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1 INTRODUCTION 

 This report provides a summary of the evaluation undertaken by Dunedin City Council (DCC) 

of proposed changes included in Variation 2 to the Second Generation Dunedin City District 

Plan (2GP). This assessment is required by Section 32 (s32) of the Resource Management Act 

1991 (RMA).   

 A variation is a set of proposed amendments to a proposed plan before it is made fully 

operative. Under Clause 16A of Schedule 1 of the RMA 1991 a local authority may initiate 

variations to provisions in a proposed plan at any time before the approval of the plan. 

Variation 2 is the second variation to the 2GP; the first (Variation 1, notified in 2019) 

addressed minor errors and omissions which could not be addressed under Clause 16. The 

changes made under Variation 1 are now operative. 

 Variation 2 is being proposed primarily to give effect to the requirements of the National 

Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD). Under Section 55(2B) of the RMA, 

a local authority must make amendments to a proposed plan to give effect to provisions 

within a national policy statement. These amendments must be undertaken using the 

process in Schedule 1 of the RMA. Analysis and monitoring required by the NPS-UD has 

identified that Dunedin has a shortfall in housing capacity over the short, medium and long 

terms. Variation 2 addresses the requirement to provide sufficient development capacity for 

the short and medium term (up to 10 years). Development capacity for the longer term is 

not required to be included within a district plan and will be addressed through other 

means. 

 Variation 2 addresses the shortfall in housing over the short and medium term by zoning 

more land for housing (adding new residential areas, known as ‘greenfield’ development, 

through new General Residential 1, Township and Settlement and Large Lot Residential 1 

zoning), enabling a higher density of housing in parts of the city through new General 

Residential 2 zoning, and changing rules and policies to allow increased development density 

and flexibility of development in many residential areas of the city. 

 Additional housing capacity for greenfield land is also expected to be achieved through 

resolution of residential zoning appeals on the 2GP. These are currently in a pre-mediation 

phase, which is running concurrently with the Variation 2 development process. Variation 2 

does not, with a small number of exceptions, include land that is already the subject of an 

appeal to rezone it to a residential zone.  

 Variation 2 also responds to wider housing-related issues in Dunedin, including those 

addressed in the Mayor’s Taskforce for Housing 2019 report, Housing Action Plan for 

Dunedin 2019-20391.  The Action Plan includes sixteen recommendations to address the 

city’s housing needs into the future. One recommendation is particularly relevant to this 

proposal: developing tools to ensure new developments help meet Dunedin’s social and 

affordable housing needs (Action 2.4). Variation 2 responds to this Action by enabling 

 
1 Housing Action Plan for Dunedin 2019-2039 (Dunedin City Council and Community Housing Solutions, April 
2019) 
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medium density social housing in most areas where standard density residential zones apply 

(General Residential 1 and some Township and Settlement zoned areas). 

 In addition, Variation 2 makes changes to several other 2GP housing related provisions. 

These include: 

a. Changes to ensure that the subdivision of large areas of greenfield residential land 

is undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and 

achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated yet flexible way; 

b. Changes to the Residential Transition Overlay Zone provisions; 

c. Clarification of the policies relating to 3 waters infrastructure and changes to 

assessment rules to better implement those policies; and 

d. Other changes to clarify provisions, correct errors, implement the NPS-UD or 

improve plan usability. 

 This report outlines relevant background information, including the planning and strategic 

framework for decision making. It identifies the purpose of each proposed change and 

evaluates each change against identified alternatives.  
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2 SCOPE OF CHANGES PROPOSED 

 Variation 2 is not a full plan review, but a focussed suite of changes to enable additional 

housing capacity through specific rule and policy changes and through rezoning specific sites. 

A full review of all the residential zone provisions and residential zoning across the entire city 

was not undertaken as this was recently done through the development of the Second 

Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP). The 2GP is still in the appeal phase and re-

opening large parts of the plan to a new variation will slow the progress towards making the 

plan fully operative. Until the 2GP is operative, parts of the 2006 District Plan continue to 

apply along with the 2GP provisions, which increases the complexity and costs of processing 

consents.  The changes proposed in Variation 2 are therefore as focussed as possible, and 

scope has been deliberately limited to avoid re-consideration of a wide range of provisions. 

 The scope of each proposal is identified in the ‘purpose of proposal and scope of change’ 

section for each proposed change.  Submissions may be made on matters encompassed by 

these scope statements. Submissions are encouraged to improve and fine-tune the changes 

proposed, or to suggest alternative methods of achieving the purpose of the proposal, so 

long as these suggestions are within the limits of the scope statement. 

 For each change, a limited number of alternatives has been considered. In some cases, the 

only alternative considered is the status quo. This reflects the narrow scope of these 

proposed changes, which has naturally limited the number of reasonably practicable 

alternatives.  

 

3 THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL HOUSING CAPACITY 

 The National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) sets out requirements 

relating to planning for growth and development in urban environments, including for the 

provision of sufficient development capacity for anticipated residential growth. The 

objectives of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) are 

outlined in Section 5 below. 

 The NPS-UD came into force in August 2020, building on and replacing the National Policy 

Statement for Urban Development Capacity 2016 (NPS-UDC 2016). As required under the 

NPS-UDC 2016, a housing capacity assessment was completed in early 2019. This indicated a 

shortfall in housing capacity over the medium and long term of approximately 1,000 and 

4,600 dwellings respectively2. Since then, several factors have changed, including: 

a. Market conditions (particularly a significant increase in land values and house 

prices) 

b. Development has occurred, reducing the remaining development capacity 

c. The NPS-UD has replaced the NPS-UDC 2016, with different requirements around 

assessing development capacity 

 
2 See the Housing Capacity Assessment Dunedin City (January 2019): 
https://www.dunedin.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/704962/Housing-capacity-assessment-for-Dunedin-
City.pdf  

https://www.dunedin.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/704962/Housing-capacity-assessment-for-Dunedin-City.pdf
https://www.dunedin.govt.nz/__data/assets/pdf_file/0010/704962/Housing-capacity-assessment-for-Dunedin-City.pdf


8 
 

d. Improvements to the residential capacity modelling 

e. New population projections 

f. Additional information on the types of housing preferred by Dunedin’s residents; 

and 

g. The impacts of Covid-19. 

 As a result, new demand and capacity figures have been calculated. These indicate a 

shortfall in housing over the short term (230 dwellings), medium term (1,640 dwellings) and 

long term (4,830 dwellings).  

 Consideration of the preferences of Dunedin’s population for different housing types, 

particularly standalone housing and attached housing (duplexes, townhouses and 

apartments), indicates that the shortfall of housing will be more marked for attached 

housing types. Variation 2 addresses this by enabling multi-unit development in a wider area 

of the city (through new General Residential 2 zoning), allowing duplexes through General 

Residential 1 and some Township and Settlement zones, and removing the restrictions on 

the occupancy of family flats.  

 The assessment of housing demand, capacity and housing preferences is discussed in more 

detail below.  

3.1 Population growth 

 In 2019 DCC commissioned an updated set of growth projections3. The updated set is based 

on Statistics New Zealand’s 2017 projections and incorporates further datasets and analysis. 

A key assumption behind the updated growth projections was that Dunedin’s growth would 

lie between the medium and high growth scenarios between 2018 and 2028, falling back to 

the medium growth scenario for the remainder of the projected timeframe. This follows the 

recommendations for Dunedin by Statistics New Zealand4. 

 As the projections were developed shortly prior to the Covid-19 pandemic, consultants 

(Infometrics) were commissioned to assess the likely impact of the pandemic on the 

population and dwelling projections5. While the assessment suggested that there is likely to 

be a significant economic impact from Covid-19, it concluded that the impact on population 

and dwelling growth is likely to be relatively minor and short-lived. As such, the pre-Covid 

growth projections have been retained by DCC as draft significant forecasting assumptions 

for the 2021-31 10 Year Plan. 

 The new projections suggest population growth of 916 people and 488 households per year 

between 2018-23, gradually decreasing to a plateau around 2038 (Figure 1). There is a 

medium-high degree of uncertainty in the projections due to the unknown impacts of Covid-

19 in the short-term and inherent difficulty in projecting growth into the medium and long-

term.  

 
3 Growth projections review (Russell Jones, 2020) 
4 2013-base subnational population projections update: Advice to users (December 2019), Statistics New 
Zealand 
5 Dunedin City Growth projections, Infometrics (June 2020) 
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Figure 1: Growth projections 

 

 The updated 2019 projections significantly exceed previous projections on which the Second 

Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP), 2018 10 Year Plan, and 2019 Housing Capacity 

Assessment were based.   

 Dunedin’s net population growth is expected to be almost entirely within the 65+ age group 

(Figure 2). There is a low-medium degree of uncertainty about the changes within this age 

group. The aging of the existing population is comparatively easy to forecast compared to 

migration, which typically impacts significantly on growth in younger age groups. 

 

Figure 2: Projected population by age 

 

 Due largely to the ageing population, Dunedin’s population growth is expected to be 

concentrated in one and two-person households (Figure 3). This is likely to result in a strong 

future demand for attached units, driven by the housing preferences of these groups 

(discussed below). 
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Figure 3: Projected household growth by type 

 

3.2 Housing preferences 

 ‘Dunedin Housing We’d Choose’ Survey 2019 

 Research into the housing preferences of Dunedin’s residents was undertaken in 20196. This 

study ‘Dunedin Housing We’d Choose’ surveyed 770 Dunedin residents, with the aim of 

estimating the level of demand for different types of dwellings in different locations. 

 The survey asked a range of questions around respondents’ current housing, what they 

looked for when purchasing a dwelling, financial status, place of work, and where they 

would choose to live. Based on the affordability profile calculated by the survey, the 

respondents were then presented with different housing options, from which they could 

choose their preferred house type, size, and location.  

 The study divided the city into six ‘catchments’: inner city (Central Business District Zone 

(CBD) and adjoining commercial zones), inner suburbs, outer suburbs, South Dunedin, 

Mosgiel and outer areas (Figure 4). For this report, South Dunedin has been incorporated 

into the inner suburbs due to its small size relative to the other catchments. 

 The findings from the survey, along with population structures and projections, were used to 

develop a housing choice model to predict volume and location of future growth in Dunedin. 

 
6 Dunedin City Council Housing Framework Predictions: The Housing We’d Choose (Research First, December 
2019) 
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    Figure 4: Housing catchments 

 

 The survey results showed that there is a preference for standalone housing, particularly for 

younger couples and households with children. However, over 40% of couples aged 65+, and 

people of all ages living alone, would choose to live in an attached housing typology (e.g. 

duplexes, townhouses and apartments) (Table 1). As these are the demographic groups that 

are projected to increase (see Figure 3 above), this has a significant impact on demand for 

this type of housing. 

 

Table 1: Housing preferences by typology 

Preferred 

housing 

typology 

One person 

households 

 (<65 years) 

One person 

households 

 (65+ years) 

Couple 

without 

children 

 (<65 years) 

Couple 

without 

children 

 (65+ years) 

Parent(s) or 

caregiver(s) 

with children 

Other 

multi-

person 

household 

All 

households 

Standalone 56% 57% 84% 57% 83% 76% 75% 

Attached 44% 43% 16% 43% 17% 24% 25% 

 

 A comparison of preferred housing with Dunedin’s existing housing stock shows that there is 

an existing discrepancy between preferred housing types and housing supply, even before 

considering future growth and demographic trends. There are 5,250 more standalone 
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houses and 6,500 fewer attached homes than are needed to align with the preferences of 

Dunedin’s current population. 

 The Housing We’d Choose study also revealed the preferred home locations of respondents 

(Table 2). This showed a strong preference for inner suburbs (located close to the CBD) and 

outer suburbs. However, there is significant variation between household types. Of the 

household types expected to grow (see Figure 3 above), one person households aged 65+ 

are more likely to want to live in the inner city (compared to the general population) and 

couples aged 65+ without children are comparatively more likely to prefer South Dunedin or 

Mosgiel.  

 

Table 2: Housing preferences by location 

Preferred 

location 

One person 

households 

 (<65 years) 

One person 

households 

 (65+ years) 

Couple 

without 

children 

 (<65 years) 

Couple 

without 

children 

 (65+ years) 

Parent(s) or 

caregiver(s) 

with 

children 

Other multi-

person 

household 

All 

households 

Inner city 12% 12% 1% 4% 4% 6% 5% 

Inner 

suburbs 
44% 38% 33% 39% 35% 45% 37% 

Outer 

suburbs 
36% 26% 34% 18% 37% 31% 34% 

Mosgiel 6% 21% 21% 29% 11% 12% 14% 

Outer area 2% 2% 10% 11% 13% 6% 10% 

Total 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 100% 

 

 ‘Planning for Housing Survey’ 2019 

 A second, more informal, survey of people’s views on housing types and locations was 

conducted by the Dunedin City Council in October 20197. This consultation, the Planning for 

Housing Survey, provided the wider community with an opportunity to share their views on 

the provision of housing capacity in Dunedin, to inform changes to the 2GP and 

development of wider, housing-related strategic policy. This survey was self-selected, so is 

not statistically representative, and was part of the community consultation to develop 

Variation 2, that also included discussions with key stakeholders. It used an online 

questionnaire that included questions about which areas of the city should be rezoned to 

residential to provide for the development of new houses (greenfield development) and 

where more homes, such as apartments and townhouses, could be built in existing urban 

areas (intensification).  

 There was a total of 252 respondents to the survey. Support for some form of intensification 

to provide for growth was strong (42% preferred an emphasis on intensification and 41% 

 
7 Planning for Housing Survey Report, Dunedin City, February 2020 
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preferred and even split between greenfield rezoning and intensification – 83% of responses 

overall). Relatively few respondents preferred an emphasis on greenfield rezoning (10%). 

 Intensification was considered by respondents to be most appropriate in the inner city, inner 

suburbs (from Maryhill to Maori Hill), and suburbs in the north of the city (North Dunedin, 

North East Valley and the Pine Hill area).  Intensification was considered least appropriate in 

the Town Belt green space, Halfway Bush and areas subject to natural hazards.  

Intensification was both supported and opposed in South Dunedin, Otago Peninsula, Mosgiel 

and areas with heritage buildings.   

 Greenfield development (rezoning to residential) adjacent to the main urban area of 

Dunedin, especially areas closest to the central city, was generally supported.  Areas 

attracting both support and opposition included the Mosgiel/Taieri area, Halfway Bush and 

the Otago Peninsula.  Greenfield development was generally opposed in areas of productive 

rural land, natural hazards, green space and natural landscapes. 

3.3 Housing demand 

 The updated population projections and housing preferences analysis have been combined 

(along with other data) to determine the most likely scenario for housing demand over the 

medium and long term. This is shown in  

 Table 3 and Table 4  below. These also incorporate an existing shortfall of 743 dwellings 

caused by the number of homes built over the last five years not keeping pace with 

projected demand over the same period and include the market efficiency buffers of 15-20% 

required by the NPS-UD. 

 

Table 3: Projected total demand and capacity required 

Timeframe 
Demand for 

dwellings8 
Capacity required9 

Short-term (2020-23) 1,516 1,819 

Medium-term (2020-30) 4,437 5,325 

Long-term (2020-50) 9,101 10,688 

 

 Of total net household growth over the next 30 years, 97% is considered likely to be from 

one or two person households. As a result of this demographic shift (together with changing 

housing preferences), there is expected to be a strong future demand for attached units 

(Table 4). 

  

 
8 Incorporating the existing shortfall of 743 dwellings 
9 Incorporating the market efficiency buffers of 15-20%, as required by the NPS-UD. 
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Table 4: Projected dwelling capacity required by housing type 

  2020-23 2020-30 2020-50 

Standalone house 1,144 3,261 6,680 

Attached units 674 2,064 4,008 

Total 1,819 5,325 10,688 

 

 Demand by location is focussed on the inner suburbs, outer suburbs, and Mosgiel (Table 5).  

 

Table 5: Projected dwelling capacity required by location 

Catchment 2020-23 2023-30 2030-50 

Inner city 136 415 768 

Inner suburbs 744 2,210 4,272 

Outer suburbs 473 1,325 2,626 

Mosgiel 365 1,110 2,271 

Outer area 101 264 752 

Total 1,819 5,325 10,688 

3.4 Existing housing capacity 

 An updated assessment of housing capacity has been undertaken in accordance with the 

requirements of the NPS-UD. 

 As shown in Table 6, this assessment shows that, under the existing planning framework, 

there is insufficient development capacity over the short, medium and long terms. Dunedin 

City Council are currently in mediation on a range of appeals seeking residential zoning. The 

settlement of these appeals could add feasible development capacity for up to 1,000 

dwellings, all of which are likely to be taken up over the next ten years. All the capacity that 

may be added through settlement of appeals would be for greenfield development.  

 

Table 6: Sufficiency of housing capacity 

 Short-term (2020-23) Medium-term (2020-

2030) 

Long-term (2020-50) 

Capacity required10 1,818 5,325 10,688 

Capacity currently 

provided 
1,591 3,684 5,760 

Shortfall -227 -1,640 -4,928 

 
10 Incorporating existing shortfall of 743 dwellings, as well as a 20% buffer over 2020-30 and 15% over 2030-
2050, as required by the NPS-UD 2020 
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 The existing shortfall in capacity (compared to demand) is most pronounced for attached 

housing (Table 7). 

 

Table 7: Relative capacity for attached and standalone housing 

 

Short-term  

(2020-23) 

Medium-term 

(2020-30)  

Long-term  

(2020-50) 

Demand Supply Demand Supply Demand Supply 

Standalone 

housing 
1,144 1,352 3,261 3,190 6,680 4,629 

Attached 

housing 
674 240 2,064 494 4,008 1,131 

 

 Geographically, the shortfall in development capacity is most pronounced in the inner city 

and inner suburbs (Table 8). 

 

Table 8: Sufficiency by catchment 

Catchment 

Short-term 

(2020-23) 

Medium-term 

(2020-30) 

Long-term 

(2020-50) 

Demand Supply Demand Supply Demand Supply 

Inner city 136 11 415 27 768 27 

Inner suburbs 744 360 2,210 883 4,272 883 

Outer suburbs 473 572 1,325 1,336 2,626 1,336 

Mosgiel 365 520 1,110 1,093 2,271 1,093 

Outer area 101 125 264 346 752 346 

 

 As shown in Figure 5, if population growth occurs faster than projected under the medium-

high growth scenario, the identified housing capacity shortfall will be exacerbated. The 

impact would be greater on standalone housing, assuming the relative demand for housing 

types remains the same.  

 If population growth followed the low growth projection, then there would not be a shortfall 

of standalone housing; however, the supply of attached dwelling capacity would still be 

insufficient to meet demand.  
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Figure 5: Capacity compared to growth projections 

 

 In conclusion, based on the most likely population projections and housing preferences 

research, additional housing capacity is required over the short, medium and long term, and 

a significant increase in the number of attached housing types is needed. The greatest need 

is likely to be in the inner suburbs. 
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4 CURRENT 3 WATERS ISSUES 

 One of the key constraints to providing additional housing capacity through the Second 

Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) was capacity constraints within the 3 waters 

(stormwater, wastewater and water supply) infrastructure networks across much of the city. 

Many of the same constraints continue to present a barrier to urban growth and 

intensification. 

 Work is progressing to resolve the capacity constraints, with some upgrades already 

undertaken or programmed.  However, the remaining network issues are significant and will 

require substantial investment and infrastructure works programmes into the long term.  

Funding is also being sought for additional projects through the DCC’s 10 Year Plan 2021-

2031 process to assist in resolving these issues. 

 New development needs to be carefully managed to ensure that effects on 3 waters 

networks are acceptable. New approaches are being considered through Variation 2 to 

ensure that additional housing development can take place while managing 3 waters effects, 

as outlined below.  This is supported by a report entitled 3 Waters Strategic Direction 

Position Paper (December 2020) by AR & Associates (see Variation 2 supporting documents). 

4.1 Wastewater 

 There are existing wastewater network capacity issues across many parts of the city. These 

are caused or exacerbated by inflow and infiltration of stormwater and groundwater into the 

wastewater network during wet weather events.  This already results in overflows of 

untreated wastewater into waterways, streets and private property in some locations. New 

development has the potential to exacerbate these issues and must be carefully managed.  

 Wastewater catchments that are particularly problematic include the Kaikorai Valley to 

South Dunedin catchment (limiting further development in Brockville, for example), North-

East Valley catchment, and Mosgiel catchment. 

 High level modelling work has been undertaken to assess the extent of upgrades required 

across the city, based on development currently enabled under the 2GP and the potential 

increase in development necessary to provide for Dunedin’s growth. As a result of this, 

funding is being sought for upgrades through the 10 Year Plan, and further work is identified 

in the DCC’s infrastructure strategy. 

 In the meantime, the use of communal on-site wastewater detention tanks has been 

considered through Variation 2 in certain circumstances to enable some urban growth to 

occur while ensuring there are no additional adverse effects on the wastewater network 

until constraints can be resolved. 

4.2 Water supply 

 There are also constraints in the water supply network in parts of the city, resulting in low 

water pressure and insufficient fire flows, particularly in summer.  Areas affected include 

Mosgiel, the Otago Peninsula and northern settlements serviced by the Northern Pipeline 

(such as Waitati). These issues can be managed to some extent with water restrictions. 
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Funding is being sought through the 10 Year Plan for upgrades to parts of the water 

network. 

4.3 Stormwater 

 Dunedin’s stormwater network is made up of infrastructure such as pipes, culverts and 

natural open watercourses.  This can include drainage channels, kerb and channel, natural 

features such as streams, green infrastructure such as constructed wetlands, and identified 

overland flow paths such as roads and parks.  Parts of the network are in DCC ownership and 

parts in private ownership.  

 Stormwater is typically diverted and discharged to whichever downstream stormwater 

infrastructure is closest to a development. This may be DCC stormwater infrastructure such 

as kerb and channel, or into a private watercourse. Stormwater may flow through a 

combination of these private and public networks prior to being discharged to a stream or 

the coast. Therefore, the performance of both private and public stormwater infrastructure 

is critical to ensure flooding risk is appropriately managed.  

 In recent years, heavy rain events have exposed vulnerable sections of Dunedin’s 

stormwater infrastructure. Failures have occurred as a result of inappropriate pipe sizing, 

outdated construction materials and inadequate installation techniques. Private 

watercourses and infrastructure on private land may no longer have capacity to carry 

increased flows (which can result from development in the upstream catchment) or may 

have inadequately designed secondary flow paths. This can increase the risk of adverse 

effects on public health, property and the environment from flooding. DCC has a 

responsibility to ensure the potential stormwater effects of development on downstream 

properties is managed 

 Key areas where there are currently issues managing the volume of stormwater generated 

are Mosgiel, Outram and South Dunedin. 

 In addition to flooding, there are potential impacts on water quality and erosion of 

watercourses and downstream properties if stormwater discharges are not adequately 

managed.  Stormwater quality is currently an issue throughout the city, but is particularly 

problematic in Kaikorai Valley, Waitati, Otago Peninsula, and Tomahawk.  The DCC has a 

duty to manage the quality of water it discharges from its network and this needs to be 

considered as a part of growth planning. 

 DCC stormwater models do not cover the full city and the capacity of parts of the network, 

particularly privately owned drains and channels, is not known. In the absence of full 

information, a precautionary approach is generally taken to stormwater management from 

new development, and attenuation of peak flows required so that post development flows 

do not exceed pre-development flows. 

 Methods to strengthen the management of stormwater effects are being considered 

through Variation 2, including requirements for on-site attenuation of stormwater in large 

areas of greenfield residential zoning.  This will enable some urban growth to occur while 

appropriately managing stormwater.  
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5 PLANNING BACKGROUND 

 Under s75 of the RMA a District Plan must give effect to any national policy statements, New 

Zealand coastal policy statement, national planning standards and any regional policy 

statements, and not be inconsistent with a water conservation order or regional plan.  

 There are also several plans or strategies developed by DCC, including those required under 

the Local Government Act 2002 (LGA), that have informed the development of the changes 

included in Variation 2. 

 The key RMA and LGA documents of relevance to Variation 2 are summarised briefly below.  

5.1 National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD)  

 The NPS-UD classifies urban areas into different tiers relating to population size and 

projected growth rates, with Dunedin being classified as a Tier 2 urban environment 

(medium growth).  

 The Tier 2 classification obliges the DCC to give effect to all objectives in the NPS-UD along 

with selected policies.  Objective 1 of the NPS-UD seeks to achieve well-functioning urban 

environments that enable all people and communities to provide for their social, economic 

and cultural wellbeing and for their health and safety. This objective is supported by seven 

other objectives focusing on:  

a. housing affordability (Objective 2)  

b. enabling more people to live in areas with many employment opportunities, good 

public transport services (existing or planned), and/or where there is high demand 

for housing (Objective 3)  

c. the adaptability of New Zealand’s urban environment to diversity and changing 

needs (Objective 4)  

d. the need to take into account the principles of the Treaty of Waitangi/Te Tiriti o 

Waitangi (Objective 5)  

e. ensuring strategic and responsive decision making on urban development, and 

integrating this with infrastructure planning and funding decisions (Objective 6)  

f. the need for local authorities to have robust and frequently updated information 

about their urban environments, to inform planning decisions (Objective 7)  

g. the need for urban environments to support a reduction in greenhouse gas 

emissions and to be resilient to the future effects of climate change (Objective 8).  

 Several policies apply to Dunedin as a Tier 2 city and cover a range of requirements to 

implement the objectives. Of these, six policies are relevant to what the variation is seeking 

to achieve: 

a. Policy 1 requires that planning decisions contribute to well-functioning urban 

environments. The clauses in the policy outline a set of minimum requirements 

which urban environments must meet, including: 
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i. having or enabling a variety of homes to meet the needs of different 

households for a variety of types, prices and locations, and enabling Māori 

to express cultural traditions and norms (clauses a i and ii);  

ii. having good accessibility for people, including by way of public or active 

transport (clause c);  

iii. supporting competitive operation of land and development markets 

(clause d);  

iv. supporting reductions in greenhouse gas emissions (clause e); and  

v. being resilient to effects of climate change (clause f).  

 Policy 2 requires that local authorities have at least sufficient development capacity to meet 

expected demand for housing and business land over the short, medium and long terms. 

 Policy 5 relates to intensification and requires that district plans enable a height and density 

of urban development that corresponds with the level of accessibility to public or active 

transport to commercial services, or the relative demand for housing and business use in 

that location (whichever is greater). 

 Policy 6 requires decision makers to have particular regard to a number of considerations, 

including the planned urban built form anticipated by planning documents (clause a); that 

changes to an area may change amenity values but that this is not, in itself, an adverse effect 

(clause b); the benefits of urban development consistent with well-functioning urban 

environments (clause c); contributions that will be made to meeting the requirements of the 

NPS to provide or realise development capacity (clause d); and the likely effects of climate 

change (clause e).  

 Policy 9 sets out requirements for local authorities to take into account the principles of the 

Treaty of Waitangi, including iwi and hapū involvement in RMA planning, and to take into 

account the values and aspirations of hapū and iwi for urban development.  

 Policy 10 requires that local authorities work together where they share jurisdiction over 

urban environments to implement the NPS-UD, that they engage with infrastructure 

providers to achieve integrated land use and infrastructure planning, and with the 

development sector to identify significant opportunities for urban development.  

5.2 Otago Regional Policy Statement  

 The Partially Operative Otago Regional Policy Statement (RPS) includes several objectives 

which are relevant to urban development. The most directly relevant to the purpose of 

Variation 2 is Objective 4.5 relating to urban growth and development.  

 Objective 4.5 is: 

Urban growth and development is well designed, occurs in a strategic and coordinated way, 

and integrates effectively with adjoining urban and rural environments.  

 This is implemented through policies 4.5.1-6, with Policy 4.5.1 being the most relevant.  

Policy 4.5.1:  Providing for urban growth and development 
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Provide for urban growth and development in a strategic and co-ordinated way, including 
by: 

a) ensuring future urban growth areas are in accordance with any future development 
strategy for that district. 

b) monitoring supply and demand of residential, commercial and industrial zoned 
land;  

c) ensuring that there is sufficient housing and business land development capacity 
available in Otago; 

d) setting minimum targets for sufficient, feasible capacity for housing in high growth 
urban areas in Schedule 6  

e) Coordinating the development and the extension of urban areas with infrastructure 
development programmes, to provide infrastructure in an efficient and effective 
way. 

f) Having particular regard to: 
i. Providing for rural production activities by minimising adverse effects on 

significant soils and activities which sustain food production; 
ii. Minimising competing demands for natural resources; 

iii. Maintaining high and outstanding natural character in the coastal 
environment; outstanding natural features, landscapes, and seascapes; and 
areas of significant indigenous vegetation and significant habitats of 
indigenous fauna; 

iv. Maintaining important cultural or historic heritage values; 
v. Avoiding land with significant risk from natural hazards; 

g) Ensuring efficient use of land; 
h) Restricting urban growth and development to areas that avoid reverse sensitivity 

effects unless those effects can be adequately managed; 
i) Requiring the use of low or no emission heating systems where ambient air quality 

is: 
i. Below standards for human health; or 

ii. Vulnerable to degradation given the local climatic and geographical 
context;  

j) Consolidating existing coastal settlements and coastal urban areas where this will 
contribute to avoiding or mitigating sprawling or sporadic patterns of settlement 
and urban growth. 

 

 Policy 4.5.2 - Integrating infrastructure with land use - is also relevant and relates to 

achieving the strategic integration of infrastructure with land use by recognising and 

providing for the functional needs of infrastructure, locating and designing infrastructure to 

take into account long term change, co-dependence with other infrastructure, effects on 

natural and physical values and the constraints of these resources on infrastructure, as well 

as the effects of climate change and natural hazard risk.  

 Policy 4.5.3 Urban design requires that new urban development is designed with regard to a 

number of matters:  

a. A resilient, safe and healthy community; 

b. A built form that relates well to its surrounding environment; 

c. Reducing risk from natural hazards; 

d. Good access and connectivity within and between communities; 
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e. A sense of cohesion and recognition of community values; 

f. Recognition and celebration of physical and cultural identity, and the historic 

heritage values 

g. of a place; 

h. Areas where people can live, work and play; 

i. A diverse range of housing, commercial, industrial and service activities; 

j. A diverse range of social and cultural opportunities. 

 

 It is noted that the RPS is currently subject to review and a new RPS is likely to be notified 

prior to decisions being made on Variation 2. 

5.3 Dunedin City’s Long Term Plan and Infrastructure Strategy  

 Under the NPS-UD requirement for sufficient development capacity for housing (Part 3 

Subpart 1 Providing development capacity), development capacity must be infrastructure-

ready.  This means that in the medium term (between 3 and 10 years) either the 

infrastructure is in place or there is funding identified for adequate infrastructure in the long 

term plan.  For the long term (between 10 and 30 years), this means that there is funding 

identified for adequate infrastructure in the long term plan or infrastructure strategy. 

 Local authority long term plans are required under the LGA and include the allocation of 

financial budgets for infrastructure upgrades and expansion over a ten-year period.  

Dunedin’s current Long Term Plan, the 10 Year Plan 2018-28, includes some major capital 

projects for development of infrastructure, including an upgrade of the Green Island 

Wastewater Treatment Plan, stormwater improvements in South Dunedin and transport 

improvements.  A new draft 10 Year Plan 2021-2031 is currently being developed and will 

include additional funding for infrastructure to support growth.  

 Infrastructure strategies are required under the LGA to set the direction for local authority 

three-waters and transport planning for at least the next 30 years.  Dunedin City Council’s 

2018 infrastructure strategy takes into account the separate 3 Waters Strategy (2010-2060) 

and Integrated Transport Strategy (2013-2043) and identifies the significant infrastructure 

issues for Dunedin.  

5.4 Dunedin City Spatial Plan 

 Dunedin Towards 2050: A Spatial Plan for Dunedin 2012 (‘the Spatial Plan’) sets a strategic 

direction for Dunedin’s growth and development for 30+ years to guide land-use planning 

and infrastructure servicing.  It contains objectives and policies to achieve its six strategic 

directions, which support of the vision of Dunedin as ‘one of the world’s great small cities’.  

It contains an urban form objective to achieve a ‘compact city with resilient townships’, 

including by urban consolidation and the prioritisation of the use of existing capacity in 

urban areas prior to expanding urban limits. The Spatial Plan does not identify geographical 

areas in which it is anticipated that Dunedin will grow.  
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 The Spatial Plan, which was published in September 2012, is due for review and will need to 

meet the requirements of preparation of a Future Development Strategy (FDS) under the 

NPS-UD. The next FDS will need to be prepared jointly with the Otago Regional Council. The 

NPS-UD outlines the purpose of an FDS as promoting long term strategic planning by setting 

out how a local authority intends to achieve well-functioning urban environments and 

provide sufficient development capacity over the next 30 years. It also assists in the 

integration of planning decisions with infrastructure planning and funding decisions. The FDS 

must spatially identify broad locations that will provide development capacity, along with 

identifying the location of development, additional infrastructure needed to service that 

capacity, and any constraints on development.  Initial background work on the FDS has 

started but the project will be formally initiated early in 2021.  

5.5 Dunedin City Second Generation District Plan (‘the Plan’) 

 Many objectives and policies throughout the Plan are relevant to decisions on providing 

housing capacity and managing the effects on housing development on the environment.  

The key provisions are outlined below, with full wording of relevant provisions included in 

Appendix 1. 

 Sufficient housing capacity 

 The key strategic objective relevant to ensuring there is sufficient housing capacity is 

Objective 2.6.2. This is: 

Dunedin provides sufficient, feasible, development capacity (as intensification opportunities 

and zoned urban land) in the most appropriate locations to meet the demand over the 

medium term (up to 10 years) while sustainably managing  urban expansion in a way that 

maintains a compact city with resilient townships as outlined in Objective 2.2.4 and policies 

2.2.4.1 to 2.2.4.3. 

 The key policy implementing Objective 2.6.2 in terms of identifying areas suitable for 

residential zoning is Policy 2.6.2.1. This policy includes reference to a number of relevant 

objectives that must be considered when residential zoning decisions are made.  These 

include objectives relating to a compact city, efficient provision of infrastructure, 

maintaining significant natural values such as landscape, coastal character and biodiversity, 

and consideration of natural hazards.  In some cases, policies under these objectives assist in 

determining how they should be applied in zoning decisions.   

 Policy 2.6.2.3 outlines the criteria for zoning land to a medium density zoning (General 

Residential 1 or Inner City Residential). It first requires alignment with Policy 2.6.2.1 and then 

lists additional considerations for development at a medium density, including referencing 

relevant objectives. 

 Housing choice  

 Objective 2.6.1 and Policy 2.6.1.1 relate to housing choice. Objective 2.6.1 is: 

There is a range of housing choices in Dunedin that provides for the community's needs and 

supports social well-being. 
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 Policy 2.6.1.1 is: 

Provide for housing development necessary to meet the future housing needs of Dunedin, 

through zones and rules that provide for an appropriate mix of development opportunities, 

including: infill development, redevelopment, and greenfield development; and that support 

Objective 2.2.4. Identify housing needs based on population projections and analysis of 

housing types required. 

 Urban form 

 Objective 2.2.4 is: 

Dunedin stays a compact and accessible city with resilient townships based on sustainably 

managed urban expansion. Urban expansion only occurs if required and in the most 

appropriate form and locations. 

 Policy 2.2.4.1 outlines that land should be used efficiently, and residential zoning should be 

at the highest appropriate density (medium density or standard density), with less dense 

zoning (i.e. large lot zoning or use of a structure plan to require a lower density) used only 

when environmental factors prevent development at a higher density.  

 Infrastructure planning  

 Objective 2.7.1 and Policy 2.7.1.1 are concerned with ensuring the efficient and cost 

effective provision and operation of public infrastructure networks. Objective 2.7.1 is: 

Public infrastructure networks operate efficiently and effectively and have the least possible 

long term cost burden on the public. 

 Policy 2.7.1.1, as it relates to zoning decisions, is: 

Manage the location of new housing to ensure efficient use and provision of public 
infrastructure through: 
a. …; 
b. consideration of public infrastructure capacity as part of zoning and rules that enable 

intensification of housing; 
c. consideration of public infrastructure capacity as part of the identification of 

transition overlay zones, assessment of changes to zoning, or assessment of any 
greenfield subdivision proposals; 

d. … 
e. ... 
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6 SECTION 32 STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS  

 Under Section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) ‘Requirements for preparing 

and publishing evaluation reports’, the Dunedin City Council is required to undertake an 

evaluation prior to the notification of Variation 2. 

 Under Section 32(1), this evaluation must: 

(a) examine the extent to which the objectives of the proposal being evaluated are the 
most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of this Act; and 

(b) examine whether the provisions in the proposal are the most appropriate way to 
achieve the objectives by— 

(i) identifying other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives; and 

(ii) assessing the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the 
objectives; and 

(iii) summarising the reasons for deciding on the provisions; and 

(c) contain a level of detail that corresponds to the scale and significance of the 
environmental, economic, social, and cultural effects that are anticipated from the 
implementation of the proposal. 

 

 Under Section 32(2), the evaluation must also: 

(a) identify and assess the benefits and costs of the environmental, economic, social, and 
cultural effects 

that are anticipated from the implementation of the provisions, including the opportunities 
for— 

(i) economic growth that are anticipated to be provided or reduced; and 

(ii) employment that are anticipated to be provided or reduced; and 

(b) if practicable, quantify the benefits and costs referred to in paragraph (a); and 

(c) assess the risk of acting or not acting if there is uncertain or insufficient information 
about the subject matter of the provisions. 

 

 Under Section 32(6), ‘objectives’ means: 

a. For a proposal that contains or states objectives, those objectives; 

b. For all other proposals, the purpose of the proposal. 

 This report assesses whether the objectives of this proposal are the most appropriate to 

achieve the purpose of the Act and whether the provisions are the most appropriate to 

achieve the objectives.  

 It is noted that the variation contains only three new or amended objectives which are 

assessed in terms of their appropriateness to achieve the purpose of the Act in the relevant 

sections below.   

 All proposals in the variation also have a purpose statement which also meets the meaning 

of ‘objective’ in accordance with Section 32(6).  Each purpose is intended to assist in more 
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appropriately achieving the relevant existing objectives of the Plan.  These existing 

objectives have been considered appropriate to achieve the purpose of the Act through the 

decisions already made on the Plan.  Therefore, it is considered that the purpose (or 

‘objective’) of each proposal will also appropriately achieve the purpose of the Act. 
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7 CONSULTATION UNDERTAKEN 

 Consultation has been undertaken with a variety of interested parties, to identify issues and 

constraints in the Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) housing provisions, 

potential changes to rules and policies to increase housing capacity, potential areas suitable 

for rezoning and issues associated with those areas, impacts on values of significance to 

Manawhenua, and the ability to provide infrastructure services to new residential areas. 

Parties consulted included: 

a. Kati Huirapa Rūnaka ki Puketeraki and Te Rūnanga o Ōtākou; 

b. Otago Regional Council; 

c. Local developers, surveyors and planners; 

d. Infrastructure providers; 

e. Kāinga Ora; 

f. Affected landowners; and 

g. The general public, through the Planning for Housing Survey (see Section 3.2.2 

above). 
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8 CHANGES TO MINIMUM SITE SIZE, DENSITY & FAMILY FLATS 
STANDARDS 

8.1 Summary and overall purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 This proposal includes Changes A2, A3, B1, B3, B4,B6, E9 and the purpose of the proposal is 

to review the minimum site size (Rule 15.7.4) and density (Rule 15.5.2) performance 

standards for the General Residential 1 and Township and Settlement (serviced)11 zones to 

provide for more housing development capacity and housing choice within these zones, 

where appropriate.  The purpose extends to making any consequential changes to Plan rules 

necessary to manage any adverse effects of increased density if existing rules are deemed 

inadequate to ensure the proposal is the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives of 

the Plan.  

 A second and related proposal (Change A1) is to review the family flats provisions in Rule 

15.5.2 and Rule 15.5.14 (which apply in all residential zones other than General Residential 2 

Zone (GR2) and Inner City Residential Zone (ICR)). The scope of the proposal does not extend 

to reviewing the family flat provisions in other non-residential zones including Rural 

Residential and Rural zones as these provisions are subject to, or potentially overlap with, 

matters being considered in appeals on the Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan 

(2GP). 

 The density and minimum site size performance standards for the GR2 and ICR zones do not 

form part of this review or variation, other than to the extent that general changes are 

applied to these performance standards for all residential zones. 

 The changes proposed include major changes to add housing capacity, which are assessed in 

detail in the sections below, and minor changes which are assessed together in Table 12.   

8.2 Relevant objectives 

 Section 32(1)(b) of the Act requires an assessment of whether the proposed provisions 

(policies and methods) are the most appropriate way to achieve the objective or purpose of 

the proposal. Section 32(3) also requires it to be assessed against the objectives of the 2GP. 

In this case the purpose of the proposal seeks to better achieve the relevant objectives of 

the 2GP, so the assessment has also focused on an evaluation against those objectives. 

 This assessment must:  

a. identify other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives  

b. assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives, 

including consideration of the benefits and costs anticipated from the 

implementation of the provisions, and the risk of acting or not acting if there is 

uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions.  

c. summarise the reasons for deciding on the provisions. 

 
11 ‘Serviced’ means not within the no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped area. 
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 The key strategic objectives relevant to managing the density of residential activity and the 

minimum site sizes for residential subdivisions are Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choice, 

Objective 2.6.2 on Adequate urban land supply, Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient infrastructure, 

and Objective 2.4.1 on Form and structure of the environment. 

 These objectives are relevant because they seek to provide for the development of enough 

housing of a range of types and in a range of locations (objectives 2.6.1 and 2.6.2) while 

balancing the effects on public infrastructure (Objective 2.7.1) and on the aesthetics on the 

environment, including on residential character and amenity (Objective 2.4.1).  The detail of 

each of these objectives is provided below.  

 Objective 2.6.1 is concerned with providing housing choice, and reads: 

There is a range of housing choices in Dunedin that provides for the community’s needs and 

supports social well-being. 

 Objective 2.6.2 ensures there is sufficient housing capacity and reads: 

Dunedin provides sufficient, feasible, development capacity (as intensification opportunities 

and zoned urban land) in the most appropriate locations to meet the demand over the 

medium term (up to 10 years), while sustainably managing urban expansion in a way that 

maintains a compact city with resilient townships as outlined in Objective 2.2.4 and policies 

2.2.4.1 to 2.2.4.3. 

 Objective 2.7.1 ensures there is efficient public infrastructure and reads: 

Public infrastructure networks operate efficiently and effectively and have the least possible 

long term cost burden on the public  

 Objective 2.4.1 is concerned with form and structure of the environment and reads: 

The elements of the environment that contribute to residents’ and visitors’ aesthetic 

appreciation for and enjoyment of the city are protected and enhanced.  These include: 

a. important green and other open spaces, including green breaks between coastal 
settlements; 

b. trees that make a significant contribution to the visual landscape and history of 
neighbourhoods; 

c. built heritage, including nationally recognised built heritage; 

d. important visual landscapes and vistas; 

e. the amenity and aesthetic coherence of different environments; and  

f. the compact and accessible form of Dunedin. 

 

 The proposed changes to the rules for residential density and minimum site size are assessed 

against these objectives later in this section. 
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8.3 Overall background and issues of concern 

 This section provides overall background to the density, minimum site size and family flats 

performance standards for residential activity to provide context for the rule changes 

proposed. 

 Density and minimum site size 

 All standard residential land use activity in a residential zone must meet the performance 

standard for density which is set out at Rule 15.5.2.  Contravention of this density standard is 

a non-complying activity except in some circumstances where it is a restricted discretionary 

activity, for example for papakāika.  Guidance on the assessment of consents is included in 

assessment Rule 15.13.5.1. 

 All general subdivision (which includes fee simple subdivision but not cross lease, company 

lease or unit title subdivision) in a residential zone must meet the performance standard for 

minimum site size, set out at Rule 15.7.4.  Contravention of the minimum site size 

performance standard is also generally a non-complying activity, with guidance on the 

assessment of consents in assessment Rule 15.13.5.4. 

 The performance standards for density and minimum site size are generally aligned to 

provide consistency of requirements between land use and subdivision activities, and so are 

considered together in this section. 

 Table 9 shows the prevalence of each residential zone in the decisions-version of the 2GP 

and the range of densities and minimum site sizes provided for in each. 

 

Table 9: Density and Minimum Site Size in the Residential Zones 

Residential zone % of Residential 

zoned properties 

Maximum density for 

land use12 

Minimum site size 

for subdivision13 

Medium density zones (these provide for multi-unit development) 

Inner City Residential 6.5% 
1 habitable room per 

45m2 site area 
200m2 

General Residential 2 20.3% 
1 habitable room per 

45m2 site area 
300m2 

Standard density zones (these provide for 1 unit per site plus a family flat) 

General Residential 1 56.4% 
1 residential unit per 

500m2 site area 
500m2 

Township & Settlement  15.1% 
1 residential unit per 

500m2 site area 
500m2 

Low Density Residential 1% 
1 residential unit per 

750m2 site area 
750m2 

 
12 The presence of various mapped areas may act to decrease the maximum density in the GR2 and T&S 
zones, depending on location. 
13 The presence of various mapped areas may act to increase the minimum site size in the GR2 and T&S Zones, 
depending on location. 
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Lower density zones (these provide for 1 unit per site plus a family flat) 

Large Lot Residential 1 0.5% 
1 residential unit per 

2000m2 site area 
2000m2 

Large Lot Residential 2 0.2% 
1 residential unit per 

3500m2 site area 
3500m2 

 

 For the standard density residential zones, the density and minimum site sizes were not 

substantially changed through the 2GP.  Of note, the General Residential 1 Zone and 

Township & Settlement Zone density and minimum site size provisions have remained 

largely unchanged at least since the Operative District Plan was notified in 1995.  Where 

these zones have remained in place for some time, this has led to a predominance of sites 

sized between 500m2 and 1000m2 with a single dwelling on each.14 

 Table 10 shows the prevalence of the various ranges of site sizes in the General Residential 1 

Zone (GR1), as calculated in mid-2019. 

