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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

No

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments below)

Yes

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

No

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

O

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer Residential
Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential (MF) that have been identified for potential growth if Martinborough needs
more land for growth in the future? Please comment below:

O

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

No

Q14

Please give your reasons below

O
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

No

Q16

Please give your reasons below

O

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

No

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Either

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

Respondent skipped this question
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

No

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments below)

I'm assuming you meant the map on page 3
Featherston marae on western lake road is missing. 
I understand the idea for growth around the rail at woodside but thought it was a bad idea.

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

Don't know

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential
(MF) that have been identified for potential growth if
Martinborough needs more land for growth in the future?
Please comment below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

No
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q14

Please give your reasons below

The proposed FA growth node to the west is too Geographically  steep, the growth node to the east is low lying marshy land prone to 
flooding.
The train station has been positioned incorrectly on your map.
It would make better sense to have growth south east of the town as the land is more suitable for housing

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

Don't know

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

No

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Respondent skipped this question

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

Facebook
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

No

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments below)

Firstly, I'm presuming you mean the diagram / map on page 3 as there is no map on page 4. 

Secondly, your question is confusing. Where are the 'values' that you ask about? This is a confusing term and I'm not sure what you're 
asking about. 

In terms of 'features' - do I think this map contains the features that will help achieve the district's vision? It's a hard question to 
answer - especially given that I think the vision is bland, inoffensive and uninspiring. The best of country living according to who's 
perspective? Old school industrial farmers? Maori? Children growing up in an age of climate change terror? It's nice to call out 
community as being at the heart of everything we do - but I just don't get the feeling that it means anything much. So - I don't really 
understand the vision or feel it's very distinctive - and as a result, it's hard to tell whether the features on the map will lead to this 
vision being realised. 

What's missing for me is being excited when I read the vision and the three key roles. Can't you see that it's just SO INCREDIBLY 
OBVIOUS AND BORING? I want to be excited about our future. What can I look forward to being proud of as a resident of this region? 
What will give me hope? What will make me feel inspired to be a part of this place's future? I know these are hard questions - but 
answers to these is what we need. 

This document is more about maintaining our breathing than why we live. I just wish you could go a little deeper into developing a 
meaningful vision for the future for our place - something that gets us going. I know that most of your job is dealing with the very 
important stuff that keeps us breathing - like water and rubbish. But you ALSO are in a position to lead the people of this place into a 
future where feel excited by and proud of. 

This document feels like you've done a good job at thinking about some very important questions around population growth. This helps 
us answer the question: how can we all live together safely in this place? But there's precious little in here that answers the question: 
Why do we want to belong and be a part of this place as we get older?

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

Don't know

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

Seems ok from a cursory glance, but I'm a greytown resident, so it doesn't feel like my call
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer Residential
Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential (MF) that have been identified for potential growth if Martinborough needs
more land for growth in the future? Please comment below:

My general feeling is to make our towns much denser, and keep our rural land from being overtaken with sprawling low-density housing 
and lifestyle blocks (whilst moving our rural land toward ever more regenerative usage).

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

Don't know

Q14

Please give your reasons below

Again - I'm a greytown resident, so I don't feel like it's my call to make

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

No
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Your estimate says that Greytown will grow by 1080 people over the next 30 years. Google tells me that the population at June 2020 
was 2420. This means that the population in 2051 is expected to be 3500. Current population is therefore going to grow by 45%. 
Therefore, if we are interested in denser towns and keeping highly productive land for growing food, then my rough calculation says 
that even at the current level of density, the challenge is to find an area of land to expand housing that is around 45% of greytown's 
existing residential area. We can reduce this if we expect more dense housing on the new land. We can reduce this further by in-filling 
within the existing residential zoning. 

So - it's true that GB looks like it is around 45% of the existing residential area of Greytown. However, I think we can do better in 
several ways:

1) reduce the size of GB by encouraging infill in existing residential areas and denser new housing on GB.

2) Increase density of GA area - that's bloody horrible at the moment - ghastly lifestyle blocks. Can't we do something better here?

