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1. INTRODUCTION 

 

1.1 My full name is Mark David Stevenson.  I hold the position of Senior 

Planner at Christchurch City Council (Council). I have been in this position 

since August 2011. 

 

1.2 I hold a Master of Planning Practice from the University of Auckland and a 

Bachelor of Resource Studies from Lincoln University.  I have 12 years' of 

experience in planning and resource management in New Zealand and the 

United Kingdom.  I am also a full member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute.  

 

1.3 My previous experience includes positions in local government and private 

consultancies.  I have experience in the review of a District Plan and with a 

section 32 report for Ashburton District Council, the processing of plan 

changes, and the preparation and processing of resource consent 

applications for a range of activities.  I have also led the preparation of a 

policy document, known as a Development Plan Document, to manage the 

distribution and supply of commercial and industrial activities in the London 

Borough of Hounslow. 

 

1.4 I have led the preparation of Proposal 15 Commercial and Proposal 16 

Industrial of the proposed Replacement District Plan (pRDP) since its 

inception in July 2013. I have been providing the Council with my expertise 

on resource management and planning matters since August 2011.   

 

1.5 As part of my role at the Christchurch City Council I have been asked to 

provide evidence in relation to all submissions on the Commercial and 

Industrial proposals of the Proposed Replacement District Plan.  

 

1.6 I confirm that I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses 

contained in the Environment Court Practice Note 2014 and that I agree to 

comply with it. I confirm that I have considered all the material facts that I 

am aware of that might alter or detract from the opinions that I express, 

and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   
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1.7 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) Strategic Directions chapter of the Christchurch District Plan ; 

(b) Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch; 

(c) Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

(d) Christchurch Central Recovery Plan; 

(e) Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (RPS); and 

(f) Schedule 4 (Statement of Expectations) of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch District Plan) Order 2014 

 

1.8 I refer to the evidence of other witnesses as appropriate and generally 

support the evidence of those other experts.  

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence covers the full extent of the Commercial and Industrial 

Proposals (Proposals 15 and 16).  

 

2.2 My evidence will cover all of the issues in the Statement of Issues dated 

May 2 2015, with the exception of the following, on which I rely on the 

evidence of Mr Andrew Macleod:  

 

(a) Combined Issue 1: Whether the Proposals facilitate development 

and provide for the needs of business; 

(b) Combined Issue 2: Whether the strategic approach to managing 

commercial activity across the City is appropriate; 

(c) Combined Issue 3: Whether it would be appropriate to provide for 

commercial activity outside centres, and if so, to what extent the 

plan should enable this; 

(d) Commercial Issue 1: Whether the relationship between the 

hierarchy of commercial centres and zoning is clear for users of 

the plan;  

(e) Commercial Issue 2: Whether the positive contribution that 

commercial activity makes to the City, centres and the community, 

is recognised through provisions which are enabling and provide 

increased flexibility; and  
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(f) Commercial Issue 3: The appropriateness of a centres based 

approach to the distribution of commercial activity and how this is 

expressed in the policy framework. 

 

2.3 In my evidence, I make recommendations that relief sought in submissions 

be rejected or accepted, either in whole or in part.  For the avoidance of 

doubt, where for example I say "The relief is rejected (or accepted)", that is 

simply a statement of my professional opinion and my recommendation to 

the Hearings Panel. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 The Commercial and Industrial proposals support an integrated approach 

to managing commercial activity across Christchurch and Banks Peninsula 

while also ensuring there is sufficient and suitable land for the recovery 

and growth of the City over the life of the plan.  

 

3.2 Submissions on both proposals raise a range of issues in delivering this 

strategy including (but not limited to): 

 

(a) how primacy is given to the Central City;  

(b) the approach to managing commercial activity and whether 

intensification or consolidation is the appropriate outcome;  

(c) whether the plan is enabling of community facilities and 

emergency service facilities;  

(d) provision made to support and manage effects on strategic 

infrastructure;  

(e) the prescriptiveness of proposed rules, including urban design and 

development standards in the Commercial proposal;  

(f) the restrictive approach to commercial activity in industrial zones; 

and 

(g) the over-emphasis on improving amenity in industrial zones. 

 

3.3 There are also a large number of requests for rezoning to commercial and 

industrial.  
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3.4 In achieving the purpose of the Resource Management Act, giving effect to 

the CRPS, not being inconsistent with the Recovery documents (Strategy 

and plans) and having particular regard to the Statement of Expectations, 

amendments are put forward to the Panel, which reflect a number of 

themes including:  

 

(a) simplification of the plan, through the consolidation of Commercial 

Core and Fringe zones; 

(b) more enabling provisions to aid commercial and community 

activities in their recovery and that of centres;  

(c) recognition of the established and changing environment in some 

areas such as Mandeville Street and Addington, through a 

proposed new zone;  

(d) recognition of functional and operational requirements in 

commercial and industrial zones, while also acknowledging that 

the level of amenity anticipated in industrial zones is less than 

commercial and residential, and provisions should reflect that; and 

(e) provision to manage the effects of activities rather than the 

activities themselves.   

 

3.5 There are some matters where further discussions with submitters may 

enable resolution of issues which my rebuttal evidence will address.  

 

4. BACKGROUND 

 

4.1 The Council has undertaken a full review of the business provisions in the 

Operative City Plan and Banks Peninsula District Plan and in doing so, has 

prepared a Commercial proposal and Industrial proposal to recognise the 

different functions of areas of employment i.e. commercial areas for 

commercial and community activities, and industrial areas for primarily 

industrial activities.  

 

4.2 The Commercial Proposal establishes a framework of objectives and 

policies for managing the distribution of commercial activities across the 

City and the use and development of existing and proposed commercial 

areas in Christchurch City and Banks Peninsula. The scope of the 



26023663_4.doc26023663_4.doc  8 

 

Proposal in Stage 1 includes provisions for all commercial areas with the 

exception of the Central City and New Brighton. 

 

4.3 The Central City is the subject of a separate proposal forming part of Stage 

2. Notwithstanding this, the relationship of suburban centres to the Central 

City is considered in the objectives and policies of the Commercial 

proposal. The zoning and provisions (objectives, policies and methods) for 

New Brighton’s commercial area form part of Stage 2. The deferral of this 

to stage 2 was to enable completion of a master planning process for the 

New Brighton commercial area, which has a number of actions that are to 

be implemented through the District Plan (consolidation of the area zoned 

Commercial).  

 

4.4 The Commercial Proposal includes the rezoning of areas for commercial 

activities including a new District Centre in North Halswell, being on the 

south east side of Halswell Road.  

 

4.5 There is a close relationship between the commercial and industrial 

proposals in that the distribution of commercial activity is managed through 

both i.e. commercial activities are directed to commercial areas, with a 

restrictive approach to non-industrial activities in industrial zones 

supporting this.  

 

4.6 The Industrial Proposal provides a framework to ensure a suitable and 

sufficient supply of land for primarily industrial activities, while enabling the 

redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential, mixed-use and 

commercial opportunities. In effect, the strategy in the proposal is to 

maintain land for industry while releasing land that is no longer suitable or 

required.  

 

4.7 The proposal includes the rezoning of land for industrial purposes in North 

Belfast and South West Hornby, both greenfield priority areas identified in 

the LURP for business. Like Commercial, the Industrial proposal forming 

part of Stage 1 is a ‘part chapter’ in the sense that other matters will be 

covered in stage 2 as an addition to the Industrial Proposal. This includes 

the rezoning of land in South Hornby, west of Springs Road, and land north 

of Wairakei Road, between Wooldridge Road and Russley Road. 
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4.8 The direction for the Commercial and Industrial proposals is provided in the 

statutory documents listed in paragraph 1.7 above. Objective 6.2.6 of 

Chapter 6 to the RPS is of particular relevance in establishing the following 

outcomes for the City in its recovery: 

 

(a) the greenfield priority areas for business in Christchurch City 

provide primarily for the accommodation of new industrial 

activities;  

 

(b) except where identified for brownfield redevelopment, areas used 

for existing industrial activities are to be used primarily for that 

purpose, rather than as a location for new commercial activities;  

 

(c) new commercial activities are primarily directed to the Central 

City, Key Activity Centres, and neighbourhood centres;  

 

(d) a range of other business activities are provided for in appropriate 

locations; and  

 

(e) business development adopts appropriate urban design qualities 

in order to retain business, attract investment and provide for 

healthy working environments. 

 

4.9 These same outcomes come through as themes in the Commercial and 

Industrial proposals while also being consistent with the Recovery 

framework and objectives of the Strategic Directions chapter.  

 

5. ENABLING THE RECOVERY AND FACILITATING GROWTH 

 

Combined Issue 1: Whether the Proposals facilitate development and provide for 

the needs of business. 

 

5.1 The Crown seeks that the Proposals are amended to “increase flexibility 

for business development and community facilities”, and “provide for the 

needs of business within industrial areas (and) reduce prescriptive 
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regulations”1. This is supported in a number of further submissions2. Other 

submitters consider that the provisions should enable activities in the 

locations they are anticipated in3 i.e. commercial activity is enabled in 

commercial zones. In a similar vein, a number of submitters4 seek 

amendments to the provisions, which in their view “increase uncertainty, 

and are unnecessarily onerous, prescriptive and/or complicated”.  

 

5.2 With specific reference to the Commercial proposal, AMP5 seeks 

amendments to Objective 1 of the Commercial proposal (Objective 2 of the 

revised proposal) to state “Commercial activity is primarily focussed within 

a network of centres…through new development, redevelopment, and 

intensification…”. My interpretation of this and other amendments sought 

by AMP is that they are seeking to ensure that development is enabled 

within centres. This is reflected in their submission, which seeks to ensure 

a change in tenancy or any activity not involving development is not 

subject to rules.  

 

5.3 The Commercial Proposal facilitates development in commercial zones 

and supports the recovery of centres by reducing the number, extent and 

prescriptiveness of development and design standards. For example, a 

general height limit applies to all District centres and Neighbourhood 

centres of 20 and 12 metres respectively (in the revised proposal), which is 

more permissive than the operative plan for areas zoned Business 1 in the 

operative plan, while also reducing the complexity of having different height 

limits to different centres and different parts of centres. It is consistent with 

Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter in this respect while 

enabling recovery (Objective 3.3.1) and rebuilding (Objective 3.3.10).  

 

5.4 The Industrial Proposal enables development with fewer development and 

design standards, supporting the recovery and stimulation of industrial 

activities (Objective 3.3.10). The relief is therefore accepted in part.  

 

                                                   
1
 The Crown, #495, p242/ para. 34.3. 

2
 Elliot Sinclair #1420, p2, Property Council #1294 Schedule 1 p2, 880 Main North Road Ltd #1283,p6, 7990 Limited #1281 p7, 

Heinz Watties #1416 p2, Tailorspace #1322 p8/9, Peebles Group #1326 p 7. 
3
 Colliers International #821p3, para 9/10, Harris #368, p3. 

4
 Marriner Investments Limited #378, p4/ para.30; Avonhead Mall Limited #379 p4, Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd #380, p3/ 

para 33, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385, p4, para 30, AMP Capital Palms Pty Ltd #814, p3/para 39, Tailorspace 
Investments #1079 p17/para28, TEL Property Nominees Ltd #816, p3/para 39. 
5
 AMP Capital Investors (NZ) Ltd #1187, p23. 
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6. OVERALL STRATEGY FOR MANAGING COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY  

 

Combined Issues 2 and 3 are addressed in Andrew Macleod’s evidence.  I agree 

with and adopt Mr Macleod's evidence in this respect. 

 

7. BROWNFIELD 

 

Combined Issue 5: Whether the Proposals provide sufficient support for the 

redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential, commercial, industrial or mixed 

use activities. 

 

7.1 Amendments are sought by the Crown6 to the Commercial and Industrial 

proposals to enable the redevelopment of appropriate brownfield sites. 

 

Commercial Proposal  

 

7.2 The Crown seeks that any redevelopment of a brownfield site for mixed-

use activities is a Discretionary activity7. On any site in a Commercial Core, 

Fringe, Local and Banks Peninsula zones, the redevelopment of a 

brownfield site for commercial and/or residential activities is permitted 

subject to compliance with the activity specific and built form standards. 

The Crown’s relief is therefore more restrictive than what is proposed in the 

notified plan and would not minimise transaction costs and reliance on 

resource consent processes (Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter). The benefits of the Crown’s relief is that it enables consideration 

of effects in the redevelopment of a site. For a large site, Discretionary 

activity status would enable consideration of whether the proposal supports 

an integrated approach with infrastructure and the surrounding 

environment. However, in my view this will not be a significant issue in the 

majority of circumstances, with generally small brownfield sites in 

commercial zones. 

 

7.3 Having regard to the permissive approach to mixed-use development in 

commercial zones in the notified proposal, I recommend that the relief is 

rejected.  

                                                   
6
 The Crown, #495. p285/ para. 36.5 

7
 The Crown, #495, p257. 
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Industrial Proposal 

 

7.4 The inclusion of a new objective is sought in the Industrial proposal8 to 

convey that the recovery and growth of the District is provided for through 

enabling redevelopment of appropriate brownfield sites. This is consistent 

with Objective 3.3.7(f) of the Strategic Directions chapter and provides 

clarity of the outcomes anticipated, consistent with Objective 3.3.2 (b) of 

the same document. In achieving the purpose of the Act, a new objective 

would enable the use and development of a physical resource that 

provides for the well-being of people and communities. For example, it may 

enhance amenity values. It is therefore recommended that the relief is 

accepted. A new objective is inserted into the revised version of the 

Industrial Proposal, numbered Objective 2.  

  

7.5 Policy 6 in the revised Industrial Proposal supports the redevelopment of 

brownfield sites for residential and mixed use. Gelita9 is opposed to this 

policy, stating that brownfield redevelopment should not be at the expense 

of the stock of industrial land and reverse sensitivity effects. Both of these 

issues are addressed in the criteria of the policy (clauses (i) and (ii)).  

Furthermore, there is sufficient land available to meet anticipated growth 

over the life of the plan as set out on pages 12 and 13 of the Section 32 

report accompanying the notified Industrial proposal, and in response to 

the Ministers' comments on the Proposal, also forming part of the Section 

32 evaluation.  

 

7.6 The alternative of not having a policy (as sought by Gelita) in the Industrial 

proposal and relying on the residential proposal would not support new 

Objective 2 of the revised Industrial proposal of enabling redevelopment, 

including mixed-use development, of appropriate brownfield sites to assist 

in the recovery. Any application for resource consent for residential or 

mixed use development in an industrial zone would be assessed as a 

discretionary (in the Industrial General zone) or Non-complying activity (in 

the Industrial Heavy zone) within the context of a policy framework that 

                                                   
8
 The Crown #495, page 280, supported by Progressive Enterprises #FS1450 p56.  

9
 Gelita (NZ) Limited, #1014, p16, supported by Lowe Corp #1379 p4 and opposed by Waterloo Park #1277 p10 and Annex 

Developments #1346 p5. 
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provides for a limited scale of non-industrial activity and/or activities that 

complement or support industry and workers.  

 

7.7 In the absence of a brownfield policy, it is my opinion that a proposal for 

residential or mixed use development would not find policy support and 

would result in significant costs for a landowner/developer wishing to 

pursue consent. In my view, this would be inconsistent with Objectives 

3.3.2 and 3.3.7 (f) of the Strategic Directions proposal. The benefits of the 

alternative sought by Gelita is that greater certainty is provided for industry 

around the anticipated activities within the zone. However, under-utilised or 

vacant land may remain as such and contribute to a decline in amenity and 

an absence of agglomeration benefits associated with businesses 

operating in close proximity to one another.  

 

7.8 The Crown10 submits that Policy 7 (Policy 6 of the revised proposal) should 

be the only policy of relevance in considering proposals for brownfield sites 

and a statement should be included to make it clear that other objectives 

and policies do not apply. I agree that the full suite of objectives and 

policies in the Industrial Proposal are not relevant to proposals for the 

redevelopment of brownfield sites due to the otherwise inherent conflict. 

For example, policy 4 (Activities in the industrial zones) is not consistent 

with enabling the redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential and 

mixed use activities in policy 6 of the revised proposal. Policy 6 (of the 

revised proposal) addresses the potential effects of brownfield 

redevelopment on industrial land supply and reverse sensitivity, enabling a 

managed approach. However, rather than agree to the inclusion of a 

clause within or below policy 6 (of the revised proposal), I consider the 

relief in Waterloo Park’s further submission11 is more appropriate, which 

recommends that a clause sits below the new objective on brownfield 

redevelopment. My recommended wording is as follows:  

 

Objective 2 and Policy 6 are the only objective and policy to be 

considered for any proposal for residential or mixed use development 

of a brownfield site.  

 

                                                   
10

 The Crown #495, page 290, supported by further submission from Progressive Enterprises #FS1450 p57. 
11

 Waterloo Park #1277 p7/8. 
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7.9 To address the Crown’s relief of enabling the redevelopment of appropriate 

brownfield sites, amendments are proposed to the rules to provide the 

opportunity for the redevelopment of brownfield sites in the Industrial 

General zone for mixed use and/or residential activities as a Discretionary 

activity. This is considered the most appropriate method of achieving new 

Objective 2, the alternative being no explicit support for brownfield 

redevelopment i.e. any activity not specified is discretionary. This in my 

opinion would not provide clarity on the status of residential, commercial 

and/or mixed use activities on brownfield sites, and would be inconsistent 

with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions proposal. 

 

7.10 Waterloo Park12 seeks provision for commercial activities on brownfield 

sites  while Scentre13 seeks amendments to clarify that mixed use 

development is not encouraged, on the basis that it is contrary to the 

centres based approach. The latter is opposed by Ngai Tahu Property14, 

stating that the policy should not foreclose opportunities which may be 

appropriate. 

 

7.11 Policy 6.3.8 of the RPS anticipates the development of brownfield sites for 

business activities and this is given effect to in Objective 3.3.7(f) of the 

Strategic Directions proposal. It is my opinion that redevelopment of 

brownfield sites for solely commercial activities in commercial zones is 

appropriate in achieving Objective 3.3.7(f) and supports Objective 2 of the 

revised Commercial proposal. However, the development of brownfield 

sites for solely commercial activities in industrial zones would not support 

objectives of the Strategic Directions proposal (Objective 3.3.7 (e) and 

3.3.8 (a)) or Objective 2 of the revised Commercial proposal, which 

recognise centres as the focus for the community and commercial 

activities. It is therefore recommended that the relief sought by Waterloo 

Park to provide for commercial development of brownfield sites in industrial 

zones is rejected. However, mixed use may still be appropriate with limits 

on commercial activity and therefore I recommend that the relief from 

Scentre is rejected. 

 

                                                   
12

 Waterloo Park #920/ p14,  Submission point 27. 
13

 Scentre NZ Ltd #742, p28  Submission point 68  
14

 Ngai Tahu Property #FS-1375 p25. 
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7.12 Annex Developments15 have sought rules enabling of retail activity, office 

activity and food and beverage outlets without restriction on identified 

brownfield sites. It is suggested by the submitter that not enabling these 

activities is inconsistent with the framework for the redevelopment of 

brownfield sites and would fail to recognise existing or consented land use 

activities on the Tannery site. In respect of the former, the direction in 

Policy 6.3.8 of Chapter 6 to the RPS is to encourage and provide for the 

recovery and regeneration of existing brownfield sites. In my opinion, it is 

not intended that the regeneration of brownfield sites is at any expense. 

This is reflected in Policy 6(viii) of the revised Industrial proposal, which 

states “The redevelopment does not impact on the vitality and strategic 

role of commercial centres as the focal points for commercial and other 

activities, and the efficient and effective use of land and/or community and 

transport infrastructure investment in centres."  

  

7.13 Objective 6.2.6 of chapter 6 to the RPS is relevant to brownfield sites and 

anticipates that commercial activities are primarily located in the Central 

City, Key Activity centres and Neighbourhood centres. To accept the relief 

sought by Annex Developments would potentially enable a significant 

quantum of retail and office activity outside commercial centres. 

Notwithstanding this, there is a need to recognise the existing environment, 

particularly the Tannery site which is wholly commercial. A rule is therefore 

proposed as a permitted activity in 16.2.2.1 to permit retail activity on the 

Tannery site up to what is consented (Activity P7 of Rule 16.2.2.1 in 

revised Industrial proposal). Any additional retail floorspace would be 

assessed as a Discretionary activity, commensurate with the relief sought 

by the Crown as discussed earlier.  

 

7.14 In terms of restrictions on food and beverage outlets, this is considered 

under Industrial Issue 5, and while the relief sought by Annex 

Developments is not accepted in full, the outcome is consistent with what 

is sought. 

   

                                                   
15

 Annex Developments Ltd #775 p7, para. 16 
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7.15 In the context of land at Islington Park/ Waterloo Park16 (Rules in 16.2.4 of 

the Industrial Proposal), provision is sought for residential activity by 

Waterloo Park.  The area being developed as Waterloo Park includes 

former industrial land (Islington Freezing works), which is a ‘brownfield' site 

by definition (refer to Proposal 2 Definitions). The subject land was 

rezoned in 2012 following a private plan change request and described it 

as a “large ‘brownfield’ industrial site", reflecting its historic use. The LURP 

and Chapter 6 of the RPS identifies a part of the subject land as a 

greenfield priority area, which is largely within the 50 dBA Ldn air noise 

contour line.  

 

7.16 Reflecting policy 6.3.5(4) of Chapter 6 to the RPS of avoiding noise 

sensitive activities within the 50 dBA Ldn airport noise contour, any 

residential activity should be outside the air noise contour line and 

therefore, outside the land defined as a greenfield priority area for the most 

part. Having regard to the historic use of the site, its identification as a 

brownfield site in the operative plan and the fact the land is largely not in 

industrial use, I consider it appropriate to enable residential activity on the 

subject land.  

 

7.17 In giving effect to and being consistent with policy direction in the RPS 

(Policy 6.3.8 of Chapter 6) and Strategic Directions proposal (Objective 

3.3.7), it is appropriate that residential activity is permitted at Waterloo Park 

by introduction of Activity P22 to rule 16.2.2.1 of the revised Industrial 

proposal. 

 

Combined Issue 6: Whether specific brownfield areas are identified, and the 

methods used e.g. mapping. 

 

7.18 Submissions17 have been received seeking that the Tannery site in 

Woolston and Industrial General (Waterloo Park) zone at Islington are 

identified as  Brownfield sites. A further submission from Gelita opposes 

the relief sought by Annex Developments (#1381), stating that identification 

of the Tannery site (between Tanner Street and Cumnor Terrace) as a 

brownfield site provides for “unrestricted retailing, offices, and food and 
                                                   
16

 Waterloo Park #920 p13 seek amendments to replace “Islington Park” with “Waterloo Park” to reflect the name of the 
business park. 
17

 Annex Developments Limited #775 p4, para 8; Waterloo Park #920/ page 14, Submission point 25. 
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beverage outlets”. The identification of the land as a brownfield site does 

not in itself provide for unrestricted commercial activity, which is not 

appropriate in achieving Objective 2 of the revised Commercial Proposal or 

3.3.7 (e) of the Strategic Directions chapter. 

 

7.19 To identify these areas as brownfield sites gives effect to method 2 of 

Policy 6.3.8, which states “identify in District Plans brownfield sites that are 

appropriate for redevelopment”. The recognition of the Waterloo Park and 

the Tannery site as brownfield sites by way of an overlay allows for 

provisions specific to the subject land, enabling residential and mixed-use 

activities as anticipated in Policy 6.3.8 of the RPS. I therefore recommend 

that the relief sought by Annex Developments and Waterloo Park is 

accepted. 

 

7.20 To provide clarity for users of the plan consistent with Objective 6.6.2 of 

the Strategic Directions chapter, it is proposed the planning maps identify 

the subject sites with a ‘Brownfield overlay’. The alternative is to not define 

them on the planning maps and to describe them in the objectives, policies 

and/or rules. However, this would not provide certainty as to the extent of 

the area.  

 

8. PROVISION FOR COMMUNITY FACILITIES  

 

Combined Issue 7: Whether the plan needs to be more enabling of community 

facilities including emergency service facilities. 

 

Commercial Proposal   

 

8.1 Greater support is sought for community facilities in commercial zones, 

particularly during the recovery18. Action 11 of the LURP requires Council 

to enable community facilities in KACs and Neighbourhood centres and to 

support this, amendments are recommended to and included in objective 2 

and policy 1 of the revised chapter to recognise and provide for community 

activities in commercial areas.   

 

                                                   
18

 The Crown #495, p243 
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8.2 With regard to the rules in the notified proposal, community facilities are 

permitted in the Commercial Core, Fringe, Local and Banks Peninsula 

zones, subject to an urban design assessment. In Neighbourhood centres 

and Local centres, community facilities (including Health care facility, 

Education activity, Pre-school, Care facility and Spiritual facility) are also 

subject to a tenancy limit of 500m2 and 250m2 respectively for the purpose 

of achieving a finer grain and scale of activity, consistent with the function 

of a centre.  

 

8.3 The co-location, co-siting and sharing of community facilities is critical to 

community groups in a post-earthquake environment. Tenancy limits as 

proposed in the notified plan have the potential to restrict co-siting, and co-

location and not facilitate shared arrangements for groups to work 

together, which is inconsistent with Objective 3.3.11(b) of the Strategic 

Directions chapter. It is therefore recommended that tenancy limits for 

community facilities are removed (including Health care facility, Education 

activity, Pre-school, Care facility and Spiritual facility) as reflected in the 

revised Commercial proposal (e.g. Activities P12 to P17 of rule 15.2.2.1 to 

the revised proposal). The effect of the revised rules would be more 

enabling of community facilities regardless of scale in Neighbourhood and 

Local centres, consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter to minimise consenting. While there is potential for the scale and 

grain of activity to be out of context, this risk is low in my opinion on the 

basis that the costs of development/ rents in a commercial area are not as 

affordable for community groups as other locations, and therefore the scale 

of the activity is likely to be constrained by that factor.   

 

8.4 With regard to urban design rules, a requirement for resource consent may 

act as an impediment to the recovery and rebuilding process for some 

community groups who are not well resourced, particularly when the costs 

of rebuilding are anticipated to be greater than prior to the earthquakes, for 

example geotechnical requirements. An option is to provide an exemption 

for community facilities (education, health, spiritual facilities) from rules 

requiring an urban design assessment.  The benefit of this is that 

community facilities are enabled and transaction costs are minimised, 

consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter. The 

costs are that the redevelopment of a site may result in a poor outcome for 
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the urban environment, inconsistent with Objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic 

Directions chapter.  

 

8.5 In terms of the latter, the key issues from a design perspective are the 

nature of health facilities being internalised to provide privacy for patients, 

and the potential for large blank elevations on a church. However, the risk 

of these issues arising is low relative to large commercial development, 

where the effects on the urban environment are potentially more significant 

due to the quantum of commercial development and scale of built form. On 

balance, I consider the option of removing urban design triggers for 

community facilities appropriate, at least in the next few years,  in 

achieving Objective 3.3.11 of the Strategic Directions chapter. 

 

8.6 With regard to other relief sought to enable community facilities, the 

Canterbury District Health Board (CDHB) seeks amendments to policy 4 of 

the revised Commercial proposal to provide for community activity 

(including health care facilities) in Commercial Local zones within 

greenfield areas. This acknowledges the role of these smaller centres in 

meeting the needs of the surrounding community for day to day goods and 

in some instances health care. The relief is consistent with Action 11 of the 

LURP and Objective 3.3.11 of the Strategic Directions chapter. It is 

therefore recommended that the relief is accepted.  

 

8.7 Submitters19 have also sought provision for Emergency Service Facilities 

as permitted (with no activity specific standards and exemption from street 

scene standards) in the Commercial Core, Fringe and Retail Park zones. 

Broughton (#592) considers Emergency Service Facilities are not 

appropriate in the Commercial Fringe zone on the basis that they will affect 

the shopping centre (Riccarton) and traffic congestion.  

 

8.8 Enabling Emergency Service Facilities is consistent with and the most 

appropriate method to achieve Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter in that it will support the recovery and provision of comprehensive 

emergency services throughout the City. Their critical importance in times 

of emergencies, and the functional/operational requirements of emergency 

                                                   
19

 South Island Region Trust Board #785, p14 The Crown #495 p254/255 
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services warrants a different approach to other activities and for which the 

absence of restrictions is appropriate.  

 

8.9 The alternative would be to require resource consent for Emergency 

Service Facilities to consider the potential effects. However, this would not 

minimise transaction costs nor reliance on resource consent processes. 

The relief sought to provide for such activities without restriction should 

therefore be accepted. 

 

Industrial Proposal 

 

8.10 Amendments have been sought to policy 4(a)(v) in the Industrial Proposal 

to provide for emergency service facilities20 without the words “which may 

generate adverse effects”. This is accepted on the basis that Emergency 

Service Facilities are permitted in industrial zones. The amendment is also 

considered to be appropriate in achieving Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic 

Directions proposal for the “Recovery of, and provision for, comprehensive 

emergency services throughout the City”. The retention of the words 

“which may generate adverse effects” is in hindsight unnecessary and any 

effects of noise or glare are likely to be compatible with an industrial zone. 

 

8.11 Provision is also sought by the Crown21 for community facilities and offices 

associated with a community centre or facility in the Industrial General and 

Industrial Heavy zones.  Community facilities are defined in Proposal 2 

(Definitions) and encompass a broad range of activities including 

education, health care, spiritual, and entertainment facilities.  Many of the 

activities covered by the definition of ‘Community facilities’ contribute to the 

role of centres as the focal point for the community and providing for them 

in industrial zones will not support the recovery and function of centres. To 

do so is in my opinion  inconsistent with Objective 3.3.7 (e). Furthermore, 

the provision for a range of community facilities could contribute to reverse 

sensitivity effects due to the sensitive nature of some community activities 

e.g. education.   

 

                                                   
20

 South Island Region Trust Board (#785.33), p24; The Crown #495.905 p 287  
21

 The Crown, #495, p294 
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8.12 The alternative would be to provide for community facilities, supporting 

groups in an environment where land costs are potentially less than 

commercial zones and which may continue to be accessible to those 

served by the activity. This would be consistent with Objective 3.3.11 in 

supporting the establishment of community facilities in existing and 

planned urban areas.  

 

8.13 On balance, it is recommended that community facilities are subject to 

assessment on a case by case basis to ensure effects are appropriately 

managed in the context of the environment. On that basis, a Discretionary 

activity status is appropriate and no change is recommended from the 

proposal as notified. 

 

9. STRATEGIC INFRASTRUCTURE  

 

Combined Issue 8: Whether the framework of policies and rules provides for the 

effective operation, maintenance, upgrading, and development of strategic 

infrastructure, and for avoiding adverse effects on strategic infrastructure. 

 

9.1 Lyttelton Port Company22 has sought a new objective and policy in the 

Commercial proposal to avoid adverse effects on strategic infrastructure 

from sensitive activities. To achieve consistency with Objective 3.3.12 and 

to give effect to the RPS (Objective 6.2.1 (10), the relief in respect of a new 

policy is accepted (Policy 13 of revised Commercial proposal). The policy 

would support the achievement of Objective 3.3.12 in the Strategic 

Directions proposal.  A new objective would however result in unnecessary 

duplication of Objective 3.3.12 in my opinion.  

 

9.2 Transpower23 has also sought a new policy in the Commercial Proposal to 

recognise the benefits of infrastructure by providing for its effective 

operation, maintenance, upgrading and development. The matters sought 

by Lyttelton Port Company and Transpower are interrelated and it is 

considered appropriate that both sets of relief are captured in a new policy 

(Policy 13 of revised Commercial proposal).  

 

                                                   
22

 Lyttelton Port Company #915, p32 
23

 Transpower #723 
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9.3 Submitters24 also seek provision in Policies 4(b) and 7(a)(ii) (Policies 4 and 

6 of revised version) of the Industrial Proposal to avoid reverse sensitivity 

effects on the establishment, development or operation of strategic 

infrastructure. Similar relief is sought by others25 in respect of Policy 4(b). 

To achieve consistency with Objective 3.3.12 and to give effect to the RPS 

(Objective 6.2.1 (10), the relief is also accepted.  

 

9.4 Christchurch International Airport Ltd (CIAL) has also sought a specific 

clause under policy 4 of the Commercial proposal and Policy 4 of the 

Industrial Proposal to avoid sensitive activities within the 50 Ldn dBA air 

noise contour26. There is support for this in the Strategic Directions chapter 

(Objective 3.3.12) with exceptions for the existing residential zoned urban 

area and within residential greenfield priority areas. The relief sought in 

respect of commercial and industrial zoned areas is therefore appropriate 

(refer to policy 13(b) of the revised commercial proposal and policy 4(b) of 

revised industrial proposal).  While it may repeat what is in the Strategic 

Directions chapter, it reinforces the approach by inclusion in both 

commercial and industrial chapters. However, rather than being an addition 

to policy 4 of the Commercial proposal, it is proposed as a part of policy 13 

of the revised commercial proposal on strategic infrastructure. The relief is 

therefore accepted in part. 

  

9.5 Transpower27 has sought amendments to ensure effects on the National 

Grid are avoided, remedied or mitigated by way of amendments to Policy 

10 of the Industrial Proposal (Policy 8 of revised industrial proposal). This 

is consistent with Objective 3.3.12 (b)(ii) of the Strategic Directions 

chapter. Rather than an addition to policy 10(a) of the notified version as 

sought by Transpower, it is recommended that a new clause is introduced 

in the same policy that encompasses effects on all strategic infrastructure, 

which states “Development and activities are managed to avoid adverse 

effects on strategic infrastructure within or in proximity to industrial zones”. 

The relief is therefore accepted in part. Amendments to Policy 4 of the 

revised Industrial proposal also address the relief sought by seeking to 

avoid activities with  the potential to hinder or constrain the establishment, 

                                                   
24

 The Oil companies #723/ page/ para/ Submission point 71, and Mobil #988, #988/ page/ para/ Submission points 69 and 70 
25

 Lyttelton Port Company #915/ page/ para/ Submission point 85); Liquigas #774/ page/ para/  Submission point.24. 
26

 Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863/ page/ para/ Submission no.101; Opposed by #FS1453 Independent Fisheries, 
#1435 Errol and Kathryn Smith, and #FS1434 McGregor Smith Family Trust.  
27

 Transpower #832/ page/ para/ Submission no.58. 
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ongoing operation or development of strategic infrastructure, including but 

not limited to the National Grid.  

 

9.6 In Transpower's28 relief on Policy 10 of the Industrial proposal (Policy 8 of 

the revised proposal), reference is also sought to “bulk and form” which 

acknowledges that controls on bulk and form as well as the other matters 

listed enables effects on the environment to be managed. Bulk and form 

includes the scale of buildings, the effects of which are managed through 

rules prescribing setbacks amongst other matters. It is therefore 

recommended that this relief is accepted.  

 

9.7 Exemptions from Policy 8(a) of the notified industrial proposal are also 

sought by submitters29, which seeks  improvements to visual amenity. The 

submitters concern is that it may adversely affect strategic infrastructure. 

As explained in section 35 of my evidence, the retention of the policy is not 

considered appropriate and the relief is therefore already addressed.  

 

Airport noise contour line   

 

9.8 In the context of rules for the Commercial Core and Local zones, the 

CDHB has sought amendments so that health care facilities can locate 

inside the 50 dBA Ldn airport noise contour, while excluding those facilities 

that involve day surgery or overnight stays.  

 

9.9 Policy 6.3.5(4) of Chapter 6 to the RPS seeks to avoid noise sensitive 

activities inside the air noise contour line, which is given effect to in the 

proposal. Noise sensitive activities in the context of chapter 6 to the CRPS 

include hospitals and healthcare facilities without any distinction between a 

doctor's surgery and overnight care. To provide for any form of health care 

facility does not give effect to chapter 6 and is also inconsistent with 

Objective 3.3.12. An alternative would be to amend the definition of 

‘Sensitive activity’ in Proposal 2 or to exempt some forms of health 

facilities. However, this would not give effect to Chapter 6 of the CRPS, 

which defines the term ‘Noise sensitive activity’. It may also give rise to 

                                                   
28

 Transpower #832/ page/ para/ Submission no.5. 
29

 Oil companies #723/ page/ para/ Submission no.73), Mobil #988/ page/ para/ Submission no’s 69  and 71) 
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reverse sensitivity effects and expose patients/visitors to higher levels of 

noise. The relief sought by CDHB is therefore rejected.   

 

9.10 CIAL seeks amendments to permitted activity standards for guest 

accommodation to include a standard that where guest accommodation is 

located in the contour line, it is to be acoustically insulated. Acoustic 

insulation is required by existing standards (rule P11b of 15.2.2.1 in the 

revised commercial proposal), requiring a reduction in noise from the 

external environment to the internal environment. The relief sought is 

therefore rejected on the basis that it is unnecessary.  

 

9.11 CIAL also seeks new standards for permitted activities in the Commercial 

Fringe zone to convey that any noise sensitive activity shall not be located 

within the air noise contour line. Rules 15.3.2.5 NC2 (Commercial Fringe 

zone) and 15.4.2.5 NC5 (Commercial Local zone) as notified identified 

such activities as non-complying, and rules 15.2.2.5 NC2 (Commercial 

Core) and 15.3.2.5 NC2 also identify sensitive activities in the air noise 

contour line as non-complying. For the benefit of clarity in achieving 

Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter, additions could also be 

made to the activity specific standards. However, this is unnecessary in my 

opinion and the relief is therefore rejected.  For consistency, other activity 

specific standards under Rules 15.2.2.1 and 15.3.3.1 specifying that noise 

sensitive activities shall not be located in the 50 dBA Ldn air noise contour 

line should be deleted as presented in Attachment A of my evidence. 

 

Airport – stormwater management  

 

9.12 Submitters30 have sought a new standard to manage bird-strike risk in 

proximity to Christchurch International Airport to replace rules requiring 

resource consent as a restricted discretionary activity for any Surface 

Water Management Structure within 3 km of the runways. Mahaanui 

Kurataiao have also sought that stormwater drainage ponding areas within 

3km of the runways are in accordance with stormwater management 

guidelines approved by CCC, Christchurch International Airport and Ngai 

Tuahuriri Runanga.  

                                                   
30

 Waterloo Park #920, p 19; Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863, pages 18 – 19. 
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9.13 Having regard to the relevance of these provisions to other zones including 

stage 2 matters for example quarries, it is proposed that rules to manage 

effects on the airport’s operation and development associated with bird 

strike are dealt with in the General rules (Proposal 6) rather than in the 

Commercial and Industrial proposals as notified. On this basis, it is 

suggested that this matter could be deferred.  

 

9.14 Should the Panel decide that it wishes to consider this issue in the context 

of the Commercial and Industrial proposals, there is merit in the relief 

sought by Waterloo Park and Christchurch International Airport Ltd of a 

permitted activity standard for stormwater facilities rather than requiring 

consent for each facility, in order to achieve consistency with Objective 

3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter.  

 

9.15 Notwithstanding the parts of the rule that are clear in what is anticipated 

e.g. that the facility is to fully drain within 48 hours of a 2% AEP storm 

event, the rule as drafted in the submission creates uncertainty and would 

not be clear to the general public using the plan. For example, the rule 

states “The design, operation and management of the stormwater system 

shall avoid attracting bird species which constitute a hazard to aircraft” and 

“Basin size and side slope dimensions that are suitable for stormwater 

management and are not attractive to birds”.  

 

9.16 For someone interpreting this rule, there is a question arising of how a 

stormwater facility is designed to avoid attracting birds, and what is the 

appropriate size and side slope. Through amendments to the rule to 

specify standards e.g. minimum slope dimensions, it could be a suitable 

approach. However, in its current form it is not appropriate and the 

submission is rejected on this basis. Submitters31 also seek the addition of 

new matters of discretion for non-compliance with any such rule. If the 

Panel is minded to consider the issue in this hearing, these additions are 

appropriate, particularly the ability to demonstrate that any bird strike risk 

be managed through a Management Plan.  

 

                                                   
31

 Waterloo #920, p18/19, Christchurch International Airport Ltd #863, page 20. 
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Transmission Lines 

 

9.17 Transpower32 seek a number of amendments to rules including the deletion 

of setbacks from substations. Having undertaken further analysis of the 

specific characteristics of substations in Christchurch, Transpower does 

not consider the setbacks from substations to be necessary. In other 

instances, the rules are not necessary as the National Grid does not 

traverse the zone in question. This applies to Commercial and Industrial 

zones and is supported by submissions from other parties33. I consider the 

relief from Transpower appropriate and recommend that it is accepted 

(reflected in the revised proposals).  

 

9.18 Amendments are also put forward by Transpower to rules for activities, 

buildings and fences within 12 metres of the centreline of a National Grid 

Transmission line in the Industrial General and Industrial Heavy zones, 

which differ between a developed urban area and greenfield area. The 

relief sought is opposed by Orion34  on the basis that it assigns greater 

importance to the National Grid over other parts of the network. Reflecting 

their further submission, Orion seek amendments to rules in the 

Commercial and Industrial proposals to require setbacks from the 

Electricity Distribution lines, in addition to the National Grid35.  

 

9.19 The relief sought by Transpower gives effect to the National Policy 

Statement on Electricity Transmission and is consistent with Objective 

3.3.12(b) of the Strategic Directions chapter which is specific to the 

National Grid. It is also noted from the decision on Chapter 6 (Temporary 

activities Related to Earthquake Recovery) that the Panel agreed with the 

legal submission of Council that “Orion’s 66kV and 33kV electricity 

distribution lines do not form part of the National Grid, and do not justify the 

higher level of protection directed by Policies 10 and 11 of the NPSET”. 

