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QUALIFICATIONS AND EXPERTISE

My full name is Jonathan Guy Clease. | am a Director at planning
and resource management consulting firm Planz Consultants
Limited and practice as a Planner and Urban Designer. | hold a
Batchelor of Science (Geography), a Master of Regional and
Resource Planning, and a Master of Urban Design. | am a Full

member of the New Zealand Planning Institute.

| have some thirty years’ experience working as a planner, with this
work including policy development, providing S42A reports on plan
changes, the development of plan changes and associated s32
assessments, and preparing resource consent applications. | have
worked in both the private and public sectors, in both the United

Kingdom and New Zealand.

| have assisted in the development of the second-generation
Kaipara, Timaru, Selwyn, and Waimakariri District Plans and the
preparation of s42A reports on the Rural, Village, Medium Density,
and Future Urban Zones as part of the review of the Waikato
District Plan. | recently prepared the S42A reports on PC68, PC72,
and PC79 in Prebbleton on the outskirts of Christchurch, and the
S42A reports on PC83, PC84, and PC85 in Mangawhai in
Northland with these private plan changes in combination seeking
some 3,800 lots. | have separately prepared the applications or
evidence to support three significant plan changes in Christchurch,
Woodend, and Rolleston that in combination provide for 3,200

households.

CODE OF CONDUCT

| have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses issued as
part of the Environment Court Practice Notes. | agree to comply
with the code and am satisfied the matters | address in my evidence

are within my expertise. | am not aware of any material facts that |
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have omitted that might alter or detract from the opinions | express

in my evidence.

SCOPE OF REPORT

| have been asked by Kaikoura District Council (the Council) to
prepare this report under section 42A of the Resource Management
Act 1991 (the RMA) to document the assessment of the private
plan change request (PC6) to the Operative Kaikoura District Plan
(the Operative Plan).

This report effectively acts as an audit of the detailed information
lodged with the plan change request, including any subsequent
updates to the application, along with an assessment of any matters
raised by submitters on the plan change. The request was prepared
by Resource Management Group (RMG) on behalf of Cargill Station
Limited (the Applicant).

A full copy of the plan change request, the amended request as a
result of a Request for Further Information, submissions, summary
of submissions, and other relevant documentation can be found on

the Council’s website."

The purpose of this report is to both assist the Hearing
Commissioners in evaluating the request and deciding on
submissions made on PC6, and to assist submitters in
understanding how their submission affects the planning process.
This report includes recommendations on matters raised in
submissions, and several discrete amendments to the proposed

PC6 provisions having considered the statutory requirements.

For the avoidance of doubt, it should be emphasised that any
conclusions reached or recommendations made in this report
are not binding on the Hearing Commissioners. It should not

therefore be assumed that the Hearing Commissioners will reach



https://www.kaikoura.govt.nz/council/public-notices/zclosed-public-notices/plan-change-6-ocean-ridge-development
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the same conclusions or recommendations, having considered all

the evidence from the Applicant and submitters.

My recommendations on individual submissions are set out in

Appendix 1.

In preparing this report | have:

¢ Reviewed the original plan change request, the Request for

Further Information (RFI) and the updated plan change

documentation received in response;

e Read all the submissions and further submissions received on

the plan change request, along with correspondence from

several submitters;

e Visited the site and the surrounding area on several

occasions;

e Considered the statutory framework and other relevant

planning documents; and

¢ Reviewed, and where necessary relied on, the peer reviews

provided by other technical experts engaged by the Council to

assist with the reporting on this private plan change, as

follows:

Appendix 2:

Appendix 3:

Appendix 4:

Appendix 5:

Appendix 6:

Infrastructure Assessment (Mr Day, Council Service

Delivery Manager);
Ecological Review (Dr Blakely, Boffa Miskell Ltd);
Landscape Review (Mr Bentley, Boffa Miskell Ltd);
Letter from Te Rdnanga o Kaikoura;

Letter from NZTA (Submitter S19).

PROCEDURAL MATTERS

The Plan Change request was lodged with the Council on 22"

September 2025. A Request for Further Information (RFI) was

issued by the Council on 215t October 2025, seeking clarification on
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a number of matters in order to better understand the outcomes
sought by the plan change. The applicant responded on 10"
November 2025 with the additional information sought. PC6 was
accepted for public notification by the Council on 19" November
2025 and was formally notified on 20" November 2025.

Submissions closed on 19" December 2025. A total of 28
submissions were received.? Of these, 19 submissions were in
support, 3 submissions support-in-part, 2 submissions were neutral,

and 4 submissions were in opposition.

These submissions were then summarised, and the summary of
submissions was notified on 4™ February 2026 and closed on 18™

February 2026. One further submission was received.

| understand that following the close of submissions, the applicant
has engaged with a number of submitters. The Council has
subsequently received written confirmation from four of the
submitters that they wish to have their submissions withdrawn,
namely the Blakes (S1), Wrights (S15), Ms Clelland (S20), and Mr
McGregor (S24)). The Blakes, Ms Clelland, and Mr McGregor were

submitters in opposition, and the Wrights were ‘support-in-part’.

Correspondence has also been received from Ms Solomon (S25)
that her position has changed from being in opposition to now being
in support. There are therefore no original submitters remaining

who are opposed to the plan change.

Mr Laurence Field lodged a further submission in support of Ms
Solomon’s submission as notified i.e. Mr Field supported Ms
Solomon’s reasons for opposing PC6. Mr Field has confirmed that
he no longer wishes to be heard, however he has not withdrawn his
further submission. It is my understanding that even where an

original submission is withdrawn or the submitter’s position is

2 Noting that the Wrights initially lodged submission 5. This submission was then
withdrawn prior to the summary of submissions being notified. It was replaced by a
new submission 15. The Wrights have subsequently also withdrawn S15.



Proposed Private Plan Change 6: For Kaikoura District Council
S42A Report by Jonathan Clease

4.7

4.8

4.9

4.10

5.0

5.1

changed, further submissions still have standing on the basis that

they were originally made.

Correspondence received from the New Zealand Transport Agency
Waka Kotahi (NZTA, S19) has confirmed that they no longer wish
to be heard on the basis that the proposed PC6 provisions address
their concerns (Appendix 6). They have also confirmed that they

are not withdrawing their submission, and that they remain neutral.

The changes in submitter position are reflected in the
recommendations on submissions in Appendix 1 which has been
updated to show which submissions have been withdrawn or the

submitter’s position amended.

None of the submissions received raise questions of scope, were
late, or otherwise give rise to matters of a procedural nature that

require a determination by the Panel.

As a final procedural matter, following the close of submissions a
letter has been received from Te RUnanga o Kaikoura (attached as
Appendix 5). This is not a late submission but rather is simply
correspondence on the Plan Change from mana whenua. | discuss

this letter in more detail in the below section on cultural effects.

STATUTORY FRAMEWORK

The functions of Council as set out in s31 of the RMA include the
establishment, implementation and review of objectives, policies

and methods to:

A) achieve integrated management of the effects of the use,
development and protection of land and associated natural and

physical resources; and

B) control any actual or potential effects of the use, development or

protection of land.
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Provided that the proposed rezoning aligns with the outcomes
sought in the District Plan objectives and policies, the change in

zone will be in accordance with the role and function of the Council.

The process for making a plan change request and how this is to be

processed is set out in Schedule 1 of the RMA.

Section 73(2) of the RMA allows for any person to request that a
change be made to the District Plan, in accordance with the

process set out in Part 2 or Part 5 of Schedule 13.

Clause 22 of Part 2 of Schedule 1 requires that the plan change
request: explain the purpose of, and reasons for, the proposed
change; contain an evaluation report prepared in accordance with
section 32 of the RMA; and where environmental effects are
anticipated, describe those effects in such detail as corresponds
with the scale and significance of the actual or potential
environmental effects anticipated from the implementation of the

change.

In this case, the tests to be applied to the consideration of PC6
under Schedule 1 Part 2 of the RMA are summarised below and

include whether:

A) It accords with and assists the Council to carry out its functions
(s74(1)(a) and s31).

B) It accords with Part 2 of the Act (s74(1)(b)).

C) It accords with a national policy statement, a national planning

standard and any regulation (s74)1(ea) and (f)).

D) It will give effect to any national policy statement, the New
Zealand Coastal Policy Statement, national planning standard

or operative regional policy statement (s75(3)(a)(b)(ba) and (c)).

3 Part 5 of Schedule 1 relates to the use of the ‘streamlined planning process’ and
is not relevant to this plan change.
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E) The objectives of the request are the most appropriate way to
achieve the purpose of the RMA (s32(1)(a)).

F) The provisions in the plan change are the most appropriate way
to achieve the objectives of the District Plan and the purpose of
the request (s32(1)(b)).

In evaluating the appropriateness of PC6, the Council must also:

A) Have particular regard to an evaluation report prepared in
accordance with s32 (s74(1)(d) and (e)).

B) Have regard to any proposed regional policy statement, and
management plans and strategies prepared under any other
Acts and consistency with the plans or proposed plans of

adjacent territorial authorities (s74(2)).

C) Take into account any relevant planning document recognised
by an iwi authority (s74(2A)).

D) Not have regard to trade competition or the effects of trade
competition (s74(3)).

E) Not be inconsistent with a water conservation order or regional
plan (s75(4)).

F) Have regard to actual and potential effects on the environment,
including, in particular, any adverse effect in respect to making a
rule (s76(3)).

The functions of the Council set out in s31 of the Act that are
required to be maintained when evaluating the appropriateness of
PC6 include the establishment, implementation and review of

objectives, policies, and methods to:

A) Achieve integrated management of the effects of the use,
development and protection of land and associated natural and

physical resources (s31(1)(a)).
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B) To ensure that there is sufficient development capacity in
respect of housing and business land to meet the expected
demands of the district (s31(1)(aa)).

C) Control any actual or potential effects of the use, development,
or protection of land (s31(1)(b)).

The request considers the actual and potential effects of the plan
change on the environment, and where necessary, | have made
further comment and assessment of these later in this report,
including by reference to the specialist assessments undertaken by
the Council’s experts. Similarly, an assessment of PC6 against the

various statutory documents is set out further below.

THE PROPOSED PLAN CHANGE AND SITE DESCRIPTION

Background

The Plan Change site encompasses the Ocean Ridge Development
Area (ORDA). The ORDA forms what is in effect a stand-alone
zone and chapter in the Operative Plan in terms of zone provisions.
Development in the area remains subject to the Operative Plan
chapters that address thematic matters such as natural hazards,
subdivision, earthworks, transport etc. The ORDA was put in place
via a private plan change process in 2005, with the provisions

updated via a subsequent Council-led plan change in 2010.

The ORDA provisions in the Operative Plan currently enable up to
336 residential units and a small commercial centre to be
developed on the site. The ORDA is also subject to an Outline
Development Plan (ODP) that guides the location of key features
such as road links, various housing sub-areas, and extensive areas
of ecological restoration. The Operative Plan ODP is shown in

Figure 1 below.