3) LOVING the idea of a village at woodside. YES YES YES!!! Get on with that immediately I'd say. If it's going to happen, let's start it
now and do it beautifully. And if we do that with good high density housing, it'll be a great little humming hub and remove a lot of the
pressure on colonising (again) highly productive farmland.

If we did 2 and 3 above, would we even need GB at all?

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

Yes

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Either

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

Email,

Other (please specify):

Main reason I spent time on this was a conversation with
Harriet at SWDC - she was super-encouraging and helped
me to realise that I could have a voice.
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

Yes

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments
below)

Respondent skipped this question

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

No

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

No further development should take place until investment 3 waters infrastructure has taken place

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer Residential
Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential (MF) that have been identified for potential growth if Martinborough needs
more land for growth in the future? Please comment below:

No further development should take place until investment 3 waters infrastructure has taken place

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

Don't know

Q14

Please give your reasons below

Don't live there
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

Don't know

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Don't live there

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

No

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Respondent skipped this question

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

Email
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

No

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments below)

I didn’t see plans for additional reading to take account of any increased traffic flow (for example Jellicoe Street).

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

No

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

All of the changes seem to affect the southern side of Martinborough. Jellicoe Street is already very busy, with many cars travelling at 
70 kms along that road. It would make sense to spread the new developments around to spread out the increased traffic.

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer Residential
Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential (MF) that have been identified for potential growth if Martinborough needs
more land for growth in the future? Please comment below:

Same as above - they will lead to increased traffic on Jellicoe Street, so it would be better to look at land in other parts of 
Martinborough as well.

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

Yes

Q14

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

Yes

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

No

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Respondent skipped this question

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

SWDC website

16



17



Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

No

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments
below)

Respondent skipped this question

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

Don't know

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential
(MF) that have been identified for potential growth if
Martinborough needs more land for growth in the future?
Please comment below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

Don't know

Q14

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

No
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Greytown like other wairarapa towns are special as they are small towns. Subdivisions everywhere will change the small town close 
community.

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

No

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Respondent skipped this question

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

Facebook
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

Yes

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments
below)

Respondent skipped this question

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

Don't know

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

uncertainty about what is actually feasible. 
no explanation as to what is "lifestyle" and what is "mid residential"

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer Residential
Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential (MF) that have been identified for potential growth if Martinborough needs
more land for growth in the future? Please comment below:

As an owner of a property  (since 2006) very concerned about ruining what is currently pure agricultural land directly to the 
south. Feel that other areas (that already have a mix of residential and "lifestyle") that are identified on the map are better suited to 
zoning changes. Also very concerned about what "mid residential" means and why, if anything,  "lifestyle" isn't mooted in the MF area. 
MF is the most rural, and provides an attractive and established rural/town delineation between village and countryside. Pinot Grove, 
for example is overly dense development and would be a disaster for the green field sites to the south.
Also, "dark skies" are extremely important (as noted) and the greenfield agricultural areas directly to the south between Jellicoe and 
Ferry roads are key to this.

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

Respondent skipped this question
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q14

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

Respondent skipped this question

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

No

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Wednesday 26 May

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

Other (please specify):

chatting with Martinborough locals in the Village Cafe
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

Yes

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments
below)

Respondent skipped this question

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

Yes

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential
(MF) that have been identified for potential growth if
Martinborough needs more land for growth in the future?
Please comment below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

Yes

Q14

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

Yes
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

No

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Respondent skipped this question

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

Email
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

No

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments below)

In my opinion, the land areas for the inner residential areas are too small.  People live in the Wairarapa because they want a bit of 
land.  Not necessarily a full lifestyle block, but certainly bigger than 150-200m.

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

Don't know

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential
(MF) that have been identified for potential growth if
Martinborough needs more land for growth in the future?
Please comment below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

No

Q14

Please give your reasons below

Some of the sections are too small.
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

Don't know

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

No

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Respondent skipped this question

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

Email
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

Yes

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments
below)

Respondent skipped this question

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

Respondent skipped this question

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential
(MF) that have been identified for potential growth if
Martinborough needs more land for growth in the future?
Please comment below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

Respondent skipped this question

Q14

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

Yes
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Both areas have good accessibility to existing infrastructure such as sewerage and water.

