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1. INTRODUCTION 

 
1.1 My full name is Ekin Sakin.  I hold the position of assistant architect within 

the Assets and Networks, Technical Services team at the Christchurch City 

Council (Council).  I have been in this position since late 2009. 

 
1.2 I am a New Zealand registered architect.  I hold a Bachelor of Science in 

Architecture from Gazi University in Turkey1.  I have twelve years of 

architectural experience in both public and private sectors in New Zealand.  

I have worked at the Council for the last nine years.  Prior to this, I worked 

in the private sector primarily on design and documentation of residential 

housing as an architectural graduate.  I am a member of the New Zealand 

Institute of Architects and the Urban Design Forum Incorporated. 

 
1.3 As part of my role at the Council I have been asked to provide evidence in 

relation to the built form standards in the Residential Suburban (RS), 

Residential Suburban Density Transition (RSDT) and Residential Medium 

Density (RMD) zones in the Residential Chapter of the proposed 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan (pRDP).  I have been specifically 

asked to provide evidence in response to various submissions that focus 

on the question:  

 

 Are the built form standards necessary or set at the right 

measurable standard? [Issue 16 of the Statement of Issues]   

 

1.4 My involvement with the Residential Chapter has predominantly been on 

the review and revision of the built form standards in the Operative Living 

1, 2 and 3 Zones (those zones largely correspond to the RS, RSDT and 

RMD zones in the pRPD).  I took part in presentations about the pRDP 

residential provisions at four public engagement meetings in Barrington, 

Papanui, Shirley and Linwood in February-March 2014.  I was also 

involved with the review, consolidation and reformatting of the ‘urban 

design principles’ in order to revise and consolidate the operative urban 

design, appearance and amenity general assessment matters.  

 

                                                   
1
 This degree was assessed to be equivalent to a NZ Bachelor of Architecture by the New Zealand Registered Architects Board 

(NZRAB) in 2007. 
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1.5 In 2011, I worked in the Draft Central City Recovery Plan team of the 

Council. My areas of focus were urban design standards, built form 

standards and height limits.   

 

1.6 Prior to the draft Central City Recovery Plan and District Plan Review 

processes, I was involved in 2009-2010 with the Living 3 and Living 4 

Zones Plan Change (Plan Change 53).  In that process I carried out 

targeted testing of the proposed rule package with an intention to evaluate 

potential density outcomes and usability on typical city parcels. 

 

1.7 Prior to this, I was closely involved with the administration of the Urban 

Design Panel and took part in the Urban Character Study of the operative 

Living 2 and 3 zones in 2009. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

that I am relying on the evidence of another person.   

 

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

preparing this brief of evidence are: 

 

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

(b) the Resource Management Act 1991; 

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

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

Statement of Expectations (SOE); 

(e) the Hearing Panel’s decision on the Strategic Directions Chapter 

including the overarching Objectives;   

(f) the objectives and policies in the Residential Chapter of the 

pRDP; and 

(g) the submissions relating to built form standards in the pRDP. 

 

1.10 My evidence complements the evidence of Mr Scott Blair.  
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2. SCOPE 

 

2.1 The specific parts of the Proposal that my evidence relates to are the built 

form standards under RS, RSDT and RMD zones.  My evidence also 

addresses the specific relief sought by various submitters on these 

provisions.  A number of built form standards are excluded from my 

evidence.  These are: area specific standards, water supply for firefighting, 

life stage inclusive and adaptive design for new residential units, and 

energy and water efficient standards.  These were reviewed/ introduced by 

others. 

 

3. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY  

 

3.1 Both the notified and the amended residential built form standards in the 

revised Residential chapter submitted on 9 March 2015 (9 March Revised 

Chapter) are primarily aimed at;  

 

(a) neighbourhood form and amenity with respect to density and 

general openness;  

(b) street scene amenity and safety at the private-public interface; 

and  

(c) on-site amenity, including amenity for adjoining sites.  

 

3.2 The standards proposed are generally baseline bulk and location 

standards aimed at overall neighbourhood form, with more targeted and 

detailed standards proposed in areas of high risk of adverse effects.  For 

example, in areas of higher density, on–site amenity and street scene 

standards are more comprehensive to manage known issues associated 

with the multi-unit building typologies with respect to these2.   

 

3.3 The built form standards in the pRDP implement in part the policies of the 

Residential Chapter and Objectives 14.1.1 Housing supply, and 14.1.5 

High quality residential environments, which were amended in the 9 March 

Revised Chapter. 

 

                                                   
2
 Previously documented and addressed by the Living 3 and Living 4 Plan Change. 
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3.4 In my opinion, the deletions and amendments I have recommended to the 

built form standards following notification are appropriate, and the 

remaining built form standards are necessary for the effective and 

continued implementation of the policies of the Residential Chapter.  The 

recommended built form standards are also consistent with the overall 

objectives in the Strategic Directions Chapter decision in that they provide 

…investment certainty…3, …minimise the number, extent and 

prescriptiveness… in order to encourage innovation and choice4 and 

ensure …availability of choice in housing types, densities and locations5. 

 

3.5 The amendments that I recommend to the built form standards significantly 

consolidate those that are included in the Operative City Plan.  In my view, 

the amended standards are measurable and set at the right level to 

maintain a balance between the interests of the private developments and 

the public.  I note that the effectiveness of the built form standards 

depends on their application as a package, particularly in combination with 

the qualitative urban design assessments for multi-unit residential 

developments. 

 

3.6 Qualitative urban design assessments are targeted at larger scale multi-

unit residential developments with a range of potential adverse effects 

including traffic, noise, privacy, residential amenity, etc.  This is because 

whilst it is possible to describe the desired design outcomes, urban design 

assessments often have to mediate competing design objectives and 

amenity issues in order to achieve a better overall balance of development 

outcomes. 

 

3.7 I believe the combined application of quantitative rules and qualitative 

urban design controls as proposed in the 9 March Revised Chapter allow a 

more innovative and responsive approach to larger scale and/or complex 

multi-unit residential developments on a case-by-case basis whilst 

providing adequate certainty for smaller and more typical developments. 

                                                   
3
 Objective 3.3.1 (b). 

4
 Objective 3.3.2(a). 

5
 Objective 3.3.4(b)(i). 
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4. OUTCOMES OF MEDIATION 

 

4.1 I participated in informal negotiations with planners from Canterbury 

Earthquake Recovery Authority (CERA) in a capacity to support Mr Blair.  

The outcome of these negotiations is covered in Mr Blair’s evidence.   

 

5. HOW THE COUNCIL DETERMINED THE BUILT FORM STANDARDS IN THE 

PRDP 

 

5.1 The notified built form standards were determined through a built form 

standards review.  The review included identification of issues and trends, 

targeted analysis of recent development and high resource consent 

generators6, the public feedback received through pre-notification 

engagement and feedback from private planners and Council staff.   

 

5.2 In accordance with the directions from higher order documents, namely the 

LURP and CRPS, the review aimed for: 

 

(a) increased simplicity, ease of use and reduced consenting; 

(b) provision of housing density and housing choice; and 

(c) provision of high quality environments to support the long term 

recovery of Christchurch residents. 