Proposed Private Plan Change 6: For Kaikoura District Council
S42A Report by Jonathan Clease

Figure 1. Operative Plan ODP

Appendix P: Outline Development Plan 1 - Ocean
Ridge Comprehensive Living Zone
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As an existing urban zoned Development Area, the starting context
for PC6 is materially different to that typically experienced with
greenfield plan changes where the operative zoning is invariably
rural in nature. Whilst the undeveloped portion of the site is
currently comprised of rural paddocks, the Operative Plan ORDA
zoning anticipates that it will be developed for residential outcomes.
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Site context

6.4 Ocean Ridge is located approximately 3km southwest of the
Kaikoura town centre. The site has frontage to State Highway 1
(SH1) to the southeast, the Kaikoura Golf Club to the southwest,
and the main trunk rail line (and thereafter Green Lane) to the north

and west.

6.5 The site has been under development for approximately 20 years
and has been partially built out, in general accordance with the
ODP. Existing housing is focussed towards the southern end of the
site with access off SH1 via Ocean Ridge Boulevard. Existing
housing is reflective of suburban typologies and is comprised of
detached single or double storey dwellings set within landscaped
gardens. The commercial hub is yet to be developed and is

currently maintained as grassed paddocks.

6.6 Extensive areas of ecological restoration plantings have been
established along the site’s steeper slopes and watercourses
(approximately 27ha). These restoration areas have been
developed in parallel with the housing stages and as such are also
concentrated towards the southern end of the site. The ecological
restoration areas shown on the operative ODP and that are yet to
be established are primarily located towards the western side of the
site parallel to the rail corridor and future road corridor to Green

Lane.

6.7 Housing is capped at 168 units until such time as a road link is
formed through the site from State Highway 1 to Green Lane to

enable an alternative access to the Development Area.*

6.8 The PC6/ Ocean Ridge area is shown in Figure 2 below.

4 Operative Plan, Subdivision Chapter, rule SUB-S10(6)
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Figure 2. PC6 extent®

Infrastructure Acceleration Fund

6.9 The Council has been successful in partnering with the Government
to obtain funding via the Government’s Infrastructure Acceleration
Fund (IAF). The key purpose of this fund is described on the IAF
website® as being to “provide councils with funding to support the
delivery of critical infrastructure (transport, water and flood
management projects) needed to enable housing development and
commits councils and developers to building homes in areas of high
housing need’.

6.10 In Kaikdura, the secured funding is to be used to form a road
connection from Ocean Ridge Drive, over the rail line via a new

bridge, to connect with Green Lane. This link will provide an

5 Image source: PC6 s32 report, Figure 1 ‘Application Site Plan
6 https://nationalinfrastructure.govt.nz/infrastructure-acceleration-fund/
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alternative access route from Ocean Ridge to Kaikoura High School
and the town centre via Green Lane/ Ludstone Road and will
enable Ocean Ridge residents to access the town centre without

the need to travel on SH1.

The road link that is the current limiting factor on the Ocean Ridge
housing cap is therefore committed to be developed. A resource
consent for early-stage bulk earthworks to support the carriageway

formation has recently been granted.

Confirmation of the delivery of this road link is integral to the build-
out of the latter stages of Ocean Ridge. The ability to now open up
the western parts of the site has been the catalyst for the Applicant
to revisit the ORDA provisions to ensure that they reflect changes in
housing demand and growth in the wider township since the ORDA

was originally incorporated into the Operative Plan.

PC6 OUTCOMES

PC6 does not seek any expansion or amendment to the ORDA
zone boundaries. The primary focus of PC6 is instead on
undertaking a comprehensive review of the ORDA provisions i.e.
what happens within the existing ORDA zoned area. The ORDA
chapter is proposed to be substantively revised with the operative
ODP replaced with a new ODP. Discrete amendments are also
proposed to a number of thematic Operative Plan chapters where

they contain provisions that impact on the ORDA.”

The key changes in the outcomes sought by PC6 relative to the
operative provisions are summarised below.

Residential yields, densities, and locations

The proposed ORDA provisions are linked to the identification of

various sub-areas within the overall Development Area, namely the

7 PC6 proposes amendments to the District Plan chapters addressing earthworks,
natural hazards, noise, subdivision, transport, and urban form and development
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existing residential areas (white), the Crest (orange), Countryside
Living (yellow), the Farm (blue), Greenlane (green), and the Hub

(pink), as shown on the proposed PC6 ODP in Figure 3.2

Figure 3. Proposed ODP with sub-areas

7.4

7.5

PLAN 1

KEY FEATURES
AND SUB-AREAS

OCEAN RIDGE DEVELOPMENT
OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLAN
REVISKN )

The formation of the Green Lane road link and associated

improvements to reticulated services facilitates an increase in total
housing yield of a further 150 residential units (from 336 currently to
486 in total).

PC6 seeks to focus the increased housing yield towards the
undeveloped parts of the site. The density outcomes and built form
standards for the existing, established residential parts of Ocean
Ridge will therefore remain largely unchanged so that existing
residents retain the amenity outcomes that were in place when they
bought into the development. The number of new residential units in
each of the sub-areas is proposed to be capped. | note that

cumulatively the sub-area caps exceed the overall cap of 486.° |

8 PC6 Subdivision Chapter, ORDA ODP, Plan 1
° |bid, rule SUB-S10(1)
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understand that this method is to provide a degree of flexibility with
future subdivision design where the allocation of housing within the
site may vary, but the overall pressure on services and roading
generated by the ORDA will remain within the ambit of that

anticipated by 486 households and the mixed use area.

As well as increasing yield, some flexibility is also proposed in
terms of housing typologies to enable pockets of medium density
housing in the Greenlane, Farm and Hub sub-areas to better meet
the diverse housing needs of the community. Diverse typologies are
enabled by a combination of a reduction in the minimum site size to
350m?in the Greenlane sub-area, along with the ability to develop
medium density housing typologies as a restricted discretionary

activity (with no minimum site size).

The other key change in relation to housing is the proposed
development of up to 60 houses in the Farm sub-area to the
northwest of the golf course. Whilst this new housing area is within
the operative ORDA zone, it is on a part of the site that has not
been previously identified for housing. The Farm is potentially
exposed to flood risk generated by a breakout of the Kowhai River,
with flood risk discussed in more detail in the below section on

natural hazards.

Large Country Living lots are proposed across the elevated slopes
above Ingles Drive that were previously to be retained as open
grassland and restoration areas. Large lot development is
anticipated to deliver similar levels of open space and restoration
planting but with ownership privately held given that Council has
indicated that it does not wish to accept these large areas as vested
public open space. Public walking track access through this area is

to be maintained.

The Hub commercial centre

The size of the proposed commercial centre (the Hub) on Kersage
Drive is proposed to be expanded from 1.54ha to 5.64ha to better

meet the needs of the enlarged local residential catchment.
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Operative Plan limits on Gross Floor Area (GFA) associated with
various non-residential activities are also proposed to be increased,
and a portion of the Hub adjacent to Ludley Drive is proposed to

enable buildings up to 15m in height.

The proposed ODP includes provision for a new left-out only exit
access onto SH1 to improve traffic management associated with
the expanded Hub. The ODP also facilitates the expansion of the
Hub over a portion of Kekeno Park which is currently vested in
Council as recreation reserve. The ODP identifies that any such
expansion is dependent on the outcome of a separate reserve
exchange process and associated public consultation to be
undertaken under the Reserves Act.’® The ODP therefore enables
the expansion of the Hub in terms of the District Plan/ RMA
framework in the event that a future reserve exchange process is
successful. If the reserve exchange does not proceed, then the Hub
simply does not expand in that direction as ownership of the

existing reserve area will not have been secured.

Ecological restoration

All existing native restoration areas are to be retained. The future,
yet to be established, restoration areas shown on the Operative
ODP are proposed to be amended with these areas reduced in size
but increased in quality/ ecological value. In short, there is a
reduction in the extent of the proposed open grassland areas and
their replacement with smaller, ecologically higher value, areas of
wetland and bush. The ecological effects of these changes are
considered in more detail in the below assessment of ecological

matters.

ASSESSMENT OF THE KEY CHANGES SOUGHT BY PC6

The core role of the S42A reporting process is to assess any
proposed amendments to the Operative Plan against s32

0 See ODP ‘Plan 4 — Detailed layout Hub area’
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requirements and the statutory responsibilities of territorial
authorities, as set out in Section 5 above, namely do the
amendments sought through PC6 more effectively and efficiently
deliver the outcomes sought in the Operative Plan (and the purpose

of PC6) compared with the status quo zone provisions.

The S42A Report also provides an opportunity consider any matters
raised by submitters. In this case, there are no remaining
submissions in opposition, with the remaining neutral or ‘support in
part’ submissions focussed on discrete matters in contention. |
assess the remaining matters raised by submitters in the below

topic-based sections of this report:

A) Land Suitability — Geotechnical and flood hazards and the NPS-

Natural Hazards;
B) Land Contamination and the NES-CS;
C) Highly Productive Land and the NPS-HPL;

D) Infrastructure Servicing (Water, Wastewater Stormwater/ Flood

Hazards);
E) Transportation
F) Ecology
G) Landscape;
H) Cultural;

I) Urban Form, Character, Housing and Business Capacity and
the NPS-UD

LAND SUITABILITY

Geotechnical Considerations and the NPS-NH

A package of changes to the national planning framework came into

force on 15 January 2026 i.e. after PC6 was publicly notified. These
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new National Policy Statements (NPS) were not therefore able to

be assessed as part of the PC6 application/ s32 report.

Of direct relevance to an assessment of geotechnical hazards (and
also flood risk), is a new National Policy Statement on Natural
Hazards (NPS-NH).

The NPS-NH provides a nationally consistent framework for
managing natural hazard risk associated with subdivision, use and

development.

The NPS-NH contains a single objective which seeks that “natural
hazard risk to people and property associated with subdivision, use
and development is managed using a risk-based proportionate

approach”.
The NPS-NH policy framework requires, in summary, the following:

e proposals are to be assessed against a ‘risk matrix’ included
as Appendix 1 to the NPS-NH. This matrix assesses the
likelihood of an event occurring against the consequences of
that event.

o that the management of risks be proportionate to the level of
risk;

o that development subject to very high natural hazard risk be
avoided;

¢ that mitigation should not create or increase significant hazard
risks to other sites without proportionate mitigation;

e that risk assessments and decisions must be based on the
best available information and must be made even if that
information is uncertain or incomplete; and

¢ that the potential impacts of climate change to at least 100

years into the future be considered.

Parts of the PC6 site are subject to potential natural hazards

associated with liquefaction, slope stability and flooding!'. These

" As identified by operative District Plan liquefaction, debris inundation, and urban
flood hazard overlays
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risks are now required to be assessed in accordance with the NPS-
NH risk matrix as directed by NPS-NH Policy 1, taking into account
any mitigation available through the subdivision consent process

required under the Operative Plan and PC6 provisions.

