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1 INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Julie Anne Comfort.  I am a planner with Davie Lovell Smith where I have worked 

for the 18 years. 

1.2 I have a Masters of Arts in Geography from the University of Canterbury.  I have practised in 

the field of resource management for 18 years. During this time I have assisted private, 

public and corporate sector clients on a wide range of planning and resource management 

issues and projects.   

1.3 I have prepared and obtained consents for subdivisions under the current Living G rules, as 

well as for comprehensive land use and subdivision developments within various parts of the 

city, under the Living 1, Living 3 and Living G rule regimes.  I have also assisted in the analysis 

and consideration of submissions on several District Plans, as well assisting in the latest 

review of the Waimate District Plan.  This experience gives me an understanding of both the 

difficulties and complexities in writing rules and their implementation through the 

consenting process. 

 

2 SCOPE 

2.1 My evidence relates to submissions on the Residential New Neighbour provisions in both the 

Residential and Subdivision chapters.  These submissions are from Freyberg Developments 

Limited, Milns Road Farm Ltd and Blakesfield Limited, and Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd.  The first 

two submitters are developers whose interest is in land development, while Freyberg 

Developments also undertake the construction of dwellings as part of their developments.  

Davie Lovell-Smith Ltd as a firm of surveyors, engineers and planners has a long history and 

experience in both land development and built development. As a firm we also have 

experience with working with building companies seeking consents for comprehensive 

developments at a small and large scale.   

 

3 CODE OF CONDUCT 

3.1 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for expert witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I confirm that I have considered all material facts 

that I am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions I express, and that this 

evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state that I am relying on evidence of 

another person. 
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3.2 I have participated in pre-hearing conferencing and mediation with the interested parties.  

Additionally I have been part of a discussion session between planners and Council staff 

regarding these rules following the pre-hearing conference on 19 February 2015. 

 

4 EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 I agree that New Neighbourhood Zone concept is an improvement on the current Greenfield 

development framework of the Living G Zone with fixed density location, as it provides more 

flexibility in the development of an area.  

4.2 It is important within rule framework for the New Neighbourhood that choice is maintained 

for both developers and future owners of the dwellings.  The two consenting pathways of a 

comprehensive landuse and subdivision application or a subdivision-only application should 

be retained. 

4.3 To ensure workability and clarity of the rules for both Council staff (now and into the future) 

and other users of the plan, some refinement of the rules is required. 

 

5 THE NEW NEIGHBOURHOOD CONCEPT 

5.1 I agree with the Council that the current Living G framework in all its various guises has a 

level of inflexibility that does not allow the developer to respond easily to market demand or 

the intricacies of a site.  From recent experience, smaller sites in the 300-450m2 range have 

apparently proved very popular, as they are seen as more affordable.  With the current 

Outline Development Plans dictating where such sites have to be located, the ability of the 

development community to be able to offer the market the size of section in demand has 

been restricted.  An example would be the Living G Awatea area, were the ability to develop 

sites below 450m2 in size is very limited.  Similarly, higher density sites where 

comprehensive developments are to be undertaken have not always been located in the 

most appropriate location. Medium to high density sites work best when overlooking some 

form of open space. Some existing ODPs have located these sites with the open space on the 

southern boundary and the road access from the north.  This results in the outdoor living 

space for such sites being located on the coldest side of the dwelling, and the resulting on-

site amenity is reduced.  The New Neighbourhood concept is therefore, in my opinion, an 

improvement on current rule framework for Greenfield development as it provides more 

flexibility than the Living G zone. 
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5.2 There is an issue with the development pathways that are available through this new 

framework.  The new Neighbourhood subdivision rules show a clear a preference for lots to 

be created in combination with a pre-determined house design taken from series of 

approved typologies, that is a ‘comprehensive landuse and subdivision’ consent.  Discussions 

with Council staff have confirmed their preference for a comprehensive approach to all 

development in Greenfield areas.  Initially this comprehensive approach was the only way 

that the many hectares of Greenfield land could to be developed under the Replacement 

District Plan.   

5.3 There are issues with relying only on the comprehensive approach. The main concern is that 

there are limited organisations that can undertake both the land development and building 

elements of a comprehensive development.  Land developers often do not understand the 

intricacies of building houses, while housing companies are often unaware of the issues and 

complexities associated with ensuring that an area can be properly serviced to support the 

dwellings.  Significant third-party financing is also often needed to complete such 

development, and with such financing there is significant risk.  While joint ventures may be 

the way forward, there has to be an appetite for such ventures to occur within both the land 

development and house building communities.  While a district plan may try to encourage 

this through rules, there is a significant risk that a “comprehensive only” approach could 

stifle the recovery as those who might undertake this development shy away from the risks 

and uncertainties involved.   