Q17

Do you want to speak to your submission?

No

Q18

Which is your preferred hearing date?

Respondent skipped this question

Q19

Where did you find out about the Spatial Plan
Consultation?

Email
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q8

Do you think our draft South Wairarapa Spatial Plan
Diagram and Map on page 4 captures the values and
features that you think will help achieve the district’s vision
of “the best of country living with the community at the
heart of everything we do?”

Yes

Q9

Is there anything missing? (please make any comments
below)

Respondent skipped this question

Q10

Do you support the recommended growth option
(combination option Inner Residential (ME), Mid
Residential (MD), Outer Residential Lifestyle (MA)) for
Martinborough? (See page 5 for details)

Yes

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q12

What do you think of the other areas (Dublin Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MB), Lake Ferry/White Rock Outer
Residential Lifestyle (MC) and Ferry Road Mid Residential
(MF) that have been identified for potential growth if
Martinborough needs more land for growth in the future?
Please comment below:

Respondent skipped this question

Q13

Do you support the recommended growth options
Featherston growth node (FA), Featherston Outer
Residential (South) (FB) and Featherston Outer
Residential Lifestyle (North) (FC) for Featherston? (See
page 6 for details)

Yes

Q14

Please give your reasons below

Respondent skipped this question

Q15

Do you support the recommended growth option (Existing
Mid Residential (GF) and Jellicoe-Papawai Mid Residential
(GB)) for Greytown? (See page 7 for details)

Yes
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Proposed 3.6 hectare section of land accessed via Kempton St/Yule Grove 

 Yule Grove 

3.6 hectares 

3.6 hectares 
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To whom it may concern, 

 

Re:  Request for rezoning of 51 Jellicoe St, Greytown from rural to urban 

 

We  are the owners of the property at 51 Jellicoe St. Greytown.  The property is roughly 4000 sq.m and has one 

dwelling and two sheds situated on it.  It is currently zoned rural and cannot be subdivided under current regulations 

for rural zoning. 

Our future plan is to subdivide the property into probably four sections; we would retain one of the sections and 

build a smaller dwelling for our retirement.   It would be easier for us to maintain a newer, smaller property as we 

are in an older age bracket and have no dependents living with us and don’t need a large property. 

I contacted the planning department of the SWDC a couple of months ago and was advised to submit this application 

for consideration during the submission period of the recently released Development Plan and Spatial Plan for South 

Wairarapa.    

In terms of zoning the property is an outlier as it is essentially an urban property and is being used as such; it doesn’t 

fit with the definition of a rural property.   In fact the properties opposite us on Jellicoe St from street address 60 and 

below and next to us (49 and below) are all zoned urban as shown inside the orange boundary on the map image 

below: 
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With reference to the SWDC Spatial Plan our property appears to be bordering the zone labelled GB (Jellicoe - 

Pāpāwai Mid Residential) as shown below: 

  

 

 

We are asking that out property can be rezoned so that it can be included in the “Jellicoe - Pāpāwai Mid Residential” 

region (labelled GB) and thereby be included in the Recommended Growth Option for Greytown (GF and GB) shown 

in the map image above (ref.  p7 SWDC Spatial Plan). 

 

I am available at anytime to meet with a planning representative either at the SWDC offices or on-site at 51 Jellicoe 

St. Greytown to discuss further if required.  

