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13" April 2010

Selwyn District Council
PO Box 90

Rolleston 7643
CHRISTCHURCH

Attn: CAMERON WOOD, Planner

Dear Cameron
Re:  Submissions on PC7 — Mcintosh, Jung and Lee; and Denwood Trustees Ltd

Please find enclosed hard copies of submission on behalf of McIntosh, Jung and Lee; and
Denwood Trustees Ltd on PC7. Faxed copies have also been sent.

| look forward to hearing from you in due course regarding the submissions.

Yours sincerely

Ao Do

FIONA ASTON
Principal
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SUBMISSION ON PLAN CHANGE 7 TO THE SELWYN DISTRICT PLAN ~ g
VOLUME 2, RURAL SECTION '

UNDER CLAUSE 8 OF THE FIRST SCHEDULE TO THE RESOURCE MANAGEMENT ACT 1991

To:  The General Manager
' Selwyn District Councii
PO Box 90
Rolleston 7643

Name: K & D Mclintosh, Wha Jung and Se Kyung Lee
Postal Address: ¢/~ Fiona Aston Consultancy Ltd
PO Box 1435
Christchurch 8140
Telephone: 03 3828898
Fax: 03 3828858
Emait; fiona.aston@xtra.co.nz

Our response:-

We oppose the Plan Change 7 provisions excepf for those relating to medium density
housing and Rolleston.

The reasons for our response are outlined below,

1. Background

We own two adjoining 4 ha blocks of iand located in the south Lincoln, legally described as
Lots 120 and 121 DP 329124, and as shown on the plan attached as Attachment A, The
only access to our blocks is via a 10m wide right of way (6m formed width) which runs along
the western boundary of the Mostyn block. The access also serves 6 rural lifestyle blocks to
the north, and connects with Allendale Lane, an existing residential cul de sac (also shown
on-the Appendix A plan).

At this stage neither of our two blocks has a dwelling, although one dwelling could be
erected on each block as a permitted activity. Farming our two properties is highly
constrained and difficult, due to the fact that the only access is via a residential subdivision,
and we have rural lifestyle activity to the north. It is not possible to bring heavy farm
machinery onto the property, and cropping activities are limited e.g. growing lucerne,
because we cannot harvest at nightime with-heavy machinery and night lights due to reverse
sensitivity effects with residential neighbours. There is an ongoing security risk, with the
constant concern that farm gates will be opened with the escape/loss of stock into the
adjoining residential subdivision.

We purchased our properties in 2003 with the intention of subdividing them into 1 ha lots, in .
accordance with the then Proposed Selwyn District Plan ‘1 km rule’. This provided for
subdivision and a dwelling on 1 ha lots (or larger) as a discretionary activity within a 1km
radius of the District's townships. However, Variation 23 subsequently withdrew the *1km
rule’ provisions.

In 2007 we applied for a resource consent to subdivide our two properties into a total of 8 x 1
ha lots, each with a dwelling. Land immediately to the north had been subdivided into 4 x 1




ha lots and 2 x 2 ha lots in 2005. Prior to the hearing, we amended our proposal by reducing
the number of proposed lots to 4 x 2 ha lots. Copies of the original and amended subdivision
plans are attached as Attachment B.

Our 2007 consent was declined by the Commissioner, principaily on the grounds that he
considered that two additional dwellings ‘cver and above’ the permitted baseline of one
dwelling per 4 ha would resuit in adverse effects on the amenity of adjoining rural lifestyle
block owners to the north and local rural landscape character. However, the density of
development proposed was the same or lower than that of these existing rural lifestyle
blocks. '

We note that in declining our 2007 resource consent, the Commissiorer referred to the
potential adverse reverse sensitivity effects between residential and rural activity. This was
as a result of just two additional residential dwellings over and above the permitted basefine,
in comparison to the PC4 proposal for 294 dweilings on the land immediately to the east of
us (based on a residential density of 10.5 dwellings ha, and land area of 28 ha). The
Commissioner stated:-

“..housing at this density increases the possibility reverse sensitivity effects in relation to both
the sewerage treatment plant and farming activities in the Rural Outer Plains Zone on three
sides.....additional houses in this locality could lead to reverse sensitivity effects such as
conflict with farming activities such as effluent spreading and crop spraying.”