 

9.20 The proposed amendments sought by Transpower do not alter the form 

and intent of the rule as notified and having regard to the NPS and 
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 Transpower #832 
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 Chas S Luney #984 
34

 Orion #1339 
35

 Orion #922 
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Strategic Directions chapter, I recommend that the relief is accepted. As a 

consequence, it is recommended that the relief sought by Orion is rejected.  

 

9.21 Awatea Residents Association (#354) submits that there shall be no 

outdoor storage within the 12 metre centre-line of transmission lines. The 

lines running through the proposed Industrial Park zone at Awatea are part 

of the Orion network, for which setbacks are not proposed and the relief is 

therefore rejected. 

 

Port/ Inland Port  

 

9.22 Lyttelton Port Company (LPC) seeks amendments to make any sensitive 

activity within the Port Influences overlay area (excluding residential) at 

Lyttelton (both Commercial Banks Peninsula and Industrial General zones) 

or on sites adjoining the Inland Port in Woolston a non-complying activity. 

In respect of residential activity, LPC seeks amendments to make it a 

Restricted Discretionary activity subject to standards in the Port Influences 

overlay area at Lyttelton, rather than full Discretionary. 

 

9.23 A number of submissions and further submissions support/oppose the use 

of the Port Influences overlay36 at Lyttelton. The Oil Companies consider 

that restrictions are required to minimise reverse sensitivity effects, while 

those in opposition consider the restrictions and additional costs of 

development in the overlay area are a disincentive to rebuilding as well as 

an “affront to civil liberties”. Doubt is also cast by submitters over the 

overlay and the assumptions behind it.  

 

9.24 The relief sought by LPC of Restricted Discretionary activity status for 

residential activity is not considered appropriate in achieving objective 

3.3.12 (b)(i) of the Strategic Directions chapter of “avoiding noise sensitive 

activities within the Lyttelton Port Influences Overlay area”. To treat 

residential activity differently from other noise sensitive activity in terms of 

activity status (as sought by LPC) creates a two tier approach, which does 

not reflect the direction in the RPS and is not justifiable in my opinion. 

 

                                                   
36

 The Oil Companies #1295 (Support), Lyttelton Mt Herbert Community Board #762 (oppose) Kris Herbert #124 (oppose), 
Lyttelton Community Association #1152, David Bundy #418 
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9.25 Non-complying activity status for any sensitive activity is more appropriate, 

consistent with objective 3.3.12 of the Strategic Directions chapter and in 

giving effect to Policy 6.3.5 (5) of Chapter 6 to the RPS. Both these 

documents convey a direction of “avoiding activities”, meaning they are not 

anticipated. The relief sought in respect of sensitive activities inside the 

port noise overlay is therefore accepted in part by making any sensitive 

activity non-complying.  Rule 15.4.2.5 of the Commercial Banks Peninsula 

zone in the revised Commercial proposal reflects this. The same approach 

should be applied to the part of the Industrial General zone in the Port 

influences overlay at Lyttelton, which is not reflected in the revised 

proposal but is recommended. 

 

9.26 Outside the port noise overlay area, LPC also seek a reduction in noise 

levels from the external to the internal environment for Health care 

facilities, Education activity, Care facilities, Pre-schools and Residential 

activity in the Commercial Banks Peninsula zone. In the notified proposal, 

activity specific standard (d) for residential activity (P14 of rule 15.5.2.1) 

outside the noise overlay requires a reduction in noise from external to 

internal areas through insulation, and a consistent approach is necessary 

for any noise sensitive activity for the reasons discussed above.  It is 

therefore recommended that the relief is accepted.  Amendments to 

activities P9 – P12 of Rule 15.4.2.1 are therefore proposed in the revised 

chapter.  However, it is worded in the revised chapter such that the 

requirements apply to all areas zoned Commercial Banks Peninsula 

outside the Port noise overlay including Akaroa.  Amendments are 

therefore put forward in Attachment A to make it clear that the requirement 

only applies in Lyttelton.  

 

9.27 In addition to the Commercial Banks Peninsula zone, the Port noise 

overlay also extends over the Industrial General zone.  Of the sensitive 

activities for which noise insulation requirements should apply, pre-schools 

are the only activity permitted in the Industrial General zone and so a new 

activity standard is proposed in Attachment A, requiring the same level of 

noise reduction from external to internal space as the Commercial Banks 

Peninsula zone rules. 
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9.28 In the context of avoiding reverse sensitivity effects, LPC also seeks that 

any sensitive activity is non-complying in the Industrial Heavy zone. While 

any activity not specified as permitted, restricted discretionary or 

discretionary in the Industrial heavy zone is non-complying under rule 

16.3.2.5 NC1, explicit recognition that sensitive activities are non-

complying is appropriate given the potential reverse sensitivity effects of 

such uses. This would send a clear signal. However, rather than referring 

to ‘Sensitive activities’, which is defined, it is proposed that the activities 

are listed i.e. Residential Activity, Heath care Facility, Education Activity, 

Guest accommodation. 

 

Railway corridor 

 

9.29 Kiwirail (#897) seeks new rules to avoid reverse sensitivity effects on the 

rail network, through standards specifying the internal design noise limits 

for noise sensitive activities within specific distances of the rail corridor. 

This will be addressed in Proposal 6 (General rules), forming part of stage 

2 to the proposed Replacement District Plan.  

 

9.30 Kiwirail also seek controls on buildings, decks, vegetation, walls/fences, 

storage and service areas including setbacks of 5m (for buildings, decks 

and vegetation) to enable maintenance without necessitating entry to the 

rail corridor.  While the importance of managing effects on strategic 

infrastructure is recognised, the relief sought is unnecessarily restrictive in 

my opinion and it would be appropriate to discuss this further with the 

submitter during mediation.  

 

Bulk fuel terminal/ pipeline  

 

9.31 Amendments are sought to policy and rules by Liquigas37  to require a 300 

metre buffer between activities and the bulk fuel terminal in Woolston and 

pipeline, including Trade and Industry Training facilities, Public Transport 

facilities, Emergency service facilities and any sensitive activity 

(Residential, Education, Health care). The distance sought of 300 metres 
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has not been justified in the submission from Liquigas and would extend 

across a large area.  

 

9.32 While a buffer is acknowledged as appropriate to avoid effects on the 

efficient and effective operation, maintenance and upgrade of strategic 

infrastructure to give effect to Policy 6.3.5 (chapter 6 of the RPS) and 

Objective 3.3.12 (a), I do not consider the relief sought is the most effective 

and necessary without further information to justify the buffer of 300 

metres. While there are benefits of the relief sought i.e. the ‘protection’  of 

strategic infrastructure from reverse sensitivity, the costs for landowners 

and developers within a 300 metre radius associated with consenting are 

not consistent with objective 3.3.2 and, to a degree, with objective 3.3.1 in 

meeting the community’s immediate and long term needs, and objective 

3.3.13 in respect of emergency services. 

 

10. INFRASTRUCTURE 

 

Combined Issue 9: Is it necessary for development to be integrated with existing 

networks and the delivery of infrastructure.  

 

Commercial Proposal 

 

10.1 Submitters38 have sought deletion or amendments to clause (vii) in 

Objective 1 of the notified Commercial Proposal (Objective 2 in revised 

proposal), which requires development that is integrated with the delivery 

of infrastructure. A concern expressed in submissions is that development 

may be delayed until infrastructure is upgraded or established. As 

discussed in the evidence of Mr Brian Norton, Ms Bridget O’Brien and Mr 

Andrew Milne, development that is not integrated with infrastructure can 

have adverse effects on the environment. As stated in Chapter 6 of the 

RPS, “Well-designed development that integrates with transport networks, 

and that makes efficient use of existing capacity, is essential to providing 

for business growth and access to community services, as important 

components of rebuilding and recovery.” (page 49). Objective 3.3.7 (i) and 

(j) of the Strategic Directions chapter seek to promote the efficient and 
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Companies #742 
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effective use and provision of infrastructure and a co-ordinated approach to 

the nature, timing and sequencing of  development with infrastructure.  

 

10.2 In my opinion, not seeking an integrated approach in Objective 1 

(Objective 2 in the revised commercial proposal would be inconsistent with 

and not give effect to the direction in the Strategic Directions chapter and 

RPS. 

 

10.3 In the context of policy 2 of the revised Commercial proposal, which is 

specific to the District Centres at Belfast and North Halswell, the Crown 

seeks amendments to ensure strategic integration with the transport 

network. While integration is appropriate for the reasons discussed above, 

the term ‘strategic’ is considered unnecessary. I understand the term 

‘strategic’ is suggested as the Crown seek to ensure integration with the 

wider City including the road hierarchy. This can still be achieved without 

the word ‘strategic and is all encompassing to facilitate integration at a 

strategic and local level. The relief is therefore accepted in part.  

 

10.4 In policy 8 of the notified Commercial proposal (Policy 10 of revised 

proposal), the Crown seeks amendments to better consider infrastructure 

design and effects in order to encourage on-site collection of stormwater 

and low impact design in new development. This supports the sustainable 

management of resources and is appropriate in achieving Objective 3 of 

the revised Commercial proposal. Rather than an amendment to Policy 8, 

it is considered more appropriate as a new policy to address infrastructure 

generally, which supports a multi-value approach to the planning of 

development and infrastructure. This is reflected in policy 13 of the revised 

commercial proposal. 

 

Industrial Proposal  

 

10.5 The submission from Waterloo Park39 has also sought addition of a new 

clause to policy 9 (Development in Greenfield areas) of the notified 

Industrial proposal (Policy 7 of revised proposal), which seeks to align the 

delivery of infrastructure to enable and facilitate the development of 
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greenfield areas. An integrated approach to the development of greenfield 

areas and infrastructure delivery is appropriate for the reasons discussed 

earlier. However, the wording as sought could be interpreted in a way that 

Council is to ensure infrastructure is programmed to enable and facilitate 

development of these areas.  

 

10.6 The Council is currently reviewing its Long Term Plan and this process will 

enable priorities to be identified including the infrastructure to support 

Greenfield redevelopment. The principle of an integrated approach is 

supported in the District Plan but it should not preclude the outcomes of a 

separate process. Policy 7(b) of the revised proposal supports an 

integrated approach and no additional amendments are appropriate. It is 

therefore recommended that the relief is rejected. 

 

Stormwater management  

 

10.7 In the context of the Commercial proposal, Selywn District Council40 seeks 

a new policy to ensure the effective management of stormwater in the 

south west, raising concern with the lack of thought given to the 

downstream effects. It is proposed that this is addressed through inclusion 

of a new policy in the revised commercial proposal (Policy 13), which 

amongst other matters, seeks a comprehensive and multi-value approach 

to stormwater management. This reflects the work Council has undertaken 

to date in respect of the south west area, which is outlined in more detail in 

the evidence of Mr Brian Norton. The relief of Selwyn District Council is 

therefore accepted in part. 

 

10.8 Submitters41 have sought that adequate and effective provision is made for 

stormwater retention in the best locations. This is reflected in Policy 9 of 

the revised Industrial Proposal, which seeks to ensure stormwater is 

managed in a way that mitigates the adverse effects of flooding. Policy 13 

in the revised Commercial Proposal in seeking a comprehensive approach 

to stormwater management, and reflecting Council’s strategy at a 

catchment based level, also enables effective and efficient stormwater 

management.  

                                                   
40

 Selywn District Council #1137 
41

 Mike Mora #764, Hasson #979 
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10.9 While policy in the Commercial and Industrial proposals sets direction, the 

methods for achieving effective stormwater management are outside the 

scope of the District Plan, such as stormwater management plans for 

catchments. The evidence of Mr Brian Norton describes this. The relief 

sought is therefore accepted in part by addition of a new policy 13 to the 

revised commercial proposal.  

 

10.10 Submissions from the Oil Companies (#723) and Mobil (#988) seek 

deletion of policy 11 in the notified Industrial proposal (Policy 9 in the 

revised proposal) as it is considered to be a function of the Canterbury 

Regional Council but also because Council is proposing a bylaw to deal 

with such matters. The inclusion of a policy is appropriate to manage 

effects on the environment, consistent with the RMA’s purpose. Through 

rules specific to greenfield areas and ODPs identifying the locations for 

stormwater facilities, as well as other methods outside the District Plan e.g. 

stormwater management plans, what is sought in the policy can be 

realised. As the document that sets direction for at least the next 10 years, 

an integrated approach is required between development and 

infrastructure, and policy 9 of the revised industrial proposal supports the 

achievement of that.  

 

10.11 Notwithstanding the points above, there are some matters in the Policy that 

Council seeks to achieve but which may not be practicable in all 

circumstances including a multi-value approach through the use of swales, 

wetlands and basins, and integrated approach with the wider network. 

There may be sites for example where a separate consent is required from 

the Regional Council for discharge from an individual site not serviced by 

the wider catchment network. An amendment is therefore proposed that 

these matters are encouraged rather than ensuring they are achieved.  

 

10.12 In the context of the Commercial and Industrial Proposals, a submission 

from Mahaanui Kurataiao (1145) seeks a new policy in the Commercial 

Proposal and a new clause to Policy 11 of the notified Industrial Proposal 

(Policy 9 of revised proposal) to ensure stormwater management areas are 

managed to avoid exacerbating bird-strike risk within proximity to 

Christchurch International Airport. Reference to the development of 
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guidelines is also sought. While the relief sought gives effect to policy 6.3.5 

of Chapter 6 to the RPS and is consistent with objective 3.3.12 (b) (iv) of 

the Strategic Directions chapter, it is recommended that this be dealt with 

in Stage 2 as part of Proposal 6. In the interim, it is recommended that 

clause (v) of Policy 11 is deleted.  

 

10.13 Separate from the relief above, CDHB has sought clarity in the wording of 

Policy 11 of the notified industrial proposal (Policy 9 of revised proposal) as 

to the extent that improvements are made to water quality by inclusion of 

the words “in a manner which is consistent with maintaining public health”. 

This is supported by the Crown42, and opposed by the Oil Companies43 on 

the basis that public health is not the only outcome driving an improvement 

in water quality. The latter point is important in that under the Resource 

Management Act, the sustainable management of resources necessitates 

a multi-value approach which is carried through into Council’s strategy for 

managing stormwater. Public health is one driver of many for managing 

water quality and on this basis, the relief sought by CDHB is rejected.  

 

Commercial and Industrial - Connection to a water supply  

 

10.14 The Crown seeks additional rules to require a sufficient water supply and 

access to water supplies for firefighting to all buildings. This is consistent 

with Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic Directions chapter and Chapter 6 as 

decided by the Hearings Panel. It supports emergency services, critical to 

the recovery of the City and the relief is therefore accepted with the 

inclusion of rules in the revised proposals e.g. Rule 16.2.3.8 of revised 

Industrial proposal.  

 

11. CULTURAL VALUES 

 

Combined Issue 10: Whether sufficient recognition is given to Ngai 

Tahu/Manawhenua cultural values and how effects on natural resources are 

managed through the provisions. 

 

                                                   
42

 The Crown #495 
43

 The Oil companies #1295 
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Commercial Proposal 

 

11.1 A number of amendments are sought by Mahaanui Kurataiao (#1145) to 

Objectives 1 and 2, policies 3, 5, 7, 8 and 10 and rules in the notified 

proposal, which are opposed by a number of parties44.  

 

11.2 The amendments sought by Mahaanui Kurataio are to take into account 

the Mahaanui Kurataiao Iwi Management Plan 2013 and on the basis that 

development has the potential to affect Ngāi Tahu cultural values including 

but not limited to impacts on freshwater resources, mahinga kai, wāhi tapu, 

wāhi taonga, cultural landscapes and access to these areas. A number of 

those opposing the submission consider that the amendments are 

inconsistent with and do not give effect to the Act and statutory framework 

of documents including the RPS and LURP, while also being onerous, 

unworkable and/or unnecessary.  

 

11.3 With regard to Objective 1 of the notified proposal (Objective 2 of revised 

proposal), reference is sought to the use of principles of low impact design 

in the context of clause (a)(iii), which seeks a compact and sustainable 

urban form. It is unclear how low impact methods of design can contribute 

to urban form. The relief is therefore rejected.  

 

11.4 A new clause is also sought under objective 1 to “avoid, remedy or mitigate 

adverse effects on Ngai Tahu/manawhenua values”. Tailorspace 

Investments45 and other submitters oppose this but in the alternative, seek 

that the term “sites of Ngai Tahu cultural significance" is referred to, 

providing more certainty of the locations and/or values that effects relate 

to. I agree that the wording as proposed in the submission from Mahaanui 

Kurataiao is unclear on what aspects of the natural environment and/or 

cultural values need to be considered. The relief is therefore accepted in 

part with the following wording proposed in Objective 2 (ix) of the revised 

proposal – “Adverse effects on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu 

Manawhenua are managed in recognising their values”. The term 

                                                   
44

 Radford Family #FS1345, Ray Wood #FS1344, Quaifes Road Development #FS1353, Fox and Associates #FS1422, Kirsty 
Inwood #FS1449, Halswell Trust #FS1451, Marriner Investments No 1 #FS1256, p4 - 5, Tailorspace Investments #1322 p9, 
AMP Capital Palms PTY #FS1308, p 7/8, TEL Property Nominees #FS1325 p7/8, Scentre #FS1270 p14, Progressive 
Enterprises #1450, NPT #FS1349. 
45

 Tailorspace Investments #1079 p8 
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‘managed’ has been used rather than ‘avoid, remedy or mitigate’ as it 

provides for a range of options in how effects are addressed.  

 

11.5 With regard to policy 3 of the notified commercial proposal (Policy 2 of 

revised proposal), Mahaanui Kurataiao seek an amendment to provide for 

Ngai Tahu Manawhenua values in the context of development of the 

Commercial Core zone at Belfast (Rules in 15.4 of the Commercial 

Proposal). The Styx River or Pūharakekenui is regarded as having 

particular cultural significance (as documented in the Mahaanui Iwi 

Management Plan) and the manner in which effects on the river and 

riparian margins are managed should recognise and provide for the 

cultural as well as amenity and ecological values of this area, consistent 

with Objective 3.3.3 (d) of the Strategic Directions chapter. Amendments 

are therefore proposed in clause (c)(i) of Policy 2 to the revised proposal to 

address the submitters' relief. 

 

11.6 Mahaanui Kurataiao has also sought amendments to Policy 5 (Policy 4 in 

revised proposal) which is concerned with new local centres in greenfield 

areas yet to be rezoned. As greenfield areas, there may be cultural values 

not yet identified or assessed and any new development in these areas 

should recognise and provide for such values, consistent with Objective 

3.3.3 (d) of the Strategic Directions chapter.  The relief is accepted in part 

through inclusion of a new clause (b) to the policy that new development 

recognises and provides for Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua values. 

 

11.7 On Objective 2 of the notified proposal (Objective 3 of revised proposal), 

Mahaanui Kurataiao seeks reference to low impact design in contributing 

to a high quality environment. This is appropriate, taking into account the 

policy framework of the Mahaanui Kurataiao Iwi Management Plan and 

having particular regard to Section 7(a) (Kaitiakitanga) and (aa) (the ethic 

of stewardship) of the Resource Management Act. However, it is more 

appropriate as an addition to clause vi, which states “recognises Ngai Tahu 

Manawhenua values”. Amendments are also sought by the submitter to 

policy 7 of the notified proposal (Policy 9 of revised) on the scale and form 

of development, seeking that effects on the surrounding environment 

includes consideration of effects on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu/ 
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Manawhenua. This is considered appropriate in achieving Objective 2 (ix) 

of the revised proposal  

 

11.8 On policy 8 of the notified proposal (Policy 10 of the revised proposal), 

references to low impact design and minimising resource use are sought 

by Mahaanui Kurataiao. Further submissions oppose the amendments 

sought to policy 8 of the notified proposal due to the ‘even greater’ 

uncertainty created, and inconsistency with the Statement of Expectations. 

Relief sought by Foodstuffs to include the words “where practicable” in 

clause (viii) of the same policy acknowledges that it may not be appropriate 

in all circumstances to require low impact design e.g. due to functional 

and/or operational requirements. I consider that incorporation of low impact 

design in new development gives effect to the purpose of the Act while 

also supporting the achievement of Objective 3(vi) of the revised proposal. 

However, the relief sought by Foodstuffs is acknowledged and the 

incorporation of low impact methods in development should be tempered 

with the practicalities of doing so.   

 

11.9 Reference to on-site treatment of stormwater and physical separation from 

waterbodies is also sought in Policy 8 in the notified proposal. This is 

discussed below in the context of the Industrial Proposal.  

 

11.10 Amendments are also sought to policy 10 of the notified proposal (Policy 

12 of the revised proposal) to recognise sites and landscapes of 

significance to Ngai Tahu Manawhenua. This is appropriate, taking into 

account the Iwi Management Plan and Objective 3.3.3 (d) of the Strategic 

Directions chapter to “recognise and provide for Ngai Tahu Manawhenua’s 

connections and values that are associated with the District.  The relief is 

therefore accepted. 

 

11.11 With regard to the rules, Mahaanui Kurataiao seeks inclusion of a 

requirement for an assessment against objectives and policies of the Iwi 

Management Plan as part of an application for resource consent for 

development in the North Halswell Commercial Core zone. While specific 

to a site, it is a matter to consider for any application for resource consent 

where there may be values of importance to Ngai Tahu Manawhenua. 

While an information requirement for all applications is not appropriate in 
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all circumstances, the Council can consider any other matter under section 

104 of the Act including the Iwi Management Plan. The relief sought is 

therefore rejected.  

 

11.12 In a number of areas zoned Commercial Core, which are subject to rules in 

the Commercial Proposal (including Belfast, North Halswell and 

Sydenham), reference is sought to appropriate planting and setbacks from 

springs, and the protection of springs through landscaping and setbacks in 

matters of discretion. The values of Waipuna are recognised in the Iwi 

Management Plan.  

 

11.13 Through rules in the Subdivision proposal, resource consent is required for 

any subdivision where springs are known or found to exist.  In the general 

rules (Proposal 6) forming part of stage 2, rules are also proposed for 

separation of development from waterways including wetlands.  

 

11.14 The relief sought to amend the matters of discretion to provide for the 

protection of springs and associated cultural values in 15.2.6.3.3(g) is 

appropriate in the context of the proposed North Halswell commercial zone 

where springs are known to exist in close proximity. However, in other 

areas where there is insufficient information, rules in the subdivision 

proposal enable assessment of potential effects on springs and their 

values.  

 

11.15 Amendments are also sought to matters of discretion to consider the extent 

to which low impact design techniques are used in new development e.g. 

15.2.8.3.1 for a brownfield site in Sydenham.  This is not appropriate to 

apply to specific sites which are the subject of area specific rules as 

methods of low impact design could be applied to any number of sites . In 

terms of the methods, I consider it appropriate for the Council to develop 

relationships with the development community to actively encourage low 

impact design e.g. education and the tools to understand how it can benefit 

development and the environment. To require low impact design in 

development when it may not be feasible in all circumstances would be 

inappropriate in my opinion.  
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11.16 Integration of stormwater management and design with the wider area is 

also sought (in the context of 15.2.4.3.2) by Mahaanui Kurataiao. This 

reflects the approach taken in Council’s stormwater management plans 

outside the District Plan, as discussed in the evidence of Mr Brian Norton. 

Policy 13 of the revised Commercial proposal conveys the need for a 

comprehensive approach to the planning, design and implementation of 

infrastructure, which is sought through ODPs and matters of discretion for 

the assessment of new development in greenfield areas. For example, 

clause f of 15.2.6.3.3. addresses this for the Commercial Core zone at 

North Halswell. In respect of the future Styx Centre at Belfast, the ODP 

does not identify areas for stormwater management. Notwithstanding this, 

any discharge will be managed through Council’s consent for stormwater 

management in the Styx catchment, at which time, consideration can be 

given to achieving an integrated approach. No further amendments are 

considered necessary.  

 

11.17 Mahaanui Kurataiao also seek reference to the reuse of greywater in 

matters of discretion for applications subject to an assessment of urban 

design in the Commercial Local zone and in the context of rules for specific 

locations e.g. Commercial Local zone (St Albans). Methods to encourage 

the reuse of greywater are appropriate but rules in the District Plan, either 

generic or site specific, are not in my opinion the starting point for 

supporting the sustainable management of water resources and would not 

align with the Minister’s Statement of Expectations. There is potential for 

significant costs and other methods can achieve effective outcomes e.g. 

education.  

 

11.18 Amendments are also sought to ensure a buffer between land use 

activities and wahi tapu and wahi taonga in the context of the commercial 

zone in the Highfield Park greenfield priority area. The need for a buffer in 

this context requires additional information to understand the cultural 

values in this location. However, the provisions for the subject land were 

introduced though the LURP without reference to a buffer and there is no 

new information to support the need for buffers. The relief is therefore 

rejected.  
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11.19 Mahaanui Kurataiao also seek the separation of stormwater areas from 

waterways in matters of discretion (15.2.8.3.1). While it is acknowledged 

that the discharge of stormwater into waterways is unacceptable to Ngāi 

Tahu/Manawhenua, it is not practicable to manage all stormwater on land. 

Waterways include established drains through rural areas which currently 

convey stormwater. Furthermore, Council has a global resource consent to 

discharge stormwater to the Styx and Heathcote Rivers from their 

respective catchments and a policy direction against this would run counter 

to what is authorised.  

 

Industrial Proposal 

 

11.20 A number of amendments are sought by Mahaanui Kurataiao46 to 

Objective 2, policies 1, 7, 9, 10 and 11 and rules of the notified proposal, 

which are opposed by a number of parties47.  

 

11.21 Amendments are sought to Policy 1 to have regard to the cultural 

significance of some greenfield sites. This is not appropriate in Policy 1 as 

it is concerned with addressing the broader issue of maintaining a sufficient 

supply of industrial land. While greenfield areas contribute to the supply of 

land, the cultural significance of sites is best considered under Policy 9 (as 

notified), being Policy 7 of the revised proposal 

  

11.22 In respect of Policy 7 of the notified proposal (Policy 6 of revised proposal), 

Mahaanui Kurataiao seeks amendments to achieve the protection of 

environmental and cultural values on brownfield sites. Previous 

commercial or industrial use may have resulted in the deterioration of the 

subject land, which may have compromised these values. Despite this, 

there is potential to recognise and provide for such values in 

redevelopment of brownfield sites. Examples include land adjoining the 

Heathcote River in Woolston, where planting can recognise values that 

Ngai Tahu/ Manawhenua have. However, the amendment should be more 

focussed to ensure it is only relevant to those sites where there are known 

to be or anticipated to be cultural values and not disenabling of 

development, consistent with Objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2 and 3.3.3 of the 
                                                   
46

 Mahaanui Kurataiao #1145 
47

 FS1345 Radford Family, FS1344 Ray Wood, FS1353 Quaifes Road Development, FS1422 Fox and Associates, FS1449 
Kirsty Inwood, FS1451 Halswell Trust, FS1256 Marriner Investments No 1 p 5 - 6 and FS1283 880 Main North Road, P8. 
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Strategic Directions chapter. With this in mind, it is recommended that a 

new clause is introduced to Policy 6 of the revised proposal recognising 

and providing for the values of waterways within or adjoining the site. 

 

11.23 Mahaanui Kurataio also put forward amendments to Objective 2(c) of the 

notified proposal (Objective 3 of revised proposal) and Policy 11 in the 

notified proposal (Policy 9 in the revised version) to include reference to 

low impact urban design as a way to recognise, protect and enhance 

cultural values. This supports the Act’s purpose, particularly section 8 and 

is consistent with Objective 3.3.3. The relief sought is therefore accepted. 

 

11.24 Amendments to refer to the land treatment of stormwater in greenfield 

areas in Objective 2(c) of the notified proposal, the separation of 

stormwater areas from waterways in matters of discretion (16.2.7.3.1), and 

notes below rules prescribing landscaping requirements are not supported. 

While it is acknowledged that the discharge of stormwater into waterways 

is unacceptable to Ngāi Tahu/Manawhenua, as noted above, it is not 

practicable to manage all stormwater on land. Furthermore, Council has a 

global resource consent to discharge stormwater to the Styx and 

Heathcote rivers from their respective catchments and a policy direction 

against this would run counter to what is authorised.  

 

12. ENERGY EFFICIENCY 

 

Combined Issue 11: The appropriateness of provisions that encourage energy 

efficiency in commercial and industrial developments, having particular regard to the 

Statement of Expectations. 

 

12.1 The Energy Efficiency and Conservation Authority (#1180) indicates 

support in its submission for “proposals that encourage energy efficiency in 

the commercial and industrial sectors, and proposes that commercial and 

industrial buildings meet a NABERSNZ enabled metering system. The 

proposals as notified do not include requirements for compliance with 

NABERSNZ nor provision to encourage energy efficiency, and these may 

not be appropriate in achieving the objectives of the Strategic Directions 

Proposal, particularly Objective 3.3.1 and 3.3.2. 
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12.2 Standards to require energy efficiency are unlikely to meet the following 

goals of the Statement of Expectations: 

 

“reduce significantly…(i) reliance on resource consent processes; and 

(ii) the number, extent and prescriptiveness of development controls 

and design standards in the rules, in order to encourage innovation 

and choice”. 

 

12.3 Notwithstanding this, Council encourages energy efficiency through non-

statutory methods including a programme known as “Target Sustainability”, 

which is a resource for developers with funding and advice available to 

qualifying businesses. The relief sought is therefore rejected.  

 

13. NOTIFICATION 

 

Combined Issue 14: Whether clause (a)(iii) of the Ministers' Statement of 

Expectations has been achieved, relating to notification and written approvals. 

 

13.1 Submitters48 seek a presumption of non-notification for restricted 

discretionary activities and other activities, either specific to an area or 

across commercial and industrial zones.  

 

13.2 Having particular regard to the Statement of Expectations and Objective 

3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter, there is merit in a provision not 

requiring public notification of applications where there is a non-compliance 

with a number of built form standards (Restricted Discretionary activity) 

including height, setbacks from residential zones, and sunlight and outlook 

to adjoining residential properties. However, the rules seek to manage 

effects beyond the boundary and a non-compliance could affect an 

adjoining residential property. A presumption in favour of non-notification is 

therefore not supported in all circumstances and limited notification may 

still be appropriate.  

 

13.3 In respect of other rules, particularly non-compliance with activity specific 

standards, there is considered to be merit in a presumption of non-

                                                   
48

 In the context of the Commercial proposal - Foodstuffs #705, In the context of the Industrial proposal - Foodstuffs #705, 
Radford Family #660. 
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notification. For example, non-compliance with standards in the Industrial 

proposal controlling the scale of retail and office activities to support 

centres as the focus for commercial activity requires a strategic 

assessment of the effects. It is not anticipated that individuals will be 

affected for the purpose of assessment under section 95 of the Resource 

Management Act on matters such as this and therefore the relief is 

accepted in part.  

 

13.4 In the context of the Commercial Banks Peninsula rules, the Akaroa Civic 

Trust seeks deletion of a clause that precludes notification (full or limited) 

of any application for a new building, relocatable building or relocation of a 

building, additions, alterations, demolition or removal of a building in 

Lyttelton or Akaroa. This is on the basis that there may be effects on 

residential amenity for neighbours. The subject rule enables the 

consideration of how a new building relates to its surroundings and 

recognises and respects the historic character of Akaroa. It is not intended 

to enable consideration of  effects at the interface between properties, 

which are dealt with through standards in the proposal. It is not consistent 

with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter to provide for 

notification of applications for resource consent concerned with design, 

which will otherwise add unnecessary costs to the process. The relief 

sought is therefore rejected.  

 

14. OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLANS  

 

Combined Issue 16: Whether the matters identified on Outline Development Plans 

and compliance with those matters is appropriate. 

 

14.1 The Outline Development Plans for greenfield areas identify the points of 

access to a proposed development area, the alignment of roads through 

an area, areas for stormwater and open space as well as other matters 

including landscaping and setback requirements.  

 

14.2 Waterloo Park49 submits that the plan should identify the elements shown 

on an ODP as permitted by the rules. This is appropriate to provide clarity 

                                                   
49

 Waterloo Park #920 p16 
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and to not permit activities sought by the ODP would run counter to what is 

intended. The relief is therefore accepted and reflected in amendments in 

the revised Commercial and Industrial proposals e.g. Activity P21 of rule 

16.2.2.1. 

 

14.3 In respect of ODPs, a number of submitters50 seek the replacement of 

ODPs as notified with those put forward in submissions. The amended 

ODPs better reflect what has occurred on the ground e.g. Waterloo Park or 

what has been consented, as well as changes in the surrounding 

environment e.g. Sir James Wattie Drive. The relief sought is therefore 

accepted.  

 

Combined Issue 17: Whether flexibility is appropriate on Outline Development 

Plans.  

 

14.4 Submissions51 seek that development shall be in general accordance with 

an ODP rather than in accordance with an ODP. Submitters consider that 

this provides flexibility given the scale and nature of ODPs as high level.  

 

14.5 At the time of subdivision, changes may be required and non-compliance 

with an Outline Development Plan as a permitted activity triggers a 

resource consent. It is acknowledged that this results in additional 

transaction costs and might be inconsistent with Objective 3.3.2(a)(i) of the 

Strategic Directions chapter. However, the term “in general accordance 

with” creates uncertainty, inconsistent with Objective 3.3.2(c) as to how 

much flexibility is provided. The risk is that one planner's interpretation of 

“in general accordance with” may differ from another's. Rules need to 

convey certainty for a user of the plan as to whether they comply or not 

and it is therefore recommended that the relief to use the words “in general 

accordance with” is rejected.  

 

15. DEFERRAL UNTIL STAGE 2 

 

15.1 Submissions have been made seeking the provision for outdoor 

advertising as a permitted activity in both Commercial and Industrial zones.  
                                                   
50

 Waterloo Park #920 p16, Orchard Trust #768, Mayell Property Trust #876, Kennway Park #787, Calder Stewart #982. 
51

 On the Commercial proposal – Danne Mora Holdings #1134, On the Industrial proposal - Waterloo Park #920, Radford 
Family #660. Tait Limited #784  
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This is a Stage 2 issue under Chapter 6 (General Rules and Procedures) 

and in my opinion should be heard as part of Stage 2. 

 

15.2 Mahaanui Kurataiao (#1145) seeks the introduction of a setback from 

waterways. This is also being dealt with in Proposal 6, forming part of 

stage 2. 

 

15.3 Dawson52 seeks that the suggested species list in Appendix 16.6.1 of the 

Industrial Proposal should be more comprehensive with an emphasis on 

evergreen species, tall shrubs, beneficial species, biodiversity and 

representation of native species. The list is intended as a guide and is not 

a requirement. Notwithstanding this, it is proposed to be incorporated into 

Proposal 6 (General Rules and Procedures) in phase 2 given its relevance 

to other chapters. It is recommended that consideration of part B to the 

appendix is deferred until Stage 2.   

                                                   
52

 Dawson #304 
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COMMERCIAL 

 

16. STRUCTURE AND ZONING FRAMEWORK 

 

Commercial Issue 1: Whether the relationship between the hierarchy of commercial 

centres and zoning is clear for users of the plan.  

 

16.1 Johns Road Horticultural53 find the ‘role and zoning description confusing 

and misleading’ (with reference to Table 15.1 following Policy 1) and seek 

insertion of a diagram to show the hierarchy of centres and a table showing 

how the hierarchy and zoning align. Table 15.1 which follows Policy 1 sets 

out the hierarchy, which includes a list of the zones that apply to each type 

of centre in the hierarchy. However, it is acknowledged that a hierarchy, 

comprising 5 different types of centre, combined with 5 different 

commercial zones makes the plan more difficult to interpret. Having regard 

to this, it is appropriate to consider how the proposal can be simplified, 

commensurate with the submission from the Crown (#495).  

 

16.2 In the notified proposal, all of the District and the majority of the 

Neighbourhood centres are zoned Commercial Core and Commercial 

Fringe, the core covering those areas of a centre of a larger bulk and scale 

e.g. Malls/ supermarkets. The fringe zone covers those areas towards the 

edge of a centre.  The only difference in terms of built form standards 

between the Commercial Core and Commercial Fringe zones in respect of 

activities and built form standards are height limits and the setback from 

residential zones (submissions on height and setbacks are considered in 

section 20 of my evidence). 

 

16.3 Having regard to the level of duplication, it is proposed that the 

Commercial Core and Fringe zones are consolidated to create a single 

zone that applies to each District and Neighbourhood centre. The effect of 

this in the context of the hierarchy would be as set out in the table below. 

This is consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions proposal 

to make the District Plan easy to understand and use and seeks to address 

the Crown’s relief.  

 

                                                   
53

 Johns Road Horticultural #1156 
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Hierarchy Notified proposal Revised proposal 

Central City Stage 2 Stage 2 

District  Commercial Core 

Commercial Fringe 

Commercial Core 

Neighbourhood Commercial Core 

Commercial Fringe 

Neighbourhood centres in 

Banks Peninsula i.e. 

Lyttelton and Akaroa 

Commercial Banks 

Peninsula 

Commercial Banks 

Peninsula 

Local Commercial Local Commercial Local 

Large format centre Commercial Retail Park Commercial Retail Park 

 

16.4 In respect of the Proposal as a whole, the evidence of Mr Andrew Macleod 

considers the extent to which the plan is clear in its intent and easy to 

interpret.  I generally agree with and adopt Mr Macleod's evidence in that 

regard. 

 

17. THE IMPORTANCE OF COMMERCIAL ACTIVITY  

 

Commercial Issue 2: Whether the positive contribution that commercial activity makes 

to the City, centres and the community, is recognised through provisions which are 

enabling and provide increased flexibility. 

 

17.1 A number of submitters54 consider that the Objectives and Policies should 

give greater recognition to the positive contribution that commercial activity 

makes to the City, and for a new policy to facilitate ‘vibrant and functioning’  

businesses55. Similarly, AMP56 seeks that the objectives and policies 

recognise and provide for new development of new centres. In response to 

the relief sought, it is proposed that an overarching objective to the 

Proposal recognises the critical importance of commercial activity and the 

need for an enabling framework that supports viable centres (Objective 1 in 

the revised Proposal). This would support the Act’s purpose in promoting 

the sustainable management of centres by enabling commercial activity.  

 

                                                   
54

 NPT Ltd #707, Marriner Investments, #378, p4/para.30; Avonhead Mall #379 p5/para 30, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust 
#385, p4/para 30, TailorSpace Investments #1079, p7/para 28, Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd, #380, p3/ para. 33. 
55

 The Crown #495. 
56

 AMP Capital Investors #1187 Annexure 3, Specific Relief 
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17.2 Centres are physical resources, comprising buildings, amenities, and 

transport infrastructure. Provision for commercial activity contributes to 

improvements in the quality, viability and amenity of centres and the supply 

of goods and services to meet needs, enabling people and communities to 

provide for their social, economic and cultural well-being. The Objective is 

therefore appropriate in achieving the Act’s purpose.  

 

17.3 The evidence of Mr Andrew Macleod considers how the proposal in 

general recognises the positive contribution of commercial activity and is 

enabling in this respect.  

 

17.4 The Fendalton Waimairi Community Board (#818) submit that the needs of 

the post-earthquake environment in the north west continue to be ignored 

and the long term economic recovery could be compromised without 

appropriate provision in the District Plan. Reference is made in the 

submission to the need for a master plan to support Bishopdale’s recovery.  

 

17.5 Through the pRDP, the Council is proposing to support the recovery and 

growth of centres in the north west by directing commercial activities to 

centres that serve the communities located around them. The specific relief 

sought for a master plan to be developed is outside the scope of the 

Proposal but is an example of non-regulatory action the Council has taken 

elsewhere and which could be applied at Bishopdale.  

 

18. CENTRES BASED APPROACH  

 

Commercial Issue 3: The appropriateness of a centres based approach to the 

distribution of commercial activity and how this is expressed in the policy 

framework. 

 

18.1 A number of submitters consider that the Objectives and Policies should 

give greater recognition to the centres based approach to commercial 

distribution57 and/or the economic benefits of centres58.  

 

                                                   
57

 NPT Ltd #707, Carter Group #386, Marriner Investments, #378, p4/para.30, Avonhead Mall #379 p5/para 30, Maurice Carter 
Charitable Trust #385 p4/para. 30, Tailorspace Investments #1079 p17/para 28, Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd, #380, p3/ para. 
33  
58

 Scentre Ltd #725 p17. 



26023663_4.doc26023663_4.doc  49 

 

18.2 An amendment proposed in submissions is to remove the word “primarily” 

from Objective 1 of the notified version (Objective 2 of revised proposal) to 

make it clear that commercial activitiy is to be focussed in centres59. The 

use of the word ‘primarily’ potentially creates uncertainty as to other 

locations that commercial activity is anticipated in and provides an 

‘opening’ for out of centre development to occur. As the Crown states, it 

dilutes the intent of the objective. The relief sought is therefore accepted.  

 

18.3 In response to submissions60, amendments are also proposed to Objective 

1 of the notified version (Objective 2 of revised proposal) to acknowledge 

the role of centres in “meeting the wider community’s and business needs” 

and to their “critical importance to the local economy”. This seeks to give 

greater recognition to the role of these areas in contributing to economic 

well-being. 

  

18.4 In terms of the role that centres play, Lyttelton Mt Herbert Community 

Board seeks recognition of the role that some centres play in meeting the 

needs of visitors. This is appropriate, particularly in the context of Lyttelton 

and Akaroa, which serve a large number of visitors. The most appropriate 

place for this is in Table 15.1, following Policy 1. 