 

Martin Corke 

Ph: +6421898907 

 

Or Vicki 

+6421898903 
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q16

Please give your reasons below

6. We do not believe the document presented for consultation provides adequate information for us to
make informed comment. This needs to be addressed so that we can provide meaningful comment.
7. In particular, the diagram showing Greytown Residential Growth Options is not easily understood.
The key to the diagram is confusing – for example the green could be 1-10 dwellings on lots greater
than 1200 sqm OR it could be Conservation land – it can’t be both. This needs to be clarified and
the diagrams reissued for consultation, we consider that this is critical. Similarly Soldiers Memorial
Park (and other parks) seem to be coded for Residential, we assume that this is not the intention.
Greytown School is shown in a similar manner.
8. The diagram for GF should be reissued, correctly coded and at a larger scale so that it is easily read.
9. The black lines around GE, GA, GC and GB are not identified in the key,
10. The red outline of GF and GB in places mergers with the 21-100 potential dwellings per lot creating
further confusion.
11. For the lots coloured red, is the 21-100 dwellings the number of dwellings per existing lot? If this is
the case this would imply multi storey buildings (well in excess of the maximum two storey buildings
or the current density which are present in Greytown currently).
12. We would like to see proposed densities addressed for GA (which surely must be known as the
subdivision is underway), GB, GC, GD and GE.
13. We note the Spatial Plan is for residential only and does not consider the impacts of this growth on
commercial (particularly Main Street Town Centre Precinct) and industrial. Until recently our
population was pretty static with moderate growth in recent years - 2,103 in 2006; 2,238 in 2013,
2,466 in 2018. This growth needs to be supported by appropriate commercial growth in order to
avoid ad hoc and character destroying development. Governors Green is an example of what can
happen at the Gateway to Greytown when development occurs in an ad hoc nature. We do not
understand how residential growth can be considered in isolation from industrial or commercial. We
would like to see Industrial, Commercial and Residential considered together so that a holistic view
of the future can be seen – we would like to be involved in the conversation around this.
14. We reiterate our comments from our earlier submission – particularly surrounding Density, Building
Height (repeated below):
Building Height
15. The existing allowable maximum height is far too tall for Greytown (it appears to have been included
in the current district plan to cater for Masterton). There are no buildings in the whole of Greytown
which are of a height greater than two stories. The traditional most important buildings in town
(Churches, the Borough Council, the Cinema, the Bank) should remain the tallest buildings. The
Churches in early Greytown were a central focus for residents. They are set within larger grounds
and their plantings and curtilage are important.
16. The Trust believes buildings should be restricted to a maximum of two-stories with their height
restricted to a height appropriate to location (e.g. in the residential area this would be lower than the
Town Precinct). Lower height limits should also be included for the industrial area (does Farmlands
really need to be that tall?).
Density
17. The Trust is concerned about the extent of the residential infill and the current minimum section
sizes. There are now no remaining one-acre blocks left on Main Street. Subdivision is threatening
the remaining half and quarter acre blocks. The Trust would like to see a quarter acre minimum lot
size for Main Street. The typical residential pattern for early Greytown was low density, with space
for orchards, large vegetable gardens, the keeping of hens. The early survey pattern of one acre lots
was underlying and over-time these lots have been developed or subdivided typically down to
quarter acre sections. Even with the considerable increase in density, a sense of spaciousness
remains. The streets are a major contributor. This feeling of space or low density is extremely
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SWDC Spatial Plan Review Submission - 23 April 2021 

 

About Us 
 
1. Greytown Heritage Trust is a group of committed volunteers advocating for and preserving the 

unique history, character and heritage features – the buildings, trees and streetscape – of Greytown 

in South Wairarapa; New Zealand's first planned inland town. 

2. Greytown Community Heritage Trust (the Trust) was established in 1993 with five founding members 

and $10 in capital. The Trust Deed was signed on 1 April 1994 by Alfred Eastwood, Max Edridge, 

Judith Lee, Alan Wilks and Alisoun Werry.  

3.  The Trust Deed outlines these aims: 

 To encourage and facilitate the preservation of Greytown’s contextual, cultural and environmental 

heritage within the ‘Town Centre Precinct’. 

 To promote awareness of heritage sites and provide education on heritage issues relating to 

Greytown. 

 To support and promote local historic research. 

 To encourage and facilitate the preservation of historic and notable trees, in and around 

Greytown. 

 To be instrumental within the Greytown district in advancing any of these aims. 

