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May it please the Hearings Panel: 

1 These closing submissions are presented on behalf of the New Zealand 

Transport Agency (Transport Agency) in respect of Proposal 10: 

Designations and Heritage Orders and supplement the opening 

submissions presented to the Panel on 9 February 2015. 

Overview of the Transport Agency’s case 

2 The Transport Agency adopts the explanation of the legal framework 

presented by the Crown in its opening submissions. In particular, the 

Transport Agency adopts the submission that the assessment under 

s 171 of the Resource Management Act 1991 (RMA) must reflect, and be 

proportionate to, the relevant circumstances of the matter being 

assessed.1 

3 The Transport Agency is a requiring authority and is responsible for a 

number of State highway designations included in the operative 

Christchurch City Plan (Operative Plan). The Transport Agency has given 

notice that it requires these designations to be included (rolled over) in the 

Replacement Plan. These 23 State highway designations are set out in 

Section P of Proposal 10.  

4 Modifications are proposed and/or submissions have been received on all 

of the designations in Section P (which are numbered P21 to P23). As a 

result, the Hearings Panel must analyse the designations under s 171 of 

the RMA.2  

5 It is submitted that the s 171 analysis for rolling over the State highway 

designations need not be as comprehensive as for a new notice of 

requirement, for the following reasons: 

a The evidence of Mr Richards is that the proposed modifications are 

all minor3, will not lead to any additional adverse effects on the 

                                                      
1 Opening submissions for the Crown on the designations and heritage orders proposal, 9 February 2015, para 2.3(d). 
2 In accordance with clause 14(2) of the Canterbury Earthquake (Christchurch Replacement District Plan) Order 2014 (Order). 
3 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence on behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency, 23 January 2015, para 15. 
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environment, and may reduce adverse effects on the environment 

through improved conditions.4 

b A number of the submissions received were in support of the 

designations.5  

c The submission by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (#778) 

simply seeks a typographical correction to the conditions in the P23 

Designation. 

d Only four of the designations were opposed or questioned in the 

submissions received (P5, P10, P14 and P18).6 Mr Richards’ 

evidence addresses these submissions and explains why these 

designations and the works they envisage are still necessary.7  

e The Council, as administrator of the Plan, has not opposed or raised 

any concerns regarding the roll over of the designations. 

6 Mr Richards provided evidence to this hearing that rolling over the State 

highway designations is required to deliver the continued operation and 

required improvements to the State highway network in Christchurch. 

Further, he provided evidence that the existing network and 

improvements being undertaken are essential to delivering a strategic 

transport network that supports the recovery and future growth of 

Christchurch.8 This evidence was unchallenged. 

7 Mr Richards also gave evidence for the hearing on the Strategic 

Directions Proposal, which provides further background on the importance 

of the State highway network generally and for the future rebuild and 

recovery of Christchurch.9 His evidence was that the provision of State 

                                                      
4 Transcript, 9 February 2015, page 37, lines 14-17. 
5 The Canterbury Regional Council (#342) has submitted in general support of Proposal 10 as a whole.  The Transport Agency, through 
the Crown (#495), has submitted in general support of Section P of Proposal 10. The Riccarton/Wigram Community Board submission 
(#254) and associated further submission by Spreydon/Heathcote Community Board (#FS1343) are in support of designations P2, P6, 
P7, P16, P18, P21, P22, and P23. 
6 See submissions by Ms Seaton (#320), Mr Tillman (#5), Mr Bundy (#418), Mr Shallcrass (#20), and Foodstuffs South Island Limited 
(#705). 
7 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence on behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency, 23 January 2015, paras 26 to 48. 
8 Ibid, para 6. 
9 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence on behalf of the Crown (Strategic roading infrastructure), 24 November 2014, sections 7 
and 8. 
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highway infrastructure is fundamental to recovery and development.10 

This evidence was also unchallenged. 

8 Rolling over the State highway designations into the Replacement Plan 

will enable the Transport Agency to continue to operate, maintain and 

upgrade the State highway network in Christchurch to provide these 

significant positive effects, as outlined in Mr Richards’ evidence. It is 

submitted that rolling over the designations as sought will promote the 

sustainable management purpose of the RMA. 

Legal framework 

9 As noted, the Transport Agency adopts the Crown’s overview of the legal 

framework as set out in its opening legal submissions. 

