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INTRODUCTION 

1 These closing submissions are presented on behalf of K & B Williams, W & 

L Stirling, and D & M Powell (the submitters) and follow on from my 

opening submissions dated 28 March 2015. In order to avoid repetition, 

they have been prepared jointly with Mr Cleary, who is legal counsel for 

submitters Stirling and Powell.   

2 As set out in my opening, the key issue for the submitters is the boundary 

interface between their rural properties and the proposed Industrial Heavy 

area at South West Hornby. Compared to some other issues that the Panel 

is considering, this issue may seem relatively minor. However, it is of 

significant importance to the submitters, as failure to properly manage this 

interface could have significant adverse impacts on the amenity and 

enjoyment of their properties.  

COMPARISON OF OUTCOMES SOUGHT  

3 There are three parties that have an interest in this issue; the submitters, 

Calder Stewart, and the Council. In my opening submissions I provided a 

summary table of my understanding of the parties’ positions at that point. 

That was updated by Mr Weaver in his opening submissions for Calder 

Stewart. A copy of the latest table is attached as Appendix A.  

4 In summary, it now appears that the Council and Calder Stewart are largely 

agreed on the appropriate measures for the boundary interface. However, 

the submitters are seeking something more than what is currently 

proposed. The outcomes sought by the submitters are not radically 

different, but will nonetheless represent a meaningful benefit for the 

submitters by providing more effective mitigation of the adverse effects of 

heavy industrial activities in such close proximity to their properties.   

5 In our submission, the key issues based on the remaining differences 

between the parties can be summarised as follows: 

(a) Whether the building setback (from both Marshs Road and the 

rural zone) should be 20m or 10m; 

(b) Whether the more comprehensive landscaping recommended by 

Mr Rough is more appropriate than the alternative that is proposed.  
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(c) Whether direct site access to Marshs Road should be a restricted 

discretionary or non-complying activity. 

6 We consider each of these issues below, with reference to the costs, 

benefits and risks of the different alternatives in accordance with section 32 

of the Act. Before doing so, we provide a brief overview of the some of the 

key provisions from the planning documents that are relevant to these 

issues.   

OVERVIEW OF RELEVANT PLANNING PROVISIONS 

7 Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement sets a number of 

higher order objectives and policies relating to the recovery and rebuilding 

of Greater Christchurch.  The first objective (Objective 6.2.1) sets out the 

recovery framework, and seeks to enable the recovery, rebuilding and 

development through a land use and infrastructure framework. However, 

the objective specifically notes that this framework shall “maintain the 

character and amenity of rural areas”.   

8 This objective has been carried through into the objectives of the Strategic 

Directions chapter of the Proposed Plan. In a similar manner to the RPS, 

Objective 3.3.1 seeks to enable the expedited recovery and future 

enhancement of Christchurch. However, this must be done in a manner 

that “sustains the important qualities and values of the natural 

environment”. This is supported by Objective 3.3.14, which seeks to 

minimise conflicts between incompatible activities.  

9 Turning to the objectives and policies of the proposed Industrial Chapter, 

the key provisions are referred to in the evidence of Mr Rough1 and can be 

summarised as follows: 

(a) Policy 3 (16.1.1.3) seeks to recognise and provide a full range of 

industrial activities in Industrial Heavy zones, specifically those 

activities that “generate potentially significant effects, including 

relatively high levels of noise, odour, heavy traffic movements, and 

the presence of significant amounts of hazardous substances, 

necessitating separation from more sensitive activities”.  

                                                

1 Evidence in Chief of Mr Rough dated 24 April 2015 at paras 26-28 
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(b) Objective 3 (16.1.3) seeks to manage the adverse effects of 

industrial activities to ensure that “the level of amenity anticipated in 

the adjoining zone is not adversely affected by industry”.    

(c) Policy 7 (16.1.3.1) seeks to “manage effects at the interface 

between greenfield areas and arterial roads, rural and residential 

areas with setbacks and landscapes”. 