 
4. The Trust worked with South Wairarapa District Council (SWDC) to create the guidelines for the 

historic precinct in Greytown (Town Precinct), running from the Kuratawhiti/Jellicoe Streets 

intersection in the north to Wood Street further south.  

5. The Trust was subsequently involved in instigating the Design Guide for the Greytown Residential 

Extension (North Street to Humphries Street).  The Residential Extension received overwhelming 

community support with several requests to have it extended to other streets in Greytown. 
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q11

Please give your reasons below:

1. We wish to stress that our client is not opposed to intensification in areas excluding his own immediate precinct; the Oxford Street,
Regent Street, north-western corner. However, intensification should be concentrated in areas where intensification neither:
a. adversely affects the general amenity value and unique character of Martinborough (country village, café lifestyle, with minimal to
moderate vehicular traffic), nor
b. removes from productive use, the area’s more productive land – particularly land most suitable for grape growing (the industry
primarily responsible for Martinborough’s resurgence, and now significant popularity).
2. If the areas marked as “MF” and “MC” on the “Martinborough Residential Growth Options” map are intensified, the objectives
discussed above are not met, particularly in respect of the area marked as “MC”, whose soils are more productive than the soils within
the “MF” area.
3. An issue which is becoming increasingly problematic, is vehicular traffic within the town square area. Of course, a negative
externality resulting from increasing popularity, both as a place to live, and increasingly as a place to visit, will always be increased
traffic. This must be managed and planned for, because if it is not, Martinborough’s attributes enjoyed by many – residents and visitors
alike – will be seriously compromised.
4. Therefore, we are confused as to why Council promotes intensification of any of the outlying precincts, particularly “MF” and “MC”,
because it is certain that residents of those areas will generally drive into the village square area, rather than walk – simply because of
distance. Compounding this issue, is the ageing demographic of residents and newcomers to Martinborough.Further to the afore-
mentioned concerns in respect of the increase of vehicular traffic specific to Martinborough, an ancillary argument is why would any
town planning initiative encompass increasing vehicular traffic in the modern era which considers health, air quality, global warming,
etc?
5. Bearing in mind our arguments against intensification outside the existing main residential area, in its Spatial Plan, Council’s
promotion of such intensification is entirely contrary to its objectives within that plan and its supporting documents, to protect and
retain Martinborough’s unique character and amenity value. The contradiction is a concern.
3
6. Underpinning our objectives to intensification beyond the existing residential areas, is that it is not necessary to drive into the village 
square area from within the existing limits. Therefore, intensification within the existing limits – including within the Regent Street,
Oxford Street, New York Street, Hawkins Drive precinct, the 100m strip alongside Regent Street, will result in only a minor increase in
vehicular traffic in the village square area.
7. Further, from our quite extensive experience in advising to prospective property developments in Martinborough, we are aware that
over 90% of potential buyers of properties prefer to reside within the current residential limits, as close as possible to the village
square, and that the main reason for choosing this proximity to the village square is that it is close enough to walk to.
8. The above market related point should not be overlooked, because irrespective of all other issues, there shall be new sections and
new dwellings in Martinborough, only if developers provide them (assuming there shall be no central or local government provided
social housing), and developers shall provide them, only if it is profitable to do so. If there is not a strong market – irrespective of other 
issues, such as cost – there shall simply be little or no additional dwellings.
9. The above argument refers to development profitability and associated cost, insofar as developers is concerned. The cost to South
Wairarapa rate payers must also be considered. Notwithstanding that Council may conceivably acquire funding from central
government, pursuant to the government’s recently announced intention to assist territorial authorities in respect of infrastructure
costs, and irrespective of the extent to which developer paid development levies fund such costs, rate payers are burdened to some
extent with the cost of providing underground services to new subdivisions. We are concerned that there would be a significant costs
borne by rate payers in relation to providing infrastructure to the areas marked “MC” and “MF”, and to outer limits of “MB”. We have
been informed that the bulk of the infrastructure required to intensify areas “MA” and “MB” is in place.
4
10. Further to the above, from a purely commercial view, if Council intends imposing on developers the majority or entirety of the cost
associated with servicing newly developed areas, it may find that developers are disinterested. There appears to be a general
misconception that land development is phenomenally lucrative, and that therefore territorial authorities can increasingly impose costs
on developers. Every project has a cost ceiling. Many projects are abandoned by developers for this reason. When this occurs, the
ultimate losers are home buyers – often first home buyers. In an era of housing unaffordability, this should not be ignored. Council
would, respectfully be advised to remember who it is mandated to, and purports to assist; its wider community, including those
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

