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INTRODUCTION 

1 My name is Jeremy Goodson Phillips.  I am a senior planner and 

Director practising with Novo Group Limited in Christchurch.  Novo 

Group is a resource management planning and traffic engineering 

consulting company that provides resource management related 

advice to local authorities and private clients.    

2 I hold the qualifications of a Bachelor of Science from the University of 

Canterbury and a Master of Science with Honours in Resource 

Management from Lincoln University, the latter attained in 2001.  I 

am a grad-plus member of the New Zealand Planning Institute, a 

member of the Resource Management Law Association and a member 

of the Institute of Directors.  I have held accreditation as a Hearings 

Commissioner under the MfE Making Good Decisions programme since 

January 2010 and have held endorsement as a Chair since January 

2013.   

3 I have 13 years of experience as a resource management planner, 

working within and for territorial authorities, as a consultant, and as 

an independent Hearings Commissioner.   

4 I have particular experience in urban land use development planning 

in the Christchurch district, as a Council planner, but predominantly 

as a consultant to property owners, investors and developers.  Based 

on that experience, I have an excellent understanding of the practical 

application and administration of District Plan provisions in 

Christchurch and the degree to which they provide clarity and 

certainty of outcome.   

5 My specific experience relevant to this evidence includes involvement 

in a significant number of consents within the City’s residential zones.  

This includes new dwellings, dwelling additions/alterations, social 

housing, medium density residential complexes, apartment 

developments, and non-residential activities.  My experience includes 

activity in greenfield and established suburban areas of Christchurch 

and covers initial project evaluation, participation in pre-application 

meetings and urban design panel processes, and the oversight and 

preparation of resource consent applications.   



2 
 

 

LJS-101654-9-162-V1 

 

6 This specific experience has provided me with a very clear 

understanding of how the operative and proposed District Plan 

provisions are or will be applied in a Christchurch context and their 

implications in terms of providing direction and certainty to those 

contemplating development activity.   

7 I have read the Code of Conduct for Expert Witnesses contained in the 

Environment Court Practice Note 2014. I have complied with it in 

preparing this evidence and I agree to comply with it in presenting 

evidence at this hearing. The evidence that I give is within my area of 

expertise except where I state that my evidence is given in reliance 

on another person’s evidence. I have considered all material facts that 

are known to me that might alter or detract from the opinions that I 

express in this evidence. 

Scope of Evidence 

8 My evidence is presented on behalf of Oakvale Farm Limited 

(‘Oakvale’) and Maurice R Carter Limited (‘MRC’).  

9 Noting my experience and the nature of the submissions by Oakvale 

and MRC, my evidence focuses on the practical application of the 

provisions in the Subdivision Proposal (Chapter 8) and Residential 

Proposal (Chapter 14)1 to the extent that these apply in the New 

Neighbourhood Zones (‘NNZ’).     

10 Whilst recognising the role and relative importance of other statutory 

documents2, my evidence has specifically considered the degree of 

alignment with: 

(a) The statement of expectations in Schedule 4 of the Canterbury 

Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 

(‘the Order’), and in particular matters (a), (b) and (i) in 

Schedule 43; and 

                                       
1 As amended and issued by Council on 9 March 2015. 
2 As set out on pages 10-12 of the Hearing Panel’s Decision 1 (Strategic Directions).  
3 [The Replacement District Plan]: 

(a) clearly articulates how decisions about resource use and values will be made, which 

must be in a manner consistent with an intention to reduce significantly (compared with 

the existing district plans)— 

(I reliance on resource consent processes; and 
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(b) Chapter 3 (Strategic Directions) of the District Plan, and 

objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2 in particular; and   

(c) Section 32 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (‘the Act’). 

11 In addition to the above and the submissions by Oakvale and MRC, I 

have also considered the following documents whilst formulating my 

evidence:  

(a) the Residential Proposal (as amended, per 9 March 2015);  

(b) the section 32 report; and  

(c) the evidence of Messrs Blair, Macleod and McIndoe for 

Christchurch City Council.   