The PC6 request included a geotechnical report prepared by Fraser
Thomas Ltd." This report identified that the site has a generally flat
to rolling topography with steeper slopes located to around the
Country Living sub-area. The lower parts of the site are underlain
by a mix of marine sediments to the south and alluvial sediments to
the west. Higher parts of the site are comprised of sandstone and
limestone rock, overlain by residual soils, loess colluvium, and
landslide debris derived from the weathering of these small hills."®
Groundwater is assessed as being between 2m and 4.5m below

ground level across the lower lying development areas.'

In line with the Operative Plan hazard overlays, the geotechnical
report has assessed risk relating to both liquefaction and slope
stability. The field investigations comprised a visual appraisal, 3
machine boreholes, 14 Cone Penetration Test (CPT) soundings, 16
machine excavated test pits, and 12 hand augered boreholes with

associated Dynamic Cone Penetrometer (DCP) scala tests.™

In terms of liquefaction risk, the geotechnical report identifies that
potentially liquefiable layers are generally located at least 4.5m
below the ground surface. The report notes that following the 2016
Kaikoura earthquake event, no obvious liquefaction ejecta was
observed at the subject site. This ‘real world’ outcome reflects the
outcomes predicted by the modelling undertaken in the
geotechnical report, informed by the field investigation findings. The
report concludes that for foundation design purposes, the site is
assumed to be within Foundation Technical Category 1 (TC1), as
defined by the MBIE Canterbury guidelines, that it is unlikely that

liquefaction induced ground deformation could occur at the site in

2 PC6 application, Appendix 9
3 PCB, Appendix 9, pg. 9

14 |bid, pg. 20

15|bid, pg. 10
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response to a large earthquake event, and that the ground
settlements at the site in response to seismic loading should be
considered to be “within normally accepted tolerances”, as defined

by the MBIE Canterbury guidance document.'®

Regarding land stability, the geotechnical assessment found that
side slopes in the yet-to-be developed parts of the site have a
satisfactory theoretical factor of safety against deep-seated
instability of the veneer soils." Two areas of potential instability risk
are identified — one in the Greenlane sub-area associated with a
historic pre-1940s landslide, and one in the slopes immediately
above the Hub sub-area. The report recommends that buttress
trench drains be installed within the Greenlane area, in order to
control the groundwater levels within the slope and to mitigate
against the risk of groundwater levels rising to a level which may
result in slope instability. The report also recommends that
excavation and earthworks at the base of the slope behind the Hub
sub-area be designed and undertaken under the supervision of a
geotechnical engineer, with this latter recommendation captured in

the PC6 rule package.'®

Given the steepness of some of the side slopes, the report identifies
that there is a risk of some slopes being affected by shallow soil
creep. The report recommends that house site-specific geotechnical
reports be prepared for specific building developments (in support
of an application for building consent). Foundations can be
designed for the effects of surficial soils creep, so as to meet the

performance requirements of the New Zealand Building Code.

The site is an existing Development Area and therefore
urbanisation is anticipated. | consider that the geotechnical report
has examined the two most likely sources of geotechnical natural
hazard risk and has concluded that the undeveloped parts of the
site that are exposed to liquefaction or slope instability risks are

discrete in area. The report also concludes that these risks can be

16]pid, pg. 43
17 |bid, pg. 25
18 PC6, ODP narrative, clause 3.22
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9.13

9.14

9.15

managed through specific site/ earthworks design as part of the
subdivision process, with widely accepted engineering solutions

being available.

I note that PC6 does not seek to remove either the Liquefaction
Hazard Overlay or the Debris Inundation Overlay from the ORDA
planning maps. Consideration of liquefaction risk therefore remains
a matter of control under SUB-R1(1)(4). Subdivision within the
Debris Inundation Overlay remains a restricted discretionary activity
under SUB-R1(4)(a)(iii), as are new residential units as a land use
activity under NH-R4.

In addition to the retention of these existing rules, PC6 introduces a
new reference to the need to assess land stability adjacent to The
Hub sub-area via the proposed ODP narrative, Clause 3.22 as

follows:

“Land stability at the Hub area — Any earthworks activities
exceeding a maximum depth of 0.5m in the 15m building
height area in the Hub Area shown on Outline Development
Plan 4 will be designed by, and carried out under the
supervision of, a suitably qualified geo-professional to ensure
risks from land instability, including from potential reactivation
or exacerbation of historical landslides in the slope above this

area, are effectively managed”.

Given the more detailed understanding of slope stability across the
site and the identification of both historic slips in the Greenlane sub-
area and the slope toe issues in parts of the Hub, | consider there
would also be merit in adding a new matter of control to SUB-
R1(1)(4) ensure consideration of slope stability is captured as part

of the subdivision process as follows:
4. Natural hazards

Liquefaction within the Liquefaction Hazard Overlay, with the

matters of control restricted to:

19 |bid, pg. 26
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9.16

9.17

. Geotechnical recommendations from a site-specific
geotechnical assessment of liquefaction hazard, including

testing of soils;

1. Location, size and design of the subdivision, roads, access,

services;

Ill. Recommendations for foundations for future buildings;

IV.Remediation and ground treatment.

Slope stability in the Ocean Ridge Development Area within

the Greenlane Area and Hub Area as shown on Outline

Development Plan 1 in DEV2 Appendix 1, with the matters of

control restricted to:

V. Geotechnical recommendations from a site-specific

geotechnical assessment of slope stability and shallow

soil creep, including testing of soils; and

VI. The matters at 4.11 — 4.iv above as relates to slope

stability and shallow soil creep.

The Fraser Thomas Report was prepared prior to the NPS-NH and
therefore it did not include an assessment of the NPS-NH Appendix
1 risk matrix. This is an exercise that the Applicant may want its
experts to undertake as part of their evidence. That said, the report
is clear that the liquefaction risks are ‘none to minor'? and the slope
instability risks are able to be appropriately managed to meet S106
RMA requirements. These findings would appear to align with a

‘low’ categorisation under the NPS-NH matrix.

Subject to the above risk assessment being confirmed by the
Applicant’s experts utilising the NPS-NH matrix, and the above
recommended amendments to the subdivision rules, | consider that
for geotechnical hazards PC6 is consistent with the outcomes
sought in Policy 3, namely that development in areas with very high

hazard risk be avoided; and that development will not result in

20 |bid, pg. 41
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significant hazard risks to other sites (following mitigation), as

required in Policy 4.

9.18 In my view, PC6 therefore meets the direction contained in the
NPS-NH regarding a proportionate and risk-based approach to

managing geotechnical-based natural hazards.

Flood Risk

9.19 In addition to geotechnical hazards, parts of the site are potentially
exposed to flood risk. Flood risk generated from rainfall landing
within the site and that subsequently flows into the small streams
running through the Greenlane sub-area is discussed in the below
section on stormwater management as such runoff is primarily a
stormwater management issue given the small size of the

catchment.

9.20 The key flood risk to Kaikoura township is generated by the Kowhai
River which has historically flooded across the Kaikoura plain, as

shown in Figure 4.2

Figure 4. Kowhai River flood risk to the Kaikoura township

21 Image source: Canterbury Maps, 1:200 AEP event
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9.21 The Farm sub-area is located between the Golf Club and the
existing housing on Greenburn Way. The Farm and golf course are
both located on a historic Kowhai River delta which is exposed to
flooding from a break out of the Kowhai River through the existing
stop banks located downstream of the rail bridge, as shown in

Figure 5.2

Figure 5. Kowhai River flood risk to the Farm sub-area

i Waner Depth (m above ground

9.22 The development of the Farm for some 60 residential lots is a new
element of PCG relative to the Operative Plan provisions.
Approximately 25 of the proposed lots will be located within the
parts of the Farm that are exposed to flood risk. The
appropriateness of locating housing in this part of the site and the
associated modelling and mitigation of flood risk is a key concern
raised in the submission from the Canterbury Regional Council
(CRC, S26).

9.23 The Operative Plan currently manages flood risk as follows:

e Urban areas potentially exposed to flood hazard are
identified in an ‘Urban Flood Hazard Assessment Overlay’

shown on the planning maps.

22 Image source: Canterbury Maps, 1:200 AEP event
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9.24

9.25

Subdivision within the overlay is a restricted discretionary
activity (SUB-R1(4)(s)(i));

New hazard sensitive buildings (which include residential
units) are permitted under rule NH-R2(1) where they are
either located outside of High Flood hazard Areas; or have a
finished floor level (FFL) equal to or higher than the
minimum floor level as stated in a Flood Hazard Assessment
Certificate issued in accordance with activity standard NH-
S1 ;23

It is important to note that ‘High Flood hazard Areas’ are not
spatially commensurate with the Urban Flood Assessment
Overlay. They are not mapped but are instead defined in the
Operative Plan as “areas subject to inundation events where
the water depth (metres) x velocity (metres per second) is
greater than or equal to 1 or where depths are greater than

1 metre, in a 500 year ARI flood event’.

A Flood Hazard Assessment Certificate is issued by the
Council under NH-S1 which will identify whether the site is
within a High Flood Hazard Area; and will specify a minimum

floor level that is 300mm above the 500 year ARI flood level.

The PC6 application includes a memorandum prepared by Pattle
Delamore Partners (PDP).2* The PDP memorandum draws on an
earlier technical report prepared by PDP for the Council in relation
to a wider study of the flood hazard posed to the District by the
Kowhai River. The PDP memorandum in essence applies the
findings of their earlier technical report to the PC6 site, with specific

reference to the area of new housing proposed in the Farm.

PDP have built a 2D hydraulic model to understand flood risk posed
under various scenarios. The PC6 application has then taken the

most conservative set of modelled scenarios as the basis for the

23 Further rules control additions to existing buildings or the change of use of
buildings located within the urban Flood Hazard Overlay
24 PC6 Application, Appendix 12A
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9.26

9.27

9.28

planning response and to inform the design of the PC6 provisions.

The chosen modelled scenario includes the following parameters:

1:500 AEP rainfall event;

e + 30% extra to reflect climate change induced increase in
intensity;

e + 2m river bed aggradation;?

e + no breakouts upstream;

e + only break out is adjacent to the site (failure of true left
embankment);

e +King tide;

e + 1.5m climate change induced sea level rise.

| understand from the technical report that the Kowhai River is a
dynamic environment due to the combination of the relatively short,
steep run from top-of-catchment to the sea, combined with
significant gravel entering the system exacerbated by the extensive
landslips and slope instability triggered by the Kaikoura
earthquakes. This dynamic environment makes aggregation of the

riverbed a key flood risk input over time.