 

 

Table 10: Prevalence of various site sizes in the General Residential 1 Zone (mid-2019) 

Site area % of GR1 sites 

0-500m2 10.4% 

500-800m2 53.5% 

800-1000m2 16.2% 

1000-2000m2 14.0% 

2000m2 + 5.9% 

 

 

 The minimum site size and density standards for the General Residential 1 Zone and 

Township & Settlement zones are being reviewed and changes proposed in order to test 

whether there is an opportunity to more appropriately achieve Objective 2.6.2 and Objective 

2.6.1 through allowing increased development capacity while still achieving other objectives, 

including Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient infrastructure and Objective 2.4.1 on Form and 

structure of the environment.  

 This review is necessary due to the shortfall in housing capacity identified for the medium 

term, including for housing within the existing urban area (see Section 3).  An alternative 

option to achieve a rebalancing of these objectives is to rezone further areas of General 

Residential 1 Zone to a medium density zone, and this has also been considered in the 

rezoning sections later in this report. 

 
14 At the time of 2GP decisions, 87% of properties in the GR1 Zone had either a single unit or were vacant. 
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 Family flats 

 Provisions enabling the development of family flats in all residential zones except the 

medium density zones (because multi-unit development is enabled in those zones) were 

added through the 2GP process.  These provisions currently enable a second residential unit 

to be built on a site where certain criteria are met.   

 The criteria for the use of family flats include controls on the tenancy of the units (requiring 

the occupant to be related to or dependent on the household in the primary residential unit 

on site – see Rule 15.5.14.1) and the design of the buildings (requiring a maximum floor area 

of 60m2 and shared service connections with the primary residential unit on site– see Rule 

15.5.14.2).  A height limit to ensure family flats are only a single storey is also applied in the 

performance standard for maximum height at Rule 15.6.6.2.  Contravention of the tenancy 

rule defaults to a non-complying activity status, whereas the other requirements default to a 

restricted discretionary activity status. 

 Family flats are also provided for in the Rural and Rural Residential zones, but these are 

beyond the scope of Variation 2 to consider. 

 Since the decisions were released on the 2GP, the family flats provisions have been taken up 

in various locations across the city.  However, the provisions regarding the tenancy of family 

flats could be amended to better enable take-up and the achievement of Objective 2.6.1: 

Housing choices.  There is also a lingering issue regarding what happens to family flats when 

they are no longer occupied by someone who meets the criteria in the tenancy performance 

standard. 

 An issue has also been identified where large ‘family flats’ more akin to a primary residential 

unit have been proposed as a restricted discretionary activity.  This has the potential to 

undermine the density performance standard and increases the risk that there will be 

pressure to subdivide these units off in the future in a way that was not anticipated by the 

2GP.  This issue needs to be rectified to ensure that Objective 2.7.1: Efficient public 

infrastructure and related objective 9.2.1 and Objective: 2.4.1: Form and structure of the 

environment and related objectives 15.2.3 and 15.2.4 are effectively achieved. 

 Housing development capacity provided by the status quo 

 As set out in Section 3, the status quo is not providing sufficient housing capacity to at least 

meet demand in the medium term (next 10 years), as required by the National Policy 

Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) and Plan Objective 2.6.2 on Adequate 

urban land supply.   

 Furthermore, the shortage of attached housing typologies is particularly acute, and there is a 

higher relative shortage of housing capacity in the inner residential areas of the City.  These 

relative shortages are detracting from achieving Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choices.   

 Maintaining the status quo for the General Residential 1 and Township & Settlement 

(serviced) zones will effectively result in a need to provide a higher proportion of housing 

capacity through either rezoning areas to medium density zones, or through rezoning new 

greenfield residential land.  It is noted that rezoning to medium density zones is being 

proposed in areas of the City where this can be supported due to the availability of public 
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infrastructure and higher degrees of accessibility to services and public transport (see the 

rezoning proposals later in this report).  However, these medium density rezoning proposals 

will not be sufficient to meet the shortage in housing capacity alone. 

 Rezoning new greenfield residential land is also being considered as part of Variation 2, but if 

greater extents of greenfield land are required due to the status quo for General Residential 

1 Zone (GR1) and Township and Settlement Zone (T&S) provisions being maintained, this will 

detract from achieving Objective 2.2.4 on Compact and accessible city, and related 

objectives which seek to protect rural amenity (Objective 2.4.6), productive land (Objective 

2.3.1), promote energy resilience (Objective 2.2.2) and manage effects on the efficient 

operation of public infrastructure (Objective 2.7.1). 

 Maintaining the status quo would also detract from achieving Objective 2.2.2 on 

Environmental performance and energy resilience by not providing feasible opportunities for 

the redevelopment of older and energy inefficient housing stock. 

 While maintaining the status quo would ensure there are no additional adverse effects in 

terms of achieving Objective 2.4.1 on Form and structure of the environment (and related 

objectives 15.2.3 and 15.2.4) with respect to residential character and amenity, the status 

quo is not a practicable option given Dunedin’s housing demand projections. 

 Overall assessment of the proposed rule changes 

 This section collectively assesses the major rule changes, being Change A1, Change A2 and 

Change A3.  The minor changes are assessed separately in a later section of this report. 

 The major changes proposed are Change A1 to amend the family flats provisions, Change A2 

to permit duplexes and two residential units within one residential building, and Change A3 

to reduce the minimum site size from 500m2 to 400m2.  Change A1 applies to all residential 

zones, while the other two changes will only apply to the General Residential 1 Zone and the 

Township & Settlement Zone except within the no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped 

area. 

 The assessment below considers these changes’ appropriateness in terms of a range of 

relevant objectives where the assessment does not vary significantly between the changes.  

Individual assessments for each of the changes are also given after this section to cover 

matters specific to each change. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.2 – Adequate urban land supply 

 Capacity modelling undertaken in accordance with the NPS-UD has demonstrated that the 

reduction in minimum site size and the provision for duplexes will collectively enable an 

additional 1,510 residential units within the next 10 years.  It is noted that this does not 

account for areas that may be rezoned to a medium density zone through Variation 2, or 

new greenfield zoning added through the resolution of appeals on the 2GP or through 

Variation 2. 

 Taken in isolation, the proposed changes to enable duplex developments are expected to 

enable an additional 1,210 new homes. The proposed change in minimum site size would 

enable an additional 950 homes.  The difference between the figures for the individual 
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changes and the collective change across both Change A2 and Change A3 stated above is due 

to both options not being able to be taken up on a single site. 

 Modelling also shows that the development capacity that will be added through these 

changes will be distributed across the city.  This will assist in meeting demand for housing in 

a range of appropriate locations, in accordance with Objective 2.6.2.  Figure 6 below shows 

the spatial distribution of modelled additional housing capacity. 

 

 

Figure 6: Distribution of housing development capacity modelled for rule changes  

 

 When considering housing development capacity shortfall by location, these changes are 

expected to contribute to resolving the shortfalls, as set out in Table 11. 

 

Table 11: Distribution of projected additional housing capacity by urban catchment 

Urban catchment15 

Current projected 

medium-term 

capacity 

surplus/shortfall 

Medium-term 

capacity added by 

rule changes 

Projected medium-term 

capacity surplus/shortfall 

with rule changes 

Inner city -389 0 -389 

Inner suburbs -1,326 +360 -966 

Outer suburbs +11 +699 +710 

Mosgiel -18 +444 +426 

Outer urban area +81 +12 +93 

Total -1,640 +1,514 -126 

 

 
15 Urban catchment boundaries are shown in Figure 4 in Section 3 above. 
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 It is noted that the changes proposed will add no capacity within the inner city catchment 

because this area does not contain any General Residential 1 Zone or Township & 

Settlement Zone.  The impact of the rule changes in the Inner suburbs is partially restricted 

by a significant area of this catchment already being zoned with medium density zones.   

 Further capacity would also be added to some catchments through rezoning proposals which 

are discussed later in this report. 

 Overall, it is considered that the proposed changes will be effective in achieving Objective 

2.6.2 by providing additional housing capacity in a range of appropriate locations to assist in 

resolving the projected shortfall. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.1 – Housing Choice 

 The proposed changes are anticipated to contribute to more effectively and efficiently 

achieving Objective 2.6.1, which seeks the provision of a range of housing choices to meet 

the community’s needs and support social wellbeing. 

 As set out in Section 3, there is a greater relative shortage of smaller and attached housing 

typologies, based on the results of the ‘Dunedin Housing We’d Choose’ survey.  In addition, 

the ‘Planning for Housing Survey’ showed community support for intensification within the 

existing urban area with 83% preferring either an emphasis on providing housing capacity 

through intensification or an even split between intensification and greenfield capacity16.  

There was also strong support for allowing the development of duplexes in the standard 

residential zones, with 61% agreeing these should be provided for (the most popular 

option)17.   

 By reducing the minimum site size, many sections sized between 800m2 and 1000m2 will 

now be able to be subdivided and developed with an additional new home.  Homes on 

smaller sections tend to be smaller also, to ensure that the bulk and location performance 

standards can be met.  This will assist in meeting the shortage of smaller homes. 

 Provision for duplexes and two residential units within a single residential building will also 

assist in the provision of smaller homes, expected to be typically two bedrooms in size, 

depending on the site size.  Once duplexes are developed, fee simple subdivision will be 

enabled through the exemption to the minimum site size performance standard proposed 

under Change B6.  This will encourage their development and result in section sizes as small 

as 250m2. 

 Smaller land areas per residential unit as a result of both Change A2 and Change A3 will also 

reduce the contribution of land value to the overall cost of housing, meaning that the 

resulting houses will be more affordable than traditional housing types and sizes. 

 
16 See Section 3.3 of the report Planning for Housing Survey Report: Dunedin City February 2020 by 

Elisabeth Boyle and Emily McEwan. 
17 See Section 3.2.3 of the above report. 



36 
 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Infrastructure 

 Mr Jared Oliver of DCC 3 Waters has undertaken an assessment of the proposed rule 

changes.  A memo outlining his assessment can be found in Appendix 2.  Mr Oliver has not 

raised any issues of concern that need to be specifically managed.  He concludes that: 

…the proposed rule changes are considered acceptable from a 3 Waters infrastructure 

perspective.  They generally fall within the maximum possible development scenario that 

had originally been used for assessing 3 Waters infrastructure impacts…   

 As such, the infrastructure demand that is likely to be generated by the proposed rule 

changes will be able to be accommodated within the freeboard in 3 waters public 

infrastructure as a part of the planned upgrades to service growth around the city over the 

next ten years. 

 Potential effects on the affordability and efficiency of 3 waters infrastructure delivery are 

being managed by not applying the rule changes in areas that are in a no DCC reticulated 

wastewater mapped area.  This will avoid the risk that demand for unplanned expansions to 

reticulated wastewater infrastructure will arise as a result of the rule changes. 

 Should issues arise with unanticipated levels of uptake of the rule changes and consequent 

effects on public infrastructure, a plan change to apply limits to further uptake could be 

considered as part of a monitoring response. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.4 - Compact and Accessible City and Objective 2.2.2 - 
Environmental performance and energy resilience 

 Providing for more people to live within the existing urban area will have the benefit of 

reducing the need to provide additional greenfield development land for housing.  This will 

assist in better achieving Objective 2.2.4 on Compact and accessible city. 

 Encouraging more people into areas closer to the central city and other key areas for 

employment, education and services will also reduce reliance on motor vehicles through 

being more likely to provide for alternative travel modes and/or vehicle distances travelled 

for these trips and will assist in achieving Objective 2.2.2. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.2 - Efficient transportation 

 The proposed changes have the potential to generate effects on the transport network and 

may compromise the achievement of Objective 2.7.2 on Efficient Transportation.  These 

effects would primarily arise from additional on-street parking demand where on-site 

parking is not provided for additional residential units.   

 The NPS-UD requires that DCC does not impose minimum carparking standards to manage 

these effects (Policy 11).  However, there are a range of ways these effects could be 

managed.  These include requiring consent to enable an assessment of effects on the safe 

and efficient operation of the transport network, but this would undermine the benefits of 

the change in terms of providing for housing capacity and choice. 

 A more appropriate approach is a review by DCC Transport of the Resident Only Parking 

scheme to ensure that resident parking is effectively managed around the city.  Mr Simon 
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Spiers from DCC Transport has confirmed that a review of this scheme will be undertaken 

once all feedback from the ‘draft parking roadmap’ is received.  This will support achieving 

Policy 11 of the NPS-UD and ensure parking effects are appropriately managed.  

 It is also anticipated that landowners will continue to choose to provide on-site parking to 

improve the functionality and market desirability of new dwellings in many cases.  

 Overall, any effects on street parking arising from the proposed rule changes will be able to 

be managed through parking management plans outside of the 2GP, and it is considered 

that Objective 2.7.2 will still be appropriately achieved. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Form and structure of the environment 

 Dr Andrea Farminer (DCC Heritage Planner) and Peter Christos (DCC Urban Designer) have 

assessed the potential impacts of the rule change options on the achievement of Objective 

2.4.1, particularly whether “the amenity and aesthetic coherence of different environments” 

would be protected and enhanced. Their report is attached in Appendix 3 and discussed 

below with respect to the different changes.  

 Overall, the findings of the report are that the effects of intensification from the proposed 

rule changes will be moderate over time and there will be a moderate cumulative loss of 

gardens and greening over time.   

 Alternatives to manage effects on character and amenity are considered in later in Section 

8.8 of this report. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.1 – Natural hazards 

 Whether the proposed rule changes have the potential to increase risk from natural hazards 

has been considered as part of this assessment.  Overall, it is assessed that the existing 

methods in the 2GP managing ‘natural hazards sensitive activities’ (including residential 

activity) and development activities in hazard mapped areas are sufficient to manage any 

increased risk as a result of the proposed rule changes.  Therefore, no additional measures 

to manage hazard risk have been proposed as part of this change. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.3 – Indigenous biodiversity & Objective 10.2.1 – 
Biodiversity values 

 Mr Richard Ewans (DCC Biodiversity Advisor) has provided some overall comments on the 

effects of intensification on biodiversity values (see Appendix 8), including the following: 

…some areas outside UBMAs in General Residential 1 & 2 Zones retain small patches of 

indigenous vegetation, established exotic trees, and high-quality gardens which provide 

habitat for indigenous biodiversity. Intensification poses a direct risk to these values, which 

in many cases will also align with amenity and other values, by potentially exacerbating 

tree and habitat loss.18 

 Mr Ewans also gives the general advice that a change in density does not justify increased 

restrictions on vegetation clearance but does recommend further work be carried out to 

 
18 See para. 9 of the memorandum 2GP Variation 2 Potential Rezoning sites – Biodiversity Comments 
by Richard Ewans, 30 November 2020. 
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identify options for this.  Some relevant options may correlate with options suggested for 

consideration by Dr Farminer and Mr Christos regarding effects on residential character.  

These are considered in greater detail in the assessment of Alternative A2-Alt3 in Section 8.8 

below.  

8.4 Change A2 – Duplexes and two units in a single building in the GR1 and T&S 

(serviced) zones 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change A2 amends the density performance standard to permit duplexes in the GR1 and 

T&S (serviced)19 zones on sites with a minimum site area of 500m2.  It also permits two 

residential units in one residential building, which will enable partitioning of an existing 

residential unit into two. 

 This includes the following changes: 

a. Add a definition of Common Wall; 

b. Add a definition of Duplex; 

c. Amend Policy 2.6.1.2 regarding providing for housing suitable for one and two 

person households; 

d. Amend 15.1.1.1 Zone description; 

e. Amend Rule 15.5.2.1.a, (i) and (k) Density performance standard to permit two 

residential units per 500m2 site area where they are in a single residential building or 

in the form of a duplex; 

f. Amend Rule 15.5.2.2.c Density performance standard (consequential); and 

g. Remove notes that define common wall (15.6.6A (part); 15.6.13A; 34.6.6.1A) 

because this is in the new definition. 

 An overall assessment of this change, including the additional housing capacity it creates 

individually and in combination with Change A3 reducing the minimum site size, is presented 

above in Section 8.3.4.  In addition, the following assessment is specific to Change A2. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Form and structure of the environment 

 Dr Farminer and Mr Christos assessed the rule changes allowing duplexes on sites of 400m2 

or larger.  They concluded in their report (see Appendix 3) that duplexes which are 

developed one behind the other when viewed from the street frontage (but not those 

developed side by side) have the potential to adversely affect the existing residential 

character and recommended consideration of the following controls20: 

a. An option for duplex units to have a minimum frontage width to provide for a clear 

and distinguishable building entrance (to avoid the construction of ‘sausage flats’). 

 
19 ‘serviced’ means the Township & Settlement Zone is not within a no DCC reticulated wastewater 
mapped area. 
20 See Section 3.2.4 of the above report. 
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b. Design guidance required on duplex design to help mitigate any potential effects 

from being sited on a ‘narrow’ site (for example, a defined pedestrian entrance and 

minimum % of glazing facing the street, etc.). 

 These recommendations have been considered but rejected for a range of reasons.  These 

are set out in the assessment of Alternative A2-Alt3 in a separate section below. 

 A minimum site size of 500m2 for the development of duplexes has been progressed for this 

change to manage the density of built form arising from the development of duplexes and 

assist in ensuring Objective 2.4.1 is effectively achieved. 

8.5 Change A3 – Minimum Site Size & Minimum Site Area in GR1 and T&S 

(serviced) zones 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change A3 amends the minimum site size and density performance standards for the GR1 

and T&S (serviced) zones by reducing minimum site size for subdivision and site area for a 

residential unit (other than a family flat) from 500m2 to 400m2.   

 Change A3 includes the following changes: 

a. Amend 15.1.1.1 Zone description; 

b. Amend Rule 15.5.2.1 Density to reduce the minimum site area for a residential unit 

from 500m2 to 400m2 for the General Residential 1 Zone and Township & Settlement 

Zone not within the no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped area so that this 

performance standard aligns with the changes made to minimum site size; and 

c. Amend Rule 15.7.4.1 Minimum Site Size to similarly reduce the minimum site size 

for these zones, with a consequential reduction in the minimum site size for the 

General Residential 2 Zone within an infrastructure constraint mapped area, except 

Mosgiel so that it continues to be equal to that for the General Residential 1 Zone. 

 An overall assessment of this change, including the additional housing capacity it creates 

individually and in combination with Change A2 permitting duplexes, is presented above in 

Section 8.3.4.  In addition, the following assessment is specific to Change A3. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Form and structure of the environment 

 For the reduction in minimum site size, Dr Farminer and Mr Christos concluded in their 

report (see Appendix 3) that the potential effects of intensification in the relevant zones will 

be moderate over time, that there will be a moderate cumulative loss of gardens and 

greening over time, and that the following controls should be considered to mitigate 

effects21: 

 
21 See Section 3.1.4 of the report Variation 2: General Residential Rule Change Assessment – Effects 

on Residential Character and Amenity by Peter Christos and Andrea Farminer. 
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a. New dwellings should be located to the rear of existing dwellings on newly 

subdivided sections.  Exceptions to this could be if the section frontage width exceeds 

its depth and the subdivision does not include demolition… 

b. Adding rules to require a resource consent for the removal of gardens that are 

identified as high quality, while permitting the removal of pest plant species. 

 These recommendations have been considered but rejected for a range of reasons.  These 

are set out in the assessment of Alternative A2-Alt3 in Section 8.8 below. 

8.6 Change A1 – Family flats provisions 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change A1 makes several changes to the provisions on family flats to expand when they can 

be used by: 

a. Removal of the restriction on tenancy (Rule 15.5.14.1) so they can be occupied by 

any person irrespective of their relationship with the occupants of the primary 

residential unit.  There is a consequential name change to rename family flats to 

‘ancillary residential units’ by way of a new definition and replacement of this term 

throughout the relevant provisions. 

b. Amendment of the management of the size of family flats, which retains a 60m2 size 

threshold before a consent for a restricted discretionary activity is triggered but 

adds an upper limit of 80m2 to be considered an ‘ancillary’ residential unit (via the 

definition).  

c. Deletion of all other aspects of the design requirements for family flats in Rule 

15.5.14.2, other than the limit on height in Rule 15.6.6.2.  

d. Related changes to the policies for family flats. 

 No changes are proposed for the equivalent provisions in the Rural Residential and Rural 

zones because the provision of housing in these zones is beyond the scope of Variation 2.  

Furthermore, the family flat provisions in the Rural zones are subject to overlap with the 2GP 

appeal process.  It is intended that these provisions will instead be reviewed through a later 

variation or plan change once the provisions are settled for the Residential zones. 

 This change includes the following primary changes: 

a. Add a definition of ‘ancillary residential units’; 

b. Amend Policy 15.2.4.3 to set the changed requirements for ancillary residential 
units; 

c. Amend Rule 15.5.2.1.k.ii (density performance standard) to require the minimum 
site size performance standard to be met for an ancillary residential unit to be 
allowed; 

d. Delete Rule 15.5.14.1 (family flats tenancy performance standard); 

e. Amend Rule 15.5.14.2 (family flats design performance standard); and 

f. Add Note 15.5.14A (to explain a new 80m2 limit on ancillary residential units). 
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 The consequential and minor changes required are: 

a. Change the term ‘family flats’ to ‘ancillary residential units’, or add the term 
‘ancillary residential units’ throughout plan, except in the definition, Section 16 and 
17; 

b. Amend Policy 2.2.4.4 by deleting clause (d) because it duplicates the function of 
Policy 2.7.1.1 and Policy 15.2.4.3; 

c. Amend Policy 2.6.1.2 to remove the reference to natural hazards, as this is an error 
from the decisions version; 

d. Amend 15.1.1 residential zone descriptions to reference the change; 

e. Amend Rule 15.13.5.1 (assessment of density contravention due to amending Policy 
15.2.4.3); 

f. Delete Rule 15.13.5.6 (assessment of deleted tenancy contravention); and 

g. Amend Rule 15.10.3.4 (assessment of family flats design performance standard). 

 An overall assessment of this change is presented above as part of Section 8.2.5.  In addition, 

the following assessment is specific to Change A1. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.1 – Housing Choice 

 The proposed changes to provisions for ancillary residential units in all residential zones, 

except the medium density zones (GR2 and ICR zones), will increase the opportunity for the 

development of smaller, and consequently more affordable, residential units throughout the 

city.  This will provide benefits to participants in the residential rental market, particularly for 

small households, by improving the supply of rental housing options over time.  It will also 

provide benefits to homeowners through the potential for an income stream from having a 

residential tenant to assist with covering mortgage and household costs and this will 

encourage the uptake of these provisions. 

 Overall, this change will improve how effectively Objective 2.6.1 is achieved. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.2 – Adequate urban land supply 

 The housing capacity assessment model for Dunedin City has previously not counted family 

flats as additional dwellings, as they did not meet the Statistics New Zealand definition 

(which is used to calculate demand and supply of dwellings). The changes to ancillary 

residential units will mean that some will meet the definition. However, due to the 

complexity involved in assessing likely uptake and the benefits of being conservative in 

calculating capacity, they have not been counted towards development capacity in the 

updated assessment for Variation 2. However, it is anticipated that the uptake in the use of 

these provisions will increase as a result of the changes proposed and Objective 2.6.2 will be 

better achieved through this.   

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Form and structure of the environment 

 Providing for additional ancillary residential units over what is currently allowed in the 2GP 

has the potential for impacts on existing residential amenity and character by the loss of 

some green space to new buildings and changes in streetscape amenity by the addition of 

small buildings in front of existing houses.   
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 Dr Farminer and Mr Christos recommended in their report (see Appendix 3) that a 

requirement for new ancillary residential units to be located to the rear of an existing or new 

dwelling is considered to reduce the effects on streetscape character. 

 This recommendation has been considered but rejected for a range of reasons.  These are 

set out in the assessment of Alternative A1-Alt1 in Section 8.8 below. 
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8.7 Minor changes  

Table 12: Minor changes 

Change ID Summary of change Amendments 

included 

Assessment 

B1 

Minimum site size 

averaging 

Amends the existing averaging provision 

in the minimum site size performance 

standard (Rule 15.7.4.2) so the number 

of sites that can be undersized will be 

unlimited provided the other conditions 

are met, rather than the current limit of 

one undersized site. 

Amend 15.1.1.1 

Zone descriptions; 

Amend Rule 

15.7.4.2 Minimum 

Site Size averaging 

This change will provide for greater flexibility in site sizes, rather than make any 

fundamental change to the number of sites provided for overall.  In practice, this will 

result in some additional sites being developed which currently cannot be due to the 

lack of flexibility.  However, this will not generate additional effects on public 

infrastructure or amenity compared to the maximum development potential 

technically provided for, which is used as the basis for rezoning assessments.  Overall, 

the change will assist in achieving Objective 2.6.1 and Objective 2.6.2 while ensuring 

the other relevant objectives can still be achieved. 

B3 

Density and units 

on existing sites 

of any size 

Amends the exemption to the density 

performance standard that allows a 

single residential unit to be erected on a 

site of any size (Rule 15.5.2.1.k) to 

remove the requirement for compliance 

with all other performance standards. 

Amend Rule 

15.5.2.1.k 

This change will improve Plan efficiency by enabling each performance standard to 

stand alone in terms of identifying and assessing relevant contraventions, rather than 

tying these into the density performance standard for this exemption.  The current 

approach effectively makes a contravention of any other performance standard also a 

non-complying density contravention.  This will assist in achieving Objective 2.6.2 by 

reducing the likelihood of a non-complying density contravention for a single 

residential unit on a site of any size.  At the same time, the other objectives will still be 

achieved through the implementation of all other performance standards. 

B4 

Counting of 

access legs 

towards 

Amends the density performance 

standard so that access legs are included 

in the calculation of minimum site area22 

(Rule 15.5.2.2.b) and amends the 

minimum site size performance 

Amend Rule 

15.5.2.2.b; 

The amendment to the density standard will remove the current issue with 

inconsistency with the minimum site size standard (which currently includes access 

legs in all cases).  It will also ensure that road and access layout is designed in a way 

that better meets the objectives of the Plan by discouraging the use of multiple private 

accessways and cul-de-sacs to achieve access to rear sites as a means of maximising 

 
22 Note this change does not affect the GR2 or ICR zones as these zones don’t manage density via Minimum site area for a residential unit 



44 
 

Change ID Summary of change Amendments 

included 

Assessment 

minimum site 

area and 

minimum site size 

standard so access legs are included in 

minimum site size for GR1 and T&S sites 

up to 1200m2 (except within the no DCC 

reticulated wastewater mapped area), 

and for all sized sites in other zones. 

Amend Rule 

15.7.4 

the yield of sites from a subdivision area.  It still allows the counting of access legs for 

small infill subdivisions where development of roads is unlikely to be necessary. 

B6 

Exemptions to 

minimum site size 

for existing 

development 

Amends the minimum site size 

performance standard (Rule 15.7.4) to 

add an exemption where lawfully 

established residential buildings will be 

located on each resultant site to avoid 

triggering the need for non-complying 

consent for the fee simple subdivision of 

multi-units, duplexes, and existing 

residential buildings with established 

effects. 

Amend Rule 

15.7.4.1.j; 

Amend Rule 

15.7.4.2 

This change will improve Plan efficiency and subdivision outcomes by preventing the 

use of cross-lease subdivision as a means to avoid the application of the minimum site 

size performance standard where it would result in a non-complying contravention.  

The exemption is structured so that effects from the developments subject to 

subdivision can be considered separately (for example, by being lawfully established, 

or through restricted discretionary consent applications for multi-unit development).  

This will support the achievement of Objective 2.6.1 and Objective 2.6.2 by enabling 

subdivision where the effects of the development have already been considered 

acceptable to support the achievement of other relevant objectives. 

E9 

Clarification of 

density 

performance 

standard activity 

status (Rule 

15.5.2.4) 

Amends the density performance 

standard (Rule 15.5.2.4) to clarify when 

restricted discretionary activity status 

applies. 

Amend Rule 

15.5.2.4 

This is a clarification to improve Plan interpretation and efficiency.  As it is not a 

substantive change to the Plan and is considered to have no measurable effects, it has 

not been assessed under s32. 
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8.8 Alternatives assessed 

 This section sets out an assessment of alternatives to the major rule changes proposed for 

family flats (Change A1), duplexes (Change A2) and minimum site size (Change A3).  Some of 

the alternatives considered could be pursued in addition to the proposed changes (for 

example, to manage the effects on residential character of the proposed changes), whereas 

others would be substitutes for the proposed changes if considered more appropriate. 

 It is noted that no reasonably practicable alternatives have been identified or assessed for 

the minor changes described in Section 8.7 above.   

 The alternatives assessed include the following four options: 

a. Provide for two standalone residential units per site in the General Residential 1 and 

Township & Settlement (serviced) zones (Alternative A2-Alt1); 

b. Move to a habitable room approach to density in the General Residential 1 and 

Township & Settlement (serviced) zones (Alternative A2-Alt2); 

c. Add controls to manage character effects of infill housing in the General Residential 

1 and Township & Settlement (serviced) zones (Alternative A2-Alt3); and 

d. Add performance standards to manage the character effects of family flats in all 

residential zones where they are provided for (Alternative A1-Alt1). 

 Alternative A2-Alt1: Two standalone residential units per site in the GR1 and T&S 
(serviced) zones 

 Alternative A2-Alt1 is to provide for two standalone residential units per site in the General 

Residential 1 and Township & Settlement zones (not within the no DCC reticulated 

wastewater mapped area) either as a permitted activity or a restricted discretionary 

activity.  If as a permitted activity, this would be the same as providing for ancillary 

residential units with no tenancy or design limitations.  

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.2 – Adequate urban land supply  

 This alternative would provide much greater benefits in terms of achieving Objective 2.6.2 

on Adequate urban land supply compared to the preferred options.  This is because it moves 

closer to effectively rezoning most of the standard density residential zoned areas around 

the City to the medium density General Residential 2 Zone.   

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.4 – Compact and accessible city 

 This alternative would also provide benefits arising from providing for further housing 

capacity within the existing urban area.  This would reduce the need for greenfield urban 

expansion and encourage development in more accessible locations.  This would support the 

achievement of Objective 2.2.4 on Compact and accessible city, and would also have 

benefits in terms of related objectives, including those which seek to protect rural amenity 

(Objective 2.4.6), productive land (Objective 2.3.1), and promote energy resilience 

(Objective 2.2.2). 
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 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient infrastructure 

 The above benefits would also come with substantial costs in terms of achieving other 

objectives.  Of note, the higher density of development provided for would lead to effects on 

3 waters public infrastructure which cannot be supported.  As noted in the Section 4 of this 

report, there are significant capacity constraints in the wastewater and stormwater 

networks around the city that will take some time to resolve.  This alternative would 

exacerbate effects from existing system overflows which would be unacceptable and difficult 

to rectify in a timely manner.  Overall, this would not enable Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient 

infrastructure (and related objective 9.2.1) and Objective 2.2.5 & amended Objective 2.2.2 

on Environmental performance to be achieved. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Form and structure of the environment 

 There is also the potential for adverse effects on residential character and amenity that 

would detract from achieving Objective 2.4.1 on Form and structure of the environment 

(and related objectives 15.2.3 and 15.2.4).   

 It is noted that this option would provide for two standalone residential units, each up to 9m 

in height, on a site as small as 500m2.  This would generate different effects to the proposed 

options which provide for two standalone residential units on two sites, each of 400m2 in 

size (800m2 in total).  The ancillary residential unit option (Change A1) and duplex option 

(Change A2) each provide for a form of two residential units per site.  However, the effects 

are mitigated by controls on design, including floor area and height limits for ancillary 

residential units; a requirement for duplexes to be attached and on sites at least 500m2 in 

size; and the requirement to comply with the habitable room measure for density for both 

these changes. 

 Dr Farminer and Mr Christos have considered this alternative in their report (see Section 3.3 

of Appendix 3) and concluded that it is very unlikely that two stand-alone units could be 

constructed on a site of the minimum size while complying with the bulk and location 

performance standards.  As such, this would manage some of the potential for effects on 

residential character.  However, the report also identifies that there are risks from the 

concentration of smaller units on adjacent sections and from a greater loss of amenity space 

compared to the duplex option due to the less efficient use of the section space.  Overall, Dr 

Farminer and Mr Christos prefer duplex development to two standalone residential units per 

site. 

 Overall, while providing for two residential units per site in the General Residential 1 and 

Township & Settlement (serviced) zones would provide for more housing capacity than the 

status quo or preferred options, this is outweighed by the adverse effects on 3 waters public 

infrastructure.  Adverse effects on residential character and amenity also detract from this 

alternative.  Overall, this alternative is not recommended as Objective 2.6.2 on Adequate 

urban land supply can be achieved by other methods that are more appropriate in terms of 

achieving the full range of relevant objectives. 
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 Alternative A2-Alt2: Habitable room approach to density in the GR1 and T&S 
(serviced) zones 

 This alternative would change the approach to density in General Residential 1 and 

Township & Settlement (serviced) zones to a habitable room approach as is used for the 

medium density zones, rather than the current site area per residential unit approach.  It 

could either keep the existing habitable room figures unchanged or increase them to a level 

suitable to manage effects on public infrastructure or other effects. 

 Assessment of existing habitable room figures 

 If the existing habitable room figures for these zones were kept unchanged and applied to all 

standard residential activity (and not just family flats, as is currently the case), this would 

effectively provide for a change to the General Residential 2 Zone provisions where an 

infrastructure constraint mapped area is applied. 

 This change would likely be even more effective in providing additional housing capacity 

than Alternative A2-Alt1 assessed above.  Therefore, it would also achieve benefits in terms 

of achieving Objective 2.2.4 on Compact and accessible city and related objectives. 

 Similarly, it would result in even greater adverse effects on 3 waters public infrastructure, 

further detracting from achieving Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient transportation (and related 

Objective 9.2.1); and additional adverse effects in terms of achieving Objective 2.4.1 on 

Form and structure of the environment (and related objectives 15.2.3 and 15.2.4). 

 This density of development cannot be provided across the city and still achieve Objective 

2.7.1 on Efficient public infrastructure and related objective 9.2.1.  Instead, rezoning to 

General Residential 2 Zone in specific locations where public infrastructure capacity can 

support this is the approach preferred as part of Variation 2.  Rezoning proposals are 

assessed in later sections of this report. 

 Assessment of increased habitable room figures 

 The potential for adverse effects from this option could be mitigated by increasing the 

habitable room figures for these zones to reduce the density of land use provided for.  

However, this would also impact the housing capacity that would be added.  This approach 

could even result in reduced flexibility regarding house sizes provided for when a single 

standalone residential unit is to be developed on a site.  For example, currently a single 

residential unit with any number of habitable rooms can be developed on a site (provided 

the bulk and location performance standards are met).  Under the current habitable room 

figures, a single residential unit on a 500m2 site could have up to five habitable rooms.  This 

could be comprised of four bedrooms and a second principal living area.  If the habitable 

room figures were increased to 1 habitable room per 120m2, for example, this would only 

enable four habitable rooms on a 500m2 site.  This would adversely impact the achievement 

of Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choice for those who would like to develop a larger house. 

 Overall, this alternative is the least preferred option in terms of enabling the relevant 

objectives of the Plan to be achieved. 
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 Alternative A2-Alt3: Controls for infill housing enabled by Change A2 & Change A3 

 Alternative A2-Alt3 could be pursued in combination with the preferred options for Change 

A2 and Change A3 outlined above.  This alternative involves pursuing all the mitigation 

measures promoted for consideration by Dr Farminer and Mr Christos in their report on the 

effects on residential character of the proposed rule changes, as relevant to each change 

(see Appendix 3 and below). 

 As noted for the reduction in minimum site size (Change A3), Dr Farminer and Mr Christos 

concluded that the potential adverse effects of the change on residential character and 

amenity will be moderate over time, that there will be a moderate cumulative loss of 

gardens and greening over time, and that the following controls should be considered to 

mitigate effects23: 

a. New dwellings should be located to the rear of existing dwellings on newly 

subdivided sections.  Exceptions to this could be if the section frontage width exceeds 

its depth and the subdivision does not include demolition. 

b. Adding rules to require a resource consent for the removal of gardens that are 

identified as high quality, while permitting the removal of pest plant species. 

 In addition, for the rule changes allowing duplexes (Change A2), Dr Farminer and Mr Christos 

concluded that duplexes which are developed one behind the other when viewed from the 

street frontage (but not those developed side by side) have the potential to adversely affect 

the existing residential character and recommended consideration of the following 

controls24: 

a. An option for duplex units to have a minimum frontage width to provide for a clear 

and distinguishable building entrance (to avoid the construction of ‘sausage flats’). 

b. Design guidance required on duplex design to help mitigate any potential effects 

from being sited on a ‘narrow’ site (for example, a defined pedestrian entrance and 

minimum % of glazing facing the street, etc.). 

 These recommendations have been considered and this alternative rejected for the 

following reasons: 

a. Requiring new dwellings to be located to the rear of existing dwellings may simply 

encourage the demolition of existing housing stock to enable compliance with the 

suggested control.  Furthermore, once a subdivision has been completed, the 

resultant sites may be developed individually without reference to development 

that exists on other resultant sites; 

b. Adding rules to manage the removal of ‘high quality’ gardens is considered 

problematic and might discourage people from maintaining a high-quality garden if 

it will affect the development potential of their site;  

c. The design of the frontage of standalone residential dwellings, garages, or other 

buildings is not controlled in the Plan and sets a permitted baseline.  Therefore, 

 
23 See Section 3.1.4 of the report Variation 2: General Residential Rule Change Assessment – Effects on 
Residential Character and Amenity by Peter Christos and Andrea Farminer. 
24 See Section 3.2.4 of the above report. 
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controlling the design of building frontages for duplexes only is inconsistent and will 

decrease the flexibility and increase the cost of complying with the proposed 

provisions; 

d. Placing additional controls on the design and location of new dwellings and duplexes 

may increase the cost of developing new housing, reduce the amount of feasible 

development capacity that will be realised as part of the rule changes and slow 

down the process of development; 

e. The results from the Planning for Housing Survey25 showed that public opinion 

regarding imposing additional design controls as part of providing for intensification 

was supported by 59% of respondents, but many of these people sought the use of 

design controls for reasons other than to manage effects on neighbourhood 

character (such as to manage on-site car parking or effects on the amenity of 

neighbours), which is not the intention of the proposed alternative; 

f. Bulk and location performance standards must still be complied with and this is 

considered sufficient to manage the visual dominance of new buildings;  

g. The NPS-UD provides direction to decision-makers that changes in amenity 

values are not, of themselves, an adverse effect and to consider the benefits of 

urban development (Policy 6), and these benefits are considered greater in this case; 

and 

h. The NPS-UD also provides direction that the district plan enables heights and density 

of urban form commensurate with the level of accessibility by existing or planned 

active or public transport to a range of commercial activities and community 

services or the relative demand for housing use in that location, whichever is greater 

(Policy 5).  The NPS-UD gives no qualifying matters regarding this policy.  However, 

advice from MfE is that the guidance on qualifying matters for Tier 1 urban 

environments should be used.  This requires a high standard of evidence to 

demonstrate why effects such as those on residential character are significant 

enough to justify a lower density of development26. 

 Despite the above assessment, should further evidence be presented that demonstrates that 

effects on residential character will be unacceptable, this recommendation would be 

reconsidered through the hearing process, supported by an assessment of additional 

methods to manage adverse character effects if necessary. 

 Alternative A1-Alt 1: Controls for design of family flats/ancillary residential units 

 Dr Farminer and Mr Christos recommended in their report (see Appendix 3) that a 

requirement that new ancillary residential units be located to the rear of an existing or new 

dwelling is considered to reduce the effects on streetscape character. 

 This recommendation has been considered and rejected for the following reasons: 

 
25 See Section 3.2.4 of the report Planning for Housing Survey Report: Dunedin City February 2020 by 
Elisabeth Boyle and Emily McEwan. 
26 See section 3.32 and 3.33 of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 published by 
the Minister for the Environment. 
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a. There is nothing in the 2GP that prevents similar sized buildings from being 

constructed in front of an existing or new house, for example a large double garage, 

and this sets a permitted baseline against which proposals would be considered; 

b. In imposing this requirement, it may encourage the demolition of existing dwellings, 

which would have effects in terms of changing streetscape character; 

c. New buildings still must comply with bulk and location performance standards, 

including a requirement for larger front yards than side and rear yards, which limits 

the street-facing space that can be occupied by buildings; 

d. Ancillary residential units will still be limited in gross floor area and height, which will 

minimise the visual dominance of new buildings; 

e. Many sites that are large enough to accommodate a new ancillary residential unit 

have existing dwellings that are located closer to the street than the rear boundary 

which will result in new units in rear yards in many cases; 

f. Imposing this requirement would reduce the effectiveness of the changes in better 

achieving Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choices; and 

g. The NPS-UD provides direction to decision-makers that changes in amenity values 

are not, of themselves, an adverse effect and to consider the benefits of urban 

development (Policy 6), and in this case they are considered greater. 

 Overall, it is recommended that additional performance standards to manage the design of 

ancillary residential units should not pursued because the benefits of providing for the 

broadened use of family flats outweigh any additional adverse effects on residential 

character compared to the status quo. 
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9 CHANGES TO POLICY ON RESIDENTIAL CHARACTER 

9.1 Change B5 - Management of density for character and amenity 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to review the appropriateness of managing density for 

character and amenity reasons. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 The Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) currently controls density primarily 

to manage impacts on infrastructure (objectives 2.7.1 and 9.2.1 and policies 2.7.1.3 and 

9.2.1.1), and to maintain the character of different residential environments (objectives 

2.4.1 and 15.2.4 and policies 2.4.1.5 and 15.2.4.2).   

 Policy 15.2.4.2 describes the way that the density limits have been set in the current plan 

with regard to character, which is generally to provide for a density that reflects the existing 

built form of that area (i.e. enabling a continuation of the same form of development).   

 An issue has been identified with the correlation that is made between density and effects 

on residential character.  This is because density is a land use performance standard in the 

Plan and residential activity does not directly affect residential character without associated 

development activity.  Development activity is managed by separate provisions such as 

performance standards for the bulk and location of buildings (e.g. maximum height, height in 

relation to boundary, setbacks from boundaries, and maximum building site coverage).  In 

addition, resource consent is required for multi-unit development, buildings with a footprint 

greater than 300m2 and buildings where any wall visible from an adjoining public place has a 

continuous length of more than 20m.  This enables effects on neighbourhood character and 

amenity to be managed.   

 In addition, the current approach may be inconsistent with the National Policy Statement on 

Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) policy direction that changes in amenity values are not, 

of themselves, an adverse effect (Policy 6). 

 The density policies should be amended to prevent consents for non-complying density 

contraventions from being subject to residential character policy tests as the status quo is 

reducing the ability to efficiently achieve Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choices. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change B5 amends policies relating to density to remove the link between density and 

effects on character and amenity, as this is managed through development rules and 

density, as a land use control, does not directly relate to the form and structure of the 

environment. 

 Change B5 includes the following changes: 

a. Amend Policy 2.2.4.4 to delete clause (c) setting up rules that require density to 

reflect character outcomes; 
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b. Amend Policy 2.4.1.5 to delete reference to density in terms of streetscape and 

residential amenity; 

c. Delete Policy 15.2.4.2 which requires density to reflect character outcomes; and 

d. Amend Rule 15.13.5.1.b (assessment rule for density contravention) to no longer 

refer to the deleted provisions. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Form and structure of the environment 

 Existing provisions which manage development activity in the Residential zones, including 

the bulk and location performance standards and consent requirements for multi-unit 

development and larger buildings, are considered sufficient to ensure that effects on 

residential character are effectively managed in the Plan.  This will continue to ensure that 

Objective 2.4.1 is effectively achieved. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.1 – Housing choices 

 By decoupling the existing policy link between land use density and residential character 

effects, proposals which contravene the density performance standard will not require 

consideration for effects in this regard and these will be more properly considered as part of 

assessing the development aspects of a proposal.  Therefore, non-complying density 

contraventions may be able to be more easily granted where other effects can be managed.  

This will support the provision of a range of housing choices in the Residential zones. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed as part of Change B5. 
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10 CHANGES FOR SOCIAL HOUSING 

10.1 Change C1 – Better provide for social housing  

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to review whether to create separate provisions for social 

housing (similar to what is done for supported living facilities) so that it can have a more 

enabling framework for contravention of the density standard in the General Residential 1 

and Township and Settlement zones. This will allow medium density social housing in these 

zones to use any 3 waters capacity that may be available in the relevant networks, taking 

into account permitted and previously consented development that may occur. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Kāinga Ora (formerly Housing New Zealand) is the largest provider of social housing in 

Dunedin by a significant margin.  Various other organisations also provide social housing, 

including the Dunedin City Council. 

 Kāinga Ora has recently proposed the redevelopment of existing social housing stock in 

Dunedin to assist in meeting increased demand for social housing, particularly for smaller 

units.  Feedback from Kāinga Ora and the DCC Resource Consents team is that the current 

Plan approach is limiting the ability to undertake these types of development.   

 Primarily the issues relate to most of Kāinga Ora’s properties being in the General 

Residential 1 and Township & Settlement zones where multi-unit development is not 

enabled by the Plan.  Redevelopment of some of this housing stock is sought to meet unmet 

demand is for 1- and 2-bedroom units, which are most efficiently provided as part of multi-

unit developments rather than as 1 standalone house per site.  Of the residential zones, only 

the medium density zones provide for multi-unit development. 