                                                                                                      

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

standards in the rules, in order to encourage innovation and choice; and 

(iii) the requirements for notification and written approval: 

(b) contains objectives and policies that clearly state the outcomes that are intended for 

the Christchurch district: 

…(i) uses clear, concise language and is easy to use.  
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Executive Summary 

 

 

 

1 The revised residential objectives and policies are generally 

appropriate.   

2 The revised NNZ rules are generally appropriate but require: 

(a) further specific amendments (as set out in Attachment 1) 

in order to achieve consistency with Schedule 4 of the Order 

and strategic objectives, and to resolve practical issues with 

implementation.  

(b) broader amendments as proposed in paragraph 3.4 (a)-(c) of 

Mr Macleod’s evidence, for the reasons set out in that 

evidence.  

(c) general amendments to the structure and layout of the rules 

in order to improve their clarity and ease-of-use.  

3 The residential matters of discretion are generally appropriate.  

However, the urban design and Maori urban design panel 

principles (clause 14.9.1) should be replaced with the CCRZ urban 

design assessment matters (clause 4a.2.11 (a)-(d) in the 

Operative City Plan).  Such an amendment would reduce the 

scope, prescriptiveness and complexity of assessment criteria and 

improve consistency and usability in terms of their application 

consistent with strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.   

4 Subdivision rules require further amendments (as set out in 

Attachment 3) to achieve consistency with the statement of 

expectations and strategic objectives.   
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STATEMENT  

RESIDENTIAL PROPOSAL 

Objectives & Policies 

12 Submissions by Oakvale and MRC were generally supportive of the 

objectives and policies in the notified Residential Proposal, with 

opposition primarily in terms of the prescriptiveness or extent of 

policies and methods (rules) supporting objective 14.1.6 

(comprehensive planning for new neighbourhoods) and the policy 

‘requirement’ for Lifemark and Homestar sustainability measures.  

13 Noting the Council’s proposed amendments to residential objectives 

and policies, I consider significant improvements have been achieved, 

insofar that: 

(a) Policy 14.1.6.1 now seeks to ‘promote’ rather than ‘ensure’ 

comprehensive planning and design of new neighbourhoods, 

thus aligning with the ‘promote’ wording in objective 14.1.6.    

(b) Policies 14.1.6.5- 7 (concerning open space, stormwater, and 

transport respectively) and sub-clauses vi-ix in policy 14.1.6.1 

(concerning transport, natural hazards and land contamination) 

have been deleted, with such matters left to other chapters so 

as to avoid duplication or conflict.   

(c) Policy 14.1.5.4 seeks to ‘promote’ (rather than ‘ensure’) 

sustainability and efficiency best practice for new buildings.   In 

my view, this appropriately provides for non-statutory initiatives 

to support sustainable building developments, without imposing 

the building or regulatory costs of a policy and compliance 

requirement.   

14 For the reasons above, I support the Council’s revised residential 

objectives and policies.   
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Rules (New Neighbourhood Zone) 

15 Oakvale’s submission opposed rules for the NNZ which are excessively 

detailed or prescriptive.   In that respect, I agree with Mr McLeod’s 

evidence and the further steps he suggests in paragraph 3.4 (a)-(c).   

16 I also consider further specific amendments could be made to improve 

certainty and reduce prescriptiveness, as set out with my reasoning in 

Attachment 1. As explained in the attachment, such amendments 

are necessary in my view, in order to achieve consistency with 

Schedule 4 of the Order and strategic objective 3.3.2, and to 

overcome practical difficulties with administering, monitoring and 

enforcing a number of rules.   

17 By way of example, the amendments I have proposed include: 

(a) Deletion of detailed development controls and design standards 

that will be practically difficult to administer, monitor or enforce 

(e.g. rules controlling front boundary fencing or the location of 

waste storage areas); and   

(b) Deletion of development controls and design standards that 

constrain innovation and choice and may require unnecessary 

resource consents (e.g. minimum area and dimension and 

window requirements for habitable rooms, which would apply to 

studies, computer nooks, wine cellars, small single bedrooms, or 

nurseries).     