The technical report identifies that aggregation of the Kowhai River
bed has been reasonably stable over the last decade or so,
however this period includes significant amounts of gravel
extraction as part of the earthquake rebuild works. The report notes
that if aggregation of the bed does become an issue, then it will be
an issue that presents upstream from the rail bridge. As such,
aggregation is likely to generate a management response to protect
the rail bridge infrastructure before it becomes a problem closer to

the site.

Given the dynamic nature of the catchment, | agree that a high level
of conservatism is appropriate from a planning perspective. |
understand that in response to the concerns raised in the CRC

submission regarding the need to more fully assess riverbed

25 Aggregation is estimated at 0.5m/ 5 years without extraction or 0.3m/ 5 years
with extraction — so 2m aggregation is reached in 20 years without extraction or 32
years with extraction
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aggregation risks that the Applicant is undertaking further research
on this matter. | anticipate that the Applicant’s experts will be able to

update the Panel on any findings arising from this research.

9.29 The PC6 planning response and associated rules utilise the
modelled outputs to set a FFL that is 300mm above the level
generated by the above cumulative conservative assumptions.
Achieving a FFL of 300mm above a 1:500 event is identified as
providing the equivalent of a 500mm freeboard above a lesser
1:200 event.?®

9.30 In essence, the technical modelling work undertaken to support
PC6 is proposed to replace the need to obtain a FFL certificate from
the Council. PC6 retains the Urban Flood Hazard Overlay mapping.
The amendments sought through PC6 however exempt
development in Ocean Ridge from being subject to the Operative
Plan Urban Flood Hazard Overlay rules. A new PC6-specific rule
(NH-R14) is then introduced that enables hazard sensitive buildings
within the Urban Flood Hazard Overlay to either be permitted if they
are located in Residential Area ‘A’ (one of the existing already
developed foundation areas) or the Hub, as the modelling has
shown that these parts of the site, whilst within the Urban Flood
Hazard Overlay, are not exposed to a High Flood Hazard; or are
permitted if they meet the FFL level as defined on a new contour
map introduced to the Operative Plan as a new Appendix 1 to the

Natural Hazards Chapter.

9.31 The contour map takes the findings of the model and translates
these into a series of contours that show the FFLs required to
ensure future buildings are not exposed to flood risk. In essence,

the Appendix is a mapped form of the Council certification method.

9.32 In addition to the land use rules addressed in the Natural Hazards
Chapter, PC6 also proposes an exemption from the restricted

discretionary subdivision rule SUB-R1(4) where it can be

26 | note that the need to avoid development subject to inundation in a 1:200 year
ARI event (equivalent to a 0.5% AEP event) is required in CRPS Policy 11.3.2,
while the Operative Plan policy SUB-P1(1) relates to a 0.2% AEP (1:500 year)
event)
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9.33

9.34

9.35

9.36

9.37

demonstrated that future hazard sensitive buildings can comply with

the FFL requirement.

| anticipate that in practice the delivery of FFLs will be largely
undertaken via subdivision-stage bulk earthworks to create building
platforms at an appropriate height, with detailed architectural plans

then confirming floor levels as part of the Building Consent process.

Given that the flood risk is likely to be managed primarily via bulk
earthworks to form building platforms, it is necessary to also assess
whether such filling would divert flood water onto adjacent land,
thereby exacerbating flooding for neighbouring properties and
creating a potential inconsistency with NPS-NH Policy 4. Given that
the modelled flood scenario is reliant on the Kowhai River breaking
through the existing true left stop bank network, the adjacent golf
course land will already be flooded by the same break out

regardless of any displacement effects.

I am comfortable with the proposed regulatory approach. In
essence the outcomes sought by the Operative Plan are
maintained, namely that high flood risks are identified and
appropriate FFLs are set. The Appendix contour map introduces
certainty for future housebuilders as to design requirements, with
the contours based on an appropriately conservative set of

modelling inputs.

| note that in addition to the District Plan, both subdivision and land
use activities are also subject to S106 RMA which provides an
additional regulatory mechanism for Councils to manage natural

hazard risks.

On the information available, | consider that it is likely that Kowhai
River flood risk will have a ‘low’ categorisation in terms of the NPS-
NH in terms of existing risk (with current stop banks maintained as
mitigation). The residual risk in the event of stop bank failure is also
likely to be ‘low’ with the setting of FFLs as mitigation. The
proposed approach to managing flood risk therefore aligns with the

outcomes sought in the NPS-NH policy framework. As with
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geotechnical hazards above, there would be benefit in the
Applicant’s technical experts undertaking an assessment of flood
risk against the NPS-NH to confirm that risk is able to be managed

to an appropriate level.

10.0 SOIL CONTAMINATION AND THE NES-CS

10.1 Contaminated soils are managed under the National Environmental
Standard for Assessing and Managing Contaminants in Soil to
Protect Human Health (the NES-CS). The standards are applicable
if the land in question is, has been, or is more likely than not to have
been, used for a hazardous activity or industry and the applicant
proposes to subdivide or change the use of the land, or disturb the
soil, or remove or replace a fuel storage system. Whilst the NES-CS
does not apply to plan changes per se, because it applies to any
subsequent subdivision or change in use, in practice it makes
sense to consider contamination risk as part of plan change
requests, given that a successful change in zoning will facilitate

future subdivisions.

10.2 The application includes a Preliminary Site Investigation (PSI)
prepared by Fraser Thomas Limited.?” The PSI identified the long-
standing use of the site for farming activities. It also identified the
potential for contamination to have occurred in discrete locations
due to agrichemical storage and potential application, treated timber

storage, burn pits, and offal pits.?®

10.3 In my experience it is reasonably common for past farming activities
to have resulted in localised areas of contamination such as those
matters identified in the PSI. Discrete areas of contamination are
readily capable of remediation through testing and management/
removal of contaminated soils as part of the subdivision and land

use consent processes. The PSI does not identify the site as being

27 PC6, Appendix 10
28 |bid, Table 1, pg. 11
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10.4

10.5

11.0

likely to contain extensive areas of contamination that would pose

risks to human health and that could not be effectively remediated.

The NES-CS regulations, as National Standards, apply independent
of the District Plan. The NES-CS provisions therefore remain in play
regardless of any amendments to the District Plan proposed
through PCB. | note that the existing subdivision rules?® also include
the need to manage soil contamination as a matter of control when

considering subdivision applications.

| anticipate that the need for a Detailed Site Investigation (DSI) and
Remediation Action Plan will form part of any future subdivision
process. Whilst there is a risk of soil contamination being present,
these risk factors are not untypical of rural landholdings. The PSI/
DSI processes and the subsequent ability to document and
undertake site remediation where necessary provides a well-
established process for managing the risk to human health when
changes in land use occur. At this point in the development process
there is nothing to suggest that the potential contamination is of a
type or extent that would render the land incapable of being

remediated or made safe for residential or business development.

HIGHLY PRODUCTIVE LAND

The National Policy Statement on Highly Productive land (NPS-
HPL) commenced on 17 October 2022. The NPS-HPL provides
specific direction as to how HPL is to be managed and contains
very directive language in its policy framework regarding the need
to protect HPL for land-based primary production and to avoid its
rezoning for urban activities, subject to a series of strict

exemptions.*

The implementation of the objective and policies is then expanded
upon in Part 3 of the NPS-HPL. Sections 3.4 and 3.5 set out the

29 Rule SUB-R1(14)
30 NPS-HPL, Objective 1 and Policy 5
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process and criteria by which highly productive land is to be

mapped, by the regional councils.

The Canterbury Regional Council has yet to complete the process
by which HPL is to be mapped. In the absence of HPL being
mapped in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS),
Clause 3.5(7) sets out the identification of highly productive land
during the transitional period prior to the completion of regional

mapping as follows:

Until a regional policy statement containing maps of highly
productive land in the region is operative, each relevant
territorial authority and consent authority must apply this
National Policy Statement as if references to highly productive

land were references to land that, at the commencement date:
(a) is

(i) zoned general rural or rural production; and

(ii) LUC 1,2, or 3 land;3" but

(b) is not:

(i) identified for future urban development; or

(i) subject to a Council initiated, or an adopted, notified plan
change to rezone it from general rural or rural production to

urban or rural lifestyle.

For PC6, the site is a long-established Development Area zone in
the District Plan. It is not therefore zoned either ‘General Rural’ or
‘Rural Production’. Whilst parts of the Development Area are yet to
be developed and are currently being utilised for pastoral farming
activities, in terms of the NPS-HPL, the future urbanisation of the
site has been settled. The site is not therefore deemed to be HPL
and the amendments sought though PC6 are not subject to the

31 LUC 1-3 is land identified as land Use Capability Class 1, 2, or 3, as mapped by the New
Zealand Land Resource Inventory or by any more detailed mapping that uses the Land Use
Capability classification.
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12.0

12.1

NPS-HPL policy directions. | further note that only a small portion of
the Farm sub-area is identified as containing LUC 1-3 soils in terms

of soil classification.32

INFRASTRUCTURE SERVICING — WATER, WASTEWATER,
STORMWATER and the NPS-INFRASTRUCTURE

NPS-Infrastructure

The National Policy Statement for Infrastructure (NPS-I) came into
force on 15 January 2026, after PC6 was notified. As such it has
not been able to be addressed in the application to date. The NPS-I
provides national direction for the construction, operation,
maintenance, upgrade, and removal of infrastructure. It applies to

the following types of infrastructure and supporting activities:

¢ Infrastructure of local, regional, and national significance;

¢ Infrastructure as defined by that term in the RMA (excluding
renewable energy and electricity transmission and distribution
networks which are covered by other NPS/ NES);

e ‘Additional infrastructure’ which covers matters not covered by
the RMA definition. These matters apply to facilities such as
schools, healthcare, fire and emergency, defence, corrections,
as well as stormwater networks, local authority flood control
and protection works, and resource recovery/ waste disposal.

¢ ‘Ancillary infrastructure activities’ which covers matters such
as vegetation clearance, earthworks, access tracks, power
and communication supplies, where these matters support
and are subsidiary to an infrastructure activity;

e ‘Infrastructure supporting activities’ which are activities
needed to directly support infrastructure and may include

quarrying.

32 As shown on ‘Canterbury Maps’


https://mapviewer.canterburymaps.govt.nz/?webmap=5a110e6e351d400e8f59aaa3b6c17053
https://mapviewer.canterburymaps.govt.nz/?webmap=5a110e6e351d400e8f59aaa3b6c17053
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12.2

12.3

12.4

12.5

The ambit of the NPS-I therefore covers a broader range of facilities

and matters than what is commonly thought of as ‘infrastructure’.

The NPS-I has a single objective that in summary seeks to ensure
that the benefits of infrastructure are provided for; that the provision
of infrastructure is enabled; that infrastructure is compatible with
other activities (as far as practicable); and that infrastructure is
delivered in a timely and efficient manner. Of particular relevance to
PC6, Objective 1(c) seeks to ‘enable infrastructure to support the
development and change of urban and rural environments to meet
diverse and changing needs of present and future generations’. The

objective is implemented through 11 policies.

