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ITEM NO: 1  

 
APOLOGIES    

ITEM NO: 2  

 
REPORT 

 

TO District Plan and Regulatory Committee 

ON 8 September 2010 

FROM Laura Christian 

 

Planner 

APPROVED BY:  Mary Nacey 

 

Council s Consultant Legal Counsel (Simpson Grierson) 

SIGNATURE 

 

SUBJECT NOTIFICATION OF NEW APPEAL(S)    

    

NEW APPEAL RECEIVED

 

   

FILE REF:  R55961 ADDRESS: 119-127 Woodcocks Road, 
Warkworth 

APPLICANT: Mason Heights Property Trust APPELLANT:   Mason Heights Property Trust 

APPLICATION DESCRIPTION:  Application for resource consent for a subsequent 
subdivision of Lot 1 DP 147500 and Part 
Allotment 62 Parish of Mahurangi 119, 127 
Woodcocks Road following the boundary 
relocation to create 5 new rural residential lots  
(Lots 2,3,4,5 and 7). 

NOTIFICATION:  Fully notified SUBMITTERS:  FOR:  0 / AGAINST: 5 
NEUTRAL:  0 

REPORTING PLANNER:  Sarah Gardener RECOMMENDATION:  Refuse 

DECISION MAKER(S):   

Resource Consent Hearings Panel (John Childs, 
Cr Grahame Powell, Cr June Turner) 

DECISION:  Refused 

APPEAL RECEIVED ON:  25/08/2010 APPEAL REVIEWING PLANNER:  To be 
allocated. 

  



  
ITEM NO: 3  

 

REPORT 

 

HEARING REPORT NUMBER V141/1000 

HEARING DATE 8 September 2010 

REPORTING OFFICER Natalie Palmer – Policy Planner 

APPROVED BY Peter Vari – Manager: District Planning 

SIGNATURE 

 

SUBJECT PROPOSED VARIATION 141 TO THE RODNEY 
OPERATIVE IN PART DISTRICT PLAN 2000  

REPORT FOR DISTRICT PLAN AND REGULATORY 
COMMITTEE 

FILE REF TP/14/4/141  

 

PARTS OF PLAN AFFECTED  

Variation 141  Blacked Out Rules has been prepared to indicate the Council s intention to amend the 
rules in Chapter 22 of the Operative in Part Rodney District Plan 2000. The proposed changes will 
also impact on the activity status of certain activities in Chapters 7, 8, 9 and 13 of the Plan. Chapter 7 
is the proposed Rural section, Chapter 8 is the operative Residential section, Chapter 9 is the 
proposed Business section and Chapter 13 is the proposed Future Development and Structure Plan 
section of the partly operative District Plan.  

The changes will affect the activity status of:  

- Subdivision within the Countryside Living Rural and Town zones; 
- Cluster housing within the Residential zones; 
- Subdivision within the Low Intensity Residential and Landscape Protection Residential zones; 
- Site sizes for minor household units in the Low Intensity Residential zone; 
- Activities in the Orewa Town Centre Policy Area.  

 

SUBMISSIONS ADDRESSED IN THIS REPORT  

Submission No. Name Report Section(s) 
1000/1 Amis, Arthur 1.2.1 
1001/1 Bain, Murray Donald 3.1.1 
1010/1 Berthelsen, Alan 4.1.1 
1010/2 Berthelsen, Alan 4.1.1 
1029/1 Better Living Landscapes Ltd & 

Lamb & Molloy Surveyors 
4.1.1, 5.3.1, 5.6.1 & 5.7.1 

1043/1 Bridge, Trevor 5.7.1 
1043/2 Bridge, Trevor 5.7.1 
1043/3 Bridge, Trevor 5.7.1 
1043/4 Bridge, Trevor 5.7.1 
1016/1 Brierley, John Alexander 5.3.1 
1005/1 Bruce, Donald L D 5.3.1 
1005/2 Bruce, Donald L D 5.3.1 
1015/1 Bull, Ronald W and Mary C 5.3.1 
1046/1 Catalina Properties Limited 5.2.1 
1042/1 Chapman, Ian Joseph 5.2.1 
1027/1 Collett, Stanley Ernest 2.1.1 



 
1030/1 Conner Holdings Limited 4.1.1 
1034/1 Cox, Jacquline Hazel 5.2.1 
1025/1 East Coast Farm Limited 5.4.1 
1014/1 Fistonich, Steven A and Donna 

