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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Adam Scott Blair.  I hold the position of Senior Planner at 

Christchurch City Council (Council).  I have been in this position since July 

2003.  I have prepared a statement of evidence for the Strategic Directions 

hearing, dated 18 November 2014. 

 

1.2 I hold a Bachelor of Social Science (Geography) and Master of Philosophy 

(Regional Planning) from Waikato University and Massey University 

respectively.  I have 21 years' experience in local government resource 

management planning and related matters, including enforcement, land 

use and subdivision consenting, and resource management plan and 

policy development.  I am a full member of the New Zealand Planning 

Institute. 

 

1.3 The last 13 years of my employment have been with Porirua City Council 

and Christchurch City Council.  During this time I have focused largely on 

resource management plan and policy development including First 

Schedule of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) plan change 

development and private plan change assessment (particularly in large 

scale residential greenfield growth provisions), and resolution of a broad 

spectrum of references to the Environment Court on decisions on 

submissions to the Operative Christchurch City District Plan.  

 

1.4 The last three and a half years of my employment with the Council has 

focussed on earthquake recovery related plans, specifically the Council's 

contributions to the Central City Recovery Plan and the Central City Living 

Zones Review.  Over the last 18 months I have overseen and contributed 

to the Council team development of Chapter 14 Residential (Part).  This 

has included a number of tasks that are outlined in Attachment A to my 

evidence.   

 

1.5 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, 
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and that this evidence is within my area of expertise, except where I state 

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

1.6 The key documents I have used, or referred to, in forming my view while 

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

(a) the Recovery Strategy; 

(b) the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP); 

(c) the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA); 

(d) the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS); 

(e) the Order in Council (OIC) and in particular the Ministers' 

Statement of Expectations (SOE); 

(f) the Hearing Panel's decision on the Strategic Directions Chapter 

including the overarching Objectives; and  

(g) the notified Residential Chapter of the pRDP. 

 

1.7 I have read and rely on the evidence of: 

 

(a) Dr James (Douglas) Fairgray; 

(b) Mark Teasdale (for the Council and the Crown); 

(c) Bridget O'Brien; 

(d) Nilesh Redekar; 

(e) Brian Norton; 

(f) Andrew Macleod; 

(g) Graeme MacIndoe; 

(h) Ekin Sakin; and 

(i) Graham Mather. 

 

2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 My evidence addresses the following matters: 

 

(a) An explanation of the residential zones notified in Stage 1; 

(b) An explanation of the housing issues facing Christchurch, in 

particular housing supply; 

(c) Intensification; 
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(d) The New Neighbourhood Zone provisions (this includes the new 

neighbourhood zone provisions from the Subdivision Chapter); 

(e) The retirement village and elderly homes provisions in the 

Proposal; 

(f) The life stage inclusive and energy efficiency standards in the 

Proposal; 

(g) Issues raised relating to non-residential activities; 

(h) Plan provisions relating to infrastructure; 

(i) The Enhanced Development Mechanism and Community Housing 

Redevelopment Mechanism; 

(j) Submissions raising issues relating to the Residential Suburban 

zone, including student accommodation; 

(k) Issues raised in Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu and ngā rūnanga's 

submission; and 

(l) Submissions requesting rezoning changes (from a residential 

perspective). 

 

2.2 Attachment C of my evidence, sets out further changes that I recommend 

to the Proposal, that were not included in the 9 March Revised Version.  As 

formal mediations are scheduled for next week and further changes to the 

Chapter are therefore possible, these will be included in a further revised 

version to be circulated with Rebuttal Evidence. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

 Housing supply 

 

3.1 In accordance with the SOE, Recovery Strategy, LURP, and CRPS, the 

Council has provided for an increase in housing supply in the pRDP 

through intensification and greenfield development, with a focus on 

encouraging intensification.  These higher order planning documents have 

specified that the pRDP is to provide for: 

 

(a) 23,700 new residential units by 2028;  

(b) A portion of these residential units are to be provided by 

‘intensification’ (redevelopment and infill of existing urban areas); 

and 
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(c) The intensification is to be provided around key activity centres 

and larger neighbourhood centres. 

 

Intensification 

 

3.2 Residential intensification is provided for by maintaining existing medium 

density (former Living 3) and creating new Residential Medium Density 

(RMD) zones (formerly lower density zones Living 1 and Living 2). The 

rezonings from Living 1 and 2 to RMD are known as ‘upzonings’. 

 

3.3 In determining the appropriate areas for ‘up zoning’ the Council has 

undertaken a comprehensive assessment, which has included: 

 

(a) an assessment of the supporting commercial and social 

infrastructure needed for the intensification;  

(b) inventoried the Key Activity Centres (KACs) and larger 

neighbourhood centres (LNCs) that could provide supporting 

commercial and social infrastructure for intensification; 

(c) an analysis of a 10 minute walking distance from KACs and LNCs; 

(d) site visits; 

(e) consultation with landowers and occupiers within the upzone 

areas; 

(f) Publicly notified the pRDP with the Council’s view of where the 

upzone areas should be. 

 

3.4 This assessment led to refinements to upzone areas which were then 

notified in the in the pRDP. 

 

3.5 The Crown's submission questioned the method used by the Council to 

identify the up zone areas. The Crown's particular concern was whether 

the Council should have undertaken a property market analysis of the 

upzone areas to determine whether the property market would deliver the 

projected supply requirement. 

 

3.6 In response, the Council and the Crown have undertaken a series of 

workshops in which a computer model, taking into account market factors 

such as land value and improvement, and walkability to selected 
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supporting infrastructure was agreed.  Concurrently the Council has 

engaged a property market expert Dr Fairgray to analyse the supply of 

additional residential development in the pRDP and determine in his 

opinion whether the pRDP as notified provides sufficient supply.  Dr 

Fairgray has concluded, whilst recognising that his estimates of capacity 

should be treated as indicative given the assumptions and estimates of 

market conditions and responses in the future, that the modelling indicates 

that there is sufficient supply through the various intensification 

mechanisms included in the notified provisions and RMD zoning to meet 

the LURP target. 

 

3.7 Submissions have been received from many land owners who, 

predominantly contest: 

 

(a) the need for upzoning;  

(b) the effects of upzoning on physical infrastructure; and/or 

(c) the effects of upzoning on the amenity of areas; 

 

3.8 The results of the ‘model’ showing potential new upzone areas have been 

analysed by Council infrastructure experts who in general have found that 

most of the identified areas can absorb an increase in density. 

 

3.9 Therefore, the pRDP as publicly notified enables an appropriate increase 

in density that will help meet the required number of households in the 

higher order documents by 2028.  In my opinion no additional upzonings 

are necessary. 

 

3.10 That said, I consider the Council should monitor the housing supply 

through the life of the pRDP.  If further upzoning proves necessary, the 

Council could expand the RMD through a subsequent plan change. 

 

New Neighbourhood provisions 

 

3.11 Over the last decade the Council has provided for greenfield development 

by way of the Living G zone in its planning documents. The Living G zone 

framework has however become very complex. The higher order planning 

framework, while maintaining the need for comprehensive development 
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and outline development planning, requires a simplification of the consent 

approval process. 

 

3.12 On this basis, the Council developed a New Neighbourhood zone in the 

pRDP with provisions in both Proposal 8 and Proposal 14 that enable 

either a combined subdivision and land use consent process or the more 

‘traditional’ consenting process of subdivision consent and then 

construction of residential units within the parameters of built form 

standards. 

 

3.13 Concurrently, the Council was directed under the LURP to enable the 

development of an ‘exemplar’ greenfield development. The rules package 

for the pRDP enabling an exemplar development in North Halswell has 

been approved the hearings panel. 

 

3.14 Submissions on the New Neighbourhood provisions in the pRDP have 

been received, predominantly from the development community, 

questioning the complexity and viability of some of the provisions.  

Changes to the provisions are recommended to address the issues raised, 

and make the land use and subdivision consent routes more 

straightforward and clearer.   

 

 Retirement Villages and provisions of housing for the elderly 

 

3.15 The average age of the population of Christchurch (and New Zealand) is 

generally increasing.  A challenge for the pRDP is to provide for this 

change so as to ensure this portion of the population has housing that suits 

their needs. The pRDP has partly provided for this by way of enabling the 

comprehensive development and consenting of retirement villages as a 

restricted discretionary activity.   

 

3.16 Submissions have been received from providers of retirement villages 

seeking clarification or amendment of the provisions. Some providers have 

sought that retirement villages be provided for as permitted activities.  

Council planning officers have discussed the provisions for retirement 

villages as a restricted discretionary activity with some providers. It has 
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generally been accepted that the restricted discretionary activity status is 

appropriate, with some amendments to the provisions.  

 

3.17 The operative plan contains a set of ‘bespoke’ rules for the construction of 

groups of small residential units that can be occupied only by ‘elderly’. 

These are known as Elderly Persons Housing Units or "EPHs".  The 

occupancy requirement is normally enforced by way of encumbrance on 

the title of the residential unit.   

 

3.18 In December 2013, the LURP removed the encumbrances on existing 

EPHs opening them to the general residential market.  Accordingly, 

provision for EPHs were not included in the pRDP.  Submissions have 

been received, predominantly from EPH developers or providers seeking 

the reintroduction of the EPH provisions. 

 

3.19 My view is that the pRDP has sufficient provision for elderly housing 

through the retirement villages provisions, minor dwelling units  

intensification, and comprehensive social housing development, and 

comprehensive development in higher density zones.  Nevertheless, I 

consider that some provisions should be made in the general suburban 

(lower density) zone for comprehensive housing developments as a 

restricted discretionary activity. This will help to meet some of the concerns 

of the EPH providers. 

 

3.20 There is also a ‘bespoke’ set of planning rules in operative city plan that 

provide for the construction of a retirement village in the North West of 

Christchurch. These are the Living 1F zone rules. The provisions were 

reformatted and carried over into the pRDP on the basis that consenting 

and development of the village had not been completed and that deletion 

of the provisions would hinder ongoing consenting. 

 

3.21 The owner/developer of the retirement village has submitted seeking 

refinement of the provisions.  In my opinion, the refinement is necessary 

but  the provisions will ultimately become redundant. On this basis, the 

package should be altered in accordance with the submission, but have a 

sunset clause added that will remove the provisions on completion of the 

project.  
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Non-residential activities 

 

3.22 Appropriate non-residential activities are provided for in the residential 

zones. These are activities that are generally compatible with residential 

activity and amenity and provide services and employment opportunities 

for the surrounding community. Such activities include health services, 

veterinary services, places of assembly, (churches, community halls etc), 

preschools, and education activities.   

 

3.23 The Crown has submitted that the pRDP has not adequately provided for 

community facilities as a permitted activity. Through discussions with the 

Crown, it has been clarified that it is emergency services and health 

facilities that the Crown considers are not adequately provided for as 

permitted activities.  

 

3.24 Ambulance services have made similar submissions.  They submit that 

their operating requirements are such that they will need to establish in 

residential zones as required to meet the emergency needs of the 

community.  

 

3.25 In my opinion, such services are very important to health and safety of the 

community and these services should be enabled. Accordingly, draft 

provisions have been discussed with the fire and ambulance emergency 

service providers which I recommend be included in the Proposal.  

 

3.26 A number of Church organisations have submitted that ‘spiritual’ activities 

have not been adequately provided for through the place of assembly 

provisions in the non-residential activities. They say their requirements are 

such that they should be provided for by way of a separate permitted 

activity with standards that suit their needs.  I agree with these submission 

and suggest a new permitted activity for ‘spiritual facilities’ is put in place to 

meet the concerns and needs of these submitters. 
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Iwi Issues 

 

3.27 The submission from Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu seeks to have a number of 

changes to objectives and policies to recognise both the specific residential 

requirements for papakāinga housing in and around Maori reserve land 

and marae, and to incorporate Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua heritage and 

values within residential developments.  I consider the suggested changes 

are appropriate and in some instances have recommended amended 

wording that I consider provides the appropriate emphasis. 

 

3.28 The submission also covers the management of stormwater.  I do not 

agree with this aspect of the submission as they are either matters being 

addressed in other chapters of the pDPR or are seeking amendments that 

are unachievable and unrealistic.  

 

4. EXPLANATION OF RESIDENTIAL ZONES 

 

4.1 By way of context, I briefly set out an explanation of the three residential 

zones that have been notified in Stage 1 of the review and therefore are 

subject to this hearing. 

 

Residential Suburban Zone 
 
 

4.2 This zone covers most suburban living environments of the city, excluding 

the hills, and provides principally for low density permanent living 

accommodation. It is akin to the existing Living 1 zone in the Operative City 

Plan.  

 

4.3 It is anticipated that the zone provisions will maintain open space and 

landscape plantings as an essential feature of the environment with 

dwellings at low building densities and heights.  A range of types of 

permanent residential accommodation is expected to establish in the zone, 

limited only in terms of building bulk and density and environmental effects 

on the neighbourhood. It is expected to provide some intensification 

through mechanisms such as minor dwelling units, retirement villages, 

comprehensive development of social housing, the community housing 

redevelopment mechanism. 
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4.4 Local community facilities, home occupations, and recreational activities 

are anticipated in the zone, but are subject to standards to ensure that they 

are compatible with the character, scale and amenities of low density outer 

suburban areas. It is anticipated that an adequate level of services will be 

provided in the zone for the health, comfort and convenience of residents.  

 
 

Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone 
 

 
4.5 The Residential Suburban Density Transitions Zone generally covers the 

inner suburban living environments of the city, located between the 

Residential Suburban Zone and the Residential Medium Density Zone.  It 

is akin to the existing Living 2 Zone in the Operative City Plan. RSDT 

Zones are, however, also found adjoining some KACs and larger 

neighbourhood centres and surrounding the University of Canterbury. It 

provides principally for low-medium density permanent residential 

accommodation. 

 
4.6 It is expected to provide some intensification through mechanisms such as 

retirement villages, comprehensive development of residential complexes 

and social housing, the Enhanced Development Mechanism, the 

community housing redevelopment mechanism. 

 

4.7 It is anticipated that the zone provisions will maintain open space and 

landscape plantings as an important feature of the environment with 

dwellings at low-medium building densities. In most areas there will be 

potential for infill and redevelopment at higher densities than the 

Residential Suburban Zone. There is already a range of types of 

permanent residential accommodation in the zone and this is expected to 

continue, limited only in terms of building density and environmental effects 

on the neighbourhood. 

 

4.8 Local community facilities, home occupations and recreational activities 

are anticipated in the zone, but subject to site development and 

community-related standards to ensure that they are compatible with the 

character, scale and amenities of low-medium density suburban living. It is 
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anticipated that an adequate level of services will be provided in the zone 

for the health, comfort and convenience of residents. 

 
 

Residential Medium Density Zone 
 

4.9 The Residential Medium Density Zone is located around the Central City, 

KACs and some larger neighbourhood centres. It provides principally for 

medium-density residential accommodation. Some RMD zones are located 

in former, but completed, Living G zones where higher density housing has 

been constructed.  

 
4.10 It is anticipated that the zone provisions will encourage diverse residential 

development, redevelopment and infill to medium densities at  heights, 

higher than the Residential Suburban and Residential Suburban Density 

Transition Zones, while maintaining a reasonable degree of open space.  

 

 New Neighbourhood Zone 

 

4.11 The New Neighbourhood Zone is a ‘new’ zone that is intended as a  

replacement for the existing Living G zone in the Operative City Plan. It is 

designed to enable the comprehensive development of large areas of 

greenfield residential development at the periphery of the existing urban 

area. 

 

4.12 It is anticipated that built outcomes will have mixed residential densities 

ranging between those similar to the Residential Suburban Zone through to  

the Residential Medium Density Zone. As these are large residential 

growth areas they may be required to deliver supporting commercial and 

other services that are not immediately available in the surrounding area, 

or where they are available there is insufficient capacity to meet demand. 

This will normally be in the form of a commercial centre.  

 

4.13 The whole development is expected to be delivered in accordance with a 

predetermined outline development plan that is incorporated in the pRDP. 

This will help coordinate the development of individual land parcels in 

individual ownership and ensure that the ultimate development is a 

cohesive whole – particularly in the areas of infrastructure and open space.  
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5. HOUSING SUPPLY 

 

 What are the housing issues facing Christchurch in the Post Earthquake 

period? 

 

5.1 The housing accord between Christchurch City Council and Central 

Government provides a useful overview of the effects the earthquakes of 

2010 and 2011 have had on housing supply and affordability in 

Christchurch:  

 

5  The Canterbury earthquake series has had a significant impact 

on the housing challenges that Christchurch was already 

facing. The challenges in Christchurch are complex and will 

change over time as the housing market and wider economy 

recovers.  

6  Best estimates indicate 91% of existing dwellings in greater 

Christchurch were damaged by the earthquakes and are in 

need of some form of repair, with 10% being confirmed as 

having damage in excess of the $100,000 threshold over 

which repairs are covered by private insurance rather than 

EQC. In addition 7,600 dwellings are located in the “red zone” 

and a further 4,700 dwellings outside of the “red zone” are 

likely to be uninhabitable. Combined, this represents about 5% 

of greater Christchurch’s total housing stock. This included the 

loss of many inner city boarding houses that met a particular 

need at the lower end of the rental market.  

7  Currently an estimated 69% of the 145,000 under threshold 

repairs have been settled while 42% of the 22,000 over-

threshold repairs and rebuilds have been settled.  

 

8  Taking into account population movements it is estimated 

there is a housing supply shortfall of around 12,000 dwellings. 

The shortfall is expected to worsen over the short-term, before 

gradually improving as the residential rebuild picks up.  
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9  In response, development capacity has already been bolstered 

by significant levels of land re-zoning on the urban fringe, to 

the extent that by 2016 approximately 25 years’ worth of land 

supply (under a medium growth scenario for Christchurch) will 

be available.  

 

10  There has already been a considerable market response, with 

development activity now exceeding levels last seen in 2007 at 

the peak of the previous housing construction cycle, and 

indications it is still climbing. There were 2,542 new building 

consents issued in Christchurch City alone in 2013, 38% 

above the pre-earthquake average of 1,848 (2000 - 2010). It 

will be important for the Government and Council to support 

and complement rather than crowd-out this increase in private 

sector investment.  

11  However, the increase in demand coupled with a fall in supply 

and loss of stock, especially at the lower end of the market, 

has created an environment where housing is increasingly 

unaffordable. Increases in housing costs are being fuelled by 

relocating “red zone” residents, workers coming to 

Christchurch for the recovery, households who need access to 

temporary accommodation while their homes are repaired or 

rebuilt, and underlying household formation patterns.  

12  This presents a number of immediate, short and medium-term 

challenges in the Christchurch housing market.  

 The availability and price of rental housing. The 

Christchurch rental market now has considerable supply-

side power, leading to price rises, which disproportionately 

affect lower income households. Average rents have risen 

47% from pre-earthquake levels.  

 House prices. Christchurch City house prices have 

increased at a faster rate than the national average, at 

around 13% in the past year.  
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 Affordable housing. The biggest loss of dwellings from the 

market was in the eastern suburbs; traditionally an area of 

more affordable owner-occupied and rental housing. This 

has meant a number of lower income households are facing 

increased housing stress, resulting in negative health and 

social outcomes.  

 
5.2 The pRDP has a role to play in addressing many of the issues raised in the 

preceding paragraph. The role the pRDP can and is expected to play in 

addressing these issues is articulated or reflected in a number of higher 

order planning documents that have directed or guided its development, as 

follows. 

 

Schedule 4 Statement of Expectations in the Order in Council 

 

5.3 The Statement of Expectations, states relevantly: 

 

  The expectations of the Minister for Canterbury Earthquake 

Recovery and the Minister for the Environment are that the 

replacement district plan— 

 

  (d)  facilitates an increase in the supply of housing, including 

by 

 

  (i)  confirming the immediate residential intensification 

changes included in the Land Use Recovery Plan; and  

 

 (ii)  ensuring that the district plan has capacity to 

accommodate up to 23 700 additional dwellings by 2028 

(as compared with the number of households in the 2012 

post-earthquake period); and  

 

 (iii)  addressing further intensification opportunities, in line 

with the Land Use Recovery Plan principle of supporting 

Key Activity Centres and the Central City; and 
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 (iv)  having regard to constraints on environmental and 

infrastructure capacity, particularly with regard to natural 

hazards; and  

 

 (v)  providing for a wide range of housing types and locations: 

 

Recovery Strategy for Greater Christchurch 

  

5.4 Section 15 of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 states no 

RMA document is to be interpreted or applied in a way that is inconsistent 

with a Recovery Strategy.  Priorities in the Recovery Strategy are 

relevantly: 

 

 Supply of land for recovery needs through efficient consenting 

processes and timely provision, restoration or optimisation of 

infrastructure. This enables developers to provide a mix of quality 

housing options that are connected to services and infrastructure 

(for example, schools, communications, shopping and transport 

networks) and new business developments. 

   

5.5 Actual Built Environment Recovery Goals (and also the vision) are 

relevantly: 

 

 5.  Develop resilient, cost effective, accessible and 

integrated infrastructure, buildings, housing and transport 

networks - by:  

  5.5  zoning sufficient land for recovery needs within 

settlement patterns consistent with an urban 

form that provides for the future development of 

greater Christchurch;  

  5.6  having a range of affordable housing options 

connected to community and strategic 

infrastructure that provides for residents 

participation in social, cultural and economic 

activities; and  

    … 
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Land Use Recovery Plan 

 

5.6 Section 23 of the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery Act 2011 states that 

recommendations and decisions made by the Council cannot be 

inconsistent  with the LURP. In regard to housing supply, the LURP 

introduced Actions which the Council has to give effect to by April 2016: 

 

Action 2: Christchurch City Council district plan review 

Christchurch City Council to enable in the next review of its district 

plans to provide for the following measures: 

 

Housing choice 

i.  a range of housing types and locations recognising the 

changing  population and loss of housing options as a result of 

the Canterbury earthquakes 

Intensification 

ii.  a choice of housing through a range of residential density and 

development provisions to facilitate intensified development 

iii.  comprehensive residential and mixed use developments, 

including on brownfield sites 

Supporting rebuilding activities 

iv.  reduced consenting and notification requirements 

v.  address the efficiency and effectiveness of urban design 

provisions. 

 

Action 7: Promoting intensification and city living 

To support Actions 1 and 2, Christchurch City Council is to develop a 

package of instruments to promote intensification and city living, 

including affordable and temporary housing. This may include financial 

tools, regulatory incentives, development contribution policies and 

other initiatives. 
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 Regional Policy Statement (as defined by the land use recovery plan): 

 

5.7 Pursuant to section 75 of the Resource Management Act the Council must 

give effect to the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement (CRPS).  

Relevantly the CRPS provides: 

 

Objective 6.2.2 – Urban form and settlement pattern 

 

The urban form and settlement pattern in Greater Christchurch is 

managed to provide sufficient land for rebuilding and recovery needs 

and set a foundation for future growth, with an urban form that 

achieves consolidation and intensification of urban areas, and avoids 

unplanned expansion of urban areas, by: 

 

(1)   aiming to achieve the following targets for intensification 

as a proportion of overall growth through the period of 

recovery: 

  (a)  35% averaged over the period between 2013 

and 2016 

  (b)  45% averaged over the period between 2016 to 

2021 

  (c)  55% averaged over the period between 2022 

and 2028; 

(2)   providing higher density living environments including 

mixed use developments and a greater range of housing 

types, particularly in and around the Central City, in and 

around Key Activity Centres, and larger neighbourhood 

centres, and in greenfield priority areas and brownfield 

sites;   
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Objective 6.2.5 – Key activity and other centres 

 

Support and maintain the existing network of centres below as the 

focal points for commercial, community and service activities during 

the recovery period: 

 

(1)   The Central City 

(2)   Key Activity Centres 

(3)   Neighbourhood centres. 

 

These centres will be high quality, support a diversity of business 

opportunities including appropriate mixed-use development, and 

incorporate good urban design principles. The development and 

distribution of commercial activity will avoid significant adverse effects 

on the function and viability of these centres. 

