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1. INTRODUCTION 

1.1 My name is Margaret Jane Whyte.  

1.1 This is the second statement of evidence I have prepared on the 

Christchurch Replacement District Plan ("Replacement Plan").  My first 

statement of evidence was provided in respect of the hearing for temporary 

earthquake recovery activities.1  Rather than repeating that evidence, I 

adopt that evidence as necessary for the purposes of this second statement 

of evidence.  A summary of my qualifications and relevant past experience 

is provided at paragraphs 1.2-1.7 of my first statement of evidence. 

1.2 I have provided planning advice to the Canterbury Earthquake Recovery 

Authority ("CERA") on draft versions of the Replacement Plan since 2014.  I 

have provided input into the Crown's submission and further submission on 

the Commercial Proposal (Proposal 15) and the Industrial Proposal 

(Proposal 16) for CERA and have also coordinated input from other 

government agencies. 

2. CODE OF CONDUCT 

2.1 I confirm that I have read the code of conduct for expert witnesses as 

contained in the Environment Court's Practice Note 2014.  I have complied 

with the practice note when preparing my written statement of evidence, 

and will do so when I give oral evidence before the hearings panel.  

2.2 The data, information, facts and assumptions I have considered in forming 

my opinions are set out in my evidence to follow.  The reasons for the 

opinions expressed are also set out in the evidence to follow. 

2.3 Unless I state otherwise, this evidence is within my knowledge and sphere 

of expertise. I have not omitted to consider material facts known to me that 

might alter or detract from the opinions that I express. 

3. SCOPE OF EVIDENCE 

3.1 I have been asked by the Crown to prepare evidence in relation to the 

provisions applying to Proposal 15 and Proposal 16.  

                                                
1
 My statement of evidence for the temporary earthquake recovery activities hearing is available for download 

under the heading 'Submitter evidence' at the following link:  http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapters-6-
and-14-temporary-activities-related-to-earthquake-recovery-part/jane-whyte-temporary-activities-final_v1\ 
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3.2 In preparing this evidence, I have considered Proposals 15 and 16 and the 

definitions in the Replacement Plan and the Crown's submission.  I have 

also read the decision of the Hearings Panel on Proposal 3 (Strategic 

Directions) released on 26 February 2015 ("Strategic Directions 

decision").  In addition I have read the evidence presented by the Crown 

on Proposal 14 (Residential), particularly as it relates to community and 

emergency services activities, definitions associated with these activities2 

and evidence relating to brownfield development3.  

3.3 I have read the revised version of Proposals 15 and 16 dated 8 April 2015 

(which I refer to in my evidence as the "Revised Proposals", or the 

"Revised Proposal", as the context requires) and the evidence prepared 

by Christchurch City Council ("Council"); the evidence of Mr Stevenson 

and Mr Macleod in particular.  I have met with Mr Stevenson and discussed 

with him a number of the changes that are now put forward within his 

evidence and included in the Revised Proposals. 

3.4 I also attended mediation sessions for Proposal 15 and Proposal 16 held on 

164, 17, 20, 21 and 22 April 2015.   

3.5 I have also read and relied on the statements of evidence prepared on 

behalf of the Crown for this hearing.  

3.6 I have not specifically addressed operational matters and specific plan 

provisions relating to emergency service facilities and Community 

Corrections facilities in my evidence.  These matters have been addressed 

in the evidence of Ms McLeod and Ms Legarth for the Crown.  I have 

considered some matters related to these facilities when addressing 

activities generally within the commercial zones, including community 

activities (wider than corrections facilities), office activities and residential 

activities, and community facilities within the Industrial General Zone. 

3.7 Following mediation only a few areas remain where Mr Stevenson and I are 

not in agreement.  I consider the outstanding matters generally to be 

matters of detail and degree, rather than representing substantial 

differences in opinion between Mr Stevenson and myself.  We agree on the 

key substantive matters within Proposals 15 and 16, particularly the 

objective and policy direction.   

                                                
2
 Evidence of Ainsley McLeod, Yvonne Legarth and Vicki Barker 

3
 Evidence of Sandra McIntyre 

4
 I did not attend the session discussing Infrastructure issues 
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3.8 My evidence addresses the outstanding issues from the Crown's 

submissions, including addressing matters discussed at mediation but yet 

to be introduced into evidence.  I have also considered where further 

drafting improvements could be made to the provisions and have suggested 

ways in which those improvements could be made. 

3.9 The matters addressed in my evidence are: 

(a) Specific wording of Objectives and Policies in the Revised 

Proposals particularly: 

(i) Proposal 15 Objective 2 being the focus of commercial 

activities in relation to how Commercial Office Parks and 

Mixed Use zones are integrated into the objectives and 

policies; 

(ii) Proposal 15 Policy 1 - Role of Centres; 

(iii) Proposal 15 Policy 3 - Activities in Centres; and 

(iv) Proposal 15 Policy 5 - Accommodating Growth;  

(b) Provisions for community activities, particularly in the Industrial 

General Zones; 

(c) The application of amenity, urban design and landscaping 

requirements within commercial and industrial zones; 

(d) The provisions affecting brownfield redevelopment and mixed use 

developments; and 

(e) Specific drafting issues in the rules, matters of discretion and 

assessment matters to provide clarity and ease of use. 

4. EXECUTIVE SUMMARY 

4.1 The Christchurch environment has experienced considerable change as a 

result of the earthquakes.  This change has been acutely felt within the 

business environments, particularly as a result of the significant impact on 

the Central City. 

4.2 From a planning perspective, I consider the Replacement Plan should 

ensure that the recovery of Christchurch is expedited through enabling and 
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encouraging effective and efficient commercial and industrial development 

by: 

(a) providing positive signals about the importance of business 

development to the short, medium and long term recovery of 

Christchurch; 

(b) minimising and reducing unnecessary consenting challenges 

through: 

(i) enabling business activities, including commercial and 

industrial, to develop, redevelop and operate as permitted 

activities where possible; 

(ii) enabling a range of appropriate activities within Commercial 

and Industrial areas, including community facilities; 

(iii) enabling flexibility in the development of new buildings and 

sites to ensure that the development will meet the functional 

needs and expectations of the business; 

(iv) providing the opportunity for brownfield sites to be 

redeveloped without the need for a separate plan change 

process to be undertaken; and 

(v) recognising situations where it is appropriate for a resource 

consent not to require written approvals and not to be limited 

or publicly notified; and  

(c) ensuring the rules, standards and assessment matters applying to 

activities are efficient and effective. 

4.3 I did not believe that these matters were appropriately addressed in the 

provisions of Proposals 15 and 16 as notified.  The Revised Proposals go a 

considerable way to addressing the matters set out in paragraph 4.2.  I 

have suggested some further refinements to these provisions and have set 

these out in Attachment MJW1 of my evidence. 

4.4 In relation to urban design matters and provisions relating to setbacks on 

Key Pedestrian Frontages in Proposal 15 and provisions for brownfield 

development in Proposal 16, it was identified at the mediation that further 

refinement of the provisions would assist in the effective implementation 

and ease of use of the provisions.  I have addressed these matters in my 
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evidence but have not included redrafted provisions in Attachment MJW1.  

I understand that these matters will be addressed in rebuttal evidence for 

the Council. 

4.5 The only remaining overriding matter of concern for me is whether Revised 

Proposal 15 meets expectation (a)(i) in the Statement of Expectations 

through reducing significantly (compared with the existing district plans 

("Operative Plan")) reliance on resource consent processes, and whether 

Revised Proposal 15 is consistent with Strategic Directions Objective 

3.3.2(a)(i) as a consequence.  While I believe that the Revised Proposals 

have, as a result of the changes that have been made, satisfied the other 

expectations contained in the Statement of Expectations (and the objectives 

that are relevant to these Proposals in the Strategic Directions decision), 

my concern is that the provisions in Revised Proposal 15 relating to urban 

design and to Key Pedestrian Frontages have the potential to in fact 

increase resource consent requirements when compared with the Operative 

Plan.  I address these matters in paragraphs 7.48 to 7.71 of my evidence.  I 

do not have the same concern in relation to Revised Proposal 16. 

4.6 In the event that these two particular matters of concern (provisions relating 

to urban design and Key Pedestrian Frontages in Revised Proposal 15) are 

able to be addressed appropriately by the Council through further revisions, 

then I expect that I would be able to conclude that Proposal 15 would 

reduce significantly the reliance on resource consent processes in terms of 

paragraph (a)(i) of the Statement of Expectations and the related Strategic 

Directions objectives, including Objective 3.3.1(b) – expedited recovery in a 

way that fosters investment certainty. 

4.7 In my opinion, the provisions set out in Attachment MJW1: 

(a) achieve the purpose of the Resource Management Act 1991 

("RMA"); 

(b) are not inconsistent with the relevant planning documents (Recovery 

Strategy for Greater Christchurch ("Recovery Strategy"), the Land 

Use Recovery Plan ("LURP") and the Regional Policy Statement 

("RPS")); 

(c) subject to further refinement of the outstanding matters, are the 

most appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA and, for 
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the policies and rules, are the most appropriate way to achieve the 

Strategic Directions Objectives; and 

(d) aside from the two matters identified in respect of Proposal 15, are 

consistent with and have regard to the Statement of Expectations.5 

5. OVERVIEW OF THE CROWN SUBMISSION   

5.1 The key matters addressed in the Crown’s submissions on Proposals 15 

and 16 are summarised in Attachment MJW2. 

5.2 The Revised Proposals address a significant number of the matters 

addressed in the Crown's submission.  In my opinion the changes put 

forward by Mr Stevenson in the Revised Proposals represent a significant 

improvement over the notified Proposals.  

5.3 Some of the specific provisions have been further refined at mediation or in 

post mediation discussion amongst interested parties.  I have referenced 

changes that have occurred in this manner in my evidence and my 

Attachment MJW1.  I have also discussed some additional changes to the 

provisions to improve clarity and ease of use or to correct what I consider to 

be drafting errors with Mr Stevenson separately to the mediation.  Again, 

where changes have been discussed with Mr Stevenson, I have identified 

these in Attachment MJW1. 

5.4 Mr Stevenson and I agree on a significant number of the provisions.  The 

matters outstanding relate to a structural change through inserting a new 

objective addressing office parks and mixed use areas, the necessity and 

application of some of the rules relating to urban design, the specific 

wording that should apply to brownfield provisions in Proposal 16 and 

whether the assessment matters can be further refined.  Some of these 

matters have been subject to discussion at mediation and I anticipate that 

by the time of the hearing we will be more aligned as to the wording on the 

provisions I address in my evidence.   

5.5 In my evidence I have provided an overview of the key changes, which 

were sought in the submissions of the Crown, that are now provided for in 

the Revised Proposals.  Having undertaken my own evaluation of these 

provisions I reach similar conclusions to those of Mr Stevenson and 

consider the provisions to be appropriate. 

                                                
5
 Schedule 4 to the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 
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6. EVALUATION OF CHANGES TO PROPOSALS 15 AND 16 

Overview of Proposal 15 

6.1 My concern with Proposal 15 as notified was that the provisions were 

focused on the detail of where centres would be, what they could contain 

and how activities would be controlled.  I considered that the provisions 

lacked an overall focus and direction as to why commercial centres are 

important to the wellbeing and economic prosperity of Christchurch.  

6.2 The implication of this lack of recognition of the importance of commercial 

activities in the objectives and policies was evident when looking at the 

notified rules.  The result was that the rules as notified, for all commercial 

zones, had a stronger focus on controlling matters rather than enabling 

them.  I considered that the rules were imbalanced when considering the 

purpose and function of commercial zones.  This undermined their 

efficiency and effectiveness in achieving the objectives, particularly the 

Strategic Directions Objectives. 

6.3 This imbalance between controlling and enabling factors was recognised in 

the report commissioned by the Council from the Property Group 

(11 February 2015)6.  The imbalance is recognised in the evidence of 

Mr Stevenson7.   

6.4 The key focus of the Crown's submission was on amending provisions to 

provide a greater focus on enabling and enhancing the opportunities for the 

development of business activities in appropriate areas and to achieve a 

more appropriate balance between controlling and enabling provisions.  In 

respect of the notified Proposal 15, the Crown's submission identified that 

sufficient regard was not had to the Statement of Expectations, particularly 

in relation to the need for Proposal 15 to be consistent with an intention to 

reduce significantly (compared with the Operative Plan) reliance on 

resource consent processes, the number, extent and prescriptiveness of 

development controls and design standards and the requirements for 

notification and written approval8.  