 

18.5 Spreydon Heathcote Community Board suggest that the focus should be 

on "urban villages" as well as development along corridors. A focus on the 

creation and enhancement of villages is a concept not far removed from a 

centres based approach. However, the villages concept does not 

distinguish between different centres in terms of their function. This is not 

consistent with the LURP and does not give effect to chapter 6 of the RPS, 

which establish a hierarchy by requiring primacy to be given to the Central 

City and to recognise the role of KACs as focal points. It is also considered 

to be inconsistent with Objective 3.3.7(e) of the Strategic Directions 

chapter and the relief sought is therefore rejected.  

 

18.6 In the context of Policy 2 of the notified proposal, submitters61 seek the 

addition of a new clause reflecting policy 6.3.6 of the CRPS to avoid 

development that gives rise to significant distributional or urban form 
                                                   
59

 Scentre Ltd #742 p18, The Crown #495, The Oil companies #723 
60

 Scentre, #742, p16/ para. 26; The Crown, #495, p243/ para. 35.1. 
61

 The Oil companies #723, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 Specific Relief, Scentre #742 
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effects on KACs. This would enable out of centre development if it does 

not give rise to these effects and in my opinion, is contrary to the outcomes 

anticipated in the RPS (Objective 6.2.6) that commercial activity is primarily 

within commercial centres. As discussed in section 19 of my evidence 

(Commercial Issue 5), significant distributional effects are not considered 

to be an appropriate test despite their inclusion in Policy 6.3.6(4) of 

Chapter 6 to the RPS. 

 

18.7 It is my view that the focus should be on supporting the function of centres 

as focal points to a support cohesive urban form. This is consistent with 

Objective 3.3.7 (e) of the Strategic Directions chapter, which seeks to 

maintain and enhance the Central City, KACs and Neighbourhood Centres 

as community focal points. The relief sought is therefore rejected.  

 

Commercial Issue 4: Whether a policy approach of intensification rather than 

consolidation is appropriate and whether intensification provides for growth. 

 

18.8 Submitters62 seek to enable or provide for the consolidation/expansion of 

centres with amendments put forward to Objective 1 and policy 163 of the 

notified proposal, or a new policy that allows for minor 

adjustments/expansion to centre boundaries64. Submitters consider that 

“the sole growth option of intensification “…ignores both the realities of 

development in such centres and the anticipated household growth around 

these centres and in the wider environment”65. 

 

18.9 At a City wide level, analysis of demand and supply over the plan period 

indicates that there is sufficient capacity to accommodate growth within 

existing and new centres. I rely on the evidence of Mr Tim Heath in this 

respect. At that broad level, an outcome of intensification within centres will 

support the recovery of centres and enable the efficient use of land within 

centres.  This supports the sustainable management of centres (as a 

physical resource) and their amenity, to enable people and communities to 

meet their needs.    

                                                   
62

 Scentre Ltd #742, Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, Bunnings #725, Progressive Enterprises #790,  
63

 By deletion of the word “intensification” from the opening statement of Objective 1 and Policy 1, and amendment to clause (iii) 
of Objective 1 to state “supports intensification through a compact urban form…”, and a new clause to state “enables expansion 
and new development that supports household growth and expenditure.” 
64

 Scentre Ltd #742. Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, Bunnings #725, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 Specific Relief 
65

 Kiwi Property Management #761 
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18.10 With significant damage in a number of commercial centres, there has 

been additional capacity created for intensification, which is enabled under 

the proposed plan by removal of plot ratio limits and increased height 

limits. 

 

18.11 Having regard to the outcome anticipated at a City wide level, it is my 

opinion that a new clause is appropriate (rather than an addition to clause 

(iii) as sought by submitters), that ‘supports intensification’ but is more 

specific as to where intensification should occur i.e. in centres. Reflecting 

the relief sought by other parties66 to have a greater recognition of the 

centres based approach, it is proposed that clause (i) of Objective 2 to the 

revised proposal states “supports intensification within centres”. 

 

18.12 At a centre specific level it is acknowledged that there may be a need for 

increased capacity beyond the defined area of a centre to accommodate 

growth arising from intensification around centres and/or greenfield 

development. However, any expansion needs to be managed in a manner 

commensurate with the function of a centre, which Policy 5 in the revised 

proposal seeks to achieve. To allow for consolidation in policy terms 

without ensuring appropriate management of any expansion could lead to 

ad-hoc development around the edges of centres, which may not support 

the recovery and growth of the commercial area it adjoins. Alternatively, 

unmanaged growth beyond the edge of a centre may be beyond what is 

anticipated, having regard to a centre’s place in the hierarchy, and may not 

support the function of other centres in the surrounding area.   

 

18.13 To support Objective 2 of the revised proposal of supporting intensification 

within centres, any expansion also needs to be integrated with the 

surrounding network while ensuring effects at the interface with adjoining 

zones are managed.  The relief sought by submitters for a policy on 

consolidation is therefore accepted in part.  

 

                                                   
66

 Marriner Investments Ltd, #378, p4/para.30; Avonhead Mall, #379, p5/para.30; Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd, #380, p3/ 
para. 33. 
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19. RELATIONSHIP BETWEEN CENTRES AND THE ESTABLISHMENT OF A 

HIERARCHY  

 

19.1 ECan (#342) and the Crown seek amendments to Table 15.1 and Policy 1 

respectively to acknowledge the role of the Central City in serving 

surrounding districts and the wider region, which is accepted given it 

reflects what occurred pre-earthquake and is anticipated in the future.  

 

19.2 Johns Road Horticultural (#1156) consider support for the CBD is 

appropriate but seek that local commercial areas are acknowledged as 

providing an important role in supporting local communities. The relief 

sought is stated as “minor changes” but they are not specified. The role of 

local centres is recognised in Policy 1 including serving the commercial 

and community needs of the immediate area. There is not considered to be 

a need for amendments beyond this as it captures the essence of their 

function.  

 

Commercial Issue 5: Whether there is a need to better define the hierarchy and its 

purpose in objectives and policies including the primacy to be given to the Central 

City  

  

19.3 Scentre New Zealand (#742) seeks amendments to Objectives and 

Policies to better define the retail hierarchy and its purpose, reflective of 

the outcomes of variation 86.  

 

19.4 The proposal gives effect to Chapter 6 of the CRPS and LURP by defining 

District centre and Neighbourhood centres, which sit in a hierarchy that has 

the Central City at the top. The proposal gives greater distinction to 

centres, which serve different functions, particularly when compared to the 

operative plan. The operative plan currently defines a range of centres 

from Papanui, Riccarton and Hornby to Edgeware, Parklands and Ilam as 

District centres with no distinction between them. In this respect, the 

proposal establishes a clear hierarchy in Policy 1 and no amendments are 

considered necessary.  

 

19.5 The hierarchy as expressed in Policy 1 is given effect to in the rules, with 

height limits representing the change in scale between centres. Tenancy 
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limits on commercial activities in Neighbourhood centres also seek to 

ensure the scale of development is appropriate to the function of a centre.  

 

19.6 Scentre also seeks a clear explanation of the importance of centres, which 

has been considered under Commercial Issue 3.  

 

Commercial Issue 6: How primacy is given to the Central City through methods in 

the Proposal and how the relocation of commercial activity back to the Central City 

is facilitated. 

 

19.7 Rohs67 submits that suburban commercial centres should not adversely 

affect the rebuild and redevelopment of the city centre. This is appropriate 

and it is a question of how this is achieved, consistent with the  

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan and LURP. On this same issue, the 

Hagley Ferrymead Community Board68 considers that provision be made 

for “some extension and development but not major commercial 

development”. The question remains of what limit should be put on 

development e.g. maximum floorspace across the whole centre. These 

options have the potential to constrain the recovery of existing suburban 

centres.  

 

19.8 To a degree, the quantum of future development in suburban centres will 

be controlled by the extent of the area zoned as well as controls on height, 

creating a maximum building envelope. Beyond this, the existing built form 

will constrain the potential development capacity in any one centre.  

 

19.9 In greenfield areas, where new centres are proposed i.e. Belfast and North 

Halswell, there are not the constraints of the existing built form and hence 

the potential for a greater impact on the CBD of unimpeded growth. 

Therefore, limits are included on retail and office floorspace in these 

centres to manage the effects of growth in suburban areas and to give 

primacy to the CBD. Beyond this, there is not considered to be a need for 

further limits and the relief sought by Rohs and the Hagley Ferrymead 

Community Board is rejected.  

 

                                                   
67

 Rohs, #1051 
68

 Hagley Ferrymead Community Board #803 
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19.10 In terms of policy direction, the proposal provides that development occurs 

in a manner that “gives primacy to and does not adversely affect the 

recovery of the Central City…” (Policy 1).  

 

19.11 Submitters69 have sought that this is amended to reflect the RPS in 

referring to ‘significant’ adverse effects (Objective 6.2.5 of Chapter 6 to the 

RPS). While this reflects case law, it is my view that it is not appropriate to 

rely on this as a test. To do so is likely to enable a large quantum of out of 

centre development that is less than significant in its effect on centres. In 

my view, any development should support the function of centres i.e. 

commercial development outside centres is only appropriate where it is of 

a kind not anticipated in a centre e.g. yard based retailing or cannot be 

accommodated in a centre, necessitating expansion. To address the 

concern I have with relying on an effects based argument, I recommend 

that the wording of Policy 1(a)(i) is “gives primacy to and supports the 

recovery of the Central City”. There is not specific relief seeking this 

amendment in submissions but it is consistent in my opinion with the 

general thrust of the Crown’s submission. In this regard, the Panel may 

well consider that there is scope to accept my recommendation.  

 

19.12 Amendments are also sought by the Crown to Policy 3 as notified (Policy 2 

of the revised proposal) to ‘protect’ the Central City’s role as the region’s 

primary commercial area. In the context of the development of a new KAC 

at North Halswell, this is critical given the potential draw of spend that the 

KAC could take from the south west catchment, where significant growth is 

forecast. The relief is therefore accepted in this regard. 

 

19.13 Murray (#780) requests that Council considers an action plan to facilitate 

the return of businesses back to the Central City after expiry of temporary 

provisions. There are a range of statutory and non-statutory tools available, 

the former including temporary activity rules to facilitate relocation to the 

Central City. Non-statutory methods can include financial incentives and 

enhancements to space or other projects in the Central City to make it 

more attractive. The District Plan is one tool in a toolbox and I consider that 

                                                   
69

 Scentre #742, Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, Bunnings #725, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385, Progressive 
Enterprises #790, The Oil Companies #723, Scentre #742 
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a more permissive regime for development in the Central City can facilitate 

its recovery.  

 

Commercial Issue 7: Whether primacy is given to Key Activity Centres ahead of 

Neighbourhood Centres and the methods to achieve that e.g. Are tenancy limits on 

activities in Neighbourhood Centres appropriate. 

 

19.14 Submitters70 have raised concerns with policy 2 as notified, namely the 

lack of clarity on how it works in practice, seeking amendments to 

‘recognise and promote the development and enhancement of KACs’.  

 

19.15 The Crown also oppose Policy 2 and consider clause (a) repeats what is 

covered in policy 1 and table 15.1 of the Commercial proposal. This is a 

valid point and by having a policy on KACs, it may also create confusion of 

how KACs relate to District and Neighbourhood centres, the latter (District 

and Neighbourhood centres) being the descriptions for centres in the 

hierarchy of the District Plan.  Having regard to the points above, it is 

appropriate that Policy 2 (a) is deleted and the relief of the Crown is 

accepted, consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter to have a District Plan that is easy to understand and use. 

  

Primacy to KACs over Neighbourhood centres 

 

19.16 The policy approach in the Proposal is to give greater support to KACs 

over Neighbourhood centres, which is achieved through rules that limit the 

tenancy size of retail and other commercial activity to a maximum of 500m2 

(excluding supermarkets and department stores) in Neighbourhood 

centres.  This directs larger format retailing to District centres, consistent 

with the scale and grain of activity anticipated in those larger centres, and 

retaining a finer grain in Neighbourhood Centres. 

 

19.17 Policy 6.3.1 of Chapter 6 to the CRPS is concerned with providing a 

recovery framework “that identifies Key Activity Centres which provide a 

focus for high quality, and, where appropriate, mixed-use development that 

incorporates the principles of good urban design.” To achieve this, Policy 

                                                   
70

 Scentre #742, The Oil Companies #723 
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6.3.1 seeks to “avoid development that adversely affects the function and 

viability of, or public investment in the Central City and Key Activity 

Centres”.  

 

19.18 Johns Road Horticultural (1156) seeks deletion of clause (b) to Policy 2 of 

the notified proposal on the basis that it directs investment into KACs and 

there is a risk that neighbourhood centres will not be able to attract 

investment and provide the level of service required. Similarly, Foodstuffs 

seek deletion of clause 2(b) and raise a concern that the decline of a 

neighbourhood centre to give priority to a KAC is not appropriate. This is 

acknowledged and the objective is not for District centres to undermine the 

role of Neighbourhood centres. 

 

19.19 The Crown states that District and Neighbourhood centres serve different 

roles, which would address the point above that District centres will not 

undermine the function of neighbourhood centres. District and 

Neighbourhood centres may well have different offers but there are some 

forms of retailing in Neighbourhood centres that compete with retailing in 

District centres. An example is high end fashion retailers who occupy 

larger floor plates. 

 

19.20 The Crown also raises concerns with the use of the term ‘primacy’ in Policy 

2(b) which could be interpreted as pre-eminent and that it should only 

describe the relationship of the Central City to other centres. I agree with 

this point and consider that interpretation to be consistent with Objective 

3.3.8 of the Strategic Directions chapter.   

 

19.21 Having regard to the points above, and the outcome sought in Objective 3 

(of the revised proposal) that the scale, form and design of development is 

consistent with the role of a centre, it is not appropriate to retain policy 2 of 

the notified proposal. Policy 7 of the notified proposal (Policy 9 of the 

revised proposal) addresses the scale and form of development and the 

addition of the words “and centre’s function” at the end of clause (b)(i) 

would support Objective 2(a) i.e. by seeking to ensure the scale and form 

of development reflects a centre’s place in the hierarchy. This is given 

effect to in rules limiting tenancy size in neighbourhood centres as 
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discussed above. On this basis, the relief sought to delete Policy 2 is 

accepted. 

 

19.22 In terms of the rules, which set tenancy limits for retailing in 

Neighbourhood centres, amendments are sought71 to remove reference to 

ground floor level, making it clear that larger format retail activity at ground 

level or over multiple stories is directed to District centres.  

 

19.23 The tenancy limit of 500m2 is opposed by submitters72 who consider there 

to be no issue with the current regime. As explained above, there is 

potential for a scale and grain of activity in a neighbourhood centre to be 

unsuitable and to have effects on other centres, having regard to the 

function of centres in the hierarchy. It is therefore recommended that a 

tenancy limit is maintained. 

 

19.24 The tenancy limit of 500m2 recognises that the majority of tenancies in 

centres are under 500 m2 as outlined in Appendix 5 (Centre Retail Audit) of 

Appendix 8.3 (‘Property Economics report’) to the Section 32 report, 

supporting the Commercial proposal, and it is generally larger format retail 

(above 500m2) that is anticipated in the larger centres (excluding 

supermarkets and department stores which serve as an anchor in 

Neighbourhood centres). Having regard to data on the store size (GFA) in 

Appendix 5 of the Property Economics report, the introduction of the 

standard will not trigger a large number of consents, consistent with 

Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter to minimise reliance on 

resource consent processes.  

 

Commercial Issue 8: The identification of centres within the hierarchy and whether 

specific centres should be District or Neighbourhood Centres.   

 

19.25 Sloan73 seeks the identification of Ferrymead as a District centre and Key 

Activity Centre to reflect its ability now or in the future to fulfil the 

description in Table 15.1 below Policy 1. Reference is made in the 

submission to Ferrymead being a District centre in the operative plan and 

its retention as such given its strategic location.   
                                                   
71

 Christchurch City Council #310, Environment Canterbury #342. 
72

 PD Sloan #934, TEL Property Nominees #816 
73

 PD Sloan #934 
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19.26 The District centres identified in the operative plan encompass a broad 

range of centres in terms of function and scale and the proposed plan 

identifies these same centres as District or Neighbourhood centres to 

better recognise their size, activities, catchment and accessibility.  

 

19.27 District centres in the proposed plan are all KACs, which are defined in the 

LURP and Chapter 6 of the CRPS as “Key existing and proposed 

commercial centres identified as focal points for employment, community 

activities, and the transport network; and which are suitable for more 

intensive mixed-use development”. The RPS cannot be amended through 

this process. Its identification in the District Plan as a KAC would not give 

effect to the RPS and the relief sought is therefore inappropriate.  

 

19.28 As a District centre in the hierarchy, Ferrymead would be given the same 

level of policy support as other KACs, which would not give effect to Policy 

6.3.1 of Chapter 6 to the CRPS, which seeks to “avoid development that 

adversely affects the function and viability of, or public investment in the 

Central City and Key Activity Centres”. The relief sought is therefore 

rejected. 

 

19.29 Foodstuffs seek the identification in the Proposal (Policy 1 and Appendix 

15.10.1) of a number of centres as Neighbourhood centres including the 

New World on Peer Street in Riccarton, Lincoln Road (at the corner of 

Lyttelton Street), Aranui (intersection of Pages Road and Breezes Road) 

and land at 171 Main North Road. Neighbourhood centres are defined in 

policy 1 as a destination for weekly and daily shopping, local employment 

and community needs, with a range of activities and facilities, accessible to 

the surrounding catchment by a range of modes of transport. As described 

in Table 15.1, they are anchored by a supermarket.  

 

19.30 The Peer Street New World is an established supermarket in close 

proximity to Church Corner. While not having other activities at present, it 

has resource consent for other shops, enabling it to serve as a 

Neighbourhood centre in the future. While serving a catchment that is also 

served by the Bush Inn/ Church Corner, the close proximity creates 

benefits for customers in terms of linked trips. Its location on an arterial 
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road also gives the site a level of visibility that supports the site being a 

focal point for activity and investment in the future. With residential growth 

proposed immediately adjacent to the site, the centre’s role will also be 

enhanced by a larger customer base. The relief sought to identify it as a 

Neighbourhood centre is therefore accepted. 

 

19.31 The centre on Lincoln Road (94, 100 and 108 Lincoln Road) is at the 

intersection with Lyttelton Street and comprises a small supermarket, 

former vet clinic and Bin Inn. Foodstuffs indicate in their submission that 

their site is to be redeveloped to provide a new supermarket, drawing trade 

from the surrounding residential area. As described in the urban design 

assessment accompanying the submission, the site is at a key intersection 

and highly visible on an arterial road, with the potential in this location for 

an integrated commercial centre. Having regard to its location, the centre 

contributes to a network of centres across the south west, which will 

support significant growth in the future. Having regard to the information 

supporting the submission, its identification as a Neighbourhood centre is 

appropriate. 

 

19.32 Land at 171 Main North Road is sought for rezoning by submission as well 

as its identification as a Neighbourhood centre. This is considered in the 

evaluation of submissions seeking rezoning.  

 

19.33 The recognition of Aranui as a Neighbourhood centre is appropriate and 

reflects the range of activity. While it does not currently have a 

supermarket, the centre still provides a focal point for the community in a 

high profile location. With future plans for a supermarket at Aranaui (based 

on the submission from Foodstuffs), it has the potential to serve a wider 

catchment and to function at a similar level to other neighbourhood 

centres. The relief to identify it as a Neighbourhood centre is therefore 

accepted. 

 

19.34 Johns Road Horticultural74 seeks recognition of the proposed new 

commercial centre in the North West Belfast greenfield priority area (north 

of Johns Road and west of Main North Road) as a Neighbourhood centre 

                                                   
74

 Johns Road Horticultural #1156. 
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in the hierarchy. The area zoned in the notified proposal provides for over 

2.5  hectares of commercial activity, serving the future residential 

community. While located in close proximity to a commercial centre on 

Main North Road, it is intended to serve a role akin to a neighbourhood 

centre with a supermarket and other shops planned as well as community 

facilities. The area zoned for a commercial centre is also identified as 

being on a future bus route on the Outline Development Plan in the 

operative District Plan for the greenfield priority area which the centre is 

within. Having regard to the intent for a mix of activities including 

residential above ground floor, and higher density housing around the 

commercial area, its role as a neighbourhood centre is appropriate and the 

relief is therefore accepted. 

 

Commercial Issue 9: Whether the scale of development provided for is appropriate 

to the function of the centre (specific to Local centres). 

 

19.35 In rules for the Commercial Local zone, limits on tenancy size are 

proposed to retain and promote a finer grain and scale of activity, reflecting 

the built environment in existing local centres. To provide for larger tenants 

(over 250m2) could have an adverse effect on the diversity of activities 

available for the surrounding community and also be out of context with the 

centre’s scale and surroundings. Provision for large format activities may 

also not support the function of District and Neighbourhood centres.  

 

19.36 ECan75 considers the tenancy limit should not be limited to ground floor 

level. In a Local centre, there is not anticipated to be any demand for retail 

activity above ground floor, unlike District and Neighbourhood centres. The 

relief is therefore rejected. 

 

19.37 Ngai Tahu Property76 seeks provision for retail and office activity up to 

350m2 per tenancy. This reflects consented plans for the new Wigram town 

centre. While this provides for a greater scale of activity, it retains a finer 

grain as anticipated in a  local centre. The relief is therefore accepted and 

for ease of use of the plan, is recommended for all Commercial Local 

zones.  

                                                   
75

 Environment Canterbury #342 
76

 Ngai Tahu #840 
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19.38 With regard to community facilities, submitters77 seek an increase to the 

tenancy limit for Health care facilities and Community facilities generally, or 

no limit at all in respect of Spiritual facilities78. As discussed in section 8 of 

my evidence, there is a need to facilitate the recovery of community 

facilities and support the organisations that occupy them. To enable co-

location and co-siting, the tenancy limits on community facilities are 

proposed to be removed in the revised proposal. The relief of Ngai Tahu is 

therefore accepted in part.  

 

19.39 Rockgas79 seeks deletion of the maximum tenancy limit of 250m2 in 

respect of service stations, which is considered to be far too restrictive. 

There is not anticipated to be larger buildings associated with a service 

station that result in development out of context with the rest of a 

Commercial Local zone and therefore the relief is accepted.   

 

20. URBAN DESIGN PROVISIONS AND DEVELOPMENT STANDARDS  

 

Commercial Issue 10: The appropriateness of urban design provisions (including 

objectives, policies, rules and guidelines) and the extent to which they provide 

certainty without being onerous, overly prescriptive or complicated 

 

Commercial Issue 12: Whether commercial development should be integrated with 

its surroundings.  

. 

20.1 Submitters seek provisions to recognise the operational aspects of large 

format activities and enable the design of supermarkets in a practical 

way80. Similarly, greater recognition is sought of functional requirements81 

in general. Amendments are sought by various submitters to policies82 and 

matters of discretion to acknowledge this. These are considered below.  

 

                                                   
77

 Ngai Tahu #840, The Crown #495 
78

 Methodist Church #763 
79

 Rockgas #397 
80

 Foodstuffs #705. 
81

 NPT Ltd #707; Marriner Investments #378, p4/para.30; Avonhead Mall #379, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385, Marriner 
Investments No 1 Ltd, #380, p3/para. 33 
82

 McDonalds #344 
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Policy 4 (notified proposal, Policy 3 in revised proposal) 

 

20.2 Submissions seek the deletion of83 and/or amendments84 to policy 4(b) in 

the notified proposal and rules85 to recognise operational requirements and 

to remove inappropriately restrictive controls. This is in the context of a 

policy seeking to facilitate activities at ground floor that encourage 

pedestrian activity, with office, residential and guest accommodation 

directed above ground floor. The operational requirements of activities are 

acknowledged but the policy is one of ‘facilitating’ and not requiring. 

Furthermore, the recognition of operational requirements need not be 

specified when it is adequately addressed under Policy 8 of the notified 

proposal (Policy 10 of revised proposal).   

 

20.3 The Crown seeks amendments to Policy 4b and rules for the Core and 

Fringe zones to focus on activity at the frontage rather than all of the 

ground floor. It is acknowledged that in the recovery of the City, there is a 

need to promote economic growth and support the viability of 

developments. To achieve this, it is proposed through amendments to 

Policy 4 (Policy 3 of revised proposal) and rules to provide for office activity 

and guest accommodation at ground level. This is consistent with 

Objective 3.3.1 of the Strategic Directions chapter to enable growth and to 

support the recovery of commercial areas. While it may result in frontages 

that are not active to the street i.e. office with frosted glass at the street 

front, the risk is that shop units remain vacant resulting in lack of activity in 

commercial areas and not contributing to growth and employment.  

 

20.4 With regard to residential activity, the rules direct the activity to above 

ground floor in the rules to avoid potential reverse sensitivity effects and 

impacts on residential amenity. This is appropriate in achieving Objective 

3.3.14(b) of the Strategic Directions chapter by minimising conflict between 

incompatible activities and avoiding effects on the health, safety and 

amenity of residents.  

 

20.5 However, the benefits of activities that attract pedestrian activity need only 

be at the frontage, particularly on a large site where residential to the rear 
                                                   
83

 Scentre #742, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385, The Oil Companies #723 
84

 McDonalds #344, Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, Bunnings #725, Progressive Enterprises #790 
85

 The Crown #495, Kiwi Income Property Trust #761 
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of a shop may not have any effect on the street environment. The relief 

sought by the Crown to rules, enabling use of the ground floor for 

residential (behind commercial on the frontage) is therefore accepted in 

part.  

 

Objective 2 (notified proposal, Objective 3 in revised proposal) 

 

20.6 Scentre86 seeks the deletion of clause (vi) to Objective 2 which anticipates 

the recognition of Ngai Tahu/manawhenua values in the scale, form and 

design of development. It is the submitter's view that it creates uncertainty 

as to what is anticipated. Policy 10 of the notified proposal (Policy 12 of 

revised proposal) supports the achievement of clause (vi) of the objective 

by “encouraging the use of indigenous species” and focuses on the way in 

which cultural values are recognised. Amendments in the objective are not 

considered necessary to articulate how the objective is to be achieved, 

which is best placed in the policy. The outcome sought is consistent with 

Objective 3.3.3(d) of the Strategic Directions chapter in recognising and 

providing for the association Ngai Tahu has with the land. 

 

20.7 Submitters87 seek an amendment to clause (iii) to provide for integration 

with the surroundings in an ‘appropriate manner’ or ‘where practicable’, 

while recognising the functional and operational requirements of centres. 

This creates uncertainty of what is ‘appropriate’ and may lead to different 

interpretations. However, it is acknowledged that the practicalities of 

development may not make integration possible, having regard to the 

existing built form and operational requirements. The relief to include the 

words “where practicable” is therefore accepted. Recognition is also 

sought of functional and operational requirements.  It is accepted that 

functional requirements and the existing built environment need to be 

considered but rather than it being inserted in clause (iii) of objective 2 (as 

notified, Objective 3 of the revised version), it is proposed as an additional 

clause given its relevance to the consideration of other matters in the 

objective (new clause iv of Objective 3 in revised proposal).  The relief is 

therefore accepted in part. 

 
                                                   
86

 Scentre #742 
87

 Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, Bunnings #725, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385, Progressive Enterprises #790, The 
Oil Companies #723, Scentre #742 
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Policy 8 (notified proposal, Policy 10 in revised proposal) 

 

20.8 Sloan88 seeks the deletion of Policy 8 on the basis that it is overly 

prescriptive and seeks design outcomes that may not be appropriate in all 

situations. The policy gives effect to policy 6.3.2 of Chapter 6 of the RPS 

and supports the direction sought in the broader hierarchy of documents. It 

demonstrates how Objective 3 of the revised proposal is to be achieved, 

i.e. the scale, form and design of development contributes to a high quality 

urban environment amongst other matters. It is also consistent with 

Objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic Directions chapter, which seeks a “…high 

quality urban environment that: (a) Is attractive to residents, business and 

visitors.”. 

 

20.9 In response to Sloan’s submission that the design outcomes sought  (of a 

well-designed and laid out development) may not be appropriate in all 

situations, a refined approach can be taken at a localised level in 

assessing individual proposals to acknowledge the context and the 

integration of development with the surrounding environment. The existing 

built form and functional requirements may not provide the ability to 

achieve the outcomes anticipated in all circumstances and these matters 

are to be considered as per clause (b) of policy 10 in the revised version. 

However, functional requirements should not undermine the broader 

direction for development to be well designed and laid out.  

 

20.10 The introduction of a new clause at the start of Policy 8 in the notified 

proposal is sought89 (or amendment to clause (b))90 to recognise the scale, 

form and design of existing development and/or the functional or 

operational requirements of activities. Greater priority is also sought to 

functional requirements.  

 

20.11 There is a need to ensure properly informed, workable outcomes while still 

achieving a high quality environment. However, functional requirements 

should not trump good design in any circumstances. Notwithstanding this, 

it is proposed that clause (b) of the policy is amended to state “Recognise 

                                                   
88

  Sloan #934 
89

 Scentre #742, Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, The Crown #495, Bunnings #725, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385, 
The Oil Companies #723 
90

 Foodstuffs #705, Bunnings #725, Progressive Enterprises #790 
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the scale, form and design of the existing built form and functional and 

operational requirements of activities” rather than a new clause at the start 

of the policy. This amendment also addresses the relief of other 

submitters91.  

 

20.12 Clause (b) of Policy 8 in the notified proposal also refers specifically to 

‘large format activities’. The recognition of functional and operational 

requirements and the existing built form should not be limited to this type of 

development as sought by some submitters92 given the functional needs of 

other activities.  

 

20.13 Amendments are also sought to policy 8 as notified to “encourage” rather 

than require development to be well-designed and laid out93. With regard to 

the term “encourage”, this weakens the policy framework and does not 

facilitate good design, important to the recovery of the City. Both the LURP 

and chapter 6 of the CRPS establish that good design is critical to promote 

a successful and enduring recovery94. As conveyed in the evidence of Mr 

Hugh Nicholson on the Strategic Directions proposal, there is anticipated to 

be good urban outcomes and to only encourage good design could 

adversely affect the recovery of centres and the level of amenity 

anticipated.  

 

20.14 Other amendments have been sought in the same vein to the points 

above.  

 

20.15 Foodstuffs (#705) seek deletion of clauses (i), (ii), (vii) and (x) in the 

notified proposal on the basis that the policy is too prescriptive, amongst 

other reasons. Their alternative relief is also considered below. 

Submitters95 also seek deletion of  clauses (iii) – (v) and (xi).  

 

20.16 The deletion of a number of these matters would lose the substance of 

what is important in good design including integration, movement and 

connectivity and legibility. These principles give effect to policy 6.3.2 of the 

                                                   
91

 McDonalds #388 
92

 Mobil Oil #988, The Oil companies #723 seek reference to service stations, Bunnings #725 seek reference to Trade 
suppliers,  
93

 Scentre #742, The Crown #495, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 Specific Relief 
94

 LURP, 4.6.3 p39. 
95

 Scentre #742, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 specific relief, The Oil Companies #723 
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CRPS. The principles are also consistent with Objective 3.3.7 of the 

Strategic Directions chapter, which seeks a “well integrated pattern of 

development”, a “high quality urban environment” and “overall accessibility 

and connectivity”. The relief sought is therefore rejected. 

  

20.17 Foodstuffs96 also seek an amendment to clause (i) of Policy 8 in the 

notified proposal to recognise and define boundaries between public and 

private space. This does not acknowledge the role that land use activities 

on private land have in encouraging pedestrian activity on the footpath and 

the use of public space for outdoor dining. The relief sought is therefore 

only accepted in respect of removing the word “frontages” which is 

unnecessary.  Also on clause (i) the Crown97 submits that encouraging 

pedestrian activity may not be appropriate in all circumstances, giving an 

example of an arterial road. It is acknowledged that it may not be 

appropriate adjacent to a motorway but a major road running through a 

commercial area may be appropriate to encourage pedestrian activity 

along. Therefore, the relief sought is accepted in part with amended 

wording as follows – “to a degree that is appropriate to the location and 

function of the road”. 

 

20.18 In respect of clause (ii) of the notified proposal, which seeks new building 

to be of ‘visual interest’ and a human scale, Foodstuffs rightly point to 

policy 7 as dealing with the scale of development. In terms of visual 

interest, the relief sought by Foodstuffs of having interest on the ‘principal 

street’ façade is appropriate on the basis that buildings on sites with 

multiple road frontages should not be required to achieve interest from all 

streets. Functional requirements will dictate that this is not possible e.g. 

loading areas to the rear of a building. The relief is therefore accepted. The 

deletion of reference to scale in this context also addresses the Crown’s 

relief on the same clause. 

 

20.19 Clause (iii) to Policy 8 of the notified proposal seeks integration of 

development with adjacent sites and buildings around it in order to avoid 

developments becoming very insular and not relating to their surroundings. 

This can result in perverse outcomes for those working, living and visiting a 

                                                   
96

 Foodstuffs #705 
97

 The Crown #495 



26023663_4.doc26023663_4.doc  67 

 

centre in terms of access and connectivity, inconsistent with Objective 

3.3.7(h) of the Strategic Directions chapter. However, as stated in the 

context of Objective 2 (as notified, Objective 3 in revised proposal) earlier, 

the practicalities of development may not make integration possible, having 

regard to the existing built form and operational requirements. The 

inclusion of the words “where practicable” at the end of this clause is 

therefore appropriate. 

 

20.20 Amendments are also sought by submitters98 to clause x. of Policy 8 as 

notified so that it reads “achieving an appropriate level of amenity…”. This 

creates uncertainty as to what the anticipated outcome should be i.e. what 

an appropriate level of amenity or appropriate areas are, reflecting the 

different interpretations of what “appropriate” may mean. The relief is 

therefore rejected.  

 

20.21 Clause vii (as notified), which is concerned with the ‘adaptive reuse of 

buildings’ is opposed99 as currently worded. The concern is that 

development may be designed for a specific use e.g. church, and providing 

for adaption of the use in the design may not be reasonable or practical. It 

is therefore proposed that the wording is amended to add “while 

recognising the use for which the building is designed”. 

 

20.22 On clause (viii) (as notified) which is concerned with incorporating 

principles of environmentally sustainable design, Foodstuffs seek inclusion 

of the words “where appropriate and practicable”. It is acknowledged that 

sustainable design raises the bar in terms of what is considered in 

designing a building i.e. energy and/ or water efficiency, and it may not be 

practicable in all situations having regard to site orientation, context and 

economics. The relief is therefore accepted in part by inclusion of the 

words “where practicable” at the end of clause (viii) in the revised proposal.  

 

20.23 The Crown seeks deletion of clause (ix) to Policy 8 in the notified proposal. 

It is unclear for a user of the plan which views the policy is seeking to 

promote or maintain, and neither the Proposal nor any other proposal in 

                                                   
98

 Scentre #742, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 specific relief 
99

 Scentre #742, Foodstuffs #705, Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 specific relief 
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stage 1 identifies view shafts/ corridors or features. The relief is therefore 

accepted.  

 

20.24 Submitters100 also seeks reference to operational requirements in the 

context of clause xi of the notified proposal, which is concerned with the 

provision of adequate and convenient storage space. It is accepted that 

functional requirements and the existing built environment need to be 

considered. However, rather than it being incorporated here and elsewhere 

through the ‘criteria’, it is recommended that clause b addresses this in a 

comprehensive way.  

 

20.25 In the context of clause (x) of the notified proposal, Foodstuffs101 considers 

that ensuring a centre is attractive is what is important in attracting people. 

I agree that the relief sought is more appropriate than the wording 

proposed in the notified plan which sought “a high level of amenity”. While 

a high level of amenity may make a centre attractive, it does not convey 

clearly what outcome is anticipated i.e. attracting people.  

 

Rules – Urban design thresholds (Commercial Core, Fringe, Local zones (in 

greenfield areas) 

 

20.26 The Council in its proposal has proposed a ‘hybrid approach’ to urban 

design with thresholds, above which resource consent is required to 

enable an assessment of the design of new buildings. The thresholds in 

the notified proposal are presented in the permitted activity tables for the 

Commercial Core, Commercial Fringe and Commercial Retail park zones 

as ‘Activity specific standards’. In the Commercial Core zone for example, 

any development of 500 m2 or more at ground floor level, with a road 

frontage of 20 metres or more (defined as a Key Pedestrian Frontage) or a 

corner site (with a Key Pedestrian Frontage) would trigger resource 

consent as a restricted discretionary activity. As notified, the thresholds 

were misinterpreted in some respects. Submitters did not necessarily 

interpret the thresholds as triggers for an urban design assessment but 

rather as an indication of the scale of development or locations that 

                                                   
100

 Scentre #742 
101

 Foodstuffs #705. 
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development was anticipated in102. The thresholds are therefore opposed 

in some cases on these grounds.  

 

20.27 Lower thresholds apply to development in Sumner and Sydenham in the 

notified proposal, which have been the subject of a master planning 

process, part of Council’s Suburban Centre Master Plan programme. This 

has the effect of requiring consent for smaller developments in those 

centres i.e. development at or over 250m2 or located on a site with a key 

pedestrian frontage. Council’s submission has sought to include other 

centres as being subject to these lower thresholds including Edgeware, 

Woolston, Ferrymead, Redcliffs, Linwood Village and Selwyn Street shops, 

all subject to a Master Plan. The intent of the lower thresholds was to 

ensure the outcomes of the Master Plans were supported in the majority of 

new developments while also recognising the historic grain of smaller units 

in suburban centres such as Sydenham.  

 

20.28 Reflecting the outcome of a number of plan changes, development in 

Commercial Local zones in greenfield areas are also subject to an 

assessment of urban design if exceeding 100 m2 in the notified proposal. 

This is opposed by Ngai Tahu Property103 while other submitters104 have 

interpreted it as a maximum tenancy limit  (under rule P20) to maintain 

finer grain retailing in these locations.  

 

20.29 In the context of higher order documents, the LURP and chapter 6 of the 

RPS seek good design outcomes and identify how this is to be achieved. 

In particular, the LURP states “good quality urban design for new and 

rebuilt areas is critical to promote a successful and enduring recovery”105.  

 

20.30 Chapter 6 of the RPS which the Council is required to give effect to 

provides a framework for recovery. In particular Objective 6.2.5 is for 

centres (the Central City, Key Activity Centres and Neighbourhood centres) 

to be “high quality, support a diversity of business opportunities including 

appropriate mixed-use development, and incorporate good urban design 

principles”.  

                                                   
102

 Terrace Development Services #966. 
103

 Ngai Tahu Property #840 
104

 Belfast Estates #770 
105

 LURP, 4.6.3, p.39 
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20.31 Policy 6.3.2 of Chapter 6 to the RPS states “Business development … and 

the establishment of public space is to give effect to the principles of good 

urban design below, and those of the NZ Urban Design Protocol 2005, to 

the extent appropriate to the context…”. Methods to implement the policy 

state “Territorial Authorities will (1) Include in district plans objectives, 

policies and rules (if any) to give effect to Policy 6.3.2”. 

 

20.32 To give effect to the RPS, Objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter seeks “…a high quality urban environment that: (a) is attractive to 

residents, business and visitors…(e) Maintains and enhances the Central 

City, Key Activity Centres and Neighbourhood Centres as community focal 

points”. 

 

20.33 While the thresholds for a qualitative assessment of urban design in the 

proposal (as notified) support the outcomes described above, the LURP 

directs that Council: 

 

(a) “reduce consenting and notication requirements” and “address the 

efficiency and effectiveness of urban design provisions” (Action 2); 

 

(b) provide ‘clarity and certainty about urban design requirements” 

(Action 11); and 

 

(c) address standards relating to urban design that could negatively 

impact upon recovery (Action 45). 

 

20.34 Section 4.6.2 of the LURP expands on the points above by stating 

“measures to provide a clear and supportive framework must be given 

priority. These include reducing consent and notification requirements, 

removing unnecessary impediments associated with urban design 

requirements and providing certainty for business”.  

 

20.35 Having evaluated whether the provisions as notified are consistent with the 

Strategic Directions chapter, it is my opinion that the urban design 

thresholds may not be, in that they may not: 
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(a) enable recovery (Objective 3.3.1); and 

  

(b) minimise transaction costs and reliance on resource consent 

processes (33.2 (a)(i), nor do they support “an intention to reduce 

significantly (compared with the existing district plans)… (i) 

reliance on resource consent processes”. 

 

20.36 In effect, the proposed methods in respect of urban design are unlikely to 

meet clause (a) of the Statement of Expectations. It is my opinion that the 

approach as notified would not be enabling of commercial and community 

activity in the locations that Council seeks to attract commercial activities.  

 

20.37 This is reflected in submissions on the proposal, which oppose and seek 

deletions/amendments to the urban design thresholds (Activity specific 

standards)106.  

 

20.38 Key Pedestrian Frontages (KPF) are defined which are subject to 

additional urban design triggers in the Commercial Core zone. A number of  

submitters107 also oppose the identification of specific frontages as KPFs 

for a number of reasons including the lack of recognition of the existing 

built environment, the functions that the uses fronting the street serve i.e. 

back of house servicing, and the anticipated outcomes.  

 

20.39 There is a need to find a balance in achieving a high quality environment, 

consistent with Objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic Directions chapter, while 

providing an enabling framework which recognises the critical importance 

of business and economic prosperity, consistent with Objective 3.3.5 of the 

Strategic Directions chapter. In my opinion, the former can only be 

achieved by some regulation. The question is how much regulation and the 

level of costs associated with consenting/ compliance with standards.  