18 As a broader comment, I also consider that improvements to the 

structure and layout of the rules would significantly improve their 

clarity and ease-of-use.  Such changes should include: 

(a) Consolidation of standard provisions that appear on multiple 

occasions throughout the residential chapter (consistent with 

Macleod evidence para 3.4(e)).  For example, a single rule 

concerning building height, setbacks, recession planes, site 

coverage and outdoor living space could include the applicable 

requirements for the full range of residential zones.  This would 

replace individual rules with the same generic content appearing 

in each section of zone rules.  Whilst the intent has presumably 
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been to provide a standalone set of provisions for each zone, 

readers of the plan are still required to traverse objectives and 

policies at the start of the chapter, rules in the middle, and 

assessment criteria at the end.   

(b) Avoiding duplication of rules within activity tables and built form 

standards.  For example, outdoor living space requirements in 

the NNZ are subject to both activity standards RD10-RD13 and 

built form standard 14.6.3.4.    

(c) Limiting rules that contain cross-references to other rule 

numbers, or where cross-references are unavoidable include 

reference to the nature of the rule being cross-referenced.  For 

example, NNZ rule RD14 requires readers to check each of the 

10 numbered clauses referred to, in order to determine what 

they concern and whether they are relevant or not.  

19 To summarise, I support the Council’s revised NNZ rules, subject to 

the amendments proposed in Attachment 1.  I also support the 

amendments proposed by Mr Macleod in paragraph 3.4 (a)-(c) of his 

evidence and broader amendments as I have described in paragraph 

17 above, however given the very broad extent and scope of these 

changes I have not proposed specific amendments to achieve these 

outcomes.  I also assume that with Council having called Mr Macleod’s 

evidence, further amendments to the rules may yet be forthcoming.   

Matters of Discretion 

20 With the exception of the urban design and Maori urban design 

principles in clause 14.9.1, I consider the residential matters of 

discretion and revisions proposed are generally clear in their intent 

and wording and I support them accordingly.   

21 In respect of the urban design and Maori urban design panel 

principles, I consider the concerns stated in the Oakvale and MRC 

submissions remain.  That is, ‘the extent of matters is so broad as to 

effectively afford unrestricted discretion’ and ‘a number of assessment 

matters contain terms which are unclear and undefined, or relate to 

matters best addressed by other sections in the Plan’.  Specific 

concerns are: 
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(a) Introductory text states that Council must be ‘satisfied that the 

proposal makes a positive contribution under each [of the 5 

main urban design matters]’.  This may be an unattainable bar 

for some developments or may conflict with the requirement to 

make a balanced judgement of competing matters.  From 

experience, I also note that what satisfies one Council urban 

design officer may not satisfy another, and therefore this 

wording is unlikely to ‘foster investment certainty’ per strategic 

objective 3.3.1(b). 

(b) Maori urban design principles are listed but are not defined.  

Aside from the uncertainty this creates and the use of 

terminology which is not ‘clear’ and ‘easy to understand and use’ 

per strategic objective 3.3.2, it also remains unclear where such 

matters might require consideration.  

(c) On their own, matters 1-5 (i.e. the ‘headers’) are generally clear 

and understandable and in my view are comparable in content 

to the Central City Residential Zone (CCRZ) urban design 

assessment matters4.   