 

5.3 The review aimed to provide a consistent baseline of bulk and location 

rules to all areas and targeted stronger restricted discretionary controls in 

areas with higher risk of adverse outcomes in: 

 

(a) RMD zones due to the increased density and associated issues;7 

and 

(b) low density areas where multi-unit development type is 

introduced. 

 

5.4 The review identified the standards to: 

 
                                                   
6
 Residential Chapter section 32 report - Appendix 5 Design Controls Review of Built Form, Character and Amenity Provisions 

for the Existing Flat Land Residential Zones, sections 3.1.4 and 3.2.2. 
7
 These issues were identified in recent studies and the resulting plan change for Living 3 and Living 4 zones. 



 

25943291_1.doc  Page 8 
 

(a) retain, because they work well and would implement the proposed 

new policies; 

 

(b) amend, in order to: 

(i) implement the policies more effectively; and/or 

(ii) improve the usability of the plan for applicants and 

administrators, 

 

(c) delete, because they: 

(i) were considered unnecessary as the policies they 

implement are able to be implemented by the remainder 

of the overall package of rules, assessment matters and 

activity tables; and/or 

(ii) create unintended quality, cost or usability issues that 

outweigh their benefits, 

 

(d) add, because the review identified: 

(i) gaps in implementation of policies; and/or 

(ii) issues8 that threaten effective and continued 

implementation of policies.  

 

5.5 In achieving the policies under the Objectives 14.1.1 Housing supply, and 

14.1.5 High quality residential environments, the main issues identified in 

suburban zones (Living 1 and Living 2) were: 

 

(a) risk of reduced street scene amenity arising from increase in hard 

surfaces and garages at the interface with the street; 

(b) risk of reduced safety due to reduced interaction of habitable 

spaces with the street in favour of garage accommodation at the 

street edge or increased privacy  within sites; and 

(c) inconsistent approach to street scene standards between the low 

density zone (Living 1) in the existing urban areas and the low 

density zones in the new urban areas9.  All new urban areas 

control the street scene with respect to fences, garage domination 

and planting while the only street scene controls in Living 1 are 

                                                   
8
 in the Residential Section 32 report- Appendix 5, Summary of Issues and Recommendations. 

9
 For example Living Yaldhurst, Awatea, North West Belfast, Highfields.  
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road boundary set backs.  Over time, the difference in standards 

carries a risk that a lower level of safety and amenity will occur in 

existing urban areas than in newer urban areas.  

 

5.6 In achieving the policies under the Objectives 14.1.1 Housing supply, and 

14.1.5 High quality residential environments, the main issues identified in 

the existing medium density zone (Living 3 and Living 4 outside the Central 

City) were: 

 

(a) potential for higher density development for adverse effects on 

storm water management, water quality and visual amenity as a 

result of accumulated impervious surfaces over time; 

(b) high level of impermeability and domination of hard surfaces at the 

street scene; 

(c) routine breach of outdoor living standards for small units; 

(d) low level of privacy as a result of the predominant pattern of long 

narrow buildings perpendicular to the street, creating permanent 

overlooking of adjacent sites.  

 

5.7 I have also had particular regard to the SoE, in particular to clause (a)(i) 

and (ii) in Schedule 4 of the OIC.  Clause (a) mentions the existing district 

plans as a reference to base the reduction in number, extent, and 

prescriptiveness of development controls in the rules in order to encourage 

innovation and choice.  I note that the reduction asked for in order to 

encourage innovation and choice.  On this basis, where prescribing an 

exception to a general rule allows more choice, I have proposed additions 

to existing rules.  Based on the residential built form standards review, the 

notified Residential Chapter: 

 

(a) retained standards relating to: 

 

(i) site size;  

(ii) building height;  

(iii) shading (of neighbouring properties); 

(iv) road boundary set backs; 

(v) internal boundary set backs including living area window 

set back; 
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(vi) sunshine reception of outdoor living areas (RS only); 

(vii) specific to RMD and multi-unit developments:  

 unit size; 

 ground floor habitable room; 

 building overhangs; 

 service, waste and storage space; 

 planting strip along access way; and 

 tree planting based on road boundary length,  

 

(b) standardised requirements relating to: 

 

(i) permitted internal boundary set back breach for 

accessory buildings; 

(ii) living area window set backs from internal boundaries; 

(iii) fences (across all three zones); and 

(iv) site coverage in RS, 

 

(c) added exceptions relating to: 

 

(i) road boundary set back breaches routinely granted (RS); 

(ii) outdoor living space reduction for single bedroom or 

studio units (RMD); and 

(iii) density standard from residential floor area ratio (RFAR) 

to site coverage (RMD), 

 

(d) added standards10 relating to: 

 

(i) minimum site density (RMD); 

(ii) street scene - garages and planting (RS); and 

(iii) minor residential units (RS), 

 

(e) deleted standards relating to: 

 

(i) continuous building length of exterior walls, ridgelines; 

parapets and associated prescribed steps (RS, RMD); 

                                                   
10

 Standards in the notified pRDP relating to life-stage inclusive and adaptive design, energy and water efficiency and water 
supply for fire fighting are not within the scope of my evidence therefore not listed.  
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(ii) screening of parking / storage (RS, RMD); 

(iii) residential floor area, residential floor area ratio and 

related exceptions and calculations;  

(iv) landscaping adjacent unit entrances (RMD); 

(v) tree planting based on site size (RMD); 

(vi) family flats (RS); 

(vii) gross floor area (RS); 

(viii) site coverage exception relating to whether a garage is 

provided (RS); 

(ix) site coverage exception relating to single storey (RS); 

(x) balconies (RS); 

(xi) elderly persons housing (RS); and 

(xii) family flats (RS). 

 

5.8 The revised residential built form standards in the 9 March Revised 

Chapter further: 

 

(a) exclude requirements for: 

(i) tree planting based on road boundary length (multi-unit 

residential complexes);  

(ii) sunshine reception of outdoor living areas (RS); and 

(iii) height and site coverage exceptions for multi –unit 

development in RS, 

 

(b) consolidate tree planting requirement for multi-unit developments; 

 

(c) add living area window set backs separately on ground floor to 

first floor and above; and 

 

(d) include several amendments to the notified standards, generally in 

order to streamline, simplify and make more enabling or to correct 

errors. 
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6. ARE BUILT FORM STANDARDS NECESSARY OR SET AT THE RIGHT 

MEASURABLE STANDARD?  

 

6.1 Mr Hugh Nicholson’s evidence11 in the Strategic Direction Chapter 

hearings addressed generally why regulation is necessary and Mr Graeme 

McIndoe's evidence sets out reasons why if development is left to the 

market, good urban design outcomes are unlikely to be achieved.  I focus 

specifically on built form standards in this evidence.  In the pRDP, built 

form standards are the rules that relate to the site layout, buildings and 

landscape in developments. 

