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at Amberley.  This is opposed (point 33) on the basis that it “does not allow for developers to 
work together to convey stormwater and treat at alternative locations.”  We do not agree that the 
rule has that effect – all it does is to require that stormwater detention of that sort be examined 
through the consent process.  Plainly, the way in which developers will “work together” is not 
something that can be specified (as a permitted activity rule) in advance of the event.  The rule in 
question is part of the prescribed ‘conditions for permitted activities’, and where it is not met the 
development falls for consideration as a restricted discretionary activity – proposed Rule B1.3.3.  
That rule is also opposed (point 37) but the reasons for opposition are unclear. 

Point 35 addresses this somewhat confused situation, arguing that the application of residential 
subdivision standards to the Business zone would operate against the primary purposes of that 
zone.  We agree.  In addition, we think that proposed Rule B1.2.1(a) should include a reference 
to proposed Rule B1.3.1. 

Point 38 has, in part, already been dealt with (see, in particular, the discussion of point 28).  
Taken overall, this point appears to seek controlled activity status for subdivision and permitted 
activity status for dwelling erection within the Residential 2 zone, this on the basis that to do 
otherwise is “overly restrictive”.  Similarly, in the second point 38 the submitters seek 
discretionary activity status for developments that do not meet earlier rules.  This issue has 
primarily to do with residential development in the Residential 2 zone or on ‘substandard’ lots 
within the Residential 1 zone. 

These rules are part of a suite of provisions designed to implement Objective 21 and Policy 
21.11.  Interestingly, all three submitters support that Objective and that Policy.  In our view an 
acceptance of the amendments sought would not achieve Objective 21 and would be inconsistent 
with Policy 21.11. 

Point 40 objects to the inclusion, within the assessment criteria for land use and subdivision 
consents, of a reference to the Densem Report.  We have already dealt with that – submission 46. 

In point 44 the submitters argue that an inclusion, within the assessment matters for development 
within the Residential and Rural Lifestyle zone, of the ability to maintain private gardens, is 
inappropriate as a “subjective term and  not an appropriate assessment matter”.  In our view 
subjective issues can only be articulated as ‘assessment matters’. 

Point 43 takes up again the issue of providing for roads within the Business zone, the location of 
buildings and parking areas within that zone and the avoidance of culs-de-sac.  To the extent that 
we have not already dealt with those issues we think (i) the avoidance of particular roading 
patterns is primarily a matter for the Council’s Roading Strategy – there are times in which culs-
de-sac and “curvilinear” patterns are appropriate, and others when they are not, and (ii) the 
function that future roads are to perform is best left to a time at which development intentions are 
clearer.  We intend recommending an alteration to the Roading Strategy that may go some way 
towards meeting the concerns here. 

Point 45 has already been discussed in another context, and should be accepted. 

RECOMMENDATION 18 – SUBMISSIONS 46-48 AND RELATED MATTERS 

For these reasons we recommend that the Hurunui District Council 
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(b) Accept submissions 46-48, points 1, 2, 3, 4, 5, 6, 7, 9, 10, 11, 13, 14, 15, 17, 19, 21, 
22, 26, 29, 30, 34, 35, 45,46, and 49 (already substantially accepted – see 
Recommendations 7 & 12) 

(c) Accept in part submissions 17, 42, 46, 47, 46-48 points 8, 27, 28, 36, 38, 43, and 
further submissions F5(2), F6, F7, F8, F11, F12(1), F12(2), F13, F17, F18, F20, 
F22, F23, F30(5), F38(2), F38(5), F39, F40, F54, F68, F76, F84, F85 

(d) Reject in part submissions 42, F16 

(e) Reject submissions 16.11, 36.3, 48, 48 points 12, 16, 18, 20, 23, 24, 25, 31, 32, 33, 
37, 38 (both), 40, 42, 44 

(f) Make the following alterations to Proposed Change 13 

(i) Remove the word “security” from Policy 21.6 and from the ‘Explanation’ that 
follows, from Restriction on discretion (i) in Rule B1.3.3, and from Rule 
C1.2.5(f)(iv); 

(ii) Delete, from C1.2.5(f) – Assessment matters, Amberley Township, Business zone 
developments – the passage “-  Where practical, encouraging business buildings … 
or rear of the site.” 