struggling to enter the property market.
11. The 100m strip referred to in paragraph 6 above, exists parallel to, and on the south-eastern side of Regent Street, from Hawkins
Drive, to New York Street. Within this strip, notwithstanding the usual development procedures, including resource consent
applications, approximately 85 sections are “development ready”. It would therefore appear to be logical, and the quickest and simplest
way to ease Martinborough’s chronic housing shortage, to affect the development of these sections (including 116 Regent Street), in
the first instance. (In fact, the most immediately available block of land for development, with regard to existing services, proximity to
the village square, and land-owner sentiment, is between Oxford Street and New York Street, on the south-eastern side of Regent
Street). In comparison, the development of all other areas identified in the Spatial Plan, would be problematic, and time consuming;
frankly, time that the town cannot afford.
12. Within this 100m strip, 85 sections averaging 400m² to 500m² can – with the support of Council – be developed within say one to
three years. As discussed above, the majority of prospective purchasers prefer a low maintenance section as small as 400m², a short
walking distance to the town square.
13. Most prospective purchasers do not want a section as large as 2,000m² to 4,000m², as prescribed in the Spatial Plan area MA.
(Areas MB, MC and MF are undefined, with regard to section size).
5
14. Further, the development margin attributable to a 2,000m² to 4,000m² section, may not be attractive enough to a developer,
particularly when development levies and other costs are considered, in comparison to sections of say 400m². It may therefore be the
case that the entire “MA” area, if restricted to 2,000m² to 4,000m² sections, will not satisfy immediate demand for sections. It may also
be the case, that bearing in mind the above profitability vs cost argument, the sections are priced too high for all but the very top end
of the market – thus not only failing to meet the urgent demand for affordable housing, but actually further compounding the prevailing
housing unaffordability problem.
15. Further to the above, there appears to be a misconception that lower density development – say 2,000m² to 4,000m² sections –
results in the retention of amenity value, of a unique rural village ambience. This is not necessarily the case – particularly if such
development occurs absent of such things as design covenants, and landscaping. Conversely, medium density development –
sections in the 300m² to 500m² size range – does not necessarily result in loss of amenity value, or loss of rural village ambience. One
has to only study the many beautiful medium to high density European rural villages to understand this. Indeed, it is often easier and
more effective to control the character and amenity value of a higher density, as opposed to a lower density development – via design
covenants and landscaping, etc. Council may wish to consider this argument when deciding on Martinborough’s ultimate District Plan.
16. We wish to now focus on one property in particular, 116 Regent Street, our client’s bare paddock which he has for some time been
contemplating developing into up to eight sections. (As is widely known in the community).
17. The property, 116 Regent Street, is the only vacant property (actually a paddock) in the immediate Oxford Street, Regent Street
precinct. We strongly argue that therefore this particular property should forthwith be included in any re-zoning which provides for
section sizes of 400m² to 500m². In fact, we argue that it would be illogical not to do so. Why would Council recommend via its Spatial
Plan, intensification of an area adjacent to this particular property (the north-western side of Regent Street), yet not this property –
particularly given that all other properties surrounding this property, on both sides of the streets, contain houses on sections as small
as 400m² to 500m²?
6
18. Further, we are very concerned that Council in its Spatial Plan, has drawn what appears to be an arbitrary, dog-leg boundary
between areas “MD” (section sizes 400m² to 500m²) and “MA” (section sizes 2,000m² to 4,000m²), deliberately omitting 116 Regent
Street from zone “MD”, for no apparent reason – in fact evidently ignoring the existing medium density status of the immediate area,
and contrary to Council’s stated objective to maximise housing in the most appropriate locations. We are concerned that Council has
not given due consideration to these issues, nor to the detrimental effect that omission from re-zoning would have on our client.
19. There are many instances every year in New Zealand whereby land owners are enriched simply because they are fortuitous that
their land is included in a re-zoning. That type of unearned windfall is simply a factor in our country’s growth, and should not be
tampered with.
20. However, when a land owner, or a group of land owners are excluded from a re-zoning exercise which benefits immediate
neighbours, though not themselves, and that exclusion results from the placement of a zone boundary which appears to be arbitrary,
subjective, an observer may wonder if a deliberate bias is included in the placement of that boundary. We accept that the Resource
Management Act does not consider such bias. Notwithstanding, decisions such as the boundary placement discussed above, are
strongly challengeable.
21. In a report released this week, the Ministry for the Environment has a strong view on protecting land suitable for food production,
strongly recommending that it is indeed protected and remains free of housing. In support of this report, Horticulture New Zealand
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                                                                        Cohasset Group Limited 
                                                                        …………………………………………………………………………….                                                                                       
                                                                        Telephone: 020 408 26722 
                                                                        P O Box 12 236       
                                                                        Ahuriri 
                                                                        Napier 4144 
                                                                        Email: info@cabernetcapital.co.nz 
                                                                        www.cabernetcapital.co.nz 
                                                                        Skype: Cohasset Group  
 