(d) Policy 8 (16.3.1.2) seeks to manage the effects of development and 

activities in industrial zones through controls on bulks and form, 

landscaping and screening, “particularly at the interface with arterial 

roads fulfilling a gateway function, and rural and residential areas, 

while recognising the functional needs of the activity”. 

10 When read as a whole, these planning documents encourage industrial 

activity in appropriate locations to support the recovery of Christchurch. 

The submitters do not oppose this broad objective and have therefore not 

submitted in opposition to the proposed rezoning. 

11 However, an important proviso to this encouragement of industrial 

development is that it must be done in a way that manages the effects of 

those activities on adjoining properties and which ensures that the amenity 

of those properties is not adversely affected by industry. In our 

submission, these provisions provide clear support for the outcome that the 

submitters are seeking, which is a reasonable and appropriate response to 

ensure that the character and amenity of the rural area is maintained. 

12 Finally, we note that Mr Rough’s evidence makes reference to a 2007 

report by Christchurch City Council2, which identified the rural urban 

interface as a major issue facing this part of Christchurch and which 

encouraged the creation of a highly visible green edge. Although this 

document does not have the same weight as a planning document, it 

nonetheless reinforces the importance of the issue that is of concern to the 

submitters.   

 

                                                

2 Lewthwaite, H., et al.  South-West Christchurch Area Plan.  Phase 1 Report – Landscape Values.  February 
2007.  Referred to at paragraph 62 of Mr Rough’s evidence in chief  
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BUILDING SETBACKS 

13 Turning now to setbacks, the options put forward to the Panel are a 10m 

setback now proposed by the Council and Calder Stewart, or a 20m 

setback that was originally notified and which is supported by the 

submitters. 

14 The 20m setback was initially supported by the Council and justified by the 

section 32 report accompanying the notified Plan. In particular, the s32 

report considered the option of reduced requirements for setbacks, but 

considered that this would not achieve the desired objectives. The report 

recognised that although reduced setbacks would reduce development 

costs for business, it may lead to poor environmental outcomes in terms of 

lower visual amenity and adverse effects on adjoining zones.3  

15 To support the subsequent reduction to 10m, Mr Stevenson for the Council 

relies on the evidence of the Council urban designer Mr McIndoe.4 

However, as stated in Mr McIndoe’s evidence5 and acknowledged by Mr 

Stevenson6, Mr McIndoe’s evidence is general in nature, is not location 

specific, and is not informed by any site visits.  In our submission, this 

significantly reduces the weight that should be placed on Mr McIndoe’s 

evidence on this point, and hence on Mr Stevenson’s recommendation.   

16 Mr Stevenson’s position was that a consistent approach should be adopted 

for setbacks throughout the Proposed Plan unless locational circumstances 

justified a different approach.7 However, he has relied on the evidence of 

Mr McIndoe to form his recommendations, which he has acknowledged 

does not provide any consideration of these locational circumstances.8 

17 Building on this consistency point, Mr Stevenson refers to the Pound Road 

setback for the nearby Waterloo Park, which he considers supports a 10m 

setback in this case. However, that setback is actually 20m for a large 

portion of that road frontage, including that part where dwellings are in 

close proximity to the industrial area.  

                                                

3 Section 32 Report for the Industrial Chapter at pg 60  
4 Transcript at pg 291 
5 Evidence of Mr Graeme McIndoe at paras 1.6 and 2.1 
6 Transcript at pg 291 
7 Evidence of Mark Stevenson at para 14.6 
8 Transcript at pg 292 
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18 Furthermore, this example is not comparable to the current situation for the 

following key reasons: 

(a) The properties owned by Powell and Stirling are immediately 

adjacent to the industrial areas and are not separated by a road; 

and 

(b) The South West Hornby industrial area is for heavy industrial 

activities, which are recognised in the plan (and accepted by Mr 

Stevenson9) as being activities that are more likely to involve 

significant adverse effects on neighbouring properties compared to 

the Industrial General zoning of Waterloo Park.  