6.5 I support the submissions of the Crown on these matters.  I consider that 

the level of consenting and prescriptive controls for commercial and related 

                                                
6
 Independent Assessment of Residential, Commercial and Industrial Chapters of the Proposed Christchurch 

Replacement District Plan, 11 February 2015 - "Overall, the chapters are controlling rather than enabling and do 
not meet the spirit of the statement of expectations on some fronts" at Page 2 
7
 Evidence of Mr Stevenson, paragraph 20.41 

8
 Statement of expectations Schedule 4 (a)(i), (a)(ii) and (a)(iii) 
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activities, as notified in Proposal 15, would have increased significantly over 

the Operative Plan9.  

6.6 This view is based on my wider experience but also specifically in relation 

to my work as part of the three person team who prepared the project report 

(dated January 2011) evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of the 

Operative Plan10 prepared for the Council.  

6.7 This project involved the evaluation of the Council resource consent 

database addressing consents issued over the period 2000-2010.  The 

evaluation undertaken considered both Suburban Commercial and 

Industrial Zones.  As a result of this project I have a good understanding of 

the overall level and nature of resource consents issued in this period 

(effectively the pre-earthquake period).  

6.8 Examples of increased prescription and increased reliance on resource 

consent in the notified Proposal 15 include rules regulating activities on Key 

Pedestrian Frontages11, landscaping requirements12 and waste 

management rules13. 

6.9 The Revised Proposal addresses a significant number of the concerns 

expressed in the Crown's submission, in particular: 

(a) the level of prescription and detail in a number of rules has been 

reduced14;  

(b) the number of standards applying to activities has been reduced 

increasing the potential for them to be permitted activities15; 

(c) an increased number of activities are specified as permitted 

activities16; and  

(d) more clarity and direction is provided for non-notification of resource 

consents17.  

6.10 While the Revised Proposal is a significant improvement over the notified 

Proposal, I consider there will still be an increased reliance on resource 

                                                
9
 I consider the Operative Plan for suburban Commercial areas was reasonably enabling 

10
 Response Planning Consultants Limited, Evaluating the Effectiveness  and Efficiency of the Christchurch City 

Plan:  Project Report 28 January 2011 
11

 For example 15.2.2.1 P1-P16 activity specific standards 
12

  For example 15.2.3.3 b. C  
13

 For example Rule 15.2.3.7 
14

 For example through deleting 15.2.3.3 b. 
15

 For example 15.3.2.1 P11 
16

 For example 15.3.2.1 P8 
17

 Non-notification is specified for a number of built form standards 
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consent processes compared with the Operative Plan18.  The key reasons 

are the application of the requirements for consent relating to urban design, 

and the rules relating to frontages and building setbacks on Key Pedestrian 

Frontages or Arterial and Collector Roads.  These matters were discussed 

at mediation.  I understand that the Council is aware of the issues and is 

giving further consideration to these matters.  It is only if these two matters 

are able to be addressed appropriately in further revisions to the Revised 

Proposal that I would be able to conclude that reliance on resource consent 

processes, and the number, extent and prescriptiveness of development 

controls, have been minimised.   

6.11 While I support many of the changes in the Revised Proposal, in 

Attachment MJW1, I have also suggested some additional changes 

addressing the matters of concern raised in my evidence.  

6.12 I address the key matters of concern under the following topic headings 

later in my evidence: 

(a) Enabling and Providing for Business; 

(b) Community Activities; 

(c) Clarity and Ease of Use; 

(d) Balance between Enabling and Controlling Provisions; 

(e) Brownfield Development; and 

(f) Mixed Use Development - Sydenham Square. 

Overview of Proposal 16 

6.13 In considering Proposal 16 as notified my key concern related to the way 

that the objectives and policies were implemented through the rules.  

Overall, I considered that the objectives and policies, subject to some minor 

changes, were clear, and appropriately described the outcomes sought for 

industrial zones. 

6.14 The issue was that the rules, as notified, placed an unnecessary emphasis 

on amenity and aesthetics and did not have sufficient focus on the 

functional needs of industrial and other activities developing within industrial 

areas.  In my view the result of the notified provisions in Proposal 16 was 

                                                
18

 This is not consistent with the Statement of Expectations 
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that there were a number of standards for which compliance was 

unnecessary to achieve the objectives and policies.   

6.15 Similar to the Crown's submission on Proposal 15, the focus of the Crown's 

submission on Proposal 16 was on achieving a more appropriate balance 

between controlling and enabling provisions.  I support the Crown's 

submission on these matters. 

6.16 Revised Proposal 16 addresses a significant number of the concerns 

expressed in the submissions of the Crown and I support many of these 

changes.   In my evidence I have suggested some additional changes to 

the provisions and these are contained in Attachment MJW1.  Overall, I do 

not have the same concerns with this Proposal having regard to the 

Statement of Expectations as I expressed in relation to Proposal 15.  

Overall the Revised Proposal has removed a significant amount of 

prescription and complication from the rules.  The deletion of a number of 

the permitted activity standards, particularly in relation to fencing and 

landscaping, means that overall I do not consider there will be an increased 

reliance on resource consent proposals compared to the Operative Plan. 

6.17 I address the key matters of concern under the following topic headings 

later in my evidence: 

(a) Clarity and Ease of Use; 

(b) Balance between Enabling and Controlling Provisions; 

(c) Provision for Community Activities; and 

(d) Brownfield Development. 

6.18 Before addressing the specific matters relevant to Proposals 15 and 16, I 

address the relevant objectives within the Strategic Directions decision. 

The Strategic Directions Decision 

6.19 The Strategic Directions decision determined the objectives that are to 

guide and influence the remainder of the Replacement Plan.  The 

objectives provide the overarching direction for the Replacement Plan and 

have primacy over other objectives and policies which will be developed 

within each chapter.  A number of the Strategic Directions Objectives are of 

particular relevance when considering the provisions of Proposals 15 and 
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16.  I have identified the objectives of relevance in Attachment MJW3 and 

provide a commentary on these matters below. 

6.20 Within the Strategic Directions decision it is identified that Objectives 3.3.1 

and 3.3.2 have primacy, which means that all of the remaining Strategic 

Directions objectives must be expressed and achieved in a manner 

consistent with these objectives.   

6.21 The objectives with primacy are Objective 3.1.1 relating to enabling 

recovery and facilitating the future enhancement of the district and 

Objective 3.3.2 which addresses clarity of language and efficiency. 

6.22 With respect to Objective 3.3.1, both the commercial and industrial zones 

and their provisions are key to meeting the immediate and longer term 

needs for economic development and community facilities.  In addition, 

having clear and appropriate rules and policies that implement the 

objectives are essential to foster investment certainty.   Mr King in his 

evidence has identified some of the key drivers necessary to foster and 

enhance investment certainty.  

6.23 Objective 3.3.2 seeks to minimise transaction costs and reliance on 

resource consent processes, the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of 

development controls and design standards in the rules, and the 

requirements for notification and written approvals.  These matters are 

consistent with the Statement of Expectations clauses (a) (i), (ii) and (iii).  

These matters are key to the consideration of the appropriateness or 

otherwise of the provisions in Proposals 15 and 16 and have informed my 

evaluations later in my evidence of the appropriateness or otherwise of the 

provisions in the notified plan, the Revised Proposals and my suggested 

amendments in Attachment MJW1.   

6.24 In addition to the two objectives above, other objectives in the Strategic 

Directions decision most relevant to the consideration of Proposals 15 and 

16 are addressed below. 

6.25 Objectives 3.3.5 (Business and Economic Prosperity) and 3.3.10 

(Commercial and Industrial Activities) specifically recognise the importance 

of business and economic prosperity and seek that these activities be 

provided for.  This was a key focus of the submissions of the Crown on both 

Proposals 3 and 15.  Provisions in Proposals 15 and 16 need to implement 

these objectives. 
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6.26 Objective 3.3.8 addresses the Central City.  The provisions relating to the 

Central City have not been publicly notified19.  Proposal 15 is based on a 

centres-based approach, and recognises in 15.1.1 Objective 1 (i) that 

primacy is to be given to the Central City.  Given this, I consider that the 

overall centres-based approach in Proposal 15 is not able to be addressed 

without considering the implications of, and on, the Central City.  I 

recognise that determining the scale, intensity and consolidation of centres 

is challenging when the provisions for the Central City are not yet available 

for consideration.  

6.27 Matters relevant to the Central City and wider commercial development 

have been addressed in the evidence of both Mr King and Mr Ogg.  The 

matters addressed by Mr King, particularly the challenges and tensions 

between centres, and outside of centres, are of particular relevance when 

considering the overall centres-based approach set out within Proposal 15.  

They are also relevant when considering the nature and scale of activities, 

particularly stand-alone retail and offices, that are to be enabled within 

industrial zones, particularly the Industrial General Zone. 

6.28 Objectives 3.3.11 and 3.3.13 recognise the importance of providing for 

community and education facilities as well as emergency service facilities.  

The implication of these objectives is that the objectives, policies and rules 

in other Proposals need to better enable community, education and 

emergency service facilities in order to meet the community's needs.  

These are addressed further in the evidence of Ms McLeod and 

Ms Legarth. 

6.29 Objective 3.3.14 seeks to minimise conflicts between incompatible 

activities, and directs the location of activities to be controlled primarily 

through zoning.  This objective is of relevance to both commercial and 

industrial activities.  With respect to the industrial zones, minimising 

conflicts between incompatible activities is one of the key reasons for 

having two identified industrial zones (Industrial General and Industrial 

Heavy).  The Industrial General Zone acts to provide a buffer between the 

Industrial Heavy and other zones.  In order to implement Objective 3.3.14, 

an appropriate balance needs to be struck between enabling business 

(commercial and industrial) and other activities within defined zones and 

managing adverse effects with adjoining zones in order to minimise 

conflicts. 
                                                
19

 I understand the Central City provisions will be notified on 27 June 2015 

495 Crown
Jane Whyte

page 14 of 61



 

 Page 14 

6.30 Objective 3.3.7 relates to urban growth and the form and design of this 

growth.  A consolidated urban form and high quality urban environment is 

the outcome sought.  This urban environment is to be attractive to 

residents, business and visitors and reflect areas of special character and 

amenity value (Objective 3.3.7 (a) and (b)).  

6.31 Important to the consideration of Proposals 15 and 16 is that 

Objective 3.3.7 seeks to maintain and enhance the overall centres-based 

approach through maintaining and enhancing the Central City, Key Activity 

Centres and Neighbourhood Centres as community focal points (3.3.7 (e)).  

It also seeks that opportunities and support for the redevelopment of 

brownfield sites for residential, business or mixed use activities be provided 

(3.3.7 (f)).  These matters are relevant to the consideration of the Crown's 

submission. 

6.32 The Crown's submission generally supported the centres-based approach.  

This included recognition of the form, role and function of various centres 

including the Central City, Key Activity Centres, District Centres and Local 

Centres.  The evidence of Mr King20 at a high strategic level recognises 

both the positive aspects of the centres-based approach, but also recognise 

some of the tensions and challenges that exist with the interrelationships 

between various centres and also with developments out of centres.  

6.33 Under section 32 of the RMA, the objectives in Proposals 15 and 16 must 

be examined to see the extent to which the objectives are the most 

appropriate way to achieve the purpose of the RMA.   

6.34 All provisions, other than objectives, must be examined as to whether they 

are the most appropriate way to achieve the objectives.  Any evaluation 

against the objectives relates to both the Strategic Directions objectives and 

any objectives within Proposals 15 and 16. 

6.35 In my evidence, when I address the provisions of Proposals 15 and 16, I 

also consider the relevant matters identified above. 

7. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS - COMMERCIAL PROPOSAL 

Enabling and Providing for Business  

7.1 The Crown's submission sought a number of changes to the objectives and 

policies within Proposal 15 to provide a greater focus and recognition on 

                                                
20

 Evidence of Mr King, Section 8  
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enabling and providing for vibrant and effectively functioning commercial 

centres.   To achieve this, changes were sought to the notified provisions to 

amend 15.1.1 Objective 1 and to insert a new policy to implement the 

revised objective.   Within the submission the link between the Strategic 

Directions Proposal (as notified) and Proposal 15 provisions was 

recognised and consistency between them sought. 

7.2 Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.5 - Business and economic prosperity 

and 3.3.10 - Commercial and industrial activities have in part already 

addressed the concerns raised in submission through recognising the 

critical importance of business and economic prosperity and recognising the 

importance of the recovery and stimulation of commercial and industrial 

activities.   These objectives establish the importance of business activities 

and provide the strategic guidance sought in the submissions.  What is now 

necessary is that strong linkages and integration be achieved between the 

Strategic Directions decision and the Proposal 15 provisions. 

7.3 Both Mr King and Mr Ogg21 have identified the importance of providing clear 

and positive signals for business within the Replacement Plan.  