 

                                                   
106

 Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385, p8, AMP Capital Palms PTY #814, p3/para 39, and Specific Relief, Scentre Ltd #742, 
NPT #707, Sloan #934; Kiwi Income Property #761, Progressive  (seek retention of the operative threshold); The Crown #495 
(including amendment to the threshold to 1,200 m

2 
rather than 500m

2
, TEL Property Nominees Ltd #816 Specific Relief, 

Avonhead Mall #379 p5 para 30, Residential Construction Ltd #684, Working Style Properties #689 and Dayeon Properties 
#757 (seeking deletion of corner site in the standards), Marriner Investments Ltd, #378, p4/ para. 30, Johns Road Horticultural 
#1156 (seek provision for a supermarket as a permitted activity up to 1,000 m2), Foodstuffs #705, Marriner Investments No 1 
Ltd, #380, p3/ para. 33; Tailor Space Investments Ltd, #1079 Specific Relief, Part 2/ page 6/ para. 28. 
107

 Scentre #742, Progressive Enterprises #790 
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20.40 If there is no qualitative assessment and only limited standards, the only 

certainty is that poor outcomes are likely to compromise the immediate 

business environment and the neighbourhood around it with negative 

effects on commercial success.   

 

20.41 Where the line is drawn will always be debated but it is acknowledged 

earlier that the line drawn on the notified plan was too controlling. In order 

to be more enabling and in response to submissions, it is proposed that the 

thresholds for an urban design assessment in Commercial Core and 

Fringe zones are refined and Key Pedestrian Frontages are not used for 

determining whether development is subject to an urban design 

assessment.  

 

20.42 The revised proposal therefore seeks to provide a more enabling 

framework with a threshold to only capture larger developments that are 

anticipated to have an adverse effect if poorly designed e.g. large blank 

walls or larger buildings. The threshold proposed for an urban design 

assessment is therefore:  

 

(a) Any erection of a new building or alteration to an existing building, 

visible from a public space that exceeds the following thresholds 

shall be a Restricted Discretionary activity in District and 

Neighbourhood centres:    

(i) 1,000 m2 gross leasable floor area; 

(ii) Any building with an elevation at or facing the street of 

more than 20 metres in  length. 

 

20.43 This in my opinion would enable an assessment of larger format retail 

activities and buildings with long elevations, which are anticipated to have 

the greatest effect due to their scale. This will inevitably capture the types 

of stores that also act as anchors to commercial centres, namely 

supermarkets and department stores. It may be interpreted as not enabling 

of the very form of development that is anticipated in a centre but if 

permitted without controls, could also have the greatest adverse effect.  Mr 

Graeme McIndoe comments on this further. 
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20.44 In the context of the Commercial Retail Park zone, a lower threshold of 

2,000 m2 is proposed. This is intended to only capture larger buildings 

relative to the scale of buildings permitted in the zone. To set a threshold of 

1,000 m2 or less could be unnecessarily onerous in capturing most if not 

all new buildings. The larger buildings have the greatest impact and in an 

environment where the scale of buildings is more significant and 

dominated by car parking, a lower threshold is appropriate. However, the 

absence of any threshold as sought by submitters108 will not support the 

achievement of Objective 3.3.7 of a high quality urban environment.  

 

20.45 Mr Graeme McIndoe provides his opinion on the appropriateness of these 

urban design thresholds in his evidence in chief and the adverse effects 

that otherwise arise. 

 

20.46 With regard to the Commercial Local zone, a threshold of 100 m2 specific 

to greenfield areas is not considered appropriate for a number of reasons:  

 

(a) development has been consented/ commenced in a number of 

proposed commercial centres in greenfield areas including 

Wigram, South West Halswell, which supports a comprehensive 

approach to development and integration with the surrounding 

community; 

 

(b) local centres outside greenfield areas are not subject to an 

assessment of design under the proposed rules, and given the 

rebuilding that has occurred, there is a question of whether it is 

reasonable to apply one approach to greenfield areas and another 

to established commercial areas;  

 

(c) local centres are of a scale where the potential costs of building 

are proportionally greater, relative to the return on investment, and 

to impose additional costs through a consenting process may 

reduce the viability of developing these centres; and 

 

                                                   
108

 Awly Investments #754, Peebles Family Trust #1078, 7990 Ltd #1086, 100 – 148 Landgons Road #1188, 30 – 64 Harewood 
Road, 22 Chapel Street and 41 Langdons Road #1189, Peebles Group #1195, Progressive Enterprises #790 
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(d) the scale of development in local centres is of a finer grain where 

the visual effect is not as greater as larger buildings.  

 

20.47 In terms of the relief, exceptions are also sought for development to be 

exempt from an urban design assessment109. This is additional to the 

exemptions from an urban design assessment in the notified proposal, 

which includes repairs, maintenance, seismic, fire and/or access building 

code upgrades.  

 

20.48 I consider the exemptions sought by submitters to be appropriate to 

recognise and provide for the rebuild and repair of buildings, enabling 

businesses and community groups to ‘get on’ and recover. However, an 

exemption from an urban design assessment for the redevelopment of a 

site as sought by Church Property Trustees110 is not appropriate. 

‘Redevelopment’ of a site may comprise a development of a greater scale/ 

form of development than existed on the site before its redevelopment. At 

a larger scale, this could have an adverse effect on the surrounding 

environment and for which an assessment of urban design is still 

appropriate. It is therefore proposed that this relief is rejected.  

 

20.49 The Crown’s relief to exempt buildings which do not adjoin a road frontage 

lacks certainty on whether a building adjoins a road frontage or not. For 

example, a building on a site which is set back from the road frontage 

boundary a significant distance could be interpreted as adjoining or not.  

 

20.50 Rule 15.2.2.3 of the notified proposal states “Rule 15.2.3.3 shall not apply 

to any activity subject to this rule”. The effect of this was that any 

development subject to an urban design assessment under rule 15.2.2.3 

did not also have to comply with rule 15.2.3.3 (Building setback from road 

boundaries/ street scene) as the urban design matters of discretion 

consider the relationship of the building with the street. To require 

compliance with the standard would have the effect of ‘doubling up’ in 

terms of process. Submitters111 oppose the clause in question, seeking its 

                                                   
109

 KI Commercial #789 seeks exceptions from an urban design assessment for refurbishment, reinstatement and/or additions 
that do not increase the building footprint, amongst other exceptions included in the notified proposal; Church Property 
Trustees #793 in respect of the redevelopment, rebuilding or repair of spiritual facilities; The Crown who seek that the urban 
design thresholds do not apply where the building does not adjoin a KPF or a road frontage. 
110

 Church Property Trustees #793 
111

 Clephane #727, Working Style #689, Dayeon Properties #757. 
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deletion and citing the standard as providing for a high quality outcome on 

corner sites. The relief is rejected on the basis that development subject to 

an urban design assessment should also not need to comply with the 

standard relating to street scene. It could otherwise be interpreted as 

inconsistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter.  

 

20.51 With regard to the matters of discretion, their amendment or deletion is 

sought by submitters. Amendments sought include recognition of 

functional/ operational requirements, simplification and refinement to 

provide greater certainty of the outcomes anticipated. I agree that the 

matters of discretion in 15.8.1 of the notified proposal are not clear in the 

anticipated outcomes sought and are therefore inconsistent with Objective 

3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter. Therefore, in order to address the 

relief of a number of submitters, a revised set of matters have been 

prepared. These recognise functional requirements while not losing the 

substance of outcomes sought in order to achieve a high quality 

environment, consistent with Objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter. 

 

 Design guidelines 

 

20.52 A number of submissions112 have been made opposing the Lyttelton 

Design Guidelines, which are a matter to be considered alongside matters 

of discretion for any building, alteration, addition, demolition or removal of a 

building in Lyttelton (Activity RD3 under Rule 15.4.2.3 of the revised 

proposal).  

 

20.53 it is apparent that submitters consider the guidelines will restrict good 

design outcomes, are only prescriptive, limit creativity and do not reflect 

the character of buildings that remain. 

 

20.54 The relief is generally seeking an alternative method for reviewing designs, 

involving the local community or local design professionals working 

                                                   
112

 Black, #392; Puddy, #408; Danks, #413; Fjnch, #415; Spiewack, #417; Spiewack, #419; Eastwood, #428; Robertson, #429; 
Brown, #430; Swinard, #432; Cocks, #433; McRae, #434; Cox, #438; Stollman, #440; Morton, #477; Rout, #483; Hiles, #484; 

Mason, #486; O’Regan, #492; Mateer, #494; Capocaccia, #551; Wood, #583; Grillo, #586; Orchard, #589; 
Lyttelton Harbour Business Association; #769; Herbet, #124; Russell, #426; Everingham, #1088 
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together. I take from this that submitters may not be opposed to some form 

of assessment.  

 

20.55 The operative Banks Peninsula District Plan currently includes design 

guidelines for Lyttelton, which apply to both the residential and town centre 

zones and have been reviewed following the earthquakes. Their review 

has been informed by: 

 

(a) feedback from the community during preparation of the Master 

Plan and earlier in the review process for the proposed District 

Plan;  

(b) assessment of the attributes and design of the remaining 

protected and notable buildings in Lyttelton;  

(c) a ‘Contextual analysis’ to identify key characteristics of the built 

form remaining post-earthquake; and 

(d) input from the Urban design team of Council.    

 

20.56 The guidelines, while statutory, do provide flexibility for a range of 

outcomes. As stated in section 2 of the guidelines “The intention of the 

guidelines is not to stifle flair or creativity, but by paying attention to and 

incorporating the aspects pf Lyttelton town centre that makes it special, the 

development can support, rather than diminish, its character and identity.  

 

20.57 The guidelines themselves are structured according to a series of 

principles with detail below each principle providing direction but not to the 

degree that it prescribes what is allowed or not. In my opinion, they 

continue to provide flexibility while retaining aspects of the established 

character that Lyttelton continues to exhibit despite the damage in the 

earthquakes.  

 

20.58 In terms of the relief sought to involve locals in the process, this has been 

considered by Council in the past but could be revisited. However, those 

involved in the review process is a matter for  outside the District Plan. The 

relief sought is therefore rejected but there is merit in discussing the matter 

further with submitters through mediation.  
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Standards 

 

20.59   The standards in the notified proposal encompass a number of matters 

including height, minimum floor to ceiling heights, interface with the street 

and adjoining residential zones (including setbacks and recession plane 

controls), outdoor storage, waste management and landscaping. These 

are evaluated below, with an overview of the points raised in submissions 

and my recommended response to those.   

 

Height  

 

20.60 The height limits in the notified proposal generally support the hierarchy 

with the maximum height limit in the Central City being 28 m and 17 m 

(Central City Business and Central City Mixed use zones respectively); 

District centres being 20 metres; Neighbourhood centres being 12 metres; 

and Local centres being 8 metres. This seeks to ensure the scale of 

development is commensurate with the function of a centre, having regard 

to the existing built form, the anticipated outcomes for District and 

Neighbourhood centres, and to avoid adverse effects on the surrounding 

residential area. Notwithstanding this, the height limits also seek to ensure 

centres are legible from their surroundings by providing for buildings up to 

a height greater than the adjoining residential zones.  

 

District centres 

 

20.61 The Crown113 submits that the height limit in District centres should be 

reduced from 20 metres to 17 metres, to reflect the different roles of 

centres and to give primacy to the Central City. The height limits in the 

Central City are 28 metres in the core and 17 metres in the wider area.  

 

20.62 The height limit of 20 metres in District centre reflects the height limit in the 

operative plan for those centres identified as District centres (including 

Riccarton Hornby, Papanui, and Linwood) with the exception of Shirley and 

Belfast where the height limit is 16 metres in the operative plan Having 

regard to the existing built form in a number of these centres which have 

                                                   
113

 The Crown #495. 
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not reached these heights, there remains capacity for intensification within 

the area zoned for commercial activity. However, in some instances the 

existing built form reflects height limits, for example, the car parking 

building on the corner of Clarence Street and Dilworth Street in Riccarton. 

To reduce the height limit to 17 metres would therefore not have regard to 

the existing built form, and would be inconsistent with Objective 3.3.2 to 

minimise consenting requirements. The relief is therefore rejected.   

 

20.63 Broughton #597 submits that the change in height in the Commercial 

Fringe zone (currently called Business 1 zone in the operative plan) from 8 

metres to 12 metres in District centres is inappropriate and seeks retention 

of the 8 metre standard, citing an example of a building in Riccarton at that 

height. The increase in height makes the centre legible from its 

surroundings, with the adjoining residential area having a height limit of 8 

m in the Residential proposal. It also provides the flexibility required, 

having regard to the requirement for a minimum floor to ceiling height at 

ground level of 3.5 metres, and improves the development feasibility of 

redevelopment in centre. This reflects advice from Property Economics in 

Appendix 8.5 of the Commercial Section 32 report. Any effects of the 

additional height can be managed by setback and recession plane rules. 

Having regard to these points, the relief sought is rejected.  

 

20.64 NPT Ltd seeks amendment to the height limit of the Commercial Fringe 

zone in District centres from 12 metres to 20 metres, to enable flexibility 

and to provide for efficient use of a site. This would result in the same 

height limit for development in the Commercial Core and Fringe zones of 

District centres. Having regard to the relief sought, there is an opportunity 

to consolidate and simplify the plan by having a single height limit for each 

type of centre in the hierarchy i.e. one height limit for District centres, and 

one height limit for Neighbourhood centres. Other controls including a 

setback and recession plane would address the relief sought for 

development to be in keeping with its surrounds while managing adverse 

effects of additional height. On this basis and having regard to the 

Evidence in Chief of Graeme McIndoe, I recommend that a height limit of 

20 metres applies across the whole of a District centre.  
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20.65 A rule is included in the notified proposal, requiring that any building in a 

District centre that is within 30 metres of a residential zone is a maximum 

of 12 metres in height, rather than 20 metres. Submissions oppose this 

rule114, citing it as unnecessarily onerous and unworkable, particularly on 

sites with multiple road frontages. Its deletion is sought, or alternatively, 

amendments such that it only applies to the internal boundaries with a 

residential zone.  

 

20.66 At a road boundary, there is separation by way of a road (assuming it is 20 

metres in width), reducing the dominance of a building while at the 

interface with a residential zone, a recession plane angle will restrict the 

height of a building. For example, the closest a 20 metre tall building could 

be from the zone boundary without penetrating the recession plane is 17 

metres based on a 45 degree angle.  The relief to delete the rule is 

therefore accepted. This is consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic 

Directions chapter by minimising the number, extent and prescriptiveness 

of development and design standards.  

 

Neighbourhood centres 

 

20.67 KI Commercial #789 seeks an amendment to the height limit in the 

Commercial Core zone of Neighbourhood centres from 12 metres to 20 

metres. The submitter considers the height limit of 12 metres is too 

restrictive and does not reflect the built form in the surrounding area. The 

land in question is zoned Business 4 in the operative plan, an industrial 

zone, which is proposed as part of the Industrial General zone in the 

notified proposal. Both the operative and notified rules provide for up to 15 

metres of development.  

 

20.68 Given the historic planning framework for the land in question and the 

recommendation made in the context of the site specific requests, it is not 

appropriate that the height limits for all neighbourhood centres reflect the 

specific built form of the land west of Lincoln Road. The relief is therefore 

rejected.  

 

                                                   
114

 NPT #707, Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, AMP Capital Palms PTY #814 Specific Relief, Scentre #742 
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20.69 Foodstuffs seeks an increase in the height limit from 10 metres to 12 

metres in the Commercial Fringe zone of a Neighbourhood centre to reflect 

the existing environment. Reflecting the comments above, an increase in 

height limit from 10 metres to 12 metres would enable consolidation of the 

height limits for the core and fringe zones, having the effect of simplifying 

the plan. The effect of this would be to enable more development, while 

managing effects at the interface with adjoining residential zones by way of 

a setback and recession plane. The relief is therefore accepted.  

 

Commercial Retail Park   

 

20.70 Grand Limited115 seek a height limit of 60 metres on the land for which they 

have resource consent (386 – 392 Moorhouse Ave). The consent provides 

for a 13 storey hotel of up to 55 metres in height. While a greater height 

limit has been assessed through a consent process, any building of this 

scale as a permitted activity would not be appropriate in all circumstances 

and there is no assessment to consider the effects of such a scenario. 

Furthermore, a permitted height limit of 60 metres in the Commercial Retail 

Park zone would be out of context with the wider urban form of the City. 

The relief is therefore rejected.  

 

20.71 Sloan116 seeks amendments to the height limit to provide for buildings up to 

20 metres in the Retail Park zone. While recession plane controls will limit 

the scale of buildings at the interface with residential, a height limit of 20 

metres is anticipated to be out of scale with the existing built form in some 

locations e.g. Homebase on Marshland Road. Furthermore, it is my opinion 

that the big box format of large format retailiers and trade suppliers such as 

Bunnings will not be taller than 15 metres, based on my observations and 

consents. The relief sought is therefore rejected. 

 

General 

 

20.72 Hagley Ferrymead Community Board (803) submit that development 

should be in keeping with its surrounds, having regard to suburban 

neighbours. In this respect, the limits on height as notified prescribed a 

                                                   
115

 Grand Ltd #744 
116

  PD Sloan #934 
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lower height limit for the Commercial Fringe zone (12 metres in District 

centres, 10 metres in Neighbourhood centres) relative to the Commercial 

Core zone (20 metres in District centres and 12 metres in Neighbourhood 

centres). While the consolidation of height limits to 20 metres for District 

centres and 12 metres for Neighbourhood centres provides for taller 

buildings, recession plane controls will limit the height of any building close 

to the residential zone boundary. The relief is therefore accepted in that 

controls will provide for development in keeping with the surrounding 

environment. 

 

20.73 Akaroa Civic Trust #340 seeks that any activity not complying with the 

maximum height limit is non-complying. This is more restrictive than the 

operative Banks Peninsula plan, which states that any non-compliance is a 

discretionary activity. There will be circumstances where a minor breach in 

the height limit is appropriate and the effects can be managed. To impose 

a non-complying activity status would signal that any breach is 

inappropriate. I therefore recommend that the relief is rejected.  

 

Maximum plot ratio – Commercial Retail Park only 

 

20.74 In the Commercial Retail Park zone, a maximum site coverage of 50% is 

proposed in the notified proposal to provide for a lower intensity amongst 

larger buildings. It also seeks to avoid intensification in car based locations 

that could impact on the recovery and growth of the Central City, District 

and Neighbourhood centres. However, the limit could result in the 

inefficient use of land, particularly if there is a future need for more land for 

large format retailing. A maximum plot ratio may also result in additional 

consenting, inconsistent with Objective 3.3.2 and the Statement of 

Expectations.  

 

20.75 While the absence of a plot ratio limit may provide for a larger amount of 

floorspace, there are limits to further development in the existing retail 

parks due to the existing built form, car parking, landscaping and servicing 

areas. Due to the nature of buildings i.e. big box style buildings, there is 

not anticipated to be vertical intensification. Relief sought to amend the plot 
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ratio limit is therefore rejected on the basis that it is proposed that the plot 

ratio rule is deleted in the revised proposal117.  

 

Minimum floor to ceiling heights   

 

20.76 The rules for the Commercial Core and Fringe zones prescribing a 

minimum floor to ceiling height of 3.5 metres enable flexibility in the future 

use of the ground floor space to meet different needs. The standard is 

opposed by a number of submitters118 who consider a ‘catch all’ urban 

design related control inappropriate to the general commercial 

environment. Submitters also consider the rule unnecessary as well as 

reducing the potential number of stories within the height limit, increasing 

development costs and deterring development. The Crown also suggests 

that the basis for minimum floor to ceiling heights in the Central city (to 

seek higher than normal floor plates) at ground floor is not applicable to 

other commercial zones. 

 

20.77 Graeme McIndoe explains the rationale for minimum floor to ceiling heights 

in his evidence. I consider that the requirement of 3.5 metres is not 

onerous in that it supports the use of space in the short and long term, 

regardless of the activity. I disagree with the Crown’s reasons that 

provision for larger floor plates is not relevant to suburban centres, namely 

District centres, where larger development is anticipated. In the 

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan, the minimum floor to ceiling heights 

apply across the whole Business zone, despite finer grain activity being 

anticipated in parts of this zone. The relief sought is therefore rejected.  

 

Street scene rules in Commercial Core, Fringe, Local and Banks Peninsula 

zones 

 

20.78 The standards proposed in the notified proposal require buildings up to the 

street where identified as a Key Pedestrian Frontage in the Commercial 

Core zone, and on all frontages in the Commercial Fringe and Commercial 

Local zones. Rules also require glazing on the ground floor and first floor 

elevation, a verandah for weather protection and pedestrian access directly 

                                                   
117

 Awly Investments #754, Grand Limited #744, Harvey Norman #288, Sloan #934 
118

 McDonalds #388, Sloan #934, Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, The Crown #495, Scentre #742 
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from the road boundary. Outside Key Pedestrian Frontages in the 

Commercial Core zone, similar controls apply in the notified proposal, the 

exception being that buildings are to be built up to 40% of the road 

frontage.  

 

20.79 Submitters have opposed the rule119 seeking its deletion and/or 

amendments120 to it, raising concern that it imposes a catch all to all 

commercial areas. Other relief sought is to exempt specific activities or 

development121. This includes relief122 that extensions to the side or rear of 

an existing building that is setback from the road or a new building to the 

rear of an existing building on the same site are exempt from street scene 

rules. This is considered appropriate and acknowledges that it is not 

practicable to require buildings up to the road frontage in these 

circumstances.  

 

20.80 A number of submitters123 also oppose the identification of specific 

frontages as Key Pedestrian Frontages, where buildings up to the road 

frontage are required in the Commercial core zone. Their concern is the 

outcomes anticipated are impracticable having regard to the existing built 

form.  

 

20.81 NPT (#707) submits that opposite a residential zone, there should be a 

setback of 6 or 10 metres, depending on the type of road, rather than 

requiring build up to the road frontage. The submitter states the rule as 

notified does not provide flexibility and the back of a building may need to 

be setback or alternatively, internal to the site in the same area that 

customers are anticipated to arrive at.   

 

20.82 A review has been undertaken of the provisions and their consistency with 

Objectives in the Strategic Directions chapter. It is apparent from review 

that the rules as notified do not recognise the different environments, the 

                                                   
119

 McDonalds #388 , Sloan #934, Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, Harris #368, Progressive Enterprises #790 
120

 NPT #707 seek amendments so that the standards for glazing, a verandah and access only apply to buildings built up to the 
road boundary. For buildings not up to the road boundary, a minimum setback and landscaping would apply;  
Similarly, AMP Capital Palms PTY #814 Specific Relief, TEL Property Nominees #816 Specific Relief, Maurice Carter 
Charitable Trust #385 Specific Relief, seek that standards applying to buildings up to the road frontage (identified as a KPF) 
are limited to access and/or a verandah, and those KPFs not built up to the road frontage have a minimum setback and 
landscaping. Outside KPFs, the relief is for the glazing requirements to be deleted; The Crown #495 in respect of landscaping 
along that part of a frontage not built up to the road; Scentre #742; Wood, #1191, p3. 
121

 Foodstuffs #705 in respect of supermarkets. 
122

 Kilmarnock Enterprises #598, Latitude Group #607 
123

 Harris #368 
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inability to front all streets, particularly where a site has more than one road 

frontage, and the functional requirements of activities. With this in mind, a 

refined approach is proposed that focuses on those frontages where a 

positive outcome is sought, namely the frontage of a site to an arterial or 

collector road, which are generally the main corridors through commercial 

zones. The removal of controls on local roads in the revised proposal 

recognises that sites with multiple frontages inevitably ‘face’ towards main 

streets with servicing/ loading to the rear, fronting local roads. 

 

20.83 In recognition of functional needs, the following rules package is proposed 

for the frontage to arterial or collector roads in the Commercial Core zone: 

 

(a) 70% of the frontage shall be built up to, enabling the balance to be 

used for car parking and/or access. Within the 70%, there can be 

a setback of up to 4 metres in depth and 10 metres in width for the 

purpose of open space e.g. dining or a pedestrian entrance; 

  

(b) glazing of 60% of the ground floor elevation for the part of the 

building fronting the street, and 20% for above ground floor (refer 

below for further discussion on glazing requirements); and 

 

(c) for a corner site, buildings shall be up to the road frontage within 

10 metres of the corner of the site.  

 

20.84 The revised proposal seeks to simplify the approach with no definition of 

Key Pedestrian Frontages. With larger development exceeding the 

thresholds for a qualitative urban design assessment, it is anticipated that 

only smaller, finer grain developments would be subject to the rule. 

 

20.85 The amended standards propose a balance that minimises the visual and 

physical effects of car parking and access on the street environment, with 

a relatively continuous built interface, safe pedestrian movement and 

amenity.  

 

20.86 The requirement for up to 70% building of the street frontage allows vehicle 

access and an opportunity for an efficient car parking layout from collector 

and arterial routes, recognising that this will be desirable for patrons while 
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still providing a good length of building frontage to the street to encourage 

pedestrian activity and to manage the adverse visual effects of parking 

particularly on the street interface. 

 

20.87 The amended standards also provide greater opportunity to incorporate 

open space at the street front for an entry, hospitality area or similar, as a 

permitted activity.   

 

20.88 Graham McIndoe also comments on the merits of the approach outlined 

above in his evidence in chief.  

 

20.89 In response to the relief sought by NPT of a setback from the road, where 

opposite a residential zone, it is my opinion that this would encourage car 

parking on the street frontage, which is not necessarily a better outcome 

than buildings up to the street edge. The latter encourages passive 

surveillance of the street and activity on the footpath while the former 

makes the environment less appealing for pedestrians.  

 

20.90 I recommend that landscaping is not required along the balance of the 

frontage that is not built up to, despite a submitter seeking landscaping124. 

Having regard to the Crown’s relief, there are a range of options that can 

achieve a high quality outcome e.g. public space, which does not involve 

landscaping. Tree planting along road frontages is also not necessarily 

anticipated in commercial areas. The relief sought by the Crown is 

therefore accepted in this regard. 

 

Glazing 

 

20.91 The glazing requirement provides a relatively simplistic mechanism to 

achieve multiple outcomes including ‘interaction’ between the street and 

private space, providing for informal surveillance and encouraging activity 

as people walk past, taking an interest in what is in a shop.  It also 

presents sales opportunities for businesses.   

 

                                                   
124

 Mahaanui Kurataiao #1145 
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20.92 The converse of this is long blank building facades that make no positive 

contribution to the centre.  Where there are multiple blank facades these 

can adversely affect street activity and interest and significantly reduce 

pedestrian activity, and reduce economic activity.  I do not consider that 

this aids the economic recovery of Christchurch. 

 

20.93 As with all standards however, it is difficult to get a “one size fits all” 

solution.  However, the research undertaken, as well as a review of similar 

provisions across local authorities in New Zealand125 indicates that the 

minimum 60% glazing at ground floor as proposed in the notified plan 

provides a good interface at a range of building scales, while allowing 

flexibility to have areas screened from the street for service areas and 

storage etc. 

 

20.94 The 20% glazing standard above ground floor provides opportunity for 

access to natural light and ventilation, future proofs the building to allow for 

change in use, such as residential use, over its lifetime, and articulates the 

building on the street frontage to provide visual interest, passive 

surveillance and to reduce the potential visual dominance of the building. 

 

20.95 Previous work undertaken for a plan change (plan change 56), which was 

superseded by the replacement District Plan process, considered the costs 

of proposed design controls under that plan change relative to the 

operative plan.  

 

20.96 The estimate of costs prepared by Davis Langdon (4 February 2013) 

(Refer to Attachment B of my evidence) was for three scenarios, two 

scenarios involving a single retail unit of 98m2 and 377 m2 at ground floor 

and the third, being 3 retail units as part of a two storey development 

(comprising 1,350 m2 at ground floor). The cost estimate indicates that a 

requirement for glazing on the ground floor façade of 60% of the total 

elevation results in additional costs of between $10,500 and $36,000 

(assumes a cost of $300 per square metre). As a proportion of total 

development costs, this equates to between 0.5% and 5% of total build 

costs, the proportion reducing with the size of the development.  

                                                   
125

 Hamilton 75% on primary frontages and 50% on secondary frontage, Nelson 60 %, Dunedin 60% ground floor, 20% above 
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20.97 Having regard to the urban design thresholds, it would only be the smaller 

developments subject to the standard requiring glazing. Subject to early 

integration into the design of a building, the costs could be absorbed more 

easily and would potentially reap benefits over the long term for the 

business (in terms of sales) and the community (in terms of activity on the 

street).  

 

20.98 As explained in the evidence of Mr Graeme McIndoe, glazing enables a 

high quality environment in commercial areas without significant costs.  

 

20.99 A number of submitters126 oppose the glazing requirements as they are 

considered too prescriptive and do not take into account functional 

requirements. As explained above, the frontages that glazing requirements 

apply to have been refined to recognise those frontages where greater 

pedestrian activity is sought. Notwithstanding this, Mr McIndoe comments 

on the practicalities of these requirements further.  

 

20.100 Functional requirements are acknowledged at a policy level and in the 

matters of discretion in the revised proposal, therefore enabling an 

assessment of smaller developments should they not comply with the 

subject rules.  

 

Building setback from a road boundary 

 

20.101 Rules for the Commercial Retail Park zone prescribe a setback from the 

road boundary of 6 metres to manage visual effects on the amenity of the 

adjoining environment and providing additional space for tree growth. 

Submitters127 oppose this, seeking a reduction to 3 m which is the required 

setback in the operative plan. Submitters state the increase from 3m to 6m 

would “encourage car parking and location of rubbish bins in front of 

buildings” and “significant amount of space wastage”. The additional 3 

metre setback was to provide additional space for tree growth while also 

reducing the visual impact of building scale on the street environment.  

                                                   
126

 Avonhead Mall #379 p5 para 30, Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd #380, p3/ para. 33; Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 
p7, AMP Capital Palms PTY #814, p3/para 39, , Marriner Investments Ltd #378, p4/ para. 30; Tailorspace Investments Ltd p6, 
#1079, Part 2/ p6/ para. 28; TEL Property Nominees, #816, p3. 
127

 Grand Limited #744, Awly Investments Ltd #754, , Sloan #934 
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20.102 Having particular regard to the Statement of Expectations and to achieve 

consistency with Objective 3.3.1 and 3.3.2, a setback of 6 metres is not 

justifiable on the basis of effects. A 3 metre setback provides sufficient 

space for growth and no substantial evidence can be presented of visual 

effects due to building dominance at the street edge.  The relief is 

accepted. This also applies to clause (c) of the rule.   

 

Building setback from a residential zone 

 

20.103 Rules for the commercial zones prescribe a setback from the boundary 

with a residential zone to manage visual effects on residential amenity. 

Submitters128 oppose the setback requirement in the Commercial Core 

zone of 6 metres, seeking a reduction to 3 m. The increase from the 

operative plan from 3m to 6 m is considered to be ‘unnecesary and 

unjustified’. Similarly, a setback of 6 metres is opposed in the Commercial 

Retail Park zone129.  

 

20.104 The increase from 3 to 6 metres between the operative and proposed plan 

was intended to provide sufficient space for tree growth as well as access.  

However, I consider that dominance and scale of building can be managed 

through other standards, and in fact the allowance for the access way has 

the potential to create greater nuisance effects in respect to traffic 

movement e.g. noise and glare associated with forklifts, trucks and other 

vehicles. A setback of 3 metres can enable more efficient use of a site and 

through landscaping and recession plane rules, effects on the adjoining 

residential area can be managed. It is therefore proposed that the relief is 

accepted. 

 

20.105 In respect of the Commercial Fringe zone, Broughton (#592) seeks 

retention of the setback of 3 metres but a change in the activity status for a 

non-compliance with that setback from restricted discretionary to non-

complying. This would suggest that any intrusion is inappropriate or not 

anticipated when the effects of building intrusion into the 3 metre setback 

                                                   
128

 Kiwi Income Property Trust #761, The Crown #495, Scentre #742, Oil Companies #723 
129

 The Crown #495, Bunnings #725, Progressive Enterprises #790 
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may be managed through design or other measures. The relief is therefore 

rejected. 

 

20.106 Submitters130 have sought amendments to refer to the internal boundary 

with a residential zone. As written, the rule could apply to the interface with 

a road where it is the boundary between residential and commercial zones. 

The wording sought by the submitter is what was intended and the relief is 

therefore accepted.  

 

Sunlight and outlook controls at the boundary with a residential zone 

(Recession plane)  

 

20.107 Rules for the commercial zones prescribe a recession plane requirement at 

the boundary with a residential zone to manage the effects on sunlight and 

outlook for adjoining properties. Submitters131 have sought amendments to 

refer to the internal boundary with a residential zone. As written, the rule 

could apply to the interface with a road where it is the boundary between 

residential and commercial zones. The wording sought by the submitter is 

what was intended and the relief is therefore accepted.  

 

20.108 Submitters132 oppose the proposal as notified for a universal 45 degree 

angle on all boundaries except the southern boundary where a 35 degree 

angle applies. This is on the basis that it could adversely affect the 

development of land and does not take into account the orientation of a 

property. The change to a standard recession plane as notified is a means 

of simplifying what is otherwise a complex rule that the general public 

cannot interpret with ease.  

 

20.109 In modelling of the effects of the change to a standard 45 degree recession 

plane, the benefits and costs can be summarised as follows: 

 

Benefits  

                                                   
130

 Avonhead Mall #379, Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd, #380, Specific relief; Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385, NPT #707, 
AMP Capital Palms PTY #814, TEL Property Nominees #816, Scentre #742, Oil Companies #723, Marriner Investments Ltd, 
#378, Specific Relief; Tailorspace Investments Ltd, #1079, Specific Relief.  
131

 Avonhead Mall #379 p8, Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd, #380, Specific relief; Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 p7/8, 
NPT #707, AMP Capital Palms PTY #814 Specific Relief, TEL Property Nominees #816 Specific Relief, Scentre #742, Oil 
Companies #723, Marriner Investments Ltd, #378, Specific Relief; Tailorspace Investments Ltd, #1079, Specific Relief. 
132

 Belfast Estates #770 in the context of the Commercial Local zone 
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(a) it makes the whole process more comprehensible (no sun angle 

diagrams); 

(b) more symmetrical developments, less recession plane design; 

(c) east-west orientated sites have more development space than the 

plan currently anticipates (approximately 4% more for a 20m x 

50m site); and  

(d) sites that are not orientated East West generally will have less 

shading effects on neighbouring sites.  

 

  Costs 

(e) in winter, sites on the southern boundary of a development will 

have less sun; and 

(f) sites that are not developed to an East West orientation will have 

less development space (between 5% and 8% less for a 20m x 

50m site), being largely roof space. 

 

20.110 Notwithstanding the benefits of the proposal, the application of a standard 

45 degrees is inconsistent with the approach taken in the residential 

proposal (on the opposite boundary with commercial zones). For ease of 

using the plan, a consistent approach is appropriate and necessary 

between zones. This in my opinion, outweighs any issues of interpretation 

and it is therefore recommended that the relief is accepted.  

 

20.111 In Banks Peninsula, the proposed rule to manage effects on sunlight and 

outlook generally reflects the operative plan which has a standard 45 

degree limit on built development from 2 metres above the zone boundary. 

Given the simplicity of the rule and the unique circumstances of the Banks 

Peninsula environment, the application of the alternative (recession plane 

aligning with a site’s orientation) is not considered appropriate.  

 

20.112 The notified proposal also introduces a recession plane requirement to 

avoid shading effects on London Street, Lyttelton of buildings on the north 

side of London Street. The rule as written is unnecessarily prescriptive and 

reduced height limit could achieve the same outcome. The alternative of a 

reduced height limit of 8 metres on the north side of London Street could 

be introduced to enable assessment of shading effects. However, it should 

be noted that similar controls do not apply elsewhere and a reduced height 
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limit would potentially affect the viability of development, potentially 

impeding the recovery of Lytttelton.  Having regard to the latter points, it is 

recommended that this rule is deleted, consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of 

the Strategic Directions chapter. 

 

Outdoor storage areas  

 

20.113 The rule as notified for commercial zones requires outdoor storage areas 

to be to the rear of a building while also being screened to not be visible 

from any adjoining site or road, and also not located in setbacks from the 

road and internal boundaries. In my view, this is unnecessarily onerous 

and prescriptive, when considered against the Statement of Expectations 

and Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter. With this in mind, it 

is proposed that the requirement for outdoor storage to be to the rear of a 

building is deleted. This addresses the relief of a number of submitters133 

who consider that it is unnecessary, prescriptive and will result in confusion 

as to where the rear of the building is.  

 

20.114 The wording of the second clause in the subject rule controlling outdoor 

storage states that any outdoor storage area is not to be visible from 1.8 

metres above ground level on any adjoining road or site. This is also 

opposed by submitters134, due to the uncertainty created and different 

outcomes varying between locations. While submitters consider that 

screening should not be from third party land, the rule is seeking to 

manage visual effects on adjoining spaces from the storage of materials. It 

is proposed that the wording is simplified while still requiring that the 

outdoor storage area is to be screened from any adjoining site or road. The 

relief is therefore accepted in part. 

 

20.115 The third part to the rule seeks that outdoor storage is not within the 

setback from adjoining roads and residential zone boundaries. Through 

screening (by fencing or landscaping) any effects on adjoining residential 

properties can be managed. However, in terms of the road setback, any 

outdoor storage may result in a poor level of amenity in the adjoining 
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 NPT #707, Foodstuffs #705, AMP Capital Palms PTY #814 Specific Relief, TEL Property Nominees #816 Specific Relief, 
Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 Specific Relief, Scentre #742, Oil Companies #723, Peebles Family Trust #1078, 7990 
Ltd #1086, Peebles Group #1195 
134

 Foodstuffs #705 
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space. In commercial zones, a high quality environment is anticipated, 

commensurate with objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic Directions chapter and 

the rule to not allow storage in the road setback is therefore still 

appropriate in order to achieve that.  The alternative is to require screening 

of storage areas within the road setback.  However, a fence or landscaping 

on the road frontage in a commercial zone would not achieve a positive 

outcome for promoting activity. While the rules in the revised proposal 

reflect this, Rule 15.2.3.6 still requires screening from the road and should 

be amended as marked in Attachment A.  

 

Waste management areas   

 

20.116 The notified proposal includes a requirement for a minimum area to be set 

aside for waste bins. This is a new requirement relative to the operative 

plan and seeks to address an issue arising in the Central city at least 

where business(s) have not set aside sufficient space for bins and as a 

consequence, they have been stored on the footpath. This can have an 

adverse effect on amenity.   

 

20.117 Submissions135 oppose or seek amendment to the new rule, citing it as 

overly prescriptive and not taking into account functional requirements as 

well as being unclear in what effects Council is seeking to manage. Having 

particular regard to the Statement of Expectations to significantly reduce 

the number, extent and prescriptiveness of standards and Objective 3.3.2 

of the Strategic Directions chapter, the matter could be managed outside 

the District Plan as much through education and/or a bylaw. The relief to 

delete the rule is therefore accepted.  

 

Landscaping and trees 

 

20.118 Landscaping rules seek to manage effects at the interface between 

commercial and residential zones, where the scale and form of commercial 

buildings may have adverse visual effects on residential amenity. Tree 

                                                   
135

 Avonhead Mall #379 p8, Marriner Investments No 1 Ltd, #380, p3/ para. 33; Maurice Carter Charitable Trust #385 p8, AMP 
Capital Palms PTY #814 Specific Relief , Foodstuffs #705, The Crown #495, NPT #707, , TEL Property Nominees #816 
Specific Relief, Progressive Enterprises #790, Scentre #742, Marriner Investments Ltd, #378, p4/ para. 30; Peebles Family 
Trust #1078, 7990 Ltd #1086, Bunnings #725, Peebles Group #1195, Environ Projects ltd and Luney Developments #810; 
Tailorspace Investments Ltd, #1079, Part 2/ page 6/ para. 28; Latitude Group, #607, p5; 100 – 148 Langdons Road, #1188, p7; 
30 – 64 Harewood Road, 22 Chapel Street and 41 Langdons Road, #1189, p7. 
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planting can help break the visual effect of a blank façade. Similarly, tree 

planting in car parking areas can assist in breaking up the visual effects of 

large expanses of hard standing areas in commercial zones.  

 

20.119 The Crown opposes the proposed rules in respect of landscaping, stating 

that the rules are overly restrictive, will inhibit a range of outcomes and are 

not necessary. It is suggested that landscaping may not be sought by 

residential properties. I disagree and consider landscaping as appropriate 

to manage visual effects on the surrounding environment.  

 

20.120 The provisions are not considered to be onerous with 1 tree required per 

10 metres on the residential zone boundary. Relative to the operative plan 

which requires one additional tree for each 10 metre stretch i.e. 2 trees for 

10 metres, 3 trees for 20 metres, the proposal is a more permissive 

approach.  

 

20.121 Landscaping of car parking areas is also not considered unnecessarily 

onerous, and is appropriate in managing the effects of large spaces 

otherwise dominated by motor vehicles and hardstanding areas. The 

consequence of no landscaping is a lower quality outcome with adverse 

visual effects on the surroundings and amenity of the commercial centre. 

 

20.122 In the context of the Commercial Local zone, Belfast Estates oppose the 

requirement for landscaping in car parking areas, and indicate that 

businesses prefer to have planting along the road frontage to enhance the 

visual amenity of the site. The purpose of the rule is to ‘break up’ large 

expanses of car parking. Having regard to the function and scale of 

development envisaged in a local centre, there is not anticipated to be 

large areas of car parking. Landscaping in the car parking areas of local 

centres is therefore not considered necessary, particularly in a recovery 

phase as businesses seek to rebuild. The relief sought is therefore 

accepted. 

 

20.123 Submitters136 have also sought amendments to refer to the internal 

boundary with a residential zone. As written, the rule could apply to the 
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 Scentre #742, Oil Companies #723 
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interface with a road where it is the boundary between residential and 

commercial zones. The wording sought by the submitter is what was 

intended and the relief is therefore accepted.  