 

6.2 The 9 March Revised Chapter includes seven objectives: 

 

(a) Housing supply 14.1.1; 

(b) Short term residential recovery needs 14.1.2; 

(c) Strategic infrastructure 14.1.4; 

(d) High quality residential environments 14.1.5; 

(e) Comprehensive planning for new neighbourhoods 14.1.6; and 

(f) Non –residential activities 14.1.7. 

 

6.3 Of particular interest for the residential built form standards are Objectives 

14.1.1 and 14.1.5.  Built form standards that are within the scope of my 

evidence in part implement the following policies under these two 

objectives: 

 

(a) 14.1.1.1 Policy – Housing distribution and density; 

(b) 14.1.5.1 Policy – Neighbourhood character amenity and safety; 

and 

(c) 14.1.5.3 Policy – Character of low and medium density areas. 

 

6.4 The amended built form standards implement these policies by contributing 

to the provision of: 

 

(a) housing density, choice and type; 

                                                   
11

 Nicholson, 18 November 2014, para 7.3-7.4, pages 11 and 12. 
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(b) neighbourhood quality with respect to character, amenity and 

safety; and 

(c) on-site amenity (including amenity for adjoining sites). 

 

6.5 In my opinion, the built form standards are necessary and are set at the 

correct standard.  I explain the reasons for my view throughout the 

following section.  

 

7. RESPONSE TO SUBMISSIONS 

 

7.1 Built form is one of the key elements in managing density distribution and 

providing housing choice.  It is also one of the key determinants of the 

identity of a city. Generally the built form of the city is shaped at three main 

scales: 

 

(a) city scale; 

(b) neighbourhood scale (street scene); and 

(c) individual site scale.  

  

 City scale 

 

7.2 The city scale impact of the Residential Proposal is through the zoning 

pattern and bulk and location provisions.  These provisions guide where 

residential development happens in the city.  Standards relating to city 

form by land use zoning in the Residential Proposal are: 

 

(a) 14.2.3.1 Site density (RS); 

(b) 14.2.3.3 Building height (RS); 

(c) 14.2.3.4 Site coverage (RS); 

(d) 14.3.3.2 Building height and maximum number of storeys (RMD); 

(e) 14.3.3.3 Site coverage (RMD); and 

(f) 14.3.3.17 Minimum site density from development or 

redevelopment of residential units (RMD). 
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Density and height in RS and RSDT 

 

7.3 Generally the 9 March Revised Chapter has not departed significantly from 

the operative and notified plan bulk and location standards for density and 

height in RS and RSDT zones.  The density, height, bulk and location 

standards of the operative equivalent of these zones have been carried 

through12.  The changes to the density and height standards for RS are 

activity specific and are limited to: 

 

(a) revised 14.2.2.1 P21 for permitted small scale multi-unit 

residential complexes in RSDT (#495 Crown);  

(b) added 14.2.2.3 RD28 for additional restricted discretionary status 

for any multi-unit residential complex in RS (#495 Crown);  

(c) 14.2.3.3 removal of height exception for multi-unit residential 

complexes in RS and RSDT (McIndoe and #495 Crown); 

(d) 14.2.3.3 inclusion of an height exception up to 11m for Retirement 

villages in RS and RSDT13 (#573 Retirement Villages Association 

of NZ); and 

(e) 14.2.2.3.4 removal of site coverage exception for the above 

activities (McIndoe and #495 Crown). 

 

7.4 I agree with Mr Graeme McIndoe's suggestion of consistency of site 

coverage and height standards within the suburban zones at 35% and 8m 

for all activities except retirement villages.  The height exception for 

retirement villages will provide economies of scale, particularly with respect 

to provision of lifts.  Due to the required distances from boundaries and the 

site coverage being kept at 35%, the impact of extra height is likely to be 

low on the overall residential character. 

 

7.5 In my opinion, the changes listed above are appropriate.  They enable  

activities that are similar and compatible with the underlying residential 

zone to be carried without the need for resource consents.  The reduction 

in regulation is balanced with the necessity to conform to low density built 

form standards to ensure better integration into the character of the 

suburban zones.  
                                                   
12

 #1050 Rohs incorrectly assumes the name change brings more permissive controls. “ I strongly oppose the suggested site 
density for RSDT Zone at 330m2.”  
13

 Subject to the 15m distance from boundaries. 
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7.6 #39 Reesby supported the notified single storey height restriction for unit 

social housing complexes.  This restriction is removed in the 9 March 

Revised Chapter.  Whilst I agree that single storey multi-units have low 

impact on the character of a low density area, I believe the proposed 

amendments will still allow adequate integration.  I consider the loss of 

privacy from neighbours due to the establishment of two storey social 

housing is only marginally different to loss of privacy from a two storey 

single detached house, especially when the application of the 35% site 

coverage rule for social housing is taken into account. 

 

 Intensification related density and height change in RS and RSDT 

 

7.7 Through the proposed intensification and associated zone changes, some 

existing lower density areas are proposed to allow higher density and 

height standards.  Intensification is directed by the CRPS and addressed in 

other statements of evidence for the Council.   

 

7.8 #435 Leigh opposes the change in built form standards that is 

consequential to the zone change from Living 2 to RMD in a specific area 

of Papanui.  For example, the submitter requests “A dwelling height 

restriction of 8 metres to the ridge line (as per current zoning) be retained 

for any future residential redevelopments in the Blair Avenue/Blighs Road 

precinct; and the maximum allowed number of stories limited to 2” .  

Although I can understand the concern, from an expert view I disagree with 

this submission.  In my view, the consequential changes to standards 

associated to the zone change (up zoning) are necessary in order to 

enable the anticipated increase in density.  

 

7.9 A comprehensive evaluation of character areas is in the scope of the Stage 

2 of the pRDP.  This will identify areas of significant character that justify 

different area specific standards to their underlying zone standards.  As 

part of the Residential Proposal in Stage 1, I do not consider any changes 

are necessary to density and height in RMD on a site by site basis 
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14.3.3.2 Building height and maximum number of stories in RMD 

 

7.10 The 9 March Revised Chapter amends the building height in RMD to be as 

follows: 

 

14.3.3.2 Building height and maximum number of stories 

 
The maximum height of any building shall be: 

 

  Standard 

1. All areas buildings in areas (495) not 

listed below 

9m 

2. For buildings with a pitched roof of at 

least 220. Figure 9 

11m 

3. Central Riccarton Residential Medium 

Density Zone and Medium Density 

lower height limit overlay area [#310 

Crown] 

8m 

4. Sumner Residential Medium Density 

Zone 

9.5m 

5. Sumner Master Plan overlay area, on 

the two prominent corners identified in 

Chapter 15 Commercial Zone Appendix 

15.9.11 

13m 

 

Provided that the area above 

9.5m is limited to no more 

than 100m2 in gross floor area 

and is located at the apex of 

the street corner 

6. Within the area shown as Area A on the 

development plan contained in Chapter 

15 - Commercial, Appendix 15.9.7 

14m 

7. Medium Density higher height limit 

overlay at Deans Avenue and Medium 

Density higher height limit overlay at 

20m 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41604
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26235
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26235
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41588
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/Pages/Plan/?HID=26231
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41604
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41604
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Carlton Mill Road 

8. Higher height limit overlay at New 

Brighton and North Beach 

14m North Beach 

20m Central New Brighton  

9. All Medium Density Height Limit 

overlays  

Any building shall not exceed 

5 storeys above ground level  

Note: See the permitted height exceptions contained within the 
definition of height. 