19 Allowing for these differentiating factors it is not unreasonable for the 

Stirlings and Powells to expect that greater consideration should be given 

to the need for more robust measures to protect their amenity.   

20 Turning to the evidence for Calder Stewart and the submitters, Mr Field and 

Mr Rough have differing expert opinions about the appropriate size of the 

setback. Mr Rough’s evidence is that 20m is necessary to provide sufficient 

space for landscaping and adequate separation from the buildings given 

the size and nature of what is proposed. In contrast, Mr Field considers that 

a 10m setback is all that is required.  

21 A notable distinction in their evidence is that, unlike Mr Rough, Mr Field has 

not visited the Powell or Stirling properties to assess the appropriateness of 

the setback in that location.10 In our submission, this reduces the weight 

that should be given to Mr Field’s evidence on this point. Further, in our 

submission, Mr. Field has not properly explained why he has taken such a 

dramatically different approach to protecting rural amenity and the 

transition between rural and urban in respect of Plan Change 54.  He has 

not provided any examples that would assist the Panel in reaching a 

conclusion that 10m is appropriate. 

22 Calder Stewart has emphasised (in non-specific terms) the additional costs 

associated with an extra 10m setback, which would reduce the ability of 

this land to be used for industrial activity. However, in our submission, this 

                                                

9 Transcript at pg 292 
10 Transcript at pg 1442 
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is an appropriate cost for the developer/landowner to bear in order to 

ensure that the effects of their activities on adjacent properties are 

appropriately mitigated. The alternative is that the cost is placed on the 

submitters in the form of adverse effects on amenity.   

23 We further submit that an additional 10m setback is not an onerous 

requirement when we consider the nature and scale of the industrial area 

that is proposed. The South West Hornby area itself is approximately 115 

hectares in size, will provide for 35 years of development, and will be home 

to very large utilitarian buildings up to 20m in height. In our submission, to 

require that such buildings (which are used for heavy industrial activities) 

be setback 20m from adjacent sensitive boundaries is entirely appropriate 

and reasonable.   

LANDSCAPING  

24 In relation to landscaping, all parties support two rows of staggered trees 

with one tree every 10m in each row. The key points of difference are: 

(a) The need for underplanting between the trees 

(b) The need to specify particular species, rather than leaving it to the 

discretion of the developer; 

(c) The gap between the two rows of trees; and 

(d) The need to retain the shelter belts. 

25 In respect of underplanting, both landscape architects (Mr Rough and Mr 

Field11) agree that underplanting is desirable to help screen low views. 

Although Mr Stevenson does not share this view, his opinion is not 

informed by any expert evidence. We therefore submit that the opinions of 

the landscape architects should be preferred on this matter.  

26 The approach now promoted by the Council and Calder Stewart moves 

away from specifying particular species in the rules, and relies instead on 

the discretion of the developer to select species from a lengthy appendix in 

the Proposed Plan. However, the submitters’ concern is that this approach 

                                                

11 Transcript at pg 1446-7 



DOP-122791-3-380-V2                                                                                                                           Page 8 of 21 

will not be effective at achieving the desired objective of landscaping, which 

Mr Stevenson described as being to provide a transition between rural and 

urban areas and to screen large industrial buildings from view.12  

27 In particular, Mr Stevenson acknowledged that it would be open for a 

developer to select only deciduous trees from the list, which would fail to 

provide effective screening for large parts of the year when they lose their 

leaves.13 In our submission, this illustrates the importance of naming 

specific species in the rules to ensure that the desired outcome of the 

landscaping is achieved.   

28 In relation to the other matters of the gap between the two rows of trees 

and the need to retain shelter belts, no specific evidence was provided by 

either Calder Stewart or the Council to refute these recommendations, 

other than reference to the size of the setback as discussed above. On this 

basis we submit that Mr Rough’s evidence should be preferred and that the 

measures he proposes are appropriate to help manage the adverse effects 

of the industrial activities.  

