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1. This submission relates to the Revised Proposal, Attachment B to the 

Joint Memorandum dated 15 December 2015. 

2. I generally support the Revised Proposal as it will provide for 

Papakainga/Kainga Nohanga development on Maori Land while ensuring 

that other land in the Zone is subject to the provisions of the Banks 

Peninsula Rural Zone. 

3. As an owner of General Land in the Papakainga Zone and a resident of 

Akaroa Harbour I have some remaining concerns. 

Not if icat ion. 

4. I do not support the non-notification clauses in Rule 4.2.3.  

5. In the case of RD1 there may be a point at which the scale or 

frequency of a proposed activity means that there is a genuine 

neighbour, or public, interest in the potential effects of that activity.  

6. In the case of RD2, it is not sufficient to limit the ability to notify to 

adjoining landowners. The built form standards are already very 

permissive in relation to those of all surrounding zones, including 
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residential, commercial and rural areas. Again, there may be a legitimate 

public interest in a very large or intensive proposal. For example, the 

permitted height standard of 9m is 1m higher than the permitted height 

anywhere else in the Akaroa Harbour Basin. Buildings substantially higher 

that 9m would be out of place, and out of line with community 

expectations for development in the area. Effects of such a building may 

not be limited solely to adjoining properties. 

7. Limiting notification to adjoining landowners can also potentially put 

neighbours in a very invidious situation. 

8. RD3 and RD4 appear to be saying that ability to notify will depend on 

the notification provisions for the relevant rule. If this is the case, there 

is no need to repeat the provision. In any case the wording appears 

somewhat clumsy in that it states that an application shall  require 

written approvals or notification.  

9. I am not suggesting that public notification would be the norm for the 

vast majority of proposals, but simply that it should not be completely 

precluded in all cases. While provisions in the RM Act may enable 

notification in special circumstances, it is much clearer if the Plan itself is 

explicit about notification provisions. 

10. Applicants and Council decision makers cannot be expected to have in-

depth background or understanding in all local situations and public input 

can be of valuable assistance.  

11. In addition it needs to be recognised that there has been no public 

consultation prior to notification of any of the Stage 2 or 3 proposals, 

and the complexity of the submission and hearing process has not 

encouraged or supported general public involvement and understanding. 

There was considerable community buy-in to the current Banks Peninsula 

District Plan through a comprehensive submission and appeal process.  I 

acknowledge that the aspirations of Ngai Tahu and the local Rununga 

may not have been well represented in that process, but I also believe 
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that the whole community is supportive of Papakainga and Marae 

development, while also wishing to generally protect the natural, scenic 

and historic values of the areas.  

Matters of Discret ion 

12. As submitted above regarding building height, the effects of buildings 

is not limited to adjoining properties. Rule 4.3 3 should be amended to 

include ‘iii. affects landscape values of the surrounding area.  

6.8 Signs 

13. Further consideration needs to be given to the amendments to 6.8. 

14. I think that the effect of deleting ‘Papakainga’ from Rules 6.8.3.1 and 

6.8.3.2 is that is leaves no standards for signage on General Land in the 

Papakainga Zone. In addition there should be standards limiting the size 

and number of signs on Maori Land, to a sufficient and reasonable level. I 

suggest that the standards for signs in the Rural Zone are adopted for 

the Papakainga Zone.  

Other provis ions 

15. The Revised Proposal will still need to be aligned with and cross-

referenced to other chapters still to be heard or decided on. While 

supporting the principle that development on Maori Land should not be 

unduly restricted by rules elsewhere in the Plan, I submit that careful 

consideration will need to be given to which of those matters in Chapter 

9 ought to be taken into account and how this is to be achieved.  
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