(iii) Delete proposed Rule A3.4(a)(ii) 

(iv) Include the following, immediately before the heading “Restriction on discretion – 
multiple lot subdivision” 

Note: For information to be supplied with applications see Rule C1.1.3(f) 

(v) Delete Rules B1.4.5(iv) and (v); 

(vi) Include the following immediately before RuleB1.4 (now 1.5) Non complying 
activities 

Note:  For information to be supplied with applications see Rule C1.1.3(e) 

(vii) Add, as Rule C1.1.3(e): 

Information to be submitted with application, Residential development – 
Amberley 

Where Rule1.4.5(a)-(c) applies and where the application for land use consent is not 
lodged with and application for subdivision consent, then, to the extent that the 
matters set out below were not considered and approved at the time of subdivision 
consent, a plan shall be submitted with the application showing 

- The number, position, bulk and design of the proposed dwelling(s) and other 
buildings and their relationship to development on adjoining sites; 

- Proposed vehicular accessways; 
- Any proposed stormwater management for the site; 
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- The design, height and location of any proposed internal or boundary fencing; 
and 

- Proposed landscaping, including the retention of mature trees. 

(viii) Delete, from proposed Policy 21.3(ii) the words “or the amenity values of 
adjoining residents) and adding, as a new clause (iii) (with consequential re-
numbering) 

Any adverse effects on the amenity of neighbouring properties are avoided or 
mitigated. 

(ix) Add, after the words “Rural-Lifestyle zone” in proposed Rule B1.2.1(i) the words 
“then, within 20metres of the Residential or Rural-lifestyle zone boundary”; 

(x) Replace the words “run-off into Amberley’s public drainage system” in Policy 
21.17 (now 21.18) with the expression ‘flow within Amberley’s drainage system’, 
with consequential amendments to the ‘explanation’; 

(xi) .Amend Policy 21.18(ii) so that it reads: 

To require that, where the subdivision of land proceeds in stages, that development 
and financial contributions in respect of earlier stages be paid before subsequent 
stages are approved. 

With consequential amendments to the ‘explanation’. 

(xii) Delete proposed Standard and Term (iii) of the Discretionary subdivision activities 
in Amberley, with consequent re-numbering. 

(xiii) Amend the 4th sentence of the second-to-last paragraph of the “Explanation’ to 
(now) Policies 21,11 to 21.13 so that it reads: ‘To ensure these characteristics are 
achieved, all residential developments in this zone are to be undertaken in 
accordance with a plan approved by the Council.’ 

(xiv) Add, at the immediately following the section ‘Standards and terms for 
Discretionary subdivision activities in Amberley’ the following: 

Note: For information to be supplied with applications see Rule C1.1.3(f) 

 
(xv) Add, as Rule C1.1.3(f) 

Information to be supplied with application – multiple lot subdivision 

               For any subdivision in any Residential 1, Rural-Lifestyle, Business or Industrial 
zone at Amberley, a concept development plan shall be submitted which shows 
all of the following matters (as appropriate): 
- The proposed layout of any roads or cycleways or walkways, including links 

to adjoining land; 

55



 

 41

- In the Residential and Rural-Lifestyle zones, any proposed reserve areas or 
landscaping or amenity features and whether these are intended to vest in the 
Council; 

- The proposed stormwater management for the site, including the dimensions, 
storage capacity and an indicative location of any detention ponds or swales; 

- In the Residential 1 and Rural-Lifestyle zones, any proposed requirements or 
restrictions on building design or fencing;  

- In the Residential 1 Zone, the demarcation of any allotments over 800m2 in 
area which are intended to be used to erect more than one dwelling in 
accordance with Rule A 3.2.5(a) and Rules B1.2.1(c) & (d); 

- The number, position, bulk and design of dwellings or other buildings then 
proposed; 

- The size, location, layout and landscaping of any reserve, open space or 
amenity areas or features then proposed; 

- Any areas or features proposed to vest in the Council; 
- The design, height, and location of any internal or boundary fencing then 

proposed and any proposed restrictions on fencing; 
- The retention or proposed planting of mature trees within the proposed 

development; and 
- Any proposed restrictions on building design, planting or landscaping; 
- In the Business zone, the location and nature of other activities on the site and 

all land uses on adjoining sites. 

