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Submi ers details  

 

Please refer to the below submission in our opposi on to the proposed subdivision of 126-130 Rose a 
Road, South Rauma . We request your kind considera on of reasons outlined for our opposi on, and 
request Council decline the proposal in full.  In par cular, in considering our opposi on of the 
applica on, we draw your kind a en on to the Kapi  Council’s character assessment of Rauma  Beach 
Precinct: 
 
“ The Rauma  Beach Residen al Precinct has a dis nc ve character. This is based on a set of definable 
character a ributes (primary, enabling and suppor ng a ributes) that work together and reinforce each 
other. The precinct’s primary character a ributes - the largely intact landform, the unifying vegeta on 
cover pa ern, par cularly that of tall 8+m trees, and the low-density built form that integrates well into 
the landscape se ng - have been enabled and maintained by the exis ng predominant pa erns of low 
site coverage, large lot size, low building height and setbacks that work with the topography.” 

Our main objec ons to the proposed subdivision are as follow: 

1. The Lot 1 building is not compliant with the applicable rules of the District Plan, as it is too 
close to the border our property. We believe the proposed garage of the proposed Lot 1 



building is directly on our border, although it is stated in the applica on as being 60cm from 
our borderline. The pa o of the proposed Lot 1 building is directly above the garage (stated in 
the applica on as 60cm from our boundary) and extends 6m along the border of our property.  
Also, the proposal states that the rear northern side of the proposed Lot 1 building is only 1.93 
m to the border of our property, not 3m as stated in the relevant planning rules.  As the garage 
is directly touching our boundary (not 60cms away), we believe the actual distance between 
the Lot 1 building and our boundary is only 1.3 metres.  This creates unacceptable privacy and 
overlook issues for us. 
 
The close proximity of the proposed Lot 1 building to our boundary creates serious privacy 
concerns for us, as the pa o and living areas of the proposed Lot 1 building directly overlook our 
entrance way, garden and outdoor living spaces. The pa o area of the proposed Lot 1 building 
runs 6 metres along the border of our driveway, landscaped garden entrance, and front yard 
facing directly into our property and overlooking the entrance to our house. These are areas 
where we spend a lot of me gardening and entertaining. Likewise the proposed northern part 
of the proposed Lot 1 building is a high use area, containing the lounge and dining area which 
would look directly through to the front yard of our property and entrance way, and is directly 
on the border of our property. We are concerned that this will significantly and nega vely impact 
the level of privacy we have.  The living areas of the proposed Lot 1 building will directly 
overlook high use areas of our property. 
 
The relevant building plan rules states that there must be a minimum of 3 meters from the 
border of a property to a dwelling and that there must be adequate privacy screening between 
proper es. The proposal for the Lot 1 building is not compliant with these rules. 
 
Please refer to the below pictures and google map which clearly shows there is not 60cm from 
exis ng garage and borderline and the applica on states it will build exactly where the exis ng 
garage is located. As stated above this would further reduce the non -compliance to border to 
Zero metres at the pa o which extends some 6 metres  along the front Northern border of our 
property and only 1.3 metres to the remainder of the dwelling on the northern border 
 



 
 

 
 



Please note that 60cms from the exis ng garage goes completely into our driveway entrance.  
Thus the images outlined below appears to mis represent the proposed boundaries, taking note 
of the comment on the 1st and second diagram illustra ng the loca on of the exis ng garage 
wall and 60 cm offset to the boundary which we contest is not represented correctly. This  
further illustrates the extreme boundary proximity  non-compliance and privacy concerns.  
 

 

 
 



 
 
Below is the google map link illustra ng the same 
 
h ps://www.google.com/maps/@-
40.9301846,174.9773619,3a,75y,96.06h,88.72t/data=!3m6!1e1!3m4!1sA9vv3VNuujG7iBlZqfFgU
g!2e0!7i13312!8i6656?entry= u 
 
 

2. The Lot 1 property exceeds the northern border boundary envelope significantly by 2.6M.  
 
The proposed Lot 1 building and pa o area will breach the envelope by a maximum of 2.6m, 
along the northern boundary of our property. This reinforces our concerns about the extreme 
proximity of the proposed Lot 1 building to  the border of our property and our concerns around 
lack of privacy. 
 