 

20.124 In the context of the Commercial Retail Park zone, Harvey Norman submit 

that landscaping requirements should apply to the overall development 

site, taking into account unit titles. In effect, landscaping requirements 

would apply across the broader ‘site’. This is considered appropriate in the 

context of landscaping in a commercial zone, which may have multiple unit 

titles. The relief is therefore accepted by inclusion of a note below rule 

15.5.3.6 (Landscaping) in the revised proposal.  

 

20.125 Mahaanui Kurataiao (#1145) have sought landscaping within the setback 

from a waterway. While the cultural values of waterways and riparian areas 

is acknowledged, and the planting of indigenous species recognises this, a 

requirement for planting may have an adverse effect on access for 

maintenance, which setbacks from waterways are intended to provide. It is 

appropriate that non-statutory methods are used to achieve enhancements 

to riparian areas including funding and education for landowners. The relief 

sought is therefore rejected.   

 

21. TYPES OF ACTIVITIES 

 

21.1 Foodstuffs South Island (#705) seek amendments to provide for any 

‘associated ancillary buildings’ as permitted. Ancillary office and retail 

activities are subject to separate rules in the activity table in order to 

provide certainty of what constitutes 'ancillary'.  

 

21.2 To provide clarity consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter, there is merit in making it clear that landscaping, access parking 

and other hardstanding areas are permitted. In the same breath, it is not 

appropriate to retain the opening statement of the nature of 

building/development that is permitted, consistent with the relief sought by 

submitters137. There is a risk of over-complicating the plan in listing any 

possible development scenario and it is therefore recommended that the 
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 The Crown #495; Church Property Trustees, #793, p25, 26. 
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following statement is deleted from the top of each activity table – “Any 

new building, alteration or addition to an existing building or a relocatable 

building or relocation of a building for any of the following activities”. 

 

Parking lots/ parking buildings 

 

21.3 in the context of the Commercial Banks Peninsula zone, provision is 

sought for car parking (including a building)138. Parking lots and parking 

buildings are discretionary activities in commercial zones to enable an 

assessment of effects on the transport network, other road users and their 

need. The other potential effect of parking buildings is their visual effect on 

the amenity and quality of the environment in centres. In achieving 

consistency with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter, it is 

appropriate that parking lots are provided for, particularly given the existing 

use of vacant sites for this purpose. To now require consent would impose 

regulatory constraints on this existing activity.  

 

21.4 In respect of parking buildings, their effect on amenity and their integration 

with the surrounding environment can be addressed in part through an 

assessment of design, subject to exceeding the urban design thresholds 

discussed earlier. In terms of transport effects, these can be addressed 

through the Transport proposal and requirements for an Integrated 

Transport Assessment. The relief is therefore accepted to make parking 

lots and parking buildings permitted in the Commercial Banks Peninsula 

zone and for this to be extended to other commercial zones.  

 

Commercial Issue 11: The appropriateness of a broader range of activities in 

commercial zones and provisions to enable these activities.   

 

21.5 Foodstuffs (#705) submits that a successful centre is reliant on a full range 

of activities and compatibility between those activities, and seek an 

amendment to policy 4(b) of the notified proposal to reflect that. Policy 4(b) 

of the Commercial proposal as notified seeks to “enable a wide range of 

activities…while providing for retailing as the primary activity”. This 

acknowledges the nature of activities in centres now and in the future 

including the dominant use in these locations. A new Objective 1 (refer to 
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 Everingham #1088, 1090; Harris #1143 
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section 17 of my evidence for evaluation) also seeks an outcome of viable 

commercial centres by providing an enabling framework for commercial 

activities.  

 

21.6 While the relief sought is not specifically addressed, the proposed 

objectives and policies generally align with what the submitter is seeking.  

 

Commercial Fringe zone  

Yard-based suppliers, Service stations, Drive through services  

 

21.7 Broughton #592 states that Yard-based suppliers, Service stations and 

Drive-through services are inappropriate in the Commercial Fringe zone on 

the basis of effects on the shopping centre and congestion, and considers 

non-complying activity status appropriate. The activities are listed as 

Restricted Discretionary activities to enable an assessment of the effects of 

the activity on centre vitality and amenity. However, they may be 

appropriate, and non-complying activity status would imply that they are 

not under most circumstances. The relief sought is therefore rejected. 

 

Commercial Local zone 

Food and Beverage Outlets 

 

21.8 A number of submitters139 seek provision for Food and Beverage Outlets in 

Commercial Local zones. The basis for specifying Food and Beverage 

outlets as a Restricted Discretionary activity in the notified proposal was to 

enable an assessment of the potential effects on centre amenity and any 

nuisance e.g. noise on the surrounding environment.  

 

21.9 Having considered the matter in light of submissions, effects of night-time 

activity on the adjoining residential area can be managed through other 

rules in the District Plan together with other regulatory control. In respect of 

the former, standards in the Proposal 6 (General rules) will enable the 

effects of noise and glare to be managed. In terms of the latter, the Liquor 

licensing process enables an assessment of effects on amenity and any 
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 Annex Developments Ltd #775 p 12, Belfast Estates Ltd #770, Ngai Tahu #840, Chas Luney #1192 
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nuisance caused. The relief to permit food and beverage outlets is 

therefore accepted.   

 

Commercial Retail Park zone 

General 

 

21.10 NZ Science and Technology Charitable Trust (#750) seek retention of the 

operative provisions in respect of the site at 392 Moorhouse Ave, their 

submission reflecting concern that provision is not made for all scales of 

retail activity, food and beverage outlets, offices and education providers. 

Similar concerns are raised by Grand #744 in respect of the same 

property. As discussed below in the context of Entertainment facilities, a 

resource consent for a cinema, hotel, retailing and food and beverage 

reflects some of the activities that existed on the site prior to the 

earthquakes.  

 

21.11 Rather than amending provisions for the Commercial Retail Park zone, 

which is intended for primarily large format retail activities, it is 

recommended that the zoning is changed to Commercial Core, which 

would better reflect what has been authorised and is anticipated on the 

site.  There is not specific relief seeking a Commercial Core zoning in the 

submissions from the NZ Science and Technology Charitable Trust or 

Grand Limited.  However, the substance of the submission seeks provision 

for activities existing/ consented on the subject land, which the rezoning 

would align with, and the Panel may well agree.  

 

‘Finer grain’ retail activity (less than 450m2) 

 

21.12 Sloan140 seeks a change to the activity status for retail activity not 

complying with the minimum floorspace limit of 450m2. The effects of finer 

grain retail activity that would necessitate assessment include (but are not 

limited to) transport, economic and retail effects including evaluation of 

effects on recovery and growth of the CBD and other centres, together with 

the capacity for large format. Therefore,  a broad range of effects would 
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 Sloan #934 
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need consideration, discounting the merits of a Restricted Discretionary 

activity. The relief is therefore rejected. 

 

21.13 In terms of provision for finer grain retailing, this would undermine the 

function of the zone which is intended for primarily large format retailing 

and providing capacity for this form of activity. 

 

Supermarkets/ department stores 

 

21.14 Amendments are sought by submitters141 to policy 1 and the rules to 

recognise and provide for supermarkets and/or department stores in the 

Commercial Retail Park. The notified proposal states in policy 1 that the 

Commercial Retail Park zone provides for “predominantly large format 

retail activities (excluding supermarkets and department stores”. The 

exclusion of supermarkets and department stores is on the basis that they 

form an important role as anchor stores in District and Neighbourhood 

centres around which other shops gravitate. To allow for supermarkets 

outside these centres could lead to a loss of trade and business from these 

centres, which does not support their recovery or growth. 

 

21.15 Large format centres are generally car dominated, which reflects in part the 

bulky nature of goods sold in some stores and their location, which is not 

as accessible as District centres by public transport. Therefore, the 

provision for supermarkets would make them less accessible to those who 

cannot travel by private vehicle.  

 

21.16 Notwithstanding the points above, 3 of the 6 areas zoned Commercial 

Retail Park have a supermarket (Countdown at Belfast and Hornby, and a 

Raeward Fresh at Tower Junction). In addition, a number of the same 

areas have a department store (e.g. Harvey Norman at Tower Junction, 

Belfast, Hornby, Moorhouse Ave). To exclude supermarkets and 

department stores would therefore not recognise the existing environment 

and would be more restrictive than the operative plan, which permits 

department stores and supermarkets. The relief to amend policy 1 to 

provide for supermarkets and department stores is therefore accepted. 
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 Harvey Norman #288, Foodstuffs #705, Progressive Enterprises #790 
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Offices  

 

21.17 Provision is sought by some submitters142 for offices beyond an ancillary 

function or per tenancy (rather than per site)143, either specific to a location 

or generally. This is sought through amendments to policy 1 and/or Table 

15.1 which follows, while other submitters (The Crown #495) seek to 

reinforce in Table 15.1 that offices are to be ancillary. Although Large 

format retail parks are centres, they serve a specialised function in 

providing for large format retail activity and are generally car based.  

 

21.18 Provision for office activity beyond an ancillary scale could compromise 

their function, erode the capacity for large format retail activities, and draw 

employment away from the Central City, District and Neighbourhood 

centres. As a car based location, the development of large format centres 

for office activity could also exacerbate journeys by car. On this basis, it is 

not appropriate in general and the relief is rejected.  

 

Activity specific standards for offices  

 

21.19 The rules as notified require ancillary office activity to be front of a site 

facing the street. This is opposed in submissions, which seek deletion144 or 

amendment to provide exceptions. Following a review, the standards are 

considered unnecessarily onerous and do not have regard to the 

functional/ operational requirements of activities. Furthermore, businesses 

wishing to provide convenient access to offices will inevitably locate their 

offices at the front of the site. The relief to delete the clause is therefore 

accepted. 

 

21.20 The proposal as notified requires a minimum area of glazing on the ground 

floor elevation of any building used for ancillary office activity. This is to 

minimise the visual effects of buildings on the surrounding environment. 

Submitters seek the deletion of the standard altogether145.  
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 Environ Projects #810, Awly Investments #754, Environ Projects Ltd and Luney Developments Ltd #810, Sloan #934, 
Methodist Church #763, Peebles Family Trust #1078, 7990 Ltd #1086, 100 – 148 Langdons Road #1188; 30 – 64 Harewood 
Road, 22 Chapel Street and 41 Langdons Road #1189, Peebles Group #1195 
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 Harvey Norman #288 
144

 Harvey Norman #288 
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 Harvey Norman #288, AMP Capital Palms PTY #814 
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21.21 In the context of the locations zoned Commercial Retail, all of the sites 

front to arterial roads, which are generally of a lower amenity due to the 

volumes of traffic. The road width also provides significant separation 

which would mean any glazing is ineffective in minimising visual effects on 

a more sensitive zone opposite.  Having regard to the effects and 

Statement of Expectations to significantly reduce the number, extent and 

prescriptiveness of standards, the relief seeking deletion of the rule is 

therefore accepted.  

 

Commercial services  

 

21.22 Submitters146 seek amendments to Policy 1 and rules to provide for 

commercial services, either specific to a location or generally. Commercial 

services are effectively a form of retailing, offering a service rather than a 

product e.g. bank, travel agent. Commercial services while not a 

destination to the same extent as some retail activities e.g. supermarket, 

are beneficial to a centre’s role as a focus for commercial activity and 

enable linked up trips between different forms of retailing.  

 

21.23 While large format centres are centres by definition supporting retail 

activity, they serve a specialist role for primarily large format activities. To 

‘open’ up these areas for commercial services would see these locations 

acting more like a District centre in providing for a range of activities and 

employment. This would reduce the capacity available for large format 

activities in a location which is primarily accessed by car. Provision for 

commercial services would therefore encourage car based travel.  The 

relief sought to provide for commercial services in general is therefore 

rejected.  

 

Food and beverage outlets 

 

21.24 The notified proposal provides for food and beverage outlets with proposed 

limits in terms of floorspace (maximum of 150m2) and the hours of 

operation. This is intended to provide for day time activities (including 
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 Reefville Properties #866, Methodist Church of NZ #763, Environ Projects Ltd and Luney Developments Ltd #810, Awly 
Investments #754, Sloan #934, Ngai Tahu Property #840, 100 – 148 Langdons Road #1188, 30 – 64 Harewood Road, 22 
Chapel Street and 41 Langdons Road #1189 
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cafes, lunch bars) serving shoppers and workers at a retail park and to 

avoid the establishment of large premises that attract a larger number of 

people and the establishment of a night time ‘destination’ in their own right. 

 

21.25 The standards are opposed by a number of submitters147 who state that 

food and beverage outlets provided a necessary service and the standards 

are unnecessarily restrictive. 

 

21.26 In my opinion, limits on the size of a unit are not the most appropriate 

method in limiting the number of people that may visit a food and beverage 

outlet and in reality, an establishment is only likely to serve the customer 

base around it. In respect of the hours of operation, this also does not 

acknowledge the longer opening hours of some businesses e.g. late night 

shopping.  

 

21.27 Having regard to the existing environment of retail parks, there are a 

number of food and beverage outlets, reflecting what is currently permitted 

by the plan. However, there has not been an agglomeration of activity in 

any one location, nor a significant draw in the evening when other retail 

activity is closed. The standards proposed in the notified proposal are 

therefore not justifiable and the relief sought to delete the standards is 

accepted. 

 

Entertainment/ leisure/ recreational facilities   

 

21.28 Grand Limited (#744) seek provision for Entertainment facilities as 

permitted, citing examples of cinemas, galleries, dance studios and other 

facilities. This is on the basis that the zoning as Commercial Retail Park is 

opposed and does not reflect what is consented148. The consent reflects 

some of the activities that existed on the site prior to the earthquakes.  

 

21.29 Rather than amending provisions for the Commercial Retail Park zone, 

which is intended for primarily large format retail activities, it is 
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 Environ Projects Ltd and Luney Developments Ltd #810, Peebles Family Trust #1078, Ngai Tahu Property #840, 7990 
Limited #1086 p6, The Crown #495, 100 – 148 Langdons Road #1188, 30 – 64 Harewood Road, 22 Chapel Street and 41 
Langdons Road #1189; Peebles Group #1195 
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 Resource consent was granted 22
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 March 2013 for “Rebuild of a commercial development including a cinema complex, 
hotel, retailing and food and beverage operators" on the south side of Moorhouse Avenue between Gasson Street and Pilgrim 
Place. The proposal includes a hotel tower of approximately 55 metres in height, conference facilities, together with four retail 
spaces (up to 270m

2
) and food and beverage outlets. 
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recommended that the zoning of the subject land is changed to 

Commercial Core, which would better reflect what has been authorised 

and is anticipated on the site. There is not specific relief seeking a 

Commercial Core zoning in the submissions from the NZ Science and 

Technology Charitable Trust or Grand Limited. However, the substance of 

the submission seeks provision for activities existing/ consented on the 

subject land, which the rezoning would align with, and the Panel may well 

agree.  

 

21.30 Provision is also sought for gymnasia as permitted149. Gymnasia are a 

destination and attract a large number of people. However, their 

distribution across retail parks and industrial zones is unlikely to 

compromise the function of centres as focal points for the community. It is 

anticipated that they will go to locations that are most accessible and 

convenient to their members. The relief is therefore accepted.  

 

Drive-through services 

 

21.31 McDonalds (#388) seek amendments to policy 1 to refer to the role of large 

format centres in providing for ‘other vehicle-related activities’ and the rules 

to permit ‘Drive-through services’. The policy framework acknowledges that 

large format centres, zoned Commercial Retail Park, are car based and not 

as accessible by public transport. The amendment would entertain drive-

through facilities and other car based uses and is appropriate, having 

regard to the environment and nature of activity. The amendment was not 

incorporated into the revised Commercial proposal and is therefore marked 

up in Attachment A of my evidence. 

 

22. EFFECTS OF COMMERCIAL ACTIVITIES 

 

22.1 Objective 1 (vii) of the notified proposal seeks to ensure that the adverse 

effects of commercial activity on the transport network and infrastructure 

are managed. Submitters150 consider that “significant” is the relevant level 

or threshold of adverse effects. I disagree that the effects on infrastructure 

are limited to those that are significant. In terms of distributional effects, 
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 Environ Projects Ltd and Luney Developments Ltd #810, 100 – 148 Langdons Road #1188, 30 – 64 Harewood Road, 22 
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case law indicates that it is only “significant effects” that should be 

addressed. However, the specific clause in the objective is concerned with 

potential effects on infrastructure e.g. networks for servicing development. 

The relief sought is therefore rejected. 

 

22.2 In Objective 2 and Policy 7 as notified (Objective 3 and Policy 9 of revised 

proposal), reference is made to ‘minimising’ adverse effects on the 

surrounding environment. Submissions151 oppose the use of the term 

“minimise” on the basis that it may not be practical or appropriate in all 

circumstances. The term ‘manage’ is sought in place of ‘minimise’ as it 

provides flexibility and enables a range of solutions while achieving the 

purpose of the RMA. The relief is considered appropriate as it enables 

consideration of the surrounding environment and whether effects need to 

be avoided, remedied or mitigated. I therefore recommend that the 

submission is accepted. 

 

Commercial Issue 13: The consideration given to effects of development across 

territorial boundaries, particularly on centres in adjoining Districts.  

 

22.3 Selwyn District Council (1137) seeks amendments to Policy 3 as notified 

(Policy 2 in revised proposal) and the provisions for the Commercial Core 

zone at North Halswell, due to concerns about the potential effects on 

Selwyn District of the proposed KAC. As set out in Tim Heath’s evidence, 

the effects of the proposed KAC on centres in Selwyn District will not be 

significant. The relief sought in respect of Policy 2 of the revised proposal 

to ensure that the role of commercial centres in Selwyn District are not 

adversely affected is therefore accepted. 

 

Commercial Issue 14: The need for developers to provide infrastructure to off-set the 

effects of large mall based development in centres. 

 

22.4 Hagley Ferrymead Community Board (#803) submit that when a suburban 

mall reaches a certain floor area, there should be a requirement for 

provision of community space and/or a transport area to be included. I 

have evaluated the appropriateness of different methods to manage effects 
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of commercial development on infrastructure, including financial 

contributions, development contributions, rating and other methods. As 

explained below, I do not consider the District Plan to be the appropriate 

mechanism. 

 

22.5 In respect of public transport, it may be argued that those areas best 

served by public transport, namely centres, benefit more than other areas 

(by way of investment in infrastructure for public transport). However, the 

option of imposing a greater cost on commercial development is not 

necessarily the most effective option.  Commercial development is directed 

to commercial centres due in part to their accessibility and to enable a 

wider community to access goods and services. It is the wider community 

that benefits from such provision, reflecting the policy direction of a centres 

based approach.  

 

22.6 It is accepted that a large development can increase demand for public 

transport and public transport infrastructure. However, the charging of a 

financial contribution implies that this is an adverse effect attributed to that 

development. To impose a cost on the ‘destination’ without also charging 

the source of the demand i.e. new residential development, is not 

considered reasonable and could be perceived as an impediment to 

development within a centre.  Having regard to this, a District wide 

approach to Development Contributions for public transport is considered 

the most appropriate method. 

 

22.7 With regard to other infrastructure e.g. community space, I do not consider 

that the effects of development can be linked to demand for community 

space or facilities. Development contributions enable money to be acquired 

towards such facilities and it remains the most appropriate method to apply 

on a city wide basis, rather than targeting commercial development in 

suburban centres.  
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23. OUTLINE DEVELOPMENT PLANS  

 

Commercial Issue 16: The appropriateness of requiring a development plan for 

identified sites.  

 

23.1 In the notified rules for the Commercial Core zones at Belfast, North 

Halswell and Sydenham and the Commercial Local zone in St Albans (land 

between Packe, Purchas, Madras and Canon Streets), Council proposes a 

requirement for an ODP to be submitted as a restricted discretionary 

activity for the whole of the commercial area to ensure a comprehensive 

approach to the development of each location. The rules as notified 

propose that any development preceding the approval of an ODP for each 

centre is non-complying and any development not in accordance with a 

previously approved development plan is a discretionary activity.   

 

23.2 Since approval was given to notification of the proposal, case law has 

established that the approach described above is ultra vires. The decision 

of particular relevance is the 3rd Interim Decision of the Environment 

Court, numbered C93/2014 and issued 28th April 2014 on plan change 19 

to the Queenstown Lakes District Plan.  I am advised that the two key 

messages from that decision are as follows – 

 

A rule that does not specify an activity i.e. it only specifies a 

requirement for approval of a development plan, is ultra vires 

 

23.3 Paragraph 168 of the Court’s decision states as follows - "In the absence 

of a rule specifying activities that are expressly allowed subject to a grant 

of consent, rule 12.20.3.3(iii) is ultra vires s 77A(l) & 77B(3). To come 

within s 77B(3), and to be consistent with the operative District Plan's 

definition of "outline development plan", rule 12.20.3.3(iii) is to list activities 

that are limited discretionary activities." 

 

23.4 Rules in the Commercial proposal (as notified) of the kind described in the 

Queenstown Lakes decision include: 
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(a) Commercial Core zone (Belfast) – 15.2.4.1.1 Restricted 

Discretionary Activity (application for approval of a Development 

Plan) for Commercial Core zone (Belfast); 

(b) Commercial Core Zone (North Halswell) - 15.2.6.1.1 Restricted 

Discretionary Activity (application for approval of a Development 

Plan); 

(c) Commercial Core Zone (Sydenham) – 15.2.8.1.3 Restricted 

Discretionary Activity (application for approval of a Development 

Plan); and 

(d) Commercial Local zone (St Albans) - 15.4.4.1.1 - Restricted 

Discretionary Activity (Development Plan).  

  

A rule that requires compliance with an ODP, previously approved by 

resource consent, is ultra-vires 

 

23.5 Paragraphs 179 and 183 of the Court’s decision conclude that a rule 

cannot require compliance with a previously approved ODP on the basis 

that compliance with a consent is not a requirement under s87(A)(1) (para. 

177 of decision) and it does not convey in clear and unambiguous terms 

what activity is anticipated (para 178 of decision). Rules from the 

Commercial Proposal (as notified) of particular relevance in this context 

are as follows: 

 

(a) 15.2.4.1.4 RD9 and 15.2.4.1.5 D7 (for Commercial Core zone 

(Belfast); 

(b) 15.2.6.1.4 RD9 and 15.2.6.1.5 D7 (for Commercial Core zone 

(North Halswell); and 

(c) 15.4.4.1.4 RD7 and 15.4.4.1.5 D5 (For Commercial Local zone (St 

Albans). 

 

23.6 Therefore, Council’s own submission seeking the above in respect of the 

former Sydenham school site and sites in Edgeware is ultra vires and it is 

recommended that this be rejected.  

 

23.7 In terms of achieving a comprehensive approach for the sites at Belfast, 

North Halswell, Sydenham and in St Albans, a different approach is 

recommended for each as follows.  
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Belfast, North Halswell 

 

23.8 The two locations where an extension to an existing District centre 

(Belfast) and a new District centre (North Halswell) are proposed are both 

greenfield areas, comprising 9 ha and 17 ha respectively.  In the 

development of these sites, there is a need for a comprehensive approach 

to development to ensure a high quality urban environment, consistent with 

Objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic Directions chapter.  

 

23.9 If a comprehensive approach is not taken, it may result in a lack of 

connectivity and integration with the surroundings. Having regard to that 

and the submission from AMP152 on Belfast, it is recommended that any 

development in each location is a Restricted Discretionary activity to 

enable an assessment of design as well as the integration with the balance 

of the land zoned commercial and the surrounding area. While this places 

reliance on consenting, these two locations as future focal points can aid in 

the recovery of the City if well designed. A high quality environment in 

these locations will support investment and attract people.  

 

23.10 In the context of North Halswell, it is also proposed that an ODP specific to 

the commercial area is incorporated into the proposal to provide certainty 

in terms of the location of a civic square and infrastructure e.g. main street. 

This will also aid in achieving integration and addresses the relief in part 

that is sought by Selwyn District Council153.  

 

Sydenham 

 

23.11 The land in Sydenham at 350 Colombo Street, being between Buchan 

Street and Colombo Street and to the immediate north of Brougham Street, 

is a brownfield site (former school, also known as the ‘former Sydenham 

School’ site. The Ministry for Business, Innovation and Enterprise is 

facilitating a comprehensive mixed-use development of the site which is 

expected to go through a resource consent process before decisions are 

made on the Commercial and Industrial proposal.  

                                                   
152

 AMP Capital Investors (New Zealand) Limited #1187 Annexure 3. 
153

 Selwyn District Council #1137 
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23.12 The Sydenham Master Plan, prepared by Council as part of its Suburban 

Centres Master Plan programme, has an action to provide a development 

framework for the site. Through the planning process, Council are working 

with MBIE to achieve the outcomes anticipated for the site.  

 

23.13 The notified proposal includes rules to support a comprehensive approach 

to the site’s development, which is a different approach to other brownfield 

sites where there is no such framework. I do not consider the site to be 

unique relative to other brownfield sites and, given that resource consent is 

likely to be granted before decisions on this proposal, it is not appropriate 

in my opinion to include specific rules for the land in question. The relief 

sought by the Crown in respect of a development plan or other methods is 

therefore rejected. 

  

23.14 The relief sought by the Crown also seeks that residential development is 

enabled at ground floor level across the site. As it is such a large site, it is 

appropriate to enable residential activity across the site at ground level, 

with the exception being the frontage to Colombo Street. It is proposed in 

the revised chapter that this is enabled (refer to activity specific standard 

for P20 in rule 15.2.2.1 to recognise the different circumstances of this site. 

The relief is therefore accepted in part. 

 

St Albans 

 

23.15 Like the Sydenham School site, the land between Packe, Purchas, Madras 

and Canon Streets is a brownfield site, where a comprehensive approach 

has been sought through a previous plan change process. Rules requiring 

compliance with ODP, which forms part of the notified proposal, will 

support an integrated approach to development while also providing 

certainty on the location of access points and open space. The rules as 

notified however, also required a development plan to be approved by 

consent and subsequent compliance with that ODP. Given the small area 

involved and the detail on the ODP forming part of the proposal, an 

additional development plan is not considered necessary. This will 

therefore address the legal issue with the rules as notified.  
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24. NEW CENTRES 

 

24.1 Policy 5 as notified (Policy 4 in the revised proposal) provides for new 

centres in greenfield priority areas, serving the future residential 

community. Johns Road Horticultural (#1156) seeks amendment to the 

policy to refer to “commercial zoning” rather than “new local centres”. This 

acknowledges that in some greenfield areas, larger neighbourhood centres 

are proposed and those greenfield areas yet to be rezoned may 

accommodate a Neighbourhood or Local centre. Having regard to this, the 

relief sought is accepted. This also necessitates a change to the title of the 

policy. 

 

24.2 A number of submitters154 also seek amendments to acknowledge that new 

centres in greenfield areas, while primarily serving the new residential 

community around them, may not be accessed by solely walking and 

cycling. To address this, it is proposed that “by walking and cycling” is 

deleted from the policy. Similarly, reference to local centres serving an 

immediate walkable catchment in Policy 1 is acknowledged as 

inappropriate as they may not be accessed solely on foot. The Crown’s 

relief to delete “walkable” is therefore accepted in this regard.  

 

25. SITE SPECIFIC MATTERS 

 

Commercial Issue 17: The appropriateness of specific provisions for commercial 

centres i.e. subzones and whether they are necessary in achieving the anticipated 

outcomes for the area in question and in managing effects. 

 

 Addington  

 

25.1 Addington Community Development #719 seek provisions that enable a 

range of outcomes including (but not limited to) more shops, a new and 

proper supermarket, more restaurants/bars and no more large office 

buildings. The proposal as notified recognise Addington as a 

Neighbourhood centre and enables a range of activities. However, the 

outcomes sought are largely outside the District Plan in terms of delivery 

                                                   
154

 Scentre #742, Foodstuffs #705, The Crown #495.  
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and necessitate private and public investment. The submitter is therefore 

encouraged to pursue their relief by submission on the Draft Long Term 

Plan. The relief is otherwise rejected.  

 

Akaroa  

 

25.2 Akaroa Civic Trust (#340) seek that decisions on provisions for the 

Commercial Banks Peninsula zone should not be made until heritage 

provisions of the District Plan have been considered, which forms part of 

stage 2. The Panel are able to make decisions on stage 1 matters, and 

revisit these matter following the hearing of stage 2 matters. This would 

enable integration between the different proposals.  

 

Barrington 

 

25.3 The expansion of Barrington Mall including the rezoning of the Mall car 

park as Commercial Fringe has been opposed by submitters155. The 

reasons given are concerned with congestion, traffic and safety for 

pedestrians. The future development of Barrington and other centres is 

subject to rules in the Transport Proposal, which enables an assessment of 

the potential effects on the transport network including all road users. I do 

not consider amendments are required to the Commercial proposal in this 

respect.  

 

Belfast  

 

25.4 A submission from Johns Road Horticultural (#1156) seeks an amendment 

to refer to Northwood rather than Belfast in the context of Policy 2 of the 

notified proposal. This is dealt with in paragraph 27.2 of my Evidence in 

Chief on the Strategic Directions proposal. For ease of reference, this is 

copied below and applies to all parts of the proposal referring to the Belfast 

commercial centre. 

 

“I agree that local people are more likely to recognise the area in 

which this KAC is located as Northwood and are more likely to 
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 Rohs #1051. 
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recognise the name of Belfast as applying to the much smaller centre 

further north on Main North Road. However, Belfast is the name used 

in Chapter 6 of the CRPS, both within the definition of KACs and on 

Map A of that document. Therefore, changing the name to Northwood 

could potentially create confusion between the two documents. 

Neither name is ideal in these circumstances and it is therefore 

recommended that both names are used …”.  

 

25.5 In respect of the proposed ‘Styx’ centre in Belfast, being land on the south 

side of Radcliffe Road and proposed as a Commercial Core zone, the 

provisions generally reflect the plan change as decided by the Environment 

Court in 2012.  

 

25.6 AMP (#1143) seeks that policy 3(c) as notified (policy 2 in revised 

proposal) and rules for the subject land are amended and/or deleted, and 

that the Commercial Core zone rules that apply to other established District 

centres are applied to the proposed commercial centre at Belfast. The 

submission opposes many of the outcomes anticipated in the Court’s 

decision on plan change 22, which were incorporated into the Council’s 

proposal including: 

 

(a) requirement for a development plan to be provided by way of 

resource consent and compliance with that development plan 

(Refer to section 23 of my evidence) for my recommendation on 

this; 

 

(b) the Outline Development Plan for the site including the road 

connection points and location of parking; 

 

(c) floorspace limits for non-residential activities including retailing, 

office activities; and 

 

(d) limits on the total number of vehicles exiting the site.  

 

25.7 With regard to (a), section 23 of my evidence addresses this, being of 

relevance to other areas where a similar rule is proposed.  
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25.8 In terms of (b), the ODP seeks to ensure a comprehensive approach to the 

development of this greenfield site, providing for efficiencies in access and 

servicing, while also enabling integration with the surrounding area . This 

gives effect to Policy 6.3.3 of Chapter 6 to the RPS, which states 

“Development in greenfield priority areas … is to occur in accordance with 

the provisions set out in an outline development plan or other rules for the 

area". Methods to support this policy state “Territorial authorities will (1) 

Require an outline development plan to be developed and incorporated 

into district plans, prior to, or at the same time as, rezoning land for urban 

use in greenfield priority areas”.  

 

25.9 It is acknowledged that a change in circumstance may necessitate an 

updated ODP. However, AMP is opposed to an ODP for their site. 

 

25.10 The ODP identifies amongst other matters the location of access points to 

the adjoining road network, the alignment of a road running through the 

block and the location of a proposed public transport interchange. This 

provides certainty for the Council and the surrounding community in terms 

of what is proposed and to manage effects, particularly in respect of the 

transport network. This is discussed further in Mr Andrew Milne’s evidence.  

 

25.11 In my opinion, the absence of an ODP is inconsistent with Objective 3.3.7 

of the Strategic Directions chapter, which seeks a well-integrated pattern of 

development and infrastructure, and the efficient and effective provision 

and use of infrastructure. I therefore consider that the relief sought should 

be rejected.   

 

25.12 With regard to point (c), the floorspace limits proposed reflect the time and 

effort of multiple parties to the appeal and the decision of the Environment 

Court in 2012.  

 

25.13 In the context of the statutory framework, AMP  suggest that the proposal 

fails: 

 

(a) to give effect to the RPS in imposing retail caps, staging rules and 

other provisions which impede the establishment of the centre; 

 



26023663_4.doc26023663_4.doc  113 

 

(b) to align with the Recovery Plans, in that reference is made to the 

Christchurch Central Recovery Plan which states “it is not 

considered necessary or desirable to restrict suburban 

developments to achieve aspirations of the Recovery Plan”, and it 

is suggested that this was endorsed in the LURP which states that 

it (the LURP) “”is consistent with the CCRP and that it does not 

make any changes to the CCRP”; and 

 

(c) to align with the Ministers' expectations (in Schedule 4 of the 

Order in Council).  

 

25.14 Furthermore, AMP suggests that its relief is also justified by a change in 

circumstances, referring to confirmation of the Belfast commercial centre 

as a KAC in chapter 6 of the CRPS, the adoption of the LURP, CCRP and 

new ‘urban growth cells’ identified in the north of Christchurch under the 

LURP and PC1.  

 

25.15 The statutory framework has reinforced the planning framework 

established in documents156 preceding the Environment Court Decision on 

Plan Change 22 with the gazetting of the CCRP and LURP including 

amendments to introduce a new chapter 6 into the CRPS on the Recovery 

of Greater Christchurch. The LURP, CCRP and CRPS all support recovery 

of the Central City and recognise the Central City as the primary 

destination for a range of activities.  

 

25.16 With reference to section 4.1.2 of the LURP, I note that it states "The key 

activity centres identified differ from one another in overall size and form 

and also in the scale and balance of the activities they offer, as they reflect 

the needs of particular communities. They are to be developed in a way 

that complements recovery of the central city and recognises that the 

Christchurch central city remains the prime urban centre in the region." 

 

25.17 The growth areas identified in the LURP and chapter 6 of the CRPS, were 

identified in proposed change 1 to the CRPS as decided in December 

2009, notwithstanding appeals. The Prestons Greenfield area is one of 
                                                   
156

 Decisions on proposed change 1 to the Regional Policy Statement in December 2009 identified Belfast as a Key Activity 
Centre. The identification of greenfield areas to support future growth to 2041 were also identified in the same document 
including areas in Belfast and the north of Christchurch (incl. Highfield and Prestons).  
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those growth areas, which was rezoned in November 2011 well before the 

Environment Court decision on PC22.  

 

25.18 The Christchurch Central Recovery Plan (Objective 12.2 of amendments in 

Appendix 1) and Chapter 6 of the CRPS (Policy 6.3.6(3) seek to reinforce 

the role of the Central City as the principal focus for a diversity of activities.  

 

25.19 To give effect to Chapter 6 of the CRPS and not be inconsistent with the 

Recovery Plan, Council proposes in Objective 2 of the revised Commercial 

proposal to give primacy to the Central City ahead of District and 

Neighbourhood centres. In doing so, the rules for the Commercial Core 

zones at Belfast and North Halswell include limits on retail floorspace to 

manage their growth and to manage effects so as to not compromise the 

recovery and development of the Central City.  

 

25.20 While other District and Neighbourhood centres do not have similar limits 

on retail and office floorspace, their growth is constrained by the existing 

built form in those centres, which limits their potential. The Commercial 

Core zones at Belfast and North Halswell are both greenfield sites where a 

‘blank canvas’ provides an opportunity for a significant scale of 

development beyond what is otherwise anticipated in these locations 

without some control. Given the fragility of the Central City during the 

recovery of the City and the need to ensure retail activity returns to the 

CBD, provisions restricting the growth of greenfield suburban centres 

remain appropriate.   

 

25.21 With regard to AMP’s reference to the CCRP and a statement that it is “not 

considered necessary or desirable to restrict suburban developments to 

achieve aspirations of the Recovery Plan”, this was in the context of a 

document concerned with the Central City, being the area inside the four 

avenues. The scope of the document did not allow for limits to be imposed 

on suburban development. The LURP has since established a framework 

which does not preclude limits on commercial floorspace in suburban 

locations.  
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25.22 In terms of the assessment of effects on recovery of the CBD, a more up to 

date picture is presented in the evidence of Mr Tim Heath, whose 

economic advice I rely on. 

 

25.23 With particular reference to 15.2.4.2.7 which establishes maximum 

floorspace limits on retailing, the proposed activity status for non-

compliance with this rule differs from the rule as decided in the 

Environment Court’s decision. Reflecting the time and effort of the parties 

to that process to reach agreement, it is appropriate that the activity status 

aligns with that decision as was intended. It is therefore proposed that the 

activity status for a breach of the floorspace limit up to July 2017 is 

discretionary (rather than restricted discretionary) and beyond that date is 

non-complying (rather than restricted discretionary). The latter is supported 

by submissions from Kiwi Property Management #761 and Waimakariri 

District Council #968. However, it is noted in the revised Commercial 

proposal that the reference to Rule 15.2.4.2.7 in Rule 15.2.4.1.2 (for 

activity NC1) (Non-complying activities) should be corrected and similarly, 

reference below it to Rule 15.2.3.9 (for activity NC2).  This is shown in 

Attachment A. 

 

25.24 In terms of point (d), the limits on vehicle numbers leaving the site until the 

Northern Arterial is constructed and open to traffic is considered in the 

evidence or Mr Andrew Milne and which I rely on. 

  

25.25 In respect of design, amenity, and landscaping rules, which apply to the 

interface with the Styx River, AMP seek a revised set of provisions on 

height, landscaping, setbacks and the scale of buildings in proximity of the 

Styx River. While the provisions may differ from those in the Court’s 

decision, the proposed rules put forward seek to manage effects on the 

Styx River and surrounds and are acceptable in providing certainty. For 

example, the rules put forward by AMP specify the minimum depth of 

setbacks and landscaping, those in the notified proposal relying on 

interpretation of the ODP. I therefore accept the relief of AMP in respect of 

landscaping and setback requirements. It is recommended that the 

balance of their submission is otherwise rejected. 
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Ferrymead  

 

25.26 Hagley Ferrymead Community Board (#803) submits that there should be 

a defined height limit for ‘this area’ of the City and it should be set to align 

with the Master Plan for Ferrymead. The Master Plan for Ferrymead has 

actions for Woolston and Ferrymead as commercial centres, the outcome 

for the former being “Buildings 1-2 storey in height; or potentially 3 storey 

along the southern frontage of Ferry Road and on gateway sites to the 

Village Centre”  and for the latter “a mix of building heights and scales”.   

 

25.27 Woolston is defined as a Neighbourhood centre in the proposal, which has 

a height limit of 12 metres in the core area. This provides for up to 4 

storeys (including 3.5m at ground floor), enabling a greater scale of 

development. While in excess of what is anticipated in the Master Plan, 

there is a need to enable development and ensure it is viable, which may 

be achieved with a  larger building. There is still an opportunity to support 

the vision of the Master Plan but it is my opinion that this can be achieved 

through design guidance, education and other non-statutory methods.   

 

25.28 Mahaanui Kurataiao (#1145) also seek that the landscaping strip adjoining 

Charlesworth Reserve in Ferrymead is planted with native species. This 

reflects the natural environment adjoining the commercial zone and would 

enable integration between the two. It also supports amenity, biodiversity 

and cultural values. The relief is therefore accepted.  

 

Moorhouse Ave 

 

25.29 PD Sloan157 seeks provision for retail activity with no minimum floorspace 

limit, offices, commercial services and community facilities in the block 

between Moorhouse Ave, Carlyle Street, Waltham Road and Colombo 

Street. The submission states that the proposal does not recognise the 

existing use and character of development.  

 

25.30 There is a need to acknowledge the existing activities, particularly the 

proliferation of office buildings with finer grain retail at ground floor and 
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 PD Sloan #934 
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community activities. The block in question does not in fact provide for 

much if any large format retail activity at present and is unlikely to given the 

existing built form. Rather than putting forward ‘exemptions’ for the land in 

the Commercial Retail Park zone or provision for a broad range of 

activities, it is recommended that the zoning of the subject land is changed 

to Commercial Core. This would apply to land the south side of Moorhouse 

Ave, between Waltham Road, the railway line and Colombo Street. 

However, the scope of the submission does not enable this and the Panel 

are asked to consider this in conjunction with other matters.  

 

25.31 Awly Investments (#754) also seek provision for offices and commercial 

services in the Commercial Retail Park zone, specific to land along 

Moorhouse Ave, with an office overlay. The relief seeks to recognise 

existing activity at 104 Moorhouse Ave, or to rezone all land along the full 

extent of Moorhouse Ave, zoned Commercial Retail Park zone for office 

and commercial services. 

 

25.32 The land in question at 104 Moorhouse Ave is a stand-alone office building 

amongst a mix of other activities, while further east is an agglomeration of 

large format retail activity as anticipated in a Commercial Retail Park zone. 

Further west along Moorhouse Ave, there is a number of office buildings, 

which are considered appropriate for rezoning to Commercial Office (west 

of Lincoln Road) (refer to section of my evidence on requests for rezoning).  