The NPS-I therefore provides a higher order policy framework
against which any future infrastructure necessary to service PC6
(and indeed the wider Kaikoura township) will be assessed. This
policy framework is supportive of enabling infrastructure due to the
benefits to the community that arise from its provision. The
framework also provides recognition that the functional and
operational needs of infrastructure can place significant limitations
on where it can be located (or to put it another way, sometimes
infrastructure will necessarily need to be located in sensitive

environments).

The policy framework recognises that where infrastructure
proposals also engage with s6 RMA values that are covered by
other NPS e.g. NPS-IB, NPS-FM that the various NPS have equal
status i.e. the NPS-I does not ‘trump’ other NPS, but instead they
must be read together. The adverse effects of new infrastructure
must likewise be, where practicable, avoided, remedied, or
mitigated. In short, the NPS-I does not provide a ‘free for all’ as far
as infrastructure is concerned — new plant and networks must still
be carefully designed and operated. It does however provide
balancing recognition of both the benefits that infrastructure brings

and the practical constraints as to where it can be located.
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12.6 The consequence of the NPS-I on PC6 is limited to the implications
that it has for subsequent consenting processes necessary to
deliver the infrastructure needed to ensure PC6 is integrated with
services. The NPS-I provides a supportive policy framework for
matters such as the upgrades to water, wastewater, and stormwater
infrastructure and the formation of a shared path link to connect to
the existing network by the Kaikoura High School. Such future
projects will remain subject to the need for careful design and
effects management. The NPS-I simply means that future consent
assessments, in reaching a balanced conclusion, must clearly take
into account the need to enable infrastructure and its associated
benefits in accordance with national direction alongside the

potential effects arising from that infrastructure.

12.7 The NPS-| also reinforces the need to ensure new development
does not adversely impact on the operation of existing network
infrastructure, for example the proposed new Hub access point to
SH1 and the development of housing in close proximity to the
adjacent rail corridor and SH1. Management of the ORDA interface
with strategic transport infrastructure forms part of the proposed
suite of PC6 provisions via requirements for acoustic insulation for
any building containing a noise sensitive activity where located
within 100m of SH1 or 40m of the rail corridor.® | understand that
the acoustic performance standards are derived from NZTA’s
generic rule relief where noise sensitive activities are proposed in
proximity to the State Highway network, and from the resource
reconsent conditions for the nearby Vicarage subdivision regarding
the rail corridor. KiwiRail have not submitted on the plan change
and NZTA have provided confirmation that they are comfortable
with the notified provisions (discussed in more detail in the transport

section below).

33 PC6 Operative Plan amendments, Noise Chapter, Policy NOISE-P4 and rule
NOISE-S5(3-6)
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Potable water supply

12.8 The PC6 application includes an assessment of 3-waters
infrastructure servicing.3* This report has been reviewed by Mr Day,
Council Service Delivery Manager. Mr Day has also drawn on a
report prepared for the Council by Stantec in 2023 to help inform
Council’s assessment of the PC6 and Vicarage Views
developments and to feed into Long Term Plan budget processes.
Mr Day’s report and the associated Stantec review are attached as

Appendix 2.

12.9 The site’s water network is not currently connected to the Council’s
wider reticulated network. Ocean Ridge is therefore currently
serviced for potable water supply via two on-site bores located
adjacent to Greenburn Way, with treatment at source.3® The treated
water supply is then distributed via a local reticulated network within
the Ocean Ridge Development Area. The on-site bore, treatment
plant, and reticulation network are all vested with Council. Mr Day
confirms that there is enough capacity within the existing bore/ local
network to service the household yield that is currently anticipated
in the Operative Plan i.e. 336 households. This capacity is not
however sufficient to service the additional 150 households and

expanded commercial hub sought by PC6.

12.10 The applicant’s infrastructure report identifies two potential
solutions. The first option is to connect Ocean Ridge to the
Council’s wider reticulated network. The Council’'s Long Term Plan
identifies a planned water main upgrade to extend the urban supply
to Ocean Ridge in the 2033 financial year. Given that build-out will
be staged to match market demand, it is plausible that by the time
the additional capacity is needed to service the extra 150 houses
enabled through PC6 that the programmed infrastructure extension

will have been completed.

34 PC6 Application, Appendix 7
35 Stantec Report para3.2.1 identifies that these bores are operating under ECan
water take consent CRC030069.2 with a consent renewal required in 2037
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12.11

12.12

12.13

12.14

The second option involves upgrades to the existing on-site bores
(or new additional bores) and an expanded local treatment and

distribution network.

In addition to water source and treatment, the existing supply
system also includes 380m?® of on-site storage to provide a supply
buffer in case of localised issues/ maintenance with the water
extraction, booster pump and treatment systems. Additional storage
is likewise beneficial in providing for firefighting demand or
particularly high draw down days. The existing storage volumes will
need to be increased to provide network resilience and firefighting
capacity for the additional housing proposed through PC6. The
Stantec Report confirms that there are proven solutions for the
design and construction of additional water storage reservoirs, with
the timing and specification of the required storage upgrades a
matter that can be readily confirmed through the subdivision

consenting process.

Drawing on the alignment between the Stantec Report and the
applicant’s technical assessment, Mr Day is satisfied that there are
plausible potable water supply solutions available to service the

additional development sought by PC6.

Fire fighting water supply

The above upgrades to the ORDA water storage network and/or
connection to the Council’s reticulated network will provide a
suitable volume for firefighting water. Mr Day identifies that water
supply design, volume, and pressure is resolved via the subdivision
consent process. In addition to the District Plan provisions, in
Kaikoura water supply infrastructure is also managed via the
Council’s Water Supply By-law 2020%. This by-law requires any

new water supply infrastructure to meet appropriate levels of

36


https://www.kaikoura.govt.nz/repository/libraries/id:2i17fvyhr17q9scmy0d8/hierarchy/Rules%2C%20Regulations%20and%20Licences/Bylaws%20%28NB%20All%20Docs%20in%20here%20direct%20linked%20to%20Bylaw%20Page%29/Water%20Supply%20Bylaw%202021
https://www.kaikoura.govt.nz/repository/libraries/id:2i17fvyhr17q9scmy0d8/hierarchy/Rules%2C%20Regulations%20and%20Licences/Bylaws%20%28NB%20All%20Docs%20in%20here%20direct%20linked%20to%20Bylaw%20Page%29/Water%20Supply%20Bylaw%202021
https://www.kaikoura.govt.nz/repository/libraries/id:2i17fvyhr17q9scmy0d8/hierarchy/Rules%2C%20Regulations%20and%20Licences/Bylaws%20%28NB%20All%20Docs%20in%20here%20direct%20linked%20to%20Bylaw%20Page%29/Water%20Supply%20Bylaw%202021
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12.15

12.16

1217

service which includes firefighting supply in accordance with SNZ
PAS 4509:2008. The Council by-law is a key method for informing

subdivision design across the township.

The submission by Fire and Emergency New Zealand (FENZ, S22)
seeks a package of bespoke provisions for the ORDA that includes
explicit reference to SNZ PAS 4509:2008 in both subdivision and
land use/ ORDA chapters. | note that there is currently no reference
to the SNZ code in any of the other zone chapters or subdivision
provisions in the Operative Plan. | also note that the code of
practice is currently being reviewed with the aim of producing a
revised code, which would be problematic if the existing code was
locked into the subdivision and ORDA chapters only to be
superseded in the near future. | consider that the Operative Plan
provisions, in combination with the by-law, are appropriate for
managing firefighting supply. As such | do not support the need for
bespoke provisions as sought by FENZ that differ from how this
matter is consistently addressed through the Operative Plan across

the balance of the District.

Waste water

Ocean Ridge is currently serviced for wastewater via connection to
the Council’'s wastewater treatment plant and a conveyancing
network of pump stations and rising mains. Mr Day has confirmed
that the treatment plant has sufficient capacity to treat the additional

volume enabled through PCB6.

Whilst there is sufficient capacity for wastewater treatment, the
localised conveyancing network will require several upgrades to
convey the additional wastewater from the site to the treatment
plant. These upgrades include enhancements to the on-site
facilities including the Ocean Ridge pump station and potential
upgrades to the local pressure main and balance tanks within the
ORDA. Beyond the site, the pump station located in Ludstone Road
will require upgrading to manage the additional volumes generated
by PC6. The Hawthorne Road, Gllings Lane, and Mill Road pump
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12.18

12.19

12.20

12.21

stations all require upgrades now, however the need for these
upgrades is due to existing capacity constraints rather than being

upgrades caused by PC6.

Mr Day has confirmed that such upgrades are straight forward in
terms of engineering design and implementation, with a share of the
costs of any upgrades necessitated by the development able to be
recouped from the developer in a proportionate manner via

developer agreements as part of the subdivision process.

Mr Day is satisfied that the additional development enabled by PC6
can be serviced for wastewater, subject to aligning localised

network upgrades with ORDA build-out.

Stormwater

The site’s existing stormwater management system is designed
around first-flush sumps and attenuation through managed
waterways and basins. The current design is based on modelling
undertaken in 2009 when the early subdivision stages were
consented, with Stantec basing their feedback on the current design
parameters whilst noting that the underpinning modelling was
somewhat dated. The Applicant’s stormwater assessment by Fraser
Thomas includes updated modelling to better capture the effects of
climate change driven increases in rainfall event intensity. Mr Day
notes that whilst the modelling has been updated since that
assessed by Stantec in 2023, the core findings by Stantec remain
valid, namely that it is plausible that the on-site treatment and
attenuation of stormwater can be designed to manage 10 year and
100 year events to achieve neutrality between pre-development and
post-development stormwater volumes and thereby not increase

off-site flooding.

The detailed design of stormwater systems and associated water
quality treatment is subject to both subdivision and regional
consenting processes. The type of systems/ solutions proposed for

PC6 are standard systems that are commonly delivered.
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12.23

12.24

12.25

12.26

Mr Day has concluded that the increased development enabled

through PC6 can be serviced for stormwater.

Conclusion on 3-waters servicing

Based on the assessments provided by both Fraser Thomas and

Stantec, along with his experience in overseeing Council’s water-

related assets, Mr Day is satisfied that the additional development
yields sought through PC6 can be serviced for 3-waters

infrastructure.

| note that the Operative Plan,*” in combination with Council by-laws
and Long Term Plan processes, are effective in providing a
regulatory framework within which the design and funding of new
network infrastructure can be resolved. | am satisfied that the
ORDA subdivision provisions likewise provide appropriate scope for
these matters to be addressed as part of subdivision and bulk

earthworks consenting stages.