10 Modifications are proposed and/or submissions have been received on all 

of the designations in Section P (which are numbered P21 to P23). As a 

result, the Hearings Panel is required to analyse the designations under 

s 171 of the RMA.11 Section 171 requires the Hearings Panel to, subject 

to Part 2 of the RMA, consider the effects on the environment of rolling 

over the designations, having particular regard to: 

a relevant provisions of applicable planning documents; 

b adequacy of consideration of alternative sites, routes or methods if: 

i the requiring authority does not have an interest in the land 

sufficient for undertaking the work; or 

ii it is likely that the work will have a significant adverse effect on 

the environment; 

c whether the work and designation are reasonably necessary for 

achieving the requiring authority’s objectives; and 

d any other matter the Hearings Panel considers reasonably necessary 

in order to make a decision on the designation. 

                                                      
10 ibid, para 8.3. 
11 In accordance with clause 14(2) of the Order. 
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11 However, as outlined above, it is submitted that an assessment under 

s 171 of the RMA must reflect, and be proportionate to, the relevant 

circumstances of the matter being assessed. Therefore, where 

modifications will not result in more than minor adverse effects on the 

environment, or concerns raised in submissions have been addressed, 

the s 171 analysis need not be as comprehensive as for a new notice of 

requirement. 

Background 

12 By letters dated 31 March 2014 and 1 April 2014, the Transport Agency 

notified the Christchurch City Council (Council) that it wishes the State 

highway designations in the Operative Plan to be included in the Proposal 

with some modifications.12  

13 Accordingly, the Council made provision for 23 State highway 

designations in Section P of Proposal 10.13 Of those 23 designations, 12 

are designations of an operational State highway corridor, and 11 are for 

future works. 

14 Of the 11 designations for future works, nine are for widening works to 

existing State highways and two are for new sections of State highway 

(P10 - State Highway 74 (Proposed Northern Arterial); and P23 - State 

Highway 76 (Proposed Christchurch Southern Motorway Extension – 

Stage 2)). In respect of these last two designations, Mr Richards 

explained that: 

a P10 Designation (State Highway 74 – Proposed Northern Arterial): 

The Transport Agency has given notice of a requirement to alter this 

designation. This alteration will enable the Agency to shift the 

alignment of the Northern Arterial to the east, away from the adjoining 

residential properties and thereby providing additional land for noise 

and dust mitigation, as well as a pedestrian/cycle path. A hearing is 

planned for Autumn 2015 on this notice of requirement and 

recommendations are anticipated to be issued in mid-2015. In the 

                                                      
12 In accordance with clause 4(4), Schedule 1 of the Order. 
13 In accordance with clause 4(5), Schedule 1 of the Order. 



 

5060086.5 5 

meantime, the Agency requires the existing designation to be rolled 

over.14 

b P23 Designation (State Highway 76 – Proposed Christchurch 

Southern Motorway Extension – Stage 2): This designation was only 

recently included in the Operative Plan.15 The designation was 

included on 23 December 2013 following a Board of Inquiry decision 

under s 149R of the RMA. 

15 For fullness, we also record that on 9 January 2015, a new State highway 

designation was included in the Operative Plan: SH1 Northern Motorway 

Extension (Western Belfast Bypass). Clause 4(5) of the Order requires the 

Council to include this designation directly in the Replacement Plan and 

consequently the Hearings Panel is not required to make a decision on it.  

16 For the Panel’s convenience, Attachment 1 provides a summary of the 

State highway designations the Hearings Panel is required to make a 

decision on, including a summary of any modifications made to or 

submissions received on those designations. 

Modifications to the designations 

17 Modifications are proposed to all but one of the State highway 

designations. However, these modifications are all minor, technical 

modifications, as detailed in the evidence of Mr Richards.16 In brief, they 

include: 

a removal of construction conditions where work has been completed 

and the conditions are no longer relevant; 

b addition of new conditions to bring the designations into line with the 

Transport Agency’s standard policy for noise mitigation and 

accidental discovery protocols; and 

c modifications to the lapse periods for certain designations. 

                                                      
14 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence on behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency, 23 January 2015, paras 32-37. 
15 Transcript, 15 February 2015, page 36, lines 27-28.  
16 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence on behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency, 23 January 2015, paras 14-25. 
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18 It is submitted that these are not significant modifications to the 

designations, and will not lead to additional effects on the environment 

beyond those already anticipated through the designations in the 

Operative Plan. In particular, the removal of construction conditions where 

construction is complete will not lead to additional effects. The addition of 

new conditions to provide for noise mitigation and accidental discovery 

protocols will, if anything, reduce adverse effects on the environment. 