7.4 Mr King has also identified some of the investment challenges to 

developing in Christchurch.  This includes recognising that there are 

tensions that will occur between various centres which will likely be vying 

for the same or similar investments.  I consider having clear and direct 

objectives and policies will be essential in order to provide a positive 

environment that will foster investment certainty and stimulate and enable 

business development. 

7.5 Mr Stevenson has recognised the merits of the Crown's submission and in 

the Revised Proposal 15 recommends a number of changes be made 

consistent with the Crown submission. 

7.6 Rather than a new policy, Mr Stevenson has incorporated a new objective 

15.1.1 Objective 1 Recovery of commercial activity.  I support this objective.  

This objective recognises the critical importance of commercial activity and 

addresses that it is to be facilitated in an enabling framework that supports 

viable centres.  I consider this provision provides clear direction for what is 

to be achieved within Proposal 15.  
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7.7 Alongside the new objective Mr Stevenson has recommended changes to a 

number of other provisions.22  

7.8 The Revised Proposal has not only improved the drafting of the individual 

policies but has provided greater clarity on the ways in which the policies 

work together.  Overall the policies are clearer and less repetitive23 than as 

notified.  

7.9 I am supportive of most of the changes made and consider that they are 

appropriate to facilitate the achievement of the outcomes identified in the 

Strategic Directions Objectives.  

7.10 There are four provisions in the Revised Proposal I do not wholly support - 

Objective 2, Policy 1, Policy 3 and Policy 5.  I am not concerned with the 

intent of these provisions, but rather consider that the wording of the 

provisions and their relationship with other provisions could be improved. 

7.11 Turning first to Objective 2 - Focus of commercial activity, I support the 

wording of Objective 2a in the Revised Proposal which addresses the 

overall outcome for commercial activity that it is focussed within a network 

of centres.  

7.12 My concern is with clause b.  Clause b is new in the Revised Proposal and 

addresses existing office parks.  This provision has been incorporated as a 

result of the recommendation24 to relocate provisions applying to the former 

Industrial Office Zone into Proposal 15 as a Commercial Office Zone.  I 

support the recommendation to transfer the provisions into Proposal 15.  

My concern is as to how this is achieved and integrated into the objectives 

and policies.  I have a similar issue with the new Mixed Use Zone25.  

7.13 This matter was discussed at the mediation held on 16 April 2015, but no 

formal outcome was reached.  Following the mediation further discussion 

occurred amongst interested parties, which I participated in.  It was 

acknowledged by all parties that these Office Parks and Mixed Use areas 

are not centres but do need to be recognised and integrated into the 

objectives and policies.  

                                                
22

 Objective 2 Focus of Commercial activity, 15.1.1.1 Policy 1 – Role of Centres, 15.1.1.2 – Policy 2 
Comprehensive approach to development of the Halswell and Belfast Key Activity Centres, 15.1.1.3 – Policy 3 
Activities in centres, 15.1.1.4 -Policy 4 New centres in greenfield areas, 15.1.1.5 - Policy 5 Accommodating 
Growth, 15.1.1.6 - Policy 6 Banks Peninsula commercial centres; 15.1.1.7 – Policy 7 Office Parks and 15.1.1.8 - 
Policy 8 Mixed use areas 
23

 Examples of repetitive and unclear policies as notified were 15.1.1.1 Policy 1 - the role of centres, including 
Table 15.1; 15.1.1.2 Policy 2 role, extent and development of key activity centres; and 15.1.1.4 Policy 4 activities 
in district and neighbourhood centres 
24

 Evidence of Mr Stevenson, Paragraph 33.54 
25

 Evidence of Mr Stevenson, Paragraph 3.4(c) 
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7.14 At the post mediation discussions, changes were suggested to Objective 

2a. to address this matter.  The wording developed is contained in 

Attachment MJW3.  I am not opposed to this wording being incorporated.  

However, having further considered the matter I believe a better approach 

would be to leave Objective 2a unchanged, delete Objective 2b and 

incorporate the outcomes for the Commercial Office Park and the Mixed 

Use areas into a new objective in Proposal 15.  The outcome for these 

areas is that they are recognised as existing, but the expansion of these 

areas, beyond the identified zone, is not encouraged.  Policy 7 and Policy 8 

of the Revised Proposal could then be relocated under the new Objective.  I 

consider this approach to be clearer and that it does not dilute the outcome 

sought in Objective 2, being a centres focussed approach.  I have 

incorporated these amendments into Attachment MJW1. 

7.15 Policy 1 was discussed at mediation on 20 April 2015 and the parties 

present agreed some amendment was needed to the Policy so that the 

relationship between Policy 15.1.1.1 Policy 1 a. i and ii could be 

implemented consistently.  The issue was with the wording in 'i' that it 

"gives primacy to and does not adversely affect the recovery of the Central 

City…."  I agree that the words "not adversely affect" creates too high a 

threshold when considering the overall centres-based approach and the 

development provided for within other centres.  Amended wording was 

discussed post mediation and I support this wording and have inserted this 

wording into Attachment MJW1. 

7.16 In considering Revised Proposal Policy 15.1.1.3 Policy 3 Activities in 

centres, I consider that Policy 3b. is not necessary and should be deleted.  

This is because in the Revised Proposal a wider range of activities are 

provided for on both the ground and upper levels of buildings.  Therefore 

the distinction in the policy between ground floor and upper floor 

developments is no longer necessary. 

7.17 I turn now to Policy 5, which is a new policy inserted into the Revised 

Proposal provisions.  The policy has been attributed to the Crown's 

submission26.   

7.18 While this policy was not specifically sought in the Crown's submission, I 

consider it can fall within the general relief sought in the submission.  My 

concern is that the policy is not clear and as drafted will be difficult to 
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 Revised Proposal 15, Policy 5, page 11 of 220 
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implement and achieve.  This policy was discussed by interested parties 

following the 16 April 2015 mediation.   Revised wording was discussed 

amongst those in attendance and the intent was agreed, but not the specific 

wording.  I have incorporated a revised policy in my Attachment MJW1.  I 

anticipate the wording will be subject to further consideration in rebuttal. 

Community Activities 

7.19 The Crown sought that changes be made to Proposal 15 to provide for 

community and emergency services activities in a more positive manner.  

Changes were sought to the objectives, policies and rules.  

7.20 The Revised Proposal includes specific references to community and 

emergency services activities in the objectives and policies and has 

amended the rules to be more enabling.  I generally support these changes. 

7.21 Ms McLeod has addressed emergency services activities and Ms Legarth 

has addressed corrections facilities.   In Attachment MJW1 I have 

incorporated the additional provisions referred to in the evidence of 

Ms Legarth and Ms McLeod.  I note that the key change is in response to 

Ms Legarth's evidence which results in the inclusion of a new activity 

definition of "community corrections facility". 

7.22 The definitions relating to community based activities are of relevance to 

Proposals 15 and 16.  The relevant definitions are "community facility", 

"community infrastructure", "community welfare facility", and the definition 

of "community corrections facility" addressed by Ms Legarth.  Mr Stevenson 

in Appendix 327 to his evidence identified that the definitions could be 

discussed with the Crown through the mediation process.  Mr Stevenson 

and I have discussed matters relating to the definitions and agree that there 

is no need to take a different approach in the application of the definition 

between Proposal 14 (Residential) and Proposals 15 and 16.  The 

definitions were well traversed at the Residential hearing28 and I understand 

agreement was reached between the Crown and the Council planning 

witnesses on the appropriate definitions.  I have considered the definitions 

reached and agree they are appropriate when applied in the context of 

Proposals 15 and 16.  For ease of reference I have included these 

definitions into my Attachment MJW1. 

                                                
27

 Evidence of Mr Stevenson, Appendix 3 page 3 
28

 Evidence to Proposal 14 Residential of Vicki Barker (pages 29-30) and Yvonne Legarth (page 12) for the Crown 
and supplementary evidence of Mr Scott Blair for the Christchurch City Council. 
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7.23 I consider the revised provisions in Attachment MJW1 better implement 

Strategic Directions Objectives 3.3.11 and 3.3.13 than the notified version.  

The changes to the rules ensure they now implement the objectives and 

policies. 

Clarity and ease of use 

Overall Matters 

7.24 In the Revised Proposal 15, Mr Stevenson has recommended a number of 

changes seeking to improve clarity and ease of use over the provisions as 

notified.  This includes: 

(a) deleting the Commercial Fringe Zone and incorporating these areas 

as Commercial Core; 

(b) removing repetition by having a general set of rules applying to all 

areas within each zone and additional site specific rules where 

applicable; 

(c) simplifying the way a number of rules are drafted. 

7.25 I am generally supportive of these changes.  I note that, with respect to the 

notified versions of the Commercial Core and Commercial Fringe zones, 

the key difference related to height within the zones.  Mr Stevenson has 

recommended that the height rule of 20 metres should now apply to all 

areas.  In relation to neighbourhood centres this represents an increase 

from 12 metres to 20 metres which is substantial.  I note that in a number of 

situations, depending on the locations relative to an adjoining zone, that the 

recession plane rule will limit the ability to realise the 20 metre height 

allowance. In my view this is appropriate.   

7.26 At mediation on 20 April 2015 there was concern from some parties of the 

implications of the additional height and the view was expressed that the 

Commercial Fringe zone should be retained along with the 12 metre height 

in Neighbourhood Centres.  I consider that, if there are issues relating to the 

height of buildings in some locations, that this is better addressed through 

amending the rules applying to specific areas within the Commercial Core 

Zone, rather than retaining a separate zone and associated provisions 

simply to address height.  I support the deletion of the Commercial Fringe 

Zone. 
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7.27 Mr Macleod’s evidence identifies that the reduction of text in the Revised 

Proposals is of such a scale that alternative structures could improve the 

readability of the chapters29.  I agree that further revision is possible.  I have 

considered the overall structure changes addressed by Mr Macleod 

including for example whether a table is still the best format for the rules set 

out in 15.2.2.1.  I agree with Mr Macleod that the structure could be 

changed and represented in a way that may be simpler such as listing the 

activities and standards that relate to them as text.  However, I would have 

reservations if such a change did not occur over the entire Replacement 

Plan.  I consider having a consistent approach over the entire Replacement 

Plan is important to ensuring clarity and ease of use. 

Rules 

7.28 The submission of the Crown identified that there were issues within the 

drafting of the rules which meant it was difficult to determine whether 

activities specified as permitted activities could realistically be developed as 

permitted activities.  

7.29 Overall, I found the rules as notified difficult to interpret and implement.  

They were highly repetitive and often only small differences occurred in the 

provisions applying to various zones30.  This did not enable the effective 

implementation of the provisions and in my view did not support fostering 

investment certainty. 

7.30 I found the provisions to be both restrictive and unclear when addressing 

business activities (such as retail activities) occurring within existing 

buildings and for any activities seeking to establish on corner sites.31  

7.31 The direct consequence of the drafting issues in the notified Proposal 15 

was that a significant number of activities would have required resource 

consent.   

7.32 In 2010-to 2011 I was closely involved in the preparation a report evaluating 

the effectiveness and efficiency of the Christchurch City Plan32.  As a result 

of that work, I have a good understanding of the extent to which resource 

consent processes need to be relied upon throughout zones in the 

                                                
29

 Evidence of Mr Mcleod, page 12, (b)i and ii 
30

 For example only minor differences occurred between the provisions in the Commercial Core and Commercial 
Fringe Zones 
31

 Illustrated in notified rule 15.2.2.1 Permitted Activities P1 activity specific standard a.iii.   
32

 Response Planning Consultants:  Evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of the Christchurch City Plan, 28 
January 2011 and Response Planning Consultants: Evaluating the effectiveness and efficiency of the Banks 
Peninsula District Plan Addendum Report 28 January 2011 
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Operative Plan.  Having regard to that knowledge and to the provisions in 

the notified version of Proposal 15, I considered that the provisions as 

notified would have resulted in significantly more resource consents being 

required for commercial activities than under the Operative Plan. This view 

is consistent with the report commissioned by the Council by the Property 

Group (11 February 2015)33.  As notified the provisions did not achieve 

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 in that the transaction costs and 

reliance on resource consent processes were not minimised. 

7.33 The Revised Proposal has sought to address many of the structural and 

drafting issues within the provisions and I support a significant number of 

these changes.  In particular, reducing the repetition and overall number of 

rule tables has assisted in making the provisions easier to read and has 

reduced unintended drafting errors. 

7.34 There are a few specific matters I want to address resulting from the 

drafting in the Revised Proposal provisions.  My first concern relates to the 

location of rules containing the thresholds for an urban design assessment, 

being Rule 15.2.2.1 P1 which relates to "Any permitted activity listed under 

P2 to P11 and P18 - P20, and P23."  The activity specific standards apply 

to any building comprising more than 1000m2 (gross leasable floor area) 

and having an elevation at or facing the street of no more than 20 metres.  