 

Site coverage standardisation in RS and RSDT 

 

7.11 A number of submissions, #533 Smith, #678 Belgravia, #1182 Stokes, 

#928 Elliot Sinclair, #382 Soppet, discuss site coverage in RS 14.2.3.4 and 

seek to retain the operative site coverage rules which favour single storey 

housing over two storey housing in the suburban zones.  Some of these 

submissions also seek to retain the Elderly Persons Housing (EPH) ability 

in relation to higher site coverage14.  

 

7.12 I disagree with these submissions particularly because they overlook the 

resulting increase in impervious surfaces and the effects of this increase 

on stormwater management.  Mr Brian Norton explains stormwater 

capacity issues in Christchurch in context of intensification in his evidence.  

He has given us advice that storm water systems for the low density 

suburban zones are calculated based on existing amount of impervious 

surfaces and do not contain an allowance for these to be significantly 

increased from existing levels.  On the basis of Mr Norton's advice, I 

understand that capping site coverage in RS zones is important in 

supporting the city wide limited storm water management capacity, 

especially because some small scale intensification is expected in the form 

of minor residential units and small scale multi-unit developments in RS 

and RSDT.  

 

7.13 In addition to stormwater issues, the degree and nature of openness is a 

strong determinant of low density character.  Openness and the resulting 

opportunities for significant tree and garden planting are what make 

                                                   
14

 EPH provision is discussed by other witnesses. 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41604
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41604
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43151
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suburban zones distinct.  In my opinion, allowing additional site coverage 

has the potential to erode this character, reducing the difference between 

zones and consequently reducing housing choice. 

 

7.14 In my view, consolidating site coverage in RS and RSDT to the single 35% 

standard helps: 

 

(a) simplify the Plan; 

(b) retain the choice these areas provide with their specific low 

density character with significant opportunities for tree and garden 

plantings; and 

(c) manage the risk of adverse effects on storm water management, 

water quality and visual amenity due to potential in-fill density.  

 

7.15 The impact on individuals of the reduction (generally 5% less site coverage 

than permitted in the operative plan) is outweighed by the potential risks as 

outlined.  I do not consider any changes other than those outlined above in 

paragraph 7.3.. 

 

Density and height in RMD 

 

7.16 Some submissions on site coverage in RMD seek to retain the operative 

residential floor area ratio (RFAR) which can allow up to 80% site 

coverage for a single storey development.  Others seek 50% site 

coverage.  Submissions state concerns about the impact on the number of 

units per development.  In my view, there is a negligible, if any, reduction in 

the number of units possible to develop through two storey developments.  

In addition, there is potential for increased number of units and 

development ability (compared to the that permitted by the operative 

standards) for developments utilising more than two storeys, subject to 

other quantitative and qualitative standards being met.  This view is based 

on the study of recent development in the Design Controls Review15.  This 

study demonstrates that 45% or above site coverage is rarely reached in 

typical medium density developments.  Capping site coverage in medium 

density areas: 

                                                   
15

 Residential Chapter Section 32 report- Appendix 5, section 3.2.4.  
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(a) helps with the management of storm water, water quality and 

visual amenity;  

(b) releases adequate areas for outdoor living space, service space 

and planting provisions by encouraging two storey developments; 

and 

(c) ensures more adequate privacy through the use of upper levels. 

 

7.17 There is ample provision of single storey housing in Christchurch.  In my 

view, exploration of two to three storey typologies in RMD will create more 

choice and scope for innovation and the impact on developers due to the 

reduction in site coverage for single-storey-only medium density 

developments are balanced by the increased development scope with 

multi-storey typologies, better privacy provisions on upper levels and more 

area released at ground level for outdoor living, service and planting as 

well as increased choice of housing, better storm water management, 

water quality and visual amenity. 

 

7.18 I do not consider any changes to the site coverage control are necessary 

except those listed in paragraph 7.3. 

 

Neighbourhood scale – street scene standards 

 

7.19 At the neighbourhood scale, built form standards guide the interface 

between private developments and the public realm (in residential areas 

this interface is the street scene16), as well as managing the effects of 

increased density in traditionally low density neighbourhoods.  

 

7.20 In the 9 March Revised Chapter, standards relating to the street scene are: 

 

(a) 14.2.3.9 Road boundary building setback; 

(b) 14.2.3.10 Street scene amenity and safety – Fences garaging and 

landscape; 

(c) 14.3.3.8 Road boundary garage and building setback; and 

(d) 14.3.3.9 Fences and screening structures. 

                                                   
16

 I note that public-private interface also forms around public open spaces.  
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14.2.3.9 Road boundary building setback (1) and (2) 

 

7.21 The Residential Chapter as notified had two exceptions to cover common 

garage relocations in existing low density housing.  These were known 

consent generators.  The typical aspects of these consents indicate that 

where an existing house has a deeper than regulated set back (typically 7-

9m), it is common for the garage relocation consent to be granted with 

predictable and typical conditions.  The exceptions in 14.2.3.9 (1) and (2) 

describe these conditions and remove the need for resource consent.  

 

7.22 There are some submissions that support the exceptions in part and 

request it goes further, such as #495 Crown and #1185 Wells which ask for 

the rule to go further.  For example, #1185 Wells states:  

 

In 14.2.3.9 (1) an exception to the setback rule is made, and at a 

minimum I support that exception. However, this rule as it stands 

appears to render resource consent necessary for such banal 

things as a double garage, a greenhouse, a marquee for a 

wedding, a children’s play area, a caravan used as a sleep out, a 

woodshed longer than 6m in length etc. 

 

7.23 There are also submissions that question the exception with respect to the 

outcomes sought elsewhere in the plan.  For example #1032 Crooks 

states: 

 

The exceptions to the 4.5m building setback for garages appear to 

be in conflict with council's aims of reducing the dominance of 

garages located at the road boundary. This rule legitimises poor 

design solutions and compromises safety, particularly where 

garage doors face the street. It has the potential to detrimentally 

affect the streetscapes of older neighbourhoods. It would be my 

preference that these matters are dealt with on a case by case 

restricted discretionary basis with design and appearance, 

landscaping and pedestrian safety playing an important part of the 

assessment process. 
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7.24 I agree in part with #1032 Crooks, in that a wide spread application of the 

recommended exceptions are at odds with the neighbourhood character 

and amenity outcomes sought through the objectives and policies.  

However, in my view, allowing more flexible use of existing housing which 

has limited ability to accommodate contemporary needs has merit as does 

a reduction of predictable consents.  Balanced with the fact that street 

scene standards, including garage domination of a house, continue to 

apply to new housing, I recommend continued inclusion of the exception 

but without the further extension of its application to new housing as is 

sought by #495 Crown submission. 