 

25.33 The relief to effectively ‘spot zone’ 104 Moorhouse Ave is not considered 

appropriate, particularly in establishing a clear framework of where office 

activities are anticipated. The alternative relief is also not appropriate. The 

existing environment continues to be dominated by large format retail 

activity between Montreal Street and Colombo Street, and to provide for 

offices and commercial services would adversely affect the recovery and 

growth of the Central City, which the subject land is on the doorstep of.  
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North Halswell  

 

Applicable rules  

 

25.34 Danne Mora Holdings (#1134) submits that the rules in 15.2.6 should be 

the only rules that apply to the new centre at North Halswell, with the 

addition of permitted activities from their submission. It is stated in their 

submission that this would enable development to proceed with a clear set 

of rules rather than reference to ‘different rules set out in different places’. 

It is acknowledged that the structure of the chapter with a general set of 

provisions, followed by site specific is not as clear as it could be.  

 

25.35 The effect of the change sought by Danne Mora would be that a number of 

general rules do not apply including the setback required from a residential 

zone, recession plane control, and the screening of outdoor storage 

(amongst a number of matters). Without any control on these matters, 

there is a greater risk of adverse effects.  

 

25.36 While all development in the proposed Commercial Core zone is proposed 

to be a restricted discretionary activity and an assessment can be made of 

the bulk and scale of each building and any effects, the application of 

standards provides certainty for the public and surrounding land owners on 

the anticipated scale/ form of development permitted. The relief sought by 

Danne Mora Holdings is therefore rejected.  

 

Size of the KAC 

 

25.37 Thompson (#44) raises concern with the size of the KAC, which is 

understood to be due in part to the potential visual effects. The 

development of the KAC is to be planned in a comprehensive way and 

integrated with its surroundings. This is to be achieved through an 

assessment of design of any new development as a Restricted 

Discretionary Activity. The revised proposal includes an ODP specific to 

the centre, identifying key elements of the KAC to ensure any development 

is co-ordinated and integrated, critical to its success.  
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25.38 Terrace Development Services158 also seek an extension to the zoned 

area to provide for a commercial centre of 30 hectares. This is considered 

under the site specific requests.  

 

Retailing/ office – quantum, mix and staging 

 

25.39 Selwyn District Council seeks to confirm the actual amount of retail/ office 

floorspace required to meet needs of the catchment area. Their submission 

also seeks to understand the other activities that will make up the 

proposed commercial centre and which justifies the quantum of land to be 

rezoned. In addition, SDC seek that sufficient land is set aside of open 

space and stormwater management. 

 

25.40 There have been two reports prepared by Property Economics to inform 

the proposal, which evaluate the future growth needs in the south west 

catchment and conclude that up to 17 hectares is required for retail and 

other commercial activities. The size of the area zoned as Commercial 

Core is now estimated to be 17 hectares, with a part of the area zoned 

commercial in the notified proposal, being rezoned for the exemplar 

housing development.  

 

25.41 It has also been concluded that up to 60,000m2 of retail floorspace is 

required over the long term to meet future needs. However, the area zoned 

also provides for other activities envisaged as part of a KAC including 

community activities, a civic square, public transport interchange and open 

space. Provision is also made for stormwater management across the 

greenfield area which is considered in the evidence of Mr Brian Norton.  

 

25.42 Mr Tim Heath’s evidence considers the potential effects on Selywn District. 

His conclusion is that the estimated need for a new centre is based on 

growth in the south west of Christchurch alone. The estimated land and 

floorspace requirements  in effect are not reliant on drawing expenditure 

from Selywn District. The relief sought by Selywn District Council is 

therefore accepted in part.  
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 Terrace Development Services, Hallgrow Farms Ltd, and Foxton Properties Ltd #966 
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25.43 Terrace Development Services (#966) seeks provision for up to 50,000 m2 

of retail floorspace and 10,000 m2 of office floorspace as a permitted 

activity in the new commercial zone to align with long term predictions of 

market demand (in respect of retail activity) and to provide for a mix of 

activities. In terms of retail activity, it is acknowledged that a critical mass is 

required initially in the establishment of a new centre, which is provided for 

under rule 15.2.6.2.3  (up to 25,000 m2). Beyond this, any additional 

floorspace is a restricted discretionary activity to enable an assessment of 

the potential effects on the recovery and function of the Central City and 

other centres.  

 

25.44 If development is all allowed to proceed without control, the risk is that 

development of up to 50,000 m2 ahead of demand being realised could 

draw trade away from the CBD. Terrace Development Services (#966) 

propose a staging rule to manage the development of the KAC but it is 

based on development progress. This provides for a concentration of 

activity in each stage but does not enable effects on the CBD and wider 

network of centres to be assessed or managed. This is considered further 

in the evidence of Mr Tim Heath. Based on the points above it is 

recommended that the relief is rejected.  

 

25.45 In terms of office floorspace, the provision of up to 10,000 m2 as sought by 

Terrace Development Services could draw employment and business 

away from the Central City, and is not consistent with the objective to 

support the recovery and future growth of the CBD. Mr Phil Osborne’s 

evidence discusses the effects of office distribution outside the CBD 

further. The relief sought is also rejected in this respect. 

 

25.46 Amendments are sought by submitters159 to policy 3 and rule 15.2.6.2.4 in 

the notified version to remove the requirement for a split of 60 – 40 

between large format and finer grain retailing in the new Key Activity 

Centre at North Halswell. The basis for seeking a 60 – 40 split was to 

recognise that over the long term, growth in the south west necessitates a 

greater proportion of large format retailing. However, the policy direction 

and rules as notified would require this split for each development which 
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 Terrace Development Services #966, Danne Mora Holdings #1134, Progressive Enterprises #790 
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may not be appropriate e.g. a supermarket may be proposed as one stage 

and such a proposal would not achieve the split.  

 

25.47 While the split between large format and finer grain remains an outcome 

anticipated, it would be driven by market forces to a degree i.e. the type of 

retail for which there is a need will be developed. The removal of reference 

to a split is therefore accepted. 

 

Existing activities  

 

25.48 P and B Stuart Property Trust (#836), which operates a timber yard within 

the proposed Commercial Core zone at North Halswell, seeks to ensure 

the planning and development of the commercial centre recognises the 

existing use and any effects on the business are avoided or reduced. The 

primary issues are access and minimising constraints on the existing 

activity.  

 

25.49 With regard to access, the timber yard is likely to have existing use rights 

and any development does not preclude ongoing use of that access. In 

terms of other potential effects of a commercial development on the 

existing activity, reverse sensitivity is the main concern.  

 

25.50 To manage effects on the existing activity, it is proposed in the matters of 

discretion (15.2.6.3.3) for any new development that consideration is given 

to recognising and enabling existing land use activities to continue while 

managing effects on those activities. This would enable management of 

the effects in close proximity to the timber yard. The relief is therefore 

accepted in part.  

 

Height  

 

25.51 Thompson160 has sought that development in the KAC at North Halswell is 

a maximum of 2 stories to retain views of the Port Hills and/or provision for 

car parking fronting Halswell Road to achieve the same outcome. The 
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submitter’s property is to the north of Halswell Road, opposite the 

proposed area for the commercial centre. 

 

25.52 Development at 14 metres may reduce the views the landowner currently 

benefits from. However, the land on the south east side of Halswell Road 

has been identified as a greenfield priority area where the development of 

urban activities is anticipated and the views that the landowner benefits 

from are not protected. In any other part of the City, views of the Port Hills 

are not protected and there are not considered to be distinctive or 

important views from Aidanfield that warrant a different approach. The 

relief sought is therefore rejected. 

 

25.53 Submitters161 also oppose the minimum building height limit for the 

commercial area, stating that it will inhibit good design and consideration of 

the context. A mix of building heights is sought. It is the only centre where 

a minimum height is proposed in the notified version and was intended to 

ensure the scale of development in the commercial area was at least the 

same height as the surrounding residential development. However, it may 

preclude good design outcomes and the relief is therefore accepted. 

 

Intersection upgrades  

 

25.54 Thompson (44) supports traffic lights at the intersections of Halswell Road 

and Aidanfield Drive, and Halswell Road and Augustine Drive.   

 

25.55 Submitters162 oppose the requirement under rule 15.2.6.2.2 of the notified 

proposal that Aidanfield Drive and Halswell Road intersection shall be 

upgraded to traffic lights prior to any retailing activities being open to the 

public.  Danne Mora does not consider the intersection upgrade to be 

‘directly relevant’ and that it can occur in later stages of development. 

Upon review, the upgrade of the subject intersection need not occur before 

retailing commences. It would provide connectivity to the surrounding area 

including residential neighbourhoods across Halswell Road but should not 

be a requirement that delays development. I rely on the evidence of Mr 

Mike Calvert in this respect. The relief is therefore accepted.   
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25.56 With regard to the location of access, the Crown opposes the proposed 

road connection to Halswell Road opposite Aidanfield Drive and seeks a 

‘floating’ point, providing flexibility as to where the connection may be 

made, between Dunbars Road and Augustine Drive. Their concern is that it 

may adversely affect the efficient operation and management of SH75 

(Halswell Road). I rely on the evidence of Mr Mike Calvert in response to 

this issue and recommend the relief is accepted.  

 

Prestons 

 

25.57 The Council, by submission, has sought to include a suite of rules for the 

Commercial Fringe zone in the new centre forming part of the Prestons 

development. Having regard to the proposal to consolidate the Commercial 

Core and Fringe zone rules, the amendments sought by Council are not 

appropriate.   

 

26. SUBMISSION SEEKING REZONING OF LAND TO COMMERCIAL 

 

26.1 Attachment C considers all submissions seeking rezoning to Commercial.  

 

27. MATTERS OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THE PROPOSAL 

 

27.1 Submissions seeking provision for outdoor advertisements in the rules163 

are outside the scope of the Proposals and will be a part of the Proposal 6 

(General rules) in stage 2 of the pRDP.  

 

27.2 Kiwirail seek the addition of rules to manage noise and vibration effects on 

noise sensitive activities within proximity of the railway corridor. This is a 

matter being considered in Stage 2 of the review and it is therefore outside 

the scope of the Proposal.  

 

27.3 Council’s submission seeking to introduce rules for an area identified for 

mixed use in the operative Living G zone at North west Belfast, identified 
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on the planning maps in stage 1 as part of stage 2 is also outside the 

scope. 

  

28. DEFERRAL UNTIL STAGE 2 

 

28.1 Submissions have been made on the following issues, which the Council 

considers should be heard in Stage 2: 

 

(a) provision made for the Lyttelton Farmers Market on London 

Street, and whether controls are necessary to manage effects on 

the surrounding environment – this is more appropriately 

considered as part of the hearing on the part of the Transport 

Chapter in Stage 2, which includes the re-zoning of roads as a 

Transport zone; 

 

(b) submissions seeking provision for temporary activities, namely in 

Lyttelton – this is more appropriately considered as part of the 

hearing on that part of Chapter 6 which will be notified in Stage 2;  

 

(c) provision sought by Mahaanui Kurataiao (#1145) for setbacks 

from waterways, which is a matter proposed in the General rules 

(proposal 6); and 

 

(d) provisions to manage effects associated with birdstrike on the 

operation and development of Christchurch International Airport. 

With proposed rules in Proposal 6 on managing birdstrike risk, the 

Panel are asked to defer consideration of this matter until Stage 2. 

 

29. SUBMISSIONS ON STAGE 2 LAND 

 

29.1 Submissions have been made on land that is shown as grey on the Stage 

1 planning maps; that is a zone was not proposed for the property in Stage 

1, however submitters have sought that the property be given a 

Commercial zoning through Stage 1.   It is the Council's view that the 

rezoning of Stage 2 land should be heard when the Stage 2 Proposals are 

notified.  Submissions that have been identified that fall into this category 

are listed in Attachment D.  
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30. DEFINITIONS 

 

30.1 The Council’s submission includes a number of points where amendments 

are proposed to rules to provide clarity, which are taken from the 

definitions as notified. This includes the following terms:  

 

Commercial 

 

(a) Large format retail activity – Amendments are proposed where the 

term is used to make it clear that it is “where the tenancy for a 

retail activity is a minimum of 450m2 GLFA”;  

 

(b) Finer grain retail activity – Amendments are proposed where the 

term is used to make it clear that it is “where the tenancy for a 

retail activity is less than 450m2 GLFA”;  

 

(c) Supermarket – Amendments are proposed where the term is used 

to make it clear that it is where an individual tenancy is greater 

than 1,000 m2; and 

 

Commercial and Industrial 

 

(d) Outdoor storage is only subject to outdoor storage rules if the 

storage of materials is for more than 12 weeks in any year.  

 

30.2 The amendments do not alter the effect of the rules, which are reliant on 

the definitions in the plan as notified. The relief sought is effectively 

relocating parts of the definitions to the rules. This is appropriate and I 

recommend the relief is accepted.   
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INDUSTRIAL  

 

31. ZONING STRUCTURE 

 

Industrial Issue 1: The appropriateness of the zones proposed and the role they 

play e.g. Industrial General zone as a buffer between the Industrial Heavy zone and 

Residential zones. 

 

31.1 The Council proposes three industrial zones in its amended proposal, 

being an Industrial General zone, Industrial Heavy zone and Industrial Park 

zone. Each zone has a different function reflecting its location relative to 

residential zones, the anticipated level of amenity in the zone and the 

nature and scale of activities provided for. This is expressed in Policy 3 of 

the Proposal. The recognition of industrial zones with different functions is 

supported by the New Zealand Institute of Architects (NZIA)164. 

 

31.2 The Industrial General zone is intended as a buffer between the Industrial 

Heavy and residential zones, which is reflected in its role to provide for 

activities that can operate in close proximity to more sensitive zones. 

Policy 3 should acknowledge this (as proposed in the revised chapter) and 

the relief sought by Belfast Estates Limited165 and Melanesian Mission 

Trust Board166 is therefore accepted.   

 

31.3 The zones proposed replace ten industrial zones in the operative plans for 

the City and Banks Peninsula. Each of the operative zones has specific 

provisions, yet similar outcomes are sought between two or more zones. 

The consolidation of zones was identified in a section 35 report167 prepared 

for Council and simplifies the zoning structure significantly. The NZIA 

support the reduced number of zones.  

 

31.4 NZMEA seeks buffer zones between heavy industrial and general 

industrial areas, taking into account existing operations. Their 

submission168 states “rezoning existing B5 zones as general Industrial has 

the potential to further threaten heavy industrial (existing B5) zones”. This 
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 New Zealand Institute of Architects (NZIA) #307 
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 Belfast Estates Limited #770 
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 Melanesian Mission Trust Board #6001 
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 Evaluating the Effectiveness and Efficiency Of The Christchurch City District Plan, 28 January 2011 (page 150) 
168

 New Zealand Manufacturers and Exporters Association #666. 
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relates to the Council’s proposal to rezone land north of Garlands Road 

and west of Cumnor Terrace from Business 5 to Industrial General, a 

change in effect from a heavy industrial zone to a light industrial zones. As 

stated above, the industrial chapter proposes an Industrial General zone 

as a buffer between the Industrial Heavy and residential zones and the 

proposed zoning maintains that buffer. A buffer between Industrial General 

and Industrial Heavy zones is not considered appropriate on the basis that 

it does not support the efficient use of land, nor provide for the 

redevelopment of existing industrial zones for industrial activities as sought 

by Policy 2 of the Industrial Proposal.  

 

31.5 Lowe Corp169 has sought that all provisions including zoning and standards 

be deferred until stage 2. This is on the basis that matters affecting 

industrial activities, including noise and hazardous substances, are being 

dealt with in stage 2 and it would be appropriate to consider in a 

comprehensive and integrated manner. Rules in the General proposal 

(Proposal 6) will affect industrial zones but provisions controlling glare, 

noise, and hazardous substances affect all zones. To defer consideration 

of the Industrial Proposal to stage 2 on this basis would necessitate 

deferral of other proposals, including commercial to stage 2. The 

notification of stage 2 proposals provides an opportunity for submissions, 

with knowledge of the context i.e. proposed zoning and its purpose. The 

relief sought is therefore rejected. 

 

32. INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES  

 

Industrial Issue 2: Whether the plan should be more or less permissive of activities 

defined as "noxious or offensive activities" and where they are appropriately 

provided for. 

 

32.1 Submitters170 seek that any noxious or offensive activity (as defined in the 

plan as notified) is non-complying in the Industrial General, Industrial Park 

and Industrial Office zones. This is supported and opposed in further 
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 Lowe Corp and Colyer Mair Assets Ltd #772 
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 Christchurch City Council #310, Environment Canterbury #342. 
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submissions171, those in opposition stating that it does not adequately 

support industry or the role it plays in fostering wellbeing and the economy.  

 

32.2 The identification of heavy industrial activities as non-complying was 

intended but omitted from the plan as notified, having regard to the role of 

each zone. Those activities defined as Noxious or offensive (proposed to 

be replaced by term “Heavy Industrial Activities”) generally discharge to air, 

land and/or water and the potential risk of adverse effects on the 

surrounding environment is greater. Similarly, there is a greater risk of 

reverse sensitivity effects. It is therefore recommended that the relief to 

provide for heavy industrial activities as Discretionary in the Industrial 

General and Industrial Park zones is rejected, consistent with Objective 

3.3.14 of the Strategic Directions chapter.  

 

32.3 In conjunction with this, there is a need to recognise the role that heavy 

industry plays in the City’s recovery and growth and where such activities 

are provided for. In this respect, submitters172 seek that heavy industrial 

activities (defined as Noxious or Offensive activities in the notified plan) are 

permitted or Restricted Discretionary with an assessment of the potential 

effects.  

 

32.4 The notified proposal identified such activities as discretionary in the 

Industrial Heavy zone to enable an assessment of effects having regard to 

the location and nature of the activity. However, the effects  associated 

with heavy industry that distinguish it from lighter forms of industry are 

discharges to air, land and water, and potentially greater effects in terms of 

noise, glare and the use and storage of hazardous substances.  The 

Industrial Heavy zone is buffered from residential zones by an Industrial 

General zone, and any potential effects are otherwise addressed through 

regional plan rules or other parts of the District Plan, namely Proposal 6. 

To achieve consistency with Objective 3.3.1 (a), 3.3.2 and 3.3.5 of the 

Strategic Directions chapter, there is a need to recognise and provide for 

heavy industry and the relief is therefore accepted to make Heavy 

Industrial activity a permitted activity in the Industrial Heavy zone.  
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 Mahaanui Kurataiao #FS1448 – support, Tegal Foods #FS1348 – Support in part, Lowe Corporation #FS1379 - oppose, 
Silver Fern Farms #FS369 - oppose, and  
172

 Tegel #766, Lowe Corp #776, Gelita #1014 
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32.5 Tegel seek provision for poultry hatcheries in the Industrial Heavy zone for 

which the same reasons above apply. Their relief is also accepted.  

 

Industrial Issue 3: Whether the plan needs to be explicit in providing for other 

activities incidental to industrial/other permitted activities across all zones e.g. car 

parking, landscaping. 

 

32.6 Submitters173 seek amendments to make it clear that activities ancillary to 

and on the same site as an activity are permitted, particularly given the 

opening statement at the top of the Activity Tables “Any new building…”. 

To provide clarity consistent with Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter, there is merit in making it clear that landscaping, access, parking 

and other hardstanding areas are permitted. In the same vein, it is not 

considered appropriate to retain the opening statement of the nature of 

building/development that is permitted, consistent with the relief sought by 

submitters174. There is a risk of over-complicating the plan in listing any 

possible development scenario and it is therefore recommended that the 

following statement is deleted from the top of each activity table – “Any 

new building, alteration or addition to an existing building or a relocatable 

building or relocation of a building for any of the following activities”. 

 

Whether provision should be made for freight hubs, loading and 

cargo handling associated with the port in specified area; and 

 

32.7 Provision is also sought for a number of activities in the Industrial General 

zone at Kennaway Park, an industrial park under development and known 

as Portlink (#787.13). The uses include parking lots/ buildings, loading 

areas, waste management areas and freight/ cargo handling, which are 

considered appropriate in any industrial zone. It is therefore recommended 

that the relief is accepted in respect of parking lots/ buildings, loading 

areas and waste management areas. With regard to freight/ cargo 

handling, this is within the scope of the definition of Warehousing and 

Distribution activity, also permitted in the Industrial General zone. To add 

‘Freight and cargo handling’ would create unnecessary overlap between 

permitted activities and the relief in this respect is therefore rejected.  

                                                   
173

 Kennaway Park Joint Venture Partnership (#787.12 and 13), Foodstuffs #705. 
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32.8 Provision is also sought for commercial, retail, office and residential 

activities which are not supported for the reasons outlined below. 

 

33. RECOGNITION AND PROVISION FOR NON-INDUSTRIAL ACTIVITIES  

 

Industrial Issue 4: Whether the plan should be more or less enabling of retail, 

office and other non-industrial activities in industrial zones  

 

33.1 Amendments are sought to Policy 3 to recognise and provide for other 

activities compatible with an industrial environment, rather than just 

industrial activities175. The activities enabled within the industrial zones are 

not limited to industrial activity and therefore policy 3 should reflect this by 

inclusion of the words “and other compatible activities” in clause (a). 

However, the relief176 to delete “industrial” from clauses (i) to (iii) of Policy 3 

in respect of each zone is not appropriate as the primary role of the zones 

is for industrial activities, giving effect to Objective 6.2.6 of Chapter 6 to the 

CRPS. Notwithstanding this, recognition should be made of the role that 

the Industrial General  zone has in providing for a range of other activities. 

It is therefore recommended that subclause (i) also refers to “other 

compatible activities” as set out in Policy 3 of the revised chapter. On this 

basis, it is recommended that the relief sought by Higgins Contractors 

Limited is accepted in part. 

 

33.2 Provision is also sought for non-industrial activities in Policy 4 that service 

or complement industrial activities177. Clause (a)(vi) of Policy 4 enables 

non-industrial activities that support the needs of workers and businesses 

in the zone, which may include food and beverage outlets, commercial 

services and pre-schools. These activities service or complement industrial 

activities and the wording achieves the same outcome. It is therefore 

recommended that the relief sought is rejected. Notwithstanding this, 

Foodstuffs (#705.70)178 considers that the wording should be amended by 

adding the word “including” to recognise that the uses listed in clause 

(a)(vi) are not exhaustive. This is appropriate given there are other 
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 Higgins Contractors #827, Bunnings #725 
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 Higgins Contractors #827, Bunnings #725 
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 Kennaway Park #787 
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 Supported by further submissions #1450 Progressive Enterprises, #FS1270 Scentre. 
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activities that support the needs of workers and businesses in the zone 

which are permitted. It is therefore recommended that the relief sought by 

Foodstuffs is accepted. 

 

33.3 Amendments are sought by Gelita179 to Policy 4 which seeks to restrict the 

provision for non-industrial activities to outside the Industrial Heavy 

zone180. While this could be interpreted as consistent with Objective 3.3.14 

of the Strategic Directions chapter, Rules in 16.3 of the proposal provide 

for a range of non-industrial activities which are compatible with or support 

industrial activities and that can co-exist in a lower amenity environment, 

consistent with Objective 3.3.1 and 3.3.10 of the Strategic Directions 

chapter. The policy direction sought of limiting the use of heavy industrial 

areas for industrial activities would not have regard to the existing 

environment, nor provide for activities for which effects can be 

appropriately managed. It is therefore recommended that the relief sought 

is rejected. 

 

33.4 Luney (#326.7) seeks provision for non-industrial activities where located 

close to a residential boundary or other sensitive non-industrial area. The 

proposal seeks to provide for a range of activities in the Industrial General 

zone e.g. trade suppliers, yard based suppliers, second hand goods 

outlets, while not compromising the role of centres as the focal point for 

commercial activity. The wording sought would provide for a broad range 

of activities and would ‘open the door’ for commercial activity of a scale not 

appropriate in industrial zones. It is therefore recommended that the relief 

is rejected. 

 

Activity status for activities not specified  

 

33.5 Gelita181 seeks amendment to make any activity non-complying that is not 

specified in the Industrial General zone as permitted, restricted 

discretionary or discretionary. A non-complying activity status for any other 

activity not listed including residential would suggest to a user of the plan 

that it is not anticipated. However, there are a range of activities that may 

be appropriate but necessitate a case-by-case assessment of their 
                                                   
179

 Gelita #1014 
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 Supported by further submission #FS1348, and opposed by #1277 and #FS1346 Annex Developments. 
181

 Gelita #1014. 
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potential effects. If non-complying activity status was applied, there is a risk 

of the intent being lost if numerous consents are granted for other 

activities. It is therefore recommended that the relief is rejected.    

 

33.6 Foodstuffs #705 seek that a non-compliance with activity specific 

standards is Restricted Discretionary rather than full discretionary in the 

Industrial General and Industrial Heavy zones. Given the matters of 

discretion are defined and there are no other matters requiring 

consideration, this relief is appropriate. It is therefore recommended that 

the relief is accepted. 

 

Ancillary activities 

 

33.7 Submitters seek amendments to provide for non-industrial activities that 

are ancillary to both permitted and consented activities, because policy 4 

as notified only provides for activity ancillary to permitted activities 

(Kennaway Park #787.10, Foodstuffs #705.71182, Crown #495.906183). 

Activities that are permitted by the plan and consented are lawfully 

established and regardless of how the activity was established, limits apply 

to ancillary activities in the rules, enabling adverse effects to be managed. 

The relief is therefore accepted. A similar amendment is sought by the 

Crown (#495.907) to Policy 5(a)(i)184, which it is also recommended be 

accepted. 

 

Commercial activities  

 

33.8 Amendments are sought to Policy 4 (c) to avoid the use of industrial zones 

for non-industrial activities that are likely to have significant adverse effects 

on the role of centres185. While Policy 6.3.6 of Chapter 6 to the RPS 

provides for out of centre commercial activities that will not give rise to 

significant distributional or urban form effects, reflecting case law on the 

matter, the policy is concerned with activities undermining the role of 

centres as the focus of commercial activity i.e. it is not as to whether a 

development will have significant effects but rather, whether it supports the 
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 Supported by further submissions #FS1240 Calder Stewart and #1450, Progressive Enterprises.  
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 Waterloo Park #920 
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objective for commercial activity to be focussed within commercial areas to 

support their recovery. It is therefore recommended that the relief sought is 

rejected. 

 

Retailing 

 

33.9 Policy 4 provides for activities ancillary to permitted or consented activity 

(including Ancillary Retail activity as defined in Proposal 2), and activities 

which support the needs of workers and businesses e.g. Food and 

Beverage. Waterloo Park186 has sought provision for retailing in Policy 4. 

While it is acknowledged that retail activity at a localised level is 

appropriate to support workers and businesses e.g. food and beverage, 

the wording sought would enable any quantum of retailing to establish that 

workers and businesses require, regardless of it being for personal or 

business use. In effect, a commercial centre could be established. This is 

not appropriate for the revitalisation of centres as sought in Objective 

3.3.10 of the Strategic Directions chapter and Objectives 1 and 2 of the 

revised Commercial Proposal. 

 

33.10 Retail activity is defined as including “displaying or offering goods for sale 

or hire”. This may include showrooms and/or the display of goods. The 

rules as notified include floorspace limits on retail activity of 250m2 (Gross 

Floor Area) or 25% of the gross floor area of all buildings on the site, 

whichever is the lesser, to restrict the scale of retail activity to an ancillary 

function. This gives effect to Policy 6.3.6 of Chapter 6 to the RPS which 

seeks that existing areas used for industrial activities and greenfield priority 

areas are for primarily industrial activities.  

 

33.11 The restrictions on the display of goods, showrooms and ancillary retail 

activity are opposed by submitters, some of whom seek provision for 

specific forms of retailing in identified areas187 or a greater scale of retail 

activity188 or no limit at all189.   
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 Waterloo Park #920 
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 #819 Foxton Properties 
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 In the context of the IG zone, Belfast Estates Ltd #770 and Melanesian Mission Trust #600 seek provision for the display of 
goods/ showroom up to 25% of all buildings, Foodstuffs #705, Radford Family #660 who seek retention of the operative rules; 
In the context of the Industrial Heavy zone, Foodstuffs #705. 
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 In the context of the IG zone, Kennaway Park #787.14, Waterloo Park #920, Foodstuffs #705, Ngai Tahu Property #840. In 
the context of the IH zone, Orchard Trust #768, Foodstuffs #705.  
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33.12 To provide for a greater scale of retailing or even specific forms of retailing 

e.g. electronic equipment, may compromise the role of centres as the 

focus for retail activity, inconsistent with Objective 3.3.7 (e) of the Strategic 

Directions chapter, which anticipates that centres as focal points for the 

community. It would also not give effect to Objective 6.2.6 of Chapter 6 to 

the RPS, which anticipates that new commercial activities are primarily 

directed to the Central City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood 

centres. In order to achieve this, method 2 of Policy 6.3.6 requires Council 

to “identify trigger thresholds for office and retail commercial activities in 

industrial areas where these activities are likely to give rise to distributional 

effects, particularly on larger commercial centres, or result in reverse 

sensitivity effects.”  

 

33.13 Retail activity, particularly larger stores which act as anchors, contributes 

to the vitality of a centre and the surrounding community in:  

 

(a) encouraging pedestrian activity within a centre;  

(b) providing goods and services in a location accessible to a 

catchment by a range of modes of transport;  

(c) supporting agglomeration benefits for business;  

(d) supporting a high amenity environment; and 

(e) contributing to community well-being by providing for the needs of 

people in that community. 

 

33.14 To enable retailing beyond centres, without limiting the scale, will not 

support their role as focal points and is therefore not appropriate in 

achieving Objective 3.3.7 (e) of the Strategic Directions chapter to maintain 

and enhance the Central City, KACs and Neighbourhood centres as 

community focal points.  

 

33.15 The effects of allowing a greater scale of retail activity in industrial zones 

are considered in the evidence of Mr Tim Heath and Mr Phil Osborne but 

can result in the following adverse effects:  

 

(a) reverse sensitivity;  

(b) effects on the health and safety of shoppers to an area; 
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(c) effects on the anticipated function of an area, resulting in industry 

locating elsewhere;  

(d) undermining the function of commercial areas and the anticipated 

pattern of commercial activity across the City; and 

(e) reduced accessibility to goods and services. 

 

33.16 On the basis of this evidence and the policy framework, it is my 

recommendation that the relief for a greater scale of retail activity should 

be rejected.  

 

33.17 Gelita (#1017) seeks that ancillary retail activity is a non-complying activity 

in the Industrial Heavy zone. As discussed in section 34 of my evidence, 

under the heading “Reverse Sensitivity”, there is a need to limit the scale of 

non-industrial activities, particularly in the Industrial Heavy zone to avoid 

reverse sensitivity effects. However, a non-complying activity status for 

ancillary retail activity fails to acknowledge that some businesses sell 

products stored, processed or produced on site, which provision is made 

for. It is therefore recommended that the relief is rejected. 

 

Commercial services 

 

33.18 Provision is sought by submitters for commercial services within the 

general rules or specific sub-zones190. Commercial services are effectively 

a form of retailing, offering a service rather than a product e.g. bank, travel 

agent. Commercial services, while not a destination to the same extent as 

some retail activities e.g. supermarket, are beneficial to a centre’s role as a 

focus for commercial activity and enable linked up trips between different 

forms of retailing. There are also benefits of agglomeration for businesses 

such as banks as well as for customers. To provide for commercial 

services in all industrial zones could undermine the function of commercial 

zones for these activities and it is therefore recommended that the relief 

sought is rejected.  

 

33.19 Gelita seek that commercial services are non-complying in the Industrial 

Heavy zone. While the potential for reverse sensitivity effects is 
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 In the context of the Industrial General zone, Kennaway Park #787.17, Waterloo Park #920 
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acknowledged, discretionary activity status is more appropriate as there 

may be circumstances where a service to businesses is appropriate e.g. 

copy centre attached to a printing business. It is therefore recommended 

that the relief is rejected. 

 

Food and Beverage outlets 

 

33.20 The notified proposal provides for food and beverage outlets but proposed 

limits in terms of floorspace (maximum of 150m2) and the hours of 

operation. This is intended to provide for day time activities (including 

cafes, lunch bars) serving workers and to avoid the establishment of large 

premises that attract a larger number of people and the establishment of a 

night time ‘destination’ in their own right. 

 

33.21 In the context of the Industrial General, Industrial Park and Industrial Office 

zones, submissions191 oppose the standards proposed and seek a more 

permissive approach. Gelita support the standards, subject to amendments 

to limit the quantum of floorspace per site rather than by tenancy in order 

to avoid the establishment of a food court or similar type of activity.  

 

33.22 Having regard to the nature of industrial activities and processes, including 

shift work and ‘round the clock’ operations, there is a need for food and 

beverage outlets through the night and day and therefore limits on hours 

are not appropriate in the Industrial General and Industrial Park zones. In 

the Industrial Office zones, which are primarily office based, the limits of 7 

am to 7 pm do not acknowledge the hours that people work and the role 

that food and beverage outlets play in serving needs immediately before 

and after work. 

 

33.23 Limits on the size of a unit are not the most appropriate in limiting the 

number of people that may visit a food and beverage outlet and, in reality, 

an establishment is only likely to serve the customer base around it. The 

concern Gelita has with the potential for an agglomeration of food and 

beverage activities is unlikely to come to fruition given the anticipated 

amenity in an industrial zone. It is therefore recommended that the relief 
                                                   
191

 Kennaway Park #787, Goodman Property Trust #775, Waterloo Park #920, Belfast Estates Ltd #770, Melanesian Mission 
Trust Board #600, Ngai Tahu Property #840 in respect of limits on hours, Bunnings #725, The Crown #495 re. limits on hours, 
New Zealand Metropolitan Properties in the context of the Industrial Office zone.  
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sought to delete the standards is accepted and Gelita’s submission is 

rejected. 

 

33.24 In the context of the Industrial Heavy zone, submissions192 oppose one or 

both standards, while Gelita seeks that Food and Beverage outlets are 

non-complying, which is opposed by further submissions193.  There is 

anticipated to be demand for food and beverages from workers in an 

industrial zone and provision for these activities supports the workforce in 

these areas. The relief of those opposed to the standards is accepted for 

the same reasons described above. 

 

Yard-based suppliers and Trade suppliers  

 

33.25 Submitters seek provision for yard-based suppliers and trade suppliers in 

the Industrial Heavy zone, both generally and specific to locations i.e. 

subzones194. The nature of these activities which includes car sales yards, 

landscape suppliers (both yard-based suppliers) and a broad spectrum of 

trade suppliers (from Bunnings to specialist trade based businesses) 

attract a larger customer base to an industrial zone. This has the potential 

to have reverse sensitivity effects as well as hindering the development of 

the Industrial Heavy zone for heavier industrial uses, due to concerns from 

business about locating in an environment with a greater mix of activities. 

The relief sought in the context of general rules is therefore rejected.  

 

33.26 Orchard Trust’s submission (#768) is specific to the South West Hornby 

industrial area where consent has previously been granted for subdivision 

and development of the land. As the commissioner described in the 

decision on this consent, it was effectively ‘rezoning by consent’ given the 

operative rural zoning. The conditions of that consent for the subject land 

largely reflect the operative provisions for light industrial zones in the 

operative plan and the rezoning of the subject land as Industrial General 

(refer to Attachment C of my evidence) enables trade suppliers and yard 

based suppliers. In effect the relief would be satisfied for the land in 

question.  

 
                                                   
192

 Orchard Trust #768 re. the limit on gross floor area, The Crown #495. 
193

 Waterloo Park #1277, Annex Developments #1346 
194

 Orchard Trust #768, supported by further submission from Calder Stewart #FS1240, Calder Stewart #985, Lowe Corp #772 
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Office 

 

33.27 A number of submissions (as described below) seek provision in the 

Industrial General and Heavy zones for offices of a greater scale195, with 

no limit196 and/or in specific locations197. Gelita198 seeks retention of the 

restrictive approach in Policy 5199. 

 

33.28 In terms of the scale of office activity, Foodstuffs200 seeks provision for 

offices associated with distribution/manufacturing that is incidental or 

ancillary but not restricted further than this. Similarly, other submitters201 

have sought amendments to Policy 5 to only avoid office development 

beyond an ancillary function in the Industrial Heavy zone.  

 

33.29 Waterloo Park202 seeks provision for office activity in a range of locations 

(without restriction) including opposite residential areas or within a 

brownfield area, or otherwise of a scale to meet the needs of businesses 

not suitable in the Central City or District centres. Similarly, Luney (#326.7) 

seeks provision for offices where located close to a residential boundary or 

other sensitive non-industrial area.  

 

33.30 In response to these submission points, the provision for office activity in 

all industrial zones without restriction does not give effect to Objective 

6.2.6 of Chapter 6 to the CRPS, which anticipates that new commercial 

activities are primarily directed to centres (clause 3). In order to achieve 

this, method 2 of Policy 6.3.6 requires Council to “identify trigger thresholds 

for office and retail commercial activities in industrial areas where these 

activities are likely to give rise to distributional effects, particularly on larger 

commercial centres, or result in reverse sensitivity effects.”  

 

                                                   
195

 Jarras Holdings #874, p5 seek up to 500 m2 with no percentage limit, Foodstuffs #705 (to make any limits feasible). In the 
context of the Indsutrial Heavy zone, Foodstuffs #705. 
196

 In the context of the IG zone, Kennaway Park #787 page 8, Waterloo Park #920, Belfast Estates Limited #770, Higgins 
Contractors #827, Foodstuffs #705, #Radford Family #660 in respect of North Belfast, Ngai Tahu Property #840, Luney #325 
seek removal of the limit for office activity to be ancillary.  In the context of the Indsutrial Heavy zone, Foodstuffs #705, Orchard 
Trust #768, Higgins Contractors #827. 
197

 Lyttelton Port Company #915. 
198

 Gelita #1014 
199

 Opposed by Waterloo Park #1277 and Annex Developments #1346 
200

 Foodstuffs #705 
201

 Belfast Estates Limited  #770, Melanesian Mission Trust Board #600 
202

 Waterloo Park #920 
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33.31 Offices generally have a higher density of employment and benefit from 

locations close to other services while also benefiting commercial areas by 

attracting a day time population. In effect, office activity contributes to the 

vitality of a centre and other activities benefit from that. To enable offices 

beyond centres, without limiting the scale, will not support their role as 

focal points and is therefore not appropriate in achieving Objective 3.3.7 

(e) of the Strategic Directions chapter to maintain and enhance the Central 

City, KACs and Neighbourhood centres as community focal points.  

 

33.32 The economic benefits and costs of Council’s proposed approach and the 

relief sought by submitters is considered further in the evidence of Mr Phil 

Osborne, which supports a restrictive approach to office activity in 

industrial zones. 

 

33.33 It is therefore recommended that the relief for a greater quantum or no limit 

on office activity in industrial zones is rejected.  

 

33.34 In response to the relief sought by some submitters203, it is acknowledged 

that offices may act as a buffer between industrial activities and more 

sensitive land uses including residential. However, the plan proposes to 

provide for a range of activities in the Industrial General zone, separating 

residential activities from heavier industrial activity, while not compromising 

the role of centres as the focal point for offices. 

 

33.35 Waterloo Park’s204 relief seeks recognition and provision for offices that are 

not suitable in the Central City or District centres. The effects on the 

environment, including the Central City, of an office activity associated with 

rural or industrial based clients or with the need for a large vehicle fleet 

may be as significant as any other form of office activity. It is 

acknowledged that some companies benefit from having their office based 

functions integrated with a wider industrial or warehousing operation on the 

same site. However, this should not be provided for in all circumstances, 

particularly given the potential scale of office activity. It is a question of 

where the line is drawn and for an assessment of the potential effects to be 

made of proposals for larger quantums of office floorspace to ensure that 

                                                   
203

 Waterloo Park #920, Luney #325 
204

 Waterloo Park #920 
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commercial centres continue to be supported as focal points. The 

economic benefits of this approach are supported in the evidence of Mr 

Phil Osborne. 

 

33.36 Evans205 seeks provision for standalone offices less than 150m2 in the 

Industrial General zone in policy 4 and either as permitted or restricted 

discretionary. The relief sought by Evans to amend policy 4 is opposed by 

the Crown (#1347) on the basis that it would adversely affect the centres 

based approach.  

 

33.37 The provision for small offices of up to 150m2 could support small 

business, particularly those that relocated to temporary premises following 

the earthquake and are unable to afford to relocate back to commercial 

centres. With the significant damage to some commercial centres in the 

earthquakes, there was a loss of lower grade office space. As the rebuild 

progresses, some of this space will be replaced by higher quality space 

and there is not anticipated to be the extent of more affordable lower grade 

space available for start up businesses and the like in commercial areas.  

 

33.38 However, the costs of the relief sought include the potential loss in demand 

for space in commercial areas, which will not give rise to new building 

activity in the locations that offices are anticipated in. While there will not 

be the same quantum of grade C/ D space in centres as there was before 

the earthquakes, there will continue to be existing office space across 

suburban areas including industrial zones to support small business. This 

will become available at a lower cost for business than in the centres, as 

larger companies move back to the Central City and suburban centres. On 

balance, a restrictive approach is important to support the recovery of 

commercial areas, consistent with Objective 3.3.7 (e) of the Strategic 

Directions chapter and the relief is therefore rejected.  

 

33.39 Lyttelton Port Company seeks amendments to Policy 4 and rule 16.2.2.1 to 

provide for office activities in Lyttelton (#915.85) given “traditional links and 

adjacency to the town centre”. Given the proximity to the town centre of 

Lyttelton, there is not significant separation from industry to which any 

                                                   
205

 Evans #1181 
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office component relates. Having regard to the significant damage to the 

town centre and the need to support its recovery, it is recommended that 

the relief is rejected.  

 

Residential activity 

 

33.40 Submitters have sought provision for controlled on-site residential 

accommodation through amendments to rules for the Industrial General 

zone206. The operative rules provide for residential activity in association 

with any existing business activity, for the purposes of security or 

management of the business activity on the site.  