 Consultation with Kāinga Ora has identified that, while they are actively exploring social 

housing opportunities in the medium density zones, they also seek to redevelop some of 

their existing housing estate. Kāinga Ora currently plan to develop 79 new social housing 

units in Dunedin within the next 3 years, with 95% of these as 1- or 2-bedroom units.   

 Further social housing development beyond this is also anticipated into the medium term, 

although figures have not been provided by Kāinga Ora.  However, data from the Ministry of 

Housing and Urban Development shows that there were 253 applicants waiting on the 

Housing Register for Dunedin City as at 30 September 2020.27  This does not include any 

projections for future changes in demand for social housing. 

 In the General Residential 1 and Township & Settlement zones (not within the no DCC 

reticulated wastewater mapped area), the performance standard for density (Rule 15.5.2) 

currently allows for 1 residential unit per 500m2 of site area.  Contravention of this standard 

results in the need for consent for non-complying activities in most circumstances.  The 

 
27 See the fact sheet Public Housing in Southern Region, available at 
https://www.hud.govt.nz/assets/Community-and-Public-Housing/Follow-our-progress/December-
2020/Housing-regional-Factsheets-September-2020-Southern.pdf  

https://www.hud.govt.nz/assets/Community-and-Public-Housing/Follow-our-progress/December-2020/Housing-regional-Factsheets-September-2020-Southern.pdf
https://www.hud.govt.nz/assets/Community-and-Public-Housing/Follow-our-progress/December-2020/Housing-regional-Factsheets-September-2020-Southern.pdf
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types of social housing that are most in demand would typically contravene this standard, 

resulting in a difficult consenting pathway. 

 Social housing is currently managed in the Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan 

(2GP) within the broad definition of ‘standard residential’ activity.  There are no provisions 

that explicitly provide for consideration of social housing any differently to other residential 

activity.   

 It is considered that the status quo is ineffective in ensuring Objective 2.6.1 is achieved 

regarding the provision of social housing to meet the community’s needs.  It is also 

considered that other changes being progressed through Variation 2 will not adequately 

provide for the redevelopment of social housing stock to meet demand without further 

changes. 

 Proposed Change and Assessment 

 Change C1 makes several changes to better enable the development of social housing.  It 

includes adding a new sub-activity under ‘standard residential’ activity, being ‘social 

housing’.  This will link to a new definition for ‘social housing’. It is proposed to make 

contravention of the density standard by social housing a restricted discretionary activity 

(rather than non-complying) in the General Residential 1 Zone and Township and Settlement 

Zone (except in a no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped area), provided it meets the 

density standard for General Residential 2 Zone. 

 It is also proposed to add a new policy in the strategic directions that reflects this approach. 

 The matters of discretion for a social housing density contravention are proposed to be: 

a. Effects on efficiency and affordability of infrastructure - to ensure that the effects 

arising from the additional density of activity on public infrastructure are managed; 

and 

b. Effects on accessibility – encouraging medium density social housing to locate where 

there is good walking access to public transport. 

 It is also proposed to extend the application of the current multi-unit development rule (Rule 

15.3.4.5) so that it applies in all residential zones, not just General Residential 2 Zone (GR2) 

and Inner City Residential Zone (ICR).  This rule makes ‘multi-unit development’ (defined as 

“The construction of a single or multiple buildings that contain three or more residential units 

on a site within a two year period”) a restricted discretionary activity to ensure the design of 

such developments is appropriate to the context.  Further changes to the provisions for 

multi-unit development are proposed through Variation 2 under Change F. 

 As these activities will be restricted discretionary, the effects of such developments cannot 

be considered as part of the permitted baseline for assessments of non-social housing multi-

unit development.  This will assist DCC with managing the risk of these provisions setting a 

precedent for widespread multi-unit housing development in the standard density zones.   

 A change being proposed to the performance standard for minimum site size for subdivision 

(Change B6) will enable social housing developments undertaken based on the new 
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provisions to then be subdivided without triggering a non-complying activity status for 

subdivision consent. 

 In summary, Change C1 includes the following primary changes: 

a. Amend the nested table for the residential activities category; 

b. Add a definition of ‘social housing’; 

c. Add Policy 2.6.1.X on density for social housing; 

d. Add Policy 6.2.2.X on accessibility for social housing; 

e. Add assessment rules at Rule 6.10.3.X; Rule 9.5.3.AA, and Rule 15.10.3.X for 

assessment of accessibility and public infrastructure; 

f. Amend Rule 15.3.4.5 (activity status table for multi-unit development); and 

g. Amend the performance standard for density at Rule 15.5.2.4. 

 The consequential changes required are: 

a. Amend the definition of ‘standard residential’; 

b. Amend the introduction to the General Residential 1 Zone at 15.1.1.1; and 

c. Amend the assessment Rule 15.11.3.1 for multi-unit development.  

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.1 – Housing Choice 

 Providing for development of social housing in the General Residential 1 Zone and the 

Township & Settlement Zone (except in no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped areas) at a 

medium density will increase the ability of social housing providers to develop a range of 

housing options for social housing purposes.   

 Overall, this change will have positive effects on the provision of social housing typologies 

that better meet the community’s needs, such as provision of one- and two-bedroom units, 

which would be able to be efficiently developed as part of multi-unit development. 

 In particular, it is anticipated that the proposed changes will provide for redevelopment of 

existing social housing stock operated by Kāinga Ora.  This will facilitate their work 

programme to increase the availability of social housing stock in Dunedin and provide 

housing options to people with the greatest housing needs and for whom the market does 

not provide new housing stock. 

 These factors will ensure that Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choice can be better achieved by 

providing for the development and redevelopment of social housing stock to better meet 

the community’s needs, and to support the social well-being of social housing clients. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Infrastructure 

 Providing for development of social housing in the General Residential 1 Zone and the 

Township & Settlement Zone (except in no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped areas) at a 

medium density will increase the demand for public infrastructure in the areas where 

development takes place.   
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 Increase in demand for wastewater infrastructure is of concern, given the constraints that 

exist across the city.  However, the following factors will limit the impacts on public 

infrastructure and enable them to be appropriately managed: 

a. The exceptions to the density performance standard will only apply to social housing 

activity to be let by the providers identified in the definition for ‘social housing’; 

b. The provisions still limit development potential to that for the General Residential 2 

Zone; 

c. Properties currently used for social housing are distributed amongst other standard 

residential activity, even where there are ‘clusters’ of these properties in certain 

areas; 

d. The exceptions will not apply in areas subject to the no DCC reticulated wastewater 

mapped area, so will not increase demand for on-site wastewater disposal; 

e. The exception to the density performance standard will still apply a restricted 

discretionary activity status, with ‘effects on efficiency and affordability of 

infrastructure’ and ‘effects on accessibility’ as matters of discretion.  This will enable 

consideration of these effects through a consenting process and the ability to assess 

the appropriateness of mitigation measures; 

f. Restricted discretionary activity status for social housing contravening the density 

standard will prevent the establishment of a permitted baseline for other standard 

residential activity; and 

g. Performance standards for maximum building site coverage and impermeable 

surfaces will continue to apply to manage effects on stormwater infrastructure. 

 These factors will ensure that Objective 2.7.1 and related Objective 9.2.1 can still be 

effectively and efficiently achieved whilst also enabling Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choice to 

be better achieved.  

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Form and structure of the environment 

 Providing for development of social housing in the General Residential 1 Zone and the 

Township & Settlement Zone (except in no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped areas) at a 

medium density will provide for some change in the character and amenity of these 

residential urban environments which could be unacceptable if not appropriately managed.   

 However, the following factors will limit the impacts on residential character and amenity 

and enable them to be appropriately managed: 

a. The exceptions to the density performance standard will only apply to social housing 

activity to be let by the providers identified in the definition for ‘social housing’; 

b. The provisions still limit development potential to that for the General Residential 2 

Zone; 

c. Properties currently used for social housing are distributed amongst other standard 

residential activity, even where there are ‘clusters’ of these properties in certain 

areas; 
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d. The exception to the density performance standard will still apply a restricted 

discretionary activity status preventing the establishment of a permitted baseline for 

other standard residential activity; and 

e. The existing rule requiring consent for multi-unit development in the GR2 and ICR 

zones will be extended to apply to all residential zones and will enable consideration 

of ‘effects on streetscape amenity and character’ through the consenting process. 

 These factors will ensure that Objective 2.4.1 and related objectives 15.2.3 and 15.2.4 can 

still be effectively and efficiently achieved whilst also enabling Objective 2.6.1 on Housing 

choice to be better achieved. 

 Assessment against other relevant objectives 

 This proposal will also be more effective in terms of achieving Objective 2.2.2 on Energy 

Resilience.  This is because it provides for the redevelopment of existing social housing stock, 

resulting in an improvement of housing quality in the city.  This will provide positive energy 

cost and health impacts for social housing clients who can move into newer housing stock. 

 The proposal will also provide some improvement in the availability of housing development 

capacity to better achieve Objective 2.6.2 on Adequate Urban Land Supply. 

 Alternatives Assessed 

 In addition to the status quo and the preferred option outlined above, other options have 

been considered as alternatives to achieve the objectives of the Plan relevant to social 

housing provision.  These alternatives have been assessed and recommended as part of 

other proposals for Variation 2 and include: 

a. Changes to the density and minimum site size performance standards in the General 

Residential 1 and Township and Settlement Zones (not within a no DCC reticulated 

wastewater mapped area).  These include Changes A1, A2, A3, B1, B3, B4, B6, E9 

assessed in Section 8 of this report, including the alternatives assessed for these 

changes. 

b. Rezoning of some areas of General Residential 1 Zone to General Residential 2 Zone 

to provide for medium density land use for all standard residential activity. These 

areas include some where there are clusters of social housing, including at Mosgiel 

(Change IN01), Green Island (Change IN02 & Change IN03), Concord (Change IN04) 

and Wakari (Change IN11). It is noted that Variation 2 is not a full review of zoning 

across the city and areas that are not identified as having been reviewed in Variation 

2 are outside the scope of Variation 2. 
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11 CHANGES FOR SUBDIVISION OF LARGE GREENFIELD AREAS 

11.1 Summary and overall purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 This section describes and assesses changes proposed to improve the way subdivision of 

large areas of greenfield residential zoning is managed in the Plan due to the addition of 

significant areas of greenfield rezoning through Variation 2 and Second Generation Dunedin 

City District Plan (2GP) decisions.  This includes Changes D1, NDMA2-15, E5, D4, D5, D6, D7 

and D8.   

 The overall purpose of the proposal is to add methods to the Plan to ensure that the 

subdivision of large areas of greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that supports 

best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an 

integrated yet flexible way. The scope of this proposal does not include reviewing existing 

methods in the Plan that may manage issues on greenfield land (e.g. the existing set of 

overlays and provisions that sit under them) and it does not review the criteria for zoning 

new residential land, where new land should be provided, or the zone types provided for in 

the Plan. 

 In addition to the general rules and assessment guidance for subdivision, the Plan includes a 

variety of methods to manage site specific issues and requirements (e.g. those relating to 

hazards, landscape, and biodiversity etc.).  These methods include the use of overlay zones 

and mapped areas (including structure plan mapped areas) and associated rules. These 

methods are generally applied as relevant to greenfield areas as part of the decision to 

rezone the area. 

 However, it is considered useful to include a framework for assessing subdivisions in larger 

greenfield areas to augment these methods, particularly to manage issues that are common 

concerns for most large greenfield areas.  This approach will help prevent the proliferation of 

individual structure plan mapped areas and improve Plan efficiency. 

 In addition, this framework will provide improved guidance for some issues that are already 

managed through the matters of discretion for subdivision by having a bespoke set of 

policies and assessment guidance appropriate to larger greenfield subdivisions.  This is 

desirable because subdivision of larger areas requires a different level and extent of 

assessment to smaller infill subdivisions. 

 The overall approach proposed is to introduce a new method to the plan, being the ‘new 

development mapped area’ (NDMA) and apply this to existing and proposed large areas of 

greenfield residential zoning.  This will enable specific objectives, policies, and assessment 

rules which are appropriate to the assessment of large greenfield residential subdivisions to 

be applied in these areas. 

11.2 Relevant Objectives 

 Section 32(1)(b) of the Act requires an assessment of whether the proposed provisions 

(policies and methods) are the most appropriate way to achieve the objective or purpose of 

the proposal. Section 32(3) also requires it to be assessed against the objectives of the 2GP.  
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 The relevant objectives (which are provided in full in Appendix 1) have been identified as: 

 Objective 2.2.2: Environmental performance and energy resilience; 

 Objective 2.2.3: Indigenous biodiversity and related objective 10.2.4; 

 Objective 2.2.4: Compact and accessible city; 

 Objective 2.3.3: Facilities and spaces that support social and cultural well-being;  

 Objective 2.4.1: Form and structure of the environment and related objectives 

15.2.3 and 15.2.4; and 

 Objective 2.7.1: Efficient public infrastructure and related objective 9.2.1. 

 This assessment must:  

a. identify other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives;  

b. assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives, 

including consideration of the benefits and costs anticipated from the 

implementation of the provisions, and the risk of acting or not acting if there is 

uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions; 

and  

c. summarise the reasons for deciding on the provisions. 

 In addition, as this proposal includes the addition of a new objective, this must be assessed 

in terms of its appropriateness to achieve the purpose of the Act, in accordance with Section 

32(1)(a) of the Act. 

11.3 Overall background and issues of concern 

 The 2GP was drafted anticipating that most new greenfield areas would be added to the Plan 

along with a structure plan to direct the area’s future development, as this is what had 

happened in the past. The 2GP currently encourages this approach in the following strategic 

directions:  

a. Policy 2.2.4.1, which provides for the use of structure plans where land cannot be 

zoned at a standard or medium density due to hazards, slope, need for on-site 

stormwater storage, protection of biodiversity, presence of water bodies, 

landscape or natural character values, or other factors.  Therefore, in these cases 

structure plans provide for a lower density of development; 

b. Policy 2.4.1.7, which sets up a method to require large new subdivisions to provide 

concept or structure plans to demonstrate transport connectivity;   

c. Policy 2.4.1.8, which sets up a method to require subdivision to enable future 

development to meet the requirements of structure plans included in the 2GP.  

Therefore, this policy is about enforcing structure plan requirements; 

d. Policy 2.6.1.7, which requires structure plans for large subdivisions to ensure Policy 

2.6.1.6 and Policy 2.2.2.5 are achieved (which relate to urban design principles, 

energy efficiency, transport connectivity and solar access); and 
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e. Policy 2.7.1.2, which sets up a method to require public infrastructure networks to 

be included as part of a structure plan to ensure new development represents the 

least possible long term cost to the public.   

 Structure plans were added for some sites through the 2GP particularly where there were 

on-site values or constraints that needed to be managed. The 2GP currently contains eleven 

structure plan mapped areas, however many of the recent ones include limited provisions. 

 Feedback was received through the 2GP’s development, and through the hearings process, 

that it would be more efficient if new zoned areas could be added without always requiring a 

structure plan and instead managing issues through the subdivision consent process. 

 Currently, all subdivision requires a consent as a restricted discretionary activity.  A range of 

matters can be considered (Rule 15.11.4.1) including: 

a. Effects on neighbourhood residential character and amenity (assessment guidance 

in Rule 15.11.4.1.a); 

b. Risk from natural hazards (assessment guidance in Rules 11.5.2.1 and 11.5.2.5); 

c. Effects on efficiency and affordability of infrastructure (assessment guidance in 

Rules 9.6.2.4 and 9.6.2.5); and 

d. Effects on the safety and efficiency of the transport network (assessment guidance 

in Rules 6.11.2.1, 6.11.2.7, 6.11.2.8). 

 However, these matters and the guidance that supports them is more geared to smaller infill 

subdivisions and not to subdivision and development of larger greenfield areas, which have 

different considerations with respect to these matters. Furthermore, some matters included 

in the strategic directions are only referenced via the promotion of structure plans as a 

means of ensuring they are achieved, and they are not built into the subdivision guidance 

explicitly. 

 In order to remove the requirement for structure plans for all larger greenfield areas, there 

is a need to manage the following outcomes through additional subdivision guidance for 

large greenfield residential areas: 

a. Subdivisions designed for solar access and energy-efficient housing to ensure 

Objective 2.2.2 on Environmental performance and energy resilience is more 

effectively achieved, as current provisions are not implemented by lower-order 

policy; 

b. Provision of amenity planting and public amenities to ensure Objective 2.4.1 on 

character and amenity is more effectively achieved; 

c. Provision of recreation spaces and access to other community facilities to ensure 

Objective 2.3.3 on Facilities and spaces that support social and cultural well-being 

and Objective 2.4.1 on character and amenity are more effectively achieved; 

d. Maintenance or enhancement of natural environmental values to ensure Objective 

2.2.3 on Indigenous biodiversity and Objective 2.4.1 on character and amenity are 

more effectively achieved; and 
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e. Ensuring the land and public infrastructure resources are used efficiently so that 

Objective 2.2.4 on Compact and accessible city, Objective 2.2.2 on Environmental 

performance and energy resilience, and Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient infrastructure 

are more effectively achieved. 

 Other new provisions relating to stormwater and wastewater infrastructure are also 

considered necessary, and these matters are considered separately under Change F. 

 Overall, it is considered that the current framework does not achieve the purpose of the 

proposal, which is to have flexibility in the methods used in the plan to ensure that 

greenfield areas are developed in a way that achieves the Plan’s strategic objectives. 

 It is also considered that where matters are not adequately covered off in structure plans, 

subdivision may not be managed appropriately in terms of the Plan’s strategic objectives. 

 Specific assessment of the relevant changes is outlined in the sections below, followed by an 

assessment of alternatives. 

11.4 Change D1 – Broad changes linked to new development mapped area 

(NDMA) provisions 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 In light of the overall purpose of the proposal to ensure that the subdivision of large areas of 

greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design 

outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated yet flexible way, 

Change D1 includes overarching changes that support the addition of the new NDMA 

method which are not assigned to other more specific topic focused changes. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change D1 includes the addition of a new Objective 12.2.X to Section 12 of the Plan to set up 

the new policy and assessment framework for managing subdivision in large greenfield areas 

where the NDMA is applied. 

 Change D1 also makes changes to the title and introduction to Section 12 to reflect the 

inclusion of the new package of provisions.  This includes linking this section back to the 

purpose of the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD), drawing 

on guidance from the Ministry for the Environment28 by adding the following summary: 

The National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) recognises the 

national significance of having well-functioning urban environments that enable all 

people and communities to provide for their social, economic, and cultural wellbeing, 

and for their health and safety, now and into the future, and of providing sufficient 

development capacity to meet the different needs of people and communities… 

To ensure the development of well-functioning urban environments that provide for 

people’s well-being, this section also includes an objective, policies and assessment 

 
28 See guidance provided on the Ministry for the Environment website at: https://www.mfe.govt.nz/about-

national-policy-statement-urban-development  

https://www.mfe.govt.nz/about-national-policy-statement-urban-development
https://www.mfe.govt.nz/about-national-policy-statement-urban-development
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rules to guide the subdivision and development of larger areas of ‘greenfield’ 

residential zoned land (identified by the new development mapped area in the 

Planning Map).  These provisions reflect the Plan’s strategic directions and best 

practice urban planning and design principles. 

 Change D1 includes the following general changes for the addition of the NDMA method: 

a. Add new acronym NDMA (New development mapped area); 

b. Add reference to NDMA in new Policy 2.6.2.AA; 

c. Amend Section 12 Title; 

d. Amend Section 12.1 Introduction; 

e. Add new Objective 12.2.X regarding development of future urban growth areas; 

f. Add new Rule 12.X.2.5 subdivision assessment guidance; 

g. Amend 15.1.1.1 Zone description; 

h. Add new Rule 15.11.5.Y subdivision assessment guidance linking to Section 12. 

 Assessment against relevant objectives 

 Change D1 provides the overall means to more flexibly manage the effects from subdivision 

of large areas of greenfield residential land to achieve the relevant objectives of the Plan.  It 

also ensures that these are more efficiently achieved by avoiding the need to application of 

separate structure plan mapped areas and performance standards to each residential 

rezoning site. 

 Change D1 will therefore ensure that Objective 2.2.2 on Environmental performance and 

energy resilience, Objective 2.2.3 on Indigenous biodiversity, Objective 2.2.4 on Compact 

and accessible city, Objective 2.3.3 on Facilities and spaces that support social and cultural 

well-being, and Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient public infrastructure, can be better achieved. 

 Assessment of new Objective 12.2.X against the purpose of the Act 

 The addition of Objective 12.2.X will support the sustainable management of residential 

urban expansion.  This is because it will enable the development of new housing to support 

people in providing for their social, economic, and cultural well-being and for their health 

and safety, at the same time as ensuring that the potential for effects on the environment of 

this activity are appropriately managed through the assessment of subdivision consent 

applications. 

11.5 Change NDMA02-15 – Mapping NDMA over existing greenfield residential 

areas 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 In light of the overall purpose of the proposal to ensure that the subdivision of large areas of 

greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design 

outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated yet flexible way, 
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Change NDMA02-15 apply the new development mapped area to existing large greenfield 

residential areas so that the proposed new assessment rules for subdivision in an NDMA will 

apply to them. Within scope of this proposal but not yet included in the variation is 

application of the NDMA to any additional large green areas that may be added to the 2GP 

through the resolution of the current appeals on the 2GP. This means if these changes are 

approved by the Court ahead of decisions being finalised on Variation 2, these overlays can 

be added to those sites.  

 For new greenfield areas being proposed through Variation 2, the addition of the NDMA is 

addressed separately in the assessments relevant to each change later in this report. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change NDMA02-15 include mapping the NDMA over most existing undeveloped structure 

plan mapped areas and all remaining residential transition overlay zones, as shown in Table 

13. 

Table 13: Existing greenfield residential zoned areas where the NDMA is proposed to apply 

Change  Location 

NDMA02 Emerson Street / Blackhead Road, 

Concord   

See Appendix 10, page 31 

NDMA03 Patmos Avenue, Pine Hill See Appendix 10, page 32 

NDMA04 Bradford See Appendix 10, page 33 

NDMA05 Dalziel Road See Appendix 10, page 34 

NDMA06 St Leonards See Appendix 10, page 35 

NDMA07 Opoho See Appendix 10, page 36 

NDMA08 Pine Hill See Appendix 10, page 37 

NDMA09 Balmacewen Road, Wakari See Appendix 10, page 38 

NDMA10 Halfway Bush See Appendix 10, page 39 

NDMA12 St Clair See Appendix 10, page 40 

NDMA13 St Albans Street, Kaikorai Valley See Appendix 10, page 41 

NDMA14 Ettrick Street, Kaikorai Valley See Appendix 10, page 42 

NDMA15 Salisbury Road, Kaikorai Valley See Appendix 10, page 43 

 

 Two existing Residential Transition Overlay Zone (RTZ) sites, at 636 North Road and 25A 

Irvine Road, are not proposed to have an NDMA applied through Variation 2. This is because 

they are both subject to a 2GP appeal, currently under mediation, to remove the RTZ and 
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rezone the sites to a residential zone. Application of the NDMA will be considered separately 

through that mediation process. 

 Assessment against relevant objectives 

 The proposed mapping changes will assist in providing the means to manage effects from 

subdivision of large areas of greenfield residential land that are not currently addressed by 

the subdivision assessment rules or structure plan mapped areas.  Therefore, they will 

ensure that Objective 2.2.2 on Environmental performance and energy resilience, Objective 

2.2.3 on Indigenous biodiversity, Objective 2.2.4 on Compact and accessible city, Objective 

2.3.3 on Facilities and spaces that support social and cultural well-being, and Objective 2.7.1 

on Efficient public infrastructure, can be better achieved in these locations. 

11.6 Change E5 - Strategic direction policies related to structure plans  

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 In light of the overall purpose of the proposal to ensure that the subdivision of large areas of 

greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design 

outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated yet flexible way, 

Change E5 focuses on clarifying the strategic directions regarding when structure plans 

should be used at the time of a plan change for rezoning, given the recommended options 

adding the NDMA method. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change E5 makes several changes to strategic direction policies (and one change to the 

Section 12 Urban Land Transition Provisions) which relate to plan changes and the use of 

structure plans.  These changes clarify the expectations around when structure plans should 

be used and is linked to the introduction of the new development mapped area provisions. 

 In addition, this change clarifies some of the terminology in the strategic directions regarding 

structure plans, as they currently refer to a selection of different terms, including concept 

plan, development plan and subdivision plan, which can cause confusion as to whether these 

are to be included in the Plan itself or required as part of the subdivision process. 

 Change E5 includes the following changes: 

a. Amend Policy 2.4.1.7 to delete the requirement for structure plans for 

connectivity;  

b. Delete Policy 2.6.1.7 requiring structure plans for large subdivisions as this 

duplicates other strategic direction content; 

c. Add new Policy 2.6.2.Z encouraging the use of structure plans to add areas of 

mixed-use zoning or provisions for commercial or community activities where 

necessary; 

d. Add new Policy 2.6.2.AA on plan changes and the use of structure plans to manage 

risks, effects, constraints or values present on a rezoning area (see also Change E6); 

and 
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e. Delete Rule 12.3.4 Information requirements for Transition Overlay Zones. 

 Assessment against relevant objectives 

 The amendments proposed in Change E5 are minor in nature and will support other changes 

proposed in Variation 2 and provide greater certainty and clarity for plan users about when 

structure plan mapped areas should be applied. 

 Overall, Change E5 will ensure that a wide range of strategic directions can be more 

efficiently and effectively achieved. 

11.7 Change D4 – Provision of social and recreational spaces in large greenfield 

subdivisions 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 In light of the overall purpose of the proposal to ensure that the subdivision of large areas of 

greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design 

outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated yet flexible way, 

Change D4 focuses on reviewing and adding provisions that direct the provision of social and 

recreational spaces as part of the subdivision of large greenfield residential areas. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 The assessment of subdivision for effects on neighbourhood residential character and 

amenity and effects on the safety and efficiency of the transport network is already provided 

for in the Plan and gives scope to consider the provision of outdoor recreational spaces and 

off-road cycling and walking tracks within subdivisions. 

 The assessment of effects on neighbourhood residential character and amenity is guided by 

Policy 15.2.4.6, which states: 

Only allow subdivision activities where the subdivision is designed to ensure any 

future land use and development will: 

a. maintain the amenity of the streetscape 

b. reflect the current or future intended character of the neighbourhood; 

c. provide for development to occur without unreasonable earthworks or 

engineering requirements; and 

d. provide for quality housing. 

 The assessment of effects on the safety and efficiency of the transport network is guided by 

Policy 6.2.3.9, which states: 

Only allow land use and development activities or subdivision activities that may lead 

to land use or development activities, where: 

i. adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the transport network will 

be avoided or, if avoidance is not practicable, adequately mitigated; and 
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ii. any associated changes to the transportation network will be affordable to 

the public in the long term. 

 As such, there is an opportunity to enhance the assessment of subdivision for large 

greenfield areas by explicitly guiding the provision of social and recreational spaces in a new 

policy and assessment framework through Change D4. 

 Change D4 includes the following changes: 

a. Amend Policy 2.3.3.1 to add a new clause for provision of social, cultural, 

community and recreational spaces in NDMAs; 

b. Delete Policy 2.6.1.6.b because this matter is best covered under Objective 2.3.3; 

c. Add a clause to new Objective 12.2.X linking to Objective 2.3.3; 

d. Add new Policy 12.2.X.1 for provision of social and recreational spaces in NDMAs; 

e. Add new Rule 12.X.2.5.c subdivision assessment rule; and 

f. Add new Rule 15.11.5.Y subdivision assessment rule linking to Section 12. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.3.3 – Facilities and spaces that support social and cultural 
well-being 

 Change D4 will ensure Objective 2.3.3 is more effectively achieved by setting out specific 

assessment policies and rules for ensuring good access to recreation opportunities and 

community facilities as a part of subdivision in an NDMA.  Currently there are no provisions 

that specifically enable consideration of this at the time of subdivision. 

 Change D4 will also ensure Objective 2.6.1: Housing choices is better achieved by deleting 

Policy 2.6.1.6.b which is part of a policy which is not directly related to this objective and fits 

better under Objective 2.3.3. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Form and structure of the environment 

 Change D4 will also have benefits in terms of Objective 2.4.1 by providing for green and 

other open spaces to contribute to the aesthetic appreciation for and enjoyment of the city. 

 

11.8 Change D5 – Solar access in large greenfield subdivisions 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 In light of the overall purpose of the proposal to ensure that the subdivision of large areas of 

greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design 

outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated yet flexible way, 

the purpose of Change D5 is to provide improved guidance on how solar access should be 

considered as part of the subdivision of large areas of greenfield residential land.  
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 Proposed change and assessment 

 There is a need to ensure subdivisions in large new greenfield residential areas are designed 

for solar access and energy-efficient housing to ensure Objectives 2.2.2 & 2.2.5 on 

Environmental performance and energy resilience are more effectively achieved. 

 Currently this issue is assessed as part of the effects on neighbourhood residential character 

and amenity and Policy 15.2.4.6. In the assessment rule (Rule 15.11.4.1) the following 

assessment guidance is under the heading ‘Design considerations that may support a 

consent application include’: 

The layout of the subdivision takes into account solar orientation and is designed to ensure 

future development will facilitate a high level of passive solar gain.  

 However, this guidance is not supported by explicit policy in the Residential section, other 

than by reference to provision for ‘quality housing’ in Policy 15.2.4.6.  While this approach is 

acceptable for smaller infill subdivisions where subdivision design is likely to be more 

strongly guided by factors other than solar access (due to site constraints), it could be 

improved to support the assessment of subdivision in large greenfield residential areas 

where there is likely to be greater flexibility in how subdivisions are designed. 

 Change D5 provides for a new policy framework and assessment guidance for assessing solar 

access as part of the subdivision of large areas of greenfield residential land. 

 Change D5 includes the following changes for solar access: 

a. Delete Policy 2.2.2.5.b and Policy 2.2.5.3.a and replace with new clause in new 

Policy 2.2.2.X.a on assessing solar access at subdivision; 

b. Add a clause to new Objective 12.2.X linking to Objective 2.2.2; 

c. Add new Policy 12.2.X.3 for consideration of solar access in NDMAs; 

d. Add new Rule 12.X.2.5.a subdivision assessment rule; and 

e. Add new Rule 15.11.5.Y subdivision assessment rule linking to Section 12. 

 Assessment against Objectives 2.2.2 & 2.2.5 – Environmental performance and energy 
resilience 

 The addition of a new policy to guide the assessment of solar access will give greater support 

to achieving objectives 2.2.2 and 2.2.5.  This is an improvement over the current approach, 

where solar access policy is only included in the strategic directions (which are not intended 

to guide the assessment of resource consents for restricted discretionary activities).  Overall, 

the proposed changes will enable Objectives 2.2.2 & 2.2.5 to be more effectively achieved as 

part of the subdivision of land within an NDMA. 
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11.9 Change D6 - Protection of natural environmental values in large greenfield 

subdivisions 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 In light of the overall purpose of the proposal to ensure that the subdivision of large areas of 

greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design 

outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated yet flexible way, 

the purpose of Change D6 is to provide for the consideration of the protection of natural 

environmental values (including indigenous biodiversity) as part of the subdivision process in 

large greenfield residential areas. The scope of this change does not include reviewing 

existing methods for the protection of natural environment values in urban environments, 

including urban biodiversity mapped areas and rules, esplanade requirements, and structure 

plan mapped area rules. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 There is a need to ensure the maintenance or enhancement of natural environmental values 

as part of the subdivision of large greenfield residential areas to ensure Objective 2.2.3 on 

Indigenous biodiversity and Objective 2.4.1 on Form and structure of the environment are 

more effectively achieved.  Currently, assessment of these values is not provided for in the 

matters of discretion for subdivision. 

 Protection of natural environmental values is currently achieved through the application of 

an Area of Significant Biodiversity Value overlay (ASBV) in rural, rural residential and 

recreation zones, and rules that manage vegetation clearance in these zones. In an urban 

setting, an Urban Biodiversity Mapped Area (UBMA) can be used to protect important areas 

of biodiversity. At the time of plan change, a structure plan mapped area and associated 

rules can also be applied to protect natural environmental values.  

 The existing methods described above are generally still considered the most appropriate 

ways to manage natural environmental values in greenfield residential areas where they can 

be applied at the time of plan changes. However, it is considered desirable to augment those 

methods with the ability to also consider natural environment values at the time of 

subdivision.  This would provide a ‘back stop’ if a more detailed site assessment at the time 

of subdivision reveals values that were not identified at the time of  the plan change, and 

where it is considered that the values identified through the plan change assessment are 

better managed at the time of subdivision. 

 Change D6 includes the following changes for protection of environmental values: 

a. Add a clause to new Objective 12.2.X linking to Objective 2.2.3 on indigenous 

biodiversity; 

b. Add new Policy 12.2.X.2 for consideration of environmental values in NDMAs; 

c. Add new Rule 12.X.2.5.d subdivision assessment rule; and 

d. Add new Rule 15.11.5.Y subdivision assessment rule linking to Section 12. 
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 Assessment against Objective 2.2.3 – Indigenous biodiversity 

 Change D6 on the protection of natural environmental values will ensure that effects on 

areas of indigenous biodiversity that are not protected by the application of a mapped area 

and associated provisions can be considered as part of a subdivision consent in a NDMA. 

These provisions can then be relied on where areas of indigenous biodiversity are small or 

cannot be adequately assessed at the time of rezoning.  This will ensure that Objective 2.2.3 

can be more effectively achieved. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 - Form and structure of the environment 

 Change D6 adds provisions to Section 12 to protect areas with natural environmental values 

as part of subdivision in an NDMA, including values beyond indigenous biodiversity. Such 

values are not currently assessed as part of subdivision, except where special provisions 

regarding mapped areas apply.  In some cases, areas with environmental values in greenfield 

residential zoned areas are not mapped with a mapped area.  The addition of these 

provisions will ensure that effects on these values can be considered as part of the 

assessment of subdivision, to ensure that Objective 2.4.1 is more effectively achieved. 

 Assessment against Objective 10.2.1 – Biodiversity values 

 The decision version of Objective 10.2.1 states: 

Biodiversity values are maintained or enhanced, including by protecting areas of significant 

indigenous vegetation and the significant habitats of indigenous fauna. 

 The amendments proposed in Change D6 will ensure that effects on these natural 

environmental values as well as biodiversity values can be considered as part of the 

assessment of subdivision, to ensure that Objective 10.2.1 is more effectively achieved. 

11.10 Change D7 - Providing for amenity planting and public amenities in large 

greenfield subdivisions 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 In light of the overall purpose of the proposal to ensure that the subdivision of large areas of 

greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design 

outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated yet flexible way, 

the purpose of  Change D7 is to improve guidance on the provision of amenity planting and 

public amenities as part of the subdivision of large greenfield residential areas. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Effects on neighbourhood residential character and amenity is already a matter of discretion 

for all subdivision activities in residential zones. It is guided by Policy 15.2.4.6, which states: 

Only allow subdivision activities where the subdivision is designed to ensure any future land 
use and development will: 

a. maintain the amenity of the streetscape 
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b. reflect the current or future intended character of the neighbourhood; 

c. provide for development to occur without unreasonable earthworks or engineering 
requirements; and 

d. provide for quality housing. 

 Structure plan mapped areas and associated rules are also a method by which requirements 

for amenity plantings and public amenities can be included. 

 Change D7 provides for a new policy framework and expanded assessment guidance for 

assessing the provision of amenity planting and public amenities in larger greenfield 

subdivisions to further enhance the assessment of subdivision in the NDMA. 

 Change D7 includes the following changes: 

a. Add a clause to new Objective 12.2.X referring to Objective 2.4.1; 

b. Add new Policy 12.2.X.4 for consideration of amenities in NDMAs; 

c. Add new Rule 12.X.2.5.b subdivision assessment rule; and 

d. Add new Rule 15.11.5.Y subdivision assessment rule linking to Section 12. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Form and structure of the environment 

 Change D7 adds provisions to Section 12 and Section 15 to ensure adequate amenity 

planting and public amenities are included as part of subdivision in an NDMA.  Greater policy 

support and assessment guidance through the new provisions in Section 12 will ensure that 

Objective 2.4.1 can be more effectively achieved in areas subject to an NDMA, without 

applying these to smaller-scale infill subdivisions. 

11.11 Change D8 - Providing for efficient use of land in large greenfield 

subdivisions 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 In light of the overall purpose of the proposal to ensure that the subdivision of large areas of 

greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design 

outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated yet flexible way, 

Change D8 provides for a new policy framework and assessment guidance for the efficient 

use of land as part of the subdivision of large greenfield residential areas. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Objective 2.2.4 on Compact and accessible city is the overarching strategic direction 

regarding urban form for Dunedin.  This objective is currently achieved in part by the 

implementation of Policy 2.2.4.1 which seeks to “Prioritise the efficient use of existing urban 

land over urban expansion…” and sets a preference for zoning residential land without 

constraints at least to a standard density zone, and to a medium density zone where 

appropriate.  As such, the efficient use of land is currently primarily achieved through the 

choice of zone applied at the time of a plan change. 
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 Objective 2.2.4 and the efficient use of land also link to the achievement of other objectives, 

such as those that seek to protect rural character (Objective 2.4.6) and rural productivity 

(Objective 2.3.1), those that seek to support energy resilience and reduced car dependency 

(Objective 2.2.2), and Objective 2.7.1 which seeks efficient infrastructure.  Currently the 

assessment rules for subdivision (Rule 15.11.4.1) provide discretion to consider ‘Effects on 

efficiency and affordability of infrastructure’, which provides some ability to consider how 

the subdivision impacts the efficiency and affordability of existing and planned public 

infrastructure. 

 The current approach to ensuring the efficient use of land and associated effects on efficient 

public infrastructure could be further enhanced by adding provisions to enable subdivisions 

to be specifically assessed for how efficiently they provide for additional residential 

development.  This will assist in managing future demand for urban expansion by ensuring 

current greenfield residential land is subdivided as efficiently as practicable. 

 Change D8 includes the following changes for the efficient use of land: 

a. Amend Policy 2.7.1.2 to add a new clause about efficient use of land to support 

infrastructure efficiency; 

b. Add clauses to new Objective 12.2.X that link to Objective 2.2.4 and 2.7.1; 

c. Add new Policy 12.2.X.5 for consideration of efficient use of land in NDMAs; 

d. Add new Rule 12.X.2.5.e subdivision assessment rule. This introduces a new matter 

of discretion of ‘Whether subdivision design supports efficient use of land‘; and 

e. Add new Rule 15.11.5.Y subdivision assessment rule linking to Section 12. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.4 – Compact and accessible city 

 Change D8 will provide specific guidance for the assessment of subdivision in large 

greenfield residential areas to ensure land is used efficiently.  This is important to minimise 

the extent to which further urban expansion might be required in the future to assist in 

achieving Objective 2.2.4.  This also has benefits in achieving a range of other related 

objectives, such as Objective 2.4.6 on the Character of the rural environment and Objective 

2.3.1 on Land important for economic productivity (by minimising urban expansion into the 

rural environment and the loss of productive land); Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient public 

infrastructure (by ensuring existing and planned infrastructure is not underutilised and costs 

are adequately recovered); and Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choice (by encouraging smaller 

and more affordable housing types to meet demand).  

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.2 – Environmental performance and energy resilience 

 Change D8 will also have benefits in terms of Objective 2.2.2 by encouraging an efficient 

urban form to assist in reducing the energy required to expand and maintain urban 

infrastructure and by reducing future reliance on private motor cars through encouraging 

more compact development patterns. 
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11.12 Alternatives assessed 

 This section sets out an assessment of alternatives to the status quo and the preferred 

options outlined above regarding the addition of the NDMA method (Changes D1, D4, D5, 

D6, D7, D8 & NDMA1-15). 

 The alternatives assessed include the following two options: 

a. Use of performance standards instead of assessment rules as part of the NDMA 

method to achieve similar outcomes for the specific topics this method addresses 

(Alternative D1-Alt1); and 

b. Apply the assessment rules proposed as part of the preferred option to all 

subdivision, rather than only in an NDMA (Alternative D1-Alt2).   

 Alternative D1-Alt1: Performance standards in NDMAs 

 Alternative D1-Alt1 is to use performance standards associated with the NDMA, rather than 

policies and assessment rules, to address the same topics for subdivision in large greenfield 

residential areas.  These topics are: 

a. Provision of social and recreational spaces; 

b. Designing for solar access; 

c. Protection of natural environmental values; 

d. Provision of amenity planting and public amenities; and 

e. Efficient use of land. 

 This approach would provide certainty to developers as to the specific requirements that 

would need to be met to achieve the objectives relevant to each topic rather than rely on a 

case-by-case assessment of each subdivision.  It would not avoid the need for subdivisions to 

obtain resource consent, as this is always required. 

 It is noted that a similar performance standard method is already provided for in the Plan, 

involving the application of structure plan mapped areas and associated performance 

standards at the time of a rezoning plan change.  This approach provides for rules specific to 

sites, rather than applying them more widely to collections of sites as would be the case if 

performance standards were used with the NDMA method. 

 If performance standards were to be applied across the NDMA sites, it would require the 

formulation of rules that efficiently and effectively manage the issues in most circumstances.  

This is not easy to achieve given the range of contexts present across all sites and this would 

add to Plan complexity while also not being the most effective way to achieve the relevant 

objectives of the Plan. 

 Overall, while this method would provide certainty to developers regarding how the 

objectives can be achieved, this would be at the cost of plan efficiency and flexibility in 

responding to site-specific contexts.  Flexibility is one of the overall purposes of the proposal, 

so this alternative is not recommended.  In situations where certainty and performance 

standards are desirable, these can still be applied on a case-by-case basis using the existing 

structure plan mapped area method. 



73 
 

 

 Alternative D1-Alt2: Assessment rules for subdivision in all areas 

 Alternative D1-Alt2 is to apply the new assessment rules for all topics covered in the Change 

D group to all subdivision, rather than just subdivision in the NDMA.  This would mean that 

the NDMA method would not need to be added and changes instead would be made to the 

existing provisions for the assessment of all subdivision. 

 This approach would widen the matters that can be considered for all subdivision and would 

reduce the risk that some issues might not be appropriately managed due to a lack of 

discretion to do so.  It would also reduce Plan complexity by avoiding the introduction of a 

new method. 

 However, this alternative would also make the assessment of smaller-scale subdivisions, 

especially infill subdivisions within the existing urban area, overly complex as it would 

require assessment of matters that are unlikely to be relevant to these types of subdivision.  

This would detract from Plan efficiency.  It is noted that the opportunities for small infill 

subdivisions are expected to significantly increase as part of Change A2 and Change A3 and 

applying unnecessary considerations to these applications may detract from their uptake 

and achievement of Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choice. 

 Overall, the existing provisions for the assessment of all subdivision are considered adequate 

for subdivision outside an NDMA, except where some improvements are proposed as part of 

separate changes (Change D2 on transport connections, and the Change F group for 3 waters 

considerations). 
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12 CHANGES FOR TRANSPORTATION CONNECTIONS IN SUBDIVISIONS 

12.1 Change D2 - Transportation Connections in Subdivisions 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to review the policy framework and assessment guidance for 

transportation connections in new subdivisions, including considering whether it is necessary 

to provide improved guidance on when DCC will require new roads to be vested with the 

DCC. This proposal is linked to the above changes, which have an overall purpose to ensure 

that the subdivision of large areas of greenfield residential land is undertaken in a way that 

supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives of the 

Plan in an integrated yet flexible way, but considers all subdivisions not just those in the a 

new development mapped area (NDMA) overlay. 

 The scope of the review and changes does not include a review of transportation provisions 

outside of those related to subdivisions including the existing performance standards in 

Section 6 of the Plan, such as those for parking, loading and access.  

 Background and issues of concern 

 In the strategic directions, guidance on managing transportation connectivity for residential 

subdivision is currently provided in Policy 2.2.2.5, which promotes energy efficiency and 

minimisation of transportation costs and car dependency by requiring the design of 

subdivision to be managed; and Policy 2.6.1.6, which promotes social connectedness and 

well being by requiring subdivisions to be designed to encourage walking. These strategic 

directions are implemented through the Section 6 provisions that apply when assessing 

applications for subdivision.  There is some duplication within these strategic directions 

which is proposed to be corrected as part of this change. 

 In Section 6, assessment Rule 6.11.2.7 applies to all subdivision activities in all zones.  It links 

to Policy 6.2.3.9, which states: 

Only allow land use and development activities or subdivision activities that may lead to 

land use or development activities, where: 

a. adverse effects on the safety and efficiency of the transport network will be avoided 

or, if avoidance is not practicable, adequately mitigated; and 

b. any associated changes to the transportation network will be affordable to the 

public in the long term. 

 Section 6 also contains assessment Rule 6.11.2.8 for subdivision activities that include a new 

road in all zones. It links to Policy 6.2.3.12, which states: 

Only allow subdivision activities that involve new roads where roads are designed to: 

a. provide for the safe and efficient movement of vehicles, pedestrians and cyclists 

within the subdivision; 

b. provide adequate connections to surrounding areas and the wider transport 

network, particularly for buses, pedestrians, and cyclists; and 
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c. use materials that provide good urban design outcomes and provide good value 

with respect to on-going costs to ratepayers for maintenance if the roads are to be 

vested in Council. 

 There are no performance standards that require the development or vesting of roads as 

part of subdivision activity, other than those that are applied to specific structure plan 

mapped areas.  Performance standards relating to vehicle access are limited by the 

definition of ‘vehicle access’, which is “The portion of a driveway or vehicle track between 

the formed road and the property boundary”, and so do not apply to roads. 

 The assessment of subdivision consents applies a matter of discretion to consider ‘effects on 

the safety and efficiency of the transport network’.  This matter, along with the assessment 

guidance provided in Section 6 and the policies identified above provide scope for road 

connections to be considered at the time of subdivision.  However, improvements could be 

made to provide guidance on when Dunedin City Council is likely to require a new road and 

how it will assess connectivity between a subdivision area and adjacent land.   