Development exceeding these thresholds is a restricted discretionary 

activity with the matters of discretion limited to Urban Design. 

7.35 These provisions relate to the built form, particularly the development of 

new buildings.  Given this I consider that the appropriate location for these 

standards within Proposal 15 is as a built form standard under Rule 15.2.3 

rather than an activity standard in Rule 15.2.2.1.  This will improve the 

clarity and ease of use of the Replacement Plan.  

7.36 I have discussed this with Mr Stevenson and also raised it at mediation.  I 

understand that Mr Stevenson is in agreement that this change would be 

beneficial.  I have relocated these provisions to Rule 15.2.3 in Attachment 

MJW1. 

7.37 My second concern is that I find some of the rules, particularly relating to 

supermarkets, confusing.  This has occurred as a result of specifying floor 

                                                
33

 Independent Assessment of Residential, Commercial and Industrial Chapters of the Proposed Christchurch 
Replacement District Plan, 11 February 2015) – “Overall, the chapters are controlling rather than enabling and do 
not meet the spirit of the statement of expectations on some fronts “ Page 2 
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areas.  The particular rules are 15.2.2.1 P2 and P3.  The way the provisions 

are drafted, particularly through the use of brackets, makes the rules 

potentially confusing. This was addressed at mediation where all parties 

considered that these provisions were confusing and the Council agreed 

they should be amended.  I have addressed this in Attachment MJW1. 

7.38 My third concern relates to the redrafted rule for Residential Activities, Rule 

15.2.2.1 P20.  This rule has been redrafted with the intention of providing 

greater flexibility in the location of residential activities, by enabling them to 

be located on the ground floor where they are not located directly on the 

street frontage.  I support this change, but the way the rule has been 

redrafted now means that residential activities are only provided for on the 

ground floor, not on the upper floors.  I consider this to be a drafting error 

and have discussed it with Mr Stevenson who I understand agrees.  I have 

addressed this in Attachment MJW1. 

7.39 My fourth concern is the assessment matters and the matters for discretion.  

While these have been significantly improved over the notified provisions, in 

some areas they are, in my view, still overly repetitive and unnecessarily 

detailed.  In particular I consider the matters relating to residential activities 

and urban design to be worthy of further review.  I understand that the 

urban design matters in particular are likely to be further addressed in Mr 

Stevenson's rebuttal evidence.  I consider further changes could be made 

and have set these out in Attachment MJW1.  

7.40 Finally, there is one additional assessment matter I consider needs to be 

included in the area specific rules for North Halswell under the heading 

"Transportation".  This is to ensure that the matter addressed by Mr Clark in 

his evidence relating to the flexible access point is included as an 

assessment matter to be considered at the time consent is sought. I have 

included this assessment in Attachment MJW1. 

Balance between Enabling and Controlling Provisions 

Objectives and Policies 

7.41 The Crown's submission sought amendments to notified 15.1.2 Objective 2 

- Achieving high quality urban design outcomes - and 15.1.2.2 Policy 8 - 
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Design of new development - to ensure that the balance between enabling 

and controlling matters was appropriate34. 

7.42 Mr Stevenson addressed these matters in his evidence35 and 

recommended changes be made to address the Crown's submission.  

These changes are reflected in the Revised Proposal.  I support the 

changes to these provisions.  The provisions of concern have been 

renumbered and in the Revised Proposal are now 15.1.2 Objective 3 and 

15.1.2.2 Policy 10.  

7.43 The deletion of parts of Policy 10 has removed matters which are not 

necessary for the implementation of the objectives.  The provisions Mr 

Stevenson has recommended to be deleted were unclear as to what they 

were trying to achieve and what action is expected by consent applicants to 

address them.  Their deletion improves clarity and certainty for any activity 

now requiring consent. 

Rules 

7.44 The Crown's submission sought changes to a number of the rules as 

notified that applied to various zones, but particularly the Commercial Core 

and Commercial Fringe Zones.  The submission sought that the rules be 

amended to make them more enabling and to enable more activities to be 

considered as permitted activities.  The submission sought: 

(a) redrafting the rules as they applied to Key Pedestrian Frontages and 

corner sites to provide more ability for activities to be considered as 

permitted activities36;  

(b) greater flexibility for community activities, health facilities, office 

activities as permitted activities on the ground floor and for 

emergency services facilities generally37; 

(c) a reduction in the restrictions applying to residential activities38; 

                                                
34

 The submission sought: 
(1) the heading of Objective 2 be changed to better reflect the matters addressed in the objective being urban 

form, scale and design outcomes, rather than just urban design matters; 
(2) recognition of functional needs of businesses; 
(3) deletion of provisions in Policy 8 ix promoting or maintaining views of prominent physical features and 

Policy 8 xi to providing adequate convenient space for storage while ensuring it is screened so as not to 
detract from a site’s visual amenity. 

35
 Evidence of Mr Stevenson, paragraphs 20.6, 20.23 and 20.24 

36
 For example notified 15.2.2.1 P1 a. ii; P2-8 a. ii; P9-10 a. ii and P11-16 a. ii; 15.3.2.1 P1 a. ii and iii; P2-8 a. ii 

and iii; P9-10 a. ii and iii and P11-16 a. ii and iii 
37

 For example notified 15.2.2.1 P9 b, P10 b, P11 P19 a, P20., 5.4.2.1 P8 b, P9 b P19 a 
38

 For example notified 15.2.2.1 P19, 15.2.2.4 D4, 15.3.2.4 D4 
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(d) a reduction in the landscaping requirements on Commercial 

Frontages39; 

(e) a reduction in the setbacks required between commercial and 

residential zones40; and 

(f) a reduction in the restrictions on activities including: 

(i) providing more flexibility in the hours of operations for food 

and beverage activities within Commercial Retail Park 

Zone41; and 

(ii) simplifying the waste management rules in various zones42. 

7.45 In my opinion, the provisions in Proposal 15 as notified were too restrictive 

for commercial activities seeking to develop in a commercial zone.  A 

significantly greater number of activities would have required resource 

consent compared to the Operative Plan provisions.  This would not have 

achieved Objective 3.3.2 in the Strategic Directions decision and the 

Statement of Expectations clause (a). 

7.46 The Revised Proposal incorporates a number changes requested in the 

Crown submission.   To a large degree all of the matters identified in (a)-(f) 

above have been addressed and, in my opinion, the provisions represent a 

material improvement over those notified.  

7.47 I support most of the changes included by Mr Stevenson and consider they 

will improve the implementation of the provisions and achieve a better 

balance between enabling and controlling activities.  I now address a small 

number of outstanding matters.  These relate to the urban design 

provisions, the Key Pedestrian Frontage and setback provisions, and non-

notification requirements. 

Urban Design Consideration  

7.48 Turning first to the provisions relating to urban design, I recognise that the 

Crown has not produced specific urban design evidence.  I am addressing 

these matters from a planning perspective. 

                                                
39

 15.2.3.3b.ii.C 
40

 15.2.3.4 a. 
41

 15.6.2.1 P6 
42

 15.2.3.7 
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7.49 As notified, I consider that the Proposal 15 provisions would have resulted 

in a significant increase in the number of resource consents required for 

commercial activities occurring within all commercial zones than the 

Operative Plan.  I consider that a very conservative approach was taken.  

7.50 Mr Stevenson in the Revised Proposal has sought to be more enabling 

through focussing areas where urban design provisions will apply on larger 

scale developments occurring in the Commercial Core and Commercial 

Retail Zones.   

7.51 With respect to the other zones, including Local Commercial Zones, the 

approach is to rely on the built form standards; for example, minimum 

glazing, setback and frontage requirements.  These matters are able to be 

adequately addressed as permitted activity standards.  I support the greater 

reliance placed on permitted activity standards thereby reducing discretion 

and consenting.  I consider that a number of key urban design factors, 

particularly for local centres, were already incorporated within the built form 

standards and retaining additional discretion through urban design and 

restricted discretionary activity status was unnecessary.  I support the 

approach taken to local centres in the Revised Proposal provisions.  

7.52 I note that, in his evidence, Mr McIndoe43 recommends that the threshold of 

floor area for the Commercial Local Zone not be increased to 350m2 as 

recommended by Mr Stevenson.  Mr McIndoe identifies this as a threshold 

for Urban Design assessment.  However, this provision is not a trigger for 

an urban design assessment and it appears to have been misunderstood.  

7.53 For the Commercial Core Zone the key thresholds for when an urban 

design control would apply relate to an overall floor level control and a 

building elevation control44.  These specific provisions were discussed at 

mediation and it became apparent that some further drafting refinement in 

the rules is necessary45.   

7.54 The rule as written46 would apply to any building comprising more than 

1000m2 (gross leasable floor area) and that has an elevation at or facing 

the street of more than 20 metres in length.  My reading of the rule in the 

Revised Proposal is that both matters would need to be met before an 

                                                
43

 Evidence of Graeme McIndoe, paragraph 8.12 
44

 Rule 15.2.2.1 P1 a. 1 and 2 in the Revised Proposal 
45

 In paragraph 7.35 I have addressed where these provisions should be located. 
46

 15.2.2.1  P1a. in the Revised Proposal 
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activity would require consent as a restricted discretionary activity with 

discretion limited to urban design considerations.   

7.55 At mediation on 20 April 2015, the triggers for the application of the urban 

design considerations were discussed and it became apparent that Mr 

Stevenson's intention was that, if either of the matters were breached, this 

would trigger an urban design assessment for any building.  This matter 

was going to be the subject to further consideration by the Council following 

mediation and I anticipate it will be a matter that is further addressed in 

rebuttal evidence. 

7.56 I consider that, if these provisions are disjunctive in that only one needs to 

be met, then this will trigger a significant number of restricted discretionary 

consents, particularly as the 20 metre requirement will trigger a number of 

consents when considering the nature and scale of buildings anticipated in 

the Commercial Core Zone.  I am concerned that such an approach would 

not achieve Objective 3.3.2(a) nor have particular regard to the Statement 

of Expectations.  

7.57 While no resolution was reached at mediation, all parties considered that 

improvements could be made to the suite of rules that applied in relation to 

the urban design provisions.  This included potential changes to the rules, 

assessment matters and matters of discretion to provide greater certainty 

and clarity.   

7.58 A key issue with the Revised Proposal provisions, discussed at mediation, 

is that the overall combination of the triggers, the activity status and the 

wide matters of discretion will result in an increased reliance on resource 

consents, increased uncertainty and reduced investment confidence, 

particularly when compared with the Operative Plan.   

7.59 It was recognised at the mediation that making improvements or changes to 

any one of these matters could influence the overall effectiveness of the 

provisions.  For example, the level of the triggers may not be of such 

concern if the activity status of that default was provided for as a controlled 

activity, so that certainty in outcome was secured.  On the other hand, the 

restricted discretionary activity status may not be such a concern if the 

matters of discretion were reduced from the current 23 separate 

considerations to fewer considerations that were clear and certain as to 

what needs to be assessed and the appropriate urban design outcome, 

recognising the different form and function of various centres.  I am 
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supportive of further review of these provisions and understand they will be 

subject to further consideration in rebuttal evidence.  I have identified the 

provisions that should be subject to further amendment in Attachment 

MJW1 but have not identified specific changes at this time, other than to 

some assessment matters. 

7.60 I am supportive of the redrafting in the Revised Proposal47 which provides 

that, if a proposal is subject to an urban design assessment, then the 

development will be considered on its merits and not required to comply 

with the setback requirements in Rule 15.2.3.3.  This will be more effective 

in providing flexibility and supporting innovation in design.  

7.61 While the Revised Proposal is an improvement over the provisions notified, 

I consider that further changes will be necessary for the provisions to better 

achieve Objective 3.3.2 and have better regard to the Statement of 

Expectations.   

Setback Provisions and Key Pedestrian Frontages 

7.62 The notified provisions in Proposal 15 included specific setback rules 

applying to Key Pedestrian Frontages (as defined on the Planning Maps) 

(Rule 15.2.3.3a) and to areas other than Key Pedestrian Frontages (Rule 

15.2.3.3b).  The Crown's submission sought that the rules applying to Key 

Pedestrian Frontages be amended to ensure that the rules and the areas 

they applied to were clear and capable of effective implementation.  

7.63 With respect to non-pedestrian frontages, the Crown's submission sought 

deletion of the rule that required landscaping in building setbacks from road 

boundaries.48  

7.64 The rule as notified provided that the only option for the setback area was 

landscaping through providing trees.  If any person sought to use the area 

for something other than trees, then a resource consent would have been 

required as a restricted discretionary activity.  