29 In addition to the above, the Panel traversed various other matters with the 

landscape architects (particularly Mr Field) to ensure that the rules that 

were being put in place were clear, effective, and enforceable. In response 

to these questions, Mr Field made the following concessions: 

(a) That the landscaping may take some 10 years after planting before 

it provides any effective screening.14  

(b) That it is important to complete the planting at the time of 

subdivision rather than the time of building so as to15: 

(i) Provide sufficient time for plants to grow and providing 

screening before the activities are established; 

(ii) To ensure a co-ordinated and consistent approach to 

planting along the boundaries.   

                                                

12 Transcript at pg 294 and the rebuttal evidence of Mark Stevenson at paras 14.9 
13 Transcript at pg 294-295 
14 Transcript pg 1441-1443 
15 Transcript, pg 1441-1443 and 1449 
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(c) That it would be appropriate to require a detailed planting and 

maintenance plan as a permitted activity standard.16 

30 The submitters agree with these comments of Mr Field and would support 

amendments to the landscaping rules to reflect these requirements.   

31 To assist the Panel, attached as Appendix B to these submissions is some 

suggested amendments to relevant extracts from the Council’s “clean 

version” of the industrial chapter which incorporate the changes sought by 

the submitters in relation to landscaping and which may also alleviate the 

concerns expressed in your questions of Mr. Field. The proposed 

amendments relate to Rule 16.3.5.2.3, however the other related rules are 

set out for completeness and ease of reference.  

32 As an alternative to a comprehensive permitted activity standard, another 

option that the Panel may wish to consider is introducing a new rule 

requiring that any development on sites adjacent to Marshs Road or the 

Rural Zone require consent as a controlled activity. This would enable the 

appropriate mitigation measures to be set as conditions of consent, which 

may assist with enforceability should the need arise.    

SITE ACCESS 

33 . All parties agree that access should not be provided as of right and that 

resource consent should be required. The issue is whether the status of 

such an activity should be restricted discretionary or non-complying.  

34 As a starting point, Mr Rough’s evidence (and that of Mr Williams for the 

submitters) was that the section of Marshs Road that we are referring to 

has a high degree of amenity compared to other comparable rural roads, 

particularly given the avenue of poplars that exists. This high degree of 

amenity was accepted by Mr. Stevenson.17  

35 Mr Stevenson went on to accept that allowing direct access can increase 

prominence of industrial activities and reduce the effectiveness of the buffer 

at that location18. This is consistent with the evidence of Mr Rough, who 

                                                

16 Transcript, pg 1448 and 1451-2 
17 Transcript at pg 293 
18 Transcript at pg 296 
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considered that providing holes in the proposed landscaping would reduce 

the effectiveness of the green edge. Mr Field considered that it would be 

possible to achieve an appropriate amenity outcome through a consent 

process for an individual site access, but acknowledged that creating holes 

in the buffer would increase the visibility of the industrial development 

beyond.19  

36 In addition to increased visibility that would result from access, the 

submitters are also concerned about the additional heavy vehicle 

movements that may be encouraged by the provision of direct site access. 

It is accepted that roading layout and traffic patterns in the area are likely to 

change in the future. However, regardless of this change, providing direct 

access will increase the number of heavy vehicles in close proximity to the 

submitters’ properties, particularly given the heavy industrial nature of the 

activities that will be occurring on these sites.  

37 It is also important to note that there is actually no need for direct site 

access to Marshs Road to meet the functional requirements of the 

development. Mr Weaver (on behalf of Calder Stewart) agreed that the 

primary access to the Industrial Heavy Zone would be from Shands Road 

and further access is available from Halswell Junction Road. On this basis, 

he agreed that direct site access was not necessary.20  

38 Essentially, the sole reason for seeking access off Marshs Road is an 

assertion by Mr. Weaver that the rear of commercial buildings would be 

neglected and that enabling access would provide for a better amenity 

outcome by making Marshs Road look better.21 However, Mr. Weaver was 

unable to provide any examples that would provide an evidential foundation 

for his non-expert opinion.  

