage 

i. Every allotment shall have a frontage to public open space of a minimum length of 10 
metres, except (as shown in the diagram below) where an allotment is proposed for a 
future mid-block terrace, the minimum width of the frontage to public open space 
shall be 6m. The requirement shall not be satisfied by access alone. 

 
[insert diagram from Clause 2 as per CCC 9 March 2015 version] 

 
8. Minimum New Neighbourhood entry area widths 

a. Minimum dimension for a new neighbourhood entry area shall be 8 metres. 

 