From a planning perspective, | note that the Fraser Thomas report
makes a series of recommendations regarding the need for specific
water supply and wastewater upgrades when housing/ demand
reaches certain levels. Both the Operative Plan provisions and the
PC6 provisions do not include specific trigger rules in regard to
water infrastructure upgrades. PC6 instead relies on the existing
Operative Plan approach where the adequacy of servicing is a
matter of discretion for subdivision applications. Clauses 3.18-3.21
of the ODP narrative introduced by PC6 does however provide
helpful commentary on the types of upgrades expected to be
necessary and as such enables consideration of these upgrades to

be clearly in play when subdivision applications are assessed.

No servicing rules are proposed in the ORDA land use chapter. For
residential development the need for servicing-related land use

rules is limited as subdivision processes invariably lead house

37 |In particular Subdivision Rule SUB-R1(6)-(8) in regard to 3-waters infrastructure
and matter (3) in regard to roading as matters of control for all subdivision
applications, including those in the ORDA
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13.0

13.1

13.2

building and one lot generally equates to one future house (and an
associated one household level of demand on water services). For
commercial areas, there is a less direct link between subdivision
and land use outcomes i.e. one large commercial lot can contain a
wide range of activities with a commensurate range of demand on
water infrastructure. | have therefore considered whether there is a
need for an additional rule(s) in the ORDA land use section,
especially in regard to the Hub. | note that the Operative Plan land
use/ zone chapters do not include servicing rules e.g. there are no
such rules in the Commercial Zone chapter. The reliance on the
subdivision chapter, in combination with the water supply by-law
and the simple reality that the designers of commercial
developments invariably seek confirmation that servicing is
available as part of the Building Consent process, means that there
does not appear to be an issue that would warrant bespoke land
use rules in the ORDA chapter that differ from the standard

approach adopted throughout the balance of the District Plan.

Overall, | am satisfied that the additional development enabled
through PC6 is able to be serviced via a mix of existing

infrastructure and readily achievable upgrades.

TRANSPORT

In addition to 3-waters asset management, Mr Day also oversees
the Council’s roading and transport assets. As set out in the above
section on site context, the key transport network change of
relevance to PC6 is confirmation that the Green Lane link to the
northwest is able to be delivered via the Government’s
Infrastructure Acceleration Fund. This route provides an alternative
option for Ocean Ridge residents to access the High School and
town centre without needing to travel along SH1. Mr Day confirms
that the Council is a party to the IAF project and the associated new

road link.

| note that the Green Lane connection has a primary function of

providing route choice for Ocean Ridge residents/ local traffic, with
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a secondary benefit of enhancing network resilience by providing an
alternative route if SH1 is blocked between the site and the
township. It is not intended to function as a by-pass road or an
‘alternative SH1’. As a route that sits with Council as road
controlling authority, if traffic usage of Green Lane becomes
misaligned with its core purpose i.e. it starts to be utilised
predominantly as an alternative SH1 route by through-traffic, then
the Council has the ability to modify the road formation/ introduce
traffic calming measures and/or lower speed limits via a report to

the roading sub-committee and full Council confirmation.

13.3 In addition to the Green Lane link, PC6 also proposes a new left out
only access onto SH1 from the Hub area. This new access is not a
required upgrade to mitigate a transport-related effect but rather is
simply included in the ODP as an option. NZTA have confirmed that
they are comfortable with the rule framework proposed in PC6 in
regard to this element. NZTA, as road controlling authority, likewise
retain discretion as asset owner regarding the detailed design and

formation of this new access.

13.4 Beyond the new road links, the key existing intersection is the
current site entrance of Ocean Ridge Boulevard and SH1. The
safety and efficiency of this intersection were considered in detail in
the applicant’s Integrated Transport Assessment prepared by Novo
Group.® The Novo Report confirms that this intersection will
continue to operate to an appropriate level of service and safety
with the additional housing and commercial activity enabled through
PC6.

13.5 | note that the Operative Plan requirement that no more than 168
residential units be built prior to the Green Lane link being in place
remains part of the PC6 package.* This rule remains key to
ensuring acceptable transport outcomes at this intersection by
retaining a cap on households (and therefore vehicle movements)
prior to an alternative access route being available and the localised

traffic movements redistributed across both accesses. The activity-

38 PC6 application, Appendix 11
39 PC6, Operative Plan Amendments, Subdivision Chapter, rule SUB-S10(2)



Proposed Private Plan Change 6: For Kaikoura District Council
S42A Report by Jonathan Clease

13.6

13.7

14.0

14.1

based GFA caps in The Hub mixed use area likewise provide
confidence that the traffic generated by the proposed
neighbourhood centre can be accommodated. Given that the caps
were in part derived from transport modelling, an exemption is
proposed for ORDA from the High Traffic Generation rule in the
transport Chapter (TRAN-S4), noting that the ability to assess traffic
effects remains a matter of discretion for any activities that seek to

exceed the permitted GFA caps.

In addition to car-centric transport matters, Mr Day confirms that it is
important that pedestrian and cycle connections are also provided
to link the ORDA to the town centre. Such links are currently
programmed by the Council to connect the Green Lane extension to
the existing shared path that currently runs between the town centre
to the High School along Ludstone Road. The provision of a shared
path and walking tracks within the ORDA form part of the ODP
narrative as anticipated outcomes, as does reference to several
internal local road upgrades and the provision of dedicated parking

areas within the Hub.

Based on the evidence of Mr Day and the correspondence received
from NZTA, | am satisfied that the additional development enabled
by PC6 can be serviced with transport infrastructure and that the

safety and efficiency of the wider road network will be maintained.

ECOLOGY

The Ocean Ridge development site has been conceived from the
start as a series of residential sub-areas set with a framework of
native planting and ecological restoration. This planted framework
provides a valued resource in terms of the contribution it makes to
residential amenity and local landscape and ecological values. The
Operative Plan ODP identifies the location of these restoration
areas. Over the last 15 or so years, ecological restoration has
occurred in stages, commensurate with subdivision build-out. The

maijority of the planting is therefore concentrated towards the
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14.2

14.3

14.4

14.5

eastern end of the site and the elevated areas where housing has

been developed to date.

A key element of PC6 is the retention of all existing ecological
restoration areas. No existing native vegetation is to be lost, with
any gaps in the existing areas to be in-filled with 2.5ha of

supplementary planting.

The application includes an Ecological Impact Assessment
undertaken by Morphum. The Morphum Report has been peer
revied for the Council by Dr Blakely, a senior ecologist at Boffa

Miskell Ltd. Ms Blakely’s review is attached as Appendix 3.

There is broad agreement between the Morphum Report and Dr
Blakely regarding the existing ecological values present on the site.
This includes agreement that the parts of the site that are yet to be
developed for housing have low ecological values (beyond
identified waterways and wetlands), as they are primarily comprised
of exotic pasture. There is likewise agreement that the existing,
established restoration areas should be retained, as is proposed in
PC6 and that the proposed PC6 restoration plan is appropriate and

will result in positive ecological outcomes.

Whilst there is broad agreement between the ecologists, generally,
there is a discrete point of difference regarding the classification of
waterways and wetlands on the site. Dr Blakely sets out a
difference in view regarding the categorisation of an ecological
feature within the Greenlane sub-area (upper/ northwestern end of
‘wetland 2’ (Figure 6). In essence there is a difference in view as to
whether an area should be identified as a natural inland wetland (Dr
Blakely) or as an ephemeral waterway (Morphum). The ODP Plan 1
includes the mapping of natural inland wetlands as a key feature of
the ODRA, so the Panel’s findings on this matter will result in an
additional wetland area being added to the ODP (should the Panel
agree with Dr Blakely).Ultimately the Panel’s findings on this matter
does not impact the plan change beyond a minor amendment to the
ODP.
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Figure 6. Wetland/ ephemeral waterway area in dispute

Wetland|3

14.6 There is common ground between the ecologists that regardless of
how the area is categorised it should be retained and enhanced as
a natural area. The ODP Plan 5 shows the area included within the
restoration areas (see Figure 9 below). The consequence comes
more in the regulatory framework that subsequent earthworks and
subdivision applications will be subject to. Rivers (intermittent and
perennial) and wetlands are considered by the policies of the NPS-

FM and rules of the NES-F, while ephemeral watercourses are not.

14.7 As a final note on differences between the ecologists, Dr Blakely
takes a more conservative approach than Morphum in regard to the
potential for a wider range of freshwater fish species to be present
within the site’s waterways. She however confirms that any works to
the waterways and future stormwater system designs will be subject
to consenting requirements under the Canterbury Land and Water
Regional Plan (CLWRP) and NES-F and that these processes will
enable careful consideration of the proposed works and network
design on fish habit and fish passage.
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14.8 In terms of the planning provisions that implement the PC6
outcomes, whilst PC6 seeks to retain existing restoration areas, the
plan change does propose changes to the nature and extent of the
restoration areas that are yet to be implemented. In a nutshell the
total extent of both existing and proposed restoration areas is to be
reduced by 1.9ha*° relative to the areas shown in the Operative
Plan ODP. In order to compensate for the reduction in extent, PC6
proposes to increase the ecological value of the future restoration
areas by substituting large areas of open tussock grassland for
smaller areas of new wetland planting. The proposed changes are

shown graphically in Figure 7 below.

14.9 Figure 7. Comparison of existing and proposed restoration

areas™'
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40 Or 4.4ha depending on whether or not the 2.5ha of infill planting are counted as
‘new’ areas or as part of the ‘already established’ areas.
41 PC6 Application, Appendix 5, pg.58
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14.10 Figure 7 shows three things: First in green it shows the geographic
extent of the restoration areas that are currently shown in the
Operative Plan ODP. Secondly it shows in purple cross-hatch the
areas where restoration has already been undertaken i.e. the areas
of existing native planting that are to be retained. Thirdly it shows in
black cross hatch the location of future planting to be undertaken

through PC6, as shown on the replacement PC6 ODP.

14.11 The proposed restoration areas by ecological community are shown
in Figure 8 below. This plan shows both the mix of plant
communities, and the split between what is existing and what is
proposed. | consider that by placing Figures 7 and 8 side-by-side,
they enable a good understanding of what is what is required in the
Operative Plan, what has already been established, and what is

now proposed through PCB6.

14.12 Figure 8. Proposed restoration by ecological community*?
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42 |bid, pg.55
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14.13 In addition to amending the ODP and the extent and typology of
restoration areas, PC6 also amends the rule framework and
supporting documentation regarding the management of ecological
outcomes. The Operative Plan rule framework requires ecological
restoration to be undertaken in accordance with a Native Planting
Restoration Management Plan (NPRMP) via rule SUB-11. The
NPRMP sits outside of the District Plan and instead forms part of
the conditions of subdivision consent. The current NPRMP was
developed in 2010 as part of the subdivision process for the first
stages of the ORDA. As such it is somewhat dated and as a
condition of consent cannot be easily updated as a ‘living’
document without undertaking a variation of consent conditions via
S127 RMA.