39 In any event, as rightly pointed out by Commissioner Dawson (and 

accepted by Mr Weaver) this is really an enforcement issue, which requires 

compliance with a clearly worded rule to ensure that the neglect Mr Weaver 

refers to does not occur.22 Furthermore, if the landscaping provides an 

                                                

19 Transcript at pg 1444 
20 Transcript at pg 1412 and 1418 
21 Transcript at pg 1418 
22 Trnascript at pg 1418-1419 
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effective screen as proposed by Mr Rough, then a lack of “housekeeping” 

at the rear of buildings will not be an issue from outside the zone.  

40 Both Mr. Weaver and Mr. Field referred to potential benefits that might 

arise to residents if Marshs Road were to be upgraded. However Mr. Field 

accepted that there was nothing currently provided in the Plan in respect of 

this upgrade which would provide screening of industrial properties.23 The 

benefits, if any, of an upgrade may therefore never be realised.  

41 In our submission, there is no good reason for providing direct access to 

Marshs Road, which can only have a negative effect on the amenity of the 

adjoining rural areas and properties. On this basis, we consider that the 

Panel should send a clear signal that direct access is not appropriate in this 

location, unless special circumstances that justify such access in a 

particular case. This outcome can be achieved through non-complying 

activity status, which will minimise the need for the submitters to continue 

to submit on the multiple consent applications for direct site access that 

may otherwise arise in the future.  

OTHER ISSUES 

42 Two further matters that arose during the course of the hearing and which 

the submitters wish to comment on. We address these matters below.  

Building Colour Palette  

43 As notified, Appendix 16.7.8ii (copy attached as Appendix C) contained a 

90 metre setback from Marshs Road, Main South Road and existing Rural 

2 Zoned properties identified as "Height Restriction and Colour Palette 

Controls".   

44 The related controls were set out in the relevant built form standards, and 

included a maximum height limit of 15 metres (16.3.5.2.1 Maximum height 

for buildings and fences or screening structures) and a requirement for all 

walls above 8 metres in height to be painted in recessive colours  

(16.3.5.2.5 Visual amenity.)    

                                                

23 Transcript at pg 1449 
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45 No party, Calder Stewart included, has sought that these provisions relating 

to the South West Hornby Zone be deleted.  As a consequence there is a 

real issue as to whether or not the Panel has the proper jurisdiction to 

remove them as removal is not fairly or reasonably within the scope of any 

submission on the Zone.   

46 The Panel cannot be assured that if removal of these controls had been set 

out in a specific submission that other parties not before you would not 

have submitted in opposition.   

47 Mr. Field accepted in questions from His Honour, Judge Hassan, that the 

colour palette requirements would "help a lot" and that he was supportive of 

a colour palette in terms of effects. 24 Mr. Field also continued to say that a 

lot of the warehouses within the Sir James Wattie site were actually using 

colours similar to what is proposed without being required to do so. 

Accordingly, there is no evidence before the Panel that disputes the 

benefits of the colour palette requirements, or that suggests it is a particular 

onerous requirement 

48 All matters considered, in our submission it is appropriate that the Panel 

reintroduce the 90 metre setback for controls on height (15 metres) and 

colour palette for buildings above 8m in height. 

Indicative alignment of arterial spine route  

49 As notified, the ODP for the South West Hornby Zone (Appendix 16.7.8) 

did not identify an alignment for the full arterial spine road between Shands 

Road and Main South Road.  

50 No party, Calder Stewart included, has sought that the indicative alignment 

now included in Appendix 16.7.8 be shown partly on land owned by the 

Powells and other landowners to the west between the Powell property and 

Main South Road. The Crown has sought that an alignment be identified in 

the relevant ODP, however it has not specified it its submission where the 

indicative alignment should be placed on Appendix 16.7.8.   