M 
4.1.1 

1032/1 Flay, Fiona Gayle & Peter Bruce 
Clark 

5.3.1 

1020/1 Fudge, Pauline 5.4.1 
1036/1 Harvey, Rodney James 5.4.1 
1036/2 Harvey, Rodney James 5.4.1 
1036/3 Harvey, Rodney James 5.4.1 
1036/4 Harvey, Rodney James 5.4.1 
1018/1 Holt, Chris and Alexandra 5.7.1 
1018/2 Holt, Chris and Alexandra 5.7.1 
1031/1 Hooper, Jillian Kay 5.7.1 
1019/1 Hrstich, Ray 5.2.1 
1041/1 James, David 4.1.1 
1049/1 Julian, Ian G & Mary B 5.6.1 
1007/1 King, Jack Henson 5.2.1 
1009/1 Marsden Marine Limited 5.7.1 
1009/2 Marsden Marine Limited 5.8.1 
1009/3 Marsden Marine Limited 5.8.1 
1009/4 Marsden Marine Limited 5.7.1 
1009/5 Marsden Marine Limited 5.7.1 
1009/6 Marsden Marine Limited 5.7.1 
1002/1 Massey, Dennis John & Maree 

Anne 
5.5.1 

1045/1 McCallum, Bruce Duncan 4.1.1 
1048/1 McKeown, Jennie 5.1.1 
1047/1 McKeown, Robert 5.1.1 
1037/2 Michael  J Foster, & Jane M 

Douglas 
5.4.1 

1037/1 Michael  J Foster, & Jane M 
Douglas 

5.4.1 

1022/1 Molloy, P R 4.1.1 
1035/1 Morrison, James & Margaret 5.7.1 
1035/2 Morrison, James & Margaret 5.7.1 
1035/3 Morrison, James & Margaret 5.7.1 
1035/4 Morrison, James & Margaret 5.7.1 
1035/5 Morrison, James & Margaret 5.7.1 
1035/6 Morrison, James & Margaret 5.7.1 
1012/1 New Zealand Sunday School 5.4.1 
1012/2 New Zealand Sunday School 5.8.1 
1008/1 NZ Transport Agency (NZTA) 6.1.1 
1008/2 NZ Transport Agency (NZTA) 6.1.1 
1038/1 Pamber (Auckland) Limited 1.1.1 
1044/1 Pemberton, Neale 5.7.1 
1006/1 Pinker, David 5.7.1 
1028/1 Rodney Properties Limited 5.3.1 
1011/1 Schinteie, Andreas and Stana 5.4.1 
1017/1 Simmons, Mrs Beverley 5.7.1 
1040/1 Skilton, Anthony Duncan & Janet 

Gaye 
5.2.1 

1026/1 Smith, Clem and Kath 5.7.1 
1004/1 Southside Group Limited 7.1.1 
1004/2 Southside Group Limited 7.1.1 
1013/1 Stewart, Mark 5.4.1 
1013/2 Stewart, Mark 5.4.1 
1003/1 Taylor, Bryan George & Carol 

Ann 
5.5.1 

1021/1 Tullamore Properties Ltd 4.1.1 
1024/1 Van der Velden, Henk & Gwen 5.4.1 
1023/1 Williamson, Eileen T 4.1.1 



 
1039/1 Woodall, Christine Maree 5.2.1 
1033/1 Woodcock, John R & Alison C 5.7.1 
1033/2 Woodcock, John R & Alison C 5.7.1 
1033/3 Woodcock, John R & Alison C 5.7.1 
1033/4 Woodcock, John R & Alison C 5.7.1 
1033/5 Woodcock, John R & Alison C 5.7.1 
1033/6 Woodcock, John R & Alison C 5.7.1 

  
Further Submission No. Name Report Section(s) 
1050/1 Stanley Ernest Collett 2.1.1 
1012/3 New Zealand Sunday School 6.1.1 
1012/4 New Zealand Sunday School 6.1.1 
1012/5 New Zealand Sunday School 2.1.1 
1028/2 Rodney Properties Limited 6.1.1 
1028/3 Rodney Properties Limited 6.1.1 
1028/4 Rodney Properties Limited 2.1.1 
1013/3 Mark Stewart 6.1.1 
1013/4 Mark Stewart 6.1.1 
1013/5 Mark Stewart 2.1.1 
1003/2 Bryan George & Carol Ann 