5.4 Responding to pre-notification comments, the Council introduced a ‘subdivision only’ 

pathway alongside the comprehensive route.  This is very important in ensuring that there is 

a choice in the form of development for the New Neighbourhood Zone.  This choice is 

important in ensuring the recovery and continued growth of Christchurch and should be 

maintained in the rule framework of the New Neighbourhood Zone; that is lots being 

created for purchase by individual for subsequent house building and lots and buildings 

purchased as a package.  The maintenance of this choice is consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of 

the Strategic Directions. 

5.5 The question then comes down to the details of the rule framework and their usability for 

both Council staff and developers. 
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6 NEW NEIGHBOURHOOD SUBDIVISION  

6.1 The usability of the rules is important especially when it comes to their implementation by 

both the development community and Council staff.   

6.2 As notified the New Neighbourhood subdivision rules are unclear and confusing.  While 

these rules are primarily used at the time of a subdivision or comprehensive consent 

application is considered; the rules are also used at the time of PIMs and building consent 

when plans are checked against the District Plan for compliance.  It is unclear, for example, 

how an approval of a dwelling through the comprehensive method which does not need to 

meet any of the built-form standards in Chapter 14, would be brought to the attention of 

the Council staff member checking the building consent plans.  I understand that the 

intention may be to use consent notices stipulating what typology and design parameters 

are required to be met by purchasers.  However, my understanding is such notices can often 

be overlooked at the time a PIM is processed, especially if it is not flagged within Council’s 

system.  While a copy of a title is required as part of a PIM or building consent application, 

documentation associated with the interests in the title, such as easements and consent 

notices are not required.  Some serious consideration does need to be given to this aspect, 

as it is important in ensuring that the consistent administration of the consenting process. 

6.3 The rule framework within Section 8.4 of Chapter 8 as notified is confusing.  Almost 

everyone I have discussed this framework with has a slightly different take of what the rules 

require, particularly for the comprehensive pathway that is a combined subdivision housing 

application.  Although some of confusion has been clarified in the 9 March version of the 

rules prepared by Council, there are still matters that I consider make the latest version of 

the rules unclear.  It is this 9 March version of the subdivision rules that I now consider.   

6.4 One matter that is apparent from reading the Council evidence is that they have turned their 

mind to the fact that the New Neighbourhood Zone subdivision rules will apply for the 

lifetime of the Replacement District Plan, which includes periods after initial development.  

This means, for example, that minor boundary adjustments, unit titles after building and 

utility allotments are likely to be caught by these rules, which clearly have not been written 

for these simple subdivisions.  Consideration needs to be given to the post-development 

working of these rules with regards to their workability, including the possibility of an 

additional rule to apply to these subdivisions.   
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Comprehensive Development – RD1 (Clause 8.4.2.1) 

6.5 As notified there were two comprehensive developments rules, Restricted Discretionary 

Activity 1 (RD1) and Restricted Discretionary Activity (RD2). There rules related to a 

‘Neighbourhood Plan Area’ and a ‘Density Uplift Area’, respectively.  As notified, it was 

unclear whether an application under RD1 was required before one under RD2 could be 

applied for.  This confusion was generated to some extent by the comments relating to 

notification in the Notes for each rule.  The 9 March version of the rules has replaced these 

notes with a much clear statement regarding when notification will occur. 

6.6 In the 9 March version, the Council has reduced the comprehensive rules to a single rule, 

although as I discuss later, they have still included a comprehensive element within what is 

supposed to be the subdivision-only rule.  This deletion of RD2 does reduce the confusion 

that occurred in the notified version.  I agree with the removal of this rule.  

6.7 One of the serious concerns of submitters was that buildings approved through the 

comprehensive route were still subject to a raft of built form standards, in clause (b) of RD1 

as notified. As a result it was possible that there would be little incentive for parties to 

pursue this consenting pathway.  These matters have been reduced to just one relating to 

the height the buildings, in an additional clause (a) in the 9 March version.  I agree with this 

amendment.   

6.8 Clause (b) of RD1 sets out the matters that must accompany a comprehensive application.  

The Council has consolidated it down to a ‘Neighbourhood Plan’.  The context and site 

analysis and design rational are still required as part of Neighbourhood Plan, as set out in 

Clause 8.4.2.6.   

6.9 While I agree that this assessment and information is necessary and should form part of a 

comprehensive application, my main concern is with the requirement in clause (b) of RD1 

that the Neighbourhood Plan has to cover an area of 8 hectares, and clause (c) which 

requires the subdivision application to cover at least a minimum of 7000m2 within the 

Neighbourhood Plan’s 8 hectare area.  This latter area I call the ‘application site’.  A 

Neighbourhood Plan therefore has to address matters beyond the consent area.  While I 

agree that it is important to consider the environment beyond the application site, when the 

plan set information that is required under clause 8.4.2.6 is examined a significant amount 

of detail is required for an area beyond the immediate application site.   
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6.10 As a neighbourhood plan will be dealing with land outside to the landuse and subdivision 

application site, any information provided beyond the application site can only be 

conceptual. This raises implementation and enforcement issues for those parts of the 

Neighbourhood Plan outside the application. Even if these areas re owned by the applicant, 

there is no mechanism to require development to occur in these areas, and neither should 

there be.  There seems little point therefor inputting an applicant to the time and cost of 

preparing detailed proposals beyond their application site.  In my opinion the point of 

requirement information about areas beyond the site, both in relation to the existing and 

likely future environment, is to help the Council understand the considerations taken into 

account in preparing the final subdivision and development design. 