19 In respect of the modifications to the lapse periods for certain 

designations, the Transport Agency’s roll over notice states that:  

… due to the extensive nature of the Christchurch State 

Highway infrastructure upgrade and the need to programme 

and prioritise the process, resources have not yet been 

available to carry out and complete all the works currently 

identified within the period of the operative plan. The areas 

designated for these future works are however … still needed to 

deliver the network improvements required. 

20 The Council does not oppose the extension to the lapse dates sought by 

the Transport Agency and acknowledges that the earthquakes have 

resulted in disruption to transport planning and funding decision making 

and priorities.17  

21 Mr Mitchell queried the history of the designations for which an extended 

lapse period is sought. Mr Richards explained that many of these 

designations were rolled over into the Operative Plan at the time of the 

last district plan review.18  

22 Mr Richards further explained that much of this work would ordinarily have 

been completed by now, however, the Agency was required to reprioritise 

projects following the earthquakes.19 Mr Richards now anticipates that 

these projects will be implemented following the completion of the 

Christchurch Roads of National Significance projects.20 

                                                      
17 Statement of evidence of of Adele Mary Radburnd on behalf of Christchurch City Council (Planning), 30 January 2015, para 7.22. 
18 Transcript, 9 February 2015, page 40, lines 12-14. 
19 Transcript, 9 February 2015, page 37, lines 6-9. 
20 Transcript, 9 February 2015, page 41, lines 3-9. 
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Submissions received on the designations 

23 11 submissions and further submissions were received on the State 

highway designations. These submissions are addressed in the evidence 

of Mr Richards.21  

24 Four of these 11 submissions were in support of rolling over the State 

highway designations: 

a The Canterbury Regional Council (#342) submitted in general support 

of Proposal 10 as a whole.   

b The Transport Agency, through the Crown (#495), submitted in 

general support of Section P of Proposal 10.  

c The Riccarton/Wigram Community Board submission (#254) and 

associated further submission by Spreydon/Heathcote Community 

Board (#FS1343) are in support of designations P2, P6, P7, P16, 

P18, P21, P22, and P23. 

25 A further submission by Heritage New Zealand Pouhere Taonga (# 778) 

simply seeks an updating of conditions to reflect that organisation’s new 

name and legislation following the enactment of the Heritage New 

Zealand Pouhere Taonga Act 2014.  

26 The remaining six submissions questioned or opposed the following 

designations: 

a P5 Designation (State Highway 1: Russley Road widening): Ms 

Seaton (# 320) opposes the designation if it is any wider than under 

the Operative Plan. Mr Richards has confirmed that the Agency has 

not sought to add any additional land to the designation.22 Further, he 

has advised that the Agency has commissioned mapping of the works 

already completed under the P5 Designation and that as soon as 

updated plans have been prepared for the area between Yaldhurst 

and Avonhead Roads, the Agency intends to give notice to the 

                                                      
21 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence on behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency, 23 January 2015, paras 26-49. 
22 Ibid, para 27. 
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Council under s 182 of the RMA to remove the designation where it is 

no longer required.23 

b P10 Designation (State Highway 74: Proposed Northern Arterial): Mr 

Tillman (# 5) supports the need for the designation but wishes it to be 

moved to the east to provide mitigation of noise and air quality effects 

and room for a cycleway. As noted above at paragraph 14(a), the 

Agency has given notice of a requirement to alter this designation. If 

this alteration is confirmed, this will provide sufficient land for the 

additional mitigation measures suggested by Mr Tillman. 

c P14 Designation (State Highway 74: Lyttelton): Mr Bundy (# 418) 

proposes an alternative port access arrangement. Mr Richards’ 

evidence is that this alternative arrangement would better be 

considered under the Port Recovery Plan process.24 Mr Bundy’s 

submission is opposed by Lyttelton Port Company Limited 

(# FS1444). 

d P18 Designation (State Highway 75: Proposed Halswell Road 

Widening): Mr Shallcrass (# 20) opposes the designation and 

believes that congestion can be overcome through improved public 

transport and cycleways. Foodstuffs South Island Limited (# 705) 

opposes any further widening of the designation. Mr Richards has 

confirmed that the Agency has not sought to add any additional land 

to the designation.25 He has also explained that the designation is 

needed so that the option of widening Halswell Road is retained in 

order to cater for the significant growth that has already occurred and 

is planned to continue in the South West Corridor.26  

27 For the reasons outlined above, it is submitted that these submissions do 

not call into question the necessity for the designations or the works that 

they each provide for. 