Taylor 
5.3.1 

1003/3 Bryan George & Carol Ann 
Taylor 

5.3.1 

1003/4 Bryan George & Carol Ann 
Taylor 

5.4.1 

1003/5 Bryan George & Carol Ann 
Taylor 

6.1.1 

1003/6 Bryan George & Carol Ann 
Taylor 

5.5.1 

1003/7 Bryan George & Carol Ann 
Taylor 

5.4.1 

1003/8 Bryan George & Carol Ann 
Taylor 

5.4.1 

1003/9 Bryan George & Carol Ann 
Taylor 

5.3.1 

1003/10 Bryan George & Carol Ann 
Taylor 

5.3.1 

1003/11 Bryan George & Carol Ann 
Taylor 

5.3.1   

  

1.0 GENERAL SUBMISSIONS ON ENTIRE VARIATION  

1.1 Submissions that Supports the Variation in its Entirety  

Pamber (Auckland) Limited 1038/1 Supports the Variation in its 
entirety 

 

1.1.1 Comments

   

Pamber (Auckland) Limited (1038/1)  

1.1.1.1 Proposed Variation

  

This Variation deals with proposed changes to the Financial Contributions and Works, Rural, 
Residential, Business and Future Development and Structure Plan chapters of the Operative 
in Part Rodney District Plan 2000.  



  
1.1.1.2 Submitters Requests

   
The submission by Pamber (Auckland) Limited supports the Variation in its entirety because 
they believe that the removal of the black out rules from the relevant provisions in the Plan 
will provide increased certainty for the development of Rodney.  

1.1.1.3 Discussion

  
The Variation proposes the removal of the black out rules , the black shading that was applied 
to policies and rules in various chapters of the Plan. These are subject to Rule 22.18.3. This 
rule states that the provisions marked by black out shading shall not have any effect for the 
purpose of determining the lawfulness of any activity, or for the purpose of processing a 
resource consent, until a variation had been notified which deleted the rule. A prerequisite to 
initiating such a variation was the establishment of an appropriate development contributions 
regime. The developer contributions policy has now been achieved through the Long Term 
Council and Community Plan (LTCCP) that was adopted in October 2009 and this Variation 
deals with the removal of the black out rules . Therefore, the removal of these black out 
rules and policies will indeed provide greater certainty to the Plan.   

However, there are changes recommended to the Variation in response to other submissions. 
Therefore this submission can only be accepted to the extent that the Variation is retained 
subject to changes recommended in response to other submissions.  

1.1.1.4 Draft Officer Recommendation Subject to Hearing and Committee Decision

   

That submission (1038/1) be accepted in part, to the extent that the Variation be retained  
subject to the changes recommended in response to other submissions.  

1.1.1.5 Draft Amendments to the District Plan Subject to Hearing and Committee Decision

   

No amendments resulting from this decision.  

1.2 Submissions that Oppose the Variation in its Entirety  

Arthur Amis 1000/1 Opposes any change to current 
provisions 

Jane M & Douglas Michael  J 
Foster 

1037/1 Seeks rejection of the Variation 
in its entirety 

 

1.2.1 Comments

   

Arthur Amis (1000/1) and Jane M Douglas and Michael J Foster (1037/1)  

1.2.1.1 Proposed Variation

  

This Variation deals with proposed changes to the Financial Contributions and Works, Rural, 
Residential, Business and Future Development and Structure Plan chapters of the Operative 
in Part Rodney District Plan 2000  

1.2.1.2 Submitters Requests

  

The submissions by Arthur Amis and Jane M Douglas and Michael J Foster oppose the 
Variation in its entirety. Arthur Amis has opposed any change to the current provisions, and 
Jane M Douglas and Michael J Foster have proposed that either the Variation be rejected in 
its entirety, or the relevant parts of Scott Road that would be affected by the Residential 
Landscape Protection minimum lot size be excluded from the Variation.  

1.2.1.3 Discussion

   

The Variation addresses the removal of the black out rules from certain provisions, a process 
which was always the intention at some point in time with the blacked out provisions, from  
their inception in the Plan in 2000. The black out rules were to be removed and the 
underlying provisions to come into effect when the Council notified a variation to remove Rule 
22.18.3 and the blacked out provisions, once it had adopted a developer contributions policy. 



 
The adoption of a developer contributions policy has now been achieved through the LTCCP 
that was adopted in October 2009. Therefore, the removal of the black out rules from these 
rules and policies will provide greater certainty to the Plan.   