   

5.8 I believe that these higher order documents are reflected in the strategic 

directions chapter as defined by the Panel’s first decision: 

 

   3.3.7 Objective – Urban growth, form and design 

   A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a 

consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment 

that: 

 (d)  Increases the housing development opportunities in the 

urban area to meet the intensification targets specified in 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Chapter 6, 

Objective 6.2.2(1); particularly 

  (i)  in and around the Central City, Key Activity 

Centres (as defined in the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement), larger neighbourhood 

centres, an nodes of core public transport 

routes; and 

  (ii)  in those parts of Residential Greenfield Priority 

Areas identified in Map A, Chapter 6 of the 

Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; and 

  (iii)  in suitable brownfield areas; and 

  … 
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5.9 The CRPS provides for land use supply through a distribution of supply 

across the partner Urban Development Strategy districts (Christchurch 

City, Selwyn District, Waimakariri District). Policy 6.3.7 – Residential 

location, yield and intensification provides: 

 

   In relation to residential development opportunities in Greater 

Christchurch: 

 

   (3) Intensification developments and development in 

greenfield priority areas shall achieve at least the 

following residential net densities averaged over the 

whole of an ODP area (except where subject to an 

existing operative ODP with specific density provisions): 

    … 

    (b) 15 household units per hectare in greenfield 

areas in Christchurch City; 

   (4) Intensification development within Christchurch City to 

achieve an average of: 

    (a) 50 household units per hectare for 

intensification development within the Central 

City; 

     (b) 30 household units per hectare for 

intensification development elsewhere. 

   

 An aging population and housing needs 

 

5.10 Dr Fairgray gives his opinion on what he expects will be the changing 

trends of living and housing preferences based on his projections of 

population change: 

 

  4.7 That demographic change is expected to be reflected in 

trends for living and housing preferences. Older 

households are predominantly smaller than average 

(single persons and couples) and show some preference 

for smaller dwellings. However, the younger and middle 

aged households (that is, under 65 years) which will still 
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account for 67% of Christchurch’s households in 2031 do 

not show such preferences. This suggests that while 

there will be some shift in market preferences toward 

smaller dwellings, there will still be considerable demand 

for medium to larger sized dwellings. 

 

 Summary of influences and drivers for housing supply under in pRDP 

 

5.11 Overall I consider that the pRDP must address housing issues related to 

recovery of building stock lost in the earthquakes as a high priority.  Over 

the longer term, the pRDP must ensure that there is sufficient supply to 

meet the needs of the growing and changing population.  Intensification 

should contribute to some of these needs. I rely upon the evidence of Dr 

Fairgray as to the relative distribution of housing stock between 

intensification, existing supply initiatives (zoned land and LURP recovery 

mechanisms), greenfield development and how that is apportioned 

between the Christchurch City and its Urban Development Strategy 

Partners Selwyn District Council and Waimakariri District Council.  

 

5.12 A portion of the housing stock required will need to suit the needs of an 

aging population.  Some of these changing needs should be 

accommodated through intensification 

 

6. RESIDENTIAL INTENSIFICATION 

 

6.1 There is clear objective direction in the SOE of the OIC, the LURP1, 

Chapter 6 of the CRPS, the Strategic Directions Chapter of the pRDP as to 

the requirement for and location of intensification.  For ease of reference, I 

have set out parts of the relevant objectives from the Strategic Directions 

Chapter in Attachment B to my evidence. 

 

                                                   
1
 LURP Actions 2 Intensification ii, 7.  
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6.2 By way of summary:  

 

(a) The pRDP is to provide for an additional 23,700 dwellings 

between 2012 and 20282 and these are to be distributed across 

intensification, brownfield and greenfield developments;  

 

(b) Where the portion of the additional 23,700 dwellings is to be 

provided through intensification outside of the Central City, it shall 

be around KACs, larger neighbourhood centres (LNCs), and 

nodes of core public transport routes (CPTRs);3,4  

 

(c) Where the additional dwellings are provided around the KACs, 

LNCs, and CPTRs it shall achieve a minimum net density of 30 

households a hectare;5,6 

 

(d) The provision of the additional dwellings shall be integrated with 

strategic and other infrastructure and services7 and optimise the 

use of existing infrastructure;8,9  

 

(e) The provision of the additional dwellings shall, when meeting the 

preceding requirement, coordinate with the planning of transport 

infrastructure so as to: 

 

(i) manage congestion; 

(ii) reduce dependency on private motor vehicles and 

emissions; 

(iii) optimise use of existing capacity within the network; and 

(iv) enhance transport safety;10  

 

(f) The provision of the additional dwellings shall: 

 

                                                   
2
 SOE para (d)(ii). 

3
 CRPS Objective 6.2.2(2), CRPS Policy 6.3.1(3), and Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.4 (a). 

4
 It shall also support the existing network of KACs and LNCs, CRPS Objective 6.2.5. 

5
 CRPS Policy 6.3.7 (4)(b).  

6
 This will also help to achieve CRPS Objective 6.2.5. 

7
 CRPS Objective 6.2.1(9) and Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.7(i) and (j). 

8
 CRPS Objective 6.2.1(11). 

9
 CRPS Policy 6.3.5 . 

10
 CRPS Objective 6.2.4 and Policy 6.3.4. 
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(i) avoid areas of natural hazards, where the risks to people 

property and infrastructure are unacceptable;11 and 

(ii) only establish in other areas where the risks from natural 

hazards can be mitigated;12,13 

 

(g) The provision of the additional dwellings shall be undertaken in a 

way that retains identified areas of special amenity and historic 

heritage value;14 and 

 

(h) The additional dwellings shall: 

 

(i) have quality living environments with good urban 

design;15 and 

(ii) be healthy, environmentally sustainable, functionally 

efficient, and prosperous.16 

 

 Residential intensification around Key Activity Centres and Larger 

Neighbourhood Centres 

 

 Issue 3  Are the locations identified suitable and will they be attractive to 

the market? 

 

6.3 Chapter 14 of the pRDP as publicly notified intended to give effect to the 

OIC, LURP and the CRPS through Objective 14.1.1 Objective Housing 

Supply  and  Policy 14.1.1.1 – in particular policy 14.1.1.1(a)(iii).  

 

6.4 The criteria in Policy 14.1.1.1(a)(iii) (A – H) were, in the preparation of the 

Proposal, used to determine appropriate areas for intensification within the 

existing (operative) Living 1 and Living 2 zones.  The areas that were 

identified for intensification were: 

 

(a) Merivale; 

(b) Hornby; 

                                                   
11

 Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.6 (a)(i) and CRPS Objective 6.2.1(8). 
12

 Strategic Direction Objective 3.3.6 (a)(ii) and CRPS Objective 6.2.1(8). 
13

 See also LURP action 42. 
14

 CRPS Objective 6.2.3(2), CRPS Policies 6.3.2(1), Strategic Direction Policy 3.3.1(a) and Strategic Direction Policy 3.3.7(b). 
15

 CRPS Objective 6.2.3(1) and Policy 6.3.2.  
16

 CRPS Objective 6.2.3(5). 
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(c) Papanui; 

(d) Shirley; 

(e) Bishopdale; 

(f) Riccarton; and 

(g) Linwood. 

 

6.5 The analysis found that there were some areas of the operative Living 1 

and Living 2 zones around these area that were appropriate to 'upzone' or 

'intensify' through the pRDP so as to help meet the intensification targets.  

The two stage process that was followed is set out in Appendix 4 of the 

Chapter 14 Section 32.   Specifically, the Council took the following steps 

for stage 1. 

 

Identified a wide range of activities that were considered as desirable attributes for 

centres to have so as to support intensification.  

 

6.6 The activities included a range of facilities and services: 

 

(a) a supermarket; 

(b) general merchandising; 

(c) a library; 

(d) health services; 

(e) banking services; 

(f) specialist shops; 

(g) a cinema; 

(h) post office; 

(i) restaurants and bars; 

(j) recreation and sport; 

(k) community activity; 

(l) professional services; and 

(m) public transport interchanges. 

 

6.7 Specifically, Appendix 4 of the Section 32 notes at section 3.2: 

 

  Activity centres should provide a wide range of facilities and services 

to support the daily needs of the local residents. As a minimum the 

centre should have a large supermarket, a general store (or range of 
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small shops that fulfil this role) and good mix of other shops, 

facilities and services. Activity centres need not address all the 

requirements of local residents but there should be sufficient 

provision to enable the residents to meet their everyday needs on a 

local basis, should they choose to. 

 

Inventoried the qualifying Key Activity Centres (Barrington, Hornby, Linwood, 

Papanui, Riccarton and Shirley) and larger neighbourhood centres against these 

activities 

 

6.8 Barrington, Hornby, Linwood, Papanui, Riccarton and Shirley (all as 

KACs), and Bishopdale, Church Corner, and Merivale (Large 

Neighbourhood Centres) were identified as centres with a sufficient range 

of existing  activities that would support the needs of the population 

resulting from intensification.  

 

Undertook a catchment analysis of the identified Key Activity Centres and larger 

neighbourhood centres with an emphasis on walkability to public transport and open 

space 

 

6.9 All of the identified centres were served by at least one core bus route.  

Most of the centres also contained a public transport interchange17.  

Access to open space was considered an important parameter in the 

analysis because:  

 

  Compared to typical lower density development, there is less 

provision of private open space in medium density housing. There 

is a need to ensure that people living in medium density 

developments have access to areas of public open space near to 

their homes. The provision of open space is a critical component 

of place making, enabling medium density areas to be become 

areas of high amenity and attractive places to live. Intensification 

in an area will place more emphasis on the importance of existing 

open space, potentially helping to enhance and regenerate 

underutilised spaces.18 

                                                   
17

 These are points on the network where a number of bus routes (including the core bus routes) merge. 
18

 Appendix 4 to the Residential Chapter section 32 page 8. 
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6.10 The walking distance was based on an initial 400 metre radius or 800 

metre distance following the existing street network from the edge of each 

activity centre.  Mr Mark Teesdale explains the appropriateness and 

rationale for using an 800m  distance as a proxy for a 10 minute walk. Mr 

Teesdale also explains why a 10 minute walk is the generally accepted 

planning and urban design standard for walkability.  

 

Undertook an analysis of the boundaries of the catchments to determine 

appropriate edges  

 

6.11 The broad potential extent of the medium density area around each of the 

identified centres was established through analysis of the walking network. 

The boundaries of the potential RMD zone were refined to take into 

account land use around each centre, which took into consideration the 

following: 

 

(a) Clear boundaries – a physical boundary such as open space, the 

edge of a non-residential zone, larger roads and permanent 

landscape features; 

 

(b) Mid-block boundaries – a consistent line of usually rear 

boundaries through a block of properties. This is preferred when a 

zone boundary along a road adjacent to a block would create an 

inconsistent streetscape at the boundary between the density 

areas (i.e. a particularly coherent street scene with a high visual 

amenity could be adversely affected by the change in street scene 

on one side of the street);  

 

(c) Road boundaries – these might be appropriate where there may 

be no adverse street scene amenity effects of the change in 

density from one side of the street to other (or those effects are 

minor).  They tend to be more prevalent on higher order roads 

such as collector roads and arterials – which tend to be wider and 

have lower street scene amenity;  
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(d) Special Amenity Areas are those that have been identified as 

having unique and special values within the urban environment. 

Special Amenity Areas (as recognised in the Operative Plan) have 

been excluded from the potential RMD zone - the review of the 

SAM areas in Stage 2 of the District Plan Review will consider the 

impact of a change in zone on these special character areas. 

 

(e) In some cases cul-de-sacs and rear sections formed boundaries: 

 

    Cul-de-sacs in the existing urban area are often the result 

of infill of mid-block sections. As a consequence the 

section size and shape may be different from that of the 

surrounding residential area, and the houses are likely to 

be newer than houses found at the edge of a block. It is 

not unusual to find a cul-de-sac development with houses 

that are a number of decades younger than neighbouring 

houses. Land parcels around cul-de-sacs tend to be 

narrower at the entrance to the parcel. This pattern of 

boundaries is less ideal than regular shaped sections for 

the development of town houses. For example, with a 

narrow street entrance it is not possible to align medium 

density development with primary outlook to the street. 

This potentially creates more overlooking and privacy 

issues for neighbouring properties than would otherwise 

be the case. Furthermore, narrow street frontages and 

tight turning circles of cul-de-sacs reduce the space for 

on-street parking in cul-de-sac developments. If 

redeveloped this problem may be more apparent with 

increased demand for parking. Parcel amalgamation to 

facilitate comprehensive redevelopment of larger sites 

can help to mitigate these problems.19 

 

(f) Avoidance of Reverse sensitivity – separation distance of 200m 

from industrial activity (Business 5) was chosen a suitable buffer 

to avoid reverse sensitivity on existing industrial activity. 

                                                   
19

 Appendix 4 to the Section 32 Chapter 14 page 10. 
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6.12 The outcome of this analysis was spatially defined on maps and aerial 

photographs.  

 

Undertook site visits / ground truthing 

 

6.13 As part of the assessment process a series of site visits to each of the 

centres was undertaken.  The aim of the site visits was to ‘ground truth’ the 

boundary arrived at through the spatial analysis against the criteria outlined 

above and provide a general indication of the built form, patterns of 

development and potential for change within the potential RMD zone.  

 

6.14 Based on the above assessment process, potential new Residential 

Medium Density zones at Linwood, Merivale, Barrington, Papanui, 

Riccarton, Church Corner, Bishopdale, Hornby and Shirley were identified.  

 

Undertook a high level yield analysis of the potential yields from the areas that were 

identified 

 

6.15 This was a further detailed analysis of the potential areas for 

intensification, which was primarily a desktop planning exercise. Each of 

the nine identified centres were re-analysed against the following criteria: 

 

(a) potential for change; 

(b) the areas on which the Enhanced Development Mechanism and 

the Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism would 

produce an increase in yield. It was noted that there was a strong 

correlation between the potential EDM and the CHRM areas as 

made operative by the Land Use Recovery Plan and the identified 

intensification areas. Although it was noted at the time that both of 

these mechanisms only had a 5 year life and this was taken into 

account;  

(c) the areas were analysed against water, waste water, and 

stormwater infrastructure capacity effects on the existing Council 

networks; 

(d) housing supply and distribution. In this regard the analysis report 

specifically noted: 
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 Analysis of the theoretical yield of the potential RMD 

zoned areas around centres has revealed a probable 

over-supply of land for intensification. Around some 

centres in particular the extent of the potential RMD zone 

was extensive due to an absence of boundary criteria 

that limited the extent of the RMD zone around other 

centres identified in stage 1. There exists, therefore, 

scope to reduce the extent of the RMD zone around 

some centres without adversely effecting the overall land 

supply for intensification, and while achieving a 

distribution of capacity between centres.20 

 

(e) accessibility – where the RMD zones were reduced on basis of 

the above factors the areas were reanalysed for their accessibility 

and walkability;  

(f) community opinion. The Council undertook a consultation program 

of mail outs, presentations and drop in information sessions 

involving the initially identified intensification areas. Community 

feedback at and after these sessions was analysed and new 

information around community views taken into account in 

defining final areas for public notification; and 

(g) the Mayor and Councillors were presented with revised 

intensification areas. The Councillors required modifications of 

areas. The most significant of these being the reduction in the 

publicly notified new RMD area at Linwood.  

 

6.16 The new RMD areas were then publicly notified within the pRDP.  

 
6.17 There was one exception to the RMD zone rules which is that the 

prevailing 8m height limit in the operative Living 1 and Living 2 zones was 

maintained in the upzoned areas.   

 

6.18 The rationale is to control the rate of change in height related amenity 

effects on the transitioning zones from the change in built form from the 

former lower density zone to the higher density zone. The sites within 

these 'upzoned' areas, when redeveloped, will carry a higher  density of 

                                                   
20

 Appendix 4 Chapter 14 Section 32 page 18. 
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development, with relatively the same yield as an existing residential 

medium density development with the higher height limit.  

 

6.19 The rules in the Residential Chapter as notified provide for the lower height 

limit of 8m (Central Riccarton Residential Medium Density Zone and 

Medium Density lower height limit overlay area (Rule 14.3.3.2 (3)).  

However, the lower height limit overlay areas were not translated onto the 

planning maps at the time of notification.  The Council has made a 

submission [310] seeking that the overlays be included in the planning 

maps to illustrate and define where the rule has effect.  

 

6.20 Further the rule itself requires an amendment.  The reference to "Central 

Riccarton Residential Medium Density Zone" is redundant as this area is 

covered by the Medium Density Lower Height Limit overlay area.  The 

Council in its submission at (310) seeks that this be corrected as follows: 

 

3.  Central Riccarton Residential Medium Density 

Zone and 

Medium Density lower height limit overlay area 

8m 

 

 

Issue 2 What model is appropriate to test the suitability of areas for residential 

intensification and what are the relevant assumptions and criteria that 

need to be included in the model?  

 

6.21 The appropriate model and its inputs has been the subject of discussion 

between the Crown and Council.  In the Crown's submission, it recorded 

concerns about the method used by the Council in determining 

intensification areas for public notification:  

 

 The constraints applied to the analysis used to define the RMD 

Zone are overly conservative and do not take account of market 

intentions or constraints such as the need to amalgamate sites. 

Key determinants for development potential are the capacity for 

improving land, profit margins, available finance and a range of 

complex market driven factors. The proposal needs to indentify 

areas that are suitable for redevelopment, looking at factors such 
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as capital values and the age of building stock, land quality 

constraints and amenity.   

 

6.22  Overall the Crown stated at paragraph 32.15: 

 

  The Crown seeks the following decisions: 

  (a)  amend Proposal 14 to:  

(i)  enable a greater increase in the supply of 

housing;  

(ii)  adopt a less restrictive approach to 

intensification; 

 

6.23 In an effort to address the matters raised in the Crown's submission, 

particularly those around market conditions and constraints, a number of 

discussions occurred between the Council and the Crown.  It was agreed 

that a workshop would be undertaken in which the market issues raised in 

the submission and differences over the walkability criteria used in the 

model were explored.  The Crown also offered the use of a Geographic 

Information System computer model to help determine whether sufficient 

provision for intensification had been provided in the pRDP as notified.  

The model is discussed by Mr Teasdale in his joint statement for the 

Crown and Council.   

 

6.24 The workshop was attended by Council officers with relevant knowledge 

and expertise in planning (including myself), urban design, traffic 

infrastructure, and water, wastewater, and stormwater infrastructure.  The 

agreed inputs to the model are set out in the evidence of Mr Mark 

Teesdale.  The workshop was also attended by Dr Fairgray, a consultant 

market economist appointed by the Council and the workshop is discussed 

in his evidence.  

 

6.25 I have read and agree with Mr Teesdale's summary of the workshop 

process and the agreement over the model and types of inputs.  I note that 

the quantum of the market inputs to the model were not initially agreed 

between Dr Fairgray and the Crown's market economist, John 

Schellekens, but I understand that there is now little disagreement between 

the economists.  Dr Fairgray's evidence uses the model's outputs to 
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assess the modelled yield for Christchurch City, based on the agreed 

locational criteria. 

 

6.26 Importantly, the modelling outputs, combined with Dr Fairgray's 

conclusions in the next section of this evidence,  provides further 

quantitative evidence which supports the extent of the notified RMD zone 

around the KACs and LNCs as notified.   

 

 If additional areas of intensification were considered necessary 

 

6.27 I understand that any additional areas that have not been subject to 

notification may present an issue as to whether or not these areas are 

within the scope of the pRDP, and whether they can be included through a 

decision of the Hearings Panel.   

 

6.28 That issue aside, I consider that, if the outputs of a model were to find that 

new intensification areas beyond those publicly notified were required to 

meet the LURP yield, that ground-truthing of the model outputs (in a 

manner the same as or similar to that set out above) is necessary to 

determine appropriate new boundaries for the intensification areas.  Simply 

using the model outputs may create an illogical or otherwise inappropriate 

'patchwork' of the RMD zone. 

   

6.29 Therefore, although the modelling exercise may, once the quantum of 

inputs are determined, identify  additional areas (if indeed they are 

needed), in my opinion, at this stage it would be premature to amend the 

boundaries of the zone.  To do so would require a ground truthing exercise 

and presumably notification of the amended areas with a separate hearing 

process: both of these process would take some time and are 

impracticable before the upcoming hearing.   

 

 Issue 1  Is there sufficient land zoned / identified land to meet intensification 

targets?  Is there a short fall in supply?  

 

6.30 I have read and rely on the conclusions of Dr Fairgray.  His evidence 

focuses on the potential for residential intensification in Christchurch City, 

and addresses the issue of whether the capacity for intensification which is 
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enabled in the pRDP is likely to be adequate, for the period to 2028 

(corresponding to the period covered by the LURP). In this regard Dr 

Fairgray has concluded: 

 

 I have examined the potential intensification capacity arising from 

infill, the addition of minor dwellings, the retirement village sector 

in relation to the ageing population, and the CHRM, together with 

capacity in the Central City Residential Zone. I also take into 

account the capacity from redevelopment, drawing from modelling 

undertaken by CBRE (para 3.2).  

 

 At this time, while an overall intensification target is identified for 

greater Christchurch in the LURP, there is no identified 'target' or 

desired level of intensification specifically for Christchurch City. 

Nevertheless, a target or similar reference point is important for 

assessing the adequacy or otherwise of the enabled intensification 

capacity. In the absence of a defined target, I have adopted as a 

lower 'target' a pro rata share where 57% of Christchurch's 

dwelling growth to 2028 occurs through intensification (13,500 of 

the projected 23,700 dwellings), and a higher 'target' where 70% 

of Christchurch's dwelling growth is through intensification (16,600 

dwellings). That higher 'target' would see about four-fifths of all 

intensification in greater Christchurch being in Christchurch City 

itself (para 3.3). 

 

 Estimation of potential capacity is a challenging task, since it 

depends on assumptions and estimates of market conditions and 

responses into the future. For that reason, the estimates of 

capacity should be treated as indicative, and I have applied a 

range of outcomes to cover different eventualities. (para 3.4) 

 

 In that context, I have compared the estimates of intensification 

capacity – which range from a low of 14,200 to a high of 19,800 

dwellings – with the 'targets' of 13,500 and 16,600. This 

comparison suggests that all capacity scenarios exceed the lower 

target. In the medium and high capacity scenarios, capacity 

exceeds the higher 'target'. The low capacity scenario indicates a 
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shortfall of around 8% (approximately 1,350 dwellings).  The 

indicative nature of the capacity estimates suggests that this may 

or may not reflect a real shortfall in the low capacity scenario. 

(para 3.5) 

 

6.31 Given that the notified RMD zone makes a significant amount of land 

available for intensification, in my opinion, expanding the RMD zone may 

not be necessary for some time.  Dr Douglas Fairgray's evidence is also 

that there is sufficient land available to meet the target household numbers 

through: 

 

(a) capacity for minor dwellings; 

(b) general infill capacity (what Dr Fairgray refers to as ‘Other Infill 

Capacity’; 

(c) retirement villages; 

(d) Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism Capacity; 

(e) Enhanced development mechanism capacity; and 

(f) Central City Residential Zone. 

 

6.32 The Council can monitor the supply of land for housing.  If or when the time 

arises, a change/expansion to the RMD zone could be made through a 

plan change.  That approach would allow the Council to assess the 

effectiveness of the RMD zone as notified and make any necessary 

changes to the approach. It will also allow other issues such as 

infrastructure capacity (for example the Riccarton Waste Water Interceptor  

- which is not scheduled to be upgraded until 2020 - and the vacuum waste 

water system at Shirley – for actual capacity becoming clearer) to resolve 

themselves. 

 

6.33 Also the Council will shortly publicly notify its phase 2 Chapter 14 proposal. 

This proposal will contain the proposed replacement provisions for the 

operative Plan’s Special Amenity Areas (SAMs) – character areas.  The 

revised SAMs would be excluded as areas for consideration for 

intensification. Confirmed pRDP SAMs can be used to determine exclusion 

areas for intensification in the future.  
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6.34 In this regard I note that there are a considerable number of submissions 

(particularly around the Church Corner and north of Riccarton Mall and 

adjacent to Riccarton Bush) that oppose intensification on the basis of 

changing character or amenity.  The amenity of these individual areas can 

be determined through this phase 2 process.  Finalised character areas 

can feed into future intensification investigations – if monitoring shows it is 

needed.  

 

 Issue 5  Which communities have raised concerns with respect to potential 

intensification locations?  Are those concerns valid and can they 

be addressed?  