 

7.25 If the panel seeks consistency across all zones and between new and old, 

my recommendation would be to delete the exceptions rather than 

permitting widespread garage location in front of housing which has high 

risk for long term adverse effects on neighbourhood amenity and safety. 

 

14.2.3.10 Street scene amenity and safety – Fences garaging and landscape (RS) 

14.3.3.9 Fences and screening structures (RMD) 

 

 Standards relating to fence height and visual transparency 

 

7.1 The Operative City Plan includes fence height and visual transparency 

standards in Living G17 zones and in Living 3 zones (New Neighbourhood 

and RMD zones respectively in the pRDP).  The introduction of fence 

related standards to RS (operative Living 1) has attracted eight 

submissions.   Five18 of these submissions are from residents, some of 

whom are designers of buildings.  The remaining submissions are #1142 

ADNZ19 Canterbury/ Westland, #928 Elliot Sinclair consultants and #495 

Crown.  Some of these submissions acknowledge the benefits of a well-

connected street scene such as #1185 Wells, who states:  

 

                                                   
17

 See Residential Section 32 – Appendix 5 Controls Review, Appendix 1. This appendix was mistakenly omitted from the s 32 
documents available online. 
18

 #160 Miles, #1032 Crooks, #1061 Tune, #1185 Wells, #973 Hilton (I note that it was not possible to verify the address of 
#973 Hilton).  
19

 Architectural Designers New Zealand. 
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“….I am unclear how breaches will be assessed –while a 

worthy urban design outcome, this mechanism appears difficult 

to interpret. ..” 

 

7.2 #1032 Crooks also states:  

 

… Whilst supporting the notions of passive surveillance for 

improved safety and greater openness of the streetscape, I fear 

the rule in this instance may be too prescriptive and simplistic. 

Some questions for consideration: - Will this rule allow for a 

variety of design solutions such as a combination of heights, solid 

and void or other degrees of openness that result in similar 

outcomes? - Does the rule take account of safety and security 

matters such as containment of dogs and small children? - Should 

dwellings with outdoor courtyards facing the street be prevented 

from having privacy by way of a solid fence? - Could the rule be 

written in such a way as to promote the desired outcomes rather 

than prescribing a solution? 

 

7.3 The most common reason given in submissions for opposition is reduced 

privacy at the street scene.  The standard requires 50% visibility over the 

length of the street boundary.  Similar provisions have been operative for a 

number of years in the operative low density Living G zones and the 

operative medium density Living 3 zones (New Neighbourhood and RMD 

zones in the pRDP).  There are no submissions from residents in these 

zones where the standard has been operative. 

 

7.4 In the RMD, there are four submissions in total relating to fences.  One of 

these is from an architectural designer20, one from a suburban resident 

concerned about lack of amenity due to poorly designed fences. The other 

two are from the Crown and Council as part of their broader submissions.  

 

7.5 The low number of submissions is a considerable contrast to the number of 

submissions on these matters at the time of the plan change21 that first 

introduced these rules (that is, Plan Change 53).  In my view, the lack of 

                                                   
20

 #160 Miles. 
21

 http://resources.ccc.govt.nz/files/PlanChange53-Section42A-Appendix_2_Summary_of_submissions.pdf. 
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submissions from the residents of areas where the provision is already 

operative, demonstrates community acceptance, better understanding of 

the standards over time, as well as little or no community concern in 

balancing privacy with interaction with the street.  In addition, the proposed 

standards reflect the existing predominant fence configuration in large 

areas of low density suburban Christchurch, exempts properties on busy 

road corridors and only apply to new fences.  In my opinion the risk of high 

resource consent generation due to fences is not high and I have no 

reason to believe that there is community opposition to fences that are 

designed to partially connect with the street scene.  There may be a better 

way to draft the rule and I welcome suggestions. 

 

Standards relating to landscape at the street scene  

 

7.6 The Crown's submission (#495) opposes 14.2.3.10 (3) Landscaping, 

suggesting that the road boundary set back ensures landscaping amenity 

is sufficiently achieved in the street scene. #1185 Wells, suggests the rule 

be made more specific to match its intent: If the intention is to prevent the 

use of the landscape area from such evils as wheelie bin storage or rotary 

clothes lines, then it should be made specific. If on the other hand this rule 

is intended to maintain the leafy garden city image it will not achieve it as 

there is nothing requiring planting along the road boundary. (Due to the 

definition of landscaping which includes paving (ES clarification) 

 

7.7 #1185 Wells rightly points out that the broad notified definition of landscape 

does not deliver the intent of the rule which is to retain a strip of land able 

to contain tree and garden plantings at the street scene.  The required low 

height of fences support this as residents may be more likely to plant in 

these areas with low fences.  The standard is proposed for the continued 

presence of planting and trees in the street scene which is one of key 

characteristics of low density zones.    

 

7.8 I disagree with the #495 Crown submission suggesting that the set back 

alone is sufficient to provide planting opportunities.  New housing in 

suburban zones include large areas of imperviously surfaces in the set 

back.  These are most often used for additional parking or vehicle 

manoeuvring. 
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7.9 With regards to fences and planting, privacy impact and possibly the 

marginal monetary cost for individuals are outweighed by the need to 

ensure continued safety and amenity of residential neighbourhoods.  If 

high and solid fence trends are spread in low density areas, that would 

reduce the amenity and safety of the street scene.  It would be difficult to 

retrospectively change the street scene once fences are built.  

 

7.10 I recommend keeping the text double underlined and coloured red in the 

street scene standards below, which was deleted in the 9 March Revised 

Chapter.  I also recommend keeping Figures 3 and 5 but deleting "6m max 

garage width") in Figure 5 (#365 Creagh) and swapping the reference to 

"road kerb" to "road boundary" in 14.2.3.10 2. as shown in red text below. 

 

14.2.3.9 Road boundary building setback 

The road boundary building setback shall be: 
 

All buildings. 4.5m  

 
Except: 

1. A new garage that is located in front of  an existing residential 

unit that was established prior to the operative date of this plan 

where the:  

a. side walls are parallel to the road boundary and no more than 
6.5 metres in length; 

b. side walls facing the road contain a window with a minimum 
dimension of at least 0.6 metres (including the window frame); 

c. space between the side wall and the road boundary has 
planting that includes a minimum of two trees capable of 
reaching four metres height at maturity; 

 
and where the access to the garage is located adjacent to a side 
boundary 
d. a planting strip of 0.6m width with a height at time a 
planting, with species capable of reaching 1.5 metres, of 1.2 
metres up to the line of the existing residential unit. (#495 Crown) 
 
Where this planting conflicts with required visibility splays the visibility 

splay rules will prevail and the planting not be required. 

See Figure 5. 

 

2. A new garage that is located in front of  an existing residential 

unit that was established prior to the operative date of this plan 

where the: 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41513


 

25943291_1.doc  Page 25 
 

 

a. garage is a single garage, with the door facing the road 
boundary, accessed of a local road; 

b. garage is a maximum 3.6 metres wide; 
c. garage is fitted with a sectional door  door that does not 
intrude into the driveway when open (495 review p.17) and can be 
operated with an automatic opener. Where the garage is more 
than 3.5 metres from the road boundary an automatic opener is 
not required.  
c. no part of the garage door when opening or shutting  extends 
beyond the site boundary. (#495 Crown) 
 

Retain Figure 3 and 5. Delete “6m max garage width” in Figure 5 
(#365 Creagh). 