The existing severe difficulties we experience in attempting to farm our iand under the
current Rural inner Plains Zoning, will be further seriously compounded by the provisions of
PC7 as they relate to our land and environs. Land to the east and west is to be rezoned for
living purposes, leaving us surrounded by areas zoned for residential development on two
sides and existing rural lifestyle development to the north. The existing rural residential
development to the north will also be surrounded by residential development on three sides.

We consider that the appropriate zoning of our blocks and the rural residential land to the
north is Living Z.

2. Provisions of Plan Change 1 to Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (PC1), Lincoin
Structure Plan and PC7 As They Affect Our Land and Environs

Our land is excluded from the Metropolitan Urban Limits (MUL) in Plan Change 1 to the
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; all of the Broadfield Estates Ltd land is shown as
within the MUL,; and that the lifestyle blocks immediately to the north are also outside the
MUL.

Under PC7 our land and the rural lifestyle blocks to the north are zoned inner Plains. Our
land is shown as a potential location for future stormwater management under the Area 1
Outline Development Plan (ODP).

We did not submit on PC1 because we were not aware of its existence. We understand
individual landowners in Greater Christchurch (not even those such as ourselves who would
be directly affected by the position of MUL) were not notified of PC1. We consider that the
notification was deficient and contrary to the rules of natural justice.

‘Similarly, we did not submit on the draft Lincoln Structure Plan because we were not aware
of its existence. We were not notified of the draft Lincoln Structure. We consider consuitation
on the Plan was deficient and contrary to the rules of natural justice.




The land to the east of us is the subject of a recently approved private plan change request
for residential zoning (Liffey Springs Plan Change 4). We opposed PC4 because our current
farming difficulties will only be exacerbated with the proposal under PC4 for Living 1 zoning
along virtually the full length of our respective eastern boundaries. Our submission was
rejected.

Our blocks are shown as part of a wetland system in the Lincoln Structure Plan. The wetland
system includes our blocks, the Council's sewerage treatment site and a substantial part of
the Broadfield Estates block, the subject of PC4 and zoned Living 1 Deferred under PC4.
PC4 includes a much smaller area for wetlands than is shown in the Structure Plan.

We note that the Integrated Catchment Management Pian (ICMP) for Lincoln provides for
LLD’s proposed onsite stormwater management proposal under section 9.9 and Figure 9-4
as a ‘further option’. Our land is not required, or appropriate, for wetlands and stormwater
management

3. Wastewater/Stormwater Management

The current Lincoln wastewater plant will not be needed for sewerage treatment and
disposal in the future (other than possibly on a small scale to provide some holding capacity
in an adverse event e.g. piant failure). The proposal is for all of Lincoln wastewater to be
pumped to the proposed upgraded Rolleston Pines Wastewater Plant in its raw state. This
is acknowledged in the $32 explanation (paragraph 5.19) of the key features of the Lincoln
Structure Plan which states:-

12. Decommissioning of the sewage ponds in association with development of the Eastern
Selwyn Sewerage Scheme (ESSS)

13. An area of the north-east of the sewerage pond not previously in the urban area has
been included as a natural extension of the urban area once the sewage ponds are
dedommissioned, providing for a more compact urban form. A building buffer zone will still
be required as a wastewater holding tank will be constructed in this area as part of the
ESSS.

We understand that the proposed wetland areas were originaily intended to mitigate the
effects of stormwater runoff from new proposed residential growth areas, in particular the
‘Dairy’ block to the west, proposed for a mix of ‘standard’ and medium density residential
activity. This block is lowlying and stormwater drainage is difficult. We have consuited with
Lincoin Land Developments (developers of the Dairy Block) who advise us of their
preference for management of stormwater within the Dairy Block. They have prepared a
master plan for development of their land, which incorporates on site stormwater
management and does not require our land for stormwater drainage or detention purposes.