7.65 As a planner, my experience in dealing with a number of commercial 

developments with setbacks from road frontages is that there are multiple 

uses these areas can be put to, such as outdoor art, outdoor dining, seating 

                                                
47

 Rule 15.2.2.3 RD1  
48

 As notified Rule 15.2.3.3 a. B required a setback of 3 metres from the road boundary for that part of the building 
not built up to the road frontage.  Rule 15.2.3.3 b. C required that tree planting be included within the setback of at 
least 1 tree for every 10 metres of road frontage or part thereof, and evenly spaced adjacent to the road frontage 
within the setback. 
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areas or passive spaces.  The setback rules as notified were, in my view, 

restrictive, given the character and purpose of business areas.  

7.66 Mr Stevenson has recommended this submission be accepted and this is 

reflected in the Revised Proposal49.  I support this.  

7.67 I note that the Revised Proposal provisions remove the identified Key 

Pedestrian Frontages and instead insert requirements for setbacks fronting 

an arterial or collector road50.  The result of these provisions is that the 

setback provisions applying to some arterial or collector roads that were not 

previously Key Pedestrian Frontages are now subject to increased 

regulation over that as notified.  It is not clear from reading the provisions 

which submission this change has been attributed to.  This matter was 

raised and discussed at mediation and it was recognised by the Council 

that there may not be scope to increase the level of regulation over these 

areas.  

7.68 I understand that these provisions are to be reconsidered and will be 

addressed further in rebuttal evidence.  While I understand the intent of the 

changes put forward by Mr Stevenson, I consider that the best approach is 

to, where possible, target any regulatory intervention to specific areas that 

warrant it (such as the Key Pedestrian Frontages that provide a 'high street' 

environment), rather than taking a broader approach such as applying a 

regulatory response to all arterial or collector roads. In my view a more 

effective approach may be to retain references to Key Pedestrian 

Frontages, but further refine where those frontages apply to ensure that 

they are focussed on the key areas51.  I have not specifically suggested 

changes to these rules in Attachment MJW1 but recognise they will benefit 

from further consideration in rebuttal.  

7.69 The final matter I address on this point relates to specifying the 

circumstances in which activities should be processed on a non-notified or 

limited notified basis.  The Crown's submission sought generally to reduce 

the number of resource consent applications that may need to be notified 

under all Proposals.  Mr Stevenson has addressed this submission in the 

Revised Proposal.  I support the changes to the notification/non-notification 

                                                
49

 Rule 2.3.2 b. is to be deleted 
50

 Rule 15.2.3.3.a. 
51

 Key areas would focus on those areas that present a true “high street” environment that fulfil an important 
pedestrian focused shopping experience and may, for example, include part of Papanui Road (Merivale), part of 
Colombo Street (Sydenham) and part of Ferry Road (Woolston). 
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provisions he has made with the exception of the following area specific 

rules: 

(a) Commercial Core Zone (Belfast/Northwood) 

(i) 15.2.4.2.6 Maximum thresholds for office activities 

(ii) 15.2.4.2.7 Maximum thresholds for retailing activities 

(iii) 15.2.4.2.8 Maximum threshold for non-residential activities 

(b) Commercial Core Zone (Ferrymead) 

(i) Rule 15.2.5.1.2 RD1 Retail Activity 

(c) Commercial Core Zone (Halswell) 

(i) Rule 15.2.6.2.3 Maximum retail activity threshold 

(ii) Rule 15.2.6.2.4 Maximum office activity threshold 

7.70 These rules all address maximum thresholds for activities provided for 

within these specific areas.  It is considered that any breach of these rules 

has a more strategic level of effects, rather than local effects.  As such, I 

consider the opportunity should be retained for those applications to be 

considered on their merits as to whether they should be processed as a 

non-notified or other consent.  Therefore, the specification that these 

applications be processed non-notified should, in my view, be deleted, 

enabling each application to be considered on its merits.  This was 

discussed at mediation and I understand Mr Stevenson also agrees with 

these amendments. 

7.71 I have included these changes within Attachment MJW1. 

Brownfield Development 

7.72 The Crown's submission in relation to brownfield development sought that 

better provision be made for enabling redevelopment of these areas, 

including recognising and providing for the ability for comprehensive 

residential and mixed use developments to occur.  The submission sought 

that specific policy recognition be provided (similar to Policy 16.1.1.7 

notified in Proposal 16) and a new rule be included to provide for 

development as a discretionary activity on suitable brownfield sites.  The 

purpose of this activity status was to overcome any necessity for an 
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additional plan change before any brownfield development could be 

considered.  

7.73 The Crown's submission sought that a consistent framework be applied to 

brownfield redevelopment across the entire Replacement Plan and had 

made similar requests in relation to the Residential Proposal (Proposal 14) 

and Proposal 16.  Ms McIntyre presented planning evidence for the Crown 

addressing this matter at the Residential Hearing,52 and I address this 

matter as it relates to commercial and industrial areas. 

7.74 The outcome sought in the Crown's submission is consistent with the 

Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.7 and the LURP, particularly Action 2.  

7.75 Mr Stevenson has addressed brownfield development in paragraphs 7.2 

and 7.3 of his evidence.  In these paragraphs he recommends the 

amendments sought by the Crown to Proposal 15 be rejected as the 

provisions in the Revised Proposal are less restrictive than the discretionary 

activity status sought in the Crown's submission.   

7.76 I have reviewed the Revised Proposal provisions and agree with 

Mr Stevenson.  The key changes that have been made in the Revised 

Proposal provide greater flexibility in enabling residential and office 

activities to be developed on the ground floor of buildings53.  I consider that 

the concerns identified in the submission of the Crown regarding Proposal 

15 have been addressed, albeit in a different manner.  

Mixed Use Development - Sydenham Square 

7.77 The Crown's submission sought that more enabling provisions be provided 

for within the Commercial Core Zone (Sydenham).  Changes were sought 

to the rules54 to simplify the provisions as they would apply to the old 

Sydenham School Site at 350 Colombo Street.  This site has been 

identified for a comprehensive mixed use brownfield development.  This site 

is specifically recognised in the commitments agreed between the Crown 

and the Council in the Christchurch Housing Accord55. 

                                                
52

 See particularly section 9 of Ms McIntyre's evidence, available for download under the heading 'Submitter 
evidence' at http://www.chchplan.ihp.govt.nz/hearing/chapter-14-residential/ 
53

 The deletion of P10 activity specific standard b. and Amendment to P20 a 
54

 Notified rules 15.2.8, Sydenham Master Plan Overlay Appendix 15.9.6 and Rule 15.2.8.1.3 
55

 The overarching aim of the Christchurch Housing Accord is to increase the immediate and longer-term supply 
and affordability of homes in Christchurch.  More specifically, the Accord records the Crown and the Council’s 
agreement to develop, or facilitate development of, medium-density affordable housing at 350 Colombo St as a 
Priority Action 
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7.78 Within the notified Replacement Plan the intent was to deliver a master 

planned mixed-use retail, commercial and residential development through 

a requirement to prepare and submit for consent a site development plan.  

7.79 I understand that the intent of the specific provisions as notified was that 

they would be enabling and provide for the mixed use activity.  However, 

because of the way the provisions were drafted56, particularly due to the 

relationship between the site specific and general zone rules, the provisions 

as notified were not enabling and would have worked against the mixed use 

development envisaged and planned for the site.  

7.80 Mr Stevenson has recognised this matter and has addressed relevant 

provisions in the Revised Proposal.57  The approach in the Revised 

Proposal is that the redevelopment of 350 Colombo Street would most likely 

be a permitted activity, depending on the final design.  

7.81 I support the changes to the provisions as set out by Mr Stevenson and 

consider that they achieve the submission of the Crown.  In my Attachment 

MJW1 I have suggested a minor rewording to Rule 15.2.2.1 P20 b to make 

the rule clearer in its application. 

8. SPECIFIC PROVISIONS - INDUSTRIAL PROPOSAL 

Clarity and ease of use 

8.1 The Crown's submission sought that greater clarity be provided in the 

notified Proposal 16 provisions to improve their ease of use.  

8.2 While the provisions in Proposal 16 as notified were clearer and easier to 

interpret than the provisions in Proposal 15, there were still issues with the 

relationship between some objectives and policies, and issues with the 

structure of the rules that would impact negatively on their clarity and on the 

ability to effectively implement the provisions.  In Revised Proposal 16, Mr 

Stevenson has recommended a number of changes seeking to improve 

clarity and ease of use over the provisions as notified.   The changes 

include: 

(a) Clarifying the provisions relating to amenity in industrial zones; 

                                                
56

 Particularly due to the relationship between Rule 15.2.8.1.8 RD8 and the other rules applying to the Commercial 
Core Zone provisions as notified  
57

 Key changes relation to being more enabling for office and residential activities on the ground floor of buildings 
15.2.2.1 P10 and P20 
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(b) Clarifying the relationship between the Industrial Heavy and the 

Industrial General Zones; 

(c) Providing greater clarity around the activities; and  

(d) Simplifying the drafting of a number of rules. 

8.3 The comments I made on Revised Proposal 1558 regarding the potential to 

restructure the chapter to improve readability also apply to Revised 

Proposal 16.   

8.4 While I generally support the changes put forward by Mr Stevenson, as 

shown in Attachment MJW1, I have recommended one minor change to 

Policy 16.1.1.4 Policy 4 b. to delete wording inserted in the Revised 

Proposal.  This policy is strongly worded.  It is an 'avoid' policy and it 

applies to all industrial areas.  Given this, I consider that the additional 

qualifier inserted into the policy (referencing, in particular, the Industrial 

Heavy Zone) is unnecessary. 

8.5 As with Proposal 15, I consider further improvement to the clarity and ease 

of use of provisions could be made in the assessment matters.  I have 

suggested ways in which those improvements could be made in 

Attachment MJW1. 

Balance between Enabling and Controlling Provisions 

Function and Amenity Considerations 

8.6 The Crown's submission sought a number of changes to the objectives, 

policies and rules in the notified version of Proposal 16 that would have the 

effect of better recognising the purpose and function of industrial zones. 

8.7 The Crown's submission identified that there was an imbalance within the 

notified provisions, in that the functional needs of industrial activities was 

not given sufficient emphasis and improving the amenity of industrial areas 

was given too much emphasis.  I support the submission in this respect.  I 

considered that Proposal 16 as notified did not strike an appropriate 

balance between enabling industrial activities and creating an environment 

that was appropriate for those activities to occur within. 

8.8 Mr Stevenson, in the Revised Proposal, has recommended a number of 

changes to the objectives, policies and rules that address the concerns 

                                                
58

 Paragraph 7.27 
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raised in the Crown's submission. In particular, 16.1.3 Objective 359 now 

recognises that adverse effects of industrial activities and development on 

the environment are to be managed to support the anticipated outcome 

sought for each zone.  This is very important in my view, because the key 

reason for having industrial zones is so that the effects of industrial 

activities are able to be managed with as little impact on other activities and 

other zones as possible. 

8.9 Mr Stevenson, in the Revised Proposal, has recommended changes to the 

policies, particularly in 16.1.3.2 Policy 8,60 which recognises the functional 

needs of the activity as being a key matter when considering effects on the 

environment, and has recommended the deletion of notified Policy 16.1.3.2 

Policy 8 which had sought to improve visual amenity.  I support these 

changes. 

8.10 A number of changes to the rules, as sought in the Crown submission, have 

been included in the Revised Proposal.  In particular, the Revised Proposal: 

(a) Provides greater flexibility for emergency services facilities as 

permitted activities61;  

(b) Reduces the restrictions on the location of ancillary office and 

ancillary retail activities62;  

(c) Reduces the landscaping requirements and removing restrictions on 

the type of fencing required within industrial zones63; 

(d) Reduces the setbacks between Industrial General and Residential 

zones64; and 

(e) Reduces the restrictions on activities including providing more 

flexibility in the hours of operations for food and beverage 

activities65. 

8.11 I support most of the changes included in the Revised Proposal and 

consider they will improve the implementation of the provisions and achieve 

a better balance between enabling and controlling activities. 

                                                
59

 Objective 16.1.3 in the Revised Proposal is former objective 16.1.2 Objective 2 in the notified Proposal 
60

 Formally 16.1.2.3 Policy 10 as notified 
61

 Rule 16.2.2.1 P15 
62

 For example Rule 16.2.2.1 P6 and  P13 
63

 For example Rule 16.2.3.1 b. and 16.2.3.6 c. 
64

 15.2.3.4 a. 
65

 Rule 16.2.2.1 P8 
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8.12 At the time of mediation on 21 April there was only one rule remaining on 

which Mr Stevenson and I did not agree, being Rule 16.2.3.6 a. which 

requires landscaping on sites fronting an arterial road.  The Council and the 

Crown agreed that there are a number of industrial sites fronting arterial 

roads where landscaping is not needed to achieve the objectives and 

policies.  Both parties agreed that a more targeted approach could be 

adopted.  This approach would identify particular arterial roads, or parts of 

arterial roads, which fulfil a gateway function to the City, and areas where 

landscaping on private land would assist in managing amenity effects on 

the gateway areas. 