                                                      
23 Jonathan Richards, Supplementary statement of evidence on behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency, 4 February 2015, paras 6-
7. 
24 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence on behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency, 23 January 2015, para 41. 
25 Ibid, para 44. 
26 Ibid, paras 45-46. 
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Effects on the environment 

28 It is submitted that rolling over the designations with the modifications as 

sought will not lead to any additional effects on the environment beyond 

those already anticipated by the designations in the Operative Plan. 

29 In particular, 12 of the designations are for operational State highway 

corridors.  

30 The modifications sought to the designations are all minor and will not 

materially alter the anticipated effects on the environment of the 

designations or the work that they provide for. 

Relevant policy statements and plans 

31 Section 171(1)(a) RMA requires the Hearings Panel to have particular 

regard to any relevant provisions of a national policy statement, the New 

Zealand coastal policy statement, an operative or proposed regional 

policy statement and an operative or proposed plan. 

32 The Transport Agency did not prepare specific planning evidence for this 

hearing given the nature of the modifications proposed and submissions 

received on the designations.  

33 Further, planning evidence provided to the Panel to date confirms the 

importance of providing for infrastructure, and in particular, the strategic 

transport network, which includes the State highway network. 

34 In particular, Mr Osborne has provided evidence that the key strategic 

transport direction for the Replacement Plan is the Canterbury Regional 

Policy Statement (CRPS).27 Policy 6.3.5 of the CRPS provides as follows: 

Policy 6.3.5 – Integration of land use and infrastructure  

Recovery of Greater Christchurch is to be assisted by the 

integration of land use development with infrastructure by:  

… 

                                                      
27 Richard Osborne, Statement of evidence on behalf of Christchurch City Council (Transport), 18 November 2014, para 6.1. 
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(3) Providing that the efficient and effective functioning of 

infrastructure, including transport corridors, is maintained, and 

the ability to maintain and upgrade that infrastructure is 

retained;  

… 

35 Mr Timms also provided evidence during the hearing on the Strategic 

Directions Proposal which is relevant. In that evidence, Mr Timms 

recorded that the CRPS, Recovery Strategy, the Land Use Recovery Plan 

(LURP) and Statement of Expectations all provide a clear direction to 

provide for the efficient and effective use of existing infrastructure and the 

provision of new infrastructure.28 He also noted that the CRPS and LURP 

provide a clear direction to recognise strategic infrastructure, in particular 

strategic transport networks (including for freight).29 

36 Rolling over the State highway designations will enable the Transport 

Agency to continue to operate, maintain and upgrade the State highway 

network in Christchurch. It is submitted that this is: 

a consistent with the direction provided in the CRPS, Policy 6.3.5; and  

b consistent with the overall direction provided in the planning 

framework to provide for the efficient and effective use of 

infrastructure and the provision of new infrastructure; and to 

recognise strategic infrastructure. 

Adequate consideration of alternative sites, routes or methods 

37 Section 171(1)(b) RMA requires particular regard to be had to whether 

adequate consideration has been given to alternative sites, routes or 

methods of undertaking the work, if the requiring authority does not have 

an interest in the land sufficient for undertaking the work, or it is likely the 

work will have a significant adverse effect on the environment. 

38 It is submitted that a full assessment of alternatives is not required in 

these circumstances for the following reasons: 

                                                      
28 Stephen Timms, Statement of evidence on behalf of the Crown (Planning), 25 November 2014, para 13.1. 
29 Ibid, para 13.1(b). 
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a 12 of the designations are for operational corridors. The Agency 

already owns the land subject to the designations and the works are 

already constructed. Therefore, s 171(1)(b) does not apply. 

b In respect of the remaining 11 designations, the Agency is simply 

seeking to roll over the existing designations with minor modifications, 

and has addressed any issues raised in submissions. It is therefore 

submitted that the consideration given to alternatives at the time of 

confirming the original notices of requirement can still be relied on 

and a full assessment of alternatives is not required. 