6.11 In relation to land within the Neighbourhood Plan that is in a different ownership, Council 

staff advised at mediation that they would the limited notification process.  Yet the 

implication for an adjoining landowner of an ‘approved neighbourhood plan’ over their land 

that does not permit any activity to occur is unclear.   

6.12 A simple solution to this is to remove the 8 hectare minimum requirement which the 

Neighbourhood Plan is must cover.  In this regard the contextual information is still required, 

but only in relation to the consent area.   

6.13 Similarly, I have concerns regarding stipulating a minimum area for an application site, as is 

the case in clause (c)(i) of RD1.  I consider that this is unnecessary and very arbitrary.  

Removing this reference, would also mean that the confusing inclusion of a comprehensive 

element in RD2 of the 9 March version would no longer be necessary.  A comprehensive 

application could therefore then cover any size area.  This would mean that there would 

only be two clear rules, one relating to a comprehensive application and one relating to a 

subdivision-only application. 

6.14 Clause (e) of RD1 sets out that a mix of three different typologies of dwelling is required in a 

comprehensive consent.  It then goes onto to state that no more than one typology can 

make up more than 80% of the number of residential units.  This is an increase from the 

notified version of two-thirds.  This increase does go some way to addressing the submitters 

concerns regarding being able to respond to the market, but I do question whether it is 

necessary to have this stipulation within the standard.  There is already a requirement to 

provide for a mix of 3 or more different housing types, and the assessment matters in 

8.5.4.5 allow for adequate consideration of that mix.  It would therefore be up to the 
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assessment and in particular the Detailed Design Statement to provide the justification for 

one form of housing being more dominant than others. 

6.15 With the minor changes suggested to rule RD1, I consider that the rule becomes clearer and 

easier to implement.  A tracked change version of this rule, based on the 9 March version is 

attached to my evidence. 

 

Subdivision Only – RD2 (Clause 8.4.2.1) 

6.16 RD2 in the 9 March version is a mix of the subdivision-only rule (RD3) as notified, with the 

addition of a comprehensive element in clause (g).  This latter component is confusing, 

especially for a rule that is supposed to be dealing just with subdivision.  I understand that 

this rule is to provide for small-scale comprehensive development.  As I have previously 

discussed, if the changes as suggested are made to RD1, then there is no need to include this 

clause within RD2.   

6.17 A minor change has been made to clause (b) of RD2 in the 9 March version.  As notified this 

clause stated: 

a. The subdivision consent application shall show that the proposed allotments can 
contain residential units that meet the built form standards in Chapter 14 
Residential 14.6.3 and a mix of at least 3 or more of the following building typologies: 
i. Standalone house; 
ii. Duplex; 
iii. Terrace; 
iv. Apartment; 

6.18 The amended clause in the 9 March version reads: 

The subdivision consent application shall: 
… 
b. show a mix of at least 3 or more of the following building typologies: 

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

6.19 Whilst subtle, the above change to this requirement from showing that the allotments can 

contain a mix of typologies, to just showing a mix of typologies has significant implications.  

This change can be read to require all allotments to be allocated a typology which could then 

restrict what future owners can build on that allotment.  As originally proposed, this clause 

required a demonstration that a mix of housing typologies was able to be provided from the 

resultant subdivision, but that each ultimate owner would be free to build the dwelling of 

their choice.  An application would need to demonstrate that the proposed allotments are 
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able to contain a mix of housing types (not on an individual basis) but rather over the 

application site.  I considered that this minor change is probably more a result of editing, and 

that the clause should return to the notified version. 

6.20 My earlier comments in paragraph 4.15 on there being no need to require maximum 

percentage of any one typology within an individual application apply also to RD2.  I consider 

that this is a matter for assessment rather than a standard.  Such an assessment is already 

provided for in clause 8.5.4.4. 

6.21 Similarly, as I discussed in paragraph 4.12, I consider that there is no need to stipulate a 

minimum area to be covered by a subdivision application as set out in clause (c) of RD2.  

Small-scale subdivisions (e.g. under 1 hectare) for the creation of new allotments are very 

uncommon.  The primary reason for which is the upfront costs involved.  This clause should 

be deleted. 

6.22 With respect to the remainder of the changes to RD2, if clause (g) is deleted and 

incorporated into RD1, I agree with the other changes to RD2 within the 9 March version. 

These changes align with the submitters’ concerns.   