 

6.35 Submissions have been received in support and opposition to the 

rezonings to these are summarised in the following table: 

 

Table 1: Submissions seeking to be included / excluded from RMD 
zoning, and recommendations from modelling 

 
  

 Adverse effects on infrastructure 

 

6.36 The evidence of Mr Brian Norton addresses the potential effects of 

intensification on the stormwater network's capacity.  Mr Norton states that 

stormwater is not a restricting factor for intensification because stormwater 

 Notified as RMD Submitters seek 
rezoning as RMD 

Submitters seek 
removal of RMD 
zoning 

Aranui √  √ 

Barrington √  √ 

Beckenham  √  

Bishopdale √  √ 

Hornby  √  

Merivale √  √ 

Papanui / 
Northlands 

√  √ 

Riccarton 
(South) 

√  √ 

Shirley /  
The Palms 

√  √ 

St Albans √  √ 
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issues can be managed on site through mitigation measures as part of a 

development.21  

 

6.37 The evidence of Ms Bridget O'Brien addresses the potential effects of 

intensification on the wastewater system's capacity.  Ms O'Brien records 

that wastewater capacity is a limiting factor for intensification in some 

areas.  Of the additional areas suggested by the Crown which might be 

suitable for intensification, Ms O'Brien considers only Halswell, Hornby, 

Linwood/Bromley, Merivale, Papanui, Parklands, St Albans and part of 

Shirley could accommodate intensification.22  

 

6.38 The evidence of Mr Nilesh Dasharath addresses  the road network's 

capacity to accommodate intensification.  As set out in Mr Dasharath's 

evidence, a modelling exercise predicted the effects on the road network.  

The model included both the notified areas to be re-zoned as RMD and the 

additional potential areas for intensification agreed between the Council 

and Crown.  The modelling exercise found that the increase in total trips 

was significant at around 1,500 two-way vehicle trips in the peak hours, but 

because the trips were dispersed over a wide and dispersed area, the local 

effects were small at no greater than around an 200 vehicle trips per day at 

any location in Christchurch.23 

 

 What is the appropriate Chapter 14 intensification related objective and policy 

expression of the way in which Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.4, and 

3.3.7 are to be given effect to? 

 

6.1 The Crown submission supports the overall intent of intensification and 

housing supply related objectives and policies, but seeks changes to them. 

The Crown asserts that the structure and ordering of some of the 

objectives and policies can be simplified.  The Crown also seeks an overt 

link between the objectives and policies and the Strategic Direction 

Objectives and Policies.  While I consider the notified objectives and 

policies to adequately express the outcomes required and the methods by 

which they will achieved, in light of the panel’s decision introducing new 

strategic  I consider that the changes sought by the Crown shorten and 
                                                   
21

 Brian North Evidence in Chief, paragraphs 3.1 to 3.2. 
22

 Bridget O' Brien, paragraphs 3.1 to 3.6. 
23

 Nilesh Dasharath Evidence in Chief, paragraphs 3.1 to 3.5. 
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make the objectives and policies clearer and should be made.   Objective 

3.3.2 which states: 

 

   3.3.2 Objective – Clarity of language and efficiency 

 The District Plan, through its preparation, change, interpretation 

and implementation: 

 (b)  Sets objectives and policies that clearly state the 

outcomes intended; and 

 (c)  Uses clear, concise language so that the District Plan is 

easy to understand and use.  

 

6.2 Further confirmed Objectives 3.3.4 and 3.3.7 state: 

 

   3.3.4 Objective – Housing capacity and choice 

   (a) For the period 2012 to 2028, an additional 23,700 

dwellings are enabled through a combination of 

residential intensification, brownfield and greenfield and 

greenfield development; and 

 

   (b) There is a range of housing opportunities available to 

meet the diverse and changing population and housing 

needs of Christchurch residents, including: 

    (i) a choice in housing types, densities and 

locations; and 

    (ii) affordable, community and social housing and 

papakainga. 

 

   3.3.7 Objective – Urban growth, form and design 

   A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a 

consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment 

that: 

   … 

   (d) Increases the housing development opportunities in the 

urban area to meet the intensification targets specified in 

the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement, Chapter 6, 

Objective 6.2.2 (1), particularly: 
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    (i)  in and around the Central City, Key Activity 

Centres (as identified in the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement(, larger 

neighbourhood centres, and nodes of core 

public transport routes; and 

    (ii) in those parts of Residential Greenfield Areas 

identified in Map A, Chapter 6 of the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement; and 

    (iii) in suitable brownfield areas; and 

 

6.3 I accept that an overt link can be made between these now confirmed 

objectives and Objective 14.1.1 in the pRDP, as suggested in the Crown's 

submission.  

 

6.4 I note specifically that the Crown seeks an abbreviation of Policy 14.1.1.1 

as it relates to the criteria for intensification.  I accept that the criteria set 

out in the policy is either no longer relevant or has changed as a result of 

the workshops as set out in Mr Teesdales evidence.  I therefore 

recommend deletion of (iii) A to H, of Policy 14.1.1.1. 

 

 Other Objective and Policy changes sought by the Crown as compared to 

other submitters 

 

6.5 In the main, and taking into account Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.1, I 

accept that, again while the objectives and policies adequately express the 

outcomes the Council sought and the methods by which they will be 

achieved, the re-drafting and re-arrangement of the objectives and policies 

by the Crown are a better, simpler expression.  

 

6.6 Generally I have adopted the drafting of the Crown in favour of the drafting 

sought by other submitters. I believe that contributors in the process that 

lead to the complexity of the operative City Plan were the decisions of 

bodies such as the Council and the Environment Court, granting 

amendments to objectives and policies to meet the wishes of individual 

submitters or referrers, or to focus on the resolution of specific issues that 

arose after that plan was first publicly notified.  While I believe that this is, 

to a degree, an inevitable outcome of a plan approval and on-going review 
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process, careful attention needs to be given to Objective 3.3.2 and keeping 

the plan as easy to read as possible.  

 

7. NEW NEIGHBOURHOOD ZONE PROVISIONS 

 

Issue 6  Can the differentiation between the comprehensive land use and 

subdivision resource consent path and the "subdivide first" resource 

consent pathway be made clearer? 

 Background to provisions 

7.1 The approach to subdivision in the Operative City Plan has largely 

focussed on the development of discrete parcels of land creating 

suburban, predominantly residential areas of a single building typology. 

The standardised approach generally minimises risk and timeframes for 

developers and landowners.  

 

7.2 However, with changing objectives and the advent of minimum residential 

density requirements, there is increasing recognition that greenfield 

subdivision areas need to deliver more than just a residential suburb, but 

are the new urban villages and centres of Christchurch..  As such the 

expectations are for greater residential densities, greater housing choice 

and the desire to create well-functioning, walkable neighbourhoods, with 

more sustainable patterns of use, addressing community needs more 

holistically. 

 

7.3 The approach to the New Neighbourhood Zone is the culmination of at 

least fifteen years greenfield development planning, subdivision and land 

use practice and implementation, post the last Christchurch District Plan 

review of 1995.  The approach, in part, is a response to the significant 

variation found in existing Outline Development Plans (ODPs) in terms of 

information, the level of detail, and requirements.  There is currently a 

plethora of district plan provisions which results in varying quality in the 

delivery of new urban areas, including subdivision and associated built 

form.  This has also led to a sense of inequity and confusion from the 

development community in the application of the provisions 
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7.4 In part, the variation in provisions for each greenfield area has resulted 

from the desire for continual improvement through plan changes and 

changing focus on development outcomes, which can be positive.  It has 

also led to ODPs that provide too much prescription, at times developed 

from a large-scale master plan, and not enough flexibility.  Alternatively 

some ODPs allow too much flexibility and not enough direction for key 

structuring elements , leading to multiple consents rather than efficient, 

responsive planning and implementation processes.  Effectively there has 

been a disconnect between the objectives of the ODP and the 

engineering/subdivision and built form outcomes. 

 

7.5 The notified New Neighbourhood approach provides for a traditional 

subdivision first route, with the option within these areas to provide well-

designed, higher density residential blocks.  In addition the approach is 

intended to provide a development route to developers and landowners 

who want to take a more comprehensive approach to urban development, 

from inception to delivery, for example Meadowlands.   

 

7.6 The development of the Meadowlands (MED) Exemplar, first through Plan 

Change 67/68 and later through the Exemplar status gained through the 

LURP, has occurred in parallel with the review of subdivision development 

in the district plan review.  The consistent desire for this urban growth area 

has been to deliver a more comprehensive subdivision and land use 

approach to create a well-designed urban village, aligned with the 

development of potential mechanisms/provisions for achieving this.   

 

7.7 Through the priority hearing on the MED Exemplar, the Council and the 

developer agreed on changes to the notified provisions to provide greater 

flexibility through the removal of all but the critical rules, with reliance on 

assessment matters to achieve the anticipated outcomes.  I was involved 

in the negotiations on behalf of the Council.  The agreed changes were 

presented to, and endorsed in the Panel's recent decision on the MED. 
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 New Neighbourhood Zone Consenting Routes 

 

7.8 Submitters have raised the following issues: 

 

(a) Require clarification of the differences between the 

comprehensive subdivision and land use consent process and the 

subdivide only process;  

(b) Consider that substantial changes should be made to the overall 

structure and mechanics of the New Neighbourhood Zone 

provisions, or reconsider New Neighbourhood Zone in Stage 2 of 

the District Plan Review;  

(c) Request deletion and a comprehensive redrafting of Section 8.4.2 

New Neighbourhood Zone; 

(d) Consider that the use of both rules and assessment matters in 

RD1: Comprehensive subdivision and land use consent, are 

onerous when flexibility and high quality comprehensive design 

are the intended outcomes; and 

(e) Consider RD2: Comprehensive subdivision and land use consent 

for 7000m2 (density uplift areas) is just repetition of RD1. 

 

7.9 Noting the rationale for the notified New Neighbourhood approach set out 

above, the proposed provisions provide applicants with three consenting 

route options through a restricted discretionary activity status: 

 

(a) RD1: Comprehensive subdivision and land use consent, with 

a neighbourhood plan covering a minimum of 8 hectares 

providing the principles for development, and a minimum 

developable area of 7000m2 to provide block based cohesive 

built outcomes.  The approach proposes the predominant use of 

assessment matters to guide land development outcomes to 

provide flexibility to the developer while ensuring the quality of the 

proposal. A number of rules are also proposed to provide 

minimum parameters to ensure a baseline of amenity, in effect 

hedging bets and giving some certainty and direction to 

developers and landowners to achieve the anticipated outcomes. 
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(b) RD2: Comprehensive block subdivision and land use consent 

for a minimum of 7000m2.  The approach enables higher density 

residential blocks to be developed comprehensively, recognising 

that when density increases a greater level of consideration needs 

to be given to the design to address both on site matters as well 

as the impact on adjacent areas. As notified, this route includes 

the requirement for a Neighbourhood Plan to cover a minimum of 

8 hectares.  The inclusion of the 8 hectares was in error and I 

consider this has created some confusion about the actual 

differences between consenting routes.   

 

(c) RD3: Subdivide first proposes following a standard 

subdivision approach, with the addition of a requirement for 

the identification of building typologies associated with each 

allotment.  The retention of the subdivide first approach is in 

response to early discussions between Council staff and 

developers, the latter expressing that they had no desire to be 

associated with the detailed design and build process that would 

come from a comprehensive consent process.   

 

7.10 In my opinion, the intent of the RD1 and RD2 alternative development 

routes remains sound in rationale and as such I do not support the 

recommendation of submitters who requested that the proposed provisions 

be deleted and completely redrafted.  I concur however with the 

submitters, and following the Hearings Panel decision on the MED 

Exemplar, that further clarification of the consenting routes as they are 

proposed should be considered.  As such, I recommend the following 

changes to the notified provisions. 

 

7.11 The RD1 Comprehensive subdivision and land use consent rule would stay 

predominantly as drafted.  However, amendments reflecting the generic 

matters of the Hearings Panel decision on the Spreydon Exemplar, 

including the removal of associated rules with the exception of critical 

baselines such as height, the rationalising of assessment matters and 

providing clarity to the Context and Site Analysis and Neighbourhood Plan 

requirements, are in my view appropriate.   
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7.12 In my opinion, the proposed amendments will provide clarity in respect to 

the anticipated outcomes for developers and landowners, while increasing 

the flexibility, through the removal of the rues, to allow for creativity and 

innovation in respect to the development outcomes. 

 

7.13 RD2 and RD3 would effectively be combined, so that RD3 would be 

reframed as subdivide only, with a comprehensive block subdivision 

and land use consent application provision for a minimum of 7000m2.   

 

7.14 This amended approach proposes the removal of a dedicated  

comprehensive development consenting route for land parcels of 7000m2 

or more. Instead, it provides a subdivide first approach, with associated 

building typologies, in combination with the opportunity to comprehensively 

develop blocks of higher residential density within the area.  This approach 

is consistent with that used throughout the pRDP - targeting design quality 

where residential densities are increased to address internal and interface 

issues.  

 

7.15 The comprehensive block approach would retain the 7000m2 minimum, 

recognising that this is the scale at which both the internal design matters, 

including relationships between buildings and spaces within a block, and 

external interface issues, can be effectively addressed.  The 

comprehensive block approach would utilise the assessment matters, and 

critical standards, from the comprehensive subdivision and land use 

consent approach.   

 

7.16 I consider this provides the clarity that submitters requested and removes 

duplication within the Residential Proposal, while still ensuring that there is 

the opportunity for higher density residential development within the 

standard subdivide first approach.  

 

7.17 The need to provide for diversity and residential mix to address changing 

demographics is indicated through demographic research.  The 

requirement for the use of typologies, is intended to encourage diversity by 

ensuring that the allotments identified through subdivision are of an 

appropriate size and orientation to contain a particular typology, when the 

sites are developed. The need for land use consents has arisen in new 
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subdivisions where the building typology is not suitable for the site for 

which it is intended, and the monotony in building typology is seen 

throughout recent Christchurch subdivisions.  

 

 Activity Status 

 

7.18 Subdivision results in the urban pattern, which according to the research of 

Christopher Alexander24, can be in place for 500 years or more.  As such, it 

is vital to the efficiency, sustainability and longevity of the city to ensure 

that the urban pattern created through subdivision is well-considered in the 

framework of contemporary research and development.  The effects of 

poor development can last for generations, as we are now seeing 

throughout the world. 

 

7.19 In my opinion a controlled activity status does not provide adequate 

opportunity for robust discussion and assessment in regard to the key 

elements of the subdivision layout, and its consequent land use.  The 

controlled activity status within the operative District Plan, while providing a 

degree of certainty to developers and landowners, has resulted in varying 

quality of subdivision layouts, including the inability to ensure efficient 

street and pedestrian networks, or allotments which allow the flexibility to 

accommodate changing demographic needs.  As such, I consider a 

restricted discretionary activity status as proposed is appropriate. 

 

7.20 I also note the evidence of Mr Andrew Macleod, where at paragraph 6.9 he 

outlines the difficulties that a controlled activity status can create in some 

processing circumstances. In a complex analysis such as greenfield 

development assessments, these difficulties in my view can be 

exacerbated.   

 

 Assessment Matters 

 

7.21 In conjunction with the changes proposed to RD1 and the new RD2 rule, 

and following the approach supported and endorsed through the decisions 

of the Hearings Panel on the MED Exemplar, a modified package of 

                                                   
24

 Alexander, Christopher – A Pattern Language: Towns, Buildings, Construction 1977 
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assessment matters under 8.5.4 – New Neighbourhood Zone is proposed, 

and is included in the 9 March Revised Proposal. 

 

7.22 It is recommended that the extent of matters of discretion proposed for the 

reframed RD2 are retained but amended in line with the rationalised 

assessment matters, also included in the 9 March Revised Proposal.  In 

addition, where a comprehensive subdivision and land use consent for 

7000m2 is proposed (RD1), it is recommended that 8.5.4.5, still apply. 

 

7.23 In my opinion the extent of the discretion proposed is appropriate to 

achieving the intent of the objectives and policies for the New 

Neighbourhood Zone, and the complexity of matters that need to be 

addressed through the subdivision and land use consent processes. The 

proposed development routes deliberately tie subdivision and land use 

together.  This recognises the past lack of alignment between subdivision 

and the provision of built form to provide greater certainty and lessen the 

number of land use consents required as the result of the typologies 

located on inappropriately sized sites post subdivision consent, particularly 

as greater diversity in typologies is sought.   

 

 Neighbourhood Plan 

 

7.24 Submitters seek that the status of the Neighbourhood Plan is either deleted 

or clarified, and that the process for developing one is simplified. 

 

7.25 RD1 as notified includes the requirement for a Neighbourhood Plan, for 

which an explanation of the content of this Plan is set out in 8.4.2.6 of the 

chapter.   

 

7.26 The Neighbourhood Plan is intended to provide the content that links the 

vision for the neighbourhood area with the means of implementation, i.e. 

the layout of the streets and blocks, the sites and proposed built form to 

ensure it is developed comprehensively. The explanation of the 

Neighbourhood Plan as notified is relatively generic.  
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7.27 The approach taken in the MED Exemplar priority matter and endorsed 

through the Hearing Panel's decision requires the provision Context and 

Site Analysis, a Detailed Design Statement, including the required content 

and a specific set of plans – called a Neighbourhood Plan Set - that must 

accompany the Detailed Design Statement. 

 

7.28 For the purposes of clarity and to reduce repetition, it is recommended that 

the approach taken to the required information for the MED Exemplar is 

adopted for RD1. 

 

Submissions on RD3 (Subdivision consent only) 

 

7.29 The following matters are all submission points raised in regard to the RD3 

Subdivision consent only route, as notified.  Where applicable the matters 

have been bundled and addressed together.  The submissions have been 

considered in light of the view and recommendation in this evidence, that 

RD2 and RD3 should be combined. 

 

Building typology 

 

7.30 Submitters seek deletion of the following requirements for a specific mix of 

building typologies and removal of the maximum percentage of any one 

type of typology allowed, from RD3(b). 

 

 The subdivision consent application shall show that the proposed 

allotments can contain residential units that meet the built form 

standards in Chapter 14 Residential 14.6.3 and a mix of at least 3 

of the following typologies: 

i. Standalone house 

ii. Duplex 

iii. Terrace 

iv. Apartment 
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with no single typology making up more than two thirds of the 

total.  

 

7.31 The rationale for the inclusion of typologies as part of the subdivision 

consent process is twofold: 

 

(a) As discussed earlier, to ensure that an allotment is of an 

appropriate size, dimensions and orientation to contain the 

building for which the allotment is intended.  This standard was 

proposed to overcome the need for land use consent, including 

issues as a result of higher density building developments 

proposed on sites that have had inadequate consideration of a 

proposed typology or layout for the site. In my experience this has 

led to frustration on the part of the purchaser of the allotment 

and/or poor amenity outcomes for the neighbourhood; and   

 

(b) To ensure a mix of typologies are proposed across the subdivision 

to provide for whole of life opportunity within a neighbourhood and 

provide diversity in respect to socio economic conditions.  This is 

a matter of importance in respect to the recovery amplified 

through the LURP and CRPS. 

 

7.32 A range of rules and methods were assessed to address how the 

connection between subdivision and land use may be made without 

imposing the comprehensive subdivision and land use consent process.  

The requirement imposed by the CRPS to meet 15 households/hectare, 

under the RPS definition for net density, increases the difficulty in 

achieving variety in section sizes, which is the traditional approach to 

providing for diversity.  Variety in section size remains a matter for 

assessment, however the introduction of typology provides greater 

certainty that the intended diversity will be achieved, throughout the wider 

neighbourhood, rather than in a single location, for example a care home. 

 

7.33 Further assessment of allotment and typology scenarios has been 

undertaken, in conjunction with the other subdivision rules proposed and 

variations to these, using a standard block size and the requirement for a 
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density of 15 households/hectare. As a consequence it is recommended 

that the requirement for the variation in typology remains (in the new RD2), 

however the allocation of "no single typology making up more than two 

thirds of the total residential units" be reduced to  "no single typology 

making up more than 80% of the total residential units", as follows:  

 

 The subdivision consent application, including where a 

comprehensive block is proposed, shall show that the proposed 

allotments can contain residential units that meet the built form 

standards in Chapter 14 Residential 14.6.3 and a mix of at least 3 

of the following typologies: 

i. Standalone house 

ii. Duplex 

iii. Terrace 

iv. Apartment 

with no single typology making up more than 80% two thirds of the 

total number of residential units.  

 

7.34 This form of the rule was not shown in the tracked changes as circulated 

on 9 March - it is this form of the rule that should be included in the new 

package and is included in Attachment C to this evidence. 

 

Context and Site Analysis 

 

7.35 Submitters seek that the requirement for a context and site analysis for 

smaller sites be deleted from 8.4.2.1 RD3 (now RD2 in the Revised 

Proposal 9 March 2015 version), or modified to make it less onerous. 

 

7.36 The purpose of the context and site analysis is to ensure that the 

influences of the location and the site, including the character, 

infrastructure needs and any other opportunities and constraints, are taken 

into account through the preparation of first the ODP, then subsequent 

concept and subdivision plans, through to the detailed layout and design.  
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The analysis is a common feature of any design approach, however it is 

not always identified or illustrated as such, creating a void in understanding 

from the site to concept to implementation.   

 

7.37 A context and site analysis is applicable to any development site of any 

scale. For example, it is equally important to a homeowner looking to 

locate a new house on a site to understand the site nuisances and ensure 

matters such as sunlight and privacy are addressed as it is for a large-

scale developer to orientate blocks well and incorporate landscape 

features.  

 

7.38 As for any context and site analysis, the scale and complexity of the 

location and the site will derive to what extent the matters of discretion 

outlined in 8.4.2.6 should be addressed.  There is no hard and fast rule in 

this respect.  However, for the purposes of clarification it is proposed to 

amend the provision, as noted below, to highlight the matter of 

development size.   

 

7.39 In addition, the provision as notified included a reference to a minimum 

8ha.  This reference was included in error.   

 

7.40 Furthermore, the provision also included that "the consent application shall 

be for a developable area of at least 7000m2". While I consider that this 

provision should still apply for the combined RD2/RD3 rule (ie, RD2 in the 

recommended provisions), it is intended as a standalone provision to apply 

to any subdivision consent for the reasons stated above.   

  

c. be for a minimum of 7000m2 developable area and may 

include future development allotments. 

d. be in accordance with the applicable Outline 

Development Plan  

e. be accompanied by: 

 

i. Context and Site Analysis Plans  

ii.  Design Rationale Detailed Design Statement 
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which shall address a minimum area of 8ha and 

address the matters set out at 8.4.2.6 of this chapter.  

which shall address the matters set out at 8.4.2.6 of 

this chapter, in such detail as corresponds with the 

scale and complexity of the site and application. 

 

7.41 In addition, in light of the Hearings Panel decision on the MED Exemplar 

and to create consistency and reduce plan context, the matters in the 

Context and Site Analysis have been combined.  

 

 Minimum residential allotment area and range  

 

7.42 Submitters seek that in respect to allotment size, the Council make an 

exception for duplex or apartment style development to a minimum 

allotment size of 150m2; or an alternative proposed is to reduce the 

minimum allotment size from 300m2 to 200m2. 

 

7.43 The notified standard provided: 

 

  8.4.2.5 (1) Minimum residential allotment area and range 

  a.  The minimum residential allotment area shall be: 

   i.  corner allotments 400 square metres; and 

   ii.  all other allotments 300 square metres. 

 

7.44 The intention of the rule as notified was to keep the rules as simple as 

possible, and where increased density is proposed, to ensure that it is 

undertaken on a comprehensive basis to address any potential adverse 

effects, as well as encourage a more coherent development outcome. 

 

7.45 In evaluating the minimum allotment sizes proposed, the approach taken 

was to identify a site size that could achieve a baseline amenity for a 

standalone dwelling, before impacting adversely on neighbours. Sampling 

from newly developed urban areas and the experience identified a site of 
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300m2 as a minimum to meet those requirements.   As density increases 

i.e. site size decreases, the potential impacts become more pronounced 

and the design requires a higher level of resolution, including at the 

subdivision stage, that is difficult to achieve on an individual site. 

 

7.46 In response to submissions and in further assessing alternatives to provide 

greater opportunity for a variety of typologies, an addition to the rule was 

developed.  The intent of this rule is to provide for small pockets of higher 

density development, without the consequent adverse effects, particularly 

on neighbours. 