14.2.3.10 Street scene amenity and safety - Fences, garaging 

and landscape  

1. Fences 

a. The maximum height of any fence in the setback 
from a road boundary with a local road shall be: 
 
a. The maximum height of any fence in the required 
building setback from a local road boundary shall be:  
[#310 Crown] 

Where at least 50% of the fence 

structure is visually transparent. 

1.8m 

Where less than 50% of the fence 

structure is visually transparent. 

1m 

 
b. The maximum height of any fence in the required 

building setback from any road boundary with any 
collector road, or arterial road shall be 1.8m.   

 
a. and b. shall not apply to fences or other screening 
structures located on an internal boundary between two 
properties zoned residential or residential or commercial or 
industrial. 
 
Note: For the purposes of this rule, a fence or other screening 
structure is not the exterior wall of a building or accessory 
building. 
 
2. Garages 

 

Garages and carports (310/14/28) shall comprise no more 
than 50 percent of any ground floor elevation of the residential 
building viewed from the street any one site (495) and shall 
not be more than 6.8m wide. For garages with the vehicle door 
generally facing a shared access or road boundary the 
minimum garage setback shall be 5.5 metres from the shared 
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access or road kerb boundary (#1182 Stokes, #931 Milns 
Road Farm Ltd). This rule does not apply to garages 
established under Rule 14.2.3.9. 
 
3. Landscaping Planting strip  

 

The land within the road boundary setback required by Rule 

14.2.3.9 shall contain a  planting striplandscape area at least 

2m wide along the length of road boundary except that part 

required for a driveway pedestrian and vehicle access. (#1032 

Crooks)   

 
 

Site scale 

 

7.11 At the individual site scale, the standards are primarily focused on ensuring 

that residential developments provide a base level of amenity for current 

and future residents, and protecting the amenity of neighbouring 

properties. Standards relating to on-site amenity in the Residential 

Proposal are: 

 

(a) 14.2.3.2 Multi unit residential complexes, social housing 

complexes and retirement villages- Tree and garden planting 

(RS); 

(b) 14.3.3.1 Tree and garden planting (RMD); 

(c) 14.2.3.5 and 14.3.3.4 Outdoor living space (RS, RMD); 

(d) 14.2.3.6 and 14.3.3.5 Daylight recession planes (RS, RMD); 

(e) 14.2.3.7 and 14.3.3.6 Minimum building setbacks from internal 

boundaries (RS, RMD); 

(f) 14.2.3.8 and 14.3.3.7 Minimum setback and distance to living area 

windows and balconies (RS, RMD); 

(g) 14.2.3.14 Multi-unit residential complexes and social housing 

complexes – Service, storage, and waste management spaces 

(RS); 

(h) 14.3.3.15 Service, storage, and waste management spaces; 

(i) 14.2.3.15 and 14.3.3.16 Acoustic insulation (RS, RMD); 

(j) 14.3.3.12 Building overhangs (RMD); and 

(k) 14.3.3.13 Minimum unit size (RMD). 
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7.12 Neither the notified nor the 9 March Revised Chapter departed greatly from 

the Operative City Plan for on site amenity rules except where changes are 

due to intensification related zoning changes.  The greatest changes 

related to: 

 

(a) setbacks for living areas (listed under ‘separation from neighbours’ 

under the operative plan) where these were  simplified and 

standardised; and  

 

(b) tree and landscape requirements in RMD and in multi-unit 

residential complexes in RS and RSDT where these have been 

simplified and consolidated. 

 

14.2.3.2 Multi unit residential complexes, social housing complexes and retirement 

villages- Tree and garden planting and 14.3.3.1 Tree and garden planting (RMD) 

 

7.13 Tree lined streets in medium density zones are rare.  In addition, the recent 

transition from single detached housing to medium density housing has 

resulted in loss of existing trees in the private realm.  

 

7.14 “Christchurch City Urban Character Study” (2009-2010) has analysed 

operative Living 2 (RSDT) and Living 3 (RMD) areas for a number of 

elements of character.  One of the elements analysed for each area is 

“Streetscape- Vegetation and Infrastructure”.  The lack of tree lined streets 

in these areas which form the majority of the proposed RMD zones is 

strongly evident in this analysis.  There are very few exceptions of high 

level of tree planting in isolated pockets.   

 

7.15 In addition, post-earthquake, the Council does not have a programme for 

streetscape renewals to allow street trees to be introduced, outside the 

central city.  The notified Residential Chapter included two separate 

requirements for multi-unit developments with respect to tree and garden 

planting: A planting strip along driveways and a tree requirement per 10m 

of road boundary. These were significantly reduced standards compared to 

the operative standards.  
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7.16 #495 Crown has opposed these standards, seeking further consolidation. 

There are two other submissions (#382 Soppet and #1122 Jordan) on 

these rules, both seeking to amend the notified landscape strip 

requirement slightly. There are no submissions that oppose the standards 

relating to tree and garden planting.  Following discussions with the Crown, 

the following changes are is recommended for 14.2.3.2 in the 9 March 

Revised Chapter: 

 

Sites shall include the minimum tree and garden planting as set 
out in the table below: 

 

 

 

1. 

(a) A minimum of 20% of the site shall be provided for 

landscape treatment (which may include private or 

communal open space), including a minimum of one native 

tree for every 250m2 of gross site area (prior to 

subdivision), or part thereof.  At least 1 tree shall be 

planted adjacent to the street boundary; 

(b) All trees shall be not less than 1.5 metres high at the 

time of planting; 

(c) All trees and landscaping required by this rule shall be 

maintained and if dead, diseased or damaged, shall be 

replaced. (495) 

 

1 tree for each 10m of road boundary. (e.g. 10m of road 

boundary = 1 tree, 11m of road boundary = 2 trees) 

2. A landscape strip is required along the full length of the 

accessway or car parking area (internal) boundary. The 

landscape strip shall have a minimum dimension of 0.6m, 

excluding kerb. Plant species within the landscape strip are 

required to be capable of reaching a minimum height at 

maturity of 1.5m.   

 

All trees required by this rule shall not be less than 2m 

high at the time of planting and capable of reaching a 

minimum height at maturity of 4m.  

 

Planted areas shall cover a minimum of 15% of the net site 

area. Tree planting shall be evenly distributed across the 

site. 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41691
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41691
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41691
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41691
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14.2.3.8 and 14.3.3.7 Minimum setback and distance to living area windows and 

balconies (RS, RMD) 

 

7.17 The proposed simplification of the living area window set back from internal 

boundaries has attracted a number of submissions.  Almost all of these 

seek to keep the Operative City Plan 3m standard on ground floor, 

suggesting that this is an appropriate separation.  #495 Crown submission 

seeks to remove the separation at ground level and to only include it for 

first floor level and above.  No other submissions seek for the removal or 

reduction of the standard while one submission22 seeks that the set back is 

applied to bedrooms as well as living areas. 

