From: Tim Harris

To: Benjamin Rhodes

Subject: 50 Frecker

Date: Monday, 9 June 2014 8:54:46 a.m.

Attachments: Springfield Township Committee submission on reinstatement RR Zone.pdf
Tim Harris

Planning Manager
Mobile 0273456116
DDI 033472850

From: Jo Frecker [mailto:jo@frecker.com.au]
Sent: Friday, 6 June 2014 6:35 p.m.

To: Tim Harris

Cc: 'Catherine Field'

Subject: Support for Springfield Township Committee Submission - Reinstating a rural residential
zoning for Springfield

06 June 2014

Attention: Mr Tim Harris
District Planning Manager
Selwyn District Council

Dear Mr Harris

| write in support of the attached document submitted by the Springfield Township
Committee on 03 June 2014 .

As the owners of 27 Pocock Road, Springfield we have been involved with SDC in
discussions since 2005 with regard to planning & zoning.

As brief background, the land which we own had an original residential subdivision many
years ago and at a later time two smaller blocks facing on to Pocock Road were subdivided
but not taken up. Following extensive negotiation through Hamish Frizzell of Servus, we
were granted a boundary realignment on a resource consent for 5 years. This was
extended in 2010 to November 2015.

| grew up on Ben More Station at Porters Pass and attended Springfield Primary school.
We are currently off shore owners but visit and stay at our property up to 4 times each
year. The farm land is managed by my father, Roger James and my brother Warrick
James. My husband David and | manage our rental property and the landscaping and
enhancement of the property surrounds. We consider ourselves part of the Malvern
community.
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mailto:jo@frecker.com.au

Springfield Township Committee

3 June 2014

The Mayor and Councillors
Selwyn District Council

P O Box 90

ROLLESTON 7643

Attention: Tim Harris (District Planning Manager) Email: tim.harris@selwyn.govt.nz

Dear Members of the Council

SPRINGFIELD TOWNSHIP COMMITTEE SUBMISSION
RE-INSTATING A RURAL RESIDENTIAL ZONING FOR SPRINGFIELD

1.0
1.1

1.2

2.0
2.1

2.2

2:3

Introduction

Further to the recent Selwyn 2031 (Draft District Development Strategy) meeting held in the
Springfield Community Centre on Monday evening 5 May 2014, this is the submission to the
Selwyn District Council from the Springfield Township Committee (‘the Committee’). It is
seeking for the reinstatement of a rural residential zone at Springfield being essentially the same
as that which existed in the former Malvern County District Scheme.

The Committee is of the view that this will provide a further residential development option for
Springfield and for which a demand appears to exist.

The Need for Such a Zone

The Committee is of the opinion that the continued growth of the Springfield township could be
significantly affected in a negative way with the continued absence of such a zone. At present
the only residential development options for Springfield are within the Living 1 Zone (that
essentially comprises the entire township and has an 800 m® minimum allotment area subject to
undertaking on-site effluent disposal), and in the immediate rural surroundings; primarily the
Rural (Outer Plains) Zone that requires a minimum land area of 20 ha per dwelling.

There is at present no other residential development options available and therefore the need
at this time to provide for Springfield a hybrid opportunity that a rural residential zone that fulfil.
There are numerous other townships within the Selwyn District that have such a zone and on
this basis the Committee is of the opinion that Springfield should be offered the same
development opportunity.

In recent times the Committee is becoming more aware of changing economic conditions that is
likely to translate to a greater demand for residential development than what has occurred over
the past few years. The recently completed Fonterra milk processing plant north of Darfield, the
granting of planning approvals for the Crystal Valley ski/resort development at Porters, and the
commencement of the Central Plains Water irrigation scheme; are three significant factors of a
bigger, and very positive, picture that is evolving in this part of the Selwyn District. Springfield is
also seen as being the gateway to the Canterbury high county, the Southern Alps and the West
Coast beyond. Being located on State Highway 73 on the outer edge of the Canterbury Plains,
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and being the last township before heading into the High Country, this is seen as providing a
wide scope of potential economic development and the benefits that this brings.

And in order to convert this potential into real economic growth, a range of residential
development options for Springfield needs to be available; including a rural residential option.

Recent Past Planning History

In 1991 with the enactment of the Resource Management Act, the Malvern County District
Scheme became part of the Selwyn District Transitional District Plan (the Malvern Section) until
the new Selwyn District Plan become operative. In 1991 the Rural R Zone in respect of
Springfield still existed, but by the time the new Selwyn District Plan had become operative this
zone had been deleted.