 

Clause 8.4.2.2 – Discretionary Activities 

6.23 The amendments included within the 9 March version in relation to discretionary activities 

show that what were non-complying activities NC2 to NC4 are to now be discretionary 

activities.  This is supported, as I consider that none of the restricted discretionary standards 

are that critical that not meeting them would result in such a poor environmental outcome 

to justify non-complying status.  However, it does create duplication within the clause 

8.4.2.2.  This is easily solved through a simple redrafting of D 1 and D2, where failure to 

meet any of the criteria under either RD1 or RD2 would result in an application being a 

discretionary activity. Council would still have the ability to decline an application if 

necessary. 

 

Clause 8.4.2.3 – Non-complying activities 

6.24 As a result of the deletion of NC2 to NC4 in the 9 March version, the only non-complying 

activity is any subdivision activity that is not otherwise listed as a Restricted Discretionary or 

Discretionary Activity.  It is unclear exactly what type of subdivision this would cover.  If it 

covers non-greenfield development such as post-development boundary adjustments or 
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unit titles of an established building or creation of lots for non-residential purposes such as 

utility allotments, the non-complying status is too onerous.  At the least these forms of 

subdivision should have the same status as the Greenfield subdivisions of RD1 and RD2, or as 

a lesser preferred alternative of full discretionary.  

 

Clause 8.4.2.5 – New Neighbourhood Zone Standards 

6.25 I agree with the amendments made by Council to the standards in clause 8.4.2.5 in the 9 

March version of the rules.  I consider that these matters address the concerns of the 

submitters. 

 

Clause 8.5.4 – New Neighbourhood Zone Assessment Matters 

6.26 I agree with the amendments made by Council to the assessment matters in clause 8.5.4 in 

the 9 March version of the rules. 

 

7 NEW NEIGHBOURHOOD BUILT FORM RULES 

7.1 The submitters also made comment on several of the New Neighbourhood built form 

standards in Clause 14.6.3 of Chapter 14 – Residential.  Some of the submitters concerns 

have been addressed by Council in the 9 March version of the rules, with the deletion of 

standards 14.6.3.14 14.6.3.17 and 14.6.3.18.  However there are still issues with some of 

these standards that I consider need to be resolved.   

7.2 Clause 14.6.3.2 sets standards for building height, a minimum number of storeys in North 

Halswell only, a maximum number of storeys and minimum faced height.  Point 1 of this 

clause sets a maximum height of 11m for sites created through the comprehensive process.  

Point 3 sets a maximum number of storeys for buildings of 3.  These two matters are 

essentially the same, and as such I consider that there is no need for this duplication and 

point 3 should be deleted.  

7.3 Clause 14.6.3.10 sets out the requirement that parking areas are to be separated from 

adjoining roads by either planting, fences or a combination thereof.  This standard does not 

work, especially once the definitions of ‘parking area’ and ‘manoeuvre area’ are considered.  

These definitions state: 
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Parking Area means that part of a site or building within which vehicle parking spaces are 

accommodated, and includes all parking spaces, manoeuvring areas and landscaping areas 

associated with vehicle parking on a site. 

Manoeuvre area means that part of a site used by vehicles to move from the vehicle crossing 

to any parking space, garage or loading space and includes all driveways and aisles, and may 

be part of an access. Parking areas and loading areas may be served in whole or in part by a 

common manoeuvre area. Manoeuvring area has the same meaning. 

7.4 When clause 14.6.3.10 is read in light of the above definitions it does not make sense, as the 

‘parking area’ has to be screened from the road and that parking area includes the 

landscaping (parking area definition) and the driveway which accesses the site (manoeuvre 

area definition).  Exactly how a driveway is meant to be screened from the adjoining road I 

am not sure.  I consider that this standard should be deleted.   

7.5 Clause 14.6.3.11 sets out the standards relating to garages, including the setback from a 

shared access or road kerb.  This matter is duplicated in an exception to clause 14.6.3.12 

relating to building setback from the road boundary.  These two clauses are contradictory, in 

that the road kerb is not the road boundary.  The kerb, in a traditional road cross section, is 

usually 3m from the road boundary, with an amenity strip and footpath separating the kerb 

from the road boundary.  It is therefore unclear from these two standards where the setback 

for a garage is to be measured from.  This is easily resolved with the exception in clause 

14.6.3.12 being deleted and word ‘kerb’ in clause 14.6.3.11 being replaced with ‘boundary’. 

7.6 The final clause of concern is rule 14.6.3.13 which requires a habitable space to be located 

on ground floor of all units, except for lofts.  Each of these spaces at ground level have to be 

a minimum of 12m2 in size and, where they overlook a road, a total window area of at least 

4m2 is required.  A habitable room is includes bedrooms, living areas and kitchens.  Requiring 

all habitable rooms on the ground floor to be a minimum of 12m2 in size is nonsensical, 

especially for bedrooms. Such rooms are often around 9m2 in size.  Every single storey 

dwelling in the New Neighbourhood Zone would require consent as the bedrooms would not 

meet this requirement. This standard is similar to one that is included in the current Living 3 

and Living G rules.  From my experience Council routinely grants consents within these zones 

where this rule is breached.  On this basis and in keeping with the need to reduce consenting 

requirements this aspect of the standard should be deleted.   