8.13 Individual areas that the landscaping provisions would apply to were 

discussed and Mr Stevenson will be putting forward those areas in his 

rebuttal evidence.  This outcome necessitates a minor amendment to Policy 

16.1.3.2 Policy 8 and Rule 16.2.3.6.  I have identified these provisions and 

noted the future changes in Attachment MJW1. 

8.14 The changes in the Revised Proposal and addressed at mediation will 

provide for a greater number of permitted activities needing to meet a lesser 

number of standards than in Proposal 16 as notified.  I consider that this 

provides better recognition for enabling industrial development consistent 

with the direction of the objectives and policies.  In my view these changes 

also better implement Strategic Directions Objective 3.3.2 and have better 

regard to the Statement of Expectations than the notified Proposal.  I 

consider that there will be reduced reliance on resource consent processes 

under the Revised Proposal than under the Operative Plan, mainly due to 

the reduced landscaping requirements. 

Provision for Community Activities 

8.15 The Crown's submission sought that additional provision be made for 

community activities within industrial zones.  Ms Legarth and Ms McLeod 

have addressed Community Corrections facilities and emergency service 

facilities respectively.  The focus of my evidence is on other community 

facilities.  At the mediation I attended on 21 April, the provision of 

Community Corrections facilities within the industrial zones was discussed.  

While no signed agreements were reached, I understand that Mr Stevenson 

is not opposed to providing specific recognition for Community Corrections 

facilities within the Industrial General Zone. 
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8.16 Turning to wider community activities, the submission of the Crown sought 

that the permitted activity rules be amended to provide for community 

facilities with no permitted activity standards.  Mr Stevenson has addressed 

this matter in his evidence66.  He has concluded that on balance community 

facilities should be subject to assessment on a case by case basis to 

ensure effects are appropriately managed.  He considers that the status of 

these activities as discretionary is appropriate and that no change is 

recommended.  I do not disagree with Mr Stevenson’s assessment with 

respect to wider community facilities.  The definition of community activities 

covers a wide range of activities which, if all are permitted, may undermine 

the purpose of the Industrial zones, particularly in the Industrial Heavy 

Zone. 

8.17 This matter was discussed in mediation where, between the Crown and the 

Council, it was recognised that there are, and likely will be in the future, 

community activities occurring within an Industrial General zone which do 

not undermine either the centres-based approach in the commercial zones 

or the function and intent of the industrial zones.  The key is to ensure there 

is a clear consenting pathway available so that these activities can be 

considered on their merits for any particular location.   

8.18 At the mediation the Crown and the Council discussed the activity status 

and agreed that discretionary activity status for wider community activities 

was appropriate, but that a change should be made to Policy 4 to 

specifically recognise community activities.  I have addressed this in my 

Attachment MJW1. 

Brownfield Development 

8.19 Consistent with the Crown's submission on Proposal 14 and Proposal 15, 

the Crown sought that provisions in respect of brownfield development be 

included within Proposal 16.   

8.20 As notified, Proposal 16 included a comprehensive policy addressing 

brownfield development being 16.1.1.7 Policy 7 - Brownfield 

redevelopment.  This policy was intended to address the relevant matters 

when considering brownfield redevelopment.  

8.21 The Crown's submission sought that a new objective be inserted into 

Proposal 16 to provide an outcome that the notified policy would implement.  

                                                
66

 Evidence of Mr Stevenson, paragraphs 8.10-8.13 
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In his evidence, Mr Stevenson has said that he supports the inclusion of the 

objective and this is included within the Revised Proposal. 

8.22 At the mediation67 sessions there was discussion about both the framework 

for brownfield development and the specific provisions.  The matters 

discussed can be considered through two fundamental issues68.  

8.23 The first issue relates to what land the brownfield provisions apply to.  The 

Revised Proposal provisions can be applied to any existing piece of 

industrial zoned land.  The consequence of this is that, instead of facilitating 

development of true "brownfield sites", the provisions could provide a 

backdoor development path for any industrial site where an owner wanted 

to facilitate a different land use as a discretionary activity.  

8.24 The second issue is whether there is sufficient consideration and direction 

within the provisions about the potential impact on adjoining or surrounding 

industrial land or activities.  The way in which the provisions are drafted 

appears to favour brownfield redevelopment without due weighting and 

consideration being given to the implications of this on existing or future 

industrial activities, including reverse sensitivity effects, undermining land 

supply and facilitating different amenity outcomes for an area.  

8.25 At mediation the issues were acknowledged, but agreement was not 

reached on how brownfield development should be managed and what 

activities it should include.  

8.26 I agree that changes need to be made to the brownfield provisions in 

Revised Proposal 16.  I consider that Objective 2 and Policy 6 can be 

revised in a manner that will still enable appropriate brownfield development 

(which includes residential, business or mixed use) to occur in a manner 

that will not undermine the purpose and function of the industrial zones.  I 

understand this is also the view of Mr Stevenson.  Mr Stevenson is working 

on redrafting the provisions and will present them in his rebuttal.  

                                                
67

 This was discussed at two mediation sessions on 16 April 2015 and 21 April 2015 
68

 I acknowledge that a range of matters were discussed and other parties may categorise the issues differently to 
the two matters I have identified 
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8.27 In part, the issues have arisen due to subtle yet important differences in the 

definition of "brownfield" in the notified Replacement Plan, the RPS and the 

LURP.  The Crown submission also addressed the definition of brownfield.  

The relevant definitions are as follows: 

(a) Replacement Plan - "previously used industrial land or commercial 

land, or land no longer required by a requiring authority for a 

designated purpose".  

(b) RPS - "abandoned or underutilised business land, or land no longer 

required by a requiring authority for a designated purpose". 

(c) LURP - "abandoned or underused business or industrial land, or 

land no longer needed by a requiring authority for a designated 

purpose". 

(d) Crown Submission - "abandoned or underused business or 

industrial land, or land no longer needed by a requiring authority for 

a designated purpose". 

8.28 The difference in the definition between "abandoned or underused/utilised" 

and "previously used" is important when considering specific wording and 

the application of the provisions included in the Revised Proposal.  The 

wording of Objective 2 came from the Crown's submission.  However, the 

specific wording sought in the submission for Objective 2 was based on the 

premise that, for any land to be considered brownfield, it would have 

already gone through a consideration that resulted in it being recognised as 

being abandoned or underused.  On this basis, the first matter addressed at 

mediation (that the provisions can be applied to any existing industrial 

zoned land) was not envisaged when the Crown's submission was drafted. 

8.29 Overall, I have no issue with the Council seeking to take a different 

approach to what it considers to be brownfield land.  This broader approach 

will still be able to give effect to the RPS and be consistent with the LURP.  

However, the provisions need to be worded so that they work with the 

broader approach to what it is that constitutes brownfield land.  Given the 

different definition of brownfield, I consider amendment is required to the 

drafting of Objective 2 in the Revised Proposal.  Mr Stevenson has 

undertaken to provide revised provisions in his rebuttal evidence.  It is 

envisaged that these provisions will be further refined prior to the hearing.  
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8.30 On the second matter identified at mediation (whether there is sufficient 

consideration of the impact on adjoining or surrounding industrial land or 

activities), I consider that the policy69 was intended to address these 

matters.  I consider that the provisions relating to brownfield development 

could be better worded to more clearly define the matters for consideration.  

This is particularly important as other policies in Proposal 16 would not 

apply to brownfield land.  Matters that I believe need to be better addressed 

in the refined wording are: 

(a) A refocusing of Objective 2 so that it addresses not only the 

outcome for brownfield redevelopment to be achieved, but also the 

outcomes to be achieved for the remaining industrial zones.  These 

outcomes can be further articulated in the Policy to achieve the 

objective.  

(b) Amendments to Policy 670 so that it reinforces: 

(i) that brownfield development not undermine maintaining a 

sufficient supply of industrial zoned land to meet the future 

demand; 

(ii) that brownfield development not hinder or constrain the 

establishment or ongoing operation of industrial activities 

and strategic infrastructure in the remaining industrial zones; 

(iii) that brownfield development appropriately manage any 

reverse sensitivity effects of adjacent or surrounding 

industrial activities within the brownfield development itself; 

and 

(iv) that the brownfield development not undermine the function 

of the remaining industrial zones. 

8.31 In order for the brownfield objective and policy to be effective they need to 

operate as stand-alone provisions within Proposal 16.  If they are not 

independent, any brownfield development would always fall foul of other 

objectives and policies71.  However, to be effective, the outcomes sought for 

both the brownfield area and the industrial area must be clear within 

                                                
69

 Policy 16.1.1.7 Policy 7 in the notified Proposal renumbered to 16.1.2.1 Policy 6 in the Revised Proposal 
70

 I consider most of these matters are already included in the Policy, but could be more clearly articulated to 
support the changed Objective 2 
71

 In particular policies 16.1.1.5 Policy 5   
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Objective 2 and the matters relevant to determining whether a brownfield 

development is appropriate or not must be identified within Policy 6. 

8.32 The brownfield rules in the Revised Proposal (Rules 16.2.2.4 Activity D2, 

D3 and D4) provide for brownfield development as a discretionary activity 

which I consider appropriate.  However, the rules state that any application 

arising from these rules shall not be publicly notified.  I anticipate that there 

will be a wide range of matters to be considered.  A breach of these rules 

could potentially have either strategic level effects, or local effects that may 

affect other parties.  The specification that these applications be processed 

non-notified should in my view be deleted, enabling each application to be 

considered on its merits. 

8.33 I support having provisions supporting and enabling appropriate brownfield 

development.  To me the key is in clearly articulating through the objective 

and policy what is appropriate.  I consider it is both necessary and desirable 

to have an objective and policy framework for brownfield development 

within Proposal 16.  This will aid in the achievement of Strategic Directions 

Objective 3.3.7(f) which is to enable a well-integrated pattern of 

development and infrastructure, a consolidated urban form and a high 

quality environment that "identifies opportunities for, and supports, the 

redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential, business or mixed use 

activities".  

9. OVERALL EVALUATION OF PROVISIONS 

9.1 While I support most of the changes to the notified provisions set out in the 

Revised Proposals, I consider that further improvements to the provisions 

can be made. 

9.2 In Attachment MJW1, I set out the detailed changes sought by the Crown 

to the planning framework of Proposals 15 and 16.  In my opinion, this 

approach appropriately balances the important considerations in that it: 

(a) will enable business and related appropriate activities to both 

develop and continue to operate without requiring them to go 

through unnecessary onerous consenting processes; 

(b) will facilitate and support activities critical to the recovery and rebuild 

of the district; and 
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(c) will provide a clear direction and expectation of what is expected in 

commercial and industrial areas. 

10. OTHER STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

Regional Policy Statement for Canterbury 

10.1 In Attachment MJW4 I have summarised the relevant provisions within the 

RPS which support the provisions and framework set out in and attached to 

my evidence as Attachment MJW1.  

10.2 I consider that the key matters arising from the RPS when addressing 

business activities (both commercial and industrial) are as follows: 

(a) That a centres-based approach is adopted with the key business 

activities occurring within the Central City, Key Activity Centres, and 

Neighbourhood centres.  The Central City is recognised to be the 

primary commercial centre; 

(b) That sufficient land needs to be made available for commercial, 

industrial and other uses, including in existing centres, identified 

greenfield areas and brownfield development; 

(c) Significant adverse distribution and urban form effects are to be 

avoided.  It is noted that the main driver for the centres-based 

approach in the Proposal 15 is on to recognising and managing 

urban form effects; 

(d) That a diverse range of business activities be provided for in 

appropriate locations incorporating appropriate design 

considerations for retail business and to attract investment; 

(e) That within the industrial zones and greenfield priority business 

areas the primary use of land is for industrial activities; and 

(f) That land use and infrastructure, including transport be integrated. 