 

7.18 While I believe extending the scope of the set back from internal boundary 

to bedrooms would potentially unduly restrict development as well as being 

in conflict with the SoE, the submitter has alerted me to the potential and 

likely distance between rooms in neighbouring houses in the absence of a 

living area set back from boundary.   

 

7.19 The standard internal boundary “building” set back recommended in the 

9 March Revised Chapter is 1 m.  Therefore it is possible for neighbouring 

rooms to be separated by a total of 2 m on ground floor.  While I think this 

distance may be tolerable between private and quiet areas of two houses, 

for instance bedroom to bedroom, it would be unacceptable between the 

private area of one house (a bedroom) and the public area of another (a 

living room)..  I therefore believe, for living areas, a set back greater than 

1m from internal boundaries is necessary and disagree with the Crown's 

suggestion that this set back on ground floor is removed. 

 

7.20 The rule provides for a minimum level of privacy in medium density 

developments by specifying the minimum distance of living area windows 

from internal boundaries.  The intention is to ensure that the areas of the 

house which typically have the most activity do not feel obtrusively 

overlooked and to reduce feelings of surveillance or embarrassment at 

being watched by neighbours.  Although a fence would provide adequate 

                                                   
22

 #157 Reeves. 
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visual separation- the 3 metre set back for a living area provides acoustic 

and olfactory privacy as well as ensuring good access of natural light to the 

living area. 

 

7.21 I accept the submissions wishing to keep the operative standard at 3m on 

ground floor, part of the Crown's submission to include 4m for first floor 

level and above and disagree with #157 Reeves submission to extend the 

set back to bedrooms and recommend the following amendments which 

are set out in the 9 March Revised Chapter: 

 

14.2.3.8 Minimum setback and distance to living area 

windows and balconies 

 
1. The minimum setback for a living area window at 

ground floor (160, 1032, 1037, 1061, 1142, 928) from 
an internal boundary shall be 4   3m (160, 1032, 1037, 
1061, 1142, 928). Note where the window is adjacent 
to an accessway the setback shall be measured from 
the far side of the accessway. 
 

2. The minimum setback for a living area window at first 
floor or above (495) from an internal boundary shall 
be 4m. Note where the window is adjacent to an 
accessway the setback shall be measured from the far 
side of the accessway. 

 
This rule shall not apply to a window at an angle of 

90 degrees or greater to the boundary. (495) 

 

 

14.2.3.5 Outdoor living space (RS) 

 

7.22 #307 NZIA and #1181 Evans seek relief regarding the requirement for 

sunshine reception of outdoor living spaces in RS.  I consider there is merit 

in these submissions.  In my opinion, the removal of the standard reduces 

regulation for the sunlight and north aspect which the market generally 

delivers in low density areas.  In addition, its removal only affects the 

amenity on the site subject to the rule and not neighbouring properties. I 

recommend that the second sentence in 14.2.3.5 which I have coloured 

red below be deleted, in addition to the changes set out in the 9 March 

Revised Chapter: 
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14.2.3.5 Outdoor living space 

 
1. Each residential unit shall be provided with an outdoor living 

space in a continuous area, contained within the net site area 

with a minimum area and dimension as follows: 

 

 Activity/Area Standard 

  Minimum 

Area 

Minimum 

Dimension 

1. Residential 

Suburban Zone. 

90m2  6m  

2. Residential 

Suburban Density 

Transition Zone. 

50m2  4m 

3. Multi-unit housing 

complexes and 

social housing 

complexes in the 

Residential 

Suburban Zone. 

30m2 4m (495) 

3. 

4. 

(495) 

Multi-unit Housing 

complexes and 

(495) social housing 

complexes within the 

Residential 

Suburban Density 

Transition Zone. 

30m2 4m 

4. 

5. 

(495) 

Retirement villages. 1.  For residential 
units with two or more 
bedrooms a minimum 
of 30m2 of outdoor 
living space shall be 
provided on site for 
each residential unit, 
and shall not be 

http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41729
http://www.proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43577
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/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41724
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41684
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occupied by parking 
or access. The 
required outdoor living 
space can be in a mix 
of private and 
communal areas, at 
the ground level or 
inbalconies provided 
that:  
 

a. Each unit 
shall have 
private outdo

or living 

space of at 
least 16m2 in 
total. The 
balance of 
the outdoor 

living 

space requir
ed for 
each residen

tial unitmay 
be provided 
as 
communal 
space; 

 

b. Private outd

oor living space shall 
have a minimum 
dimension of four 
metres when provided 
at ground level and a 
minimum dimension of 
1.5 metres when 
provided by a balcony; 

c. At least one 
private outdoor living 

space shall be directly 
accessible from 
a living area of that 
unit; 

d. Outdoor 

living space provided 
as a communal space 
shall be accessible for 
use by all units and 
shall have a minimum 
dimension of four 
metres; and 

e. 50 percent 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41480
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43151
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41509
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
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/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43151
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41509
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41620
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
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of the outdoor living 

space required across 
the entire site shall be 
provided at ground 

level. 

2. For one 
bedroom residential 

units on the ground 
floor a minimum of 
16m2 private outdoor 

living space with a 
minimum dimension of 
four metres shall be 
provided on site for 
each residential unit, 
and shall not be 
occupied by parking 
or access. 

3. For one 
bedroom residential 

units entirely at an 
upper level at total of 
16m2 of outdoor living 

space shall be 
provided on site for 
each residential 

unitprovided that:  
 

a. one space 
can be a 
private balcony with a 
minimum area of 
6m2 and a minimum 
dimension of 1.5 
metres; 

b. the balance 
10m2 can be provided 
in a communal space. 

 (response to Sommerset 

765) 

 
 

2. The required minimum area shall be readily accessible from a 

living area of each residential unit. At least half of the 

required minimum area shall be able to receive sunshine 

at midday on the shortest day of the year. 

 

Note: This rule only applies to structures on the same site. 

 
3. The required minimum area shall not be occupied by any 

building, access, or parking space, other than: 

http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=41644
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http://proposeddistrictplan.ccc.govt.nz/common/user/contentlink.aspx?sid=43151
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a. an outdoor swimming pool; or 

b. accessory building of less than 8m2; or 

c. any buildings or parts of a building without walls (other than a 

balustrade) on at least a quarter of its perimeter, and occupies 

no more than 30 percent of the area of the outdoor living 

space. 

 

14.2.3.14 Multi-unit residential complexes and multi-unit social housing complexes - 

Service, storage and waste management spaces 

 

7.23 #495 Crown and Mr McIndoe’s independent review have questioned the 

notified service, storage and waste management space requirements, 

suggesting they are excessive.  #495 Crown suggests matching the 

requirements to those in Central City living zones.  #1145 MKT raised 

concern for potential spillage into waterways if waste management spaces 

are located near waterways. 