39 This submission is supported by the case of Rangi Ruru Girls School 

Board of Governors v Christchurch City Council, where the Environment 

Court concluded that the designations to be rolled over met the 

sustainable management purpose of the Act and confirmed the 

designations but did not analyse the consideration given to alternatives to 

the designation.30  

Necessity of the work and the designation 

40 Section 171(1)(c) RMA requires the Hearings Panel to have particular 

regard to whether the work and designation are reasonably necessary for 

achieving the objectives of the requirement authority for which the 

designation is sought. 

41 The submission on behalf of the Crown notes that:31  

These roading improvements [provided by the designations] are 

required to cater for recovery and long term growth. 

42 The notices provided by the Agency to the Council pursuant to 

clause 4(4), Schedule 1 of the Order provide further explanation regarding 

the necessity for the works and the designation, including the necessity 

for any minor modifications to those designations. 

43 The evidence of Mr Richards was that the rolling over of the State 

highway designations is required to deliver the continued operation and 

                                                      
30 Rangi Ruru Girls School Board of Governors v Christchurch City Council EnvC Christchurch C130/2003, 19 September 2003. 
31 Submission by the Crown on the proposals for the Christchurch Replacement District Plan (submitter # 495), pages 168-169. 
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required improvements to the State highway network in Christchurch. 

Further, his evidence was that the existing network and improvements 

being undertaken are essential to delivering a strategic transport network 

that supports the recovery and future growth of Christchurch.32 This 

evidence was unchallenged. 

44 Mr Richards’ evidence in relation to the Strategic Directions Proposal 

provides further background on the importance of the State highway 

network generally and for the future rebuild and recovery of 

Christchurch.33 His evidence was that the provision of State highway 

infrastructure is fundamental to recovery and development.34 This 

evidence was also unchallenged. 

45 It is submitted that rolling over the 23 State highway designations is 

necessary to enable the Agency to maintain, operate and further improve 

the State highway network. Designation is the appropriate mechanism for 

this work as it provides ongoing certainty to the Agency that these 

corridors can be developed and used for State highway infrastructure. 

This certainty is critical to enable the Agency to invest with certainty in 

these corridors. 

Subject to Part 2 

46 Section 171(1) of the RMA requires that the Hearings Panel’s assessment 

of the effects on the environment of allowing the requirement be subject to 

Part 2 RMA. 

47 The purpose of the RMA, as set out in section 5(1) RMA, is to promote the 

sustainable management of natural and physical resources. 

48 It is submitted that rolling over the designations is consistent with this 

statutory purpose. Rolling over the designations will safeguard the State 

highway corridors, which will thereby provide for the social and economic 

wellbeing of the community, as well as the health and safety of the 

community. As many of the designations are for existing operational 

                                                      
32 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence on behalf of the New Zealand Transport Agency, 23 January 2015, para 6. 
33 Jonathan Richards, Statement of evidence on behalf of the Crown (Strategic roading infrastructure), 24 November 2014, sections 7 
and 8. 
34 Ibid, para 8.3. 
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corridors, rolling over these designations will not lead to additional effects 

on the quality of the environment or amenity values. In regards to future 

works, the Agency has simply requested the rolling over of the existing 

designations, which will not lead to any additional effects on the 

environment beyond those anticipated by the designations already in the 

Operative Plan. 

Conclusion on s 171(1)  

49 Given the above analysis, the Hearings Panel is requested to roll over the 

23 State highway designations with the modifications as sought.  

Alterations to and removal of existing designations and new 

designations 

50 Mr Richards’ evidence notes that various processes are underway to alter 

or remove existing designations or to confirm new requirements, in 

accordance with Part 8 of the RMA. In particular, his evidence in relation 

to the Strategic Directions Proposal was that the Agency is now carrying 

out a range of further State highway improvement works under the banner 

of the ‘Christchurch Motorways Project’ as part of the Roads of National 

Significance programme.35 

51 In accordance with clause 4(5) of the Order, if the requirements are 

determined in accordance with Part 8 of the RMA, then the Council must 

include the resulting designation (or altered or removed designation as 

the case may be) in both the Operative Plan and the Replacement Plan. 

The Hearings Panel is therefore not required to make a decision on these 

requirements. 

