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Introduction 
 
1 The Maurice Trust owns approximately 15.121 hectares of land situated 

on the southern side of Mahua Road, not far from the intersection of 

that road with State Highway 54 (Kimbolton Road).  Beau and Nan 

Maurice have farmed this land for 25 years.   

2 The land, largely because of its size, has some limitations on its 

productive use.  The Maurices have run cattle on the land since 

purchasing it and continue to do so.  It is not a particularly profitable 

endeavour.  A more intensive operation would be required (for example 

raising dairy calves) if this land was to make an economic return.   

3 Over the last ten years or so, Beau and Nan Maurice have seen increasing 

development on nearby land on the northern side of Mahua Road.  This 

development reflects the demand for rural-residential or lifestyle 

development in rural areas close to town.   
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The Maurices’ Submission  

4 The submission lodged by the Maurices was one of general opposition 

to the lifting of the Feilding Locality Nodal Zone overlay from their 

property.  They are one of a number of submitters who oppose the 

removal of that Nodal Zone, which will be affected by removing 

Appendix 5A, Diagram 1 from the District Plan.  The relief sought is that 

the Nodal Zone and its related rules remain over the area including the 

Maurices’ property. 

5 The reasons for their opposition to uplifting the overlay are simple: 

5.1 Having farmed in the area for over 60 years (including the last 24 

years spent on this particular land), Beau and Nan do not believe 

that their 15 hectares of land can be used as an economic farming 

unit unless a much more intensive style of farming is undertaken.  

5.2 There is extensive rural-residential development nearby, which 

could in the future have an impact on their ability (or the ability 

of future owners of the property) to economically farm the land, 

due in part to potential reverse sensitivity effects. 

5.3 The Maurice Trust’s land is well located (very close to Feilding) 

and this makes it attractive to people who wish to enjoy a rural-

residential lifestyle close to the city. 

5.4 While the Maurices want to continue to farm their land in its 

current low intensity mode for the near future, they would like 

to be able to subdivide it in the manner contemplated under the 

existing Nodal Zone provisions at some time in the future, or sell 

their land to someone who may wish to do so.   

Reporting Planner’s Recommendations  

6 Ms Andrea Harris recommends that the Maurices’ submission and others 

like it be rejected for the following reasons: 
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6.1 There are limitations to development within the Feilding Nodal 

Area because of the existing flood channel zone.1 

6.2 Properties must be larger than 10,000m2 to meet the minimum 

lot size of 5,000m2 required under the One Plan for on-site 

wastewater servicing.2 

6.3 With the introduction of Growth Precinct 4, the areas considered 

suitable for urban development will be included in the District 

Plan and greenfield development areas clearly identified.  The 

need to retain the Nodal Area is therefore redundant.3 

6.4 There are two relatively small areas on the map in Appendix 6 

that are not covered by Growth Precincts 1-4 – they are the area 

of land to the north of Makino Road, and land across the 

Kiwitea/Oroua Rivers to the south east of the existing Feilding 

Urban Area.4   

6.5 Parts of these areas are subject to flooding hazards, which makes 

development inappropriate.  Parts of the Nodal Area are also 

dissected by the State Highway and Kiwitea Stream offering poor 

residential connections to Feilding.5   

6.6 Retaining the Feilding Nodal Area for these two small areas is 

not considered good planning.6   

6.7 The need for subdivision consent in the Rural Zone is not 

significantly more onerous than what is currently enabled by the 

                                                 
1 Evidence of Andrew Harris, para 6.46, page 13 
2 Para 6.46, Page 13 
3 Para 6.47, page 13 
4 Para 6.48, page 14 
5 Para 6.49, page 14 
6 Para 6.51, page 14 
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Nodal Area provisions, unless the base portion and entitlement 

provisions are breached, in which case the proposal becomes 

non-complying.7   

7 It is worth analysing each of those reasons to determine how they stack 

up against the outcome if Ms Harris’ recommendation that the Feilding 

Locality Nodal Area be removed from the District Plan is accepted.   

7.1 Large parts of the land within the Feilding Nodal Area are 

unaffected by the existing flood channel zone.  That includes the 

land owned by the Maurices and across the other side of Makino 

Road, as well as land to the north west of Growth Precinct 4.   

7.2 The introduction of Growth Precinct 4 does not render the 

Nodal Area redundant.  Although that Growth Precinct clearly 

identifies a greenfield development area suitable for future urban 

development, that development is residential, whereas the 

development likely to occur within land currently in the Feilding 

Locality Nodal Area is rural-residential in nature. 

7.3 Sites within the Feilding Locality Nodal Zone will have to be self-

sufficient and provide on-site wastewater servicing.  While that 

might reduce the potential yield for the area, the resultant site 

size required is consistent with rural-residential living.   

7.4 Although the Maurice Trust’s property is separated from 

Feilding by the State Highway, it is located sufficiently close to 

Feilding to offer strong residential connections to that area.  

Rural residential development in this area would offer all of the 

attractions of rural living, while also being located close to town 

such that the amenities of the town can be readily accessed and 

enjoyed.   

                                                 
7 Para 6.53, page 16 
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7.5 Very little analysis has been done in the Section 32 report or any 

of the evidence presented to this hearing to justify the statement 

that retaining the Feilding Nodal Area over this and other land 

surrounding Feilding is “not considered good planning”. 

7.6 Should the Feilding Nodal Area be uplifted, then consent to 

subdivide the Maurice Trust’s land would be significantly more 

onerous than what is currently enabled by the Nodal Area 

provisions (namely restricted discretionary activity status), 

because the proposed development the trustees have in mind 

does not meet the base portion or entitlement provisions.  A 

non-complying consent would therefore be required but no 

analysis has been done to suggest that this activity status is 

appropriate for this location.   