7.7 I acknowledge the reduction in the window size to 2m2 in clause 14.6.3.13 in the 9 March 

version of the standard, based on the advice of Mr McIndoe for the Council.  Whilst the 

submitters consider that this standard should be deleted in its entirety, with the reduction in 

the window size and suggested removal of the minimum room size, this standard does 
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become more workable and is less likely to result in the need for consent for many 

dwellings.   

7.8 Whilst the submitters have not commented on RD19 in Clause 14.6.2.3 which required all 

dwellings on lots created by the subdivision consent only process (RD2 of Clause 8.42.1) to 

obtain consent as restricted discretionary activities, I agree with Mr Blair that with the 

amendments to the subdivision rules that this rule is no longer necessary.    

7.9 In my opinion these minor amendments to the Residential New Neighbourhood Zone built 

form standards reduces duplication and contradictions within the rules and will achieve a 

clearer rule framework.  These amendments are shown in the tracked change version of the 

standards that is attached to my evidence. 

 

8 CONCLUSION 

8.1 The New Neighbourhood Zone concept is an improvement on the current Greenfield 

development framework of the Living G Zone with fixed density location, as it provides more 

flexibility in the development of an area.  

8.2 It is important within the New Neighbourhood rule framework that choice is maintained for 

both developers and future owners of the dwellings.  Both the comprehensive landuse and 

subdivision application and the subdivision-only application pathways should be retained, 

however the rules require some refinement to ensure that they are clear and workable for 

both Council and other plan users. 

 

 

Julie Comfort 

20 March 2015 
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Attachment A 
 
The following version of the New Neighbourhood subdivision (Chapter 8, clause 8.4.2) and built form 
standards (Chapter 14, clause 14.6.3) is based on the version provided by Council on 9 March 2015.  

 
CHAPTER 8 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 Comprehensive subdivision and 
land use consent application  
 
Where notification is required it 
shall be limited to affected land 
owners within the ODP area. 

a. The subdivision and land use consent application shall be 
processed together. 

 
a Building shown in the comprehensive subdivision and 

land use consent application shall meet the following 
built form standards:  

 
i  Maximum height of any building: 11m  
 
Where the standards in (a) 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.  

 
b. The comprehensive subdivision and land use consent shall 

be accompanied by: 
a.   Neighbourhood Plan,  
which shall cover a minimum area of 8ha and address the 
matters set out at 8.4.2. 

c. The comprehensive subdivision and land use consent 
application shall be 
i  for a developable area of at least 7000m

2
 within the 

8ha Neighbourhood Plan area; and 
ii in accordance with the applicable Outline 

Development Plan 
 

e. The comprehensive subdivision and land use consent 
application shall contain 3 or more of the following 
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. 

f. The comprehensive subdivision and land use consent 
application shall demonstrate the delivery of a minimum  
new neighbourhood net density of 15 households per 
hectare 

Notes: 
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   Activity  Restricted discretionary standards 

1. 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. 
 

RD2 Subdivision consent  
 
Where notification is required it 
shall be limited to affected land 
owners within the ODP area  
 

The subdivision consent application shall: 
a. meet a minimum of 15 households per hectare. 
b. Show that the proposed allotments can contain 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. 

c. be for a minimum of 7000m
2
 developable area and may 

include future development allotments. 
d.c. Be in accordance with the applicable Outline Development 

Plan 
e.d. be accompanied by: 

1.   Context and Site Analysis  
2.   Detailed Design Statement 
which shall address the matters set out at 8.4.2.6 of this 
chapter, in such detail as corresponds with the scale and 
complexity of the site and application. 

f.e. Meet the standards at 8.4.2.5 (1)-(9) below, except where 
a comprehensive block subdivision and land use consent 
application (inc 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 7000m2 
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;  

iv. Is accompanied by a Neighbourhood Plan Set.  
v. The comprehensive block subdivision and land use 

consent application 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 block subdivision and land use consent 
application).  

 
Notes: 
1. 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. 
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   Activity  Restricted discretionary standards 

RD3 Boundary Adjustments;  
Creation of Unit Titles;  
Alteration of cross leases, 
company leases and unit titles; 
and 
Allotments for utility and non-
residential purposes 

- 

 
 
 

8.4.2.2 Discretionary Activities - New Neighbourhood Zone 
 
The activities listed below are Discretionary Activities. 

   Activity 

D1 1. A comprehensive subdivision and land use consent application under RD1 or that 
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; or 

compliance with criteria RD1 (a) to (e). 

D2 1. A comprehensive subdivision and land use consent application under RD2 that 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. 

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

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

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

DC3 Subdivision activities that are not otherwise listed as Restricted Discretionary or 
Discretionary Activities. 

 
 
In determining whether to grant or decline consent and impose conditions, the Council will consider the 
matters at 8.5.3 and 8.5.4 (and 14.9 in relation to the comprehensive block subdivision and land use consent 
application),, and any other relevant matter. 
 
