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'AMP Capital Investors (New Zealand) 
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Submits that if rules including the matters of control and conditions in the City Keep rules etc applying to comprehensive development to a minimum and 
Plan applying to comprehensive development are basic and minimal a designer judge a comprehensive development on its merits only, 
can apply good design methods to achieve a good result but that loo may rules i 
can kill this creativity, ' 

Submit that opportunities for innovafive development are limited in the 
Suburban Residential Zone and the use of provisions for medium rise and 
medium density development should be developed further and applied to 
suitable sites within the Suburban Residential Zone including the Frasers 
Papamoa Limited site which has a current resource consent for a comprehensive 
mixed density development. 

Agree with submission point. 

Amend 14.20,3 Controlled Activity Standards and Temis to refer lo any 
Medium Rise Policy Area and remove specific reference to Pyes Pa West, 

Allow this submisison point. 

All these points will lead to loss of critical control over subdivision in new Disallow this submission point. 

Opposes Rule 14.20.3.1 Medium Rise Plan Area and Large Sites in Ihe Revise Rule 14.20,3,1 Medium Rise Plan Area and Large Sites in Ihe 

Supports Rule 14.20.3,1 Medium Rise Plan Area and Large Sites in the Retain Rule 14.20,3,1 Medium Rise Plan Area and Large Sites in the 
Suburban Residenfial Zone Urban Growth Areas and its provision for medium Suburban Residential Zone Urban Growth Areas and its provision for 
density comprehensive developments on sites greater than 3000sqm in the medium density comprehensive developments on sites greater than 3000sqm 
North West Bethlehem Urban Growth Area, in the North West Bethlehem Urban Growth Area, 

Supports Rule 14,20,3,1 Medium Rise Plan Area and Large Sites in the Retain Rule 14,20.3,1 Medium Rise Plan Area and Large Sites in the 
Suburban Residenfial Zone Urban Growth Areas and its provision for medium Suburban Residential Zone Urban Growth Areas and its provision for 
density comprehensive developments on sites greater than 3000sqni in the medium density comprehensive developments on sites greater than 3000sqm 
North West Bethlehem Urban Growth Area, in Ihe North West Bethlehem Urban Growth Area, 

Issue: Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential Zone Urban Growth Areas [14.20.3.2] 

Sanctuary Point Investments Limited 

Perry Developments Limited 

Bluehaven Management Ltd. Bluehaven 

688,8 O 

689,9 

783,8 

Hawridge Developments Limited ,787.10 

Te Refi Trustees 

Te Runanga O Ngai Tamarawaho 

DHT Architects Limited 

Thorne Group Limited 

Thome Group Limited 

789.9 

794.9 

815.6 

834.12 

834.4 

0 

0 

o 
0 
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u 
0 
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Opposes the lack of provision in 14,20,3.2 Standards and Temis Controlled Include provision for comprehensive medium density residential 

Opposes Rule 14.20,3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residenfial | Include provision for comprehensive medium density residential 

Opposes Rule 14.20.3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential Revise Rule 14,20,3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential 

Opposes Rule 14,20,3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential Revise Rule 14.20.3.2 Medium Den.sity Sites in the Suburban Residential 

Opposes Rule 14.20,3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential Revise Rule 14.20.3.2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential 

Opposes Rule 14.20.3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential Revise Rule 14,20,3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residenfial 

Submits that if rules in the City Plan including the matters of control and Keep rules etc applying to comprehensive development to a minimum and 

Opposes Rule 14,20,3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential Revise Rule 14,20,3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential 

Oppose Rule 14,20,3,2 Medium Density Sites in the Suburban Residential Zone Revise Rule 14,20,3,2 to accommodate comprehensively planned medium 
Urban Growth Areas on the grounds that it does not address opportunities al density development at Thomton Ridge, standards and temis will require 
Thomton Ridge amendment given that the site is not in an urban growth area and is greater 

than 3,000sqm. 

Issue: Rule - Comprehensive Development - Matters of Control & Condifions [14.20.4] 

Frasers Papamoa Limited 

James, Frank 

Sandy Walker Group I 
[ 

I 

829.12 

Tsrmrr 
FS 1214.197 
(829.12) 

SA 

s 
0 

Requests that Rule 14.20.4 Controlled Landuse - Comprehensive Development Amend Rule 14,20,4 Controlled Landuse - Comprehensive Development in 
in the Suburban Residential Zone Urban Growth Areas - Matters of Control and the Suburban Residential Zone Urban Growth Areas - Matters of Control 
Conditions be amended lo refer to all Medium Rise Policy Areas and generalise and Conditions to refer to all Medium Rise Policy Areas and remove 
Ihe provisions by removing specific reference to Pyes Pa West, specific reference lo Pyes Pa West, 

Agree with submission point. Allow this submission point. 

All these points will lead to loss of critical eontrol over subdivision in new 
areas. II is clear this developer wants to encroach onto Dunes and Outstanding 
Coastal Areas As above to not generalize Medium Rise areas. 