52 However, for completeness, we record that the following additions to the 

State highway designations are included or intended to be included in the 

Replacement Plan: 

a New designation: On 9 January 2015, a new State highway 

designation was included in the Operative Plan: SH1 Northern 

                                                      
35 Ibid, para 8.1. 



 

5060086.5 14 

Motorway Extension (Western Belfast Bypass). Clause 4(5) of the 

Order requires the Council to include this designation directly in the 

Replacement Plan and consequently the Hearings Panel is not 

required to make a decision on it.  

b P5 Designation: As noted above at paragraph 26(a), the Transport 

Agency has commissioned the mapping of works already completed 

under the P5 Designation. As soon as updated plans have been 

prepared for the area between Yaldhurst and Avonhead Roads, the 

Agency intends to give notice to the Council under s 182 of the RMA 

to remove the designation where it is no longer required. However, in 

the meantime, the Agency requests that the Panel roll over the 

existing designation. 

c P10 Designation: As noted above at paragraph 14(a), the Transport 

Agency has given notice of a requirement to alter this designation. It 

is anticipated that the Hearings Commissioners will issue a 

recommendation on the notice of requirement in mid-2015. However, 

in the meantime, the Agency requests that the Panel roll over the 

existing designation. 

Conclusion 

53 It is submitted that the Hearings Panel should confirm the designations as 

sought by the Transport Agency.  

 

Dated this 11th day of February 2015 

 

Frances Wedde 

Counsel for the New Zealand Transport Agency 
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Attachment 1: State highway designations 

No. Site Name Purpose Location Operational corridor or 

future works? 

Nature of any 

modifications 

Nature of any submissions
36

 

 P1   State Highway 1 

(Christchurch Northern 

Motorway) 

Motorway purposes From Waimakariri River to 

Dickeys Road 

Operational corridor Add conditions  

 P2   State Highway 1 (Belfast - 

Templeton)  

Road purposes From Dickeys Road to 

Templeton  

Operational corridor Add conditions Riccarton/Wigram Community 

Board (#254) supports the 

designation. This submission is 

supported by the 

Spreydon/Heathcote Community 

Board (#FS1343) 

 P3   State Highway 1 

(Proposed Main North 

Road Widening) 

Road purposes From Dickeys Road to 

Richill Street  

Future works Extend the lapse date. Add 

conditions. Deletions where 

the Transport Agency has 

already acquired land or 

land no longer needed. 

 

 P4   State Highway 1 

(Proposed Johns Road 

Widening)  

Road purposes From Belfast to Sawyers 

Arms Road 

Future works Extend the lapse date. Add 

conditions. Deletions where 

the Transport Agency has 

already acquired land or 

land no longer needed. 

 

 P5   State Highway 1 

(Proposed Russley Road 

Widening)  

Road purposes From Yaldhurst Road to 

Harewood Road 

Future works Extend the lapse date. Add 

conditions.  

Ms Seaton (#320) opposes the 

designation if it is any wider than 

under the Operative Plan. 

                                                      
36 The Canterbury Regional Council (#342) has submitted in general support of Proposal 10 as a whole.  The Transport Agency, through the Crown (#495), has submitted in general support of Section P of Proposal 10. 
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No. Site Name Purpose Location Operational corridor or 

future works? 

Nature of any 

modifications 

Nature of any submissions
36

 

 P6   State Highway 1 

(Proposed Main South 

Road Widening)  

Road purposes From Carmen Road to 

Halswell Junction Road  

Future works Extend the lapse date, add 

conditions, reduce extent. 

Riccarton/Wigram Community 

Board (#254) supports the 

designation. This submission is 

supported by the 

Spreydon/Heathcote Community 

Board (#FS1343) 

 P7   State Highway 73 

(Curletts, Yaldhurst and 

West Coast Roads) 

Road purposes From Christchurch 

Southern Motorway to 

Dawsons Road 

Operational corridor Add conditions. Riccarton/Wigram Community 

Board (#254) supports the 

designation. This submission is 

supported by the 

Spreydon/Heathcote Community 

Board (#FS1343) 

 P8   State Highway 73 

(Proposed Yaldhurst 

Road Widening) 

Road purposes From Racecourse Road 

to Russley Road  

Future works Extend the lapse date, add 

conditions, reduce extent. 

 

 P9   State Highway 74 (Belfast 

- Woolston) 

Road purposes From Johns Road to the 

Heathcote River 

Operational corridor Add conditions.  

 P10 State Highway 74 

(Proposed Northern 

Arterial) 

Motorway purposes From Christchurch 

Northern Motorway to 

Queen Elizabeth II Drive   

Future works Extend the lapse date, add 

conditions. 