 

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. 
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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 - 4  and 14.9 
 
 

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.  

 
 
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 7m.  

 

 
 

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 3000 square metres. 

b. 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 

a. Every allotment shall have a frontage to public space of a minimum length of 10 metres. The 
requirement shall not be satisfied by access alone. 
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8. Minimum New Neighbourhood entry area widths 
a. Minimum dimension for a new neighbourhood entry area shall be 8 metres. 

  
 

8.4.2.6 Neighbourhood Plan, Context and Site Analysis, 
 
A Neighbourhood Plan shall consist of the following:  
 
i.  Context and Site Analysis  
ii  Detailed Design Statement  
iii  Neighbourhood Plan Set  
 
Explanatory Notes 
 
A Neighbourhood Plan provides the basis to understand how a larger subdivision is to be comprehensively 
developed and is an overarching document against which the combined subdivision and land use consent 
requirements for larger sites is assessed.  The minimum area covered by a Neighbourhood Plan must cover 
8ha. 
 
The Neighbourhood Plan must include a set of plans that illustrate the design rationale within the 
Neighbourhood Plan area inclusive of the matters contained within the Context and Site Analysis and the 
Detailed Design Statement. 
 
A Context and Site Analysis is a means for the applicant to outline details of the setting in which the site is 
located and the nature of the site, and will provide a description of the key elements and influences on the 
proposed development and any relevant opportunities or constraints that should be taken into account in the 
design process.  
 
The Detailed Design Statement should outline how the development’s structure, layout and form was 
shaped, addressing competing influences identified in the context and site analysis, in conjunction with the 
overarching design principles. The statement should also, as required, discuss any alternative responses 
that may have been rejected as part of the design process. 
 
1. Context and Site Analysis 

Details the key existing elements and influences in the vicinity of the proposed development and in turn 
convey the relationship of the site to the surrounding area. 
 
The Context and Site Analysis include: 
a. Topography, natural and built environment features, views and vistas; 
b. Adjacent land use zoning and land use; 
c. Subdivision pattern, street and block layout; 
d. Public open space and publicly accessible space; 
e. Location of community facilities (shops, schools, sports and cultural facilities, etc); 
f. Existing and proposed public transport routes and stops, and public access ways from the bus stops 

to the site; 
g. Movement network including vehicle, cycle and pedestrian routes; 
h. Protected buildings, places and objects, protected trees, historic heritage, and archaeological sites; 
i. Sites of cultural significance to Ngai Tahu, identified cultural landscapes, wahi tapu and wahi taonga, 

indigenous biodiversity, history, and recognition of Ngai Tahu identity associated with specific places.  
j. Character and other existing buildings and structures. 
k. Site orientation including a north point on the plans;  
l. Climatic conditions including prevailing winds;  
m. Existing trees and landscaping, including that to be retained;  
n. Hazardous features, such as areas of soil contamination, unstable land and overhead power lines.  

 

2. Detailed Design Statement must include:  
a. An overall vision statement for the site which identifies key deliverables/outcomes which may be linked 

to RMA outcomes (objectives and policies) or site specific outcomes (giving a clear steer to buyers and 
developers that these would be secured via covenants or other binding mechanisms).  

b. In respect to 8.4.2.1 - RD1, an analysis in support of the overall development structure provided by the 
Outline Development Plan, with more a refined development proposal for the area that is covered by the 
Neighbourhood Plan including urban form, movement network, open space and infrastructure.  
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c. In respect to 8.4.2.1 – RD2, an analysis in support of the overall development structure provided by the 
Outline Development Plan, with more a refined development proposal for the area that is covered by the 
comprehensive block subdivision and land use consent application including integration with the 
surrounding land development pattern, movement network, street and block form, open space, and the 
management of site interfaces.  

d. An analysis of the lot arrangement, size and allocation of defined residential building typologies. 
Sufficient analysis and information should be provided to demonstrate that relevant development 
standards in Chapter 8 and Chapter 14 can be met (notably those related to daylight, outdoor living 
space and street interface).  
 

 
2. Neighbourhood Plan Set  
 
a. A set of plans to accompany the Detailed Design Statement including:  

i. Lot arrangement  
ii. Lot size  
iii. Allocation of housing typologies  
iv. Landscaping  
v. Shading analysis  
vi. Movement network  
vii. Infrastructure  
viii. Open space  
ix. Street interface  
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CHAPTER 15 - RESIDENTIAL 

 

14.6 Rules - New Neighbourhood Zones 

 

14.6.3 Built Form Standards  

 

14.6.3.1 Site Density 

 

Each residential unit shall be contained within its own separate site. The site shall have minimum net site 

area as follows: 

   Standard 

 1. Where a comprehensive subdivision and 
land use consent has been granted. 

As required to accommodate the consented residential 
unit.  

 2. Where a comprehensive subdivision and 
land use consent has not been granted. 

300m
2
; Corner site 400m

2
. 

 3. Social housing residential unit. There shall be no minimum net site area for a site for 
any residential unit that is part of a multi-unit residential 
complex. 