 

7.47 As such I consider the following amendment to the rule will achieve the 

intended outcome described above: 

 

  8.4.2.5 (1) Minimum residential allotment area and range 

  a.  The minimum residential allotment area shall be: 

   i.  corner allotments 400 square metres; and 

   ii.  all other allotments 300 square metres. 

 Except that: 

i.          this rule shall not apply on any site or part of a site where 

an application for comprehensive block consent is made.  

ii.         10% of the total number of allotments can be between 

180m2 and 300m2. 

 

Minimum dividable area 

7.48 Submitters have sought amendments to standard 8.4.2.5(2), which 

provides that the minimum area of a vacant site subdivision shall be 

7000m2: 

 

(a) Delete standard 8.4.2.5(2) for a minimum developable area of 

7000m2 in RD1, RD2 and RD3; or   
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(b) An alternative suggestion is that in LURP Greenfield Priority 

Areas, a minimum developable area of 2000m2 is more 

appropriate. 

 

7.49 A number of the submissions to RD3, and in pre hearing discussions, 

raised the matter that for smaller land parcels the rules proposed would be 

unduly onerous and difficult to achieve.  It is my opinion, given that the 

New Neighbourhoods Zone is intended to cover urban growth areas that 

are largely greenfield, formerly rural land parcels, there are unlikely to be 

many, if any land parcels less that one hectare.  One hectare is of a 

sufficient size i.e. approximately 20 lots excluding streets and reserves etc, 

to achieve the outcomes intended through the proposed rules, particularly 

given that the focus is on achieving a more comprehensive and efficient 

urban pattern.  In addition, I consider that there is sufficient flexibility within 

the assessment matters through the restricted discretionary status to 

effectively address the development outcomes for these parcels. 

 

7.50 The purpose of this rule is to ensure that in the New Neighbourhoods Zone 

development is undertaken in a relatively comprehensive, rather than 

piecemeal approach.  The New Neighbourhood Zone generally covers 

greenfield areas that were or are predominantly rural in use, and as such 

are predominantly  larger blocks of land.  

  

7.51 One of the ongoing issues in the subdivision process has been to ensure 

efficient urban development patterns include street and pedestrian 

networks, open space and storm water provision, and the residential 

blocks themselves. As stated earlier, diversity in building types is also a 

policy goal, intended to provide more robust, longer-term communities.  

The 7000m2 is based upon the size of a standard development block in 

which both the policy outcomes and adverse effects may be avoided, 

mitigated or remedied. 

 

7.52 In my opinion the requirement for a minimum developable area of 7000m2 

within amended RD2 should remain.  However, to avoid duplication, 

standard 8.4.2.5 (2) Minimum Subdividable Area should be deleted. 
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7.53 However, I note the new insertion at the bottom of new (g) in RD2.  

Specifically it reads: 

 

Where the standards above are not met, the activity status shall 

remain Restricted Discretionary with the discretion restricted to the 

matters set out in 8.5 (and in 14.9 in relation to the comprehensive 

block subdivision and land use consent application. 

 

7.54 This ensures that an application of less than 7,000m2 in area remains 

restricted discretionary.  In the 9 March Revised Proposal, there is no 

assessment matter that deals with circumstances where site size, shape, 

or physical features make the 7,000m2 minimum inappropriate. In this 

regard a new assessment matter should in my view be added: 

 

  8.5.4.9  Minimum application site size 

   Whether an application site size below 7,000m2 is 

necessary because of the application site shape size, 

or there is some physical feature that prevents 

compliance with the minimum.   

 

7.55 Concurrent with the subdivision provisions, the plan as notified contained a 

requirement in Chapter 14 (Rule 14.6.2.3 RD 19) that construction of a 

residential unit on a site created under the now re-named RD2 is a 

restricted discretionary activity.  With the amendments that I consider 

necessary and which are discussed above, I believe that this consent is no 

longer required because the matters it would address are encompassed in 

the assessment under the new RD2 process.  This rule is shown as 

deleted in the 9 March Revised Proposal. 

   



 

 25944474 v 1 (3).doc  Page 55 

 

Minimum residential allotment road boundary length 

 

7.56 Submissions seek the following: 

 

(a) Amend 8.4.2.5(3) (a)(ii) to provide an exception for minimum road 

boundary for duplex or apartment style development be a 

minimum width of 6m; and 

(b) Amend 8.4.2.5 (3) to exempt rear lots from a minimum 

road boundary width. 

 

7.57 The intention of the allotment road boundary length is to ensure that a 

coherent street environment, promoting the principles of Crime Prevention 

through Environmental Design (CPTED) is enabled and assured. Creating 

environments that promote these principles can increase the perception of 

safety, improve walkability, and as indicated through urban research, forge 

stronger community links resulting from informal and informal interactions 

(i.e. having a chat with your neighbour over the front yard fence). 

 

7.58 The boundary width rule does not exclude opportunity for the location of a 

duplex with a 10m width road boundary (i.e. one unit at the front and one at 

the rear).  However, it can be difficult to achieve car parking and 

manoeuvring on a site width of 10m, unless the units front directly to the 

street.  

 

7.59 In conjunction with the proposed amendment to 8.4.2.5 (1) Minimum 

residential allotment area  - providing for allotments of 180m2 to 300m2 -  

an addition to the allotment road boundary length rule to address terrace 

style housing is recommended.  The width proposed for this amendment is 

based upon the built form standards of 14.6.3.  

 

7.60 In regard to the request for an exemption for rear yards, one of the 

intentions of the New Neighbourhoods Zone rules package and 

assessment matters is to encourage a safe and efficient network of public 

space, emphasising the importance of the quality of these space and the 

streetscape on the walkability of the neighbourhoods.   In some cases back 

sections are appropriate, for example to provide a good interface with a 
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limited access road or in awkward shaped corners. However widespread 

use of rear sections can in my view result in poorly connected 

neighbourhoods and a loss of overall amenity, as well as issues in 

interaction between neighbours over rights of way, including their 

maintenance over the longer term.  The Council has had many requests 

from landowners over the years to pick up the ownership and maintenance 

of these.  

 

7.61 I consider the following amendment to the rule, including the diagram, will 

provide for more variation in typology and the intended outcome described 

above: 

 

8.4.2.5(3) Minimum Residential Allotment Road Boundary Length 

a. The minimum width of the road boundary of a residential 

allotment shall be on: 

(i) corner residential allotments 14 metres on each road 

boundary; and 

(ii) all other residential allotments 10 metres, except where 

an allotment is proposed for a future mid block terrace, 

the road boundary shall be a minimum width of 7m. 

 

7.62 In respect to the request for an exemption for rear sections, I recommend 

no change to this rule.  In my opinion there is sufficient flexibility in the 

assessment matters to allow for rear sections where appropriate.  

 

7m 7m 7m7m 10m10m
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 Maximum cul-de-sac length 

 

7.63 Submitters seek the following: 

 

(a) Delete rule: 8.4.2.5(4) maximum cul-de-sac length;  

(b) Amend 8.4.2.5 (4)(i) to read 200m instead of 150m and (ii) to read 

150m instead of 75m; and 

(c) Delete rule 8.4.2.5(7) maximum residential block size. 

 

7.64 The Canterbury earthquakes of 2010 and 2011 highlighted the vulnerability 

of the city on a significant scale, including the need to ensure that there is 

alternative access needed in a time of crisis, the analogy being you don’t 

build houses with one door.   

 

7.65 Cul-de-sac length provisions date to at least the 1906 ordinances of the 

Garden City movement when the use of cul-de-sacs became more 

prominent to encourage safe, quite social enclaves while retaining 

walkable neighbourhoods.   The lengths proposed for cul–de-sacs are 

based on the number of properties they might serve, in conjunction with 

minimum allotment widths. 

 

7.66 The purpose of the limits on the cul-de-sac length proposed is three fold: 

 

(a) To ensure the walkability of a neighbourhood in conjunction with 

the maximum of 800m perimeter length of the block as proposed; 

(b) To limit the potential number of residential units and therefore the 

potential number of vehicle movements via a single entry/exit 

point, minimising the potential vulnerability to major events, 

whether an earthquake or accident; and 

(c) To provide safe public spaces which are legible and limit potential 

areas of entrapment. 

 

7.67 The purpose of the maximum residential block size, as incorporated in the 

provisions of new urban growth areas such as East Belfast Living G, is to 

ensure the physical permeability of the street and block pattern to promote 

walking within the neighbourhood as a viable mode of transport.  There is a 
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significant amount of transport research that supports the use of the 800m 

or 10 minute walk as a measure of walkability.  This is reflected in the 

800m maximum residential block size proposed. 

 

7.68 In reviewing the submissions and the rationale for the cul-de-sac lengths, a 

minor amendment is proposed that would not compromise the efficiency 

and walkability of the block structure, but allow further flexibility in cul-de-

sac length.  in my view it would be appropriate to amend the (4) as follows: 

 

8.4.2.5(4) Maximum cul-de-sac length 

(a) The maximum length of a cul-de-sac shall be: 

(i) where there is a pedestrian connection from the cul-de-

sac head to an adjacent street 150 metres; and 

(ii) on all other cul-de- sacs 100 metres. 

 

 Minimum percentage of road frontage to public reserves to which the public 

has a general right of access 

 

7.69 Submissions seek that standard 8.4.2.5(5) be deleted. 

 

7.70 Public open spaces need to be located where they form part of a wider 

network of public spaces including streets, and have maximum visibility to 

ensure safety and subsequent use.  Where reserves are located behind 

rows of housing or do not have frequent entry points from public space, 

they can become areas of entrapment, with poor levels of stewardship and 

consequently do not serve their purpose to provide amenity to the 

community. 

 

7.71 For these reasons I do not consider that change to the standard is 

proposed. 
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 Minimum size for a recreation reserve 

 

7.72 Submitters seek the following: 

 

(a) Amend rule 8.4.2.5(6)(a) to reduce the minimum recreation 

reserve area to 2000m2 instead of the 3000m2 proposed; and  

(b) Amend 8.4.2.5(6)(b) to read 6m instead of 8m. 

 

7.73 Neighbourhood parts are intended to provide recreation opportunity and 

neighbourhood amenity to residential areas.  Inherent to their design is the 

provision of sufficient space to accommodate the purpose of the space, for 

example childrens’ play, informal recreation, large trees and amenity 

areas.  Minimum park size should be ultimately be determined by these 

needs, the design and function. 

 

7.74 However in addition to this, from a parks planning perspective, 

consideration should also be given to the potential for any adverse effects 

that the resultant activities in the park may have on adjacent residential 

neighbours.   To address this management, techniques such as sufficient 

setbacks from boundaries for play equipment or tree planting may be 

required.   

 

7.75 Using a series of design parameters that address both the needs of the 

parks and the constraints noted above, Council’s parks planners identified 

that a minimum of 3000m2 was required.  However, they considered that 

this was probably still too small to achieve a reasonable range of basic 

local park objectives, with larger areas being preferable, particularly where 

park was being utilised to offset higher residential density environments.   

 

7.76 In conjunction with open spaces for recreation, Council reserves intended 

for utilities, walkways or stormwater, provide a service requirement, as well 

as the opportunity for multi-purpose urban connections, including for 

walkways and cycleways, amenity and ecological corridors. The 

functionality, safety and subsequent use of these reserves, and the 

potential impacts of their use on adjacent properties is dependent on a 

number of factors.  This includes the length of the reserve between blocks, 
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the location of the reserve, the adjacent land uses, and high on the list of 

design factors, the width of reserve.  The 8 metres proposed width for 

Council reserves allows for a clear dual use path of 2.5 to 3m, adequate 

clearance adjacent to the path to provide clear sightlines, while allowing 

some amenity planting and the mitigation of privacy effects on immediate 

neighbours.  

 

7.77 In my view no change to this standard should be made. 

 

 Maximum residential block size 

 

7.78 I recommend that 8.4.2.5(7) be retained as notified.  

 

 Allotment frontage 

 

7.79 Submitters seek amendment to 8.4.2.5 (8) to exempt rear lots from a 

minimum road boundary and/or frontage width. 

 

7.80 In regard to the request for an exemption for rear lots, one of the intentions 

of the New Neighbourhoods Zone rules package and assessment matters 

is to encourage a safe and efficient network of public space, emphasising 

the importance of the quality of these spaces and the streetscape on the 

walkability and safety of the neighbourhoods.    

 

7.81 Rear lots are often used in subdivisions to provide aspect to reserves and 

open spaces. The purpose of this rule is to ensure that a good quality 

interface with a reserve or other public space may be achieved by ensuring 

sufficient frontage to allow some visual interaction with it, rather than the 

awkward angles often created as the result of the subdivision of rear lots 

on awkward sites. 

 

7.82 In my view, standard 8.4.2.5(8) as notified, is appropriate.  
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Minimum New Neighbourhood entry area widths  

 

7.83 Submissions seek clarification of what 8.4.2.5 (9) Minimum New 

Neighbourhood entry area widths is referring to.  

 

7.84 The minimum Neighbourhood entry area width refers to the entry width of a 

rear service lane for residential development, for example the access to a 

rear parking court.  

 

 Crown's submissions on Built Form Standards in 14.6 Rules New 

Neighbourhood Zones 

 

7.85 The Crown [495]  have made submissions on the provisions within Chapter 

14, 14.6 New Neighbourhood Zones, as follows. 

  

14.6.3.1 Site 

density  

There is no clear reason why 

the site density for exemption 

for social housing should not 

apply to all multi unit 

residential complexes 

Amend 14.6.3.1.3 as follows: 

Social housing residential unit 

Multi-unit complexes 

14.6.3.9 Fencing 

in the road 

boundary setback 

14.6.3.10 Parking 

areas 

There is a conflict between 

the maximum height of 

fencing permitted in 14.6.3.9 

(1 m) and the minimum 

height of fencing required if it 

is used to separate parking 

areas from the road (1.2 m). 

Amend one or both of the 

heights specified in 14.6.3.9 

and 14.6.3.10 to remove the 

conflict. 

14.6.3.12 Road 

boundary building 

setback, fencing 

and planting 

The title of this standard is 

potentially confusing, as it 

only relates to building 

setback. Fencing and 

planting are addressed in 

other standards. 

Amend the title of 14.6.3.12 as 

follows: Road boundary 

building setback, fencing and 

planting 

14.6.3.14 Front 

doors 

The Crown acknowledges the 

design outcome sought from 

the requirement that all front 

Delete 14.6.3.14. 
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doors are clearly visible from 

the street. However, in the 

context of the package of 

other standards and matters 

able to be assessed in a new 

neighbourhood development 

to ensure effective interaction 

between private and public 

spaces, it is considered 

onerous to regulate this 

matter. 

14.6.3.16 

Minimum size 

and mix of units 

The standard only relates to 

size of units 

Remove reference to ‘mix of 

units’ from the title. 

 

 

7.86 I agree with the reasons set out in the Crown submission on these matters. 

These changes should be accepted. These are shown in the 9 March 

Revised Chapter. 

 

 Section 32 assessment of changes 

 

7.87 The changes outlined above take direction from the MED Exemplar as 

endorsed by the Panel’s decision. In this regard I look to the section 32 

assessment of Mr Brown in his evidence on that matter in Section 11.   

Although Mr Brown’s evidence was focussed on the Meadowlands 

exemplar I particularly note the evidence at paragraphs 11.14 to 11.20 

where he outlines the benefits and costs of comprehensive development.  

 

7.88 Nevertheless the Council has recognised that a large portion of the 

greenfield residential development community are not yet familiar with the 

benefits of comprehensive development. Accordingly the Council has 

maintained the more traditional approach of subdividing first and then 

building.  
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7.89 I consider that the changes sought in this evidence in response to 

submissions will  more efficiently and effectively meet the following 

objectives in particular: 

 

(a) 14.1.5 High Quality Residential Environments; and 

(b) 14.1.6 Comprehensive Planning for New Neighbourhoods (as 

amended by changes sought in the Crown submission). 

 

7.1 Because they have streamlined the New Neighbourhood subdivision 

process and removed superfluous or confusing provisions, I also consider 

that the amended provisions will more efficiently and effectively meet 

(confirmed) objectives: 

 

(a) 3.3.2 Objective – Clarity of language and efficiency and 

(b) 3.3.7 Objective – Urban growth, form and design. 

 
 
8. RETIREMENT VILLAGE AND ELDERLY HOMES PROVISIONS 

 

Issue 8 Is the comprehensive design of retirement villages as a restricted 

discretionary activity more appropriate than the alternatives sought by 

Retirement Village providers, such as overlays with bespoke built form 

standards or outline development plans?  

 

 What the pRDP provides for Retirement Villages 

 

8.1 The pRDP enables Retirement Villages as a restricted discretionary activity 

in the Residential Suburban Zone and the Residential Suburban Density 

Transition Zone subject to built form standards – some of which are 

individual to retirement villages to recognise their operational requirements. 

The RDA is subject to assessment matters. 
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Retirement Villages' submissions 

 

8.2 The Retirement Villages Association (573) (RVA) lists 32 retirement 

villages that they represent.  The RVA originally sought a 'bespoke' 

planning framework for  the retirement villages that it represents: 

 

Ideally, the Association would prefer that existing retirement villages 

in the District have their own planning framework as opposed to 

being zoned as Residential. 

 

8.3 The framework would be based around an overlay on the planning maps, 

presumably labelled "Retirement Village".  Rules within the Residential 

Chapter would refer back to those overlays. Retirement villages would be 

provided for by way of listed permitted activities. 

 

8.4 The Council has since received a letter from the RVA stating that they 

have withdrawn that part of their submission. 

 

8.5 The Ryman Health Care (745) submission also seeks a permitted activity 

status for retirement villages, subject to compliance with built form 

standards. They propose where these standards are not met they be 

subject to restricted discretionary activity assessed against their suggested 

assessment matters.  

 

8.6 Archer Memorial Baptist Home Trust (868) owns four villages and seeks 

existing and future retirement villages be  provided for as permitted 

activities.  They suggest that a  way of doing this is by way of planning map 

overlays combined with outline development plans. It points to the Living 1 

F Zone in the operative City Plan as an example of how this would work. 

They acknowledge that this has drawbacks in terms of the structure of the 

plan: 

 

However, the disadvantage of this approach is that applying it 

to all retirement villages would create a complex plan with a 

multitude of different rules and standards for different 

locations. 
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8.7 They instead ask for retirement villages to be provided for as a permitted 

activity subject to specific standards as may be considered necessary (if 

any). 

 

8.8 The above three submitters seek that various Chapter 14 Objectives and 

Policies be amended to provide greater recognition  of the needs of 

retirement villages.  

 

8.9 Sommerset Group Holdings Limited (765) agrees with retirement villages 

being provided for as a restricted discretionary activity. In particular 

Sommerset say: 

 

Summerset Group supports the Restricted Discretionary 

Activity status of retirement villages in all the Residential 

Zones. This status gives the Council and appropriate level of 

discretion to assess the environmental effects of these villages 

with their mixture of residential, care and community activities 

and facilities. This approach also recognises that many of the 

standards that apply to multiple lot and/or comprehensive 

residential development are not necessarily appropriate when 

providing for older people in a village environment with a range 

of dependencies. In particular site density requirements and 

allocated outdoor space for each unit does not fit fell with the 

communal living style of these villages. 

 

8.10 However Sommerset note that the built form standards do not appear to 

apply to the listed Restricted Discretionary Activity, but certain built form 

standards refer to retirement village provisions. Sommerset assumes that 

these are an error and that the standards were not meant to apply to 

retirement villages.  

 

8.11 Eliot Sinclair and Partners Ltd (928) say that rules 14.2.2.3 and 14.2.2.4 do 

not provide for retirement villages alongside other residential activities. 

They say that there is no reason for retirement villages to be non 

complying in residential zones. 
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8.12 Alpine View (1125) supports the general approach in the pRDP to 

providing for the development of their particular retirement village by way 

of an overlay and 'bespoke' rules. Alpine view, however oppose rules and 

other mechanisms within the provisions associated with the overlay.  

 

8.13 I respond to these submissions under various headings below. 

 

Requirements of retirement villages 

 

8.14 Paragraphs 7 -10  and 'Modern Retirement Accommodation' of the RVA 

and Ryman submissions respectively set out the requirements of a modern 

retirement village.  I have toured several Christchurch retirement villages at 

the request of the RVA and other retirement village providers. From my 

observations of retirement villages and the services that they offer I 

generally agree with the statements the RVA and Ryman have made in 

these paragraphs.  

 

Retirement Villages – Objectives and Policies 

 

8.15 Retirement Villages Association (573), Ryman Health Care (745), and 

Archer Memorial Baptist Home Trust (868) seek amendments to Chapter 

14 Objectives and Policies to, in their view, better recognise the 

importance and requirements of retirement villages.  

 

8.16 I do not believe that changes are necessary because, as described below, 

sufficient recognition has been made for retirement villages and the needs 

of the elderly. 

 

8.17 In regard to Objectives the outcome of providing for the elderly who choose 

to live in retirement villages is recognised in Objective 14.1.1 

 

a. An increased supply that will: 

i.  enable a wide range of housing types, sizes, and 

densities; 

ii.  meet the diverse needs of the community in the 

immediate recovery period; and  
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iii.  longer term, including social and temporary housing 

options; and 

iv. assist in improving housing affordability. 

(emphasis added).  

 

8.18 The community includes the elderly and those that would choose to live in 

retirement villages.  

 

14.1.1.4 Policy- Provision of retirement villages 

Provide for comprehensively designed and well located higher 

density accommodation options and accessory services for 

older people and those requiring care or assisted living, 

throughout all residential zones. 

 

Retirement Villages – Rules and assessment matters  

 

'Bespoke' rules 

 

8.19 The operative City Plan provides a 'bespoke' set of rules for a retirement 

village in the north east of the City by way of the Living 1F Zone. Whilst 

enabling of that particular village, it has added to the complex and hard to 

navigate structure of the plan. Taking the Living 1F Zone as an example,  I 

consider that a standalone planning framework would add an unnecessary 

complexity to the pRDP. Archer Memorial Baptist Home Trust recognise 

this in their submission. A retirement village is primarily  a residential 

development and as such the wider residential zoning should apply to it.  

 

Retirement Villages as Restricted Discretionary Activities 

 

8.20 Sommerset recognise that retirement villages are best provided for as 

restricted discretionary activities. They particularly note that site density 

rules are not appropriate for these developments (and Retirement Villages 

are exempt from the site density rule 14.2.3.1). 

 

8.21 I also recognise that there are some operational requirements for 

retirement villages that are not the same as the usual one unit on one site 

development that generally prevails in the lower density suburban zone. 
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These operational requirements relate to the communal nature of 

retirement villages which require: 

 

(a) dinning rooms; 

(b) recreation areas; and 

(c) graduated medical and dementia care.  

 

8.22 Such facilities may require the construction of buildings that are higher 

than the prevailing 8m (two storey) height limit in the RS and the RSDT 

zone. I have observed this on my site visits to retirement villages.  

Accordingly a height limit of 11m (three storeys) is recommended.  

 

8.23 But, I also recognise that an 11m height limit will create unacceptable 

daylight access, privacy and general dominance adverse effects to and on 

adjoining residential sites that are lower density in nature and expect a 

higher level of protection from such effects. In this regard I consider that at 

the interface between the retirement village and adjoining residential sites, 

the adjoining site's height limit and day light recession plane should apply. 

The proposed Enhanced Development Mechanism in part 14.7 of the 

pRDP provides a useful gauge for the appropriate setback from the 

boundary in which the adjoining heights and recession planes should apply 

– 15m.  

 

8.24 Accordingly in the tracked changes version of the chapter I have made 

changes to rules 14.2.3.3 Building Height and 14.2.3.6 Daylight Recession 

Planes to reflect this. 

 

8.25 Sommerset have, correctly, pointed out that there is an error in that the 

restricted discretionary activity table does not require compliance with 

listed assessment matters. However, their assumption  that the reference 

to retirement villages in various built form standards is an error is incorrect. 

The error is that the table should have referred to all of the built form 

standards in 14.2.3. It should read as follows and I recommend this change 

to the Proposal: 
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RD9 Retirement villages 

that comply with all 

of the built form 

standards in 14.2.3.  

a. Urban design and 

Māori urban design 

principles - 14.9.6. 

b. Scale of activity -

 14.9.14. 

c. Traffic generation and 

access safety - 

 14.9.15. 