3. The proposed Lot 1 garage and building frontage is directly on the street, with a gap of only 
25cm. The garage and pa o on top of the garage of the proposed Lot 1 building sits directly at 
the front of our yard and on our border of our property and entrance to our property.  
 
The garage for the proposed Lot 1 dwelling is stated in the applica on as being only 25cm from 
the front boundary and 60cm from the boundary of our property (although  we contend that the 
garage is directly on our boundary as illustrated below   
 



 
 
It is stated in the proposal that the dwelling will  have its garage flush against the front (western 
boundary), in a similar manner to the exis ng concrete garage in this same approximate 
loca on. The exis ng garage will be removed to facilitate this development, and a large pa o 
and living area will be built on top of the garage and extend to the front and back of the Lot 1, 
very close to the boundaries, and in some instances touching the boundary of the proposed Lot 
1.  
 
The proposed development is not in keeping with other proper es in the area, especially other 
proper es on Rose a Road, which are mostly setback from the street front. 
 
The proposed development will dominate the street front, as it is directly on the front border of 
the property   and our driveway entrance.  There are no other proper es built directly on the 
street front along Rose a Road. This would create an adverse effect to the general Rose a Road 
coastal environment, and will involve an excessive reduc on in vegeta on and direct overlook of 
the road and our entrance. This is not in alignment with the general character of the South 
Rauma  area and beach residen al precinct of Rose a Road. 
 
It should be noted that a key enabling a ribute of the Rauma  Residen al Beach precinct is the 



variable setbacks influenced by and working with the topography - deep setbacks, above 4.5m 
(which account for most sites and represent the predominant pa ern) typically occur in places 
where the rela vely flat part of the site, which is easiest to build on, is located away from the 
street frontage. The exis ng setback pa ern assists the ‘reading’ of the landform and associated 
vegeta on pa ern (i.e. planted embankments o en shape the streetscape character with 
clusters of dense mid-block vegeta on seen in views from within the precinct and from loca ons 
within the wider area). ‘Informed’ by the topography, the exis ng setback pa ern (re both front 
and rear yards) has enabled a building form that responds to and complements its coastal se ng 
 
This proposal is in direct contrast to the intent to maintain the special character of Rauma   
Beach residen al Precinct  and also the consistent pa ern of frontage setback in the specific 
Rauma  South Beach Residen al  Precinct and specifically the Eastern side of Rose a Rd as 
illustrated in the diagram below 
 

 
 

4. The proposed Lot 1 is undersized (only 309m2) and unreasonably exceeds reasonable density 
and site coverage (at 53%). The proposal is well above the recommended density of buildings 
in the area of less than 30% and the minimum beach residen al precinct of 35%. 
 
The proposed lot size is too small to for a dwelling and, therefore, cannot comply with rules 



around proximity to surrounding proper es, privacy and overlooking, adequate screening and 
plan ng, to be in alignment with the surrounding precinct. The proposed dwelling would be 
extremely prominent and eyesore on the street front of Rose a  Road and to our property, due 
to it’s oversize and site coverage and level of vegeta on reduc on. The proposal does not meet 
the minimum allotment size of 450m2 in the Coastal Qualifying Ma er overlay. It should also be 
recognized that the primary character of the surrounding area is lot sizes between 600-1200m2, 
with site coverage being predominantly below 30% for  across the sites in the immediate area . 
 
Addi onally, the proposed Lot 1 does not meet minimum standards of permeable surface area 
of not less than 30%. It is stated in the applica ons as being only 21%, demonstra ng the 
proposed lot is too small to support the proposed, resul ng the proposed border spacing being 
unreasonably small and not in compliance with relevant District Plan rules.   
 
The proposed Lot 1 is also not complaint with the rules rela ng to outdoor living area minimum 
space requirements, being only 33m2.  
 
The integrity of Rauma  Breach residen al precinct must be maintained. Lot site coverage for 
the immediate area is predominantly well below 30%, as illustrated below. We believe 
maintaining low density/low site coverage is essen al for maintaining the special character and 
heritage of the Rauma  Beach coastal precinct. 
 