 

 

14.6.3.2 Building height, minimum number of storeys (North Halswell only) maximum 

number of storeys and minimum façade height 

 

Maximum height of any building shall be: 

   Standard 

 1. Height all sites created by the Comprehensive Land Use and Subdivision consent 
process only. 

11m 

 2. Height all sites not created by the Comprehensive Land Use and Subdivision consent 
process. 

8m 

 3. Maximum number of storeys within buildings on sites created by the Comprehensive 
Land Use and Subdivision consent process. 

3 

 4. Minimum front façade height on buildings on sites created by the Comprehensive Land 
Use and Subdivision consent process. 

 4m 

 5. Minimum number of storeys of residential buildings in North Halswell directly facing 
the Key Activity Centre. 

 2 

Note: See the permitted height exceptions contained within the definition of height. 
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14.6.3.3 Site Coverage 

 

The maximum percentage of the net site area for sites that have not received a comprehensive resource 

consent covered buildings shall be 40 percent. 

 

4.6.3.4 Outdoor living space 

 

1. For residential units with two more bedrooms outdoor living space shall be provided on site for 

each residential unit, and shall not be occupied by parking or access. The required outdoor living 

space can be in a mix or private and communal areas, at the ground level or in balconies, within the 

following dimensions: 

M
in

im
u
m

 t
o
ta

l 
a
re

a
 f
o
r 

e
a
c
h
 r

e
s
id

e
n
ti
a

l 
u

n
it
. 

M
in

im
u
m

 p
ri
v
a
te

 a
re

a
. 

M
in

im
u
m

 d
im

e
n
s
io

n
 

p
ri
v
a
te

 a
re

a
 w

h
e
n

 

p
ro

v
id

e
d
 a

t 
g
ro

u
n
d
 l
e
v
e

l.
 

M
in

im
u
m

 d
im

e
n
s
io

n
 

p
ri
v
a
te

 a
re

a
 w

h
e
n

 

p
ro

v
id

e
d
 b

y
 a

 b
a

lc
o
n
y
. 

M
in

im
u
m

 d
im

e
n
s
io

n
 o

f 

c
o
m

m
u

n
a
l 
s
p
a
c
e
. 

A
c
c
e
s
s
ib

ili
ty

 o
f 

c
o
m

m
u

n
a
l 
s
p
a
c
e
. 

G
e
n
e
ra

l 
a
c
c
e
s
s
ib

ili
ty

 f
o
r 

e
a
c
h
 r

e
s
id

e
n
ti
a

l 
u

n
it
. 

M
in

im
u
m

 

re
q
u
ir
e

d
 o

u
td

o
o
r 

liv
in

g
 

s
p
a
c
e

 a
t 

g
ro

u
n

d
 l
e
v
e
l 
fo

r 

th
e
 e

n
ti
re

 s
it
e
. 

 30m
2
 16m

2
  4m  1.5m  4m Accessible 

by all units. 
At least one 
private 
outdoor living 
space shall be 
accessible 
from a living 
area of the 
residential 
unit. 

 50% 

2.  For one bedroom units or studios on the ground floor outdoor living space shall be provided, and shall 

not be occupied by parking or access within the following dimensions: 

Minimum total private area for each residential unit. Minimum dimension private area when provided 
at ground level. 

16m
2
 4m 

 

 

3. For one bedroom units or studios entirely at an upper level outdoor living space shall be provided within 

the following dimensions. The required outdoor living space can be in a mix or private and communal 

areas, at the ground level or in balconies, within the following dimensions: 

Minimum total private area for each residential 
unit. 

Minimum private balcony dimensions.  

16m
2
 6m

2
 area. 

 
1.5m dimension. 
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Figure 10 : Outdoor living space 

 

Figure 11 : Outdoor living space 

 

Note:  

 

4. This diagram is an illustrative example only, showing one way the rule may be applied.  For two storey 

units, allocation of space could be spread over both levels, e.g. 24m
2
 at ground level and 6m

2
 as 

a balcony at first floor. 

 

14.6.3.5 Daylight recession planes 

 

a. Buildings shall not project beyond a building envelope constructed by recession planes, as shown 

in Appendix 14.10.2 Diagram A , from points 2.3 metres above:  

 

i. internal boundaries; or 

ii. where an internal boundary of a site abuts an access lot or access strip the recession plane may 

be constructed from points 2.3 metres above the furthest boundary of the access lot or access 

strip or any combination of these areas; or  

iii. where buildings on adjoining sites have a common wall along an internal boundary the recession 

planes shall not apply along that part of theboundary covered by such a wall. 

b. Where the building is located in an overlay that has a permitted height of more than 11 metres, the 

recession plane measurement shall commence from points 2.3 metres above internal boundaries and 

continue on the appropriate angle to points 11 metres above ground level, at which point the recession 

plane becomes vertical.  