LLD have now obtained stormwater discharge consent for the master plan proposal which
-incorporates on site stormwater management (CRC092128). The subdivision and discharge
consents for the master plan were a joint hearing between SDC and ECAN (only the first
stages of the subdivision consent). SDC is accordingly fully aware of the approved
discharge consent incorporating on site stormwater disposal.

We are at a loss to understand why SDC considers our land may still be required for
stormwater management purposes. It is clearly not required in relation to the Dairy Block
development, and the Broadfields Estate land to the east makes provision for its stormwater
management requirements as part of approved PC4.




Our planning consultant made a written request to the Council's Asset Manager Utilities at
the Council’'s consultation meeting on 28" August 2009 seeking clarification regarding the
Council's future intentions for the Lincoln sewerage ponds and stormwater management
requirements. A reply was received on 8" October 2009 (attached as Appendix C). The
Manager advised that detailed modelling work was to commence within the next four weeks
which would clarify whether or not our fand was required for stormwater purposes. The
designation processes were to be put on hold in the meantime.

Despite the Asset Manager acknowledging the uncertainty the situation creates for us, six
months later, we have heard absolutely nothing from the Asset Manager or any other staff
member regarding the results of any stormwater modelling work and the implications for our
fand.

The wetland areas shown in the Lincoln Structure Plan are indicative only and detailed
investigate work e.g. levels have not been taken which would establish the feasibility or
otherwise of using our land for the purposes of wetland. Our land is not suitable for wetlands
as it is elevated, and above the level of the Broadfield Estates land the subject of PC4. In
any case, it is not reasonable for our [and to be taken for the purposes of mitigating the
adverse effects of stormwater disposal arising from residential subdivision elsewhere in
Lincoln i.e. the Dairy block.

With regards to the Asset Manager’s response to the issue of the sewerage pond setback,
his letter gives no justification for a 150m setback once the ponds are de-commissioned for
normal use.

4, Rural Inner Plains Zoning

We strongiy oppose the Rural Inner Plains Zoning of our land under Plan Change 7.

The effects of the changes to land uses in the vicinity of our properties proposed under PC1,
PC4, Lincoln Structure Plan and PC7 and retention of inner Plains zoning on our land is that
they render our landincapable of reasonable use due to potential reverse sensitivity effects
as outlined above.

Section 85 of the Resource Management Act 1991 applies. Section 85 provides for any
person having an interest in land to which a provision of proposed plan change applies, and
who considers that the provision will render that interest in land incapable of reasonable use,
to challenge that provision on those grounds.

We consider that our land and the rural residential blocks to north legally described
as Lot 1-6 DP 371976 should be included within the PC7 Living Z Zone and, if staging
is retained (which we oppose)}, staged for immediate development.

There is no need for a 150m buffer from the current Lincoln sewerage plant because this is
to be de-commissioned. A holding tank is proposed, to be used for emergency purposes, in
the event of failure of the pumping station, pumping wastewater to the Rolleston wastewater
treatment plant.

Change 1, the Lincoln Structure Pian and PC7 make provision for urban growth for the next
35 years. It is not appropriate that our land is excluded from the urban growth areas because
the Council considers a 150m is required from the treatment plant — there is clearly no
intention of retaining the treatment plant for the next 35 years, yet decisions are being made
about the zoning of our land for the next 35 years.

From discussions with Council officers, it is apparent that no detailed investigations have
been undertaken to date to determine the location or size of the proposed holding tanks,




What is clear is that it will require a substantially smaller area than the current wastewater
treatment plant and ponds. It is not appropriate to exclude our land from Living Z zoning on
the grounds of proximity to the Lincoin wastewater plant, and possible future hoiding tank
when it is clear that a much smaller buffer area, which does not extend to our land, is all that
will be required.

Officers have also indicated that a 20m esplanade reserve setback wiil be required from our
eastern boundary with the Liffey Stream. A 10m esplanade reserve is all that is required, to
achieve consistency with the 10m esplanade reserve required for the existing rurat
residential and Ryelands residential subdivision immediately to the north of our land. We
riote that PC4 proposes-a 20m esplanade reserve along Liffey Stream in the PC4 ODP area,
as part of the rail trail.