10.3 I consider that both the Revised Proposals and the revised provisions in 

Attachment MJW1 to my evidence better give effect to the RPS than the 

provisions as notified.  
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Consideration of Recovery Documents  

10.4 In Attachment MJW4 to my evidence I have identified and evaluated the 

relevant recovery documents.  I consider that the provisions in Attachment 

MJW1 to my evidence are consistent with the: 

(a) Recovery Strategy, including: 

(i) the purpose and overall direction of the Recovery Strategy;72 

(ii) the guiding principles, in particular the promotion of 

efficiency;73 

(iii) the vision and goals for the recovery, in particular restoring 

confidence and facilitating a timely and efficient recovery, 

planning for a well-functioning Christchurch Central City, 

thriving suburban centres and enabling a business-friendly 

environment that retains and attracts business;74  

(iv) the economic recovery goals, including restoring confidence 

in the business sector and facilitating the recovery and 

development of the Central Business District;75  

(v) the social recovery goals, including delivering community, 

health, education and social services that are collaborative, 

accessible, innovative and inclusive;76 and 

(vi) the built environment goals, including zoning sufficient land 

for recovery needs within settlement patterns consistent with 

an urban form that provides for the future development of 

greater Christchurch77; and 

(b) the LURP, including: 

(i) the vision and goals;78 

                                                
72

 Recovery Strategy, section 1.2 
73

 Recovery Strategy, section 2 
74

 Recovery Strategy, section 4 
75

 Recovery Strategy, section 13 
76

 Recovery Strategy, section 14 
77

 Recovery Strategy, section 16 
78

 LURP, section 2 

495 Crown
Jane Whyte

page 42 of 61



 

 Page 42 

(ii) the outcomes,79 in particular: 

(1) Outcome 4 - "RMA plans and regulatory processes 

enable rebuilding and development to go ahead 

without unnecessary impediments"; 

(2) Outcome 5 - "a supportive and certain regulatory 

environment provides investor confidence to obtain 

the best outcomes from resources used in the 

recovery";  

(3) Outcome 9 - "Businesses in damaged areas are able 

to rebuild cost-effectively and improve their use of 

land, buildings, plant and machinery"; 

(4) Outcome 10 - "Key activity centres and 

neighbourhood centres provide for commercial 

activity needs and support rejuvenation of damaged 

areas"; and 

(5) Outcome 11 - "Sufficient industrial business land is 

available to accommodate relocations and industrial 

sector growth"; and 

(iii) the actions,80 in particular for the "Christchurch City Council 

District Plan Review" including: 

(1) Action 2(iv) - "reduced consenting and notification 

requirements"; 

(2) Action 2(iii) - "comprehensive residential and mixed 

use developments, including on brownfield sites"; 

(3) Action 2(v) - "address the efficiency and effectiveness 

of urban design provisions"; 

(4) Action 11- Enhance centres and provide for 

community facilities to "enable in the next review of 

its district plans to enable the following measures: 

i. community facilities within key activity centres 

and neighbourhood centres 

                                                
79

 LURP, section 3.3 
80

 LURP, section 4 
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ii  improved access to buildings structures and 

public places and spaces through opportunities 

during rebuilding 

iii  clarify and certainty about urban design 

requirements";  

(5) Action 24 in its entirety - Providing for business; and 

(6) Action 45 - "reduce consenting and notification 

requirements", "address standards relating to urban 

design that could negatively impact upon recovery", 

"provide for existing industrial activities in business 

zones" and "define the extent of key activity centres". 

10.5 While the provisions in Proposals 15 and 16 do not specifically cover the 

Central City, there are links between these areas within the Revised 

Proposal, 15.1.1 Objective 1 and 15.1.1.1 Policy 1 for example.  Therefore, 

I have considered the Christchurch Central Recovery Plan ("CCRP").  As 

identified in the evidence of Mr King, there are strong links between the 

commercial development in the Central City, suburban centres and other 

out of centre development.   In my opinion the proposed rule framework in 

Attachment MJW1 is consistent with: 

(a) Recognising that the Central City is the heart of greater 

Christchurch;81 

(b) Recognising the key challenges, including that it will take time to 

develop the Central City and the need to attract investment;82 

(c) The vision that the Central City will become the thriving heart of an 

international city;83 and 

(d) Recognition of the Central City and Christchurch as a prosperous 

city84, a vibrant city85, and recognition of the path to recovery.86 

10.6 In my view, the provisions in Attachment MJW1 now better address, and 

have better regard to, the Statement of Expectations, when compared with 

                                                
81

 Central City Recovery Plan – Why Recovery?  Page 15 
82

 Central City Recovery Plan  - Challenges – Page 24 
83

 Central City Recovery Plan – Vision – Page 27 
84

 Central City Recovery Plan – A prosperous City – Pages 63-74 
85

 Central City Recovery Plan – A vibrant City – Pages 75-88 
86

 Central City Recovery Plan - The Path to Recovery – Pages 99-100 

495 Crown
Jane Whyte

page 44 of 61



 

 Page 44 

the notified provisions and the Revised Proposals, and in particular the 

expectations that the Replacement 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 

(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:" 

"(e) ensures sufficient and suitable development capacity and land for 

commercial, industrial, and residential activities": 

"(i) uses clear, concise language and is easy to use." 

10.7 While the provisions in Attachment MJW1 reduce the consenting 

requirements over the provisions as notified, it is my view that, as 

expressed in paragraphs 4.5 and 4.6 above, the redrafted provisions will 

still cause there to be a greater reliance on resource consent processes 

than is the case under the current Operative Plan.  As I explained in those 

paragraphs, the key reasons for this relate to the urban design provisions 

and the setback provisions for Key Pedestrian Frontages.  I have identified 

in my evidence the matters that need to be resolved (see particularly my 

discussion at paragraphs 7.50 to 7.68).  These matters are subject to 

further consideration by the Council and potential refinement.  It is only if 

these matters are addressed appropriately by the Council that I would be 

able to conclude that Proposal 1587 would reduce significantly the reliance 

on resource consent processes.  I do not have the same reservations with 

respect to Proposal 16. 

11. OVERALL STATUTORY CONSIDERATIONS 

11.1 In light of the evidence of Mr King and Mr Ogg, and in considering my 

evaluation (in particular in relation to the higher order planning documents 
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and the Statement of Expectations), my opinion was that the provisions as 

notified within Proposals 15 and 16 were not the most appropriate 

provisions (in terms of both their content and structure) to achieve the 

purpose of the RMA or the objectives and policies.  

11.2 The section 32 report prepared for notified Proposals 15 and 16 did not 

sufficiently account for the increased compliance costs and uncertainty that 

would arise from the provisions as notified. 

11.3 The Revised Proposal provisions have addressed many of the fundamental 

areas of concern raised in the Crown's submission.  The changes to the 

objectives and policies in the revision better recognise the critical role of 

business development and are more positive with respect to fostering and 

enabling business development.   

11.4 However, I have identified that Revised Proposal 15 currently falls short of 

achieving Statement of Expectation a (i) in that it does not reduce 

significantly (compared with the existing District Plan) the reliance on 

resource consent processes.  In my evidence I have identified provisions 

that following mediation are to be reconsidered by the Council.  This 

includes the urban design provisions within Commercial Zones.  Depending 

on the final form of any revised provisions it is possible that my conclusion 

in this may change.   

11.5 Otherwise, I consider that there are only a small number of remaining 

differences between my position on behalf of the Crown and 

Mr Stevenson's position on behalf of the Council.  These differences have 

been identified in my evidence and it is anticipated that many of these 

matters will be addressed and refined by the time the hearing formally 

begins.   

11.6 There are still improvements that could be made to the structure of the 

Revised Proposals, particularly the rules, to make them easier to 

understand and use, such as not using tables for the permitted activity 

standards.  I consider that any such changes to the structure should be 

made only if a similar structure and approach is used across the entire 

Replacement Plan.  I have not undertaken such a restructure in my 

Attachments, but I would support this occurring. 

11.7 The provisions in Attachment MJW1 note the issues with Proposal 15 in 

regards to urban design provisions and Key Pedestrian Frontages, but do 
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not address them on the basis that the Council is working on these issues.  

Subject to revision that reduces reliance on resource consent processes 

under Proposal 15, I consider the provisions in Attachment MJW188 better 

achieve the purpose of the RMA, and are consistent with the higher order 

planning documents and the objectives and policies in the Replacement 

Plan set out in the Strategic Directions decision.   

12. OVERVIEW OF STATEMENT OF ISSUES 

12.1 Having completed my evaluation of Proposals 15 and 16 above I now 

address the Statement of Issues89 for Proposals 15 and 16.  I consider that, 

with the exception of the issues identified below, the issues in the statement 

are now adequately addressed between the Council and the Crown. 

12.2 The outstanding issues are as follows: 

(a) Combined Issue 5 - Whether the Proposals provides sufficient 

support for redevelopment of brownfield sites for residential, 

commercial, industrial, or mixed use activities.  The overall approach 

is agreed but it is agreed that refinement of the wording in Proposal 

16 needs to occur. 

(b) Combined Issue 7 - Whether the plan needs to be more enabling of 

community facilities including emergency service facilities.  This 

issue is addressed appropriately for Proposal 15, but has not been 

addressed appropriately for Proposal 16 other than within the 

Industrial General Zone. 

(c) Combined Issue 13 - How the effects of activities and development 

on the surrounding environment are managed.  This issue is 

addressed adequately other than relating to landscaping 

requirements on arterial roads in the Industrial General Zone. 

(d) Commercial Issue 10 - The appropriateness of urban design 

provisions and the extent to which they provide certainty without 

being onerous, overly prescriptive or complicated.  This issue is 

addressed appropriately for the Commercial Local Zones.  In 

relation to the provisions of the Commercial Core Zone, the 
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provisions are an improvement over those notified, but they require 

further refinement. 

(e) Industrial Issue 9 - Whether there is an over-emphasis on improving 

amenity values in industrial zones and the effect this has on 

recovery/growth of business and on strategic infrastructure.  This 

issue is adequately addressed other than in relation to landscaping 

requirements on arterial roads.  

 

 

 

Jane Whyte 

24 April 2015 
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Attachment MJW1 
 
Amendments to Provisions Based on Evidence  
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Attachment MJW2 
 
Overview of Key Matters Addressed in Crown Submission  
 
12.3 The key matters addressed in the Crown’s submission on Proposals 15 and 

16 as notified are summarised below: 

Proposal 15 

(a) Whether the objectives and policies: 

(i) provide sufficient focus on enabling, encouraging and 

providing for the viability, vitality and vibrancy of commercial 

centres; 

(ii) with respect to the centres-based approach, are clear and 

consistent in the role, form and function of centres and 

appropriately address the relationship between the Central 

City and other centres; 

(iii) appropriately provide for community facilities; 

(iv) appropriately address the potential redevelopment of 

brownfield land; 

(v) address the relationship between strategic infrastructure and 

the development of centres, particularly new centres; 

(vi) are worded so that they are clear and avoid duplication, 

enabling them to be effectively implemented; 

(vii) achieve an appropriate balance between enabling and 

controlling matters including: 

(1) providing the context for the consideration of urban 

design matters where appropriate; and 

(2) inform any locational controls on activities (such as 

restrictions on activities on the ground floor of 

buildings on key pedestrian frontages. 

(b) Whether the rules: 

(i) ensure the rules are structured in a manner that means the 

provisions are clear and able to be effectively implemented; 
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(ii) achieve an appropriate balance between enabling and 

controlling development; 

(iii) reduce the level of prescriptive and reliance on resource 

consents for appropriate activities within commercial zones. 

Proposal 16 

(a) Whether the objectives and policies: 

(i) provide sufficient focus on the functional needs of industrial 

activities with respect to the outcomes for built form and site 

development; 

(ii) appropriately provide for community facilities; 

(iii) appropriately addresses the potential redevelopment of 

brownfield land; 

(iv) address the relationship between strategic infrastructure and 

development; 

(v) appropriately address potential reverse sensitivity conflicts 

recognising the outcomes sought for the various zones; 

(vi) are worded so that they are clear and avoid duplication 

enabling them to be effectively implemented; 

(vii) achieve an appropriate balance between enabling and 

controlling matters including: 

(1) providing the context for the consideration of amenity 

matters, if and where appropriate; 

(2) recognise any different outcomes that may be 

appropriate for new greenfield areas rather than 

existing areas; and 

(3) inform the outcomes sought for industrial zones. 

(b) Whether the rules: 

(i) are structured in a manner that means the provisions are 

clear and able to be effectively implemented; 
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(ii) achieve an appropriate balance between enabling and 

controlling development; 

(iii) reduce the level of prescriptive and reliance on resource 

consents for appropriate activities within commercial zones. 