 Such additional policy guidance would better guide the design of subdivision proposals and 

resolve issues that have occurred with some subdivision proposals including private access 

lots serving multiple resultant development lots, and the proliferation of cul-de-sacs which 

limit through-connections to adjacent land. 

 As such, Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient public infrastructure and Objective 2.7.2 on Efficient 

transportation could be more effectively achieved and these issues resolved prior to the 

addition of further greenfield residential land to the Plan. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change D2 includes three main changes: 

a. changes to the strategic direction policies related to transportation considerations 

in subdivisions to remove duplication; 

b. addition of policy direction on when Dunedin City Council will require a new road 

to be provided in Section 6, and  

c. addition of assessment guidance related to the existing policy framework for 

design considerations for roads in Section 6. 

 Change D2 amends the following provisions: 

a. Amend Policy 2.2.2.4 to add a new clause x on connectivity and delete Policy 

2.2.2.5.a and Policy 2.6.1.6.a to remove duplication; 

b. Add new Policy 6.2.3.Y for assessment of subdivision and when new roads should 

be provided; 

c. Amend Rule 6.11.2.7 subdivision assessment rule to reflect new policy approach; 

and 

d. Amend Rule 6.11.2.8 subdivision assessment rule to reflect new policy approach. 
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 Relevant objectives 

 Section 32(1)(b) of the Act requires an assessment of whether the proposed provisions 

(policies and methods) are the most appropriate way to achieve the objective or purpose of 

the proposal. Section 32(3) also requires it to be assessed against the objectives of the 

Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP).  

 The relevant objectives (which are provided in full in Appendix 1) have been identified as: 

a. Objective 2.7.1: Efficient public infrastructure and related objective 9.2.1; and 

b. Objective 2.7.2: Efficient transportation and related objectives 6.2.2 and 6.2.3. 

 This assessment must:  

a. identify other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives;  

b. assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives, 

including consideration of the benefits and costs anticipated from the 

implementation of the provisions, and the risk of acting or not acting if there is 

uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions; 

and  

c. summarise the reasons for deciding on the provisions. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient public infrastructure 

 The proposed changes to policies and assessment rules may result in some increased 

ongoing maintenance cost burdens to the public by requiring new roads to be vested in 

Dunedin City Council in more instances than is currently the case.  However, this is a trade-

off of ensuring a better connected and efficient road transport network for all road users. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.2 – Efficient transportation 

 The improved provisions will ensure that the road transport network operates more safely 

and efficiently to better achieve Objective 2.7.2.  This will be achieved by enabling Dunedin 

City Council to require road connections from one subdivision area to adjacent land that is 

likely to be subject to future urban expansion.  This will minimise the creation of multiple 

private cul-de-sacs and accessways on the urban fringes, which can prevent the efficient 

extension of the transport network in the future and compromise urban permeability. This in 

turn will improve the achievement of related objectives, such as Objective 2.2.2 on 

Environmental performance and energy resilience. 

 The changes will also help reduce future issues with the management of private accessways 

and potential demand for the Dunedin City Council to take these over.  It will enable postal, 

rubbish and other services to access properties by way of a public road, reducing adverse 

safety effects from the concentration of rubbish bins at vehicle crossings for private 

accessways.  Requirements for roads to be vested in Dunedin City Council also ensure that 

roads will be designed and constructed to suitable standards. 

 No practicable alternatives to the status quo or preferred option have been identified or 

assessed for Change D2.  
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13 OTHER CHANGES 

13.1 Summary of changes 

 This section includes a set of relatively minor changes that were identified through the 

course of developing Variation 2. Most of the changes are being proposed to correct errors 

or to clarify existing provisions. The one more substantive change included in this section is 

an amendment to the definitions of ‘campground’ and ‘visitor accommodation’ to provide 

for longer stay accommodation as part of these activities (Change E7). 

13.2 Change E1 –Residential zone descriptions 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to review the residential zone descriptions in the 

Introduction to Section 15 to ensure the descriptions of development that is enabled by the 

Plan and the anticipated future residential character reflects the Plan rules for each 

residential zone. The scope of the change is constrained to the existing plan provisions and 

any changes being considered through Variation 2. 

 Note that other changes are also being proposed to the residential introduction and these 

are assessed under the relevant change numbers in other sections of this report. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 The residential zone descriptions are given in Section 15.1.1 of the Plan and currently 

generally describe the existing character and amenity of each individual zone.  They do not 

always consider how the rules for each zone provide for change in residential character over 

time.   

 As the zone descriptions provide guidance to Plan users on what types of development they 

can expect in the residential zones, it is important to ensure the descriptions accurately 

reflect what is expected to occur in each zone.  This is reflected in the new requirements of 

the National Policy Statement on Urban Development Capacity 2020 (NPS-UD) at Objective 

4, Policy 6.a and subpart 7 of the NPS-UD, which must be given effect to.   

 Subpart 7 of the NPS-UD gives the following guidance on the development outcomes for 

zones: 

Every tier 1, 2 or 3 territorial authority29 must ensure that: 

(a) the objectives for every zone in an urban environment in its district describe the 

development outcomes intended for the zone over the life of the plan and beyond; 

and 

 
29 Dunedin City Council is a tier 2 territorial authority. 
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(b) the policies and rules in its district plan are individually and cumulatively 

consistent with the development outcomes described in the objectives for each 

zone (Section 3.35). 

 By not adequately describing the extent of change in character that the provisions in each 

residential zone are providing for, the current descriptions detract from achieving Objective 

2.6.1 on Housing choices and other strategic objectives regarding urban growth. They also 

do not adequately support the achievement of Objective 4 of the NPS-UD regarding change 

in urban environments and their amenity values over time. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change E1 makes amendments to the residential zone descriptions in the Section 15 

Introduction to better describe the type of development enabled in the zone (and therefore 

the intended future character), rather than just describing the existing character.  

 The changes are to the following sub-sections of the residential zones Introduction: 

a. 15.1.1.1 General Residential 1 

b. 15.1.1.2 General Residential 2 

c. 15.1.1.3 Inner City Residential 

d. 15.1.1.4 Low Density Residential 

e. 15.1.1.5 Large Lot Residential 1 

f. 15.1.1.6 Large Lot Residential 2 

g. 15.1.1.7 Township and Settlement 

 Assessment against relevant objectives 

 While the proposed amendments effectively rewrite the residential zone descriptions, they 

are considered minor in nature as they do not amend the outcomes that are enabled for 

each zone.  Any changes relating to substantive rule changes are addressed in other parts of 

this report.  

 The changes proposed will add clarity and increased certainty to plan users about the 

existing and future intended character and amenity of each individual zone. Therefore, it will 

better support achievement of Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choices and other strategic 

objectives regarding urban growth, and better meet the requirements of Objective 4, Policy 

6.a and subpart 7 of the NPS-UD. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed for Change E1. 

 



79 
 

13.3 Change E2 – Clarify the RTZ, HETZ and IndTZ provisions 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to clarify how the Residential Transition Overlay Zone (RTZ), 

Industrial Transition Overlay Zone (IndTZ) and Harbourside Edge Transition Overlay Zone 

(HETZ) provisions work in the introduction to Section 12, and to clarify which zone each RTZ 

and IndTZ is intended to transition to. The scope of the review does not include reviewing 

these provisions other than as indicated in other change proposals. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 The urban land transition provisions are in Section 12 of the Plan, with mapping of the 

transition overlay zones provided in the planning map.  These include RTZ areas that are 

applied to rural residential or rural zoned sites, IndTZ areas that are applied to rural zoned 

sites and HETZ areas that are applied to industrial zoned sites located adjacent to the 

Harbourside Edge Zone. 

 The Introduction to Section 12 (at Section 12.1) provides a description of how the transition 

provisions work to assist the Plan user.  However, some clarification and expansion of this 

description would be helpful. 

 Furthermore, the zone to which each RTZ and IndTZ may transition is only identified in pop-

ups in the planning maps.  Case law has identified that pop-ups in planning maps do not 

form part of the rules.  Furthermore, this leads to uncertainty for Plan users and inefficient 

Plan implementation, as there is no list of the transition zones to refer to in the Plan.   

 These issues are proposed to be addressed by Change E2. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change E2 makes minor changes in the introduction to the urban land transition provisions 

in Section 12 for the Residential Transition Overlay Zone (RTZ), Harbourside Edge Transition 

Overlay Zone (HETZ) and Industrial Transition Overlay Zone (IndTZ), and adds two 

appendices to clarify which zone each RTZ and IndTZ is intended to transition to. 

 It makes the following changes: 

a. Amend 12.1 Introduction to expand on and clarify how the transition provisions 

work; 

b. Add Appendix 12A listing RTZ transition zones; and 

c. Add Appendix 12B listing IndTZ transition zones. 

 Assessment against relevant objectives 

 These changes are minor in nature and will add clarity and certainty about how the 

transition zones function and to which zone each RTZ and IndTZ will transition.  This will 

ensure that Objective 2.2.4 on Compact and accessible city and Objective 2.6.2 on Adequate 

urban land supply can be better achieved, and the Plan can function more efficiently. 
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 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed for Change E2. 

13.4 Change E3 – Correct errors in RTZ, HETZ and IndTZ assessment rules 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to correct errors in the assessment rules and associated 

provisions relating to the transition zones, as several of these are missing from the Plan or 

contain errors.  These relate to general subdivision, cross lease, company lease, unit title 

subdivision, intensive farming, and forestry within the Residential Transition Overlay Zone 

(RTZ), Harbourside Edge Transition Overlay Zone (HETZ) and Industrial Transition Overlay 

Zone (IndTZ) areas. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Policies in Section 12 set out what activities should be managed in each of the transition 

overlay zones to ensure these do not compromise the intended future use of the land once it 

transitions to the new zone provisions.   

 For the RTZ, the policies are: 

a. Policy 12.2.1.2 to avoid landfills, mining activity and other activities that may inhibit 

future use of the land for residential activity; 

b. Policy 12.2.1.3 to manage forestry and intensive farming; and 

c. Policy 12.2.1.4 to manage subdivision activity. 

 For the HETZ, Policy 12.2.2.2 is to manage subdivision activity. 

 For the IndTZ, Policy 12.2.3.2 is to manage subdivision activity. 

 These policies are intended to influence the assessment rules for these activities in the 

underlying zones to which the transition zones apply (which include the rural, rural 

residential, and industrial zones).  The assessment guidance should be provided in the 

relevant assessment tables for ‘activities in an overlay zone’. 

 It has been identified that there are some missing or incomplete assessment rules for 

general subdivision, cross lease, company lease, and unit title subdivision, and for intensive 

farming and forestry within RTZ, HETZ and IndTZ areas. 

 These missing rules relate to restricted discretionary, discretionary and non­complying 

assessment rules within Section 16 Rural, Section 17 Rural Residential, and Section 19 

Industrial zones.  Corresponding assessment rules in Section 12 are also missing. 

 An inconsistency between the Section 12 policies and the strategic direction policy that sets 

up this method (Policy 2.6.2.2) has also been identified. 

 A clarification to Policy 12.2.1.4 regarding subdivision in RTZs is also required to assist 

implementation. 

 These issues generate the potential for uncertainty for plan users as to what the relevant 

assessment rules for general subdivision, cross lease, company lease, unit title subdivision, 
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intensive farming and forestry within RTZ, HETZ and IndTZ areas are and how to apply the 

remaining provisions. 

 This makes it more difficult and time consuming to interpret the Second Generation Dunedin 

City District Plan (2GP) which could add to consenting costs and is inefficient for Plan 

implementation. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change E3 adds missing, or makes corrections to, assessment rules and associated provisions 

relating to the transition zones.  These relate to general subdivision, cross lease, company 

lease, unit title subdivision, intensive farming, and forestry within the Residential Transition 

Overlay Zone (RTZ), Harbourside Edge Transition Overlay Zone (HETZ) and Industrial 

Transition Overlay Zone (IndTZ) areas. 

 Change E3 includes the following changes: 

a. Amend Policy 2.6.2.2 to make consistent with policies in Section 12; 

b. Amend Policy 12.2.1.4 to clarify for implementation; 

c. Add new section 12.X.1 (introduction); 

d. Add new Section 12.X.2 for restricted discretionary assessment rules to Section 12, 

with rows 1-4 for: 

i. General subdivision in a RTZ; 

ii. Subdivision activities in a HETZ; 

iii. General subdivision in an IndTZ; and 

iv. Forestry in a RTZ. 

e. Amend Rule 12.4.2.1 Assessment of discretionary activities in a RTZ to clarify it 

applies prior to release of the RTZ; 

f. Add new rows X and Y to Rule 12.4.2 Assessment of discretionary activities in a 

Transition Overlay Zone for: 

i. Cross lease, company lease and unit title subdivision in a RTZ; and 

ii. Cross lease, company lease and unit title subdivision in an IndTZ. 

g. Amend Rule 12.5.2.1 Assessment of non­complying activities in a RTZ to clarify that 

it applies prior to release of the RTZ and add intensive farming to the list; 

h. Add a new row X to Rule 12.5.2 Assessment of non-complying activities in a 

Transition Overlay Zone for general subdivision and cross lease, company lease and 

unit title subdivision in a RTZ; 

i. Add Rule 16.10.5.X Assessment of restricted discretionary activities in an overlay 

zone, mapped area or affecting a scheduled item for general subdivision in a RTZ or 

IndTZ; 

j. Amend header in Rule 16.11.2; 
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k. Amend Rule 16.11.2.6 Assessment of discretionary land use activities in a RTZ, 

clarify that it applies prior to release of the RTZ and add cross lease, company lease 

and unit title subdivision to the list;  

l. Add Rule 16.11.2.Y Assessment of discretionary land use activities in a IndTZ prior 

to release for cross lease, company lease and unit title subdivision; 

m. Amend Rule 16.12.3.5 Assessment of all non-complying land use activities in a RTZ 

to clarify that it applies prior to release of the RTZ;  

n. Add Rule 17.10.5.X Assessment of restricted discretionary activities in an overlay 

zone, mapped area or affecting a scheduled item for forestry and general 

subdivision in a RTZ;  

o. Add Rule 17.12.3.X Assessment of non-complying land use activities for intensive 

farming, landfills, mining, general subdivision in RR2 Zone, and cross lease, 

company lease and unit title subdivision in a RTZ; and 

p. Add Rule 19.10.6.X Assessment of restricted discretionary activities in an overlay 

zone, mapped area or affecting a scheduled item for subdivision activities in a 

HETZ.  

 Assessment against relevant objectives 

 These changes will provide certainty to plan users about how subdivision, cross lease, 

company lease, unit title subdivision, intensive farming and forestry activities will be 

considered by Dunedin City Council within the RTZ, HETZ and IndTZ.  This will ensure that 

Objective 2.2.4 on Compact and accessible city and Objective 2.6.2 on Adequate urban land 

supply, can be more efficiently achieved. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and the status quo have been identified 

or assessed for Change E3. 

13.5 Change E4 – Duplication between Objective 2.2.2 and Objective 2.2.5 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to remove duplication between strategic direction Objective 

2.2.2 and Objective 2.2.5 and the policies underneath these objectives. It is also to clarify the 

wording of some of the policies under Objective 2.2.2. The purpose does not include a major 

review of the approach in the Plan with respect to the matters contained in these objectives 

and policies. 

 Change E4 is being done alongside Change D5, which is a more substantive change to 

provide greater clarity in the provisions that relate to the environmental performance of 

housing and this is addressed in a separate section of this report.  

 Change E4 is also being done alongside Change D2, which includes a minor change to the 

policies regarding transportation connectivity and this is also addressed in a separate section 

of this report. 
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 Background and issues of concern 

 The following description sets out the existing provisions that are being changed and 

identifies where there is overlap and duplication. 

 Objective 2.2.2 ‘Energy resilience’ is: 

Dunedin reduces its reliance on non-renewable energy sources and is well equipped to 

manage and adapt to changing or disrupted energy supply by having: 

a. increased local renewable energy generation; 

b. reduced reliance on private motor cars for transportation; 

c. increased capacity for local food production; and 

d. housing that is energy efficient. 

 Underlying Policy 2.2.2.4 and Policy 2.2.2.5 (those being amended by this change) are: 

Policy 2.2.2.4 Support transport mode choices and reduced car dependency through 

policies and rules that: 

 restrict the location of activities that attract high numbers of 

users, and to which access by a range of travel modes is 

practicable, to where there are several convenient travel mode 

options, including private vehicles, public transport, cycling and 

walking; 

 encourage new community facilities to locate where there are 

several convenient travel mode options, including private 

vehicles, public transport, cycling and walking, unless there are 

specific operational requirements that make this impracticable; 

 allow the highest development densities in the most accessible 

locations, being in the central city and suburban centre zones; 

 use existing access to public transport, or the ability to be 

serviced by public transport in the future, as a criterion for 

determining appropriate locations for new residential and 

medium density zones; and 

 provide for dairies and registered health practitioners in 

residential zones to meet day to day needs, in a way that does 

not undermine Objective 2.3.2. 
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Policy 2.2.2.5 Encourage the development of new housing that is durably constructed 

and energy efficient to operate, and located to minimise, as far as 

practicable, transportation costs and car dependency by: 

 managing the design of subdivision to promote connectivity and 

legibility and maximise accessibility by transportation modes 

other than private motor cars; and 

 managing subdivision, and building and site design to maximise 

solar access and the environmental performance of buildings. 

 

 Objective 2.2.5 ‘Environmental performance’ is: 

Development in the city is designed to reduce environmental costs and adverse effects on the 

environment as much as practicable, including energy consumption, water use, and the 

quality and quantity of stormwater discharge. 

 

 Underlying policies 2.2.5.1 to 2.2.5.3 are: 

Policy 2.2.5.1 Encourage small scale renewable energy generation through policies and 

rules that provide for these activities where they are of an appropriate 

scale, design and location. 

Policy 2.2.5.2 Enable and encourage onsite stormwater and wastewater management, 

where this would not endanger groundwater and is not in conflict with the 

efficient use of existing public, wastewater and stormwater infrastructure, 

through rules that provide for an alternative to connecting to public water 

supply, wastewater and stormwater infrastructure. 

Policy 2.2.5.3 Encourage improvements to the environmental performance of new 

housing by: 

 assessment rules that consider the layout of subdivision and 

development in terms of solar orientation; 

 encouraging new medium density housing in parts of the city that 

have old housing stock that is not protected for its heritage 

values; 

 rules that require outdoor living space to be on the sunny side of 

buildings, and requiring principal living areas to connect to the 

outdoor living space; and 

 rules that restrict height in relation to boundary to facilitate 

access to sunlight in outdoor areas. 

 

 There is some duplication in the intended outcomes for Objective 2.2.2 and Objective 2.2.5 

and their underlying policies referenced above, as they both deal with matters broadly 
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relating to environmental performance.  Table 14 sets out the duplication and overlap 

between the two sets of provisions and summarises how they are proposed to be resolved. 

 

Table 14: Summary of changes to Section 2.2.2 & Section 2.2.5 to resolve duplication 

Environmental 

matter 

Section 2.2.2 

content 

Section 2.2.5 

content 

Proposed Change 

Local food 

production 

Objective 2.2.2; 

Policy 2.2.2.1; 

Policy 2.2.2.2 

Objective 2.2.5 

(reduce 

environmental 

costs) 

Merge Objective 2.2.5 into 

Objective 2.2.2 

Local renewable 

energy generation 

Objective 2.2.2; 

Policy 2.2.2.3 

Objective 2.2.5; 

Policy 2.2.5.1 

Merge Objective 2.2.5 into 

Objective 2.2.2; 

Delete Policy 2.2.5.1 and rely 

on Policy 2.2.2.3 

Energy 

consumption and 

energy efficiency 

(including for 

housing) 

Objective 2.2.2; 

Policy 2.2.2.5 

Objective 2.2.5; 

Policy 2.2.5.3 

Merge Objective 2.2.5 into 

Objective 2.2.2; 

Delete Policy 2.2.2.5; 

Delete Policy 2.2.5.3; 

Add new Policy 2.2.2.X 

Stormwater, 

wastewater, and 

water discharge, 

use and quality 

N/A Objective 2.2.5; 

Policy 2.2.5.2 

Merge Objective 2.2.5 into 

Objective 2.2.2; 

See also Change F1-6 & 

Change F2-2 

Reduced reliance 

on private motor 

cars 

Objective 2.2.2; 

Policy 2.2.2.4; 

Policy 2.2.2.5 

Objective 2.2.5 Merge Objective 2.2.5 into 

Objective 2.2.2; 

Add clause Policy 2.2.2.4.x; 

Delete Policy 2.2.2.5 

 

 The duplication between the two sets of provisions identified above adds to Plan complexity, 

detracts from Plan efficiency, and should be rectified. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change E4 merges Objective 2.2.5 into Objective 2.2.2. It also merges the policies under 

Objective 2.2.2 into policies under objective 2.2.5 either into an existing policy or into a new 



86 
 

policy.  It also removes duplication by deleting some policy content under Objective 2.2.2 

and 2.2.5 as part of the merging of provisions.   

 Change E4 includes the following changes: 

a. Amend Objective 2.2.2;  

b. Amend Policy 2.2.2.4; 

c. Delete Policy 2.2.2.5; 

d. Add new Policy 2.2.2.X; 

e. Delete Objective 2.2.5; 

f. Delete Policy 2.2.5.1; 

g. Delete Policy 2.2.5.3; and 

h. Amend Policy 2.6.2.3 (consequential). 

 Assessment against relevant objectives 

 Change E4 will ensure that Objective 2.2.2 on Energy resilience can be better achieved by 

improving Plan efficiency. 

 Assessment of changes to Objective 2.2.2 & Objective 2.2.5 against the purpose of the Act 

 The proposed merging of Objective 2.2.5 into Objective 2.2.2 will not make any substantive 

difference to how the purpose of the Act will be achieved, as it is simply a translocation of 

provisions.  As such, the proposed change will continue to achieve the purpose of the Act in 

the same way the status quo does. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed for Change E4. 

13.6 Changes E6 – Policy on the application of overlays at the time of plan 

changes to rezone land 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to assess the need to add a new policy to the strategic 

directions to encourage the consideration of application of overlay zones and mapped areas 

as part of plan changes for new residential or rural residential zoning.  

 Background and issues of concern 

 The strategic policies describe methods which are used in the plan to achieve the strategic 

objectives.  This includes the method of applying various mapped areas and overlay zones to 

manage specific issues or values.   

 The following strategic policies set up the use of overlay zones and mapped areas, some of 

which can be applied to residential zoned land, and most of which can be applied to rural 

residential zoned land: 
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a. Policy 2.2.1.3, Policy 2.2.1.4, and Policy 2.2.1.5 regarding overlay zones and 

mapped areas to manage natural hazards; 

b. Policy 2.2.2.1 and Policy 2.3.1.10 regarding the high class soils mapped area; 

c. Policy 2.2.3.1 and Policy 2.2.3.2 regarding areas of significant biodiversity value; 

d. Policy 2.2.3.5 regarding the urban biodiversity mapped area; 

e. Policy 2.2.4.1 and Policy 2.6.1.7 regarding structure plan mapped areas; 

f. Policy 2.4.4.1 and Policy 2.4.4.2 regarding overlay zones for outstanding natural 

features, outstanding natural landscape, and significant natural landscape; 

g. Policy 2.4.5.1 and Policy 2.4.5.2 regarding overlay zones for outstanding natural 

coastal character, high natural coastal character and natural coastal character; 

h. Policy 2.5.3.1 and Policy 2.5.4.1 regarding the wāhi tūpuna mapped area; and 

i. Policy 2.6.2.3 regarding infrastructure constraint mapped area. 

 However, not all mapped areas and overlay zones have a specific policy regarding their 

application in the strategic policies.  Furthermore, there is no overarching policy directing 

the consideration and application of mapped areas or overlay zones as part of the rezoning 

process for new residential or rural residential zoned land.   

 While the lack of a single policy does not get in the way of overlays being considered at the 

time of a plan change for new residential or rural residential zoning, it is considered that a 

policy about when and how overlays should be used will provide greater clarity and 

transparency for Plan users.   

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change E6 adds a new Policy 2.6.2.AA to guide the consideration of applying overlays and 

mapped areas at the time of plan changes to rezone land, as follows: 

Ensure that any plan change that proposes a new residential zoning area (in accordance with 

Policy 2.6.2.1) or a new rural residential zoning area (in accordance with policies 2.6.1.3 to 

2.6.1.5) best achieves the objectives of this Plan by application of any necessary overlay zones 

or mapped areas (including structure plan mapped areas and/or new development mapped 

areas) and related provisions as part of the plan change, including where necessary to: 

a. manage risks or effects (for example relating to natural hazards or network 

utilities);  

b. manage constraints within or beyond the area (for example relating to reverse 

sensitivity); or  

c. protect values (for example relating to coastal character, landscape, or 

biodiversity).  

 Note that the reference to the new development mapped area is considered separately 

under Change D1, and the reference to structure plan mapped area is considered separately 

under Change E5. 
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 Overall, the proposed new Policy 2.6.2.AA will provide greater certainty and clarity for plan 

users about how any necessary overlay zones or mapped areas should be applied when 

rezoning to a residential zone or rural residential zone.  This is not a substantive change in 

that it is not necessary to have a policy for overlays and mapped areas to be applied, but it is 

considered generally helpful and more efficient to include this policy. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed for Change E6. 

 

13.7 Change E7 – Long stay areas for people living in transportable homes 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to consider how to provide for people to live in transportable 

homes including caravans, house buses and ‘tiny houses’ as a form of long-stay 

accommodation. Within the scope of this change is whether there needs to be any different 

methods for managing the potential effects of long-stay facilities for people living in 

transportable homes and whether a different method to provide for them is more 

appropriate. It is noted that Change F5 considers separately the management of 3 waters 

infrastructure with respect to visitor accommodation. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Long-term occupation of caravans, buses or transportable tiny homes within commercial 

campground facilities as an alternative to standard residential activity is currently not 

provided for within the Plan provisions.  However, this activity has been undertaken in 

locations such as the campground adjacent to the Mosgiel Pool and in other locations, either 

as a lifestyle choice or as a necessity when people cannot access other forms of housing. 

 Census data for Dunedin City shows that the number of ‘other dwellings’ (which includes 

caravans, mobile homes, improvised dwellings or shelters and people sleeping rough) has 

almost doubled between the 2013-2018 census periods (126 at the 2013 census to 246 at 

the 2018 census).30 This represents 0.5% of the total number of occupied private dwellings in 

the city. 

 Consultation with the community through the Planning for Housing Survey in late-2019 also 

identified that there is some demand for the ability to occupy land in ‘tiny homes’ or 

‘alternative living’ options as a lifestyle choice.    

 Campgrounds are currently defined as: 

Campgrounds 

The use of land and buildings for the purpose of providing visitor accommodation primarily in 

the form of tent, caravan, or campervan sites, but may also include visitor accommodation 

units. 

 
30 New Zealand Census of Population and Dwellings, Statistics New Zealand (2018). 



89 
 

This definition excludes freedom camping which is managed through a DCC bylaw. 

Campgrounds are a sub-activity of visitor accommodation. 

 Visitor accommodation is defined as: 

Visitor Accommodation 

The use of land and buildings for temporary accommodation (up to three months stay within 

any calendar year period per customer) on a commercial fee paying basis. For the sake of 

clarity, this definition includes the provision of facilities for resident guests (e.g. playgrounds, 

spa pools, swimming pools, gyms) 

Examples are: 

• motels 

• hotels 

• homestays or bed and breakfasts 

• serviced apartments; and 

• backpackers and hostels. 

This definition excludes accommodation activities that meet the definitions of working from 

home or standard residential. Freedom camping is not managed by this Plan and is managed 

through a DCC bylaw. 

Campgrounds are managed as a sub-activity of visitor accommodation. 

Visitor accommodation is an activity in the commercial activities category. 

 

 An issue is that, as a type of visitor accommodation, campgrounds are intended only for 

occupation for up to three months within a calendar year per customer, but they are 

sometimes being occupied for longer than this, including on a semi-permanent basis. 

 The activity status for campgrounds varies in the Plan from permitted through to prohibited 

depending on the zone in which they will be located.  Where campgrounds are discretionary 

or non-complying, Dunedin City Council can consider any matters in assessing a resource 

consent and no performance standards apply.  This is the case in the Rural zones, Rural 

Residential zones, Industrial zones, most of the Major Facilities zones, and where in an ASBV 

in the Recreation Zone. 

 Where visitor accommodation (VA) is a permitted or restricted discretionary activity, 

performance standards apply, and the specified matters of discretion apply to restricted 

discretionary activities.  This is set out in Table 15. 
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Table 15: How visitor accommodation and campgrounds activities are currently managed in the Plan 

Section Activity Activity 

Status31 

Specific Performance 

Standards 

Matters of 

discretion 

15 

Residential 

VA in the George 

St Nth residential 

heritage precinct 

P Density N/A 

VA elsewhere RD Density 

Min. car parking 

Min. vehicle loading 

Effects on 

surrounding sites’ 

residential amenity 

18 CMU32 VA P (CBD/ RC/ 

NEDC) 

Min. car parking 

Min. vehicle loading 

N/A 

RD (NECC/ 

NEC) 

Effects on 

residential amenity 

20 

Recreation 

Campgrounds RD (Rec & 

NCC) 

Min. car parking Effects on amenity 

of surrounding sites 

NC (ASBV) N/A N/A 

All other 

activities 

NC/NC+ N/A N/A 

24 DI 

Airport33 

VA P Min. car parking 

Min. vehicle loading 

N/A 

 

 It is noted that some changes to the activity status of visitor accommodation may be made 

through the resolution of 2GP appeals for the Campus Zone and within the hazardous 

facilities mapped area. It is also noted that the NPS-UD requires the removal of all minimum 

car parking standards by the 20th February 2022. 

 It is further noted that an additional matter of discretion for ‘effects on efficiency and 

affordability of infrastructure’ is proposed to be added through Change F5 and this is 

assessed separately in this report.   

 Overall, the current approach of not having a clear set of provisions that apply to long-stay 

areas for transportable homes not only creates confusion as to the status of these activities, 

 
31 P= permitted; RD = restricted discretionary; CBD = Central Business District Zone; RC = Rural Centre Zone; 
NEDC = Neighbourhood Destination Centre Zone; NECC = Neighbourhood Convenience Centre Zone; NEC = 
Neighbourhood Centre Zone; Rec = Recreation Zone; NCC = Natural Coastal Character Overlay Zone; NC = 
non-complying; ASBV = Area of Significant Biodiversity Value. 
32 CMU = commercial and mixed use zones 
33 DI Airport = Dunedin International Airport 
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it also does not effectively provide for this activity, which should be considered as one 

means of ensuring Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choice is achieved.  

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change E7 makes changes to the plan to include provision for long-stay areas for people 

living in transportable homes within the definition of campgrounds and a related change to 

the definition of visitor accommodation. 

 This change will ensure that long-stay accommodation in transportable housing clearly fits 

into the activity definitions. It is considered that the existing policy and rule framework 

should be adequate to manage any adverse effects from long stay facilities as these are likely 

to be similar to short stay facilities.  The only exception to this is with respect to effects on 

infrastructure and a separate change is proposed to address this. This is discussed against 

Change F5. 

 Change E7 makes the following changes: 

a. Amend the definition of ‘campgrounds’ to clarify that these activities can include 

long-stay accommodation for transportable homes in the form of caravans, house 

buses/trucks or 'tiny houses'; and 

b. Amend the definition of ‘visitor accommodation’ to remove the time limit for 

visitors of ‘up to three months stay within any calendar year period per customer’. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.1 – Housing choice 

 These amendments will ensure that long-stay accommodation in transportable homes will 

fall into the activity definitions for campgrounds and visitor accommodation. This will 

provide a clear consenting pathway for facilities where these activities are intended to occur 

and will enable them to be established for provision of affordable alternative housing.  

Overall, this will ensure that Objective 2.6.1 can be better achieved by providing for a wider 

variety of housing choices, including alternatives to traditional forms of residential activity. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient infrastructure 

 As noted in the background above, campgrounds in the Rural zones, Rural Residential zones, 

Industrial zones, most of the Major Facilities zones, and where in an ASBV in the Recreation 

Zone are either discretionary or non-complying activities.  As such, infrastructure effects can 

be assessed as part of the resource consenting process.  This will not change as a result of 

this proposal, so it is considered that it will ensure that Objective 2.7.1 continues to be 

achieved in these circumstances. 

 In the Residential zones, visitor accommodation is either a permitted or restricted 

discretionary activity and the performance standard for density applies.  However, as 

assessed separately under Change F5, it is proposed to amend how the plan manages visitor 

accommodation in the Residential zones in terms of demand for wastewater and water 

supply. The amendment adds ‘effects on efficiency and effectiveness of infrastructure’ as a 

matter of discretion for restricted discretionary visitor accommodation rather relying on the 

density performance standard.  Overall, this approach will ensure that Objective 2.7.1 

continues to be achieved for campgrounds in the Residential zones. 



92 
 

 In the remaining zones where campgrounds or visitor accommodation are permitted or 

restricted discretionary activities (CMU, Recreation, and DI Airport zones) there is no 

mechanism by which effects on 3-waters public infrastructure is currently managed (no 

performance standard or assessment matter).  However, in the CMU zones, a high density of 

development is anticipated and planned for as part of 3-waters infrastructure planning (e.g. 

there is no density performance standard for residential activity either).  Furthermore, given 

the relatively high land value and level of existing development in areas subject to CMU 

zoning, it is considered unlikely that campgrounds would be proposed in these locations.  For 

the Recreation and DI Airport zones, these zones are not serviced with 3-waters public 

infrastructure.  This is proposed to be reinforced as part of Change F3-3, which proposes a 

new definition for ‘wastewater serviced area’ (and is assessed separately in this report).  As 

such, no effects on 3-waters public infrastructure are expected from any campgrounds that 

might be proposed in these locations in the future. 

 Overall, it is considered that Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient infrastructure will continue to be 

achieved as part of the proposed changes. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed as part of Change E7.   

13.8 Change E10 – Corrections to assessment of structure plan standards 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of is the proposal is to add missing aspects of the existing structure plan 

mapped area standards. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Performance standards specific to structure plan mapped areas are set out in Section 15.8 of 

the Plan.  These are linked to from the activity status tables at Section 15.3 to ensure they 

apply to all relevant activities in the structure plan mapped areas.  However, for subdivision, 

the link is only included for general subdivision in Rule 15.3.5.2, but not for cross lease, 

company lease and unit title subdivision in Rule 15.3.5.1.  This was omitted in error and the 

link needs to be added to ensure the effective operation of the Plan. 

 In addition, the assessment rule for non-complying contravention of the structure plan 

mapped area performance standards (Rule 15.13.5.5) currently only references Objective 

2.4.1 on the Form and structure of the environment and Policy 2.4.1.8 as the relevant 

objectives and policies (priority considerations).  However, these are not the only 

considerations, as performance standards in structure plan mapped areas apply to a wide 

range of matters, not just form and structure of the environment.  The assessment guidance 

needs to be amended to reflect the broad range of considerations that might be needed to 

ensure the effective and efficient operation of the Plan. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change E10 adds the missing link to the structure plan performance standards for cross 

lease, company lease and unit title subdivision in structure plan mapped areas in the 
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residential activity status table and corrects the assessment rule for non-complying 

contravention of structure plan mapped area performance standards. 

 Change E10 includes the following changes: 

a. Amend Rule 15.3.5.1 Subdivision Activity Status Table for Cross lease, company 

lease and unit title subdivision; and 

b. Amend Rule 15.13.5.5 Assessment of non­complying performance standard 

contraventions for structure plan mapped area performance standards. 

 Assessment against relevant objectives 

 The proposal will ensure the structure plan mapped area performance standards apply to all 

types of subdivision, which was what was intended.  This will ensure the relevant objectives 

of the Plan are effectively achieved in each case and remove the risk that cross lease and 

other types of subdivision are used to subvert the performance standards for structure 

plans. 

 The proposed changes will also improve the guidance for assessment of the non-complying 

contraventions of the structure plan mapped area performance standards because it will 

encourage Plan users to consider the full range of provisions that are relevant to the 

proposal and contravention. This will improve the effectiveness of Plan implementation with 

respect to achieving the objectives that are relevant to each proposal. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed for Change E10.   
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14 GENERAL CHANGES TO 3 WATERS PROVISIONS 

14.1 Introduction 

 This section describes and assesses changes proposed for provisions that overarch multiple 3 

waters considerations relating to residential land use, development and subdivision, being 

Change F1-2, Change F2-6, and Change F5.   

 Changes that relate only to individual ‘waters’ or minor changes are considered under 

separate sections later in this report. 

14.2 Relevant objectives 

 Section 32(1)(b) of the Act requires an assessment of whether the proposed provisions are 

the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives or purpose of the proposal. Section 32(3) 

also requires the proposal to be assessed against the objectives of the Second Generation 

Dunedin City District Plan (2GP).  

 The relevant objectives (which are provided in full in Appendix 1) have been identified as: 

a. Objective 2.6.1 Housing choices; 

b. Objective 2.6.2 Adequate urban land supply; and 

c. Objective 2.7.1 Efficient public infrastructure and related Objective 9.2.1. 

 This assessment must:  

a. identify other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives;  

b. assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives, 

including consideration of the benefits and costs anticipated from the 

implementation of the provisions, and the risk of acting or not acting if there is 

uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions; 

and  

c. summarise the reasons for deciding on the provisions. 

14.3 Change F1-2 – Review of 3 waters Policy 9.2.1.1, Policy 9.2.1.4 and Policy 

9.2.1.6 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to review and clarify the 3 waters policy framework in Policy 

9.2.1.1, Policy 9.2.1.4 and Policy 9.2.1.6. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Objective 9.2.1 states:   

Land use, development and subdivision activities maintain or enhance the efficiency and 

affordability of public water supply, wastewater and stormwater infrastructure. 
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 Policy 9.2.1.1 states: 

Only allow land use or subdivision activities that may result in land use or development 

activities where: 

a. in an area with public water supply and/or wastewater infrastructure, it will not 

exceed the current or planned capacity of that infrastructure or compromise its 

ability to service any activities permitted within the zone; and 

b. in an area without public water supply and/or wastewater infrastructure, it will not 

lead to future pressure for unplanned expansion of that infrastructure. 

 Policy 9.2.1.4 states: 

Only allow supported living facilities where public water supply, wastewater and 

stormwater infrastructure has capacity and where this would not compromise the capacity 

required for any future permitted activities within the zone. 

 The following issues have been identified in policies 9.2.1.1 and 9.2.1.4: 

a. The current policy framework makes it difficult to apply only parts of the policy test 

to relevant activities based on the individual ‘water’ or whether an area is serviced 

or not serviced by the DCC; 

b. Policy 9.2.1.1 does not explicitly reference effects on the stormwater network, 

although the matter of discretion for relevant activities (e.g. subdivision) is broad 

(“effects on efficiency and affordability of Infrastructure”) and enables 

consideration of stormwater; and 

c. The policies do not provide enough guidance on acceptable options to manage 

effects on 3 waters infrastructure. For wastewater and water supply, such options 

include agreements with the DCC to undertake an unplanned extension or upgrade 

to the public infrastructure network to resolve capacity issues.  For wastewater, 

another option includes the use of communal on-site wastewater detention tanks 

to support the demands of controlled and restricted discretionary land use activities 

(which are activities that are provided for within the relevant zones and should 

have some expectation of being able to be undertaken when the proposal 

appropriately mitigates adverse effects).   

 These issues mean that the policy framework is likely to be ineffective in achieving Objective 

9.2.1, and in turn Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient Infrastructure.  The current framework may also 

limit the effectiveness in achieving Objective 2.6.1 on Housing choice and Objective 2.6.2 on 

Adequate urban land supply by discouraging developers from pursuing development where 

public infrastructure is insufficient or not yet available but where solutions may be possible. 

 The need for these improvements is also linked to the inclusion of new areas of residential 

zoned land in Variation 2 and areas of greenfield land that have been added through the 2GP 

(including through resolution of appeals).  

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change F1-2 amends Policy 9.2.1.1 and Policy 9.2.1.4 so they are split into separate policies 

for each ‘water’ and depending on whether the area is serviced with public infrastructure or 



96 
 

not.  It also provides explicit options for mitigation to better enable the policies to be met 

and deletes Policy 9.2.1.6 to rely on the new policy for serviced wastewater areas. 

 Change F1-2 includes the following changes: 

a. Amend Policy 9.2.1.1 so it is only about areas not serviced for wastewater; 

b. Add Policy 9.2.1.1A on areas serviced for wastewater; 

c. Replace Policy 9.2.1.4 with new wording only about areas with public water supply; 

d. Add Policy 9.2.1.4A on areas without public water supply; 

e. Delete Policy 9.2.1.6; 

f. Consequential changes to add or amend policy references in relevant assessment 

rules (rules 9.4.1.1, 9.5.3.3, 9.5.3.X, 9.5.3.AA, 9.6.2.Z, 9.6.2.2, 9.7.4.2, 9.7.4.3, 

9.7.4.4, 9.8.2.2, and 9.8.2.5); 

g. Add new assessment Rule 9.6.2.Z for all restricted discretionary activities that have 

‘effects on efficiency and affordability of infrastructure’ as a matter of discretion; 

and 

h. Delete assessment Rule 9.6.2.4 on all subdivision. 

 It is noted that new policies regarding stormwater management are proposed as a part of 

separate changes under Change F2 and are not considered in this section. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient Infrastructure 

 Objective 2.7.1 seeks for public infrastructure networks to operate efficiently and effectively 

and have the least possible long term cost burden on the public.  By splitting out Policy 

9.2.1.1 and Policy 9.2.1.4 into four separate policies about the effects of activities on 

wastewater and water supply public infrastructure (and whether they are in a serviced area 

or not), the policies can contain more specific content for each scenario and these can be 

targeted to the assessment of relevant activities.  This will help ensure that Objective 2.7.1 

can be efficiently achieved in each specific situation. 

 By introducing more explicit clauses on methods to mitigate effects on the public 

infrastructure networks for wastewater and water supply, applicants will be encouraged to 

fully consider the range of options that may be acceptable to ensure Objective 2.7.1 is 

achieved.  Of note, the policies now provide the option of working with the DCC to reach 

agreement on the implementation of unplanned extensions and upgrades to the public 

infrastructure network, which would include consideration of the relative costs covered by 

the developer and the public and assist in achieving Objective 2.7.1 and related Objective 

9.2.1. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.1 – Housing Choice 

 The changes that add clauses on methods to mitigate effects on public infrastructure will 

assist in the provision of new housing that requires consent as a restricted discretionary 

activity (such as supported living facilities or medium density social housing).  These activities 

are provided for in the residential zones through restricted discretionary activity status (see 

Change C for social housing), so it is necessary to provide for effects on the 3 waters network 
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to be mitigated to enable these consents to be granted.  Overall, this will enable Objective 

2.6.1 to be better achieved by supporting the provision of these types of housing. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed as part of Change F1-2. 

14.4 Change F2-6 – Provision of 3 waters connections to adjacent land 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to consider whether and how Policy 2.7.1.2.d should be 

implemented within the lower-order Plan provisions, as it is currently not implemented. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Policy 2.7.1.2.d states: 

Ensure areas of new urban development provide for public infrastructure networks that 

represent the least possible long term cost to the public through…assessment rules that 

require consideration of additional public infrastructure capacity to provide for future urban 

development on adjoining or nearby sites. 

 There are currently no assessment rules for subdivision which provide for this assessment to 

take place.  With the addition of significant areas of new greenfield residential zoning, there 

is a risk that individual subdivisions will not consider or provide for the connection of public 

infrastructure from one area to another to enable the development of efficient public 

infrastructure.  As such, the current provisions may be ineffective in achieving Objective 

2.7.1. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change F2-6 adds a new policy (Policy 9.2.1.AA) to assist the assessment of subdivision in a 

new development mapped area (NDMA) with regard to how new 3 waters infrastructure will 

provide for connections to adjoining subdivision areas where necessary to support future 

urban expansion.   

 Change F2-6 makes the following changes: 

a. Add new Policy 9.2.1.AA; 

b. Refer to Policy 9.2.1.AA in new assessment Rule 9.5.3.Z for stormwater service 

connections in an NDMA; and 

c. Refer to Policy 9.2.1.AA in new assessment Rule 9.6.2.X for all subdivision in an 

NDMA. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1- Efficient Infrastructure 

 The addition of the new policy and reference to it in assessment rules relating to subdivision 

in a new development mapped area will ensure that the connection of 3 waters 

infrastructure from one subdivision area to areas of future urban development will be 

considered as part of assessing applications.  This will enable the size and location of this 

infrastructure to be designed to support urban expansion and minimise costs to ratepayers 

into the long term.   
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 Any additional costs to the developer of designing infrastructure to benefit future areas of 

development can be dealt with by agreement with the DCC through the development 

process. 

 In applying these provisions only to the new development mapped area, subdivisions of a 

scale and location that are more likely to need to connect with future areas of urban 

expansion will be captured.  

 Overall, the proposal will support the efficient and effective achievement of Policy 2.7.1.2.d 

and Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient infrastructure.   

 Alternative F2-6-Alt1: Provision of 3 waters connections to adjacent land for all 
subdivision 

 Alternative F2-6-Alt1 is to make the assessment of 3 waters infrastructure connectivity apply 

to all subdivision, including that not in a new development mapped area.   

 This alternative could provide benefits in terms of ensuring public infrastructure connectivity 

is achieved in instances where this can only be achieved through an area which is not subject 

to the new development mapped area. 