22 However, the ‘associated criteria’ beneath each matter are extensive 

in scope, prescriptive in content, and are uncertain in terms of their 

potential application5.  In my view, these criteria should be removed 

                                       
4 Clause 4a.2.11 (a)-(d) in the Operative City Plan.   
5 For example, assessment matter 4 is concerned with ‘internal and external amenity for 

occupants neighbours and the public’.  Whilst that matter is clear and easily understood, the 

subsequent criteria in a-f consider whether the development:  

“a. balances outlook, sunlight and weather protection with privacy in the site layout, 

orientation and internal layouts. 

b. orientates and screens windows and balconies on upper levels to limit direct overlooking 

of adjacent dwellings and their outdoor living space. 

c. provides outdoor spaces that are functional extensions of the internal living spaces. 

d. includes tree and garden planting that are indigenous and endemic particularly in 

regard to street frontage, building entrances, boundaries, accessways, and car parking 

and stormwater management areas. 

e. has communal spaces, where provided, that are 

i. consolidated to create accessible, usable and attractive areas 

ii. located or designed to restrict noise levels, light spill and loss of privacy on other 

residents and neighbours. 

or offers easy access to nearby parks or other public recreation spaces 

f. provides environmental efficiency measures, including passive solar design principles 

for natural lighting, heating and ventilation, reduced energy consumption, climate 

appropriate/lowinput planting and efficient water use and management.” 
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and instead sit outside of the district plan as non-statutory guidance 

or reference material.  

23 In Attachment 2 I have compared proposed matters 1-5 with the 

CCRZ urban design assessment matters and noting the similarity 

between these, I consider it would be beneficial for the latter to be 

adopted and applied to all of the City’s residential zones.  This would 

reduce the number of provisions throughout the Plan, improve 

consistency and familiarity of use and administration, and ultimately 

provide greater clarity and certainty to users of the plan as sought by 

strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.   

24 Overall, I support the residential matters of discretion, except the 

urban design and Maori urban design panel principles (clause 14.9.1).  

In my view, given the similarity between the main urban design 

assessment matters (headers) and the operative CCRZ urban design 

assessment matters, I consider adoption of the latter would be 

appropriate and consistent with strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.   

SUBDIVISION PROPOSAL 

25 Oakvale’s submission was concerned with the prescriptiveness and 

complexity of NNZ subdivision rules and considered these would be 

onerous and/or result in uncertainty.   

26 In my view, the amendments proposed by Council are a considerable 

improvement from that notified, but further amendments are required 

to achieve consistency with the statement of expectations and 

strategic directions objectives.   

27 The further specific amendments I suggest and detailed reasons for 

these amendments are set out in Attachment 3. Again, my 

reasoning for these amendments is largely driven by Schedule 4 of 

the Order and strategic objectives 3.3.1, 3.3.2 and 3.3.4(b).   

28 By way of example, the amendments I have proposed include: 

(a) Deletion of detailed development controls and design standards 

where such matters are otherwise subject to context/design/site 

analysis and justification, neighbourhood and ODP plans, and a 
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restricted discretionary consenting requirement with broad 

assessment criteria.   

(b) Deletion of performance standards requiring applicants to ‘meet’ 

assessment matters in order to comply with a rule.   

(c) Deletion or amendment of assessment matters that include 

terms which are unclear or undefined (e.g. ‘support community 

and retail facilities and public transport, and create a critical 

mass of activity and focus for development’). 

(d) Deletion or amendment of assessment matters that are overly 

prescriptive and discourage innovation and choice (e.g. ‘whether 

two level dwellings include a space for a bed and a bathroom on 

ground floor…’). 

SUMMARY AND CONCLUSION 

29 For the reasons set out in my evidence, I conclude that: 

(a) The revised residential objectives and policies are generally 

appropriate.   

(b) The revised NNZ rules are generally appropriate but require: 

(i) further specific amendments as set out in Attachment 1 

in order to achieve consistency with Schedule 4 of the 

Order and strategic objectives, and to resolve practical 

issues with implementation.  

(ii) broader amendments as proposed in paragraph 3.4 (a)-

(c) of Mr Macleod’s evidence, for the reasons set out in 

that evidence.  

(iii) general amendments to structure and layout of the rules 

in order to improve their clarity and ease-of-use.  

(c) The residential matters of discretion are generally appropriate.  