The ‘southern boundary road’ which adjoins the southern boundary of the Wha Jung and Se
Kyung Lee block forms a logical southern limit to the extent of the future residential area at
Lincoln. '

We note that our land is included with the ODP 1 area which covers the rural residential area
to north (proposed LZ Zone under draft PC7) and the Dairy Block. Despite being in the ODP
1 area, the zoning of our land is Rural Inner Plains. The implication is that the Rural zoning
has been retained so that the Council can designate our land for stormwater/wetland
purposes, and seek to purchase our land at rural land prices. This is very strongly opposed
by us, as contrary to the rules of natural justice and fairness in circumstances where the
Rural zoning is not a sustainable zoning given the inability to farm our land for the reasons
outlined above.

From our discussions with officers, they have suggested that an alternative use for our land
could be for rural residential purposes.. This was suggested on the grounds that there would
be fimited land for residential development once a 150m wastewater buffer, and 20m
esplanade reserve were ‘deducted’ from the residential deveiopment area. For the reasons
outlined above, all that is required and appropriate is a 10m esplanade reserve.

We also note that there is only very limited provision for rural residential development in
Selwyn District (PC1 provides for 200 households for each planning period, a total of 600
households). Whilst we support rural residential development of our land as a ‘second’ less
preferred option, we consider the most sustainable and appropriate use of our land is Living
Z or equivalent. '

5. . Phasing of urban development

PC7 proposes staging of new growth areas, with some areas zoned Deferred Living Z, with
development deferred until 2021. This in accordance with the provisions of PC1. However,
these provisions are subject to appeal. Staging/sequencing of development is justified in
PC1 as giving effect to Objective 4 — to ensure rate and location of development is
integrated with the provision of strategic infrastructure and associated funding mechanisms.
However, the s32 assessment does not consider alternative ways of achieving this
objective.eg developer —led funding, alternative temporary infrastructure solutions to enable
development to proceed in the short term prior to major infrastructure upgrades. When
landholding costs are taken into account, these options are often a far more sustainable
method of enabling urban development. They also enable development to proceed,
providing capital contributions to the ‘long term’ solution and assisting with its funding.

. We seek deletion of the all of the phasing provisions in PC7.




If phasing is retained in PC7, then we seek more flexibility for amending phasing
where sustainable management of physical and natural resources will still be
achieved, by way of a restricted discretionary resource consent application {or
simiiar).

We seek amendments to the proposed policies and rules, addition of a new policy and
rule {or similar), and any consequential amendments, as follows:-

Amend Policy B4.3.7 as follows:-

Policy B4.3.7
Each Qutline Development Plan shall include:

(vi) Set out the phasing and coordination of subdivision and development in line with
the staging shown on the Planning Maps and Appendices, except where it can be
demonstrated that the rate and location of development can be integrated with the
provision of infrastructure and associated funding mechanisms by a different method
to that which forms the basis for the applicable development staging provisions in the
District Plan and Change 1 to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement.

Amend Policy B4.3.8 as follows:-

Policy B4.3.8
Except as provided for in Policy B4.3.9, The phasing of any Living Z shown on the
Planning Maps and Appendices occurs as follows:-

Add Policy B4.3.9 as follows:-

Policy B4.3.9 _
Enable development to proceed ahead of the phasing reguirements set out in Policy

B4.3.8 and as shown on the Planning Maps and Appendices in circumstances where it
can be demonstrated that the rate and location of development can be integrated with
the provision of infrastructure and associated funding mechanisms by a different
method to that which forms the basis for the applicable development staging
provisions in the District Plan and Change 1 to the Canterbury Regional Policy
Statement,

This policy is intended to provide for some flexibility in the phasing of development,
in accordance with the enabling provisions of the Resource Management Act 1991. It
recognizes that there may be a number of ways of providing for and funding
infrastructure requirements, including developer-funded upgrades (to be
subsequently recovered from the Council where the upgrades have wider public
penefits). and temporary solutions which generate capital contributions to the Council
upgrades programmed for a later date. Such flexibility will help ensure a continuous

. supply of residential sections in accordance with market demand, and avoid the
potential for a few landowners allocated to ‘early stages’ ‘monopolising’ the
development process.