The submission from Arthur Amis should be rejected. The submission by Jane M Douglas and 
Michael J Foster should also be rejected. The second submission from Jane M Douglas and 
Michael J Foster seeks changes to the provisions as an alternative to the rejection of the 
Variation, and this is dealt with in section 5 of the report in relation to submission (1037/2).  

1.2.1.4 Draft Officer Recommendation Subject to Hearing and Committee Decision

   

That submission (1000/1) and (1037/1) be rejected.  

1.2.1.5 Draft Amendments to the District Plan Subject to Hearing and Committee Decision

   

No amendments resulting from this decision.   

2.0 RESIDENTIAL CHAPTER  

2.1 Submissions  Confusion over Incorrect Advertisement of the Variation  

Stanley Ernest Collett 1027/1 Seeks 8000sqm sites 
Stanley Ernest Collett FS1050/1 Opposes submission 1027/1 
New Zealand Sunday School FS1012/5 Opposes submission 1027/1 
Rodney Properties Limited FS1028/4 Opposes submission 1027/1 
Mark Stewart FS1013/5 Opposes submission 1027/1 

 

2.1.1  Comments

   

Stanley Ernest Collett (1027/1), Stanley Ernest Collett (FS1050/1), New Zealand Sunday  
School (FS1012/5), Rodney Properties Limited (FS1028/4), Mark Stewart (FS1013/5)  

2.1.1.1 Proposed Variation

   

This submission and further submissions relate to a misunderstanding over the site sizes  
referred to in the advertisement for the Variation. The Variation makes reference to  
maintaining the 8000m2 minimum site size as opposed to introducing the blacked out

  

4,000m2  minimum site size for subdivision (including cluster subdivision) and references  
regarding the establishment of minor household units in the Low Intensity and Landscape  
Protection Residential zones, as expressed in:  

- Policy 8.8.1.2.3  relating to minimum subdivision site size; 
- Policy 8.8.2.2.4  relating to minimum cluster subdivision density; 
- Rule 8.9.2  Activity Table references to Cluster Housing; 
- Rule 8.15.2.1 (a)  Subdivision Standards; 
- Rule 8.15.2.2.2 (d)  Option 2 (Cluster Subdivision); 
- Rule 8.9.5.1 (b)  Sites for Minor Household Units.  

2.1.1.2 Submitters Requests

   

Mr Collett would like his initial submission to be ignored and for his opposition to the retention 
of the 8000m2 minimum site size in the Low Intensity and Landscape Protection Residential 
zones to be observed.  

2.1.1.3 Discussion

  

The initial submission (1027/1) from Stanley Ernest Collett misunderstood the site sizes 
referred to in the Variation due to the original site size error that appeared in the newspaper 
advertisement for the Variation to the District Plan. Mr Collett s submission supported the 
Variation on the basis that it allowed for 4,000m2 subdivisions in the Low Intensity and 
Landscape Protection Residential zones. On discovering that this was not the case, he lodged 
a further submission opposing his own submission because he would like to see 4,000m2 

minimum lot sizes and not 8,000m2. The three other further submissions associated with this 
submission therefore oppose Mr Collett s original submission because the further submitters 



 
also support a 4,000m2 site size and not

 
an 8,000m2 site size. Therefore, it is recommended 

that this submission will be accepted in part subject to the changes recommended in 
response to other submissions.  

2.1.1.4 Draft Officer Recommendation Subject to Hearing and Committee Decision

   
That submission (1027/1) be rejected and further submissions (FS1050/1), (FS1012/5), 
(FS1028/4), and (FS1013/5) be accepted in part subject to the changes recommended in 
response to other submissions. In response to a number of submissions relating to the 
minimum site size in the Low Intensity and Landscape Protection Residential zones, dealt 
with further in this report, changes to the minimum site sizes are proposed accordingly. It is 
appropriate to reject Mr Collett s original submission, seeking 8,000 site sizes, and to accept 
in part his further submission and the other three further submissions to the extent provided 
for in decisions on other submissions.   

2.1.2.4 Draft Amendments to the District Plan Subject to Hearing and Committee Decision

   

No amendments resulting from this decision. The issue of the minimum site sizes in the Low  
Intensity and Landscape Protection Residential zones is dealt with in section 4 of this report.   

3.0 LAND USE ON WHANGAPARAOA ROAD  

3.1  Submissions  

Murray Donald Bain 1001/1 Opposes residential zoning of 
land behind 503 Whangaparaoa 
Road. 
Make it a Regional Park.  