(xvi) Delete from Rule A3.2.5 the reference to a minimum lot requirement of 400m2 for 
allotments for residential purposes in the Business zone at Amberley; 

(xvii) Alter the end of the amendment proposed for Rule B1.2.1(a) so that it reads ‘… 
where Rules B1.2.1(c) and B1.3.1 apply’. 

(xviii) Remove, from Rule C1.2.5(f), Assessment Matter, Roading and Access, the words 
“with minimal use of cul-de-sacs and a dominance of geometric roads over 
curvilinear” 

 

NZ FIRE SERVICE 

The NZ Fire Service Commission seeks further detail in Rule A3.2.4 so as to ensure that there is 
an adequate reticulated water supply for firefighting purposes.  We agree that this should be 
done. 

RECOMMENDATION 19 – NZ FIRE SERVICE COMMISSION 

We recommend that the Hurunui District Council 

(a) Accept 

(b) Amend Proposed Change 13 by 
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(i) Adding to the end of proposed Rule A3.2.4(b) the expression ‘…, and comply with 
New Zealand Fire Service Fire Fighting Water Supplies Code of Practice SNZ PAS 
4509:2203.’ and 

(ii) Adding the following after Rule 3.2.5(c); 

ADVICE NOTES 

For more information on how to comply with (a) above or on how to provide for 
NZFS operational requirements refer to the New Zealand Fire Service Fire Fighting 
Water Supplies Code of Practice SNZ PAS 4509:2203 
(http;//www.fire.org.nz/building/water/htm).  In particular the following should be 
noted: 

• For more information on suction sources see Appendix A of the Code of 
Practice – Section B3; 

• For more information on flooded sources see Appendix B of the Code of 
Practice – Section B3; 

• The reserve capacities and flow rates stipulated in the above conditions are 
relevant only for single-family dwellings.  In the event that any proposed 
dwelling provides for more than single-family occupation then the consent 
holder should consult with the NZFS as larger capacities and flow rates may 
be required. 

All other activities 

Activities other than residential activities shall comply with the provisions of SNZ 
PAS 4509:2003. 

 

SUBMISSIONS NOT YET  DEALT WITH 

Part of Submission 19 seeks the approval of Change 13 subject to “the outcome being no more 
restrictive for development (building of residential units or subdivision) on 11 Hilton Drive, 
being lot 22 DP 75914 (the site owned by Mr Mitchell).  It is difficult to know what the 
submitter means by this, but as far as we can see the provisions of Change 13 as notified and the 
alterations to it that we have recommended do not alter the submitter’s position. 

Submission 32 indicates a concern with proposed Rule A3.2.10, on the basis that it fails to 
provide for sufficient flexibility and is inconsistent with other rules.  That rule has already been 
amended in a way that we think meets the concerns of the present submitter.  Similarly, proposed 
Rule B1.2.1(i) has been altered to avoid what was said to be its “draconian” effects.  Proposed 
Rule B1.2.2(e) is objected to on grounds similar to those found in Submissions 46-48 – that 
insufficient flexibility is provided for alternative methods of resolutions.  As previously 
indicated, we consider that the sort of flexibility sought is inappropriate for a rule governing 
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permitted activities and that sufficient flexibility (should it be appropriate) is available within the 
consent process. 

Submitter 13 supports, at points (f) to (i), the inclusion of several rules affecting the proposed 
Business zone.  However in relation to the first of these (B1.3.1) it “seeks assurance that if 
resource consent applications are submitted … that section 94D does not apply to [that Rule] 
where any adjoining or potentially affected property owners or occupiers are prevented in being 
involved in the consent process.”  The rule in question provides for restricted discretionary 
activity status.  Section 94D(3) enables a district plan to exempt applications of that sort from 
notification.  However the Plan does not contain a provision to that effect, and none has been 
sought by submission. That aside, it seems to us that s94D operates as a statutory code, to be 
applied as circumstances demand.  In any circumstance notice must be given to potentially 
effected persons. 

In part, submission 26 seeks that “restrictive rules be relaxed in favour of guidelines”, a point 
supported in F16 and F25(4).  As to this, submitter F16 comments that rules are “a mechanism 
for managing land use” – the inference being that they are, in practical terms, the only available 
mechanism.  We agree.  