 

8.26 I note also that a change to the assessment matters listed in the table 

directly above are recommended in the next section of this evidence. 

 

8.27 Sommerset appear to assume that because of the error discussed in the 

previous paragraphs that outdoor living space requirements do not apply to 

retirement villages – yet the wording of the rule as publicly notified 

specifically refers to a standard for retirement villages – (14.2.3.5). 

 

8.28 I consider that the outdoor living space requirements that are set out in the 

Enhanced Development Mechanism in part 14.7 (Rule 14.7.4.7) are better, 

more flexible, parameters for outdoor living space where residential 

complexes are comprehensively designed. Whilst the rule (14.7.4.7) is 

more complexly structured than the rule as publicly notified (14.2.3.5),  I 

believe the flexibility it provides makes it appropriate in the circumstances. 

Accordingly I recommend that the wording in 14.7.4.7  be substituted into 

14.2.3.5.  This is shown in the 9 March Revised Chapter. 

 

Retirement Villages - Assessment Matters 

 

8.29 The Ryman's submission seeks a set of assessment matters that would 

apply where restricted discretionary activity assessment would be required 

where permitted activity standards were not met. I consider that these are 

not required under the planning framework that I recommend in this 

evidence. Where built form standards are not met they will be assessed 

against the applicable assessment matters. 

 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43577
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=26788
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=26796
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=26797
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8.30 However, upon review of the assessment matters generally I have also 

found that the assessment matters that were introduced by the Land Use 

Recovery Plan for the EDM and the CHRM and carried over in the 

proposed replacement plan (as sought to be retained by CERA 495)  are 

also suitable for retirement village assessment as a comprehensive 

restricted discretionary activity.  I have recommended changes to the RDA 

table 14.2.2.3 RD 9 to reflect this. This will help to simplify the plan and 

standardise the RDA assessment of activities that have similar effects. A 

change to the name of 14.9.3.7 is also necessary.  

 

RD9 Retirement villages 

that comply with 

all of the built 

form standards in 

14.2.3.  

a. Urban design and 

Māori urban design 

principles - 14.9.6. 

b. Scale of activity -

 14.9.14. 

c. Traffic generation and 

access safety - 

 14.9.15. 

 

a. 14.9.37 

Assessment matters 

for restricted 

discretionary 

activities - Enhanced 

Development 

Mechanism, 

Community Housing 

Redevelopment 

Mechanism, and 

retirement villages. 

 

Prestons Road retirement village 

 

8.31 The proposed pRDP provides for the Prestons Road Retirement Village as 

an overlay on the Planning Maps and contains 'bespoke' rules in section 

14.2.4.. The rules reflect the Living 1F Zone in the operative City Plan. The 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43577
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=26788
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=26796
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/Book.aspx?HID=26797
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Living 1F Zone was introduced to the operative City Plan by private plan 

change and became operative in 2008.  

 

8.32 The operative City Plan describes the Living 1F zone as follows: 

 

Zone description and purpose 

 

The Living 1F Zone occupies approximately 7ha of land located 

immediately south of Prestons Road. The zone shares its boundaries 

with Prestons Road and the Living 1 and Living G (Prestons) Zones. 

 

The purpose of the zone is to enable development of an elderly 

persons housing complex, providing residential accommodation and 

associated services and facilities for elderly persons. The zone 

recognises the anticipated increases in the City's population, and the 

need to cater for the specialist land use requirements of the ageing 

population. 

 

Development within the zone will be in accordance with the 

Development Plan and a Concept Plan for the area. In providing 

accommodation and care facilities for the elderly, the standards of the 

Living 1F Zone are intended to exclude activities of a scale where the 

levels of effects generated would adversely impact on the amenities of 

the immediately adjoining Living 1 and Living G (Prestons) Zones. 

 

8.33 In general the operative City Plan rules package provides for the 

construction of the retirement village as a restricted discretionary activity 

subject to compliance with an outline development plan.  

 

Ongoing development of the Prestons Road Retirement Village 

 

8.34 Resource consents in accordance with the Living 1F Zone rules have been 

processed and issued and the development of the retirement village 

(known as Alpine View) is well advanced. However, the entire development 

has not been given consent under the current Living 1F rules.  
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8.35 While ideally the proposed plan has tried to avoid carrying over 'bespoke' 

rules25, I understand through consultation with Alpine View's planning 

advisors and the Council's resource consenting officers that a change in 

the consenting regime to the straight restricted discretionary activity regime 

in the proposed replacement plan would be problematic for the ongoing 

development of the retirement village because the resource management 

consenting process for the last stages of the development has not been 

completed.   

 

Changes to the Prestons Road Retirement Village planning regime in the 

pRDP 

 

8.36 I believe that the rules package will eventually become entirely redundant 

when the resource consenting and construction of the retirement village 

has concluded.  When this occurs the settled provisions of the pRDP 

should prevail and this village be subject to the same planning regime as 

the other retirement villages in Christchurch City. To this end I think a 

sunset clause (similar to that in the EDM rules at 14.1.7.4) should be 

inserted in the Residential Proposal.  An example of a sunset clause is at 

14.2.4.1 RD4. 

 

8.37 Nevertheless, Alpine View have submitted on the rules package in the 

pRDP and request that the rules are amended to reflect the development 

that has occurred on the site since 2008.  Specifically the following matters 

set out below are requested to be changed and to which I have added in 

my comments. 

 

8.38 They seek the following: 

 

(a) Amend all references in the overlay to "Prestons Road Retirement 

Village Overlay"; 

(b) Delete 14.2.4.1 RD 3 because it is "superfluous"; 

(c) Delete 14.2.4.2 NC2, NC3, and NC5; 

(d) Apply Residential Suburban Zone Recession plane in 14.2.4.3; 

(e) Amend 14.2.4.3.2(1) and (2) "superfluous clauses"; 

                                                   
25

 Because they have a tension with the provisions with the order in council. 
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(f) Amend 14.2.4.3.2(1) and (2) 40% site coverage a duplication; 

(g) Amend 14.2.4.3.4 to delete reference to gfa of less than 100m2; 

(h) Amend 14.2.3.4.5 to remove inconsistencies; 

(i) Amend 14.2.3.4.8 to complete subclause; 

(j) Delete  14.9.3.1 Concept plan; 

(k) Delete 14.9.3.2 Vehicular access – Prestons Road Retirement 

Village Overlay; and 

(l) Delete Development Plan – Prestons Road Retirement Village 

 

Amend all references in the overlay to “Prestons Road Retirement Village Overlay 

 
8.39 I agree with this as it will enable a consistent term to be used. 

 

Delete 14.2.4.1 RD3 because it is "superfluous" 

 
8.40 Given that a substantial part of the village is constructed, this rule can be 

deleted.  

 
Delete 14.2.4.2 NC2, NC3, and NC5 

 
8.41 I agree these matters can be deleted in terms of non complying standard 

and considered as restricted discretionary activity status given the overall 

status of the activity. 

 
Apply Residential Suburban Zone Recession plane in 14.2.4.3 

 
8.42 I agree this should be inserted particularly given the deletion of the 

proposed 10m building setback line from the concept plan. 

  
Amend 14.2.4.3.2(1) and (2) relating to health facility. 

 
8.43 I agree that the amendment sought should be made given that the health 

facility has been erected in a different location. 

 
Amend 14.2.4.3.2(1) and (2) 40% site coverage given it results in duplication. 

 
8.44 I agree the rules do result in duplication and should be amended to simplify 
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Amend 14.2.4.3.4 to delete reference to gfa of less than 100m2. 

 
8.45 I agree that the proposed amendment is a better outcome given that 

outdoor space is not size related. 

 
Amend 14.2.4.3.5 to remove inconsistencies 

 
8.46 I generally agree with the proposed amendment as the rules are confusing 

in terms of internal and front boundaries.  The suggested 1.8m is 

consistent with residential zone setbacks.  

 

Amend 14.2.3.4.8 to complete subclause 

 
8.47 I agree that the floor area figure is required to be added to make sense of 

the rule. 

  
Delete  14.9.3.1 Concept plan 

 
8.48 For the reasons stated in (ii) above it is considered that the concept plan 

should be deleted. 

 
Delete 14.9.3.2 Vehicular access – Prestons Road Retirement Village Overlay 

 
8.49 As I understand vehicular access has been completed and accordingly 

reference to it can be deleted. 

 
Delete Development Plan – Prestons Road Retirement Village. 

 
8.50 For the reasons stated in (ii) above it is considered that the concept plan 

can be deleted. 

 
 
8.51 In summary, I agree that the amendments reflect the situation that has 

occurred on the ground during development of the retirement village and 

enable completion of the village 
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Issue 9:  Should the Elderly Person Housing Unit provisions in the operative 

City Plan be continued in the proposed Replacement District Plan 

(pRDP)? 

 
 
8.52 Submissions have requested that the Elderly Person Housing (EPH) unit 

provisions or similar in the operative City Plan be carried over to the 

pRDP26.  In the operative City Plan, EPH Housing Units are permitted 

activities in a number of the residential zones.  Notably there is no 

requirement for a minimum net area for units with a gross floor area of less 

than 80m2.  The definition of "Elderly Persons Housing" in the operative 

City Plan is as follows: 

 

"means one of a group of residential units developed or used for 

the accommodation of elderly persons and where the group is 

either held under one title or unit titles under the Unit Titles Act with 

a body corporate and which is encumbered by a bond or other 

appropriate legal instrument which ensures that the use of the unit 

is confined to elderly persons. An existing elderly persons 

housing unit existing at 6 December 2013 may be converted to 

a residential unit that may be occupied by any person(s) and 

without the need to be encumbered by a bond or other 

appropriate legal instrument (Refer to Clauses 2.2.1 and 2.4.1)." 

 
8.53 The definition of "Elderly Person" in the operative City Plan is as follows; 

 
"means a person over the age of 60 years or a person who qualifies 

for a permanent invalid's benefit on health grounds and extends to 

include the partner, spouse, dependants or caregiver of such a 

person, notwithstanding that the partner, spouse or caregiver may 

be under the age of 60 years." 

 
8.54 The words in bold above were added in December 2013 as a result of a 

direction contained in the Land Use Recovery Plan (LURP).   Accordingly 

existing EPH units no longer are no longer required to be occupied by a 

person sixty years or over. 

 

                                                   
26

 Eg Tylla Ltd(322), M and A Smale (201), T Kulpe (1043) and the Crown (FS1347). 



 

 25944474 v 1 (3).doc  Page 76 

 

8.55 In the pRDP there is no provision for elderly persons housing.  Rather 

provision is made for multi-unit development (without any age qualification) 

as permitted activities by a variety of mechanisms in the Residential 

suburban Zone (RS) and Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone 

(RSDT) including: 

 

(a) Conversion of EPH unit  into a residential unit (Rule 14.2.2.1P5); 

(b) Conversion of an existing family flat  into a residential unit (Rule 

14.2.2.1P15); 

(c) Conversion of an existing residential unit into 2 residential units 

(Rule 14.2.2.1P16); 

(d) Replacement of residential unit with 2 units where existing unit is 

demolished as a result of earthquake damage (Rule 14.2.2.1P17); 

(e) Erection of 2 residential units on a site made vacant by the 

earthquakes (Rule 14.2.2.1P18); 

(f) Erection of a minor residential unit (Rule 14.2.2.1P19); 

(g) Social housing multi unit residential complexes up to 3 units (Rule 

14.2.2.1P20); 

(h) Multi unit residential complexes within RSDT Zone up to 3 units 

(Rule 14.2.2.1P20); and 

(i) Enhanced Housing Mechanism (Rule 14.7). 

 
8.56 Accordingly in my view there is reasonable provision in the pRDP without 

undue restrictions for EPH type of housing.  I am also of the view that there 

are some difficulties in respect of the existing EPH  provisions (in the 

Operative City Plan) including: 

 

(a) The age qualification provision is not effects based particularly 

when a significant part of the population are working and active 

beyond 60 years of age; 

(b) There is no requirement to site EPH in convenient locations for the 

elderly suchas in proximity to shopping centres or bus routes; and 

(c) The quality of development which tends to result in a number of 

units "stacked" on relatively small sites.     

 
8.57 Notwithstanding this I believe that further provision could be made for 

multi-unit development that would also meet the needs of the elderly 
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provided suitable controls are in place.  Discussions with submitters 

including the Crown (FS 1347) and Tyalla Ltd (322) suggest that the 

proposed rules be relaxed to provide for multi-unit residential complexes of 

more than 3 units as a restricted discretionary activity in the RS Zone.  This 

provision would make it consistent with the RSDT zone. 

 
8.58 There is also scope to include a similar rule in the Residential Banks 

Peninsula (RSBP) Zone given the submissions of M and A Smale (201) 

and T Kulpe (1043).  There is no provision for multi-unit development in the 

RSBP and accordingly is provided for as a restricted discretionary activity. 

 
8.59 Accordingly I suggest the following rules are amended as follows: 

 
(a) Amend Rule 14.2.2.3 as follows: 

 

RD8 Multi-unit residential complexes in 

Residential Suburban Density 

Transition Zone – over three residential 

units. 

 

Multi-unit residential complexes in 

Residential Suburban Zone   

 

1. Urban design and Māori 

urban design principles - 

14.9.6.  

2. Scale of activity - 14.9.14.  

3. Traffic generation and 

access safety - 14.9.15.  

 
 

(b) Amend Rule 14.4.2.3 in the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone by 

the addition of the following: 

 

RD 

10  

Multi-unit residential complexes  1. Urban design and Māori 

urban design principles – 

14.9.6. 

2. Scale of activity - 14.9.14.  

3. Traffic generation access 

and safety - 14.9.15.  

4. Liquefaction susceptibility 

of the site and proposed 

development - 14.9.20.  

 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26788
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26796
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26797
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26788
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26796
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26797
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26803
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(c) Add the following to Rule 14.4.3.1 Site Density in the Residential 

Banks Peninsula Zone 

 

5. Multi-unit residential complexes.  There shall be no minimum net site 

area for any site for any residential 

unit. 

 
 

8.60 Overall, I am of the view the amendments are appropriate because they 

give better effect to the Objective 14.1.1 1 Housing supply, Policy 14.1.1.1 

Location density and type of housing; objective 14.1.3 Objective Housing 

distribution and density particularly as it relates to housing supply, 

intensification and consolidation and also enables the private sector to 

provide for housing for sectors such as the elderly.  At the same time 

Objective 14.1.5 High Quality Residential and associated policies is given 

effect to by providing for such development as a restricted discretionary 

activity in order natters such as density, urban design and traffic can be 

controlled. 

 

 

9. LIFE STAGE AND ENERGY EFFICIENCY STANDARDS 

 

Issue 10:  Are Life stage inclusive and adaptive design and energy and water 

efficiency standards necessary and appropriate in a Resource 

Management Act planning document and can they be justified in 

regard to section 32 of the Act?  

 

9.1 I have read and accepted the recommendations of Mr Andrew McLeod and 

Mr Graeme McIndoe that these provisions be deleted and accordingly they 

have been removed from the 11 March Revised Proposal. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41630
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41634
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41634
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684
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10. NON-RESIDENTIAL ACTIVITIES 

 

Issue 11  Is the permitted activity status appropriate, and are the built form 

standards for non-residential activities appropriate?  For example, 

activities include pre-school, veterinary care and health care 

facilities, places of assembly, and providing for 

boarding/residential accommodation ancillary to education 

activities. 

 

Issue 12 Has sufficient provision been made for non-residential activities in 

the residential zones?  For example, community based facilities 

such as emergency service facilities, travellers accommodation, 

churches, and schools. 

 

 Council's submission on non-residential activities 

 

10.1 Council (310) seeks that the non-compliance with the permitted activity 

standards for the listed non-residential activities in permitted activity tables 

be a restricted discretionary activity (as publicly notified  the non-

compliance would be a discretionary activity). The submission says that 

non-compliance requiring restricted discretionary activity would be more 

consistent with the general pRDP approach of focusing resource consent 

applications to the relevant matters.  

 

10.2 Taking into account new Objective 3.3.2 as included by the Panel’s first 

decision I conclude that the Council’s rationale is correct and the activity 

status should be changed to restricted discretionary.  
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 Crown submission on non-residential activities 

 

10.3 The Crown submission (495)27 seeks "Community Facilities" as permitted 

activities. The submission states specifically: 

 

There is concern with the prescriptiveness of provisions throughout the plan 

in relation to community and  emergency service facilities in residential 

zones, 

 

10.4 The matter is "of particular interest" to the New Zealand Fire Service and 

the Department of Corrections. 

 

10.5 The Crown and St Johns (785) seek changes that would enable the 

establishment of emergency service activities as permitted activities in the 

residential zones.  

 

10.6 In this regard I note the first decision of the hearings Panel includes a new 

Strategic Directions Objective aimed at enabling emergency service 

facilities. 

 

   3.3.13 Objective – Emergency services and public safety 

   Recovery of, and provision for, comprehensive emergency 

services throughout the city, including for their necessary access 

to properties and the water required for fire fighting.  

 

10.7 I have been in discussions with both the Fire Service and St Johns as 

emergency service providers. In the case of the Fire Service they have 

indicated that they have plans for new fire stations to replace earthquake 

damaged fire stations and better enable their model and strategy for 

responding to emergencies across the City. Taking into account the 

directive nature of the new Strategic Directions Objective I have agreed a 

form of rule that would enable a fire station on two suitable sites that the 

fire service has identified. I understand that the fire service will present 

evidence in relation to these sites.  

 

                                                   
27

 See page 190 and 191 of submission 495 
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10.8 In relation to St Johns (785) they have submitted that: 

 

 It is critically important for St John to remain flexible and 

responsive to community needs. St John has an integral role in 

the health sector, and as such needs to have a collaborative and 

flexible approach to buildings and locations allowing the 

organisation to operate in a way which is best for patients, best for 

colleagues in the health sector and other emergency services, and 

therefore best overall for the community. St John is looking at a 

‘hub and spoke’ model and is committed to a $7.7 million rebuild 

programme and property strategy for St John in Christchurch to 

ensure it will be closer to patients and their homes, and continue 

to be able to respond and care for our community in their time of 

need.  

 

 Critical Operational Factors To achieve an effective service and 

reduce the significant risks to people’s health, safety and 

wellbeing St John needs to be able to respond to call outs within 8 

minutes, using lights and sirens. In real terms is 5.7 minute drive 

time coverage as on average in Christchurch it takes 2.3 minutes 

to be dispatched and mobilised when responding from base. The 

‘hub and spoke’ model of ambulance stations and posts is a 

system of preparing operational vehicles for deployment pre-shift 

and on-shift. The aim is to allow non-clinical staff to restock, clean 

and check vehicles, so that they are ready at the shift start, to 

improve clinical capacity. The concept of ‘Make Ready’ originated 

from international ambulance services best practice. It relies on a 

central ambulance station (a ‘hub’) within 3kms of the hospital’s 

emergency department. Smaller satellite ambulance stations are 

then located in residential areas, radially from this ‘hub’ in a 

‘spoke’ system. The central hub needs to be located of 

Christchurch Hospital Emergency Department. This requirement 

has significant implications on where ambulance stations can be 

located, accessibility to major roads and ability to function 

effectively over each 24 hour period. This fact is a key 

consideration in making this submission and is discussed in more 

detail as part of specific elements.   
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10.9 St Johns have explained that the effects of ambulance stations are 

essentially the  same as any other activity. Their facilities are used as 

offices for a small number of drivers/paramedics and ambulance storage 

from which they respond to calls – with one to two ambulances on the site 

at any one time. I consider that their assessment  is correct except that the 

use of sirens after the hour of 10pm has the potential to adversely disrupt 

residential amenity. On this basis I have added a permitted activity 

standard that restricts the use of sirens after the hour of 10pm. In 

accordance with other submissions (in particular from the Council (310)) 

non-compliance with the standard should be a restricted discretionary 

activity. This will require an assessment matter inserted in Section 14.9.  I 

recommend that it read: 

 

   14.9. x Ambulance sirens 

   Whether the use of a siren within the circumstances of the 

residential area in which the ambulance station is located would 

cause adverse amenity effects for residents. This needs to be 

balanced against the need for ambulances to urgently attend call 

outs.  

 

10.10 I have also been in discussions with the Department of Corrections. They 

have now sought that Community Corrections facilities be a permitted 

activity.  They have provided a  permitted activity rule and a definition of 

community corrections, that I agree is appropriate.  The rule would read as 

follows: 

  

P25  Community Corrections Facilities The facility shall: 

a. limit the hours of 

operation when the site is 

open to clients and 

deliveries to between the 

hours of 0700-1900; 

b. limit signage to a 

maximum of 2m2. 
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10.11 The proposed new definition of Community Corrections facility that I have 

included in the 9 March Revised Chapter is as follows (note the qualified 

that Ir recommend below in response to the Hagley Ferrymead Community 

Board's submission: 

 

Community corrections facility  

 

means a building used for administrative and non-custodial services. 

Services may include probation, rehabilitation and reintegration 

services, assessments, reporting, workshops and programmes, and 

offices may be used for the administration of and a meeting point for 

community work groups. 

 

Periodic Detention Centres 

 

10.12 The Hagley Ferrymead Community Board (803) considers that the plan 

should include provisions that applications for Periodic Detention Centres 

and similar facilities must be required to be notified applications, to enable 

potential neighbours and the wider community to have awareness and 

input. The Board notes the concern that the location of Periodic Detention 

Centres can have on local communities and that there have been two 

significant cases in the Hagley/Ferrymead ward, Richmond and 

Charleston, that have caused enormous community angst. For that reason 

the Board recommends that these be a notified activity. 

 

10.13 In the pRDP as notified a periodic detention centre (which I understand to 

be a custodial facility) would default to a non complying activity.  As a non- 

complying activity its public notification or otherwise would fall under the 

consideration of sections 95A to 95E of the RMA.  While I note that such 

facilities do carry with them a public perception that they are undesirable or 

unsafe in communities notification or otherwise must be considered under 

the Act. 

 

10.14 While I consider that Periodic Detention Centres are a custodial activity this 

is not completely clear in the definition proposed definition of Community 

Corrections facility discussed in the preceding section. I recommend that 
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periodic detention centres be explicitly excluded from the definition with the 

addition of: 

 

   For the avoidance of doubt a period detention centre is not a non 

custodial service. 

 

 Salvation army facilities 

 

10.15  The Salvation Army (422) seeks an overlay for their property at Addington 

that would enable the continued operation of their activities on the site as 

permitted activities. They state: 

 

   The Salvation Army sites contain a range of activities that are 

particular to the site and which are unlikely to be replicated 

elsewhere in the Medium Density zone. The activities are either 

not provided for in the activity table or are provided at no where 

near the scale that they are provided on the sites. 

   And also 

   It makes good administrative sense to treat these sites as one site 

with one governing body carrying out a range of complimentary 

activities under a set of town planning provisions relevant to both 

the sites and to the framework under which the sites operate i.e. 

Addiction Services, supportive accommodation, reintegration 

services, a family store and community and administrative 

services – including counselling, budget advice and family 

programmes. 

 

10.16 I agree that this is an important community facility that should be able to 

continue without undue planning impediment and I understand that their 

site is unlikely to become a scheduled activity in the Phase 2 pRDP.  

 

10.17 On this basis I believe that a form of the Salvation Army’s requested relief 

should be allowed. I have not considered what the most appropriate form 

of this should be and I invite the Salvation Army to discuss this with me in 

mediation.  

 



 

 25944474 v 1 (3).doc  Page 85 

 

 Churches 

 

10.18 John Frizzel (321) seeks that the requirement for frontage to a collector 

road or minor arterial road for places of assembly be deleted because it is 

contrary to the pRDP's intention to provide for community facilities in areas 

accessible to the community.  He also seeks the deletion of the right turn 

off set on the minor arterial road requirement because the high traffic 

generator rule in Chapter 7 will address this.  He argues that as the 

maximum permitted gross floor area is only 200m2 the amount of vehicle 

movements will be limited. 

 

10.19  The requirement for places of assembly to locate on collector and minor 

arterial roads is to protect residential amenity from traffic using quiet local 

roads to access places of assembly.  The High Trip Generator Rule in 

Chapter 7  is more focussed on protecting the safety and efficiency of the 

transport network. So this requirement to locate places of assembly on 

collector and minor arterial roads in the residential chapter is still, in my 

view, required to protect residential amenity.  Furthermore, the High Trip 

Generator Rule only applies to activities that generate more than 250 

vehicle trips a day. So for places of assembly that generate less than 250 

vehicle trips a day this requirement for a right turn off set is still required. 