Justification in the Section 32 Report  

8 Unsurprisingly, the majority of the Section 32 report deals with the 

proposal to rezone land from rural to residential to enable Growth 

Precinct 4 to proceed.  Relatively little time is spent in that report (or 

indeed other reports on which it relies) discussing the removal of the 

Nodal Zone or the implications of that removal.   

9 That particular aspect of proposed Plan Change 51 is discussed in two 

places only.  The first is at page 31 of the Section 32 report, which is a 

description of the Precinct 4 Structure Plan Report prepared in 2018.  

Relevantly, that report is described in the following way: 

The report also assesses the need for the existing nodal area around 

Feilding and has concluded that the existing Feilding Locality Nodal Zone 

(Appendix 5A Diagram 1) is no longer required in the District Plan.  The 

original purpose of the Nodal Zone was to enable future development on 

the outskirts of Feilding.  Since the District Plan was made operative, the 

Feilding Framework Plan and the rezoning of Growth Precincts 1-4 for 

future residential growth have essentially replaced the intent and need for 

the Feilding Locality Nodal Zone.  In terms of Growth Precinct 4, the use 

of the existing roads as the boundary for residential development is more 
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appropriate than an unclear line that does not follow any property 

boundaries provides plan users with greater clarities [sic].  On that basis, 

this Plan Change seeks to remove this area from the District Plan. 

10 Turning to the Precinct 4 Structure Plan Report, its discussion of the 

removal of the Nodal zoning is also brief.  It states:8 

The primary intent of the Feilding nodal overlay was to enable future 

development on the outskirts of Feilding, being a peri-urban area, and 

having a peri-urban character and amenity.   

In the time since the District Plan was made operative, the Council 

adopted the Feilding Framework Plan (as its urban growth plan) in 2013 

and has progressively implemented the growth directions, through the 

rezoning of Growth Precincts 1-3 – and now Precinct 4 – for residential 

living.  The existing Feilding Locality Nodal Zone (Appendix 5A Diagram 

1) does not accord with the Council’s residential growth direction for 

Feilding, and therefore is no longer an appropriate or relevant planning 

control, taking into account the future urbanisation of the area.   

In terms of Growth Precinct 4, the existing local roads have been used to 

define the northern boundary of residential development, and provides 

land owners, developers and plan users with greater clarity of their future 

growth extent.  On that basis, this Plan Change seeks to remove this nodal 

overlay area, from the District Plan. 

11 Those two quoted sections are the full extent of the analysis of the 

reasons for removing the Nodal Zone overlay area.  In essence, the 

reasons boil down to the following: 

11.1 Growth Precincts 1-4 implement the Council’s vision for 

residential growth for Feilding, rendering the Nodal Zone 

overlay area redundant.   

11.2 The existing local roads should be used to define the northern 

boundary of residential development. 

12 The second reason does not even apply to the Nodal Zone overlay in the 

vicinity of the Maurice Trust’s property.  The first reason ignores that 

development within the Nodal Zone Overlay Area would cater to the 

                                                 
8 Page 471, Section 32 report. 
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market for rural residential land.  It is a different type of urban 

development from that contemplated in Growth Precincts 1-4.  In fact, 

the future urbanisation of Growth Precinct 4, which brings residential 

development closer to land within the Nodal Zone Overlay Area is likely 

to increase demand for rural residential development within that area. 

13 The only options considered in the Section 32 report are:  

13.1 Alternative 1: Retain the status quo; and  

13.2 Alternative 2: Proceed with plan change as proposed.   

14 There is no assessment of any other alternative – such as an Alternative 

3, which might have been: 

Rezone the proposed area from rural to residential zone.  Create new 

subdivision and residential zone chapters with specific provisions relating 

to Growth Precinct 4.  Retain the rural nodal zone on the Feilding Locality 

Plan in the District Plan.  

15 No cost/benefit analysis has been done for that alternative, nor has there 

been any assessment of its efficiency or effectiveness in achieving the 

objectives of Plan Change 51.   

16 There is no discussion at all in the Section 32 Report of the consequences 

of removing the Nodal Zone Overlay Area – which is that the activity 

status for some subdivisions which change from restricted discretionary 

to non-complying activities.   

Summary  

17 The difficulty here is that the Council has taken an “all in” or “all out” 

approach to the Feilding Locality Nodal Area Overlay. 

18 It has not specifically addressed whether that area overlay should be 

retained for land outside Precincts 1-4 to cater to a different kind of 

urban development from that contemplated for Precinct 4.   



8 

 

LJB-156542-1-16-V1 

 

19 Broad brush statements have been made about the appropriateness of 

future subdivision of land within this area because of the flood zone, but 

that ignores the fact that large areas of land within the overlay area are 

unaffected by that flood zone. 

20 No specific consideration has been given to areas within the overlay 

which have already been developed for rural-residential purposes.  There 

has been no analysis of the demand for that type of development located 

close to town.   

21 More and better analysis is required than has been done to support the 

recommendation that the Feilding Locality Nodal Area Overlay be 

removed in its entirety.  That analysis should be done as part of the 

Council’s review of the Rural chapter of its District Plan.  In the 

meantime, the current Feilding Locality Nodal Zone overlay should be 

retained.   

Witnesses 

22 The Maurices will call two witnesses: 

22.1 Mr Brian Curtis, a registered surveyor and director of Geoworks 

Ltd. 

22.2 Mr Beau Maurice who has prepared evidence which will be read 

by Mr Glenn Watson. 

20 August 2019 

 

_____________________________  
Lara Blomfield 
Counsel for Beau and Nan Maurice 
 