In point (c), submitter 32 opposes the proposed alteration to the wording of Rule B1.2.1(a).  The 
alteration sought has already been made in response to another submission. 

Submitter 35 opposes proposed Policy 21.17 on the basis that “it is impossible for people to 
adhere to the rule that there will be no increase in peak [stormwater] flow.  The Policy (now 
21.18) as it stands following earlier amendment is: 

To require any stormwater run-off from within Amberley’s urban boundary to be managed in 
accordance with the principles of the Hurunui District Council’s Amberley Stormwater 
Management Plan; and to avoid any increase in peak stormwater flow within Amberley’s 
drainage system. 

That Policy is now to be implemented through the use of assessment matters calling for the 
exercise of judgment in the case of (primarily) applications for subdivision consent.  That, in 
turn, will be affected by the then form of the Council’s Stormwater Strategy – something that 
will, over time, address the flooding problems of concern to the submitter.  We do not think that 
there is anything that we can do in relation to Change 13 that would improve the situation. 

Submission 39 must be rejected on the basis that it does not provide sufficient detail to enable 
potential submitters to decide whether to support or oppose it.  (Submission 40 is a duplication of 
39 and need not be separately dealt with) 

One of the alternative remedies sought in submission 41 is that reference to “The Council’s 
Amberley Sewerage Strategy” be deleted from the assessment matters in Section C1.  The 
primary concern here is the present form of that strategy, and we have an alteration to propose in 
that regard (see the discussion leading to Recommendation 1).  That aside, we think that 
alterations already made will go a long way in dealing with the concerns expressed in this 
submission. 
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Submissions 45, F30(3), F30(4), F62 and F86 are in the nature of general comment and do not 
raise any specific matter upon which we could make a recommendation.  

RECOMMENDATION 20 

For these reasons we recommend that the Hurunui District Council 

(a) Accept in part submissions 19, 17, 32, 41, F16, F18, F23, F25 

(b) Reject in part submissions 26, F20, F25(4) 

(c) Reject submissions 35 (to the extent that it has not already been dealt with), 39, 45, 
F30(3), F30(4), F62, F83 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Alterations recommended to the Infrastructure Strategies 

Given that the Infrastructure Strategies are, as we indicated earlier “best seen as expressions of 
council policy; intended as a guide in the exercise by a council of its wider functions, and 
capable of alteration (or abandonment) at any time without formality … are not legislative 
documents and do not come with a requirement that they be adhered to”, we do not think that we 
need approach them in the same way as we would a document governed by the provisions of the 
Resource Management Act.  Doubtless the Council will reconsider the Strategies from time to 
time, and alter them to better reflect its then intentions. 

Having considered the submissions made we think that there are three areas in which alteration 
might presently be made.  These are: 

1. We think that it should be made clear that the maps, and particularly that attached to the 
Road Strategy, are intended to provide an indication of the general form that 
infrastructure is intended to take.  It should be made clear that the maps are not 
determinate, in the sense of identifying sites or locations of infrastructure provision, but 
that it is expected that such provision, when it is made, will accord with the principles of 
connectivity upon which the maps are based.  It may well be the case that, as land 
becomes available and particular developments are proposed, other ways of according 
with those principles will become apparent.  For example, it may well be the case that, 
for reasons yet to be evaluated, a link road between Courage and Amberley Beach Roads 
would more appropriately be located further to the east. 

2. We think that, in the Roading Strategy, Item 5 (Road Upgrades and Funding) should be 
removed.  If the relevant part of our recommendation survives appeal it may well be 
some time before residential development occurs to the south east of Amberley.  Even 
when it does, overall development may be slow.  As it stands, Item 5 assumes a measure 
of landowner co-operation which, from indications received during the hearing, may well 
be unlikely.  While we cannot for the moment predict how this might occur, we think that 
over time alternative approaches to subdivision and development may become available, 
and that the possibility should not be dismissed at this stage. 

3. As recommended by officers (and as suggested by some submitters) we think that the 
priority (and timing) of pipe upgrading in the Sewerage Strategy should be changed, so 
that the development of an eastern boundary line (the ‘Blue Line’) precedes the duplicate 
north/south line (the ‘Red Line’).  That should enable connections to be available for new 
lots in the eastern area, the lack of which may well have been a limiting factor to 
development. 