 However, this option would also potentially impose costs on small-scale and infill subdivision 

which would detract from achieving Objective 2.6.1. on Housing choice and Objective 2.6.2 

on Adequate urban land supply.  Overall, it is considered that the costs of this alternative 

would outweigh the potential benefits.  

14.5 Change F5 – 3 waters management for visitor accommodation 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to review the plan provisions with respect to visitor 

accommodation in the residential zones and its potential effects on 3 waters infrastructure.  

The proposal specifically considers whether these issues are best managed via the 

performance standard for density (Rule 15.5.2) or through an assessment matter. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 The definition of visitor accommodation includes a wide range of accommodation types 

including hotels, motels, backpackers, owner occupied bed and breakfast establishments that 

are beyond the allowance for these activities as part of standard residential activity, 

campgrounds and Air B&B type rentals. 

 Visitor accommodation in the residential zones is a restricted discretionary activity in all 

locations except for in the George Street North residential heritage precinct where it is 

permitted.  The matters of discretion are restricted to “effects on surrounding sites’ 

residential amenity”. 

 Currently, effects on 3 waters from visitor accommodation in the residential zones are 

managed via a performance standard for density (Rule 15.5.2) in order to achieve Objective 

2.7.1 on Efficient infrastructure.   

 It is considered that measuring visitor accommodation density in residential units per site 

area (all zones except for GR2 and Inner City Residential Zone (ICR)) and in habitable rooms 
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per site area (for GR2 and ICR zones only) does not work well.  This is because visitor 

accommodation cannot be measured in terms of residential units (because it is excluded 

from the definition of residential units) and some types of visitor accommodation are not 

easy to measure in terms of ‘habitable rooms’ (e.g. campgrounds).  Furthermore, visitor 

accommodation does not equate to the same impact on 3 waters infrastructure as standard 

residential activity, especially due to fluctuations in occupancy.  For example, three visitor 

accommodation units (motel units) is unlikely to have the same effect as three houses used 

for standard residential activity. 

 Therefore, this standard is considered inefficient and ineffective at ensuring Objective 2.7.1 is 

met while enabling visitor accommodation in appropriate locations in the residential zones.   

 Proposed change and assessment 

 The preferred option is to amend how 3 waters effects are managed for visitor 

accommodation in the residential zones by adding a new matter of discretion for 3 waters 

infrastructure and removing application of the density performance standard (other than for 

where visitor accommodation is a permitted activity).  

 Change F5 includes the following changes: 

a. Add new assessment Rule 9.6.2.Z for restricted discretionary activities with ‘effects 

on efficiency and affordability of infrastructure (wastewater and water)’ as the 

matter of discretion, to apply to RD visitor accommodation activity; 

b. Amend Rule 15.3.3.22 land use activity status table for visitor accommodation so 

that the density performance standard no longer applies; 

c. Amend Rule 15.5.2 density performance standard to clarify that it only applies in 

the George Street North residential heritage precinct (where visitor 

accommodation is a permitted activity); and 

d. Amend assessment Rule 15.11.2.7 for visitor accommodation to add a new matter 

of discretion for ‘effects on efficiency and affordability of infrastructure’. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient Infrastructure 

 This option is considered more efficient and effective at ensuring Objective 2.7.1 is met while 

enabling visitor accommodation in appropriate locations in the residential zones.  This is 

because the change does not amend the activity status to create a more difficult consenting 

hurdle for visitor accommodation but still allows it to be considered on a case by case basis 

with respect to effects on 3 waters infrastructure.  This will continue to enable visitor 

accommodation at a scale appropriate to its location, while also enabling the permitted 

baseline of residential permitted density to be considered as appropriate. 

 No other practicable options have been identified or assessed in addition to the status quo 

and the preferred option for Change F5. 
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15 STORMWATER PACKAGE 

15.1 Summary and overall purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to improve the provisions in the Plan that ensure any actual 

or potential adverse effects of changes to stormwater arising from development are 

appropriately managed.  This includes managing effects on both private and public 

stormwater systems and where stormwater may directly or indirectly lead to flood hazards 

elsewhere, including by considering how change in land use or subdivision may lead to 

development that creates stormwater effects.  

 The need for these improvements arises, in part, from the rule changes and rezoning being 

proposed as part of Variation 2, and from greenfield rezoning that may be agreed as part of 

the resolution of appeals on the Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP).  

Together, these proposals will alter the nature and scale of anticipated stormwater effects 

across the city due to residential intensification and expansion and this needs to be 

considered carefully in the context of uncertain, but sometimes significant, constraints in the 

system of public and private stormwater infrastructure. 

 An overview of existing constraints in stormwater public infrastructure is provided in Section 

4.3 of this report. 

 The proposals assessed in this section (being Changes F2-1, F2-2, F2-3, F2-5, and F2-7) 

improve provisions which manage stormwater with respect to: 

a. Stormwater management plans and on-site stormwater management to support 

the subdivision and development of large new greenfield residential areas (Change 

F2-2); 

b. Guidance on assessment of stormwater effects arising from subdivision, supported 

living facilities, multi-unit development, and contravention of the impermeable 

surfaces performance standard within the existing urban area (Change F2-3 and 

Change F2-5); 

c. Impermeable surface limits where there are known stormwater infrastructure 

constraints (Change F2-7); and 

d. Connections to stormwater infrastructure at the time of subdivision (Change F2-1). 

 Alternatives to the changes assessed in this section are addressed in Section 15.8 below. 

15.2 Relevant objectives 

 Section 32(1)(b) of the Act requires an assessment of whether the proposed provisions are 

the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives or purpose of the proposal. Section 32(3) 

also requires the proposal to be assessed against the objectives of the 2GP. In this case the 

purpose of the proposal is also reflected in the objectives of the 2GP so the assessment has 

focused on an evaluation against those objectives. 

 The relevant objectives (which are provided in full in Appendix 1) have been identified as: 

a. Objective 2.2.1 Risk from natural hazards and related Objective 11.2.1; 
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b. Amended Objective 2.2.2 Environmental performance and energy resilience (and 

Objective 2.2.5 Environmental performance which it replaces) and related Objective 

9.2.1; 

c. Objective 2.6.1 Housing choices; 

d. Objective 2.6.2 Adequate urban land supply; and 

e. Objective 2.7.1 Efficient public infrastructure and related Objective 9.2.1. 

 This assessment must:  

a. identify other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives;  

b. assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives, 

including consideration of the benefits and costs anticipated from the 

implementation of the provisions, and the risk of acting or not acting if there is 

uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions; 

and  

c. summarise the reasons for deciding on the provisions. 

15.3 Change F2-1 – Performance standard for connections to stormwater 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to reconsider whether it is appropriate to require connections 

to stormwater infrastructure through the service connections performance standard for 

subdivision (Rule 9.3.7). 

 Background and issues of concern 

 The current performance standard for service connections (Rule 9.3.7) applies at the time of 

subdivision and requires connections to the stormwater network to be provided for all 

resultant sites that are likely to be developed, where stormwater infrastructure is available 

(amongst other requirements). 

 This requirement presents some uncertainty to Plan users where the stormwater 

infrastructure they are to connect to is an open watercourse (i.e. not piped infrastructure).  

In this case, the requirement to lay pipe as part of making a connection will not always make 

sense. 

 Furthermore, this requirement does not work well with the more integrated approach to 

stormwater management being promoted through Variation 2.  For example, it is superfluous 

where requirements for stormwater management plans and on-site stormwater 

management systems will apply.  These are being introduced for large new greenfield 

residential zoned areas through the addition of the new development mapped area, as 

addressed under Change F2-2 below.  It also does not work well where subdivision in other 

areas may require on-site stormwater management (see Change F2-3). 

 It can also be difficult for applicants to know where stormwater infrastructure will be 

‘available’ and therefore where the requirement to connect will apply. 
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 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change F2-1 makes the following change: 

a. Delete part of Rule 9.3.7 (9.3.7.1.b) so that connections to the stormwater network 

are no longer required as part of the service connections performance standard. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient infrastructure 

 The proposed change will not have any measurable impact on whether Objective 2.7.1 is 

effectively achieved but will improve Plan efficiency by removing a superfluous requirement.  

Overall, requirements to connect to stormwater infrastructure will still be considered as part 

of the assessment of subdivision consent applications without this standard applying and 

requirements to connect can be added as conditions of consent on a case-by-case basis.  

Connections to stormwater infrastructure are also dealt with through the assessment of 

building consent applications under the Building Act. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed as part of Change F2-1. 

 

15.4 Change F2-2 – Rules for stormwater management in large greenfield areas 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to add provisions to ensure stormwater from development of 

large areas of greenfield residential land will be appropriately managed, including by 

ensuring effects on both private and public stormwater systems, and where stormwater may 

directly or indirectly lead to flood hazards elsewhere, are appropriately assessed.  

 Background and issues of concern 

 Section 11.3 on the background to Change D discusses how subdivision and development of 

greenfield residential land is currently managed in the Plan.  This includes information on the 

current approach of applying structure plan mapped areas to each greenfield rezoning area 

and relying on the assessment matters for subdivision for most outstanding considerations 

and is also relevant to this proposal. 

 One of the matters of discretion for subdivision consents is ‘effects on efficiency and 

affordability of infrastructure’, with the main assessment guidance provided in Rule 9.6.2.4.  

This guidance includes details of design considerations for large subdivisions and general 

assessment guidance, as follows: 

 

Design considerations for large subdivisions that involve new stormwater management 

systems that may support a consent application: 

v. Stormwater management areas are integrated into the layout of 

the subdivision and neighbourhood including in reserves. 
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vi. The subdivision integrates design elements to minimise adverse effects on 

the stormwater infrastructure, for example through: 

1. minimum impermeable surfaces 

2. grassed/landscaped swales and other vegetation areas 

3. infiltration trenches/bio-retention systems 

4. wetlands/sediment ponds 

5. rainwater tanks- harvesting and reuse 

6. rain gardens, rooftop greening and planting, and 

7. porous surface treatments. 

General assessment guidance: 

vii. If required, Council will consider the contents of an integrated stormwater 

catchment management plan or approved stormwater discharge consent. 

 

 Of note, no guidance is provided on when a stormwater management plan is required to be 

provided as part of the application, nor guidance on when on-site stormwater management 

is expected.  This has led to issues with the processing of subdivision consent applications 

where stormwater effects and on-site stormwater management have not been sufficiently 

considered as part of the proposal and adverse effects from stormwater have not been 

appropriately managed. 

 The risk of cumulative adverse effects from stormwater will be higher given the number and 

scale of new greenfield residential zoned areas being added to the Plan as part of Variation 2.  

DCC 3 Waters have assessed the proposed rezoning sites and advised that stormwater 

management plans that set out the design and location of any necessary on-site stormwater 

management systems will be required to enable them to support the rezoning proposals. 

 The following key improvements to the Plan’s approach to stormwater management are 

considered necessary for subdivision and development of large greenfield residential zoning 

areas.   

 It is considered that the provisions must: 

a. Provide clearer direction on the requirements for stormwater management as part 

of the subdivision process and the development of impermeable surfaces; 

b. Require, in the first instance, that stormwater management systems be designed in 

an integrated manner considering the wider greenfield residential area that a 

subdivision proposal is within, as site-by-site mitigation is often less effective and 

can detract from the use of green infrastructure; 

c. Require effects on both public and private stormwater infrastructure to be 

considered as they are each part of the overall stormwater system; 

d. Provide direction on how stormwater flows and effects are expected to be 

calculated; 
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e. Encourage the use of low impact/green infrastructure as the preferable method of 

stormwater management where this is practicable; and 

f. Require stormwater quality to be managed to ensure the current and future 

conditions of DCC’s stormwater discharge consents can be met. 

 As part of the status quo option, structure plan mapped area performance standards could 

be applied to each rezoning site setting out the requirements for stormwater management.  

However, this approach needs detailed information and assessment of each rezoning site and 

design of a stormwater management system to be undertaken as part of the plan change 

process.  This type of assessment is better pursued by the eventual developer of the rezoning 

site to enable them to design the system to suit their proposed development.  Otherwise 

inflexible structure plan rules can be a hindrance to future development and be ineffective in 

managing stormwater effects.  As such, this approach is ineffective and inefficient in 

achieving Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient infrastructure, and Objective 2.6.2 on Adequate urban 

land supply, hence the proposal assessed below. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change F2-2 relies on the addition of the new development mapped area (NDMA) to large 

areas of greenfield residential zoning and adds provisions requiring submission of a 

stormwater management plan: 

a. at the time of applying for a subdivision consent; 

b. for development that contravenes a new service connection performance standard; 

and  

c. for multi-unit development or supported living facilities. 

d. The reason for identifying these three activities is that in some case, typically in the 

case of retirement villages, large scale development is done without subdividing 

first. 

 Change F2-2 also involves reflecting this new method in the strategic directions through an 

amendment to Objective 2.2.2 and a new strategic Policy 2.2.2.Y.  

 Change F2-2 makes the following changes: 

a. Add new Policy 2.2.2.Y to encourage on-site low impact design stormwater 

management in the NDMA; 

b. Delete Policy 2.2.5.2 regarding on-site stormwater management (also part of 

Change F1-6 which is assessed in the minor changes table at the end of this 

section); 

c. Amend Policy 2.7.1.2 by adding a new clause on the requirement for on-site 

stormwater management in the NDMA; 

d. Add new Policy 9.2.1.Y setting the outcome statements for on-site stormwater 

management in an NDMA as part of subdivision activities; 

e. Add new Policy 9.2.1.X requiring development of impermeable surfaces in the 

NDMA to connect to the on-site stormwater management system; 
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f. Add new Rule 9.3.7.AA to the service connections performance standard requiring 

impermeable surfaces in the NDMA to connect to the on-site stormwater 

management system; 

g. Add new Note 9.3.7.AAA to the service connections performance standard 

regarding stormwater advising the plan-user of the requirements in Policy 9.2.1.Y 

for installation of a communal stormwater management system prior to 

development; 

h. Add new assessment Rule 9.5.3.Z for contravention of the new service connections 

performance standard for stormwater with a link to new Rule 9.9.x; 

i. Add new assessment Rule 9.6.2.X for all subdivision in a NDMA with a link to new 

Rule 9.9.X; 

j. Add new special information requirement Rule 9.9.X setting out requirements for 

stormwater management plans in NDMAs; 

k. Amend development activity status table Rule 15.3.4.1 to link to the new service 

connections performance standard for stormwater; 

l. Add new Rule 15.6.X linking to new Rule 9.3.7.5 on service connections for 

stormwater; 

m. Add new assessment Rule 15.10.4.Y for contravention of the new service 

connections performance standard for stormwater with a link to Rule 9.5; and 

n. Add new assessment Rule 15.11.5.Y for all subdivision in a NDMA with a link to Rule 

9.6. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient Infrastructure 

 Change F2-2 will set explicit policies and assessment rules regarding the expectations for 

management of stormwater effects as part of the subdivision and development of large areas 

of greenfield residential land.  Overall, for areas within the new development mapped area, 

subdivision and development will require on-site stormwater management to be installed as 

a part of the subdivision process, considering the hydrology of the wider area.  This must 

result in no increase in the peak rate of stormwater discharge from the site where 

practicable or may otherwise only result in adverse effects that are no more than minor 

(Policy 9.2.1.Y). 

 This approach will ensure that Objective 9.2.1 (Land use, development and subdivision 

activities maintain or enhance the efficiency and affordability of public water supply, 

wastewater and stormwater infrastructure) can be effectively achieved.  This, in turn, will 

provide for Objective 2.7.1 to be more effectively achieved so that public infrastructure 

networks operate efficiently and effectively and have the least possible long-term cost 

burden on the public as part of the process of new residential urban expansion. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.5 & Amended Objective 2.2.2 – Environmental 
Performance 

 The introduction of clear requirements for on-site stormwater management in NDMAs, 

including the encouragement of low impact design solutions and management of stormwater 
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quality, will ensure that the environmental costs of residential urban expansion can be 

reduced compared to the status quo.  This will ensure that Objective 2.2.5 on Environmental 

performance, and its proposed replacement in Objective 2.2.2, can be more effectively 

achieved. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.1 – Risk from Natural Hazards 

 The new requirements for on-site stormwater management will also have benefits in 

ensuring Objective 2.2.1 and related Objective 11.2.1 are achieved with respect to flood 

hazards.  Increased stormwater flows from urbanisation can create or exacerbate flood 

hazards downstream, including from the movement of water and from ponding.  By requiring 

no increase in the peak rate of stormwater discharge from new development sites, the 

effects on downstream flood risk will be assessed as part of the subdivision process. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.1 – Housing choice & Objective 2.6.2 – Adequate urban 
land supply 

 By imposing the new requirements for on-site stormwater management in greenfield areas, 

the proposed new large greenfield residential zonings can be supported by DCC 3 Waters.  

This enables the rezoning to proceed and will provide more urban land supply and housing 

choice for the community to ensure that objectives 2.6.1 and 2.6.2 are achieved.  

15.5 Change F2-3 – Rules for residential stormwater management other than in 

large greenfield areas 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to review the methods used to manage stormwater effects 

within the existing residential areas (not large greenfield areas) to ensure that the provisions 

are clear, and the relevant strategic objectives are effectively and efficiently achieved.   

 Background and issues of concern 

 Stormwater effects are currently managed in the residential zones through the following 

provisions: 

a. Assessment of all subdivision as a restricted discretionary activity (Rule 15.11.4.1 

and Rule 9.6.2.4 and Rule 9.6.2.5); 

b. Assessment of supported living facilities as a restricted discretionary activity (Rule 

15.11.2.5 and Rule 9.6.2.2); 

c. Application of the maximum building site coverage and impermeable surfaces 

performance standard to all permitted, controlled and restricted discretionary 

development activities (Rule 15.6.10); 

d. Application of the service connections performance standard to all subdivision (Rule 

15.7.5 and Rule 9.3.7); 

e. Application of performance standards to some structure plan mapped areas; and 

f. Assessment of discretionary and non-complying activities. 
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 There is a need to address the following issues with the current approach to managing 

stormwater effects within the existing residential areas: 

a. The current focus of provisions for stormwater is on effects on public stormwater 

infrastructure to the exclusion of effects on private stormwater infrastructure, even 

though effects on one usually results in effects on the other due to the 

interconnected nature of the overall stormwater system; 

b. The current policy (Policy 9.2.1.1) for the assessment of subdivision is silent on the 

management of stormwater effects and a new policy is required to address this 

gap; 

c. The current policy for the impermeable surfaces performance standard (Policy 

9.2.1.2) does not provide guidance on how adverse stormwater effects should be 

managed when the performance standard is contravened; 

d. The impermeable surfaces standard was not set based on rigorous modelling and 

does not assume that development to that level on all sites will be acceptable in 

terms of effects on stormwater. It was set taking into account what might be typical 

levels of impermeable surfaces required based on the density of development 

provided for and only triggers assessment of atypical developments.  It is not 

reliable as a benchmark for when unacceptable adverse effects will arise; 

e. Stormwater effects from multi-unit development currently cannot be considered as 

part of the consenting process, which sets an inappropriate permitted baseline 

against which subdivision could be inappropriately considered; and 

f. There is no guidance on when a stormwater management plan may be required to 

enable the assessment of resource consent applications for supported living 

facilities, contravention of the impermeable surfaces performance standard, and 

subdivision, or for how the stormwater assessments should be undertaken. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change F2-3 amends the assessment of activities in all locations for stormwater effects, 

including by amending policies in Section 9 and adding consideration of stormwater as part 

of the assessment of consents for multi-unit development. 

 Change F2-3 makes the following changes: 

a. Amend the definition of public infrastructure to clarify that stormwater 

infrastructure can include drains and open channels; 

b. Add new Policy 9.2.1.Z regarding stormwater effects from multi-unit development, 

supported living facilities, subdivision, and development that contravenes the 

impermeable surfaces performance standard (part-replacement for Policy 9.2.1.1 

and Policy 9.2.1.2); 

c. Delete Policy 9.2.1.2 for the assessment of impermeable surfaces; 

d. Amend the relevant assessment rules to replace or add reference to the new Policy 

9.2.1.Z and reference to the new special information requirement, along with any 
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other changes needed to the assessment guidance (rules 9.4.1.1, 9.5.3.11, 9.6.2.2, 

9.8.2.5, and 27.11.3.1); 

e. Add provisions to the new Rule 9.9.X special information requirement for 

stormwater management plans, so that these may be required as part of the 

assessment of relevant consent applications;  

f. Amend Rule 15.10.4.10 (c and d) to clarify and add matters of discretion regarding 

stormwater; 

g. Amend Rule 15.11.2.5.a to clarify the matter of discretion regarding stormwater; 

h. Add Rule 15.11.2.5.X to add a matter of discretion regarding stormwater from 

future development; 

i. Add Rule 15.11.3.X so that effects on efficiency and affordability of infrastructure 

(stormwater) can be considered for the assessment of consents for multi-unit 

development; 

j. Amend Rule 15.11.4.1.c to clarify the matter of discretion regarding stormwater; 

and 

k. Add Rule 15.11.4.1.X to add a matter of discretion regarding stormwater from 

future development. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient Infrastructure 

 Change F2-3 provides more detailed guidance on the outcomes sought for stormwater 

assessment and management for relevant consent applications within the existing residential 

area.  At the same time, the provisions retain flexibility so that they can be applied as 

appropriate to the scale and significance of the proposal and the anticipated degree of 

stormwater effects.   

 By providing greater guidance on the assessment of subdivision applications in particular, 

effects from stormwater that might arise from future development (including development 

that is a permitted activity, in accordance with Change F2-5 below) can be considered in an 

integrated way prior to the on-sale of resultant lots to individual landowners to develop. 

 Overall, the changes will ensure that effects from stormwater in the residential zones will be 

more effectively managed to ensure that Objective 2.7.1 and related objective 9.2.1 is 

achieved. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.5 and Amended Objective 2.2.2 – Environmental 
Performance 

 Change F2-3 will also assist in achieving Objective 2.2.2 (as the replacement for Objective 

2.2.5) by enabling appropriate consideration of the stormwater generated by land use, 

development and subdivision to ensure the environmental costs from the quality and 

quantity of stormwater discharge are reduced as much as is practicable in each different 

circumstance. 
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 Assessment against Objective 2.2.1 – Risk from Natural Hazards 

 In enabling generation of additional stormwater to be better managed, Change F2-3 will also 

have benefits in achieving Objective 2.2.1 with respect to effects on any flood hazards 

downstream of application sites. 

15.6 Change F2-5 – Impermeable surfaces permitted baseline 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this change is to consider whether guidance on the application of the 

permitted baseline with respect to the performance standard for maximum building site 

coverage and impermeable surfaces (Rule 15.6.10) needs to be included in the plan. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Background to Rule 15.6.10 

 The performance standard for maximum building site coverage and impermeable surfaces 

(Rule 15.6.10) applies to development activities in all residential zones.  There are two parts 

to the standard: 

a. Maximum building site coverage: buildings and structures with a footprint greater 

than 10m² (% of site) 

b. Maximum building site coverage: buildings and structures and any impermeable 

surfaces (% of site) 

 The first part of the standard’s focus is on managing effects on on-site amenity for residents 

and effects on neighbourhood residential character and amenity. The second part of the 

standard focuses on effects on efficiency and affordability of infrastructure (although it is 

noted that the same matters of discretion apply to any contravention of the standard). 

 Regarding effects on the efficiency and affordability of infrastructure, the effects of 

stormwater are the primary consideration to ensure Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient 

Infrastructure (implemented through Objective 9.2.1 and Policy 9.2.1.2) is achieved. 

 The current limits for impermeable surfaces set in Rule 15.6.10 were arrived at to “reflect a 

fair balance between urban land use needs, existing site coverage trends and manageable 

stormwater volume and intensity”34 . They were designed to work in tandem with a 

requirement for stormwater management plans for subdivisions and non-complying 

activities. 

 The 2GP hearings panel commented on the need to manage adverse effects while also not 

placing an unreasonable consenting burden on residential development (which might act to 

discourage the level of development anticipated in each zone)35.  It was considered that the 

allowance for impermeable surfaces would not be fully taken up in many instances and this 

 
34 See page 1 of the memorandum on Maximum Site Coverage & Impermeable Surfaces (11 August 

2015) by Tom Dyer, available at: 
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/2gp/documents/Section32_Background_Documents/Residential/Maximum%20site
%20coverage%20and%20impermeable%20surfaces%20memo%20(Water%20and%20Waste%20DCC,%20Aug
ust%202015).pdf  
35 See paras. 301-302 & 306 of the 2GP Residential Zones Decision of Hearings Panel, 7 November 2018. 

https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/2gp/documents/Section32_Background_Documents/Residential/Maximum%20site%20coverage%20and%20impermeable%20surfaces%20memo%20(Water%20and%20Waste%20DCC,%20August%202015).pdf
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/2gp/documents/Section32_Background_Documents/Residential/Maximum%20site%20coverage%20and%20impermeable%20surfaces%20memo%20(Water%20and%20Waste%20DCC,%20August%202015).pdf
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/2gp/documents/Section32_Background_Documents/Residential/Maximum%20site%20coverage%20and%20impermeable%20surfaces%20memo%20(Water%20and%20Waste%20DCC,%20August%202015).pdf
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would ensure that, on average, overall impermeable surface coverage would not adversely 

affect stormwater infrastructure. 

 An issue has arisen since these provisions became operative where applicants submitting 

subdivision consent applications have argued that Rule 15.6.10 sets a permitted baseline for 

impermeable surfaces.  On this basis, applicants consider that DCC 3 Waters must expect that 

development to the maximum permitted impermeable surface limit on all sites is acceptable 

in terms of effects on stormwater infrastructure.  However, as explained above, this is not 

the case. 

 Subdivision applicants have sought the application of the permitted baseline for 

impermeable surfaces to ensure that they are not required to undertake stormwater 

management plans and attenuate stormwater effects that may arise from future permitted 

development as part of their proposals.   

 The evidence from the development of the 2GP indicates that the two methods (the 

impermeable surfaces standard and assessment of likely stormwater effects as part of the 

subdivision process) were designed to work together. It also indicates that additional 

methods of control were likely to be required through the development of a stormwater 

bylaw36, although this has not yet come to fruition. 

 Clarification is required that Dunedin City Council will generally not consider Rule 15.6.10 as a 

permitted baseline for the consideration of applications for subdivision consent. 

 Permitted baseline and the 2GP 

 The ‘permitted baseline test’ allows the Dunedin City Council to disregard adverse effects 

which are permitted by a rule or a national environmental standard when assessing a 

resource consent application.  

 Dunedin City Council is not required to apply the permitted baseline test, it is voluntary. It 

may be inappropriate to apply the permitted baseline where the permitted effect would only 

arise as a result of a fanciful activity or where the permitted baseline may have unintended 

or undesirable consequences for matters set out in Part to of the Act. 

 Permitted baseline may be applied when Dunedin City Council makes decisions on whether 

or not an adverse effect is more than minor (section 95D of RMA), who is an affected person 

(section 95E of RMA) and in the consideration of resource consent applications in relation to 

any actual and potential effects on the environment of allowing the activity (section 104 

(1)(a) of RMA). 

 The 2GP contains rules that outline where a consistent approach to the assessment of the 

“permitted baseline” in terms of sections 95D(b) and 95E(2)(a) of the RMA will be used. 

These rules are not used frequently and only where rules are included in the Plan that:  

a. are enabling towards activities with positive effects by tolerating a higher level of 

adverse effects and where that same level of tolerance for adverse effects should 

 
36 See page 2 of the memorandum on Maximum Site Coverage & Impermeable Surfaces (11 August 2015) 
by Tom Dyer, available at: 
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/2gp/documents/Section32_Background_Documents/Residential/Maximum%20site
%20coverage%20and%20impermeable%20surfaces%20memo%20(Water%20and%20Waste%20DCC,%20Aug
ust%202015).pdf 

https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/2gp/documents/Section32_Background_Documents/Residential/Maximum%20site%20coverage%20and%20impermeable%20surfaces%20memo%20(Water%20and%20Waste%20DCC,%20August%202015).pdf
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/2gp/documents/Section32_Background_Documents/Residential/Maximum%20site%20coverage%20and%20impermeable%20surfaces%20memo%20(Water%20and%20Waste%20DCC,%20August%202015).pdf
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/2gp/documents/Section32_Background_Documents/Residential/Maximum%20site%20coverage%20and%20impermeable%20surfaces%20memo%20(Water%20and%20Waste%20DCC,%20August%202015).pdf
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not be applied in situations where the balancing positive effects are not also 

achieved; or 

b. where an enabling performance standard (high tolerance for effects) is required 

due to the specific operational needs of any activity, where a stricter standard can 

be used for other activities. 

 Examples of existing permitted baseline rules in the 2GP can be found in Section 15.4 on 

notification in the residential zones. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 The proposed change adds a permitted baseline rule which directs that Dunedin City Council 

will generally not consider compliance with the maximum building site coverage and 

impermeable surfaces performance standard (Rule 15.6.10) as part of the permitted baseline 

when considering applications for subdivision. 

 Change F2-5 makes the following change: 

a. Add a new permitted baseline rule at Rule 15.4.x. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient Infrastructure 

 The change will provide certainty to developers regarding how subdivision consents will be 

assessed with respect to the maximum building site coverage and impermeable surfaces 

performance standard for development.  This will support the integrated consideration of 

stormwater effects as part of subdivision proposals so that management of this issue is not 

wholly provided through the application of Rule 15.6.10 (as this was never anticipated, as 

demonstrated by the assessment guidance for subdivision in Rule 9.6.4 which discusses 

stormwater management). 

 This change will also provide support for other changes proposed in Variation 2 to support 

the assessment of stormwater effects, such as Change F2-3. 

 Overall, this will ensure that Objective 2.7.1 and related objective 9.2.1 can be more 

effectively and efficiently achieved. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.1 – Risk from natural hazards 

 Change F2-5 will also assist in achieving Objective 2.2.1 by better managing the stormwater 

generated by subdivision and the permitted activities it provides for.  The quantity and rate 

of stormwater discharge from sites and changes that occur as a result of development have 

cumulative effects on flood hazards downstream of the site. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.2/2.2.5 – Environmental performance 

 Change F2-5 will assist in achieving Objective 2.2.5 and its proposed replacement in Objective 

2.2.5 by reducing adverse effects from the quantity of stormwater discharge by ensuring 

these are appropriately considered as part of subdivision applications. 
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 Assessment against Objective 2.4.1 – Character and amenity 

 As Change F2-5 does not amend the impermeable surfaces limits in Rule 15.6.10 themselves, 

there will be no impact on how effective this standard is in managing effects on character 

and amenity. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.1 – Housing choice 

 Change F2-5 may create a perceived increase in costs to developers undertaking subdivision 

that could be seen to impact on the affordability of resultant sites and housing development.  

However, as it was always intended that stormwater be managed through the subdivision 

process, it is considered that there will be no impact on the achievement of Objective 2.6.1 

compared to the status quo. 

15.7 Change F2-7 –Stormwater constraint mapped area method 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to add provisions to the Plan for selected areas of General 

Residential 2 Zone rezoning proposed through Variation 2 to ensure that no increase in 

stormwater effects is provided for as part of the rezoning without a resource consent being 

sought. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Advice from DCC 3 Waters regarding most areas of General Residential 2 rezoning proposed 

through Variation 2 is that no additional stormwater effects can be tolerated in these areas 

due to known existing stormwater infrastructure constraints (this includes all sites proposed 

under an ‘IN00’ change number except for three, being IN02, IN10, and IN12). 

 In providing for rezoning from the General Residential 1 Zone to the General Residential 2 

Zone, the provisions of the maximum building site coverage and impermeable surface rule 

provide for an increase of impermeable surface site coverage from 70% to 80%.  This enables 

an increase in stormwater effects from permitted activities, which should not be allowed 

without a consent application being made to demonstrate how stormwater effects will be 

managed in the relevant locations. 

 It is noted that stormwater effects arising from any subdivision that occurs in these newly 

zoned areas can still be considered through the new policies and assessment rules proposed 

under Change F2-3 above. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change F2-7 adds a new stormwater constraint mapped area to apply to the identified areas 

of new General Residential 2 Zone (GR2) rezoning where it is necessary to hold the 

impermeable surfaces limit at that for the General Residential 1 Zone, due to known 

stormwater constraints. 

 Change F2-7 makes the following changes: 

a. Amend Policy 2.6.2.3 to add reference to the new stormwater constraint mapped 

area; 
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b. Amend zone description for General Residential 2 Zone at Section 15.1.1.2 to add 

reference to the new stormwater constraint mapped area; 

c. Consequential change to Rule 15.6.10.b; and 

d. Add a new Rule 15.6.10.x for maximum building site coverage and impermeable 

surfaces in the GR2 Zone within the new stormwater constraint mapped area. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient Infrastructure & Objective 2.2.1 – Natural 
Hazards 

 Change F2-7 will ensure that effects of providing for medium density zoning in the identified 

locations on stormwater infrastructure and any downstream flooding can be held at the 

current permitted level, and any demand for increases in impermeable surfaces can be 

considered as part of the consenting process.  This will ensure Objective 2.7.1 (and related 

Objective 9.2.1), and Objective 2.2.1 (and related Objective 11.2.1) can be achieved while 

progressing the proposed rezoning. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.1 - Housing Choice & Objective 2.6.2 - Adequate urban 
land supply 

 Change F2-7 will ensure that the proposed medium density rezoning can be supported by 

DCC 3 Waters, which will enable the rezoning to be progressed.  This will improve the supply 

of housing development capacity within the existing urban area to help in achieving 

objectives 2.6.1 and 2.6.2. 

15.8 Alternatives assessed 

 Alternative F2-Alt1: Impermeable surfaces standard 

 Alternative F2-Alt1 is to review and amend the impermeable surface limits in Rule 15.6.10 to 

reduce them to a level at which the effects on the stormwater network would be acceptable 

if all sites were developed to the maximum permitted impermeable surface coverage.   

 This option would be preferable in terms of certainty for developers as it would mean that 

stormwater assessments would not be required if the standards were met (saving time and 

money).  

 However, setting standards accurately would require good baseline information and 

modelling for all catchments, which is currently not available (see Section 4.3 above on the 

current limitations for stormwater public infrastructure).  

 Consultation with members of the surveying and development community has identified that 

options such as this alternative should be considered in greater detail.  This will be advanced 

between notification of Variation 2 and the hearing, in anticipation of submissions seeking 

this option to be progressed. 

 Alternative F2 -Alt2: Performance standard for on-site stormwater detention 

 Alternative F2-Alt2 is to add a performance standard requiring the installation of on-site 

stormwater detention systems of a specified size per area of buildings or per area of 

impermeable surface.  
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 Detention system size requirements could be uniform across each residential zone or vary 

depending on the application of mapped areas to identify catchments where there are 

known or likely stormwater infrastructure constraints.   

 The benefit of this approach would be that it would create more certainty for developers and 

would remove the cost and difficulty of having to do stormwater assessments on a case by 

case basis.  

 However, like for Alternative F2-Alt1 above, setting standards accurately would require good 

baseline information and modelling for all catchments, which is currently unavailable. 

 Consultation with members of the surveying and development community has identified that 

options such as this alternative should be considered in greater detail.  This will be advanced 

between notification of Variation 2 and the hearing, in anticipation of submissions seeking 

this option to be progressed. 
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16 WASTEWATER PACKAGE 

16.1 Summary of changes 

 The purpose of this proposal is to improve the provisions in the Plan that manage the 

assessment of wastewater effects in the residential zones from land use, development, and 

subdivision activities. 

 The need for these improvements arises principally from the new greenfield residential 

rezoning being proposed as part of Variation 2 and the presence of significant wastewater 

public infrastructure constraints around the City (Change F3-2).  The changes also address 

some issues identified with existing provisions regarding health and safety effects of on-site 

wastewater disposal (Change F3-4).   

16.2 Relevant objectives 

 Section 32(1)(b) of the Act requires an assessment of whether the proposed provisions are 

the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives or purpose of the proposal. Section 32(3) 

also requires the proposal to be assessed against the objectives of the Second Generation 

Dunedin City District Plan (2GP). In this case the purpose of the proposal is also reflected in 

the objectives of the 2GP so the assessment has focused on an evaluation against those 

objectives. 

 The relevant objectives (which are provided in full in Appendix 1) have been identified as: 

a. Objective 2.6.1 Housing choices; 

b. Objective 2.6.2 Adequate urban land supply; and 

c. Objective 2.7.1 Efficient public infrastructure. 

 This assessment must:  

a. identify other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives;  

b. assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives, 

including consideration of the benefits and costs anticipated from the 

implementation of the provisions, and the risk of acting or not acting if there is 

uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions; 

and  

c. summarise the reasons for deciding on the provisions. 

16.3 Change F3-2 – Wastewater detention in selected large greenfield areas 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to consider the appropriateness of allowing wastewater 

detention tanks as a solution to provide for zoning and development of larger greenfield 

residential areas where this could not otherwise be supported due to wastewater 

infrastructure constraints.  
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 Background and issues of concern 

 As set out in Section 4.1 above, there are capacity constraints in the wastewater public 

infrastructure network throughout the city.   

 The criteria for deciding whether to zone land to a residential zone is set out in Policy 2.6.2.1.  

Regarding effects on public infrastructure, Policy 2.6.2.1 states: 

Identify areas for new residential zoning based on the following criteria… 

b. rezoning is unlikely to lead to pressure for unfunded public infrastructure upgrades, 

unless either an agreement between the infrastructure provider and the developer on 

the method, timing, and funding of any necessary public infrastructure provision is in 

place, or a Residential Transition overlay zone is applied and a future agreement is 

considered feasible; 

c. … 

d. considering the zoning, rules, and potential level of development provided for, the 

zoning is the most appropriate in terms of the objectives of the Plan, in particular: 

 … 

ix. public infrastructure networks operate efficiently and effectively and have the 

least possible long term cost burden on the public (Objective 2.7.1) 

 This policy sets a clear test that residential activity enabled by residential zoning should not 

result in effects on wastewater public infrastructure beyond the capacity currently available, 

or beyond that planned to be available through funding for relevant wastewater projects 

(which is allocated in the 10 Year Plan).  The only alternatives to meeting this test are an 

agreement with the developer on public infrastructure provision or the application of a 

Residential Transition Overlay Zone (RTZ). 

 In assessing the appropriateness of rezoning of sites, and in discussion with 

landowners/developers, consideration is given to whether it would be feasible to upgrade 

public infrastructure networks to resolve constraints. In some cases, this is possible, and an 

agreement of this type is reached. However, in other cases the extent of upgrades required 

make this option unfeasible and it is necessary to wait until this upgrade is planned by the 

DCC.  

 This proposal considers an additional option of addressing wastewater constraints through 

use of on-site wastewater detention systems that detain wastewater on site during peak 

flows and release it to the public infrastructure network in a controlled way at times of off-

peak demand.  This method has generally not been supported by DCC 3 Waters in the past 

principally due to the potential for adverse effects arising from poor system maintenance and 

the burden this might place on the DCC. In order to reduce these risks, the proposal in 

Variation 2 only provides for this method for larger developments of 50 or more residential 

units. This figure was chosen to achieve an appropriate balance between the costs and risks 

of this method with the potential benefits for housing capacity. 

 The review of the approach to wastewater management is supported by the report entitled 3 

Waters Strategic Direction Position Paper (December 2020), by AR & Associates (see 

Variation 2 supporting documents). 
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 A method requiring on-site wastewater detention as part of the rezoning of residential 

greenfield areas could be implemented through the status quo approach of applying 

structure plan mapped areas and associated performance standards at the time of rezoning. 

This approach needs detailed information and assessment of each rezoning site and design of 

systems to be undertaken as part of the plan change process.  While this would provide 

certainty to all parties regarding how wastewater will be managed for relevant development 

sites, it is difficult to design requirements for a wastewater system when the eventual form 

of development that will be proposed for a site is unknown.  Therefore, this approach could 

be too inflexible to provide for a range of development outcomes while also effectively 

achieving Objective 2.7.1 on Efficient infrastructure.  This approach is not included in 

Variation 2 as there were no sites where it was considered appropriate. However, this 

approach may be appropriate in some circumstances and can be considered in the future. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change F3-2 is linked to the addition of the new development mapped area (NDMA) to large 

areas of greenfield residential zoning and, for selected sites within the NDMA, requires the 

submission of a wastewater management plan at the time of applying for consent for 

subdivision, multi-unit development, or supported living facilities, including a requirement 

for on-site communal wastewater detention.   

 Change F3-2 makes the following changes: 

a. Add new clause to Policy 2.7.1.2 to set up the method for requiring wastewater 

detention for specified sites in the NDMA to allow urban expansion; 

b. Add new Policy 9.2.1.BB to implement the new method, requiring wastewater 

detention for subdivision, multi-unit development or supported living facilities to 

connect to wastewater detention systems; 

c. Add new Note 9.3.7.ZA (clause b) regarding the unavailability of connections 

directly to the wastewater public infrastructure in specified NDMAs as guidance for 

the application of the service connections performance standard; 

d. Add new assessment Rule 9.6.2.Y for subdivision, multi-unit development and 

supported living facilities in selected NDMAs (including general assessment 

guidance and conditions that may be imposed); 

e. Add new special information requirement Rule 9.9.Y requiring submission of a 

wastewater management plan for resource consent applications in selected NDMAs 

and setting out the requirements for communal wastewater detention; and 

f. Add new assessment Rule 15.11.5.Z (links to 9.6.2.Y). 

 Assessment against Objective 2.7.1 – Efficient Infrastructure 

 The special information requirement sets out specific details for the design of these systems.  

This will ensure proposals minimise the risk of adverse effects on the efficient and effective 

operation of the network from the time of installation until the systems can be 

decommissioned when public infrastructure upgrades are complete. 

 In terms of the long-term cost burden on the public, the installation costs of communal 

wastewater detention will fall to the developer.  However, ongoing management will be 
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DCC’s responsibility through the vesting of systems in the DCC.  Costs of managing this 

infrastructure will be higher than for a normal infrastructure connection due to additional 

staff and contractor time requirements to operate and maintain these systems.  This is 

considered necessary to ensure that the systems operate well over their lifespan and so that 

the timing and rate of flows from them into the public infrastructure network can be 

centrally controlled.   

 To appropriately balance the cost of these system to the DCC against their potential benefits 

for adding housing capacity earlier and better achieving Objective 2.6.1, the approach is to 

only provide for these systems where they will service at least 50 new residential units. 

 Overall, it is considered that the proposal will ensure that Objective 2.7.1 can still be 

effectively and efficiently achieved through the addition of these provisions, albeit to a lesser 

extent than if the systems were not required. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.2 – Adequate urban land supply & Objective 2.6.1 – 
Housing choice 

 By enabling the use of communal wastewater detention systems, additional greenfield 

residential rezoning sites can be included as part of Variation 2.  This will ensure that 

sufficient housing development capacity can be provided so that Objective 2.6.2 can be 

achieved.  This will also provide benefits in terms of providing a choice of greenfield housing 

options to meet demand so that Objective 2.6.1 can also be achieved. 

16.4 Change F3-4 – Health and safety effects from wastewater 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to review whether effects on health and safety should be a 

consideration in the Plan as part of assessing the development of on-site wastewater and 

stormwater disposal, and for the discharge of trade and industrial wastes. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 The Plan currently provides for the assessment of ‘effects on health and safety’ as a matter of 

discretion for assessment of resource consents where on-site wastewater or stormwater 

disposal, or discharge of trade and industrial wastes, is part of the proposal.  The following 

rules apply this matter: 

a. Contravention of the performance standard for density for papakaika in the 

Residential zones (Rule 15.10.3.2 and Rule 9.5.3.2); 

b. Assessment of controlled papakaika in the Rural zones (Rule 16.8.2.1); 

c. Assessment of restricted discretionary intensive farming in the Rural zones (Rule 

16.10.2.5 and Rule 9.6.2.Z); 

d. Assessment of restricted discretionary general subdivision in the Rural zones (Rule 

16.10.4 and Rule 9.6.2.5); 

e. Assessment of restricted discretionary general subdivision in the Rural Residential 

zones (Rule 17.10.4.1 and Rule 9.6.2.5); 
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f. Assessment of restricted discretionary subdivision activities in the Industrial zones 

(Rule 19.10.5.1 and Rule 9.6.2.5); and 

g. Assessment of restricted discretionary general subdivision in the Recreation Zone 

(Rule 20.10.4.1 and Rule 9.6.2.5). 

 In addition, guidance on assessment of effects on health and safety is also provided for the 

following discretionary activities: 

a. Assessment of discretionary mining (Rule 9.7.3.1); 

b. Assessment of discretionary Rural industry and Rural contractor and transport 

depots – large scale (Rule 16.11.2.3 and Rule 9.7.3.2); and 

c. Contravention of the performance standard for density for papakāika in the Rural 

zones (Rule 9.7.4.3). 

 The overall issue identified is that effects from on-site wastewater and stormwater disposal 

are already managed by methods that sit outside the Plan, being: 

a. For wastewater, through implementation of the Building Act at the time of assessing 

applications for building consent (must comply with the Building Code G13 Foul 

water) and through the Regional Plan: Water for Otago (Section 12.A Discharge of 

human sewage);  

b. For trade and industrial discharges, through implementation of the DCC Trade Waste 

Bylaw and through implementation of the Regional Plan: Water for Otago (Section 

12.B Discharge of hazardous substances, hazardous wastes, specified contaminants, 

and stormwater; and discharges from industrial or trade premises and consented 

dams); and 

c. For stormwater, through implementation of the Regional Plan: Water for Otago 

(Section 12.B Discharge of hazardous substances, hazardous wastes, specified 

contaminants, and stormwater; and discharges from industrial or trade premises and 

consented dams). 

 It is considered that the Plan should not manage issues that are managed by other processes 

for reasons of Plan efficiency. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 Change F3-4 proposes to delete all provisions that require the assessment of effects on 

health and safety arising from on-site wastewater and stormwater disposal and the discharge 

of trade and industrial wastes, and instead rely on methods that sit outside the Plan. 