14.14 PC6 includes an updated NPRMP prepared by Morphum.*® For
future development stages it is anticipated that the updated NPRMP
will form the basis for future subdivision applications. PC6 proposes
to delete SUB-S11 which is the current NPRMP rule trigger, and
instead shifts the restoration framework requirement to first the
Information Requirements section of the Operative Plan where the
need for a NPRMP will form part of the information necessary to
support a subdivision application; secondly through a land use rule
(DEV2-S4) which limits the activities that can occur within the
restoration areas; thirdly to a new clause in rule SUB-R1(11)(iv) as
a matter of control; and fourthly through a dedicated section in the
proposed ODP narrative. Clause 3.5 of the narrative addresses
restoration planting in general, Clause 3.6 is specific to the Crest
sub-area, and Clause 3.7 is specific to a ‘mixed native planting
integration’ strip that runs parallel to the boundary with rail corridor.
Subdivision applications are required to be in general accordance
with the ODP.#4

14.15 | note that the 2.5ha of infill planting applies to gaps in areas that
have already been planted out via earlier subdivision consents. As

such, the need to implement infill planting will only be triggered by

43 PC6 Application, Appendix 5
44 PC6 Subdivision Chapter, rule SUB-R1(16) and SUB-S10(4)
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further subdivision within the existing developed areas. This is
potentially problematic as such future subdivision is likely to be of a
small scale/ handful of lots where an obligation to undertake 2.5ha
of restoration planting would be disproportionate to the scale of the
subdivision application. There is therefore a potential gap in the
proposed framework. To ensure that the outcomes sought by PC6
regarding infill planting are able to be triggered by larger-scale
subdivision of the undeveloped sub-areas, | recommend that

Clause 3.5 of the ODP narrative be amended as follows:

3.5 Native restoration planting will be established in wetland,
riparian and dryland areas as part of future subdivision of land
in the Farm, the Crest, Greenlane, and Country Living Areas.
Any subdivision of land in these areas will provide for the
restoration planting of areas within the corresponding Overlay

as indicated on Outline Development Plan 5,_inclusive of any

proposed infill/enrichment planting of existing restoration areas.

Areas...

14.16 In addition to the above amendment to the ODP narrative, | note
that Dr Blakely recommends two discrete amendments to the
NPRMP, namely that the NPRMP include a requirement for site-
wide management of weed plant species such as blackberry and
old man’s beard;*® and that it include an explicit statement regarding
the need to meet Wildlife Act requirements, including specific
reference to need for a lizard survey and Lizard Management
Plan.*8 | support both these amendments. The submission by FENZ
(S22) seeks greater consideration of plant species flammability be
included in the NPRMP as a method for managing wildfire risk.
Whilst the Morphum NPRMP sits outside of the District Plan, PC6
seeks that it be explicitly referenced in the proposed Information
Requirements section of the District Plan. | agree that there would
be merit in a revised version of the NPRMP to address these three

matters and to ensure that they are captured within the ‘starting

45 Dr Blakely statement, para 6.8
46 |bid, para 6.11
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point” NPRMP that future applications will need to use as the basis

for assessment.

14.17 Overall, | am comfortable that the proposed revised regulatory
framework will remain effective in requiring the restoration areas to
be established and maintained. The restoration areas are an
integral structuring element for the ODP which enables Council to
ensure that future subdivision applications are in accordance with

the areas to be planted.

14.18 The National Policy Statement for Freshwater Management 2020
(NPS-FM), and the associated National Environmental Standards
for Freshwater Management (NES-F), together provide nationally
consistent policy direction and regulation to control activities that
may affect freshwater environments, including freshwater wetlands.
The National Policy Statement on Indigenous Biodiversity 2023
(NPS-IB) likewise provides consistent national direction on how
effects on indigenous biodiversity are to be managed. Relying on
the high level of agreement between the ecologists that PC6 will
result in positive ecological outcomes, | agree with the assessment
in Table 4 of the Application’s s32 report that PC6 meets the higher
order national direction in regard to how freshwater and indigenous

biodiversity values are to be management.

14.19 In conclusion, there is a high level of agreement between the
ecologists that the undeveloped parts of the site do not contain high
ecological values, that the proposed restoration areas will result in
ecological benefits, that the proposed NPRMP is generally
appropriate, and that waterways and wetlands across the site will

be protected and restored.

15.0 CULTURAL EFFECTS

15.1  The application includes a detailed assessment of the proposal
against the Te Poha o Tohu Raumati:Te Riunanga o Kaikoura

Environmental Management Plan 2007.#” The application was clear

47 PC6 application, Section 2.6
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15.2

15.3

16.0

16.1

16.2

16.3

16.4

that this assessment was undertaken by the applicant’s planners as
an initial assessment pending consultation feedback from mana

whenua and as such it did not purport to speak for mana whenua.

Te Runanga o Kaikoura chose not to submit on the application.
Following the close of submissions, Te Runanga have however
provided a letter setting out their position on PC6 (attached as
Appendix 5). The letter confirms the engagement process
undertaken with mana whenua, the applicant’s response to the
feedback provided, and the applicant’s assessment of Te Poha o
Tohu Raumati:Te Rinanga o Kaikbura Environmental Management
Plan 2007. The letter concludes by saying that Te Riananga fully
support the plan change and look forward to ongoing engagement

with the applicant as the development progresses.

| rely on the feedback from Te Rdnanga to conclude that PC6 has

appropriately taken into account the interests of mana whenua.

LANDSCAPE AND VISUAL EFFECTS

The PC6 application includes a Landscape and Visual Assessment
prepared by Novo Group.*® This assessment has been peer
reviewed by Mr Bentley, a landscape architect with Boffa Miskell

Ltd. Mr Bentley’s review is attached as Appendix 4.

Mr Bentley confirms that there is broad alignment between his
conclusions and those reached in the Novo Report concerning
landscape, natural character and visual amenity aspects. He
confirms that the Novo Report utilises appropriate methodologies

and viewpoints for assessment.

The one point of difference concerns the proposed 15m height limit
for part of The Hub sub-area. | discuss this matter in the below

section on urban form and design outcomes.

Apart from the commercial area height limit, Mr Bentley concludes

that “the amendments sought by PC6 to the Comprehensive Living

48 PC6 Application, Appendix 3
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16.5

17.0

171

17.2

17.3

Zone (ORCL) can be appropriated managed through the proposed
suite of controls and measures to create an acceptable landscape

and visual outcome relative to the Kaikoura context’.

Relying on Mr Bentley’s conclusions and the high level of
agreement between the landscape experts, | am satisfied that the
changes enabled through PC6 will result in acceptable outcomes

from a landscape and visual amenity perspective.

URBAN FORM, DENSITY, BUILDING HEIGHTS, and the NPS-UD

Kaikoura is not subject to the NPS-Urban Development (NPS-UD)
as it does not contain an ‘urban environment’ as defined in the
NPS-UD, namely it does not contain a housing or employment

market that is, or is intended to be, greater than 10,000 people.

Whilst the NPS-UD is not in play, the matters that contribute to a
‘well-functioning urban environment’ set out in NPS-UD Policy 1
nonetheless represent good planning practice and also align with
the matters found in Chapter 5 of the CRPS which provides
direction on urban growth management for the parts of the Region
outside of the ‘Greater Christchurch’ metro area. | note that the
submission from the Canterbury Regional Council (S26) concludes

that PC6 is ‘generally consistent’ with Chapter 5 CRPS directions.

To help inform strategic growth management for the District, the
Council has recently completed a Spatial Plan in December 2024.4°
The need for a Spatial Plan grew out of the rebuild/ recovery
processes following the Kaikoura earthquakes, along with the need
to inform what at the time was a rolling review of the District Plan.
Whilst the Spatial Plan has been prepared under the Local

Government Act rather than the RMA, it nonetheless provides a

49
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community-led articulation of how urban growth is to be managed

Kaikoura and as such is an important matter to have regard to.

17.4 In summary, the Spatial Plan seeks to reinforce the town centre as
the focal point of commercial activity and to consolidate commercial
activity within the town centre, with provision for extensions to link
to the train station to the north and the Sudima hotel to the south.
Residential demand is to be accommodated through a combination
of intensification within the existing township along with pockets of
rural residential development and the build-out of existing urban

zoned but undeveloped growth areas.

17.5 The Spatial Plan includes an explicit note that the “Ocean Ridge
Development Area landuses, including a neighbourhood centre and
residential densities, relative to the Kaikdura spatial plan to be
determined through a plan change process”.® In essence, the
Spatial Plan process recognised that a review of the Ocean Ridge
development framework was underway by the Applicant and
therefore deferred resolution of urban form outcomes anticipated for
the ORDA to the PC6 process rather than the Spatial Plan.

17.6 That said, in my view PC6 is broadly aligned with the growth
management outcomes sought through the Spatial Plan. PC6
enables more efficient use/ higher yield from an existing urban-
zoned area in a location that has long been identified for urban
development and where funding is now available to improve

roading linkages and connectivity with the wider urban area.

17.7  The opportunity for medium density forms of housing and a
retirement village are focussed in the undeveloped Greenlane and
Farm sub-areas of the site which helps to reduce tension with
existing homeowners relative to the alternative of providing infill via
the redevelopment of existing low-density sites in established

neighbourhoods. Medium density typologies are not permitted but

50 Kaikoura Spatial Plan, Section 2.3 ‘Basin’ map and key, pg. 22
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instead require a consent (and associated assessment of design

outcomes) as a restricted discretionary activity.*!

17.8 | note that Kaikoura township currently provides mostly detached
homes set within generous garden curtilages. Whilst this consistent
typology provides a uniform character, it does so at the cost of
providing a range of housing sizes, price points, and types to meet
the diverse housing needs of the community where a detached
family home with a large garden does not necessarily meet the
needs of all members of the community. The ability to introduce
greater diversity of house types to the township is, in my view, a

strong positive element of PC6.

17.9 In addition to the increased residential yield and typological
diversity, PC6 also proposes an enlarged mixed-use area within
The Hub sub-area. The ORDA has always included provision for a
small commercial centre near the site entrance/ SH1 frontage. |
support the benefits of integrating a neighbourhood centre within
the development area as an important local amenity that enables
residents to access a range of day-to-day services and retail
activities in a convenient manner that negates the need for a longer

trip to the town centre.

17.10 The PC6 provisions enable a material increase in the quantum of
non-residential activity relative to the Operative Plan.5? Whilst the
difference in categories makes direct comparison between PC6 and
the Operative Plan challenging, in summary PC6 seeks to increase
the provision for offices from 100m? to 400m?; retail from 400m? to
1,200m? (with limits on individual tenancy size); ‘other commercial’
activities from 300m? to 2,000m?; provide for 1,200m? of community
facilities; provide for education up to 50 pupils; and provide for 150
visitor accommodation rooms (with the Operative Plan having no
limit on visitor accommodation). Putting visitor accommodation and
education aside, PC6 therefore seeks to increase the cumulative

GFA limits from 800m? to 4,800m?. In my experience 4,800m? is at

51 PC6, Development Area Chapter, rule DEV2-R20
52 Qperative Plan, rule DEV2-S3



Proposed Private Plan Change 6: For Kaikoura District Council
S42A Report by Jonathan Clease

the larger end of what would typically be thought of as a

neighbourhood centre.