Disallow this submi.ssion point. 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Accept 

Reject 

Reject 

Accept 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Accept 

Issue: Restricted Discretionary Activity Rules [ 14.21 ] 
Sanctuary Point Investments Limited 688.9 o Opposes Ihe restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an 

activity nuwes from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discretionary 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to detemiine Ihe 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
discretionary activities. 

Reject 
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1 Perry Developments Limited 

Bluehaven Management Ltd, Bluehaven 
! Holdings Limited & Excelsa Village 
Limited 

Hawridge Developments Limited 

Te Reti Trustees 
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Thome Group Limited 

689.10 

783,9 

787,11 
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Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an 
activity moves from being a restricted discrefionary activity to a discretionary 
activity in that il is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to detemiine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discretionary 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to determine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discrefionary 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion lo determine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discretionary 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to detemiine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
discrefionary activities. 

Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
discretionary activities. 

Delete provision limifing number of non compliances for restricted 
discretionary activities. 

Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
discretionary activities. 

Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discretionary discretionary activities, 
acfivity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects, i 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to determine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discretionary discretionary activities. 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discrefion to detemiine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of Ihe number of issues lo 
address. 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Issue: Discrefionary Acfivity Rules [14.22] 

Property Council of New Zealand (Bay of 
Plenty Branch) 

Sanctuary Poinl Investments Limited 

Sanctuary Point Investments Limited 

491.60 

688.10 

688.11 

0 Opposes non compliance with individual performance standards in the 
Suburban Residential and Large Lot Residential Zones leading to a 
Discretionary Activity status. Submit that the relevant issues could be 
considered appropriately under a Restricted Discretionary status. Also requests 
a new provision be added setting out that non notification and non service 
provisions apply in such circumstances. 

0 Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discrefionary 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to detemiine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Amend Ihe Plan so that non compliance with indiv idual performance 
standards in the Suburban Residential and Large Lot Residential Zones 
lead to Restricted Discretionary status and that non notification and non 
service provisions apply in these circunistanees. 

Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
discretionary activities. 

0 Opposes activities that do not comply with residential density and site coverage Include provision for non compliance with residential density and site 
rules becoming a discretionary activity. Submit these can be reasonably coverage as restricted discretionary activities with appropriate Temis and 
considered as restricted discretionary activities, i Conditions and Matters of Discretion aligned with the TCC Medium 

Density Housing Guidelines. 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 
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Perry Developments Limited 1689.11 

Perry Developments Limited 

St Michaels Limited 

689,12 

710.11 

'New Zealand Transport Agency FS 1143.103 
(710.11) 

Bluehaven Management Ltd, Bluehaven 783,10 
Holdings Limited & Excelsa Village 
Limited 

Bluehaven Management Lid, Bluehaven 783,11 
Holdings Limited & Excelsa Village 

i Limited I 

Ford Land Holdings Pty Limited 

TeTumu Kaituna 14 Trust 

Te Tumu Landowners Group 

Hawridge Developments Limited 

'FS 1190,241 
(783.10) 

^ ^ 1 

91.241 
tlO) 

jFS 1193.238 
(783.10) 

787.12 

Hawridge Developments Limited 

O 

O 

O 

787.13 O 

Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary acfivity to a discrefionary discretionary activifies, 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects, i 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to detemiine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Reject 

Opposes the discretionary acfivity status for activities not complying with 
residenlial density and site coverage rules. Submit that these matters can be 
reasonably considered as restricted discretionary activities. 

Opposes a full discretionary activity status applying to non compliance with 
individual performance standards. Submits that an assessment of relevant 
issues arising from non compliance can be considered appropriately under the 
restricted discretionary. Requests the addition of a further provision setting out 
that non-notificafion and non-service of notice provisions apply. 

Include provision for non compliance with residential density and site 
coverage rules as restricted discretionary activities with appropriate Tenns 
and Condifions and Matters of Discretion aligned with the TCC Medium 
Density Housing Guidelines, 

Amend activity status for individual non compliances with perfomiance 
standards to restricted discretionary. Include clause about non-notification 
and non-service of notice. 

Reject 

Reject 

O NZTA supports the activity status classifications and notification provisions as Disallow submisison point. Reject 

I notified, A Discretionary Activity status allows Council to make a full 
assessment of effects on any application, including those effects on the wider 
transportation network. NZTA wishes to retain the ability to comment if an 
application has the potential to impact on Ihe strategic roading network and as 
such opposes any non-notification clause. 

Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discretionary discretionary activities, 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to detemiine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Reject 

Opposes the discretionary activity status for activities not complying with 
residential density and site coverage rules. Submit that these matters can be 
reasonably considered as restricted discretionary activities. 

The restriction on the number of non-compliances before a Restricted 
Discretionary Activity defaults to a Discretionary Activity does not allow the 
effects of a proposal to be holistically reviewed. 

The restriction on Ihe number of non-compliances before a Restricted 
Discretionary Aclivily defaults to a Discretionary Activity does not allow the 
effects of a proposal to be holistically reviewed. 

Include provision for non compliance with residential density and site 
coverage rules as restricted discretionary activities with appropriate Tenns 
and Conditions and Matters of Discretion aligned with the TCC Medium 
Density Housing Guidelines, 

Allow the submission point. 