Amend Explanation and Reasons of Policy 4.3.9 (renumbered 4.3.10) to read as
follows:-

...lt is nonetheless recognized that through the detailed preparation of subdivision
consent applications or asset design processes there is the potential for alternative
solutions or routes to be developed that still achieve the outcomes sought in the




ODPs than the broad land use pattern shown on the ODP. When assessing
applications for development that is not in accordance with an ODP, it is anticipated
that such applications will only be granted where they are able to demonstrate that
the proposed development still achieves the key principles and outcomes sought in
the ODP than the layout shown in the ODP.

Amend Policy B4.3.50 as follows:-

Except as provided for in Policy B4.3.9, ensure that new Greenfield urban growth only
occurs within the Outline Development Plan areas identified on the Planning Maps
and Appendices and in accordance with the phasing set out in Policy B4.3.8 once
adequate infrastructure and servicing is available.

Amend Subdivision Rule 12.1.6.5 as follows:-
Restricted Discretionary Activities — Subdivision — General

The following activity shall be a restricted discretionary activity:-

e Any subdivision in a Living Z Zone covered by an operative Outline
Development Plan within the District Plan that is not in general accordance
with that Outline Development Plan and/or the Planning Maps and Appendices
including in relation to phasing.

The exercise of discretion shall be restricted to the matters set out below:-

e With regard to the matters listed in Policy B4.3.7, whether the proposed
amendments (e.g. alternative routes, phasing, infrastructure methods) will
enable development to proceed without compromising the long term outcomes
sought in the ODPs; and/or where it can be shown that the proposed
amendments better achieve the overalil purpose of the ODPs of achieving
integrated high quality urban development based on best practice urban
design principles.

"« Appropriate mechanisms {funding, covenants, consent notices on titles efc) to
assist with achieving the above outcomes.

6. Outline Development Plans

General

The requirements of Policy B4.3.56 for the form of ODPs for each ODP area are too
restrictive and should be deleted or amended as outlined below. The infrastructure
proposals included in the Lincoin Structure Plan have not been sufficiently researched to
become statutory requirements, as part of PC7. For example, the roading routes and
stormwater and wetland requirements for ODP Area 1 are not in accordance with the
proposals for our landholdings or the Dairy block recently approved discharge consent for
stormwater (see discussion under Wastewater/Stormwater Management above).

If the provision for ODPs in PC7 is retained, then we support Policy 4.3.9 and Rule
12.1.6.5 but in an amended form (or similar) as outlined above. We consider these
provisions at least provide some much needed flexibility to enable consideration of
development proposals not in accordance with an approved ODP which still achieve
sustainable management of natural and physical resources.

ODP Area 1
We seek that if ODP requirements in Policy B4.3.56 are to be retained, the




foliowing amendments are made to the ODP Area 1 matters:-

« Delete the notation ‘potential stormwater management area’ over our land and
amend the area of ODP 1 to exclude our land.

« Delete ‘Maintenance of the buffer zone (150m) around the perimeter of the
sewerage treatment plant’. This is to be decommissioned so is unnecessary
and should be removed.

¢ Amend bullet point 5 to read:-

‘Provision of a comprehensive stormwater/wetland system, including
stormwater wetland areas where required to accommodate necessary flows, in
accordance with approved stormwater discharge consents, and based on
mitigation of stormwater effects within the ODP 1 Area.’

« Amend ODP 1 to show a roading link to the boundary of our land, or as a less
preferred alternative, to the boundary of the existing rural lifestyle blocks to
the north of our land (as per amended ODP Area 1 attached as Appendix D).

New ODP Area 7

We seek that if the provisions for ODPs in PC7 is retained, an additional ODP Area 7 is
included, as attached as Appendix E. ODP Area 7 covers our land and Lots 1-6 DP
371976 sited immediately to the north. We seek that all the land within ODP Area 7 be
zoned Living Z.