The extent of the former Rural R Zone is highlighted below in the marked up aerial photograph.
It was bounded by Annavale Road to the north and east, extending southwards down Tramway
Road to opposite Albert Street, heading across country to West Coast, and finally extending
northwest along West Coast Road to the intersection with Annavale Road.

Annavale Road
.

. Pocock Road
.u!'ﬁ.‘. . 2

West Coast Road
(SH 73)

Photo 1: Extent of the former Rural R Zone.

Attached as Appendix A is the Springfield Planning Map (#16) that shows the entire Springfield
township, including the Rural R Zone as noted above. The ‘Urban’ zone depicted on this
planning map roughly corresponds with the Living 1 Zone that now applies to Springfield in the
District Plan.

This Rural R Zone has instead in the District Plan become part of the much wider Rural (Outer
Plains Zone) that specifies a maximum dwelling density of 1 per 20 ha. The ability to undertake
a subdivision of land also requires a minimum allotment area of 20 ha.

Current Selwyn District Plan Growth Provisions for Springfield

The Townships Volume of the Selwyn District Plan (‘District Plan’) has three existing policies that
pertain directly to the growth of the Springfield township.

The Committee firstly wishes to advise that it generally supports the District Plan policy
approach as noted above for Springfield. It is seen to provide a sound framework around which
the various growth options can be assessed and critiqued against. The containment of much of
the township located between State Highway 73 (generally to the southwest) and the Midland
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Railway Line (to the northeast) are two significant physical barriers that have in the past, and
will continue into the future to strongly influence its growth patterns. It is in this overall context
that the Committee is of the view that the re-instatement of a rural residential zone similar to
that as existed in the former Malvern County District Scheme is in accord with the above stated

policy ideals.

Those policies, together with the accompanying reasons are as follows, together with an
assessment of each in the context of re-establishing a rural residential zone:

Policy B4.3.86
Encourage new residential or business activities to use sites in the existing Living 1 Zone, if sites
are available and appropriate for the proposed activity.

Explanation and Reasons
There is land not used for residential or business activities in the existing Living 1 zone at
Springfield. Using land in the existing zone is consistent with Town Form Policy B4.3.4.

(Note: Policy B4.3.4 referred to in the above ‘Explanation and Reasons’ is:
Encourage new residential or business development to occur on vacant land in existing Living or
Business zones, if that land is available and appropriate for the proposed activity).

In respect of Policy B4.3.86, the Committee agrees with its sentiment in terms of providing
higher density residential in the Living 1 Zone as contemplated. It is seen as being appropriate
to restrict the spread of the Springfield urban area if it can be shown that there is adequate
vacant land that is available for development in the foreseeable future in the context of the rate
of land take up.

It is understood that there is a proposed residential development on the north side of Tramway
Road that will comprise in the order of 15 existing allotments. The undertaking of this single
development will make a significant dent in the remaining amount of vacant land within the
Living 1 Zone. Should there be a significant spurt in house building within the Springfield urban
area (which is very feasible as noted earlier), a shortage of available land in the near future is a
distinct possibility.

In the context of such future growth scenarios, the better long term outcome may well be the
extension of the Living 1 Zone to extend out to Pocock Road to provide an adequate buffer of
vacant land for residential purposes.

But in respect of re-establishing a rural residential zone similar to the one that previously
existed, it is considered by the Committee that in the meantime that the extent of it should
correspond with the former Rural R Zone. This will at least indicate the overall suitability of this
land for residential development in the interim with any further refinement being the subject as
part of a future District Plan review

When taking all the above factors account, and given the lack of any low density dwelling
options within the existing Springfield township, the Committee is of the opinion that re-
establishing the rural residential zone will be in accord with Policy B4.3.86.

Policy B4.3.87
Encourage any new Living zone to occur on the north side of SH73 and avoid new Living or
Business 1 Zones:

— East of the existing Living 1 zone;
— On the south side of SH73; or

— North of the Midland Railway Line.
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Explanation and Reasons

Springfield Township is currently confined to one side of a Strategic Road (SH73) and the Midland
Railway Line. Policy B4.3.86 is consistent with Policy B2.1.17, in keeping the township confined to
one side of both transport routes. The Russell Range is identified in the Plan as having special
landscape values. Confining new residential or business development to the north side of SH73 is
consistent with Policy B1.4.13.

Being on the north side of West Coast Road (SH 73) and south of the Midland Railway Line; this
land is seen as being ideally suited to provide a low density residential expansion to the
Springfield township as intended by Policy B4.3.87.

Policy B4.3.88

Ensure that any land rezoned for new residential or business development north of Springfield
does not create or exacerbate potential “reverse sensitivity” issues in respect of the Midland
Railway Line.