However, the urban design and Maori urban design panel 

principles (clause 14.9.1) should be replaced with the CCRZ 

urban design assessment matters (clause 4a.2.11 (a)-(d) in the 

Operative City Plan).  Such an amendment would reduce the 
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scope, prescriptiveness and complexity of assessment criteria 

and improve consistency and usability in terms of their 

application consistent with strategic objectives 3.3.1 and 3.3.2.   

(d) Subdivision rules require further amendments (as set out in 

Attachment 3) to achieve consistency with the statement of 

expectations and strategic objectives.   

 

Jeremy Goodson Phillips  

20 March 2015 
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Attachment 1: Recommended Amendments to Residential New Neighbourhood Zone Rules 
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Rule Amendments Reasons 

14.6.2.3 

RD18 

Non compliance with Rule 14.6.3.19. 

Any application arising from this rule will only require the 

written approval of the New Zealand Fire Service to not 

be limited notified and shall not be fully publicly notified. 

Or, as a less preferred alternative: 

Non compliance with Rule 14.6.3.19. 

Any application arising from this rule will only require the 

written approval of the New Zealand Fire Service to not 

be limited notified and shall not be fully publicly notified. 

Deletion of the rule is preferred on the basis that water 

supply standards are prescribed through the subdivision 

consent and building consent processes, with reference 

to the Council’s Infrastructure Design Standards (IDS) 

and Building Code respectively.   

As such, and contrary to strategic objective 3.3.2(a), this 

rule unnecessarily relies on resource consent processes 

and increases the number, extent and prescriptiveness 

of development controls.   

If the rule is retained, then the requirement for written 

approval should be removed, noting that determination 

of affected persons requires consideration of an 

application on its merits. 

14.6.3.8 14.6.3.8 Planting in the road boundary setback  

The full length of the road frontage, not used as a 

vehicle or pedestrian access, shall be planted include 

landscaping to a depth of two metres 

‘Landscaping’ is a defined term which includes ‘the 

provision of tree and/or shrub plantings and may include 

any ancillary lawn, water, rocks, paved areas or amenity 

features’ – thus providing greater flexibility and choice 

than a requirement for ‘planted’ space, which is not 

defined.   

14.6.3.9 14.6.3.9 Fencing in the road boundary setback  

The maximum height of any fence in the setback from 

the road frontage with a local road shall be one 1.2 

metres.  

This rule relies on resource consent processes (including 

monitoring and enforcement), is prescriptive, and 

discourages individual innovation and choice.  As such it 

is inconsistent with Schedule 4 of the Order and 

objective 3.3.2(a) of the Plan.   

From a practical perspective, the rule may disadvantage 
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those who require higher fencing for reasons of privacy, 

security (real or perceived), amenity (e.g outlook or 

wind protection/shelter) or functionality (e.g. 

containment of pets, children, or persons with special-

needs).   

Also, monitoring and enforcement of the rule would be 

problematic noting that fences do not require building 

consent and are often erected by homeowners without 

consideration of statutory approvals or assessment by 

consenting authorities.   

As worded, rule 14.6.3.9 may also conflict with rule 

14.6.3.10 which requires fences at least 1.2 metres in 

height to screen parking areas. 

14.6.3.13 14.6.3.13 Ground floor habitable space and overlooking 

of the street 

1. Each residential unit, except for loft units, shall have a 

habitable space at the ground floor. 

2. Each of the habitable space located at the ground 

floor shall have a minimum floor area of 12m2, a 

minimum internal dimension of three metres and be 

internally accessible to the rest of the unit. 

3. Each ground floor habitable space shall provide a total 

window area of at least 4 2m2 that overlooks the 

setback from the road boundary. 

‘Habitable space’ is defined to mean ‘all the spaces of a 

residential unit or guest accommodation unit excluding 

any bathroom, laundry, toilet, pantry, walk in wardrobe, 

corridor, hallway, lobby or clothes drying room’.   