We seek that if the provisions for ODPs in PC7 is retained the following is added to
the Policy B4.3.56:-

Qutline Development Plan Area 7

e ODP Area 7 align with ODP Area 1;

« Provision for changing the status of the existing right of way at the end of
Allendale Lane, in the adjoining Ryelands subdivision, to local road, with a
minimum legal width of 10m and minimum formed width of 6m;

» Provision for a possible road finkage to the adjoining ODP Area 1;

‘e Provision for a stormwater management system;

« Provision for wells and water pumping facilities to provide sufficient capacity
for all future growth in this area; ,

« Provision for a reticulated wastewater system and pumping stations with
capacity to accommodate necessary fiows;

» Provision for a 10m esplanade reserve along the western side of the Liffey (L1}
waterway, consistent with the width of the existing esplanade reserve on the
west side of the Liffey through the adjoining Ryelands subdivision;

« Provision for pedestrian and cycle links along the western side of the Liffey
{L1) waterway;

o Provision of a minimum net density of 10 households per hectare averaged
over the ODP area.

7. Section 32 Assessment

The Section 32 Analysis is inadequate and incomplete. It is flawed because its starting point
is the objectives and policies of Change 1, which are not yet operative. The fundamental
basis of the change to a ‘community led/strategic’ approach to urban growth is not
~addressed because it is assumed that Change 1 is the only and correct approach. Given the
extent of appeals on Change 1, this assumption is inappropriate. The s32 assessment
should have considered these ‘fundamental’ questions. It should also have provided
justification for the location of the new growth areas, and proposed phasing.




The alternative options assessed by PC7 focus on alterative methods for providing for
medium density housing, which is only one part of the scope of PC7.

The options do not include incorporating within PC7 greater flexibility in terms of the form
and timing of development (form of ODPs, phasing etc) which still achieves high quality
integrated development. The amendments we seek to PC7 seek to remedy this major flaw
with PC7, in the event the overall ‘community led” approach is continued to be pursued by
the Council.

The options do not include inclusion of our land within the UL, or as a Rural Residential area,
both options which better meet the sustainable management purpose of the Resource
Management Act 1991 than retaining our land’s Rural Inner Plains Zoning.

8. Urban Development Strategy Memorandum of Understanding

Selwyn District Council is a partner to the Urban Development Strategy (UDS). The Lincoln
Structure Plan and PC7 are intended to give effect to the UDS, which is being implemented
in a statutory sense through Change 1. ECAN accepted that it is inappropriate for its own
councillors to hear submissions on Change 1, because, as signatories to the UDS MoU, they
were unable to be objective and impartial in their consideration of Change 1. The matter
would be pre-determined. The same applies to Selwyn District Council councillors with
respect to PC7. it is essential on grounds of naturai justice that independent
commissioners are appointed to hear submissions and further submissions PC7.

We seek the various amendments/outcomes set out above in bold and any other
changes or amendments, including consequential amendments, to PC7 which give
effect to the intent of our submission.

We do desire to be heard in support of our submission

If others are making a submission, we would consider presenting a joint case with
them at a hearing

o Melidest, Tungw hee




z | =fed

- peol 96w jIREIod

anos AL

Properhes

e

preos ss2d/q [epLnd a0 epuoads NV1d ALISN3d
Jopn pue ¥oemes sdeaspue o Aeuipd ANV
SO s ey PLLSBON) B Q40SSHSS WHOMLIN aVOd
Aysuap WOPBN 1 paue gao o Weba
| \ wioos 0

e, "

TS || SIS

‘,.,.uﬁ_u;ﬁmiz.,.. e 0 uﬁnE .._aan _Qﬁ_
" jewacy, oul s@aamol 52083 Aneq S jo. Ko 3 1 pe
mmm&ﬁ mﬁ:ﬂaa m...& mm._ mﬁ ..oﬂ::,..uumﬁ‘zuon.mﬁ :sm.s.ﬂ :

._,pm ..__eac_ |
; :ao.._m.camn,un: Eﬁ;._umzu % umoE.._msu;os Issanoe _EunEu
._82_3 zu_a._..smu o %ms.._ zmﬂ.a.r uu:_o.__ e 85 UL