 
 
 
 
 
Russell O’Leary 

Group Manager, Planning and Development 

South Wairarapa District Council 

19 Kitchener Street 

Martinborough 

Email: spatial-planning@swdc.govt.nz 

 

 

Dear Sir 

 

 

SPATIAL PLAN SUBMISSION 

 

 

A) Background 

 

We act for Gordon Laing, the owner of 37 Oxford Street, and 116 Regent Street. The 

following Submissions are on behalf of Mr Laing, in that context. 

 

Given that we received, via email, your Spatial Plan documents only on 13th April, time 

pressure somewhat restricts the extent to which we can prepare Submissions – which in 

this instance, are not as comprehensive and detailed as we would prefer. Nevertheless, 

we thank you for provision of very informative documentation, thus enabling us to 

submit constructively, in the best interests of our client, and we believe, the community. 

 

The following Submissions likely repeat to a large extent the content of other submitters 

from the precinct comprising the south-eastern side of Regent Street, particularly 

between Hawkins Drive and New York Street.  

 

We also discuss another issue which may have been over-looked, which is not addressed 

in the Resource Management Act, though which has been debated in other territorial 

authorities; the inherent value added to properties re-zoned to a higher density 

classification, and conversely adjacent properties not likewise re-zoned. 
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Greytown Community Board 

Submission for the Greytown Spatial Plan 

 

Acknowledgement:  

The Community Board acknowledges the huge effort that our 
Councillors and SWDC have put into this Spatial Planning process. 
We are heartened also by the positive comments coming from the 
public meetings which reflect their appreciation of the change in 
approach and delivery of information, compared to previous years. 

 

Recognition of Impact of Change: 

The Board is very mindful of the forces for change coming from 
national level policies and our need to adapt.  We acknowledge the 
impact on housing and equally support the need to enable  entry 
level, affordable housing for young people and families.  

 

Intent of Submission: 

This submission highlights the issues that we ask Council to consider 
in its future decision making, to ensure Greytown’s best interests 
are future-proofed. 