 

 

60



 

 46

APPENDIX B – Submitter Reference 

 
Submitter Number Recommendation No. and Topic 
Mr H Hutton  1 5 - Bypass and Retail Park 

13 - Town Centre 
Waipara River Estate Ltd 2 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 

3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mrs L Greening  3 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mrs B Freeman  4 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mr T McLaughlin  5, F5 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

18 - Submissions 46-48 
Mrs J Gurr  6, F6 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 

3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
5 - Bypass and Retail Park 
16 - NZ Transport Agency 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Mr M Soutar 
15 Clifford Place Limited 

7, F7 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Mr A Taylor  8, F8 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Mr B Ryder 9 8 - Rural Lifestyle - South 
Mr N Mitchell 10 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 

3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mr E Holder  11, F11 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

18 - Submissions 46-48 
Mr E McCann  12, F12 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

18 - Submissions 46-48 
Mrs S McCann  13, F13 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

18 - Submissions 46-48 
Mrs C Godfrey  14 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
The New Zealand Fire Service 
Commission 

15 19 – NZ Fire Service 

New Zealand Transport Agency 16, F16 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
6 - Urban Growth 
13 - Town Centre 
15 - Canterbury Regional Council 
16 - NZ Transport Agency 
17 - Hurunui District Council 
18 - Submissions 46-48 
20 - Miscellaneous 

Marlbrough Development Company 17, F17 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
13 - Town Centre 
14 - Industrial Zoning 
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18 - Submissions 46-48 
20 - Miscellaneous 

Mr W Harper  18, F18 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 
18 - Submissions 46-48 
20 - Miscellaneous 

Mrs C Harper  19 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
20 - Miscellaneous 

Mrs J Murray  20, F20 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
13 - Town Centre 
18 - Submissions 46-48 
20 – Miscellaneous 

Mr C Lum  21 9 - Residential - Lawcocks Road 
Mr C Turner  22, F22 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

7 - Residential 1 - South East 
13 - Town Centre 
14 - Industrial Zoning 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Mrs B Teirney  23, F23 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
18 - Submissions 46-48 
20 - Miscellaneous 

Hurunui District Council 24 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
14 - Industrial Zoning 
17 - Hurunui District Council 

Willowside Place Residents Committee 25, F25 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
2 - Late Submissions 
3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
6 - Urban Growth 
10 - Residential and Rural Lifestyle - 
North West 
20 - Miscellaneous 

Mrs A Besley  26, F26 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
5 - Bypass and Retail Park 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 
20 - Miscellaneous 

Mr P Ryder  27, F27 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 

Mr A Parish  28, F28 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
6 - Urban Growth 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 

Mrs K Parish  29 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 

Mrs A Mr D Robertson  30, F30 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 
18 - Submissions 46-48 
20 - Miscellaneous 
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Mrs A Mr D Robertson  31 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
Firth Industries Limited 32, F32 10 - Residential and Rural Lifestyle - 

North West 
11 - Residential and Rural Lifestyle - 
Haydon Place 
14 - Industrial Zoning 
20 - Miscellaneous 

Mr N Brownlee  33 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mr C Ilton  34 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mr A & Mrs J Bell  35 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 

20 - Miscellaneous 
Environment Canterbury 36, F36 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 

3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
5 - Bypass and Retail Park 
6 - Urban Growth 
13 - Town Centre 
15 - Canterbury Regional Council 
16 - NZ Transport Agency 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Mr B Davison  37 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mrs K Brownlee  38, F38 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

18 - Submissions 46-48 
Mr J Hibbard  39 18 - Submissions 46-48 

20 - Miscellaneous 
Mrs J McKendry  40 18 - Submissions 46-48 
Mr P & Mrs R Graham  41 20 - Miscellaneous 
Mr M Harrison  42, F42 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 

6 - Urban Growth 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 
13 - Town Centre 
15 - Canterbury Regional Council 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Mr D & Mrs M Johns Mr O & Mrs L 
Frydenlund and Mr P & Mrs T 
Crossley 