Clause 2 of the rule unnecessarily prescribes minimum 

floor areas which may not reflect the needs or functional 

requirements of individuals or their homes, or result in 

unnecessary resource consents.  For example, a small 

single bedroom, nursery, computer nook, study or wine 

cellar need not meet the minimum area or dimension 

requirements in the rule, despite being ‘habitable space’.   

Clause 3’s application to ‘each’ ground floor habitable 

room is impractical.  Aside from the fact that not all 
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habitable rooms can overlook the setback from the road 

boundary, the examples above may function 

appropriately without a window.   

Parts 2 and 3 of this rule rely on resource consent 

processes, are prescriptive, and discourage individual 

innovation and choice.  As such they are inconsistent 

with Schedule 4 of the Order and objective 3.3.2(a) of 

the Plan.   

14.6.3.15 14.6.3.15 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 4m2 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 habitable space 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 is provided, it 

Prescribing service, storage and waste management 

spaces relies on resource consent processes (including 

monitoring and enforcement), is prescriptive, and 

discourages individual innovation and choice.  As such it 

is inconsistent with Schedule 4 of the Order and 

objective 3.3.2(a) of the Plan.   

Whilst this rule might encourage compliance at the time 

a building is proposed, from a practical perspective, the 

use of these spaces will evolve over time according to 

the individual needs and preferences of home owners 

and occupiers (and waste management service 

providers) and are difficult to implement, enforce, or 

monitor.   

For example: 

 Irrespective of rules, the space between the road 

boundary and dwellings might be adapted and 

used for waste management by residents where 

that space is located on the south side adjacent 
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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.  

d. Designed in a way that avoids spillage or leakage into 

any water body.  

to a busy road and is unattractive for alternative 

uses.  Council permission by way of resource 

consent is unlikely to be sought in those 

circumstances.   

 It would be difficult to demonstrate compliance 

with clause 4a requiring communal waste 

management areas ‘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’.  Moreover, 

volumes of waste and methods/frequency of 

disposal might vary considerably between 

developments.   

 How does one determine compliance with the 

requirement for waste management areas to be 

‘accessible and safe’ (4b.) or ‘easily accessible… 

by contractors’ (4c)? 

14.6.3.19 14.6.3.19 Water supply for fire fighting 

Sufficient water supply and access to water supplies for 

fire fighting shall be made available to all residential 

units via Council’s urban fully reticulated system and in 

accordance with the New Zealand Fire Service Fire 

Fighting Water Supplies Code of Practice (SNZ 

PAS:4509:2008). 

See reasoning above in respect of the corresponding 

provision 14.6.2.3 RD18. 

 

  



6 
 

 

LJS-101654-9-162-V1 
 

Attachment 2: Comparison of CCRZ and Residential Zone Urban Design Assessment Matters  
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4a.2.11 Urban design appearance and amenity  

[CCRZ assessment criteria] 

[14.9.1] 14.9.6 Urban design and Māori urban design 

principles 

[Proposed residential zone assessment matters, re-ordered to 

correspond to CCRZ criteria] 

The extent to which the development, while bringing change to 

existing environments: 

 

(a) Engages with and contributes to adjacent streets, lanes and 

public open spaces. 

2. In relation to the streetscape and public spaces, whether the 

development engages with and contributes to the street, and 

any access lanes or adjacent open space to make them 

lively, safe and attractive public, or publically accessible, 

places.  

(b) Integrates access, car parking and garaging in a way that is 

safe for pedestrians and cyclists, and that does not dominate 

the development. 

5. Whether the development provides for good access and 

integration of space for parking and servicing.  

(c) Has appropriate regard to: 

(i) residential amenity for occupants, neighbours and 

the public, in respect of outlook, privacy, and 

incorporation of Crime Prevention Through 

Environmental Design principles; and 

(ii) existing design styles and established landscape 

features on the site or adjacent sites. 

4. In relation to the built form and amenity of the site, whether 

the development provides a high level of internal and 

external amenity for occupants, neighbours and public.  