_h_uﬁ aass Bupyied - pue-supedion Jayo- oge
- Emucaomm u_ua_m

‘quapisal 2Jmny 10§ 201D Buisnoy paseadau]
apiacd 07 Specy Abpuooas pue Aellld ™ ssaxoe Bujaey
saBeyuj| soeds uado A3y 03 jueoefpe seaie JAisuap, wnipau,
J9YI0 UM puE esie Buysnoy suossad ApppR Ui 3 p1e0d]

....>mE sosn [efuIpISA Aysusp h:m__: eIy rad spjoyssnoy
”_o.h jo Rysuop 38U E:E__.__E n. aAaae =Em.m2<,ano Al

auuhm ,,n.m,._uw oy _._mnohﬁ ca:u@c_._B e uu_aen o

.“,?Eom 2q pinoe peat aBeul) @ pue asn E yrs: SEpOUIWIONE
Ayenuzod ;.. pIod - UMols. 1a4nd sdeospue) . 3y~ X0H

E_mn_ .ﬂh.”m; umE muﬂ;n__ e Bmﬂcozw,_ﬂE:ao a0 pinoys
- peo uﬁ. An) m_._m.n_ :

268 Eﬁ_%a_a Jeul
Sjyi. "400 ap.uo-

mwu:mv_ﬂh i ssa00€ _ﬂ.o_ uv_aoa B s :onuc_.c Ecu
-SpeoY .
Jed’ WALRION, 24U SuOjSIAPgnS SR AT
_uﬂmﬂu u_hosﬁnc umo._ oﬁ ﬁ? ﬂn._mﬂc_. g .mﬁn.a,.mﬁ uj, us:n_
PSiAN0S 03 15aM .U reoni ‘sBUpdg JRuNC TIMIL - “ifen

”.,,, sm?,u._ﬁ Iy :o_u_&o.a abue]. a3 0y BupaEa; ﬁmE“._Buuﬂ_ou e
-1 m:s.._uc_.c‘,._ mc_u_._ma u:m Eum&oe ms._m_ u_uh... ..E.muEB.n ;

LM - on Aiewiid 4L “y1oMIaU U 40 . FUOmIBG, 3

: _E& ;uz.s Bc_u:uu_ ,:RE PARI| SNOL Emvcuumu g._m EmE_._n_

d.__._ué au _vmvcmn_xm A1 SIOIAISS: _muo_.um;u,

3 ucv.ﬁ a2y ul toawcm.n anqnd” B%B:Eouow,a_ﬁac@mmu usag

sey’ u_hoiuc ferae ayL *55U)pjIng. o _._czﬂ.._uto Eou P30
._e mojje. B m_nﬁmo..._ 223 guu__s.ﬁﬁ z.ﬁucwm E: ﬂuﬂum.

o, tseole mssunsgo: & pue aﬁ U3 URDIM

Sz_nmusan ¥20jq-1equf - pue EEHES gheinaus
B ﬂuo_n_ _uﬂuuccou._ﬂc_.tosm JO uopean A U) paynsal SEY
spy1, rsuopdo jiodsuely jo shues € Jo _._o_m_...o.___ ajes 1) smofe
ey} Swsyss e 0} EuEno_u.ﬁv pajequalio-1e e wolj. Aeme
aAouw 0] S }omIsu EuEu...oE [(e4o0 9L J0 I faewiad AL

ALISNIA B YHOMLIN aVod

NTODNIT - T VIEY NYid INTNdO1AAIA ANTILNO



Pep e oUiR 5

. J - het 200F Gon~eds . Orighast -
™ /\"’\ML, d% i .A‘_.Nw/\e'_d Si\.\.!‘aal'u-‘} F‘TC)"" QFLQA ‘.

ey N e e

IO R

\

.g"-:‘g‘% ‘
$35%% , _
#%, 1re

DFP.329124

Ta Vel o8 Local
Pupose {Espiemnde)
Feyarve it the Selwyn

Diatriet Govrell

5750m°

- . ) N )

[ WMEMORANDUM OF EAGEMENTS ¥ |
Neture T Dormangnt

\,_._  Showe | _Tenemen L

\ oy
7 Lot

o . HOMF & Saniae 2
Droperty Address: Allendale Lans, Lincoln ] ' 3 L
Reqgistered Owners: K.T. & 0.J. MCintosh & \ 7 o