(c) In relation to other provisions, ensure the zoning of land and the 

controls applying to that zone reflect the current and likely future 

uses of the land, rather than simply reinforcing the zoning that 

existed under the Operative Plan. 
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Attachment MJW3 
 
Relevant Objectives in the Schedule to the Strategic Directions decision 
 
12.4 The Strategic Directions Objectives with primacy over all other objectives 

are: 

3.3.1 Objective – Enabling recovery and facilitating the future enhancement 
of the district 

The expedited recovery and future enhancement of Christchurch as a 
dynamic, prosperous and internally competitive city, in a manner that: 

(a) Meets the community’s immediate and longer term needs for housing, 
economic development, community facilities, infrastructure, transport, 
and social and cultural wellbeing; and  

(b) Fosters investment certainty; and 

(c)  Sustains the important qualities and values of the natural environment 

 

3.3.2 Objective – clarity of language and efficiency 

The District Plan, through its preparation, change, interpretation and 
implementation: 

(a)  Minimises: 

(i) transaction costs and reliance on resource consent processes; 
and 

(ii) the number, extent, and prescriptiveness of development 
controls and design standards in the rules, in order to 
encourage innovation and choice; and 

(iii) the requirements for notification and written approval; and 

(b) Sets objectives and policies that clearly state the outcomes intended; 
and 

(c)  Uses clear concise language so that the District Plan is easy to 
understand and use. 

 

12.5 The other objectives in the Strategic Directions decision most relevant to 

the consideration of Proposals 15 and 16 are: 

3.3.5 Objective – Business and economic prosperity 

The critical importance of business and economic prosperity to 
Christchurch’s recovery and to community wellbeing and resilience is 
recognised and a range of opportunities provided for business activities to 
establish and prosper. 
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3.3.8 Objective – Revitalising the Central City 

(a) The Central City is revitalised as the primary community focal point 
for the people of Christchurch; and 

(b) The amenity values, function and viability of the Central City are 
enhanced through private and public sector investment. 

 

3.3.10 Objective – Commercial and industrial activities 

The recovery and stimulation of commercial and industrial activities in a 
way that expedites recovery and long-term economic and employment 
growth through: 

(a) Enabling rebuilding of existing business areas, revitalising of centres, 
and provision in greenfield areas; and 

(b)  Ensuring sufficient and suitable land development capacity. 

 

3.3.11 Objective – Community facilities and education activities 

(a)  The expedited recovery and establishment of community facilities 
and education activities in existing and planned urban areas to meet 
the needs of the community; and 

(b)  The co-location and shared use of facilities between different groups 
is encouraged. 

 

3.3.13 Objective – emergency services and public safety 

Recovery of, and provision for, comprehensive emergency services 
throughout the city, including for their necessary access to properties and 
the water required for firefighting. 

 

3.3.14 Objective – Incompatible activities. 

(a) The location of activities is controlled, primarily by zoning, to minimise 
conflicts between incompatible activities; and 

(b) Conflicts between incompatible activities are avoided where there 
may be significant adverse effects on the health, safety and amenity 
of people and communities. 

 

3.3.7 Objective – Urban growth, form and design 

A well-integrated pattern of development and infrastructure, a 
consolidated urban form, and a high quality urban environment that: 

(a) Is attractive to residents, business and visitors; and 
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(b) Has its areas of special character and amenity value identified and 
their specifically recognised values appropriately managed; and 

(c) Provides for urban activities only: 

(i)  within the existing urban areas; and 

(ii)  on greenfield land on the periphery of Christchurch’s urban area 
identified in accordance with the Greenfield Priority Areas in the 
Canterbury Regional Policy Statement Chapter 6, Map A; and 

(d)  Increases the housing development opportunities in the urban area to 
meet the intensification targets specified in the Canterbury Regional 
Policy Statement, Chapter 6, Objective 6.2.2 (1); particularly: 

(i) in and around the Central City, Key Activity Centres (as identified 
in the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement), larger 
neighbourhood centres, and nodes of core public transport 
routes; and 

(ii)  in those parts of Residential Greenfield Priority Areas identified in 
Map A, Chapter 6 of the Canterbury Regional Policy Statement; 
and 

(iii)  in suitable brownfield areas; and 

(e)  Maintains and enhances the Central City, Key Activity Centres and 
Neighbourhood Centres as community focal points; and 

(f)  Identifies opportunities for, and supports, the redevelopment of 
brownfield sites for residential, business or mixed use activities; and 

(g)  Promotes the re-use and re-development of buildings and land; and 

(h)  Improves overall accessibility and connectivity for people, transport 
(including opportunities for walking, cycling and public transport) and 
services; and 

(i)  Promotes the safe, efficient and effective provision and use of 
infrastructure, including the optimisation of the use of existing 
infrastructure; and 

(j)  Co-ordinates the nature, timing and sequencing of new development 
with the funding, implementation and operation of necessary transport 
and other infrastructure. 
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Attachment MJW4 
 
Relevant Provisions and Evaluation of the Canterbury Regional Policy 
Statement 
 
12.6 The provisions in Attachment MJW1 give effect to the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement ("RPS"), in particular Chapter 5 – Land-use and 

Infrastructure and Chapter 6 – Recovery and Rebuilding of Greater 

Christchurch.   

12.7 In this attachment I have summarised the relevant provisions within the 

RPS which support the provisions and framework set out in Attachment 

MJW1.  Below I have included and evaluated the key provisions relevant to 

Proposals 15 and 16. 

(a) Issue 5.1.3 – Lack of Strategic Integration – recognising there can 

be a lack of strategic integration of regionally significant 

infrastructure with land-use; 

(b) Issue 5.1.4 – Land Use and Transport Integration – recognising that 

the transport system can both adversely affect, and be adversely 

affected by, urban and rural form; 

(c) Objective 5.2.1 – Location, design and function of development, 

including (c) – encourages sustainable economic development by 

enabling business activities in appropriate locations; 

(d) Objective 5.2.2 – recognising the benefits of integrating land use 

and regionally significant infrastructure and achieving patterns of 

development to achieve this; 

(e) Policy 5.3.1 – Regional growth – providing sustainable development 

patterns that encourages within urban areas, community facilities 

and business opportunities of a character and form that supports 

urban consolidation and encourages high quality urban design, 

including the maintenance and enhancement of amenity values; 

(f) Policy 5.3.3 – ensuring substantial developments are designed and 

built to be of a high- quality, and are robust and resilient; 

(g) Policy 5.3.5 – ensuring development is served for the collection, 

treatment, disposal or re-use of sewage and stormwater and the 

provision of potable water; 
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(h) Policy 5.3.8 – Strategic land transport network and arterial roads –

avoiding development that would adversely affect the safe efficient 

and effective functioning of this network and avoiding development 

which would foreclose the opportunity for the development of the 

network to meet future strategic transport requirements; 

(i) Issue 6.1.1 – enabling recovery, rebuilding and development and 

the recognition that recovery and rebuilding in the short term to long 

term is critical and the need to provide certainty to businesses and 

the community; 

(j) Issue 6.1.2 – adverse effects arising from development and the 

need to provide for development at the right time and locations to 

meet the needs of the community; 

(k) Issue 6.1.4 – appropriately managing the balance between the 

speed of recovery and the quality of built form; 

(l) Objective 6.2.1 – recovery, rebuilding and development are enabled 

within Greater Christchurch, delivering growth and certainty; 

(m) Objective 6.2.2 – and urban form and settlement pattern that is 

planned, and of key relevance to Proposal 15 reinforces the role of 

the Christchurch central business district within the greater 

Christchurch area; 

(n) Objective 6.2.5 – This is the first of two objectives which specifically 

address Business Development.  This objective seeks to provide 

support for and maintain the existing network of centres (Central 

City, Key Activity Centres and Neighbourhood Centres) as the focal 

points for commercial, community and service activities during the 

recovery period.  Important elements include these centres being 

high quality, supporting a diversity of business opportunities, 

including mixed use development and incorporating good urban 

design principles.  It is also recognised that the development and 

distribution of commercial activity avoid significant adverse effects 

on the function and viability of these centres.  I note that the use of 

word "avoid" in relation to significant adverse effects is strong 

wording in a statutory sense.  This objective reinforces the centres-

based approach that has been adopted within the Replacement 

Plan; 
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(o) Objective 6.2.6 – This is the second business specific objective 

which seeks that sufficient land requirements for the recovery and 

growth of business activities be identified and provided for in a 

manner that supports the settlement patterns set out in Objective 

6.2.2.  Key considerations within this objective relevant to the 

matters under consideration at this hearing are: 

(i) Greenfield priority areas for business are to primarily provide 

for new industrial activities (6.2.6 (1)).  This part of the 

objective is of greater relevance to the Stage 2 notifications 

and the MAIL Plan Change which address greenfield 

industrial sites; 

(ii) Except for brownfield development, areas used for existing 

industrial activities are to be primarily used for that purpose 

rather than as a location for new commercial activities (6.2.6 

(2)).  This is relevant to the consideration of brownfield 

development, whether the appropriate zoning for office parks 

within Proposal 16 as notified better fit within Proposal 15 

and the range of activities provided for within Proposal 16; 

(iii) New commercial activities be primarily directed to the 

Central City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood 

centres (6.2.6 (3)).  This provision also reinforces the 

centres-based approach of the Replacement Plan; 

(iv) A range of other business activities are provided for in 

appropriate locations (6.2.6(4)).  This recognises that some 

business have particular locational needs and the objective 

seeks that sufficient flexibility is provided to recognise that 

some business activity will be needed in other areas; 

(v) Business development adopts appropriate urban design 

qualities in order to retain business, attract investment and 

provide for healthy working environments (6.2.6(5)).  This 

provisions recognises that appropriate urban design quality 

are important, but also recognises the primary reason for 

these is to retain business, attract investment and provide 

healthy work environment.  This recognition provides an 

important link between urban design in the context of 

providing for business and worker’s needs. 
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(p) Policy 6.3.1 – Within this policy it is 6.3.1(6) which is most relevant.  

This addresses development within the Greater Christchurch area 

and the avoidance of development that adversely affects the 

function and viability of, or public investment in, the Central City and 

Key Activity Centres.  Again the use of the word 'avoid' in the policy 

is strong wording in a statutory context; 

(q) Policy 6.3.2 – this addresses business development and residential 

development and the establishment of public space given effect to 

the principles of good urban design; 

(r) Policy 6.3.3 – addressing development in greenfield priority areas 

occurring in accordance with Outline Development Plans.  This is a 

technique that has been incorporated into the Replacement Plan, 

where relevant; 

(s) Policy 6.3.4 – relates to transport effectiveness ensuring that an 

efficient and effective transport network that supports business and 

residential recovery is provided.  This provision will be of greater 

relevance to the Transport Proposal hearing but is also a relevant 

consideration when providing for business activities (commercial 

and industrial); 

(t) Policy 6.3.5 – integration of land use and infrastructure and ensuring 

that the nature, timing and sequencing of new development are co-

ordinated, including in order to optimise the efficient and affordable 

provision of both development and the infrastructure; 

(u) Policy 6.3.6 – This policy specifically relates to business land.  It 

seeks to ensure that provision, recovery and rebuilding of business 

land in Greater Christchurch are provided in a manner which: 

(i) promotes the utilisation and redevelopment of existing 

business land but also provides sufficient additional land 

through to 2028 in areas identified (6.3.6(1)); 

(ii) recognises demand arising from the relocation of business 

activities as a result of earthquake-damaged land and 

buildings (6.3.6(2));  
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(iii) reinforces the role of the Central City, as the city's primary 

commercial centre, and that of the Key Activity Centres 

(6.3.6(3));  

(iv) new commercial activities be primarily directed to the Central 

City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres; or 

where locating out of centre will not give rise to significant 

adverse distributional or urban form effects (6.3.6(4)).  This 

reinforces the centres based approach.  It is recognised that 

the primary focus of the centres-based approach within the 

Replacement Plan is on reinforcing urban form outcomes; 

(v) greenfield priority areas for business are primarily for 

industrial activities, and commercial use in these areas is 

restricted. 

(vi) recognises existing business zones provide for a range of 

business activities depending on the desired amenity and the 

potential for significant distributional or urban form effects on 

other centres from new commercial activity; 

(vii) utilises existing infrastructure; 

(viii) identifies, avoids or mitigates reverse sensitivity effects and 

conflicts 

(ix) ensures close proximity to labour supply, major transport 

hubs and passenger transport networks 

(x) encourages self-sufficiency of employment and business 

activities within communities across Greater Christchurch; 

(xi) promotes where appropriate mixed use development 

opportunities 

(xii) incorporates good urban design principles appropriate for the 

context of the development. 

(v) Policy 6.3.8 – relevant to brownfield development through 

encouraging and providing for the recovery and regeneration of 

existing brownfield areas through comprehensive residential, mixed-

use or business developments.   These activities need to not have 

significant adverse distributional or urban form effects on the Central 
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City, Key Activity Centres and neighbourhood centres, or give rise to 

significant reverse sensitivity effects or not ensure the safe and 

efficient functioning of the transportation network. 

12.8 The revised provisions in Attachment MJW1 to my evidence better gives 

effect to these matters and the RPS. 
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