1. In relation to the wider city context and character, whether 

the development reinforces or complements the scale and 

character anticipated for the surrounding area and other 

built, natural, heritage and cultural features.  

(d) Provides for human scale and creates sufficient visual quality 

and interest. 

3. In relation to the built form and amenity of the site, whether 

the development is designed to minimise the visual bulk of 

the buildings and provide a human scale. 
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Attachment 3: Recommended Amendments to Subdivision Rules applicable to the New Neighbourhood Zone  
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Rule Amendments Reasons 

8.4.2 RD1 c. The comprehensive subdivision and land use 

consent application shall be:  

i for a developable area of at least 7000m2 within the 

8ha Neighbourhood Plan area; and 

ii in general accordance with the applicable Outline 

Development Plan.  

…e. The comprehensive subdivision and land use 

consent application shall demonstrate the delivery 

of a minimum new neighbourhood net density of 

15 households per hectare through the 

specification , to the extent required, of 1contain 

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% of 

the total number of residential units.  

f. The comprehensive subdivision and land use 

consent application shall demonstrate the delivery of a 

minimum new neighbourhood net density of 15 

households per hectare.  

For clause c i., a 7000m2 minimum subdivision area is 

unnecessarily restrictive, noting that the following matters are 

otherwise required by the rule and/or are subject to 

consideration through the consenting process: 

 Adherence to the relevant Outline Development Plan; 

 Submission of a Neighbourhood Plan covering 8ha (and 

addressing the prescribed content for Neighbourhood 

Plans); 

 Achievement of a 15hh/ha density with specified building 

typologies; and 

 Consideration of assessment criteria.  

For clause c ii., ‘general’ accordance with ODP’s is necessary in 

order to provide (without the need for a resource consent or 

variation of consent) some scope for minor refinements that 

arise through the course of detailed subdivision design, such as 

the final alignment or positioning of roads and intersections, 

location or extent of open space, or other structural elements.  

Whilst ‘general accordance’ is a subjective term, it is commonly 

applied by consent planners when determining whether 

developments are in ‘general accordance’ with resource consent 

approvals and plans.  Importantly, providing for these minor 

amendments would reduce reliance on resource consents 

(objective 3.3.2(a)). 

Clauses e. and f. are interrelated, insofar that varied building 

typologies are needed to practically achieve 15 households per 
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hectare.  Whilst diverse housing is to be provided for (RPS policy 

6.3.2(5) and 6.3.7(6)), it need not be prescribed, with 

applicants best placed to determine housing suitability and 

needs (having regard to their particular requirements and 

preferences, design rationale, target-market, price-point, land 

area, geotechnical conditions, land value, location, etc).  Such 

an approach would support strategic objectives concerned with 

investment certainty (3.3.1(b)), reduced prescriptiveness and 

encouraging innovation and choice(3.3.2(a)(ii)), and housing 

opportunities (3.3.4(b)).   

Objective 3.3.4(b) is particularly relevant insofar that it seeks ‘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’.  In my opinion, different residential zones/densities, 

methods for intensification, and requirement for minimum 

densities will adequately support this objective, and a 

prescriptive target for typologies is therefore unnecessary and 

inappropriate.  

8.4.2 RD2 

(subdivision 

only) 

The subdivision consent application shall  

a. meet a minimum of 15 households per hectare 

through the specification , to the extent 

required, of 1.  

b. show a mix of at least 3 or more of the following 

building typologies:  

i. Standalone house;  

In respect of the amendments proposed to clauses a.-c. and g. 

refer to the reasoning for equivalent amendments in RD1, 

above.   

For g i., a 50mx50m requirement (and 7000m2 minimum area 

requirement) is considered unnecessary if such a subdivision is 

able to demonstrate adherence to performance standards and 

the applicable ODP, provide context/design/site analysis and 
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ii. Duplex;  

iii. Terrace;  

iv. Apartment;  

with no single typology making up more than 80% two 

thirds of the total number of residential units.  