Allow the submission point. 

Supports the submission point on the grounds that the restriction on the number Allow the submission point, 
of non-compliances before a Restricted Discretionary Activity defaults to a 
Discretionary Activity does not allow the effects of a proposal to be holistically 
reviewed. 

Opposes the restriction on Ihe number of allowable non-compliances before an Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity lo a discrefionary discretionary activities, 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to detemiine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Opposes the discretionary activity status for activities not complying with 
residential density and site coverage rules. Submit that these matters can be 

reasonably considered as restricted discretionary activities. 

Include prov̂ -ision for non compliance with residential density and site 
coverage rules as restricted discretionary activities with appropriate Terms 
and Conditions and Matters of Discretion aligned with the TCC Medium 

i Density Housing Guidelines. 

Reject 
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1 Thome Group Limited 
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Opposes Ihe restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary acfivity to a discretionary 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion lo detemiine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Opposes the discretionary acfivity status for activities not complying with 
residential density and site coverage rales. Submit that these matters can be 
reasonably considered as restricted discretionary activities. 

Opposes the restriction on the number of allowable non-compliances before an 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discretionary 
acfivity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there should be no limit as Council has full discretion to detemiine the 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Opposes the discretionary activity status for activities not complying with 
residential density and site coverage rules. Submit that these matters can be 
reasonably considered as restricted discretionary activities. 

Opposes the restriefion on the number of allowable non-compliances before an 
activity moves from being a restricted discretionary activity to a discretionary 
activity in that it is arbitrary and takes no account of the degree of effects. 
Submits there .should be no limit as Council has full discretion to determine Ihe 
acceptability of effects of a proposal regardless of the number of issues to 
address. 

Opposes the discrefionary activity status for acfivifies not complying with 
residential density and site coverage rules. Submit that these matters can be 
reasonably considered as restricted discretionary activities. 

Issue: General Activifies on Maori Land [GENACTML] 

Ngati He Hapu 

i 
32.2 0 Submit that Council has no jurisdiction over Maori Land including coastal 

reserves and that rating and housing issues, including allowance for earth 
buildings, be given back to landowners and that Council recognise Hapu 
Management Plans, Submit that Council infrastructure should not go through 
Maori Land and that Council consider ideas for the return of land under the 
Treaty of Waitangi Settlement, 

Issue: Provision tor Amateur Kadio Antenna/bupport Structures [ F R U V A R A - S S J 

Tauranga Emergency Communications 
Group (Inc) 

King, David G 

Scott, Peter A L 

Morton. Kevin W 

417.3 

FS 1075.3(417.3) 

FS 1076.3(417.3) 

FS 1077.3(417.3) 

Dent, Peter FS 1078.3 (417.3) 

0 

S 

S 

s 

s 

Requests that a new rule be inserted into the Suburban Residenfial/Large Lot 
Residential Zones to provide for amateur radio antenna, aerials and support 
structures as a pemiitted activity to support the Group's emergency 
communications function as well as recreational use. Provide as part of their 
submission detailed specifications including a variety of heights for support 
structures up to a maximum height of 20ni for some of these stmetures. 
dimensions for a variety of antennas, satellite and communication dishes up a 
maximum of 5m for some of these, setback distances off property boundaries, 
rules relating to number of antenna or aerial on a site etc. 

It is es.senlial that amateur radio operators arc able to use their equipment in an 
optimum mode with safety to all concemed. 

It is essenfial that amateur radio operators are able to u.se their equipment in an 
optimum mode with safety to all concemed. 

It is essential that amateur radio operators are able to use their equipment in an 
optimum mode with safety to all concemed. 

It is essential that amateur radio operators are able to use their equipment in an 
optimum mode with .safety lo all concemed. 

Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
discretionary activities. 

Include provision for non compliance with residential density and site 
coverage rales as restricted discretionary activities with appropriate Terms 
and Conditions and Matters of Discretion aligned with the TCC Medium 
Density Hou.sing Guidelines, 

Delete provision limifing number of non compliances for restricted 
discrefionary activities. 

Include provision for non compliance with residential density and site 
coverage rules as restricted discretionary activities with appropriate Terms 
and Condifions and Matters of Discrefion aligned with the TCC Medium 
Density Housing Guidelines, 

Delete provision limiting number of non compliances for restricted 
discretionary activities. 

Include provision for non compliance with residenfial density and site 
coverage rules as restricted discretionary activifies with appropriate Terms 
and Conditions and Matters of Discretion aligned with the TCC Medium 
Density Housing Guidelines, 

That rating and housing issues, including allowance for earth buildings, on 
Maori land should be under the control of the landowners. Council 
rcxognise Hapu Management Plans. Council infrastructure not go through 
Maori Land and Council consider ideas for the retum of land under the 
Treaty of Waitangi Settlement, 

, Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Insert a new Rule to provide for amateur radio antenna, aerials and suppon 
stmetures as a permitted acfivities, A detailed rale setting out proposed 
heights, dimensions and location of such structures etc is provided as part 
of the submission. 

Allow the submission point. 

Allow the submission point. 

Allow the submission point. 

Allow Ihe submission point 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 

Reject 
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