 Change F3-4 includes the following changes: 

a. Delete Policy 9.2.2.7 on health and safety effects; 

b. Delete Rules 9.5.3.2, 9.6.2.1, 9.6.2.5, 9.7.3.2 which provide for assessment of health 

and safety effects; 

c. Amend Rules 9.7.3.1, 9.7.4.3, 15.10.3.2, 16.8.2.1, 16.10.2.5, 16.10.4.1, 16.11.2.3, 

17.10.4.1, 19.10.5.1, 20.10.4.1 (consequential to deletion of Policy 9.2.2.7); and 
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d. Add new Note 9.3.7.ZA (clauses c-e) to advise the plan user of the requirements that 

sit outside the Plan regarding on-site wastewater disposal and trade and industrial 

discharges. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.6 – Public health and safety 

 The proposed deletion of provisions will not affect whether Objective 2.2.6 is achieved 

because it does not affect the implementation of methods outside the Plan.  These will 

continue to ensure that the risk to people’s health and safety from contaminated sites, 

hazardous substances, or high levels of emissions is minimised with regard to on-site 

wastewater and stormwater disposal and the discharge of trade and industrial wastes. 

 Overall, the proposed changes will improve the efficiency of the Plan by not duplicating 

functions that exist outside the Plan. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option or status quo have been identified or 

assessed as part of Change F3-4. 
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17 MINOR 3 WATERS CHANGES 

 The purpose of the minor 3 waters changes is to make small changes of minor effect to clarify or improve provisions as described below. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred options or status quo have been identified or assessed for these changes. 

 

Table 16: Minor 3 Waters Changes 

Change # Purpose of the proposal Amendments included Assessment 

E8 

Policy 

2.7.1.2.a on 

structure 

plans 

To clarify Policy 2.7.1.2.a regarding 

requirements for public 

infrastructure in structure plans. 

Amend Policy 2.7.1.2.a This change does not have a substantive effect on the policy but is a clarification.  

Therefore, this is considered to have no measurable effects and has not been 

reassessed under s32. 

F1-1 

Rule 9.3.7 

Service 

Connections 

layout 

To review the layout of Rule 9.3.7 to 

enable other changes to be made. 

Amend Rule 9.3.7, including 

adding new sub-headings 

(9.3.7.X, 9.3.7.Y, 9.3.7.Z). 

This change does not have a substantive impact on the rule. The effect is that each 

service is considered under a separate sub-heading. Therefore, it has not been 

assessed in terms of s32. 

F1-3 

Policy 9.2.1.3 

on service 

connections 

To review wording of Policy 9.2.1.3 to 

ensure it is aligned with the service 

connections performance standard 

(Rule 9.3.7) it is linked to. 

Amend Policy 9.2.1.3; and 

Consequential change to 

assessment Rule 9.5.3.12. 

This is a minor clarification to better align the policy wording with the existing rule 

and to make some minor clarifications to the policy test. As it is not a substantive 

change to the plan and is considered to have no measurable effects it has not been 

reassessed under s32.  
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Change # Purpose of the proposal Amendments included Assessment 

F1-4 

Policy 2.2.4.5 

on where 

connections to 

public 

infrastructure 

networks are 

allowed 

To review the appropriateness of 

Policy 2.2.4.5. 

Delete Policy 2.2.4.5. Policy 2.2.4.5 discusses a method that sits outside the Plan (the DCC water bylaw).  It 

is considered that this policy may create confusion as it is only one of two policies in 

the plan that discusses a method outside the Plan (Policy 2.7.1.2.b being the other).  

A conscience decision at the time of plan drafting was to not include policies related 

to methods outside the district plan but rather use the spatial plan to align the district 

plan with other methods to achieve strategic planning outcomes. This policy 

remained as an error.  An exception to this approach is policy related to National 

Environmental Standard (NES) rules or other RMA processes. This change is 

considered to have no measurable effect, so it has not been reassessed under s32. 

F1-5 

Rule 9.3.3 

Firefighting 

To review Rule 9.3.3 and its 

alignment with SNZ/PAS:4509:2008 

New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting 

Water Supplies Code of Practice. 

Amend Rule 9.3.3 The effect of this change is to clarify the firefighting performance standard (Rule 

9.3.3) so it aligns with SNZ/PAS:4509:2008 New Zealand Fire Service Firefighting 

Water Supplies Code of Practice. It is considered this change will have a positive 

effect on ensuring firefighting can occur and therefore positive effects in terms of 

health and safety. Not including this change creates the risk that the firefighting code 

of practice does not get implemented or considered at the time of building. 

F1-6 

Policy 2.2.5.2 

on on-site 

stormwater 

and 

wastewater 

management 

To review the appropriateness of 

Policy 2.2.5.2.  

Delete Policy 2.2.5.2 This policy has been assessed as inappropriate as: (1) assessing effects on 

groundwater from on-site discharge is a regional council not a district council matter; 

(2) it is not implemented in the Plan other than to the degree that on-site wastewater 

was a consideration for some activities in terms of 'effects on health and safety', 

however, these provisions are being removed under Change F3-4; (3) it is inconsistent 

with Style Guide as it is a substantive policy where strategic directions policies should 

generally be descriptive.  It is not considered an efficient or effective approach to 

implementing Objective 2.2.5.  Change F2-2 will more appropriately provide for 

stormwater management to achieve Objective 2.2.5. 
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Change # Purpose of the proposal Amendments included Assessment 

F1-7 

Policy 

2.7.1.2.b on 

Development 

Contributions 

Policy and 

requirements 

for developers 

to pay for 

infrastructure 

To review the appropriateness of 

Policy 2.7.1.2.b 

Delete Policy 2.7.1.2.b Similar to change F1-4, Policy 2.2.4.5 discusses a method that sits outside the Plan 

(DCC Development Contributions Policy). It is considered that this policy may create 

confusion as it is one of only two policies that discusses a method outside the Plan 

(the other being Policy 2.2.4.5). A conscience decision at the time of plan drafting was 

to not include policies related to methods outside the district plan but rather use the 

spatial plan to align the district plan with other methods to achieve strategic planning 

outcomes. This policy remained as an error.  An exception to this is policy related to 

NES rule or other RMA processes. This change is considered to have no measurable 

effects so has not been reassessed under s32. 

F1-8 

Policy 2.7.1.2.c 

on 

consideration 

of the long-

term costs to 

the DCC of 

new 

infrastructure 

To ensure the wording of Policy 

2.7.1.2.c reflects that this clause 

relates to a consideration that should 

be made at the time of rezoning 

urban land, not after land is already 

zoned, which the current wording 

might imply. 

Amend Policy 2.7.1.2.c The effect of this change is to clarify Policy 2.7.1.2.c so that the assessment of the 

long term costs of DCC-provided infrastructure is made at the time of a plan change 

not as part of consents.  This change aligns the policy wording with how the plan is 

implemented so is considered a clarification with no measurable effects and has not 

been reassessed under s32. 
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Change # Purpose of the proposal Amendments included Assessment 

F2-4 

Stormwater 

methods 

outside the 

Plan 

To add notes to plan users about the 

methods that are used to manage 

stormwater effects that sit outside 

the Plan, so they are aware of them. 

Add new general advice 

notes for stormwater 

methods outside the plan 

at:  

Note 9.3.7.AAA (service 

connections); 

Note 9.9.XA (SWMPs); and 

Note 15.6.10X 

(impermeable surfaces) 

This change does not add new rules, methods, or requirements.  It simply provides 

information to ensure that requirements already set outside the Plan are highlighted 

to Plan Users.  Therefore, it has not been assessed in terms of s32. 

F3-1 

and 

NWRA1-7 

GF09 

Location of 

available 

public 

wastewater 

infrastructure 

To provide clarification on where 

public wastewater infrastructure is 

available for the purposes of the 

service connections performance 

standard (Rule 9.3.7) 

Add a new definition of 

wastewater serviced area; 

Amend Rule 9.3.7; 

Add Note 9.3.7.ZA (a) and 

(f); 

Delete Note 9.3.7A 

regarding wastewater 

Mapping of the no DCC 

reticulated wastewater 

mapped area over areas 

shown in Appendix 10 

under Changes NWRA1-7 

and GF09) 

This change does not change the effect of the requirements in the service 

connections performance standard regarding wastewater connections, it simply 

provides clarifications.  Therefore, it has not been reassessed in terms of s32. 
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Change # Purpose of the proposal Amendments included Assessment 

F3-3 

Renaming the 

ICMA 

To rename the ‘infrastructure 

constraint mapped area’ so that it is 

not confused with the new 

‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ 

proposed under Change F2-7. 

Amend Policy 2.6.2.3;  

Amend Rule 9.5.3.3; 

Amend Introduction 

15.1.1.2; 

Amend Rule 15.5.2.1 (b and 

c); 

Amend Rule 15.5.2.4; 

Amend Rule 15.7.4.1 (b and 

c); and 

Amend Rule 15.10.3.3 

Amend name of mapped 

area in Planning Map 

This change does not affect the function of the infrastructure constraint mapped area 

but simply provides clarification and tidy-ups.  Therefore, it has not been assessed in 

terms of s32. 

F4-1 

Reference to 

the DCC Water 

Bylaw 

To clarify the function of the DCC 

Water Bylaw for plan users as it 

relates to the service connections 

performance standard. 

Add new Note 9.3.7YA 

Delete old Note 9.3.7A as it 

relates to the bylaw 

This change does not affect the function of the service connections performance 

standard.  It simply provides information to ensure that requirements already set 

outside the Plan are highlighted to Plan Users.  Therefore, it has not been assessed in 

terms of s32. 
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Change # Purpose of the proposal Amendments included Assessment 

WCMA1-4 

Errors in ICMA 

mapping 

To correct errors in the mapping of 

the ICMA (now renamed WCMA 

under Change F3-3) in four locations. 

WCMA1: 

Remove ICMA from the 

area shown for WCMA1 in 

Appendix 10. 

WCMA2: 

Add WCMA to the area 

shown for WCMA2 in 

Appendix 10. 

WCMA3: 

Add WCMA to the area 

shown for WCMA3 in 

Appendix 10. 

WCMA4: 

Add WCMA to the area 

shown for WCMA4 in 

Appendix 10. 

This change corrects errors in the application of the WCMA that were made in the 

decision version of the planning maps.  This has already been assessed as part of the 

decisions on the Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) and further 

assessment is not required. 
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18 CHANGES TO TRIGGERS FOR ADDING HOUSING CAPACITY 

18.1 Summary of changes 

 This section describes and assesses proposed changes to: 

a. The approach to the provision of sufficient development capacity in Objective 2.6.2 

on Adequate urban land supply and in Policy 2.6.2.1.a for the assessment of 

proposed residential zoning.  This is to ensure these provisions give effect to the 

National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) (Change H1); 

and,   

b. The residential transition overlay zone provisions, to review the appropriateness of 

having a housing capacity trigger for release of Residential Transition Overlay Zone 

(RTZ) land (Change H2). 

18.2 Relevant objectives 

 Section 32 (1)(a) of the Act requires an assessment of the extent to which the objectives of 

the proposal are the most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the Act. 

 Section 32(1)(b) of the Act requires an assessment of whether the proposed provisions are 

the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives or purpose of the proposal. Section 

32(3) also requires the proposal to be assessed against the objectives of the Second 

Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP).  

 The relevant 2GP objectives (which are provided in full in Appendix 1) have been identified 

as: 

a. Objective 2.6.2 Adequate urban land supply  

b. Objective 2.2.4 Compact and accessible city 

c. Objective 12.2.1 Transition overlay zones 

 This assessment must:  

a. identify other reasonably practicable options for achieving the objectives;  

b. assess the efficiency and effectiveness of the provisions in achieving the objectives, 

including consideration of the benefits and costs anticipated from the 

implementation of the provisions, and the risk of acting or not acting if there is 

uncertain or insufficient information about the subject matter of the provisions; 

and  

c. summarise the reasons for deciding on the provisions. 
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18.3 Change H1 – Capacity and demand criteria in Policy 2.6.2.1.a 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of this proposal is to review the description of the residential rezoning criteria 

related to housing development capacity and demand that are in Policy 2.6.2.1.a and align 

them with the National Policy Statement for Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD).  

 Related to this a minor change to the wording of Objective 2.6.2 to clarify the need to 

provide sufficient, feasible development capacity to ‘at least’ meet the demand over the 

medium term. 

 The scope does not include a review of other aspects of Policy 2.6.2.1 as these criteria for 

zoning have recently been through a review process as part of the 2GP and have been 

settled. It also does not include a review of Objective 2.6.2 (other than to clarify the matter 

identified). 

 Limiting the scope of review as described above will enable site assessments to occur with a 

settled policy framework. Opening the provisions up for a broader review could delay the 

ability to implement changes to zoning to add housing capacity. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 The following issues have been identified with Objective 2.6.2 and Policy 2.6.2.1.a: 

a. Policy 2.6.2.1.a sets a limit on rezoning land by requiring that there is a shortage of 

capacity over the short term (5 years) before land can be rezoned to a residential 

zone. This policy criterion has been reviewed taking into account the NPS-UD, and 

it is considered that it does not reflect the NPS-UD Policy 2, outlined below. 

b. Objective 2.6.2 similarly does not fully reflect the requirement to provide ‘at least’ 

sufficient development capacity. 

 NPS-UD Policy 2 states: 

Tier 1, 2, and 3 local authorities, at all times, provide at least sufficient development 

capacity to meet expected demand for housing and for business land over the short term, 

medium term, and long term. 

 Implementation section 3.2 of the NPS-UD states: 

3.2 Sufficient development capacity for housing  

1) Every tier 1, 2, and 3 local authority must provide at least sufficient development 

capacity in its region or district to meet expected demand for housing:  

a) in existing and new urban areas; and  

b) for both standalone dwellings and attached dwellings; and  

c) in the short term, medium term, and long term.  

2) In order to be sufficient to meet expected demand for housing, the development capacity 

must be:  
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a) plan-enabled (see clause 3.4(1)); and  

b) infrastructure-ready (see clause 3.4(3)); and  

c) feasible and reasonably expected to be realised (see clause 3.26); and  

d) for tier 1 and 2 local authorities only, meet the expected demand plus the appropriate 

competitiveness margin (see clause 3.22). 

 ‘Plan enabled’, in relation to short and medium term housing capacity, is land that is zoned 

for housing use in an operative or proposed district plan. ‘Plan enabled’ in relation to long 

term housing capacity is land identified a for future urban use or intensification in a Future 

Development Strategy. The plan must therefore zone land for the short and medium terms, 

but not the long term. 

 Objective 2.6.2 states:   

Dunedin provides sufficient, feasible, development capacity (as intensification opportunities 

and zoned urban land) in the most appropriate locations to meet the demand over the 

medium term (up to 10 years), while sustainably managing urban expansion in a way that 

maintains a compact city with resilient townships as outlined in Objective 2.2.4 and policies 

2.2.4.1 to 2.2.4.3. 

 Policy 2.6.2.1.a states: 

Identify areas for new residential zoning based on the following criteria: 

a. rezoning is necessary to meet a shortage of residential capacity (including capacity 

available through releasing a Residential Transition overlay zone), either: 

i. in the short term (up to 5 years); or 

ii. in the medium term (up to 10 years), in which case a Residential Transition 

overlay zone is applied to the rezoned area; and… 

 The full content of Policy 2.6.2.1 can be found in Appendix 1. 

 Proposed change and assessment 

 In relation to Objective 2.6.2, the preferred option is to amend the objective to clarify that 

capacity must be provided to “at least” meet the demand over the medium term. This 

change is shown below. 

Dunedin provides sufficient, feasible, development capacity (as intensification opportunities 

and zoned urban land) in the most appropriate locations to at least meet the demand over 

the medium term (up to 10 years) while sustainably managing urban expansion in a way that 

maintains a compact city with resilient townships as outlined in Objective 2.2.4 and policies 

2.2.4.1 to 2.2.4.3. 

 For Policy 2.6.2.1.a, the preferred option is to amend the clause to simplify the explanation 

of the criteria related to demand and capacity to only refer to needing to meet demand over 

the short and medium term. This change is shown below: 
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Identify areas for new residential zoning based on the following criteria: 

a. Rezoning is necessary to ensure provision of at least sufficient housing capacity to meet 

expected demand over the short and medium term; meet a shortage of residential 

capacity (including capacity available through releasing a Residential Transition overlay 

zone), either:  

i. in the short term (up to 5 years); or 

ii. in the medium term (up to 10 years), in which case a Residential Transition 

overlay zone is applied to the rezoned area; and 

 Assessment against the purpose of the Act 

 Policy 2.6.2.1.a currently requires that land can only be rezoned if there is a shortage of 

capacity in the short term (five years). This is contrary to the NPS-UD Policy 2, which requires 

that at least sufficient land must be zoned in the Plan to meet expected demand for housing 

for the medium term (10 years). The proposed change therefore ensures consistency with, 

and gives effect to, the NPS-UD, as required by section 75(3) of the Act. 

 Likewise, adding ‘at least’ into Objective 2.6.2 ensures that the objective is also consistent 

with the NPS-UD.  

 Achieving consistency with the NPS-UD is required by the Act and is therefore the most 

appropriate way to ensure the proposal meets the purpose of the Act. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.2 – Adequate urban land supply 

 The change to Policy 2.6.2.1.a is the most appropriate means of achieving Objective 2.6.2 

(including as clarified in the objective wording).   

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed for Change H1. 

18.4 Change H2 – Housing Capacity Trigger for RTZ release 

 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 The purpose of the proposal is to review the appropriateness of having a housing capacity 

trigger for release of Residential Transition Overlay Zone (RTZ) land.  The scope of this 

change does not include other changes to the RTZ provisions, including the other release 

criteria. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Policy 2.2.4.3 states: 

Ensure expansion of urban areas occurs in the most appropriate locations and only when 

required by: 

a. use of transition overlay zones to identify areas to provide for future residential, 

commercial and industrial needs; and appropriate criteria for the release of land 

based on: 
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i. public infrastructure provision; and 

ii. for residential and commercial and mixed use zoned land, a shortage of 

capacity. 

b. encouraging applications for any subdivision that fundamentally changes rural land 

to residential land to be processed as a plan change; and 

c. requiring any alternative development areas suggested via a plan change process to 

demonstrate that the proposed zoning is the most appropriate in terms of the 

objectives and policies contained within these strategic directions, and including that 

for residential zoning, the proposal is appropriate in terms of the criteria contained in 

Policy 2.6.2.1. 

 Policy 2.2.4.3 and the related provisions in Section 12 provide for the release of land within 

transition overlay zones when there is a shortage of residential capacity within the RTZ 

residential capacity assessment mapped area. This mapped area encompasses all of urban 

Dunedin and some of the surrounding rural area. 

 This approach is outlined in Policy 12.2.1.1: 

In the Residential Transition Overlay Zone (RTZ) provide for land to transition to residential 

zone land through a certification process by the Chief Executive Officer or their delegate 

when: 

a. the estimated total residential capacity is less than 120% of the projected total 

residential demand in the RTZ residential capacity assessment mapped area over 

the next five years; 

b. … 

 The purpose of this change is to review the appropriateness of the requirement for a 

shortage of capacity in the next five years before RTZ areas are released for residential 

development.  

 The need to meet a capacity test was included in the 2GP at a time that Dunedin was a low 

growth city. The provisions were designed to prevent too much urban expansion (and the 

associated potential financial effects on DCC of unnecessary or inefficient infrastructure 

expansion).  

 This growth context is no longer the case, and there has been a significant unanticipated 

increase in Dunedin’s rate of growth in recent years. As outlined earlier in this report, 

Dunedin is projected to have a significant shortfall in housing development capacity over the 

short, medium and long terms (to 30 years).  

 Based on this change in growth context, it is considered that the shortage of capacity trigger 

is no longer necessary, as the issue that it was trying to manage is no longer an issue for the 

city. 

 In addition, the requirement in Rule 12.3.1 that RTZ can only be released for residential 

development when there is a shortage of capacity in the next five years is not consistent 

with the requirements of the NPS-UD, which requires there is at least sufficient development 
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capacity to meet 10 years demand. In this respect, the change is similar to those discussed 

under Change H1. 

 Consequently, the restriction on the release of RTZ land is considered inappropriate and 

unnecessary. It would be more efficient if RTZ sites could be ‘released’ for development as 

soon as they could be serviced with public infrastructure.  

 Proposed change and assessment 

 The preferred option is to remove the shortage of capacity trigger for the release of RTZ land 

in Rule 12.3.1 and make related and consequential changes to relevant policies and other 

provisions. 

 Change H2 includes the following changes: 

a. Amend Policy 2.2.4.3; 

b. Amend Rule 12.1 Introduction; 

c. Amend Policy 12.2.1.1; 

d. Amend Rule 12.3.1; and 

e. Amend the 2GP planning maps by deleting the RTZ residential capacity assessment 

mapped area. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.2.4 - Compact and accessible city 

 Objective 2.2.4 states: 

Dunedin stays a compact and accessible city with resilient townships based on sustainably 

managed urban expansion. 

 Change H2 is appropriate in terms of Objective 2.2.4 as removing the capacity trigger for RTZ 

release does not interfere with the promotion of a compact and accessible city. The 

determination under Policy 2.6.2.1 that an area is suitable for residential development, 

which takes place when an RTZ is initially identified, explicitly considers this objective. In 

addition, Objective 2.7.1 and Policy 2.7.1.1 require that the zoning of land considers public 

infrastructure capacity, ensuring that an excess of land that cannot be serviced will not be 

identified as RTZ. 

 Overall, the amendments proposed by Change H2 will ensure that Objective 2.2.4 is better 

achieved.    

 Assessment against Objective 12.2.1 – RTZ release 

 Objective 12.2.1 states: 

Land within the Residential Transition Overlay Zone (RTZ) is able to be released and 

developed in a coordinated way as residential zoned land, in advance of the need for 

additional residential capacity to accommodate growth. 

 Removal of the requirement to demonstrate a shortage of capacity will better achieve 

Objective 12.2.1, as it is arguable that the existing requirement to demonstrate a shortage of 
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capacity within five years would achieve the requirement in the objective to enable 

development of land in advance of the need for additional residential capacity to 

accommodate growth. This is because of the time required from release to development of 

housing is often several years, due to the planning, regulatory processes and physical works 

involved. 

 No practicable alternatives to the preferred option and status quo have been identified or 

assessed as part of Change H2.   
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19 REJECTED CHANGE 

19.1 Rejected Change RC1 - Notification rules 

 Purpose of the rejected change 

 The purpose of this rejected option was to review Rule 15.4 and specifically consider 

whether to add further non-notification rules for some types of consents for residential 

activity, development and subdivision, where the effects of proposals are likely to be limited 

to on-site effects, or broader effects on residential character or amenity that are best 

assessed by a suitably qualified expert. 

 Background and issues of concern 

 Under the current notification provisions in the Act, consents must be publicly notified if 

there are adverse effects on the environment that are more than minor, as well as in other 

circumstances (see section 95A).  If public notification is not required, the consent authority 

determines whether any person is adversely affected (section 95E) and these affected 

persons must be notified (section 95B). Both public notification and limited notification can 

take place if special circumstances warrant it. 

 The Second Generation Dunedin City District Plan (2GP) includes rules regarding notification 

of consents in the residential zones in Rule 15.4 Notification.  This includes rules that require 

notification or preclude notification. 

 Consultation with developers has identified that there is a perception of consenting risk 

associated with uncertainty over whether consent applications will be publicly or limited 

notified.  Notification can significantly increase the costs of pursuing a development and can 

cause the consent process to take much longer.  Providing developers with increased 

certainty over the consent process may improve the take-up of development opportunities. 

 Rejected change and assessment 

 The proposal that was assessed and rejected was to include additional non-notification rules 

relating to resource consents required for some restricted discretionary land use and 

development rules, where the effects of proposals are likely to be limited to on-site effects, 

or broader effects on residential character or amenity and other matters that are best 

assessed by a suitably qualified expert.  In such cases, consents are unlikely to be publicly 

notified due to the matters of discretion that apply and the nature of likely effects with 

respect to these matters. 

 It is noted that non-notification rules could not be considered where there is a reasonable 

expectation that public notification may be required due to the nature of effects, as this 

would undermine the ability of the DCC to carry out its functions under the Act. 

 Assessment against Objective 2.6.2 – Adequate urban land supply 

 The change would not add housing capacity per se.  However, it may improve the perception 

of the feasibility of some developments through a guaranteed non-notification process. This 
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may encourage some developers to proceed with proposals that they might otherwise not 

proceed with if they needed to gain written approvals or if notification was a possibility. 

These factors may result in a small increase in actual housing development. 

 Other effectiveness, efficiency and cost considerations 

 There are several factors why the addition of non-notification rules is not supported. Such 

rules add complexity to the 2GP and are difficult to formulate to work around all potential 

consenting circumstances and the effects of all proposals. As such, non-notification rules 

may result in perverse outcomes for some consent applications where notification or written 

approvals are precluded.  

 It is also noted that the potential for notification, or the need to obtain written approval 

from neighbours, can be used to encourage developers to put forward better designed 

proposals and achieve better outcomes in terms of achieving the relevant objectives of the 

Plan. 

 Finally, advice from the DCC Resource Consents team is that applications that only have 

matters of assessment that refer to on-site effects, or effects assessed by experts, are 

typically non-notified anyway (assuming effects are no more than minor). These applications 

do not generally involve neighbours. Therefore, adding additional non-notification rules is 

unlikely to result in any change in consent processing in practice. 

 The RMA provides a clear path for non-notification of proposals, and it is considered that 

this should be followed for all applications not currently covered under Rule 15.4, relying on 

the discretion of the consents processing officers to determine when effects are more than 

minor and when other persons are affected. 
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20 ASSESSMENT OF SITES FOR REZONING TO RESIDENTIAL  

20.1 Purpose of proposal and scope of change 

 In the context of needing to identify additional residential capacity, the purpose of the 

proposal is to assess the appropriateness of rezoning a number of identified sites.  

 The sites that were assessed as part of this proposal include the sites that are proposed for 

rezoning outlined in Section 20.4 , and those that were assessed but are not being proposed 

for rezoning in Variation 2, which are listed in Appendix 4. The sites that were assessed but 

are not proposed for rezoning in Variation 2 do not meet (or there is insufficient information 

to be confident that they would be likely to meet) relevant policy assessment criteria. 

 Variation 2 does not include a full review of zoning in the city, but instead a limited review of 

the zoning of some sites. The scope of the proposals to rezone land includes the need for 

specific plan provisions (for example overlays or site specific rules) to manage adverse 

effects of development of the sites being rezoned. 

 Review of the zoning of sites outside those considered (and identified in Section 20.4 / 

Appendix 4) is not within the scope of this proposal.   

 The sites that were evaluated included sites being considered for rezoning: 

a. to General Residential 2 Zone from General Residential 1, Rural, Major Facility, 

Industrial and Rural Residential zones; 

b. to General Residential 1, Township and Settlement and Large Lot Residential 1 

from Rural, Rural Residential, Large Lot Residential and Industrial zones; and 

c. to Recreation Zone from Rural Zone. 

20.2 Planning background  

 The overall background to Variation 2 and relevant objectives in the Plan are discussed in 

Section 5. The objectives and policies most relevant to assessing the appropriateness of 

zoning are discussed in more detail below. 

 Housing capacity and the tests for rezoning 

 The key strategic direction objective relevant to ensuring there is sufficient housing capacity 

is Objective 2.6.2. This objective relates directly to housing capacity and is proposed to be 

amended through Change H1. The amended wording is: 

Dunedin provides sufficient, feasible, development capacity (as intensification opportunities 

and zoned urban land) in the most appropriate locations to at least meet the demand over 

the medium term (up to 10 years) while sustainably managing urban expansion in a way 

that maintains a compact city with resilient townships as outlined in Objective 2.2.4 and 

policies 2.2.4.1 to 2.2.4.3. 

 The key policy implementing Objective 2.6.2 is Policy 2.6.2.1. Policy 2.6.2.1 outlines the 

relevant considerations for zoning land to residential and includes reference to a number of 
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relevant objectives that must be considered when residential zoning decisions are made.  

These include objectives such as those relating to a compact city, efficient provision of 

infrastructure, maintaining significant natural values such as landscape, coastal character 

and biodiversity, and consideration of natural hazards. In some cases, policies under these 

objectives assist in determining how they should be applied in zoning decisions.  The 

relevant objectives and policies are listed in Appendix 1.  

 Policy 2.6.2.1 is also proposed to be amended through Change H1. The amended policy 

reads: 

Identify areas for new residential zoning based on the following criteria: 

b. rezoning is necessary to ensure provision of at least sufficient housing capacity to 

meet expected demand over the short and medium term meet a shortage of 

residential capacity (including capacity available through releasing a Residential 

Transition overlay zone), either:  

i. in the short term (up to 5 years); or 

ii. in the medium term (up to 10 years), in which case a Residential Transition 

overlay zone is applied to the rezoned area; and 

c. rezoning is unlikely to lead to pressure for unfunded public infrastructure upgrades, 

unless either an agreement between the infrastructure provider and the developer 

on the method, timing, and funding of any necessary public infrastructure provision 

is in place, or a Residential Transition overlay zone is applied and a future 

agreement is considered feasible; and 

d. the area is suitable for residential development by having all or a majority of the 

following characteristics: 

i. a topography that is not too steep; 

ii. being close to the main urban area or townships that have a shortage of 

capacity; 

iii. currently serviced, or likely to be easily serviced, by frequent public transport 

services; 

iv. close to centres; and 

v. close to other existing community facilities such as schools, public green 

space and recreational facilities, health services, and libraries or other 

community centres; and 

e. considering the zoning, rules, and potential level of development provided for, the 

zoning is the most appropriate in terms of the objectives of the Plan, in particular:  

i. the character and visual amenity of Dunedin's rural environment is 

maintained or enhanced (Objective 2.4.6);  

ii. land, facilities and infrastructure that are important for economic 

productivity and social well-being, which include industrial areas, major 

facilities, key transportation routes, network utilities and productive rural 
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land: are protected from less productive competing uses or incompatible 

uses, including activities that may give rise to reverse sensitivity; and 

1. in the case of facilities and infrastructure, are able to be operated, 

maintained, upgraded and, where appropriate, developed efficiently 

and effectively (Objective 2.3.1).  

2. Achieving this includes generally avoiding areas that are highly 

productive land or may create conflict with rural water resource 

requirements; 

iii. Dunedin's significant indigenous biodiversity is protected or enhanced, and 

restored; and other indigenous biodiversity is maintained or enhanced, and 

restored; with all indigenous biodiversity having improved connections and 

improved resilience (Objective 2.2.3). Achieving this includes generally 

avoiding the application of new residential zoning in ASBV and UBMA; 

iv. Dunedin's outstanding and significant natural landscapes and natural 

features are protected (Objective 2.4.4). Achieving this includes generally 

avoiding the application of new residential zoning in ONF, ONL and SNL 

overlay zones;  

v. the natural character of the coastal environment is, preserved or enhanced 

(Objective 2.4.5). Achieving this includes generally avoiding the application of 

new residential zoning in ONCC, HNCC and NCC overlay zones;  

vi. subdivision and development activities maintain and enhance access to 

coastlines, water bodies and other parts of the natural environment, 

including for the purposes of gathering of food and mahika kai (Objective 

10.2.4); 

vii. the elements of the environment that contribute to residents' and visitors' 

aesthetic appreciation for and enjoyment of the city are protected or 

enhanced. These include:  

1. important green and other open spaces, including green breaks 

between coastal settlements; 

2. trees that make a significant contribution to the visual landscape and 

history of neighbourhoods; 

3. built heritage, including nationally recognised built heritage; 

4. important visual landscapes and vistas; 

5. the amenity and aesthetic coherence of different environments; and  

6. the compact and accessible form of Dunedin (Objective 2.4.1); 

viii. the potential risk from natural hazards, and from the potential effects of 

climate change on natural hazards, is no more than low, in the short to long 

term (Objective 11.2.1); 

https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/plan/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=DCC2GP
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/plan/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=DCC2GP
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/plan/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=DCC2GP
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ix. public infrastructure networks operate efficiently and effectively and have 

the least possible long term cost burden on the public (Objective 2.7.1); 

x. the multi-modal land transport network, including connections between land 

air and sea transport networks, operates safely and efficiently (Objective 

2.7.2); and 

xi. Dunedin stays a compact and accessible city with resilient townships based 

on sustainably managed urban expansion. Urban expansion only occurs if 

required and in the most appropriate form and locations (Objective 2.2.4). 

 As outlined under Change H1, clause (a) of Policy 2.6.2.1 is proposed to be amended as it is 

not consistent with the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD). 

The NPS-UD also requires that housing capacity is ‘infrastructure-ready’. For short term 

capacity adequate infrastructure must be in place; for medium term capacity, funding for 

adequate infrastructure is identified in a long-term plan, and for long-term capacity, funding 

must be identified in the DCC’s infrastructure strategy37. 

 The approach taken in Variation 2 to determine whether land should be rezoned to 

residential, or identified as a Residential Transition Overlay Zone, follows the approach in the 

NPS-UD. That is, land will be zoned to at least meet the medium-term demand, providing 

infrastructure is in place or funding is included in the DCC’s Long Term Plan (LTP). Land that 

cannot be serviced within 10 years may be identified for long term development through 

application of a Residential Transition Overlay Zone, provided funding is identified in the 

infrastructure strategy. As Variation 2 is concerned only with medium term capacity, no 

Residential Transition Overlay Zone sites are proposed.  

 A further matter to note is that Policy 2.6.2.1 does not include Objective 2.5.1, which is that 

Kāi Tahu can exercise kaitiakitaka over resources within their takiwā. This is also a relevant 

consideration and has been included in the assessment. 

 Medium density zoning 

 Policy 2.6.2.3 outlines the criteria for zoning land to a medium density zoning (General 

Residential 2 or Inner City Residential). It first requires alignment with Policy 2.6.2.1 (which is 

assumed to already be the case if land has been zoned residential), then lists additional 

considerations, including referencing relevant objectives. Policy 2.6.2.3 is also proposed to 

be amended through Change F3-3, F2-7 and E4. The amended policy reads: 

Identify areas for new medium density zoning based on the following criteria:  

a. alignment with Policy 2.6.2.1; and 

b. rezoning is unlikely to lead to pressure for unfunded public infrastructure upgrades, 

unless either an agreement between the infrastructure provider and the developer 

on the method, timing, and funding of any necessary public infrastructure provision 

is in place, or an infrastructure wastewater constraint mapped area {Change F3-3} 

or a stormwater constraint mapped area {Change F2-7} is applied; and 

 
37 National Policy Statement on Urban Development, Policy 2, Implementation parts 3.2, and 3.4 

https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/plan/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=DCC2GP
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/plan/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=DCC2GP
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/plan/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=DCC2GP
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c. considering the zoning, rules, and potential level of development provided for, the 

zoning is the most appropriate in terms of the objectives of the Plan, in particular:  

i. there is a range of housing choices in Dunedin that provides for the 

community's needs and supports social well-being (Objective 2.6.1); 

ii. Dunedin reduces its environmental costs and reliance on non-renewable 

energy sources as much as practicable, including energy consumption, water 

use, and the quality and quantity of stormwater discharge, {Change E4} and 

is well equipped to manage and adapt to changing or disrupted energy 

supply by having reduced reliance on private motor cars for transportation 

(Objective 2.2.2), including through one or more of the following:  

1. being currently serviced, or likely to be easily serviced, by frequent public 

transport services; and 

2. being close (good walking access) to existing centres, community 

facilities such as schools, public green spaces recreational facilities, 

health services, and libraries or other community centres; and 

iii. the elements of the environment that contribute to residents' and visitors' 

aesthetic appreciation for and enjoyment of the city are protected or 

enhanced. These include:  

1. important green and other open spaces, including green breaks between 

coastal settlements; 

2. trees that make a significant contribution to the visual landscape and 

history of neighbourhoods; 

3. built heritage, including nationally recognised built heritage; 

4. important visual landscapes and vistas; 

5. the amenity and aesthetic coherence of different environments; 

6. the compact and accessible form of Dunedin (Objective 2.4.1); and 

iv. the potential risk from natural hazards, and from the potential effects of 

climate change on natural hazards, is no more than low, in the short to long 

term (Objective 11.2.1); and 

d. the area is suitable for medium density housing by having all or a majority of the 

following characteristics:  

i. lower quality housing stock more likely to be able to be redeveloped; 

ii. locations with a topography that is not too steep; 

iii. locations that will receive reasonable levels of sunlight; and  

iv. market desirability, particularly for one and two person households. 

 Housing choice and compact city 

 Objective 2.6.1 and Policy 2.6.1.1 require that a range of housing choices are provided for. 

This includes an appropriate mix of infill development, redevelopment, and greenfield 

development.  

https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/plan/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=DCC2GP
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/plan/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=DCC2GP
https://2gp.dunedin.govt.nz/plan/pages/plan/book.aspx?exhibit=DCC2GP
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 Objective 2.2.4 is that Dunedin stays a compact and accessible city with resilient townships 

based on sustainably managed urban expansion. Policy 2.2.4.1 outlines that land should be 

used efficiently, and residential zoning should be at the highest appropriate density (medium 

density or General Residential 1 density), with less dense zoning (i.e. large lot zoning or use 

of a structure plan to require a lower density) used only when environmental factors prevent 

development at a higher density. 

20.3 Site assessment methodology 

 As part of preparatory work on a Future Development Strategy (FDS), a Geographic 

Information System (GIS) scoring exercise was undertaken to identify land that could 

potentially meet the criteria in 2GP Policy 2.6.2.1 (for new residential zoning) and Policy 

2.6.2.3 (for new medium density zoning). This was not a full assessment of sites or a 

comprehensive review of existing zoning across the whole city but was instead limited to 

identifying sites that were most likely to meet these criteria and so best placed to provide 

capacity for the medium term.   

 The scoring method used to identify sites was focussed on criteria that could be readily 

assessed and weighted at a high level by using GIS datasets which were relevant to the 

criteria, such as Second Generation District Plan (2GP) overlays and mapped areas. 

 The scoring included: 

a. ‘Knock-out’ criteria, which identified areas which were not considered for rezoning 

(e.g. areas with significant natural hazards or natural landscapes); 

b. Negative scores for environmental characteristics that could result in adverse 

environmental effects and misalignment with Policy 2.6.2.1 and 2.6.2.3 (such as 

highly productive land or certain natural hazards); and 

c. Positive scores for environmental characteristics that would be desirable for new 

urban areas and result in alignment with Policy 2.6.2.1 and 2.6.2.3 (such as 

proximity to services). 

 Due to the high-level nature of the scoring method, only large areas that had a consistent 

high score were taken forward for assessing for Variation 2. 

 In addition to the scoring exercise, a wide range of sites were identified through consultation 

with stakeholders, including local planners, surveyors, and developers. A key benefit of this 

approach was the knowledge that these sites were likely to get developed if rezoned. 

 Sites derived from the GIS exercise and sites identified through consultation were then 

assessed against the policy criteria outlined above, in particular the criteria and objectives 

referenced in Policy 2.6.2.1 and (for potential medium density sites) Policy 2.6.2.3. 

Greenfield sites were generally initially assessed for a General Residential 1 Zone density. In 

some cases, this was found to be unsuitable and the site was re-assessed at a large lot 

density, in accordance with Policy 2.2.4.1. The assessment took into account methods that 

could be used to manage any issues that were identified. If any site or area did not meet a 

significant criterion (for example ability to appropriately and cost effectively service the site 

for infrastructure within the next 10 years, or a knock out criterion such as overlap with a 

significant landscape overlay), it was removed from the process and no further assessment 
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was undertaken. These sites are listed in Appendix 4. Note that the reasons given in 

Appendix 4 for not progressing a site for rezoning are not necessarily complete, as 

assessment ceased once a site was considered unsuitable for any reason. 

 Appendix 5 outlines the assessment method, scoring used, and further comments in relation 

to each criterion considered. Most of the sites and areas that are proposed to be rezoned 

have a summary sheet of the site assessment in Appendix 6.  

 Additional comments in relation to some of the scoring criteria are made below. 

  Rural character and visual amenity 

 Objective 2.4.6 is referenced in Policy 2.6.2.1 as a relevant consideration for rezoning land to 

residential. The objective requires that the character and visual amenity of Dunedin’s rural 

environment is maintained or enhanced. The associated policies relate to identification of 

the different character and amenity values in rural land, which is implemented through 

application of various rural zones and the values listed in Appendix A7 to the 2GP; and 

maintaining those values through management of subdivision and development activities 

and the density of residential activity in rural zones. These requirements are implemented 

through rules and policies in Section 16 – Rural Zones. While Objective 2.4.6 is referenced in 

Policy 2.6.2.1, the policies underneath it does not refer to managing zoning decisions.  

 All zoning to residential will result in loss of rural character and amenity, replacing it with a 

residential character. It is not considered that Objective 2.4.6 requires a protection of all 

rural character and amenity values, as this would prevent new residential zoning. Therefore, 

while an assessment has been made of the relative value of the rural environment in each 

location and the likely effects on it, in general relatively little weight has been placed on 

meeting this objective in terms of supporting rezoning of new sites.   

  Impacts on highly productive land 

 Policy 2.6.2.1.d.ii references Objective 2.3.1. This objective includes the requirement that 

land that is important for economic productivity, which includes productive rural land, is 

protected from less productive competing uses or incompatible uses. Policy 2.6.2.1 notes 

that achieving this includes generally avoiding areas that are highly productive land or may 

create conflict with rural water resource requirements. 

 Highly productive rural land is defined in the 2GP as: “Land that has the ability to sustain the 

production of a wide variety of plants including horticultural crops, through a combination of 

land, soil and climate attributes”. For the purposes of this assessment, it is limited to Land 

Use Capability Classes 1, 2 and 3 and land mapped as high class soils on the 2GP maps. 

 A high-level cost benefit assessment was undertaken for sites assessed as having highly 

productive land (HPL) or mapped as having high class soils38.  This assessment provided some 

quantification of the costs of lost productivity over the long term, but no quantification of 

benefits of housing, which was assessed qualitatively, based on factors such as the number 

of sites (and therefore efficiency of development), and proximity to existing services.  

 
38 Dunedin Productive Land Cost Benefit Analysis (Property Economics and Beca, November 2020). Note:  this 

assessment also includes several appeal sites that are not within the scope of Variation 2.  
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 Sites (and areas that included separate sites) smaller than 4ha were considered to contribute 

no or minimal primary productive potential. 

 To provide context, Dunedin’s contribution to national primary productivity is very small 

(0.9%). Approximately 32,000ha of Dunedin’s land area is identified as highly productive 

land, of which approximately 350ha (1%) has been assessed for rezoning through Variation 2 

or through resolution of 2GP appeals.  

  Residential character and amenity 

 Both policies 2.6.2.1 and 2.6.2.3 reference Objective 2.4.1, which requires that “the 

elements of the environment that contribute to residents' and visitors' aesthetic 

appreciation for and enjoyment of the city are protected or enhanced. These include: …the 

amenity and aesthetic coherence of different environments”. This is a particular 

consideration in decisions on medium density zoning, as intensification has the potential to 

alter existing residential character through infill, and the removal and replacement of single 

larger houses and gardens with multi-unit developments. This can change the built form, 

style and remove open space and green character. 

 NPS-UD Policy 6(b) states that changes in built form in an area may detract from amenity 

values appreciated by some people, but improve amenity values appreciated by other 

people, including by providing increased and varied housing densities and types. It also 

states that those changes in built form are not, of themselves, an adverse effect. While 

changes resulting from intensification are not necessarily an adverse effect, there was 

significant concern about the impact of intensification on some residential areas during the 

2GP process. As a result, the proposed new medium density areas have been assessed (see 

Appendix 9). In a small number of cases, boundaries have been adjusted from those initially 

assessed to remove areas where it is considered that the potential adverse effects from 

intensification on areas with very high character values was not outweighed by the potential 

positive effects from increased housing that were over and above the changes that are 

already being proposed through changes to the General Residential 1 rules. 

  Impacts on values of significance to Manawhenua 

 Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu, a body corporate established under the Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu 

Act 1996 (the TRoNT Act), is the tribal representative body of Ngāi Tahu Whānui (including 

Waitaha, Kāti Mamoe and Kāi Tahu). Section 15(1) of the TRoNT Act prescribes that “Te 

Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu shall be recognised for all purposes as the representative of Ngāi Tahu 

Whānui.” 

 Section 15(2) of the TRoNT Act 1996 states that “where any enactment requires consultation 

with any iwi or with any iwi authority, that consultation shall, with respect to matters 

affecting Ngāi Tahu Whānui, be held with Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu”. 

 DCC understands from previous consultation in relation to the 2GP that it is the 

acknowledged practice of Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu that consultation in the first instance is 

with Papatipu Rūnanga. There are two papatipu rūnanga in Dunedin, namely Kāti Huirapa 

Rūnaka ki Puketeraki and Te Rūnanga o Ōtākou. Consultation was undertaken with these 

Rūnaka via their consultancy, Aukaha, in relation to the proposed growth areas. The areas 



144 
 

being assessed for possible rezoning were not disclosed to Aukaha as these were treated as 

confidential until landowners had been informed; however, indicative numbers of new 

dwellings in various catchments were provided to them and broad details of possible sites 

near the coastal marine area, waterways and overlapping with wāhi tupuna areas, were 

provided. The numbers of new dwellings included potential development that may result 

from resolution of 2GP appeals, which are currently being mediated.   

 The concerns raised by the Rūnaka related to impacts on water quality, both generally in 

relation to self-serviced sites, and specifically for sites in the Waitati area, and overlap with 

particular wāhi tupuna areas.    