51 As a consequence, none of the affected landowners (the Powells included) 

have had the opportunity to lodge a further submission on the Crown's 

                                                

24 Transcript at pg 1453 



DOP-122791-3-380-V2                                                                                                                           Page 13 of 21 

submission or to call evidence on this matter.  They simply were not to 

know that the Crown (who didn't call any evidence on this matter) sought to 

indicate that their land be used for roading purposes.   

52 Appendix 16.7. 8 indicates that this alignment may be the subject of a 

future designation.  But there is no sign of such a designation being 

forthcoming, and it may well be many years before it does.  In the interim, 

affected landowners such as the Powells are left with the blight of what is 

effectively a "de facto" designation on their properties.  This has been 

realised without the necessary analysis required under the designation 

provisions in Part 8 of the RMA. 

53 In our submission therefore, it is appropriate to remove the indicative 

alignment for the Spine Road and that this alignment should be properly 

considered at a later date in accordance with the Part 8 process and 

associated requirements.  

CONCLUSION 

54 The Plan recognises that it is important at an objective and policy level to 

manage the effects of development within the Industrial Heavy Zone so as 

to ensure that residents at the rural/urban transition are not adversely 

affected. 

55 The approach taken by our clients is a balanced one which reflects the 

Plan provisions as notified.  They have not sought to oppose the rezoning, 

or indeed to place any limitations on what can be developed within the 

Zone. Their simple request is that the amenity they currently enjoy be 

protected to the level anticipated by the objectives and policies.  

56 It is not an adequate response from Calder Stewart to suggest that the 

level of protection set out in the Plan should be reduced simply because 

there are changes afoot to the area. Rather, in our submission it is even 

more important in the circumstances that greater effort be made to ensure 

that the amenity of our clients and other affected residents is protected 

from any cumulative effect associated with these changes.   

57 Calder Stewart is a large, well resource organisation.  The Industrial Heavy 

Zone will provide for 35 years of development with or without a 20 metre 
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landscape strip.  Calder Stewart is essentially saying that we know what is 

best for the community, but when it comes to protecting the rural/urban 

interface that is simply wrong.  They have no track record whatsoever to 

back up their statements.  

58 There will be costs associated with an inability to develop within a 20 metre 

setback (as opposed to a 10 metre).  Likewise, there will be recognised 

benefits in provided appropriate and certain provisions on landscaping and 

setbacks from Marshs Road and residents such as the Stirlings / Powells.  

59 The Panel can only make a qualitative decision on these benefits and 

costs.  However, when looked at in the round, we submit that the costs are 

outweighed by the benefits in providing an appropriate level of amenity for 

Marshs Road residents. Absent this protection, adverse amenity costs will 

effectively be permanently borne by these residents. 

 

David Pedley 

Counsel for K & B Williams 

 

Gerard Cleary 

Counsel for W & L Stirling and D & M Powell 
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APPENDIX A 

 

Comparison of parties’ positions and identification of remaining issues 

 

 

 The submitters The Council25 Calder Stewart26 Issues  

Building 
setback from 
Marshs Road27 

20 m setback  10m setback 10m setback, 
plus a 10m 
building height 
restriction for the 
next 10m 

 

Building 
setback from 
rural zone28 

20 m setback  10m setback 10m setback  

Landscaping29 

 

Two rows of staggered 
trees 8.5m apart at a 
density of one tree every 
10m in each row, with an 
understorey of native 
shrubs, plus retention of 
existing shelterbelts30 

Two rows of 
staggered trees 
at a density of 
one tree every 
10m 

Two rows of 
staggered trees 
at a density of 
one tree every 
10m 

 

Site access to 
Marshs Road31 

Non-complying activity Restricted 
discretionary 
activity 

Restricted 
discretionary 
activity 

 

 

 

 

 
 

  

                                                

25 Based on the rebuttal evidence of Mark Stevenson, at paras 14.3-14.9  
26 Based on the opening submissions for Calder Stewart 
27 Rule 16.3.5.2.1 
28 Rule 13.3.6.2.2 
29 Rule 16.3.5.2.3 
30 Evidence of Peter Rough at paragraphs 71-78 
31 Rule 16.3.5.1.2 (restricted discretionary and/or 16.3.5.1.4 (non-complying) 
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APPENDIX B 