Mr Tillman (# 5) supports the need 

for the designation but wishes it to 

be moved to the east to provide 

mitigation of noise and air quality 

effects and room for a cycleway.   

 P11 State Highway 74 

(Proposed Travis Road 

Widening)  

Road purposes From Burwood Road to 

Frosts Road 

Future works Extend the lapse date, add 

conditions. 

 

 P12 State Highway 74 

(Proposed Dyers Road 

Widening)  

Road purposes From Maces Road to 

Ruru Road  

Future works Extend the lapse date, add 

conditions. 

 

 P13 State Highway 74 (Tunnel 

Road Motorway) 

Motorway purposes From the Heathcote River 

to Norwich Quay  

Operational corridor Add conditions.  
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No. Site Name Purpose Location Operational corridor or 

future works? 

Nature of any 

modifications 

Nature of any submissions
36

 

 P14 State Highway 74 

(Lyttelton)  

Road purposes From Lyttelton Tunnel 

roundabout to the eastern 

end of Gladstone Quay  

Operational corridor Add conditions. 

 

Note – notified version of 

the Plan incorrectly 

recorded this designation 

as being included without 

modification. 

Mr Bundy (#418) proposes an 

alternative port access 

arrangement. This submission is 

opposed by Lyttlelton Port 

Company Limited (#FS1444). 

 P15 State Highway 74A 

(Opawa - Linwood) 

Road purposes From the Dyers Road to 

Opawa Road intersection 

Operational corridor Modify conditions.  

 P16 State Highway 75 

(Curletts, Halswell and 

Tai Tapu Roads) 

Road purposes From the Christchurch 

Southern Motorway to the 

Halswell River 

Operational corridor Add conditions. Riccarton/Wigram Community 

Board (#254) supports the 

designation. This submission is 

supported by the 

Spreydon/Heathcote Community 

Board (#FS1343) 

 P17 State Highway 75 (Banks 

Peninsula)  

Road purposes From Motukarara to 

Akaroa   

Operational corridor Add conditions.  

 P18 State Highway 75 

(Proposed Halswell Road 

Widening)  

Road purposes From Curletts Road to 

Sparks Road 

Future works Extend the lapse date, add 

conditions, reduce extent. 

Mark Shallcrass (# 20) opposes 

the designation and believes that 

congestion can be overcome 

through improved public transport 

and cycleways. 

 

Foodstuffs South Island Limited 

(#705) opposes any further 

widening of the designation. 

 

Riccarton/Wigram Community 

Board (#254) supports the 

designation. This submission is 

supported by the 

Spreydon/Heathcote Community 

Board (#FS1343) 
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 P19 State Highway 76 

(Brougham, Opawa and 

Port Hills Roads) 

Road purposes From Tunnel Road to 

Barrington Street  

Operational corridor Add conditions.  

 P20 State Highway 76 

(Proposed Port Hills 

Widening)  

Road purposes From Curries Road to 

Tunnel Road  

Future works Extend the lapse date, add 

conditions. 

 

 P21 State Highway 76 

(Christchurch Southern 

Motorway)  

Motorway purposes From Barrington Street to 

Halswell Junction Road 

Operational corridor Add conditions. 

 

Note – notified version of 

the Plan incorrectly 

recorded this designation 

as being included without 

modification. 

Riccarton/Wigram Community 

Board (#254) supports the 

designation. This submission is 

supported by the 

Spreydon/Heathcote Community 

Board (#FS1343) 

 P22 State Highway 76 

(Halswell Junction Road)  

Road purposes From Christchurch 

Southern Motorway to 

Main South Road 

Operational corridor Add conditions. Riccarton/Wigram Community 

Board (#254) supports the 

designation. This submission is 

supported by the 

Spreydon/Heathcote Community 

Board (#FS1343) 

 P23 State Highway 76 

(Proposed Christchurch 

Southern Motorway 

Extension – Stage 2)  

Motorway purposes From Halswell Junction 

Road to Marshs Road 

Future works None Riccarton/Wigram Community 

Board (#254) supports the 

designation. This submission is 

supported by the 

Spreydon/Heathcote Community 

Board (#FS1343) 

 

Heritage New Zealand Pouhere 

Taonga (#778) seek amendment 

of an advice note to reflect the 

organisation’s new name and 

legislation. 

 