 

10.20 Mr Frizzel seeks that non-compliance with the places of assembly 

requirements defaults to a restricted discretionary activity and then a 

discretionary activity – instead of a non complying activity.  

 

10.21 This is a similar matter to that discussed in the following paragraphs and I 

recommend that the changes discussed below apply to this submission 

also. 

 

10.22 Alpine Presbytery (752), Methodist Church of New Zealand and 

Christchurch Methodist Central Mission (763) and Church Property Trust 

(793) all seek that Spiritual Activities be provided for as permitted activities. 

They are currently provided for as a place of assembly in the residential 

chapter as publicly notified.   
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10.23 These submissions assume that residentially zoned churches would be 

included in schedules as part of Stage 2 of the review process. The draft 

chapter 6.5 containing scheduling as sent to the relevant Ministers for their 

comment on 2 March 2015 (prior to public notification) does not provide for 

churches as scheduled activities. The submission also states that the 

places of assembly permitted activity standards, built form standards and 

the activity status in Residential Banks Peninsula and Residential 

Conservation zone are of a concern for them as they are restrictive of 

churches. 

 

10.24 The Alpine Presbytery submission in particular states: 

 

  21.  To a significant extent churches appear to be treated as an ‘alien’ 

non-residential activity in a residential area, whereas churches are 

by their very nature an integral part of a residential area.  

 

10.25 The Church Property Trust states: 

 

  15.  In contrast, the operative plan lists Spiritual activities as a 

separate class to “recognise their unique role within the 

community”. The operative Plan states that: 

 

10.26 Spiritual facilities provide a diverse range of services to a wide range of 

people within the community and are an activity that are generally 

accepted within living environments. Spiritual facilities are also well 

established facilities representing significant investment in building and site 

development, and are a type of activity which provide a service to the 

community, and its visitors, that require distribution around the City. 

 

10.27 I agree that spiritual activities, are an important component of residential 

life for a significant proportion of the community. As the Stage 2 draft 

chapters that are currently with the Ministers for their comment do not 

schedule churches, some provision for these facilities are required. I 

believe that they should be separated from places of assembly  and 

provided for by way of permitted activity for Spiritual Facilities (as opposed 

to Spiritual Activities), as it is the facility itself and its potential effects that 

should be the subject of standards and not the activity. A spiritual facility 
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permitted activity standard has been drafted into the proposed amended 

rules package. The submission points that relate to built form standards 

are responded to in the evidence of Ekin Sakin.  

 

 Health Care facilities and Care facilities 

 

10.28 The Canterbury District Health Board (CDHB) (648) supports the provision 

of health care facilities as permitted activities in the Residential Suburban 

Zone, the Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone and the 

Residential New Neighbourhood Zone. They also seek that they be 

permitted activities in the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone and the 

Residential Conservation Zone.  

 

10.29 Nevertheless In discussions with the CDBH and Crown representatives it 

was concluded that changes can be made to better facilitate health care 

facilities. In particular in the maximum permitted floor area requirements 

and the introduction of an Integrated Health Care Facility as a permitted 

activity. It was also determined that more enabling provisions for the CDHB 

facility at 1 Onuku Road Akaroa were needed if the facility is to operate 

effectively and efficiently. A rule to this effect is shown at 14.4.2.1 P23 in 

the 9 March Revised Chapter. 

 

10.30 In regard to extending the permitted activity status of health care facilities 

into the residential banks peninsula and residential conservation zones I 

believe that these important community facilities should be treated in the 

same way across all of the zones.  

 

10.31 Nurse Maude (525) seeks that the expansion of existing health care 

facilities be a restricted discretionary activity. In accordance with the 

Councils submission (310) seeking that health care facilities that do not 

meet the requirements in the permitted activity standards be listed as 

restricted discretionary activities this request has been met in the 9 March 

Revised Chapter. For example see RD 22 in Rule 14.2.2.3.  
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 Medi/day Spas  

 

10.32 Adrian Bakker (19) has submitted that Medi/Day Spa should be a permitted 

activity in the residential zones. He says that these activities that require 

quiet and relaxed environments and ‘can merge into residential areas 

without any adverse effects on them. There are no other details about how 

medi-spas operate. The submitter is invited to provide details and discuss 

the matter at mediation.  

 

 Retailing 

 

10.33 The following submissions retail to retail activiites: 

 

 

(a) Tim Driver (117) seeks small scale retailing on higher order 

streets in the road hierarchy that are not on corner sites.  

 

(b) Neil Clephane (727) seeks a wider range of  retail on corner sites 

than ‘convenience retail’ and that it be provided for as a permitted 

activity, rather than a restricted discretionary activity. He seeks the 

deletion of the convenience activities definition;  

 

10.34 The provision for retailing on 'higher order streets' would provide for the 

dispersal of retail activity and commercials services along corridors. This 

would not be appropriate in achieving Objective 3.3.7 of the Strategic 

Directions chapter - to maintain and enhance the Central City, Key Activity 

Centres and Neigbourhood centres as community focal points. While it is 

yet to be heard, the relief sought would also not in my opinion support the 

primary objective of the Commercial chapter for commercial activity to be 

primarily focussed within a network of centres. This policy direction gives 

effect to the CRPS which seeks that "New commercial activities are 

primarily directed to the Central City, Key Activity Centres, and 

neighbourhood centres" (Objective 6.2.6).  

 
10.35 To allow for retailing along corridors will not support the recovery and 

growth of centres, which at a City wide level provide sufficient capacity for 

growth over the life of the District Plan. This is supported by analysis of 
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demand and supply in a report prepared by Property Economics to inform 

the Commercial and Industrial chapters of the pRDP (Appendix 8.3 of the 

section 32 for the Commercial chapter). Page 55 of that report states "…for 

the life of the proposed district plan centre capacity is more than enough to 

meet future retail and commercial requirements".  Further evidence on this 

will be provided at the hearing on the commercial chapter.  

 

Animal (cat) shelters 
 
 

10.36 Cats Protection League (287) seeks that activities such as animal shelters 

be provided for as permitted activities. They seek various changes to or 

deletion of Chapter 14  non-residential activity related objectives and 

policies so as to generally enable ‘existing long established community 

based facilities, such as the CPL cattery, which are located in residential 

areas’.  The Crown (495) has sought changes to the Objectives and 

Policies that would have the same effect as the changes sought by the 

CPL.  These changes are reflected in the 9 March Revised Version.  

 

10.37 Further the CPL own and operate the cat shelter operating from 18  

Charlesworth Street and want to be able to expand into 14 Charlesworth 

Street as a restricted discretionary activity  (it currently operates from 

number 18 under resource consent). Number 14 is directly adjacent to 

number 18 (there being no number 16). It is acknowledged that the CPL 

does do important community work, and that their facility should be able to 

expand, subject to the grant of  a resource consent application that focuses 

on the potential adverse effects of their activity. However I consider that 

there is insufficient knowledge of other activities that might fall within the 

scope of a generally worded restricted discretionary activity that would 

enable the wide use of the restricted discretion. On this basis I consider 

that the draft restricted discretion rule be focused on the CPLs activities 

and on their site. At most the resource consent application should be 

limited notified to adjoining landowners or occupiers who have not given 

their written approval with the application.  
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 Accommodation 

 

10.38 Grimshaw (893) states that there is some confusion and overlap between 

the definitions of Residential Activity, Guest Accommodation and the 

provision for up to six travellers for a tarrif. He states specifically that: 

 

The definitions of residential unit and residential activity and the 

relevant rules for travellers accommodation are amended to ensure 

there is a clear distinction between residential activities and travellers 

accomodation and also clear provision is included for some limited 

cooking facilities as part of travellers accommodation. 

 

10.39 I agree that there is some overlap between the provisions and that these 

need to be clarified. The submitter has not given any alternative wording 

and he is invited in mediation to suggest alternative wording to work 

through and reach agreement on. 

 

 Advance Hair Studios 

 

10.40 Advanced Hair Studios (681) also seeks changes to the listed permitted 

activities and home occupations to enable a wider range of small scale 

non-residential activities. In particular the submission states: 

 

   2.  That the Replacement Plan objective, policies and rules 

package for non-residential activities and home 

occupations be amended to provide as a permitted 

activity, for a wider range of small-scale non-residential 

activities, including such activities as Advanced Hair 

Studio, which achieve the appropriate levels of residential 

character and amenity. Provision needs to be made for 

non-residential activities which require a residential 

setting to effectively operate e.g. where discretion and 

minimum public ‘visibility’ is important, and/or where 

customers/clients are more comfortable with a residential 

character of building rather than a more 

commercial/institutionalised setting. 
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10.41 I consider that there will be circumstances where small scale non-

residential activities of the nature described in the submission should be 

able to establish as permitted activities, and that these may not be 

adequately provided for in the listed permitted activities – especially those 

that require some discretion. However, the submitter has not indicated how 

these activities should be provided for in the permitted activity tables or 

how they should be defined so that the permitted status is directed to the 

intended activities. This is a matter where there can be further discussion 

between the submitter and the Council. 

 

Others 
 

 
10.42 There are two other submissions to address: 

 
(a) Ken Sitarz (13) has submitted on non-residential activities in the 

small settlement zones – this is a Stage 2 matter and will be 

addressed when the small settlement zone is notified in Stage 2; 

and 

 

(b) Rachel Malloch (115) appears to want recognition of existing use 

rights for home occupations and accessory buildings requiring 

repair or rebuild caused by earthquake damage. I have found this 

submission difficult to interpret as to its intent and I cannot 

therefore form a conclusion. 

 
11. INFRASTRUCTURE / CORRIDOR PROTECTION 

 

Issue 13  The appropriateness of standards relating to Memorial Avenue as an 

important and high amenity entrance to the central city, and Standards 

relating to Rail, Road, and Airport noise protection / reverse sensitivity 

provisions. 

 

Memorial Avenue / Fendalton Road 

 
11.1 Kevin Bligh (865) has submitted that Policy 14.1.7.5 - Memorial Avenue 

and Fendalton Road, should be amended by deleting reference to 

maintaining "very" high amenity values and deleting the reference to 
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avoiding "associated signage and vehicle parking."  Associated rules in 

respect of the signage and parking are set out in Rule 14.2.2.1, P6, Home 

Occupation, where activity specific standards (f) and (g) require the staff 

and visitor vehicle carparking area to be outside the road boundary 

setback and which does not allow signage, respectively.  The submitter 

has also made submissions on these standards. 

 
11.2 In respect of the first matter I consider the inclusion of "very high amenity 

values" rather than "high amenity values" to be appropriate given that the 

road forms a major gateway to Christchurch.  I also agree that staff and 

visitor parking should be setback given that the frontages along Memorial 

Avenue are critical for retaining this amenity.  However in respect of 

signage I believe that it is reasonable that the standard area sign (1m2) be 

allowed given that home occupations are permitted.  I note that a 

proliferation of such signs is not apparent currently and given the settled 

nature of the residential area I do not believe there is a significant risk in a 

detraction from the amenities.  

 
11.3 Accordingly in my view 14.1.7.5 Policy and Rule 14.2.2.1 P6g should be 

amended as follows: 

 
14.1.7.5 Policy 

a  Maintain the war memorial and visitor gateway roles of 

Memorial Avenue and Fendalton Road and their very high 

amenity values, by avoiding limiting the establishment of non-

residential activities and associated signage and vehicle 

parking on sites in residential zones with frontage to these 

roads. 

 

Rule 14.2.2.1 P6 

g.  signage to a maximum area of 1m2, except that where the 

activity is located on sites with frontage to Memorial Avenue or 

Fendalton Road there shall be no signage; and 

 
 Objective 14.1.4 – Sensitive Activities 
 
 

11.4 CIAL (863) have submitted that "sensitive activities" should be added to 

Objective 14.1.4 as these types of activities as well as residential can 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43542
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potentially affect the operation of the airport.  I concur with the submitter 

(and I note that there is a definition of "sensitive activities").  I do not agree 

that CIAL suggested wording in respect of activities that "avoid adverse 

effects" should be included, as this in my view is too high a threshold test. 

 

11.5 Accordingly Objective 14.1.4 should be amended as follows: 

 

Residential and sensitive activities development that does not 

adversely affect the efficient operation, use, and development of 

Christchurch International Airport and Port of Lyttelton, and other 

strategic infrastructure. 

 
11.6 CIAL have also requested that permitted Activities in Rule 14.2.2.1 be 

tagged with the sub clause that such activities should not be located within 

the air noise contours.  Given that the noise air contours will be determined 

in Phase 2 of the review (through Chapter 6 – General Rules and 

Procedures) I do not consider it appropriate to include the request in this 

submission in this hearing. 

 
Rail operations and rail corridor 

 
11.7 KiwiRail (897) have requested that amendments be made to Policies 

14.1.17, Objective 14.1.17, 14.1.4.1, 14.5.1, and 14.1.6.6 to specifically 

refer to rail operations and the rail corridor. In my view these requests 

appear reasonable as the rail is part of strategic infrastructure, except in 

respect of Policy 14.5.1.4 which relates to building sustainability and Policy 

14.1.6.6 which is about design of stormwater design rather than adverse 

effects.  

 
11.8 According In my view the following objective and policies should be 

amended as follows: 

 
14.1.1.7 Policy – Recovery housing – social housing redevelopment 

 

a.  Enable comprehensive redevelopment of social housing in areas 

where: 

i)  natural hazards can be adequately mitigated; 

ii)  adequate infrastructure services and capacity are available; 

and 
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iii)  reverse sensitivity effects on existing industrial areas and the 

rail corridor are managed 

 

14.1.4 Objective – Strategic Infrastructure 

 

a.  Residential development that does not adversely affect the efficient 

operation, use, and development of Christchurch International Airport 

and Port of Lyttelton, the rail network and other strategic 

infrastructure 

 

14.1.4.1 Policy – Avoidance of adverse effects on strategic transport 

infrastructure 

 

a.  Avoid reverse sensitivity effects on strategic transport infrastructure 

including: 

i.  Christchurch International Airport; 

ii.  The rail network 

iii.  the major and minor arterial road network; and 

iv.  the Port of Lyttelton. 

 

14.1.5.1 Policy – Neighbourhood character, amenity and safety 

a.  Ensure individual developments achieve high quality residential 

environments in all residential areas by: 

iv.  minimising noise effects from traffic, railway activity, and 

other sources where necessary to protect residential amenity 

 
11.9 KiwiRail have submitted that Appendix 14.10.4 Development Plan 

Addington should be deleted or amended because of the proximity of a 

cycle route under the Blenheim Road overbridge.  Kiwi Rail are invited to 

discuss this in mediation.  

 

11.10 KiwiRaill have suggested a new noise rule in respect of activities in 

proximity to the rail network.  Noise rules will be notified in Phase 2 of the 

pRDP review process – in Chapter 6 General Rules and Procedures. 
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12. ENHANCED DEVELOPMENT MECHANISM AND COMMUNITY HOUSING 

REDEVELOPMENT MECHANISM 

 

Issue 14  Are the provisions of the Enhanced Development Mechanism (EDM) 

in 14.7 and the Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism 

(CHRM) 14.8 an accurate reflection of the changes to the Operative 

City Plan made on 13 December 2013? 

 

12.1 The Enhanced Development Mechanism (EDM) in part 14.7 and the 

Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism (CHRM) in part 14.8 are 

the provisions that were introduced to the operative City Plan by the Land 

Use Recovery Plan on 13 December 2013.  

 

12.2 The intentions of these two mechanisms can be summarised as follows. 

 

(a) The Enhanced Development Mechanism is, in essence, a 

density bonus available to incentivise site amalgamation. The 

mechanism enables a level of development equivalent to that 

achievable in the Residential Medium Density Zone (formerly the 

Living 3 Zone) on sites meeting a range of qualifying standards, 

namely: 

 

(i) Site size – contiguous sites of 1500sqm to 10,000sqm; 

(ii) Zoning – within the Residential Suburban Density 

Transition Zone (currently Living 2 Zone), Residential 

Medium Density Zone (currently Living 3 Zone) and 

Cultural 3 Zones where underlying residential zoning 

provisions apply where non-educational uses are sought; 

(iii) Yield – developments must deliver housing in densities of 

between 30 and 65 households per hectare; 

(iv) Location based criteria.  These are made up of two 

groups – i) inclusionary criteria establish the accessibility 

on foot of any site to shops, schools, open space and 

public transport (consistent with the approach that 

intensification should take place in and around centres) 

and, ii) exclusionary criteria whereby this form of 

development is directed away from constraints – 
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specifically Special Amenity Areas (reflecting the need for 

caution in these more characterful residential areas), a 

perimeter around Business 5 zones (nuisance/reverse 

sensitivity issues), areas where a known strategic 

infrastructure deficit exists and a defined Tsunami 

Inundation area.   

 

(b) The Community Housing Redevelopment Mechanism is an 

equivalent density bonus to support redevelopment and 

intensification  of social and community housing in identified areas 

across the city.  The identified areas are understood to have been 

selected on the basis of their concentrations of land on the 

ownership of social housing providers, specifically Housing New 

Zealand.  The provisions contain three critical standards, namely: 

 

(i) Site size – contiguous sites of 1500sqm to 10,000sqm; 

(ii) Yield – developments must deliver housing in densities of 

between 30 and 65 households per hectare; and 

(iii) Amount of Community Housing - in effect ensuring that 

redevelopment of the site reinstates the same number of 

social or community housing units, or at least a third of 

the total number of homes as social or community 

housing units (whichever being the greater).  

 

12.3 Under both mechanisms, compliance with the criteria and associated 

development standards will result in an application being a Restricted 

Discretionary Activity with discretion being limited to:  

 

(a) Urban Design assessment – on the basis that more intensive 

residential environments require rational and efficient use of space 

to secure successful and safe living environments; 

(b) Satisfactory delivery arrangements – seeking to ensure that 

projects are not delivered in an incremental fashion that would 

extend disturbance and nuisance endured by residents and 

neighbours; and 

(c) In the case of the CHRM, contribution to general improvement of 

the local area. This reflected the intentions of LURP Action 9 
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which recognised that Housing New Zealand, through its 

extensive redevelopment programme, could transform the nature 

of identified areas through the CHRM 

 

12.4 Within the context of the Operation City Plan’s policies and objectives, 

these two mechanisms offer tools that aim to directly address the 

Objectives related to Housing Supply, Housing Distribution and Density, 

Residential Recovery Needs and Quality Living Environments. This is 

explored within section 5.2 of the Section 32 report (in particular the table 

at section 5.2.2 entitled Provisions (Policy, Rule, Method) Most 

Appropriate Way to Achieve the Objectives and Appendix 5 Section A 

of that report) which makes the following observations: 

 

 Benefits  

 i.  More affordable housing options should lead to a greater range of 

home purchase prices. This will enable a wider range of people to 

become homeowners which leads to better health, social and 

education outcomes if households and families are shifting house 

less often due to affordability issues.  

 ii.  Residents are able to live locally in smaller sized houses serving 

their needs and being near family and friends, rather than having 

to move to a new neighbourhood. This will improve social 

accessibility, connectedness and accessibility.  

 iii.  As a permitted activity resource consent is not required (where 

previously one would have been) and the building development 

process is more efficient. Where resource consent is required as a 

restricted discretionary activity (for non-compliance with the 

permitted activity standards) the resource consent will be focused 

to the assessment matters narrowing the range of issues to be 

addressed.  

 v.  All of these mechanisms provide opportunities for economic 

growth through employment in the construction industry, rental 

income for landowners, improvement in general population health 

and other reductions in social costs associated with an 

undersupply of social housing.   
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 Costs 

  i.  There will be a change in character and amenity of all of the areas 

as a greater level of infill and redevelopment is provided for than 

traditionally allowed. However, the thresholds for consenting and 

Built Form Standards will ensure that any change in character or 

amenity is within the parameters expected for outcomes 

associated with a low density residential environment.28 

 

Submissions on the EDM and the CHRM 

 

12.5 The Crown (495) state that they support in part the mechanisms that the 

Council has publicly notified in sections 14.7 (EDM) and 14.8 (CHRM) 

because they assist to support the provisions of affordable housing supply.  

 

12.6 In regard to the EDM, the Crown submits that they have not been 

translated from the LURP to the pRDP correctly, in particular the 

requirement that the provisions do not extend to the Cultural 3 Zone. They 

seek typographical corrections – particularly around the use of the term 

'multi unit' when referring to social housing complexes.   Accordingly in the 

9 March Revised Proposal I have made changes to rules at 14.7.3 (1) to 

add reference to the Cultural 3 Zone and 14.7.4.5 (1) on the ‘’multi unit’ 

correction (ie, deletion of the words "multi unit").   

 

12.7 In regard to the CHRM, the Crown supports the retention of the 

mechanism past 2018 (the expiry date set in the LURP).  They oppose the 

use of a unit mix rule (14.8.3.5 (2)), as transferred from the EDM rules 

because it was not included in the LURP mechanism.  I accept this change 

on the basis that HNZ needs flexibility to define its unit mix to suit the 

needs of its clients and rule 14.8.3.5 (2) is therefore removed.    

 

12.8 The Lyttelton / Mt Herbert Community Board (762)  supports the use of the 

EDM provisions in the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone.  Accordingly in 

the tracked changes version of the chapter I have made changes to 14.7.3 

(4) to including reference to the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone.  The 

                                                   
28

 Chapter 14 Section 32 pages 59-60 
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Residential Banks Peninsula Zone should also be added to 14.7.3 (1) – the 

qualifying zones.  This is not currently shown in the 9 March Revised 

Chapter.  

 

12.9 Scott Farndon (270) opposes medium density living environments that 

would result in private dwellings being surrounded by multi level 

apartments.  I would accept that there is potential over time for a particular 

locality (which meets qualifying criteria under EDM or lies within the 

Community Housing Redevelopment Areas) to undergo change from one 

predominated by single detached homes to one where multi unit 

accommodation may be more common.  This is consistent with the wider 

objectives and policies of the plan. In order to address the submitter 

concerns about the potential for higher rates of crime, the inclusion within 

urban design assessments of CPTED (Crime Prevention through 

Environmental Design) principles means that the form and access of new 

development will be expected to contribute to the community safety of the 

local area.    

  

12.10 The Bryndwr Community Group (715) and Jennifer Orange (1048) seek 

that an allowance be made in the CHRM for limited or public notification of 

resource consent applications to use the mechanism.  I have sympathy 

with the views of the Bryndwr Community Group and the other local 

resident in that Housing New Zealand have, to date, been reluctant to 

engage in masterplanning which they had signalled for the Bryndwr Area.  

This area is understood to be likely to see more extensive redevelopment 

on account of the economic viability being sounder than in other locations.  

By being more proactive Housing New Zealand have the opportunity to 

work with those communities where its programme is likely to be more 

intensive, learning the lessons from its experiences at Glen Innes in 

Auckland.  

 

12.11 In light of the Statement of Expectations however, I have not 

recommended that this submission be accepted. 

 

12.12 Noreen Thompson (1105) supports the use of the mechanism in the area 

of Hoon Hay known as Rowley.  The support of this submitter is noted. 
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12.13 Kevin Bligh (865)) seeks that the CHRM be deleted from all land between 

Greers and Grahams Road and that the mechanism not be extended 

across Planning Maps 23 or 24.  I note that much of the area referred to by 

this submitter was not supported by Council when the Community Housing 

Redevelopment Areas were presented by CERA on the grounds that there 

was little land in the ownership of social or community housing providers to 

the north east of Wayside Avenue (within the block described by the 

submitter).  However, the boundaries now incorporated under these 

provisions reflect what was gazetted by the Minister in the LURP, and the 

Council is not to make a recommendation that is inconsistent with the 

LURP.  I take the view that if land covered under these provisions is not in 

the ownership of a community or social housing provider then it is unlikely 

that redevelopment using these provisions will take place.  However, if that 

scenario does come to pass the result will be the delivery of affordable 

homes which would be a beneficial outcome for those in need.     On this 

basis I believe the applicability of the CHRM to the areas defined by the 

submitter should remain.   