 

7.24 We have clarified to the submitters that 3m² in the standard is required for 

“service” space is not the same as waste management space, therefore 

there is no double-up.  Service space specifically allows for space such as 

for a clothes line for which 3m² is not excessive.  This is not onerous for a 

washing line.  In the long narrow parcels of Christchurch, analysis of pre -

Plan Change 53 developments were found wanting for service spaces for 

waste management and clothes lines. 

 

7.25 I disagree with #495 Crown suggestion for Central City living zone 

requirements for service space to be adopted.  Central City standard states 

the space can be internal or external which does not ensure adequate 

space for clothes lines.  This approach can be balanced with the higher 

density anticipation in the Central City.  In my view, it is not balanced with 

the level of density and amenity anticipated in medium density areas. 

 

7.26 The wording is amended in the 9 March Revised Chapter to be clearer and 

more targeted. 
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14.2.3.14 Multi-unit residential complexes and multi-unit 

social housing complexes - Service, storage and waste 

management spaces 

 
1. Each residential unit shall be provided with: 
a. an outdoor service space of 3m2 and waste management 

area of 2.25m2 with a minimum dimension of 1.5 metres; 
and 

b. a single, indoor storage space of four cubic metres with a 
minimum dimension of one metre. 

2. Any space designated for waste management, whether 
private or communal, shall not be located between the 
road boundary and any building room and shall be 
screened from adjoining sites, conservation or open 
space zones, roads, and adjoining outdoor living spaces 
to a height of 1.5 metres. 

3. If a communal waste management area is provided within 
the site, the minimum required outdoor service space is 
3m2 for each residential unit. 

4. If a communal waste management area area is provided, it 
must be demonstrated to be: 

a. of a sufficient size to accommodate the number and 
dimensions of bins required to meet the predicted volume 
of waste generated by the residential units; 

b. accessible and safe for use by all residents; and 
c. easily accessible for the collection of bins by waste 

management contractors. 
 
a. Each residential unit shall be provided with at least 2.25m2 
with a minimum dimension of 1.5 metres of outdoor or 
indoor space at ground floor level for the dedicated storage of 
waste and recycling bins.  
 
b. Each residential unit shall be provided with at least 3m2 with 
a minimum dimension of 1.5 metres of outdoor space at 
ground floor level for washing lines.  (495) 
 
c. In a multi-unit development, the required spaces in a. and/or 
b. for each residential unit shall be provided either individually, 
or within a dedicated shared communal space, and shall not 
be located between the road boundary and any habitable 
room. (495) 
 
d. Designed in a way that avoids spillage or leakage into any 
water body. [#1145 – MKT] 

 

Recession planes in RSDT 

 

7.27 A number of submissions (#814 Gwendoline, #813 Bain, #60 King, and 

#114 Hodder) seek RS recession planes in areas upzoned to RSDT.  In 

my opinion this would obstruct the achievement of intensification targets 
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and contradict the transitioning role of the RSDT zone.  I do not 

recommend changes to daylight recession planes on the basis of these 

submissions.  

 

Other onsite amenity related standards 

 

7.28 Other on site amenity related standards in RS, RSDT and RMD received a 

small number of submissions which were almost entirely in support of the 

proposed standards. 

 

Site amenity related standard for multi-unit developments regardless of underlying 

zone 

 

7.29 I have identified a gap in the notified built form standards relating to the 

coverage of multi-unit housing in the lower density RS and RSDT zones.  

Where multi-unit residential complexes and social housing are enabled in 

these zones, some of the baseline rules relating to multi-unit housing 

inadvertently would apply to multi-unit housing in these zones.  In particular 

the rules relating to minimum unit size (14.3.3.3 Minimum unit size), 

ground floor habitable space (14.3.3.14 Ground floor habitable space), 

building overhangs (14.3.3.12 Building overhangs) and acoustic insulation 

(14.3.3.16 Acoustic insulation) as currently drafted would not apply outside 

the RMD zone. 

 

7.30 In my opinion, this was an oversight and these four baseline standards 

(minimum unit size, ground floor habitable space, building overhangs and 

acoustic insulation) should apply to multi-unit residential developments in 

any zone.  The risk of adverse effects from poor multi-unit residential 

developments is similar if not greater in the RS and RSDT zones.  Multi-

unit residential developments should be subject to the same baseline built 

form standards as those included in the RMD zone.  I recommend the 

inclusion of these in activity tables, and I note that Mr McIndoe has also 

recommended that they be included as well (with the exception of building 

overhangs) in the activity tables, in his evidence.  
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8. OTHER SUBMISSIONS 

 

Height and recession planes in flood management areas  

 

8.1 There are a number of submissions23 that seek relief from height and 

recession plane breaches in Flood Management Areas as a permitted 

activity or for consents to be processed without requiring written approvals 

or notification.  I understand that this matter is part of the scope of the 

Natural Hazards Chapter hearing, therefore I do not make any comment on 

the related submissions. 

  

Required minimum density in RMD 14.3.3.17 

 

8.2 In order to give effect to the density targets in the CRPS a new minimum 

density standard 14.3.3.17 Minimum site density from development or 

redevelopment of residential units was notified.  This standard implements 

the minimum 30hh/ha density required in medium density areas.  The 

standard is also closely linked to the Subdivision Chapter Section 8.3.1 

Allotment Size and Dimension, 8.3.1.1:RD 2(1) and RD 3 1 (b) with tables 

1 and 3:Residential Medium Density Minimum net site area.  

 

8.3 #495 Crown submission supports this requirement in part.  It highlights the 

need to exempt elderly persons housing unit conversions and seek that the 

calculation better reflects 30hh/ha.  

 

8.4 With respect to the ability of different shaped sites, an internal Council 

review has identified a need to clarify on site car parking requirements for 

narrow sites which may be large enough in total area to include 

development at 30hh/ha but not wide enough to be able to meet 

associated onsite parking and manoeuvring requirements. 

 

8.5 Submissions #808 Cook, #1036 Hardie, #254 Riccarton Wigram 

Community Board, #840 Ngai Tahu and #549 Deans Avenue Precinct seek 

relief from the provision either by seeking restricted discretionary status in 

                                                   
23

 Crooks, #1032, Integrated Schools  #676  Christchurch Methodist Church #763, and Catholic Diocese,#656.  
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case of breach of the rule (as opposed to non-complying in the notified 

plan) or the removal of the rule for specific parts of the city. 

 

8.6 I cannot provide a comprehensive assessment of the submissions listed 

above with regards to whether the rule is necessary and because that is 

outside my area of expertise.  However, if the rule is to be retained (which 

will be discussed in Subdivision Chapter hearing by Andrew Long), I 

recommend that, the calculation is as per #495 Crown submission and that 

the internal Council acknowledgement is taken into account by the 

following note which was added in the 9 March Revised Chapter: 

 

Note: Where a site has less than 13m dimension for more 

than 50% of one of its predominant boundaries, it shall be 

exempt from requirement to provide on site car parking. (ccc 

internal acknowledgement based on 6m deep car park + 7m 

depth to turn = 13m minimum to accommodate cars).  

 

 

 

Ekin Sakin  

11 March 2015 

 