 

Proposed amendments to landscaping rules 

(shown with underlining and strikethrough) 

 

Rule 16.3.3.6 Landscaped areas 

(Applies to all areas zoned Industrial Heavy)  

 Permitted Restricted 
discretionary 

Matters of 
discretion  

a. i. The road frontage of all sites opposite a residential 
zone or listed below shall have a landscaping strip with 
a minimum width of 1.5 metres, and minimum of 1 tree 
for every 10 metres of road frontage or part thereof, 
Land adjoining Main South Road between Marshs 
Road and Halswell Junction Road  

ii. Land at Chaneys, north of Main North Road, 
between State Highway 1 and the railway line.  

This standard shall not apply to an Emergency service 
facility or vehicle access to any site.  

Non-
compliance 
with 
Permitted 
Standard  

 

Landscaped 
Areas- 
16.5.1.7  

 

b.  The road frontage of all sites opposite a rural zone 
shall have a landscaping strip in accordance with the 
following standards:  

i. minimum width – 10 metres  

ii. minimum density of tree planting – 1 tree for every 
10 metres of road frontage or part thereof.  

c. On sites adjoining a Residential Zone, trees shall be 
planted adjacent to the shared boundary at a ratio of at 
least 1 tree for every 10 metres of the boundary or part 
thereof, with the trees evenly spaced along that 
boundary.  

d. All landscaping/trees required for these rules shall be in 
accordance with the provisions in Appendix 16.6.1.  

e. On the land legally described as Lot 3, DP 49632 (330 
Springs Road) the existing line of eucalyptus trees 
along the southern boundary of the site shall be 
retained.  
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Rule 16.3.5.2.3 Landscape areas 

(Specific rules for South West Hornby that apply in addition to above) 

 Permitted Restricted 
discretionary 

Matters of 
discretion  

 i. The setback from Marshs Road and the Rural 
zone required under Rules 16.3.5.2.1 and 
16.3.5.2.2 shall comprise a landscaping strip of 
a depth equivalent to the setback comprising A. 
Ttwo rows of trees 8.5 metres apart staggered 
in a manner shown in Figure 16.1 below, with 
trees planted at a density of 1 tree per 10 
metres of road frontage or part thereof in each 
row. 

The outer row of trees shall be Chinese poplar 
(Populus yunnanensis) or similar and the inner 
row of trees shall be selected, according to local 
soil conditions, from the following species:  
Atlantic cedar, Buhtan cypress, Japanese 
cedar, Spanish fir and Western red cedar.  The 
trees shall be underplanted, and the remaining 
landscape area planted with a mix of dry land 
shrub species planted a minimum of 2 metre 
centres including, but not limited to: 

Coprosma robusta 
Cordyline australis 
Griselinia littoralis 
Hebe salicifolia 
Hoheria angustifolia 
Olearia paniculata 
Pittosporum eugenioides 
Pittosporum tenuifolium 
Plagianthus regius 

Karamu 
Ti kouka/cabbage tree 
Kapuka/broadleaf 
Koromiko 
Houhere/lacebark 
Akiraho 
Tarata 
Kohuhu 
Manatu/ribbonwood 

ii. The building setbacks from the Rural Zone 
required under Rule 16.3.5.2.2 shall comprise a 
landscaping strip of a depth equivalent to the 
setback and planted as per i above except a 5 
metre wide grassed strip shall be maintained 
against the Rural 2 Zone land boundary to 
facilitate the maintenance of hedges and 
shelterbelts growing on or adjacent to the 
common boundary. 

iii. The landscaping required under (i) and (ii) shall 
be planted and maintained in accordance with a 
planting and maintenance plan that is prepared 
by a suitably qualified and experienced 
landscape architect and which is provided to 
Christchurch City Council prior to the activity 
commencing.  