 No sites in the Waitati area were assessed for inclusion in Variation 2. For sites that will be 

self-serviced, proximity to a waterbody was considered. Only part of one site overlapped a 

wāhi tupuna area of concern, and this area is not being proposed for rezoning.  

  Issues for network utility providers 

 Consultation was undertaken with a variety of infrastructure service providers in relation to 

proposed growth areas. The areas being assessed for possible rezoning were not disclosed to 

the providers as these were treated as confidential until landowners had been informed; 

however, indicative numbers of new dwellings in various catchments were provided to 

them. These figures included potential new dwellings that may result from resolution of 2GP 

appeals, which are currently being mediated.   

 In brief, the following comments were received: 

a. No issues were raised in relation to the proposed Variation 2 sites by Aurora, 

OtagoNet or Fire and Emergency New Zealand. Comments were made in relation 

to Waitati township; however, there are no sites proposed to be rezoned under 

Variation 2 within Waitati. 

b. Transpower raised issues in relation to potential effects on the national grid. 

Transpower has appealed 2GP provisions relating to the National Grid and would 

be opposed to any rezoning or plan provisions which provide for development or 

intensification within the National Grid Corridor. None of the proposed sites are 

within the National Grid Corridor. 

c. Chorus raised no issues in terms of servicing the proposed sites. Most proposed 

rezoning areas are within the Ultra Fast Broadband (UFB) boundaries and would be 

covered by standard UFB greenfields process. Areas outside the UFB could be 

serviced, provided they are built from the outside in. 

d. 2 degrees raised the need to adequately service new sites for mobile data and 

encouraged a planning system whereby developers fund infrastructure that can be 

co-located upon by different mobile service providers. 

e. The Ministry of Education raised concerns that there is a risk that demand the 

Green Island School catchment could exceed the current capacity of the school if 

all the dwelling capacity was developed.  
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f. KiwiRail supported the use of existing 2GP provisions (in particular requirements 

for acoustic insulation) for managing reverse sensitivity issues arising from 

residential development next to the rail corridor.  The setback provisions in the 

2GP are also relevant and are currently under appeal by KiwiRail. Using existing 

zoning and provisions (rather than bespoke zoning and rules) would ensure that 

the agreed setback provisions apply, once the appeal is settled. 

g. Public Health South was consulted in relation to public health issues. It noted its 

preference for 3 waters reticulation rather than self-servicing for wastewater and 

water supply, and raised issues of connectivity, safety and accessibility in relation 

to subdivision design. 

20.4 Sites proposed for rezoning - individual site assessments  

 This section summarises the assessment of the sites and areas proposed for rezoning and 

should be read in conjunction with the relevant site assessment sheet in Appendix 6 and site 

maps in Appendix 10. This section includes any methods proposed to manage issues 

associated with rezoning. For all greenfield sites, ensuring that subdivision is undertaken in a 

way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the strategic objectives 

of the Plan in an integrated way, is a relevant consideration. In all cases, therefore, a ‘new 

development mapped area’ (NDMA), as discussed in Change D, is proposed for undeveloped 

sites or areas being rezoned to General Residential 1 or General Residential 2.  

 155 and 252 Scroggs Hill Road, Brighton (GF01) 

 This site is 10.3ha in area and is part of a rural residential zoned property immediately to the 

north of Brighton. The site is currently farmed. Due to difficulties servicing the site for 

wastewater and water supply, the proposal is for zoning to Large lot Residential 1 Zone. 

 The site was identified for review in Variation 2 due to an existing appeal on the zoning of 

the site that due to scope issues was difficult to resolve through the mediation process. 

 The area proposed for rezoning is a smaller part of a much larger site assessed (see Appendix 

6.1). The remainder of the site was rejected for rezoning based on the visual impact, a lack of 

demand for a significant area of new zoning in Brighton and the costs outlined below, which 

increase as a result of the larger area.  

 See Appendix 6.1 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 This area proposed for rezoning is elevated and slopes gently to the east, providing for good 

solar access. 

 Costs 

 The site is relatively distant from Brighton neighbourhood centre (2km) and the nearest bus 

route (1.6km).  Big Rock Primary School is 2.3km away. While the site is not adjacent to 

residential zoned land, it has the feeling of being connected, due to existing development 

along Scroggs Hill Road between the site and the residential zoned area. 
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 Rezoning will result in a loss of highly productive land. This area scored poorly compared to 

other sites given the size of the site initially assessed (a much larger area), the relatively low 

density of housing, and the distance from services (which reduces the economic value 

attached to housing). However, given the reduced area proposed for zoning, impacts are 

considered to be moderate, rather than significant. 

 The site was assessed by DCC's Landscape Architect (see Appendix 7) for potential large lot 

scale development. The full site covers a series or broad ridges and gullies northwest of 

Brighton. In general, the area proposed for zoning is hidden from view from many of the 

more established urban parts of Brighton near the centre of the settlement and the south-

eastern facing hillslopes near the coastal edge. Broader views into the site are available from 

immediate surrounding locations on Scroggs Hill Road, and the hillslopes to the west, east 

and north. Residential development will change the existing rural / rural residential 

character. Siting the development on the lower, less prominent part of the site would lessen 

this effect. 

 The site is assessed as having a medium level hazard associated with slope instability, 

particularly on the steeper parts of the site. Geotechnical investigation will be required prior 

to development. 

 This site is outside the area that is serviced by DCC, so self-servicing for water would be 

required. However, the site is assessed as constrained for self-servicing, with water expected 

to be available 75% of year (assuming the maximum permitted building coverage area for 

rainfall collection with a 25m3 tank). 

 A significant network extension would be required to service the site for wastewater. The 

local wastewater infrastructure is relatively flat in places and so capacity issues for additional 

flow exist in part of the network. Significant downstream network upgrades would be 

required and are budgeted in draft 10 Year Plan. Self-servicing (Large Lot Residential zoning) 

is feasible. 

 Stormwater attenuation would be required to manage erosion issues and potential flooding 

downstream. 

 Local transport improvements will be required to Scroggs Hill Road. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. A ‘no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped area’ to indicate that the Dunedin City 

Council (DCC) will not provide connection to reticulated wastewater infrastructure 

for this site and that on-site wastewater disposal is required. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is 

undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and 

achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change 

D for detail of the new development mapped area provisions). 



147 
 

 Conclusion 

 This site has a number of issues; however, most are manageable. Rezoning would provide 

additional large lot sites in Brighton, providing choice for Dunedin’s residents.  

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to these sites: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Residential 1 to Large Lot Residential 1. 

b. Application of a ‘no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped area’. 

c. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’.  

 

 201, 207 & 211 Gladstone Road South, East Taieri (GF02) 

 This site is 3ha block of farmland located on the western edge of East Taieri. See Appendix 

6.2 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 This site scored well across several criteria, in particular it is a flat, sunny site, and will allow 

development of a reasonable number (36) of General Residential 1 Zone sites.    

 Costs 

 The site is relatively distant from Mosgiel centre and public transport (2km away). There are 

potentially significant issues in terms of effects on the wider transport network through 

cumulative development in Mosgiel. These may require intersection upgrades, including to 

State Highway 1 (SH1) intersections. There are 3 waters issues that can be managed, through 

attenuation of stormwater and programmed upgrades. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is 

undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and 

achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change 

D for detail of the new development mapped area provisions). 

 Conclusion 

 While issues were identified in relation to some policy criteria, all these issues are 

manageable. Development at General Residential 1 Zone density is possible, and this is the 

preferred zoning. Overall, it is considered that the benefits of rezoning this site outweigh the 

potential costs.  

 Summary of changes proposed  

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Taieri Plain - Rural to General Residential 1. 
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b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

 16 Hare Road, Ocean View (GF03) 

 The site is a 3.5ha site on the edge of Brighton. See Appendix 6.3 for the site assessment 

summary. 

 Benefits 

 This site scored well across most of the criteria, in particular it is a flat, sunny site on the 

edge of Brighton, with a reasonable feasible capacity (38 dwellings).  

 Costs 

 There are significant, but manageable, issues in terms of effects on the wider transport 

network.  

 There are some 3 waters issues, but these are manageable, with stormwater attenuation 

required.  Wastewater network upgrades are required but are planned and budgeted for. 

Some transport upgrades may be required and two accesses to the site would be necessary 

to obtain the full yield.  

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is 

undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and 

achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change 

D for detail of the new development mapped area provisions).  

 Conclusion 

 While some issues were identified in relation to some policy criteria, all these issues are 

manageable. Overall, the site is suitable for rezoning to residential. Development at 

Township and Settlement Zone density is possible, and this is the preferred zoning. 

  Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Residential 1 to Township and Settlement. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

 127a Main Road, Fairfield (GF04) 

 This area is part of a split zoned site (part General Residential 1, part rural) in Fairfield. The 

southern rural zoned part of the site is the area being proposed for rezoning.  The site 

adjoins the Southern Motorway (SH1). See Appendix 6.4 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 This site is within Fairfield, adjoining Fairfield School and close to a high frequency bus stop. 
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 Costs 

 The site is small and slopes steeply to the south, has a medium level hazard associated with 

the steeper parts of the site, and adjoins the motorway, meaning that development 

potential is likely to be limited. The site is estimated to have a feasible capacity of 36 

dwellings. Water and wastewater upgrades are required but are budgeted in the draft 10 

year plan. 

 The site scored relatively poorly for proximity to a centre compared to other sites being 

progressed, being 3km from Green Island centre, although there is a dairy and takeaway in 

Fairfield. 

 Methods to manage issues  

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is 

undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and 

achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change 

D for detail of the new development mapped area provisions).  

 Conclusion 

 The site will produce a moderate yield and there are no significant costs to rezoning. 

Rezoning will rectify the current split zoning.  Overall, it is considered that the benefits of 

rezoning this site outweigh the potential costs. Development at General Residential 1 Zone 

density is possible, and this is the preferred zoning. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural - Hill Slopes to General Residential 1. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’.  

 

 353 Main South Road, Sunnyvale, Fairfield (GF05) 

 This site is a reasonably large area (10 hectares) between Main South Road in Fairfield, and 

the Grandvista subdivision in Abbotsford. It is on a fairly steep south facing slope, with a 

flatter plateau at the top, adjoining Grandvista.  It is understood that provision was made 

when developing the Grandvista subdivision for future roading access from Severn Street to 

the site. See Appendix 6.5 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 Despite the constraints identified, the site has a relatively high yield, with an estimated 

feasible capacity of 49 dwellings. 

 This lower part of the site is close to a high frequency bus stop on Main South Road, and the 

site is reasonably close to the Green Island centre. It has good access to schools, with two 

schools within easy walking distance. 
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 Costs 

 The site is steep in part, and south facing, although there is an elevated flat area to the north 

adjoining Grandvista. The most easterly part of the site has high landslide hazard risk. A 

hazard assessment provided by the landowner indicated a former landslide. It identified part 

of the site not suitable for residential zoning unless under geotechnical  

 direction, and part of the site that may be suitable, subject to thorough geotechnical 

investigations and implementation of remedial drainage.   

 The site adjoins a scheduled mining activity (Fairfield Sandpit No. 3), so a 200m setback will 

be required from the western boundary unless resource consent is obtained.  

 Development will result in the loss of highly productive land, although given the geotechnical 

issues the full site will not be rezoned, so loses will be less than originally assessed. In 

addition, the site is assessed as having low productive value.  

 Water and wastewater upgrades are required, but these are budgeted in the draft 10 year 

plan. Stormwater will require attenuation. There are existing safety issues at the North Taieri 

Road / Severn Street intersection, which may become more of a concern if traffic accesses 

the site via Severn Street.  

 The site is subject to a 2GP appeal by The Preservation Coalition Trust to rezone the land 

from Rural Residential to Rural. This appeal will automatically become an appeal on this part 

of Variation 2 (Schedule 1 clause 16B RMA). 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Not rezone the part of the site identified in the hazard's assessment as not suitable 

for residential zoning. 

b. Apply a ‘structure plan mapped area’ to manage natural hazards issues over the 

part of the site identified as being potentially suitable, subject to thorough 

geotechnical investigations and implementation of remedial drainage. Provisions 

that apply to this structure plan mapped area are being included in the 2GP in new 

section 15.8.Y (Sunnyvale Structure Plan Mapped Area Performance Standards) and 

new assessment rule 15.12.3.X. A consequential amendment is also proposed to 

assessment rule 11.6.2.1.i. 

c. Apply a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is undertaken 

in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the 

strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change D for detail of 

the new development mapped area provisions). 

 Conclusion 

 Overall, despite the constraints with slope and hazards issues, the flatter part of the site to 

the north-west, is considered good for development. There are outstanding issues around 

development within 200m of the scheduled mining activity, which may further reduce yield, 

and the appeal to return the land to rural. 
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 Overall, noting that only parts may be developable, it is considered that the benefits of 

rezoning this site outweigh the potential costs.  

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Residential 2 to General Residential 1. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

c. Application of a ‘structure plan mapped area’ to manage natural hazards.  

d. As a consequential change, the ‘high class soils mapped area’ is removed from the 

site, as rules relating to this mapped area only apply in rural and rural residential 

zones. 

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to this site: 

 Add a new section 15.8.Y (Sunnyvale Structure Plan Mapped Area Performance Standards) 

and new assessment rule 15.12.3.X. A consequential amendment is also proposed to 

assessment rule 11.6.2.1.i. 

 Weir Street, Green Island (GF06) 

 This 5.8ha site, comprising 27 Weir Street and part of 1 Allen Road, Green Island) is on 

farmland to the west of Green Island, between Brighton Road and the Elwyn Crescent area. 

See Appendix 6.6 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site is close to Green Island centre and its services and schools, and close to a bus route. 

It is gently sloping with a north-west aspect and is estimated to provide a reasonable yield 

(32 houses).  

 Costs 

 A small proportion of the site has high class soils. Loss of the productive potential on this 

small area of land is likely to be outweighed by the benefits of providing additional housing 

close to Green Island principal centre. There are some potential flooding issues on part of 

the site, and geotechnical assessment will be required in regards to potential instability; 

however, these are not considered significant constraints.  

 More detailed consideration of wastewater management would be required at the time of 

subdivision; however only minimal (budgeted) network upgrades are required. Stormwater 

attenuation would be required. There are also significant, but manageable, local transport 

issues and local roading upgrades would be required. 

 The Ministry for Education (MoE) has raised concerns that as a result of rezoning in the area 

there is a risk that demand could exceed the current capacity of Green Island School if all 

proposed dwelling capacity was developed.  
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 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is 

undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes. 

and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to 

Change D for detail of the new development mapped area provisions). 

 Conclusion 

 Given the location close of Green Island centre and the relative lack of issues, it is considered 

that the benefits of rezoning this site outweigh the potential costs. Overall, the site is 

suitable for rezoning to residential. Development at General Residential 1 Zone density is 

possible, and this is the preferred zoning. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Coastal to General Residential 1. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

c. As a consequential change, the ‘high class soils mapped area’ is removed from the 

site, as rules relating to this mapped area only apply in rural and rural residential 

zones. 

 33 Emerson Street, Concord (GF07) 

 This is a 5.8ha site is to the south of Concord, adjacent to residential zoned land. It is 

elevated above (to the west of) Emerson Street. See Appendix 6.7 for the site assessment 

summary. 

 Benefits 

 This site is elevated and slopes to the north, providing a sunny site. It has a reasonable 

estimated feasible capacity of 28 dwellings. It is relatively close to a high frequency bus stop, 

school and the commercial services in Concord. 

 Costs 

 The site is moderately steep, which will reduce overall yield and may make construction of 

the access road difficult. Water supply and wastewater network upgrades are required; 

however, these are proposed to be included in the 10 year plan. Stormwater attenuation will 

be required. 

 This site is assessed as having a medium level hazard associated with slope instability. 

Geotechnical investigations will be required prior to development. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 
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a. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is 

undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes 

and achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to 

Change D for detail of the new development mapped area provisions). 

 Conclusion 

 Overall, given the proximity to Concord services and public transport and the relative lack of 

issues, it is considered that the benefits of rezoning this site outweigh the potential costs. 

Development at General Residential 1 Zone density is possible, and this is the preferred 

zoning. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural to General Residential 1. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

 19 Main South Road, Concord (GF08) 

 This site is located between Concord and the Southern Motorway (SH1) is the site of the 

Dunedin City Baptist Church. It is proposed to be rezoned General Residential 1 and General 

Residential 2 in part. See Appendix 6.8 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site is very close to the Concord commercial area, primary school and a high frequency 

bus stop, making it particularly suitable for General Residential 2 zoning where the slope 

allows higher density development.  It has a reasonable estimated feasible capacity of 32 

dwellings.  

 The southern part of the area contains a small stream, and has been planted up, providing 

good amenity for residents.   

 Costs 

 The site is moderately sloped in part, towards the south, but is elevated above Concord, 

which will reduce shading issues. Acoustic insulation will be required for houses close to the 

motorway, but this should not prevent development. 

 Water supply and wastewater network upgrades are required, but these are budgeted in the 

draft 10 year plan. Stormwater attenuation would be required. Roading access will require 

careful consideration at the time of subdivision. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is undertaken 

in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the 
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strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change D for detail of 

the new development mapped area provisions). 

b. Application of a ‘structure plan mapped area’ to manage indigenous vegetation 

clearance. Provisions that apply to this structure plan mapped area are being 

included in the 2GP in new section 15.8.AB (Main South Road Concord Structure 

Plan Mapped Area Performance Standards). 

 Conclusion 

 Given the proximity of the site Concord’s services and public transport and lack of issues, the 

site is suitable for rezoning, including for General Residential 2 zoning, where the slope 

allows a higher density of development. Overall, it is considered that the benefits of rezoning 

this site outweigh the potential costs.  

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Hill Slopes - Rural to part General Residential 1 and part General 

Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

c. Application of a ‘structure plan mapped area’. 

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Add a new section 15.8.AB (Main South Road Concord Structure Plan Mapped Area 

Performance Standards). 

 41-49 Three Mile Hill Road, Halfway Bush (GF09) 

 This area comprises a small group of existing developed sites on Three Mile Hill Road near 

Dalziel Road. The sites are zoned Rural Residential 1, but are approximately 2,000m2 in area. 

It is proposed to amend the zoning to Large Lot Residential 1, to reflect their size and the 

existing development. The sites are already developed, and the rezoning will not provide any 

additional development potential. 

 Benefits 

 The rezoning will mean that residential performance standards apply, reducing the need for 

resource consent for matters such as development close to boundaries are reduced (the 

rural residential rules require a significantly greater setback from boundaries than in the 

residential zones).  

 Costs 

 There are no identified costs. The sites are outside the area serviced by DCC for water and 

wastewater (they are currently self-serviced) and this situation will continue.  
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 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues:  

a. Application of a ‘no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped area’ to indicate that the 

Dunedin City Council will not provide connection to reticulated wastewater 

infrastructure for this site and that on-site wastewater disposal is required. 

 Conclusion 

 Given the existing development, the benefits of rezoning this site to residential outweigh the 

costs. Policy 2.2.4.1 requires that land is used efficiently and zoned at a standard or medium 

density, unless site constraints make this inappropriate. In this case, the zoning 

acknowledges the existing development pattern; higher density development would not be 

appropriate at this location, due to the inability to connect it to reticulated services.  

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to these sites: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Residential 1 to Large Lot Residential 1. 

b. A ‘no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped area’ will be applied to advise that 

servicing for wastewater is not possible. 

 Honeystone Street, Helensburgh (GF10) 

 This is a 9ha area adjoining existing residential development, close to Wakari Road.  It was 

the subject of a submission to rezone it to Rural Residential 2 at the 2GP hearing process. 

This was rejected partly on the basis of a poor alignment with Policy 2.6.1.5, which outlines 

the criteria for rezoning sites to rural residential, and partly because the panel felt that the 

Wakari Road area may have attributes that could support future rezoning to General 

Residential 1 density. Rural residential zoning might prevent future residential development. 

 The area adjoins the Flagstaff - Mount Cargill Significant Natural Landscape overlay (SNL) 

area to the north. None of the land covered by the SNL has been assessed for rezoning and is 

not within the scope of this proposal.  The site includes a small creek, with riparian planting 

along it. 

 The proposal is for rezoning to Large Lot Residential 1. 

 See Appendix 6.9 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site is close to a high frequency bus stop, Helensburgh neighbourhood centre and 

Wakari School. It has a reasonable estimated feasible capacity of 29 dwellings. 

 Costs 

 There is an area with indigenous vegetation values on the site, and riparian vegetation along 

the creek, which has values as a riparian buffer. Indigenous vegetation clearance rules that 

apply in rural residential zones do not apply in residential zones.  It is therefore proposed to 
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protect these areas of vegetation through a structure plan rule, which will provide amenity 

benefits to residents, as well as ecological benefits. 

 Part of the site has a medium level hazard associated with slope instability within the wider 

area. Geotechnical assessment will be required prior to development. Water and 

wastewater network upgrades are required, but these are budgeted in the draft 10 year 

plan. Stormwater attenuation would be required. Roading access will require careful 

consideration as the code of subdivision limits the number of sites that can be accessed from 

a cul-de-sac to 20. Some local roading intersection upgrades may be required. 

 It is noted that there was some local opposition to rezoning this area rural residential at the 

time of the 2GP hearing, in relation to loss of rural land and rural amenity. The site is not 

easily viewed from nearby streets due to the nature of the topography, existing vegetation 

and the existing residential properties. There will be a loss of rural outlook for neighbouring 

properties, but minor effects on a broader scale. 

 In relation to loss of rural land, approximately half the site is mapped as having high class 

soils, but the site does not contain any LUC Class 1 to 3 land. The loss of primary productivity 

potential is relatively low. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘new development mapped area’. 

b. Application of a structure plan mapped area rule to manage indigenous vegetation 

clearance in the identified areas of vegetation. 

 Conclusion 

 The site will provide additional large lot development potential. Policy 2.2.4.1 requires that 

land is used efficiently and zoned at a standard or medium density, unless site constraints 

make this inappropriate. In this case, the presence of the stream, bush areas, a gully and 

areas of steep slope mean that General Residential 1 density is not possible over part of the 

site. However, part may be developable at General Residential 1 density (further advice from 

the landowner is required), and this remains within the scope of Variation 2. 

  Overall, it is considered that that the benefits of rezoning this site residential outweigh the 

potential costs.  

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to these sites: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Hill Slopes to Large Lot Residential 1. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

c. Application of a ‘structure plan mapped area’ to manage indigenous vegetation 

clearance.  
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d. As a consequential change, the ‘high class soils mapped area’ is removed from the 

site, as rules relating to this mapped area only apply in rural and rural residential 

zones. 

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites: 

a. Add a new section 15.8.AA (Honeystone Street Structure Plan Mapped Area 

Performance Standards). 

 Polwarth Road and Wakari Road, Helensburgh (GF11) 

 This is a large (22ha) area along Wakari Road towards Ross Creek reserve. It surrounds the 

current Residential Transition Overlay Zone area on the north side of Wakari Road and 

extends up to the Flagstaff – Mount Cargill significant natural landscape overlay zone and 

across to the south side of Wakari Road, adjoining existing residential zoned land.  It is 

proposed to release the existing Residential Transition Overlay Zone for residential use, 

providing a large area for comprehensive development.  See Appendix 6.10 for the site 

assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The area is generally gently sloping and provides an extension of the existing residential 

area. The western part of the site is within 500m of a high frequency bus stop, and the site is 

reasonably close to Helensburgh neighbourhood centre and Wakari School. There is 

relatively easy access to the CBD down Taieri Road. The site has significant development 

potential (240 dwellings). 

 Costs 

 Development of this area will reduce local rural character and amenity values from what is 

currently experienced, by adding a significant area of residential development. However, the 

loss of rural amenity needs to be considered taking into account the baseline of the existing 

Residential Transition Overlay Zone extending along Wakari Road, which, once developed, 

will change the character along Wakari Road. 

 There are some mapped high class soils in the area, but no LUC Class 1 – 3 (highly 

productive) land. Most of the area is already developed to a rural residential scale, limiting 

the potential for primary productivity. 

 Part of the site has a medium level hazard associated with slope instability within the wider 

area. Geotechnical assessment will be required prior to development. Water and 

wastewater network upgrades are required, but these are budgeted in the draft 10 year 

plan. Stormwater attenuation would be required and it is noted that this may be at some 

cost to the developer, as the catchment discharges into Leith Stream.  

 A local area traffic management study, and local roading and intersection upgrades, will be 

required. 

 The site is subject to a 2GP appeal by The Preservation Coalition Trust to rezone the land 

from Rural Residential to Rural. This appeal will automatically become an appeal on this part 

of Variation 2 (Schedule 1 clause 16B RMA). 



158 
 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is undertaken 

in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the 

strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change D for detail of 

the new development mapped area provisions). 

 Conclusion 

 Rezoning this area will result in a loss of local rural amenity and character from the but this 

must be considered against the significant development potential of the area, and the 

existing Residential Transition Overlay Zone, which allows residential development once 

infrastructure constraints are resolved. The size of the development may also mean more 

significant traffic upgrades that needed for other sites. 

 The owner of 265 Wakari Road is not supportive of the rezoning and has no aspirations to 

develop this site.  The site is included within the proposed rezoning to prevent an isolated 

pocket of rural residential zoned land.   

 Overall, it is considered that the benefits of rezoning a large area of development in 

reasonably close proximity to the town centre, outweigh the costs. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Residential 2 to General Residential 1. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

c. As a consequential change, the ‘high class soils mapped area’ is removed from the 

site, as rules relating to this mapped area only apply in rural and rural residential 

zones. 

 233 Signal Hill Road, Upper Junction (GF12) 

 This site is the northernmost part of 233 Signal Hill Road, outside the significant natural 

landscape overlay zone, located at the end of Birchfield Avenue and Pleasant Place. The part 

of the site within the significant natural landscape overlay zone has not been assessed for 

rezoning and is not part of the scope of the zoning proposal. However, it is within scope in 

relation to the application of an Area of Significant Biodiversity Value (ASBV) to part of the 

site. See Appendix 6.11 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site slopes to the north, and is elevated above North-East Valley, providing a sunny site.  

It is close to a high frequency bus route. The site has an estimated feasible capacity of 6 

dwellings. 
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 Costs 

 The site generally slopes steeply, which is likely to affect the development potential.  

 It is distant (4 km) from a commercial centre; however, there is a high frequency bus route 

and cycle lanes along North Road.  

 Part of the site contains native bush that meets the ASBV criteria. This is currently 

covenanted. It is proposed to include this area in the 2GP as an ASBV. The covenanted area 

will not be rezoned residential. 

 Part of the site has a medium hazard level associated with slope instability and stormwater 

management. Geotechnical investigations will be required prior to development.  

 The site cannot be serviced for wastewater due to constrains in the North-East Valley 

network. Self-servicing is therefore required, necessitating a large lot residential zoning, 

rather than General Residential 1. Servicing for potable water is theoretically possible, 

however is not desirable, due to the risk of overloading the wastewater disposal system.  

Large lot zoning is required in order to allow for self-servicing for both these waters. 

Stormwater attenuation will be required. 

 DCC’s transport department has identified that there is no apparent satisfactory means of 

accessing this site from North Road. There are potential problems should Pleasant Place be 

proposed as the access route, due to the restricted nature of the road. Access will need to be 

carefully assessed, with consideration given to the number of lots that could access the site 

for any point. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Zone to Large Lot Residential 1 Zone, to allow self-servicing for wastewater and 

water supply. 

b. Apply a ‘no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped area’ to indicate that the Dunedin 

City Council will not provide connection to reticulated wastewater infrastructure 

for this site and that on-site wastewater disposal is required. 

c. Application of an ‘Area of Significant Biodiversity Value’ to part of this site to 

manage ecological values.  

d. Apply a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is undertaken 

in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the 

strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change D for detail of 

the new development mapped area provisions). 

 Conclusion 

 The site will provide a small number of large lot residential sites, giving additional choice to 

Dunedin’s residents. While there are a number of issues that would need to be addressed at 

time of subdivision, there is the potential for development of the site.   
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 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural to Large Lot Residential 1. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

c. Application of a ‘no DCC reticulated wastewater mapped area’. 

d. Apply an ‘Area of Significant Biodiversity Value’ to part of the site already 

protected by a covenant, to manage ecological values. 

e. As a consequential change, the ‘high class soils mapped area’ is removed from the 

site, as rules relating to this mapped area only apply in rural and rural residential 

zones. 

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites: 

a. Addition of new row (C166) to Schedule A1.2 (Schedule of Areas of Significant 

Biodiversity Value) to describe the new ASBV site and its values. 

 

 336 & 336A Portobello Road, The Cove (GF14) 

 This site is located along Portobello Road, approximately 600m east of The Cove.  It is a small 

site, having an estimated feasible capacity of 5 dwellings. The area assessed does not include 

the part of 336 or 336A Portobello Road subject to a significant natural landscape overlay 

zone.  See Appendix 6.12 for site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site slopes to the north, providing a sunny site. It is very close to a bus stop, on 

Portobello Road.  

 Costs 

 The site is distant (4 km) from a commercial centre; however, there is a bus route adjacent 

to the site. 

 Part of the site has a medium level hazard associated with slope instability, particularly on 

steeper parts. Geotechnical assessment will be required prior to development. 

 Upgrades are required to the water supply network; however, based on the proposed total 

additional capacity of approximately 100 dwellings on the Peninsula (through Variation 2 

and 2GP appeals), the impact on the water supply network is considered to be minimal and 

acceptable. Stormwater culverts would likely need to be upgraded for capacity and erosion 

protection for the overland flow path. 

 The road network adjacent to the harbour, from the intersection of Marne Street / 

Portobello Road to approximately Strathallan Street is under performing during the morning 

and afternoon peak hours. While this site will contribute only a small increase in traffic, any 
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additional development in the Otago Peninsula area will exacerbate this situation. A wider 

and local area traffic management study, and roading and intersection upgrades, may be 

required. 

 The site is subject to a 2GP appeal by The Preservation Coalition Trust to rezone the land 

from Rural Residential to Rural and to extend the significant natural landscape overlay over 

most of the area. This appeal will automatically become an appeal on this part of Variation 2 

(Schedule 1 clause 16B RMA). 

 The site is subject to a 2GP appeal by The Coalition Preservation Trust to rezone the land 

from Rural Residential to Rural. This appeal will automatically become an appeal on 

Variation 2 (Schedule 1 clause 16B RMA). 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is undertaken 

in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the 

strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change D for detail of 

the new development mapped area provisions). 

 Conclusion 

 The site is small and will provide only a small increase in capacity; however, it adjoins an 

existing residential area and the owners are keen to develop. There are some issues with the 

site, but these appear to be manageable. Overall, residential zoning appears to be 

appropriate. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Residential 2 to Township and Settlement. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

 Area west of Highcliff Road, Portobello (GF15 and GF17) 

 These sites are located on the western side of Highcliff Road as it approaches Portobello 

township, and comprise 23 and 25 McAuley Road, 1693, 1687, 1683 and 1661 Highcliff Road 

(GF15) and 26 McAuley Road (GF17). See Appendix 6.13 for site assessment summary. The 

site has an undulating topography, steep in parts, and including a gully, which would affect 

development capacity. Consequently, it has been assessed for potential Large lot Residential 

1 zoning, rather than Township and Settlement. 26 McAuley Road has been developed with 

a number of ponds and associated native plantings, and the owner does not support 

residential development of the site. It is understood that the owner allows public access to 

the area for passive recreation. 
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 Benefits 

 The site adjoins Portobello township and so is very close to a primary school, neighbourhood 

centre and a bus route into Dunedin. It generally has a north-west aspect. 

 Costs 

 Part of the site has a medium level hazard associated with slope instability associated with 

slope instability, particularly on steeper parts of the site. Geotechnical assessment will be 

required prior to development. 

 Upgrades are required to the water supply network; however, based on the proposed total 

additional capacity of approximately 100 dwellings on the Peninsula (through Variation 2 

and 2GP appeals), the impact on the water supply network is considered to be minimal and 

acceptable. Upgrades to the wastewater network may be required and are budgeted in the 

draft 10 year plan. Despite these constraints, DCC’s 3 Waters department considers the site, 

although Large Lot Residential, can be serviced for water and wastewater. 

 Stormwater attenuation will be required. 

 The road network adjacent to the harbour, from the intersection of Marne Street / 

Portobello Road to approximately Strathallan Street is under performing during the morning 

and afternoon peak hours. Additional development in the Otago Peninsula area will 

exacerbate this situation. A wider and local area traffic management study, and roading and 

intersection upgrades, may be required. 

 The site was inspected by DCC’s Biodiversity Advisor, who considered 26 McAuley Road to 

have good biodiversity values due the native plantings and habitat created for indigenous 

biodiversity. 

 Development of the area will result in a change in rural character on the approach into 

Portobello from Highcliff Road. While there will be local impacts, mitigated by the low 

density scale of development, effects will be minor on a broader scale. 

 The site is subject to a 2GP appeal by The Preservation Coalition Trust to rezone the land 

from Rural Residential to Rural and extend the significant natural landscape overlay over the 

area. This appeal will automatically become an appeal on this part of Variation 2 (Schedule 1 

clause 16B RMA). 

 The site is subject to a 2GP appeal by The Coalition Preservation Trust to rezone the land 

from Rural Residential to Rural. This appeal will automatically become an appeal on 

Variation 2 (Schedule 1 clause 16B RMA). 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is undertaken 

in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the 

strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change D for detail of 

the new development mapped area provisions). 



163 
 

b. Apply Recreation zoning to 26 McAuley Road, rather than Large Lot Residential 1, 

to reflect its current use, biodiversity values and amenity benefits to the local 

neighbourhood. This would limit what could be done on the site; however, 

discussions with the landowner indicate they are supportive of this zoning. 

c. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is 

undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and 

achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change 

D for detail of the new development mapped area provisions). 

 Conclusion 

 Rezoning most of the area to residential site will provide additional large lot sized sites close 

to Portobello township, providing choice to Dunedin’s residents. It is considered that the 

issues associated with developing the site are not significant, and that the benefits of 

residential zoning outweigh the costs.  

 It is noted that the owner of 23 and 25 McAuley Road is not supportive of rezoning and has 

no aspirations to develop these sites. The site is included in the rezoning area to prevent an 

isolated pocket of rural residential zoned land.   

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning of 23 and 25 McAuley Road, 1693, 1687, 1683 and 1661 Highcliff Road, 

from Rural Residential 2 to Large Lot Residential 1 (GF15). 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ over 23 and 25 McAuley Road, 

1693, 1687, 1683 and 1661 Highcliff Road (GF15).  

c. Rezoning 26 McAuley Road from Rural Residential 2 to Recreation Zone (GF17). 

 Area east of Highcliff Road, Portobello (GF16) 

 The site is located on the eastern side of Highcliff Road as it approaches Portobello 

township, and comprises 1694, 1680 Highcliff Road, 1664 Highcliff Road (in part), 27 

Hereweka Street, Portobello. It includes the Portobello campground on Hereweka Street. 

See Appendix 6.13 for site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site adjoins Portobello township and so is very close to a primary school, neighbourhood 

centre and a bus route into Dunedin. If generally has a northerly or north-easterly aspect. 

The part of the area west of Hereweka Street is elevated with views over the harbour. 

 Costs 

 Part of the area has a medium level hazard associated with slope instability within the wider 

area. Geotechnical assessment will be required prior to development. 
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 Development of the area will result in a change in rural character on the approach into 

Portobello from Highcliff Road. While there will be local impacts, effects will be minor on a 

broader scale. 

 Upgrades are required to the water supply network; however, based on the proposed total 

additional capacity of approximately 100 dwellings on the Peninsula (through Variation 2 

and 2GP appeals), the impact on the water supply network is considered to be minimal and 

acceptable. Upgrades to the wastewater network may be required and are budgeted in the 

draft 10 year plan. Stormwater attenuation will be required. 

 The road network adjacent to the harbour, from the intersection of Marne Street / 

Portobello Road to approximately Strathallan Street is under performing during the morning 

and afternoon peak hours. Additional development in the Otago Peninsula area will 

exacerbate this situation. A wider and local area traffic management study, and roading and 

intersection upgrades, may be required. 

 The site is subject to a 2GP appeal by The Preservation Coalition Trust to rezone the land 

from Rural Residential to Rural and extend the significant natural landscape overlay over the 

area. This appeal will automatically become an appeal on this part of Variation 2 (Schedule 1 

clause 16B RMA). 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is undertaken 

in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the 

strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change D for detail of 

the new development mapped area provisions). 

 Conclusion 

 It is considered that the issues associated with developing the site are not significant, and 

that the benefits of residential zoning outweigh the costs.  

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Residential 2 Zone to Township and Settlement. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

c. As a consequential change, the ‘high class soils mapped area’ is removed from the 

site, as rules relating to this mapped area only apply in rural and rural residential 

zones. 

 Mosgiel Medium Density Extension 1 (IN01) 

 This area comprises 26ha of existing developed residential area in Mosgiel, to the east of 

Gordon Road between Factory Road and immediately south of Doon Street. The area 

assessed adjoins Taieri College and Silverstream Primary School. The sites are zoned General 
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Residential 1 and have been assessed for rezoning to General Residential 2. It is estimated 

that rezoning will provide additional feasible development potential for approximately 348 

dwellings.  

 Note that, while the two schools were not assessed for rezoning to residential, their default 

zoning (the zoning that will apply if land is surplus to the requirements of the school) is 

within the scope of Variation 2. 

 See Appendix 6.14 for site assessment summary.  

 Benefits 

 The area is very close of Mosgiel Principal Centre and adjoins a primary school and high 

school. There is a high frequency bus route on Gordon Road. 

 This site has is flat and so has good solar access. 

 The area has a high estimated feasible capacity of 348 dwellings, it a significant contributor 

to residential capacity. The area has a mixed character and has been assessed as capable of 

absorbing further intensification without a detrimental effect on its broader residential 

neighbourhood character 

 Costs 

 Mosgiel’s water supply is currently strained during dry hot summer periods and this would 

be exacerbated by further development. These issues are expected to be resolved within 3-5 

years, meaning there are unlikely to be significant effects on water supply. 

 Wastewater network upgrades are required; however, these are proposed to be included in 

the 10 year plan. There are existing flooding issues in the area and stormwater attenuation 

will be required. In addition, to further manage this issue, it is proposed to maintain the 

maximum impermeable surface limits at the General Residential 1 limit. 

 The roading infrastructure within the area are outdated and do not meet current standards.  

Intensification is likely to require isolated intersection and footpath upgrades, to manage 

speeds and improve access for pedestrians, particularly to schools, shops and local 

recreation. In addition, cumulative development in Mosgiel is likely to put extra pressure on 

the state highway network, in particular the Gordon Road / State Highway 1 intersection, 

which has existing efficiency issues. Upgrade of this and other intersections may be required. 

At present, no infrastructure upgrades have been regionally prioritised and are therefore 

neither planned nor funded by DCC or NZTA.   

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to keep the maximum permitted 

area of impermeable surfaces at the same area as for the General Residential 1 

zone as there are known stormwater constraints in this area (refer Change F2-7). 

b. Apply the ‘Mosgiel mapped area’, which applies to other nearby General 

Residential 2 zoned areas. This sets slightly smaller setback requirements for 
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buildings from boundaries than apply in some other General Residential 2 areas, to 

reflect the existing development pattern in this part of Mosgiel. 

 Conclusion 

 The area will provide a significant number of General Residential 2 Zone sites, adding 

capacity in an area that has in recent years been a focus of development. This can be 

achieved without significant effects on residential character. 3 waters infrastructure 

upgrades are planned to service the additional sites.  

 The primary cost relates to impacts on the roading network, particularly the State Highway 

intersections. Upgrades of the Gordon Road intersection may be required and this is not 

funded. Overall, it is considered that the benefits to providing additional medium density 

capacity in this location outweigh this cost. 

 As a consequential change, it is also proposed to amend the default zone for Taieri College 

and Silverstream School from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2, to reflect the 

zoning of the areas around them. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning General Residential 1 sites to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’. 

c. Application of a ‘Mosgiel mapped area’. 

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites:  

a. In addition, amend Appendix A9 of the 2GP to change the default zone for Taieri 

College and Silverstream Primary School from General Residential 1 to General 

Residential 2. 

 Burgess Street & surrounds, Green Island (IN02) 

 The area assessed is centred on Burgess Street, on the western side of Green Island, 

adjacent to St Peter Chanel School. The sites are zoned General Residential 1 and have been 

assessed for rezoning to General Residential 2. It is estimated that rezoning will provide 

additional feasible development potential for approximately 38 dwellings. 

 Note that, while St Peter Chanel School was not assessed for rezoning to residential, its 

default zoning (the zoning that will apply if land is surplus to the requirements of the school) 

is within the scope of Variation 2. 

 See Appendix 6.15 for site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site is very close to Green Island Principal Centre, two primary schools and a high 

frequency bus route. It has good solar access with a gentle slope facing west. 
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 The overall character of the area is mixed and capable of absorbing change.  

 Any 3 waters and transport infrastructure upgrades required are likely to be minor in nature. 

 Costs 

 The Ministry for Education (MoE) has raised concerns that there is a risk that demand could 

exceed the current capacity of Green Island School if all proposed dwelling capacity was 

developed.  

 Methods to manage issues 

 None proposed.  

 Conclusion 

 The site has few costs but would provide an estimated feasible capacity of 38 additional 

residential sites. Its location close to Green Island provides a number of benefits, in terms of 

services available.  Further consideration may need to be given to the capacity of Green 

Island School to cater for demand; however, there are also schools nearby in Fairfield and 

Abbotsford, as well as St Peter Chanel School (an integrated school) within Green Island. 

 As a consequential change, it is proposed to amend the default zone for St Peter Chanel 

School from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2, to reflect the zoning of the 

adjoining area. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this area: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites:  

a. In addition, amend Appendix A9 of the 2GP to change the default zone for St Peter 

Chanel School from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

 Green Island (IN03) 

 The area assessed is the are immediately to the south and east of the existing General 

Residential 2 zoned area in central Green Island, between Howden Street and Edinburgh 

Street, as far south as District Road.  The sites are zoned General Residential 1 and have 

been assessed for rezoning to General Residential 2. The rezoning will provide additional 

feasible development potential for approximately 23 dwellings.  

 Note that while the Green Island School site was not assessed for rezoning to residential, the 

default zoning of the school (the zoning that will apply if land is surplus to the requirements 

of the school) is within the scope of Variation 2 

 See Appendix 6.16 for site assessment summary. 
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 Benefits 

 The site is very close to Green Island Principal Centre, Green Island School and a bus route. It 

has good solar access with a gentle slope facing north. 

 The site has an approximate feasible capacity of 23 dwellings. The overall character is 

assessed as mixed and capable of absorbing change. 69% of the area has housing that is pre-

1950 or is has a value lower than Dunedin's lower quartile house value, increasing the 

likelihood of redevelopment.   

 No water network upgrades are required, and any wastewater upgrades that may be 

required would be minor.   

 Costs 

  There are potential issues from any increase in stormwater run-off on downstream flooding, 

that may require stormwater attenuation. To manage this issue, it is proposed to maintain 

the maximum impermeable surface limits at the General Residential 1 limit. 

 There is congestion in the evening peak hour at the SH1 southbound off ramp. Additional 

development would exacerbate this. 

 The Ministry for Education (MoE) has raised concerns that there is a risk that demand could 

exceed the current capacity of Green Island School if all proposed dwelling capacity was 

developed.  

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to maintain the maximum permitted 

area of impermeable surfaces at the current General Residential 1 Zone level, to 

manage the risk of stormwater flooding (refer Change F2-7). 

 Conclusion 

 The site has few costs and will provide an estimated feasible capacity of 23 additional 

residential sites. While this is only a moderate increase in capacity, the location has a 

number of benefits due to its location close to Green Island centre.  Further consideration 

may need to be given to the capacity of Green Island School to cater for demand; however, 

there are also schools nearby in Fairfield and Abbotsford, as well as St Peter Chanel School 

(an integrated school) within Green Island. Overall, it is considered that the benefits of 

zoning this area outweigh the costs. 

 As a consequential change, it is proposed to amend the default zone for Green Island School 

from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2, to reflect the zoning of the adjoining 

area. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to these sites: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 
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b. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’  

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites:  

a. In addition, amend Appendix A9 of the 2GP to change the default zone for Green 

Island School from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

 

 Concord (IN04) 

 The area proposed for rezoning is centred on Mulford Street, stretching from Blackhead 

Road /Middleton Road to Orr Street. The sites are zoned General Residential 1 and have 

been assessed for rezoning to General Residential 2.  The rezoning will provide additional 

development potential for approximately 31 dwellings. 

 See Appendix 6.17 for site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site is close to Concord School and has access to public transport along Middleton Road 

and at the northern end of Mulford Street. The southern (upper) part of the site is relatively 

close to Corstorphine centre and the northern (lower) part to the commercial area at 

Concord.  There are currently no General Residential 2 areas close by, so this provides 

potential for some medium density development within the Concord / Corstorphine area. 

 The area generally slopes to the north-east and has good solar access. 

 No transport upgrades are required. 

 Costs 

 Moderate water supply and wastewater network upgrades are required; however, these are 

proposed to be included in the 10 year plan. Stormwater attenuation may be required to 

prevent negative impacts on downstream properties and ensure no increase in flood hazard 

in Kaikorai Stream. To further manage this issue, it is proposed to maintain the maximum 

impermeable surface limits at the General Residential 1 limit. 