 

3.1.1 Comments

   

Murray Donald Bain (1001/1)  

3.1.1.1 Proposed Variation

   

This Variation deals with whether or not the minimum lot size of 8,000m2 should be retained in 
the Low Intensity Residential Zone, not the zoning of the land itself.   

3.1.1.2 Submitters Requests

   

The submitter objects to the zoning of the land to the south of 503 Whangaparaoa Road for 
Low Intensity Residential purposes and would like to see the area designated as National 
Park.   

3.1.1.3 Discussion

  

The land referred to in the submission is zoned as Low Intensity Residential and is private 
land. Mr Bain would like this area zoned as Regional Park. However, this Variation does not 
cover the rezoning of sites within the District Plan, and such a relief is therefore outside the 
scope of the Variation. Council does not have the authority to zone private land as Regional 
Park , and nor would it contemplate zoning private land as reserve , as the imposition of such 
a zoning would unfavourably impact upon a private landowners rights.  

3.1.1.4 Draft Officer Recommendation Subject to Hearing and Committee Decision

   

That submission (1001/1) be rejected.  



  
3.1.1.5 Draft Amendments to the District Plan Subject to Hearing and Committee Decision

   
No amendments resulting from this decision.   

4.0 GENERAL RESIDENTIAL CHAPTER SUBMISSIONS   

4.1 Submissions  

Alan Berthelsen 1010/1 Seeks amendment of 8.15.2.1(a) 
by deleting the alternative rule 
and allowing sites with area no 
less than 4000sqm in low 
intensity residential 

Alan Berthelsen 1010/2 Seeks amendment of Policy 
8.8.1.2.3 by deleting the 
alternative rule and allowing 
sites with area no less than 
4000sqm in the low intensity 
residential zone 

New Zealand Sunday School 1012/2 Opposes amendment to 
8.9.5.1(b).  Seeks 4000sqm 
minimum net site area for minor 
household units in Low intensity 
residential 

Steven A and Donna M 
Fistonich 

1014/1 Retain the rule 8.15.2.1 (a)  that 
was blacked out so that the 
minimum site size in Low 
Intensity Residential is 4000sqm 

Tullamore Properties Ltd 1021/1 Seeks the retention of 4000sqm 
minimum site size 

P R Molloy 1022/1 Seeks retention of 4000sqm 
minimum site size 

Eileen T Williamson 1023/1 Seeks that site size in low 
intensity residential zone remain 
at 4000sqm minimum 

Conner Holdings Limited 1030/1 Seeks deletion of the alternative 
rule (8000 sqm sites) and retain 
the 'blacked out' rules 
(4000sqm) sites 

David James 1041/1 Seeks that RDC undertake 
detailed investigation of all the 
areas affected by this proposal 
before proceeding, including 
assessment of the percentage of 
land in these zones which have 
already been divided, to 
ascertain the usefulness of 
retaining low density zone over 
areas already substantially 
higher density.  

Bruce Duncan McCallum 1045/1 Seeks subdivision down to 
4000sqm as a Discretionary 
Activity 

Better Living Landscapes Ltd 
& Lamb & Molloy Surveyors 

1029/1 Seeks 4000sqm sites especially 
in Warkworth/Sandspit/Snells 
Beach area 

Stanley Ernest Collett FS1050/1 Opposes submission 1027/1 

 



 
4.1.1 Comments

  
Alan Berthelsen (1010/1-2), NZ Sunday School (1012/2), Steven A and Donna M 
Fistonich (1014/1), Tullamore Properties Ltd (1021/1), P R  Molloy (1022/1), Eileen T 
Williamson (1023/1)), Connor  Holdings Ltd (1030/1), David James (1041/1)Bruce 
Duncan McCallum (1045/1), Better Living Landscapes Ltd and Lamb and Molloy 
Surveyors (1029/1) and Stanley Ernest Collett (FS1050/1)  

4.1.1.1 Proposed Variation

  
The Variation makes reference to maintaining the 8000m2 minimum site size as opposed to 
introducing the blacked out

 

4,000m2  minimum site size for subdivision (including cluster 
subdivision), and references regarding the establishment of minor household units in the Low 
Intensity and Landscape Protection Residential zones, as expressed in:  

- Policy 8.8.1.2.3  relating to minimum subdivision site size; 
- Policy 8.8.2.2.4  relating to minimum cluster subdivision density; 
- Rule 8.9.2  Activity Table references to Cluster Housing; 
- Rule 8.15.2.1 (a)  Subdivision Standards; 
- Rule 8.15.2.2.2 (d)  Option 2 (Cluster Subdivision); 
- Rule 8.9.5.1 (b)  Sites for Minor Household Units.  