Non-
compliance 
with Permitted 
Standard  

 

Landscaped 
Areas- 
16.5.1.7  

Landscaping 
at rural urban 
interface- 
16.3.5.3.3  
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iv. The planting and maintenance plan referred to 
in (iii) shall: 

a. be for the entire boundary of the industrial 
area where it is adjoins Marshs Road and 
the Rural zone. 

b. specify the types of species that will be 
planted, their size at the time of planting, 
and the spacing of plants, in a manner that 
is consistent with the requirements 
specified in (i) and (ii) above and in 
Appendix 16.6.1.  

c. clearly set out the ongoing maintenance 
obligations on the developer, owner, and/or 
occupier of the land, including weed control, 
irrigation, and the replacement of dead or 
diseased plants, which shall exists for a 
minimum duration of 5 years from the date 
that the planting occurs. 

v. Before the activity may commence, the trees 
required under (i) and (ii) above shall have 
reached a minimum height of 3.5m.  

 

Figure 16.1 

 

 

Appendix 16.6.1 Rules - and guidance for landscaping and tree planting 

The provisions in Part B of this Appendix are for information and guidance only and are not 

statutory rules. They have been incorporated to assist in the choice of species suitable for 

planting in particular site conditions, and to help ensure the Council's requirements are 

successfully achieved.  
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Part A: Tree requirements - statutory requirements  

1.  Tree Size  

a. Any tree required under Landscaped Area rules shall be:  

i. not less than 1.5 metres high at the time of planting; and  

ii. a species capable of reaching a minimum height at maturity of eight metres. 

Note: trees listed in Part B of this appendix would meet this clause.  

2.  Tree protection  

a. Any trees required under Landscaped Area rules shall be located within a 

landscaping strip, or within a planting protection area, with a minimum dimension or 

diameter of 1.5 metres.  

b. No more than 10% of any landscaping strip required under Landscaped Area rules, 

or any planting protection area, shall be covered with any impervious surfaces.  

c. Landscaping strips or planting protection areas adjacent to a road boundary, or 

adjacent to or within a carparking area, shall be provided with wheel stop barriers to 

prevent damage from vehicles. Such wheel stop barriers shall be located at least one 

metre from any tree. 

3.  Maintenance of trees and landscaping  

a. Any landscaping or trees required under Landscaped Area rules shall be 

maintained, and if dead, diseased, or damaged, shall be replaced. 

Part B: Tree species- information and guidance only, non-statutory requirements  

4. The lists of trees and shrubs contained in Sections 1 to 3 of this Part are considered 

suitable for Christchurch conditions.  

a. Section 2 of this Part specifies the suitability of the trees that meet the 

requirements in Part A for particular conditions, these being:  

i. trees suitable for moist/wet soil conditions; 

 ii. trees suitable for dry soil conditions;  

iii. frost tender trees; 

iv. trees suitable for coastal areas;  

v. trees suitable for car parking/ paved areas etc;  

vi. trees susceptible to wind damage/ breakages;  
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vii. trees with aggressive root system (relevant to driveways and underground 

services);  

viii. trees prone to common diseases.  

b. More detailed descriptions and requirements for each tree can be obtained from 

various plant manuals or by seeking advice from the Christchurch City Council City 

Arborist or Nursery Supervisor. It should be noted that the tree size ranges are 

estimates for trees that are planted in highly modified environments, e.g. streets, car 

parks, pedestrian malls, storm water swales. Trees planted in parks or large gardens 

are expected to grow larger.  

c. The shrubs listed in Section 3 are considered suitable for planting between trees in 

landscaped strips.  

 

Section 1- Trees considered suitable for Christchurch conditions 

Section 2 – Suitability of trees for particular conditions 

Section 3: Species of shrubs for planting in landscaping strips – information and guidance 

only, Non- statutory requirements 

 

(for the wording of Sections 1-3, please refer to the clean version of the Industrial Chapter) 
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APPENDIX C 

Appendix 16.7.8ii (as notified) 

 