 

12.14 The Crown (495) state that they support in part the mechanisms that the 

Council has publicly notified in sections 14.7 (EDM) and 14.8 (CHRM) 

because they assist to support the provisions of affordable housing 

supply29.  

 

12.15 In regard to the EDM, the Crown submits that they have not been 

translated from the LURP to the pRDP correctly, in particular the 

requirement that the provisions do not extend to the Cultural 3 Zone. They 

seek typographical corrections – particularly around the use of the term 

'multi unit' when referring to social housing complexes30.  

 

12.16 In regard to the CHRM, the Crown supports the retention of the 

mechanism past 2018 (the expiry date set in the LURP).  They oppose the 

use of a unit mix rule (14.8.3.5 (2)), as transferred from the EDM rules 

because it was not included in the LURP mechanism31.  

 

                                                   
29

 See the submission table at page 231 of submission 495 
30

 See the submission table at page 232 of submission 495 
31

 See the submission table at page 233 of submission 495 
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12.17 The Lyttelton / Mt Herbert Community Board (762) supports the use of the 

EDM provisions in the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone.  

 

12.18  Scott Farndon (270) opposes medium density living environments that 

would result in private dwellings being surrounded by multi level 

apartments.  

 

12.19 The Bryndwr Community Group (715.1) and Jennifer Orange (1048.1) 

seek that an allowance be made in the CHRM for limited or public 

notification of resource consent  applications to use the mechanism. 

 

12.20 Noreen Thompson (1105.2) supports the use of the mechanism in the area 

of Hoon Hay known as Rowley.  

 

12.21 Kevin Bligh (865.1)) seeks that the CHRM be deleted from all land 

between Greers and Grahams Road and that the mechanism not be 

extended across Planning Maps 23 or 24.  

 

Community Housing Developments  

 

12.22 The Hagley Ferrymead Community Board  (803) submit that all community 

housing developments be required to continue the Council social housing 

practice and provide space for community use as part of their 

consent/planning permission.  A rule should be included within the plan for 

a minimum requirement for community space within developments. 

 

12.23 I consider that the provision or otherwise of a community facility will 

depend upon the assessed needs of the residents as part of the 

comprehensive design.  In my view there is no need to require a providing 

for space for a facility that might not be needed. 

 

12.24 I note also that the Christchurch City Council (310) submission also seeks 

amendments to the planning maps to remove small errors in relation to the 

boundary of the CHRM.  I support correct of these errors on the planning 

maps. 
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13. RESIDENTIAL SUBURBAN ZONE – STUDENT ACCOMODATION 

 

Issue 15 The appropriateness of provisions in the Residential Suburban 

Zone for boarding houses, tertiary student accommodation, 

ancillary buildings and sleep outs.  

 
13.1 Submissions received have queried the appropriateness of the Residential 

Suburban Zone provisions in respect of what appears to be the provision of 

student accommodation.  I am aware there have been reported situations 

of anti-social behaviour by tertiary students in Ilam and Riccarton 

particularly. 

 
13.2 The submission from Ilam and Upper Riccarton Residents Association 

(IURRA) [738] notes that "issues arising from boarding house type 

accommodation are significant…[and] accordingly the matter needs to be 

addressed through specific provisions and rules throughout the relevant 

sections of the District Plan". To address this it requests: 

 

(a) deletion of "accommodation" from the definition of Tertiary 

Education and Research Facility; 

(b) addition of a new definition for "Tertiary Education Student 

Accommodation": defining that they be "professionally managed 

residential accommodation provided for sole use of tertiary 

students"; 

(c) addition of new definition of "Boarding House":  

(i) containing 1 or more boarding rooms along with facilities 

for communal use by the residents of the boarding house; 

and  

(ii) occupied, or intended by the landlord to be occupied, by 

at least 4 people at any one time; 

(d) addition of a new definition of "Boarding Room": defining that this 

be a "room in a boarding house that is used as sleeping quarters 

by 1 or more people, and that is for use only by a resident whose 

agreement relates to that room". 

 
13.3 The submission from Helen Broughton [592] highlights the erosion of visual 

amenity, community cohesion and identity from the conversion of 

residential family use to wider accommodation, and from small houses 
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being built close together. To address this Ms Broughton requests revising 

the definition and rules relating to residential units through: 

 

(a) changing the current proposed permitted activity status of up to 6 

bedrooms for residential units to 5 bedrooms (so the current 

restricted discretionary activity status for more than 6 bedrooms 

would be changed to 5); 

(b) change the activity status for residential units with more than 5 

bedrooms from restricted discretionary to discretionary; 

(c) including in the matters for consideration "visual amenity and 

social cohesion"; and 

(d) proposing as an alternative to the above that for residential units 

in excess of 4 bedrooms that a portion of a living space is required 

for each additional bedroom. 

   

13.4 A submission from the University of Canterbury [797] requests that student 

hostels owned and / or operated by secondary / tertiary education and 

research facilities containing 6 bedrooms or less be a permitted activity.  

Currently in the Residential Proposal these facilities containing less than 

10 bedrooms are a restricted discretionary activity. 

 
13.5 A further submission from the University of Canterbury (submission No 

1442) requests that the IURRA submission points requesting new 

definitions and inclusion of "Tertiary Education Student Accommodation", 

"Boarding House" and "Boarding Room" be rejected as these terms are not 

used elsewhere in the plan, seeking instead that the proposed  "Tertiary 

Education Research Facility’ and "Student Hostel Accommodation" be 

relied upon.  

 
13.6 I note that the Residential Suburban Zone proposes that residential units 

containing up to 6 bedrooms be a permitted activity (by virtue that 

residential units containing more than 6 bedrooms are a restricted 

discretionary activity, refer Rules 14.2.2.1 P1 and 14.2.2.3 RD1. 

Additionally, Education activity, which includes boarding / residential 

accommodation in its definition, are a permitted activity in the Residential 

Suburban Zone. The inclusion of boarding / residential accommodation in 

the definition of Education Activity is a double up in this zone where 
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student hostels owned and / or operated by educational facilities are a 

restricted discretionary activity.   Given this it appears the inclusion of 

boarding / residential accommodation within the definition of Education 

Activity should be removed to avoid this inconsistency. This is not shown 

on the 9 March revised chapter. The revised definition would therefore 

read: 

   

Education activity 

 
means the use of land and/or buildings for the provision of regular 

instruction teaching or training, or out of school care by suitably 

qualified instructors, and includes the use of ancillary administrative, 

boarding/residential accommodation, spiritual, recreation, health and 

cultural and shared facilities, and also includes early childhood 

education facilities and pre-schools. The use of Bboarding/residential 

accommodation shall be ancillary to education activity on that site.  

Where community activities occur in education facilities, the parking 

requirements will be those for education activity.  For the purpose of 

calculating the parking requirement, education activity shall also be 

deemed to include any auditorium used, at least in part, for the 

education activity. Educational facility has the same meaning. 

Education activity includes trade and industry training facilities. 

   

 
13.7 With regard to the matters raised in the submission from IURRA and Helen 

Broughton these seem to be seeking to deal with behavioral issues that 

arise in residential areas where there is typically a student population in 

existence. The changes to the provisions proposed in these submissions 

will in my view have little effect in altering behavioral culture, which would 

be better addressed through methods outside the RMA and district plan 

provisions, such as through Council bylaws or other legislation.  In my view 

there is appropriate controls in the plan with the existing provisions.  

Additional definitions and rules will only add to the complexity of the plan. 

 
13.8 Residential family size houses are commonly consist of up to 6 bedrooms. 

This is in line with the provisions in the Proposal as they are currently 

drafted and accordingly I do not support a reduction to 5 bedrooms as 
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suggested by Ms Broughton, which I consider would have little material 

effect. 

 
13.9 In terms of sleepouts and garages the definition of "residential unit" 

includes accessory buildings.  Sleepouts and garages are defined 

separately and also come within the definition of an "accessory building". A 

"garage" may be used for a sleepout.  Sleepouts and garages are however 

not residential units. 

 
14. IWI ISSUES  

 

14.1 A memorandum was filed for Te Rūnanga o Ngāi Tahu and ngā rūnanga 

[1145] requesting additional topics be added to the 'Residential Proposal - 

Issues Statement'.  This section of my evidence responds to those 

additional issues, and in particular Ngāi Tahu's submission. 

 
Issue - Papakāinga Housing 
 

 
14.2 The submission seeks that additions are made to Objective 14.1.1 and that 

Policy 14.1.1.1(a)(iv) is amended to recognise the specific needs of Ngai 

Tāhu/Manawhenua to develop papakāinga housing on or near marae or 

Maori reserves. 

 

14.3 The imperative to consider the development of Maori reserve land and 

papakāinga provisions is specifically addressed in Action 22 of the LURP 

and the following objectives and policies of Chapter 6 to the CRPS: 

 

(a) Objective 6.2.1(12); 

(b) Objective 6.2.2(7); and 

(c) Policy 6.3.10. 

 

14.4 I note that the imperative has been specifically carried through into the 

recently released Panel Decision 1 "Strategic Directions and Strategic 

Outcomes (and relevant Definitions)" at the following specific objectives: 

 

(a) Objective 3.3.3 - Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua; and 

(b) Objective 3.3.4 - Housing capacity and choice (particularly part 

(b)(ii) of the objective). 
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14.5 Council officers have been working closely with Ngāi Tahu representatives 

through the "Rūnanga Focus Working Group" (RWFG) with respect to all 

aspects of the pRDP review, focussing specifically on matters of particular 

interest to Ngāi Tahu (I note I have not been involved in the RWFG).  I 

understand however that one of those matters has been the manner in 

which the pRDP can assist with the relationship/development of Maori 

Reserves and other land that Ngāi Tahu has a relationship with for not only 

residential, but for the full suite of cultural, spiritual, economic and social 

purposes. 

 

14.6 Within the draft proposals forwarded to the Ministers for the Environment 

and Canterbury Earthquake Recovery by Council on 2 March 2015, is 

"Proposal 4 - Papakāinga".  This Papakāinga Zone applies at six sites 

within the District as follows: 

 
 

(a) Rāpaki; 

(b) Ōnuku; 

(c) Koukourārata; 

(d) Waiwera; 

(e) Ōpukutahi; and 

(f) Ngā Hau e Whā. 

 

14.7 The objectives, policies and other provisions within Proposal 4 - 

Papakāinga support the development of residential and other activities 

within the zone.  The zone sits on its own within the pRDP rather than in 

Chapter 14 - Residential to recognise that the Papakainga Zone is a 

comprehensive "mixed use" zone, not just another residential zone. 

 

14.8 Although the Strategic Directions decision provides the policy framework to 

support the papakāinga provisions within Proposal 4 - Papakāinga, I agree 

with the submitter that additional specific recognition within the Residential 

proposal would assist in showing the role that the Residential provisions 

play with respect to providing for Ngāi Tahu whānui needs in general and 

that they are complementary to the Papakāinga zone provisions.  No 

specific papakāinga housing provisions have been included in the 
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Residential chapter, as it was considered that such developments could 

readily be accommodated within the range of housing provisions that are 

already provided. 

 

14.9 In my opinion, the suggested change to Objective 14.1.1 (Housing Supply) 

is not necessary as the objective is worded broadly enough to encompass 

Ngāi Tahu whānui needs.  My preference is to provide a specific policy, 

which has the advantage of making the policy clear and integrates with the 

format of the objectives and policies where Policies 14.1.1.1 to 14.1.1.8 

provide the direction that each aspect of residential housing is to be 

implemented.  I did not include this alteration in the version of the 

Residential chapter that was completed on 9 March 2015.  I set out below 

my suggested changes and will incorporate these (along with any changes 

arising from submitter evidence) in an updated chapter version to be 

attached to my rebuttal evidence. 

 

14.10 Insert the following as a new policy between Policy 14.1.1.1 and 14.1.1.2: 

 
14.1.1.A Policy - Needs of Ngāi Tahu whānui 

a. Enable the housing needs of Ngāi Tahu whānui to be met throughout 

the residential area and in other locations where there is an ongoing 

relationship with ancestral lands. 

 
Issue - High Quality Residential Environments 
 

 
14.11 The submitter seeks that dual heritage is acknowledged in creating new 

residential neighbourhoods and has recommended changes to Objective 

14.1.5 and Policy 14.1.5.1.  I note that this matter has been specifically 

incorporated in the recently released Panel Decision 1 "Strategic Directions 

and Strategic Outcomes (and relevant Definitions)" at Objective 3.3.3 - 

Ngāi Tahu Manawhenua, and more specifically at subsection (c) of the 

objective as follows: "Ngāi Tahu Manawhena's culture and identity are 

incorporated into, and reflected in, the recovery and development of 

Ōtautahi". 

 

14.12 It is recommended that the following changes be made to recognise the 

broad Strategic Direction objective, as it is applicable to the Residential 
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chapter.  The submitter suggests the use of the term "dual heritage".  

However, I consider that what this means should be stated and alternative 

wording is included in the following objective.  I concur with the suggested 

changes to Policy 14.1.5.1, which is set out below under Objective 14.1.5: 

 

14.1.5 Objective - High quality residential environments 

a. High quality, sustainable, residential neighbourhoods which are well 

designed, have a high level of amenity, and enhance local character 

and reflect the Ngāi Tahu heritage of Ōtautahi. 

 

14.1.5.1 Policy - Neighbourhood character, amenity and safety 

a. Ensure individual development achieve high quality residential 

environments in all residential areas by: 

i. … 

vii. incorporating the principles of the Ngāi Tahu 

Urban Design Protocol 

 

Issue - Comprehensive Planning and Stormwater Management 
 

 
14.13 The first part of the submission seeks to incorporate the four pillars of 

sustainability in the objective, not just the environmental and social 

perspectives that are currently contained therein.  I agree with this part of 

the submission. and Objective 14.1.6 should be as follows: 

 

14.1.6 Objective - Comprehensive planning for new 

neighbourhoods 

a. Promote new residential developments in priority greenfield 

residential growth areas that are comprehensively planned so they are 

environmentally, and socially, culturally and commercially sustainable 

over the long term. 

 
14.14 The second part of the submission seeks wording changes to Policy 

14.1.6.1 to recognise the incorporation of Ngāi Tahu values at the design 

stage.  The recommended changes are minor and I consider that they are 

appropriate.  The policy should read as follows: 
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14.1.6.1 Policy - Comprehensive Development 

a. Ensure that new neighbourhoos are comprehensiveily planned and 

deisgned through developmnt of, and giving effect to, an overarching 

vision that: 

i.  [....] 

x. utilises opportunities to enhances tangata whenua 

values, particularly indigenous biodiversity and 

mahinga kai; 

xi. recognises and reflects Ngāi Tahu cultural and 

traditional assoications with the Ōtautahi 

landscape; and 

xi. [...] 

 

14.15 The third part of the submission seeks to incorporate additional policy in 

respect of recognising the impact of poorly managed stormwater on water 

(wai) quality.  The management of stormwater is addressed in Chapter 8 - 

Subdivision, Development and Earthworks at the following policies: 

 

(a) 8.1.1 Objective - Natural and Built Environments; 

(b) 8.1.1.1 Policy - Natural features and landscapes; 

(c) 8.1.1.2 Policy - Protection through subdivision; 

(d) 8.1.2.7 Policy - Open Space (particularly a. viii.); and 

(e) 8.1.3.4 Policy - Stormwater disposal. 

 

14.16 An additional policy is suggested to Policy 14.1.6.6 - "Stormwater 

networks" as a new matter vi.  The suggested policy seeks to include an 

"avoid" standard with respect to the discharge of any untreated stormwater 

discharge to water and where practicable treat stormwater on site.  With 

respect to the "avoid" standard, this is an unachievable and unrealistic 

hurdle.  None of the Council stormwater system is or could be designed to 

meet this standard.  Stormwater is managed to a certain rainfall event 

(refer Brian Norton's evidence) and there will always be an event that 

overwhelms the stormwater system.  Accordingly, I do not agree with this 

part of the submission.  Management of stormwater on site fails to 

recognise that in the greenfields areas of the City, a comprehensive and 

integrated stormwater management system has been developed in order 

that individual developments do not need to manage the treatment of 
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stormwater on site.  Rather, the treatment occurs off-site in specifically 

dedicated areas designed for that purpose. 

 

14.17 The fourth part of the submission seeks to delete reference to reducing the 

potential for bird strike to arise as a result of stormwater system 

development.  I note that the recently released Panel Decision 1 "Strategic 

Directions and Strategic Outcomes (and relevant Definitions)" at Objective 

3.3.12 - Infrastructure, and more specifically at subsection (b)(iv) 

addresses the reverse sensitivity effects on strategic infrastructure with 

respect to managing the adverse effects of bird strike to aircraft using 

Christchurch International Airport.  The proposed deletion of Policy 

14.1.6.6 a.iii. is contrary to this Strategic Directions objective. 

 

14.18 For the reasons set out above no change to Policy 14.1.6.6 is 

recommended. 

 

Issue - Waterways and sites of Ngāi Tahu cultural significance 
 

 
14.19 The submission seeks to include a number of rules into the Residential 

chapter to address the location of various activities in relation to 

waterways, wetlands and springs.  This is a matter that is specifically 

addressed in Stage 2 of the review within Proposal 6 "General Rules and 

Procedures" at Section 6.6 "Waterway Setbacks". 

 

14.20 The submission also seeks to include provisions in relation to silent files.  I 

can advise that this matter is to be addressed in Proposal 9 "Natural and 

Cultural Heritage" and does not need to be duplicated in the Residential 

proposal. 

 

14.21 For the above reasons, no change to the Residential proposal is 

recommended.   

 
15. SUBMISSIONS REQUESTING REZONING CHANGES 

 

15.1 There are a number of submissions seeking that a property(s) be rezoned 

from a residential zone to either a commercial or industrial zone.  Most of 
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these relate to areas of land that are within the Stage 1 notification area 

but some are in the Stage 2 notification area.   

 

15.2 Attached to my evidence as Attachment D is a table listing the following 

information: 

 

(a) submission number; 

(b) proposed (notified) residential zoning; 

(c) commercial or Industrial Zoning sought; 

(d) area; 

(e) address; and 

(f) number of properties lost (the conversion ratio from 'property area' 

to 'lost yield' per residential zone is set out at the top of the table). 

 

15.3 There is one site located at 433 Main North Road that is owned by 

Rockgas Limited (397) with the notation of 'Site unable to be defined'.  At 

the time of writing this evidence, I had not been able to confirm with 

Rockgas Limited either the location or the area of land in question.  

However, taking into account the small size of the other areas that 

Rockgas Limited is seeking to have rezoned, it is unlikely that the definition 

of this area will change the analysis or the conclusions drawn having 

regard to the rest of the information. 

 

15.4 In summary, the table shows there is potential for approximately 815 

residential properties to be 'lost'.   

 

15.5 It needs to be noted that the table is a coarse analysis which does not take 

into account a range of factors that would reduce the number of 'lost' 

residential properties, including the following as examples: 

 

(a) property already used for a commercial or industrial purpose 

(mainly as a result of resource consent approval); and 

 

(b) no analysis of whether the property can actually be subdivided, 

having regard to matters such as the presence of existing 

buildings, availability of infrastructure and costs of subdivision 

outweighing economic benefits. 
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15.6 In my opinion, taking into account the above matters, the potential loss of 

approximately 815 properties is not significant within the context of the 

overall residential intensification target. 

 

15.7 Set out below is a site-by-site analysis from the perspective of whether the 

property should remain in a residential zone.  I have not undertaken a site-

by-site analysis of whether the properties would be suitable for either 

commercial and/or industrial purposes.  This matter will be addressed in 

the evidence to be provided by Council for the hearing of Proposals 15 

Commercial and 15 Industrial. 

 

119 Aikmans Road (Submitter 61) , 125 Aikmans Road (469) and Merivale Mall 

Carpark (816) 

 

15.8 The sites for submitters 61 & 469 are zoned Residential Medium Density 

and contain approximately six residential properties to the west of the 

Merivale commercial area.  It is surrounded by either Residential Medium 

Density or Residential Suburban zoning and the primary use of these 

properties is for residential purposes, although I note that some residential 

properties closer to the Merivale commercial centre are being used for 

commercial activities.  In combination, these submissions would see the 

northern side of Aikmans Road across from the Merivale Mall carpark be 

changed to a commercial zoning.   

 

15.9 Submitter 816 relates to the Merivale Mall carpark that is zoned as 

residential in the operative City Plan, but has been used for carparking 

purposes.  I understand that the reason for the residential zoning was to 

ensure that although the land was being used for carparking, it could not 

be construed that the land could be developed as an extension to the 

Merivale Mall.  

 

15.10 From a residential perspective, I have no concerns if this land was not 

zoned as residential.  This matter clearly falls to be considered with respect 

to the lands suitability for commercial purposes. 
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129 - 141 Warrington Street (138) 

 

15.11 The properties at 129 and 131 Warrington Street are occupied by dwellings 

and used for residential purposes.  The properties at 135 to 141 contain a 

block of commercial shops.  All of the properties are zoned Residential 

Suburban Transition.  The zoning of these properties is a matter that 

should be considered during the hearing of the Commercial proposal.  I 

have no concern from a residential perspective if these properties were to 

be zoned Commercial. 

 

65 - 67 Racecourse Road or 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road (184, 

303, 329, 335, 336, 961, 1049 & 1106) 

 

15.12 The properties at 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road are zoned 

Residential Suburban, face Residential Suburban zones across 

Racecourse and Buchanans Road to the east and north and back onto the 

Industrial General zone to the west.  All the properties have dwellings 

located on them and are used for residential purposes.  The rezoning to 

Industrial would mean that the whole block of land bordered by 

Racecourse, Buchanans, Carmen (SH 1) and Waterloo Roads would be 

industrial.  The loss of these properties and the encroachment of industrial 

activities eastwards would mean a loss of residential amenity to residents 

across Racecourse and Buchanans Road.  From a residential perspective, 

I would not support the zoning of these properties for industrial purposes. 

 

21 Paeroa Street (294) 

 

15.13 The property is on the corner of Paeroa Street and Riccarton Road, 

contains a dwelling and is used for residential purposes.  It and the 

properties surrounding it are zoned for residential purposes.  The effect of 

rezoning this property for commercial purposes would lead to the potential 

for the Commercial Local zone to be extended from the corner of Euston 

Street eastward to Paeroa Street.  Accordingly I would not support the 

zoning of this property for commercial purposes. 
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245 Waimairi Road (310 

 

15.14 This property adjoins a corner block of shops zoned Commercial Local.  I 

have no concern from a residential perspective if this property were to be 

zoned Commercial. 

 

9 Tower Street (310) 

 

15.15 The property is developed and used for carparking associated with the 

Hornby Police Station.  I have no concern from a residential perspective if 

this property were to be zoned Commercial. 

 

Stoddart Terrace (310, 311 & 327) 

 

15.16 It is noted that this land is being used for industrial purposes and 

Submission 310 is from the Council and seeks to replace the residential 

zone with the appropriate industrial zone.  I have no concern from a 

residential perspective if these properties were to be zoned for commercial 

purposes. 

 

4, 6 & 8 Cranford Street (387, 748 & 1184) and 142 Sherborne Street (834) 

 

15.17 These properties are on the corner of Cranford Street and Edgeware 

Road.  Although they are zoned Residential, they are being used for non-

residential activities.  They are opposite a service station to the east, office 

development to the south and motel development to the north.  I have no 

concern from a residential perspective if these properties were to be zoned 

Commercial. 

 

173 Waioni Road, 55 Lincoln Road, Corner Blighs and Idris Roads, 433 Main North 

Road, 261 Stanmore Road & 2 Russley Road (397) 

 

15.18 These are all small parcels of land owned by Rockgas Limited.  I have no 

concern from a residential perspective if these properties were to be zoned 

Commercial. 

 



 

 25944474 v 1 (3).doc  Page 115 

 

52 Strown Road (597) 

 

15.19 The site is fully developed for commercial purposes as an extension to the 

commercial development on the corner of Strown and Normans Road and 

has no residential potential.  I have no concern from a residential 

perspective if this property were to be zoned Commercial. 

 

32 Riccarton Road (598) 

 

15.20 This site contains the Dux Dine restaurant and retail activity associated 

with Kilmarnock Enterprises.  I note that the land to the west and east is 

shown as being considered in Stage 2 and these properties are proposed 

to be zoned the new "Accommodation and Community Facilities Zone" in 

the version recently sent to the Ministers for their comment.  I have no 

concern from a residential perspective if this property were to be zoned for 

commercial purposes. 