43 11 - Residential and Rural Lifestyle - 
Haydon Place 

Mr A McCarthy  44 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mrs R Savory  45 20 - Miscellaneous 
Hurunui Developments Limited 46, F46 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 

3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
5 - Bypass and Retail Park 
6 - Urban Growth 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 
9 - Residential - Lawcocks Road 
10 - Residential and Rural Lifestyle - 
North West 
12 - Residential 2 Zoning 
13 - Town Centre 
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17 - Hurunui District Council 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Alamidas Investments Limited 47, F47 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
5 - Bypass and Retail Park 
6 - Urban Growth 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 
9 - Residential - Lawcocks Road 
10 - Residential and Rural Lifestyle - 
North West 
12 - Residential 2 Zoning 
13 - Town Centre 
17 - Hurunui District Council 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Iltans Limited 48, F48 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
5 - Bypass and Retail Park 
6 - Urban Growth 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 
9 - Residential - Lawcocks Road 
10 - Residential and Rural Lifestyle - 
North West 
12 - Residential 2 Zoning 
13 - Town Centre 
17 - Hurunui District Council 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Conway Developments Limited 49, F49 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
7 - Residential 1 - South East 
10 - Residential and Rural Lifestyle - 
North West 
13 - Town Centre 
17 - Hurunui District Council 

Wilson and Hill Architects Ltd 50 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Latitude Group 51 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Livingstones 52 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mr K Galloway  53 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Sherwood Estate Wines 54, F54 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

18 - Submissions 46-48 
Mr J McCaskey 
House o Hill 

55 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

Mr P Watt  56 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Amberley Paint and Panel 57 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

7 - Residential 1 - South East 
Amberley Hire 58 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

7 - Residential 1 - South East 
Purple Path Lavender 59 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
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Purple Patch Lavender 60 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mr R Giles  61, F62 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Amberfields Nursery 62 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

20 - Miscellaneous 
Amberley Automotive 63 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Hyndes Pipes Systems Limited 64 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Goldpine 65 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
North Canterbury Equipment 66 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Cochranes 67 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Hurunui News 68, F68 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

18 - Submissions 46-48 
Mr R Evans VP Ltd (TA Benchmark 
Homes) 

69 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

Mike Greer Homes 70 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Fowler Homes 71 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mr K Towart  72 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mrs L Gavin  73 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mr W Renni  74 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mrs A Klomp  75 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
Mrs B Brian  76, F76 3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

7 - Residential 1 - South East 
18 - Submissions 46-48 

Mr D & Mrs J Cameron  77 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
Mr D & Mrs J Cameron  78 7 - Residential 1 - South East 
Mr M & Mrs J Taylor 79 2 - Late Submissions 

4 - Withdraw Plan Change 13 
17 - Hurunui District Council 

Mr N & Mrs B Scott  81 2 - Late Submissions 
Mr R & Mrs J Thomas  82 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 

2 - Late Submissions 
3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

Mr M & Mrs S Clay  83 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
2 - Late Submissions 
3 - Support for Plan Change 13 

New Zealand Railways Corporation F83 1 - Infrastructure Strategies 
3 - Support for Plan Change 13 
5 - Bypass and Retail Park 
17 - Hurunui District Council 
20 - Miscellaneous 

Mrs E & Mr L French F84 18 - Submissions 46-48 
Mr B Ilton F85 18 - Submissions 46-48 
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APPENDIX C – Consequential Amendments 

 

It is recommended that the council make the following consequential amendments that are minor 
and are required in order for the Plan Change to be properly integrated into the District Plan: 

 

1. Update numbering and cross-references as required. 

2. Delete the definition of “Urban Areas” proposed in Plan Change 13 – as a consequence 
of another Plan Change that has had decisions released, a definition of Urban Area has 
already been inserted into the Interpretation Section, and it is not appropriate to have two 
definitions that are essentially identical. 

3. The explanation under Policy 21.5 has various references to “This plan change” and “the 
proposed plan change”.  On the decisions being issued, these references should be altered 
to refer to the district plan itself. 

4. Update references to the New Zealand Transport Agency from the now superseded 
Transit New Zealand. 

5. Remove references to “Comprehensive Development Plans” from the Assessment 
Matters as this mechanism has been removed from the rules and information 
requirements. 
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