 

33.41 While there is a demand for live-work units as demonstrated by recent 

developments in Woolston, as well as on-site accommodation for larger 

companies, there have been reverse sensitivity effects in the Woolston and 

Heathcote areas from residents complaining about activities that would be 

anticipated in an industrial zone e.g. heavy vehicle movements and noise. 

It is proposed in the Industrial Proposal that the development of residential 

accommodation is subject to consent to enable an assessment of the 

potential effects having regard to the surrounding environment and based 

on issues to date. It is therefore recommended that the relief is rejected.  

 

Gymnasia 

 

33.42 In the context of the Industrial General zone, submitters seek provision for 

gymnasia either specific to general rules or specific sub-zones207, while 

Gelita (#1014) opposes the provision of gymnasia in the Industrial Heavy 

zone. Gymnasia are located in industrial zones serving the needs of 

workers in those areas, generally occupying larger buildings and without 

effects on industry to date. While the notified plan required consent for 

gymnasia as a restricted discretionary activity, this is not considered 

necessary. Provision for gymnasia is unlikely to compromise the function of 

centres as focal points for the community given they will go to locations 

that are accessible and convenient to their members. The relief sought to 

permit gymnasia is therefore accepted. 

                                                   
206

 Belfast Estates Limited #770, Melanesian Mission Trust Board #600; Riccarton Wigram Community Board #254.20 
207 Mayell Property Trust (#876) in respect of land on Trents Road, Waterloo Park #920 in respect of land at Waterloo Park.  
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Preschools 

 

33.43 Submitters seek provision for pre-schools either specific to general rules or 

specific sub-zones208. At present pre-schools are located in lighter, cleaner 

industrial environments serving the needs of workers in those areas. In the 

Industrial General zone and Industrial Park zone where there is a mix of 

activity, pre-schools are unlikely to result in reverse sensitivity effects. The 

rationale for making these activities Restricted Discretionary was on the 

basis of potential reverse sensitivity effects, which in lighter industrial areas 

is not warranted. It is therefore recommended that the relief is accepted in 

the context of the Industrial General and Industrial Park zones. 

 

Parking lot/ Parking building 

 

33.44 Submissions209 seek amendments to permit parking lots/ buildings (parking 

not associated with a use) e.g. a public car parking area. The effects of 

parking lots/buildings in an industrial context are primarily transport related 

and can be managed through transport rules in Proposal 7. Unlike 

commercial areas, the visual effects of parking buildings are not an issue in 

industrial zones. Having regard to these points, it is not appropriate to 

require consent for such activities and the relief is therefore accepted.  

 

Other activities  

 

33.45 Provision for Trade and Industry training facilities, service stations and 

public transport facilities as permitted is opposed by Gelita who seek 

discretionary status for these activities in Industrial Heavy zones. These 

uses serve the needs of businesses and workers in industrial zones and 

are not anticipated to result in reverse sensitivity effects. While public 

transport facilities may attract the general public, they will generally only 

locate in heavy industrial areas at a small scale e.g. bus stop, to serve 

workers. On this basis, the relief should be rejected.   

 

                                                   
208

 Waterloo Park #920 
209

 Kennaway Park #787, Waterloo Park #920, both in respect of the IG zone, Orchard Trust #768 in respect of the IH zone, 
Tait #784 in respect of the Industrial Park zone (Tait campus). 
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33.46 The Council submits that the processing of quarried materials by 

screening, crushing, washing and/or mixing with additive materials should 

be a discretionary activity. This aligns with the approach proposed in the 

Rural chapter in stage 2 which is to direct processing of materials to 

industrial zones. At present, there are known to be adverse effects on 

households in rural zones associated with the processing of materials in 

quarries, unrelated to the material being extracted on the same site. In 

providing for processing in industrial zones, it acknowledges that it is an 

industrial activity. It is therefore recommended that the relief is accepted. 

 

Industrial Issue 5: The appropriateness of provision for office activity in the 

Industrial Park Zone beyond an ancillary function/ scale. 

 

33.47 The Crown210 opposes Policy 5 (ii) and Rule 16.4.5.1.1 as notified on the 

basis that it provides scope for incremental development of office activities 

in the Industrial Park zone, which could undermine centres and the 

investment in those locations. The New Zealand Manufacturers and 

Exporters Association211 state that restricting office activity as proposed 

does not take into account some high tech operations and possible 

examples are given of off-shore manufacturing, which may require a 

programming/ engineering in a space that resembles an office building.  

 

33.48 Provision for a limited quantum of stand-alone office space has been 

provided for in Policy 5 and Rule 16.4.5.1.1 as notified to recognise that 

the nature of industrial processes in high technology based companies 

may be office-based, requiring offices rather than industrial buildings or 

warehousing. However, there is a need to avoid compromising the 

objective for commercial activity to be focussed within centres. 

 

33.49 Notwithstanding this, the policy as worded in the notified proposal provides 

for any quantum of office activity by consent, subject to the zone being 

primarily for industrial activities. While the relief sought is to delete clause 

(a)(ii), a more appropriate outcome is to amend the Policy as set out in the 

revised chapter to avoid an open door for office development in the 

Industrial Park zone beyond what is anticipated. It is also noted that Rule 

                                                   
210

 The Crown #495 
211

 New Zealand Manufacturers and Exporters Association #666 
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16.4.5.1.1 was inadvertently deleted in the revised proposal and should be 

reinstated in the proposal for the hearing (Refer to Attachment A for 

amendments). 

 

33.50 To acknowledge that high technology industry may be little different to an 

office based company in some instances, amendments are proposed to 

the revised version of Commercial proposal to provide for high technology 

industrial activity in the Commercial Core zone (refer to Attachment A for 

amendments).  

 

33.51 Submissions from Memorial Avenue Investments Limited212 seek provision 

for commercial activities in the Industrial Park zone, by way of 

amendments to Policy 3(iii), which describes the role of the zone. The 

Industrial Park zone in the Industrial Proposal is proposed for two areas, 

comprising land north of Wairakei Road and land east of Wilmers Road in 

Awatea, both identified as greenfield priority areas in the LURP and 

chapter 6 of the RPS. To provide for commercial activities does not give 

effect to Objective 6.2.6 of Chapter 6 to the RPS, which states: 

  

“(2) Except where identified for brownfield redevelopment, areas used 

for existing industrial activities are to be used primarily for that 

purpose rather than as a location for new commercial activities; 

(3) new commercial activities are primarily directed to the Central City, 

Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres”. 

 

33.52 As discussed earlier, provision for commercial activity in out of centre 

locations will not support the recovery and function of the Central City, and 

District and Neighbourhood centres. The relief for commercial activities to 

be provided is therefore rejected.  

 

Industrial Issue 6: The appropriateness of recognising existing clusters of 

commercial activity by zoning to reflect their existing use. This includes the zoning of 

additional areas as Commercial/ Industrial Office zones.  Related to this is whether a 

specific policy is required that recognises the role of these areas and the provision 

made for offices in these locations together with other activities.  

                                                   
212

 Memorial Avenue Investments Limited #917 
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33.53 Foodstuffs213 submit that the term ‘Office Parks’ is not defined and it is 

unclear what this means. At a policy level, the term could benefit from a 

definition to describe the characteristics that makes a location appropriate 

to zone as Industrial Office. It is recommended that the relief is accepted in 

this respect with the following definition – 

 

An office park is an clearly defined cluster of established buildings 

used for primarily office activities in a location that acts as a focal point 

for employment but is not recognised as a centre. 

 

33.54 Amendments are also sought214 to recognise the zone as a commercial 

environment by renaming it ‘Commercial Office’ zone with provisions 

deleted from the Industrial Proposal and their inclusion in the Commercial 

proposal. The proposal as notified identified the zone as an ‘Industrial 

Office’ zone for two reasons. Firstly, in recognition of the historical use of 

sites that have since developed as offices and the surrounding context of 

land in Russley, which remain industrial e.g. north of Sir William Pickering 

Drive. Secondly, the policy framework in the commercial chapter is 

focussed on centres as the focal points of office activity and office parks 

are not considered to be centres per se. However, through amendments to 

the objectives and policies, the recognition of clusters of office activity as a 

focal point of employment can be accommodated in the Commercial 

proposal. The relief sought by submitters is therefore accepted. 

 

33.55 A number of submitters215 seek inclusion of a new objective and/or policy in 

the Commercial proposal to recognise and enable office activities in the 

areas identified as office parks. Rather than a new objective, it is 

considered more  appropriate as an addition to Objective 2 of the revised 

proposal, which outlines the focus (in location) of commercial activity. A 

new policy is also proposed as policy 7 in the revised Commercial 

proposal, reflecting what was in the Industrial proposal as notified.    

 

                                                   
213

 Foodstuffs #705 
214

 Hazeldean Business Park #735.5, Calder Stewart Industries #741.5, Crown #495.895 (Supported by Further submissions 
#FS1420, Elliot Sinclair, #FS1294.46, #FS1294.2 Property Council, #1270.2, #1270.1 Scentre), NZ Metropolitan Properties 
#557, BRents Investments Ltd #795. 
215

 Hazeldean Business Park #735, NZ Metropolitan Properties #557, Calder Stewart #741, The Crown #495 
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33.56 Related to the points above, amendments have been sought to Policy 3 of 

the notified Industrial proposal to refer to the fourth type of Industrial zone, 

being the Industrial Office zone as notified216. Having regard to the deletion 

of the Industrial Office provisions in the revised Industrial Proposal, the 

relief sought to Policy 3 (as notified in the industrial proposal) is not 

considered appropriate. Goodman Property Trust217 also seek an 

exemption in Policy 5 of the notified Industrial Proposal to provide for office 

development in the Industrial Office zone. In accepting the deletion of text 

from the Industrial Proposal for the Industrial Office zone, the relief is not 

appropriate. However, the inclusion of a new clause in Objective 2 and 

Policy 7 of the revised Commercial proposal acknowledges the role of the 

Commercial Office zone as a location for existing and new office activity.  

 

33.57 The Crown218 seeks deletion of the last part of Policy 6 to the Industrial 

proposal as notified (which states “in a manner that does not undermine 

the role of District and Neighbourhood centres as the focus for offices”). 

With the deletion of the Policy from the Industrial proposal, the relief sought 

in the context of the Industrial Proposal is rejected. Notwithstanding this, 

proposed wording of a policy in the Commercial Proposal does not include 

this wording on the basis that the policy is specific to existing office parks 

and the Crown’s relief is therefore accepted.  

 

33.58 A number of submitters have sought the identification of land they have an 

interest in as Commercial/ Industrial Office as notified. These are dealt with 

separately in Attachment C of my evidence. 

 

33.59 Policy 6 of the Industrial Proposal as notified identifies the locations of 

‘office parks’. In addition to the relief sought by submitters to rezone 

additional areas as Commercial/ Industrial Office, amendments are sought 

to Policy 6 of the notified industrial proposal. For example, Brents 

Investments seek the rezoning of land on the south side of Moorhouse 

Avenue, east of Detroit Place, and aligned with this, amendments are 

sought to policy 6 to delete “Hazeldean Business Park, Show Place” 

(#795.3). The effect of these changes are that the policy continues to 

identify the areas where clusters of office activity have established 
                                                   
216

 Rockgas Ltd #397, Goodman Property Trust #977, South Island Region Trust Board #785, Crown #495 
217

 Goodman Property Trust #977 
218

 The Crown #495 
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including Russley and, more generally, the Addington area. This would 

encapsulate the clusters of office activity zoned as Commercial/ Industrial 

Office in the proposal. With Policy 7 of the revised Commercial proposal 

replacing Policy 6 of the notified Industrial proposal, the amendment 

sought to recognise the Commercial Office zones in ‘Addington’ (rather 

than specifically Hazeldean Business Park, Show Place) is reflected in the 

revised commercial proposal  

  

33.60 Similarly, Addington Raceway Limited219 seek reference in Policy 6 to 

“Addington Raceway: Wrights Road”. This is supported in the further 

submission of NZ Metropolitan Properties220. Rather than referring to each 

individual area in Policy 7 of the revised commercial proposal, it is 

considered appropriate to accept the relief sought by Brents Investments 

Limited to refer to Addington generally, to acknowledge locations in that 

area that the Policy applies to.  

 

33.61 Reflecting the relief sought by a number of submitters221 for the 

identification of land on Wrights Road as Industrial Office, amendments are 

sought to include reference to “and Wrights Road” in Policy 6. This 

amendment is not appropriate having regard to the scope in stage 1 being 

limited to areas not identified as phase 2 on the planning maps. It is 

therefore recommended that this relief is rejected and the matter is re-

submitted on in stage 2. 

 

Other activities in the Commercial/ Industrial office zone 

 

33.62 Goodman Property Trust222 seeks provision for visitor accommodation in 

the Industrial Office zone. Visitor accommodation is directed to the Central 

City and commercial centres, contributing to their role as focal points and 

supporting activity during the day and night in these locations. It is in 

commercial centres where visitors can benefit from access to a range of 

goods and services including retailing and entertainment. To provide for 

visitor accommodation in the Commercial/ Industrial Office zones enables 

an activity in locations that do not benefit from good accessibility to these 

                                                   
219

 Addington Raceway Ltd #977 
220

 Metropolitan Properties #FS-1374 
221

 NZ Metropolitan Properties #557, supported by Addington Raceway Ltd FS-1304, and Christchurch City Council #310. 
222

 Goodman Property Trust #977 
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uses (with the exception of Hazeldean Business Park). It is recommended 

that the relief is rejected on this basis. 

 

33.63 The Crown223 seeks provision for community facilities in the Industrial 

Office zone. Community facilities are defined in Proposal 2 and encompass 

a broad range of activities including education, health, spiritual, recreation 

and entertainment facilities.  These activities contribute to the role of 

centres as the focal point for the community and providing for the range of 

activities encapsulated by the term ‘Community facility’ will not support 

their recovery. The relief sought is therefore rejected. 

 

33.64 While specific to a location on the south side of Moorhouse Ave, SFF One 

and SFF Two224 seek provision to enable activities that service or 

complement office activities including showroom retail, food and beverage, 

or health facilities. The proposal as notified permits Food and Beverage 

outlets, gymnasia, pre-schools and commercial services in the Industrial 

Office zone in recognition of the demand for these services from workers 

and businesses. In respect of retail activity, the provision for this would 

draw demand away from commercial centres at the expense of their 

recovery and function as the focal point for the community. Centres are 

generally more accessible than the locations identified within the Industrial 

Office zone (Commercial Office zone). Retail could draw a wider 

population which would be more likely to use their car due to the lower 

levels of accessibility by public transport, relative to centres. It is therefore 

recommended that the relief is rejected. 

   

34. REVERSE SENSITIVITY 

 

Industrial Issue 7  Whether sufficient recognition is given to the reverse 

sensitivity effects of activities on:    

(a) Industrial activity and the function of industrial zones; and 

(b) The operation and development of strategic infrastructure.  

 

                                                   
223

 The Crown #495 
224

 SSF One Limited, SSF Two Limited, Elmwood Storage Limited #831, supported by Brents Investments Ltd #FS1267.3, 
#FS1267.5.   
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34.2 Submitters225 have sought greater recognition of reverse sensitivity issues 

and acknowledgement of the effects associated with industry and that they 

may not be limited to within a site. Similarly, Silver Fern Farms226 has 

sought amendments to policy 10 of the notified proposal (Policy 8 of 

revised proposal) and the associated rules to provide sufficient protection 

for established industries from reverse sensitivity.  

 

34.3 The proposal as notified includes policy recognition of reverse sensitivity 

effects and seeks to avoid activity with the potential to hinder or constrain 

established or ongoing industrial activities in Policies 4 and 7 (as notified). 

This is to address the issue of reverse sensitivity as acknowledged in the 

Section 32 report to the Industrial Proposal at page 14.  

 

34.4 Gelita227 has sought that the avoidance of reverse sensitivity effects is also 

incorporated into Policy 1, which is concerned with ensuring a sufficient 

and suitable supply of land, and Policy 3, which addresses the role of 

different industrial zones. Reverse sensitivity effects can preclude the 

effective use of land in some circumstances and is a reason for a 

restrictive approach to the provision of non-industrial activities in industrial 

zones. However, the relief sought could add complexity to policy direction 

on the supply of land and the function of zones in Policies 1 and 3 

respectively. The most appropriate place to deal with the matter of reverse 

sensitivity is in Policy 4, which is concerned with activities in industrial 

zones and the effects of activities as identified in the further submission 

from Annex Developments228. Clause (b) of that Policy deals with the relief 

sought and no change is appropriate. It is therefore recommended that the 

relief is rejected.   

 

34.5 Gelita has also sought amendments in Objective 2 of the notified proposal 

(Objective 3 of the revised proposal) in respect of the effects of industry on 

adjoining zones, the Objective seeking that the amenity in the adjoining 

non-industrial zone is not compromised by industry in an industrial zone. 

Gelita proposes that this is limited to new industry229. Industrial activities 

should not have adverse effects beyond the boundary, nor compromise the 

                                                   
225

 NZ Manufacturers and Exporters Association (NZMEA) #666, Gelita #1381. 
226

 Silver Fern Farms #686. 
227

 Gelita #1014, supported by Tegal #FS-1348 and #FS-1348, and In respect of Policy 3, by Lowe Corp #1379 p4. 
228

 Annex Developments #1346 p6 
229

 Supported by #1348.11 Tegal, and opposed by #1277.21 Waterloo Park p10, #1346.14 Annex Developments p6/7. 
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amenity of an adjoining zone through intensification of existing activity or 

the introduction of new activity. The amendment is not appropriate and it is 

recommended that it is rejected on this basis.  

 

34.6 Policy 4 (b) seeks to avoid activities in industrial zones that result in 

reverse sensitivity effects on industrial activities. Submitters230 have sought 

that clause (a) to that policy is given priority over clause (b) (subject to 

amendments to clause (b) to avoid effects on strategic infrastructure). It is 

acknowledged that non-industrial activities provided for in industrial zones 

should not result in reverse sensitivity effects. However, clause (a) is to be 

read in conjunction with clause (b) and does not necessitate the 

amendment to add “Subject to (b) below” at the start of clause (a).  It is 

therefore recommended that the relief is rejected. 

 

34.7 Submitters231 have also sought amendments to Policy 4(b) to limit its scope 

to the Industrial Heavy zone. As presented in Policy 3 of the Industrial 

Proposal, the Industrial Heavy zone is intended for activities that generate 

potentially significant effects, necessitating separation from more sensitive 

land uses. Recognition that reverse sensitivity effects will be more likely in 

a lower amenity environment is appropriate. However, the wording sought 

is not appropriate in my opinion given reverse sensitivity is an issue to 

consider in the context of any industrial environment. It is therefore 

recommended that Policy 4(b) reads “Avoid any activity in industrial zones 

with the potential to hinder or constrain the establishment or ongoing 

operation or development of industrial activities and strategic infrastructure, 

particularly in the Industrial Heavy zone where effects of industry are 

potentially more significant than other locations”. (underlining indicates 

additions in respect of reverse sensitivity; refer to the revised chapter for all 

amendments to the policy). 

 

34.8 With regard to the relief sought by Silver Fern Farms232 to amend Policy 10 

which deals with effects, it is accepted that such a policy should include 

reference to reverse sensitivity effects amongst other effects, which gives 

effect to Policy 6.3.6 (8) of Chapter 6 of the RPS. It is therefore 

recommended that the relief is accepted. 
                                                   
230

 Liquigas #774, Lyttelton Port Company #925, #1444, 
231

 Waterloo Park #920, Lyttelton Port Company #915, Liquigas #774. 
232

 Silver Fern Farms #686. 
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34.9 Recognition is also sought in the proposal that standards of acceptable 

odour, noise and dust vary depending on the surrounding zone. This is 

addressed in the proposal through recognition of different industrial 

environments serving different functions as described in the introduction. 

The Industrial Heavy zone is described under Policy 3 as providing for 

industrial activities that generate potentially significant effects. The relief 

sought is therefore rejected. 

 

34.10 The submission also seeks “adequate notification of any proposed change 

in use that might have reverse sensitivity effects”. Through the rules, 

residential and other Sensitive Activities (as defined in Proposal 2) are a 

Discretionary activity in the Industrial General zone and Non-complying in 

the Industrial Heavy zone, with section 95 of the Act enabling the Council 

as decision-maker to determine who is an affected person and whether 

limited or public notification is required. The recommendation is therefore 

that the relief is rejected.  

 

35. AMENITY IN INDUSTRIAL ZONES 

 

Industrial Issue 9: Whether there is an over-emphasis on improving amenity 

values in industrial zones and the effect this has on recovery/ growth of business 

and on strategic infrastructure.  

 

35.1 The Crown233 submits that the emphasis on improving amenity values in 

industrial areas should be reduced, with the relief sought including deletion 

of clause (a) to Policy 8 as notified and recognition of the practicality of 

landscaping and tree planting in Policy 8(a). Reflecting this, the Crown 

considers there to be insufficient recognition of the functional and 

operational requirements of industry and the lower amenity anticipated in 

industrial zones234. 

 

35.2 Similarly, Foodstuffs submit that the focus on amenity in Policy 8 (as 

notified) is too prescriptive and does not account for the character of 

                                                   
233

 The Crown #495 
234

 The Crown #495, supported by further submissions including Heinz Watties #1416.3 p2, Lowe Corporation #1379.2 p1-2, 
The Oil companies #1295.98. 
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industrial zones. Further submissions support the Crown’s position235 and 

that of Foodstuffs236 while a submission from the New Zealand Institute of 

Architects237 supports improvements to visual amenity throughout industrial 

zones.  

 

35.3 Some submitters seek a refined approach by focusing on locations where 

a higher level of amenity may be appropriate or exemption from achieving 

a higher level of amenity for strategic infrastructure238. This includes 

Rockgas239 which seeks amendments to Objective 2 to focus amenity 

improvements on the frontage with arterial roads240, while Memorial 

Avenue Investments Ltd241 seek that higher level of visual amenity is 

achieved at the boundary of the zone. 

 

35.4 The interface need not achieve a higher level of amenity than exists or is 

required to manage the effects of activity. The most appropriate outcome in 

achieving the purpose of the Act is to avoid, remedy or mitigate adverse 

effects, not to achieve an improvement regardless of effect. Having regard 

to the existing and anticipated environment within industrial areas, a policy 

to achieve amenity improvements is not considered appropriate or 

practicable, particularly in circumstances where buildings and/ or access 

constrains the use of a site.  There is also an issue in interpretation of 

Objective 2 and Policy 8 as to the outcome sought. Reference to a higher 

level of amenity requires some context to understand what the higher 

amenity is relative to.  

 

35.5 Having regard to the points above, it is recommended that the outcome 

sought in Objective 2 as notified (Objective 3 of revised chapter) is 

amended and this is achieved under Policy 10 (now Policy 8 in revised 

version) with a focus on managing effects. However, there is a need to 

consider the locations where effects need to be managed to a greater 

extent as discussed below.   

 

                                                   
235

 Heinz Watties #1416 p2 
236

 Heinz Watties #FS1416.5 p2; Progressive Enterprises #FS1450.830, Scentre #FS1270.18. 
237

 New Zealand Institute of Architects #307. 
238

  The Oil companies #723, Mobil #988 
239

 Rockgas #397. 
240

 Amendments are also sought by Rockgas to acknowledge that enhancements to the visual amenity of industrial sites may 
not be practical (#397.12). 
241

 Memorial Avenue Investments Limited #917 
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35.6 The notified version of Objective 2(a) and Policy 8(a) require higher level of 

amenity on all road frontages. As Rockgas states in its submission, all 

industrial sites have a road frontage in order to have access. Many of 

these roads are local in nature serving the adjoining industrial area. The 

benefit of enhanced visual amenity on the frontage of all roads is limited if 

the context of the environment is of a lower amenity with primarily workers 

and heavy vehicles accessing sites.  

 

35.7 A focus on arterial roads as proposed in the revised proposal 

acknowledges their role as strategic corridors and the significant volume of 

traffic using these routes. Development in industrial zones adjoining arterial 

routes can visually impair the anticipated amenity along arterial roads, 

which is most appropriately managed through rules that provide for 

setbacks and landscaping. It is therefore recommended that the relief 

sought by Rockgas is accepted.  

 

35.8 Memorial Avenue Investments'242 relief to seek a higher level of amenity at 

the zone boundary acknowledges that effects at the interface with 

residential and other more sensitive zones need to be managed to avoid, 

remedy or mitigate adverse effects. I agree with this and consider that a 

focus on the interface with arterial roads, residential and rural zone 

boundaries is most appropriate. 

 

35.9 Having regard to the points above, it is recommended that Policy 8 is 

deleted as it is not appropriate in achieving Objective 3.3.1 (Enabling 

recovery and facilitating the future enhancement of the district) and 3.3.5 

(Business and economic prosperity) of the Strategic Directions chapter. 

This addresses the relief sought by South Island Region Trust (#785.34).  

 

35.10 The relief sought by Memorial Avenue Investments243 also seeks inclusion 

of the words “building design requirements” in Policy 9 (Development in 

greenfield areas) (Policy 7 of the revised proposal) as a means of 

achieving an environment in greenfield priority areas that reflects its 

location. Methods to achieve this include rules requiring an assessment of 

the design of new buildings. The inclusion of rules requiring an urban 

                                                   
242

 Memorial Avenue Investment #917. 
243

 Memorial Avenue Investments Ltd #917. 
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design assessment or its status as a restricted discretionary activity or the 

locations it applies to are also opposed by some submitters244. 

 

35.11 There is a need to recognise that different issues will be relevant to 

different areas of the City, acknowledging the different environment and 

function of areas. The design outcomes for the area should reflect the 

anticipated quality of the environment. Industrial areas, including the 

Industrial Park zone, are anticipated to have a lower level of amenity 

relative to commercial and residential areas.  

 

35.12 In my opinion, provisions to achieve a good design outcome should be 

focussed on those areas frequented by a larger number of people i.e. 

commercial areas and where a higher amenity environment is anticipated. 

Chapter 6 of the RPS supports this approach by stating “Achieving high 

quality urban design is as important in business areas as in other areas of 

the city, but there may be some business areas that require greater design 

focus depending on their role and function” (Principal reasons and 

explanation to Objective 6.2.6). 

 

35.13 Having particular regard to the Statement of Expectations to significantly 

reduce the reliance on resource consent processes and Objective 3.3.2 of 

the Strategic Directions chapter, any requirement for consent should be 

targeted. On this basis, it is not appropriate to require an assessment of 

design for new development in industrial zones.  

 

35.14 A policy to require an assessment of the design of new buildings in 

industrial zones is not appropriate in achieving Objective 3.3.1, 3.3.2 and 

3.3.5 of the Strategic Directions chapter. It is therefore recommended that 

the relief to delete the requirement for an urban design assessment is 

accepted. 

 

Standards 

 

35.15 Numerous submissions have been made opposing/ seeking amendments 

to standards, and the activity status and matters of discretion for non-

                                                   
244

 Radford Family #660, Waterloo Park #920. Tait Limited #784 
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compliance with standards for zones and sub-zones, which are considered 

below where not addressed elsewhere in my evidence. 

 

Industrial General, Industrial Heavy and Industrial Park zones - Activity 

specific standards 

 

Location of activity  

 

35.16 Standards for ancillary retail and office activity require these uses to be 

located at the front of a site facing the street. This is opposed in 

submissions, which seek deletion245 or amendment to provide 

exceptions246. Following a review, the standards are considered 

unnecessarily onerous and do not have regard to the functional/ 

operational requirements of activities, nor the nature of some retail activity 

that involves the storage of materials/ equipment over a larger area e.g. 

landscaping supplies. Furthermore, businesses wishing to attract the public 

will inevitably locate their retail activity at the front of the site. It is therefore 

recommended that the relief sought is accepted and the standard is 

deleted.  

 

Glazing 

 

35.17 The proposal as notified requires a minimum area of glazing on the ground 

floor elevation of any building used for ancillary retail or office activity in all 

industrial zones. This is to minimise the visual effects of buildings on the 

surrounding environment. Amendments are sought to the rules prescribing 

glazing for retail activity to only require it where goods are displayed247, or 

where the retail/ office use is at the front of buildings facing the street248, or 

the deletion of the standard altogether249.  

 

35.18 Having regard to the lower amenity anticipated in the Industrial Heavy 

zone, and the Statement of Expectations which seeks to significant reduce 

                                                   
245

 In the context of the IG zone, Fletcher Building #1173, Foodstuffs #705, Ngai Tahu Property #840, The Crown #495. In the 
context of the IH zone, The Crown #495. In the context of the Industrial Park zone – The Crown #495. 
246

 Belfast Estates #770, Melanesian Mission Trust Board #600 seek that where a sites frontage has been developed or for 
operational reasons, there is not requirement for positioning of offices at the front of a site. 
247

 Rockgas #397 in respect of the Industrial General and Heavy zones. 
248

 Fletcher Building #1173 
249

 In the context of the IG zone, Kennaway Park #787, Higgins Contractors #827, Foodstuffs #705, The Crown #495. In the 
context of the IH zone, Higgins Contractors #827, The Crown #495; . In the context of the IP zone, The Crown #495. 
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the number, extent and prescriptiveness of standards, a standard relating 

to glazing is not considered appropriate in heavy industrial areas.  

 

35.19 In respect of the Industrial General zone and Industrial Park zone where a 

higher level of amenity is anticipated (relative to the Industrial Heavy zone), 

glazing on an office/ retail building can minimise the effects on visual 

amenity that can otherwise occur of industrial buildings on the public space 

of the street.  However, there is a need to recognise functionality and for 

the rules to only require glazing where the ancillary retail or office use 

fronts the street, and in the case of retail, where goods are displayed for 

sale.  The relief sought by Rockgas and Fletcher Building is therefore 

appropriate and I recommend that it be accepted. 

 

Limits on wastewater discharge 

 

35.20 The Council seeks to include a rule restricting wastewater discharge from 

land between Main South Road and the railway line, south west of 15 

Foremans Road, at 6 Stanleys Road (both Industrial General), the 

Industrial Park zones between Wooldridge and Stanleys Road and in 

Awatea. This is to acknowledge the capacity constraints in this area and 

also the sensitive environment, the land being above semi-confined and 

unconfined aquifers. While any discharge of wastewater will be to a 

reticulated network, there is a greater risk of spills if heavy users of water 

are allowed to develop in the area. It is therefore recommended that the 

relief is accepted. 

 

35.21 Waterloo Park seeks amendments to the limits on wastewater discharge to 

align it with the operative rule. The operative rule was simplified in the 

proposal in order to enable monitoring of the quantum of wastewater from 

each individual site. However, it is now acknowledged that the operative 

rule provides for a potentially greater volume across the business park as a 

whole and there is not a reason to constrain it further than exists at 

present. It is therefore recommended that the relief is accepted. 
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Built form standards 

 

Height  

 

35.22 Submissions250 seek the removal of height limits for the Industrial General 

zone or specific to a location e.g. Kennaway Park (#787). In the context of 

the Industrial Heavy zone, submitters also seek removal of height limits251. 

 

35.23 Height limits are required to manage the effects that taller buildings may 

have on the surrounding environment. However, where there is separation 

from more sensitive land use activities, there is merit in not having any 

height limit. While there are potential effects on urban form, it is not likely to 

result in a significant number of buildings out of scale with the wider 

cityscape. It also recognises the functional requirements of activities and 

the needs of industry. 

  

35.24 Having regard to the relief sought, it is proposed that the rules applicable to 

the Industrial General and Industrial Heavy zones are amended to remove 

any height limit except within 20 metres of a residential zone where a 15 

metre height limit shall still apply. This maintains a level of amenity in 

proximity to a residential zone that is not anticipated to have adverse 

effects while providing for a greater scale of activity beyond this ‘buffer’.   

 

Fencing/ screening on road boundary 

 

35.25 A number of submissions seek deletion of standards specifying the 

maximum height and minimum transparency of fencing on the road 

frontage of industrial sites252 or amendments to only require that fencing 

shall have a maximum height of 2 metres253. This is acknowledged as 

seeking a higher level of amenity than is appropriate within the Industrial 

General and Industrial Heavy zones. While the absence of such a rule may 

result in CPTED issues and an opportunity costs in terms of passive 

surveillance of private property, I am not aware of issues arising to date 

                                                   
250

 Kennaway Park #787 
251

 Lowe Corp #772, Fletcher Building #1173, Liquigas #774, Lyttelton Port Company #915 
252

 In the context of the Industrial General zone, Kennway Park #787, page 10, Bunnings #725. In the context of the Industrial 
Heavy zone, Lyttelton Port Company #915. 
253

 The Crown #495 in the context of the IG, IH  and IP zones 
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and do not consider the proposal to include this rule appropriate or 

necessary to achieve Objective 3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter.   

 

35.26 In respect of the Industrial Park zone, a higher level of amenity is 

anticipated in providing for high technology industry. Limits to fencing 

height and requiring transparency is therefore retained to support the 

outcome for the zone.  

 

Setback from the road boundary 

 

35.27 The Crown seeks a reduction in the setback from road boundaries in the 

Industrial General, Industrial Heavy and Industrial Office zones from 6 

metres to 1.5 metres as the proposed setback of 6 metres is considered 

unnecessarily restrictive and limits flexibility. Having regard to earlier 

discussion on the need to manage effects rather than seek a higher level 

of amenity, a focus is required on sites where effects need to be managed, 

namely those opposite or adjoining a more sensitive environment where 

effects on amenity may be greater. This includes sites opposite a 

residential zone or adjoining an arterial road. A reduced setback within 

industrial zones i.e. industrial sites opposite industry, is appropriate given 

the anticipated amenity and for which a 1.5 metre setback is appropriate, 

therefore enabling greater flexibility. The relief is therefore accepted in part.  

 

35.28 In terms of locations opposite residential zones and adjoining arterial 

roads, a reduced setback of 3 metres provides growth for planting and 

contributes to a reduced scale as viewed from the adjoining residential 

zone, having regard to the road providing separation distance. The relief 

sought by the Crown is therefore accepted in part. 

 

Setback from a residential zone 

 

35.29 A number of submissions254 seek amendment to the minimum setback 

from a residential zone from 6 metres as notified to 3 metres in the 

Industrial General zone. The operative zone provisions for the Business 3B 

and 4 zones, which make up the Industrial General zone, require a setback 

                                                   
254

 Melanesian Mission Trust #600, Fletcher Building #1173, Belfast Estates #770 



26023663_4.doc26023663_4.doc  159 

 

of 3 metres from a residential zone and the proposed increase to 6 metres 

was to provide sufficient space for tree growth as well as access. However, 

the use of space for access has resulted in some businesses using the 

area for loading and storage. This can have an adverse effect on the 

adjoining residential area including noise and glare associated with 

forklifts, trucks and other vehicles. A setback of 3 metres can enable more 

efficient use of a site and, through landscaping and recession plane rules, 

effects on the adjoining residential area can be managed. It is therefore 

recommended that the relief is accepted. 

 

Sunlight and outlook  

 

35.30 The notified proposal identifies a shift away from the use of ‘dials’ in the 

operative plan, which enable recession planes to reflect the orientation of a 

site.  

 

35.31 The change to a standard recession plane is a means of simplifying what is 

otherwise a complex rule that the general public cannot interpret with ease. 

 

35.32 Submitters oppose the proposal for a universal 45 degree angle255, or seek 

that the universal 45 degrees applies, or the equivalent of the operative 

provision256, whichever is the lesser. This is on the basis that it could 

adversely affect the development of land and does not take into account 

the orientation of a property.  

 

35.33 Waterloo Park257 raises the issue of clarity in the rule as notified, asking the 

question as to what constitutes a southern site boundary for the purpose of 

determining when a 35 degree angle applies.  

 

35.34 In modelling of the effects of the change, the benefits and costs of the 

proposal can be summarised as follows:  

 

Benefits  

(a) it makes the whole process more comprehensible (no sun angle 

diagrams); 
                                                   
255

 Melanesian Mission Trust Board #600, Belfast Estates #770. 
256

 Jordan #1122. 
257

 Waterloo Park #920. 
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(b) east-west orientated sites have more development space than the 

operative plan currently anticipates (approximately 4% more for a 

20 m x 50 m site); and 

(c) sites that are not orientated East-West generally will have less 

shading effects on neighbouring sites.  

 

  Costs 

(d) in winter, sites on the southern boundary of a development will 

have less sun; and 

(e) sites that are not developed to an East West orientation will have 

less development space. (between 5% and 8% less for a 20 m x 

50 m site), being largely roof space. 

 

35.35 Notwithstanding the benefits of the proposal, the application of a standard 

45 degrees is inconsistent with the approach taken in the residential 

proposal. For ease of using the plan, a consistent approach is appropriate 

and necessary. This in my opinion outweighs any issues with 

interpretation. It is therefore recommended that the relief is accepted to 

retain the status quo with recession plane requirements reflecting the 

orientation of a site.  

 

Outdoor storage 

 

35.36 Submitters258 seek provision in the Industrial General and Industrial Heavy 

zones to enable the use of setbacks for storage, supporting the efficient 

use of a site. The proposal as notified sought to avoid storage in setbacks 

due to the potential visual effects beyond the boundary.  

 

35.37 Having reviewed the rules, the visual effects of outdoor storage in a 

setback from an adjoining residential zone can be managed through 

screening (landscaping/ fencing) while still enabling efficient use of a site.  

 

35.38 In terms of the setback from road boundaries, there remains a need to 

manage effects on the street environment but focussing on those industrial 

zones where a higher level of amenity is anticipated i.e. Industrial General 
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 Foodstuffs #705 in respect of the IG zone and IH zone. Orchard Trust #768 in respect of the IH zone (with the rule applying 
only to the setback from the rural zone and a residential property 
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and Industrial Park zones. The reduced setbacks proposed of 1.5 metres 

and 3 metres from the road in the Industrial General zone still enables the 

efficient use of land within the zone while maintaining an appropriate 

interface. In the context of the Industrial Park zone and the higher level of 

amenity anticipated, the use of a road setback could otherwise 

compromise the outcome anticipated.  

 

35.39 Having regard to the submissions, it is recommended that the relief is 

accepted in part. The amended rules in the revised proposal enable the 

use of setbacks adjoining a residential zone, subject to screening by 

fencing or landscaping, which allows effects to be managed while still 

providing for full use of a site.  

 

Landscaping – General  

 

35.40 In the context of the Industrial General and Industrial Heavy zones, 

submitters259 state that landscaping rules are too prescriptive and may not 

enable the best use of a site. On the basis that they are overly restrictive 

and will limit the flexibility for businesses, the Crown in particular seeks 

deletion of standards requiring landscaping on the road frontage, the 

boundary with a residential zone, and in car parking areas in all industrial 

zones. The Crown considers that building controls and setbacks will be 

sufficient.  

 

35.41 As discussed above (under subheading 35. Amenity in Industrial zones), 

there is a need for greater focus on effects rather than seeking an 

improvement in amenity, particularly during the City’s recovery. While the 

proposal is more permissive than the operative plan in not requiring a 

minimum percentage of the site area to be landscaped, it is recommended 

in my evidence below that standards are made more permissive to enable 

development and better use of a site without significant costs of 

landscaping. 

 

35.42 A submission by Kennaway Park opposes the requirement in Appendix 

16.7.1 that trees are at least 2 metres at the time of planting and seeks 
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 Foodstuffs #705. 
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amendment to revert to the operative requirement that trees are at least 

1.5 metres. There is a risk in increasing the minimum height that additional 

consents will be triggered. While a 2 metre tree ensures the establishment 

of a tree in a landscaped area, there is no evidence to support the need for 

an increase of 0.5 metres and the relief is therefore accepted.  

 

Landscaping – Minimum percentage 

 

35.43 Milnthorpe Trustees260 seek deletion of landscaping rules for the Industrial 

Park zone at Awatea. Their concern is that the requirement for 20% of a 

site to be landscaped makes any site less useable and more expensive. 

The submitter recognises the need for landscaping to support a high 

amenity environment, dominated by open space and landscaping, and 

their relief is that the requirement is reduced to 10%. A 10% requirement 

relative to other industrial zones where there is no percentage achieves a 

more appropriate balance between supporting recovery while maintaining 

a higher amenity environment. A maximum site coverage of 40% still 

enables a dominance over open space over buildings. The relief sought is 

therefore accepted.   

 

Landscaping – Road boundary 

 

35.44 In respect of landscaping on the road frontage, I acknowledged earlier in 

my evidence that a focus should be on those frontages to more sensitive 

areas, where adverse visual effects may result without appropriate 

treatment. It is therefore recommended that landscaping required on the 

road boundary only applies to frontages opposite a residential or rural zone 

or fronting an arterial road. Any visual effects of no landscaping on other 

road frontages will generally be limited to within industrial zones. This 

approach in effect enables the effects on the visual amenity in adjoining 

residential and rural zones, and on major corridors through the City, to be 

managed appropriately.  

 

35.45 This does not satisfy the relief of some submitters who have sought the 

deletion of a requirement for landscaping on the road boundary on the 
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basis that it is not practical or realistic261.  However, what is proposed 

seeks to achieve an appropriate balance by defining the interfaces where 

landscaping is considered appropriate, and is consistent with Objective 

3.3.2 of the Strategic Directions chapter.  Rockgas makes a valid point that 

there is no exception from landscaping requirements for access.  It is 

acknowledged as inappropriate to require landscaping along a vehicle 

crossing point and therefore amendments are put forward in Attachment A 

to Rules 16.2.3.6 and 16.3.3.6.  