Explanation and Reasons

Springfield Township is “sandwiched” between SH73 and the Midland Railway Line. There is
some land zoned “Rural” between the Living 1 Zone and the Railway Line. The land was
designated for railway purposes but this designation is not now required. This area may be
suitable for the expansion of Springfield. However, potential “reverse sensitivity” effects with
noise, dust and vibration from trains using the Midland Railway Line would need to be
addressed.

With the subject land being on the south/west side of Annavale Road, this will ensure that the
chance of any reverse sensitivity issues arising in terms of the Midland Railway Line will be
extremely remote. This is on the basis that there is a separation distance in the order of 420
metres between Annavale Road and the railway line as measured along Pocock Road. This
separation distance is greater than a significant portion of the existing Springfield urban area is
setback less than this from this same railway line.

District Plan ‘Preferred Growth Options’
The District Plan includes within its objectives and policies section for various townships the
‘Preferred Growth Options’. In respect of Springfield the following is noted:

‘There may be more than one area for the future expansion of Springfield that complies with all
relevant provisions in the Plan’.

In this context it is noted that there is further land to the west of the current Springfield urban
area that is also located between the state highway and the Midland Railway Line. That land
may well be subject to separate plan change applications and is beyond the scope of this
submission.

Potential Re-zoning
In seeking the'introduction of a new rural residential zone, the Committee is of the opinion that
a variant of the Living 2 Zone would be the most appropriate.

The former Rural R Zone provided for a maximum dwelling density of 1 per 0.5 ha with the
undertaking of subdivision within this zone also limiting new allotments to a minimum area of
0.5 ha, and a maximum of 2 ha. In consideration of this past planning provision, the establishing
of a Living 2 Zone also allowing for a 0.5 ha dwelling provision is seen as being sustainable and
would suit the purposes for the Springfield township.
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The majority of the townships in the Selwyn District having a Living 2 Zone have a 0.5 ha
dwelling site area. The only variants of this are as follows:

e 0.3 ha: Lincoln
e 1 ha: Coalgate, Dunsandel and Kirwee.

The 0.5 ha dwelling requirement for Springfield is also seen as restoring the development
potential that existed prior to the formation of the District Plan in its current form since
becoming operative.

Potential Issues.

With the undertaking of any zone change there are invariably issues that arise. In respect of re-
introducing the sought-after Living 2 Zone, the following fundamental issues will need to be

addressed:

a. The existing Springfield reticulated water supply limitations.
b. Access onto West Coast Road (SH 73).

c. Funding of the plan change process.

The above matters are assessed as follows:

The existing Springfield reticulated water supply limitations.

It is widely accepted that there are supply issues associated with the existing Springfield
reticulated water supply scheme. This is especially in the summer months when the demand for
water from this scheme is at its highest but the supply from the Kowai River tends to be at its
lowest. It is also understood that there are also water-take issues from this river in terms of
Environment Canterbury’s requirements.

With all of these issues, the Committee is of the view that suitable outcomes can be achieved by
the application of improved engineering inputs and the Council negotiating with Environment
Canterbury to have the water-take consenting matters resolved.

Access onto the West Coast Road (State Highway 73)

Invariably the New Zealand Transport Agency (‘NZTA'} would wish to be assured that the
creation of any additional dwelling entranceways on this road will not compromise the safety of
other road users. State highways are designed, and intended to provide, for primarily ‘through
traffic’ while controlling the number of access points onto it.

The Committee is of the opinion that by introducing traffic-related rules into the District Plan (if
needed) as part of any plan change application in consultation with NZTA; then traffic safety can
be assured along this stretch of road. An example of this could be the need for adjoining
property owners to form joint entranceways so limiting the overall number of entranceways
that could be established along this road. The ability for Annavale Road to provide the required
legal and physical frontage to a formed Council road is a further mechanism to achieve this
traffic safety outcome.

Funding of the plan change process

It is generally accepted that undertaking a plan change application can be ‘financially
challenging’. On this matter the Committee is of the view that the costs associated with such a
plan change application to re-establish a rural residential zone should be borne by the Selwyn
District Council. This view is held largely on the basis that prior to the District Plan formation
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Yours truly

Robert (Boh) Yaxle

process post 1991 (when the Resource Management Act 1991 was enacted) Springfield had an
existing rural residential zone. There is no recollection at that time of there being any objection
by the affected land owners to having that zone rescinded.