 

Eastern Side of Papanui Road between Innes Road and St Albans Street (652, 689 

and 757) 

 

15.21 There is a mixture of non-residential activities along the eastern side of 

Papanui Road south of Innes Road to McDougall Street.  I have no 

concern from a residential perspective if this property were to be zoned for 

commercial purposes. 

 

188, 1/198, 2/198, 1/196A and 2/196A Main Road, Redcliffs (705) 

 

15.22 The land is adjoining the New World supermarket site which is currently 

being rebuilt.  The sites in the submission would be an extension of the 

commercial zone to the east and occupy land from which the residential 

buildings have been demolished as a result of the earthquakes.  I have no 

concern from a residential perspective if these properties were to be zoned 

for commercial purposes, but note that this is a matter that needs to be 

addressed in at the hearing of submissions to the Commercial proposal. 
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9 & 11 - 13 Warwick Street (705) 

 

15.23 These sites are the carpark associated with the Stanmore New World 

supermarket.  I have no concern from a residential perspective if these 

properties were to be zoned for commercial purposes. 

 

96 Wilsons Road, 23 Beckford Road and 22 Wades Avenue (705) 

 

15.24 These properties would all be an extension to the St Martins New World 

supermarket.  I have no concern from a residential perspective if these 

properties were to be zoned for commercial purposes. 

 

439 - 449 Ferry Road (728) 

 

15.25 These properties are being used for commercial purposes.  I have no 

concern from a residential perspective if these properties were to be zoned 

for commercial purposes. 

 

Heathcote Valley Inn, Corner Flavell & Marsden Street (803) 

 

15.26 The site is occupied by the Inn and associated carparking.  I have no 

concern from a residential perspective if this property were to be zoned for 

commercial purposes. 

 

453 - 457 Papanui Road (823) 

 

15.27 The site is north of Blighs Road and would be a minor extension to the 

commercial zone to the north.  I have no concern from a residential 

perspective if these properties were to be zoned for commercial purposes. 

 

9 Parlane Street, Addington (1122) 

 

15.28 The site is south of the commercial area along Lincoln Road and would be 

a minor extension to the commercial zone.  I have no concern from a 

residential perspective if these properties were to be zoned for commercial 

purposes. 
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931 Ferry Road (1131) 

 

15.29 The site is north of the commercial area along Ferry Road and would be a 

minor extension to the commercial zone in the notified pRDP.  I have no 

concern from a residential perspective if this property was to be zoned for 

industrial purposes. 

 

172 - 174 Papanui Road and 8 St Albans Street (743) 

 

15.30 These sites are being used for commercial purposes.  The properties are 

zoned Residential Medium in Stage 1 on the Stage 1 planning maps.  I 

have no concern from a residential perspective if these properties were to 

be zoned for commercial purposes. 

 

35 Hassals Lane (756) 

 

15.31 The site is currently zoned Living 2 and contains a Christchurch 

Polytechnic Institute of Technology campus and hostel.  The pRDP 

proposes to rezone the Living 2 part of the site to RSDT through Stage 1.  

The submission seeks that the site be rezoned to Cultural 4 / Specific 

Purpose (Tertiary).  I understand that the submission is consistent with the 

position included in the draft Specific Purpose (Tertiary) chapter that is with 

the Ministers for comment.   A change in zone is therefore supported from 

a residential perspective. 

 

283 and 285 Greers Lane / 294 – 296 Wairakei Road / (758, 835, 1017, 838) 

 

15.32 This group of sites are used for mix of dental and medical practitioners, 

electoral offices and other non-residential activities.  They adjoin the 

Commercial Fringe Zone.  A change in zone is therefore supported from a 

residential perspective. 
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153 Cranford Street (843) 

 

15.33 This site contains a commercial building and car parking.  It is not a 

residential building or activity.  It is opposite a Commercial Local zone and 

a change in zone is therefore supported from a residential perspective. 

 

268 and 270 Cranford Street (839, 841) 

 

15.34 These are residential buildings within a residential area.  They are being 

used commercially as temporary activities.  There are however a number 

of commercial activities within the area, and in my view a change in zone 

could be supported (from a residential perspective). 

 

17, 21, 23, 25, 27 and 29 King Street (1069) 

 

15.35 The property at 17 and 21 King Street appear to be part of the commercial 

development at 264 Colombo Street and should be zoned Commercial 

Fringe.  

 

15.36 The remainder of the sites appear to contain residential activities.  They 

border 17 and 21 King Street to the west and further commercial 

development at 22 – 30 Huxley Street (Sandridge Hotel).  23, 25, 27 and 

29 King Street, unlike the other properties referenced here, front a local 

street and do not contain commercial activities.  I have no significant 

concerns from a residential perspective with the proposed zone change. 

 

15.37 I note that the site at 22-30 Huxley Street could also be rezoned to 

Commercial Fringe as it is a commercial development. 

 

60, 64, 64a, 68, 68a Port Hills Road (1127) 

 

15.38 The former Maltworks site in Ferrymead is proposed to be zoned RSDT.  

The submission seeks a rezoning to Commercial Local.  The site is 

bounded by a school, domain and residential activities.  It is over 4ha.  

Rezoning as sought could potentially have significant effects on adjoining 

residences, but given the industrial history of the site and the B4 (suburban 

industrial) zoning in the operative City Plan, I consider such effects might 
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reasonably be anticipated.  In my view a change in zone could be 

supported from a residential perspective. 

 

285, 289, 291 Ferry Road (1158) 

 

15.39 These properties are between and opposite commercial activities and 285 

and 289 Ferry Road are currently being used for commercial activities as 

Temporary Activities.  In my view a change in zone could be supported 

from a residential perspective. 

 

47C Peer Street (705) 

 

15.40 This property is part of land owned by Foodstuffs for New World Ilam. It is 

zoned Living 1.  It is currently vacant but was part of the car-parking for the 

New World.  On that basis, the adjoining residential can reasonably expect 

similar activities to occur when the supermarket is rebuilt.  In my view a 

change in zone could be supported from a residential perspective. 

 

119A and 121 Briggs Road (725, 866) 

 

15.41 Part of 119A Briggs Road extends into the large Commercial site 

(Homebase) to the north and is used for stormwater detention.  No 

residential activity occurs on the site.  This has been formalised through 

resource consent.  

 

15.42 121 Briggs Road is the subject of a further resource consent which would 

see the removal of the existing house and construction of a two way 

access to Homebase. 

 

15.43 In my view a change in zone to Commercial Retail Park for both sites could 

be supported from a residential perspective. 

 

341 - 345 Halswell Road (593) 

 

15.44 345 Halswell Road contains a petrol station and a residential dwelling. 

Access to the dwelling cuts across both 341 and 343 Halswell Road, which 

are otherwise vacant.  The sites adjoin Halswell Domain, library and pool 
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to the north, and residential zoned land otherwise.  341 and 343 Halswell 

Road are 8000m2.  The sites are currently and proposed to be zoned for 

residential use.  Adjoining landowners could reasonably expect residential 

activity to occur and given the size of the site, I suggest that there is 

potential for significant adverse effects to occur.  I do not support a change 

in zone at this stage. 

 

223 Buchanans Road 

 

15.45 The site is zoned Residential New Neighbourhoods (in the pRDP.  

Although there is a commercial area shown on the relevant (ODP) it does 

not correspond with the boundaries of 223 Buchanans Road.  The 

submission in fact supports the RNN zoning ODP.  I do not support a 

change in zoning.  

 

25 Canterbury Street (277, 762, 769, 1088, 1090, 1143, 1152) 

 

15.46 The site is being used as a shop under a Temporary Activity permit.  It is 

within the Residential Conservation zone and adjoining the Commercial 

Banks Peninsula Zone.  The larger property adjoining to the west contains 

a commercial building, but is also zoned Residential Commercial.  The 

property makes one of a row of four residential buildings between 

Winchester Street and the commercial buildings on London Street.  To 

rezone this site to Commercial Banks Peninsula risks the site being 

redeveloped and breaking this row.  The Residential Conservation zone is 

an important tool in preserving the history and amenity of older parts of 

Lyttelton and on this basis I do not support a change in zoning.  

 

104-106 Main North Road (684) 

 

15.47 These sites are currently used for residential purposes and are adjoined by 

residential activities on three sides, but by Northlands Mall on the fourth 

side.  These are corner sites and Main North Road is relatively busy at this 

intersection.  While perhaps not ideal for commercial activities, there are 

not likely to be any issues from a residential perspective.  
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340 Main North Road (560) 

 

15.48 The site contains a large commercial building and a commercial activity.  

The operative City Plan and pRDP both zone the site for residential 

activity.  I do not consider this appropriate and support a change in zoning. 

 

75 London Street 

 

15.49 This site contains the Richmond Workingmens Club which was demolished 

after the earthquakes and is currently being rebuilt.  The operative City 

Plan and pRDP both zone the site for residential activity. I do not consider 

this appropriate and support a change in zoning to Commercial Local. 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Adam Scott Blair 

12 March 2015 
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ATTACHMENT A 

 

Over the last 18 months I have overseen the team of planners and other professionals (the 

C14 Team) that have developed Chapter 14 Residential (Part).  In that role, and in the 

context of the submissions discussed in this evidence, I have: 

 

i. Identified and agreed with the Council officers Technical Advisory Group (the TAG) 

the  scope of the phase 1 project, which included the directives of: 

  A.  the  Recovery Strategy; 

B. the Land Use Recovery Plan Actions (LURP) and amendments to the 

Operative City Plan (as Gazetted on 13 December 2013); 

  C. the Regional Policy Statement (as amended by the LURP).  

ii. Identified options for intensification above those required by the LURP as required 

by Action 2 Intensification i. and ii. 

iii. Identified and brought together the professional expertise that would be required to 

meet the scope – i.e. the C14 Team. 

iv. Overseen and participated in officer workshops that have identified criteria and 

parameters for rezoning areas to residential medium density and potential areas for 

consultation with the general public on intensification. 

v. Overseen the C14 Team's analysis of potential residential unit yields from 

intensification areas.  

vi. Recommended to Council identified intensification areas for public consultation 

based on outputs from iv – vi above . 

vii. Attended some public consultation sessions in regard to intensification areas. 

viii. Summarised public consultation feedback in regard to intensification areas and 

reported that to the Council. 

ix. Recommended to the Council 'final' areas of intensification for public notification of 

the proposed plan based on iv – vii above. 

x. Co-written and recommended to the Council Chapter 14 Objectives, Policies and 

rules in regard to recovery housing and intensification (and their corresponding 

section 32 RMA analysis). 
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ATTACHMENT B 

Relevant extracts from Strategic Directions objectives 

 

3.3.4 Objective – Housing capacity and choice 

 

(a) For the period 2012 to 2028, an additional 23,700 dwellings are 

enabled through a combination of residential intensification, 

brownfield and greenfield development; and 

 

(b) There is a range of housing opportunities available to meet the 

diverse and changing population and housing needs of 

Christchurch residents, including: 

 

(i) a choice in housing types, densities and 

locations; and 

(ii) affordable, community and social housing and 

papakainga. 

 

3.3.7 Objective – Urban growth, form and design 

 

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a consolidated 

urban form, and a high quality urban environment that: 

 

 … 

(d) increases the housing development opportunities in the urban 

area to meet the intensification targets specified the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement, Chapter 6, Objective 6.2.2 (1); 

particularly:  

 

(i) in and around the Central City, Key Activity Centres (as 

identified in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement), 

larger neighbourhood centres, and nodes of core public 

transport routes; and 

 

(ii) in those parts of the Residential Greenfield Priority Areas 

indentified in Map A, Chapter 6 of the Canterbury 

Regional Policy Statement; and 
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(iii) in suitable brownfield areas; and 

… 

 

3.3.1 Objective – Enabling recovery and facilitating the future enhancement of the 

district 

 

  The expedited recovery and future enhancement of the Christchurch as a 

dynamic, prosperous and internationally competitive city, in a manner that: 

  (a) Meets the community's immediate and longer term needs for 

housing, economic development, community facilities, 

infrastructure, transport, and social and cultural wellbeing; and 

  (b)  Fosters investment certainty; and 

  (c) Sustains the important qualities and values of the natural 

environment. 

  (emphasis added) 

 

 3.3.11 Objective – Community facilities and education activities 

  (a) The expedited recovery and establishment of community facilities and 

education activities in existing and planned urban areas to meet the needs 

of community; and 

  (b) The co-location and shared use of facilities between different groups is 

encouraged.  

 

 3.3.13 Objective – Emergency services and public safety 

 

 Recovery of, and provision for, comprehensive emergency services 

throughout the city, including for their necessary access to properties and the 

water required for firefighting 
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ATTACHMENT C 

ADDITIONAL CHANGES TO 9 MARCH REVISED PROPOSAL 

 

Amendments to the 9 March Revised Proposal are shown in red underlined bold text to 

indicate additions, and red strikethrough bold text to indicate deletions. 

 

Proposal 14 (Residential) 

 

14.1.1.A Policy - Needs of Ngāi Tahu whānui 

 

a. Enable the housing needs of Ngāi Tahu whānui to be met throughout the 

residential area and in other locations where there is an ongoing 

relationship with ancestral lands. 

 

14.1.5  Objective - High quality residential environments 

 

a. High quality, sustainable, residential neighbourhoods which are well designed, 

have a high level of amenity, and enhance local character and reflect the 

Ngāi Tahu heritage of Ōtautahi. 

 

14.1.5.1  Policy - Neighbourhood character, amenity and safety 

 

a. Ensure individual development achieve high quality residential environments 

in all residential areas by: 

i. … 

vii. incorporating the principles of the Ngāi Tahu Urban Design 

Protocol 

 

14.1.6  Objective - Comprehensive planning for new neighbourhoods 

 

a. Promote new residential developments in priority greenfield residential growth 

areas that are comprehensively planned so they are environmentally, and 

socially, culturally and commercially sustainable over the long term. 
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14.1.6.1 Policy - Comprehensive Development 

 

a. Ensure that new neighbourhoos are comprehensiveily planned and deisgned 

through developmnt of, and giving effect to, an overarching vision that: 

i.  [....] 

x. utilises opportunities to enhances tangata whenua values, 

particularly indigenous biodiversity and mahinga kai; 

xi. recognises and reflects Ngāi Tahu cultural and traditional 

assoications with the Ōtautahi landscape; and 

xi. [...] 

 

14.7.3   Qualifying standards 

 
Sites shall comply with the following Qualifying Standards: 

 
1. Zoning Qualifying Standards 

 
Qualifying sites shall be located in the Residential Suburban Density 
Transition Zone, and or the Residential Medium Density Zone, or the 
Cultural 3 Zone or the Residential Banks Peninsula Zone. 
 
 

 
14.9. x  Ambulance sirens 

 

 Whether the use of a siren within the circumstances of the residential area in 

which the ambulance station is located would cause adverse amenity effects 

for residents. This needs to be balanced against the need for ambulances to 

urgently attend call outs.  

 
 

Proposal 8 (Subdivision and Development) 

 

8.5.4.9   Minimum application site size 

 

Whether an application site size below 7,000m2 is necessary because of 

the application site shape size, or there is some physical feature that 

prevents compliance with the minimum.   
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8.4.2.1   Restricted Discretionary Activities – New Neighbourhood Zone 

 

RD3 

RD2 

Subdivision consent 

only 

 

Where notification is 

required it shall be 

limited to affected land 

owners within the ODP 

area. 

The subdivision consent application 
including where a comprehensive block is 
proposed,shall 

a.       meet a minimum of 15 
households per hectare.  

b. show a mix of at least 3 or more of 
the following building typologies:  
i. Standalone house; 

ii. Duplex; 

iii. Terrace; 

iv. Apartment; 

with no single typology making up 

more than 80% two thirds of the 

total number of residential units. 

[#381/Oakvale, #575/NZIS, 

#602/Peter Hubbard, #734/Paul 

Murphy, #733/Meyn, #806/Ngai 

Tahu, #824/Halswell Trust, 

#826/Holistic Education, 

#900/Luneys Buchanans, 

#907/Freyberg Developments, #908 

Quaife Road, #931/Milns Road, 

#931/Milns Road, #969/Davie 

Lovell] 

c.       be for a minimum of 7000m2 
developable area and may include 
future development allotments. 

1.  

 

Proposal 2 (Definitions) 

 

Education activity 

 

means the use of land and/or buildings for the provision of regular instruction teaching or 

training, or out of school care by suitably qualified instructors, and includes the use of 

ancillary administrative, boarding/residential accommodation, spiritual, recreation, health 

and cultural and shared facilities, and also includes early childhood education facilities 

and pre-schools. The use of Bboarding/residential accommodation shall be ancillary to 

education activity on that site.  Where community activities occur in education facilities, 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41746
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513


 

 25944474 v 1 (3).doc  Page 128 

 

the parking requirements will be those for education activity.  For the purpose of 

calculating the parking requirement, education activity shall also be deemed to 

include any auditorium used, at least in part, for the education activity. Educational 

facility has the same meaning. Education activity includes trade and industry training 

facilities. 

 

 

 

 

Community corrections facility  

means a building used for administrative and non-custodial services. Services may 

include probation, rehabilitation and reintegration services, assessments, reporting, 

workshops and programmes, and offices may be used for the administration of and a 

meeting point for community work groups.  For the avoidance of doubt a period 

detention centre is not a non custodial service. 
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ATTACHMENT D 
 

Rezoning Table 



Residential Zoning Request Table - Project Yield

No. Project Yield based on dividing area by minimum lot size of each zone as follows:

Residential Suburban (RS) : 450m2

Residential Medium Density (RMD) : 400m2

Residential Suburban Density Transition Zone (RSDT) : 330m2

Residential New Neighbourhood Zone (RNN) : 300m2

Residential Banks Peninisula (RBP) : 400m2

Submission Number Proposed Residential Zone: Requested Zoning to: Area (Ha) Address Project Yield (Lost)

61 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.0435 119 Aikmans Road 1.0875

138 RSDT Commercial Local 0.2114 129-141 Warrington Street 6.406

184 RS Industrial General 1.96 65-67 Racecourse Road or 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road* 43.556

294 RSDT Commercial 0.0718 21 Paeroa Street 2.175

303 RS Industrial General 1.96 65-67 Racecourse Road or 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road* 43.556

310 RS Commercial Local 0.08 245 Waimairi Road 1.778

310 RSDT Commercial Fringe 0.2627 Hornby Police Station, 9 Tower Street 4

310 RBP Industrial General 0.38 Stoddart Terrace* 9.5

311 RBP Industrial General 0.38 Stoddart Terrace* 9.5

327 RBP Industrial General 0.38 Stoddart Terrace* 9.5

329 RS Industrial General 1.96 65-67 Racecourse Road or 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road* 43.556

335 RS Industrial General 1.96 65-67 Racecourse Road or 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road* 43.556

336 RS Industrial General 1.96 65-67 Racecourse Road or 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road* 43.556

339 RBP Industrial General 0.38 Stoddart Terrace* 9.5

387 RSDT Commercial Fringe 0.1657 4, 6, 8 Cranford Street* 5.021

397 RS Commercial Local 0.3 173 Wainoni Road 6.666

397 RS Commercial Local 0.2258 55 Lincoln Road 5.0178

397 RS Commercial Local 0.26 Corner of Blighs Road and Idris Road 5.778

397 RS Commercial Local Site unable to be defined 433 Main North Road

397 RMD Commercial Local 0.3279 261 Stanmore Road 2.5

397 RS Commercial Local 0.41 2 Russley Road 9.111

469 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.45 Aikmans Road 10

597 RS Commercial Local 0.2753 52 Strowan Road 6.117

598 RSDT Commercial Fringe 0.24 32 Riccarton Road 7.273

652 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.67 Eastern side of Papanui Road between Innes Road and St Albans Street* 16.75

689 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.67 Eastern side of Papanui Road between Innes Road and St Albans Street* 16.75

705 RS Commercial Core 0.4 188, 1/198, 2/198, 1/196A and 2/196A Main Road, Redcliffs 8.889

705 RMD Commercial Core 0.15 9, 11-13 Warwick Street 3.75

705 RS Commercial Core 1.56 96 Wilsons Road, 23 Beckford Road, 22 Wades Ave 39

725 RS Commercial Retail Park 0.0774 121 Briggs Road 1.72

728 RSDT Commercial Fringe 0.2825 439-449 Ferry Road 8.561

757 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.67 Eastern side of Papanui Road between Innes Road and St Albans Street* 16.75

803 RS Commercial 0.1344 Heathcote Valley Inn 2.987

816 RMD Commercial Fringe 1.26 Merivale Mall Car Park 31.5

823 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.0531 453-457 Papanui Road 1.3275

834 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.1053 142 Sherborne Street 2.6325

866 RS Commercial Retail Park 0.0774 121 Briggs Road 1.72

961 RS Industrial General 1.96 65-67 Racecourse Road or 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road* 43.556

1049 RS Industrial General 1.96 65-67 Racecourse Road or 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road* 43.556

1077 RS Commercial Local 0.1833 89-91 Beach Road 4.073

1106 RS Industrial General 1.96 65-67 Racecourse Road or 65 Racecourse Road to 23B Buchanans Road* 43.556

1122 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.43 9 Parlane Street 9.556

1131 RS Industrial General 0.0869 931 Ferry Road 1.931

396 Phase Two Commercial Local 0.73 Lot 1 DP 78639 - 20 Twigger Street Phase 2

743 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.1893 172-174 Papanui Road and 8 St Albans Road, Merivale 4.732
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748 RSDT Commercial Fringe 0.1657 4, 6, 8 Cranford Street, Edgeware* 5.021

756 RSDT Cultural 4 / Specific Education Zone 3.4277 35 Hassals Lane 103.869

758 RS Commercial Fringe 0.087 283 Greers Road 1.933

800 Phase Two ??? 27.8586 308 Buchanans Road and 382 Pound Road Phase 2

835 RS Commercial Fringe 0.2347 294-296 Wairakei Road and 283-285 Greers Road* 5.216

838 RS Commercial Local 0.08 2/270 Cranford Street 1.778

839 RS Commercial Local 0.08 270A Cranford Street 1.778

841 RS Commercial Local 0.0607 268 Cranford Street 1.348

843 RSDT Commercial Local 0.2723 153-157 Cranford Street 8.252

1017 RS Commercial Fringe 0.2347 294-296 Wairakei Road and 283-285 Greers Road* 5.216

1019 Phase Two Commercial 3.0276 Papanui Club, 310 Sawyers Arms Road Phase 2

1069 RMD Commercial Fringe 2.2686 17 King Street, 21 King Street, 23 King Street, 25 King Street, 27 King Street, 29 King Street, 22-30 Huxley Street56.715

1127 RS Commercial Local 4.1294 60, 64, 64a, 68, 68a Port Hills Road 91.764

1158 RMD Commercial 0.2017 285, 289, 291 Ferry Road 5.043

1184 RSDT Commercial Fringe 0.1657 4, 6, 8 Cranford Street* 5.021

705 RS Commercial Core 4.276 47C - 57C Peer Street 95.022

866 RS Commercial Retail Park 0.0562 119A Briggs Road 1.248

725 RS Commercial Retail Park 0.0562 119A Briggs Road 1.248

593 RS Commercial Fringe 0.4044 341, 345 Halswell Road 8.987

325 RNN Commercial Local 2.8323 223 Buchanan Road 94.41

277 RS Commercial 0.0382 25 Canterbury Street* 1.528

762 RS Commercial 0.0382 25 Canterbury Street* 1.528

769 RS Commercial 0.0382 25 Canterbury Street* 1.528

1088 RS Commercial 0.0382 25 Canterbury Street* 1.528

1090 RS Commercial 0.0382 25 Canterbury Street* 1.528

1143 RS Commercial 0.0382 25 Canterbury Street* 1.528

1152 RS Commercial 0.0382 25 Canterbury Street* 1.528

684 RMD Commercial Fringe 0.1846 104-106 Main North Road 4.615

560 RS Commercial 1.8811 340 Main North Road 41.802

895 RMD Commercial 1.3091 75 London Street 32.728

Total: 35.1639 Total: 814.8943

Please Note: The properties that have asterixs next to them have not been counted more than once for the total area and project yield values.
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