4.1.1.2 Submitters Requests

   

The submissions oppose the retention of the 8,000m2 minimum lot size in the Low Intensity 
and Landscape Protection Residential zones.  

4.1.1.3 Discussion

   

The above submissions oppose a minimum lot size of 8000m2 in the Low Intensity or 
Landscape Protection Residential zones, or both zones. In order to address these 
submissions an assessment of each area zoned, either Low intensity Residential or 
Landscape Protection Residential, has been carried out in terms of the landscape character 
and the existing roading and wastewater capacity which could service future 4000m2 

subdivisions. The landscape assessment is much more detailed than the previous landscape 
assessment carried out by the Council.  This landscape assessment specifically addresses 
the issues of whether 4,000m2 versus 8,000m2 site size is appropriate in 2010, given the level 
of subdivision and development in the areas affected. A consideration of the following areas is 
provided in this section of the hearing report:  

- Helensville; 
- Hobbs Bay; 
- Leigh; 
- Orewa; 
- Sandspit; 
- Scandrett Bay; 
- Scotts Landing; 
- Silverdale/Red Beach and Stanmore Bay; 
- Snells Beach; 
- Warkworth; 
- Wellsford.   

A decision on the site size can then be made having a full understanding of the current  
situation and character of the areas, and the potential effects of a change in minimum site  
size from 8,000m2 to 4,000m2.   

Helensville 
The total land area zoned Low Intensity Residential in Helensville is approximately 27,640m2 

in size (shown below) and therefore would be able to accommodate six lots if the minimum lot 
size were to be 4,000m2.     



   
Figure 1  Sites Affected in Helensville

     

An assessment of the area has been carried out in terms of landscape character, roading and 
wastewater infrastructure capacity in order to recommend an appropriate minimum lot size.    

The landscape character assessment has concluded that enabling subdivision down to  
4,000m2 within Helensville will not adversely impact on the landscape character of the local  
area assuming the following site specific development controls are applied:  

- Exterior wall colour controls: Light reflectivity value of no more than 70%; 
- Roof colour controls: Light reflectivity value of no more than 40%; 
- Road boundary fencing control: Maximum height of 1.2m; 
- Landscape Plan to be prepared by suitably qualified specialist addressing planting where 

tree losses are necessitated of specimens greater than 3m in height. Planting design 
shall seek to ensure new building(s) and paved areas do not dominate the setting of 
McLeod House, the streetscape and general neighbourhood in views from the west and 
south. Landscape Plan to incorporate buffer planting along the western boundary 
adjoining industrial landuses. Landscape Plan to identify the character, layout and extent 
of tree and shrub planting. Planting Schedule to include proposed species, proposed 
plant sizes at the time of planting and proposed spacings (Landscape Character 
Assessment prepared by Bridget Gilbert, July 2010).   

The most appropriate means of applying such controls is via the Resource Consent process.  
It is therefore considered that as a general approach, sites of 4,000m2 can be provided for as 
a Discretionary Activity, while sites of 8,000m2 or more should remain a Restricted 
Discretionary Activity.  This will enable the Council to have more discretion over appropriate 
planting provisions and the design of buildings and structures associated with subdivision 
applications for 4,000m2 sites in order to protect the landscape character of these zones.  

There are no road capacity issues in Helensville. There is, however, a short term issue with 
regard to wastewater connections. No connections to the reticulated system are allowed until 
2013 when there will be a treatment plant upgrade. It is therefore considered that in the longer 
term subdivisions to 4,000m2 will be manageable, but in the short term they cannot be 
serviced for wastewater. It is recommended that a proviso be inserted into the rule package 
for the Low Intensity Residential zones to clearly highlight that there is a wastewater 
connection issue for these sites in Helensville; therefore subdivision down to 4,000m2 should 
not take place until this issue is resolved.    



   
Hobbs Bay 

The Low Intensity Residential and the Landscape Protection Residential Zone in the Hobbs 
Bay area have been assessed in terms of its landscape characteristics and infrastructure 
capacity.    