While there is no suggestion that the notification of the proposed District Plan by the Council
was in any way legally deficient, there is a general view now held that the deletion of this zone
at Springfield occurred at the time when there was also host of other matters that the District
Plan that would have created a wider public interest. It appears that this Springfield zoning
issue somehow ‘flew under the radar’ and was missed by many people at that time. It has only
been subsequently to this that the landowners directly affected have become more aware of
what property development potential has been lost/taken away.

It is in this general context that the Committee is of the opinion that the costs that will invariably
be incurred by a plan change to re-introduce this rural residential zone should be borne by the
Council. While there is also the option of dealing with such a matter as part of a District Plan
review process, in this case it is considered that this alternate process may take many years
before any zoning becomes a reality.

Conclusion

Up to the time when the Selwyn District Plan was notified in 2001, the former Malvern County
District Scheme (which post 1991 became the Malvern Section of the Transitional District Plan)
contained for Springfield a rural residential zone. When the District Plan eventually became
operative this zoning had totally been removed and replaced with the Rural (Quter Plains Zone).
Whereas the Rural R Zone provided for a maximum dwelling density of 1 per 0.5 ha, the Quter
Plains Zone specifies a maximum dwelling density of 1 per 20 ha.

Now in 2014, the Committee is seeking for a re-establishing of a similar rural-residential zone
(probably a Living 2 Zone) in the current District Plan. This is seen as important matter to ensure
that Springfield can capitalise on what is seen as being an opportunity to provide a supply of
adequately zoned land to meet an anticipated demand.

Members of the Council, please do not hesitate to get in contact with myself (or indeed any
other member of the Committee) should you wish at this time to discuss any of the matters that
have been raised as part of this submission.

Chairperson: Springfield Township Committee.
105 Domain Road
SPRINGFIELD RD 7681 Email: rdyax(outlook.com  Phone: 03 318 4862

Copies to:

Councillors, Sam Broughton and John Morten, Malvern Ward.
David Ward (Council Chief Executive). Email: David. Ward @selwyn.govt.nz

John Christensen (Council Environmental Services Manager).

Email: John.Christensen@selwyn.govt.nz
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Appendix A

Planning Map 16 (Springfield)
from the Malvern County District
Scheme.
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One block was sold in 2012 in order to satisfy the Council's requirement to show activity in
the Resource consent. We have spent much of the last 8-9 years cleaning up a very
degraded property - many would have called it "the local eye sore" . We have cleared,
fenced and landscaped extensively and maintain the services of Wai-ora Landscaping to
control the noxious weeds namely broom but more particularly to beautify and enhance
the natural environment. Our contract with Wai-Ora is ongoing.

Our Resource consent for our remaining 3 bare land blocks comes up for renewal in Nov
2015. .

Under our Resource consent we were given a limited time of a five year extension.

Between that time Christchurch was flattened with the multiple debilitating earthquakes
and all the parameters for Canterbury have changed.

Circumstances change and are on going and Councils need to be mindful of the dynamics
of a community and its natural growth.

Not everyone wants to develop at the same time and it is not wise to take good
agricultural land out of use if it can continue to be used for that time but we need some
on going assurance what we can think of this land close to Springfield as potentially
residential real estate and ongoing for future growth which the market will determine in

its own time . In short Council needs to take a longer view at the big picture for
Springfield

We ask that Council keeps land productive as possible with the future good sense and let
a natural formation of community grow within a well maintained area .

We support our local neighbours Les Barnett and Catherine Field in their subdivision to
build a family home in the Annavale Road/HW 73 corner. There have already been
several good quality substantial homes with significant landscaping built, that add to the
community, on Annavale Road and off the Highway at Greenings Road over the years.
This is absolutely the sort of development that should be encouraged in your
consideration of Rural Residential Zoning practice for Springfield.

You have already received the Springfield Township Committee Development proposal
which we support but | add a comment here:

To grow a strong physical built environment it needs to have a consolidation - rather than
string out the town as a ribbon highway development would it not be better and it will
be possible for the Council and Private land holders if they act now, to create a link



between the railway and the highway . There is land there and it would make it a safer
place to use the existing Rewi Ally community area for recreation and the land behind for
further future growth as commercial/residential. Look at Tekapo and Omarama - there
is a pull off area so people can get off the main highway. It is seriously dangerous having
people wandering around on a major highway .

All the existing business's could be tied into this with interesting walkways and natural
beauty. Plan for growth in a circular rather than linear pattern focusing on the centre of

Springfield.

| trust these thoughts are relevant. We love this town.
If you need to speak to us further our details are below.

Your sincerely

Jo & David Frecker

PO Box 355

Mosman NSW 2088

Tel: +61 2 9909 2500 Jo +61 417 203 862

jo@frecker.com.au
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