 The area has a strong built character and there is limited capability to absorb intensification 

of development without a detrimental effect on this character. Design guidelines are 

recommended to mitigate the potential effects of intensification. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to maintain the maximum permitted 

area of impermeable surfaces at the current General Residential 1 Zone level, to 

manage the risk of stormwater flooding (refer Change F2-7). 
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 Conclusion 

 Zoning the area will provide potential for medium density development in part of the city 

where this is currently not possible. There are relatively few costs; the most significant of 

which is that intensification is likely to result in the existing built character.  While this will be 

a change, it may not necessarily result in a decrease in residential amenity.  Zoning has the 

potential to provide an estimated 31 feasible new dwellings. It is considered that the 

benefits of rezoning outweigh the costs, and that rezoning is appropriate. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’  

 

 Mornington (north) (IN05) 

 The area proposed for rezoning adjoins existing General Residential 2 zoned areas at 

Mornington and Belleknowes. It extends north from Mornington School (Durham Street) 

across Hawthorn Avenue and joins the Town Belt, as far as Alison Avenue. An additional area 

extending across Rosebery Street was assessed (see map in Appendix 6.18); however, this is 

not proposed for rezoning due to concerns about the impacts on the residential character 

(see Appendix 9). This area is within the scope of Variation 2. 

 The sites are zoned General Residential 1 and have been assessed for rezoning to General 

Residential 2.  It is estimated that the rezoning will provide additional development potential 

for approximately 25 dwellings. 

 Note that while the Mornington School site was not assessed for rezoning to residential, the 

default zoning of the school (the zoning that will apply if land is surplus to the requirements 

of the school) is within the scope of Variation 2. 

 See Appendix 6.18 for site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The area connects town existing General Residential 2 areas, and is very close to Mornington 

Suburban Centre, Mornington School and a high frequency bus route. The area is elevated, 

generally sloping to the east with views over the harbour. Part of the area, to the west of 

Kenmure Road, slopes towards the west, overlooking Kaikorai Valley. 

 The character of the area is mixed, with high quality housing and positive streetscape and 

amenity values. Historic development and subdivision has proved intensification is possible 

without overly affecting the character, providing there is a reasonable quality of 

architecture. Design guides are recommended to ensure new housing respects the built form 

and scale of existing development. 

 The area has good market desirability. 
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 Costs 

 Water supply network upgrades are required; however, these are proposed to be included in 

the 10 year plan.  With regards to wastewater, most of the area drains into the central city 

network. Network upgrades may be required further downstream (the local network has 

adequate capacity). These are proposed to be included in DCC’s Infrastructure Strategy. The 

area west of Kenmure Road drains to the Kaikorai Valley / South Dunedin wastewater 

network. There are existing capacity issues and wastewater overflows within this system and 

to avoid exacerbating these issues, it is proposed to apply a wastewater constraint mapped 

area to this area. This limits the development potential to one habitable room per 100m2 of 

site area, compared to the normal General Residential 2 limit of one habitable room per 

45m2 of site area. 

  There are known stormwater issues downstream. Stormwater attenuation would be ideal 

but may be difficult to achieve. It is therefore proposed that the maximum impermeable 

surface limits are kept at the General Residential 1 limit. 

 There are a range of existing issues in the local transport network, including safety concerns 

due to the older layout of intersections with wide radii, and improvements may be required. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

 Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’ (formerly an ‘infrastructure constraint 

mapped area’ – refer Change F3-3) over the part of the site west of Kenmure Road to limit 

density and minimum site size in order to manage potential effects on the wastewater public 

infrastructure network.  

 Apply a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to maintain the maximum permitted area of 

impermeable surfaces at the current General Residential 1 Zone level, to manage the risk of 

stormwater flooding (refer Change F2-7). 

 Conclusion 

 The area connects existing General Residential 2 areas and allows more flexible, medium 

density development over a broad area of land above the Town Belt, which has traditionally 

been a desirable area to live. There are a number of infrastructure issues, but these are 

manageable. Development is possible without significantly reducing the character of the 

area, providing new housing is designed appropriately.  While there is a relatively high 

percentage of older, and/or lower value housing, suggesting redevelopment is more likely, 

the additional feasible capacity is estimated at a modest 25. Nonetheless, providing for 

medium density housing over a fairly broad area will allow development to occur where 

landowners consider it appropriate.  Overall, it is considered that the benefits of rezoning 

outweigh the costs. 

 As a consequential change, it is also proposed to amend the default zone for Mornington 

School from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2, to reflect the zoning of the area 

around it. 
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 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’ (formerly an ‘infrastructure 

constraint mapped area’ – refer Change F3-3) over part of the area.  

c. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’.  

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites:  

a. In addition, amend Appendix A9 of the 2GP to change the default zone for 

Mornington School from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

 Roslyn (south) (IN06) 

 The area proposed for rezoning extends between the existing General Residential 2 areas at 

Belleknowes (from Bellevue Street) and Roslyn (Sheen Street). It extends both sides of 

Highgate. An area to the west of Highgate, encompassing Beta and Gamma streets was also 

assessed (see map in Appendix 6.19); however, this is not proposed for rezoning due to 

concerns about the impacts on the special residential character (see Appendix 9). This area is 

within the scope of Variation 2. 

 The sites are zoned General Residential 1 and have been assessed for rezoning to General 

Residential 2.  It is estimated that the rezoning will provide additional development potential 

for approximately 7 dwellings.  

 See Appendix 6.19 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The area is close to Roslyn Suburban Centre to the north and a high frequency bus route 

passes through the area. Kaikorai Primary School is close by. 

 The site has very good market desirability. 

 Costs 

 The area has mixed character, with a good representation of established (19th and 20th 

century) housing, with a higher level of streetscape amenity. The area is capable of 

absorbing some intensification without a detrimental effect on its character, but the 

streetscape amenity may be threatened through poorer quality infill and loss of green 

amenity. Design guidelines may be required to mitigate the potential effects of 

intensification. 

 There are a number of scheduled trees and four scheduled heritage buildings within the 

area. Existing 2GP rules require resource consent for activities affecting scheduled trees and 

heritage buildings. The scheduled items may affect development to a limited extent. 

Intensification has the potential to compromise the historic setting of the scheduled 

buildings; however, the 2GP does not currently manage this potential effect.  
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 Moderate local and upstream network water supply upgrades are required; however, these 

are proposed to be included in the 10 year plan.  With regards to wastewater, most of the 

area drains into the central city network. Network upgrades may be required further 

downstream (the local network has adequate capacity). These are proposed to be included 

DCC’s Infrastructure Strategy. A small area near Belgrave Crescent drains to the Kaikorai 

Valley / South Dunedin wastewater network. There are existing capacity issues and 

wastewater overflows within this system and to avoid exacerbating these issues, it is 

proposed to apply a wastewater constraint mapped area to this area. This limits the 

development potential to one habitable room per 100m2 of site area, compared to the 

normal General Residential 2 limit of one habitable room per 45m2 of site area. 

 There are known stormwater flooding issues downstream. Stormwater attenuation would 

be ideal but may be difficult to achieve. It is therefore proposed that the maximum 

impermeable surface limits are kept at the General Residential 1 limit to avoid exacerbating 

this situation. 

 There are a range of existing issues in the local transport network, including safety concerns 

due to the older layout of intersections with wide radii, and improvements may be required. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’ (formerly an ‘infrastructure 

constraint mapped area’ – refer Change F3-3) over part of the area. 

b. Apply a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to maintain the maximum permitted 

area of impermeable surfaces at the current General Residential 1 Zone level, to 

manage the risk of stormwater flooding (refer Change F2-7). 

 Conclusion 

 As with the Mornington area, this area connects existing General Residential 2 areas and 

rezoning would allow more flexible, medium density development over a broad area of land 

above the Town Belt, which has traditionally been a desirable area to live. There are a 

number of infrastructure issues, but these are manageable. The area is capable of absorbing 

some intensification without a detrimental effect on its character, but the streetscape 

amenity may be threatened through poorer quality infill and loss of green amenity. Design 

guides would be appropriate to mitigate this effect.  While there is a relatively high 

percentage of older, and/or lower value housing, suggesting redevelopment is more likely, 

the feasible capacity is estimated at only 7 dwellings. Therefore, while rezoning area will not 

make an impact on capacity at the present time, it provides flexibility of development where 

landowners consider it appropriate.  Furthermore, land and house values may change over 

time, and this may result in an increased feasibility of development.  

 Overall, at present the benefits of rezoning are limited, but the costs are also manageable, 

and their scale is related to the scale of development (little development will result in very 

low costs). Therefore, to provide flexibility of development in a desirable area, and 
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considering that feasibility of development may change over time, it is proposed to rezone 

this area General Residential 2.  

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’ over part of the area. 

c. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’. 

 133-137 Kaikorai Valley Road, Glenross (IN07) 

 The area is a 5.1ha area sloping down from Roslyn (Northview Crescent) to Kaikorai Valley 

Road. The area is zoned General Residential 1, with a small area zoned Industrial. The 

General Residential 1 area has not yet been developed. The owner considers that medium 

density development is feasible. It is estimated that the rezoning will provide additional 

development potential for approximately 23 dwellings above the existing General 

Residential 1 capacity.  

 See Appendix 6.20 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 This site is close to the Roslyn Suburban Centre, Kaikorai South neighbourhood centre, 

Kaikorai Primary School and bus routes along Highgate and Kaikorai Valley. The site slopes to 

the north and so has excellent solar access. 

 Costs 

 The site slopes steeply, particularly to the western side, which is likely to affect the 

development potential, although the developer considers that medium density scale 

development is possible. 

 The site has a high-level hazard associated with slope instability. To manage this risk, a 

structure plan rule is proposed requiring that geotechnical investigation is undertaken prior 

to any site development. 

 There are significant issues associated with wastewater management, as the downstream 

network is at capacity at peak times and wastewater overflows occur. Consequently, 

rezoning to General Residential 2 is only possible if an on-site communal wastewater 

detention system manages discharge into the public network. This solution is only supported 

if over 50 dwellings are to be developed, due to the ongoing maintenance required. For this 

site, the estimated feasible capacity is 76 dwellings. 

 Stormwater attenuation to pre-development levels would be required to ensure flood 

hazard levels in the Kaikorai Stream are not increased. It is also recommended that the 

maximum impermeable surface limits are kept at the General Residential 1 limit to avoid 

exacerbating existing issues. 
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 Construction of appropriate road access may be challenging due to the gradients. Access to 

Kaikorai Valley Road may require installation of a new roundabout. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to maintain the maximum permitted 

area of impermeable surfaces at the current General Residential 1 Zone level, to 

manage the risk of stormwater flooding (refer Change F2-7). 

b. Apply a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is undertaken 

in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and achieves the 

strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way (refer to Change D for detail of 

the new development mapped area provisions). 

c. Application of a ‘structure plan mapped area’ to manage natural hazards. 

Provisions that apply to this structure plan mapped area are being included in the 

2GP in new section 15.8.Z (Kaikorai Valley Road Structure Plan Mapped Area 

Performance Standards) and new assessment rule 15.12.3.X. A consequential 

amendment is also proposed to assessment rule 11.6.2.1.i. 

d. A requirement for a communal wastewater detention system to manage discharge 

to the Kaikorai Valley network and ensure that wastewater discharge does not 

exceed the capacity of the wastewater public infrastructure network. This would be 

a requirement of subdivision consent. 

 Conclusion 

 The site has the potential to provide additional medium density scale development close to 

Roslyn centre and public transport routes. As the site is undeveloped, rezoning would 

provide for a far more efficient use of the land.  Due to the slope, there will be challenges 

developing the site; however, the developer is confident it is possible. There are a number of 

infrastructure issues, most critically in relation to wastewater discharge; however, these are 

manageable.  

 Given the significant increase in capacity resulting from medium density zoning and the 

location close to services, the benefits of rezoning this site outweigh the costs.  

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 and Industrial to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’.  

c. Application of a ‘structure plan mapped area’.  

d. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’.  
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 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Changes are made under Change F3-2 to add a new assessment rule to Rule 

15.11.5 (assessment of restricted discretionary activities in an overlay zone, 

mapped area, heritage precinct or affecting a scheduled item) and Rule 9.6.2 

(assessment of restricted discretionary activities - Public Health and Safety section) 

to require that subdivision provides for a communal wastewater detention system 

that is designed for development of at least 50 residential units.  

b. Add a new section 15.8.Z (Kaikorai Valley Road Structure Plan Mapped Area 

Performance Standards) and new assessment rule 15.12.3.X. A consequential 

amendment is also made to assessment rule 11.6.2.1.i. 

 Roslyn (north) (IN08) 

 The area proposed for rezoning extends along both sides of Highgate from the existing 

Roslyn General Residential 2 area and Roslyn Suburban Centre to Mercy Hospital and the 

existing Maori Hill General Residential 2 area.  The sites are zoned General Residential 1 and 

have been assessed for rezoning to General Residential 2.  It is estimated that the rezoning 

will provide additional development potential for approximately 50 dwellings. 

 Note that the Mercy Hospital, Columba College, Kaikorai School and Otago Boys High School 

tennis courts sites were not assessed for rezoning to residential, the default zoning of these 

major facility zones (the zoning that will apply if land is surplus to the requirements of the 

facility) is within the scope of Variation 2. 

 See Appendix 6.21 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The area adjoins the Roslyn centre at its southern end and is close at its northern end to the 

Maori hill centre. There are bus routes along Highgate and down Stuart Street to the CBD.  

 The area is elevated with views towards the harbour.  

 Costs 

 There are a large number of scheduled trees and four scheduled heritage buildings within 

the area. Existing 2GP rules require resource consent for activities affecting scheduled tree. 

Intensification has the potential to compromise the historic setting of the scheduled 

buildings; however, the 2GP does not currently manage this potential effect. The scheduled 

items may affect development to a limited extent.  

 The area has mixed character, with no dominant built character, but a good representation 

of established (19th and 20th century) housing stock with a higher level of streetscape 

amenity. The area is capable of absorbing some intensification without a detrimental effect 

on its character, but the streetscape amenity may be threatened through poorer quality infill 

and loss of green amenity. Design guidelines may be required to mitigate the potential 

effects of intensification. 



177 
 

 Moderate local and upstream network water supply upgrades are required; however, these 

are proposed to be included in the 10 year plan.  With regards to wastewater, most of the 

area drains into the central city network. Network upgrades may be required further 

downstream (the local network has adequate capacity). These are proposed to be included 

DCC’s Infrastructure Strategy.  

 There are known stormwater flooding issues downstream. Stormwater attenuation would 

be ideal but may be difficult to achieve. It is therefore proposed that the maximum 

impermeable surface limits are kept at the General Residential 1 limit to avoid exacerbating 

this situation. 

 There are a range of existing issues in the local transport network, including safety concerns 

due to the older layout of intersections with wide radii, and improvements may be required. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Apply a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to maintain the maximum permitted 

area of impermeable surfaces at the current General Residential 1 Zone level, to 

manage the risk of stormwater flooding (refer Change F2-7). 

 Conclusion 

 Rezoning this area would provide a reasonable increase in feasible development capacity 

and allow more flexible, medium density development over a broad area of land above the 

Town Belt, which has traditionally been a desirable area to live. There are a number of 

infrastructure issues, but these are manageable. The area is capable of absorbing some 

intensification without a detrimental effect on its character, but the streetscape amenity 

may be threatened through poorer quality infill and loss of green amenity. Design guides 

would be appropriate to mitigate this effect. 

 Overall, particularly given the location of the area close to services and the estimated 

feasible development capacity, it is considered that the benefits of rezoning outweigh the 

costs. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’. 

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites: 

a. Amend Appendix A9 of the 2GP to change the default zone for Columba College, 

Kaikorai Primary School, Otago Boys High School Tennis Courts and School Hostel, 

and the part of Mercy Hospital that is outside the urban biodiversity mapped area, 

from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 
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 Maori Hill (IN09) 

 The area proposed for rezoning extends from Mercy Hospital and the Maori Hill 

neighbourhood centre north towards Woodhaugh. The sites are zoned General Residential 1 

and have been assessed for rezoning to General Residential 2. It is estimated that the 

rezoning will provide additional development potential for approximately 45 dwellings. 

 Note that while the John McGlashan College and Maori Hill School sites were not assessed 

for rezoning to residential, the default zoning of these schools (the zoning that will apply if 

land is surplus to the requirements of the facility) is within the scope of Variation 2. 

 See Appendix 6.22 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The area adjoins Maori Hill neighbourhood centre and two schools, and has a high frequency 

bus route through the area. The area is elevated, generally sloping to the north and east 

with good solar access. 

 Costs 

 There are a large number of scheduled trees within the area. Existing 2GP rules require 

resource consent for activities affecting scheduled trees. The scheduled items may affect 

development to some extent. 

 The area has a mixed character, with no single dominant built character, but a good 

representation of established (19th and 20th century) housing stock with a higher level of 

streetscape amenity and greening/interest. The area is capable of absorbing some 

intensification without a detrimental effect on the area’s character, but streetscape amenity 

may be threatened, particularly through poorly designed infill, loss of the larger built scale 

and loss of green amenity.  Design guidelines may be required to mitigate the potential 

effects of intensification.   

 Some network water supply upgrades are required; however, these are proposed to be 

included in the 10 year plan.  With regards to wastewater, most of the area drains into the 

central city network. Network upgrades may be required further downstream. These are 

proposed to be included DCC’s Infrastructure Strategy. A small area including southern half 

of Prestwick Street and sites between Highgate, Butler Street and Monro Street drain to the 

Kaikorai Valley / South Dunedin wastewater network. There are existing capacity issues and 

wastewater overflows within this system and to avoid exacerbating these issues, it is 

proposed to apply a wastewater constraint mapped area to this area. This limits the 

development potential to one habitable room per 100m2 of site area, compared to the 

normal General Residential 2 limit of one habitable room per 45m2 of site area. 

 The stormwater system is likely to be under capacity. Stormwater attenuation would be 

ideal but may be difficult to achieve. It is therefore proposed that the maximum 

impermeable surface limits are kept at the General Residential 1 limit to avoid exacerbating 

this situation. 

 There are a range of existing issues in the local transport network, including safety concerns 

due to the older layout of intersections with wide radii, and improvements may be required. 
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 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’ (formerly an ‘infrastructure 

constraint mapped area’ – refer Change F3-3) over part of the area to limit density 

and minimum site size in order to manage potential effects on the wastewater 

public infrastructure network. 

b. Apply a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to maintain the maximum permitted 

area of impermeable surfaces at the current General Residential 1 Zone level, to 

manage the risk of stormwater flooding (refer Change F2-7). 

 Conclusion 

 Rezoning this area would provide a reasonable increase in feasible development capacity 

and allow more flexible, medium density development over a broad area of land above the 

Town Belt, which has traditionally been a desirable area to live. There are a number of 

infrastructure issues, but these are manageable. The area is capable of absorbing some 

intensification without a detrimental effect on its character, but the streetscape amenity 

may be threatened through poorer quality infill and loss of green amenity. Design guides 

would be appropriate to mitigate this effect. 

 It is noted that a small part of this area (the south side of Highgate from Grendon Street to 

580 Highgate (the Presbyterian Church), was the subject of a submission at the 2GP hearing 

to rezone it to General Residential 2 that was rejected by the panel. The reasons given were 

that this land was less suitable for further residential intensification including due to the 

constraint of the busy road and intersection. While some of these sites are unlikely to be 

further developed, this area is immediately adjacent to the neighbourhood centre and 

providing for General Residential 2 density provides flexibility and the potential for 

additional dwellings should landowners wish to further develop. Local roading upgrades can 

be undertaken if necessary to ensure safety at the intersection. 

 Overall, particularly given the location of the area close to services and the estimated 

feasible development capacity, it is considered that the benefits of rezoning outweigh the 

costs. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’ over part of the area. 

c. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’.  

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites:  

a. Amend Appendix A9 of the 2GP to change the default zone for Maori Hill School 

and John McGlashan College from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 
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 26-32 Lynn Street, Wakari (IN10) 

 This area is a small extension of the existing Maori Hill General Residential 2 area, and 

comprises 26, 28, 30 and 32 Lynn Street.  The sites are zoned General Residential 1 and have 

been assessed for rezoning to General Residential 2. Given the small size of the area, the 

estimated additional development potential is three dwellings. 

 The area was suggested for rezoning by one of the landowners; however, it is noted that 

rezoning is not supported by the owner of 32 Lynn Street. 

 See Appendix 6.23 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The area is very close to services, including Maori Hill School, Balmacewen Intermediate, the 

Maori Hill neighbourhood centre and a high frequency bus route. 

 Costs 

 Wastewater drains to the Kaikorai Valley / South Dunedin wastewater network. There are 

existing capacity issues and wastewater overflows within this system and to avoid 

exacerbating these issues, it is proposed to apply a wastewater constraint mapped area to 

this area, as applies to the adjoining General Residential 2 area. This limits the development 

potential to one habitable room per 100m2 of site area, compared to the normal General 

Residential 2 limit of one habitable room per 45m2 of site area.  

 Stormwater attenuation may be required. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’ (formerly an ‘infrastructure 

constraint mapped area’ – refer Change F3-3) to limit density and minimum site 

size in order to manage potential effects on the wastewater public infrastructure 

network. 

 Conclusion 

 The area is a small extension of the existing General Residential 2 zone, to include the 

houses on the eastern side of Balmacewen golf course. It will provide flexibility of 

development on these sites, and the costs (primarily wastewater discharge) are manageable. 

Overall, it is considered that General Residential 2 zoning is appropriate. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’. 
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 Wakari (IN11) 

 The area proposed for rezoning extends from Wakari School to the Helensburgh 

neighbourhood centre. It is a relatively small 8.3ha area and has an estimated additional 

development potential for approximately 14 dwellings. The sites are zoned General 

Residential 1 and have been assessed for rezoning to General Residential 2.  

 See Appendix 6.24 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The area adjoins a primary school and Helensburgh Neighbourhood centre and is close to 

Wakari neighbourhood centre. It has good access to public transport. The area slopes gently 

to the north and has excellent solar access. Almost all housing in the area is pre-1950 or in 

the lower quartile of Dunedin’s house values, suggesting it has good potential for 

redevelopment. 

 Costs 

 Rezoning is likely to reduce the area’s current dominant character, of 1930s state housing 

style. Intensification will likely result in the need to demolish existing housing in order to add 

additional units. Design guidelines are recommended to mitigate the potential effects of 

intensification. 

 Local water supply upgrades are required; however, these are proposed to be included in 

the 10 year plan. Stormwater attenuation is required to prevent negative impacts on 

downstream properties and ensure no increase in flood hazard in Leith Stream. Attenuation 

may be difficult to achieve, so it is proposed that the maximum impermeable surface limits 

are kept at the General Residential 1 limit to avoid additional impacts. 

 Minor local roading upgrades may be required. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to keep the maximum 

permitted area of impermeable surfaces at the same area as for the General 

Residential 1 zone as there are known stormwater constraints in this area (refer 

Change F2-7). 

 Conclusion 

 Rezoning this area provides some potential for medium density development in part of the 

city that currently has no medium density zoning, but is close to services and public 

transport. The estimated increased in feasible capacity is modest (14 units); however, 

providing for increased development will allow landowners the flexibility to further develop 

if they wish. The primary cost is a likely change in the character of the area; however, as 

outlined in the National Policy Statement on Urban Development 2020, this may not in itself 

constitute an adverse effect. Overall, it is considered that the benefits of rezoning outweigh 

the costs. 
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 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’. 

 

 98 Blacks Road, Opoho (IN12) 

 This property is currently zoned both General Residential 1 (south-eastern half) and General 

Residential 2 (north-western half). An existing house is located over both zones.  

 Benefits 

 Rezoning the General Residential 1 portion of the site to General Residential 2 would tidy up 

an illogical zone boundary which currently imposes different density restrictions over 

different parts of the site.  It is unlikely to result in additional development potential being 

taken up due to the siting of the house. 

 Costs 

 Any additional development (which is considered unlikely) could exacerbate downstream 

wastewater overflows. To be consistent with the General Residential 2 zoned part of the 

site, a wastewater constraint mapped area will be applied over the full site. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a. Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’ (formerly an ‘infrastructure 

constraint mapped area’ – refer Change F3-3) to limit density and minimum site 

size in order to manage potential effects on the wastewater public infrastructure 

network. 

 Conclusion 

 Rezoning is appropriate to correct the current split zoning of the property. There are no 

costs. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

b. Application of a ‘wastewater constraint mapped area’. 

 Andersons Bay (IN13) 

 The area proposed for rezoning adjoins the existing General Residential 2 zoned areas in 

Andersons Bay, extending over a broad area from Bayfield High School in the north, to 
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Tahuna Road in the south. The sites are zoned General Residential 1 and have been assessed 

for rezoning to General Residential 2.  It is estimated that the rezoning will provide 

additional development potential for approximately 35 dwellings. 

 Additional areas, including an area centred on Aotea Street, Rawhiti Street and the Sunshine 

area, were also assessed (see map in Appendix 6.25); however, these areas are not proposed 

for rezoning due to concerns about the impacts on the residential character (see Appendix 

9). Rezoning these areas is within the scope of Variation 2. 

 Note that while the Tainui School site was not assessed for rezoning to residential, the 

default zoning of the school (the zoning that will apply if land is surplus to the requirements 

of the school) is within the scope of Variation 2 

 See Appendix 6.25 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The area adjoins a primary and a secondary school, is close to the Musselburgh Rise 

neighbourhood centre and has good access to public transport, with a high frequency bus 

route passing through the area. 

 Costs 

 The character of the area is mixed. Opportunities for intensification are possible without 

unduly impacting on amenity and existing streetscape/landscape values. Areas that are 

considered not capable of absorbing intensification have been excluded from the proposed 

rezoning area. 

 Significant local network upgrades are required to the local water network; however, these 

are proposed to be included in the 10 year plan.  

 There is a significant flooding risk in the surrounding areas as a result of stormwater run-off. 

As a result, some attenuation is required. It is also recommended that the maximum 

impermeable surface limits are kept at the General Residential 1 limit to avoid manage this 

effect. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 

a.  Apply a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’ to keep the maximum permitted 

area of impermeable surfaces at the same area as for the General Residential 1 

zone as there are known stormwater constraints in this area (refer Change F2-7). 

 Conclusion 

 Rezoning the area will provide a reasonable increase in feasible capacity, with relatively few 

costs, and is considered appropriate.   

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 
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b. Application of a ‘stormwater constraint mapped area’. 

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites:  

a. Amend Appendix A9 of the 2GP to change the default zone for Tainui School from 

General Residential 1 to General Residential 2. 

 30 Mercer Street, Kenmure (RTZ1) 

 The site is a 9.1ha site between Kaikorai Valley Road and Mercer Street, that is currently 

zoned rural but is subject to a Residential Transition overlay zone (RTZ). This provides for the 

area to be developed for residential use at a General Residential 1 density, once 

infrastructure constraints are resolved.  The proposal is to remove the RTZ and rezone the 

site General Residential 2, to allow more efficient use of land. Wastewater infrastructure 

constraints still remain in the catchment, but will be managed with through use of a 

communal wastewater detention system. The rezoning would provide for an additional 40 

dwellings at a General Residential 2 density.  

 See Appendix 6.26 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site is very close to both Balaclava School and Kaikorai Valley College, and a high 

frequency bus route runs along Kaikorai Valley Road. 

 The site slopes to the west, providing for good solar access. 

 Costs 

 The site is relatively distant (1.8km) from the nearest commercial centre, in Mornington; 

however, is on a good bus route which passes three neighbourhood centres en route to the 

city centre. 

 The site slopes steeply in part and is assessed as having a medium level hazard due to slope 

instability. Geotechnical investigation will be required prior to development. Appropriate 

road access (under the Code of Subdivision two access points are required to service more 

than 20 dwellings) will need consideration.   

 There are significant issues associated with wastewater management, as the downstream 

network is at capacity at peak times and wastewater overflows occur. Consequently, 

rezoning to General Residential 2 is only possible if an on-site communal wastewater 

detention system manages discharge into the public network. This solution is only supported 

if over 50 dwellings are to be developed, due to the ongoing maintenance required. For this 

site, the estimated feasible capacity is 79 dwellings. 

 A stormwater attenuation assessment will need to be undertaken at the time of subdivision 

consent. Attenuation is likely to be required to prevent negative impacts on downstream 

properties and ensure no increase in flood hazard in Kaikorai Stream. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 
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a. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is 

undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and 

achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way. 

b. A requirement for a communal wastewater detention system to manage discharge 

to the Kaikorai Valley network and ensure that wastewater discharge does not 

exceed the capacity of the wastewater public infrastructure network. This would be 

a requirement of subdivision consent. 

 Conclusion 

 This site is already considered suitable for residential development, as evidenced through 

the RTZ overlay. Rezoning the site to General Residential 2, rather than the General 

Residential 1 provided for through the RTZ overlay, enables a more efficient use of land. The 

site is sunny, close to schools and a good bus route. There is also a cycle lane on Kaikorai 

Valley Road. The site is further from a centre than other proposed GR2 areas; however, this 

is mitigated by access to public transport. 

 Removing the RTZ overlay is only possible through use of a communal wastewater detention 

system to manage flows into the Kaikorai Valley wastewater network. The site will present 

some challenges due to its slope; however, the developer is confident that at least 50 

dwellings can be developed, the minimum necessary for use of a wastewater detention 

system. 

 Overall, the benefits of allowing more efficient use of residential land in a good location 

outweigh the potential costs, and rezoning is appropriate. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural hill slopes (and a small part zoned General Residential 1) to 

General Residential 2. 

b. Removal of the Residential Transition Overlay Zone. 

c. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’. 

 The following amendments to the 2GP are proposed in relation to these sites:  

a. Changes are made under Change F3-2 to add a new assessment rule to Rule 

15.11.5 (assessment of restricted discretionary activities in an overlay zone, 

mapped area, heritage precinct or affecting a scheduled item) and Rule 9.6.2 

(assessment of restricted discretionary activities - Public Health and Safety section) 

to require that subdivision provides for a communal wastewater detention system 

that is designed for development of at least 50 residential units.  

 87 Selwyn Street, North East Valley (RTZ2) 

 The site is a 4.9ha site between Pine Hill and North Road, that is currently zoned Rural 

Residential 2 but is subject to a Residential Transition overlay zone (RTZ). This provides for 
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the area to be developed for residential use at a General Residential 1 density, once 

infrastructure constraints are resolved. The proposal is to remove the RTZ and rezone the 

site General Residential 2, to allow more efficient use of land. Wastewater infrastructure 

constraints still remain in the catchment, but will be managed with through use of a 

communal wastewater detention system. The rezoning would provide for 50 dwellings under 

General Residential 2 density.   

 See Appendix 6.27 for the site assessment summary. 

 Benefits 

 The site is close to North East Valley Primary School, and ideally would have access to Pine 

Hill School via Truby King Crescent, although this is not certain. There is a high frequency bus 

route along North East Valley, approximately 280m from the southern end of the site. 

 A large part of the site is elevated and slopes towards the east with good solar access. 

 Costs 

 The site is relatively distant (1.4km) from a commercial centre compared to other proposed 

General Residential 2 areas; however, it has access to a good bus route to the Garden centre 

and into the CBD. There is also a cycle lane along North Road. 

 There are some small areas of native vegetation on the site that are considered worthy of 

protection. A structure plan mapped area is proposed to protect these areas of vegetation. 

 Significant downstream upgrades are required to the water supply network; however, these 

are proposed to be included in the 10 year plan. There are significant issues associated with 

wastewater management, as the downstream network is at capacity at peak times. 

Consequently, rezoning to General Residential 2 is only possible if an on-site communal 

wastewater detention system manages discharge into the public network. This solution is 

only supported if over 50 dwellings are to be developed, due to the ongoing maintenance 

required. 

 The site is within the Lindsay Creek catchment, which has an existing flood risk.  Stormwater 

attenuation is therefore required to avoid adversely affecting downstream properties. 

 There are existing congestion issues at the North Road / Great King Street / Bank Street / 

Opoho Road intersection (near the Botanic Gardens). Additional development will add to the 

congestion. An efficiency assessment is currently being undertaken by DCC to determine 

potential solutions for this intersection. 

 The inclusion of this site in Variation 2 is predicated on the developer being responsible for 

the upgrade of the Selwyn Street bridge and the road between the bridge and the site. 

Additional traffic on Selwyn Street could also present an issue due the width of the road. 

 The site is subject to a 2GP appeal by The Preservation Coalition Trust to rezone the land 

from Rural Residential to Rural. This appeal will automatically become an appeal on this part 

of Variation 2 (Schedule 1 clause 16B RMA). 

 Methods to manage issues 

 It is proposed to use the following methods to manage identified issues: 



187 
 

a. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’ to ensure that subdivision is 

undertaken in a way that supports best practice urban design outcomes and 

achieves the strategic objectives of the Plan in an integrated way. 

b. Application of a ‘structure plan mapped area’ to manage indigenous vegetation 

clearance.  

c. A requirement for a communal wastewater detention system to manage discharge 

to the wastewater network and ensure that the discharge does not exceed the 

capacity of the network. This would be a requirement of subdivision consent. 

 Conclusion 

 The site has a number of costs, these are manageable. It will provide 50 residential sites, 

giving additional choice to Dunedin’s residents. It is considered that the costs are not 

significant, and that zoning is appropriate. 

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural Residential 2 to General Residential 2. 

b. Removal of the Residential Transition Overlay Zone. 

c. Application of a ‘new development mapped area’.  

d. Application of a ‘structure plan mapped area’ to manage biodiversity issues. 

 In addition, the following changes are made to the 2GP: 

a. Changes are made under Change F3-2 to add a new assessment rule to Rule 

15.11.5 (assessment of restricted discretionary activities in an overlay zone, 

mapped area, heritage precinct or affecting a scheduled item) and Rule 9.6.2 

(assessment of restricted discretionary activities - Public Health and Safety section) 

to require that subdivision provides for a communal wastewater detention system 

that is designed for development of at least 50 residential units. 

b. Add a new section 15.8.AC (Selwyn Street Structure Plan Mapped Area 

Performance Standards). 

 13 Wattie Fox Lane (RTZ3) 

 13 Wattie Fox Lane is currently zoned both General Residential 1 (700m2) and Rural 

(2,350m2). The rural zoned part is subject to a Residential Transition overlay zone (RTZ), 

which provides for the area to be developed for residential use at a General Residential 1 

density, once infrastructure constraints are resolved. The proposal is remove the RTZ overlay 

and rezone the site to General Residential 1. Although infrastructure constraints in the 

catchment are not yet resolved, the site is small and the rezoning of 30 Mercer Street to 
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General Residential 2 (see Change RTZ1) would leave the rural portion of 13 Wattie Fox Lane 

as a small rural-zoned ‘island’.  

 Benefits 

 Rezoning the Rural portion of 13 Wattie Fox Lane to General Residential 1 would remove the 

split zoning, which currently imposes different rules over different parts of the site, and 

remove a small, isolated pocket of rural zoned land. 

 Costs 

 Additional development could exacerbate downstream wastewater overflows; however, the 

impact of this is considered to be minor due to the small area involved. 

 Methods to manage issues 

 No methods are proposed to manage issues. 

 Conclusion 

 There are minor costs associated with the potential for increased wastewater overflows; 

however benefits of additional development on this piece of land.  

 Summary of changes proposed 

 The following amendments to the 2GP maps are proposed in relation to this site: 

a. Rezoning from Rural to General Residential 1. 

b. Removal of the Residential Transition Overlay Zone. 

 

20.5 Additional sites not considered suitable for rezoning 

 As noted earlier, a number of sites were assessed for rezoning but are not being proposed 

for rezoning in Variation 2. These sites include sites derived from the Geographic 

Information System (GIS) scoring exercise, which were considered suitable to progress to the 

next assessment stage, and sites suggested by landowners or developers. These sites are 

listed in Appendix 4.  

 These sites were rejected as they do not meet (or there is insufficient information to be 

confident that they would be likely to meet) relevant policy assessment criteria. Having 

identified that a site was unsuitable for any reason, no further assessment was undertaken. 

Therefore, the list of reasons for rejection included in Appendix 4 is not necessarily 

complete, as a full assessment against all policy criteria may not have been undertaken.   

 Review of the zoning of sites in Appendix 4 is within the scope of Variation 2 and 

submissions may be made on them.   

 Note the following sites are subject to a 2GP appeal by The Preservation Coalition Trust 

(PCT) to rezone the land from Rural Residential to Rural and/or to apply a landscape overlay 

to the land: 
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• 147 St Leonards Drive 

• 256 Blueskin Road 

• 750 Highcliff Road, Peninsula 

• 103, 105, 107 Hall Road, Sawyers Bay 

• 234/290 Malvern Street, Leith Valley 

• 54 Fairview Terrace, Sawyers Bay 

• 295-297 Highcliff Road and 347/353/445 Highcliff Road (in part) 

• 15 Robin Lane, St Leonards 

• 761 Aramoana Road 

• 43 Watts Road 

• 105 St Leonards Drive 

 In addition, the following site is subject to a 2GP appeal by the landowner. 

• 43 Watts Road - to rezone the site to Large Lot Residential 
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21 SUMMARY OF VARIATION 2 IMPACT ON HOUSING CAPACITY 

21.1 Introduction 

 The capacity enabled by the changes proposed in Variation 2 was calculated using Dunedin’s 

residential capacity model, which has been developed considering feedback from surveyors 

and other land development experts.  

 The capacity model is also constructed to align with the requirements of the National Policy 

Statement on Urban Development 2020 (NPS-UD) regarding housing development capacity 

and it factors in the feasibility of developing the development capacity provided and the 

likelihood of it being taken up. 

 The following sections summarise the overall impact of Variation 2 on the provision of 

housing development capacity in Dunedin. 

21.2 Rezoning land to residential 

 There are 16 greenfield areas identified for rezoning to residential zones through Variation 2, 

with a total feasible development capacity for 604 dwellings.  

 There are also 15 areas that are currently either zoned General Residential 1 Zone or 

covered by a Residential Transition Overlay Zone and are proposed to be rezoned to General 

Residential 2 Zone. Three of these areas are currently undeveloped, with the others 

comprising existing suburban areas. These rezonings have a total net additional capacity of 

approximately 765 dwellings. Modelling suggests that the medium density rezoning in 

Mosgiel will result in the most significant increase in capacity. This is due to the low 

improvement values and high demand and matches observed recent development trends in 

this area. 

21.3 Rules changes 

 The rule changes that were tested to determine their impact on housing capacity were: 

 Allowing a duplex to be built on all properties over 500m2 within General Residential 1 and 

reticulated Township and Settlement zones (Change A2); 

 A reduction in minimum site sizes for subdivision and development down to 400m2 from 

500m2 in General Residential 1 and reticulated Township and Settlement areas (Change A3); 

and 

 Changes to make the minimum site size for subdivision and development consistent and to 

allow access legs to be included for sites under 1,200m2 (Change B4). 

 It is noted that for Change A2, the aspect of the proposal that enables two residential units 

in a single residential unit (other than in duplex form) has not been modelled due to the 

complexities involved.  Other changes (such as Change A1 on family flats) may also affect 

housing capacity but have not been modelled for the same reason.  In these cases, it is 
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considered preferable to exclude these from the model and take a more conservative 

approach than to overestimate how much additional capacity the changes provide. 

 Overall, Change A2 and Change A3 allow for a substantial increase in density of residential 

land use compared to the status quo and provide a substantial amount of plan-enabled 

capacity.  Collectively, these changes are projected to provide for 1510 additional dwellings, 

using assumptions detailed below. 

 In addition to the take-up assumptions in the existing residential capacity model, further 

assumptions were incorporated specific to the proposed changes. To recognise the practical 

difficulties (e.g. typology, layout constraints) of subdividing sections so that all resulting 

sections are close to the minimum site size, an average site size of 450m2 was presumed to 

be the maximum development potential for flat greenfield sites. This matches the use of 

550m2 sections in the residential capacity model for the maximum development potential 

for flat greenfield sites under the current rules (one dwelling per 500m2). Sites with an 

average slope greater than 10° were still presumed to require larger section sizes and the 

rule changes have not impacted on the modelled yields of these sites. 

 The take-up for duplex developments will depend on developer behaviour and public 

demand. The housing preferences study demonstrated significant demand for attached 

typologies in both the inner suburbs and outer suburbs (as well as the inner city). 

Conversations with developers indicate a willingness to develop duplexes and there has 

been a recent increase in resource consent applications for duplex developments, 

particularly in Mosgiel. Resource consents have also been lodged for duplexes and terraced 

housing in GR1 areas, despite the planning framework not being conducive to these 

developments. Based on these factors, it is anticipated that there will be at least a moderate 

uptake of capacity for duplex developments in GR1 and Township and Settlement areas. 

 While large greenfield developments could theoretically be built to a net density of 40 

dwellings per hectare (one duplex per 500m2) under the proposed rule changes, this is 

considered unlikely. Lower yields are likely to result due to site/layout constraints, developer 

conservatism, and access to capital. To factor these in, the residential capacity model 

presumes that no more than half the lots in greenfield developments would have duplexes. 

Lower yields are also assessed to determine the most profitable development scenario, 

rather than the model presuming that the highest yield option is chosen by developers. 

21.4 Balance between rule changes and rezoning 

 If no rezonings were made in Variation 2, the capacity added by the rule changes alone 

would fall just short of meeting medium-term demand. Relying on rule changes to meet 

demand would require the average annual number of units provided within brownfield 

developments to double. Many developers in Dunedin focus solely on greenfield 

developments, which may impact on the ability for the development industry to deliver such 

a significant increase in brownfield developments. For this reason, Variation 2 includes new 

greenfield development opportunities in addition to the capacity provided through rule 

changes. This also contributes to meeting clause 3.2(1) of the NPS-UD, namely, to provide 

sufficient capacity in both brownfield and greenfield areas. 
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21.5 Overall results 

 The rule changes and rezonings proposed in Variation 2 will add significant housing 

development capacity, as outlined in Table 187 below.  Overall, 20% of housing capacity 

added is through greenfield rezoning, and 80% is through either rule changes or rezoning to 

a medium density zone.  

 In addition to these changes, it is noted that there are still several appeals that are seeking 

new greenfield residential zoning that are likely to be resolved early to mid-2021. Resolution 

of these appeals will likely add further greenfield housing capacity. 

 

Table 17: Medium-term (2021-30) housing capacity added through Variation 2 by change type 

Variation 2 change type Housing capacity added % contribution 

Rule changes39 1,573 53% 

Greenfield rezoning 604 20% 

Medium density rezoning 772 26% 

Total 2,948 100% 

 

 The contribution of Variation 2 to meeting demand for housing in the short, medium, and 

long terms is summarised in Table 18 below. 

 

Table 18: Variation 2 additional housing capacity results 

Timeframe 2023 2030 2050 

Demand40 1,819 5,325 10,688 

Existing capacity 1,591 3,684 5,760 

Additional capacity 

as a result of 

Variation 2 proposals 

1,361 2,948 4,096 

Total capacity 

(Existing + Variation 

2) 41 

2,952 6,632 9,856 

Overall surplus +1,134 +1,308 -832 

 

 
39 Rule change capacity figures in this table include capacity added in proposed GR1 rezoning areas 
40 Incorporating 20% buffer over 2018-28 and 15% over 2028-2048, as required by the NPS-UD. 
41 Capacity that is serviced, feasible, and likely to be taken up. 
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 The proposals provide for sufficient standalone and attached housing capacity to meet 

demand.  

 Although a significant amount of additional development capacity will be added through 

Variation 2 (on top of that resulting from resolution of appeals), the feasible development 

capacity likely to be taken up is still predicted to be less than the demand for housing in the 

inner suburbs (Table 19). A large area of the inner suburbs is proposed to be rezoned 

General Residential 2 in Variation 2 and the remaining area is generally either already zoned 

General Residential 2 or Inner City Residential or is constrained by capacity in the 3 waters 

infrastructure. 

 

Table 19: Variation 2 medium-term (2021-30) housing capacity by catchment 

Housing 

catchment 

Demand Existing 

capacity 

Additional 

capacity as a 

result of 

Variation 2 

proposals 

Total 

capacity 

(Existing + 

Variation 2) 

Surplus / 

shortfall 

Inner city 415 27 4 31 -384 

Inner suburbs 2,210 883 438 1,321 -889 

Outer suburbs 1,325 1,336 1,646 2,982 +1,657 

Mosgiel 1,110 1,093 816 1,909 +799 

Outer urban area 264 346 43 389 +125 

Total 5,324 3,685 2,947 6,632 +1,308 

 

 Despite this shortfall, many respondents in the housing preferences study who preferred the 

inner suburbs also listed the outer suburbs as their second choice, and there is likely to be a 

significant level of fluidity between the two broad areas in people’s housing choices.  

 Note that the ‘inner city’ in Table 19 is mostly comprised of Commercial and Mixed Use 

zoning, which falls outside the scope of Variation 2.  

21.6 Overall assessment 

 The changes outlined in this report give effect to the NPS-UD objective to provide for well-

functioning urban environments (Objective 1). In particular, they ensure there will be 

sufficient feasible housing development capacity over the medium term, and that the 

housing capacity enabled reflects as far as possible the needs of Dunedin’s population in 

terms of housing types and location preferences. The proposed changes provide a mix of 

greenfield and urban intensification opportunities and enable a greater density of living and 

more flexibility in existing suburban environments. Areas proposed for intensification are 

focussed on those close to public transport and services and/or where there is demand for 

housing. Changes are proposed to improve the assessment of new large subdivisions to 

improve overall amenity and urban design outcomes. 
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 A surplus of housing capacity is enabled to limit adverse impacts on the competitive land and 

development markets and provide choice for residents. The proposals have been considered 

in light of various infrastructure constraints and, where necessary, additional requirements 

put in place to manage effects on these networks. 

 The requirements of the NPS-UD are generally reflected in the RPS Objective 4.5 and its 

related policies. Protection of the values identified in Policy 4.5.1 and the requirements 

around managing the effects of growth are reflected in Second Generation Dunedin City 

District Plan (2GP) objectives and policies and have been given effect to through the 

assessment process.  

 In implementing these higher order planning documents, the proposals contained within 

Variation 2 will more appropriately achieve the purpose of the Act. 