Figure 2  Sites Affected in Hobbs Bay

      

In terms of its landscape character three distinct landscape units have been identified in the  
area and these are shown below:  

   



 
The landscape character assessment has concluded that Landscape Unit 1 shown on Figure 2, 
the area north of Whangaparaoa Road has high coastal landscape values and the 
recommendation is that an approach similar to the Concept Plan for Scandrett Bay should be 
adopted.   

An assessment of the key landscape issues in Landscape Unit 1 in Hobbs Bay which should be 
addressed by a Concept Plan include (but are not limited to):  

- Retention and enhancement of cohesive landscape framework focussed on stream 
gullies and coastal edge; 

- Integration of open space network with landscape framework enabling public access to 
and along coastal edge; 

- Sympathetic built form and streetscape character that responds to the unique coastal 
setting; 

- Protection of archaeological features and integration of features into open space network 
where appropriate; 

- Enhancement of landscape buffer along Whangaparaoa Road providing for localised 
view shafts from the road to the coast; and 

- Consideration of visual effects of the development in views from the water and 
neighbouring residential areas to the west and east (Landscape Character Assessment 
prepared by Bridget Gilbert, July 2010).  

It is acknowledged that a Concept Plan may offer a means of guiding the development of this 
part of Hobbs Bay. However, it is outside the scope of this Variation to recommend such a way 
forward. This Variation can only recommend a minimum site size because the scope of the 
Variation made no mention of the possibility of introducing Concept Plans in these areas. In the 
absence of the ability to apply such an approach it is recommended that the minimum site size 
in this area be retained at 8,000m2.  

Landscape Unit 2 which covers the sites between Hobbs and Whangaparaoa Road has 
landscape values that derive from the green and well treed character of the hillside 
(Landscape Character Assessment by Bridget Gilbert, July 2010) and there is generally a 
successful relationship between the built environment and the vegetation in the area. It is 
estimated that approximately 40% of the area has already been subdivided to below the 
minimum lot size of 8,000m2. The conclusion of the landscape character assessment has 
recommended that if the current attractive relationship between buildings and vegetation is 
retained, allowing subdivision down to a minimum lot size of 4,000m2 will not adversely impact 
on the landscape character values of the landscape unit.  The following development controls 
are also recommended:  

- Maximum retaining wall height: 1m; 
- All retaining structures to be constructed in either natural timber or material to match 

house exterior. Where retaining is required along road boundaries, retaining to be 
screened by planting; 

- Exterior wall colour controls: Light reflectivity value of no more than 70%; 
- Roof colour controls: Light reflectivity value of no more than 40%; 
- Buildings to be stepped to follow the contour; 
- Hobbs Road and Clayden Drive boundary fencing control: Maximum 1.2m high post and 

rail or 1.2m high post and wire; 
- Landscape Plan to be prepared by suitably qualified specialist addressing how built form 

will be successfully integrated by vegetation. Landscape Plan to address mitigation 
planting where tree losses are necessitated of specimens greater than 3.0m in height. 
Planting design shall seek to ensure new building(s) and paved areas do not dominate in 
views from surrounding roads, neighbouring properties and general neighbourhood. 
Landscape Plan to identify the character, layout and extent of tree and scrub planting. 
Planting Schedule to include proposed species, proposed plant sizes at the time of 
planting and proposed spacings 

- Landscape Plan shall include minimum 10.0m width riparian planting along all perennial 
and ephemeral watercourses in accordance with District Plan rules for riparian plantings 

- Landscape Management addressing weed removal, ongoing weed and pest control 
measures, the ongoing management of native vegetation  and the ongoing management 
of mature exotic tree species and their replacement planting with locally appropriate 
indigenous species (Landscape Character Assessment prepared by Bridget Gilbert, July 
2010).  



 
Landscape Unit 3 includes the land south of Hobbs Road, Roberts Road-Balboa Drive valley 
and land west of and south of Roberts Road, including Catalina Point. The landscape 
character assessment has concluded that this area is largely urban in character and that 
enabling subdivision down to 4,000m2 would not adversely impact on the landscape unit.  

In terms of wastewater provisions there are presently enough connections available for the 
approximate number of potential subdivisions of 4,000m2 in each Landscape Unit. The roading 
capacity should also be sufficient although there are some constraints on Whangaparaoa 
Road.  

There are a significant number of properties in the Hobbs Bay and Gulf Harbour area that are 
expected to be built in future. A study has been carried out on future improvements required 
on Whangaparaoa Road and these have taken into account future subdivisions expected in 
the area.  Therefore, roading capacity shouldn t be an issue for these potential subdivisions, 
and 4,000m2 minimum lot sizes will be acceptable in Landscape Units 2 and 3.   