 

35.46 Submissions262 have sought amendments to the minimum width prescribed 

of 1.5 metres so it is a minimum average width. The relief sought does not 

propose any minimum width so, in some sections, a landscaping strip 

would be larger and other sections, very little. Examples from a number of 

locations across the City (Appendix 9.5.1 of section 32 to the Industrial 

chapter) have shown that a narrow strip can be ineffective in managing 

visual effects on the adjoining environment. The operative plan requires a 

minimum width of 0.6 metres (and minimum average width of 1.5) which 

does not provide sufficient space for tree growth based on advice from a 

landscape architect.  

 

35.47 The revised proposal for a minimum landscaping strip of 1.5 metres 

opposite a residential zone is the same as the operative plan. The 

additional cost of a landscaping strip of a minimum of 1.5 metres rather 

than an average of 1.5 metres is not anticipated to be greater, given a 

minimum of 1.5 metres along the full frontage is the same as an average of 

1.5 metres along the full frontage. Furthermore, a minimum requirement 

rather than average simplifies the approach in determining compliance.   

 

35.48 Submitters263 seek an exemption from the rule for the frontage of their bulk 

fuel storage site in Woolston. With the proposed amendment to only 

require landscaping on the road frontage adjoining an arterial road or 

opposite a rural or residential zone, the rule does not apply to the site 

frontage in question.  
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35.49 The Crown also seeks amendments to rules that exempt emergency 

service facilities from landscaping on the road frontage in all industrial 

zones (and landscaping of a minimum percentage of a site in the Industrial 

Office zone). The specific functional needs of emergency service facilities 

and the need for a rapid response outweigh the visual effects on amenity 

and it is recommended that the relief is accepted on this basis. 

 

Landscaping - Residential zone boundary 

 

35.50 Dawson264 seeks amendments to rules for landscaping on the boundary 

with a residential zone including a minimum landscape strip of 2 metres to 

support tree growth and an increase in planting density. A minimum width 

has not been prescribed as the intent of the rule is that trees, required at a 

ratio of 1 per 10 metres, primarily serve as screening to reduce the visual 

effects of buildings. Additional plantings to achieve 90% visual cover as 

sought in the submission may not be of benefit in providing screening, 

particularly when fencing may reduce any benefit that shrubs/ other plants 

provide for the visual amenity of the adjoining residential property.  

 

35.51 Appendix 16.6.1 requires trees to be a minimum height of 2 metres and 

capable of reaching 8 metres, therefore supporting the anticipated 

outcome at the boundary with a residential zone.  

 

35.52 In my opinion, the Crown’s submission seeking the deletion of a 

requirement for landscaping at the residential zone boundary is not 

appropriate on the basis that landscaping plays an important role in 

breaking up large blank walls and in managing the visual effects 

associated with industrial buildings and activities on residential properties. 

It is therefore recommended that the relief is rejected. 

 

Landscaping – Car parking area 

 

35.53 Submissions have been received opposing a rule requiring landscaping of 

car parking areas265. It is acknowledged as unnecessary and potentially a 

greater cost at the expense of facilitating growth. With a focus on 
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landscaping at the road frontage and interface with adjoining residential 

zones, the benefit of landscaping car parking areas within an industrial 

zoned site are not sufficient to justify this. This addresses the relief of a 

number of submitters266. 

 

36. EFFECTS ON THE ADJOINING ENVIRONMENT 

 

Industrial Issue 11: Whether the full range of effects of activities need to be 

acknowledged at a policy level and how those effects are managed. 

 

36.1 It is submitted that Objective 2 as notified (Objective 3 of the revised 

proposal) should provide a high level direction (Foodstuffs267) as opposed 

to detailed, and that as currently worded it ignores the realities of the zone. 

The Crown268 also seek that adverse effects are managed in a manner 

consistent with the outcome sought for the zone. 

 

36.2 Having regard to the anticipated environment of industrial zones, 

amendments are recommended to Objective 2 as notified (Objective 3 of 

revised proposal) to acknowledge that effects should be managed to a 

level appropriate to the outcome for the zone. As indicated in the 

submission, the objective is seeking multiple outcomes i.e. a higher 

amenity while also seeking to avoid, remedy or mitigate effects, which may 

not be interpreted as consistent and unnecessarily onerous. It is 

recommended that the Objective is consolidated and simplified to convey a 

clear outcome for industrial zones as presented in the revised Industrial 

proposal, consistent with Objective 3.3.2 (b) of the Strategic Directions 

chapter.  

 

36.3 It has also been submitted that Policy 10 (Managing effects on the 

environment) as notified (Policy 8 of revised proposal) does not take into 

account the character of industrial areas (Foodstuffs269) while the Crown 

seeks replacement of the words “remedied or mitigated” with “managed” in 

clause (a) of the same Policy. The Policy as notified seeks to avoid, 

remedy or mitigate adverse effects (a), as well as a scale and form of 
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development that reflects the surrounding built form (c). The latter is 

potentially beyond what is anticipated by the former and therefore not 

consistent. This is not appropriate in achieving Objective 3.3.2 which states 

that ‘The District Plan … (b) sets objectives and policies that clearly state 

the outcomes intended’. 

 

36.4 Having regard to the amenity anticipated in industrial zones, there is 

acceptance that the degree of effect that is acceptable may differ 

compared to other environments. 'Managing' the effects of development 

provides greater flexibility than the wording as notified to ‘avoid, remedy or 

mitigate effects’. It is therefore recommended that the relief of the Crown is 

accepted in part. 

 

36.5 The Crown270 also seeks deletion of clause (g) to Policy 10 as notified 

(Policy 8 of revised proposal), which seeks that development is designed 

and laid out to promote a safe environment. The Policy provides for the 

health and safety of the community while acknowledging that the 

environment is of a lower amenity. I accept that, in the context of recovery, 

it is not a matter that necessitates regulatory intervention in the Industrial 

General and Industrial Heavy zone.  

 

36.6 In the context of the Industrial Park zone where a requirement for 

transparency of fencing is retained to support amenity outcomes, the 

Policy still has some relevance. An amendment is therefore proposed to 

focus on the Industrial Park zone in respect of CPTED principles. 

   

36.7 In Policy 10 as notified (Policy 8 of the revised proposal), the Crown271 also 

seeks inclusion of a new clause to seek that adverse effects from traffic are 

avoided, remedied or mitigated. The traffic effects of development are 

acknowledged and it is recommended that the relief sought is addressed in 

clause (a) through inclusion of ‘traffic’ amongst other effects to be 

managed.  

 

Industrial Issue 12: How the effects of activities and development on the surrounding 

environment are managed. 

                                                   
270
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36.8 Gelita272 has sought that Policy 10 as notified is deleted on the basis that it 

places limitations on industry which are not warranted and impractical. 

Policy 10 as notified (Policy 8 of revised proposal) is concerned with 

managing effects in achieving the purpose of the Resource Management 

Act. Functionality is important but the relief sought by Gelita is not 

appropriate in achieving Objective 3 of the revised chapter. To accept the 

relief from Gelita would suggest that effects need not be managed and 

controls on built form amongst other matters are not required. This would 

not support the achievement of the purpose of the RMA to sustainable 

manage natural and physical resources, including avoiding, remedying and 

mitigating effects. The relief sought is therefore rejected.   

 

36.9 Recognition of the functional needs of an activity is sought by the Crown to 

the extent that the existing built environment and operational needs of 

activities are provided for. This is important to recognise, particularly in an 

industrial environment, and amendments are therefore proposed in the 

revised proposal.  

 

36.10 Other amendments sought by the Crown273 concern the ways in which 

effects are managed, with the relief sought being the addition of the words 

“where appropriate” in relation to landscaping and screening. The use of 

the words “where appropriate” creates uncertainty of the circumstances 

when landscaping, acoustic treatment and screening are necessary and it 

is therefore recommended that the relief is rejected. 

 

Industrial Issue 13: Whether provisions are outside the scope of Council’s functions 

and should not be included.  

 

36.11 Submissions274 seek deletion of clause (c) to Policy 10 as notified which is 

concerned with restricting the use and storage of hazardous substances 

and quantity of wastewater discharged in areas which are over the 

unconfined and semi-confined aquifers. This is on the basis that the issue 

of risk and discharge to the aquifers is an ECan function.  

 

                                                   
272

 Gelita #1014, supported by Lowe Corp #FS1379, opposed by Waterloo Park #FS1277 and Annex Developments #FS1346. 
273
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36.12 While it is acknowledged that ECan’s function is to manage discharges to 

air, land and water, the location of activities can be managed to avoid 

inappropriate development in sensitive environments. Furthermore, some 

areas have infrastructure constraints and to provide for industry that 

discharges large volumes of wastewater may result in overflows or other 

adverse effects, necessitating a pre-cautionary approach by the Council.  

 

36.13 An integrated approach is required between District and Regional Councils 

and the limits on discharge and the use and storage of hazardous 

substances is intended to provide certainty that the areas where their use 

is restricted and not anticipated for ‘heavier wet industries’. It is therefore 

recommended that the relief is rejected. 

 

37. SUBMISSIONS ON STAGE 2 LAND 

 

37.1 Submissions have been made on land that is shown as grey on the Stage 

1 planning maps; that is a zone was not proposed for the property in Stage 

1, however submitters have sought an Industrial zoning through Stage 1.  It 

is the Council's view that the rezoning of Stage 2 land should be heard 

when the Stage 2 Proposals are notified.  An example is the Council’s 

submission seeking rezoning of 62 Stanleys Road as part of the Tait 

campus. 

 

37.2 In conjunction with submission points seeking the rezoning of land 

identified as part of Stage 2 on the Planning maps, submitters have sought 

amendments to provisions. For example, New Zealand Metropolitan 

Properties275 have sought amendments to policy 6 as notified to refer to 

their land sought for rezoning. The amendments sought are inappropriate 

to consider without consideration of the submission points on rezoning and 

should therefore form part of Stage 2. 

 

37.3 Submissions that have been identified that fall into this category are listed 

in Attachment D.  

 

                                                   
275

 New Zealand Metropolitan Properties #557 
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38. MATTERS OUTSIDE THE SCOPE OF THE PROPOSAL 

 

38.1 Submissions seeking provision for outdoor advertisements in the rules276 

are outside the scope of the Proposals and will be a part of the Proposal 6 

(General rules) in stage 2 of the pRDP.  

 

38.2 Memorial Avenue Investments Limited277 has sought reference to the 

Industrial Park zone (Memorial Avenue) in amendments to Objective 2, (in 

part) policies 4, 5, 6 and Policy 8 and a set of rules for the land in question. 

The land referred to as the Industrial Park zone (Memorial Avenue), 

between Memorial Avenue and Avonhead Road, east of Russley Road, 

forms part of Stage 2 of the review and is therefore outside the scope of 

the Proposal as notified.  

 

38.3 Awatea Residents Association (#354) have made a number of submission 

points regarding the monitoring and management of land, which is 

understand to relate to Owaka pit. This is outside the scope of this 

Proposal. The submitter has also sought the relocation of the kart club 

track, which is outside the scope of the Proposal. 

 

39. SITE SPECIFIC ISSUES / REZONING 

 

Industrial Issue 14: The appropriateness of specific provisions for industrial zones i.e. 

subzones and whether they are necessary in achieving the anticipated outcomes for the 

area in question and in managing effects.  

  

  Ferrymead – Industrial General zone 

 

39.1 Submitters278 seek provision for more commercial activity (including office, 

retail) in the industrial general zone at Ferrymead. The submitters raise 

concern with the disadvantage for existing office and retail activities and 

that any repair/ rebuild will not occur due to the viability of industrial 

development in this location. It is not clear which specific part of Ferrymead 

the submission is referring to. However, the section on site specific 
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submissions considers the appropriateness of rezoning land zoned 

Industrial General on the north side of Ferry Road. 

 

  Kennaway Park – Industrial General zone 

 

39.2 Kennaway Park279 opposes Activity NC1 in Rule 16.2.5.1.5 of the notified 

proposal and seeks its deletion on the basis that a part of the Rule is not 

practically feasible, that the nexus between the works required and effects 

of activity are questionable, and that resource consent has been granted 

for a non-compliance with the rule. It is my understanding that works 

required by clause (a) of the rule in question are still required to manage 

effects from the business park and should be retained. I refer to the 

evidence of Mr Mike Calvert to support this position. In respect of clause 

(b), this is accepted as being inappropriate and I rely on the evidence of Mr 

Mike Calvert in this respect. 

 

39.3 Amendments are also sought to rules including deletion of the setback 

requirement from Tunnel Road (#787, page 10). As a State Highway and 

arterial road, it is a prominent location and highly visible to a large number 

of people. As an area under development, the effects of a change in land 

use are more significant than an existing urban area and there is a need to 

manage visual effects at the interface. The retention of the setback rule is 

therefore proposed and the relief rejected. Kennaway Park also seeks the 

removal of rules prescribing access adjacent to Tunnel Road. This relief is 

accepted on the basis that resource consent has been granted for non-

compliance with an equivalent rule in the operative plan and the 

development that has occurred to date forecloses the opportunity for a 

continuous link.  

 

39.4 Amendments are also sought280 to rules prescribing the setback from the 

boundary with the esplanade reserve, adjoining the Heathcote River. The 

reason for the rule is to retain openness for anyone that uses the 

esplanade reserve in future, rather than being enclosed as would occur if 

buildings were up to the boundary. However, it is acknowledged that the 

setback as notified is not reasonable (10 metres) nor consistent with 
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elsewhere (rule 16.2.7.2.3 requires a setback of 6 metres). A larger 

setback at the rear of a building potentially becomes an underutilised 

space and visually, a worse outcome. Deletion of the rule is not considered 

appropriate but Council accepts a reduction to 3 metres is a better 

outcome. The relief is therefore accepted in part. 

 

39.5 Kennaway Park281 also seeks the deletion of requirements for landscaping 

adjacent to the Heathcote River. The standards as notified reflect a plan 

change made operative in 2011 and which are considered onerous i.e. a 

20 metre landscaping strip. It is recommended that a landscaping strip is 

still required to minimise effects on the visual amenity of the river and 

adjoining residential zone but at a reduced depth of 3 metres.  

 

39.6 A proposed rule which reflects the outcome of the decision on the plan 

change also seeks to control the colour of building walls and outdoor 

advertising facing and on sites adjoining Tunnel Road and the Heathcote 

River. Controls on colour are intended to minimise the visual dominance of 

buildings in adjoining areas. No similar rule exists for other industrial zones 

across the City, except an area off Sir James Wattie Drive in Hornby, which 

also reflects the outcome of a plan change. There are other methods for 

controlling the visual dominance of buildings and rules to manage colour 

are considered to be unnecessarily prescriptive. It is therefore 

recommended that the relief is accepted to delete the rule.  

 

North Belfast – Industrial General zone 

 

39.7 The Radford Family seek deletion of the Key Structuring Elements from 

Rule 16.2.7.1.1 in respect of the Outline Development Plan for the 

Industrial General zone at North Belfast. The reasons for this are unclear 

but it is acknowledged that some matters on the ODP should not be fixed 

at this stage in the process i.e. ahead of the subdivision process.  It is also 

acknowledged that compliance with all the matters listed is inappropriate in 

enabling development and the recovery consistent with Objective 3.3.1 of 

the Strategic Directions chapter e.g. the location of swales. Furthermore, 

some matters on the ODP for North Belfast and other ODPs are best 
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achieved through other provisions in the District Plan or other methods. 

Examples include esplanade reserves. On this basis, it is recommended 

that the relief sought is accepted in part.  

 

39.8 880 Main North Road Ltd (#1081) opposes restricted discretionary activity 

status for any access into the ODP area from State Highway 1 and seeks 

identification of a road connection from SH1 on the ODP on the basis that 

it provides more certainty and enables development adjacent to Main North 

Road. 

 

39.9 Through discussions with different interests, there has been acceptance in 

principle to the formation of access from SH1 to a spine road that runs 

north south through the ODP area (refer to Appendix 16.7.5 of the 

Industrial Proposal). Due to the split ownership of the block, this would 

enable the owners of land, including 880 Main North Road, a means of 

access to any new development/ subdivision ahead of the formation of a 

spine road and links off it through others' land. However, there is a need for 

further evaluation of any effects associated with proposed access from 

SH1, having regard to the nature and scale of activity using such an 

access and the connections made with a spine road proposed through the 

wider block. The notified rule providing for restricted discretionary activity 

status for new access from SH1 to the north Belfast area therefore seeks 

to achieve a balance between enabling development and ensuring effects 

are managed and should be retained. 

 

39.10 The proposal as notified includes a rule requiring a minimum setback of 20 

metres from springs in the Industrial General zone at North Belfast. This 

took account of the Mahaanui Kurataiao Iwi Management Plan 2013, 

specifically Policy IH5.1 which states “To require that the waipuna in the 

catchment are recognised and managed as wahi taonga as per genera 

policy…with particular attention to ..(b) ensuring there are appropriate and 

effective setbacks from waipuna to protect from urban development or 

redevelopment".   

 

39.11 A submitter, the Radford Family (#660), seeks deletion of the rule on the 

basis that it is inconsistent with the approach elsewhere i.e. other 

greenfield areas with known springs do not have a similar setback 
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requirement. The submitter considers that controls at the subdivision stage 

are adequate. The submitter is correct that subdivision rules include a 

requirement for consent for any subdivision where springs are known or 

found to exist (Rule 8.3.7.1). This is consistent across the City and enables 

a comprehensive approach at the subdivision stage. Given the existing 

land holdings and rural use of the land in question, subdivision is 

anticipated to occur before any development, enabling the effects on 

springs to be addressed. It is therefore recommended that the relief sought 

to delete the rule in question is accepted.  

 

39.12 The area known as the Industrial General zone North Belfast is almost 

entirely within an area identified as a Silent File in the Mahaanui Kurataiao 

Iwi Management Plan 2013 (Map SF3, page 369). In taking into account 

policy CL4.1 to CL4.4 in the Iwi Management Plan, the proposal as notified 

requires resource consent for any development in the silent file area as a 

restricted discretionary activity to enable assessment of the potential 

effects on sites of significance to Ngai Tahu Manawhenua.  

 

39.13 Mahaanui Kurataiao seeks discretionary activity status for any subdivision, 

earthworks or buildings in the North Belfast ODP area, subject to a number 

of conditions including a cultural impact assessment, geo-hydrology 

assessment, and a site development plan that protects and maintains 

springs and other values important to Ngai Tuahiriri Runanga. Any 

application not complying with the conditions would be non-complying.  

 

39.14 While the values sought to be protected by Mahaanui Kurataiao are 

acknowledged, there are other rules in the plan that provide for an 

assessment of effects on springs (rule 8.3.7.1 of Proposal 8), sites of 

significance to Ngai Tahu Manawhenua in the North Belfast area (as a 

Restricted Discretionary activity) as well as setbacks and landscaping 

adjacent to the Kaputone Stream. 

  

39.15 Some submitters282 oppose the rule requiring consent to enable an 

assessment of effects associated with the silent file and seek “greater 

certainty in respect of the rules accompanying the silent file notation on the 
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ODP, noting the increased extent of the silent file area, the implied 

requirement for consent of third parties, and the potential for protracted 

consenting processes where third party consent is not forthcoming”.  

 

39.16 It is acknowledged that uncertainty is created particularly in respect of the 

matters of discretion for activity RD1 under rule 16.2.7.1.2 of the revised 

Industrial proposal which anticipates a Cultural Impact Assessment and 

consultation with the Runanga. The former may not be necessary in all 

situations, particularly given development may encompass a minor 

extension. 

 

39.17 To achieve a balance between recognising and protecting sites of 

significance to Ngai Tahu Manawhenua and enabling development, further 

dialogue is considered appropriate with submitters including Mahaanui 

Kurataiao to discuss the extent of the area defined and the potential for 

standards as, is suggested in the relief sought by 880 Main North Road 

Limited i.e. development is permitted if in accordance with an 

archaeological discovery protocol.   

 

39.18 Kiwirail seeks the addition of a rule for the closure of the Factory Road 

railway crossing as a restricted discretionary activity to enable an 

assessment of reverse sensitivity effects, technical constraints and other 

matters. Any closure of a railway crossing and the establishment of a new 

crossing would be subject to Kiwirail approval outside the District Plan 

process. While the strategic importance of the railway corridor is 

acknowledged, resource consent on top of requiring approval from Kiwirail 

as Requiring Authority and landowner would be unnecessary duplication 

and it is therefore recommended that the relief is rejected. 

 

39.19 A new rule is also sought by Kiwirail to require consent for any surface 

water management structure adjacent to the railway corridor. This is to 

enable an assessment of effects on the stability of the railway embankment 

or potential for flooding. This is relevant to any earthworks adjacent to the 

railway line and is best managed through rules controlling earthworks in 

Proposal 6. It is therefore recommended that the relief is rejected.  
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39.20 In respect of the ODP, the location of stormwater facilities are sought to be 

deleted. Silver Fern Farms283 seeks the removal of an area identified for a 

stormwater facility, which is anticipated to remain as a composting site for 

the foreseeable future. There are not considered to be any adverse effects 

arising from amendment of the ODP to shift the proposed location of a 

facility. However, the removal of a location would necessitate a larger 

facility in a different location identified on the ODP for a stormwater facility. 

In my opinion, this could be dealt with at the subdivision consent stage and 

the relief is appropriate to accept.  

 

North of Johns Road - Industrial Heavy  

 

39.21 Smith Cranes (#802) have sought a separate rule to reflect the unique 

nature of boundary issues with reference made in the submission to a 

complex stormwater system managed by Council. It is not clear what the 

constraints are but the landscaping requirement on the road frontage with 

an arterial road is not considered unnecessarily onerous. Notwithstanding 

this, it is necessary to discuss this further with the submitter.  

 

39.22 The Airways Corporation has sought that a maximum building coverage of 

40% be applied as per the operative plan to land north of Johns Road to 

minimise glare and other effects associated with larger development in 

proximity to the airport. A maximum site coverage rule is not considered to 

be the most appropriate method to manage glare effects and it is 

recommended that the relief is rejected. An alternative ,subject to 

discussions with Airways Corporation, is to apply a rule requiring the roof 

of buildings to be painted to avoid reflectivity. This would avoid adverse 

effects on the airport’s operation and development, consistent with 

Objective 3.3.13 of the Strategic Directions chapter. 

  

Sir James Wattie Drive – Industrial Heavy zone  

 

39.23 Amendments are sought by Calder Stewart to Rule 16.3.4.2.2 in respect of 

the setback from Marshs Road and Shands Road to reflect the ‘standard’ 

setbacks that apply elsewhere. It is appropriate that a consistent approach 
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is taken in respect of existing and proposed industrial areas along Shands 

Road. The relief sought is therefore accepted in the context of Shands 

Road.  

 

39.24 With regard to a setback from Marshs Road, Calder Stewart suggests “at 

the very least” that this is reduced to 10 metres, rather than the 20 metres 

as notified.  

 

39.25 Development at the edge of the urban area can have adverse visual 

effects on the openness and amenity of adjoining rural areas if not 

appropriately managed. Setback (and landscaping) rules at this boundary 

are proposed to manage these effects. Relevant to consideration of the 

interface is the proposed alignment of the second stage of the Southern 

Motorway, which will traverse the south eastern corner of the subject land 

and immediately to the south. This will change the local environment and a 

setback will not therefore provide a transition between rural and urban 

areas as anticipated. Having regard to this, a reduced setback of 10 

metres is considered more appropriate and it is recommended that the 

relief is accepted in part.  

 

39.26 Amendments are also put forward by Mahaanui Kurataiao to rules and 

matters of discretion to recognise and enhance cultural values and to 

enable consideration of the effects on Ngai Tahu cultural values for any 

non-compliance in the Industrial Heavy zones at South West Hornby and 

Sir James Wattie Drive. This includes amendments to rules to require 

native planting within setbacks from the rural zone. In the case of Sir 

James Wattie Drive, the requirement for native planting reflects a plan 

change made operative in 2012. However, it is not appropriate in my 

opinion to require native planting in one location when other areas are 

subject to rules that do not specify the species to be used.  

 

39.27 As discussed above, the interface between rural and urban environments 

will be compromised to a degree by the Southern Motorway extension and 

therefore any planting will be to maintain a level of amenity at a gateway to 

the City for drivers on the Southern Motorway. With the absence of similar 

requirements along other sections of the Southern Motorway, it is 

inappropriate in my opinion to require landscaping beyond what is 
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anticipated at the interface with other boundaries with arterial roads and 

opposite a rural zone. The relief sought by Mahaanui Kurataiao is therefore 

rejected.  

 

39.28 Calder Stewart seeks other amendments to rules to manage transport 

effects (including provision for individual site access to Marshs Road 

through amendments to rule 16.3.4.1.5). The evidence of Mr Mike Calvert 

responds to these issues.  

 

South West Hornby – Industrial Heavy zone  

 

39.29 Heinz Watties (#884) opposes the zoning and provisions for the Industrial 

Heavy zone (South West (Hornby) which may affect the ability for it to 

undertake activities on its land critical to the adjacent processing plant. The 

relief sought is to remove the zoning and reinstate the operative rural zone 

provisions. Alternatively, a deferred zoning is sought with the operative 

provisions remaining in effect until such notice is given in writing by Heinz 

Watites. The effect of the rezoning on Heinz Watties and activities 

associated with their industrial processes is acknowledged and the 

alternative relief is considered appropriate. This reflects discussions with 

the submitter and the revised proposal reflects this, although I note that 

further work may be required on the detail of the proposed wording to 

make sure the deferred zoning mechanism is workable and sufficiently 

certain.  

 

39.30 Richardson (#284), owner of a rural residential lot within the proposed 

Industrial Heavy zone (South West Hornby), seeks an amendment to rule 

16.3.5.2.3 as notified to provide a 50 rather than 20 metre setback from 

their western boundary to avoid adverse effects upon the development of 

the adjoining land for industrial activities. Calder Stewart opposes the 

same provision on the basis that different treatment has been given to this 

dwelling over other sites across the City.  

 

39.31 There is a need for consistency. However, the risk of no control is the 

potential effect on residential amenity while the property remains in 

residential use, particularly if industrial development occurs around it. 

While there may be similar circumstances elsewhere of residential 
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properties in greenfield areas zoned for industry, there has been concern 

expressed through submissions regarding the loss of amenity and for 

effects to be managed appropriately. The property itself has the potential to 

be surrounded on 3 sides by industrial development in the future and while 

a 20 metre setback from this property (as notified) is significant, it is 

anticipated that it would be for a temporary period of time until the subject 

property is sold or vacated, particularly given the land is identified as a 

greenfield priority area in the LURP. The relief sought by Richardson seeks 

a 50 metre setback which is significant and could result in the inefficient 

use of land, particularly if work was to proceed in the short term around the 

property. Having regard to the environment, its future use and the need to 

maintain residential amenity for the property owner, it is recommended that 

the relief sought by Richardson is rejected and a 20 metre setback is 

retained as notified. This would reduce the potential visual effects of 

industrial development, as well as noise to a degree.  

 

39.32 Calder Stewart (#985) seeks provision for office activity up to 2,500m2 

within a “General Business area” defined by resource consent. As a 

greenfield priority area, the site should be for primarily industrial activities. 

This quantum of office activity, additional to ancillary office activity on 

individual sites, is not anticipated in this location and would not support the 

recovery and growth of centres. The relief is therefore rejected.  

 

39.33 Calder Stewart seeks that setbacks from Shands Road, Main South Road 

and Marshs Road (Rule 16.3.5.2.2) align with general rules. The 

requirement for landscaping of the setbacks with Marshs Road and 

Shands Road is also opposed by Calder Stewart (#985, page 8). The relief 

sought by Calder Stewart in respect of the setback and landscaping from 

Marshs Road and the adjoining rural zone is supported/ opposed by a 

number of further submitters284 who oppose any access from Marshs Road 

to the industrial zone and a reduced setback/ landscaping. Their concerns 

include the loss of amenity, a transition between rural and urban areas and 

other significant effects. 
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39.34 Newell (#1103) seeks amendments to provisions to include further building 

setbacks, taller planting and landscaping, and higher bunding at the 

interface with Marshs Road and Shands Road within the Industrial Heavy 

zone (South West Hornby). The submission seeks an outcome whereby 

the ‘zone’ is not visible and to provide noise protection.   

 

39.35 Greater setbacks and landscaping are considered appropriate on the 

Marshs Road frontage to manage effects associated with industrial 

buildings and activities, which can otherwise have an adverse effect on the 

amenity in the adjoining rural zone, affecting the openness and outlook of 

that environment as well as the transition between rural and urban areas.  

 

39.36 While the subject land proposed for rezoning to industrial shares an 

interface with Marshs Road like the land off Sir James Wattie Drive, the 

proposed extension of the Southern Motorway is further to the south of 

Marshs Road, west of Shands Road. Therefore, an area will remain rural in 

amenity and character between the proposed extension of the Southern 

Motorway and the proposed Industrial zone. While a lower amenity 

environment may result due to the Motorway, there is considered to be a 

need to retain a level of amenity and to maintain a transition between rural 

and urban areas. In this context, a 20 metre setback with landscaping is 

considered appropriate and it is recommended that the relief of Calder 

Stewart is rejected.  

 

39.37 With regard to the relief sought by Newell, standards to control noise will 

be introduced in Stage 2. However, there is no evidence to indicate that 

activities provided for necessitate bunding at this stage in the process. 

 

39.38 In respect of the other road frontages, it is accepted that general rules 

should apply, particularly given there are no special landscaping rules 

further along Shands Road through an established industrial area, or on 

Main South Road.  

 

39.39 Calder Stewart seeks other amendments to rules to manage transport 

effects (including rules 16.3.5.1.3 regarding transport improvements, 

16.3.5.1.5 regarding access, and Outline Development Plan regarding. 
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identification of a connection with Main South Road285). The evidence of Mr 

Mike Calvert responds to these issues.  

 

Tait campus – Industrial Park zone 

 

39.40 Mahaanui Kurataiao seeks amendment to Rule 16.4.4.2.7 to require that at 

least 80% of planting is within the green network as shown on the ODP 

(16.7.9). There is not a defined area described as the green network so it 

is not clear whether the submitter seeks that the ‘green corridor’ is the 

focus or whether it is all areas shown on the green network layer of the 

ODP. On the assumption it is the green network, the relief is accepted to 

facilitate the planting of a corridor that supports biodiversity, amenity and 

cultural values.  

 

Waterloo Park – Industrial General zone 

 

39.41 Waterloo Park (#920) seeks a change to the activity status for any access 

directly onto Pond Road, Brixton, Wilson or Mortlake Streets from non-

complying to discretionary. The non-complying status for access to these 

roads was to avoid potential effects on residential streets of traffic from the 

business park. With the identification of Waterloo Business Park as a 

brownfield site and the opportunity for residential activities, access to the 

adjoining residential streets may be appropriate, particularly if it supports 

integration with the existing urban area. It is therefore recommended that 

the relief is accepted. 

 

39.42 Waterloo Park (#920) also seeks deletion of a rule requiring a cycle path 

adjacent to the central spine road. Subdivision consent has been obtained 

for the development of the majority of the spine road through the business 

park, which provides sufficient space for a cycle way, following input from 

Council’s engineers. The rule is not considered necessary, particularly in a 

recovery phase and adds to the number and prescriptiveness of standards. 

I recommend that it be deleted as sought. 

 

                                                   
285

 The Crown #495. 
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40. SUBMISSION SEEKING REZONING OF LAND TO INDUSTRIAL 

 

Woolston 

 

40.1 Hagley Ferrymead Community Board submits that clarity is required 

around the zones in Woolston (#803.24). The Council in its notified 

proposal has zoned large parts of Woolston as Industrial General and 

Industrial Heavy, recognising existing industrial activities that continue in 

the area. However, it is acknowledged that the area has undergone 

change with the development of the Tannery, other retailing e.g. Breads of 

Europe, and residential activity by consent. This may continue in the future 

with the redevelopment of sites vacated by former industrial companies 

e.g. Skellerup site on Garlands Road and Independent Fisheries.  

 

40.2 The opportunity for the redevelopment of brownfield sites, being vacant or 

under-utilised land, for residential and/or mixed use is provided for by 

Policy 7 of the notified Industrial proposal (Policy 6 of revised proposal). 

Notwithstanding this, the future role of the Woolston and any change to a 

mixed-use environment needs to be managed through a separate planning 

process outside the District Plan in collaboration with stakeholders, 

landowners, and occupiers given the ongoing use of the area.  

Attachment C considers all submissions seeking rezoning to Industrial.  

 

 

 

 

 

Mark David Stevenson 

13 April 2015 
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Attachment A 

Further amendments to proposals  

Commercial – Proposal 15 

A. Policy 1  

Amend to read (change in red)  – 

 

maintains the large format retail function of the Commercial Retail Park Zone, located within 

District Centres at Hornby and Belfast or as standalone ‘Large Format Centres’, by providing 

for predominantly large format retail activities (excluding supermarkets and department 

stores [Harvey Norman, #288, p5; Foodstuffs #705, p9; Progressives #790, p18/ para. 

71]), yard based suppliers, and trade suppliers, and other vehicle related activities, 

[McDonalds, #388, p3] and limiting the scale of office activity to an ancillary function. 

 

B. Delete clause (a) in Activity specific standards for P12 – P17 of Rule 15.2.2.1 as follows – 

 Activity Activity specific standards 

… … CaAny pre-school, education activity, care 

facility or health care facility shall not be 

located in the air noise contour (50 dBA Ldn) 

identified on the planning maps. 

 

C. Add a new activity to Rule 15.2.2.1 as follows – 

 

 Activity Activity specific standards 

…   

P25 High Technology Industrial 

Activity 

A. NIL 

 

D. Amend Rule 15.2.3.6 (Outdoor storage areas) as follows (Change in red) – 

 

 Permitted Restricted Discretionary Matters of Discretion 

a. … 

Any outdoor storage area 

shall be screened by 1.8 

metre high fencing or 

landscaping so as to not 

be visible from 1.8 

Non-compliance with 

Permitted Standard 

Outdoor Storage Area – 

15.8.3.6 
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metres above ground 

level on [Foodstuffs, 

#705, p15] from any 

adjoining road or 

adjoining site;  

 

E. Amend activities NC1 and NC2 of rule 15.2.4.1.2 (revised version) as follows (Change in 

red) – 

 Activity 

NC51 Any activity not complying with Rules 15.2.74.2.7(b) (Maximum thresholds for 

retailing activities) and 15.2.4.2.8 (Maximum threshold for non-residential 

activities) 

NC2 Any activity or development not complying with Rule 15.2.3.9 (Building 

Setbacks and Area)15.2.4.2.2 (Building setback and size) [AMP Capital 

Investors (New Zealand) Limited, #1187, p9] 

 

F. Delete clause (b) in Activity specific standards for P11 – P16 of Rule 15.3.3.1 as follows – 

 Activity Activity specific standards 

… … b. Any pre-school, education activity, care 

facility or health care facility shall not be 

located in the air noise contour (50 dBA Ldn) 

identified on the planning maps. 

 

G. Amend the clause (a) of the Activity specific standards for P9 to P12 and clause (d) for 

P14 of Rule 15.4.2.1 as follows (Change in red) – 

 Activity Activity specific standards 

P9 Health Care Facility outside 

the Lyttelton Port Influences 

Overlay Area defined on the 

planning maps 

The following shall apply in Lyttelton only. 

a. NILAny habitable space must be designed 

and constructed to achieve an external to 

internal noise reduction of not less than 30 dB 

Dtr,2m,nTw+Ctr. [Lyttelton Port Company 

Limited #915, page 32] 

P10 Education Activity outside 

the Lyttelton Port Influences 

Overlay Area defined on the 

planning maps 

The following shall apply in Lyttelton only. 

a. NILAny habitable space must be designed 

and constructed to achieve an external to 

internal noise reduction of not less than 30 dB 
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Dtr,2m,nTw+Ctr. [Lyttelton Port Company 

Limited #915, page 32] 

P11 Care Facility outside the 

Lyttelton Port Influences 

Overlay Area defined on the 

planning maps 

The following shall apply in Lyttelton only. 

a. NILAny habitable space must be designed 

and constructed to achieve an external to 

internal noise reduction of not less than 30 dB 

Dtr,2m,nTw+Ctr. [Lyttelton Port Company 

Limited #915, page 32] 

P12 Pre-school outside the 

Lyttelton Port Influences 

Overlay Area defined on the 

planning maps 

The following shall apply in Lyttelton only. 

a. NILAny habitable space must be designed 

and constructed to achieve an external to 

internal noise reduction of not less than 30 dB 

Dtr,2m,nTw+Ctr. [Lyttelton Port Company 

Limited #915, page 32] 

P13 …  

P14 Residential Activity  outside 

the Lyttelton Port Influences 

Overlay Area 

… 

d. In Lyttelton, Any bedroom habitable space 

must be designed and constructed to achieve an 

external to internal noise reduction of not less than 

30 dB Dtr,2m,nTw+Ctr. [Lyttelton Port Company 

Limited #915, page 33]  

 

 

Industrial – Proposal 16 

 

A. Amend Activity P19 under Rule 16.2.2.1 so it reads (change in red)  – 

 Activity Activity specific standards 

…   

P10 Pre-school outside the air 

noise contour (50 dBA 

Ldn) and in Lyttelton 

outside the Port Influences 

Overlay Area as defined on 

the planning maps 

[Waterloo Park, #920, p18] 

a. Any habitable space must be designed and 

constructed to achieve an external to internal 

noise reduction of not less than 30 dB Dtr, 2m, 

nTw+Ctr.  

 

B. Amend clause (a) of rules 16.2.3.6 and 16.3.3.6 as follows (change in red) - 
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 Permitted Restricted 

Discretionary 

Matters of Discretion 

a. … 

This standard shall not 

apply to an Emergency 

service facility [The 

Crown, #485, p296] or 

vehicle access to any site. 

[Rockgas, #397, p11-13] 

… … 

    

 

C. Amend activity RD2 under rule 16.3.5.1.2 so it reads as follows (change in red) – 

 

 Activity The Council 

RD2 Any development resulting in more than 15 

hectares of land (excluding roads) being 

developed within the Industrial Heavy zone 

(South West Hornby), outside the areas 

marked ‘Area 1’ and ‘Future Development 

Area’ on the Outline Development Plan in 

Appendix 16.6.8, until construction (being 

physical works) of the Christchurch 

Southern Motorway extension and the 4-

laning of Shands Road between Sir James 

Wattie Drive and Marshs Road has 

commenced. 

 

…   

Information Requirement for RD5 RD3: A full integrated Transport Assessment shall 

be completed and included in the application. 

 

D. Add new activity to Rule 16.4.2.1 as P10 and make consequential changes to numbering  

 

 Activity Activity specific standards 

…   

P10 Office activity unless 

specified below 

Office activity within each Industrial Park zone 

(Tait, Awatea) shall 
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a. be limited to a total of 5,000 m2; 

b. have visually transparent glazing on the 

ground floor elevation facing the street for a 

minimum of 20% of that elevation where the 

office activity fronts the street.  

…   

[Tait Limited, #784, p4/ para 18.1] 

 

E. Outline Development Plan for Industrial Heavy zone (South West Hornby), Appendix 

16.6.8 

Amend ODP to define area on page 18 of submission as Industrial General  

[Calder Stewart, #985, p15] 
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Attachment B 

Report on development costs (‘Davis Langdon’ report) 
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Attachment C 

Evidence on submissions seeking the rezoning of land  

to Commercial/ Industrial 
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Attachment D 

Submissions on land being considered in Stage 2 

 

SUBMISSIONS ON, OR SEEKING COMMERCIAL ZONING OF LAND THAT  

HAS NOT BEEN NOTIFIED IN STAGE 1 

 

(a) Rezoning of land at 20 Twigger Street to Commercial Local [396]  

(b) Rezoning sought of land on  port side of Norwich Quay [769, 1043, 1088, 1090, 

1152, FS-1444]   

(c) Rezoning sought of land at 470 Sawyers Arms Road for commercial or light industry 

[842]  

(d) Relief that the rezoning of land east of the Railway line in Belfast be brought forward 

to Stage 1 [1187] 

(e) Rezoning of 1 Papanui Road as Commercial Local [1072]  

(f) Rezoning sought of land adjoining Groynes Drive as Commercial Local [310]  

 

 

SUBMISSIONS ON, OR SEEKING INDUSTRIAL ZONING OF LAND THAT  

HAS NOT BEEN NOTIFIED IN STAGE 1 

 

(a) Rezoning of land between 100 and 128 Wrights Road to Commercial Office [310, 557, 

794, FS-1304, FS-1374]  

(b) Rezoning of land on the corner of Russley Road and Memorial Ave to Industrial Park 

[917, FS-1347, FS-1352, FS-1359, FS-1417, FS-1443] 

(c) Rezoning sought of land on the corner of Pound Road and School Road, Yaldhurst to 

Rural Industrial [825] 

(d) Rezoning sought of 308 Buchanans Road and 382 Pound Road as Industrial General 

[800, FS-1359] 

(e) Rezoning sought of land at 119, 131, 151, 167, 177, 201 and 225 Russley Road to 

Industrial [320]  

(f) Rezoning sought of land adjoining the Awatea Kart club from residential to light 

industrial [254, 1036, FS-1343]  

(g) Rezoning sought of 62 Stanleys Road to Industrial Park [310]  

(h) Rezoning sought of land on the corner of Haytons Road and Wigram Road to 

Industrial General [310]  

(i) Rezoning sought of land west of Chapmans Road to Industrial General [310]. 
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(j) Rezoning sought of land between Main South Road and the railway line, south west of 

Barters Road [395], identified as Stage 2, to Industrial.  
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Attachment E 

Evidence on Definitions 
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Attachment F 

Tables with recommendation on each submission point (Commercial) 
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Attachment G 

Tables with recommendation on each submission point (Industrial) 
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Attachment H 

Revised Planning Maps 

 

 