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

may include future development allotments.  

d. be in general accordance with the applicable 

Outline Development Plan.  

e. be accompanied by:  

i. Context and Site Analysis  

ii. Detailed Design Statement  

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.  

f. meet the standards at 8.4.2.5 (1)-(9) below, except 

where a comprehensive block subdivision and land use 

consent application (in clause g below) is applied for.  

g. If a comprehensive block subdivision and land use 

consent application is applied for, be for a minimum of 

7000m2 developable an area which:  

i. Can incorporate a square of 50m x 50m;  

ii. Shows buildings meet the standards of 14.6.3.2, 

14.4.3.4, 14.6.3.8, 14.6.3.11, 14.6.3.13 - 14.6.3.18 

of Chapter 14;  

iii. Meets the assessment matters of 8.5.4.1-8.5.4.7 

justification, provide neighbourhood plans, and satisfy relevant 

assessment criteria.   

For g iii., it is inappropriate to have a rule requiring ‘compliance’ 

with assessment matters.  Instead, such matters should be 

identified as being relevant to the consideration of applications 

for resource consent.   
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and 14.9.6;  

iv. Is accompanied by a Neighbourhood Plan Set.  

v. The comprehensive block subdivision and land use 

consent application shall not include future 

development allotments.  

In addition to any other relevant assessment 

matters, comprehensive block subdivision and 

land use consent applications under g. shall be 

assessed against the assessment matters of 

8.5.4.1-8.5.4.7 and 14.9.6.  

8.5.4.1 Place 

making and 

context 

(Assessment 

matters NNZ) 

Whether the subdivision, block, site and building 

design and layout: 

… 2. creates a distinctive identity  

 

3. provides for a comprehensive network of vehicle, 

cycle and pedestrian routes that maintains or 

enhances safe and efficient physical and visual links 

within the area and to surrounding neighbourhoods;  

4. distributes allotments for higher density building 

typologies to support community and retail facilities 

and public transport, and create a critical mass of 

activity and focus for development;  

 

…7. provides public and private space, including 

communal space that is useable and accessible, and 

incorporates large scale tree planting, and low impact 

 

2.  It is not clear what a ‘distinctive identity’ entails or why it is 

required (objective 3.3.2(c)). 

3. The deleted wording is unnecessary (objective 3.3.2(c)). 

4. There may be other reasons for distributing higher density 

housing and/or the stated reasons may not be applicable  

(objective 3.3.2(a)(i) and (c)). 

7. ‘Low impact design features’ are not clear or defined  

(objective 3.3.2(c)). 

8. As worded, this matter implies that all allotments should 

accommodate non-residential uses.  Other wording in the 

criteria is unnecessary  (objective 3.3.2(b) and (c)). 

10.  The deleted words are unclear and unnecessary  (objective 

3.3.2(c)). 

 

  



13 
 

 

LJS-101654-9-162-V1 
 

design features;  

8. enables includes allotments to accommodate non 

residential uses that provide opportunities for formal 

and informal community interaction and provides 

services that meet the daily needs of the community. 

…10. provides allotments of a size and dimension that 

promote building typologies with a high level of visual 

interaction with the street and other public spaces, 

while providing for a cohesive street scene and 

neighbourhood; and  

8.5.4.5 

Building 

typologies for 

RD1 

(Assessment 

matters NNZ) 

…Whether two level dwellings include a space for a 

bed and a bathroom on ground floor for an all- of-life 

flexibility of housing stock. 

The extent to which the buildings are articulated and 

entries, glazing and habitable rooms are provided in 

respect to street frontages. 

The deleted provisions are prescriptive design controls/criteria 

that discourage innovation and choice  (objective 3.3.2(a)(i)).   

In addition, the provisions would apply at the time of 

subdivision, thereby constraining choice for future home 

builders  (objective 3.3.2(a)(i) and 3.3.4).  

 

 

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