M.K.Jang, LW.Jung, §.K.Lee, M.Sung l s i ]
Comprised in: ¢'s.T.11B985 & 118387. P £
_ocal Authorily: Selwyn District
Tobtai Araa: 8,2300ha o8 56 -
ﬁm cnd rPOARang G168 SEpOXMEIE OnY %‘M'—- 3D, et dssiialuiistand {}2""'"'""‘""“-%?'E-’mr'w-udiiedm-i-na«..J330

3rd tumiest to sebne? Gaptral and Tmol Rrver. 1:2000 SCALE {Msires)

H
H

p B . Scoie ;1L,20008A5
- Proposed Subdivision of Date “:July 2005
CLASSON POTTS FOWLER) Lots 120 & 121 D.P.328124 Drawing No.B744-~C1l
ﬁﬁmﬁwm%rwgh -] : Sheet No 9 Sheeks




- }

,63%4%’}% A
3538583 6 AL

5985 D.P.3T1976 _

2

19516m?

/ v SCHEDULE OF EASEMENTS
. ’ \ CATURE | SERVIENT TENEMENT DOMINANT
Diagram ToN® | Shown | TENEMENT |
i . 1 3] 1ot 2
Sealo 1:15,000 Right of Way & Z E i
Property Address: Allandale Lane, Lincoln St : T =
Registered Owners: K.T. & D.J. Mdntosh & —TIEMORANDUM OF EAGEMENIS
M.K.Jang, L.W.Jung, S.K.Lee, M.Sung NA:RE SERVIEN??B@EMEETM DOMINANT
Comprised in: C's.T.118086 & 118987 Lot ° o Tﬂ:ﬁ.&;af
Locat Authority: Selwyn District . Rt oy & z C s 3as
Total Area: 8.9300ha ) ” o0 o o
:ﬁ:ﬂswmﬂwm Tnn)l:r-!unluulrminnl||u||n|||mlnu]lmhnlllmlmlllujilluhlnhmlunl_unj
% subjeet 0 councd agproval and el SUN3Y: SCALE 1:2000
s s . Scale: 1:2000 @ A3
== Duffill Watts Proposed Subdivision of Date:October 2007
236 Armagh Streat, P.0.Box 13875, Ghristchurch LOtS 120 & 1 21 Dp3291 24 Drawing Mo: 8744-02A

Sheet 1 of 1 Sheet



DISTRICT COUNCIL

8 October 2009

Fiona Aston Consultancy Ltd
PO Box 1435
CHRISTCHURCH 8140

Attention; Fiona Aston

Dear Fiona
SEWERAGE PONDS - LINCOLN

Thank you for your email of 28 September 2009. A number of questions were raised regarding
wastewater and stormwater services — which I respond to below.

1. Sewerage Ponds — Setback
The statements from Mr Sorrell and via PC7 are correct but require clarification.
With the proposed transfer of sewerage to Rolleston, decommissioning of the oxidation
ponds for normal use will occur. However the decommissioned ponds will remain for
~ emergency discharge use. The setbacks of 150m will remain around the site to protect
this utility usage and the effects it may bring,

2. Stormwater - Designation

Detailed modeling wotk is due to commence in the next four weeks, which will assist in
confirming the need for the Jung and McIntosh land as a stormwater treatment area.

At this point I have asked that the Designation process for Jung/MclIntosh be put on
hold. I will respond to you once I have confirmed the need for the land as identified
above. I appreciate the uncertainty this creates for your clients, and will respond earlier
if possible.

1 am involved in the PC7 process and will ensure other Council staff are also aware of
this work.

Yours faithful

H Blake-Manson
ASSET MANAGER UTILITIE

Cec A Mactier, A Greenup, J Ashley — ———

www.selwyn.govt.nz
Sehwyn District Council, 2 Norman Kirk Drive Rollaston /PO Box 80, Rolleston 7643
Tel 03 347 2800 Fax: 03 347 2799 Emaill: admin@selwyn.govt.nz




Appendix D:

Amendments Sought to ODP Area 1
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