Leigh 

The area of Leigh covered by a Low Intensity Residential zoning, shown in Figure 3 below, is 
an attractive bush clad moderate to steeply sloping hill side with expansive coastal views. The 
landscape character assessment concludes that enabling subdivision down to a 4,000m2 lot 
size will adversely impact on the landscape character of the local area and that an 8,000m2 lot 
size should be retained.  

Figure 3  Sites Affected in Leigh

     

It has also been recommended that in order to retain and enhance the existing landscape 
character values of the area, certain development controls should apply to the subdivision of 
Low Intensity Residential zoned sites in Leigh in order to minimise the impact on landscape 
character. These controls would guide the design of all structures (including retaining walls 
and fencing), require that a comprehensive landscape plan is prepared and recommend 
riparian planting where appropriate.  

However, these development controls cannot be used as assessment criteria for future 
subdivision in Leigh because they are outside the scope of this Variation. The Variation deals 
with the implementation of a new minimum lot size, but does not support any changes to the 
current provisions. Therefore, the current assessment criteria that applies to 8,000m2 

subdivisions will still apply.  

In addition to the recommendation of the landscape character assessment to retain the 
8,000m2 minimum lot size, the infrastructure in Leigh is also not of a sufficient capacity to 
provide for a greater number of future subdivisions. There is no reticulated wastewater system 
in the area; therefore, private onsite servicing would be required for any additional lots. The 
roading capacity in the area is also deficient, in particular in terms of the capacity of the Hill 
Street intersection.    



  
Orewa 

All of the existing lots in the Landscape Protection zones in Orewa, shown in Figure 4, are 
already subdivided down to 4,000m2; therefore, there is no need to further consider the effects 
on landscape character or infrastructure of further subdivision.  

Figure 4  Sites Affected in Orewa

      

Sandspit  

Sandspit has a number of Low Intensity Residential and Landscape Protection Residential 
zonings, as shown in Figure 5 below. The area is generally characterised by a complex 
network of steeply incised valleys interspersed with regenerating bush clad hill landforms, 
giving way to a coastline dominated by steep rocky cliffs and small scale sandy beaches.  

The Low Intensity lots are generally in the inland areas and the Landscape Protection zonings 
are on the coastal edge. The current lot sizes are made up of approximately 4% of lots of less 
than 4,000m2, approximately 31% of lots ranging from between 4,000m2 to 8,000m2 and 
approximately 65% of lots greater than 8,000m2 in size. Therefore, the majority of the lots are 
greater than the proposed 8,000m2 minimum lot size.     

Figure 5  Sites Affected in Sandspit

     

The landscape character assessment has concluded that given the landscape values and the 
fact that the majority of the sites are over 8,000m2, it is appropriate to retain this minimum site 
size. In order to retain and enhance the existing landscape character values of the area 
certain development controls should apply to the subdivision of Low Intensity Residential 
zoned sites in Sandspit in order to minimise the impact on landscape character. These 



 
controls would guide the design of all structures (including retaining walls and fencing), 
require that a comprehensive landscape plan is prepared and recommend riparian planting 
where appropriate.  

However, these development controls cannot be used as assessment criteria for future 
subdivision in Sandspit because they are outside the scope of this Variation. The Variation 
deals with the implementation of a new minimum lot size, but does not support any changes 
to the current provisions. Therefore, the current assessment criteria that applies to 8,000m2 

subdivisions will still apply.  

In addition to the landscape character assessment, the roading network in Sandspit is also 
not suitable to support 4,000m2 minimum lot sizes. There would be major safety and capacity 
issues on Sandspit Road and the Hill Street junction. Between State Highway 1 and 
Mahurangi East Road, Sandspit Road caters for an average of 6,200 vehicles per day and is 
at capacity at this present time. The area also does not have a reticulated wastewater system 
and there are no plans at this current time to construct one. Therefore, the infrastructure 
provisions in Sandspit are inadequate to service a 4,000m2 minimum lot size. For these 
reasons it is recommended that a 8,000m2 minimum lot size is retained in Sandspit.  

Scandrett Bay 

The area affected by the Variation is the headland between Algies and Goldworthy Bays, 
shown in Figure 6 below:  

Figure 6  Sites Affected in Scandrett Bay

  