 

Importance of Safe Access and Commuting  

A general observation we have about the impact of Option GB – (the 
expansion of residential housing from Jellicoe Street to Papawai) –
there is a need for an arterial network that will adequately support 
the potential mid- density increase in housing. How will this impact 
upon the traffic flow density and on our current roading set-up? 
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Spatial Plan Feedback Form

Q16

Please give your reasons below

Hello. I am writing this submission with the concerns that firstly, Greytown is losing its character and secondly, the areas you intend on
re-zoning for housing are the least cost efficient for development, of any area around Greytown.  
1. Greytown's Character: I firmly believe our towns character is getting left behind. As a child growing up in this town many years ago,
we all had large sections with lots of lawn to use as a playground. On top of this, the houses back then were smaller than what is
generally been built today. This gave the town a roomy country feel and vibe, it created the environment for kids and adults alike, to
spend quality time outdoors with family and friends/neighbours. Now you have people cutting up sections left right and centre,
cramming houses in wherever they can, so that it is starting to look like Coronation Street. 400sqm sections, in my opinion are far to
small. As by the time a house and driveway are put on such a small section, then there is nothing much left, which in turn leaves the
atmosphere of a town house in the city......We are not Wellington and should never want to be. I think the minimum should be raised to 
700sqm sections. I know there are occasions where smaller sections maybe wanted or needed, but if you want that then maybe 
Greytown isn't for you or you should look at the retirement village option. There could also be the option of an area close to the town 
centre where town house type housing could be allowed or a very limited number of small sections in each new housing area, to cater 
for those that really need that option.
2. Re-zoning for subdivisions: For the most part, I strongly disagree with the rezoning of the area known as GB on the councils spatial
plan. The area between McMaster and Jellicoe Street's is historically the area in Greytown that has had issues with stormwater
flooding and issues with the sewage infrastructure overflowing. Putting anymore pressure on these systems, without a very large
investment into upgrading them, is a bad idea. These problems are in large part caused by the low lying ground and the drainage
aspects of the soil types in these areas. Due to these problems, any infrastructure development in these areas, will be costly, firstly,
for the developer and then for the ratepayer in years to come. Just one example of this would be sewer pump stations. They are very
costly to put in and then very costly to run and maintain once the council takes over ownership of the infrastructure, which in-turn puts
rates up.
Now for my main point....COST and more to the point making Housing more affordable for people. These factors makes it very costly 
for the developer, who then in turn has to sell the sections at a higher price to cover costs, which then makes housing much more 
expensive. Then on top of the cost of a higher priced section in this GB area, once you start to build, your costs go up by a large 
amount just to get your house foundations built to standard with the subsoil types in this area, along with driveway structure costs as 
well. All these concerns, along with the fact that you would be destroying even more prime production land, is a huge cause for 
concern. 
The one are in GB where I think it could possible be a good idea, is the one block of land that goes from the edge of the residential 
houses on Papawai Rd, north and round behind the Sports and Recreation Ground (ie; the Rugby Club). This block could be a much 
more stable soil type and if it was to be developed, the proportion of the development to be gifted to council for green space, could be 
added to the back of the sports ground to develop it into a larger more multi purpose ground.
Having said that, my preferred re-zoning area, would be the block of land between the rail trail and Woodside Rd, behind the Cotter St 
houses. This block of land would have none or very little, of the extra infrastructure costs for the developer or house owners, due to 
the soil structure been very sound and stable. The land type is also of a lower level production type. Also with the lay of the land, you 
would have natural fall for sewer infrastructure, while it is also very close to the water main line for town. There is also great drainage 
for Stormwater. With the idea of the Transfer station moving, that space could create one access way into that block. It is also handy 
walking distance to the new Proposed Park if it goes a head and the dog park. Council could then make stipulation on the site, that a 
strip of land, (maybe 20-30metres), beside the rail trail be left for reserve. This could then possible be planted or developed for 
exercise use in areas. This would keep the open space feel for the rail trail and its users. As far as the Woodside feel goes, well that 
stopped being a real piece of country land years ago, with subdivision after subdivision going in. This area would also be a handy 
commuter area for people catching the train on a regular basis. The one area of concern with this site is Garrity's Truck Yard. I would 
hope with the historical nature of this business, that it would never be pushed out. Covenants could be put in place, to make sure any 
near by houses could not complain about its presence, as it has been there almost 130 yrs. Maybe only larger sections could be put 
on the outskirts of the yard or even small lifestyle sections, which would keep the actual dwellings at a distance. Thank you for giving 
us the opportunity to put in these submissions. I hope my points make sense and are given fair consideration.
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