17.11 In order to manage potential retail distribution effects on the town
centre which is still recovering from the damage sustained in the
earthquake, the Applicant commissioned an Economic Report
prepared by Formative.>® The PC6 caps on the GFA across the
various activity categories are derived from the Formative Report
(with these categories in turn included as ‘nesting tables’ in the
definitions).>* The Formative Report concludes that the GFA limits
will ensure that future development will not undermine the role and
function of the town centre, whilst remaining commensurate with the
demand generated by the full build-out of the ORDA and the

associated increase in anticipated household numbers.

17.12 In practice, | suspect that a centre of the size proposed will rely on
both local residents and passing trade from SH1 and will potentially
also form a secondary tourist services hub to support South Bay
visitors. There is however no issue with a centre serving dual
functions, provided its scale remains proportionate to its role. On
balance, | consider the activity-based caps will be effective in
ensuring that The Hub remains in keeping with the character and
amenity of the wider ORDA (noting its location next to the site SH1
entrance and somewhat off-set from the main residential areas), its
primary role of serving the needs of local residents, and subordinate

to the role and function of the town centre.

17.13 In terms of Hub scale, along with GFA limits, height limits are
another key tool for managing the extent of non-residential activity
and associated built form outcomes. PC6 proposes to increase the
Operative Plan height limit of 8m to an 11m hight limit (equivalent to
shifting from two to three stories with a pitched roof) across much of
the Hub, which | consider to be appropriate. A portion of the Hub on

the corner of Ludley Drive and Ocean Ridge Boulevard is however

53 PC6 Application, Appendix 6
5 PC6, Development Area Chapter, rule DEV2-S3
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proposed to move to a 15m height limit, which is equivalent to 5

stories.®®

Figure x. Hub layout, 15m height limit shown in blue hatch®®
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17.14 For context, the Sudima Hotel in Kaikoura is approximately 14m in
height. In my view, structures of this size will be disproportionate to
the role of a neighbourhood centre in the context of a more
suburban location like Ocean Ridge. The main town centre has a
height limit of 10m.5” PC6 therefore seeks to enable buildings that
are 50% higher than those permitted in the town centre. In my view
such an outcome would be incongruent with the wider urban form of
the township where the greatest density and tallest buildings are
anticipated in the town centre rather than in more peripheral
locations such as Ocean Ridge. It is hard to envisage how a
building of this height is necessary to service the day-to-day needs
of the local residential catchment in keeping with a neighbourhood

centre role and function.

17.15 Mr Bentley raises concerns about the ability of the area to absorb
the visual effects of 15m tall buildings, whilst noting that some

55 PC6, Development Area Chapter, rule DEV2-S11(2)
56 |bid, ODP, Plan 4
57 Operative Plan, Commercial Chapter, rule COMZ-S3
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17.16

17.17

17.18

mitigation is available through the combination of setbacks from
SH1 and the backdrop provided by the adjacent hillside and
associated established native restoration plantings. In addition to Mr
Bentley’s concerns regarding the localised visual effects, my
concern lies primarily in the role of the Hub as a neighbourhood
centre that is subordinate to the town centre and the misalignment
with the site’s peripheral location relative to the centre of the

township where the tallest buildings are anticipated.

| therefore recommend that the height limit for the Hub be 11m and
ODP Plan 4 be amended to relabel the 15m blue hatched area as

follows:

DEV2-S11(2): The maximum height of buildings or structures

located in the Hub area shown on Outline Development Plan 1 in

DEV2 Appendix 1 shall be 11m—exceptthatthe-maximum-height

A consequential amendment will also be required to ODP narrative

clause 3.22 as follows:

“Land stability at the Hub area — Any earthworks activities

exceeding a maximum depth of 0.5m in the slope instability

15m-building-height-area in the Hub Area shown on Outline

Development Plan 4 will be designed by, and carried out

under the supervision of, a suitably qualified geo-professional
to ensure risks from land instability, including from potential
reactivation or exacerbation of historical landslides in the

slope above this area, are effectively managed”.

The ODP Plan 4 blue hatched area needs to be relabelled as a
‘slope instability’ area so there remains a link between the 3.22

clause and the spatial extent of the area affected.
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18.0

18.1

19.0

19.1

RECOMMENDATIONS REGARDING EFFECTS AND
PROVISIONS

There is a high level of agreement between the applicant’s and
Council’s experts, along with the matters raised in submissions
which are largely in support. Pulling together the above assessment
of the potential effects generated by the changes sought in PC6, |
recommend several discrete amendments to the provisions as

follows:

¢ Reduction in the height of The Hub to 11m (DEV2-S11) and
an associated amendment to ODP Plan 4 and associated

narrative;

e Delineation of the northwestern extent of ‘Wetland 2’ and an
associated amendment to the extent of wetlands shown on
ODP Plan 1;

e Amendment to the ODP narrative clause 3.5 to include
reference to infill planting being triggered by subdivision in

the undeveloped parts of the site;

e Amendment to rule SUB-R1(1)(4) to provide greater

clarification regarding slope instability matters;

e Amendments to the Native Planting Restoration
Management Plan to include explicit reference to the need
to undertake control of weed plant species (especially
blackberry and old man’s beard) across the development
area; an explicit note alerting plan users to the need to also
obtain any permits under the Wildlife Act; and consideration

of species mix in terms of flammability.

CANTERBURY REGIONAL POLICY STATEMENT

The District Plan (and any plan changes such as PC6), is required
to give effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS).

As set out above, | consider that PC6 is generally consistent with
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19.2

19.3

20.0

20.1

the urban form and growth directions set out in Chapter 5 of the
CRPS. The site does not contain any areas identified as having
significant landscape, ecological, or heritage values. The ability to
service the site with infrastructure and to mitigate effects on
regionally significant SH1 and rail infrastructure have been

discussed above.

| note that the submission from the CRC raises concerns primarily
in regard to the ability of the PC6 provisions to appropriately
manage natural hazard risk, and in particular flood risk derived from
the Kowhai River. Based on the information available, | have
concluded that flood risk can be managed to acceptable levels, with
a final conclusion on this matter (and therefore alignment with
CRPS directions on risk management) able to be determined
following a review of the applicant’s technical expert evidence and

in particular their completion of the NPS-NH Appendix 1 risk matrix.

I am otherwise satisfied that PC6 gives effect to the CRPS and | am
in general agreement with the Application’s identification of the
relevant CRPS and Regional Plan provisions and the associated

s32 assessment regarding alignment with these provisions.*®

CONSISTENCY WITH THE PLANS OF ADJACENT
TERRITORIAL AUTHORITIES

I do not consider there to be any directly relevant provisions in the
District Plans of neighbouring territorial authorities that are affected
by PC6. The plan change is at a scale that it is unlikely to impact on
cross-boundary interests. | note that neither neighbouring Council
have submitted on the plan change or raised concerns with cross-
boundary issues. Notwithstanding, matters relating to urban form,
transport infrastructure, housing capacity, and natural hazard

management have been discussed above.

58 PC6 Application, s32 Report, Section 2.5
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21.0

211

21.2

22.0

221

22.2

S32 CONSIDERATION

Section 32 requires the consideration and evaluation of the extent
to which the objectives of the proposal are the most appropriate
way to achieve the purpose of the Act i.e. Part 2 (s32(1)(a)); as well
as an assessment of whether the provisions in the proposal are in
turn the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives (of both the
proposal and the existing District Plan objectives), having regard to
the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions and having

considered other reasonably practicable options (s32(1)(b)).

The application contains a detailed assessment of the proposal
against s32 as an integral part of the application documentation.5°
Apart from the discrete matters of detail discussed above in regard
to wetland delineation, Hub heights, natural hazard management
(slope instability), and ODP narrative wording regarding infill
planting, | agree with the s32 assessment as set out in the

application.

CONCLUSION

The statutory matters that must be considered in relation to a plan
change require the assessment of the plan change against sections
31, 32, 74 and 75 of the RMA, and regard must be had to the
overall purpose and principles set out in Part 2 of the Act (where
new objectives are proposed, or alternatively if any incompleteness,
invalidity or uncertainty is identified in the existing planning

documents).

Confirmation of the delivery of the Green Lane road link via the
Infrastructure Acceleration Fund has been the key catalyst behind
PC6. The plan change provides a timely opportunity to review the
current ORDA framework to ensure that the opportunities generated
by the connectivity improvements are able to be realised. In
principle, the provision of additional housing and greater range in

housing topologies within an area that has long been identified for

59 PC6 Application, s32 Report, Part B
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22.3

22.4

22.5

22.6

urban development, supported by a commensurate increase in an
associated neighbourhood centre, is positive for the township. The
urban growth outcomes sought in PC6 are likewise broadly
consistent with the outcomes anticipated in the Kaikoura Spatial

Plan and higher order directions contained in the CRPS and NPSs.

The potential benefits enabled by PC6 are reflected in the high level
of support for the plan change as seen in submissions. There are
no remaining submissions in opposition to the plan change, and
those that are neutral/ support-in-part generally relate to discrete

matters of interest.

Whilst there is broad support for PC8, it is nonetheless important
that the changes enabled by the plan change are able to be
effectively managed. As with all plan changes there is a complex
web of both potential environmental effects and statutory directions
that need to be considered. Turning first to potential effects, it is
important to emphasise that at a plan change stage the key task is
to identify whether the site is exposed to any significant constraints

that present a fundamental impediment to rezoning.

In my experience, sites that are subject to lesser levels of constraint
are generally capable of resolution following more detailed design
work. Consideration of the efficacy of these more detailed design
solutions generally forms part of the later subdivision consent and
regional consenting processes. It is however important to be
confident that the regulatory framework (including any plan change
provisions) provides sufficient scope and direction to ensure any
outstanding issues/ design details fall within the ambit of what can

assessed as part of these subsequent consent processes.

Apart from a short list of discrete amendments recommended
above, | am satisfied that the effects generated by PC6 are either
acceptable or are able to be appropriately managed through
subsequent consenting processes, and that the provisions sought
through PC6 will provide an effective regulatory framework for

assessing future applications.
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22.7 My conclusions that the effects generated by the plan change are
able to be effectively managed has fed into my assessment of the
plan change against the higher order policy direction contained in
the CRPS and NPSs. | consider PC6 will integrate effectively with
the Operative Plan, will give effect to the higher order direction
contained in the CRPS, Regional Plans, NPS and NES, and that it
will ultimately achieve Part 2 of the RMA and the matters set out in

sections 6, 7, and 8.

22.8 Subject to a discrete list of refinements to the proposed provisions, |

recommend that PC6 be granted.

Jonathan Clease
Consultant planner

10 April 2026