 
 
 



5. The overall sub-division exceeds density requirements due to the undersized lots. The exis ng 
property is not large enough to hold 4 lots and dwellings. Most similar land plots in the area 
support only 1 -2 houses, with ample distance from street frontage and comply with the 
border spacing and landscape requirements of the relevant District and Rauma  Beach 
precinct Plan rules. 
 
The proposed lot sizes of Lot 1 and 2 at the front of the property are severely undersized at 
309m2 and 303m2. We believe these lots are far too small and condensed for the size of the land 
and are not in keeping with the surrounding area, beach precinct of South Rauma , Rose a 
Road, and other dwellings in the vicinity. The proposed dwellings will be densely clustered close 
to the street front and border adjacent our property. The proposed Lots 1 and 2 are significantly 
undersized and do not meet the minimum allotment size of 450m2 in the Coastal Qualifying 
Ma er overlay. It is very clear from the surrounding houses that the proposed Lots 1 and 2 do 
not meet lot size averages of the area as per the below image. 
 

 
 

6. The proposed subdivision would create a too densely occupied, concrete street frontage and 
cramped building landscape, which is not in keeping with the nature and landscape of Rose a 
Road, nor the Beach precinct environment of South Rauma , removing significant mature and 



dense vegeta on and plants in the process which is a key recognized character of the Rauma  
Beach precinct.  
 
This proposed subdivision is not compa ble with the natural charm and environment of the 
surrounding area, with the proposed Lots 1 and 2 crea ng a cramped street frontage, which is 
more suited to a city suburban environment, not a green beach front town such as Rauma  
South.  
 

7. The proposal involves the removal of all of the mature plants from Lots 1 and 2. While new 
plants are proposed, these will take many years to mature, further impac ng the natural 
environment of Rose a Road and South Rauma , and disturbing both the natural appearance 
of the street front and the bird life in the area if this type of development were to be granted 
and con nued on the area. 
 
Although it is proposed to provide new vegeta on and plan ng to so en the cumula ve and 
excessive dwellings, these will take up to 10 years to mature and do not mi gate the effects of 
having 4 densely packed dwellings in an area that is too small, and the overall impact on the 
landscape of Rose a Road. The proposed level of plan ng will not be sufficient to reduce the 
impact of the three addi onal dwellings on the current site and will take far too long to mature, 
crea ng a significant detrimental impact to the immediate environment and enjoyment of our 
property. 
 
The character assessment of the Rauma  Berach Residen al precinct clearly ar culates  the 
strong sense of place derived from its coastal loca on and associated landscape se ng. The 
dis nc ve and largely intact landform accentuated by an extensive vegeta on cover represents 
the precinct’s most recognizable characteris c. 
 
 It is worthy of note that the immediate area on Rose a rd is densely vegetated as illustrated 
below and the proposed development and removal of vegeta on is not aligned with this 
environment,  and the stated maintaining of the strong sense of place of the precinct impac ng 
both the visual and underlying character of Rose a Road. 
 



 
 

8. The height of Building at proposed Lot 2 exceeds the height limita ons and maximum number 
of stories 
 
The proposed dwelling on Lot 2 has a maximum height of 8.62m at the south east corner of the 
property which exceeds compliance by 62cm. The proposed dwelling is 3 stories which is not in 
compliance with the local planning rules, which only allows for 2 stories. Also, the proposed 
building on Lot 2 is not in keeping with the character of the Beach residen al precinct of 
Rauma  South and Rose a Road, as previously outlined above. 
 
 

9. We have grave concerns about the extensive amount of earthworks required for the proposed 
development of Lot 1 and poten al damage to our property, trees and landscape in direct 
proximity to the border of our property. 
 
Considerable earthworks are required directly bordering on our boundary, as well as the removal 
of vegeta on on the border of our property. We are deeply concerned about the effects on the 
environment, current landscaping and vegeta on on and around our property. We are also very 
concerned about the environmental impact and risks of extensive earthmoving and building 
works directly on the border of our property, including the risk of the ground shi ing.  This is 
especially of concern given the steep gradient of border between our property and the proposed 
Lot 1 and the requirements to retain ground on our property. We believe this is an unacceptable 



risk considering the direct proximity of Lot 1 to our border and the shallow depth to street 
frontage shown in the applicant’s proposal (refer below). 

 
 