 

Refer to Appendix 14.10.2 for permitted intrusions. 

c. Where sites are located within a Floor Level and Fill Management Area, recession plane breaches 

created by the need to raise floor levels will not require the written consent of other persons and shall be 

non-notified. 

  

 

14.6.3.6 Minimum building setback internal boundaries 

 

The minimum building setback from internal boundaries shall be: 

1. All buildings not listed below 1.8m 

2. Where residential buildings on adjoining sites have a 
ground floor window of a habitable space located 
within 1.8m of the common internal boundary. 

1.8m from that neighbouring window for a 
minimum length of 2m either side of the 
window – refer diagram below. 

3. All other accessory buildings where the total length 
of walls or parts of the accessory building within 
1.8m of each internal boundary does not exceed 
10.1m in length. 

NIL 

4. Buildings that share a common wall along an 
internal boundary. 

NIL 
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 5.  All other buildings where the internal boundary of 
the site adjoins anaccess or part of an access. 

 1m 

Refer to Figure 3. 

 

Note: This diagram is an illustrative example only, showing one way the rule may be applied (refer to full rule 

for application of 1.8m separation). 

 

14.6.3.7 Minimum setback and distance to ground level for windows and balconies 

 

The minimum setback for a living area window from an internal boundary shall be 4m. Note where the 

window is adjacent to an accessway the setback shall be measured from the far side of the accessway. 

 

14.6.3.8 Planting in the road boundary setback 

 

The full length of the road frontage, not used as a vehicle or pedestrian access, shall be planted to a depth of 

two metres. 

 

14.6.3.9 Fencing in the road boundary setback 

 

The maximum height of any fence in the setback from the road frontage with a local road shall be 1.2 

metres. 

 

14.6.3.10 Parking areas 

 

Parking areas shall be separated from adjoining roads by either planting, fences, or a combination thereof. 

Where separation is by way of fencing the minimum height of fencing shall be 1.2 metres. 

 

14.6.3.11 Garages 

 

Garages shall not comprise more than 50 percent of any ground floor elevation viewed from any one 

road road boundary on any one site and shall not be more than 6.5 metres wide. For garages with the 

vehicle door generally facing a shared access or road boundary the minimum garage setback shall be 5.5 

metres from the shared access or road kerbboundary. 

 

14.6.3.12 Road boundary building setback 

 

 
  

Situation / location Permitted 

1. South side of a road oriented East – West. 
 
(Refer to the following figure for explanatory diagram of oriented East – West.) 

4.5m 

 2. All other road boundaries New Neighbourhood North Halswell Zone. 3m 

 3. All other road boundaries. 4m 

 

Except: where a garage has a vehicle door generally facing a road or an access the 

minimum garage setback shall be 5.5 metres from the road boundary or shared access (not 

including access lots). 
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Figure 14 : New neighbourhood road orientation East-West. 

 

14.6.3.13 Ground floor habitable space and overlooking of the street 

 

1. Each residential unit, except for loft units, shall have a habitable space at the ground floor. 

2. Each of the habitable space located at the ground floor shall have a minimum floor area of 12m
2
, a 

minimum internal dimension of three metres and be internally accessible to the rest of the unit. 

3. Each ground floor habitable space that overlooks the setback from the road boundary shall provide a 

total window area of at least 2m
2
 that overlooks the setback from the road boundary. 

 

  

14.6.3.15 Service, storage, and waste management spaces 

 

1. Each residential unit shall be provided with: 

a. an outdoor service space of 3m
2
 and waste management area of 2.25m

2 
with a minimum dimension 

of 1.5 metres; and  

b. a single, indoor storage space of 4m
3
 with a minimum dimension of one metre. 

2. Any space designated for waste management, whether private or communal, shall not be located 

between the road boundary and any habitable spaceand shall be screened from adjoining sites, 

conservation or open space zones, roads, and adjoining outdoor living spaces to a height of 1.5 metres. 

3. If a communal waste management area is provided within the site, the minimum required outdoor service 

space is 3m
2
 for each residential unit. 

a. If a communal waste management area is provided, it must be demonstrated to be:  

of a sufficient size to accommodate the number and dimensions of bins required to meet the 

predicted volume of waste generated by the residential units; 

b. accessible and safe for use by all residents; and  

c. easily accessible for the collection of bins by waste management contractors. 

d. Designed in a way that avoids spillage or leakage into any water body.  

 

14.6.3.16 Minimum unit size, 

 

1. The minimum net floor area (including toilets and bathrooms, but excluding 

carparking, garaging or balconies) for any residential unit shall be: 

 

  Number of Bedrooms Area 

1.  Studio.  35m
2
 

2. 1 Bedroom. 45m
2
 

3. 2 Bedrooms. 70m
2
 

4. 3 or more Bedrooms. 90m
2
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14.6.3.19 Water supply for fire fighting 

Sufficient water supply and access to water supplies for fire fighting shall be made available to all residential 

units via Council’s urban fully reticulated system and in accordance with the New Zealand Fire Service Fire 

Fighting Water Supplies Code of Practice (SNZ PAS:4509:2008) 
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